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GUEST-OF-HONOUR'S SPEECH DISCUSSTICH PALNEL

Introduced hy Bruce R Gill:aspie
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For some months (some years?) there has heen an ugly rumour
that there would not »e a report on the 1968 ielhourne
Science Fiction Conference, The successful completion of
the 1969 8th anustralian Science Fiction Convention, also
held in lelhourne, has only added to these rumours.

Put, despite skulduggery, cri.es (like stealing a Confer-
ence tape for use in S ¥ COMMENTARY No 2), and other ass-
orted entertainments of which only Melhourne fandom is
capahle, we hear present the major documents of the Conf-
erence, 4 couple of transcriptions that American authors
sent to the Conference, have not yet surfaced from the
Rangsund slushpile., Fear not. They've bheen swimming upwards
for awhile now, and any day they may reach Bacchus Marsh,

The documents presented here, are, I suggest, worth far
more than a nostalgic glance to see when that fan twitted
that autror, and to see how many tines Jack Wodhams
laughed. The authors who sat on a ricketty stage out at
Roronia, raised many many noints that remain as import-

ant now as then. Many noints are even more urgent/gﬁgn they
were then, In other words, I would very much like to see
the reactions of S F COMMENTARY readers to the material
here presented.

For instance, I feel that somewhere in the middle of the
very strong views expressed hy Damnien Proderick, Jack
Wodhams, George Turner, Lee Harding, John Foyster, and even
that Voice fron the Audience, there remains a central point
not even touched. Damien vividly precsented the rotting
effects of too much science fiction. John Foyster was even
more righteously indignant in his horror at the s f author's
carelessness in craft, For George Turner, science
fiction was mainly entertainument. (Then why does he write

so well ahout it?)

411 hedged around the point that I would have made if 1'd

heen an author, and had not heen sitting half-asleecp in

the audience. vamien's point is essential. Why is science
fiction so destructive to the sensinilities of the unsuspecting

(Continued on Page 42)
4 S P COwmuasnTrRY 111 4
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JACK YODHAMS
THE GUEST-0F-HONOQURT'S ADDRESS
transcribed by Tony Thomas Lee Harding presiding

006C000000000000000000C00C0000000000000000000000060000000000060000000000000050GC)

(Sustained applause. Crics of "Good on you, Jack', "You beauty", "Speech", &c;

UODHAMS Well, fellers, I'm very glad to be hera. I don't really know whakh
to say to you all. UWhen 1'm rich and famous I probably won't specak

to you rabble again. I've learnt a lok. I don': mix socially with people up

there, being a hermit, and I've sort of becen stimulated to come down here...

ERIK HARDING He's a funny man, isn't haz, Cad?

WOBHAMS Quiet! What are you laughiro 1?7 - zi'e so funny about that, eh?
Ahy, now I've lost the th»e~s - o0 [ had a thrsad - which I didn't

hava, a thread. Ahmmm, I don't think “iere's 2 great deal I can say.

HARDING Uell, tell us how much you make from Analog.

UBDHAMS How much I make from Analsg. Well, not snough yet. Ah, Gut

actually I'm hoping to get better. You're all science fiction
fans here. I'm not sure that I'll go on for ever and ever in science fictiaon.
It might be science fiction but certain persons might not call it science Fic-
tion; but I don't write science fiction purposely to write science fiction.
you know, it's sort of, ah, to try to say what I want to say in the science
fiction manner that happens to be a science fiction manner, you see. What I'n
trying to say is that science ficticn just happens to be the way it looks uhen

it comes out.

So that's it, fellers. I can't think of any automatic way to make a fortune
or anything. I'm still finding that out myself, or trying to find it out.
I'm hoping to find a way. I'm not curious by any means. I write for money,
purely, simply, first off. When I'm rich I can afford maybe to write other
things. I don't consider myself a good writer by any means.

HARDING Modest.
WODHAMS Ah, it's not modesty, no, there's sc much more to... I'm not

saying what I want tm say, exactly. I want to sz .. to become

more articulate than I am. I'm thirty-five or -six years olc, and when I'm

fifty I might have found out if I'm lucky. I can't really advise on how to
write, except that if we want to write then we have to write and write and
write and write and write, and most of what you write will be rubbish like

most of what I write is rubbish, even unpublished. They did publish some of
5 S P COWiMENTARY III 5



the rubbish, which helps a bit, you know. Ah, I can't say anything more. I
think that's about it. If you want an address, I can give you Flo what's-
her-name, but you wouldn't want that, of course.

HARDING Do you think they might have any questions, lack? Tizy, might
want to throw a few.

WODHAMS Yes, any questic~:’ That might be =n ide: Has a2i.iybody got any
questions? No? Good. 7 .1 sit down nuio. bLao's next?

PAUL STEVENS Jack, when did you start wriz.. ..

WODHAMS Oh, I've been writing ever since I was a kid, I suppose. I've

always been interested in compositions and things like that. I'm
very reluctant to give away ideas. Even at school, I was always reluctant to
give away ideas. VYou know how they give the subject and the teacher would
say, "How would you treat this?" and he might pick on me and I'd have two or
three ways that I'd treat it but I'd always give out with the one that I
wasn't going to use. Ah, but there's a lot of flailing around. I came to
science fiction by accident, mainly because they bought it. There's... I've
written a lot of other kinds of things and sesnt them off to various magazines
and so forth, and of course they come back. Ueil, then, if you write science
fiction and get money for it, of course you tend to concentrate more on that,
and that's what I have done.

Uhat's the rest of that question again? Oh yes, how long? Over a period you
write a lot and I used to... well, I've had many jobs, different things, dri-
ving a truck, bartending, mechanic and so forth, and I'd work for three or
four months, earn enough money to retire on for two or three months to write,
lie around. Then the money runs out and it's back to work again. Analog
chequos savsd mo frem foing back tu work again, by about a week, and I very
much like my independence, so I'll continue writing and trying to earn a
living at it.

HARDING There are lots of stories about Mr Campbell as a tyrant of sorts.
How do you find Mr Campbell in your relations with him, in your
corresponcdence with him?

WODHAMS ell, I find him... he writes to a man, and, well, that's something
that's much better than a rejection slip. And he's someocne who
talks to you, even if he shouts. I mean, he's someone who is listening, and
I welcome him, naturally, and he is very generous with his screeds. He's sent
me as much as five or six pages, telling me what is wrong with my writing and
so forth. He has encouraged me materially and he's given me criticism which
is vital rather than the flattery or anything that you might get from your
local professional man. what he says is meaningful and he knows what he wants
and you have to write what he wants and not what I particularly want, you know?
And he has been invaluable to me. I don't say I, like, worship him or anything
like that, but he's just a good editor, so far as I'm concerned. I mean, I'm
very grateful for what he's dons for me.

HARDING What are your future plans?
WODHAMS Oh, develop, more than anything. I don't want to just become a

hack, like. I still want to write what I want to write. It's a

6 S F CQUAENTARY III é



cocincidence that it happens te bz what ke likes or anybody else likes. T°
like to be g more brilliant brain than I am.

HARDING Practice, practice.
WODHAMS Practice it is. O0h, the words, you put lots of words *nnetic-
HARDING Will we let him go now, or are there any further guezticns?

BERNIE BERNHOUSE Are you going to continue with short stories, o con
going to undertake a novel?

WODHANMS Ohy, way back I wrote twe novels, and in the last couple of ycass
I've written four, and nonc of them have done any good. But,

there again, you've got to keep writing and every novel isn't wasted. You

learn something just by writing it. Aru vou get cffshocts from it. In ome

ncvel 1 wrote, while the novel itself cdi-n't sell, I had about three shooc
storiss came off it, and one of those <nurt sto i035 so0ld, so vliimately T

got scmething out of it. But the nowl Lo 02 wey ©) make 2 Living. T roan,
short stories are a bit small. Th v ~_o'l feally = urr cno:in. Bub of

course it takes application. I will re uwriting noveis, I suspuse. Just *9
sit down and write a novel as a hack joch is hard for me. I have to have
something to write about. I couldn'® - or: cf these jokers who say, Well,
I'11 write six novels this year. \‘Yho is iL - ‘rtusi22? - who just churns
them out and sort of takes a percentage. 1 coutdn't do that. VYou've got to
put too much into them.

BERNHOUSE Are you satisfied with Scott Meredith or would you prefer someone
else?

WODHAMS Oh well, I mean, it's very handy being good encugh to have an
agent who wants to take a man on, because it saves a lot of

messing around looking for markets for all kinds of material that isn't neces-

sarily sf. I mean, I don't have to look for a market now becauvsz I just «=nd

it to him and if he wants it he'll sell it and I forget about it and just

push it in. I hope he sells it, naturally. And I'm hoping he'll do me a bit

of good over the nmext... in future.

HARDING You'll have to pay for this trip, won't you?
WODHAMS (ruefully?) VYes.

STEVENS lould you say that you're not exactly writing for Analog or for
what Campbell wants, but writing for what you want?

WODHAMS Yes, as I say, it's more or less a coincidence that I happen to

be writing what he likes. UWell, you know. I mean, you're more
familiar with Campbell than I am. You've besn reading his editorials for
ages. I've only been reading science fiction with any seriousness aver the
last couple of years. I'm not steeped in it or that. I think that a lot of
it can be improved, and I'd like to improve it, but not necessarily through
the... It just so happens, you know, you can say it in a science fiction
way - it's got a lot of possibilities.

STEVENS Are we going to see you in any of the other magazines?
7 S F COuninlNTaR 111 7



WODHAMS I hope so. 1I'd like to get into one or two other magazines. 1

have in a small way got into others, like therc's iv-: lritirngs and
there's Rascal or something and one or two other places, ¢ Tid Like tu te a
bit more general.

HARBING It's up to your agent really, isn't it?

WODHAINNS WUell it is noo Limwigme 16 is 1'm anpin: :2 ne'll lash
out a bit, ge® wmo sarawssrs ise.

HARDING Campbell will still gec 7. a0

WODHAMS I stipulated vi..at because I think I owe a bit to Campbell. He has

been behind me in the first place and when I wrote to Scott NMere-
dith I more or less stipulated that Analcg get first crack at any material
that might be any good. Scott Meredith, of course, is Campbell's aqgent as
well, and I suppose they're pretty thick.

BERNHOUSE Have you been successful with anything else besides sf?
WODHAMS Not really, no. You can't call limericks successful, can you?
BERNHOUSE Do you intend to, though?

WOBHAMS Uell, I don't think you ought to be stopped by one particular

medium. You see, I've tried to write about ten thousand words
every fortnight to send off, written, and this is not necessarily science fic-
tion. The last lot was two pieces that were sf and two that weren't. And
it's just what comes. You don't want to be in a groove at all. You've got
this free run and there's su many subjects. One of the other pieces was a bit
aof a religious piece and another was speculative stuff that was science fact,
more or less. I don't know that it means anything. I had to write it just in
case it did. And I sent this off also. That's the one advantage of an agent,
because I wouldn't have known where to send this stuff.

HARDING Jack, I haven't read all your current stories, but the Analog
stories all seem to be of a humorous nature. Is this intentional,
or does it just work out that way whemn you're writing for Campbell?

