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PARANOID FUNNIES-

So you think this Innocent 
lookim amily symbol isn't 
part oT the decadence 
sweeping the West ?
Vlron^ again!!

IF flipped on ib side if can .. 
represent.a Flyina saucer." 

u eues set apart in 
secret Satanical

This is the 
work of _ 
SATAN!
Destroy!!

Grc)e S^ajes+s 
Sub-ConSctouS

hypnotic guise

1—ikuq] color uellou)- 
Suggests cnci*rjF pagan 
son unrship and worse. 
Still GOLDEN APPLES/

5m-'ie represents Cratut rDoon 
of Islam and Hie b saw that 
does with it-/

towards breasts,druas 
(^■80 nnd money/ J

Help! The Paranoids Are After Me!
"Jhe. people. a/Ao maha. y.ou moot 
paranoid are the. QnM who thtnh 
L/OLi'n out. to get thorn."

—Eurhhard'A £aw

This article is, among other things, a review 
of i’rea/ilng Hajvho, by Norman Podhoretz 
(Harp' r & Row, he, $15) and Rrawtng. Sown the. 
Woon, by Margot Adler (Viking, he, $10,95). 
Diagonal relationships make strange bedfellows.

WeZp/ Uha tlnde.rachta.ve.ro Jre Afte.r We-!
They were the enemies, the bad guys, the quis­
lings. We called them aoo htooe.ro or g.rtndu. 
They oppressed us in so many ways. They of­
ten got better grades t—an we did, and they 
did so by a mixture of what we were sure 
was dishonest flattery with a contemptible 
sort of fascination for the schoolwork we 
found tedious. But that might be forgiven 
were it not for the fact that it seemed as if 
all the authority figures in our lives— 
parents as well as teachers—saw them as an 
ideal for us to emulate. They were the over­
achievers, but no one ever said that. Rather 
we were told that we were the fnord under­
achievers, but there was nc need to have a 
word for them, for they were simply doing 
what was right. By 1960, when I graduated 
from prep school, I was sure that these Overs 
were the bad guys, but that we oppressed 
Unders would never be able to get that 
message out. The idea that there was another 
side to the question did not occur to me.

In 1968, I read Norman Podhoretz's 
atobiographical Wahtn^ St. It was the cry of 
a man who felt that he'd been betraved, one 
who had acted reasonably in accordance with 
the advice of his elders, only to find him­
self snickered at and condemned by a pack of 
hypocrites who really wanted the same things 
he did, but refused to admit to their desires. 
Or at least so he said, and while I did not 
tatally agree with his view, I did not find 
him wholly wrong or evil, either. It was 
only after a while that I realized tnat this 
victim of circumstances was in fact a typical 
spokesperson fo- my old oppressors the over­
achievers .

The Over/Under battle had stopped being 
of dire importance to me when I left prep 
school, and thereafter it had been irrelevant. 
And now, I myself was a teacher, and while I 
remembered my own past well enough to sym­
pathize with the underachievers and with those 
who were discipline problems because they 
were bored, I must confess that there was a 
certain feeling of relaxation in dealing with 
those whose ambition kept them from openly 
opposing me.

In any event, being relatively free to 
see the other side of the story, I now cmn H 
find that the Overs had a point, too. They 
worked hard, as they had been told to do, 
and what they got for their pains was con-

Qon+iAued on pa.** a)

tlnde.rachta.ve.ro
htooe.ro
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AdrienneJFein
I would hate to live to see myself buried unless 
1 was safely out of my body at the time; sounds 
damned uncomfortable. Surely Jim Morrison wasn't 
Uiat bad.

I've heard the theory that Morrison did, 
in a een-e, live to see himself buried— 
that the death was faked, and he's still 
alive. I heard the same story years ear­
lier about James Dean. I wonder who'll 
be next.

Hon Lambert; The term "temple prostitute" was 
apparently coined by Victorian archeologists and 
historians who couldn't believe there was any 
obur reason for women to have sex except 
childbearlnr. The women were, as Ron Lambert 
’..■rites, talcing cart in holy rituals. They may 
evn, if Merlin Stone and others are correct, have 
been running the-.. The fact that afterwards they 
collected funds for the temple doesn't make them 
prostitutes. After all, a Catholic priest per- 
for-.s sacred rituals and then takes money.

Also, again if Merlin Stone and others are correct, 
participants in fertility and sexuality celebra­
tions were worshipping the Mother Goddess who had 

created life, perhaps reflecting that ele-ent oi 
Her which dwelt within them, but Sne was defi­
nitely an external force. Statues were to do 
honor to Her, but they were no more Her Being than 
a crucifix is the Being of Christ.

I think it is probably true that some of us wor­
ship an internal God, and some an external one; I 
doubt that the two types divide neatly along the 
lines of brand-name religions.

Robert Snton Wilson
Peiinit me to horn in on the inside/outeido debate 
between Ron Lambert and Adam Weishaupt.

I. An "theist le one who is quite sure there is no 
Higher Intelligence; if there is any doubt on the 
matter, you aS not an atheist but an agnostic. 
God, by definition, is the only being who can be 
quite sure theru is no higher intelligence than 
Hirself. T ereforu, God is the onty. real atheist. 
Others muet be theists or agnostics.

I I. Berkeley say the universe is inside the mind 
of God. Jesus s .ys the Kingdom of Heaven is 
within us. If and only if both Berkeley and Jesus 
are right, I am inside God and God is inside me- 
Berkeley and Jesus moot both ba right since:

III. In the highest mystical states, in all re­
ligions, the mystic experiences oneness with God. 
But we have alroaay jeon that God is an atheist. 
Therefore, the mystic alone oan escape theism and 
aenoi ticism and become, ttha Qod, an atheist. This 
is possible by turning inside out.

IV. In a M8bius strip or Klein bottle, inside is 
outside and outside 1 - inside. The same flipflop 
occurs in music, art, and mathematics, as demon- 
BtrAted by Hofstadter in the greatest book of our 
decade, Qodat, t^char, fiacA. Therefore, if and 
only if God la like unto a MSblus strip, a Klein 
bottle, Gtidel's proof, Escher's paintings, and 
Bach's fugues, Berkeley and Jesus can both be 
right, and God is tnotda and outotda simultaneously

V. In Euclidean geometry, Inside and outside do 
not flipflop. Therefore, God is oZZAar inside or 
outside—and the Lambert-Weishaupt debate can be 
decided on one side or the other—if and only if 
God is limited by Euclidean geometry. But a 
LUnttad God is not God. Therefore, ....

