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w Ouly Wadham (s CezTAiM-

You Of That ?

Bernadette Bosky writes,
THERE ARE NO INSIDERS. Tes, one of the True 
Secrets of the Universe is to truly under
stand that sentence. And no, I don't just 
mean the usual stereotype of the miserable 
millionaire or like that. I mean more in 
terms -f pcwei’. Certainly, there is an 
accepted "power elite." Tet Its members 
are often insecure about their positions— 
and, if not, having problems because of 
other things which also, they feel, might 
imperil membership In that group. In a . 
few, very rare eases the power is indis
putable, yet then, even if the person is 
happy with the prestige of the organisation 
he/she's top dog at—rare enough—there' s 
also the worry of the new guys secretly 
feared to be more competent and thus pos
sible replacements. The result: No one 
is sure of his or her westlee and power 
—no ons.

That sounds plausible to me. My own limi
ted experience with those who walk the 
corridors of power, as well as reading of 
accounts, both fictional and non—, of such 
people, tend to support Bernadette’s con
tention .
Perhaps because my own Pills ««»• Macht is 
fairly atrophied, I've always believed that 
Power is a snare and a delusion. One of the 
■nit notorious power fanatics of recent 

years reached what is generally believed to 
be the most powerful position in the Western 
world, only to discover that he could not 
use this awesome position to screw his many 
nolitical enemies, and—worse—that he was in 
a position of great vulnerability, where a 
bunded burglary by fourth- or fifth-echelon 
underlings eventually cost him his job.

Those who purrue power, like those who pursue 
wealth, often satisfy Santayana's definition 
of the fanatic—one who redoubles his efforts 
when he has lost Bight of goals. This syn
drome is most obvious in the case of wealth: 
One begins to seek it to purchase the pleasures 
and luxuries that sioney really and truly can 
buy. But after a while the pursuit of money 
becomes an end in itself. A person with one 
ass cannot sit in five Cadillacs, and yet the 
person purchases that many; gets more food, 
sex, fancy clothing, mtc. than one body can 
possibly utilize; and most ironic of all, of
ten is too busy earning yet more money to 
wallow in, or even notice the previously 
gained delights. So it can be with power, as 
one becomes too busy acquiring power and de
fending it against any possible agressor, to 
get to use it.

Bernadette's insight, however, covers more 
than that. The purpose of being an insider 
need not only be to get at them, but to keep 
them from getting at us. Many apparent in
siders appear to be failing dismally at this.



There may be a neurological explanation for 
thia. In Leary's eight-cicuit model of the 
human br^Ln, the first and most basic circuit 
ia the bit urvival/comfort/security circuit. 
I have been told that mother's milk, which is 
the first satisfier of this circuit, feeds the 
aame neurological recptora in the Infant that 
heroin does in the adult junkie. Indeed, it 
seems quite “sssible that moat of the things 
we uae to Mlp the firat circuit, from downera 
to money, are addictive, in the senae that we 
become accustomed to our doae of them and re
quire ever more to satisfy our needa.

That ia admittedly apeculative, but lomething 
seems fairly obvious: Those who look to a 
position of power and authority to provide 
certainty appear doomed to a treadmill.

II

Xb i say, my own desire for position, pres
tige, and power is either repressed or nonex
istent, and so it is entirely possible that 
I am unsympathetic to those who seek such 
goals and unable to see the positive side of 
it. Let me therefore turn to something I do 
find interesting ana worth pursuing—sex.

I've been involved 
those who use se-, 
sizeable number of 
source of external

in some discussions of 
and involvement with a 
different partners, as 
validation. There are 
is wrong with this ap-

a

two models of what ,
proach. One is that such people are Se
ducers, that their desire for external 
validation will lead them to have sex with 
others in a dishonest or exploitative fash: on, 
ignoring the humanity of their partners. 
The other is that they are nymphomaniacs, 
whose pursuit of sexual variety springs from 
dire and desperate need, and keeps them from 
getting real pleasure or fulfillment from 
their sex lives. In this context, one 
should be wary of sexual stereotyping. By 
these definitions, there are female seducers 
and male nymphomaniacs.

Both of thse models are of some value, but 
do not explain everything. I believe that a 
recent government-funded social science study 
has, at a cost of only a few million dollars, 
empirically determined that many i™^*****" 
engaae in sexual intercourse because it makes 
their crotches feel good.

Admitting my own bias in this matter (for I 
confess that such activation is mine), I in
sist that it may explain, but does not explain 
away. The fact that one seeks sex for bodily 
pleasure does not mean that the ooms person 
cannot find personal caring in sexual acts. 
Thus it is with external validation. One can 
still be honest, and care for on S partners, 
while taking pleasure and pride in the fact 
that one has been considered attractive 
enough, intelligent enough, strong enough, 
nice enough, or otherwise desirable enough, 
to be chosen as a sexual partner. As with 
all things, the question is loss the nature 
of the motivating desire than whether this 
desire becomes a dire need, and whether this 
desire leads one to behave unethically.

One interesting thing about those who seek 
external validation in sex is that they never 
seem to find it. Oie envies another for the 
plenitude and variety of his sex life only to 
discover that he in fact remair.3 desperate in 
his pursuit of yet more partners. It is re
miniscent of something Mark Twain said to 
Commodore Vanderbilt: "You have got seventy 
million dollars, and you need five hundred 
million dollars, and are really suffering for 
it. Your poverty is something appalling." 
The envy begins to faae as one realizes that 
sexual poverty, like financial poverty, is 
not something measurable by a single objective 
standard, but rather something that depends 
on how what one is getting compares with what 
one needs.

Clearly, the sexually needy in this sense are 
pursuing a strategy that does not bring them 
any closer to their goals. Indeed, one finds 
that many of those to whom sex is a source 
of external validation have in fact estabxished 
a system of evaluating the external validation 
in which almost any number of successes can 
be discounted as somehow irrelevant.