WOBHAMS Well, taking life seriously I find a bit hard to do. But I do liks

humorous things myself, humorous writing. I like Ernest Bramah and
the Kai Lung stories. I think they're the greatest. 1 suppose you can almost
bring them into the science fiction realm because they're set way back in time
and that, and the language is very flowery - it's beautifully written. And
then of course there's the more contemporary ones like Damon Runyon and Thurber
and Thorne Smith and all of these 1 fesl something with them, and I'd like to
be something like them, because 1 like to make people laugh rather than cry.
And of course this is Campbell's thing, too, and every other editor's. They
want up-beat stuff. They talk about the way, the language. They don't like
this down-beat stuff, the modern trend, whatever that is. So I'd rather come
to a positive ending than a negative ending, although 1 have written negative
ending stuff. I'm swinging a bit that way.

c 8 S F COdideNTsRY IIX 8



WYNKE WHITEFORD o v owrite on2 stciy at a time c» several?

WODHAMS Ch, I can only handle one at a time. Like I said with the ncuel
now, I'm going on with it, I can't drop it and do a short story
that comes off it. 1 just jot that down and go to work on it latez., ot itb

Just sort of reclls... It's very hard to say, there are so many wayes *= writ. ..
Sometimes it comes complete, sometimes it just rolls off easy, scretimes you
have toc work on it, sometimes you've got it but it looks a meczc © 7 you've

got to straighten it out, and there's different angles you can cuiz oo,
It's 2 bit hard to say just how a lot of these things do happen, you kncwm.

BILL WRIGHT Do you believe what you write when you write it?

WODHAMS Where's this voice coming .o .7 Oh, what was that?

URIGHT Do you beligve what you write as you write it?

JODHANS Uh huh. Well, you have to h=* 4 zertain faith in it. You don't
believe it when it's finishkrs, cuc the val thing is vw2u 720l all

depressed, especially with a novel. It takes so la.  and it's cuch a great
idea when you start it, and as you go tarzcugh it you're working on it and it's
good in places, you know - you get gocd piirases, chapters and so forth - but
when you get it finished and you read 1! through it seems a hell of a lot of
rubbish. You live it so much, you know it so well, that it's very hard to
tell. You can't be objective till maybe later on. I've read some of my older
stuff, and later on you can be objective with it. But at the time you can't
be, because you're too close to it and it's been running through your mind,
this; that and the other. FPlenty of this and that but not much of the other.

HARDING Jack, I have heard that Michael NMoorcock writes a novel in three
¢ays. Uo you think you could ever manage this if you locked your-
self in a little room?

UODHAMS Not really. A tape recording, perhaps. But not really, no. WNot
and actually write it. Three thousand words a day I do at top.

HARDING That's about average for most writers.

UODKANMS Well, that's when I'm going good, like. It still only averages
out at about a thousand words a day.

HARDING Any more guestions before we...?

WRIGHT One more. You were mentioning humcrous sf before. What influence

did Stepben Leacock have on you?

WODHANMS Who is Stenhen Leacock?
HARDING Now on that note I think we had better...
WODHAMS You mention names of people that I just don't know. VYou speak

about a lot of science fiction writers I don't know. I've bean
reading over the last couple of years people I've never heard of before,

9 S ¥ COudeNTARY III 9



finding out what they write, and some of them are, you know, they're not good.
But this is all very encouraging to me, because it's not unbeatable competit-
ion which you might find in other fields. I don't think =~ competition is

really stiff in science fiction, not if you're a writer. And this is a hope-
ful thing as far as I'm concerned. I think, well, you know, ther<'s room for
me there. I can do better than this. And, like I told same of ‘uu, my credo
is if you think you can do better either put up or shut up. Ar  I've been

trying to put up, and I hopc ~ut up, and put up good stuf” _ventually.
HARDING Good.
WODHAMS Well, thank you very much for listening to me politely. You can

all put your hands together now.

(Laughter and loud applause.)

