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...an Introduction

Double:Billings [Editorial Preface]

THE QUESTIONS:

"For what reason or reasons do you write
Science Fiction in preference to other
classes of literature?"

"What do you consider the raison d'etre,
the chief value of Science Fiction?"

"What is your appraisal of the relation-
ship of Science Fiction to the 'Main-
stream’ of Literature?"

Do you believe that participating in
fandom, fanzines, and conventions would
be a benefit or a hindrance to would-be
writers?"

"What source or sources would you recomm-
end to beginning writers as having been,
in your experience, the most productive
of ideas for Science Fiction stories?"

"Do you feel that a beginning Science
Fiction writer should concentrate cn
short stories as opposed to novels -- or
vice versa? Why?"

"What suggestions can you offer to the
beginning writer concerning the develop-
ment of 'realistic' characters and writ-
ing effective dialogue?"

"Do you believe that an effective novel
requires a message or moral?
Please comment."

"To what extent do you think it possible
to detect a writer's viewpoints as to
politics, religion or moral problems
through examination of his stories?"

"During your formative writings, what one
author influenced you the most? What
other factors such as background, educa-
tion, etc., were important influences?"

"What do you consider the greatest weak-
ness of Science Fiction today?"

...an Index [...of Questions answered.]




.LOYD BIGGLE, JR.

...an Introduction

...by way of an EPILOGUE to the
original magazine version...

“Mee in g vhile you find yourself in an odd situation. You get into it by degress and in the
most natural way, but, when you are right in the midst of Tt, you are suddenly astomished and
ask yourself how in the world it all came about."

Thus the opening paragraph of KON-TIKI.

Thus The DOUBLE:BILL Symposiwm,

Summer, 1963. The day may have been hot, but I insist that the weather was irrelevant. In
my mail was a letter from Bill Mallardi asking, among other things, if I had anything for the
DOUBLE:BILL ANNISH -- then on the drawing boards, or in the ink tubes, or wherever it is that an
annish spends its pestation period. I didn't, but my subconscious twitched, I put paper to type-
writer, and wrote out the plan for the Symposium.

Whence the idea? Without a psychoprobe it is probably too late to determine; but its con-
ception no doubt derived in part from the irritation 1 have felt with convention panel discuss-
ions. Despite occasional brilliant individual contributions, these never quite seem to come off.
The scheduled participants too often fail to appear, and their places are filied with protesting
innocents hastily drafted from the audience, who must pause when they rise to ask what the sub-
ject is. The discussions meander, bhecomec entangled in arguments, spread out senselessly or con-
tract unrcasonably. The panel may bc dominated by one garrulous personality while the other mem-
bers hover mutely in the background like a Greek Chorus waiting for a cue {which does not come).
None of this makes for the kind of illuminating discussion, the highlighting of various facets
of a subject that is, or should be, the real purpose of a panel discussion.

Why not, 1 asked myself, a kind of writiten panel discussion, which would group tegether a
mumber of brief comments or answers to questions. The participants could mull over their respon-
ses at their lcisure; the brevity would keep the discussions to the point and impose a minimum
of inconvenience on those taking part; and, because none of the participants would know what the
others were saying, the arguments would be left to the readers.

So I typed out the plan.

There had to be ground rules. Fixst, and most important, the project needed a Worthy Causec.
The answer sheets, completed and signed by prominent writers, would constitute a valuable coll-

ector's item. We agreed at the beginning that these shects would be bound and offered at auc-
tion, with the proceeds pledged to TAFF. [The Trans-Atlantic Fan Fund, a fund intended te take
Britons to American Worldcons and, in alternatc ycars, viee veraqa. -- FANCYCLOPEDIA 11, 7852.]

The other rules were routine: that the addresses of the participants would be confidential
{having taken the troublc to answer the questions, we did not want them to suffer the further
inconvenience of becoming embroiled in correspondence with the individual readers. The readers
could harass the editors with their comments -- which is what letter columns are for); that the
participants would receive copies of the number(s) of DOVBLE:BILL containing the Symposium; that
the answers would not be cut (entire answers could be dropped if space required or if repetition
made this seem desirable, but any answer used would be used in its cntirety); and so on.

"You furnish the questions,” [ told the editors, "and T will try to get them answered.”
The editors responded enthusiastically with a list of twelve questions.
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The questions deserve more than a passing comment. Obviousiy the eventual success of such a
project must depend to & considerable extent wupon the questions asked. To answer one partici-
pant's query -- "Who composed those devilish questions?" -- this is how they evolved:

The trouble with questions--and ] speak as a former college teacher who has asked more than
his fair share--is that too often they fail to elicit the type of answers the questioner has in
mind. Ideally, the best question for the Symposium would be one that encourages,or even demands,
the exposition of different viewpoints. It should be aimed at a subject upon which the partici-
pants are likely to have varying opinions, the stronger the better. At the same time, the ques-
tion should be composed with the Symposium's audience in mind. We wanted the right kind of ques-
tion, but we also wanted the sort of question our readers would like to have answered--the ques-
ticn they themselves would ask professional writers if they had the opportunity.

We were under no illusions, either before or afterwards, that our list of questions would
actually satisfy those ideal requirements. Producing even a workable list of such questions is a
formidable task, and the editors were probably aware of the likelihood that their questions
would please no one. The finest tribute to their efforts, I think, lies in the fact that in all
of the commentary on the Symposium that I have seen, no reader has criticized the questions.
(Several writers were highly critical, but their viewpoint was entirely different -- they had to
answer them!)

The editors furnished the original list of twelve questions. Dean Mclaughlin and I worked
over the questions and tossed answers at each other. Then we threw out some of them, noted sug-
gestions for reworking the others, and sent the list back with a request for revisions. The ed-
itors provided a new list of twelve, Dean and I subjected them to the same treatment, and asked
for more revisions.

As an example of the problem we faced, one of the original questions read, 'What do you as
an individual and as an author consider your best S.F. book or story?' Dean answered immediately
--"The one I'm working on now." My own answer was that I piously hoped that I hadn't written it
yet, Few writers would take this question seriously, or care to commit themselves if they did;
and at best it could only produce a list of titles. While such a list might not be without in-
terest as concerns the individual writers, the question could not be said to provide the basis
for an interesting discuseion, so we eliminated it.

The fourth or fifth revision produced the final list of eleven questions, Of these eleven,
Dean McLaughlin contributed one, I contributed one, and the editors furnished the other nine. Of
their original twelve questions, eight, variously revised, survived in the final list (though
two of them were combined into one question). The editors can regard that as a testimonal.

Once the list of questions was agreed upon, I designed question sheets with three or four
questions per page and space left between them for answers. Asking writers to take the time to
answer a questionnaire of this kind represents at best an imposition and at worst a2 dammed im-
position, and the objective was to arrive at a format that would at least enable them to suffer
the inconvenience conveniently. I reasoned that they could quickly and easily answer the ques-
tions by running these sheets through their typewriters, and the format would likewise provide
the uniformity that was essential if the answer sheets were to be bound as a collector's Item.
In most cases this worked out well. A few participants wrote their answers by hand; some answers
needed more space than was provided and were, in accordance with the instructions, completed on
the backs of the pages.

The editors mimeographed the answer sheets, and [ set about compiling a list of names and
addresses of professional writers,

The original intention was to invite twenty-five or thirty to participate, and to hope for
fifteen or twenty replies. This sounds like a simple practical objective until one is confronted
with the question, "Which twenty-five or thirty?" We kept thinking of important cmissions. Those
to whom 1 wrote asking for addresses kept adding names, saying, "These weren't on your list, but
you may want them." The list grew. And kept growing. I typed up the names that 1 had collected
and circulated them, asking that they be checked for omissions, and it seemed that almost every-
one could suggest some, The list grew. To more than a hundred.

Addresses are much more difficult to obtain than names, but thanks to Dean MclLaughlin, How-
ard DeVore, Earl Kemp and Ted Cogswell, who generously culled their files for me, my collectign
of addresses also grew.
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A persistent question has been, "Why wasn't So0-and-so included?"

So-and-so may not have been on my list. In spite of all the checking and rechecking, embar-
rassing omissions cccurred.

Or So-and-so¢’'s address may not have been available, or may have reached me too late. 1 um
prepared to offer evidence that no one lacking the full resources of the F.B.1. could determine
the whereabouts of some writers. There are also a few writers whose addresses are known to most
everyone in fandom and prodom, or so it seems, except those one chances to ask. The question-
naires were mailed out as I obtained the addresses -- as long as the supply of questionnaires
lasted. ‘The list could have been extended by another twenty or thirty numes without too much
difficulty, but by the time the last questiomnaire was mailed the project had already gotten out
of hand, therc were more replies than could be included in even two issues of DOUBLZ:SILL, and
we decided not to run off any more questionnaires.

Or the addresses furnished to me for So-and-so may have been incorrect. Because [ don't
want to discourage young would-be writers, 1 am withholding my statistics on the number of pro-
fessional writers who abandon theirt abodes in the dead of night, Ieaving no [orwarding address-
es. It is suffivient to say that more than a few guestionnaires went astray because of incorrect
or obsclete addresses. 1 attempted to reach some writers through agents or editors, but I have
no way of knowing how many of those letters were actually forwarded.

Or So-and-so may not have had the time or inclination to participate. Some writers kindly
wTote explanations as to why they could not or would not; a few ignored the questicnnaire. Know-
ing only too well my own probable reaction to such a request {a damned impositionl), [ cannot
bring myself te criticize anyone for not wanting to take the time (the only capital a writer has
to work with) and trouble to answer a questionmaire; and I have taken such precautions as were
possible to ensure that no one else does.

Se-and-so, whoever he may be, was not included for one of the above reasons. HNo one, So-
and-so and myself excepted, knows which onc -- or, as far as I'm concerned, will know.

For the record, the replies received totaled nearly 80% of the questionnaires mailed to
known addresses. All of these mailings produced only one refusal that could be termed vituper-
ative. <Call that one percent, Let those figures ring out resoundingly the next time you 'hear
fans criticizing the pros for their lack of intcrest in fan projects and fan causes.

The volume of response quickly produced an uncxpected problem. When the number of replies
passed thirty-five 1 suggested to the editors that they consider running the Symposium in in-
stallments; they had already made that decision.

There remained only the problem of how to organize the Symposium. The editors have been
criticized for the arrangement by which the responses were broken up to place the answers to
each question together. This was part of my original plan, and though we laboriously exchanged
letters discussing other arrangements, in the end 1 typed up a specimen page and the editors
followed it faithfully. The whole responsibility was mine. Criticize me -- ¢/o DOUBLE:BILL.

[Ed. Mote: This is in reference to the original magazine version; this voiume is our fault]

A few fans were kind enough, or perverse enough, to inquire as to why I did not take part
in the Symposium. Originally I planned to do so; but before I guite got around to filling out a
gquestionnaire, the deluge of replies was upon me. The original plan was that each participant
would answer the questions without knowing what the others were saying (and with a veryv few ex-
ceptions all replies were received before the lrst installment of the Symposium was circulated).
My own experience would indicate that this was one of the Symposium's soundest features. I was
in the unique position of seeing «Zl the answers first, and after reading seventy-plus answers
to a question one naturally shrinks from any attempt to say more on the subject. Considering in
addition my role in shaping the guestions, my own participation seemed inappropriate, if not
{assuming that there are ethics in such matters) unethical.

Finally, I offer my personal tribute to Bill Mallardi and Bill Bowcrs--my thanks for their
whole-hearted co-operation and my congratulations on a job well-done. They made no complaint
vhen 1 requested second, third, fourth and fifth revisions of the questions. They Jdid not even
growl--at me, anyway--over the endless stream of suggestions and comments that 1 sent their way,
though there must have been times when they felt like shipping me their mimeograph machine with
the suggestion that 1 do the job myself. All of this is even more temarkable when you consider
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that many of these suggestions involved spending their money.

Through the many weeks of work and the voluminous correspondence that the Symposium requir-
ed, I cannot recall a single disagreement. [ have never been associated with a project that re-
mained so faithful to the original plan throughout. The only significant difference between the
published Symposium and my first conception of it was one of size--and in that the editors were
not the only ones who were faked out.

But the ultimate tribute belongs to the seventy-two professional writers and editors who
took part.

What did they think of the Symposium. Here are a few of the things they thought about it
and their own contributions at the time that they answered the questions:

These things are always hell...

Thanks for giving me the chance to talk about myself so much.

Long may TAFF prosper!

I hope my comments will contribute something. In any case, I enjoyed writing them.

T think this is the firet thing of this sort I've ever answered, since I don't feel I have
any right to miz in with the writer crowd -- However, here it is!

What's TAFF?

I'm ail in faver of such projects, and am only sorry that distance keeps me from partici-
pating more often.

How on earth are yow going to binmd these cheets with the margins allowed?

T am afraid I'm not being very profound, but pevhaps in lieu of that a quick answer, with-
out too much thinking about it, does insure some honesty.

And so it went...
It was fun while it lasted, eh, editors?
And now we three will join hands for one rousing chorus: “Never again!®

LLOYD BIGGLE, JR.

DOUBLE:BILL 10; Aug. 19€4.

DOUBLE:BILLINGS

.. Mever again!

Yes, we S?id it--and we thought we meant it. But Time, among its other qualities, dulls the
dye?ry, mechanical aspects of something like this project -- and enhances the remembr;nce of the
finished work. You might call it a Sense of Accomplishment.

_ when the :original' Symposium was published, too many years ago, DOUBLE:BILL had a circula-
tion of approximately 250 copies. Since that time, there has been--at least--a 75% turnover in
rcaderthpT—and_we would be very surprised :f as much as a hundred copies of those three issues
are still in existencc. Mimeographed fanzines have a survival value slightly greater than hec-
toed preducts, but one considerably less than last year's newspaper.

lhcrcf?re, since the majority of you reading this are unfamiliar with the D:8 of six years
age...and since the possibility exists of this falling into hands unaquainted with 'Science Fic-
tion Fandom'...and its array of publications...a brief Explanation is in order.
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First, though...Lloyd Biggle's 'Introduction' {preceding this) was written as a postscript,
an if-vou-will raison d'g2tre for the Symposium, itself. As such, we feel that it serves to give
csscntial background as well as, perhaps, giving a little idea of what actually went into the
monster. It appears here, sans updating, as it did in DOUBLE:BILL #10 (Aug. '64). We should note
however, that Lloyd himself expressed doubts as to whether his piece would be 'suitable' to this
publication. Obviocusly, we thought it did, and overruled him. (One of the advantages e¢njoyed by
being editors.)

As indicated by Lloyd, the serialized version appeared in three separate issues of DOUBLE:
FILL: 47, Oct., 1963; #8, Jan., 1964; and #9, June, 1964. Those three issues had a total of 256
pages; the Symposium used 95 of those pages. (This, it should be noted, was in pica type, unre-
duced. Therefore, each page in the following contains approximately twice as much wordage as did
the earlier pages.)

...Ah-ha, you ask, "But what is a DOUBLE:BILLT"

(...Actually, it started out as DOUBLE-BILL, but that's another story.) The source of the
title should be obvious, but lest anyone get the wrong impression, we are not a 'movie’ magazine
--or at least we weren't until 2001--4 Space Odyssey came along.