VI. Pantheism is really ctheism under a fancier 
name, at ill critics of p ntheism agree. But the 
highest forme of theism, such as Vedanta, are all 
pantheistic on the very logical grounds that God 
must Include avarythLng., or else God is limited, 
and a limited God is no God at all. Since the 
highest form of theism Is pantheism, and pantheism 
is Indistinguishable from atheism, the highest form 
of ZAaZ^n 1b athatom.

VII. I can know the mind of only one Creator really 
well: myself. In Schrodtnyar' a Cat., I put myself 
in the book as a character, but I also remain out­
side the book as its Creator. Therefore, the only 
Creator I know well is inside and outside his 
work at the same time.

VIII. VTien God actually, or allegedly, wrote a 
book, He put Himself inside It as a character. If 
one Creator is like unto another Creator, God 
evidently wanted us to understand that He is in­
side and outside at once.

IX. When God actually or allegedly wrote a book, 
He made Himself tho vtttatn in it, as all intel­
ligent readers have noted. (This is why the 
Gnostics and William Blake, among others, have 
denied that God wrote the book and claimed Satan 
wrote it to discredit God.) But if God did write 
it, the portrait of Himself as aoadtottc. monotar 
must be either an attempt to frighten us or a 
very subtle joke. Since God would not want to 
frighten us, it must be a joke. Since God is 
both an atheist (knows no Higher Intelligence) 
and a mystic (is at one with Hirself), the joke 
must be such that only those who are both atheists 
and mystics can understand it.

X. Since only the mystic is one with God™“an 
athelst—all others, as demonstrated above, must 
be agnostics or theists. But the theist claims to 
know what he has not experienced; If he had ex­
perienced it, he would be, like God, an atheist. 
Therefore, for those who are not mystics, the 
only honest, modest, and logical alternative is 
to be- agnostics.

XI. According to literal Christianity, Jesus was 
God end the son of Mary; the Holy Ghost was God 
and the husband or at least the impregnator of 
Mary. Therefore, God Is His own father. But God 
is also the father of all humanity, including Mary, 
so God Is the father of His mother, and thus His 

■own grandfather. If God is both Inside ano out­
side, and an athaLot, and Hie own foZAe-r and 
g.randfathar, any attempt to reason about God must 
lead to paradoxes and contradictions.

It will be observed by the thoughtful that these 
Burguments are quite logical, and totally mad. I 
do not claim that they are true, but merely that 
they are at least as lucid as the other writings 
about God produced by the hum; i mind to date.
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tempt from people like me, 
who not only did about as 

well as they did without 
working anywhere near as hard 

(a fact which they not quite un­
reasonably considered unfair), but 

also had the brass-balled nerve to 
hold a grudge against them for their

industriousness, especially when many
of us wanted success & power & like that as 
much as they did.

Well, some of us did, and some of us 
di In ' t, but Podhoretz had a point. If we 
Unders were victims of an oppressive situ­
ation, the Overs themselves were trapped in 
a double bind, faced with an Establishment 
that told them what game they were supposed 
to play, and then sneered at those who played 
it too hard. This may have been the first 
time -chat I realized that there are arguments 
where both sides can feel outnumbered and 
persecuted.

Podhoretz began this great crusade a 
couole of years ago with an artide oalle 
"The Culture of Appeasement, in which he 
said that the reason for the rise of Nazi 
Germany was that he British Establishment 
had been infiltrated by a clique of Homo­
sexuals who P^if^ticaUy/rf1156^0 ^ ^ 
war with Germany because they couldn t bear 
to fight against beautiful Teutonic boys, 
or somesuch. In using this familiar scape­
goating technique, Podhoretz at least man­
aged to refrain from repeating H -ler s 
nhrase "stab in the back," perhaps because 
he feared a somewhat blunter instrument, 
applied a bit lower.

Podhoretz
book.

continues this attack in his
I would like to feel that I was de­

brethren out of disintereetedfending my gaybenevolence, but as Podhoretz makes clear 
this time, he is concerned not merely with 
the fact that gays sexually enjoy their own 
sex but also with the fact that they are

A'e£p.' 7/ie Perve.r-tCi .Are. Jlfier hie.!
And so, Podhoretz wrote his Overachiever's 
Manifesto, and he was attacked for it. the 
attacks ikiy have come from Underachievers, 
or from those who found o’ther faults with 
the book. For that reason or others, Pod­
horetz "turned right," deciding, among other 
things that the US government should be 
spending a whole lot more money on weapons 
than it already is. And now he haa written 
another bool. explaining & justifying again.
It is a strange book, one in which many of 
the characters see: to have only 2 motives: 
(1) an overweeninghlust for success & popu­
larity at any price, and (2) an equally pow­
erful hatred for Norman Podhoretz. All be­
havior of the book's many villians is as­
cribed to these sources, which leaves us 
such curious ideas as the belief that Norman 
Nailer sold out to the Women's Movement,
The protagonist does not come out of this 
one too well, either. Podhoretz insists that 
he was terribly radical in the early 60s, but 
apparently is so revolted by that former 
position that he can no longer remember any­
thing about it, except that he once may have 
sympathized with Paul Goodman & Norman Brown. 
(While he may have sympathized with Goodman, 
he did not understand him. He knows that 
Goodman was an anarchist of some sort, but Ue 
has no idea which. This doesn't really matter, 
however, since—we are informed—all anar­
chists are opposed to technology. This from 
a man whose ability to remember & distinguish 
ancient minutiae of leftist politics would be 
the envy of any STAR TREK Trivia Contest Win­
ner. )
Podhoretz may have been picked on before; he 
may have been unfashionable or countercycli­
cal, but he apparently believes that he has 
a winning crusade now: He is fighting for 
sexual normalcy.

3^10^2 deliberately childless.
Martin Niemoller said, UI did not pro­

test when they arrested the Jews because I 
was not a Jew. I did not protest when thej 
arrested the gypsies because I was not a 
gypsy....When they arrested me, there was no 
one 'eft to protest.u The gays are the most 
obvious sexual deviants, so they're the 
first target. But those who want to stamp 
out homosexuality are almost always ready 
to move on to the childfree, the nonmonogam- 
ous anyone who doesn't fit their little 
pattern. They often say they are in favor 
of THE FAMILY, but by that they mean tha 

must have exactly the same kind of 
" term for thateveryone - — _____  

family. I prefer Tim Leary s 
approach: hive sexuality.

Why do people 
crusade against sex lives they don't like? 
It occured to me a long time ago that even 
if I considered homosexuality sick & dis­
gusting (as I'm afraid I did at the time), 
there was no way that 2 men committing a 
homosexual act somewhere could danger to me, and so at the very least, such 
a crusade struck me as a low prior?ty.

