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...comments (mainly), on Outworlds #21/22, continued...

I 1ike the newsprint idea, given the
practical situation. In fact, I was going
to suggest something like that in the last
letter, because, as I recall, you really had some complaints about
costs. Newsprint is hardest on the art, and that seems to be your
favorite part, so I can certainly see why it shouldn’t be per-
manent. What occured to me was that you might try to keep a news-
printzine coming out more or less regularly, with a fancy pre-
tentious issue whenever you got one ready. If you can do two
things at once (I can't), you could separate your best material
for forthcoming big issues, and paste up the other stuff as you
get it for newsprint. Especially letters.

S, A, STRICKLEN, JR.

I'm pretty good at telling other people how to do their zines.

While I'm pleased to know someone with eight balls, I don't
like the imitation script. It's ugly.

I have a little counter inside me that clicks up one notch
each time someone says something commonplace that I disagree with,
and when the count gets high enough, I have a strong urge to
respond. Gregq Benford has clicked this particular one up before,
and now Poul Anderson clicks it past the top. He says: "What's
so awful about writing for money, anyway?" That's not the ques-
tion, what's wrong with writing for money. The question is,
what's right with it. Let me quote from Thucydides, the Athenian:

My work Is not a piece of writing designed to meet the

taste of an immediate public, but was done to last forever.
and

It will be enough for me, however, if these words of mine

are judged useful...

I think Poul makes several good points, in particular about the
people he calls "litcrits". But I also think those people are
tarred with the same brush. They write for money, either the
immediate pay, or the pay they get by keeping their jobs. And
your friendly local astrophysicist can shovel out trash to keep
his job too.

Now what I said was that there's noting right about writing
for money. There's also nothing wrong with it. The plumber works
for money, the doctor works for money, and I work for money. Any-
one who does an unusually good job deserves credit for it. BUT
there's nothing inherently glorious about someone who happens to
work at writing for money.

Anent his other comments, I submit to Poul that the basic
problem is bureaucracy--the means of implementing our social aims
--rather than any basic underlying philosophical problems. I my-
self am pretty much a socialist, but I am strongly anti-bureau-
cratic. That means I'm pretty helpless until some better way of
running things is invented. [ suppose that come the millenium,
there'1l be plenty of philosophical and moral issues to discuss,
but I say that means, not ends, are our problem at the moment.

Piers Anthony asks someone to validate his logic. I comment:
it is invalid. The word "publishable" is not sufficiently well
defined to be used in formal logic. Piers trys to ape what is a
mathematical joke which shows that the word "distinguished" (in
this case) is not a mathematical term. The "Law of exclusion of
self" he mentions will be news to the logical world. There is an
extremely abstract structure of formal logic which, if paraphrased
roughly in English, says that a sentence which comments on its own
truth is not a logical statement. This is in the sense that logic
deals only with statements, and some English sentences are not
statements.

More interesting is the logical howler that Piers commits a
little earlier in his letter. I paraphrase it as follows.

HYPOTHESES: A. If Piers Anthony is an important writer of
today, Then Ted White is a Hugo winner.

Ted White is a Hugo winner.
Piers Anthony is an important writer of
today.

I'm not sure I know of a more elementary logical error.

A final comment on Piers Anthony. My experience in committee
work shows me that the race goes not to the swift, nor the reward
to the just, nor the victory to the correct. In bureauracratic
things everything goes to the creature with the most endurance,
the one who will sit and argue and discuss all night and all the
next day if needed. Everyone in all the arguments going on in
OW has commented that he would 1ike to not waste time on the mess
and to get it over with. Except Piers Anthony.

Disregarding editorial interference, I have no doubt who will
get in the last word. But that doesn't mean he's right. [1/14/75]

B
Conelusion: C.

My sympathies are very often with the
editor, who unlike writers have no
Editors Guild or Editor's Digest or
Science Fiction Editors of America, whereat to complain about un-
fair practices among authors. I once spent many hours helping an
author turn a mediocre story into a pretty darn good story, only
to have it withdrawn from publication and sold to a bigger market
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--unfair since I put as much work into the story as the author,
expecting nothing in return but the first printing rights.

So Don Pfeil could easily have had me thinking he's been
unfairly picked on but for one factor: that blacklist. It sure
would be nice to see a higher degree of intelligance and toler-
ance in such matters, but I suppose intelligent tolerant people
wouldn't get into such rows in the first place. Authors are
indeed a sensitive lot, and even humble 1i'l me has been called
nasty names by irate writers who didn't like how I edited a ling
or angerly disagreed with some critical remark on a rejection,
or became enraged with me because the post office lost their
manuscript. Now that everyone knows I'm a female type person,
authors are a tad bit more restrained when they get ticked off.
But time was when no tongue was curbed. My feeling was, "Well,
it's too bad they have to feel that way." But if I ever re-
ceived another submission, I wouldn't let past experience color
my decision too heavily. A borderline acceptance maybe--some-
thing I'd have to critique for revision I might not bother with
if the writer were a proven pain. But if the story would be a
credit to my zine and an enjoyment to my readers, I'd just be
awful glad to have it, and a pretty rotten editor if I let
grudges creep into my heart. Pfeil should try judging manu-
scripts on their individual merit, not on the basis of who he
can get along with and who he thinks is a fat-head. Sounds 1ike
a too-big potential for nepotism--whoever flatters the editor
most makes the sales--and a lovely way to keep Vertex forever
middling.

I received a surprising response to my essay in #22,
supportive messages from various authors, added insights into
the possible repercussions which I hope they've also forwarded
to OW, a request from andrew offutt for its reprinting in SFWA
Forum. The only negative response sent to me was from Ted White
himself, who reprimands me for my "wrongheadedness" and suggests
I have my head up my ass. Despite his seeming immobility re-
garding the quarter reading fee, and his irritation with me over
the article attacking that policy, his letters have been no less
warm and friendly so long as that one subject is avoided. Which
negates my fears of making enemies just for taking a stand, and
glad I am of that. I'm sorry the essay didn't penetrate Ted's
head, though I suppose it's not much different than my rejecting
his forthcoming rationales in OW even before I know what those
rationales will be (other than cleverly convincing!).

Going back a speck, I never commented on Susan Wood's
teddy bear fetish before, because it affected me so strangely I
couldn't until now express my feelings. The only teddy bear I
ever loved was eaten by my dog out of jealousy, and there being
no such thing as a replacement for a loved teddy, I just never
felt 1ike having another one. But you see, since I was seven-
teen, I never had to sleep alone, I always had someone, until
this last summer when scmething happened to my mind and I em-
barked upon a celibacy trip. Abstaining from sex has not been
that hard, but sleeping alone for the first time in my 1ife has
been awful. So when I read about Susan's teddy, a surrogate
bedpartner seemed suddenly plausible, one that certainly had
more personality than my dearly hugged pillow, but who would not
threaten me with its chauvenistic demanding overbearing self-
proclaimed superiority. I worked out the strategy of how I
would, with dark glasses, sneak furtively about the nearest toy
store in quest of a teddy, ostensively "for my daughter" or
niece or whatever and take it, wrapped in a plain brown wrapper,
into my apartment and ultimately to bed. As you can see, the
article had more than a shallow effect on me. It very nearly
changed my Tife. Strange.

But I decided I was already crazy enough, without sleeping
with a stuffed bear. So I'm simply building myself up for an
attempted break from this shell of fear, and accept the affec-
tion of the next suitable partner, devil take the consequences.
Susan may deserve a part of the credit if I manage to overcome
this fear of intimacy that has enveloped me.

Jodie Offutt's article was cute and Real. We who got small
boobs must draw attention to our finer qualities. I have small
delicate hands, so I keep my nails long and healthy and wear
rings. I've excellent legs, so I wear short skirts in better
weather. My hair is very long and naturally blond. It all
helps distract from the fact that I use a bit of padding for
vanity's sake (and from insecurity). It seems to me that we are
doing sexist things to ourselves, when we accept it too readily
that charisma is measured in the bust--I try to tell myself that
charisma is in a smile or a personality, not in the way my fanny
moves, and yet I can't take those pads out of my bra....

To your open query to femme fans, I for one don't think any
of the art in OW is unbearably sexist. When I saw Fabian's wet
dream drawing, my only thought was he must still be 1living in
the silent film era, or he remembers his mother with Oedipal
fondness in her youth. I suppose in theory it could be sexist
that you've printed a Canfield naked lady, but no naked guys
appear in the same issue, making women the sex objects and guys
the comedians (lotsa cartoons this ish), but I personally don't
consider it sexist until the nude girls are in some way sub-
jugated as often shown in Amwa. But then, the over-muscled
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barbarians in that publication are like as sexist in the exagger-
ated endowments. 1 wonder how many sword and sorcery loving
artists are into sadism and masochism! Those Amaa illustrations
would be right at home in some S&M or B&D porno book. OW has
more class.

I hear from Darrell Schweitzer and Ted White both that quite
a few rumors were zapping around Philcon regarding my gender. I'm
supposed to be everything from a lesbian who wants to be a man(!)
to a multiple personality ala SYBIL. Interesting that fen find
me that interesting...but they could at least strive for a higher
degree of accuracy. [undated]

The most interesting thing to me in OW 21/22 was
Susan Wood's Energuwoman. Not that I've read the
Van Loon book she discussed but her description of
it reminded me of a similar book published six years before VAN
LOON'S LIVES by an American military man, pacifist, poet, lawyer,
dreamer. Charles Erskine Scott Wood's HEAVENLY DISCOURSE, a
collection of essays-in-dialog originally written for the old
Masses magazine during World War I, resembles VAN LOON'S LIVES in
that it consists of historic personalities discussing modern
issues. In the DISCOURSEs, a caricature God, complete with long
white beard, is the central character and he talks familiarly with
a huge cast which includes Jesus, Buddha, Jefferson, Voltaire,
Rabelais, Lenin, Ingersoll, Mary Wollstonecraft, Twain and dozens
of others. Wood's God, naturally expresses Wood's own philosophy
most of the time, a philosophy of rationalism, humanistic skeptic-
ism and freewheeling satire against authoritarianism of any kind.
There are 41 essays in HEAVENLY DISCOURSE, each dealing with a
contemporary event or personality. In The Monkeys Complain, for
instance, a chimp leader protests against the Scopes trial:

NEAL WILGUS

"Jim: It's like this. We monkeys have always been decent
people--we haven't made any wars, or oppressed anybody,
or built any prisons, or bred poverty and foul diseases
and scrawny young, and we don't think we ought to have
this scandal put over on us.

"God: Have what put over?

"Jim: Why, that man is any kin to us."

Other events are covered in sketches with titles like Anthony
Comstock in Heaven, Billy Sunday Meets God, 'T.R.' Enters Heaven,
and even Charles Evans Hughes Visits Heaven Without a Passport
and is Deported. Others touch on more general subjects --
Prohibition, Freedom, Censorship -- but the same feeling of
skeptical goodwill and concern for truth and freedom shines thru
in all of them. My own favorite is titled 4 Pacifist Enters
Heaven--In Bits. Susan Wood's comment that VAN LOON'S LIVES is
good browsing but questionable as serious reading is probably true
of HEAVENLY DISCOURSE also, since much of it is dated, repititious
and sometimes overly cute. But I still have a soft spot for it
and regret that it too is out of print and unfamiliar to modern
readers. C.E.S. Wood's influence turns up in surprising places,
however, as I learned last fall when I was reading Mack Reynolds'
1963 Analog novel THE EARTH WAR and ran across the following
remark made by the book's dim-witted hero, Joe Mauser: "Pro-
fessional soldiers are traditionally stupid. What was the old
expression? They can take their shirts off without unbuttoning
their collars." I thot I recognized that old expression, so I dug
out HEAVENLY DISCOURSE and found the following exchange:

"Ingersoll (Aside to Voltaire): Did you ever notice the
skulls of these military men? They could slip their
collars over their heads without unbuttoning them.
"Voltaire: Les boule-dogs. No brains, all jaw."

This quote--from Preparedness in Heaven--may raise hackles with
the Heinlein Troopers, but after our disasterous adventures in
Southeast Asia can anyone doubt its truth?

I'm really glad to see, by the way, that you and some of the
other leading zines are members of COSMEP and aware of the small-
press world. I'm always encouraged when I see mention of fanzines
in 1ittlemags or the underground (or vice versa) since I think the
overspecialization and ingrouping inherent in each of them are
barriers to communication that need to be overcome. OW may always
have an SF slant but there's no reason it can't relate to and
interact with all kinds of interesting fields--and everyone be the
better for it.

Love your newsprint.