Harding It wasn't too bad, was it?
Yodhams No.
Harding Ckay.

~~~000~--
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THE DISCUSSION PANEL

transcribed by John Foyster & Tony Thomas John Foystar presiding
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This session of the Conference commenced with Damien Broderick, George Turner
and John Foyster on the platform. As it proceeded they were joined by Jack
Wodhams, Lee Harding and @ynne Whiteford. WNessrs Broderick, Wodhams and
Harding (despite the latter's disclaimer during the session) are practising sf
authors; Mr Whiteford has many stories to his credit but has not written sf
for some time; Mr Turpmer is a well-known "mainstream" novelist whose writings
about sf are well known tu readers of ASFR; and John Foyster - well, John has
had stories rejected by some of the best magazines around. (JB)

~=-000-=~

FOYSTER This discussion will take thc form, for the moment, of a series

of questions, somz of which arc straightforward; some of which
aren't. And after 1've asked the question, I will read either someone's
comment on the subject or an example from a fairly reputable book to illustrate
my point. It is extrcmely casy to chocse a very bad science fiction novel and
pull something bad out of it, but if you try to pick bad examples out aof vol-
umes like thess (holds up varicus anthologies - Healy/McComas, Crispin, Camp-
bell) - well, I found I had to turn over =z page before I got the bad example.

Now my first question, which I think will be of somec interest, because I'va
already got an answer to it, is: "Why has so much rubbish been written in
science fiction?" And the first answer I have is that of H L Golds

"The scicnce fiction rush produced so huge a strain on writers, who of course
produce the very thing we sell, that quality just had to drop. Toc many mar-
kets were campeting for the output of too few skilled writers. Borderline
stories which ordinarily would have been sent back for tuning up and polishing
had to be bought as they were because somebody else would have bought them
without change. Routine ideas and treatments had to be good enough because
magazines were buying wordage to fill pages with, and writers were harried
into turning out material that most of our temporary competitors were buying
sight unseen. New authore sold quickly, too quickly to learn anything but bad
writing habits, and were thus deprived of editorial guidance that would have
taken them through their necessary apprenticeship; and, obeying Gresham's Law,
the bad drove out the good. Conscientious writers were demoralized into
leaving the fisld, and some worthy magazine titles were put to death along
with the unworthy.”

Now that's all very well in 1959 or earlier when there were a lot of sf maga-

LY. 5 F COQuwsNTLRY TIII Jle



zines and a lot of science fiction being puhlished., +ut ten
years later the amount of rukhish has not dianinishzd - the
nunber of magazines has,

YWell, let's first of all ask George Turner why he thinks so
much rubtrish is heing written in science flction, z2ud wkat
I mean here hy written jn scicnee fintion, is thzt this
stuff has actually :.jearcd. #3 can ciaits -mdsretand it
heing written, But waethor it shonle appoar in puhlic is
another matter altocgether.

GEQ-GE TURN Lk I don't think you can add a great deal to
what H.L. Goléd has to say about it. He has
struck the economic root of the prowklem, bdut I think there
are several other things that apply as well., John says thatb
in the last ten years the nunber of magazines has heen re-
duced, yet still the same amount of rubhish is being prod-
uced. And this is undourtedly true. I forget who it was,
either Budrys or Blish, who remarked a couple of years hack
that there was only enough good science fiction to carry
one ma¢wzine a month, And I think this is ahnsolutely ftrue.

Now, one reason why so much had work is produced is, of
course, as Gold says, that there's a market for it. And why
is there a market for itY It is hrecause the stuff is nhought
by the uncritical, And so long as the stuff sells to people
who don't insist on getting something hretter for their mon-
ey, then people will produce had work,

You may have noticed that the hetter writers, those who
have taken the trouble to learn their trade, never produce
really had work, At worst it is always competent. Even if
you mightn't like their ideas or their handling, the work
itself is technically up to standard. Tre ones who are weak
are the new writers and they, as Gold says, don't get the
chance to learn their trade, hecause they discover they can
sell, and so they just don't hother to learn. Sooner or
later they run out, of course, and it is interesting to
note the nunver who disappear in the course of a year, as
well as the nuubrer of new faces that twrn up. I think the
root of the matter is, in one sense, economic, and in

the other it is siaply that the people who bhuy the magaz-
ines should keep their hands in thei» pockets instead of
huying them. Get the megazinses off the market and the writ-
ers will have to work %o sell,

DaMTI AN RRODERICK It's very difficult to address a topic
like this, I think, hecause there
are so many assumptions hehind the guestion, which them-
selves have to he quest oned. For example, to he ahle to
draw a distinction hetween good science fiction and ruhbhh-
ish is something which I find difficult to do hecause it
assunes a covert agreement in the discussion as to what is
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good writing, he it science fictic. or whatevzr., George has
made it clear in the pages of .SKR that he is against a
double standard and he thinks that science fiction whould
be treated as literature and that every other form of story
which is published in magazines should also be treated as
literature, 4And that one can’t, in fact, come up with a
separate set of evaluative standards for science fiction.

1 think that this is in fact impossible, because what
Shakespeare was trying to do is different from what the de-
tective writer is trying to do, which is different from
what Lawrence Durrell is trying to do, which is different
from what the variety of science fiction writers are try-
ing to do, I think they are all using words, certainly,
and they are all using sentences, w»ut the actual purpose
is probahly :uite different in each case. Bwen within the
genre of science fiction there can he quite different aims
and so it is terrinly difficult to even estahlish what 1is
good and bad, hecause I think my training in the study of
literature, perhaps, makes me féel much more antithetical
towards a lot of science fiction than I would have felt
ten years ago.

A lot of stories which I then found exciting and vigorous

I now findito he sentimental, clumsily written, grish, and
a whole lot of nasty things, hecause 1'm using criteria of
evaluation which have come from a study of much more sens-
itive and suwrtle forms of writing, which are trying to do
things which are concerned with human bheings and their pro-
blems and their inter-relations.

In an abhsolute sense one could certainly sey that science
fiction is a very clumsy form. That is to say, science ficw-
tion as it exists at the moment - not the ideas, or the
potential of writing ahout people in the future or in space
but just the science fiction genre we have at the moment,
is a very crude, unsublie hody of techniques. But the fact
is thaet this sort of thing does appeal to people, and we
are living in a conmunity that people like marshall Mac-
Luhan have analysed in terms of a drift away from lineal
word sentence structures into new concepts of communication

by image.

And all of these things, it seems to me, make it very diff-
icult to evaluate a contemporary popular form, whether it
is science fiction or comic strips or anything; in terms of
literature, as it has developed. And so in a sense I'11l dip
out at this point and say that what we have to do, to dis-
cuss this fubther is to get on to questions like "should
there he a douhle standard?" Docs George agree with this
concept, that science fiction may perhaps re a form of the
television program or the cartoon, rather than of the form
of linear word play?
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TURNER Well, first of all I think that we have to deal

with this question of deciding he“ween good and
had. Now, in the sense of thorough-going literary c¢ ritic-
ism, I quite agree that making a distineti on hetween good
and hrad is extremely difficult. And quite frankly that is
not the function of criticism. But, when it is merely a
matter of deciding hetween good and »ad presentations of
an idea; that is, hetween effective and ireffoziive pres-
entation of an idea, then - %hink it's quite simple for
almost anyone to draw a distinction.

. And that is the kind of distinction I had in wmind when

we were talking about the amount of rad science fietien
involved, and 1 should think that that is the kind of
antomatic distinction that most readers would make, An
idea way he good, and he hadly presented, Right: it is a
badly-written story. It's simply handled ineorrectly, and
that is had writing. It wmay bhe bad from the point of view
of trying to do something which is heyond the capahility
of the writer, and failing. And failure is bad, One of
the things that most writers fail at, particularly in their
carly stages, is naturalistic- dialogus, bhecause they try
to meke it naturalistic, and they soon find out that that
is one thing you cannot do. There is no such thing as nat-
uralistic dialogue in the written form, If you don't pbel-
leve me, try taking a. short-kand transcription of this
talk after we've all finished for the afternoon.

(Wateh it, George Turner: Transcriher)

(And a mighty long time it took to look at that transc-
ription: BG )

In written formn i1t would he impossinle., For one thing the
written word cannot show inflection, in the gense that the
spoken word can offer it. sost of the bad writing reszults
from a simple lack of the necessary techniques of explain-
ing what you mean in a sense that will make it understmod
in the way you wmean it to be understood, To fail to de that
is bhad writing. I'm not speaking of ®wad writing in the
sense of literary or even poetic writing. This is something
which transcends the requirements of everyday literature,
and very few of us are capahle of it., I'm certainly not.

Pad grammnsr is had writing, And simply ignoring the every-
day conventions of the written word unlegs.and only unless,
you can provide a new and valid set of conventions to re-
place the ones you're throwing away. To fail to do this is
again had writing. Bad writing, in fact, 1s writing that
Just doesn't come off, And the reason it doesn't cume off
is that too wany writers rush into print, because the mar-
ket is there, and they siaply never learn the basies of
their trade,
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FOYST IR Say a few words, Jack’

JACK WODHAMS Well, I'm not really so hot on this grammar
rusiazass, Writing is to communicat:, and 1
don't care how 1 puv the words down. If 1 communicate ex—
actly what I want to, whether it's grammatically correct or
not, that is the way it goes down. The struggle, all the
tiae, is to commvnicate, and in trying to communicate with
somehody else with another mind, and this, at any time, is
difticult, It shoudd bec achieved hy any manner at aii. As
I said, my grammar, I don't think, is very good. 4s a tech-
nician 1 wouldn't say I'm very gond at all,

But if I let that worry me I wouldn't write anything. I in-
tend to get across, and learn, and here again I must say
that a writer is not horn, He is made.

(This is now puictuated with table pounding).

And he makes hiaself and if he has no market to put out his
had stuff he will never get a chance to hecome a good writ-
er. I write hetter now than I 4id ten years ago (I wasn't
selling ten years ago) and in ten years time I will be
writing that much better again, hecause I've had the opp-
ortunity to write, and I need that opportunity to write, I
need to he able to sit down on wy derriere and Jjust write.
I cannot work at a joh and go home at night and write, as
some people can. ly brain is just not good enough. I need
24 hours a day to write,

But I intend to write and I intend to improve and I need
someone to huy Ly rubhish now so that I can write good
stuff later on,

(Applause).

LA® HARDING As #iC for the day, is it permissinle for me
to cowe up and sit on the panel%

TURNER Sounds like "try to keep me out”.

FOYSTER (Yearily) Yes, all right.

HARDING I have a question for Mr. Turner. Tell me, Mr.
Turner, how would you apply your values to LITTLE

ORPHAN ANNIL?

TURNER Nevar heard of her,

HARDING #ell, er, Pogo Possun? ... Mandrake?
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TURNuR aNDRAKEY Right down my nose.

HAkD ING No, no, I mean, how doc you appl. nornmal liter-
ary critical technigque to the ¢ .iic stri.?®

(Merciful heavens, kinesthesia: horrified Transcriher).,

TIURNZR Well, if jou are going to use MANDRAKE as a san-

ple you could simply ohserve that it sets out to
do a certain thing and hecause it is popular it apparently
does that pretty well. The question is, is it worth doing?

HARDING Well now, that sounds like an ahsolute. Now,
Charles Schultz and PE&NUTS,,. for example,
another counic stripe.s

TURNIR Now, PRANUTS, of course, is a horse of a very

different colour. Here we have & man who is in-
tending to amuse on the one hand, and also presenting a
private view of 1lifzs, And doing it very very neatly and
often with great suhtlety. The fact that he does it, and
this vrings up that question of gramniar again. I'm glad