And the question arises:

And yet it's very important to some 
people, and so I am going to question the r 
motives. With Podhoretz as an example, I 
may not be abl - to keep this discussion on 
too high a plane, but there is one point I 
should make: Anything I say about the mo­
tivations of these people has nothing 
with the truth of their beliefs. As U 
Cerminara pointed out, a Freudian could ^ay 
that Columbus rejected the flat-earth view 
because it came from the father figures of 
his culture, and he replaced it with a 
vision of a world shaped like his mother s 
breast. Interestin-, but hardly a disproof.
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The simplest explanation Is oppor­
tunism. I've heard the theory that Anita 
Bryant, married to a man with a fairly low 
IQ (for a mammal) and told by her church 
that she had to submit to him, was looking 
for a socially acceptable way to get out of 
the house. I actually wish that this' sort 
of theory was true. If so, one could sim­
ply buy off the worst i cleverest ones, 
leaving the masses like sUeep without a 
shepherd. Unfortunately, many of the 
unfuckers are sincere,

Perhaps they are sincerely scared. 
As I've mentioned before, there is a pop­
ular belief among antigay crusaders that if 
homosexuality were legalized, EVERYBODY 
would do it & would give up heterosexuality. 
Well, T wouldn't, and so I have to wonder 
why these people find it so awfully temp­
ting. (Not just very tempting, but awfully 
tempting.} Could it be that they really 
want to. ...

Perhaps it is puritanism, in H. L. 
Mencken's sense of a morbid fear that some­
one else is happy. I do not understand 
this sort of thinking too well. Is it 
that misery loves company, or is it a 
sincere belief that pleasure is evil?

I know intelligent, not overly paranoid, 
people who feel that they are persecuted be­
cause they are heterosexual & monogamous. 
Of course, they do not expect the police to 
come knocking at their door in the middle of 
the night. It's just that, in the circles 
they hang out in, the feel that they have 
been called upon to justify their sexual 
preferences.

The word "justify" has 2 meanings. In 
the public sense, it might refer to somethin^ 
like being called before a tribunal and 
forced to give a public excuse for daring to 
do these things with a member of the oppo­
site sex. This of course would be obscene, 
and "justification" would be something like 
"It's what we both want to do, it doesn't 
harm anyone, and thus it is none of your 
Goddam business." But of course this is 
precisely~what gay people and other- 
nonaggressive sexual deviants have been 
saying all along.

The other sense of the word is the 
private sense. People are socially asked 
why they are heterosexual and monogamous. 
They are asked to question their own be­
havior.

Perhaps it is the sort of thing that 
came up in the Underacbiever/Overachiever 
battle. The winners, the socially approved, 
wish to be fashionable too, to be approved 
by their peer group, or else their victory 
tn public terms is ashes in their mouths. 
It has been said that when Richard Nixon 
was president, he still believed that the 
Establishment was against him, and perhaps 
he was not entirely mistaken.

/p. CULTURE! NE&Efi. PeVELOPE-D TCSI

WE TO

WE PICKED 
FR.EDe.HICK'> 

Of

There is a button which reads, 
QUESTION AUTHORITY.

The first time I saw someone w.aring one, 
I said, "Why?" The wearer somewhat huffily 
replied that a button was hardly an au­
thority.

I would have answered differently. 
I would have said something like, "Because 
it's fun," "because it keeps your mind in 
shape," "because it's a survival trait," 
or "why not?"

Another example: A few years ago, I 
took a course in psi phenomena. The members 
of the class were asked at the first session 
to discuss their background, feelings about 
the subject, etc. When my turn came, I 
announced that I was "skeptical." The 
teacher, and many of my classmates, were a­
mazed. Why was I taking the course if I was 
skeptical? I was a bit puzzled by their re­
action, but finally I realized: They thought 
that skepticism meant a dogmatic refusal to 
believe.

Questioning & doubt are taken to be 
hostile, if not outright treasonous. (Could 
it be that there is some sinister reason why 
words that refer to doubting those in power 
tend to take on negative meanings? Gee, 
you'd have to pretty skeptical to think that.)

And so I must admit that I recommend 
questioning one's sexual preferences, even if 
they are socially approved ones like hetero­
sexuality and monogamy, remembering that the 
answer to a question may be Yes. I have 
questioned my sexual orientation, and I find

A
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that I engage in heterosexual intercourse 
not because parents and/or teachers and/or 
God and/or Mr. Carter think I should, but 
because it feels good.

I don't feel that the perverts are after 
me. Or perhaps I should say, since I am one 
by some definitions, I don't feel that the 
other perverts are after me. Some may do 
things that I'd hate to do, or even watch, 
but if they are doing what it mutually 
agreeable to them, and respecting my right 
to do what 1 will, they are not my enemies.

•WeZp/ Uho (l/-c-tcAe.A -4re Afta-r We/

Sloppy terminology is everywhere- I try to 
avoid it, but do not always succeed. For in­
stance, in DR 10, I referred to polygraphy 
as a "popular form of witchcraft." A couple 
of my friends wrote in to ask how I could 
confuse their effective & meaningful prac­
tice with the primitive superstition that a 
machine could detect lies.

I hereby apologize to them. And so, a | 
bit of explanation to lead off the discussion. 
The word urCtch does not mean "ugly old woman" 
or "primitive bungler" or "worshipper of the 
Christian devil." It refers to the believers 
irfjCold, religion, sometimes called Wtcca or 
the. Cra^t, which worships two Gods, one male 
and one female, who are found in the workings 
of nature.

I made another mistake. I referred (in 
DR 2) to nature worship as "pagan." Then I 
got my hands on Margot Adler's excellent book, 
Srawtnq. Sown tha. Woon, in which she discusses 
"neopagan" groups, and includes the Discordi— 
ans. In fact, she remarks,. "Some have sug­
gested that the entire Neopagan Movement is 
a Discordian hoax." I would certainly like 
to know riW /JUMA where she got a ridiculous 
idea like that.

It's a bit disconcerting to be told that 
one is really a member of a group one has 
been opposing. (This can be thought of as 
a version of the Old Turn the Other Cheek 
Trick. )

I looked in the dictionary and found 
that she was right, that p.ag.an did not mean 
"nature worshipping," but rather "polythe­
istic." Hey, what do you know? I am one.