Finally, I hope you'll have space to give a plug to a worth-
while cause your readers can lend a hand to. Craig Strete (North-
star Intertribal Council, R.R. L., Box 208, Celina, Ohio 45822)
is gathering used books and magazines (SF, mysteries, anything) to
be distributed to Indian prisoner groups and I can't think of a
better way to recycle the forests of castoff reading material most
of us are burdoned with.

If Qutworlds was Outlands would you be an Outlandish editor?
((Ouch!)) [3/26/75)

I'm not sure what the Heinlein Troopers might think (if at
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all), but the Dorsai might not care for it... The Dorsai, in
this case, are a quasimilitary group of fans who have been
playing at being door guards at some midvestern cons for about
a year now. ...in what can only be described as storm tropper
wniforms. I don't know any of them by name (I wonder if they
have numbers?), and I'm sure they do what they do for the most
honorable of reasoms, but their training and capability in pre-
venting rip-offs is suspect, from what I hear. I must admt in
all honesty that the entire idea of uniformed, role-playing fans
(certainly we all play roles, and wear "wniforms", but you know
what I mean...) grates on me. I spent 3 years, .8 months, 4 days
wearing a uniform in no-good-cause, and while I can rationalize
the neccesity for them from cops to nurses, anything resembling
a military wiiform produces a physical repulsion in me. Give me
back the rent-a-cops; at least THEY had a reason to glare at
every fan as if he were a potential thief...

No way I can pose as an old time fan or any kind
of expert, but OW 21/22 was the most enjoyable
issue of any fanzine I've seen. Earlier issues
were interesting and, of course, very well put together but this
is the first that's really connected personally for me. The
most important thing I find in OW is the atmosphere--a sense of
old friends getting together to talk things over. A feel of
late nights & much talk both serious and frivolous. If I under-
stand your goals for OW aright from your editorials, I recoken
you've achieved them as far as I'm concerned. A sense of
community's hard to find these days & thanks to you for so much
good feeling.

Miniscule quibble: Neither Prince Valywnt Goes Nova nor The
Gnat-Books of Sholem Short contained enough humor to justify
their length. (undated]

DAVE HICKS

The Excoriater was enjoyable, but I wonder
how many of those neo-fan and non-fans that
were picked up in the recent "promotion"
will understand it? Yet, perhaps that is for the best. With
Locus being so pro-oriented and most of the other Big zines go-
ing the same route, perhaps this and some of the other fannish
stuff you've printed here will serve as the introduction that
those zines can no longer give to fandom. I hope so.

I see the Roger Elwood bit has finally come to Outworfds.
RAWL makes an interesting point that, maybe, a few authors/
people-in-general ought to think about. Maybe some don't
realize it (or don't seem to) but every editor has to have some
kind of "personality."

Back in October Locus ran an editorial about not accepting
articles, news, and ads that the Browns didn't 1ike and that
"final judgement rests with us." This is almost the same idea.

In general, I suspect that ALL editors, whether of fanzine,
magazine, or anthology, have to reject what they don't like,
morally or otherwise. It's simply that Elwood now controls so
darn much of the sf/f field that it does become important. It
wasn't so bad when Campbell wouldn't accept a "non-Campbellian"
story for Astounding/Analog; there were many other editors
around.

Today, Elwood controls almost one-half of the sf field and
that is the problem. He has become too powerful. Powerful
enough that he, almost, has to be Tistened to.

Elwood's books will sell. They have in the past and they
will in the future. A book doesn't necessarily HAVE to be good
to sell (though it can help). Some of the worst books have be-
come best sellers and some of the best, flops--financially. The
main danger in Roger Elwood is his creative control. Those who
like/want sf with different morals than Elwood's may not be able
to find it.

As to Part B (or OW22) the letters were as usual, fascina-
ting. There's also much more of you there (as well as in Part
A). I wish you'd do that more often. It may not be your
'‘policy' to put comments after every letter/article (one which
in essence I agree with you on), but the comments are interes-
ting and 1'd like to see them there at the same sort of manner/
frequency as in this ish. Ah well.

The use of the 'script' and 'arrows' is really helpful with
these comments, too. I finally can figure out where the letter
ends and your comments begin without guessing, hurrah!

The layout this ish isn't very good (at least compared to
the 'standards' you've set yourself in recent OWs). It might
have been better to run the editorial (or at least the first
two pages of it) together rather than have to search all over
for it. And those damn short articles in the middle of the
locs. I don't know about anyone else, but I Tike to read all
the articles and all the locs together, rather than loosing the
thoughts in the lettercolumn with an article or vice versa. It
might look better the other way, too.

The article at the top of pB02-803 is annoying, too. Either
I want to stop reading RAWL's article and read Bromley's or I
forgit about the Bromiey one. (I did the latter on first read-
ing.

The artwork this time seems to be mostly cartoon with no
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lines. I thought you LIKED to box in things. Some might have
looked nicer that way. AIll enjoyed but nothing much special.

I was sort of surprised at the idea of art (or anything else)
being sexist in OW. I'm usually one to complain on such things.
I suspect an artist can get away with much more than a writer in
terms of sex, but... The Fabian in #19 specifically, I didn't
like it much, but it didn't offend me. It was supposed to be a
dream anyway (wasn't it?).

The CONTROVERSEY bit, I don't intend to get involved. I
will say that the way you handled the Pfeil/Anthony/Arnold 'war'
was a large improvement. The arguments are sometimes fascinating,
but when it goes on and on it gets senseless and boring for those
not directly involved.

In your editorial you note something of your fear of death.
I've had something on my bulletin board for a long time that sort
of 'fits' now. I give it to you:

Too many people are afraid of
tomorrow---
Their happiness is poisoned
by a phantom.
---W.L. Phelps

It 'works' with today as well as tomorrow depending on one's
circumstances, but I suspect it's true just the way it is--for
you. Bill, you're only thirty, not a hundred. Don't make your-
self old before your time. Sometimes things don't seem to work
right, but there's always a future to look forward to. It may not
be perfect but its only what YoU make of it. The 'forces of
life' may seem to control you at times (I know they have to me)
yet you've got to do your best with them. Don't loose your dreams
and hopes. (1/25/75)

...they get battered at times, but I do seem to bounce back!

First to the Ventex controversy. In one letter
Piers says "Arnold still thought he was dealing
with an honest misunderstanding." Arnold was
dealing with an honest misunderstanding, and it was his. (I
suppose one might implicate Writen's Digest for publishing mis-
leading information, but then anybody who believes Waiter's
Digest is embarrassingly naive.) Four to six week reports on a
manuscript is ridiculous; Heinlein probably gets that kind of
service, but I don't, and Arnold won't. Don Bensen (a competent
editor and a nice guy) held one of Juanita's novels for 8 months;
Larry Shaw held the same novel for over a year. Ted White held
one of her short stories for a year (while denying that he had
ever received it; his admission that he had received it came in
the form of a check). Reports in four to six weeks may be what
an author should receive, but it isn't what they do receive.
Piers is simply muddying the waters; he can't resist sticking his
oar into an argument, even when doing it damages the person he is
allegedly helping.

On the other hand, Pfeil is unreasonably vindictive, and
apparently unaware of how authors operate. He doesn't see why
Piers submits stories to Vertex if he doesn't 1ike the magazine--
the rather obvious author is that Piers doesn't submit stories to
Ventex; his agent submits them. Piers might be enough of an
egoist to tell his agent where to submit material; I don't know
too many authors who are. (I'm not, and I have a healthier ego
than most authors.)

I would also like to know why Pfeil makes much of his con-
tract for short stories in one letter, and then admits in
another that he scheduled Arnold's story without one? What the
hell good is a separate contract for each story if the author
doesn't see it until the story is in print? A general stipulation
of what rights he's buying would be just as effective. (Later on
he admits that he dislikes the publisher's practice in this
respect. Okay; fair enough--but then why bring it up at all?)

Part of the problem seems to be a letter of acceptance that
Pfeil says he sent and Arnold says he didn't receive. Both
parties immediately assume that the other is at fault; Arnold
might not know any better, but Pfeil should; he does enough
business with the post office. Pfeil comes out of the whole mess
looking arrogant; Arnold looks too trusting of advice. (Again,
this is partly exacerbated by the fact it was a short story.
Juanita--who has bad luck--had one of her contracts lost between
Roger Elwood's office and the publisher's office. Since it was a
novel, and she has a good agent, Elwood was told he would get the
story after he produced another contract, which he agreed was
fair, even though it made the manuscript arrive well after his
deadline. That won't work with a short, unfortunately.)

But hell, maybe Pfeil isn‘t arrogant; maybe he just had a bad
day at the time this started. After reading most of the 1974
issues of Ventex this past week, 1'd say he certainly had problems.
Working with that sort of material would give me an ulcer in a
hurry, I can tell you.

Good for Lowndes. Damn right parents have a right to censor
what their children read--or what they watch on tv. What they do
not have a right to do is to ask the government to do their censor-

BUCK COULSON

ing for them. (Every tv has an
off switch; if a parent can't
control his children well enough
to make them respect it, then
he/she is a pretty shitty parent,
and protests to stations about
showing sex or violence during
the hours the little kiddies
are watching should be treated
1ike any other crank letters.)
Ideally, parental censorship
should be at a minimum, if
for no other reason than
that any child is more apt to
perform a forbidden act than
one treated with indulgent
contempt. But they have a right
to do the forbidding.

Note to Glenn Behrmann; "that
big happy family with the last name of
Fandom" never existed except in the
untrustworthy memories of a few old-time
fans. The first Worldcon in history was
highlighted by the forcible ejection of
a moderately large percentage of the
attendees over a fannish dispute, and
fannish amicability has never risen much
since. Sure, fans are in general
friendly, and willing to welcome anyone
who complies with the rules of common
civility. They're also more than
willing to specifiy exactly what they
think of anyone who doesn't--and why
not? In a regular job, you have to put
up with the nerds who work with you--you can quit, but that just
exchanges one set of idiots for another. But in your social
1ife, you don't, and fandom is basically social. [1/13/75]

MMRﬁﬁuﬁm

OW...came in handy in my advanced quantum
chemistry course when the prof and two students
got into a debate over notation for density
matrices. I read OW for the last 15 minutes of the debate and
when the lecture resumed the prof noted I had been bored and
asked me what I was reading and I said nothing related to
science.

OW 21/22 has some very good writing in it, especially by
Jodie Offutt, Bob Tucker, Bill Wolfenbarger, and yes, yourself.
Your editorial really struck an emotional cord in me. People
may disagree with me, but I happen to Tike and believe in honest,
emotional, and personal writing. I even got something out of
the Ted White vs. Everybody debate, just because it showed
people at an emotional level in a noncritical situation (i.e.,
the fate of the world or people's lives were not dependent on
the outcome unlike diplomatic talks). It proved once again that
there are two sides to every argument (at least that was my .
conclusion), a Truth which needs to be ingrained in more peoples
conscience. I, of course, preferred your editorial and Wolfen-
barger's column. Something about your writing just rings
extremely sincere and I like it.

I showed Jodie Offutt's article to a friend who reads SF a
Jot to give him an example of what gets written in fanzines (he
has never read one before except for a couple of my copies of
Locus). Just wanted to give him a quick flash of the first
couple of paragraphs and I planned to go back to studying and
let him do the same. I planned to have him read the whole
article later. I had to wait five minutes or so for him to
finish the article as he rolled on the floor in order to get my
copy of OW back. Showed it to a Tady friend and she would not
put it down either.

I am afraid I must point out one somewhat major printing
error. In Sandra Miesel's story you have for a lead-in quote
on II, ,=

v *yat=1,

SETH GOLDRERG
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The correct representation of the nor-

4
marlization of wavefunctions is [ ¥* v ae. ¥

* (superscript *)

means complex conjugate of ¥ (multiplication is implied and need
not be written down) and t not t is used as integrate over all
space (dt is used for integrate over time). I suppose I should
point out that my field of graduate study is quantum chemistry.

Therefore, I am supposed to be an expert on this stuff. Anyway,

it is an understandable error for the uninitiated. Wish I had

the Greek alphabet on my typewriter. (2/5/75]
Dam! Another Glicksohn come to haunt me... *sigh*

For one thing, I'd 1ike to say you did a fine
job with this newsprint issue. The twin-issues
are well-done, both layout-wise and reproduction
In many ways, they are the most readable OWs I've seen. No need
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to apologize for using newsprint; the results belie the medium,
or it could even be that we've simply become accustomed to be-
littling the medium without giving it a chance to prove itself.
Hope you managed to find an apartment soon after setting
down your editorial. It's always a distressing state of affairs
when you are at loose ends, unsure of what or where you'll be in
coming weeks. There are those who seem to thrive on rootlessness,
but for the bulk of us, fannish or mundane, the sense of security
one's very own territory brings, is not a luxury, but a necessity.
It matters not one whit whether such territory is strictly
speaking "yours", or yours through possesion and rent receipts;
it's only vital quality is that welcoming feeling of coming home
when you enter its precincts. It's a feeling that's very hard to
match, much less beat.