DOVBLE :BILL was {and is) a famzine. A 'fanzine' is an amateur publication--a dread by-pro-
duct of the addiction known as Science Fiction Fandom. The latter term 1s completely unexplain-
able to anyone who has not experienced it... But a fanzine is NOT a I{ttie Science Fiction maga-
zine. Nor is it (except in notably unsuccessful attempts) a 'little magazine' in the sense ap-
plied to 'literary’ publications. Sometimes a fanzine will mention, review or comment on an item
of 5.F.; ofttimes it does not. Some are devoted to other faans; some are devoted to nothing in
particular...but everything in general. This last species is known as a 'genzine', of which var-
iety U:B is only one example. The entire emphasis here is on the 'amateur' nature of fanzines.
Though a number of pros delve inte fandom from time to time, and despite the fact that a large
number of pros have emerged from fandom -- Ray Bradbury, to cite the example you use when trying
to explain fandom to the averapc mundane man-in-the-street -- irregardless of all this, fanzines
are not a training ground for would-be writers of §.F. (Though it can be used for this ... but
irenically, a good percentage of those who have become Dirty Pros concentrated on articles, and
light banter, rather than godawful amateur stories during their fannish days.)

...All in all, Fandom is more of a social unit than & critical body, or a training ground.
It is either a Way of Life; or Just a Ghoddamn Hobby--that particular question will never be an-
swered to evervone's satisfaction.

The only ‘*payment' a contributor to a fanzine receives is a copy of that issue, and hope-
fully some favorable comments in the next issue's lettercolumn.

As far as the editor/publishers (usvally interpreted as one-in-the-same) of these things...
they do it because they enjoy putting together something or because of the 'egoboo' involved in
putting out a particularly ‘good' fanzine. Some offer subscriptions; others are circulated anly
among friends and pecer groups. Those that actually charge money do so in order to get a caver
offsct  or perhaps help out with the postage. There's a rumor that one or two fanzines actually
break even in regards to publishing costs...but you couldn't prove it by us!

...and that's a fanzine.

...back to the booklet you're now holding:

There is cne item in Lloyd's 'Introductien' that is outdated. The eriginal Symposium had 72
participants. When preparing to collect the three segments into one, the temptation arose to try
and contact some of the authors we'd missed the first time. In additjon--there have developed in
the past several years, a brand-new corps of 5.F. writers, and we thought their opinions might
ilso prove interesting. Twenty-two responded to this Spring*69 mailing of Questionnaires. (Bear
this in mind while reading the answers, because there is a difference of 6 years between the two
groups of writers, plus a difference in outlock, ete., that shows the pgap quite clearly.)

Again, you may ask, why So-and-So wasn't included. Some, again, didn't reply, for the rea-
sons Llovd cited. However there is one definite case of Post Office malfeasance--Juanita Coulson
mailed in her repiies ... but they never made it the two hundred miles between Indiana and here.
By the time we found out about it, the final typing was too far along to include any additicnal
comments. Our sincerest apologies to Juanita...and we hope to have her in the 2nd N B Symposium.
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We hadn't planned on separating the two groups, but when the new ones began coming in, it
scemed best. Tlease remember that the majority of answers (the first section in each question)
were written in the Summer and Fall of 1963. Since then editers and 'waves' have come and gone.
A fow of the original writers have even passed away. We did not feel it was our right to attempt
to Tupdate' the references; besides, it would have been impossible. (Just as impossible would
hive been a "Subject Index' to the booklet--it would have taken nearly as much space as the an-
swers did.)

This is not intended as a 'critical' work except in that critical observations are included
in the authors' replies. Rather, it is hoped, it will serve the function of letting you.get bet-
ter acquainted with those who create and publish the things we read. Perhaps it will also help
acquaint the writers and editqrs with each other.

We make no recommendations on Zow to read this booklet. Some will undoubtedly start at the
beginning...and finish at the end, Others will skip about. For those interested in reading one
author at a time, an Index is provided on pages 110-111.

This is a fun book --- Read and Enjoy!

Our profnund and deepest thanks to ALL the contributors...past and present. This is their
Symposium; it Tepresents valuable time (a writer's only commodity) donated for a fan Project. We
hope that they, more than anyone, will receive a little enjoyment ocut of this volume, as an in-
adequate compensation.

In closing, we have dedicated this booklet to Lloyd Biggle, Jr. -- he had the idea, did the
hard work, and in general was our 'Guiding Light'in helping us with this project. Thanks, Again,
Lloyd!

Note: The families of the deceased members of this Symposium will also receive Contributors
Copies...we sincerely hope they will keep it in remembrance of them, We regret their passing,
and wish beyond hope they had not left., They are sorely missed.

...to everyone Lloyd thanked for the first version...to the new writers...to Bill Glass for
sending in, unasked, an Index to the magazine version (the one at the rear is based on his for-
mat),..to Joan Baker/Bowers for Indexing #his monster...to Mallardi for proofraading it...to Joe
Marcinko, the Printer with a Heart...to Anne McCaffrey for forwarding some of the questionnaires
...and to all those we're going to coerce into collating this thing:

...to all of these, and more: Thanks for Everything...and a Query:

Want to try it...one more time?

BILL BOWERS
BILL MALLARDI

August I, 19839
Akron, Ohio



... for having more faith in us
than we had in ourselves at times;

...and despite the sometimes curses he earned
for the sleepless nights he caused us;

...1t 18 with admiration and Thanks that we
the Editors
respectfully Dedicate this volume to:

B R e e e b U S Y

LLOYD BIGGLE, JR.



For what reason or reasons do
you write (or edit) Science
Fietion in preference to other
classes of literature?

DANIEL F, GALOUYE: Science fiction provides the only truly satisfying vehicle for exploring
the full range of future developments along any of the facets of human experience. By its very
nature, it is free of the convention which restricts other forms of literary expression to rel-
atively mundane circumstances. Any plot line that offers no opportunity for stimulating a sense
of wonder In the reader hardly seems worthwhile,

DAMON KNIGHT: Kicks and money. Science fiction is more fun and pays me better than anything
else I've tried; and to tell the truth, I've never been much interested in anything else.

FIERRE VERSINS:  Because I don't think a/) that everything is going well in our world; b5} that
one can find an answer to every question and problem through the habitual way, science, tech-
nology, philosophy, morals and the like, and hence another mean must be used; ¢! that other
classes of literature are able to replace sclence fiction as a way of thinking.

RAY BRADBURY:  For the same reason I started in this field in the first place, for love of the
subject, for excitement concerning man's place in the universe and what he will do with himself
and his machines in the next 10,000 years. This was exciting in 1928, when I was 8, and remains
just as overwhelming now.

CLIFFORD D. SIMAK: 1) Basically, I suppose, it's a matter of sticking to what I know. I know I
can write science fiction; I'm not s0 sure how well T could write anything else, so why waste my
time. 2} I believe in it as a fiction form, and have faith in 1t. And, more than likely ['d get
terrifically bored writing anything else.

TED CARNELL: As an editor, this is a more difficult question to answer than if T were a writer,
but basically, s-f literature has always given me a bigger 'bang' than any other writing in 40
years of perusing the printed page. Where, however, the pleasure was confined to one of personal
reading when I was younger, the last 15 years has seen that pleasure changed and intensified in
helping te develop new writers into the field and giving other publishing houses the benefit of
my many years of experience in the field. Creatively, I can apparently do more good as an ad-
visor than as a practitioner.

Basically, the changing patterns of s-f fascinate me and 1 get a great deal of enjoyment
out of predicting such changes and trying to guess ahead. Without doubt, the novel is changing
in style and tempo, whether the hardened short story readers acknowledge the fact or not.

ANDRE NORTON: 1 don't prefer $-F -- 1 alternate between such and historical-adventure.

RICHARD WILSOK:  The freedom of expression permitted in the field, plus its lack of taboos, are
important factors. Also, in no other accessible field, outside of amateur publishing, are the
chances of getting printed so good. (Thanks for the implication that my s-f, or anybody's, is
literature.)
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JOHN BRURNER: a) I've been reading it for entertainment since 1 was about 7 years old; b) I ap-
pear to have a knack for it; ¢) I make a living out of it now.

But I enjoy the mere act of writing--even composing ephemerae gives me a considerable kick
--and to write S-F (which to my mind is a genre with some substance) is to have jam on the bread
and butter.

DEAN McLAUGHLIN: 1 write the stories I think of--not the ones I don't. For reasons of personal
interest and mental bent, this happens to be SF.

ARTHUR PORGES:  Because I developed, rather early in life, a strong taste for the imaginative
and fantastic in literature. The preference probably had its roots in my particular environment
and rearing. Some people are of so severely ‘practical’ a bent that they have no patience with
any kind of fantasy; obviously, writers of science fiction are a different breed of cat.

JONN W. CAMPBELL: There's room to think and move!

JOEN CHRISTOPHER: Not so: I write other forms of fiction as well. Why do T write science-fic-
tion at all? Because a certain kind---Olde Englishe Science-Fiction---offers scope for studying
the way people might behave under the stress of environments stranger than those we know, vyet
not utterly incredible.

KATHERINE MacLEAN: To work out ideas, to learn something while I'm working them out, and to
spend my time with the conviction that it is possible that what I am doing will make some kind
of a difference. That is, will be useful to people and stir up their thinking in the direction
of some more ideas and possibilities. Writing strictly to present emotional entertainment is a
drag, because I get bored with it, cease to be entertained, and because mere entertainment is
interchangable. Lollypops can be had easily anywhere.

Imtellectual entertainment is the most lasting kind of exhileration. New ideas are more in-
toxicating and exhilerating than alcohol. (Although a mixture of alcohol and good company swap-
ping new ideas is hard to top.} The nearest approach to the exhileration of a really strenuous
wrestling match with an adventure story solid with difficult logical jumps, is an article pre-
senting a genuine breakthrough in science, or the skiing down a fast tree-studded slope.

WILSON TUCKER: Not quite true, here. I prefer mystery and suspense first, but write science
fiction as an escape (!} from those; and also when I work up a theme or plot which is not accep-
table to the mystery field. Or, more simply, science fiction is a counterpoint.

MARTIN GREENBERG: T think it reprvesents a greater creative challenge than contemporary litera-
ture,

FREDERIX POKL: Because [ enjoy reading it; because I think I can write it better tharn I can
most other kinds; because there is little opportunity to write candidly of human foibles in most
magazines today, except science-fiction magazimes. ('Little' does not mean "none': PLAYBOY, NEW
YORKER and the 'little' magazines do print such stories, at least sometimes.}

K. BEAM PIPER: In my 'teens, which would be in the early '20's, 1 decided that what I really
wanted to do was write; 1 wasn't quite sure what, but I was going to write something, About the
same time, 1 became aware of science fiction, such as it was then, mostly H.G. Wells, and fan-
tasy, Bram Stoker, H. Rider Haggard, and then I began reading the newer science (more or less)
fiction--Burroughs, Merritt, Ralph Milne Farley, Ray Cummings, et gi. This was the Neolithic, or
Hugo Gernsback, Period of science fiction, and by this time I was a real 200-proof fan.

This first enthusiasm waned slightly after while. I got interested in history and historical
fiction, and for some time read little else in the way of fiction, and every historical novel I
read started me reading up on the history of the period involved. I wanted to know just who this
guy Richelieu was and why D'Artagnan § Co. had such a down on him. Then the Prohibition period
was in full swing, and I became interested in Chicago gangsters for a while. All the time, I was
scribbling stories, few of which ever got finished, thank God! And gradually, I found myself re-
turning to my first love, science fiction.
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Well, along the line somewhere [ bought a second-hand typewriter, and for years I squander-
¢d my monev on paper, ribbons, and two-way postage on manuscripts, and I sent stuff to every-
thing from the AMERICAN EOY to the AMERICAN MERCURY, and finally, lo and behold, instead of a
returned manuscript, [ got a check, from ASTOUNDING. And then I began getting more checks in-
stead of bounces, all for science fiction stories.

So T found that science fiction was easier to write and easier to sell, and it was simply a
matter of knowing what [ was best at and deing it. For the last few years, 1in between science
fiction stories, I've been tinkering with a historical novel, and tc some extent I am applying
science fiction methods to it. After all, the influence of the invention of gunpowder and the
development of the arquebus on the politics and warfare of the Sixteenth Century is just as much
a science fiction theme as the influence of the development cof the space-ship on Twenty-Sixth
Century society.

JSAAC ASIMOV:  a}) Because T enjoy reading it more. &) Because as a scientist I know more about
science than I know about police routine or about the 0ld West. ¢) Because science fiction, in
these times, is the most significant literature one can write -- or at least that a person of my
limited talent can write.

ROBERT' BLOCH:  For me, when I do turn to science fiction, it's because of sentiment and nostal-
gia--or because I happen to have something to say which is not easily presented in another genre

J. FRANCIS MoCOMAS: For money,

FP. SCHUYLER MILLER: When 1 did, it was because it was fun. I have the usual notebooks frll of
gimmicks and festering ideas that ‘bleeged to be turned inte fiction -- and I did not have Dr.
David H. Keller's drive to write 'em for personal amusemert only. As a matter of fact, I read
mysteries for fun and would have liked to write them, but haven't enough logic in me to make
them hapg together, or enough cbjectivity to tell that they really do when they don't seem to.

BRIAN ALDISS: T am a surrealist at heart; that is, I'm none too sure whether the reality of the
world agrees with its appearance. Only in sf, or near-sf, can you express this feeling in words.
Also, it is easier to make a worthwhile contribution to sf than to the far larger field of gen-
eral fiction--and of course if the contribution is good enough, it serves also to enrich general
fiction, of which sf is but a part.

I should add that for me there is immense excitement in discovering new facts; and to con-
vey this excitement (rather than the facts, for I don’'t write that sort of sf} [ turn naturally
to science ficticn.

BASIL DAVENFORT: 1 shall be happy to answer your questions to the best of my ability, but I al-
ways feel that T am at SF gatherings under false pretenses, since I don't write it, on the ocne
hand, and I am not a real autograph-hunting fan on the other. I enjoy reading it, and have writ-
ten a little criticism on the subject, and that is all.

If you ask why I write criticism of SF (and I don't, much}, I can only say that the field
appeals to me, that I think the span between good and bad 5F is enormous, and it seems to me has
not been sufficiently treated by most critics--has, in fact, been ignored, with of course a few
exceptions,

FRITZ LEIBER: Because I cansell it more readily. [ like to write fantasy and truth-telling
'mainstream’ fiction just as well. I have a somewhat better background in science and philosophy
than in other fields. I like all fiction writing because it teaches me about myself and the
world, including of course other people.

PHILIP ¥, DICK: Its audience 1is not hamstrung by middle-class prejudices and will listen to
genuinely new ideas. There is less of an emphasis on mere style and more on content--as should
be. It is a man’s field, and hence a happy ending is not required--as in all the fiction fields
dominated by women. It is one of the few branches of serious fiction in which humor plays a
major role (thereby making s-f more complete, as was Shakespeare's work). Being one of the old-
est medes of fiction known to the Western World it embodies some of the most subtle, ancient and
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far-reaching dreams, ideas, and aspirations of which thinking man is capable. In esscnse, it's
the broadest field of fiction, permitting the most far-ranging and advanced concepts of every
possible type; no variety of idea can be excluded from s-f; everything is its property.

ZENWA HENDEESON: My stories are more fantasy than Science fiction -- I like it because | can
change 'reality' to suit myself,

ALLEN KIM LANG: HWReading 5-F, as I would in any case, allows me to avoid {sometimcs) cliches. ..l
really don't care much for mysteries; haven't the genius for poetry, but like the freedom to ap-
proach poetic notions through prose that is pessible, without cuteness, without genius, only in
S-F and fantasy.

GORDON R. DICKSON: 1 write it because it provides the greater share of the writing income that
makes my living. I alse write it because 1 enjoy writing it--as I enjoy reading it. [ write poe-
try, histerical and contemporary fiction for the same reason of enjoyment, but the science-fic-
tion, being my bread and butter field, has priority, and will probably continue to do so for the
next four or five years. But in any case, science-fiction will still offer a chance to tell cer-
tain types of stories better than they could be told in any of the other genre, or in the medium
of so-called mainstream (what I prefer to call contemporary) fiction.