For Coyote, Eris, Jesus, Jehovah, 
Priapus, Erzulie, and Sophia all represent at 
least aspects of the Divine to me. To be a 
monotheist seems to me be. a form of intel­
lectual arrogance too great even for me 
(which is saying something). It presup­
poses a Par understanding of
Ultimate Reality than can be gained by finite 
beings. (Unless one assumes that the One God 
had chosen to give us an Absolute Revelation 
which we are not to question, but that strikes 
me as unlikely.) Nor am I surprised by the 
high positive correlation between montheism 
and the waging of Holy Wars. If you are on 

the side of the One True God, of course you 
are permitted to wipe out the competition by 
whatever means necessary. Even David Hume, 
who thought he had proved that monotheism 
had evolved from polytheism and was thus an 
improvement upon it, admitted that those 
outdated pegan savages often showed more of 
what we would think of as civilized tole­
rance than modern monotheists.

OK, so I am a pagan. But nature wor­
ship, or religious environmental ism,is 
another story.

When I was very young, we bought soda 
in deposit bottles, which was the only way 
it was available. My sister & I had to ac­
cumulate the bottles & take them back to the 
store, or else we couldn't get our money 
back. I think I was about 10 when a company 
started selling soda in cans which could 
actually fee thrown away. aftar uou'd 
thorn! I thought that this was simply 
marvelous.

I'm afraid I still do. I consider the 
no-deposit-no-retum bottle as a triumph of 
the Human Spirit. My view of history (ad­
mittedly simplified) is that humanity star­
ted out trapped in petty mundane shit. But 
there were people with Minds who saw ways to 
set us all free, to disentangle us from the 
snares of nature. I do not blindly accept 
everything that passes for "science" or 
"progress." I do not have any desire to 
"conquer" nature. I think in terms of free­
dom rather than power. I favor a technology 
which sets us free—totally free, rather than 
replacing the tyranny of nature with central­
ized State or Big Business power.

Sometimes I feel that, in the words of 
the song, "The hills are alive/ And they're 
out to get me." But I've come to realize 
that hating or fearing nature is self-des­
tructive. It means hating sex, dope, t food, 
and ultimately hating my own body. I don't 
want to feel that way. And so, I conclude 
that nature is neutral. It is not a god or 
a spirit; it is just out there. Nature is 
not evil; ^tauory to nature is evil.

I think there’s absolutely 
too much emphasis on 
psychic makeup. I have 
trouble just thinking 
straight myself.
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There are fMXi people who do not agree 

with me. They lead environmentalist crusades. 
They try to enforce recycling, a word I assoc­
iate with meeting one's feces once again. I 
see them as ecological puritans, sworn to 
oppose any sinful pleasure for whatever 
reasons puritans oppose things. And I see 
the Witches, wallowing in what I wish to free 
myself from.

The penal codes of many states spell out 
harsh punishments for those caught committing 
the "abominable & detestable crime against 
nature" or some other such abusive, yet in­
comprehensible phrase. What they are trying 
to say is that certain mutually agreeable, 
but nonreproductive, sex acts are crimes.

Those who worship nature, and natural 
increase, would seem like logical opponents 
of sexual deviation, and the Wiccan belief in 
male & xemale principles ruling the world 
would seem to rule out not. only homosexual­
ity-, but male-female relationships that are 
based on similarity, rather than opposition.

And so it would seem that the witches 
are out to get me. And yet, some of my best 
friends are witches. Let me be more precise 
(as people who use that formulation almost 
never are). Two of my best friends are 
witches. I'm telling you this not to demon­
strate what a wonderful unprejudiced human 
being I am, but because it poses a problem: 
If they're out to get me, or I'm out to get 
them, how can we be friends?

dac-opc. from the. Paran-o^cbtL
And then I thought of the sexual analogy. I 
don't know if I'd rather be buggered than 
live close to nature, but I can see thac if 
I willingly accept those who do the former, 
I can accept those who do the latter.

For in fact, witches as a group are no 
more trying to enforce their preferences on 
everyone than are gays. While I continue to 
oppose environmentalists who are
trying to force me to live their wayt witches 
g. other re/tpdouA environmentalists are just 
folks doin' stuff. (Thank you, Greg Chalfin.) 
If Adler is correct (and the witches I know 
tend to make ma think she is), witches are 
less likely than most groups to try to en­
force their views, because nost of them 
share the major idea of the Neopagan move­
ment: polytheism.

For polytheism is the religious aspect 
of the approach that can free us from the 
paranoids. It is the awareness that we live 
not in a single narrow reality, ruled by one 
absolute God’ but in overlapping individual 
realities. It is the belief that diversity 
is the one unchanging factor in "human 
nature," and thus that what is right for 
one (sexually, religiously, or otherwise) 
need not be right for others. It is the 
knowledge that WHAT IF EVERYONE DID IT? is 
always a stupid & totalitarian question 

because’no matter whet "it" is, not every­
one's going to do it. It means giving up 
the insidious temptation of reforming others, 

means setting ourselves and those dear 
us free from large control-crazed Systems, 
means that you may show others your Path,

but once you try to make them take it, you 
yourself have fallen off it. It means what 
some find the scariest thing of all: claiming 

It 
to

and accepting freedom.

&ICK ?Brown

In your review of Aid XXuvLng IVrLt, you nav, "One 
thing I like about it is that it does not feature 
Sherlock Holmes, Dracula, and/or Jack the Riooer." 
I really hate to mention this ((No. you don't. 
You're enjoying every minute of it.)) but one of 
the other books you review has characters that 
are thinly disguised versions of Sherlock Hclmes 
and Nero Wolfe. The book is Joo Vojlij. Per Lan a, 
by Randall Garrett.

It is really obvious, Arthur. When I no­
ticed chat the Marquis de London (1) was fat; (?) 
never/seldom left his house; (3) was a famous her­
balist; (4) had an assistant named Lord BontrLompha; 
(5)was a gourmet; (6) etc., etc., etc., I somehow 
got the impression that I was reading a Nero Wolfe 
story. There are even yellow chairs and a red 
leather chair in the office.

Having established that Nero was in the story, I 
looked for similarities to other detectives for 
Lord Darcy. What other detective in fiction (1) 
has an incredible amount of energy; (2) is lean; 
(3) has a smart, lazy brother l/.ft/iff ; (4) has a 
doctor named Sean (or John^.as an assistant; (5) 
is of service to the crown...? There are so man' 
similarities! It's hard to miss, reallv. Even 
the speech patterns are the same—not similar, the 
same I There are even cases mentione* v :ic!i haven'* 
anoeared yet--and probably never ■..•ill. I home ” 
haven't spoiled the bcok for you.