I'm afraid that for me it DOES make a difference whether a
place is "mine", or mine through rent receipts; I consider
rental money a total waste, and I've paid out a fair share
since 1961... The ironic fact is, of course, that if I
could give up this particular "hobby" (or at least suspend
it for a couple or three years) I probably could get my oum
place...as well as make it to Australia, England, wherever.
Giving up OW and cons though, is a course I can't follow at
this particular moment...nor is it, in truth, a course I
would want to take. I'm not wnhappy where I'm living now,
but there's always that feeling in the back of me haid that
it's only temporary, that eventually I'm going to have to
make that next move. THAT is what I dread...and it's some-
thing I can't escape. But I seem to be surviving this
transition well, although I'm still searching for a way out
of Ohto!

As you can see I am now the possessor of an IBM Selectric
too. It's only a rental unit, taken so I could play with it

awhile to decide whether the cost was truly worth it, but it's
the predecesser to my very own machine, and therefore some of
the limited affection that I spare for devices and such-Tike
paraphernalia has already attached to this temporary resident.
Perhaps it's due to understandable bitterness that may be hidden
and still demands an outlet, but even though I do love the
Selectric I'm using, I could never compare it with sex. You
over-reached more than a bit for that comparison! But short of
that, and perhaps also including the exception of a delight-
fully prepared, excellently served dinner in appropriate
settings, I'd be hard put to find the match of it for sheer
pleasure. I'11 probably be even more pleased once I learn how
to use the blasted thing, and get accustomed to the odd key
placement of some items. A1l in ghood time...

But I croggle at the thought of you even considering the
return to a standard typer. I sincerely hope that such insanity
is only momentary. If you really feel the urge to restrict
yourself so severely, well then why not stick one of the ele-
ments on and leave it there a while? Say a month or two. I'm
rather sure that that treatment will cure the impulse...

I DID hear dbout the statement that Selectrics aren't "as
good as sex, but the difference is slight."! It was a
joke, folk. Probably a bad joke, but... (Must I go back
to holding up the J*Q*K*E sign every time...!?!) On the
other hand, I'm not going to give up the Selectric while it
still functions...but if it should ever self-destruct, the
option of a "standard" typer replacing it, is still an open
option. About that I was half-way serious. (Sure do love
that typer John Bangsund uses!)

Hmmm. I've nominated OW for the Hugo for several years now
and it simply never occured to me to list the faneds name on
that portion of the ballot. I just assumed that, should enough
nominations be gained, the con-com would either know of the
zine, or in case some really off-beat chance that they wouldn't,
would find out who published the thing on their own. I may have
been attributing more intelligence to con-coms that they deserve
but somehow I don't think so. In other words, tell the Aussie-
con committee, not us...

Well, that's what I had to do... I don't know...but be-
tween D:B and OW, I think this is the fifth time a fanzine
of mine has appeared on the Hugo final ballot. Only twice
did I/we receive direct commmication from a con-com. The
first was from Tricon--for the obvious reason: we lived
only30 miles away and knew everyone on the committe. The
second time was when we received a form letter, with the
blanks filled in, telling us we'd been nominated. That was
from Noreascon. Not much, really, but something rather
nice...and it beats learning about it from Locus! (I found
out this year pre-locus, but that was through Susan, and
not the committee.) (I wonder if the pros get the same
pather back-handed treatment?) Oh well, win or lose, and
wnless I go through a very drastic change of position,
this will be the last year I have to worry about it...

Certainly I recall what happened on July 20th. OQur entire
family does. We made our first big trip that year, just in
order to see the big event, and it would be impossible to forget
(Later on I made the trip, sans family, to watch the last
journey to our neighboring planet. It, too, was memorable and
exciting, but somehow blunted by the awareness that there was
too much of a chance that it would be not only the last of the
series, but the last ever...)

This year I spent my birthday, very enjoyably, at BYOBcon
5, where I discovered that Richard Delap also shares the same
birth date. I wonder...are there any other fans, besides Delap
and myself, who have ever had a Hugo avarded to their birthday?

I liked the tone of your editorial this time around. It
shows a less sorrowful, pitying mood than you did last time out,
and shows thereby that you're beginning to heal your old wounds.
Displaying your emotional growing pains for all to see may not
be the path of choice for us all, but it's one you've taken with
your senses full aware, and one I'd guess you haven't done badly
traveling along. Keep on truckin' as they say, you'll get there
yet.

I wish I could think of more appropriate words than "great"
and "witty" to apply to Eric Mayer's Excoriater, but I can't and
they'11 just have to suffice. He did one of the best pieces of
fan-written fiction I've seen; tying with my all-time favorite,
I Have No Nose, and I Must Sneeze, done by William F. Orr some
years ago. It should go down as a fannish classic, and merit
reprinting in some era-to-be. Terrific!

The photo-illos were singularly appropriate too.
just the right touch of mystery and morbidness...

Situating RAWLs column with Bromley's as you did, will un-
doubtedly lead some readers (though perhaps not; fans are
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generally a more perceptive lot, after all) to give more emphasis
to the few negative statements in regard to Elwood. Actually
though, he wasn't belittling that person, as much as he was the
people who complain about what Elwood does, a form of censorship
(and I admit to being one of them) in itself. We who hold the
right of self-expression to be a Sacred Right too often deny that
same right to others. Say what you want, only don't disagree with
me. Now, by my lTights, Elwood is a censor of the most abysmal
type; one who wants to inflict his set of mores on others. But
how about those who follow the "liberal” viewpoint and object to
stories being printed that discuss the Black IQ question? It's

as if, because we deem a subject immoral by our lights, censorship
is all right. We cannot have it both ways. Either there is a
case for censorship under some circumstances, or there should be
none at all. Personally, I find the idea of letting anything see
print that a person feels like printing just a touch too anarchis-
tic for comfort. I can appreciate it on an intellectual plane,
but there's too wide a streak of practicality in me to go along
with it whole-heartedly. No, I'm afraid I do agree with RAWL. At
certain times and in certain circumstances censorship is a
necessity. Drawing up the laws that would fairly deliniate those
times and circumstances is a job worthy of Jeffersonian minds,

but one which I believe is possible. I only only wish it were
possible to say it's a job that doesn't need doing.

As far as Bromley's neat little piece of character assasina-
tion is concerned, I don't have enough information to judge the
validity of his accusation of fact against Elwood. But his
assumptions and conclusions regarding Elwood's motives, if the
facts as he states them are truly facts, are just his opinzon,
and I wish he'd labeled them more clearly as such. I'm really
disappointed in seeing this piece in OW. You've claimed that you
want to avoid getting into hassles with personal campaigns and
vendettas, yet you continue to flirt with those situations by
running material like this. Discuss Elwood's possible effect on
the SF field if you will, but this type of yellow-journalism is
beneath you....

I still don't know who "Bromley" is, although some people
eclaim to have that knowledge. At first I wasn't too upset
about having been 'had', but the more I think on it... I
asswme whoever it is gets or at least reads OW. I printed
it because it reflected a lot of my attitudes towards
Elwood; I doubt that I would have done so if I'd known

the person writing it was too ashamed or cowardly to back
up his "facts". It can't be too much of a person who needs
to resort to a pseudonym in a fanzine, for God's sake!

(Say what you will about Piers, Ted, Pfeil, et al, they at
least have the guts to sign their name to what they write.)

I thought Poul handled the question of Is Professionalism A
Dirty Word extremely well. It is doubtful that he convinced any
of those who hold that Art cannot be prostituted to monetary gain
as a matter of Faith akin to the Virgin Birth, but he presented
his arguments clearly and forcefully enough. I'm not one of those
who does agree that getting paid for something results in the work
being valueless, or at the very least devaluated, so I can't
really say how swaying his Tine of reasoning would be to someone
whose feeling ran in the opposite direction. It was a good piece
though, and interesting, and I can only hope that it managed to
touch just one fence-sitter and tip them over to the side of
sanity and reasonableness.

I've bad memories of that night of the gI4hghtér banquet at
Discon, and would prefer to avoid recollections of it. I do thank
you, though, for reprinting andy's remarks about Roger; they're
sincere words of praise from one up and coming craftsman to
another who has neared the top, and I fear too few people managed
to keep themselves from distraction while they were being spoken.
The problem is, I'11 wager that some of them won't even bother to
read it. The more fools they be...

Thank you for running the Full Truth about the Jello plot.
0f course by now various versions of this caper abound and are
added to and embroidered with each telling. This Just-the-facts;
the-bare-facts telling of those insidious events was overdue.
Jerry has done fandom a service akin to the one John Dean did for
the nation. Fortunately, by getting Joe's permission to run it,
Pournelle isn't apt to suffer Dean's fate; that of imprisonment
and loss of livelihood as a reward. Very well done!

From zine, to portion of zine, to column. My how Taworlds
has fallen!

I see that Ted still retained his nit-picking tendencies
when he sent in his criticism of OW 19. Of course his lengthy
discussion on the Holmsian methods he used to ascertain that the
screen on 19's cover had been placed by you and not Grant was and
is of interest to faneds who plan on using such reproduction, but
I felt you devoted just a bit too much room to it. Some of his
points (as always) had validity, some were far more a matter of
opinion and taste rather than rules-following.

Jerry Kaufman struck a chord with his association between
Wolfenbarger and Williams...yes, yes, indeed!

I wouldn't go as far as Loren does and say that receiving

only one letter on my zine would
satisfy me; but anything over,
say, four, is assuredly gravy... I
blinked several times when reading

his comments about his sister-in-Taw's
views on the double-standard. To be
sure, I realize that such females exist,
but it's sort of 1ike knowing that Flat-
Earthers exist: I've read about them, but
never met one. The surprising thing was to
realize that this had to be a fairly young
woman, unless Loren's parents spaced their
children extremely far apart. How hard it is to

rid the world of gibberish...

1 feel somewhat awkward in trying to respond to your re-
quest for feedback from femme-readers regarding sexism, or the
lack of it, in OW. There is more than a touch of the Woman's
Libber in me, as some people know by now, but I'm not one to go
overboard. To me the important thing is the attitude expressed,
and how close it approaches the put-down of all females, merely
because they're females. On the specific point of the Fabian
interior bacover in #19; no, I don't consider it sexist, since,
as obvious by the setting, it was meant to represent a fantasy,
not any sort of reality, imaginary or not. I don't object to
nudes either, in fact I've drawn one or sixteen myself, as long
as they're depicted in the spirit of beauty or inherent to the
subject matter. I kave seen nudes I've disliked in fanzines,
but also admit that my standards of what is or is not objection-
able are constantly shifting, and still are in a somewhat fluid
state. Some things offend, some things don't. I've seen very
1ittle, if any (I'm not about to scan every back issue of OW to
check, but from recollection only, I believe none) truly lewd
art in OW, or for that matter in many fanzines at all. Most
seems to fall into the beauty area, or the appreciation of the
female form as meant to be viewed by a largely male, or open-
minded female who is not afraid to admit her sexuality, audience
Seeing a picture of a man, surrounded by females of the pin-up
variety (Vargas-type of drawing construction, if you'll note),
who are smiling at him and/or stroking his hair, hardly seems to
reek of sex, unless you're speaking of the pre-teen variety
(though nowdays that might have to be regressed to the pre-fifth
grade variety) of eroticism. Sexist it ain't.

Is Jay Kinney serious? A decline in fannish activity cer-
tainly hasn't been very evident to me. Perhaps he means a de-
cline in the large circulation genzine, which is on the wane for
the reasons, apparently, that he listed, but for fanzines in
general, it's been yet another banner year! Believe me, one
Jook at the fanzines stacked around here will pay ample testi-
mony to that statement. At one time it was possible for an
individual to loc each and every issue of all non-apan zines
(and if he/she really was ambitious, even most in that category
as well); now I doubt if there's any one person in the whole
world who's even aware of all the titles being produced. I keep
thinking that the field has been saturated, and then hear of
some fanzine or the other that's in its third year of publica-
tion and/or at issue 20 already! Decline? Hah! (1-21-75)

I can remember (no cracks, Kaufman!) when a fanzine a week
was an event to look forward to... Now? When I'm getting
an average of two a day! *sigh* Are you SURE some of you
people wouldn't like to be writers or artists or politic-
ians...aything but faneditors...? How about it? Please?