This ability to redefine data and thereby 
avoid undesired conclusions can be found else
where. Indeed, it seems to cover the classi
cal psychoanalytical approach to the problem 
I have been discussing, the belief that it 
represents "latent homosexuality." I've al
ways suspected that the popularity of that 
approach is partly explained by gentility of 
speech. "He goes to bed with a whole lot of 
different women because he is a latent homo
sexual" has a certain plausibility that 
would appear to vanish when one uses more 
operational terminology, such as "He goes to 
bed with a whole lot of different women be
cause what he really wants is to suck cocks 
and be fucked in the ass." In any event, I 
suspect that the latent-homosexuality theory 
is based on "I think this should be a sign of 
homosexuality, so I will define It as a kind 
of homosexuality to which empirical evidence 
is irrelevant." As Karl Popper points out, 
this sort of self-validating theory is what 
distinguisl _>s religion from science.
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One is tempted to suspect that the desire for 
external validation is an bxcuse and the sex 
Itself is the actual Motivation, but the lack 
of actual psychic satisfaction Bakes that un
likely. No, these people would appear to be 
looking for' sfething that they cannot find 
where they are seeking it. Those who look 
to sex, and the external validation it is 
supposed to bring, to provide certainty 
appear doomed to o treadmill.

XII

We live amidst a multiplicity of laws, he un
derstated. There are laws against hurting, 
threatening, or defrauding other people, and 
surely if there are to be laws cf any sort, 
those ere justified. There are laws against 
"victimless crimes," a concept some of us 
consider oxymoronic, in which there is an 
attempt to pre-rent people from producing 
obscene matter, engaging in improper sexual 
acts, or using mind-altering chemicals of 
one sort or another. Alan Watts, noticing 
the religious nature of these rules, sug
gested that they require the police to be 
"armed clergymen." There are an ever
growing number of laws intended to prevent 
people from engaging in discriminatory be
havior on the basis of race, creed, national 
origin, sex, sexual orientation, age, po
litical affiliation, and perhaps alphabetical 
priority. There are also assorted other ef
forts to regulate our lives. In the 19th 
century, Pierre Proudhon predicted a state of 
affairs wherein, "everything not forbidden 
is mandatory." There is evidence that he 
may have understated the case, and some things 
are both. In Massachusetts, for instance, 
two people of opposite sexes who live to
gether without being married are guilty of 
the crime of lewd cohabitation. (I am not 
sure of the reason for the antihetrosexual 
bias of this law.) A landlord who refuses to 
rent living quarters to two people who wish 
to live together without being married is 
illegally discriminating. Thus, the landlord 
has the choice of the crime of being an ac
cessory to lewd cohabitation or the crime of 
illegal discrimination.

The New York subway system is full of signs 
advising riders on xx. to deal with crime. 
There are rules for making oneself less ac
cessible to Buggers and pickpockets] there 
is the suggestion that people not wear chains 
around their necks. As t£a authorities are 
telling women to protect themselves by stay
ing in at night, ao they are tailing everyone 
to protect themselves.

About 15 years ago, there was some manner of 
controversy about the police in New York Ci® 
(a civilian review board, if nemory serves). 
At that time, Uhe Police Benevolent Associa
tion put up signs with a slogan I considered 
brilliant:

If there weren't any police, ve’d 
all be police. Think about it. 

That strikes me as something very important. 
I'm even tempted to ley that the existence 
of police, und the fact that we thereby do 
not all have to be police, is a defining 
characteristic of civilization—the idea that 
we have social arrangements that Bean that 
we do not individually have to go one-on-one 
against crime.

Which doesn't make New York terribly civil
ized, because what seems tc be going on is 
that we are being told that we all have to be 
police.

New York does not, shall we say, suffer from 
r critical shortage of laws. Quite the con
trary. Indeed there is much to be said for 
the theory that law is the chief cause of 
crime. The police are kept busy enforcing 
laws against sex, drug, and other private 
behaviors. Thus they have less time to deal 
with actual crimes of the sort that have 
victims. The drug laws are a particular 
problem in this regard, forcing those who 
wish to retreat into a private drugged world 
to stay outside with everyone else, where 
they are a menace.

The more laws we have, the Bore we have of 
the sort of thing that laws are passed to 
try to stop. Those who look to laws to bring 
certainty are doomed to a treadmill.

Is this multiplicity of laws bringing about 
the desired conclusions? let's look at one 
phenomenon—the feminist Take Back the Kight 
movement. To be sure, this movement is in 
danger of being taken over by smut stempers, 
but it is based on a sound approach. Women 
would like to be able to go out at night, 
•ven in major cities, without the fear of 
being threatened, molested, or even ^aped. 
The first approach they often hear from the 
police is that they should stay in at night 
to protect themselves, to which they 
quite sensibly reply, "So who's being impris
oned?"

Some feminists say that this approach comes 
from a desire of those in authority to keep 
women at home, and they are probably not en
tirely sdstaken, but there seems to be sore 
to it than that.
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IV

In his review of EVERYTHING YOU ALWAYS 
WANTED TO KNOW ABOUT SEX, Gore Vidal said 
of the book's (typically overgeneralixed) 
statement that all prostitutes hate men, 

This. Inai dentally, is a beloved port- 
Freudian ^th, quite unproven but perennial
ly exciting to sen who want to believe that 
the wsaan they rent deeply hete them and 
wdy go to bed with thee because they lack 
money. It ia the ultimate charade in the 
power fantasy that drives eo many men 
(you are tied up and helpless, my proud 
beauty), including homosexual!sts....

Vidal calls this "a pleasant, if rather 
silly daydream." I call it a nasty one. 
(This disagreement steins from a differ
ence of sexual orientation, and not the 
fact that his is far sore honosexu 1 than 
mine. To me, sex is nost closely con
nected to affection, comfort, and play; 
to him, it is closest to the territorial 
and dominance circuit.) but whatever the 
moral nature of this fantasy, it lead' 
to some interesting paradoxes of verification

Ths realistic john will conclude that there 
are three possibilitiest

1) The hooker finds him so desirable that 
she would have done it even for free. (This 
romantic approach is, I would eospect, the 
sost popular fantasy.)