I noticed, and was amused by, the wolfe/ 
London parallel. I find your Darcy/Holme 
parallel a bit forced. For instance, Lord 
Darcy's energy is treated as natural. Per­
haps if he starts talking about a “remark­
able decoction of coca leaves from l.'echi- 
coe,“ I will reconsider.
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Memories of a One-Handed Reader

We b^gin with a problem. You may have 
guessed what sort of books I’m talking about 
from the title, but what do we call them_ 
Dirty books? Porn? Erotica? Pornography? 
E otic realism? Smut? Filth? The problem 
as^ith so many sexual concepts, is Havin'/ 
positively and negatively charged terms, Tnit 
no neutral ones; it is almost impossible to 
describe without judging. Since I do want 
to describe books neutrally, or at least 
withhold judgment on some, I've decided that 
the least bad solution is neologism. The 
term SOL (sexually oriented literature) will 
be used for books with a sizeable (note 
deliberate vagueness—always a good idea in 
literary definition) content of%xplicitly 
described sexual & sex-related acts.

The SOL of the earlier parts of the 
century (or at least what survived) was the 
pioneer stuff—DH Lawrence & Henry Miller. 
In a sense they are victims of their own 
victories. Today's reader is struck by 
their weak points—Lawrence's morbid fears, 
Miller's exploitativentss, and of course 
the sexism of both. Without a historical 
perspective, one could forget that they were 
bold rebels, just as Freud was by no means 
an Establishment spokesman. The great mes­
sage of the Pioneers was Fucking Is Good. 
It's hard to remember that not only was this 
message not obvious in its authors' time, but 
saying it in those words would probably lead 
to arrest & imprisonment.

In the 1950s, while Eisenhower watched 
over America to ward off sex & other such 
things, Maurice Girodias began the Olympia 
Press in Paris. He published serious taboo­
breaking stuff by writers like Nabokov, Genet, 
and Donleavy, and also a goodly amount of 
plain old SOL.

He was able to find some fairly good 
writers. Alexander Trocchi( writing under 
such names as Frances Lengel & Camencita 
de las Lunas, wrote books like YOUNG ADAM 
which could be mistaken for better examples 
of today's mainstream fiction. Harriet 
Daimler (real name: Iris Owen) wrote 
DARLING, a powerful study of erotic obsession, 
and THE WOMAN THING (porn titles tend to be 
at least as bad as science-fiction titles, 
and for the same reason—immediate reader 
identification) which presented a relation­
ship in all of its aspects, with the erotic 
neither slighted nor pushed to the center. 
(Today, that's commonplace; it wasn't then.)

Olympia also brought a new element to 
SOL—humor. The classic example cf course 
is CANDY. American readers tended to think 
of CANDY as having been writtan by "Terry 
Southern and that other guy," but those fam­
iliar with co-author Mason Hoffenberg's 
other 2 Olympia Press books,' UNTIL SHE 
SCREAMS and SIN BEFORE BREAKFAST, know that 
they show the same bizarre & imaginative 
humor.

But the funniest of all was Akbar Del 
Piombo, whose nonerotic collage books, such 
as FUZZ AGAINST JUNK, have delighted many. 
His was the humor of grotesque exaggeration 
in which the stereotypes of SOL were taken 
to extremes. In a particularly memorable 
scene from WHO PUSHED PAULA? (my favorite) 
the protagonist sneaks up on a woman who is 
giving an illustrated sex lecture to a group 
consisteing largely of nuns and provides a 
further demonstration, thus turning the 
proceedings into an orgy. His work is at 
times tasteless & sexist, but often up­
roarious, and presented in an all-in-good­
fun spirit which many moralists find more 
offensive than the seriousness of most SOL.

In the early 60s, the United States 
began to dabble in sex. The works of the 
Pioneers were openly imported and, after 
great legal battles, openly sold. Lenny 
Bruce was going to Jail for saying fuck.

Popular culture attempted to deal with 
these new feelings and unsurprisingly 
managed to do so in a manner that simul­
taneously exploited and degraded both 
men & womenc Typical was the Doris Day­
Rock Hudson movies, in which there was a 
great deal of suggestive talk, but nobody 
ever did any of the stuff that they were 
talking about.

The court cases at the time centered 
on the concept of "prurient interest," which 
is what books, movies, nightclub acts, etc. 
were not permitted to appeal to. This was, 
according to the Supreme Court, a "morbid 
and shameful interest in sex, nudity, or 
excrement."

Now this was an interesting idea. It 
occurred to me fairly soon that if an 
attractive & friendly woman were to start 
disrobing in my presence, she would cer­
tainly not be appealing to my prurient 
interest, at least not as defined in terms 
of morbid & shameful.

Taking this a step further, it seemed 
to me that something which presented sex 
as desirable, as enjoyable to all concerned, 
thus could not be obecene. If anything was 
obscene, it was the Doris Day movies, with 
their depiction of sex as something to 
snicker over, but ghod forbid you should ever 
do it. Forgive me if I belabor the obvious. 
It was not obvious then. Indeed the courts 
never did see it that way.
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In 1965 there were two events that 

would cast their shadows over the SOL field 
and both involved the now-defunct firm of * 
Lancer Books.

One was the publication of a book 
called THE MAN FROM O.R.G.Y., by Tut Mark. 
Ted Mark was really a moonlighting Mad

AVe. man Tl------------------- .. . - - - °man named Theodore Mark Gottfried The 
book was in a sense derived from THE MAN FPOM U.N.C.L.E., then a popular TV sho^ 
but th_re was a difference. The hero and 
narrator, Steve Victor, was a sex .-esearcher, 
organizer of a one-man agency whose initials 
fiicially stood for Organization for the 

Rational Guidance of Youth, but actually’ 
signified Obtaining Research Grants for 
Yourstruly. Victor’s subsidized researches 
in th_ world's more exotic brothels brought 
him to the attention of one Charles Putnam 
secret master of one of those supermyster- 
ious spy agencies that seemed like a better 
idea in 1965 than they do now. Thus, the 
way was opened to a book of adventure, ” 
laughs, and of course lewdness. Well’ ac­
tually, the lewdness wasn't all that much. 
There was much euphemism, and many of the 
scenes were cribbed from THE PERFUMED GAR­
DEN and various other exotic sex manuals 
that were then becoming available. In
any event, it was a start. To get slightly 
ahead of our story, Mark was to^write at ' 
least 32 books in the next 10 years. As 
he remained at or slightly behind the ad­
vancing edge of contemporary community 
standards in the length & lubricity of 
sexual descriptions, he could stand as ' 
historical evidence of those standards. (A 
study efthat would be a far more interesting 
PhD. thesis than most.) No one ever accused 
him of being a subtle writer, but at his 
best he was quite funny, from the early

, THE GIRL FROM PUSSYCAT, in which the heroine, 
an avatar of the CANDY archetype,was almost ’ 
seduced by a • • -
’’sexy" books 
SHRUGGED and 
to the later 
Steve Victor

variety of parodies from the 
of previous years (even ATLAS 
the works of Mickey Spillane) 
BEAUTY AND THE BUG, in which 
becomes bodyguard to a dis­

honest & thoroughly repugnant ex-President 
named Nicholas Swillhouse Dickson (I told 
you he wasn’t subtle). Mark provided his 
share of laughs, end led the way for other 
writes to whom SOL would be neither hard 
core nor hard sell.