Glancing through 21/22 was ominously depressing.
I mean, they look so NICE that I HAD to read it
right away. Even 22, which I had planned to
keep by the toilet for light reading. This is truly a compli-
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] JERRY KAUFMAN B was in large part entertaining, but

™ 0 Ctiriitieses, it was too much of a muchness. Too
e \5 'FAMZ'NE‘ HAS N many letters. In the last few pages I
REDEEMING SOCAL found myself skimming 1ike mad. Maybe the letters
themselves were less interesting than the earlier
d V=RE = [PCRCEE Yov section of letters, since I was skipping specific
sections of letters, like those on the various contro-
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versies and those on the editing job on Anthony's
newspaper article.
I think you could have edited more tightly. The

U

ment, by the way. There is a real scarcity of defecating time
1itture these days, and I'm not the only person to complain of
this. OW 22, had I read it slower, could have helped fill the
bill, bringing new heights of intellectual pleasure while our
humble bodies do the same. Mental diahhrea!! Emotional dis-
charges under various guises of blatant ego-satisfaction. Love
it! More! Why couldn't I put it down!? My son ate the TV while
I read and now there's no FU for me! [This is partly because I
noticed the BMs before you brought it up. Gutter minds, sewage
humor, etc.] But at least that settles the problem of censor-
ship.

...there you have it folks! Yet another satisfied
Outwonlds consumer. ..

Understandings was beautiful. I am sure that Brett Cox has
no children of his own, which invalidates any argument pertaining
to that from him, as far as I'm concerned. Anyway, I do have
kids, love them very deeply, and there are damn sure things that
I will prevent them from reading for a while. Sure, when they're
older ("The age of reason" as The Church used to say)(That's
probably about seven years old today) they'l1l get it no matter
what. Big deal. If they're so goddamn clever by then they
deserve to learn about child mutilation, or adult mulilations for
that matter, or any such horror that too much cleverness and
maturity can bring about. I censor now because sometimes we can't
sleep at night otherwise. If he's old enough to want to read
something, despite advice, and does it anyway, then there'll
maybe be something else to stay awake all night about. (Having
kept my own parents awake over evaded sorts of censorship in my
own time.) Rereading, I notice that the tone of this doesn't
quite carry what I mean to say, but I'l11 say that the essance is
correct. Tell us about it when you've got kids.

Everything was good. "Cold as an offset semi-prozine."
INDEED!!! Give us a break! LOVED IT.

Boy was that Pfeil/Anthony/Arnold thing a waste of time. At
least you ended it quickly.

And Jessie, why so coy? The hormones getting in the way of
Naming Names? I could sympathize with her, and disagree violently
with her on her own self-rightousness which I figure is perfectly
excusable though, on all that about getting mss. However, I'l11
say that I haven't got quite the problem she has (yet?), and maybe
it's because of the way we reject. Who cares, really, she's she
and I'm me and gods help us if it's some way else. (I know my
wife would be surprised!)

But I have to agree, intellectually and emotionally, with her
that Ultimate's ripping us poor bastards off. VYes, it looks
terrible and grim and worse. We're all paupers, and so Ultimate
does what everyone else in the world does (except you and me) and
rip off the 1ittle quys saying it's a necessary measure. [I should
think that, normally, any sane publisher would rather close down
one of his two poorly-doing 'zines rather than have the contribu-
tors pay his staff. However, I understand that there is a con-
tractual agreement that prohibits this. Too bad. One good market
of one monthly that takes the experimental type of stuff that Ted
does would be far superior to two rip-off shakey ones.] But what
else can I do with a 20,000 word somethingorother (modern fantasy?)
(social fantasy?). Ain't gonna be Analogue or F4SF or etc. So I
throw in my quarter, hope to sell something maybe even to the Boss,
hustle my ass into SFWA for some help and THEN talk about it.
Well, you git a job and some more guts I guess, maybe more back-
bone or moral determination. Me, job or not, 25¢ isn't gonna
ki1l me right now, and when it gets worse it's not gonna be the
fault of suckers 1ike me, but of those jerks who forced it down
in the first place. I, however, sincerely hope that the plea can
do something, though I doubt it. Needless to say, I feel trapped.
Fortunately my existance, individuality, and ego are not entirely
dependent on becoming a Professional Writer. (And don't feed me
no dilittante shit either. See Beer Mutterings.) [1/10/75]

Greg is editor of Wyrd: The Magazine of T2lustrated Fantasy
which is available from: Brian Crist, 324 Candy Lane, Santa
Rosa, CA 95401 (75% each, or $2.50 for a 4 issue sub).

oW 22 (or "B") was printed about a week before 21 (or "A");
Philcon occured in the interveaning week, so I distributed
some of 22 there (mailing 21 later)...which leads to...
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section in my letter on Paula Lieberman's bad math is

impossible to follow without the original letter

spread out next to it, and is pointless to boot when
Paula's current letter corrects your typo. (Of which you once
more have aplenty.)

1 went through the Don Pfeil/Piers Anthony controversy
carefully, since it is new, and since I have my own beef against
Ventex. No, I never had a problem professionally. I don't
write, or try to write, sf. I read the magazine for a year, and
disliked the selection of stories intensely. Uniformly depress-
ing, largely gimmicky and seldom of memorable quality or power.
And Pfeil in one editorial roundly put down "New Wave" in favor
of the stories he was printing.

So I noticed immediately that the first letter in the
series was missing. Bad. But Arnold's second letter was not
impolite. Pfeil's letter of the 21st, about his practices with
contracts, seems to contradict in spirit his letter to you of
July 24, in which he points out his contract...in one letter he
is proud of the contract, in the other he seems to see the
contract as a hinderance.

The use of "sidematter"--all the short pieces and columns
along the sides--were a welcome relief, and all entertaining.
The art isn't what I'd have used in some cases...some of the
Rotsler's look stiff, and the Inghams need more room to breathe
they looked reduced. The Carleton Palmers were simply not to my
taste. Phil Foglio, though looks 1ike a "find." The drawing on
833 is nice and whimsical.

This is no enormous Glicksohn loc. It took me more than
two hours to read your flaming fanzine, and I know this is only
the half of it. And it drives me crazy to think that, by your
insane numbering system, I have not read one fanzine, or even
one-half of a fanzine, but one-half of two consecutive issues!
You are just trying, through your fan-publishing, numbering,
layout, etc., to force us to share your confused mind and
maddening 1ife. Good luck. [12/24/74]

PS: This is only one-half of two locs, one-quarter on #21-B, and
one-quarter on #22-B. The other two halfs will be written
after I have received the other two halfs of your fanzine.

...obviously a recent graduate of the Michael Glicksohn
School of Semi-Famous Letterhacks. This has been Part A,
Section I, sub-section QR, of my reply. Stay tuned...

PAULA LIEBERMAN Finally Outworlds 21/227 arrived...and it's
only the middle of January. It came in the
mail sometime between Jan 6 and Jan 19, and
The Mil1lion Year Picnic had it previous to 6 Jan on sale to
anyone who came in...

Why is it that mailboxes get the most use when one isn't
around to remove stuff from them?

Understandings thish is a fine column, the one that I con-
sider is the best in its series that I've read. Let's hear it
for censorship--but ONLY under the conditions given there.

The next item in Qutwornlds is the Canfield illo accompanied
by the Jodie Offutt article--not that I think it was intended
that way, but that's how it appeared to me when reading through
Outworlds the first time.

I grumbled about Canfield's nude women once before--in a
letter that saw print in Prehensife 12, even though I said
(incorrectly) that it was a Fabian and not a Canfield, and I
never expected that letter to be printed anyway, it was so
random.

There are those of us who don't have much of a decision
about wearing bras most of the time, it's simply not feasible
not to under normal conditions in the outside world. And that
charisma semi-quote! The type of attraction that pulls every
pimply-faced teenage obnoxious malefan to oneself is not always
desirable.

Jodie Offutt makes finding and wearing women's clothes
sound so simple. It takes one hell of a lot of engineering to
produce cleavage when that "charisma" is there in large
quantities. And if one is shorter or taller than the clothing
industry makes allowance for for one's figure type, one gets to
discover the joy of altering all the clothing one buys, and
learning how to alter patterns before, after, and during sewing
one's own clothing. I cheat these days--much of the non-jeans
and tee-shirt clothing I wear came from one store near where my
parents live, that makes alterations in the clothing they sell
at no extra charge. But I would still Tove to wring the necks



of most clothing designers! And there's no way that the current
dress styles are going to look very good on me, or some other
femme fans whose figures are about the same. . all this from
Jjust reading that article??

Poul Anderson's column is excellent this month, the best
explanation I've ever seen of what a professional writer is, by
a professional writer, and it shows.

The letter reminds me of the arguments friends of mine use
against the idea of an engineers' and scientists' union. They
longing look at the job security offered by labor unions, but they
are more scared of the loss of their freedom as individuals to
work where and when and with what and with whom they wish.

Susan Wood's column on VAN LOON'S LIVES sounded a lTot more
interesting than the book might be to me, not that the book
sounded uninteresting, but I doubt if I'11 ever get around to
reading it. By the time I have the leisure to go chasing after
books of its ilk, I'11 probably be well out of the range of the
extensive libraries and for sale used books around the metropolitan
Boston area.

The column itself is sparkling, and a recommendation for
another Hugo nomination, at the least.

1 "And then the sun went nova." or, any story can be turned
into science fiction. ¢ But two in one issue?

I am at the moment forcing myself to read through The Gnat-
Books of Sholem Short. If I cannot get through the whole thing,
then I will be unable to say that my views of what I have read of
it represent the whole article, which so far makes me inclined to
put John Andrews on my list of people at whom I feel 1ittle
compunction about venting my spleen upon when seen in person and
at appropriate times for venting spleen at. Meanwhile, back to
the printed page.

There, finished it. Now comes the calumny.

It's way too long--or at least four pages continously of it
certainly is. The Notebooks of Lazurue Long and the M*gd*1*n
Mtr* thing also in Analog were amusing, but this was done to death
and beyond the mouldering corpse. A few parts of it were mildly
amusing, most of it was rather distasteful, and too much was
bile-inspiring. This article should perhaps have been cut short
by the use of a condom upon its author.

On to Outworlds 22...

After looking at some unknownnumber of Outworlds (the ones
I've got and MITSFS' collection), I think I'm beginning to
appreciate Bill Wolfenbarger's Language at Midnight. It sort of
grows on one, I guess.

New York at night isn't usually that visible, at least in
comparison to other large cities at night, especially from the
air. San Francisco and the rest of the Bay Area is an incredible
sight, as is Chicago and its environs. Dayton, even, looks like
a setting of jewels. But New York is obscured by its vast smog
cloud. It's easy to tell New York by air--look for the big smog
blanket that covers the coast in the east, and there's New York.

On A Hormy Speculation on the Irish Elk: but what about
Frazier?

If it means anything, if Dean Koontz ever writes any sf
again, and considers it worthwhile, I'11 definitely buy a copy.

[1/24/75]

Paula also sent the following sketch/commentary....

Going to newsstands, or rather three particular ones, is a hobby
of mine. --the one in the Tech Coop Lobby Shop, the Kiosk in
Harvard Square, and Nini's Corner across the street from the
Kiosk. All three have their attraction, and all three have
several things in common--each has the sf magazines, each carries
comics, each carries the usual bunch of monthlies, and each has
PPayboy, Penthouse, etc., prominently displayed. Also displayed,
though not as obviously, are Playginl and Viva.

The Tech Coop Lobby Shop is on MIT's campus, and in the same
building as the Tech Coop store, which until recently carried all
the pb science fiction it could get (like selling out 150 copies
of DHALGREN in three days, and then being out of it for two weeks).
That's the main advantage of the Tech Lobby Shop. There's also
the Coop rebate, about seven percent or so.

The Kiosk and Nini's Corner often get the sf magazines before the
Coop. There is also a large cat which inhabits Nini's Corner, and
sometimes, when one walks in and looks up, the cat looks imperious-
ly down.

However....

Walking into any of these places and looking at the displayed
magazines, the most obvious ones are PLayboy and Penthouse, and
perhaps Galfery and Oui and Swank and whatever else happens to be
there, sticking out boobs and tits and ass and sometimes crotch
shots... Playginl, Viva, and now Foxy Lady are less obvious on
their covers--no crotch shots there. And they're not always as
much displayed in the open.
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Having found where these publications are hiding, a not too
difficult task, one can then look at the prices, the table of
contents, and perhaps even glance through them. The latest
Gallery has a George R. R. Martin story. Swank has had an
article on fandom or two in it. Pfayboy had an almost reason-
able article on fusion. The Women's magazines have such things
as The Amorous Astrologer, pictorials of nude encounters of male
and female, articles on the peril of all the methods of birth
control (a lot better source are the indices of the past decade
of Science News and looking up the appropriate issues)...and the
worst elements of Ladies' Home Journal and Playboy combined. And
the prices are equal to or higher than the men's magazines for
much thinner magazines.