JAMES E. GUNN: The dramatization of ideas has always interested me more than the dramatization
of the eternal and the commonplace. Change fascinates me. I think that change basically is good,
that progress is possible, and that Man is perfectible. [ have no urge to return to earlicr per-
ieds; I much prefer to loock forward and go forward. There is a bit of the preacher in ecvery
science fiction writer; science fiction is almost the only pulpit around.

POUL ANDERSON: 1 den't -- at least, not from preference, although the larger part of my writing
is wtill sf. However, [ got started as a writer inm that field because at the time, sf was my
faveorite kind of popular entertainment, and anyone does best to write about what interests him
mest. (7 still like it!)

JERRY SOHL: The lack of taboos and set standards allows a writer to flex muscles and titillate
gray matter that might not otherwise be affected. 1In addition, it's a hell of a lot more fun,
though 1 have nothing against other classes of literature. 71 think there are more divergent
types of a single genre in s-f than in any other single classification of writing, which is all
to the good. Conversely, I don't think s-f will ever be stereotyped (except by idiot TV produc-
ersy.

MARK CLIFTON: A wider scope for the exploration of new ideas {or new slants on old ideas)and an
audience of readers alert enough to appreciate what is done.

HARLAN ELLISON: Sorry gang, but I don't write s-f in preference to gnything. It's roughly tant-
amount to your suggesting that I eat Yorkshire Pudding in preference to any other food. Which
takes care of my starches, but what about the scurvy I'll come down with, from lack of fruit, or
the absence of calcium in my system from ignoring eggs, or -- but you get the point, My talent
{and 1 hasten to add that it is a very erratic, wild sert of talent) is nutured at various
founts. There are stories I could no more tell as science fiction than [ could stop writing al-
together. Along about now, the s-f fan has got to get it through his head, to learn, to be rude-
ly awakened, as T was, that science fiction, while it has some incredibly important arcas in
which it funci.ens better than any other literary form, is a terribly restricting form usually,
and is constricting the writer who wants to deal with His Times. And the restrictions are made
more unpalatable by the fans--of whom I am one--who know what they like (a faculty, James Abbort
McNeil Whistler peinted out, we share with all the higher forms of animal life} and are a tot
too quick te put down any writer venturing outside the well-trod compounds  they have approved.
Vonnegut is a case in point. In a year when his SIRENS OF TITAN, an urbelievably adroit and in-
ventive beok, vastly superior to anything else even attempted that year, was published, the Hugo
went to a second-class, inept, paucive, adolescent, hysterical piece of nonsense, strictly on
the reputation of the author, who has done infinitely better work in the past. With examples
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like this to learn from--where the truly imaginative writer is laughed at in his own land--what
authentic challenges are left to the s-f writer who desires to shock, awaken and explore? Why dao
] write s-f in preference to other forms? [ don't, gang. [t would have been 1impossible to do
stories like my Sinal Sktick, oOaniel White for the Greater Cood or Neither Your Jeany Nor 'ine
(uncoming soom in a magacine czlled KNIGHT) in the field. There is precious little room for
human vilues., A preat deal of toom for gidgets, gimmicks, gadgets and botfs, but not nearly cn-
ough for cternal humun values warped by human problems. Sorry to level the charge, but it's the
way 1 see 1it.

. o
PO e At

thought.

STURCEDN. It gives me almost complete freedom of speech, and absolute freedom af

CCARA: SF is the field I know best and am therefore best at., Tt's ten times as easy to
write in a field in which you know the clich®s backward and forward, know what's a new idea, etc.
A ¢ouple of my stories are illustrative of this: PBrown Robert [F4SF, May, 1962] which rang in a
time travel ramification which has been treated remarkably seldom in sf; and Hop-Friend [#4SF,
November, 1962], which sert of takes 4 Martign Odyssey and turns it upside down.

There's also, of course, the fact that sf is a comparatively easy field for the beginner.
The literary standards (alas, from the fan's standpeint} aren't as high as in non-category
fields, and the competition isn't as tough either.

& final note: I've written (and sold) other stuff than sf. However, sf is certainly my pri-
mary field, and is likely to remain so.

AVGUET DERLETH: 1 write everything cxcept Western stories (T always had difficulty staying on
horses and bicycles) and true confessions (I'd rather live them).

CHABLES BEAUMONT:  Originally it was because I liked this sort of thing; later becausc I real-
ized certain social comments could be made which otherwise couldn't or would come too hard. Sf
accounts for only about 20% of my output, which is much too variegated, I suppose. TWILIGHT ZONE
has for some vears taken up most of my time.

ROBEET A. W. LOWNDES: 1 am no longer sure that this is the case, but if it should be, it would
most probably be that (so long as I cannot afford te write fiction for love} it seems as If I
have the best chance of making a little money in science fiction. Could [ afford to write on
speculation, I might go into another field entirely.

ARTHUR . CLARKE: Because most other literature isn't concerned with reality.

WILLIAM TEMELE: One writes s-f for love or momney. For me it uscd to he love. Now it's money.
Because the kind of s-f I love few authors write nowadays, and fewer editors will buy. [ like
stories about people adventuring in a strange environment. Too often these days the stary ele-
ment (narration: Z.e., "What happens next?") is thin. There are no people, beccause cfforts ar
characterization are frowned on. As there are no people, there are no adventures, because adven-
tures can only happen to people. And the strange enviromment is taken for granted, as a matter
of fact, as if it's not strange at all. No wonder--and no wonder!

JOE HENELEY: 1 suppose that the hest answer I can give is chance. I read science fictian in the
late thirties and in the forties and was a fan, edited an amateur magazine, and the rest. When 1
began trving to write [ wrote all sorts of things, but was more successful in selling the sci-
cice fiction, probably becawse T liked it better than any other field T was writing in...

MACE REYROLDS: It is increasingly the field in which a non-conformist can express his opinians
By compromising only to the extent of laving his story in the future, or on some other planet,
the writer can say considerably more of what he believes needs saying.

LETJH BFEACHKETT: The reason is certainly mot economic, and that is largely why I have turned to
‘other classes of literature.' But the reason why I began as a s-f writer and still return to it
whenever I can  is simply that no other field allows such a socaring freedom of the imagination,
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and no other field is so much 'sympatice’ with my particular temperament -- Z.e., though I loved
cowboys, Indians, and pirates as a kid, I would always drop them with a bang for anything
science-fictional. As a more mature comment, too, I would say that only the s-f«field has turned
up anything really different and splendid in the way of literature (using the term 's-f field'
in i1ts broadest sense, which is the only sensible way to use it, I think). Who else could have
given us a NIGHT LAND, a PURPLE CLOUD, a LAST AND FIRST MEN, an ISLAND QF DOCTOR MOREAU...?

ROBERT SILVERBER: Because it's fun to write, because editorial taboos are relatively restrict-
ed instead of restrictive, and because it's one way of making concrete my own speculations and
daydreams .

ANTHONY BOUCHER: I never have, and I'm not sure anybody should. I suspect most sf writers would
be well advised (both esthetically and commercially) to keep at least one foot in some other
market--like Anderson, Biggle, Brown, and so on down the alphabet.

ERIC FRANK RUSSELL: I scratch where it itches.

E. E. "DOCY SMITH: Two. a) I like science fiction better. bJ) My efforts in other fields were
not very successful, and there's not much sense in writing something that no one will ever read.

JAMES BLISH: Only about 60 per cent of my output is s-f, but I guess that's enough to consti-
tute a preference. 1 have no logical reason for it; I'm just fond of it. In some directions it
gives me a feeling of freedom that I enjoy; in others, I find it very restricting but [ love it
anyhow. 0On the other hand, if 1 were forbidden to write anything else I wouldn't lazst long.

RICHARD LUPOFF: This is a curiocus self-intensifying phenomenon. $F was a hobby with me long be-
fore 1 wrote or edited amything professionally. As a vesult, it is the field which I know best.
It was because of a hobby interest that I first became acquainted with a number of writers, ed-
itors, artists, and publishers in the 5F field; through one of these acquaintanceships I recelv-
ed the offer of my present job, and through my present job I am becoming better acquainted than
ever with the field and the peorle in it. See? A self-intensifying phenomenon. If that original
schoolboy hobby interest had been in detective fiction, westerns, historical bocks, etc., the
whole process might have taken place in that field instead of SF.

MARION ZIMMER BRADLEY: 1) Because I like it, and I don't think anyone can really write, sincer-
ely, fiction which he dees not enjoy reading. I couldn't, for instance, write for women's slicks
--because I don't believe in the premises behind their fiction, 2) Because I think it's probably
the only way in which one can comment, without fear of critiecism or accusation, on the society
in which one lives.

JAMES H. SCHMITZ: I don't. I write more of it because I've always been able to sell it.

AVRAM DAVIDSON: I do write ‘'other classes of literature', and have attained success therein,
too; but my natural inclination seems towards SF or F, my first efforts were in this field, and
1 suppose its lack of rigid form and its infinitely imaginative possibilities continue to appeal
to me. Also, I have more success in selling SF than *mainstream literature' -- though not much
more than with crime fiction.

LESTER DEL REY: 1) It pays better on the average. Z) My reputation is now better established in
the s-f field. 3J) It's the only major field of pulp fiction appearing in magazine form -- and I
prefer both writing for and reading magazine pulp fiction to the supposedly superior type of
junk appearing elsewhere. Mostly, I write the type of stories 1'd most enjoy reading.

HORACE GOLD: 1'm more interested in writing science fiction--and fantasy, which is very closely
related for most of us--because it has greater survival value than ather popular fields. However
--science fiction and fantasy account for less than 5% of my total production in the past. I re-
gret that; though there were very few such markets at the time, I might perhaps have been wiser
to speculate on future prospects -~ [ can't say, because making a daily living by writing of any
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kind was a tough grind. However, it's a fact that I still get sales on my s-f and fantasy stor-
ies 2% years later, whereas my other work is as dead as many of the magazines it appeared in.

GEORSE 0. SMITH: I'm lazy. Science fiction comes casy.

TED WEITE: 1 started out writing non-fiction professionally: jazz reviews, personality picces,
and journalistic pieces for magazines such as ROGUE. My development into the field of fiction
has boen slow and difficult. It was only three years ago that I made the basic breakthrough and
learned to plot. I still have difficulty with the finer points of characterization and dialogue.
Therefore, my reasons for writing sf have hinged upon two facts: it's easier to get around one's
failings as a writer while developing and mastering them and still sell; and science fiction is
the field I grew up with, have always loved and aspired to write, and know a great deal about.
However, [ also have a high regard for the branch of the mystery story c¢reated by Hammett and
refined by Chandler, and I'd like to work in that field as well, 1 regard these two branches of
literature as the most rewarding.

ROCER ZELAZNY: [I've lwwped together my first two answers. It was easier than untangling them.]
1 have a feeling for SF which 1 do not have for any other class of literature. I do not normally
view SF in the same critical light in which I would regard other writing. SF's subject can be
anvthing, set anywhere, in or out of time and space. I like that natien; I like it a lot because
it involves a premise of sorts to the effect that anything might be possible. It also indicates
that any angle of vision might be brought into play in regarding a particular situation. In op-
eration, this demenstrates hitherte unexplored/umexploited areas of the human condition--mainly
by confronting its people with possible, eccentric happenings. This, in my cpinion, is suffi-
cient justification for its existence as an independent class of writing. This is one of the
reasons I prefer writing it. Another reason is the fact that it represents more immediate oppor-
tunities for developing writing ability while still selling stories than any other area. This,
because of the variety of specialized ways in which an SF story can be "good'--i.e., if a writer
is weak on characterization he can focus on an idea, gimmick, or gadget, and play down the human
element; or it might be the other way around, in which case he can set the people in the fore-
ground and use the science only as a pren: 1f weak on both, he can still try a space cpera. Be-
cause of these alternatives, the new SF writer has crutches available to him which he would not
possess elsewhere. SF gives him a chance to make sales while still struggling with his weak-
nesses, 1to turn out competent stories while still at a loss regarding many phases of story con-
struction. As a highly unskilled novice, I have been appreciating this fact since [ began writ-
ing. When I decide to write a story I make a quick mental checksheet of all the items I consider
myself capable of handling with impunity; I then think about the debit entries and consider the
best ways to cover over the majority--and always I pick one, wusually the one I deem my most eg-
regrious current failing, and I force myself to write it through. Thus, SF permits me to learn
some things about writing and to market some things at the same time.

1The 1369 Entries|

PIERS ANTHONY: I don't really. My preference leads me toward historical fiction and non-fic-
tion, but | keep turning out science fiction because that's all I seem to be able to sell. [ be-
gan with 5F because that provided me in childhood with a better universe when 1 needed one; when
I read it, I was eoblivicus to all else, to the scometime aggravation of those wha thought I was
snubbing them. When I pondered taking up writing, my prior years as an SF addict had familiar-
ized me with the field, so it was natural that I try what [ knew best. In addition, the advent
of SFWA (Science Fiction Writers of America) encouraged me to stick with the field so actively
protected thereby.

ANNE MeCAFFREY: 1 wanted to write s-f because I like what [ read of it, and because [ have been
successful, and thoroughly enjoy working in s-f, [ continue. My attempts to write outside the
field have been notably unsuccessful so I've come to the conclusion I have nothing to say in the
Contemporary vein--yet,
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HANK DAVIS: Since I'm just beginning, such a question may be premature. However, I suspect that
most or all of any fiction I do will be sf, simply because I love sf. I can hardly remember a
time when I wasn't grooving with some kind of sf or fantasy; comic books or the 0z books if
nothing else. Writing should be fun and sf is fun. Other departments of the printed word--maybe.
Besides, I think in sf terms. [ may have a warped mind, but that's how it is, gang.

T.L. SHERRED: It's easier.

PEAN RB. KOONTZ: First of all, I do write other forms of fiction. [ have done two mainstream
novels and two suspense novels. I find in science fiction, however, =z freer medium for the use
of words, It is not alone in the freedom of ideas, but the freedom in the use of language that
one cannot bring to a suspense novel. For example, I can write a surrealistic dream sequence in
an sf novel and have it accepted. In a cuspense or mazinstream novel, the dream must be much more
realistic, less cloudy, done in staid paragraph form. SF may not always offer a freedom in dis-
cussing sexual matters, but it does offer freedom in the use of exceedingly colorful words,

JOHN JAKES: Two reasons, covering the two kinds of sf I write: 1) To tell a colorful and hope-
fully entertaining story. What Anthony Boucher once cailed 'a really good bad book'. This type
of thing T love to read; as a direct result of my mind having been poisoned at an early age by
Sax Rohmer and Warner Bros. films featuring Zachary Scott in a pinstripe and Max Steiner music
to underscore looming headlights that roll over the latest victim... 2) To entertain while still
dealing with somewhat more fundamental issues or questions.

MICHAEL MQORCOCK: 1 began writing sf and fantasy as a boy because that was what [ chicfly read.
Originally it was undoubtably an escapist occupation but gradually, as I grew older, I began to
see the serious possibilities of the medium and have, since about 1965, been experimenting with
ways of using certain aspects of sf and fantasy in the construction of the kind of fiction I
like to write. I attempt to get the spirit of 'GoldenAge' sf into what I write (and publish, for
that matter, in NEW WORLDS).

GREG BENFORD: SF is singularly equipped to deal with the story of process, of events beyond the
scope of one or two characters. I like that kind of tale; it's not found in ordinary fiction be-
cause most writers don't know encugh to understand even the present, much less what the present

implies,
Perscnally, I also write the stuff because it allows me to use another area of interest --
science -- withcout imposing the discipline of hard research (which is what I do for money]. The

science in sf is playful and amusing and scometimes even correct, 50 I can fool around, explore
wild ideas without backing them up. It's a relaxing hobby.