The second event involved Candy her­
self. Someone at Lancer discovered that,, 
under the copyright rules covering boots 
published overseas, CANDY and in fact all 
the Olympia Prees books had fallen into 
the public domain. They reprinted CANDY, 
and a year or two later, less reputable 
i irms began to produce their versions of 
the other Olympia books.

I^Tirt&rncw
I d(/5£ HA/Ry 

Loses. I

(Interestingly enough, it was the 
very same copyright techrAaa^ty which .per­
mitted Ace Books to publish mass-market 
paperbacks of LORD OF THE RINGS. Tolkien 
had been saying all along that he would 
authorize paperbacks when he finished the 
revisions of the book, which would be done 
R-al Soon Now. The unauthorized Ace ed­
ition inspired an authorized version from 
Ballantine, and between the two of them, 
fame & fortune were thrust upon the author. 
The books went from esoteric cult favorites 
to best sellers. Some have never forgiven 
Ace for publishing without Tolkien's per­
mission; others have never forgiven them 
for letting all those grubby masses into 
Middle jtarth. This paragraph has nothing 
to do with our story, but the combination 
of LORD OF THE RINGS and WHITE THIGHS gives 
me a giggle.)

Meanwhile, the Supreme Court was han­
ding down decisions. They never quite got 
a majority to agree that the First Amend­
ment meant what it said, but after a while 
the law of the land appeared to be that 
written SOL could not be prosecuted as long 
as there was some sort of "redeeming social 
importance" in it. (Paul Krassner sensibly 
pointed out that getting people horny is 
redeeming social importance, but the Courts 
disagreed.) In practice, this seemed to mean 
that any SOL could be published so long as 
there webe mininial efforts to raise it above 
the level of utter trash.

A wheel had come full circle. In pro­
verbially sinful Paree, Maurice Girodias was 
being prosecuted & persecuted by the minions 
of de Gaulle. In America his books were ' 
being openly published, and he wasn't get­
ting any money for them. The solution 
seemed obvious; he moved to the U.S.A, to 
bring a new era of quality SOL.

I don't think that the Second Olympia 
Age produced a writer of the stature of 
Trocchi or Owen. It produced one small and 
all but forgotten masterpiece, BISHOP'S 
GAMBOL, by someone calling himself "Roger 
Agile." This combined a cbeerfully lu­
bricious approach to the sex scenes with 
some inspired satire. Any book in which a 
Catholic bishop is miraculously cured of 
impotence is OK with ma.
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Perhaps the nearest thing to a major 

writer the American version of Olympia 
Press produced was Marco Vassi. He has said 
that he attempted to use the SOL format to 
create major literature, to treat the require­
ment of a sex scene per chapter as the same 
sort of creatively inspiring restriction as 
the sonnet form. I wouldn't quite say that 
he did it, but he did manage to present 
erotic philosophy and description in a read­
able manner, in books like MIND BLOWER and 
THE DEVIL'S SPERM IS COLD. I suspect that 
his major contribution will turn out not to 
be any of his fiction, but his concept of 
metasex—the idea that nonreproductive sex, 
of whatever form, can be seen as an activ-ty 
separate from what ■ we have traditionally 
called plain old "sex," having different 
rules & roles, but equal validity.

Another thing Olympia did was to mirror 
the sexual aspects of the best of the 60s 
countercultures- Books like BARBARA (Frank 
Newman), EROS RISING (Webb Matthews), and 
ACID TEMPLE BALL (Mary Sativa) presented 
(admittedly in somewhat idealized form) the 
"hippie" approach to sex as joy shared with 
those who were at least friends, rather than 
a serious business, or an assertion of domi­
nance, or a form of exploitation.

The other major publisher of SOL to arise 
at the same time was Essex House. I cannot 
tell you much about them. Their best-k.>own 
books, Philip Jose Farmer's IMAGE OF THE 
BEAST, BLOWN, and A FEAST UNKNOWN,have been 
reprinted by Playboy Press. These books are 
by no means what the average SOL reader looks 
for, dealing as they do with such subjects as 
a thinly disguised Tarzan ejaculating on the 
corpses of his slain foes. I did not read 
many Essex House books because they mostly 
seemed (from the covers) to deal with sex 
as related to fear, pain, and power, an im­
pression that is confirmed by the discussion 
of these books in Michael Perkins's THE 
SECRET RECORD, the only study of contemporary 
SOL I know of. I do not mean to imply that 
these books were formulaic S & M, or anything 
of the sort. Apparently, serious and intel­
ligent readers (like Perkins) who are in­
terested in that approach to sex found much 
to appreciate in the Essex House books. But 
they were not my thing.

Closer to my tastes were the ’’soft-core” 
books turned out by major paperback publishers 
_ mostly Berkley, but to a lesser extent Dell 
and Lancer. These books, by writers such as 
Stephen John, Jay Martin, and Robert Vichy, 
presented a mixture of casual sex and casual 
humor. My favorite was a Berkley book called 
(alas) HOLLY WOULD, by John Cleve (real names 
Andrew J. Offutt). This was the tale of a 
failed taxi driver who became rich & famous 
largely by acting as if he were already rich 
& famous.

But this sort of thing was the excep­
tion in SOL, for the field did not merely 
obey Sturgeon's Law. If 90% of all sf or 
mystery or other category fiction is crap, 
then we would have to go beyond scatology 
to describe 90 % of all SOL. The worst of 
it was written by people who would fail 
high school English & high school Biology— 
even under today's standards. But even those 
who had some comprehension of elementary 
anatomy and sentence structure turned out 
formulaic trash in which the emphasis was 
on men forcing or at least ordering women 
to submit (which of course turned out to be 
precisely what the women wanted, only the 
dumb bitches didn't know it) along with 
constant reminders of how "wicked," "de­
praved," & "evil" what they were doing 
really was, as if that were more important 
than how it felt.