One can poke a bit more inside: notice the tactful display of
the nude male showing off the nude female in PEayboy. I have
formulated the theory that the non-female bodies in Playboy are
sexless, or at least, have no external male genitalia, This
also seems to apply to the other men's magazines.

In the women's magazines, it's obvious that the nude women are
women. But where the female nudes on the other intended gender

magazines are displayed to appeal in a sexually receptive state,
the male nudes of the women's magazines are ''draped gracefully
I guess they just can't get it up.

at half-mast."

"EORTUNATELY, IT IS NOT MY NOSE ONLY”

Overall, I consider the women's magazine quite inferior, much
less worldly, and very much less interesting. At least I can
enjoy reading some of the stuff in PLayboy and Penthouse, and
can admire the job done on the photography (airbrush here and
airbrush there, and "She's flatchested!'). But the content of
the women's magazine does not correspond. Why, they even do a
rotten job of writing about the centerfold subjects. Not even
half an attempt at anything intellectual do they make. At least
PLayboy et al make some sort of attempt to show that their
subjects have minds of some sort. I wonder if the counterparts
have any. UDah, I'm big and handsome and strong and dumb.! And
my reaction is, '"yuch."
|||||-||||||||||||||||||||-|||||||||||||-lnunpau-za Lieberman,,,,
This issue started off with the 2nd best part--the
editorial. Once a fanzine gets into the 1000+
circulation with advertising and all that, I tend
to get put off a 1ittle bit, as if the zine was suddenly becom-
ing impersonal and Professional, but your warm and friendly
editorial was probably the largest factor in changing that
particular quirk of mine towards OW.

Excoriater was great. I've never seen The Excorcist and I
didn't really catch on to the parody until the 3rd section, but
once I caught on it was pretty much smooth the reast of the way,
and after Excoriater I doubt that I'11 ever see The Excorist.

It could never compete with this version.

TONY CVETKO



I've never read an Elwood book, and I probably never will.

It might be that his books are good, and it might be that his
books are bad, but it seems that everywhere I turn I see someone
panning an Elwood book, or someone criticising Elwood's editorial
practices, just 1ike Lowndes and Bromley did in OW 21. After all,
these people can't all be wrong. So when I go to the bookstore
with a limited amount of money to spend (which is always the case)
I pass up the Elwood book and buy a Carr or Silverberg or Hoskins
instead. These people I can trust to deliver a quality product.
This is why I can understand Elwood's attempts to get people to
interview him. These people are costing him money.

But [ must admit that Bromley did sound a little fanatical
himself, especially where he says "Why was Elwood so blind to the
compromising nature of his presidential aspiration? There can
only be one answer: he considers SF his private domain--more, a
toy enterprise, that he may re-shape to his own ends." All it
suggested to me was 1) Elwood was a bit naive in political matters,
2) Elwood really does have a genuine interest in SF and wants to
help it all he can, so he decided to run for president, or 3)
Elwood has the selfish motives which Bromley describes. To me
there are three answers, not one. I rather suspect the first one,
because the main impression that I get from all the Elwood
articles and interviews is that he is a naive man, especially
when he contends that his vast control of the SF market cannot
possibly hurt the field.

And I still won't buy any of his books.

I already mentioned that your editorial was the 2nd best
part of this double issue, and the lettercol was clearly the
best part, all 38 pages worth. A lengthy lettercol is my idea of
Nirvana and your's succeeded admirably.

Except for three somewhat uninteresting articles, this
double issue of OW was excellent, easily the best I've seen. The
three covers were excellent, and the artwork inside was generally
very good. The layout was simplier than the last two issues, but
it was much more effective. In OW 19 & 20 you tended to over-
design a bit, producing an overcomplicated layout that was some-
times difficult to read with parts of other text interrupting, but
this time you held back a bit and it was a much better product.

1 also 1ike the newsprint much better than your regular paper.

For one thing it folds easier and so I can fold already-read pages
benind not-already-read pages and hold it in one hand. And it
also seems more comfortable somehow; OW seems more 1ike a fanzine
with this newsprint than with your reqular offset paper. If we
were voting on this thing, I'd have to cast my vote for the news-
print. Your main problem is still typos. In a few places it was
difficult for me to smoothly read the text because of a missing
word or a bad typo.

...and keep a lengthy loccol whenever possible.
best part of any zine.

It's the
[(1/6/75]

I have the feeling Tony's going to enjoy this issue...!

I found your magazine interesting, informative,
well produced and entertaining.

But...

Concerning the Pfeil, Anthony, Arnold affair: You made a
mistake when you said that you were going to do this one right.

By not having a copy of the first letter from Arnold to Pfeil
(from either source) you removed the discussion from the realm of
facts to one of conjecture and taking sides.

A few comments about the article itself: Pfeil says he
disagrees with his publisher's policy concerning the sending out
of contracts just prior to publication. He says that these are
the publishers policies and that he will not quit his job because
he disagrees with them. My advice to him would be to be less
thin-skinned about it when the publisher's policy causes trouble
for him. If he wants to keep his job and all, fine, but he should
expect these difficulties to arise. It's something that he will
have to 1ive with as long as these rules exist. Because an
author is concerned about his story, his livelihood, he can expect
more aggravations.

Pfeil berates Anthony for assuming that "Mr. D" is Arnold.
Jumping to conclusions. Actually it's a compliment to Pfeil.
Anthony is assuming that this mix up is a rare occurance.

Actually it appears to have occured at least once more. How often
does this happen, Mr. Pfeil (acceptance letters "lost" in the
mail, long delays, et cetera)?

Bill says, "I must admit that its absence (the letter of
rejection) weakens your case." Pfeil says, "... Please note that
he (Anthony) has included a lot of correspondence between Mr.
Arnold and myself but he has not included a copy of the letter
Mr. Arnold sent to me withdrawing the story." To my way of think-
ing it is just as "fishy" that Pfeil doesn't have his copy of the
letter as it is that Arnold doesn't have it. They both had a
reason for keeping it, neither did, stalemate. Pfeil continues
about the letter. "I found it to be somewhat (not overtly--just
somewhat) insulting?" What does that mean? Why doesn't he tell
us about it. Arnold gives his version, why doesn't Pfeil tell us
what he considers to be '"somewhat insulting"?. For all we know
he might consider being told that he has strange publishing
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practices insulting (although true.)

Considering the state of science fiction magazines, I find
it disquieting that stories would be rejected for other than
literary considerations.

In closing, Mister Pfeil, thank you for the lesson in
blacklisting. I will put it to good use when the next issue of
Ventex comes out. [2/1/75]

Acid-free paper it ain't--those controversies
will crumble it to dust in six months. But
really, I'm surprised that more faneds have
not turned to this sort of paper and printing. The only one
I've seen is that Dallascon thing a few years back. The paper
may not last quite as long as, say, dog-vomit yellow mimeo paper
but who needs it to? Fanzines are, let's face it, ephemera.
There are a few things here and there I want to keep--mostly I
pass my zines on to a friend who is really more fannish than I
am but has no time for fanac. So you get two readers for the
price of one.

Of the contents. The Gnat-Books of Sholem Short was almost
as good as what it parodies; the ideas are, if anything, better.
Lot of parodies this time, what? The Excoriater was excrucia-
ting.

I've heard Poul's advice before. "You must write yesterday,
and today, and tomorrow." "Apply the seat of the pants to the
seat of the chair..." (And W.H. Auden distinguished the
frivolous and the earnest parts of work in The Dyer's Hand.) 1'm
trying. I'm trying. There's something to be said for plugging
away at a tale which won't "finish itself"--ideas come in writ-
ing, including ideas for new stories. I don't know what kind of
work I could do on commission, though. I've got to learn how to
plot: so far, I have too straightforward problem solving.

Your preview of my translation is slightly misleading, but
that doesn't matter now. It will be seen that neither the S.F.
nor the introduction were originally Latvian. (I seem to be the
second Latvian in fandom, after the long-vanished George
Viksnins and before Valdis Augstkalns.) [1/13/75]

DAINIS BISENIEKS

R NN

I find it a pity that you had to move to the
newsprint type of paper, but all of us have to
make sacrifices in producing fanzines, and the
result is still far above that of the average zine. I am pleased
that you are now dropping the various controversies you have
running (it gives me a chance to start one). Despite my sympathy
with the problems of struggling prozines 1ike Ted White's pair,
I can't disagree with Jessie Salmonson's comments re reading
fees--if you really can't manage to cope with the unsolicited
manuscripts you should give up encouraging them by stating that
you will only accept material from SFWA members, or from
published writers, or set some other eligibility standard so
that new writers will know not to bother you.

Muzac--Beethoven, Song of Joy. Joy is The Excoriater by
Eric Mayer--1 did not see or read THE EXCORCIST, but heard enuf
of the plot to enjoy this fannish version. Interesting to find
you mentioning your talk with Mae in the terms you did. I had
much the same experience at Torcon, during a Targe dinner hosted
by Ron Graham, while talking with Phyrne Bacon. There is a
mention of the feeling involved in Kenneth Keniston's book THE
UNCOMMITTED--ALIENATED YOUTH IN AMERICA. Censorship, I'm
against it totally, with one exception--I am against inciting
other people (of any age) to attempt to harm others in a physi-
cal sense. I noticed after reading Jodie Offutt's article that
Grant Canfield's illo didn't have an apple stuck on the woman's
...umm, chest. Tut, tut, you could have added that last
artistic touch when matching article and illo.

Beer Mutterings was fun, although those first few para-
graphs with Poul mentioning Dr. Johnson's dictum regarding writ-
ing for money gave me a funny feeling. I mean, here is Poul
doing a free write up for a fanzine, and mentioning the Good
Doctor (Johnson, I mean, not Rearendamov) which brings to mind
his biographer Boswell, who scribbled at infinite length for his
own purposes. If I could remember the reason he gave for writ-
ing at such length I'd quote it, but it wasn't for money. Come
to think of it, I will quote from the publisher's note in the
Yale edition of Boswell's LONDON JOURNAL ed. by Frederick Pottle
--"...an assiduous keeper of intimate journals that served the
purpose, vital to him, of a mirror in which he could capture and
observe his own behavior. 'I should live no more than I can
record.'" (0f course, I only read them because pornography was
hard to get when I was younger, and no-one suspected the real
reason for reading works of Boswell.) Like a whole heap of fan-
zine editors, I want to write, and at one time I thought that
this meant "I want to write for a 1iving", but this is an error.
To do so, knowing that you would have to compromise for the sake
of a sale, would, if a sole source of income, be drudgery indeed
As a part time thing,assuming that you did have time to do the
other things you want, then it becomes very attractive, yet when
working on a full time job, you simply don't have the time to do
everything (you don't have the time no matter how much time you
have, but you have a chance of including a wider selection if

ERIC LINDSAY



not in full time employment--anyone wish to be a rich & idle
wealthy man?). No, for people who want to write for their own
enlightenment, it means diarys, or fanzine material, or similar.
And if you turn to writing for money, it means that you must
often use scraps of what you wish to say. Still, as we all know,
there are many books by pro authors (and Mr. Anderson is one of
the ones I mean) where a passage suddenly lights up whole vistas
of enjoyment or comprehension for certain readers--no author who
manages this should be discredited because the work as a whole was
done for money, or rather, with money as one of the motives held
in mind while doing it.

andy offutt & Jerry Pournelle & Susan Wood--you do us proud
with such entertaining writing. And Sandra Miesel, who I associate
with studious essays on Tolkien, doing a comic strip hero in the
fashion in which they should be done. Excellent. The one thing
I didn't 1ike was Andrew's work.

Last column of your editorial... I'm unhappy in one way that
you say that you could face the demise of OW, because it threatens
something that I have enjoyed muchly over the years...but, I am
truly pleased that you have found more of yourself, seperate from
any material manisfestation of your life. [3/9/75)

The demise of OW is not immediately pending, but as I've
discovered since, say, last October, it is only one part
of my life...not the all-conswmng passion that it once was.
Even as I complain about the volume of letters, and look
ahead with no small dose of apprehension about the size of
this particular issue...even so, I still find that I am
enjoying it hugely, still have a few tricks up my sleeve
(along with my withered old arm), and look forward to being
surprised along with the rest of you as to where it ends
up. But, even tho my mundane acquaintances will still

say it is an "obsession”, it is wnder control to an extent
never before attained. I'm doing OW; it's not doing me...