you hrought this up, hecause in his little dialogue hall-
oons, naturally, gramisr gos hy the hroard nhecause here he
is reproducing life as it is secn through the eyes of what
is popularly thought to he the average man. As a natter of
fact the average man does much hetter in that line than he
is generally thought of as doing. BPut he has tumed this
into a convention of his own, It is his private oconvent-
ion, his private m:thod of showing. It works, and he's abhle
to ring all sorts of change on it., 1I'd say, yes, PEANUTS,
is a technical triumph and it is also the product of a
highly intelligent mind.

HARDING Well then, you'd say there are good and had couwic
strips?

TURN £R Yes,

HARDING Well, would you also say that there are comic
strips with different intentions, different mar-

kets and different aims on the parts of the writers and ill

~ustratorssg

TURNER Oh, there very definitely are,

HARDING Well, then would you he nrepared to say as much

of science fiction writing? Would you say there
is good 2nd bhad science fiction writing, or do you apply
the same values to scicnce fiction writing as you apply to
comic strins and Walt Disney films and a good book?
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TURNER I think in general - I o~y he sticking my neck

out nere - yes, I would aj;ply the szie sets of
values, Rut let us not get confused here with the funct-
ions of criticism, which is not what we're dealing with,
What we are dealing with is the existance of good =znd bad,
ind why - the bhad exists, when it so 22sily could bve
hetter,

HARDING Well, why is it that I enjoy GARTH as much as
PEANUTS? One has a socio-religious message and
the other is purely entertainment.

TURNER I haven't an idea why you enjoy GARTH at all,

HARDING Well, one is good, and one is ohviously had,
£ very good friend of min€.s..

TURNER I would say that GARTH is had only in the

sense that if it never existed we would have
lost nothing hy it. But I think that PEANUTS has justif-
ied its existence.

HARDING Then do you maintain that what used to he
called "message", but which could be called
"content", is more important than style and technique?

TURNER No, I wouldn't say that any particular item i1s

more important tha. any other, Synthesis is what
counts. The only thing is, that if one particular aspect
of your work is had it jars on the reader, and instead of
becoming involved with what he is reading, he hegins to
sit outside and look at it, And that's fatal,

HARDING Would you say, then, that it is a lack of cont-
ent, serious content, in science fiction, that

makes so much of it bad?

TURN ER Not the lack of serious content, hut the lack of

thought ahrout the content. There is so much of it
that is simply a repetition of what has heen done hefore,
You might say there are st~ck situations, stock characters
(#f there are any characters at all - there are people with
nanes, which is not quite the same thing) and there are all
sorts of stock ideas, 1 treated some of them in an article
for John only a couple of months bvack. And there is so
little evidence, except on the part of a very few writers,
of doing anything except to get a story off their chests

and sell it.

HARDING It's just occurred to me that if science fict—
ion were of a sufficiently high literary stand-
ard,,. would you have read it for forty years, George?
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TURNLR As a patter of fact, instead of getting sick of
it, I might have kept on reading it all ®the tiae
instead of just now and then,

HaRDING Do you find that it's an essen'ially aiolescent
attraction to the mediwn that yoa outgrow, or...?

TURNER I don't know whethsr this is true or not. I know

that my own greatest affection for science fict~
ion was from the age of cleven to twenty, and 1 also nbbt-
ice that in these periodical surveys thet some of the maga~
zines do, they point out the general youth of hoth readers
and writers, and perheps this hes a point. rsrhans there
cones a point where you become surfeited with the saascness
of science fiction and hegin to bhecome first selective and
then later to move on to other fields altogether,

HARDING Vynne, this panel is incoaplete. wonld you like
to cowe up and join us please?

FOYSTER This place is getting overcrowded if you ask iue.
(Snickers from Turner =nd Yodhaws).

WYNN& WHITEFORD I think personally that the things you
can apply to sciesnce fiction, the things
that make it either goond or bad, are much the same as the
standards you could apply right across the hoard to all
sorts of literature. Now the difficulty here is that most
people have seid the major points of what 1I'd like to say.

But I1'd like to r:inforce that one ahout a thing heing suce
~ggsful if it gets across what it intended to get across.,
incidentally, I%'u also a GaRTH fan, and I think it gets
across the sort of thing it intends to. I don't think the
world would he very different without it., But at the same
time it does supply a sort of background, a sort of attit—
ude that, without putting too riuch attent ion én it, is the
sort of thing you can p:ck up, rcad for ahout one winutbtes..

H&kDING I'¢ go along with what Jack said - you can't
take the world seriously 24 hours a day.

WODHASIS Not only that, but you devzlop a.... I mean,
when I started reading I vas reading Adgar
Wallace., Well, I don't read BEdgar Wallace any more, I used
to read Agatha Christie. I do not read Azatha Christie any
more, I've grown out of it. I've grown into hetter material.
I have my standard, which is not cveryhody's standard,
hecause not everyhody likes what I l1ike. And they can't he
expected to like the gond stuff from the cradle, Like Mr.
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Turner said, from elzven to twen'; e read ;ce fiction.
Well, the elev :a-to-twenties today wonld read .oday's
science fiectivit in the same manner, and prohahly get the
same amount out of it and possihly go on to other *things,
There's a place for 1% : it interests yomng minds vartic-
ularly - the market is a young market, and 1t creates
thought, Well you do get a surfeit of this and you go on to
other thingsg. This is a good thing. We¢ do want to branch
out onto the vetter literature, hut I'm reading this now,
I recad science fiction wostly under sufference now, to sce
what the other fellow is doing. Rubt my wain reading, now
that I'. catching up, I'm reading Thoreau, or someone like
that, And so I think you've got to keep it (science fiect-
ion )in its place. It's not written for the intellectual.
It's written for a lively mind, and they are not too worr-
ied avrout characterization.

WHITLEFORD There is the matter of lahelling, though.
After &1l, the ILIAD of Houaer was science
fiction, wasn't 1t?

FOYSTER as a matter of fact, if you'll pardon my diff-
ering, I don't think the ILI&D ig science

fiction,

WHITEEFORD Well, take the part ahout, wait a wmoment...

FOYSTER Well, there's the part avrout the Charlic with
the Wind-bhags, but it's not science fiction.

(Horrid error - I am thinking of the ODYSSEY: Transcriher)

HARDING I don't hold with that view either. There's al-

ways heen fanciful writing. When I look hack to
when science fiction started, I look to the early American
pulp magazines,

WHITEFORD To Gernshrack,

HARDING There's always heen some sort of fantasy exist-

ing outside the field. It was the ghetto that
Gernshack created., I'm sure you two guys would agree with
me on one point: that what makes so iuch science fiction
bad, by normal literary criteria that you are selling an
idea.

Now when I first started wraiting I knew I didn't have -
wait for it - the ability to write really good fiction, I
conldn't charactarise, I couldn’t do any of the standard
tricks which good fiction entailed, and I found that, per-
haps like Jack, that once I'd started writing science
fiection I could sell an c¢ditor an idea. They huy the idea:
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if you've got wooden characters, this isn't important. It's
the ideas, the Cauphrell dictum and the Gernshrack dictum,
It's the idea he wants to nry.

Now science fiction writers stdat selling science fiction,
Jack, as you've found, usually at a rather young stage. You
started a pit late, Jack, so perhaps you won't have all
their bad habhits, They hecome stuck in this, and then thgy
hecome eithe~ too afraid to try to hreak away from it and
write good fiction, or they stick in the groove, like Prhul
Anderson has, and just churn it out and churn it out, to =
formula, Or they stop writing science fiction: they find
they're sick of writing science fiction, hut on the other
hand they've learned so inany bhad harits ahout writing they
can't write any other sort of fiction.,

I think this is why there's so much had fiction in the mag-
azines ~ the sort Frederik Pohl encourages - and John Camp-
bell perhaps may be excused hecause he has his own idea of
the world and he helieves he's supplying entertainment for
young engineers, 50 we'd have to exclude.him. RBut, on the
other hand, I find no excuse whatsoever for Sol Cohen, I'red
Pohl, nor John Carnell, if it comes to that. But I think
this 1s why there’s a lot of had science fiction writing.

RROD&RICK I'd 1like to suggest for a start ...I1'm going

to say a number of things that'll probabhly
get me thrown bodily out of the door, hut still.... I think
that, for a start, this is very, very crude, hut one could
divide literature into two rough ‘categories - one which
seeks to create soume sort of dialogue hetween the author
and the reader, which itself involves a rather suhtle mind
in the author and a rather rich view of the world, to make
it worthwhile his endeavouring to do this, hecause the
reader has got to think that this 200 page hook has got
gsomething in it for him, This is not simply talking about
"message”" or anything like this, This is a sort of real,
rich, existential contact hetween two human heings.

The other sort is the thing were you've got sentences one
after the other which are simply designed - I'll leave
aside questions of grammar and things like that. I assume
that if you can't write properly using correct grammar then
you are outside the pale altogether,

But, in a sense, the major part of this is that a lot of
the writing that I'm talking arout now in the second cat-
egory is purely to operate on the nerves and the howels and
the adrenal glands of the reader, and it cuts his cortex
right out of the situation, This is the sort of stuff that
Keith Laumer writes, and it's the sort of stuff that's all
over the joint in science fiction. I've written a lot of
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it, wecanse peonle, in their deheszd and val-:v £ i
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like to turn”themsélves off and 1o identify with sili?n’
wooden heroes - characters whoy run around doineg things
ﬁhlch-mgke youq;eel_all Junpy inside and it's lovely when
you finish reading it. and you can get anothear one and do
it all again.

If you're writing this sort of thing it dossn't matter how
skillful you are in controlling language in some sort of
amorphous ahsolute sense. “hat you are trying to do is
utterly different from what the writer of what might be
called "literature" is tryineg to do, it seoms to me. I
think there isn't very much in science fiction of this
"literary" character. Not of writing which is high-hrow
and usés & lot of hig words, or anything like that, but
writing which is actually trying to get to the total pers-
on, and to tnlk about total people.

To go heyond this, I think that in a very real sense,
science fiction is corrosive rot. That it destroys a pers-
on's sensibility. To talk ahout starting off with these
hright young inventive people who start by reading
science fiction, and the candy sort that teaches them
science, or some¢ crap like %this, is absolute nonsense,
It's a hody narcotic: it geits in and seeps through the
narson, rotting as it goss, and destroying nceurones in
great scarhy hits that fall off inside your head, and, at
the age of twenty, instead of going on to hetter things,
it's very difficult....

WHITSFORD Are there hetter things?

BRODERICX Well, this is what has besn stated hy Jack,
for example - that one goes on to hetter
things. I think that it is possibvle, if you come through
this, to some extent unscarred, and with some hreath of
sensihility still left in you, which is pretty difficult to
do after reading science fiction for ten years, you might
posgibly have a chance of recognizing that sick hungry fee-
ling inside you as a healthy desire to read sanething which
is wore than a neural stimulant of some sort. And you might
actually manage to get on and read some literature. But
it's pretty difficult, and I think you've probably got an-
other ten years ahead of you of kicking the habit and try-

ing to re-alighe....

HAaRDING You've had a hard tiane, Damien,
BROD & ICK I think this is true, in a real and almost an

ahsolute sense.

(Tape is turned over. missing ahout 30 seconds)
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PRODERICK (Fade-in) ... while yon are conscious, by read

-ing science fiction may have soaue salutory
gffeets, wt if it is carried too far I think that it's an
appalling thing and ultinately I would say that to talk
ahrout making science fiction hetter and hringing it into
the main strcsam of literaturs, is to ke trying to do some-
thing which is almost self-contradictory, hecause the very
essence of science fiection, the reason why people read 1it,
is hecause it is a manifestation, in popular and recasonah-
ly sophisticated terms, of a very prianitive and infantile