This is what SF uniquely has; many other inducements tc be an author operate in all fields,
so I leave them out,

JOANNA RUSS: I like it and I seem to think that way. Actually I do write other stuff and have
been published in other magazines, but everything I do has a touch of fantasy in it, or some
oddity. S.f. is peculiar stuff -- it's also a way to write traditionally solid and realistic
plots, characters, ete., while expressing things that are fantastic.

Y. KREN BULMER: For one reason writing sf Is more fun--that is, a writer is more totally immer-
sed in everything about the story than in most mainstream, although my mainstream matecrial also
shares some of that attribute, It's a lot easier to set a story against a background familiar to
readers than it is to invent and construct the overly-propagandised new universes the sf writers
habitually create. Also it is much easier to write sf than straight novels because in any diffi-
culty you can create a way out by your own invention which is where the work aspect comes in.

LEC P. KELLEY: I prefer to write science fiction as opposed to ather forms of fiction (which I
also write)} because it makes me ask questions about the future, about human beings, about non-
human beings and about life in general which have answers that become peculiarly mine in that
the guestions themselves are usually extrapolative ones and the answers, be they joyous or al-
arming, are inevitably stimulating. And I suspect that the reasons why [ prefer to write science
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fiction are the same or similar reasons why many people prefer to read science fiction.

KEITH LAUMER: 1T write the kind of story that appeals to me -- the sort of thing T'd like to en-
counter in a magazine or book. I am told this is called science fiction. Actually, I am more in-
terested in the dramatic situations in which characters can be put, than in documenting life,
say, on a suburban street in Duluth efrea 1934 -- or any other specific time and place you could
name. The emotion-producing stresses applied to the characters make the story. The rest is, for
me, secondary. I am also intrigued by the kinds of stresses men will be put to in situations not
of the here and now. &.E.0.

EMIL PETAJA: A lifelong interest in imaginative and speculative fiction reading. Have been a fan
since the middle '30's. {Although not active at all times.)

ALEXEI PANSHIN: At one peint, I thought my only reasons for writing sf were the fact that I had
grown up reading it and that I was selling more sf stories than other kinds, but that eventually
I would have to abandon the field., More recently, I have concluded that nobody had to be bound
by what has been done in the field, that the potentials of what we have been calling science
fiction are largely unexplored, that compared to other literary forms it is a wide-open field.
That is an extremely good reason to continue to write science fiction.

DAVID GERROLD: I do not write science ficticn to the exclusion of all else -- but I do tend to
favor SF because it is so limitless. When you have all of time and all of space to mess around
in, the temptation to do so is irresistible.

LARRY NIVEN: 1) 1 get science fiction ideas, usually. The idea shapes the story. 2) I'm a
science fiction reader. I write what [ like to read. (Which 1s why 1I've tried a few science-
fiction/detective stories.) 3) My strength is not character development. [ sust concentrate on
the idea,

DANNIE PLACHTA:  SF is far less demanding in terms of delivery (style). On the other hand, SF
demands a more imaginative effort in regard to substance.

HARRY HARRISON: Easy answer. 1It's the kind of fiction I enjoyed the most starting at age seven
and continuing for many years. I enjoy reading all kinds of things now, but find that in the
writing of SF I can say more and do more than I can in any other kind of fiction. I have written
mysteries, westerns, mens adventures, confessions, comics, articles, medical reportage, eic. All
dull compared toe SF.

ANDREW J. OFFUTT: Probably the rmumero uno and most usual reason among all of us--I prefer read-
ing it. Obviously, of course, because it also allows leeway: for imagination, for creation, for
Saying Something. It is alsc the only 'free' form of fiction I know of, with the possible excep-
tien of 'pornography’ -- erotica.

PRILIP JOSE FARMER: 1 have written mostly s-f because it allows my imagination and extrapola-
tive faculties full play. But I plan on writing crime stories and am presently outlining a long
mainstream nevel, Although mainstream, it is about the science-fiction world. I suppose I became
a specialist in s-f because I used to read more of s-f than anything else. That's no longer true

NORMAN SPINRAD: I do not necessarily write sf in preference to other classes of literature. I
also write 'mainstream' stories and one mainstream novel as well as criticism of sf and film,
and political and social commentary in essay form. [ write sf, when I do, because it is the pro-
per mode of expression for what is demanding to be written at the time.

ROBERT MOORE WILLIAMS: Frankly, 1 cannot define science-fiction hence I cannot say that I write
it at all. Usually I define myself mostly in the negative and say of myself that I am one of the
free-lance writers who has stayed alive fer 30 years and who has never written a word of porno-
graphy. If you think this is not a neat trick, take off a quarter of a century and try it!




What do you consider the
raison d'etre, the chief value
of Seience Fiction?

EDMOND HAMILTON: By a slow leavening process, science-fiction has made the possibilities of the
future familiar to at least a good-sized section of the popular mind. As of now the American
people are spending billions on the conquest of space, Such an idea might have seemed outrageous
if forty years or more of science fiction, in all media from comic strips to movies, had not
given them an idea that space-travel was inevitable and possible.

KATE WILHEELM:  For me, enjoyment, I Iearn what science I know from science books, philosophy
from philosophical books, psychology....ete. From science fiction I expect to learn little that
is new, but perhaps to be goaded into looking up something, yes. For me so often enjoyment goes
hand in glove with aroused curiosity, so perhaps that is what science fiction should do, give
enjoyment, and for some, arouse curiosity. But if it gives enjoyment, that is enough.

HAL CLEMENT: Same as other literature--it provides a substitute 'struggle for existence', which
our evolutionary history forces us to need, on a mental level which makes it unnecessary for us
to harm our neighbors.

ROBERT F. YOUNG:  To me, its most important value is its ability to improve our perspective and
in the procecss point up mankind's insignificance in the microcosm. lHumility is a quality that is
sadly lacking in the world we live in, and if s-f can elicit it even to a small degree, then s-f
more than justifies itself.

JACK WILLIAMSON: In an age when the effects of pure and applied science are turning the world
upside down, the imaginative exploration of the process needs no apology.

REGINALD BRETNOR: The science fiction story should always be an experiment performed in the im-
agination, a speculation as to where our exercise of the scientific method is leading us--or our
failure to exercise that methed, an attempt to participate vicariously in the great adventures,
the magnificent successes, the dreadful failures and defeats of the history of men. Of course,
it should alse speculate on the other life forms, but I think that we will find that even in
this area we can never diveorce our material from ourselves; it will always,because we are human,
remain centered on humanity.

Socially, the function of science fiction should be to bridge the widening gap between sci-
entific speculation as such and the vastly deteriorated (by comparison with the gencrations
which preceded us) speculation of the 'nen-scientific' intellectual, of men in the liberal arts,
or TV-spawned teen-age leadership types.

CHARLES BEAUMONT : It imposes upon the writer and the reader a sense of structure, in terms of
the universe. However, science fiction as a genre is quite as diversified as any other literary
genre. Detective stories are usually one thing; sf stories aren't and never have been. Any field
in which Ray Bradbury and Robert Heinlein can labor together is a field without boundaries.

ARTHUR ¢, CLARKE: Entertainment.
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ROBERT SILVERBERG:  S-F at its best enlarges the reader--prevides him with new images, new ways
of looking at things and ideas, new sensory stimuli. I'm a believer in s-f as escape literature,
meaning that it can take the reader out of mundane realities into a more colorful, more vividun-
iverse. The best s-f provides this enhancement, this enlargement, this view of the strange. Of
course, most of the stuff is too mired in pulp cliches to accomplish this.

ROBERT A. W. LOWNDES:  Stimulation to imagination, appreciation of the range and limitations of
the scientific method, a vehicle for (possible) meaningful exploration of the human condition
which is not as well served by mainline or other branches of fiction. 1 cannot, however, assert
this as positively as I might have a decade agoe.

TERRY CARR: It's fun. It provides, alternately amd sometimes even concurreantly, a chance for
both wild imagination and glamour and, on the other hand, fascinating scientific and/or logical
extrapolations. [In the former category, [ think most fondly of Leigh Brackett's best stuff; in
the latter, of stories like Charles L. Harness' Fruits of the Agathon and The New Reality, that
story by Rog Phillips in the first issue of OTHER WORLDS, Leroy Yerxa's Zerc A.D., Weinbaum's
Shifting Seas, and an upcoming story by William F. Temple in ANALOG titled, as I recall, 4 Hiteh
in Time. [4 Niche in Time, ANALOG, May, 1964.]

LESTER DEL REY: ©Sawe as any other fiction -- its entertainment value. Since science fiction caon
be less stereo-typed and formularized than other categories, it can be more widely entertaining,
at its best. Once it served to interest readers in some amount of science but that's largely
gone. \‘When literature must have 'value', it stinks.

MACK REYNOLDS: Mental stimulation beyond that which can usually be found in other fiction forms.
I consider intellectual curiosity the greatest gift man can be given. Its continual exercise
should eventually lead us to the solving of the problems which confront the race.

CEORGE (. SMITH: The what? Oh, Its entertaimnment value., What else?

RICHARD LUPOFF: Ho, some question! All right, the Seriously Scholarly reply first: it breadens
one's mental horizons, efe. It is also, reallyreally, the only branch of fiction that gives ser-
ious consideration to &} the future, where, cliché though it is, we are nonetheless all going to
spend the rest of our lives; &4} the impact of science on society, a profound and widespread in-
fluence which has changed and is continuing to change every facet of our lives, from medicine to
cducation to transportation to communication to nutrition to entertainment to governmeni to ec-
onomics...to everything! Now, another answer: SF contains some of the best 'fun reading' that
exists, and I like fun. Don't you?

JAMES BLISH: The best exemplars of it deal with ideas and human relationships and problems that
couldn't be handled adequately in any other way. #And even the poor stuff--which means of course
the bulk of it -- wusvally manages to suggest a kind of boundlessness to human aspiration and
achievement that is ruled out by the tidy problems, cozy solutions and arbitrary mechanisms of
other forms of commercial fiction.

One oddity about s-f that has always puzzled (and delighted) me: among writers, it seems to
attract a higher proportion of dedicated craftsmen than does any other idiom I know. This is
highly important if you are a writer yourself.

E. E. "DOC" SMITH: 1ts scope; its flexibility. It is far and away the best medium for untrammel-
ed, unbounded imagination. It is also the best rostrum from which to deliver a message.

TED WHITE: I'm not sure sf has any. Does any form or branch of literature require a raison
dfetre? Isn't its very existence sign enough that a demand existed and was met?

MARION ZIMMER BRADLEY: 1) [See (2) above]; 2} To stretch the imagination. Our children are sub-
jected to a systematic warping and stunting of the imaginative powers, designed at making them
docile consumers and voters, subject to mass manipulation. Science fiction, or any fiction capa-
ble of arousing the emotions of 'pity § terror’ makes them think of the unheardof, the unknown,
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the undreamed; it makes them think about, and criticize, the world they live in; or think about
how it could be changed. It lessens complacency.

JAMNES H. SCHMITZ: ldeally, it permits you tc use your imagination as freecly as fantasy does
while providing a more definite illusicn of rTeality.

IEIC FRANK RUSSELL: Doesn't have to have a value--any more than Hollywood does,

JOE MEUSLEY: There are no boundaries to it. In writing a mystery novel, for example, there's a
fairly loose form that needs to he follewed to have any real success in selling the book. In
science fiction the further you get away from previous form and from the old tried and true
characterization and plot the more chance the story has of being sold and admired. I think Stur-
geon 15 an outstanding example of this. [ think it's the only field where, consistently, the ed-
itors themselves are experimenters. Most of them, anyway.

AVEAM DAVIRSON: It dees or should stimulate the imagination and expand the mental and physical
horizons of the reader, preparing him for the changes now taking or about to take place in the
world we live in, But anything which enriches the poetic vision is for pood.

WILLIAM TEMPLE: S-f is a general term. There are several types: Technical extrapolation. Pure
entertainment [(fairy tales for grown-ups). Satire. A fumbling guess at the nature of the uni-
verse. The first and last type overlap somewhat. Have space here to deal only with them....

Seers have extra long, extra sensitive feelers. They reach into the misty regions of
thought where reason cannot. They sense the shape of things to come and things unseen. Their
kind of s-f is crystal ball gazing. Earth satellites, rocket-ships, airplanes, TV, atom bombs,
mechanised war, ete., were all first sighted in that crystal ball. (Paul, in the Gernsback maga-
zines of the 'twenties and 'thirties, pictured jet-airliners with swept-back wings--but not from
cold reasen.} Apain, time is only one of the unknown dimensions around us: strange environments,
which s-f seers dimly penetrate to and bring back samples: alien mores, machines, creatures...
They perform a kind of mental scouting of the unknown territory the human caravan must cross.
{Lousy metaphors--but I washed my feelers last night and can't do a thing with "em.)

But that kind of thing is probably s-f's chief value.

ALFRED BESTER: For the reader: the fact that it is mind-stretching; it is probably the most
iconoeclastic form of literature existing today. For the author: the fact that it offers the op-
portunity teo exercise a free-swinging imagination, and a canvas so broad that he has the oppaor-
tunity to be genuinely creative.

JOHN BRUNNER:  The raison d'8tre -- obviously -- is that people read fiction for entertainment;
some people read SF. This is not the same as assigning hypothetical values to it. But I do feel
it has considerable value. Apart from accustoming its readers (occasionally) to the idea that a
changing world can be exciting and challenging, I find it an excellent vehicle for conveying sa-
cial and political cencepts shorn of their present-day emotional labels. I'd instance the pic-
ture of a warless world, with its primitive nationalisms gone the way of religious hysteria.

HURT VONNEGUT, JR.: 1 do not think that science fiction is logically a separate form of fiction.
it is simply fiction with an emphasis on technolegy. The term has meaning only because there is
a little society of writers who are for some reason, pleased to think of themselves as separate.

fa¥ BRALBURY:  To deal symbolically with our problems, to tell parables about us to ourselves.
Man's trials are so great, they cannot bc written about realistically. The parable has always
been the most compact and telling way to gather up our sins and virtues in one packet. Good sci-
ence-fiction is Biblical, then, and has much in common with the mythologies of all imaginative
religions.

JEFF SUTTON: Freedom of the mind. In writing science fiction, and in reading it, we escape the
shiuckles of today. Im writing, particularly, we escape the conventions that bind--drop the whole
sovial order, in a manner of speaking, to explore a new one. It is travel to a strange land.
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ARTHUR PORGES: Entertainment, although many would argue that its main value relates to critie-
ism of society, particularly in regard to future trends.

PIERRE VERSINSG: It seems to be [in the best cases) that science fiction is written--and read--
by people aware that something is lacking in common ideas taught us by common people.

DEAN MeLAUGHLIN: This is like asking what is the principal use of scotch tape. It can be simple
adventure entertainment in an exotic setting. When well and intelligently done, this is nothing
to disparage. Or it can be satire--a vein ['ve myself been toying with of late. Ur perhaps the
simple chewing of an intellectual bone. (Brotherhood of Keepers was such a piece.) But it should
be none of these exclusively--1 dislike pigeenheles.

DAMON KNIGHT: Kicks and meoney.

CLIFFORD D. SIMAK:  The purpose of all fiction is to entertain and that also must be the prime
purpose of science fiction. If while entertaining, fiction also can instruct or can force the
reader to think, then that is a further value. [ believe that science fiction, perhaps, can do
this better than any other form of literature.