In reading the letter column in the latest Outworlds,
particularly Gene Wolfe's letter, I began to wonder
why I, and other people, write letters to fanzines.
In the last four years that I've been around fandom, I've written
about ten letters, had my name Tisted in the WAHF section four or
five times and have had one letter published. This would hardly
be encouraging if I had a large ego, but most letters I write I
realize will not be published, just Tike I really do not expect
this letter to be published. The few letters that I write are
written with the hope that somehow I'm communicating with the
editor, and thereby a part of the fanzine in an indirect way. If
my letter is published, fine, and if my name is only mentioned in
the WAHF section, equally fine. In this way I'm a small part of
the history of the fanzine with my name somewhere buried within
its pages.

Poul Anderson is certainly one of your most interesting
columnists, at times I nod my head in agreement while at other
times I grit my teeth at what he says. Poul's letter to Pg Wyal
is a perfect example of this; I totally disagree with his view
on minimum wage laws while agreeing, somewhat, with his view on
unions. The minimum wage laws are there to protect the worker.
If a company paid unskilled workers what they thought they were
worth, then you can be sure the company would pay less than they
actually thought that person was worth. It must be remembered
that the people who receive the minimum wage are quite often
people who started to work early in life and leaving school early,
consequently they are not as able to barter themselves for a job
effectively. I can see Poul's point, and perhaps wish for some-
thing similar to it to take place, companies bidding to get the
best unskilled labour they can, but I just can not see this
taking place.

Poul does make a good point about unions. A perfect example
for Poul would be what has currently happened here. The railway
engineers for one of the two major railways walked off their jobs,
effectively tying up rail traffic in this province. The reason
for this walkout was that they thought the contract they signed
was retroactive to January 1 instead of the actual starting date
of May 1. Recently they went back to work when they lost a court
case, but I find it hard to believe that anyone would sign a
contract without knowing its starting date. To me this appeared
as nothing less than blackmail to get more money, yet I see it
happening more often as the unions become more powerful. There
must be a better way to solve contract disputes, perhaps the
method that I believ is used in some industries in Australia is
the best, where the workers own part of the company they work for,
then they would be more reasonable in their demands if it affects
their own company. Of course, how this could be applied to a
writer's union is hard to imagine. [2/2/75]

KIM GIBBS

...perhaps I should have used your letter to lead off this
colum, because of your first paragraph. I love getting
letters (but if all of you sent letters instead of money,

we couldn't go on meeting like this!), and if you've some-
thing to say, and say it coherently, interestingly, AND
legibly, I'll find the room to print it. (Every fanzine has

some fat that can be trimmed to get in another interesting
letter.) I publish "Names" and non-names with equal gratitude
that you take some time out of your life to write me. I don't
hold with the practice of some faneds that you have to be a
Name not only to have your letter printed, but to make it into
the WAHFs; that is not only abhorrant, but runs contrary to true
famish spirit of what fanzines are all about. (Thanks for
writing, Kim, and you are, indeed, now a part of the history of
this particular fanzine! Hopefully, it won't be the only time.)

There's something that's been bugging me lately...
A 1ot (well, a few) faneds, are expanding their
magazines, going over the thousand-circulation mark
but I wonder why no fan has ever gone whole hog and done it
right. 1 mean, start a real national-type magazine with news-
stand distribution and all, get a circulation in the hundreds

of thousands, the whole thing. It really surprises me that no
one has done it yet, or that no one has even really tried to do
it (other than with sf prozines, and for what they're talking
about, they don't count?. Take you, for example. I really
wonder why you, or Porter, doesn't try and really make it big.
Would you if you had the money? Oh, not necessarily with
Outworlds and in the format of an sf fanzine, but with a real
professional magazine. Actually, one wouldn't have to charge

an awful lot, and it would probably be pretty easy to get
material for cheap rates when you're starting, because there are
a lot of fans who are certainly of professional caliber who
could write what would be basically a fanzine type article...and
yet it would pay. You've printed a few pieces in the last few
issues that were not dissimilar to a piece I read in the New
Yonken a few weeks ago, both in style, tone and length. Palmer's
for example...or Gilliland's. And as good, too. So I wonder
why somebody hasn't done it yet. If you changed things around

a little with OQutwonlds, I'm sure you could quickly accomplish
it. With a bit of editing out of fannish references, Lowndes',
Wood's, Gilliland's, Jodie's, and a few others would be a good
basis. Ah, well...perhaps I'11 have to be the first. For it's
something I mean to do someday. I know I won't be content with
editing mimeographed magazines forever, and yet I don't think
I'd be content doing an Outworlds or an Algol, even if I
supplemented it with doing trade magazines, as Andy does... be-
cause 1'd be so close, and yet so far away. Editing a national
slick magazine would be one of my dream setups, but at the same
time I wonder if I wouldn't 1ike to have more of a creative
voice in the magazine than editors of most of those magazines
get. So someday, I mean to start my own magazine on a truly
professional basis. None of this 1ittle magazine thing with a
few thousand circulation. The thing I envision is a combination
of the best features of the New Yorker, National Lampoon, a
touch of the higher class skin
magazines (but just a touch) and
a good dollop of the type of
personal writing one finds in
fanzines. And there is so much
good stuff to be gotten out of
fans that a magazine of that
sort would have pretty good
momentum from the start. I'm
sure I'11 have the capital, or
be able to raise it, ten years
from now. Whether I'11 have the
talent or the experience is
another question. But it's
certainly something I mean to
do, and reading your fanzine, I
can't help but wonder why some-
body else (but especially you)
hasn't trod that route before?

MIKE GORRA

In a latter letter...

When I wrote that, I
assumed a) that one has the
money to live comfortably on
while waiting to see if the
magazine sinks or swims, b) that
you have access to a large
newsstand distributing service,
and c) that you can afford to
hire help.

At the moment, I have
neither the time nor the space
(i.e., a year, and another 100
pages, minimum) to answer Mike
adequately, not to mention
fairly. Briefly, the first
thing I ever wrote for a fanzine
was my dream of the "perfect'
prozine. You won't be able to

TS
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find it, and if you should, you wouldn't be able to read it
—_hecto does fade after 14 years...doesn't it? A magazine
such as you desribe is possible, wnder my theory that ANY-
THING you want badly enough is posstble...but not too likely
from me, certainly, and I suspect not Andy or Dick etther.
The key line in your letter is where you express the thot
that you might wish to have more of a "ereative voice in the
magazine than editors" of most magazines. What I don't
think you realize is that publishing, on anything approaching
the scale you envision, is the dirtiest business around; even
politics pale by comparison. I could, with absolutely no
modesty involved, if I set out to do it, get a nationally
distributed issue of OW on the stands in a year to eighteen
months. I have the sources, the access, and the basic know-
how. But I won't, even if sizable finacial assistance was
pro-offered, wnsolicited. I will not give veto control to
a distributor (or rather, many local distributors), and I
will not be put in a position where I have to publish some-
thing to sell, rather than something I'd like to publish...
There are, surprise, limits to how far I will go against

my basic beliefs in what is Right and vhat is Wrong in
dealing with my contributors, and my readers/subbers; but,
primarily (as alvays) there are limits to where I will go
in balancing what I want to do against what I could do...
But enough of that... What I found most intriguing in your
letter, Mike, was the fact that you will have, or will have
access to on the order of $500,000.00 (absolute minimwn;
while I'd like to see someone give Ted White one hundred
thou to do his thing with, as per his recent colum in SFR/
TAC, I think he is drastically underevaluating what would
be needed) in ten years. If you can do it, more power to
you. Sports 1LRustrated took something over ten years to
go in the black; People, despite its million plus circulation
(and avoidance of the postal costs by and large), and
despite pulling in advertising at an amount sizeably larger
than projected, will take another 2 or 3 years to go into
the black. (The years mentioned arve from memory, and
subject to change...but they give you I think a fairly
aceurate indication of the size of the investment that

must be made in order to lawnch something on a scale that

I think you projected. And this is only if the vehicle
works, i.e., suceeds.) There are exceptions, tho Ms. is

the only one I'm aware of on a national scale in this
century: it went into the black after six months. But it
also was not conceived or executed quite like most magazines
--it's still, as far as I know--more of a co-op than a
structured corporate business.

Wwhat I'm trying to say Mike, is that the day of Hefner
and his $5,000. loan to start Playboy is long gone. What
you propose is possible, but highly unlikely, if only for
the ridiculous reason that most fans I know are basically
honest. I dream a lot, and apparently you do too, but I'm
not going to do it in this life, and you're not going to
do it etither...

...not unless I make you angry enough to do simply to
spite me. Any more noble motive, and you'll stick to
fanzines.:. Maybe fanzines with four-color covers, and
maybe even token payments to contributors...but still, in
the end, fanzines.

So prove me wrong... I might be delighted by the zine.

Mike Glicksohn has stated at times that he wished that he'd
had the chance to publish some of the things you have. Well,
oddly enough, I never felt that too much about Owtworlds, for our
goals as far as fanzines go, right now, are rather different.
Well, I finally felt that way about Owtworlds. 1 wish I'd had a
chance to publish The Excoriater. A marvelous piece, truly out-
standing, and I think it's the best one in either issue. I'm a
big fan of Eric's writing, and I think I might have liked this one
more than most of his work.

You know, I never would have thought it before, but I find
myself agreeing with Lowndes about parents and censorship. My
parents have often exercised censorship over what I see and read
and often what I print in my fanzine, and yet I don't think that
they are wrong in general even though I have felt so in particular
cases (as when their censorship caused me to lose a particular
plum...nay, a tin of caviar...of an article). They say they have
my best interests at heart, and, with hindsight, I often find that
they were (and are) right. As I grow older, of course, their
censorship shrinks, to the point where it's almost non-existent
now, especially as to what I read and what I see. I wouldn't have
said it a year or even six months ago, but I really have to thank
them, in general, for doing so.

Bill, it really seems to me that some of this stuff is mere
chaff, stuff perhaps printed because you felt you owed somebody
exposure for some reason. Such probably isn't the case, but I
really can't think of any real reason for printing Pournelle's or
offutt's pieces, which were dull and didn't really say a hell of
a lot.

Just the opposite is true for Susan's column.
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A delight...

this is the type of book review I like to read, the type where
the writer fills in a lot of background detail. It's even
better when it's done with an old, mostly ignored book. I
haven't read VAN LOON'S LIVES, but I'11 certainly look for it
the next time I go to the Tibrary. (1/20/75]

...back to your "chaff" remark, Mike... As you said back
a ways, we have two differing approaches...as well we
should. I find it rather amusing to even imagine that
Jerry Powrnelle or andy offutt would need "exposure' from
me, but apart from that I must admit that I can't see what
would be wrong in giving someone exposure. I print things
that aren't commercially marketable (say, Wolfembarger),
things that I consider valuable (the offutt piece you
mention, as a matter of fact), but mostly things I just
simply enjoy. OW is neither the most polished, nor the
most tightly edited fanzine around. Obviously. It's not
as...well, "sprawling" as D:B was, but it's a fairly loose
fanzine, all things considered. I guess it was about the
time that Leland Shapiro declined to trade RQ for D:B,
because the latter wasn't "literary" that I decided that
I would never do a literary fanzine/magazine whatever. (I
could get substantial govermment grants if I went that
route...but despite my continual bitching about monetary
things, as long as I've got emough to do a semblance of
what I wamt to do, I'd rather keep the income "clean". I'm
a self-righteous bastard, as well as being 0ld & Mean...)
I won't say I never have made a print-or-no-print judgement
simply on the basis or "name" or the relative weight or
importance of a piece under consideration, but it's a thing
that happen ocecasionally, rather than daily. I appreciate
two basic things in a contributor: competence and sheer
enthuasiasm. And, wider my underlying editioral credo
(which is fairly consistent under all the '"changes!), the
latter can sometimes over-ride a lack of the former. What
I'm trying to say, and very inadequately, is that I'm not
really trying to publish Literature for the Ages. I have,
I really have, published several things that I'm immensely
proud of...things that are Heavy and Important, and what-
ever other adjective you might care to throw in. I have
also published, and will continue to publish, things that
are, in your words "chaff". But I've published very, very
little in these first thousand pages that I regret having
given space to. Just one person is going to enjoy every-
thing in every issue of OW... That's me--and there's even
some doubt about me!