degire to get off into theses cliches and run throngh them
over and over again, and if there are ideas thrown in, as
people keevp saying, they are ideas vhich may have some
sort of titillating value in fThemselves, bhut hy getting
one good idea - we might think of the idea of artificial
mutation of human heings - now you can write an article
about this, and this might +2 reasonably interesting. But
to write a story arout it entails that one is going to
talk atout the world in some complexity, amd akout real
hwian heings, and what effect mutating people into super-
men is going to have.

And it's ahsolutely iapossikle, within any of the perim-
eters of science fiction, to 4o this properly. You are
kound to write sheer trivial rubrhish, and in this way
you are in fact doing a grave injustice to the good idea
that you had,

TURNER I must disagree most heartily.

FOYSTER 1 think that Damien has raised a very large
numbher of points and, as a matter of fact,

the discussion has wandered quite a long way from the or-

iginal question, which was nothing to do with why people

readmseitencep £i2tion, , .

BRODERICK Ok come now, you asked me...o

HARDING Damisn, surely you're not talking ahout science

fiction, »ut arout the wvast wulk of what we call
pap literature, the romences, the thrillers, the westerns,
They all have the same general deficiency. It's for people
vho don't think when they read. I know., RBut surely...

RRODERICK But science fiction is the apotheosis of this
thing, hecause it comes from fairy stories,

It's pure fantasy. It's got no relation to resl life., It

has got relation to fantasy life, btut the romance thing...

VOICKE What's real life?

PRODAERICK We're doing it now.
22 S F COubibNTARY IIT 22



HARDING You're decing ite I'm & *,

WHITEFORD Well, how abhout a thing like Danicl Keysa'
; FLOWERS FOR ALGERNON? You couldn't say that
it's not well written.

FOYSTLR I could (helpfully)
(Another agreed)
That's two out of six.

WEITAFORD What do you think, George?
TURNER I only read the original short story. I would

say it was an extremely good Job indeed, A tech-
nical triumph for a start.... An emotional one also, And,
as for having no relationship to real 1life, I suggest that
it does. And every story does, And that conversely no story
is real.fvery story is fantasy, no matter whether it is
MOBY DICK or LAST AND FIRST MEN. But the relationship to
life is traere,

Keyes was considering a prohlem which does exist in every-
day 1life, and it exists in mental hospitals in particular:
the prohlem of approaching life and receding from it. He
chose a rather way-out method of expressing it, but he put
the question very strongly indeed. He didn't offer any ans-
wers, hecause that's not a novelist's husiness. You mgght
say, in the same way, . and this gets hack to something
else Damien said, that the mainstream can't handle these
ideas, Now I would point out that some of the hest science
fiction, or that stuff that science fiction readers have
claimed for their own is in faet mainstream literature.
LaST AND FIRST MAN is a novel ahout the nature of God.
It's a theological novel, and that is what the writer int-
ended, He was not writing science fiction, He used the
science fiction trappings, but that was secondary to his
intention,

HARDING Why 4id he use the trappings, George?

TURNER Because they suited his method of handling it.

He was not writing an exciting story simply to
show you what the various mutations of the future could
re, He was writing a hook ahout the nature of God and exp-~
ressing it as a series of steps involving at last the ent-
ire universe. '

You might say in the same way that BRAVE NEX¥ WORLD was not
science fiction. Huxley was writing a very bhitter black com
—~edy, possibly the only hlack comedy in science fiction,
And its relationship to life is very strong indeed. He was
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saying, literally, if this goes on... watch out, boys. But
he was not writing it as entertaining science fiction. He
was writing about a possikle future, or what he considered
to he a possihle fubture, as a warning to an undisciplined
present. And I think this goes for nearly all the hest work
which we like to think i1s science fiction. Rasically it
isn't., It's jugt using the method - that's all,

WHITEFORD What abtout FAHRBNHAIT 451, which we saw last
night?

FOYSTER I'd go along with Georgs here, too., 1984 is some
—-times thought of as heing science fiction. In
fact 1984 grew entirely out of George Orwell's exveriences
in the air-~raids in Britain in 1940, 41 and 42. Vhat he
wrote at that tiae appears almost word for word in the most
horrifying parts of 1984, And in fact, as Lee suggests,
science fiction is what has heen published since April
1926 in magazines entitled AMAZING STORILS, ASTOUNDING
STORIES OF SUPLR SCIENCA... ete, There's no science fiction
that has heen puhlished outside those masgazines, or outside
hardcover and paperback publishers who hought stories which
were like the onss in the magazines.

HARDING John, why did yomn look at me cross-eyed the
other day and say that 1984 wes the second-hest
science fiction novel you have ever rcad?

FOYSTER It certainly is. But it wasn't written as science
fiction. What I read something to he and what it
was written as are entirely different things.

00 00 00 009
Well, we've heen - that is everyone else has bheszn talking
and I've heen listening, and you have too - about the
ideas involved in science fiction, amd whether or rather
why thess are bad, why the treatment's had - things of this
kind,

Now there is of course the technical =ide which Jack and
Damien and George have all mentioned: the actual writing of
the work. Now my contention is that in science fiction this
particular standard, perhaps akove all others , is had. The
standard is very poor.

I choose Theodore Sturgeon first —~ a storv ecalled THUNDER
AND ROGSES.

HARDING But that's a sacred cowl
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TURNER Time 1t was knocked over.

FOYSTER Naturally, of course, I never look very far in
thege stories, and it took arout a paragraph.

'"When Pete uiawser learned ahout the show, he turned away
from the G.li.., bhulletin hoard, touched his long chin,
and determined to shave, in spite of the fact that the
show would he video, and he would see it in his harr-
acks, He had an hour and a half, It felt good to have a
purpose again - even the small magtter of shaving hefore
eight o' clock, Eight o' clock Tuesday, just the way
it used %o he, Everyone used to say, Wednesday morning,
'How atout the way Starr sang THE PREEZE AND I last
night?'™"

Isn't that tremendous? Peavtiful writing, that. You
know what he did? "He determined to shave'.

(Laughter)
Now, I just pick up a raczor.
(Laughter)

Some peopnle decide to shave. & guy who doesn't talk in sent
-ences ... 'fight o'clock Tuesday, just the way it used to
he," .... is he going to "ggiggmine" to shave? And the

answer ' is that no, he doesn’t.
VOICE Doesn't shave?
(Laughter)

FOYST &R At the last Convention ((1966: RG)) Ronert Hein-
lein was presented -~ you know, there was a 1lot

of discussion hetween Christopher Jay and John Baxter - and

the thing that was singled out for Heinlein was his dialogue

"Tremendous dialogue”", they said., I quote from a story en-

titled RLOWUPS HAPPUN :

“fPut down that wrench]'

The man addressed tumed slowly around and faced the
speaker., His exvnression was hidden by a grotesque hel-
met, part of a heavy lead and cadmium armour which
shielded his entire hrody., But the tone of voice in
which he answered showed nervous exasperatlon,

"What the hell's eatin' you, doc?'"

(Laughter)
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Well, you can see the contrast hetween the first command,
the paragraph of description and this cheracter who's
heen ahused, in his response. This seems naturalistic en-
ough dialogue. Would you like to hear the next thing the
gentleman who said "What the hell's eatin' on you,doc?"
said? This is what he said:

"TJust as you say, Doctor Szilard, mat send for your
relief too. I shall demand an imnediste hearing'"

(Groans)

Now this is not naturalistic dialogue, as George saild.
People don't talk one way now and, in the heat of the mo-
ment, a different way.

WHITER ORD Schizophrenic....

FOYSTiER Now these two hlokes are supposed to he pretty

good. Is this sort of thing repressntative of
science fietion? And if it is, is it enough to wipe science
fiction as literature completely? Damien first.

BRNDERICK I don’'t know what to say, bhecause my preconc-

eptions are such that I've wined it already
for other reasons. Well, this is another stab in the hack,
To me it's a stah in the rack to the neonle who read i¥b,
too, and those who get enthusiastic arout it. You can't
simply say that science fiction is grotty 0ld ruhhish with~
out saying that the people who enthuse over it... that
their standards are in soue ways shavrhy, that their reading
is lacking in perceptivensss and a numher of other coroll-
aries, which I won't g0 on with because I don't want to get
beaten up., (Laugh..)

PAT TLERRY Could we hear ths origina! question read
please?

FOYSTHER Well, hasically the problem is...

TeERRY I asked for the original questidn... to be re-read
FOYST R Well, if 1 had it written in front of me, Pat.
What 1 had written...
TERRY As you read the guestion out will you please re-
read it?

FOYSTAR I think wy question...

THRRY I don't want you to think, I just want you to read
the cuestion as you read it,

(Train whistls interrupts recording).
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FOYSTER Yhy is s f so hadly writsen?

TERRY “ell, that's ... ruhbish,.
FOYSTZR That's right. It was not read.

TERRY You said "Why is there so much rubhish heing
written?'

FOYSTER That was the first question, Pat.
TERRY That's the one I wanted to hear.

FOYSTER Oh I'm sorry...

TERRY And I want... to define what is runhish.

FOYSTER Science fiction?

(Laughter)

TBURY In any case, can any one man speak?... he can't
speak for everyone else.

FOYSTER This is quite true.

TERRY for any author that writes a bhook and ii: putz in

any detail..... unless the author hiuselTiees eoes
that that was what he wrote when he wrote it,

(Transcriher: This is incomplete, hut the following answer
will help to explain those parts of the gquestion not caught
from the audience hy a chsap microphone).,

FOYSTER What do you say, George?
TURN&WE This is a very difficult argunent to counter,

hecause - there is an answer to it, by the way,
and I'm going to attempt it - but it may involve carrying
us intec some rather deep water in regard to how literary
historians, critics and technicians work.

Now in a lot of cases we do know what the author intended
hecause they told us, either in letters which have heen

dug out or in talks or in forewords or in afterwords and
things of that sort. But this isn't the only source of inf-
ormation, When a man has produced twenty or thirty stories,
and half a dozen novels, there are certain things which he
cannot hide. And those are his attitudes. When an attitude
is repeated time and time again throughout the hody of a
man's work, you are reasonahly justified in attrihuting to
hiin certain wotives and certain principles of operation.
And you can 4o this with alaost any anthor who has published
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a reasonahle amount of work - say 200,000 words or hetter.

This is not & simple thing to do, and you can get into some
rather silly positions attempting it unless you're pretiy
thoroughly quvalified. But with fairly simple work, and most
science fiction is sizple, there are certain things that
stick oubt, and you can't avoid them, Heinlein's megalomania
is one. Sturg:on's sedisii is another, A lot of people say
it's nice humanistic thinking. It isn't,.It's straight
sadism, and take a good look at it next time you read a
Sturgeon story. Then tell me it isn't.

So, given a knowledge of a man's previous work we can rea--
sonarly decide what is the motivation of what we're reading
at the moment. We won't always re right., Sometimes we'll

do him an injustice, hut in general we can tell fairly
well,

Put the gentleman is quite right in saying, of course,
that one's man's opinion does not make a fact. It most
certainly doesn't, It's only nhy a concenmsus of opinion
that we can achieve, not necessarily a fact, hut at least
a numrer of ideas with which to work and trv to arrive at
some kind of definition or idea of onr own. Anyhody who
goes away from here sayving "I believe this hloke or this
bloke or this hloke was right" is doing science fiction an
injustice, hecause he's not doing any thinking for himself,
Everyone of us is going to he wrong on some point. Every
one of us has a reasasable chance of heing right on some
other point. Put I ihink it's only fair to say that when
any man has puhlished a fair rody of work he has told an
awful lot arout hiuse f that he didn't inb:snd to. And he's
generally most surprised when you point it out to him.

I've had something like 300 c¢lippings of my own work and
every now and then I read throngh them, and find out things
that I realise are true, that somehody ¢lse perceived,

and that I didn't know 1 possessed, or didn't know I was
prod¢rcing in the work, Occasionally I find things that are
wnjust, rut every now and then something comes through that
is true., Ané in myself I feel it. And that is why I'm so
certain that with careful reading of any man's work you

can find his wotives, and his intentions, and he 95k
right.

HARDING Give ns an example from the science fiction
field, applying these technigues, I'm sure the