JOHN W. CAMPBELL: Gives a chance to consider how else things might be--and decide whether those
‘elses' are better or worse,

DANIEL F, GALOUYE: It would be gratifying to indulge in idealistic camoflage and proclaim
science fiction as an avant-garde medium opening the doors on  and stimulating the developrents
of the future,prophesying the fortunes of the human race and sounding toecsins against the social
pitfalls that lie ahead. But let's face it: Perfect honesty will have to recognize science fic-
tion, and all other forms of literature for that matter, fundamentally on the basis of enter-
tainment value. It is satisfying to know, though, that besides discharging its primary functiom,
science fiction can and does provide these other services in the nature of bonuses. In that re-
spect, the genre stands out as the most thorough and most appealing.

ANDRE NORTON: Stretching the imaginations of the readers and making them wonder for themselves
‘what if--'.

FRED SABERHAGEN: Ideally, science fiction gives a chance to impose different co-ordinate sys-
tems upon the human condition, and to try to see what will change and what will rcmain the same.

ALAN E. NOURSE: As a sounding-board for ideas and speculations that can't be well advanced in
other media because the other media are more rigidly limited [through custom) to demonstrable
realities and provable facts. Reality is no speculative, and science as a description of reality
doesn't permit speculation. In science fiction any approach to speculation about anything is
permissable, even appreaches that viclate the rules of logic or invelve fallacious argument, as
long as the approach used is consistent within its own framework. Thus, science fiction aan be
the most unrestricted of all fictional media...except that very few people using the media are
able to free themselves from the necessity to "obey the rules' long enough to utilize their
freedom from restriction that science fiction offers them.

MARTIN GREENBERG: Science Fiction has a base that is so broad that it forces the individual whe
reads it to think. I believe that the need for children to read is tremendous and contemporary
fictien just represents no or very little challenge in competrition with the idiot box.

ROBERT BLOCH: As a vehicle for social satire at one extreme -- the other extreme being escapist
entertainment.

WILSON TUCKER:  Sheer entertainment. 1T don't go for the 'sugar coated science pill’ line, and
only a few science stories by a few intelligent writers are really educational! (Examples: Cle-
ment, Anderson, Asimov, et af.). Sheer entertzinment in a relatively free-thought, free writing
field is its chief value. 1t has novelty value.
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PEILTE K. TTUE: To present in fiction form new ideas too difficult or tco vague as yet to be
presented as scientifie fact{e.g. Psionics). And ideas which are not scientific fact, never will
be, but which are fascinating conjectures--in other words, possible or alternate science-systems

world-views which we can't 'believe’ in but which interest us (as, for example, we find inter-
csting the Medieval World-view but simply cannot any longer accept it as 'true')., 5o s-f pre-
sents to us, in addition to the World-view which we actually adopt, a great range of 'as-if"'
views: the possession of these have the effect of making ocur minds flexible: we are capable of
sceing alternate viewpoints as co-equal with our ocwn.

IESAC ASINOV: The chief value of science fiction is that it affords a means by which thoughtful
pcople can consider the possible effects on human beings of changes in the state of science and
technology. These changes will come to pass and at such a rate that we must be as prepared as
possible for them if we are to avoid discomfort and even disaster.

H. BEAM PIFER: The same as the raigon d'2tre of any other form of fiction; the entertainment of
the reader. The term entertainment labels any activity for pleasure rather than necessity. It
covers everything people do because it's fun. Science fiction entertains the type of reader who
enjoys speculation on different hypothetical, philosophical, scientific, sociological, polit-
ical, military, economic, technological, ete., possibilities. This type of reader is not infer-
jor nor superior to others, but he is different.

JERRY SC0HL: Science fiction examines all aspects of Homo sapiens, not just his romantic urges
or his criminal tendencies or the inhumanity of man. As a result, we are able to see ourselves
as a rational animal being examined clinically and at the same time entertainingly, and I think
we learn through the medium. I like the undercurrent of hope and ultimate fulfillment that per-
meates s-f.

FRITZ LEIBER: It makes readers more aware of the real world and especially of science and tech-
nology, elements wrapped in mystery for many people.

KATHERINE MacLEAN: Being geopolitical about it, S.F. comics and kid book translations are major
reading matter for kids in all languages around the world. Muy educational. Being personal--cer-
tain kinds of people seem to need it. I couldn't have lived without it as a kid. The boredom
that accompanied listening to adults and wmy kid friemds talk about the weather, infantile pol-
itics and what brand of chewing gum they preferred gave me a distinct pain in the head. After I
discovered s.f. I didn't have to listen. I could speculate about wild evolutions of custom, al-
ternate possible histories of how we got here, doppler effects, canals, etc., ete.  and stay a-
wake. Whenever I wasn't playing games with kids or reading, where someone was mumbliing slowly on
with some fallacy, such as school, I could mentally retreat to a s.f. puzzle, sit and look in-
terested.

HARLAN ELLISON: 1 suppose the proper pompous answer is: ‘as a vehicle for social satire, alle-
gory, and parable'. But if that's the best we can do, then we ought to pack up our typewriters,
and silently steal away. Such vehicular qualities should be side-effects, fillips te the main
course, which shouid be the portrayal of the human condition. When science fiction does this, it
has a reason, whenm it doesn’'t, it is precisely what the clods call it: escapist fiction. I love
it, but the best I can come up with for a reason is: it is, because it is.

J. FRANCIS McCOMAS: Entertainment.

ALLEW KIM LANG: Pacifism, non-violence, negro equality were accepted in S-F long before NEWS-
WEEK caught on. It's the outer fringe of liberal- thought...the best of it; some (Heinlein) is
the best expression of conservative notioning.

POUL ANDERSON: Entertainment. This though, does not necessarily imply triviality. Shakespeare's
plays are entertainment too. The best sf, besides having literary value, gives something to
thinR about to readers who enjoy thinking. The second best, if reasonably well written, at least
gives relaxation.
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To some extent, sf is useful as a vehicle for social anralysis and criticism; it's about the
only fiction which tries to study the impact of science and techmnology on society.

Evidently it also arouses an interest in such matters among young people, and so acts as a
recruiting agent for science and engineering.

1The 1269 Entries|

HANK DAVIS: The same as any other artform--pleasure. However, you probably mean a value pecu-
liar to sf and not to be found in, say, Jane Austin. The job of fiction is to lie entertainingly
{proponents of Realism I will not arpgue with, referring them instead to C.5. Lewis' AN EXPERI-
MENT IN CRITICISM), and sf has the additional impact of newness. Fiction should make that happen
to you which, normally, would not have happened to you, pulling you from the reality that you
are in to another reality. 5f can make things happen to you that have never happened to anyone
before, and thus its value.

Such things as messages for peace, for world brotherhood, for mere active PTAs, for bigger
pieces of chicken in TV dinners, as well as Judith Merril's SICNIFICANCE are not necessarily in
conflict with the business sf ought to be about, but they are definitely subsidiary to it, as
they are to any other artform.

PHILIP JOSE FARMER: The chief value of s-f (for me) is that it stimulates the imagination,
gives the intellectual joy of extrapelation, and conduces {or should conduce} to broadening
one's educatiocn, tolerance for humans and ideas, and to making one's mind more flexible, All
fiction, mainstream, crime, western, s-f, consists of the reader sharing, for a time, the pri-
vate world of the writer. The private worlds of the s-f writer appeal to those who find more joy
in the wild worlds of s-f than in the more prosaic worlds of the other fields. It's a matter of
resonance, that's all,

BARRY HARRISON: Entertainment. After that--the fact that it lives in the real world where sci-
ence affects every part of our lives. It considers that fact and speculates at times about the
results.

T.L. SHERRED: 1It's a possible better world; at least one that is more desirable than the one in
which we exist... Was it Bruce Bairnsfather that suggested the 'hetter 'ole'?

JOHN JAKES: The best definition I've ever heard of the best sf, 1 heard in a speech given by
Fred Pohl and I presume it's coriginal with him: he characterized sf stories as 'cautionary
tales."

JOANNA RUSS: That people like to read it. Looking for a justification for existence for any
kind of literature is a mug's game. 1Its chief value seems to be 1) its trashiness--trash being
the primeval muck from which all literature springs and 2) its taking science seriously--NOT in
its self-conscious, putative extrapolations, but unconsciously, in metaphor, as part of fun and
games. Possibly a concentration on things rather than individual psychology. The unrealism of it
intrigues me most, the silliness, the 'imaginativeness' {really crudeness) or fantastication.
I'm not derogating it at all; this is how I like to write and do write.

LEQ P. KELLEY: The chief value of science fiction is its mind bendingness.

ANDREW J. OFFUTT: 1t provides intelligent reading for intelligent people. [t provides a sort of
Freudian dream-fiction escape--but a thinking one. There are many other reasons and values. But
I am convinced that these are paramount. You can escape inte a Western--but after 10 or 20, who
needs more? Also, they do not require or stimulate thinking on the part of the reader--in gen-
eral, he added, cautiously.

ROBERT MOORE WILLIAMS: I do not know what the chief value of sf is. After entertainment, it
begins to open the minds of its readers to the idea that there exists a fantastically wonderful-
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ly brilliant fluid universe in which most anything can happen and in which all dreams can event-
ually come true,

DAVID GERROLD: As an escapist literature, science fiction has no equal--but it can and often is
much more meaningful than that. The chief value of science fiction is that it allows a writer to
say things that are impossible to say any other way.

LARRY NIVEN: Entertainment.

EMIL PETAJA: Science Fiction at its best points a way toward progress and states blunt warnings
to the young people who number its main bulk of readers. Even at its less-than-best it stimu-
lates the young and provides a kind of *'time machine' to let vus plimpse a future we will never
see, hence provides us a kind of immortality.

DANNIE PLACHTA: Imaginative stimulation for both reader and writer. Novelty.

PIERS ANTHONY: Values are individual things, so no definitive answer offers. The value of SF to
me originally was escapistic, and I remain very glad it was available because wy mundane exist-
ence at the time was not happy. I can't claim much educative, moral or literary content for it,
much as I might like to, because too much of what is published is weak in such elements. 5o the
simple answer must be: Entertainment. The complex answer, however, is that SF, as a part of the
total body of human literature, reflects the needs and knowledge and aspirations of the culture
that produces it, and can in that sense become a monument to the species. I feel that a good
story or novel is as worthy a relic as a temple or pyramid, and cffers more to the beholder. If
Man is more than an animal, his literature is one of the surest proofs of this.

ANNE MoCAFFREEY: "Ours not to wonder what were fair in life
But finding what may be
Make it fair up to our means.”

GREG BENFORD: It gives writers and thinkers a way of exploring just where events and ideas
could take us. It can cry 'wolfl' and make it stick vividly, horribly well. Sf is traditionally
the literature of optimism but that just means people prefer pleasant, exciting futures; such
visions have some value just because they're positive stimulants for change. But the principal
value is as a vision of where we're going -- optimistic or not -- and, sometimes, even preparing
curselves emotionally (always the hardest adjustment) for the future.

KEITH LAUMER: Entertainment -- the same as any other form of fiction.

MICHAEL MOORCOCK: The chief value of sf in its primitive form--i.e. in the pulps and so on--was
that it was a popular literature that was at the same time trying to get to grips with certain
issues not dealt with in so-called '‘mainstream' fiction of the day. As such it has contributed
hugely to the general body of fiction--influencing a great number of modern writers and helping
them to get to grips with many of the problems -- both social and literary -- of the day. To my
mind, however, pulp sf {or, at any rate, the kind found in most US magazines) no longer has the
vitality that made it so attractive in the forties and early fifties. Honourable though its his-
tory is, it has now been superceded as a living literature by the work that has developed from
it. Its function nowadays seems to be to comfort the mind rather than to expand it —- to protect
it from the present rather than to prepare it for the future -- and so it takes its place neatly
alongside the Western and the Love Story. At its best it can produce a Dry Academic Joke--and at
its worst it supports all the unreal and neurotic notions and assumptions of a Hearst tabloid.

H. XEN BULMER: The chief value of sf today can be argued--and is—-all the way to the moon. It
opens up the skull-bones to a fresh breath of non-habit-formed-thought. As to the overall prasiom
d'@tre, that is already clearly apparent in every branch of the arts today which have either ab-
sorbed or been infiltrated by sf to the extent that sf motifs are so accepted by everyone no one
recognises them anymore as sf--and this is nothing to do with sf "prophecies' being realised in
the sciences.
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ALEXEI PAcSnIM: I think the chief value of science fiction is that it restores the 'removed
stage’ to literature, something literature has been missing since the world has been explored.

DEAN B, KOONTZ: The chief value of any fiction should be to entertain. The reason, I think,
that mainstream literature 1is selling less well than it once did is because it has ceased, in
many cases, to entertain the reader. A second answer to this question might be: 'warmn of poss-
ible futures.' Somehow, I disagree with this. By sayving that sf's chief purpgse is to warn, you

are ruling out all stories that present an interesting, pleasant future. No, [ think, besides
entertainment, the value of science "iction lies in its ability to show that Man, despite what
he has done te himself and what he sti.l might do to himself, can grow, can expand, and can one
day raise himself. He way s5till have war and hate, but science fiction can affirm that he will
s5till progress.

VWORMAN SFINRAD: The chief value of science fiction is that it gives the writer total mobility
in space, time, and reality and therefore enables him to create a work of art independent of
histerical or present-day contexts,

What is your appraisal of the
relationship of Science
Fiction to the 'mainstream’ of
Literature?

JEFF SUTTON: Science fiction is part of the mainstream of literature, and in time to come, will
be recognized as such. As people become more oriented toward space and the future, they will be-
come more cognizant of some of the writing of the past. Science fiction writings, that is.

ROGER ZELAZNY:  There is no relationship between SF and the 'Mainstream' of lit. I do not be-
lieve that SF has ever exercised any influence on non-SF writing. It has been a steady one-way
affair, as I see it. In recent years 5F has been responsive to many outside influences, influ-
ences which I feel have been salubriocus--to wit: the falling away of some of the taboos, as dem-
onstrated by the success of Philip Jos€ Farmer's stories, and the currency given some of Mr.
Heinlein's more recent work; greater acceptance of purposely stylized pieces of writing, as
shown by the continuing success of MAGAZINE OF F & 5F; and the increased occurrence of humorous
stories, Xingsley Amis to the contrary. This would not have occurred if sufficient readers had
not approved and enjoyed the same. To me, this implies that the SF reader of today, more aware
of what is being done in other lit-places, has lost something of the first-generation provin-
ciality that typified early SF, and has come to expect more. It is not a loss of wonder so much
as a loss of naivete, and it bodes well, I believe, for the field itself; a raising of standards
and an extension of the range of subject-matter attracts new readers and should net but please
the old.

JOUN W. CAMPBELL: ‘Mainstream' literature is a very limited fraction of the total field of fic-
tional exploration -- the here-now fraction. 'Science fiction' properly explores all time and
places.
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JOHN FRUNNER: 1t lags considerably behind. Aside from the area I've already indicated under 2,
1 don't feel that the techniques of mest of our writers are preperly matched to the size of
their preferred themes. You get a phenomenon like Sturgeon who stands up in any company... but
1've just read Vance Bourjaily's THE VIOLATED, and there's a picture of a changing world for you,
(And Bourjaily isn‘t top in his own league, either!} You have to list the qualifiers, chief of
which would be EARTH ABIDES, but we have few by-any-standard great works.

ALFRED BESTER: It has very little. It is a special art-form, only indirectly related to real-
ity. I would class it with cliches-verres, the glass prints with which the Barbizon artists a-
mused themselves in the middle 19th century. They achieved some spectacular effects, but after a
brief vogue, glass prints died out,

ARTHUR PORGES: It could and should be in that mainstream; as to why it is not, see [11] below
for my opinion.

RAY BRADBURY: It is at the c¢enter of literature but, paradoxically, nobody knows it but us'n
writers and you'n readers. The central problem of ocur time is Machinery made by men and the
choices invelved in using it for good and evil. It follows that our time is, by its very nature,
science-fictional. Any literature that speaks of this is automatically Mainstream. B5F has been
avant-garde always and forever, but again, how rarely has this truth been drummed forth upon the
land by the intellectual critics.