Sturgeon’s Law, followed by Gresham’s 
Law. Olympia & Essex folded. The publishers 
of soft-core gave it up. For a while, 
Bee-Line Books tried to produce readable SOL, 
but that didn't last. A few yei rs ago, they 
took Sie authors' names off their books, a 
sure sign that they were no longer pandering 
to literary interests.

Perhaps it was the isolation of SOL that 
wiped out the gpod stuff. Those who wanted 
well-written SOL had to wade th ’ough great 
sewers of-the lesser matter, while the average 
SOL reader didn't care. For whatever reason, 
good SOL is all but dead.

***************

Here, 0 gentle reader, we pull the 
curtain for a few years. The reason 
is opposite from the traditional 
one. ^e are covering up a time in , 
which there was no sex (©r no good ).

***************
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There is a new movement 
known as Women Against 

Pornography. This partic­
ular subset of the feminist

movement believes that pornography 
represents and encourages the op­

pression of women. The group orig­
inally called for censorship, but 

when faced with protests from civil
libertarians, backed down from that stand.

When thin group reached the public eye, 
those who believ^ that the women's movement 
is essentially anti-male and anti-sex said, 
"We told you lo," Some of us who know 
better were a bit puzzled. Was the puritani­
cal and man-hating element trying to find a 
new excuse to take over the movement? If 
not. why were the feminists joining hands 
with their traditional enemies, against 
books with sex in them?

A bit of thought gave me at least a 
partial answer. Whatever one might say 
about its methods and its allies,, WAP was 
campaigning not against what SOL once was or 
what it might be, but what it is today. 
And what it is today is not very good: ill- 
written, repetitious stuff, most of which 
promotes a view of sex that I would con­
sider morbid and shameful, the approach 
that sex is something a man forces a woman 
to do, or at least takes from her, some­
thing "wicked" end "depraved" that a man 
gets away with at women's expense. In­
deed, most feminist statements of oppo­
sition to pornography include a disclaimer 
to the effect that there is such a thing 
as "erotica"—sexually oriented material 
which is not pornographic, and I know of 
no feminists who have said that description 
of nonforcible sex acts, no matter how 
explicit and arousing, is pornographic.

But there are still some problems 
with the WAP approach, and these were poin­
ted out in a couple of magazine articles.

The first, by Robert Shea, lias predic­
table, and predictably good. One can guess 
whr.t a libertarian, writing in PLAYBOY, will 
say about the pornography question. Shea 
points out quite clearly some of the flaws 
in the WAP approach.

He aentions that, in the Scandinavian 
countries when SOL was legalized, there was 
no increasq in the rate of violent sex crimes. 
(The claim one accasionally hears that such 
crimes decreased is dubious, but that doesn't 
mat er- If we have any respect for freedom 
of the press,we should assume that the burden 
of proof is on those who would ban a form of 
writing to show that it is harmful.) With 
that, he adds, WAP is left with the claim that 
pornography contributes to a climate of ideas 
where violence against women is acceptable.

Eat such a claim is inherently improvable, 
and can be used as an argument for banning 
anything the speaker doesn't like. Finally, 
he reminds us that the enemies of SOL have 
traditionally also been the enemies of women's 
rights, end that a return to censorship could 
lead to the banning of sexually explicit femi­
nist books as well.

The other article, by Deirdre English, 
is surprisingly good, or at least I found it 
surprising because it appeared in MOTHER JONES, 
a zine which usually assumes that evil is pro­
duced by White Male Capitalists, and can be 
cured by proper government, and which tends 
to-publish writers who believe that three good 
assertions equal one proof.

English does not write like that. She 
offers the same sort of practical & principled 
objections as Shea and takes it a step fur­
ther. She points out that the WAP view tends 
to behaviorism. Like Skinner himself, WAP 
plucks from the flow of thoughts and actions 
two events, which they label STIMULUS and 
RESPONSE, thus leaving out most of the inter­
esting and important stuff.

English has a subtler view. She sees 
bad SOL, the sort that should be eliminated 
if anything should, as appealing not to 
male-chauvinist pigs or Pavlovian dogs, but 
to unfortunate human beings who are them­
selves victims.

For most SOL today presents a model of 
sex tnat is based on dominance and sub­
mission. It is assumed that by their very 
nature, the couple starts out with the man 
wanting sex and the woman not wanting it. 
But also by nature, the man is stronger and 
more dominant, and so the woman must submit 
to his desires. And he of course is so 
good at it that her negative feelings are 
overcome, and she loves it, and admits that 
she . loves it.

There are a few things wrong with this 
approach. As English points out, the man's 
role is based on the performance principle, 
rather than the pleasure principle. He must 
be strong enough to make her submit to aim 
and skilled enough to make her like it. But 
somehow this sort of sek does not strike me 
as being a whole lot of fun. This stud, like 
John Henry outdoing the steam drill, seems 
to be doing it to prove something, even if 
it kills him. .

There's another catch to it. Like many 
sorts of fiction, SOL exaggerates the abili­
ties of its heroes. The reader is faced with 
a model that's difficult to emulate. And 
even if he were physically equal to the char- 
icter, sex is not steel driving. There's no 
guarantee that any amount of strength and 
stamina will suffice.
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As English points out, the performance 

approach stressed by bad SOL is precisely the 
wrong way to go about sexually pleasing a 
woman. What she says women want is "men who 
are more disengaged from performance anxiety, 
who are gentler, looser, more relaxed,” I 
myself have suspected for quite a while now 
that the secret (for either sex) of being 
"good in bed" is,like all the really good 
secrets, out in the open and impossible to 
steal. It consists of three things: 1) like 
yourself; 2) like what you're doing; 3) like 
the person(s) you're doing it with. I sus­
pect that Deirdre English

She concludes her essay with a call for 
more & better SOL, including some written by 
women. I agree.

I am a white American male. I was 
trained to believe that if a man has sex with 
a woman and does not see to it that she has 
at least one orgasm, he is a no-good shit. 
I do not claim to be 100% free of this sori, 
of training. Still, I can tell you this from 
my own experience The less both partners 
are concerned with dire needs to perform well, 
the better sex is for both of them, and 
the easier it becomes to overcome those dire 
needs the next time.

And SOL—porn, dirty books, whatever you 
want to call it—helped. Reading about 
people who took a casual attitude towards 
sex, in the sense of seeing it as shared 
pleasure rather than a Serious Business or 
a test of strength & skill, made me believe 
that I could find that sort of thing in my 
own life—as indeed I have.

And so, a suggestion. We need a new 
Olympia—a publisher of sexual books, chosen 
by a female editor from that vast majority 
of feminists who believe that heterosex, be­
tween equals who like & respect each other, 
can be a great source of joy. For es al­
ways, the answer to evil ideas is not cops 
and guns, but better ideas.