attendezs would he interested,

TURNER Well, let's ses, I'1l have to think fast.

HARDING Well, Heinlein, he's easy. Or s>tmrgeon?
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TURNLR No, let's €0 hack a hit fnrther, 4 hook that prac
~tically everyrody who rsads science fiction has
read at some stage of the game: THE FIRST wEN IN THE MOON,.

Now, when anyhody critidzes THE FIRST MEN IN THE MOON the
first thing you get is a howl ahrout the impossinhility of
cavorite, Grented, And I suggest it doesn't matter a damn,
Wells wanted to get his people off the ground. He did some
rather sloppy thinking, which is unlike Wells, hecause he
was generally pretty right in his ideas, »ut he ignored
little things like the conservation of cnergy and the fact
that you can't get something for nothing.

RPut he got his people off the ground, and I suggest in this
case that it didn't matter hecause he was not writing a
novel ahout anti-gravity, nor was he writing a novel ahout
interplanetzry travel, though hoth these things came into
it., What he was writing ahout was the possiwiiity of an-
other type of civilization, at least as good as our own,
equally as effective, and utterly different frasn anything
we can understand, -

Now, how do we know that this is what he was doing? Ve
know because ths fact is mentioned in the dialogue in the
first chapter, for a start. You don't notice it when you
are reading the hook., It's just an o0dd hit of CizTagve
that passes by. 1t's only the second or third v... vouwld
that it sinks in.

We know bhecause of the way the hook is constructed. Wells
was a very gareful constructor of his plots and he first of
all got his two characters together, and alone, in space
and made his first point, that as ceivilized human heings
they couldn't get on together, Again, it passes hy, not
particularly noticed hecause it siuply impinges on you as
something you'd expect anyway.

He gets his people onto the moon, 2m then he gives you

the first hint of what's to come. He first of all gives you
quite a lot of detail drawn from contemporary telescopic
research and scientific articles giving some gemeral idea
of what conditions could he like, and then, little hy
little, he ovnens it up further and furt-er, getting further
away from fact and more into fantasy until he's got you atb
the point he wanted you to he; when you're ready to accept
anything,

And thenhe hits with the idea that is quite co.monplace
today, btut which in 1901 or thereahouts, when the hook
was written, came home with a hang - that we are not nec-
essarily the lords of creation. That was all he had to
say. And he spent the first three guarters of the hook
getting ready to say it, and then he said it.
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We know, from careful reading of the hook, that that was
his intent ion hecause every single thing that went vefore
it vuilt up to that one point and one statesent. Now that
is what 1 mean bty literary detective work, when you're
looking for motivation and irntention. You cannot find it in
a single reading. You have to come hack to the thing and
understand it thoroughly. And you discover, little bhy
litsle, that all the things that seemed to be just wordage
in fact had their place - wsre put there to prepare pur
mind for what was coming, and in the case of FIRST wmill IN
THE MOON re .ives it to you in ahout the third last chap-
ter, And he spent the whole of the bhook preparing for
thas.

FOYST R Anyone else?
VOISAE What's the message of the INVISIBLE [MANY

TURNER The message of THE INVISIRLL MAN is a very
simple one, that invisihility..

(Rlorp) (Microphone fell over)

(Lazghter)

FOISTER (After much fooling around with the macrophone)
Yiell, shall we tackle another aspect of this

sunject? Or, does arnvone else want to get their two cents!

warth? $2.50 worth?

MERVYN BINNS There's just one thing 1'd like to say...

EAEDING No, no, not yet, iMervyn
YOYSTER You can ask a question, Merv,
(Chuckles)
Right iderv.
BINIS lihat does the panel think of the idea that good
science fiction must have good scientific ideas?
The science in the hook is not inaccurate,
FOYSTER You must he my straight man. Lee?
HARDING I don't write science fiction, John.
FOYSTER Right. George?

TURNER I think it's essential if you're going to call it
science fiction., If the science is wpong call it
something else,
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FOYSTER Damien?

BRODELICK I don't know why it was called science fiction
rut I'd roughly agree: it's not. So it doesn't
have to he scientific.

WHITEF ORD I think the main thing is the people in it,
but if you're using science it should he acc~—
urate where you do use it.

FOYSTER Jack?
WODHALS It's a device...

FOYSTLR Now you see2, here we've got a couple of differ-

ent viewpoints. Some people say it’'s essential.,
Some veople say it's a device. Ye could perhaps come in
the widdle and say it's important.

Well now, what are we going to do when the science is
wrong? 1 don't mean that the guy had people walking around
on their heads or anything like that, but just that it's

a little bit simple-minded. I'11 explain what 1 mean,

You prohably all know a story by Arthur Porges, called THE

RUUM, It's a very impressive story arout this... well, it's
a very impressive stor y. But the science par: &0 hegse
can get a little thing like this that destroys crezyiiia

within a hundred yards or not - that doesn't matiter. He can
invent that. But he can't do this. And this is the opening
section, and it's guite senarate from the actual story:

(Transcriher: Guotes whole of story down to "And on earth
it wa? the Age of Reptiles.” You copy it from a hook, Gill-
espile). :

(RG: You =———=w , Foyster, I've never heard of the thing hef-
ore this moment. Everyhody look up their own copies of
THE RUUM) .

1 was very impressed when I read this first, Because it is
heantifully bhuilt up and the prohlem that occurs on Zarth
is a genuinelyv-motivated one. This sort of thineg could
happen: the guy leaves his ruum hehind accidentally and
he's going to come rack and get it. Rut he gets heaten up.
(Laughter)

But how ahout that billion-year orhit?

(Laughter)

TURNLR Some star:
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FOYSTER That's a tloody hig orhit.

WHITEE ORD Also remarkanrls is that he got to Rigel,
whiech is, from memory, 546 light years away.

FOYSTER Inportant fact, important fact. Now you see,
he's got interstellar overdrive, so he can crack
the 540 light years witrin a couple of weeks all right,
hubeseo it's possible to do a little wit of mathematics here
A hillion year orhit around Rigel has a minimum diameter
of fiftv light years (ThRanscriber: probably meant radius).
In the region of Rigel and within 50 light years of it you
would find samething of the order of 300 stars, one of
which might just possibly have a grecater attraction than
Rigel,

(Laughter)
TURNER He's solved the three-hody prohlem,

WHITSZFORD Could I interrupt for a second? They talk

ahout the Vanguard as having a 2000 year
orhit, mecaning that it goes on orhiting for two thousand
years hefore it finally decays. The actual orhiting time is
only an hour and...

FOYSTER He says "a billion year orrit". Orhit is usua-
lly applied to th» . -riod. I think they would say that Van-
guard orhits for 2J3C years, hut a 2000 yecar orbhit is a
different thing.

HARDING Yes, euné "ais is relatively new., 1t wasn't in
use at the time of the story...

FOYSTER Not in 1954.
WHITLFORD .The point 1s that he should have made 1t clear

HARDING He just wanted a superlative,
FCUSTER This is the point; this is the very point. He

just wanted to have a nice hig figure, so that
we'd he impressed. But he picked the wrong figure.

Now I've got another example here, of a hloke doing
a similar thing., It is J.T, WleIntosh -~ or u'Intosh, as Dick
says -~ and it's no douht a good story, but he just wants

to have s mething impressive, and he jiggers it.

"THE RLISS OF SOLITUDE.

Ord sat in his swivel chair and surveyed the Solar Sys-
tem., The clarity of vision, unimpeded by the two-~-hundred
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mils curtain of Earth's atmosphere, was such that, from

his position in Pluto's orhit, he could see with the
naked eye, every one of the planets except Pluto 1t-
s21f, hiding in a cluster of bhright stars, and llerc-
ury, eclipsed at tke moment, hy the sun." :

(Laughter)

Hand u~ all those who have ever seen ilercury? From the
Barth's orhit....

Now, in fact, fram Pluto’'s ortit the sun is a crummy
little star. It's not as hright as Sirius (Transcriher:
Idiot, can't you get anybthing right?). It is possinle,
we think it's possinle, Jjust possibhle, that you might
be akrle to see Jupiter on a clear night,

HARDING Is it significant that this was published
in GALAXY and not ASTOUNDING? wWouuld Camphell

have let that through, do you think?

FOYSTER (Despairingly) Probahly. What do you think,
Jack?

WODHAS I don't think that where it was published
matters particularly. I do thi2iz “hat this

is again a little gloss that has heen puwv or = @ . %'s
wrong.
TURNLR Well, wr Camphell is quite ﬁrepared to accept

a few things so long as they're nice convent-
ions, He hasn't owjected to invisihility in snite of
the fact that they'd all he hlind...

FOYSTER There's another sort of provrlem, though, a

little nit different. This 1s where you are
reading a story which you accept »ut mayhe there's some
-thing that trourles you ahout it. It mightn't bve sci-
entifically inaccurate, hut you just can't helieve it:
how ahout this, Leigh Edmonds?

Isaac Asdmov's NIGHTFALL. You will recall, perhaps,
that in this story the sun never sets on this partic-
ular planet. It surrounds hundreds of little stars -
six in fact, none of them very bright, and at the time
of the action of the story only th: red dwarf is in the
sky., and the plot, I suppose, amounts to the fact that
the sun sets,

Unfortunately there's a religious order who helieve
that this means the end of the universe, and they
preach about the sudden coming of, in capital letters,
THZ STARS. And in faet 0ld Isaac gets all worked up.
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Eventually the swun sets and he looks up at the hlood-curd-
ling hrlackness... "through it shone the stars, Not Earth's
feerle 3600 stars visihle to the sys., Lagash"(the name of
this place, if you'll excusc me)"was in the centrz of a
giant cluster. Thirty thovsand mighty suns shone down in
the soul-seartng svlendour" zte ete. You can imagine the
situation, Thirty thousand mighty suns, eh?

TURNEZR There are a lot of unfortunate things ahout that
passage, Tnings that really stop you. For inst-

ance, Lagash is the name of an ancient city on Zarth, which

immediately makes you stop, and you're outside the story.

FOYSTEZR Don't you fecl unecasy ahout these thirty thou-
sand nighty suns?

HARDING It would ®he rather rright, wouldn't it?

FOYSTER And yet they appearcd suddenly, and this when
there was only a red dwarf, which glows dimly.

And yet you could not say: "No, it couldn't happen that
way" hecsuse Isaac is very clever and he doesn't say how
densely populatesd this cluster is, so you can't tell how
bright these stars would individually he., They would all bhe
rrighter than Sirvius, and Sirius is not visible to the
naked eye in the daytime - not on Barth.

But Venus is, and uwnioubtedly some of these would be vis—
ivle in darth dayi:gi., But this is not something ahout
which one can say: yc. are wrong, mate, It's just something
you feel uneasy ahout,

And I was asked.... Mr, Aldiss, this is for you. I was asked
to pick out something from a Brian Aldiss story too.

This meant I had to find a RBrian Aldiss story. Fortunately
I had one. It's ahrout POOrR LITTLE, er, POOR LITTLEL WARRIOR.
A guny goes hack into the past, and he's hunting for pre-
historic monsters and he comes across a hrontosaurus. You
know what a Prontosanrus is: it's that great hig long fell-
ow who lives in the water, weighs ahout 100 ton. You know
what re does? You won't helieve this. I didn't helieve itb.
It's got parasites. 4nd, well, they're wigger than the
hloke is, you see. And, you know what a hrontosaurus looks
like, don't you? It's a rig slimy thing covered with fat
and weeds and it eats... it's a vzgetarian. He says it's
got smelly hreath, too.

(Langhter)

You know, does surray Rose have smelly breath?

Anyway, you know what this parasite does? It cocks its leg...
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acainst one of the brontosaurus' vertebrrae,
HAKDING  Oh.

FOYSTLR How would you go ahout cocking youvr leg against
a whale's verbtehra? - which is the approximate
equivalent,

(Laughter)

Now this sort of thing is not the same as a story being sci
-ent ifically inaccurate in the sense of, =2s I sa d, some-
one walking around on their head, or hreathing ordinary air
on the asteroids, This is Jjust someone writing, and he says
"I'11 put in a nice bit here" and he pubs it in and it's
wrong, and this jars your fezling for the story.

Now, two questions, I think, arise out of this. Is this
widespread? And if it is, what can »e done ahout it? Or
should anything he done ahout it?

TURNER Frankly, I think that that sort of thing, taking

the particular example of Aldiss - I don't think
that sort of thing matters very much. No writer ever turns
out a perfect work, unless it is very very short indced.
And you do, you must, make certain allowances. You ean't
ask for perfection the whole time. What you do ask far, I
think, is that the total effect of the work should be imp-
ressive. And if a couple of details strike you on the way,