DEAN McLAUGHLIN:  Commercially, SF will never be more than a tiny corner of the market. It ap-
peals to only certain types of mind. But any specific SF piece can occupy any position along the
spectrum covered bv the 'mainstream’ term, from shallow froth to elaborate, many-levelled Liter-
ature with a capital L. (I've always been a bit suspicious of the term by the way--it's merely a
convenient way of saying non-specialized literature--yet almost any specific work can be class-
ified more narrowly, be it Western or Eastern, Love story or business story or...)

GROFF CONKLIN:  There is too little relationship -- because there is too little absolutely top
science fiction and much too little emphasis on 'real' people and 'real' events. (Natch!}

PIERRE VERSINS: 1t depends on what you mean by 'mainstream': for readers and critics of main-
stream literature, science fiction 1is either no literature at all, or literature and nothing
else when successful (these idiots who say that BRAVE NEW WORLD is science fiction, you see?);
for us (or for me), there are two kinds of science fiction, one which, being well written, may
be used as mainstream literature without ceasing to be science fiction, and another one which is
science fiction without being literature (this lacking of literary interest being of no import-
ance) .

TED CARNELL: In recent years, s-f has come a long way along the road to recognition as a part
of general literature, largely due to leading writers in the genre tackling novel themes accept-
able to general readers of fiction, as opposed to the regular readers of short story s-f. This
widening of writing horizons by writers such as Robert Heinlein, Jim Ballard, Poul Anderson,Art-
hur Clarke, Brian Aldiss, Frederik Pohl, and many others with first-hand experience of the genre
over many years, has made a large part of s-f acceptable to the mainstream literary critics--and
because of their acceptance, s-f itself is becoming accepted.

DANIEL F. GALOUYE:  As noted above [#1], science fiction is the most generally satisfying form
of expression and, as such, enjoys a distinctive relationship to the mainstream of literature.
That relationship is one which sets it apart, with a certain degree of justified aloofness. It
would be a bold prediction to say that eventually this distinction will cease to exist, with the
‘mainstream' conforming itself to the ‘offshoot'. But such a prediction is not unreasonable. To-
day's narrow viewpoint determines that man's principal concern is with his past and present.
Sophisticated appreciation of the long-range perspective will inevitably generate the mature re-
alization that the future is equally valid exploratory ground in the literary field. It may very
likely be a case of the offshoot dragging the mainstream along by the scruff of the neck until
the former becomes the dominant force.
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RICKARD WILSON: 1f a science fiction story (novel, play) is good enough, it is literature. If
it's not, it isn't. 1It's not the subject matter that counts, but the quality of writing and the
accuracy and intimacy with which it reflects a period or era. Science ficticon has a big handicap
because the question of whether writing is literature 1s usually not answered for a generation
or more, and science fiction, by i1ts very nature, is highly perishable.

ANDRE NORTON: Same relationship as other specialized types such as westerns and mysteries--pure
actien relaxatien.

HORACE GOLD: Peaceful coexistence, which is to say that neither is going to take over the other,
Tow OT &Ver,.

REGINALD BRETNOR: To my mind the answer here is almost the same [as #2], for this gap exists in
literature as well as in our daily life. At present, science fiction is living in a ghetto, and
very largely a self-made one. It's quite natural that the academic mandarin whose livelihood de-
pends on kidding kids with his Ph.D. should resent a literary form which can fire their imagina-
tions and capture their interest--and the almost universally hostile reaction frem these people
to the s-f boom of the 'fifties illustrated that. It is also natural that s-f should take a
beating from the staffs of magazines like TIME, which have not exactly been noted for foretell-
ing the Age of Space. But it's a damned shame that so many elements which associate themselves
with science fiction should contribute to what has become a very bad public image.

THEODORE L. THOMAS: An enlarging sidestream, possibly blending with the mainstream.

GEORGE ©. SMITH:  About the same as the dime novel, the old ARGOSY adventure stories, and CAP-
TAIN BILLY's WHIZ BANG without sex. Now you define the so-called 'mainstream of literature' for
me.

JAMES BLISH: It is a2 kind of specialty, like Westerns or detectives or slick stories, and like
them can either bridge the mainstream or spill over into it, depending upon the intentions and
the skilis of the writer. The mainstream critic in the latter case tends to say then, "This is
more than a s-f nevel", when what he means is, "This is what a novel should be, and it happens
to take the form of s-£." All good s-f novels are mainstream novels. All bad novels are back-
waters no matter what form they take.

TERRY CARR: 1It's problematical. On the one hand, I'm half convinced by the argument put forth
by Bill Donahc that sf's aims and values are diametrically opposed to those of Literature--that
to the extent that an sf story concentrates on characterization and such it's ignoring its duty
to consider ideas first and foremost. On the other hand, 1'd still like to see someone really
good come along who'd be master encugh to combine idea-extrapolation, characterization and mean-
ingful writing, color, and all the good elements of both fields. I don't really feel that it's
impessible...just damned hard, particularly at the rates of the sf magazines.

LESTER DEL REY: Unfortunately, lately too many writers have been trying to create a relation-
ship. Should be very little. 'Mainstream’ is a tight, confined, rigid and 'now' type of litera-
ture; s-f should be loose and free. Also, science fiction should not be cbsessed with the 'arty’
pseudo-quality mainstream style now in vogue. The more s-f fits the mainstream, the less fit it
is as science fiction.

CHARLES BEAUMONT: Since the best sf is concerned with human problems, as the detective story is
not, I would say that it does not greatly differ from 'straight' literature. It was first, in
the Gernsback days, without literary value, being concerned wholly with machines. Then came
ideas. Then people. Now the three are often combined, with excellent results.

FOBERT A. W. LOWNDES: At its best, science fiction ought to offer a (possibly) more effective
approach to many (but not all} aspects of being human. The differences cught not to be blurred,
but in the process of becoming 'respectable' (and more profitable for the writer} they often are
blurred.
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RICHARD LUPOQFF:  After a period of almest a decade in which SF attempted to ape Mainstream, and
came off pretty bloodied, I believe that SF as a genre 1is now moving in a more independent
course once more. The resurgence of 'action' SF, sword-and-sorcery, the Burroughs boom, ete.,
all indicate a greater emphasis cn the independence of SF. At the same time, Mainstream authors
will continue to turn out a few successful 'quasi-SF' books a year a la ON THE BEACH, FAIL SAFE,
A SHADE OF DIFFERENCE, etec., utilizing certain of the techniques and concevts of SF, but vehe-
mentily denying that their works really are part of our field.

E. E. "DOC"™ SMITH: For 'hard-core' science fiction--which is what I like--I don't believe there
is any. The average main-stream reader simply has not pot the imagination to understand what the
writer is writing about.

ROBERT F. YOUNG: Anything written in any given age belongs as much to the literature of that
age as anything else written in it.

EDMOND HAMILTOK: 1 think that people either like to read s-f or they don't, depending on wheth-
er or not they possess some necessary quality of imagination. As I do not believe the majority
of people like to read s-f, I think that science fiction will always remain a separate field.

MARTON ZIMMER ERADLEY:  That question is irrelevant, incompetent and immaterial. Just for the
record, though; [ think the 'mainstream' 1is a clogged sewer. Give me science fiction ANY old
time. Mainstream literature has lost sight of stery value to inept and ill-digested psychology,
and is chasing its own tail around a maze of abstractions. Maybe the future will call U$ the
mainstream--we wrote to entertain people. So did Shakespeare, so did Johnson. Dilettantes de-
serve oblivion.

KATE WILHELM: The population mark passed the 190 million mark recently; as long as any field
of literature appeals to only 100,000 or less of that number, it will not fall into the Main-
stream, but, it seems to me, the limitations are those imposed by this small group and the writ-
ers, not by the rest of the population that does enjoy science fiction under other names and
with the preponderance of weight falling on the fiction, rather than on the science., If your
speciality is in the making of fine hand wrought silver jewelry, you don't get into competition
with Roger Bros. in turning out silver plated table ware. On the other hand, the two are never,
or seldom confused by the buying public.

HAL CLEMENT: Science fiction, at least at its best, has higher standards of realism. The diff-
erence is, in my opinion, quantitative rather than qualitative.

WILLIAM TEMPLE: An extra-bright but emotionally retarded younger brother. A genius in the fam-
ily who finds communication difficult because he lacks the common touch. He doesn't want to keep
up with the Joneses, for the Joneses are not of his world. He feels isolated, misunderstood,
frustrated (except maybe at Cons). The fault of this gap is partly his. He's 'different' and
Mainstream isn’t. That's his pride and ignorance. Partly the fault 1lies with Mainstream -- it
plods along too many well-trodden roads, lacking 'feelers'.

AVRAM DAVIDSON: It should really be a part of it and in fact really has always been. The Ody-
seey is SF; so are the Arabian Nights. A SF story must, in addition to other and special re-
quirements, be guided by or judged by the same standards as any other kind of story.

ERIC FRANK RUSSELL: There's no relationship. S-f is part of the 'mainstream' already -- regard-
less of whether or not a few literary sncbs recognise the fact.

ANTHONY BOUCKER: All of the ghettos (sf, suspense, western, ete.) are capable of producing work
worthy of serious 'mainstream’' consideration. The microcosm repeats the macrocosm; there are as
many levels of quality within sf as there are in ‘'straight' fiction. The trouble is that the
'serious' critics seize upon the highest level and say "This is fine! Therefore it isn't sf.*

PRED SABERHAGER: 1 see no sharp line between them.
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PED WHITE: Science fiction is both more and less thap 'mainstream' literature. In many respects
it transcends and surpasses mainstream literature: it deals more imaginatively with root prob-
lems and the nature of reality. But as a form of writing it suffers badly. Most of its practi-
tioners rely upon the scope of their imaginations to substitute for writing skill. One needs
only read the occasional attempts sf writers have made to go cutside their field to realize how
wooden their writing is, deprived of the prop of Wonder, But see [#11] for more of this.

JOE RENSLEY: I consider science fiction to be closer to mainstream literature than to any of
the other specialized fields, if by 'Mainstream' you mean the basic novel field, dealing with
current Or past events. But I think the structuring required in the mainstream novel is more
rigid than science fiction, which has few requirements.

ACBERT SILVERBERG: S-F can do things the 'mainstream' can't, since it isn't limited to the here
and now. So-called *mainstream' stuff can give us cards and spades when it comes to technique,
expression, insight into character, ete. Attempts at synthesis are only rarely successful, but
that's not due to any inherent failures, only to lack of gift.

LEIGH BRACKETT: I think a Int of people in the field worry entirely too much about being, or
not being, 'mainstream’. 'Mainstream’ i1s merely a term, which translated means 'Successful fina-
ncially! or at least, 'Formally reviewed'. If you want to write a best-seller and make millions,
obviously s-f is not the place tc de it, and most reviewers are sniffish. However, it is inter-
esting to note that the great geniuses of the Mainstream seem to be terribly short-lived--there
is always 2 shoal of new ones coming on, and where is Galsworthy now?--whereas the timeless and
enchanting legends of s-f keep being reprinted for generations of new readers.

AUGUST DERLETH: WNo relation whatsoever. Science-fiction is a branch of fantasy, and there is no
fantasy of any kind in the core tradition of American literature.

P. SCBUYLER MILLER: It is a minor division of Mainstream literature which split off, became a
genre by acquiring enough readers to maintain a corps of magazines, evolved its own discipline
and techniques, and may in the end rejoin the mainstream while (I hope} impressing its own soph-
istication about ideas on general writers. Mysteries have done the same thing, but the urge to
crime seems to be more prevalent in the average individual than the urge to see Mars, or shake
hands with a BEM. The way in which most Mainstream writers fumble with SF techniques when they
attempt them, and the total lack of comprehension which Mainstream critics show when confronted
with almost any SF idea, indicates to me that we are not going to make over the rest of mankind
in pur image. They just aren't interested in the same things.

MARK CLIFTON: [ have long advocated that science fiction should not imitate mainstream, nor
adopt its standards, but should remain 2 distinct art form with its own standards of merit. Each
form can learn techniques from the other, but the trend of the past decade of pushing science
fiction closer to the standards of mainstream has harmed it greatly.

BRIAN ALDISS: What a hellish question! When a sf novel is really good enough, it transcends the
narrow category and becomes a genuine and general contribution to our literature. We saw this
happen with 1984. But unlike Orwell, the ordinary sf writer is generally too prone to stay with-
in the conventions of the field; as a result his work remains within the field. Because of this,
the rather artificial idea has grown up of sf versus the rest. It is an impoverishing idea, for-
tunately less strong that it was once.

ROBERT BLOCH:  Science fiction is 2 stepchild, a poor relation. While ardent sf fans tend. by
and large, te denigrate fantasy, it is only when science fiction is classified as fantasy that
it gains any great critical acceptance or a widér general readership; ¢f. Bradbury (whom many sf
‘purists’ disavow).

JERRY SORL: It is the single new facet of writing of the past fifty years, and it should be
congidered both independent of it, yet as a part of it, The truly preat sf stories and navels
will live as a part of literature for all time, so it should not be sold short.
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CENNA HENDERSON: For the last few years T have avoided the 'mainstream'. Too much sewage in it
-- insofar as SF resembles 'literature' in this respect -- I avoid it, too.

GOFDON R, DICKSON: The word maingtrewmn bothers me. It seems to imply a genre where there is no
such thing. In practice the so-called mainstream field is a catch-all from what is left over
from easily-identified areas of genre fiction such as sf, mystery,historical and so on. However,
people using the word normally use it to connote fiction with a background of the current, theo-
retically real, world of the present. It's for this reason 1 prefer the term ‘contemporary fic-
tion'. This draws the lines against the loose thinkers who like to sweep into the net of 'main-
stream' anything much praised, or successful, or acknowledged to have literary quality, and de-
fend the robbery of these things from other literary areas with the looseness of the'mainstream’
label.

However, if we can restrict 'mainstream' to the area of contemporary fiction, I might say
twe things about science-fiction in comparison with it. The first is that sf is a speciality
field where its very freedom from rule or taboo 1is bound to bar it from the conservative major-
ity of general readers -- as a regular literary diet. Mainstream or contemporary fiction on the
other hand, being apparently anchored in current reality, keeps its firm hold on this majority.
And this is as it should be. For the very qualities which make sf attractive to the imaginative
and experimental fictioneer are the very ones which would have to be sacrificed if the field had
to play te the mainstream readership.

The second is that science-fiction, £rom Verne and Wells to the present, is very much a
product of our immediate technical period in history--in contrast to contemporary fiction which
runs back to Fielding's TOM JONES, in its form of the modern novel. Sf, therefore, is restricted
not only in the bounds of its own area of speciality, but in the modernity of its appeal. Both
these restrictions--and they are not bad restrictions at all--make sf an outlier of the contemp-
orary field. I don't see sf becoming much more important among the other genres of writing than
it is now, for these reasons. But I'm glad rather than sorry about it. If we weren't out in the
boondocks the laws would be stricter--and there would go most of our pioneer freedoms to explore
the yet uncharted areas of theme and subject and character which will eventually richen the
whole field of writing.

THEODORE STURGEON: Like Moliere's dAmatewr Gentilhomme, who was astonished to find out he had
been speaking prose all his life, the mainstream reader is unaware of the vast quantity of sf
he reads and really enjoys, and will heatedly deny that it's sf. FAIL SAFE, 1984, ON THE BEACH,
YOU SHALL KNOW THEM, and hundreds of other books, many of them mediocre, some brilliant, have
had wide public acceptance. But if a really good sf pro wants to make the classic buck (given
that he has a really good book to sell) he'd better change his name and hide his history, be-
cause the lay reader is convinced that everything called sf is Buck Rogers from 20,000 Fathoms.