2) The hooker is so financially desperate 
that she is doing it with him even tho she 
would not do it unless forced. (This power 
trip is the sort of thing Vidal is talking 
about.) 

3) The hooker is indifferent to the whole 
thing, and doesn't particularly find it an 
oppressive job (less so than any straight 
job she can imagine herself getting), but 
would no more do it for the fun of it than 
the average waitress would wait on tables for 
the fun of it. (This X would suspect is 
the least satisfying fantasy all around, 
and perhaps the closes- approximation to the 
actual state of affairs for most hookers.)

There is what might be called the Disin
formation Matrix of Prostitution. It re
fers to the fact that while there are all 
manner of things I john can purchase from 
a prostitute, the one thing which cannot, by 
definition, be purchased, is unpurchased 
love. In other words, the man cannot 
purchase the certainty that the woman would 
find him desirable enough to do it even 
without the payment.

In any event, the john is faced with an 
uncertainty principle not unlike Heisenberg's: 
The experiment (i.e., paying the hooker) 
makes it impossible to tell which of the sce
narios is the correct one.

This sort of uncertainty is not, of course, 
restricted to prostitution. Any transaction 
in which money changes hands makes it im
possible to be sure what would happen in the 
absence of the money. An example of this 
sort of problem is the remark Sam Goldwyn is 
alleged to have made to his employees: "Now 
I want you to tell me the truth, even if it 
costs you your job." Those who look to money 
to provide certainty appear doomed to a 
treadmill.

V

As some of you may have noticed, I have bor
rowed the phrase "disinformation matrix" from 
the neurosociological studies of Dr. Hagbard 
Celine, X. S. C. Celine's best-known law is 
the SNAFU Principle, the statement that com
munication is impossible in a power relation
ship. A corollary of this law is the fact 
that the more A threatens B in an attempt to 
get B to tell "the truth," the more B will 
tell A what B thinks A wants to hear, rather 
than what B perceives as The Way Things Are. 
(A special case of this problem is the situ
ation where B believes that telling the truth 
offers the best chance of survival. But it 
is difficult if not impossible for A to know 
whether B is thinking that way.]

Once again, we have an uncertainty principle. 
The introduction of force into the situation 
makes it impossible to answer certain rele
vant questions. Those who look to the use 
of force to provide certainty appear doomed 
to a treadmill.
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Do we notice a pattern here? The search 
for certainty in human affairs seems to 
keep leading to vicious circles and in
finite regresses. It’s enough to make you 
ttynk we’re asking the wrong questions.

let's go back and take another look at this 
problem. The first couple of situations 
we discussed might be classified under the 
heading of external validation, through 
power and sex, respectively.

We can distinguish between external valida
tion and reality testing. To answer the 
question, "Am I powerful?" one checks one's 
external circumstances. If one is president 
of the United States, that is evidence that 
one is powerful. That sort of thing is 
reality testing, and it is a necessity for 
survival.

External validation would be finding something 
Out There that would answer quei rions like, 
"Am I powerful enough?" "Am I sexually attrac
tive enough?" There is one catch to external 
validation in that sense. It can't be done.

The problem is that there is nothing Out 
There which corresponds to Enough. To put it 
somewhat differently, external validation is 
impossible because validation is inevitably 
an internal process. No combination of ex
ternal circumstances can force us to accept 
that we have in fact been validated because 
we can always redefine what constitutes va
lidation, devalue and discount our successeu, 
and as the Air Force command did in CATCH-22, 
raise the standards just as u are in danger 
of satisfying them.

This resembles the Quest many people follow 
in pursuit of external authority. We hear a 
good deal about cults which take awuy people's 
freedom. P. E. I. Bonewits, in his highly 
useful book, REAL MAGIC, has provided what 
he calls the Cult Danger Evaluation Frame. 
In this frame, a cult can be rated from 1 to 
10 on such scales as Internal Control, Dogma, 
Censorship, Paranoia, Grianess, and Surrender 
of Will, for a total score of up to 150. Or
ganizations scoring over 125 on this scale, 
such as the Unification Church, Jie US Labor 
Party, and any branch of the military, are 
dangerously or desirably totalitarian, de
pending on your point of view. What these 
organizations cannot do for you, no smtter 
bow much you may want them to, is to take 
away your freedom of choice, to think for 
you, to be absolute external authorities.
They can use their highly efficient methods 
of damaging your mind to the point where it 
is highly difficult for you to uss it, but 
they cannot force you to think their way.

The point of this essay, if there is one, 
is that the term "force," when applied to 
human affairs is mpre Often than not a mis
nomer, a subtle but dangerous one which leads 
to two mistakes: the desire to be forced, and 
the desire to force others.

Strictly speaking, one forces another only 
when one determines the other's behavior by 
strictly objective lews. If A or hes B out 
a window, then A, with an assist from the ob
jective ’.sw of gravity, is forcing B to fall. 
Once we get into psychology, even obvious 
areas like the fact that a plausible threat 
of death is s highly efficient way of modi
fying immediate behavior, we chanae paradigms. 
We are no longer speaking of something that 
can be fully explained by A moving B like an 
object, but rather we are talking about an 
interactive situation where both A and B 
are acting.

It should be obvious that, under this defini
tion of "force," it is no longer the case 
that behavior is immoral if and only if it 
involves the initiation of force. For one 
thing, under this definition, one form of 
force in which one not only treats the body 
of another as an object but violates its 
integrity to do so, is surgery, and yet 
that is benign more often than not. On the 
other hand, "your money or your life" is not 
force, as it really is a choice, albeit an 
undesirable one, and one would hardly wish 
to consider it acceptable for that reason.

We are left to state that the morally dubious 
ways of attaining one's will are not just 
force and fraud, but (to retain the allitcr- 
ation) force, fear, and fraud.