I think our basic difference boils down to this: I
enjoy Random, and really hope you'll continue it, despite
rumors I've heard. But... I can't help equating it and
ALgol, because despite some dynamite material (you even
brought back Willis!), I can help but get the increasing
feeling that everything that goes into Random is just as
coldly and calculatingly chosen as anything that goes into
"The Magazine About Science Fiction". You're both putting
out a product that will "sell" to your particular pre-
selected readership...whereas my readership, at least the

permanent one inside the transient readership, is composed
of people who have found/chosen me, rather than the re-
verse. I do, honestly, sometimes, wonder if you, whether
consciously or not, judge the material you accept on the
basis of whether Terry Carr will like it or not, rather
than if it really twms you on. Terry Carr does a very
nice Terry Carr fanzine when he wishes...but someday I'd
like to see Mike Gorra do a Mike Gorra fanzine... _I think
it might be worth waiting for...

Even on newsprint, gﬁugh I can imagine what
Mike Glicksohn's gonna have to say, OW is a
damn good looking zine. Perhaps a compromise
with sturdy covers and newsprint innards might be practical. I
actually rather like the feeling of newsprint, and I especially
enjoyed the appearance of Connie Faddis' photos accompanying
Eric Mayer's article--I think they might not have been as
effective on glossy paper, or whiter stock.

I really enjoyed the juxtaposition of Poul Anderson's
comment about the mercenary quality of all writers and the 3
obstacles facing any worker trying to "better" himself, which is
supposed to make all of us who were ever laid off by a factory
blame ourselves for wanting to earn a decent wage, acquire some
degree of control over our own futures, and some stability of
job, and be able to eat something besides wallpaper after age 60
or 70 or whenever. Granted that unions are by and large as
porcine as management, but certainly no more so, and the place
where all the problemslie is not at the muscles of the machine
(us workers) but the head (read $$$). To wit: on an assembly
line, moving at a fixed pace, how does one find the "superior"
worker whom the company is going to reward with the mythical
raise, rather than firing him and hire some starving immigrant
who doesn't speak english and will be eternally grateful for any
job, even if he's working for paltry wages? Upward mobility for
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the mass of the populace is as big a myth as free enterprise,
which only exists for the poor, enabling them to remain so, while
the businesses take advantage of all sorts of "socialistic"
government breaks designed to "promote" free enterprise. Just
because the idealism in 60s youth was for the most part beaten &
bribed out of them and their younger siblings, doesn't mean that
it was wrong.

It's tough on people to leave them at the mercy of a
8apita1ist system, which is probably why it's never really been

one.

Which isn't to say that Poul isn't right about the Writer's
Guild. You do have a fairly free enterprise system in the book
world, although it breaks down a bit in such closed systems as
tre sf world (viz. the Pfeil/Anthony blacklisting, the friendly
nepotism etc. that prevade sf). The solution that would probably
be most acceptable to both Poul & Pg might be attempts to
establish alternative publishing systems, which has already been
tried by some mainstream writers. In other words, the writers
become publisher/editors and let them see what happens. Many
people have suggested the SFWA get into publishing; but even that
much organization wouldn't be needed...just a writer's cooperative
of 6 or so proven sf writers, willing to stake their own money on

publishing good (and hopefully work by unknowns that more commerical

publishers wouldn't risk $ on) sf, with all sharing on profits.

I wonder if anyone thinks it worth the trouble.

As Usual, Tucker bedevils & delights with his prose.

And the letters, oh Bill you done it again. Sometimes I
wonder just why all these people have nothing better to do then
innuend, pick nits, argue inference and semantics, and try to
stomp post office egos all day long. Feud feud feud. Reminds me
of something I read in the Midamericon Progress Report about the
feuding in early NY fandom, some comment about the insecurities
of the feudees.

The rest of your letters column is not only one of the most
intelligent in fmz, but one of the best edited. Damn. I don't
care what OW looks like or costs, it's a FANzine.

I love that if 1 or 2 million.of us didn't pay taxes they'd
go away. I used to get told that if 1 or 2 million of us went to
jail the war'd go away too.

As I don't write LoC's this can't be one of those,
and further (I guess) as I'm as far behind as usual
in my letter corresponding this can't even be
considered "just" a letter. At least not without upsetting those
few friends of mine that I owe a letter or three to already.

Whatever it is, the thing that follows, it comes to you
fresh from the reading of 21/22 and obviously inspired by the
same. I knew I'd have to do something when I found myself
squinting through a headache to continue reading the letters...
more on that later...and so a few random thoughts.

As requested I'11 tell you by letter that T lTike OW, that
way no bad reactions (or any reactions) have to be forthcoming.

I read it all, I enjoy it all and some of it always exasperates
me (even while I'm enjoying it).

Piers Anthony vs Dean Koontz vs Ted White vs Don Pfeil vs
the world. Why do you print it...why do I read every line of it.
I'm not particularly on either/any side of any/either of the
questions involved. I get mad at the dumb statements and cheer
the logical parts and know that none of them mean anything to me
...and certainly not to them because it is obvious they are all
writing with their own minds and hence in different languages.
Print as a media doesn't allow mind changing no matter how hard
you (the editor/referee) try to be fair. Pfeil's got a right not
to print somebody, Anthony's got a right to object...but I don't
give a damn. Why do I read every line of it...I don't know, but
I'11 probably continue to do so, more fool me.

As someone interested in publishing and also in saving
money I applaud the use of newsprint, as a compulsive saver of
goodies I object...but then I'd really like everything I like
printed on superthin aluminum so I could have it forever.

Why do I like lettercolumns when I usually don't remember
exactly what the writing is commenting about. I'm not sure, but
partly it's because a letter by Mike or Alexis creates them for
me in my memory, and that has to be a good thing. Maybe I'm just
a readfreak after all is said and done.

I'm not sure what any of the above means, I know I'm not
telling you what (I thought) was good or bad, or why etc., but
after all you do what you do for yourself, not me, and it has to
work or not work on that basis. When it doesn't work for you,
change it and when it does ignore the others. [(1/18/75)

PETER GILL

Perhaps it's just as well that 21/22 were on
newsprint--that way it's not so heartbreaking
to see what a fold job the USPS did on them.

Quite an enjoyable pair of issues. I enjoyed all the
humorous pieces, even though I never read THE EXORCIST and read
NOVA long enough ago to have forgotten much. The prize of the
issue, I think, is Jodie Offutt's piece; I'm sharing that first
paragraph with everyone I think would enjoy it.

Kent Bromley seems overly exercised about Roger Elwood,

PHILIP M. COHEN

If I had seeds I'd be a pumpkin.[3/27]

though perhaps I misjudge where the apocalyptic complaints leave
off and the humorous exaggeration begins. Elwood may have a
weakness for mainline Xtian themes, but he can tolerate some
pretty far-out stuff (Farmer's Mother Earth Wants You, say). Not
being able to take the L-rd's name in vain may be an irritating
restriction, but hardly a crippling one. I am more unnerved by
the image of The Incredible Expanding Mediocrity. However, when
the crash comes (I bet in a year or three) I doubt that Elwood
will be the root cause. The field has been swelling quite
nicely without him, thank you. Why not pick on DAW, which
(who?) has a much greater yearly output and is about as
mediocre?

On offutt's 'Int-oduction'...does the missing 'r' have the
same cause as the lowercase 'o' in his name?

Grippies, Energuwoman, you mean I've had VAN LOON'S LIVES
on my shelves for decades and I didn't know it was a border-
liner? Must read.

Letters....

The 33000000-birth figure is cleared up, but an error re-
mains. Dear Jerry Kaufman and Jackie Franke: we haven't reached
zpg. The US population grew by 1,100,000 or so last year, not
counting 400,000 legal immigrants and Ghu knows how man illegal
ones. Zpg is well in the future, and even that presupposes that
the present low birthrate stays low permanently. Maybe; just
don't count on it being automatic.

If the totally wacko is not as common in undergrounds as
Jerry Kaufman would 1ike, it's probably because (a) not many
care to do it, and (b) it don't sell. Or most 1ikely (c) a
restricted idea of wackoness. Aren't Sheridan, Schrier, and
Robert Williams wacko enough for you Jerry? Moscoso? Dying
Dolphin, Anmadillo, God Nose, Googie Waumen?

No more on profanity, you said, and here's Patrick Welch on
838. Well, amen to all of it; it could serve quite well as a
last last word.

Anthony vs. the animals is interesting but (as others have
said of earlier bloodletting) depressing. For what it's worth:
A/White, A. hat Recht. A/Koontz, Koontz hat Recht but is nasty
and writes much worse Sf. Wrote. A/Pfeil, Pfeil hat Unrecht
but A. blew it up for more than it's worth, and where does he
get off complaining of a 'blacklist' when there are places he
wouldn't send his stories? A. may not shoot from the hip as
recklessly as White but he still expends so much ammunition that
he ought to sit down and ask whether it's worth it.

The extensive documentation is appreciated.

Last and unleast, the art I liked: everything by Grant
Canfield, Alexis Gilliland, Randy Bathurst (what exactly is that
Uncle Something on the cover?), and Terry Austin. Jonh Ingham
has some decent cartoons too. The Gilbert i110 on 795 looks
very good, and very reminiscent of Schoenherr. Is that deliber-
ate, or just a consequence of the medium? And the strange
Fabian bacover.

This letter will make you publish itself. (1/16/75]
Call me strange, call me perverse, call me
sick, but dammit, I like newsprint. Maybe
because it has an "immediate" feel (hot off
the presses), or maybe, because it feels cheap and shoddy, one
feels so much happier when one finds something great inside.

None of the covers really grabbed me. The Fabian page
suggested some nice stories to explain it and the alien Uncle
Sam conjured up more thoughts as to who is running this country.
In fact, most of your are was forgettable (something which
plagues every zine I know of, including mine). The photo for
The Excoriater was damn nice; the full pager for Jodie Offutt's
column, the cartoon on p. 815 and the Austin thing were all nice
How does it feel to have cartoons that are better than regular
art?

I read your letter column first and I really enjoyed it
(even if I had to keep looking up things in back issues of OW--1
mean really, locs on #18? Well, almost.). As a matter of fact,
1 liked OW B (cute, putting the section letters in the D in
Outwonlds instead of a normal, sane place like a corner or some-
thing--only a fan...) more than OW A. Anyway, I enjoyed Alexis
Gill1iland's speculations on the Irish Elk, even if I am be-
ginning to think I'm of the wrong nationality to be getting oW,
How about an article on French Elks? I demand equal time!

In the words of the infamous Pauline Borghese, "a letter
column without controversy is 1ike a baked potato without sour
cream/butter....dry, exceedingly dry." I suppose it's only fair
that you set off the combatants in a section of their own. Fair,
that is, to readers who don't want to read such things. Un-
fortunately, it makes the participants look like performers in a
three ring circus.

Lessee, what else was alright. Oh yeah, Salmonson's bit
was typical (fantasy's own Harlan E1lison), and she was even
right. You know, lately I've been getting a lot of this female/
male thing in my reading: I just finished NORSTRILLIA, which has
a female in a male body, and then there's Joanna Russ' new book
THE FEMALE MAN which I gotta read. (Interesting note--I saw it
in a rather large New York bookstore, but it wasn't in the sf
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section, even with its garish cover. I guess Joanna Russ was too
busy hustling her book out of the sf ghetto to comment on the
Fabian i110.) And now I'm confronted with Jessica/Almos

Salmonson. Jeez. [Jan. '75]
I«‘k& tt)a-t anc( I'm
_gettfqg out of
2N2|neS‘
ED PEARSON 21/22 was a success overall, I'd say. The type of

paper you used didn't detract at all from my enjoy-
ment, especially since it enabled you to make the
issue a bit longer. Newsprint does, however, make the demon
Impersonality a bit larger and harder to overcome. You did it,
though, and are to be congratulated. That's one man's opinion.
I'm sure you'll hear others. I was oddly pleased, also, by your
statement that you make up your mailing labels by hand. It's

nice to know that I get mail from human beings as well as machines.

It seems a shame you had to waste so much space on these
various feuds and controversies. These people should, perhaps,
realize that the Average Reader (this one, at least) emerges from
these affairs a bit nauseated and without being convinced of one
party or the other's rightness in the affair. Instead, the
result is most often a loss of respect for all parties concerned.
Surely these creative people have some more profitable way to
spend their time!

Mr. Anderson's column has me jumping out of my chair with my
knees all a-jerk every few minutes, but he keeps making sense,
damn him! I know he's right about unions. Like Capitalism,
Socialism, Christianity and a few thousand other ideas cherished

by various fragments of the human race, they are fine in principle.