JAMES E, GUNN:  Except as 'Mainstream' literature is concerned with ideas, it has little rela-
tionship to science fiction (and vice versa) in a meaningful sense. Sure, both influence each
other, 'Mainstream' literature with its experiments in style and its loosening of subject matter
restrictions (which is all it has to offer) and science fiction with its content {which is al-
most all it has to offer). Some 'Mainstream' literature approaches science fiction by its drama-
tization of ideas; some science fiction approaches 'Mainstream' literature by subordinating con-
tent to style,

HARLAN ELLISON: We are separated from the mainstream by a self-imposed gulf, and too few writ-
ers try to bridge that gulf. It is much easier to work where we always have, where the chances
of being drowned or stoned are slighter. I find the writing in the mainstream better mechanical-
ly, often imaginatively richer, frequently much more thought-provoking. When the mainstream is
bad, it is dreadful, but when it is good, it beats the best s-f by a hatful. Bitter, but true.

BASIL DAVENPORT: 1 don't know how to answer... At the beginning, I don't think there was much,
BLEAK HOUSE, or even THE WOMAN IN WHITE seem to me proto-detective stories which are much closer
to mainstream than is THE TIME MACHINE or VOYAGE ROUND THE MOON. That is, I think it may be said
that the detective story has been moving away from mainstream, while SF, having exhausted some
of its most special material, is moving toward it.
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MARTIN GREENBERG:  Science fiction has a definite place in mainstream literature. When doing a
satire or critical study, science fiction or fantasy, to use a generic term, must be used. Wells
used it to promogulate his sociclogical thecries. Other writers have used it similarly; the re-
cent FAIL SAFE is an example, tho they didn't call it 5F.

PHILIP K. DICK: S-f fails to explore the depths of interpersonal human relationships, and this
is its lack; however, on a purely intellectual level it possesses more conceptual ideas as such,
and hence in this respect is superier to mainstream or quality fiction. And {supra) it does not
need to dwell on mere style as such but can range further in terms of its content. But s-f (ex-
cepting Bradbury) is for younger, more optimistic pecple, who haven't yet truly suffered at the
hands of life; quality fiction tends--and rightly sg--to deal with the defeated, those who have
lost the first bloom...hence guality fiction is more mature than s-f--alas.

FREDERIK POHL: The best sf is a part of mzinstream, in that it affects, and is affected by, the
common feedback of goed writers on each other. If most sf is not read by the mass 'mainstreanm’
audience, this is not a weakness of sf but of the audience, who are not willing, and perhaps are
not able, to stretch their imagination enough to enjoy sf.

TSAAC ASIMOV: If by *mainstream’ we mean writing of the scope and value and intensity and sig-
nificance of the material written by a Shakespeare or a Dostoyevsky, then there is no comparison
of course. If, however, we refer to the run of the mill novels being written today, science fic-
tion is incomparably more important since it is the only branch of popular fiction dealing with
the really important problems that face Homo sapiens today.

ALAN E. NOURSE: As stated above [#2]...'mainstream' being the restricted medium, science fic-
tion the unrestricted. To the extent that science fiction writers restrict themselves when work-
ing in the unrestricted medium, they are wasting their efforts, and science fiction merges with
'mainstream’; to the extent that the 'unrestrictedness®' of science fiction is used, it moves
away from the mainstream and becomes more znd more a rather awkward, uncomfortable and peculiar
variant of idea-propounding and truth-seeking. Personally, I think this is the direction science
fiction must take in the future if it is to survive at all: it must become more and more exper-
imental, queerer and queerer, more and more elastic, less and less concerned with its adherence
to rules of logic or to reality itself...in other words, farther and farther from 'mainstream'

writing. The alternatives are for it to remain as it is, ...a progressively more boring fraud
which simply deesn't do what it pretends to do...or t¢ merge closer and closer with restricted
'mainstream’ writing ... in which case, it just gets pretty silly, since there is less and less
distinction.

Of course, whether there is a readership which will support greater and greater experiment
and elasticity, or an editorship willing to gambie on it, or authors willing (or able] to extend
themselves in playing with it, with the resources to do so for little or no financial return, is
quite another question. Again perscnally, I think it is the authors who have the mest to gain by
pursuing the potential here, yet it is the authors who seem least able and/or willing to get
working at it...present company included. It's much easier to turn out pretend-science fiction
you know will sell, or turn te money-making writing, and the kind of writing I'm talking about,
to the writer, would be both risky and unremunerative as hell.

FRITZ LEIBER:  SF is part of the Mainstream. The division into 'genres’ is largely a matter of
merchandising. When we say the Mainstream we are talking of a) popular fiction appealing to the
widest possible audienee; b) books written to please the English professors, the literary quart-
erlies, and the critics.

ALLEN KIM LANG: ESQUIRE ignored it, sc it can have no such relationship.

KATHERINE MacLEAN: 1 don't give a damn about the mainstream of literature. Some of the classics
have given me insights I might not have gotten by living and seeing real people, but not many
have. When I am in the right receptive mood I can be stirred emotionally to the depth by the
purest piece of hack hokum. Every writer has his own'slant, his personal philosophy, and when
there was something I was ready to learn about human nature, 1 learned as suddenly and as pro-
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foundly from the characters of one of the British popular novels of W.J. Locke; from Tarzan,
from a science fiction story, from H.G. Wells, from Arthur Koestler, from the IIl Made Knight,
from A BIT OF TAPESTRY, from the GOLDEN BOUGH, from YOUNG DOCTOR KILDARE, by Max Brand, from
SPOR which appeared as a second story in a Doc Savage issue ({someone who remembered it recently
said it was by Alfred Duggan). Impact does not relate to critics votes.

WILGON TUCKER: I hold it to be a distant cousin. Distant cousins like Arthur C. Clarke are
worming their way into the mainstream, whereas writers like Philip Wylie and Nevil Shute occas-
tenally try to ply the far out waters but fail miserably. It would appcar to be a one-way river;
distant cousins may come in, but those already in cannot journey out--however briefly.

CHARLES DE VET: Gradually merging.

POUL ANDERSON: I detest these artificial distinctions. All writing belongs to the "mainstream',
and should be recognized as such, But to the extent that sf is de facto a separate category, it
is derivative in its literary techniques, reserving originality for ideational content.

H. BEAM PIPER: I deplore this term "mainstream®'. It is currently used, in fiction, to label
novels, ete., of psychological characterization, and nothing else. As stated above [#2], differ-
ence does not imply superiority or inferiority, but only difference. However, a certain clique
of critics, pretending to intellectual superiority (Orville Prescott will do as a specimen),
prefer fiction of this genre and refuse to give works of any other kind serious consideration.
It might be noted that most of this critical ¢liqut are themselves non-scientific if not actual-
ly anti-scientific in orientation. It might also be noted that most of the characters delineated
in such fiction are immature, semantically disoriented, bewildered, complex-ridden, unhappy and
often neurotic if not psychotic. (I do not claim this as an original discovery: Reginald Bretnor
pointed it out ten years ago.) It might also be noted that 'm-------- m' writers who experiment
with science fiction themes usually butcher them atrociously.

. FRANCIS McCOMAS: What is the *mainstream' of literature?

1The 1963 Entries[

ALEXET PANSHIN: The ‘mainstream’ is tired, limited and quickly dated., I doubt that sf will be-
come swallowed by it, though science fiction could certainly stand to borrow standards of writ-
ing quality from somewhere,

On the other hand, in such works as GILES GOAT BOY and SLAUGHTERHOUSE FIVE we have cases of
the mainstream coming to sf. I think this will become rather more common.

JOANNA RUSS: §.f. is generally way behind 'mainstream’ in style although there are signs that
it's catching up. The catching up is mostly imitative and not especially good. There is a rap-
prochement at the top--the most ‘experimental' modern stuff and 'gquant-garde' s.f. S.f. may very
well end up losing its existence as a genre and a whole load of material, imagery, themes, no-
tions, efe., will pass over into mainstream at the very top. But it will be the very top (in the
sense ol self-consciousness, rarefiedness, literary awaremess, not necessarily quality). See NEW
WORLDS, for example.

NORMAN SPINRAD: In the past, sf treated subjects of cosmic import with massive triviality,
while 'mainstream’' examined the navel with great literary skill. Now the terms 'sf’ and "main-
stream' are meaningless since 'sf' is now part of "mainstream’, a term which was never more than
a publisher's way of describing what got first-class promotion and treatment, The distinction
now is between 'genre sf' and sf which is also literature; I see this distinction as continuing
into the indefinite future.

KEITH LAUMER: I believe that science fiction (terrible name) is slowly engulfing the main
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stream. This week, reviewed in TIME are: Kurt Vonnegut's SLAUGHTERHOUSE FIVE; and WHEN THE ENEMY
IS TIRED, by Russell Braddon. Both are within the SF canon. The third book dealt with is by An-
thony Burgess, best known for his 5F. Of course, none of the above call themselves SF writers.
But WE know.

GREG BENFORD:  While stories are always about people, sf gets as far away from this as is poss-
ible, and that's why it's a genre. The more people think in terms of constant change, the more
readily they'll accept sf. But sf always deals with potentialities rather than actualities and
that narrows our focus somewhat. it's too bad that sf writers on the average don't write well,
and perhaps that's the penalty we must pay, but so what? Strong imagination will always be a
virtue and we can hold our own in other areas. While I would like to see more 'standard literary
values' brought to bear on sf, the people who talk of this thus far have done little to credit
it. [ would rather see more concern with simple storytelling than with*the current literary in-
dices of quality. If anyone wants to change the world with his books, he should write to the
people instead of the critics.

DEAN R. KOONTZ: By its very definition, some of science fiction will always remain a separate
genre. For one thing, it requires its readers to be basically grounded in a number of concepts
that can only be absorbed through regular reading of the field -- gimmicks such as faster-than-

light travel, time paradoxes, and so on. Most readers, people who cover a dozen or two dozen
books a year, will not be willing to read enough of the field to pet the grounding they will
need for full enjoyment. On the other hand, some of sf will achieve the respect and critical
study that serious mainstream now does. But this sf will have then assumed many of the traits of
mainstream and will be accepted for that reason, not because of any science fictional qualities
it may have.

We can see this happening today. The books that are mentioned by mainstream critics are
those by Kurt Vonnegut and Ray Bradbury, men who have adapted their sf concepts te the main-
stream technique. In the future, it will be people like Norman Spinrad who will have achieved
recognition by critics without the field.

I am not entirely convinced we should seek critical acclaim outside the genre. For one
thing, the critics we hope to impress are generally five years behind the current trends. Pres-
ently, a naturalism-stream-of-consciousness type of combination is regarded as worthwhile. But
the trend now seems to be back to the book that tells a scolid story. Witness such bestsellers as
TRUE GRIT, THE SECRET OF SANTA VICTORIA, THE GODFATHER, FORCE TEN FROM NAVAROONE, and many oth-
ers. The solid story concept has, until the beginning of this century, always been the deminate
one in the writing of novels. It appears to be cycling back again. Instead of trying to culti-
vate the mainstream critics, I think sf writers should concentrate on writing the best books
they can within the strong story concept. Avante Garde experimentation i1s good--I've done a bit
myself--but should be indulged in to stretch one's boundaries, not to impress and win the favor
of a group of hitherto impartial or antagonistic reviewers.

ANNE McCAFPFREY : I have never bothered to appraise the relationship; 1 am merely too delighted
that s-f exists to question its right to be.

EMIL PETAJA: I feel that Science Fiction ought to be blended into the *Mainstream' eventually,
rather than remain aloof. At its best it already is, e.g. Ray Bradbury, Arthur Clarke, efe. ete.

ANDREW J. OFFUTT: Rather like that of Jesus to God {(Christianity from Judaism). It's the son...
which is now becoming so tall and important that 'mainstream' and ’'mainstream’ writers borrow
from sf, or see the necessity for using a sf base for their stories. Here are Philip Wylie, Al-
len Drury, Marya Mannes, John Barth, even Burdick.

It will always remain though, the son: Reading is many people’s bag. Reading sf ain't
everybody's bagl (For one thing, it requires a bit more imagination; the ability to accept that
basic premise.)

DARNIE PLACETA: The Mainstream continues to gradually absorb SF, which is as it should be.

DAVID GERROLD: Mainstream writers are limiting themselves.
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PIERS ANTHONY: SF is a subsection of mainstream literature, ane of a number, though theoretic-
ally mainstzeam is a special case of SF. SF ranges all time and space and concept; mainstream is
limited largely to the present, and doesn't even cover all of that. Unfortunately for 5F, the
best writers are in mainstream. Strange inversion! It is a sign of how backward the field of SF
is, when the very attempt tc utilize techniques long known in mainstream is ridiculed as "new
wave.' I regret that SF, instead of being the leader its potential suggests, is instead a rather
conservative follower with many intolerant voices seeking to hold it back even more. (That does-
n't mean I approve of foisting off ludicrous anomalies as quality science fiction, however. Pro-
pertion is necessary.) But there is hope; SF is young yet.

ROBERT MOORE WILLIAM3:  As to the 'mainstream of literature', I haveg no idea what this is. On
the bookshelves behind me can be found the "mainstream’ of yesteryears, well bound--and dead as
hell.

LEQ P. KELLEY: Science fiction is to the mainstream of literature as the tail is to the dog or
the tributary to the river. The important thing is not to lose sight of the value of the tail to
the deg. It gives him balance. It wags. And tributaries fertilize areas of land not reached by
the river with the delightful result that those areas blossom and bloom, are fertile and produc-
tive.

PHILIF JOSE FARMER: There should be no categorization of mainstream or s-f or other fields,
even though we all do it. The elements that make for 'good' mainstream are the same that make
for 'geod*' s-f, The typical s-f reader, I believe, doesn't care for 'literary' values, though I
think he should. But then the typical reader of se-called mainstream doesn't care either,

T. L. SHERRED: None. 1If some of the junk that I have been reading lately or hearing about {I'm
including PORTENOY'S COMPLAINT, PAST MASTER---Lafferty should have stayed boozed---and any novel
detailing the tribulations of a poor Jewish boy in Brooklyn) is literature, mainstream or other-
wise, I'11 say "Arf!" to your Orphan Annie.

HANK DAVIS: What is the mainstream? The deathless prose of Fletcher Knebel? The works of writ-
ers who were popular with today's English professors when they were callow youths and which, in
their maturity, they make required reading in their courses? Books that are reviewed in SATURDAY
REVIEW (in which case John Norman's TARNSMAN OF GOR is mainstream)?

Science fiction is up to the same tricks that all other fiction is up to: manufacturing en-
tertaining quasi-realities. [Its balloon has a longer tether than most. And, by its nature, it
tends to be occcupied with matters of long range concern (quick example: the ultimate destiny of
the human race), whereas the mainstream is occupied with matters closer and more mundane (a few
days in the life of a football player, to use an example that I saw recently in PLAYBOY). Most
of this mainstream/sf-genre hochah is noise about the commercial aspects of the publishing biz’
(packaging, marketing, promoting, ete.) or about current fads in literature (I consider fads of
30-40 years duration to be current, though some of the current ones are more recent; a century
isn't very long). This sort of noise, being extra-literary, may be of great interest to the
writer but are irrelevant to his writing.