‘ This leads to the problem that we no longer 
have an objectively definable line between 
force (unacceptable) and nonforce (accep
table). Obviously it is acceptable to get 
what one wants by persuasion, but not by. 
initiating rear (as the stickup man does). 
But it seems to me that the line between 
the two is on the map, rather than on the 
territory.

One question to which the terms "left" and 
■right" have been applied is that of the 
motivation of workers in a capitalist so
ciety. Consider our earlier example of 
the hooker who may have been doing it (a) 
because she wanted to: (b) because i was 
afraid of starving to death or scmesuch; 
or (c) because sho was indifferent and the 
money decided her. Those on ths right tend 
to believe that workers in the present 
American economy (conservatives) or under 
a theoretical free-enterprise system (li
bertarians) are/would be motivated by (a) 
or (c), and that's OK, while those on the 
left think that capitalism necesssarily 
leads to most workers being motivated by 
fear, with some leftists saying that the fact 
that someone would not have done something 
without the pay xmkes it de facto coercion.



On the other hand, the left tends to see 
governments, or at least governments they 
like, as agents of friendly persuasion, 
while the right keeps reminding us that, 
at the bottom line, it is the government 
which holds the official aonopoly on the 
implements of force and fear. (Which always 
tempts me to conclude that it would be only 
fair to have citizens, when dealing with the 
government, have t monopoly on the legitimate 
use of fraud, but let that pass.)

Anyway, that's the rhetoric and, as ever, 
some who utter it believ* it. ©there operate 
on a more basic level of US and THEM. WE, 
being fully human, can and should be motivated 
only by persuasion; but THEY must be forced 
to behave.

Where this line is drawn varies. To r con
servative businessman, WE (businessmen) will 
do what is right, and if we run into problems, 
the government should give us tariffs, con
tracts, subsidies, or whatever, while THEY 
(workers) should face the full rigors of com- 

■ petition. Some leftists believe that THEY 
(rich capitalist pigs) must be suppressed, 
whilst WE (the proletariat) will cheerfully 
work for the good o^ society once the nasty 
profiteers are gone. Racists, sexists, etc. 
define US and THEM in obvious manners. I 
catch myself defining US as people with in
telligence and/or creativity and THEM as 
people conspicuously lacking such traits.

One catch to that.- _s I have indicated, is the 
belief that THEY can be forced. To accept 
that, we have to believe that THEY are so 
far removed from humanity that their behavior 
is objectively predictable, not merely in the 
sense of the statistical generalizations that 
we can pull out pt the data in the social 
sciences, but in the sense that their behavior 
is as absolutely determined as that of 2 
colliding objects. (On; of the great dreams 
of science fiction is the hope that we can 
create a genuine race of THEM—robots or an
droids—which would in fact be predictable 
and thus forceable.)
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The idea of people as determinable things 
which can be forced to behave in the desired 
manner is everywhere. Besides the examples 
X have given, it is Implicit whenever we 
speak of a human interaction as if it were 
simply one person doing soamthing to another. 
Teaching is an example I've mentioned here 
before. I mentioned that surgery is a case 
of treating a person as an object for that “ 
person's own good. It seems to m that the 
medical profession has taken this example 
too seriously, and thus seen themselves as 
mere technicians, rather than as Healers 
who can work cooperatively with their clients 
to help them remain healthy. Much of what is 
best in contesq>orary psychology is the move 
away from a pseudonedical paradigm in which 
the doctor works on the patient, to a cooper
ative (or humanist, or client-centored) ap
proach. In a closely related field, the 
practitioners of Heuro-Linguistic Programing 
seem to be achieving their results mainly 
be redefining hypnosis, which used to be seen 
as the quintessential example of one person 
taking comand of another, as a cooperative 
endeavor.

If there is very little human behavior that 
can be forced, and very little of that is in
teresting, then we have to change our ap
proach. We think we are forcing people, but 
obviously we are not. Wnat we are doing is 
scaring people into doing as we wish, or tric
king them into it. It should be obvious from 
much of what I have said that I tm not an ad
mirer of B. F. Skinner's philosophy, but I 
respect his work as an experimental scientist, 
and as such he says that negative reinforcement 
is a lousy way of teaching. It will, of 
course, influence immediate behavior, and is 
sometimes necessary for that reason, but in 
the long run it doesn't work.

I should mention one other area where the in
teractive paradigm is important, and that is 
sex. There are obvious ways of treating 
one's partner as an object, r.nd you don't 
need me to tell you those are bad. But con
sider this: The man who believes that he has 
the responsibility of giving his partner an 
orgasm is accepting a paradigm that is every 
bit as much of an objectification as the 
others. Be forgets that it's something the 
two of them do together, and so he needn't 
worry that it's all his responsibility.

Which brings me to the message of all this. 
We have to deal interactively with other 
people; it's the nature of the situation. 
The question is whether we want to do it on 
a narrow basis of threat, or whether we want 
to open up and treat them as human. It comes 
down to Kant and his categorical imperative. 
Those people out there arc people—subjects 
not objects—and have to be treated as such, 
so we might as well go it as pleasantly as 
possible. I sometimes think that the hardest 
kind of message to sell is that something we 
have been told as a moral command is in fact 
a useful guide to behavior in our own inter
est, but that's what I'm stuck with. Try it; 
you'll like it.
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One more tine. Once again. the word "baat" 
weans in my arrogant opinion, and of the 
year" refers to books I read this year.

MuU o[ the Illuminati (Robert Anton Wilton) 
■•viewed in DR 17.

BALIS (Philip K. hick)
A strange I wondrous *>rk by the •*st*r of para
noid and other realities. A Gnostic Gospel, aeong 
other things.

Men Ln Love (Nancy Friday)
(ten's sexual fantasies, but what 1 find best about 
the book is Friday's awareness of male fear and 
insecurity, combined with a feminist awareness that 
it isn't women's fault either.

f Iki.
MewnLAA of a Yankee NateA (Bob Marshal I) 
As with THE SPIRAL DANCE, It's not my re
ligion, but the author tas node it sound persuasive.