Like all of the above, however, they retain the purity of their
origins only for as long as it takes them to reach a position of
entrenched power, and then the chief deity becomes the status quo,
however dreary that might be. No institution has yet been found
which will stop or even slow down appreciably the old human habit
of fucking over the other guy. [1/11/75]

As far as the most obvious surprise goes, the
newsprint doesn't bother me significantly.

Having put out issues of an expensive offset
fanzine, I know how much this sort of thing costs...and seeing

the quality of printing you usually use, I know this must run even
more money. Since you've obviously been able to get really out-
standing printing on the much cheaper paper here, and since it
doesn't seem to be significantly hampering your graphics goodies,
why complain? As it is, you're just about the last bastion of

the Artsy Fartsy fanzine gang around--Jay Zaremba has long since
disappeared, Alpajpuri has become Paul again, Andy Porter is
moving out past the ranks of the "true" fanzine, I've left genzine
publishing (at least for the moment), Granfalloon seems almost
dead, etc. Of course, as many have commented, the whole fanzine
field is pretty moribund right now; I'm not surprised that in this
depression, the more expensive of us are the first to go. So--if

JERRY  LAPIDUS

you can keep doing what you're doing by switching to cheaper paper,

more power to you.

Jay hasn't completely disappeared...but I'm rather curious,
particularly in light of the direction his life has -taken,
to see how he reacts to the package of #19 through #24 I
sent him, when he subbed recently....

Um, T was the faned who held Sandra's NOVA parody. What
happened to really postpone things is that her letter to me, ask-
ing for it back, was lost by the Post Awful, etc. Sorry, Sandra,
and glad to see things are mended.
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Bob Lowndes' column this time is so good that I really hate
to disagree--as I must--with his final thesis. Perhaps, as many
say, I'11 feel differently about this when and if I'm a parent.
But I've discussed the question many times, and my wife and I
both feel that the act of censoring a child's reading or viewing
material is, in and of itself, more harmful that whatever the
child is being c:nsored from. VYes, Bob, I would allow a child
to read that book. Although I can't help but strongly agree
with your points about too many modern liberal attempts to
censor non-liberal material. 1 point to the current, sometimes
successful attempts to prevent the appearance of many Watergate-
involved officials at college campuses. Yes, the usual line is,
YI'm not against their appearance--1 just object to seeing them
get paid for it.Y The same applies to Lt. Calley; as repulsive
as I may personally find some of these people and some of their
actions, to prevent their speaking is censorship, and abridge-
ment of free speech, and to my mind even more repugnant. The
idea that everyone is in favor of some form of censorship? Per-
haps true, but in my own case, this would be limited to, say,
the publication in a popular, wide-circulation national magazine
of the easy way to build a molotov cocktail. Not that anyone
who really wants to can't get the information on his own, but at
least this keeps it out of the hands of the casual nut. Aside
from this, I would censor nothing. Period.

Even Roger Elwood, though as Kent beautifully details, ghod
knows he could use it. Before reading this, I really had no
idea how repressive and religiously dogmatic Elwood was; I'd
read very few of his anthologies, and Malzberg hadn't hit this
point. If all Kent says is true--and I have no reason to doubt
it, as most of his charges about Elwood's prejudices can be
easily proved or disproved--this man is dangerous to the field.
What can be done about it? Probably nothing, sadly, since he is
opening up many markets for writers, who, particularly in this
depression, need the income.

Hmmm. I like andy, and I 1ike Roger, and I've enjoyed both
their writing...but that introduction seems to me a waste of
space.

Nice nice nice Tucker column---and I see apparently no
writer in fandom could resist the temptation provided by the
Heinlein bit in Anafog. Although this is easily the best and
most complete, it's at least the seventh I've seen. Kind of re-
minds me of the costume ball at Nycon, my first convention,
when (after Star Trek's first season) there were no less than
seven fans with the very original idea of coming as Mr. Spock...
including me...

I'm very glad you printed Ted's detailed graphic analysis
of OW 19; this is the sort of thing primarily intended for your
eyes, and I'm sure 95% of the people who read the magazine
skipped over it entirely. But as I'm particularly interested
in such things, I enjoyed it immensely.

With a few quibbles. While I agree with Ted on all his
specific critical points on the overlay, I nonetheless believe
you were right to make the attempt. Even with the failures--
which, while there, only a very detailed analysis will discover-
your addition turns a very good piece of artwork into an ex-
ceptionally striking cover, one of the best single fanzine
covers I've seen in years. Yes, Ted is very right to point out
where you've been less than perfect, but as usual, I feel the
attempt was well worth it. [4/26/75]

...after trying to strip the screen from the photostat
used to print 19's cover (never, ever, put a screen or
anything similar on an artist's original!), I borroved
the original back from Grant long enough to make another
stat. So, one of these days (don't ask me when!), you'll
have a chance to see the leaky robot again, sans screen,
and judge for yourself which you prefer...

I think so much about Jessie Salmonson's honesty
and integrity, I'm writing her a personal letter
on the subject. I trust that she is aware that
others share her concern, some even on the staffs of the maga-
zines in question. The matter has been brought up in the SFWA
Fornum and perhaps action will be taken. I fully agree it is a
frightening prospect, one that will definitely expand and soon
be completely out of hand.

Jodie's article was fun to read. Isn't it amazing that
styles continually change, but always seem to come back to the
idea that a clothed woman is more sexy and seductive than a
nekkid one? How can any red-blooded male undress a woman with
his eyes if she's already undressed? And the anticipation,
pursuit, mystery all add spice.

And andy's introductory speech for Roger Zelazny was note-
worthy on several counts. It's damned hard to introduce someone
as well known as Zelazny and say anything more that "Well, folks,
here he is, the man who needs no introduction..."

~ Kent Bromley quite possibly knows all the pertinent facts
about Roger Elwood, but, like all of Elwood's critics, he seems
to overlook one point. Elwood does not seem to have done any-
thing that has not been done in the past and, anyone, given the
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drive and determination Elwood seems to have, could have become
the man's equal. Elwood is not encroaching on existing markets,
not that I've seen. Indeed, he is expanding the markets that will
look at sf. 1I've heard conflicting reports about Elwood's ethics

in his dealings; no comment since I have no first hand information.

As to his religious beliefs, I feel it is a shame that he
carries them over into his editorial practices, but this is
Elwood's perogative. The other markest are still there. If you
don't like the ground rules set down by Elwood, no one is forcing
you to abide by them. Elwood controls a goodly portion of the sf
market, but he doesn't control every single market.

If Bromley doesn't 1ike the way Elwood is going, let him put
forth the time and energy to show the rest of us where sf should
be going. Or, if he thinks positive action 1ike that to be
impossible and that some actfion {s necessary, I would be interest-
ed in hearing how he would bring about such an end.

Frankly, I cannot consider Elwood dangerous to the field. He
may have done unethical things in the past but he seems willing
to make amends and cooperate with the SFWA in rectifying his
methods of business. And if Elwood sinks and takes his markets
with him, he'll just be closing off markets he created. The basic
core of sf remains what it has. Nothing ventured, nothing gained.
(I keep thinking, if Elwood 1s so bad, wouldn't a reasonable
publisher whose first contact with sf was Elwood, be overjoyed at
seeing something better from someone else?)

One last point which gives me pause.

Does Malzberg consider
Elwood such a threat to sf in general?

Mest Elwood anthologies

I've seen have had at least one, sometimes two stories by Malzberg.

If Barry Malzberg thinks Elwood is a danger to the field, why does
he continue to contribute to the field's downfall?

Unless, of course, this is all idle speculation. Which I
think it fis.
Ah, there is simply too much else to comment on. Anderson

and Pournelle and Tucker and Wood and, Woodrow Wilsom Smith be
merciful, four entire pages of John W. Andrews. The work Andrews
put in on The Gnat-Books of Sholem Short is nothing less than
prodigious. (And it was lots of fun to read, too!l)

How can I possibly go on to comment on the Miesel joy or the
article/anecdote from Lowndes? 1 suspect my comments to the
latter would be similar to those already made to Bromley. If
enough people didn't 1ike the way Elwood did things, he would find
himself with fewer and fewer '"name" authors on which to sell his
anthologies. No one likes censorship except the censor, but
Elwood's not the only marble game in town. I'm glad to see
Lowndes giving forth a more temperant account than Bromley, at
least. [1/15/75]

Some more information concerning '"Bromley" may (or may not)
have surfaced since my comment to Jackie, a few pagee back.
While staying at Glicksohn's apartment during Fanfair III,

I glanced through Mike's copy of the program book of the last
British Eastercon. In introducing a story of his reprinted
therein, the Guest of Honor mentioned, with some fondness,

a place called Bromley, Kent. Now I'm not saying that the
"Kent Bromley' is, indeed, Harry Harrieon, but until someone
puts forth a more likely possibility, well... If it is
Harrigon, he dcean't get OW from me; I've enjoyed some of
his fiction, but from what little I've seen of him in the
fanzines over the last decade, plus that strange thing in
TAC a year or go ago...well, he's one person I wouldn't send
gratis copies to. My quick-draw pros, to use an expression,
may have their faults, but by and large they are willing to
back up what they say, and much of the "troubles" were
caused by lack of commmication, rather than sheer unadorned
visctousness. And they sign their names to what they say.

I don't have to, and I certainly don't, agree with everything
they eay, but I must offer a certain basic respect to a man
who fights (Piers calls 'em '"combative personalities') wp
front.

The more I think about it, the more I think I owe an
apology to Elwood. I don't really care for what the man
does--and my feelings weren't enhanced any by the encownter
at Westercon. I, in particular, did not appreciate the
cute little spiel that were he a Jew or a Black, then they
all wouldn't be picking on him. Ae I told him, if he wants
to do Christain SF, then dammit, do Chrigtain SF. He's got
the power and the contacts to do what he wants. It is my
opinion that rather than going from con to con, showing the
natlholes in his hands, he should put wp, or shut up. To
coin a phrase. Yes, I'm gorry I ran the Bromley piece. In
egsence it boils down to the conclusion that both it and
its subject are a waste of my time and space.

If Elwood wants an apology, I'll tender it. If he
wishes to reply to the Bromley piece, of course my equal-
space-for-reply policy applies to him as well as anyone
else; I don't play favorites in that area. And if he did
get Bester to interview him, naturally I'd run that. As
you all know, I'm a sucker for "names"! But I'm not going
to interview him, as he requested. Not wnless I'd get a
free trip to some con, I otherwise couldn't attend...

As for Barry Malzberg: I received a lengthy (for him) Loc
on the Bromley piece. A day later, I received a note from
him saying, im effect, he wighed nothing further to do with
fanzines, requested that I not print hig letter, but
ingtead. forward it to "Bromley". I still have it. Also,
gince I, at least, consider OW a "fanzine", I haven't sent
it to him since 21/22. At this etage there are more than
enough people who want to get OW without foreing it on
those who don't.

I'm printing most comments of any substance on the
Bromley/Elwood thing. And, although Piers is trying to
convince me that you can't "score" these things, I tend to
think that, overall, Elwood came out rather well. So,
unless he s inalined to persus it further, this issue
will probably wrap up that particular epigode. I hope 8ol

The Bathurst cover is, to say the least, in-
triguing. At first glance I just assumed it to
be a poor attempt to promote the sale of the
zine (I bought this copy at THE SCIENCE FICTION SHOP in New
York). However, while reading through #21, I was inexplicably
drawn back to the cover. This time I noticed the ears. A nice
alien touch.(aliens always have pointy ears, that's how the
immigration department tracks them down every January). But
something about it still bothered me. This time the thick brows
and small nose attracted my attention. Then the eyes. Then it
hit. Omigod, I exclaimed to no one in particular, it looks
exactly 1ike what a cross between Mr. Spock and a chimpanzee (if
you can imagine that occurance you can imagine anything) would
look 1ike!

In a more serious vein, I finally did get arvund to reading
the rest of the issue, and I thoroughly enjoyed it. The money I
forked over for a subscription seems to represent a justifiable
forking... I particularly enjoyed Jodie Offutt's article.
Personally, I feel, there is no more lovely sight than a woman
who knows how to emphasize the best aspects of her charisma. 2/8

JOHN MC ANA

jesus! 1 mean, really! whatin'ell are we
supposed to do with that much material? read
it, of course., but comment? are you kidding?
no way a sane working man can handle everything you've managed
to get into these two volumes. it's too much, man, too much, &
you're to be congratulated, indeed, except for the typos, as
usual.

ah well, i have been reading OW 21/22 for well over a week
now, & it's wearing me out, but it's also a lot of fun, & i've
been dipping in between times, snacks, so to speak, between the
larger meals of books i have to teach, etc., & it's a massiv<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>