JOUN JAKES: My theory is that science fiction, as a genre, will never 'become' a part of the
'mainstream' but certain writers and/or certain books may. I think Tolkien and Heinlein's STRAN-
GER IN A STRANGE LAND are examples of this happening; I don't think we as writers can hope far
more, for the genre; and can hope for no less for ourselves, individually...,

4. KEN BULMER: The above holds true; the mainstream which really has been in a bad way is hav-
ing a shot of iavigerating new blood from sf. Sf is not literature, as I've said elsewhere, hut
literature is getting an almighty kick in the pants from sf and is being forced to reconsider
and mend its ways. There should always remain a niche (the cant word is 'gemre') for sf as she
has been known. The attempt to combine sf and mainstream literature is unreal in that literature
will take, is already taking, what it requires from sf in the furtherance of literature's aims
which are self-evidently different from those of sf.” At the moment, [ understand, publishers
find it easier to sell hardbacks with an emblem 'SF' than they do ordinary novels. This is un-
healthy and will eventually change. But sf ought to go on ferever.



Do you believe that
participating in fandom,
fansines and conventions would
be a benefit or a hinderance
to would-be writers?

JOHN CHRISTOPHER: It depends. If they want to become science-fiction writers {and presumably
they do), prebably not. But one needs more general literary interests in one's formative years
if one aspires to writing in the more general field. Science-fiction tends to put blinkers on
its adherents.

FREDERIK POHL: Generally speaking, a benefit. I don't think they would learn anything worth
knowing about writing; I do think they might receive encouragement and impetus.

GORDON R. DICKSON: To tell you the truth, I believe something like this is a purely individual
matter. Some would-be writers will be stimulated by fandom, fanzines, and conventions. Others
will find their literary energies being bled off in related fields. I've become rather hard-
minded on this topic in the last twenty years. [ now think that if anyone is going to write, he
will write, irrespective of benefits or hindrances.

ZENNA HENDERSON:  Hindrance for me--it's impossible to make a blanket statement covering every-
one. If one can listen to the field being cursed and discussed without distorting his own work
to some one else's warp--it's ok.

MARK CLIFTOF:  Young people particularly need the companionship of like minds for full develop-
ment, but there comes a point where one's intellectual substance is wasted in talking about
ideas instead of spent in carrying them out. If we can gain the accliaim of our companions and
the reward of their admiration for bright chatter, why go on and do the hard work of turning it
into literature? Further, our companions are often too easily satisfied and we can never develop
ogur potential to the point we can satisfy an audience which doesn't personally know us. Limited
and rationed participation 1is probably the better course for the would-be writer who really
means it.

P. SCHUYLER MILLER: There's no question that such activities are beneficial--though "Cordwainer
Smith" told me that a convention, or even a small group of fellow writers, would ruin his writ-
ing readiness for months. (He has no such iphibitions ir his professional field of pelitical
science, apparently.) The SF field is so small and closely knit that it is practically a *family
business‘--and the better you know the family the better your chance of wmarrying into it.

FRED SABERHAGEN: Until after my first sale, I never did, so it can't be a necessity. Time and
energy put into organized fandom can't very well go into writing; but conventions and clubs can
help you learn something about SF as a business.

PHILIP K. DICK: A benefit, but not a very great one. It would be a benefit if the fans allowed
the writer to do the talking, instead of trying to instruct him. It is the job of the writer to
do the telling; he should not be turned into a listener. But the concepts in s-f writing are not
derived from fandom, from within the field anyhow; they are--or at least should be--derived from
the wide world itself, its far shores in particular. From everywhere but s-f fandom.
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BRIAN ALDISS: To the beginning writer, fanzines, e¢te., are probably great props. But when you
have had quite a lot of writing published, you can't help noticing that fanzine critics often
have not got sufficiently critical equipment to say something really pertinent (though they may
well say something really impertinent!). Of course it's tempting too for a writer to write for
fanzines rather than for the public; it's easier, gets more immediate egoboo returns perhaps.
Cons are a different matter--these a writer should not miss.

ALLEN KIM LANG: A benefit: There you meet writers, and bitch about the fen together over beer.
Therapeutic, since we don't discover, so engrossed, that the fen haven't even heard of us.

THEODORE STURGEON: Depends on the writer. I believe that total participation in @iything bene-
fits a writer. However, some people zre so constituted that they are locking for limitations to
obey, and if they took some of the more vociferous ‘'Back to the Thirties® fans seriously they
might never recover,

But anyone strong-minded encugh to be willing to evelve the field could get nothing but in-
spiration from fanac.

HARLAN ELLISOR: A benefit of inestimable value, I owe it gll to fandom. Whatever gil may be.

KATHERINE MacLEAN: It's fun. The only benefit to writers is investing in a good typewriter and
glueing one's bottom to the chair. That's work. Work is not the same as fun. Rationing both is
recommended .

H. BEAM PIFER: If nothing else, fan-activities gives the would-be writer an opportunity of
learning what his potentizl customers want, and of familiarizing himself with the medium in
which he intends to work. I have heard it argued that fandom tends to make a sort of cult of

science fiction, restricted to a narrow circle of the jnitiated. This I seriously question. The
people who contribute to fanzines and attend conventions are merely the most articulate of the
class enumerated in [#2], and I have never attended a convention at which I did met hear all
sorts of opinions, often quite contradictory, vigorously maintained.

CHARLES DE VET: Serves little function other than conviviality.

WILSON TUCKER: I cannot deny my own existance, or career. All these definitely helped me, most
especially writing for the fanzines. About ten years of fanzine writing preceeded my first sale;
I still write for them, sometimes experimentally and then use the results of that experiment in
some story or book. The would-be writer could omit the conventions with no real loss, but fandom
and fanzines can be a real benefit if he will use them,

J. FRANCIS McCOMAS: A hindrance.

POUL ANDERSON:  Probably it benefits some, to a small degree, and hinders others by diverting
their energies. Most, [ suspect, wouldn't be much affected one way or another.

ALAN E. NOURSE: Would-be writers only become writers because something drives them to write and
write and write. Fandom can do this, if it will. Fanzines provide a medium for would-be writers
to see their work in print of one sort or another. Conventions can stimulate excitement, ambi-
tion and imagination, and help obliterate that ’'awesome pulf' between the would-be writer and
the established writer that so often just paralyzes early efforts. Participation in all these
things can be an enormous benefit to the would-be writer whe has it, and a great disappointment
to the would-be writer who is really an admirer of writing and writers and doesn't have it. And
these things could be a lot more beneficial, too. It's always been a great mystery to me why the
annual conventions have never turned up with a Hugo award for the best pro story by an erstwhile
fan writer, judged by a panel of fan editors and pro editors and guaranteed publication in that
year's Hugo-winning pro magazine as a prize, with 'no award’ made in years when nothing fit for
pro magazine publication turns up.

The key to the whole thing, though, is stimulation of the would-be writer to write. I never
in the world would have started writing when I did, or in the field I did, if I had not become
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invelved in an active competition-collaboration relationship with Joe Meyer when I was a junior
at Rutgers, with several student-members of the editorial staff of the college "literary' maga-
zine prodding us on. We set fire to each other and began to asszult John Campbell with stories;
1 guess John knew when he was licked because he made the grave mistake of buying, and as far as
1 was concerned the die was cast. But the important point is that that focus of people at that
place and time set up a stimulating atmosphere that fired off down-to-business writing from half
a dozen people: myself and Joe Meyer in science fiction; Mike Shaara in science fiction and la-
ter in slick fictien; 5. Leonard Rubinstein in social novels; Will Shapiro in I-don't-know-what-
all .... I swear, even the English professor we all tormented retired in terror and published a
volume of poetry.

I have heard of this sort of chain reaction occurring other places and with other people;
I'm interested, and would like to document, 1if anybody had other examples. Maybe I would have
started writing something professionally, sometimes, regardiess ... I had already been writing
fiction of one sort or another long before I met Joe ... but the stimulus brought vague efforts
and ambitions into sharp focus then and there. The fan/fanzine/prowriter/pro editor relation-
ship that exists in science fiction is utterly unique in American letters, to my knowledge, and
I think it ought to be firing off far more serious creative sparks than it is.

BASIL DAVENPORT: I think it is always a benefit to exchange ideas with other workers in the
same field.

FRITZ LEIBER: Benefit, as are all contacts with reality, provided the would-be writer leaves
himself lots of time for the lenely work of writing and studying and practicing writing.

ROBERT BLOCH: Depends on their temperaments. The outgoing personality is apt to suffer--he can
get his kicks and ego-gratification rather easily by mingling with fans at fannish occasions as
a 'big-name pro‘, and often tends to neglect actual writing in favor of living it up. OCn the
other hand, the introverted writer may well benefit by the reassurance afforded by his reception
at such affairs. This is a situation not limited to science fiction writing.

ISAAC ASIMOV: A benefit, by all means. It gives you a feeling of belonging, and that is import-
ant. The feeling of isolation that usually besets a science fiction writer because there are
usually so few among the people he meets who are 'fans' can discourage him to silence.

CLIFFORD D. SIMAK: I don't suppose it would be a hindrance; it might even be a help. But it
takes time and that is a commodity of which any writer never has quite enough.

JOHN BRUNNER:  Benefit -- provided said writers bear in mind two important facts: first, that
these vociferous enthusiasts aren't their audience, just a conspicucus and influential segment
of it (the whole of fandom, past and present, at one copy each, wouldn't by a long way use up
even an Ace Books print order); second, that to be a working writer is to be a WORKING WRITER.
We aren't all chips off the old Bloch. How much real talent have you seen dead-ended into dupli-
cated publications? I've lost count!

ALFRED BESTER: Participation would be a hindrance. Fans have an extremely special and distorted
peint of view (as a rule), and some of this might rub off on the would-be writer. Writers must
mingle with people, not with fans, enthusiasts, or even other writers.

PIERRE VERSINS:  Would-be writers aren't one precise kind of pepple: the question seems nearly
pointless, since people either like meeting people or dislike it without being, for that, less
or more would-be writers. Science fiction fandom is nothing reaily different of literary coter-
ies; in going to conventions, publishing a fanzine "and participating in fanacs, you don't do
anything mightily different to haunting publishers’ parties, putting out little reviews of pres-
tige and corresponding with other writers of your kind.

JEFF SUTTON: No knowledge. Have never participated in either. As a rule of thumb, I'd say that
participaticn in any convention dealing with a specific subject matter would be of value to any-
one interested in that subject matter. We can always learn from the next fellow.
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JOHN W. CAMPBELL: As they are now--a hindrance! They have become Mutual Admiration Societies--
and are highly conformal. Precisely what a good, new science fiction author should not be.

ARTHUR FORGES:  That depends entirely on the writer. I am essentially a hermit, and would find
any such activities inteclerable.

RAY BRADBURY: Very important. Young writers need to know other beginners, to laugh and cry with
them over similar problems. I couldn't have survived my teen years without being a member of the
L.A. science-fiction group which put up the money to finance my own fan magazine FUTURIA FANTAS-
IA when I was 18. Time and again my flagging spirits were sustained by contact with other young
writers and older established writers in the field, met at meetings or conventions.

RICHARD WILSON: Participating in any activity which gives you a chance to observe your fellow
man is valuable to anyone who would write. It's impossible to speak, except in self-centered
dullness, from a vacuum. After having observed, of course, you go hole up and write. You can't
write in a crowd,

TED CARNELL:  Experience proves that a combination of all three is a great benefit to would-be
writers, especially amateurs, although participation in any of them does not necessarily mean
that a professional writer in other branches of literature will benefit. Undoubtedly, new writ-
ers to the genre leatn a great deal from fellow-fans (and one can quote a whole list of present-
day prominent s-f authors who started from such small beginnings) but an essential quality for
would-be writers is to read and study contemporary literature as well as actively participating
in the above,

DEAN McLAUGHLIN: Can do little harm, unless the tail begins to wag the dog and the student nev-
er gets around to graduating. For some, anyhow, it's good for practice, making contacts, getting
a goed grounding in the business before plunging in.

DANIEL F. GALOUYE: The answer to this one, of course, depends on the definition of 'participa-
tion' since there exists the danger of having too much of a good thing. Association with fandom,
interest in fanzines and attendance at conventions can, in mederate amounts, be both stimulating
and conducive to copy preduction., On the other hand, by its very nature, writing requires a
large measure of withdrawal, isolation, go-it-aloneness, if one expects to maintain a steady
flow of manuscript from the typewriter. Only the individual can be the judge of what best suits
his requirements.

ROGER ZELAZNY: A benefit, doubtiess. Fandom provides an outlet for his first attempts at writ-
ing, it renders opportunity for him to observe the reactions of SF enthusiasts to his work -- to
hear their criticisms, to enjoy their praise--and this gives him an ego-boosting incentive to go
on, to improve. There is, of course, a seductive side to fandom, wherein the would-be writer
finds himself, after a few stories, writing mainly about other writings, spreads himselif too
thin across too broad a spectrum of activities, and ultimately hecomes a professional fan--which,
while a very proud and ete. thing, can be deleterious in that it can cause him te lose sight of
his eriginal goal. A sense of proportion in re time-commitments is vital. My first story, back
in the elder world, appeared in a fanzine, as did my second, as did....

JAMES H., SCHMITZ: 1f they don't spend the time they should spend writing on such activities, it
needn't hinder them and might very well be a benefit. Many people develop their ideas better if
they have an oppertunity to kick them around freely with others.

JOE HENSLEY: Very beneficial. I think the conventions would be more of a benefit to me person-
ally if 1 could manage to stay sober, but hell, you got to have fun too. So let's have one more
beer. Xidding aside, 1 think that being a fan is as much fun as being a writer and fanning is a
great place to cut your teeth.

CROFF CONKLIN: T do not know, since I have never participated. Perhaps that means I think it
would be a hindrance?
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HORACE GOLD: 1 have mo opinion, not having participated before I became a writer, and not being
involved now, aside from the very loose and informal contact of the pro Hydra Club here in N.Y.
once a month or so, which I enjoy but find of no other consequence as to ideas and/or sales. A
number of writers came up from fandom, but I'd say that by far the larger proportion didn't and
doesn’t. I don't see how participating would be a hindrance, though.

CHARLES BEAUMONT: It could be a hindrance only to wouldn't-be writers. I was helped, years ago,
by the necessity for well-composed letters and editorials, If sf fandom is as it was, there are
many excellent writers whose challenges must be met.

TERRY CARR: Either or both. It's a help because writing for fanzines gets a person used to com-
municating with a typewriter -- and the importance of this can't be overestimated. It's a hind-
rance because the standards of fandom aren't particularly stringent, and a writer can get awful-
ly lazy writing for comparatively easy egoboo. (Though it must be mentioned that Poul Anderson
once told me quite seriously that he considered it easier to become popular as a pro writer than
as a fan writer.) It's a help because through fandom you can meet various important pro contacts
It's a hindrance because you can get so interested in fandom for its own sake that you may put
of f any serious effort at pro writing. FEte.

JACK WILLIAMSON: I can't see much hope for benefit; I imagine that the fan activities might
dissipate energies that would otherwise go into creative writing.

AVRAM DAVIDSON:  This depends on the individual. I came back to fandom after only the briefest
contact in early teens and after I was already an established writer. I cannot say if er nnt my
writing since then is better or same or worse, but I think [ am the better for having more
friends and more experience with an additional (pardon) social milieu. I think it is possible
that fannish activity might become a substitute for actual writing, but again this depends on
the individual and his own tendencies and capacity for discipline. In general, I think that such
participation should be a help -- again, if the would-be writer doesn't devote to fanthings time
he should devote to writing. In other words: In addition to--okay; instead of--nix.

WILLIAM TEMPLE: A benefit. All contact -- additional to the copulating kind! -- is generative.
Ideas breed ideas, and a handful of fen rubbed together produces idea-sparks and sometimes
flames.

ARTHUR €. CLARKE: Very good for beginners, should be taken in moderation by old pres.
THEQODORE L. THOMAS: Neither help nor hindrance; only writing makes a writer.

REGINALD BRETNOR: A hindrance--with one qualification only: If the present situation in fandom
changes and the tail qu