Fow o{ TaEk (Erving Boffmen)
Goffaan is o coMunications genius who for some un
fathomable reason has chosen to disguise himself as a 
Professor of Sociology. His cover was blown years 
ago, but he still talks in the quaint native patois of 
the trade.

StauctuAoZxAm and Semiotics (Terence Hawkes) 
Excellent introduction to some fascinatingly different 
ways of looking at the world.

God’s Other Son (Don Imus) 
Reviewed in DR 18.

Eaar/iiu PowcAi (Anthony Burgess)EinsV jam fiction at its best. Within the narrow 
confines of consensus reality A recent history, 
Burqess spins a well-told talc of two characte s 
based on W. Somerset Maugham and (so^hat unfairly. 
Pope John XXI11. The author s jll-known linguistic 
skills are on plentiful display here.

ShotteAdau (Harlan Ellison) .
Short stories by a poet of the passions. My 1 '^ite In this collection is "All the Lies That Are My Life,' 
somewhat autobiographical, and a ghost story with no 
science fiction or fantasy elements in it.

The RevoZuZLon pion Hosinante (Alexis Gilliland) 
Alexis, whose cartoons frequently grace these pages. 
Jays that this novel started out as a cap ion that 
_ * u»'t nnt as oood a novelist as heHe's not as good a novelistgot out of hand, 
is a curtoonist. Yet.
The Kniahts o< the Limits (Barrington Bayley) 
Bayley »ems to be the latest avatar of one of the Xt\*Tnce-fiction archetypes--the writer whose 
one and only strength is • ,r«»rkable speculative 
imagination—and who doesn t need anything mo e_ 
This remarkable collection of ‘tones presents one 
fascinating idea after another *
don't believe it's been published in this country 
yet, but some specialized sf dealers have the 
British paperback.

Ga* Held Gains Weight (Jiw bavis)
Garfield may be America's most morally squalid 
folk hero since W. C. Fields. A surly, glutton
ous, lazy coward ano bully, Garfield has nothing 
to recoomend him, but like everyone else, I like 
him. _

Cat (Robert Anton Wilson)
The entire trilogy (THE UNIVERSE NEXT DOOR, THE 
TRICK TOP HAT, and THE HOMING PIGEONS) is finally 
available, and it will do strange A wondrous 
things to your mind.

FathtA’a Days (Katharine Brady)
A moving account of the horrors of father
daughter incest, by one of its victims.

The Tenth Conmandment (Law nee Zanders) .
What I like about Sanders, like George V. Higgins, .s 
that his characters are fun to listen to.

feeting Good (bavid b. Burns)
A book of Cognitive Therapy, the followup to Albert 
Ellis's Rational-Emotive Therapy, which says that 
the main cause of our problems is the dumb shit 
we tell ourselves, and offers some useful ways in 
which we can stop doing this sort of thing.

WLZd Seed (Octavis E. Butler)
The latest in Butler's excellent Pattemist series. 
This is both historical fiction (Africa and 19th- 
century America) and science fiction (characters 
with Powers). It works as both, and both levels re
inforce each other.

FAoga into Princes (Richard Bandler t John Grinder) 
Neuro-Linguistic Programing, an approach t psy
chology that I like a whole lot. This book spar
kles with insights into why we think id act as 
we do, and offers persuasive models of many forms 
of change. I do believe these people are onto 
something.

TUNCt-Poxmations (John Grinder t Richard Bandler) 
More of the same, with the emphasis on hypnosis.

Spacetime Donuts (Rudy Rucket)
Rucker writes sf about sex, dope, and higher 
mathematics. So what's not to like?

View ixm a Window (Gore Vidal)
A - >lf-1ndulgent book tn which Vidal reprints much 
of. what he has said in Interviews. I find his seif 
w&h indulging.

The Glitter. Pome (Joseph Wawbaugh)
Fiction by a burnt-out, cynical ex-cop with a sense 
of humor that makes mine seem healthy.

The Conspiracy Peddlers (Robert Eringer)
A useful book from those wonderful folks at uoom- 
panics, this one is a guide to conspiracy theories 
I publications. Author Eringer is sane, cynical, 
and Discordian. (hJJ it

The Spinal Dance_ (Starhawk) 
I found this book fascinating. •nd I'l not even
a W4£ch.

Shike (Robert ihea) 
Reviewed in DR 18.
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Brother, Cam

Yoo Pwn ?
(I can't bctlev* that I’e the first one putrid 
enough to uee this title, but I can't reaeaber 
where or even 1f I've seen it before)

Definitions are not true >r false. Like 
mpgf they are useful or not useful as rep- 
resntations of an external reality. A good 
definition, like a good nap, clearly shows 
what is essential.

The definition of the word •rape" is being 
questioned today. In many jurisdictions, the 
legal neaning of the word is limited to the 
action of a male in coercing a female into 
penile-vaginal intercourse. Feminists and 
others have pointed out that this is overly 
specific. The essence of rape is that it 
is the intersection of sex and violence, 
the use of force or fear to impose one's will 
on the sex lives of others. What is not 
relevant is the specific sexes of the per
petrator and the victim, or th^ specific 
type of sex act.

I agree, and I'd like to take it a step fur
ther. There are two ways one can inflict one's 
will upon the sex lives of others—coercing 
them to engage in sex, or to refrain from sex. 
In either case, the crime is in the combina
tion of coercion with sex, and so we should 
use the same term for both.

Let us therefore say that if the police break 
into someone's home to enforce the barbarous 
primitive tabu against one person's mouth con
tacting the genitals of another, let us then 
say that the police are guilty of negative 
rape.