well, if you like the work you forgive 'em, anmd if you
don't, you tzar hell out of them.

FOYSTER Quite right... Damien?

BRODSRICK I'd roughly agree., I think that this is one of
the probvlems that s £ is heir to because it
takes on the whole universe and each story has got to he
different from the one bvefore it. And hecause it is hasic-
ally, in my view, a sort of adventurc~stimulus thing.
You've got to have lots of lush hackeground detail flopping
through it, and to he consistent akrout all these things,
then you've got to whip in three new sciences in every
story - you'd have to bhe a genius or something like that,
You'd have to spend a hell of a lot of time in the linhrary
and I just don't think that you can expect that of a writer

WODHALS %Well, I don't know, it sounded like a funny

story to me, I find it very amusing to deal
with it personally. I can Jjust ianagine one of these paras—
ites running alnng and you could make something of thdt,
You're out of c¢wmtext really, a 1little nit. Science is to
be used. To say something, I suppose. As I've said nefore,
I try to he amusing and I amuse myself. And I'm not too

35 S F  COmbisNTsRY I1X &5



serious ahout anything. I've got something coming up which
you'll prohably, mathematically, tear to pieces,

HARDING John, don't you think a lot of us take science
fiction rather seriously? I recall at the last
Convention Dick Jenssen asking,.. suggesting th=t it was
§hou§ as worthwhile as discussing THE HEsRT OF JULIET
ONES.

FOYSTER True. I think you've got to look at it this way,

Lee. If you're going to discuss science fiction
at all, then it must be done seriously. I don't think you
can discuss science fiction frivolously. I mean, I can any
R EEM I G, )

HARDING Ies.,
(Laughter)

FOYSTER 1 think if you want to really discuss science

fiction you have to he serious. This means you
can't play around. I think it means that you have got to
apply souie of these tough criteria that George and Damien
have heen talking ahout. If you are not you are only kidd-
ing yourself,

Rut that doesn't mean that other people have to think you
are serious., And so, when I read penple talking ahoutb

Keith Laumer being, not just a good author or writing good
stories, bhut a Great Author... well then I have to ask
myself "To what extent is this hloke kidding himself?" And
I think.-that we are/ja 8cience Fiction Convention: we're
discussing science fiction, for want of something better to
discuss, Well, let's at least do it seriously.

HARDING I think iichael wmoorcock, & _propos of this, said
at a Convention once: "There's nothing wrong
with fairy tales, the reading of fairy tales snd the read-
ing science fiction and the readin:s of fantasy, but there
is something definitely wrong with a mature adult who recads
nothing else." Would you agree with this point of view?

FOYSTER I don't know why I should have to answer the
guestions.

(Laughter)

No, I would not say that there was necessarily anything
wrong with someone who read... an adult person who read
only science fiction. There is nothing seriously wrong with
an adult person who doesn't read anything.

I guess that makes me a Fireman. (Lavghter)
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keading is something that some people do. Reading science
fiction 1s sowething that an even smaller numher of people
do, Playing foothall is something a swmall number of people
do., None of these things mean that there's anything wrong
with a person, If you read science fiction, and you think
you're Kimball Kinnison... and you take off at night...
This in fact happened: somesone d4id think this. If you
think you're Superman and jump out of a window, then thers
is something wrong. But it is exactly the same sort of
thing that is wrong with someone who does anything else and
is so harmed hy it. Science fiction is just another form of
idiosyncracy: it's not lunacy.

HARDING Can we guote you on that? (Got you into a corn-
er on that one, didn't I?).

FOYSTER But I think we were talking ahout the serious-
ness of it and, in particular, to vhat extent
ge can forgive scientifiec slips, not errors.

WHITEFORD Well, 1'd agree with that, It all hoils down

to a definition really., It depends what you
define as science fiction. I think you'd probahly get as
many definitions as you'd get people becauses it is some-
thing that btlurs ihto other forms.

HARDING Let's not define it., Let's write it.
WHITEFORD That's the main point, I think....

TURNER 1 thinlx there are otler kinds of error which are

far more serious. For instance, one thing you can
do with any science fiction story dealing with, shall we
say, the local galactic patrol, is that you can pick imm-
gdiately just who has been in the Armed Forces and who
hasn't.

(Laughter)

WHITEFORD And who has heen in the avy and who the Air
Force.

TURNER And that sort of noasense is unforgivahle, bhec—

ause it is quite easy to find out how these thing
are done.

WODHAMS Rut it is not necessary that they are done at

that time, in the same way. If I wrote sowmething
arout intergalactics... I have no% been in ths Army, Navy
or Air Force hecaus:z 1 was, ah, unfit, But I invent my own
damnad Army Commander, and if he wants to run it upside
down, and if he has his crcw running around on their hands...

TURNLR Nevertheless, there is one crew 1 won't have,
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and that is the crew of what is descrihed as a tightly-dis~
cinlined ship wherein the local stoker or whatever he may

be addresses the Admiral as "Jdoe'.
(Laughter)
WODHAMS I got chawed out recently by a lawyer over a

story 1 wrote. It appear 4@ in ANALOG. And he
wrote to me all ahout this legal jargon, saying that this
is not done and that is not done. 4nd I didn't give a
damn how he ran his court. It was more or less not too far
in the future, wut it was far enough in the fubture not to
te real and if I wanted my constahrles to call the judge
Your Honour, or Your vorship... I mean I con't know how
they address people in courts, or all the rigmarols, and
he was upset hy this. And 1 deliberately d:dn't locate
the place in any particular counbry,to get away from this.
The legal stuff was important to the story, in my opinion,
I was trying to say something else, and the legal thing
was just soiething to hang it on. I didn't want to he
stuck with it. I don't want to he limited. I don't want
to he limited., I don't want to he a lawyer Jjust to write
one lousy little story. 4nd I don't want to he a physic-
ist to write ahout...

HARDING You can have your reference hooks... Lon't he
lazyl.
WODHAMS Put you get these wlokes who know it inside outb

and they tsar you to pieccs, and that is not
important. You're talking ahout the scientific stuff in
the magazines, then the scientific stuff is not really imp-
ortant,

HARD'_I.I_\IE NO . the va i t ingn L

WODHAMS The writing is iaportant, and what rru're doing

with it., Zou're dealing with »oosic ¢seentially,
not things. You're interested in what happens to the people
not what happens to the computer.

HARDING Camphell is,

Vi ODLLAM S Is he?

I'm not learning - any particular thing, and if 1 write
a story akrout, say, a doctor, well, how he cuts his pat-

ients in hglf, and what he does is immaterial. Just how he

achieves this I don's eare,

HARDING You've got diplomatic imuunity hecause it is in
the future.
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WOLUHAMS siore or less. It's a technical....
HaRDING I dissgree,
(Confused murmurs)

WHITEFORD If you do want to descrihe an operation I

thin it%t's a thing that... well, if I get a
situation like that well I write straight through the
thing and then do a »it of checking up.

(Laughter)
I come hack and fix it up. And hope I haven't made a hlue,

WODHAMS Put say they don't helieve von. You might hel-
ieve that eventually you might he ahle to trans-

fer one hrain from one person to another. Now the ahility
to do this ~ tre technical.., It might never occur, But it
night, So what happens if yon put one brain into another
man's hody? It doesn’t matter how this is achieved, It
doesn't mean anything. It's a gimmick, and if science
fiction peovle are so trained that they accept this...

WHITLFORD RBut suppose you say veople are doing it in
1975 or...
ViODHAWM S But so long as it is not next year, it is still

not now, Now I'vsuwritten a-story arout... which
as 1 said, «r Foyster here will chew up..But it involves
going into an orhit again, It's a million wmile or so orh-
it and it's done in an hour, Now they're weightless,

FOYSTER That's all right.

WODHALS Good, now I don't know exactly what will happen
in a million mile orhit, rut I wanted that veh-
icle hack in the same place every time, for my convenience,

HaRDING And Camprell hasn't hought it?

WODHALS I dian't want this thing going off into space
- I wanted it to come hack. And so that's the
way I made 1it.

Put I rationalized to myself, saying, well, a million mile
orhit in an hour... how far will it travel in a second? And
in a second it would he travelling more B less in a
gtraight line; for a minute more or less/ a straight line,
How much centrifngal force can you get out of a straight
line? So I thought... that'll do.

(Gales of laughter),
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And this is good enough for me,

TURNER Iou know, Jack, a simple call to the local... to
any major clty lirrary would get you that infor-
mation,
WODHALID Ies, hut how much time have 1 ot to go flail-
ing through all these indexes?
TURNER No, you Just ring up and ask them. Tell them

what you want. Then hang onto the phone and they
go and get it for you.

HARD ING Well, 1'11 improve the science in mine when
I've iaproved the writing.

WODHALIS Well, it's to entertain, primarily, and the tech
-nical stuff comes after. Bub I don't want to

educate people, I don't want to have too much science in
the story.

HARDING It vogs it dovm,

WHITEF ORD BPut doesn’t it hoil “own to what, I think it
was BL.ud. Forster said, avout writing - any

sort of writing - that it depnends on the willing suspension

of disrelief on the part of the reader. Anything that's

bad enough to jolt - like some of those things John read

out a little while ago - this is why they are had, Because

they make the reader stand hrack from the story, and then

he realises that it....

WODHALS Thetds a lot of detail goes in that is not really
necessary.

HARDING Like pcor 014 Arthur Clarke's FALL OF HOONDUST.
You know thre ship that siiks hundr:”: 2nd hundre

eds of feet into the dust? Doesn't seem ve.o: Likely now,

does it, John?

WODHAMS That's his tough luck.

FOYST LR I think soweone wmentioned here ahout entertaining

(Laughter)

Perhaps we could 6o souwe. &né to close off this IT1l ask
these gentlemwen what they like most about science fiction.

HARDING Damien's gone, you notice,
FOYSTEk George, what do you like niost arout science
fiction?
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TURNZR Oh 1'.. agraid this is theoretical, I like to
read science fiction hest ..., this is just lead-

iig up to it,.. I like to read science fiction hest when

I am heavily involved in writing a novel of my own. Be-

cause 1 can read it without thinking,

(Groans)

HARDING Well, only recently I've heen reading a lot of
science fiction since we started this damned
review, Prior to that I read science fiction for pretty
much the same reasons as Gecorge, When I wanted to relax,
and, perhaps, not think a little - perhaps the same way
that professors read crime stories, There’s the fillip
of the matheumatical puzzle to he worked out and in the
science fiction story there'’s a little wit of entertain-
ment with perhaps a little hit of £illip to i%. Not so
much make you think, George bhut stimulate the sort of
process that wouldn't ke there if you read something much

WOT'SE,.

WHIT uF OKD Well, I 1like it hecause of the freedom of it,

actually. You've got a higeer range of poss-
ivle things happening. You can at least see what happens
to characters in environuients that you couldn't possibvly
he working with in realistic fietion, and introducce sibu-
ations that you don't get usually, or that have he:zn
thrashed to death, if you set your story in a facbory or
in an office, or in an ordinary village or something of
that sort. Well, there have heen so aany of these that you
have virtually no choice, unless you are very luckyand hit
on saue fresh little aspect which is very very hard to

find...

FOYSTER Let me reword the question when it comes to
Jack ¥Wwodhams,

(Laughter)
Do you like science fiction?

WODHAMS Some of it. I don't really hecause 1'i a fan -

hecause 1'. not a fan., I like to read it and if
I et partway throngh it and I édon't like it... I haven't
auch tiie to read fiction at all, of any kind, thesc days
hecause I am trying to brush up on thess facts that I said
were not important earlier,

(Laughter)

I get the SCIENCk JOURNAL, TIuE magazine and hooksS On...l'm
picking up on psychology, philosophy and... stuff like that
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and trying to improve my wind, yon know. Weich I don't
think science fiction does. Not generally, Good science
fietion, I hzar you say. What is good science fiction?

. And you go vight back to the heginning,

JOHN PANGSUND 1'd just like to hear why one Pat Terry
likes s f.

TARRY Because it's damned good reading.
(Applause and stomping).

And if I were a science fiction author I'd like it hecsguse
it brings in the money.

(Avrupt exit hy audience for refreshments. Ursnscriber and
present typist fall numb to the floor. Trenscript, some-
what shakily, ends.)
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(Continusd from Page 4) INTRODUCTLON to 1968 MaLROUKNE