Thie approach can be used for a variety of 
sexual concepts. The ambiguous term seduction, 
which -hat been used for everythig from ratio
nal persuasion to flatout lying can be applied 
in its variety of meanings to positive ind 
negative seduction, depending on whether one 
is trying to talk the other into doing or 
refraining, and if someone comes up with 
terms differentiating honest deduction from 
the sneaky hind, that too can be positive or 
negative.

And likewise with the more general form of 
seduction. Xt is generally agreed that por
nographers ere trying to get their readers 
to engage in some manner of sex act, tho 
there is imr disagreement as to whether the 
act in question is rape, consensual sex, or 
(most likely) masturbation. Let us then say 
that the writings of Jerry Falwell and his 
ilk are negative pornography. Similarly, 
parents who use the awesome and inherently 
coercive powers of their role to frighten 
their children into hating S fearing ex 
could be said to be engaging in negative 
molesting.

V
As sex, so dope. The infliction of conscious
ness-changing substances upon others without 
their free and informed consent is a form of 
assault, whether it’s some smartass slipping 
LSD into someone else's drink, or (far more 
prevalent) a doctor prescribing powerful 
downers for a housewife without giving her 
any idea what ahe's taking. Bat that is a 
positive crime. There is an equal and op
posite negative crime committed by those 
who use force, fear, or fraud to prevent 
others from privately and voluntarily using 
drugs to alter their consciousness, and it 
should be described as a crime.

/Cur Cult /Jot&s.
It's been a while since we've done a Nut Cult Notes. 
The cult has been fairly quiet, and not up to much of 
anything subversive. (Do you believe that?) But 
we have been in touch with three other organizations:

The SubGeniua Foundation
Yon can get these people's sinister & diabolical prop
aganda by sending $1 to them at PO Box 140306, Dallas, 
TX 75214. There is no truth to th< manor that they 
are paying me to deny that I have any connection with 
them. In fact, I don't even particularly like their 
brand of psychotic dada. (Do you believe that?)

Permanent Universal Rent Strike Exchange 
Allegedly a front for notorious Discordian founder 
Kerry Thornley. Send them a buck at P0 Box 18441, 
Tampa, FL 33679, and you may find out about the 
Laissez-Faire Socialist Party, the Fucking Commu
nist Conspiracy (well, if you've gotta have a 
Communist conspiracy, that's the best kind), and 
other such things.

The Soybean Shark Squad 
You don't wanna hear about them. Too weird.

C+10LEK TV
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VIth regard to Maia'e eamentE, I 
fi. Oakwood Ave. think that the sinute Ben think of 
tlhlte Ptaini, HV women -3 having Bonething, there is
10605 a potential for trouble. Of course,

it's better if Ben think of women as 
having something nice they Bight enjoy sharing, but 
that still boils down in the ultimate to women « sex. 
Women are the ones who "have" sex, who own it, whether 
they choose to share It with men or not. And even 
allowing for Ben seeing things from their viewpoint, 
that isn't correct. It's not just that, from a woman's 
viewpoint, it might be truer to say that mg "heve" 
sex and are willing to share It with women only 
under certain conditions....! honestly start to think 
sometimes that women are better than men at realizing 
that sexuality is something within every human being. 
It does not reach, at least in most cases, its high
est potential in one person alone—sex becomes greater 
when shared with others. But It isn't something 
either person gives to the other, not even something 
two people simultaneously give each other; It is some
thing two or more people can do, and bring Into ful
fillment, together.

I don't think people give each other pleasure, either. 
It'e more a matter of each person helping the other 
reach a potential that was there all along. Not only 
are women treated as sex objects—beings created for 
the express and only purpose of men having sex with 
them—but sex itself is treated as a commodity, an 
object, when it perhaps ought to be a verb process 
or something like that instead.

obtAt Anton Uitton 
Institute fon the Study o{ 
the Mumui Future, Inc. 
Suite 1362, 2000 Center St. 
Becketey, CA 94704

Hy apologies to Mr. 
David Palter. His 
original letter attack 
Ing the Thoth exercise 
Bounded dogmatic and
intolerant to Be, and I 

thought it was funny for acmebody to sound bo certain 
about an experiment which he admitted he had never 
tried. Due to this misunderstanding, I wrote a short 
rebuttal which he quite correctly describes as "ba
roque sarcasm"; he also says thnt he was not dog
matic about the experiment, but only tentative. Well, 
everybody has a right to form tentative opinions (pro 
and con) about experiments they hvaen't tried, so 
there is no real argument between Palter and me. I 
merely ml sunderstood his style of expression.

Since this subject has aroused debate by others as 
rell as Palter, I would like to add something. The 

Tboth exercise is in four parts. These are (1) the 
traditional assumption of god- forms, out of gnosti- 
cimn end Tibetan Buddhisn; (2) experiments in self
hypnosis with tape recorder; (3) experiments in self
hypnosis adding marijuana to tape recorder; (4) 
reading books by Timothy Leary, John Lilly, Aleister 
Crowley, G. I. Gurdjleff, Israel Regardie, and Mary-' 
Baker Eddy. These books will provide six contrasting 
"maps" (or models, or paradigms) to Interpret the 
results obtained in steps 1, 2, end 3- Seeing that 
each of these "maps" fits the results to seme degree 
leads to tie last, synthesizing step of forming one's 
own conclusions about what such exercises offer and 
how ™ny neurological programs they can be extended 
to reprogram. These books also suggest many other, 
Bore advanced exercises to accomplish more radical 
reprograming and relmpiinting.

Anybody who ahares Palter's dread of such matters 
should emphatically emulate him in avoiding such 
experiments. "Fear is failure and the forerunner 
of failure"; or in Freudian terms, those who fear 
have reason to fear. There are more things in 
Heaven and Earth than are dreamed of in Mr. 
Palten's philosophy, and one should not gaze Into 
them If one Is not prepared to have them gaze back 
at one.

on



0 __RuUy Bu^ie Jerome Clark'a distinction
4900 Joiu^ut Lui between "skeptics" nd "debun- 
KnoxvZZZt, TN S79T9 kwrs" le n lxqx»rtant one, nd

I hope Devid Palter was paying 
attention. The true skeptic reserves Judgment as to 
the truth or falsehood of a preposition until s/he 
has sufficient WR>irical data to support a judgment. 
Those who uwmt a proposition false until proven 
true are not Optics. David Palter, at least as 
regards the Thoth exercise, Is a debunker. Worse, 
he Is n illogical debunker. I imagine Wilson can . 
refute his argtaentB better than 1, but I'll jianp 
in anyway.

I ib not it all familiar with this "Thoth exercise" 
be 1b discussing. But that Is beside the point, as 
what I want to argue with are not his conclusions, 
but hie method of arriving at them. Ris paradox is 
aptently ridiculous, especially in light of his 
later c=ents. Let's look at it: Dntil I i"o it. I 
know nothing about it. If I know nothing about it, I 
don't know that it's worth taking the tins to do. If 
I don't know it's worth taking the time to do, I won't 
do it....Ue always fora opinions before we experiment 
beacuse if we don't, we will never be able to decide 
which experiments to perform. Well, now, that ie an 
unusual notion. I always thought that scientists (or 
experimenters) were supposed to retain their objec
tivity. They're supposed to form HYPOTHESES before an 
experiment, not OPINIONS. David should look these two 
words up: they mean very different things. And I 
might point out that virtually all human progress has 
been made in one of two ways: (1) accident and (2). 
daring to step into the unknown, doing things to find 
out if they're worth doing or not, wi Aiout knowing 
beforehand what the results will be. I wonder what 
civilization would be like today if a gent named Co
lumbus had waited until he was damn sure he wouldn't 
go sailing over the edge. David's "paradox" seems 
very status-quo oriented: "Why try something if you 
don't know whether it will work?" Then he says, later, 
"The way to convince yourself of the ability to solve 
problems is to solve problems." I submit that this 
may be why people try the Thoth exercise—to solve 
problems. If one perceives lack of awareness of one's 
own Godlike nature as a problem, the way to solve that 
problem 1b to perform exerlees to increase that aware
ness. This is apparently one of the claims made for 
the Thoth exercise, and therefore it seems to mt that 
it at least deserves a try, given that situation.•
Debunking the religlous/phllosophical beliefs of 
others without any first-hand experience with those 
beliefs is, admittedly, a tradition as old as the 
cultural encounters of humanity. It's the sort of 
thing that has give: us the Crusades, the Inquisition, 
and the Holocaust, among other persecutions. I've 
studied In seme depth most of the world's major re
ligious tr dltions. I've found in each acne things 
which appeal to me, which work for me, and some things 
which don't. The fact that they don't work for me, 
however toes not lead me to the sort of hysterical 
denial which David directs at the Thoth exercise.
I certainly don't think I'm qualified to decide what 
will lead others to "awareness of their Godlike 
nature." Toga doesn't really turn me on, but it 
seems to work for a great number of people. Trans
cendental Meditation seems to me to be a scam; I 
learned it, beck when it cost only 40 bucks, nd 
still occasionally use it as a relaxation tech
nique, but Ifahartahl seems more concerned about 
wney than about turning the world on to something 
terrific. If it's that good, and that easy, and he 
feels strongly enough that everybody in the world

/p
toould be doing it, tuicn why ain't he turning every
body on for free? I think I'm a lot better qualified 
to shout that TM la Just a scam than David is to 
direct such a charge at something he's never tried, 
tot I don't knock TM because, though it doesn't do 
much for me, I know several people for whom it does 
seem to work, Who nre happier because of It, so I 
grant that It may have acme validity, toople do 
have their differences—physical, mantel, and spiritual 
—and what works for one may not work for another. 
We cannot base our JudgmentB of the validity of a 
practice only on what it does for us.

I disagree that the fact that the Maharishi 
■ekes money off TM Is an argument against It. 
If he'd said that IM makes money unnecessary, 
or that the desire for money Is evil, then it 
would be an argument, but I don't believe he's 
made either of those claims.

experience as an editor in the university'6 
College of Business Administration certainly supports 
Janice's view that the supposedly "learned" are more 
eager to appear brilliant than to actually coninunl- 
cate their ideas. There are exceptions, certainly, 
but a large percentage of the manuscripts we get will 
spend pages and pages obfuscating a fairly simple 
point. I Just edited a paper in which a professor of 
finance rambled on for 23 pages to say, simply, "I 
think the biggest factor Influencing a family's de
cision as to whether to renovate their house or move 
is how much toney they have." Hell, I could have 
told him that. hypothesis is that "these people 
are probably no more effective at comunicatlon in 
the classroom than they are on paper. I am becoming 
an active proponent of the "Plain English" movement.

You observe that Jung invented the "anima/us" because 
he was probably not daring enough to challenge Bocie- 
tal standards. I wonder if "daring" is actually a 
factor; after all, he was daring enough to risk his 
reputation in the psychiatric ccninunlty by breaking 
with Freud, and to stand up under tthe abuse he 
received for over thrlty years from his "colleagues." 
Rather, I think, Jung was making a sincere effort to 
eoninunlcate his ideas, to be understood by people who 
did accept the standards. His pioneering (at least 
in Western terms) work has done much to help us un
derstand what it is to be "fully human" (as my old 
perfesser would say), but we still have a looooong 
way to go.
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9avijd PaJUtA. Thank you for ER 19, mother
1011 Taawiid Ave., <22 excellent leave. The mln 
HoZZ^wood, CA 90021 thing I wont to want on

iu your favorable MMaament 
if Martin Gardner'a FADS AND FALLACIES IN THE NAME OF 
SCIENCE. While It la true that the book is, as you 
say, intelligent and lucid, end that its acmclualons 
follow logically from Ito presuppositions, it is by no 
bob true that the book la fair. The book vac not 

Ctten In the service of truth, but of propaganda.
dner has an axe to grind; ell those vfco disagree 

With orthodox science are horribly wrong. Qardner 
will go to any pains to prove this wrongness, even if 
be has to lie, which he does. Now let me sake clear 
that I do not hereby endorse all of the so-oalled 
fads and fallacies which Garndner criticises, 8 even 
endorse any of then. I honestly believe that all of 
then ere in fact guilty of et least sene degree of 
Intellectual sloppiness and inaccuracy, although 
sone (or perhaps all) also contain sense valuable 
understandings as well. Certainly, none are as bad 
as Gardner, tK Grana Inquisitor of• the Church of 
Science, makes their, out to be. In each case 
Gardner selects his information very carefully, dis
cussing the discreditable and making it seem even more 
discreditable than it really is, and avoiding mention 
of anything favorable. (Actually, I will neke an ex
ception in the case of Nazi racial theories; those 
really are as bad as Gardner claims.)