SCIANCHE r ICTION CONFARENCE REPORT:

teenager? Not just bhecause it is escape fiction, surely?
Ffantasy is en céssentisl part of the educational process,

I would have thought the ohvious point, which nohody in
particular raised, would bhe that science fiction presents

a destructive, not a constructive fantasy life, Why? Not
hecause it is careless ahout science or sex or any othar
particular featurec. The inost horrifying feature of most s f
is surely its view of man himself - its moral objectionahil-
ity. ;

Not that it so muvch offends ag moral judements, or your
soral judements, htubt that it blunts the .ahility of any

of its readers to make such judgments, Yher=s violence and
trickery and Supa-Science can solve all prcenllis, where
docs the independent exercisz of the human judement fit

in%

These documents must inspirs sermons, No w1atter, There's
prohahly more than enough to keep all rcaders occupied for
twc more years., Please write,

The readahle part of this transcrint was typed hy John
mangsund (who else?) gquite,.., sané..., tine... ago.

Letters and reviews and other essential services in the
next issue., 1'11 remnind the dilatory that some interest
is required hefore receiving any more copies by post. I'u
no philanthropist, like some peonle we were told awout,
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GEORGE TURNmR ¢ NEW YEaAR BLULS

The s £ New Year has certainly opencd with a whimper.
Christmas is usually a dull period for bhooks, with all
those ponderous gift productions and coffee tarle johs
rising like Rarel into unintelligihility, hut as I write
this in mid-ilarch 1ittle has happened to offer hope for
hetter,

Particularly in s f.

On the magazine front we have had the Deceater and Jan-
uary ANALOGs containing hetween them two reascnes 1y enter-
taining stories - THE CUSTODLANS and PIPSLING - and &ll
the rest of the mixture as before, Also Harry Stine's
hysterical rcview of 2001 (the novel) as a counterweight
to his previous hysterical anti-review of the film. Both
must he read to be helieved,

The December IF gave ton »illing to the worst Aziuov
story to appear in yeers, He orviously dictated it over
lunch while he was thinking arout something else. It alse
contained three drear: and secondhand short storics, plus
an instalment of THYE COuAUTER CONSPIRACY, which is lack
Reynolds at his wordy worst,

RPut it also contained - bright spot in the gloom - a
tale hy J.G. Rallard which was original in concention,
written in English and was actually a story., Just as
though Rallard@ had forgotten himself and returned to first
principles to turn out something of intercst. It is called
THE COMSAT ANGELS and is quite entertaining and of no imp-
ortance excent that it sho s the author contemplating some-
thing other than the inside of his own head.

Decemher GALATY offered us one of the predictarle And-
erson novellas featuring one of his bhoring Amazons as
heroine and made some pcint or other ahout cannihalism and
cultural prejudice, while Fritz Leitrer added further con-
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fusion to the Nativity story and John Wyndham retvrned with
a story he aust regret having written. Dear old politiecal
philosopher liack Reynolds was also present, lecturing

like mad.

And the short list for Award voting at the Convention
has appeared. It would wma'e a strong man hlench,

BRUCLE GILLLSPIS

It would ne stretching a point to say that I find orig-
inality in this collesction of the American s f magazines,
I can say that I find some pleasure in some offerings,
and this in itself is unususl, Put why do I still find
pleasure in unoriginality? Or perhaps do I niss sone
rays of hoape that still glimumer from the mountains of med-
iocrity?

The magazines remain (hrarely) readarls, not hecanse of
the average gunality of the fiction offered, bhut bhecause of
the occasional surprises. The magazines do not take much
longer to read than comic rooks with an equivalent number
nf pages, and one can still afford to slip through the muck
to £find the occasional speck of gold.

Or... speck of prrites? Take the greatest surprise of
the threes nmonths - the unexpected flare of classy writing
from Queenslander Jack Wodhams, Wodhams' conversation-
pieces-cuw-£0AL0G-lectures, are infauous. Indeed, except
for one snappy litile cffering in NEW WRITINGS, we had glv-
en up hope that Ja.k would ever produce anything else,They
nave hecone less and less funny, and wore and more didactic

SPLIT PERSONALITY (ANALOG, Noveriher) is therefore quite
a surprise, Half the . gimmick has surely heen used
hefore, hut the tw ist in the idea is new to me. Aven if it
had not heen, the story would still have hsen highly ent-
ertaining. SPLIT PERSONaALITY would he a fusion hetween the
styles of Jack Willismson and mack Reynolds, if Williauson
could write wsll, and Reynolds could stop lecturing. The
details of this hizarre atteupt to hreak the "light harrier"”
are narrated sparely and without fuss. The hiscscted main
character does not suffer ad nauseun, or accept the situat-
ion with nnrelievebhle hravary and arrogance. Instead, Wod-
hans gives a auch hetter display of story-telling through
conversation than he usually does. The story cecmerges as
a wry, versistent intsrchange hetwesn the condeimed pris-—
oner and his slightly emharasssed cantors, In writing a
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gimmick story, Wodhsms does not ahandon his meoral sense, . as

most ANALOG contributors do. Bubtchery doss not s
acles, agnd the puppetesrs of +this lahoratory coad=:yu -inan-
selves by destroying their "labkoratory rat”.

Wodhams' other notarle story, TRY AGAIN. ..~ in
the first Malzherg-cdited FANTLSTIC (Nov 7 1='. The
implication is thot Wodhams hes heen i L wo QA erSify
his styles for soms %in = e danphes v oot csten on
until he accepted SLLTE THERECNAL LY, I LAIN 48 ovias
mora a reworked, adlsnied mevisa of tradis lual s £ zigme
icks, As in SPLIT TELASCHALLLY, <thers are sulficient grimm—
icks sufficiently weil naprrated to foram a siory supsrior
to practically anythizg ¢ise appzaring in the last tlree

months. It would be Tos much Lu say bhat Wodhams pros—
ents full characterization. Let’'s say thet he is suffic-
iently perceptive as to present characters we do not imm-
ediately reject, and he has the wit to dramatize colour-

ful human confrontations.

Congratulations, wmr Wodhams, BUT... these stories do
not add up to originality., Even if Jack suddenly emerges
as one one of the great figures of the American s f field
(and after SPLIT PERSONAIITY I see no reason why he
shouldn't) will such a position really prove anything?

If a writer still chooses to exercise a superior version

of the "flat-footed, post-recalist prose that is alnest

a uniform, a worn-out old unifom" (Prian Aldiss, last
issue), do you succeed at all in throwing off the unif-
orm? Jack Wodhams "new" stories are superior 2ntertain-
ment, not kecause they are bright and new, hut hecause they
remnind us all . so nostalgically of the Golden Years of
Camphell's magazine, There are faw sights more astonishing
than a genuine ASTOUNDING story appearing in ANALOG.

Generalize this analybls to my other "welcome surp-
rises" of this quarter's magazincs. Colin Kapp, for inst-
ance entertains well with I BRING YOU HANDS (GaLAXY, Oct).
It is a fast-pacsdé story about an unfortmmate man wbo
tries to hetray his wife. The language =2nd the outline of
the interversonal situation, are woth well-controlled,and
don't tread as woodenly as most of Kapp's fiction for the
English magazines, However, Kapp has always heen an "izeas"
man (mainly copied from other s f stories, so I'm told)
and his training is still sesn more clearly in this
story than his talent.

The same again for wmost of the other stories I enjoyed
this quarter. Gregg Conrad’s resuscitated WANTAL ASSacSIKS
(FANTASTIC, Decauber) has no new ideas, but keeps onse
gu3831n€ for a creditably long tiie ahout what is happren-
ing in this cranium explorer's own minde<::: Isaac asizov's
THr HOLMES-GINSROOK DEViCE is as wryly ridiculous as any of
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his hest stories, bhut they were written in the 1950s::::
Bven Robrert wory's lively romp LOW&VER (WORLDS OF FuNTASY,
Number 1, undated) does not seem so hright when you real-
ise that the legend of the swindling btraveller goes bhack
to Aldiss’ LaGeiDS OF S..ITH'S RURLT and several hundred
years hefore that. Fun, again... hut, again, not new.

The viggest surprise of the three months was a Samuel
Delany story that I liked.

I've not read the novels, and I have reen unable to
see much merit except verhosity in the few short stories
I've read. I've heen a »it puzzled hy Foyster's pro-Del-
any twitterings. HIGH WLIR (IF, Octoter) was not apnre
oached with any anticipation, bhut it still delighted me.
Delany parss away somne of the normal excesses of his
language Tor this story, and has written a tale that con-
ceals widsan instead of w»laring it, Delany's :iars and his
Mars—explorers are engaging aysteries, instead of pains
in the neck, not only hecause of the deft outline of a
complex kuman situation, *ut hrecause Delany casually drops
like a time-homb one of the few new s f "ideas" since Rob
Shaw's slow glass. Delany's contention is that a more use-
ful model of the hrain, than we have used so far, might he
Tound in the holographic photograph. This contention is not
lectured avrout. It is stitched so neatly into the story’'s
farric that it nesrly disappears zltogehter. Unlike any of
the other anthors I've talkad ahout so far, Delany clearky
sees that in any voyage of discovery, it is the discoverers
and not the discoveries that must occupy the centre of the
stage., HIGH WEIR was the only story of the quarter with
future possihilities as w21l as nostalgia and backward-
looking prose.

And the surprises go on, Despite the nauseous cover,thke
first issue of Pck' =nd el Rey's non-promotiocn, WOELDS OF
FANTAJY, proves readsnis, and featwes iwo geud gtories,
Lory's HCWisVeR and the haunting AFT.x ARu~T 00N (Paris Fla
-mmonde). If these s f moguls would try to ==._1 WOF prop-
erly, arandoning roth sloppy covers and green paper, they
may have a viable propostion :::: I was delighted by
Budrys' incoherent and slightly inane attempt to prove that
ANALOG is nhetter than F&SF, nhecauss ANALOG's writers are
doers, and F&SF's writers are only recaders. At another
point, Pudrys scems to say that ANALOG and F&SF should te
good buddies because hoth magazines are trying to do the
same thing, Like a drwunken girl, RBudrys is much more fun
when he's incorerent.

Kecp 'em coming, Pohl, walzberg, Cainnhrell, Ferman, and
youn Bnglish wlokes ~ surprises, I wmean. Just show once in
a while that theore is a vit of life left in American s f
publishing, and you may last a few years longer. Mayhre,
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ABOUT THE CQVER... The drawing is by John Bangsund, and was originally

executed for the second issue of that legendary fanzine,
CANTO. The drawing depicts Mr Lee Harding, and may be taken as a tribute to
his efforts on behalf of this journal. Lettering also by Bangsund.

0000000000000000000000000000000C00000000000006C000000000000000000000000000000
IMPCRTANT ANNOUNCEMENT 1...

lith issue no.4, SF COMVENTARY incorporates AUSTRALIAN SCIENTE FICTION REVIEW.
John Bangsund has recently published, and hopes soon to distribute, ASFR 20.
He hopes next year to publish one further issue, which will contain an index
to the entire 900-odd pages of ASFR, and photographs of many contributors.
fleantime, letters of comment have started coming in, and rather than delay
them we have decided to amalgamate the two magazines. John hopes to publish
the first issue of his new fanzine, SCYTHROP, in October. (There's a whole
lovta hopin' goin' on around the Bangsund place just now.)

000000000000000000000000000806000000000000000000000000000000000000000000Q000C0
IMPORTANT ANNOUNCERENT 2...

Introducing a new name on the Australian science fiction scene:

HALLIFORD HOUSE

This is the name of Bangsund's Folly. It is also the name of Australia's
most comprehensive science fiction service. We are booksellers, publishers
(albeit in a small way), and a duplicating agency. We are also delighted to
announce that we are Australian agents for ADVENT : PUBLISHERS of Chicago.

Ue will be publishing a regular monthly baooklist. If you think you may not
see this automatically, we suggest you write us and reserve a copy. The

address - HALLIFOROD HOUSE, PO B0X 109, FERNTREE GULLY, VICTORIA 3156.

Current ADBVENT books...

Harry Warner Jr ALL QUR YESTERDAYS $7.50 cl&th

Alexei Panshin HEINLEIN IN DIMENSICN #6.00 cloth

Robert Bloch THE EIGHTH STAGE OF FANDOM $5.00 cloth

Damaon Knight IN SEARCH OF WONDER $6.00 cloth $2.45 paper
James Blish THE ISSUE AT HAND $5.00 cloth $1.95 paper
Alva Rogers A REQUIEN FOR ASTOUNDING $6.00 cloth $2.45 paper
Fl1lik & Evans THE UNIVERSES CF E E SMITH $6.00 cloth $2.45 paper
Lloyd Eshbach (ed) OF WORLDS BEYGND $3.50 cloth %1.95 paper
Basil Davenport (ed) THE SCIENCE FICTION NOVEL $3.50 cloth- $1.95 paper
PROCEEDINGS of the 20th #orld SF Convention, Chicago $1.95 paper
PROCEEDINGS of the 21st llorld SF Convention, lashington $1.95 paper

Ue are primarily geared to serve the needs of Australian science fiction
and fantasy enthusiasts, but for overseas readers we will be listing the
best and the latest in Australian novels and general books.

Make the Bangsunds rich - send your want lists now!

£0000000000000CN00000000000000000000000000000000000800000000000000000000C0000
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