As it happens, I hart considerable personal know
ledge of one of the supposed fads discussed in the 
boo’;, that being Dianetics. I am extremely well _cc 
quainted with the theory and practice of Dainetics, 
having studied it, used it (professionally, even), 
and having received Dianetic auditing syself. Now 
there are valid criticisms which can be raised about 
Dianetics. But Gardner does not do this, but in
stead presents a wholly false view of the subject 
He quotes at length from a description of a Dianetic 
session taken from the book A DOCTOR LOOKS AT DIA
NETICS, by Dr. J. Winter. What Gardner fails to 
note is that Dr; Winter was, at the time he wrote that 
book, a disaffected former Dlaneticist, and not in any 
way a spokesman for the field of Dianetics. Further
more and mor important, the so-called Dianetic session 
described in that book is a travesty of actual Dia
netics. It could serve as an example of the verst 
possible way to distort and ruin Dianetic auditir^, 
except that no Dianetic practitioner today would be
lieve that anybody could audit that badly. Even in 
1950, when Dianetics was relatively new and a lot of 
auditing was cosparatively sloppy, it would have been 
very hard to find anybody doing it as badly as Dr. 
Winter describes. So this monstrous abortion of a 
Dianetic aession then becomes the example used by 
Ifertln Gardner of what Dianetics really Is. Natuc 
rally at this point he is able to ahow that Dianetics 
la a ridiculous and useless activity. Anyone who has 
never had any contact with real Dianetics would find 
Gardner's reasoning very persuasive. The reasonsing 
is logical, but it is based entirely on falsehood 
end deception.

As for the other victims of Martin Gardner, I do not 
have as much first-hand Information and cannot aay if 
they were treated as unfairly as was Dlanetles. 
strong suspicion is, however, that they were. So if 
FADS AND FALLACIES la, aa you say, one of the best 
Secular Hwnanist texta, well then I'm not very im
pressed with Secular RiBanism.

ft
Hata I like the cover. It reminds me
001 S. 10th St. of the stage of the Ohio Theatre 
CoZumbui, OH here la Colofcus (a restored vin- 
49206 tage 1928 movie palace; must be

sewn to be believed). I tmve a 
great fondness for this type of kitsch.

Aha! Another former Bertrand Russell follower! 
Reading his essays svwd as of lingering Cath- 
ollolsB. Bowe ver, I ootgrww his agnosticism 
rtien I realised it was based on as sumptions just as 
arbitrary as any religionists'.

Tour mention of Dei mt reminds me of ay amusement 
every time somebody appeals to the "Faith of our 
Fathers." The Moral MAJorettes in particular 
don't seem to realize how unpopular organized, 
conventional religion was with the people who 
founded our government.

What John McClimans says is true, that most en
vironmental iaguas are not based on inflicting 
suffering on those who are happy. But chat you've 
said is also true, that most environmentalists are 
Indeed Puritans. Personally, I'd rather be a little 
bit wasteful than a whole lot miserable because 
eliminating the waste means I can never do anything. 
(Gee, I can't write this letter to Arthur; a tree he; 
to die to make the paper....) I'm convinced that ar 
extreme position is never the best one.

Itself, I would prefer not to have enemies in the 
first place. In fact, I know from experience that 
it is possible to convert enemies into friends, first 
by admitting that they are enemies partly as a result 
of By own stupid behavior or lack of understanding. 
The "three best ways to drive your enemies mad" are 
also three good ways (with the possible exception of 
telling them the truth, depending on what the truth 
is) to break the cycle of conflict and niutual distrust 
However, it is very difficult to aeeoneself as ar. a:x 
tive participant in the conflict rather than an inno
cent victim, or to admit that there are better ways tc 
do things than one's accustomed procedure.
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This has been the last DIAGONAL RELATIONSHIP. Robert
Anton Wilson mentioned in COSMIC TRIGGER that he was an editor at 
PLAYBOY for five years, and it was a great job, but after five years 
on any job, you get a bit numb. That's how I feel. Or there was 
the professional athlete (the name escapes) who retired, apparently 
at his peak, and said, "I knew it was time. If I’d waited another 
year, everybody else would have known."
I am not giving up writing. I have no plans to give up writing at 
any time before I give up breathing. I just feel that at this time 
I have done what I can with this particular format.
I am not giving up science fiction fandom. This particular sub
culture has been extremely good to me, and I intend to remain within 
it, continuing to interact with apas, zines, and cons. In fact, I 
will be publsihing (less frequently than DR) a science-fiction fanzine 
called LINES OF OCCURRENCE, and I ask those of you who've been trading 
zines with me, and those nice book editors who've been sending me 
review copies, to keep me on your mailing list.
I am not giving up the friends I have made .n and out of fandom. I’ll 
keep in touch, with letters and such, and see many of you when the 
opportunity presents itself.
But the times change, and we change. And the best "corrupting in
fluences" are those who do not "change" us (probably an impossibility) 
or make us change, but actively let us change. I have found one such. 
Part of the change in my life is that, as of January 15, 1982, my 
address will be

819 Markham Ave.
Durham, NC 27701