; (Ed Zdrojewski
What's all this "we decade" shit, nan? That's a 
term used recently by Abbie Hoffman in a HIGH Tli.Ef. 
interview. I'd expect that from Abbie Hoffman, but 
I don't expect that from you because I know damn 
well you're not a fnord zombie collectivist. There's 
absolutely nothing wrong with group marriage, com­
munes, and "cults," but only so long as we don't 
forget the sovereignty oi the individual. It's 
largely because that has been forgotten that we're 
In the mess we're in today. Selflr.anesc is a sur­
vival trait.
Likewise, it's hard to understand your attack on 
competition, since you've stated your own belief in 
the sovereignty of the individual on many other 
occasions. Sure, voluntary sharing is great. but 
to use the example of your ideal football team from 
the last issue, it's a good idea as long as you re­
member your ultimate purpose is to wipe up the field 
with the opposing team. Remember, it's lac;: of 
competition tnat brought you Con x.d.

I think what we're arguing about is a 
difference of emphasis. Py "cooperation,". 
I mean votuntareZij teaming up with indi­
viduals or groups, as opposed to submitting 
to the State or the majority, or blind 
loyalty to nations, races, classes, and 
other shared fantasies. Freedom always 
includes the right to say No, so there is 
no true cooperation without the possibility 
of selfishness.

Dave Locke: A former organizer for the United Farm 
Workers yW /// is now running a consul­
ting service for growers in California. One of 
his favorite slogans is, "Unions are the creation 
of lousy management." Yeah.

It's said that Nietzsche hated the Jews 
because there were 2 things he could never 
forgive them for: Christianity 1 Islam. 
The 2 things I'll never forgive Dig 
Business for are Big Labor and (especially) 
Big Government.

David patter has suggested that one could 
combine a few traditions & refer to the 
Primal Nut as the MAHALICHEE. Buzz Dixon 
suggests a 4-word slogan with Something 
to Offend Everyone:

NUKE THE GAY WHALES
One reason Pope Guilty I feels guilty is 
all the letters I get & don't print. 
Printing costs go up, and mainly I am so 
lazy that it's an effort to put together 
my own writings, let' alone .other people's. 
I really do appreciate the letters tho. 
This time I got substantial letters— 
ones that a less cheap & lazy editor would 
gladly print—fromHarry Andruschak, Eric 
Brewer, Ned Brooks, Jan Drown, lan Covell, 
Mary Cowan, Linda Frankel, Mike Guruerloy, 
Deb Hammer-Johnson, Ron Lambert, George 
Laskowski, Marty Levine, Pam Mallory, Eric 
Mayer, Luke McGuff (a punk loc), Mary 
Teresa Murphy, Barney Neufeld, Mike Rogers., 
Sally Ann Syrjala, Roy Tackett, and Barbami 
Tennison (and a few others—my filing sys­
tem is not all it might be). Thanks.
Next time I'll try to print a few more 
letters—honest I
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Ja IfMwry Jrm, by Isaac Asimov 
(Avon pb, $7.95)
I was raised to despise Reader's Digest 
Condensed Books, and I guess I still feel 
that way. The idea that the average book 
is too big and hard for most people and 
must therefore be scaled down to a more 
acceptable size may be statistically true, 
but it is not a cheering thought, and I for 
one wish to have nothing to do with the 
things.
I took this approach to the equal & oppo­
site conclusion that a Book is caci-osanct 
and must .never be abridged, but sometimes 
I have my doubts about that. For instance, 
I remember many years ago reading a mundane 
mainstream novel by James Jones, called 
Soma Camo. Running.. (No, it was not about the 
sexual effects of exercise.) It seemed to 
go on forever, but I struggled through it 
because in those days I believed it was 
unman.ly (or somesuch) to quit a book in the 
middle. After reading it all, I noticed the 
fine print on the cover which said that it 
was a specially abridged paperback reorint, 
That one might well have been abandoned en­
tirely, but there are books which are simply 
too long—gross fat books with good thin 
books inside screaming to get out. Robert 
Heinlein's J WHJ- Saar Ho and Jone.

for are excellent examples.
Jn Wa/nory. groan is another one. Asimov
is an excellent writer, and an interesting 
person, and this book offers evidence of 
both. Unfortunately, he seems to suffer 
from the same sort of Terminal Total Recall 
as Borges' Funes the Memorious, and tnis 
book (over 700 pages and only the first half 
of his autobiography) offers ample evidence 
of that.
The book as a whole is a valuable historical 
& biographical record, and should be preser­
ved as that. Still, I can't help wishing 
that a 350-page version of it had been pub­
lished. So my feelings about it are mixed; 
there were parts of it I enjoyed very much, 
and yet I found, myself skimming much of the 
great mass of mundane detail. If you like 
very detailed books, or are willing to wade 
through them for a look into an interesting 
mind, this one's for you.

Tom Cardy 1
Alaxis Gilliiand 2
Bruce Townley 4
David Thayer 5
Steven Fox 6
Fred Jackson III 8
Stephanie Klein 9
Adrienne Fein 11
The comic strip on the back 
covers is by Charlie Williams, 
from a suggestion by me. In­
cidental Illustration by FORMATT.

Camp ConcontratZon, by Thomas M. Disch 
(Bantam pb,'$1.75)
This book is a survivor. It was published 
in 1968, in the midst of the New Wcve/Old 
Wave controversy, and it survived accusa­
tions that it was a Horrible Example of 
the Nev; Wave and that it was a sellout to 
the Old Wave. It was reprinted in paper­
back in 1971 by Avon and it survived a 
throughly revolting cover. And now it 
has been revived again.
It deserves to survive. It is set in that 
most confining atmosphere—the prison—and 
yet it points to a greater vision. It 
features a protagonist who is neither strong 
nor "virile," but is nevertheless a hero. 
It deals with ideas, as we all know science 
feition is supposed to, but it does not 
deliver science lectures. It has a surprise 
ending which is not a trick ending; as you 
look back over the book, you see the signs 
that pointed to this end. If it is dated 
in particulars ("President McNamara" no lon­
ger seems like an inspired extrapolation), 
its basic message is undying. It is a 
classic, and I urge you to read it.

Klut Cult Notes
Hello there, fellow Discordians! Once 

again it's time for your Primal Nut to give 
you KddZ/Aid word of the latest news in 
the Nut Cult. First of all, I wish to apo­
logize to His Paisleyness, Amphigorius the 
Turgid, for getting his official title wrong.

Some of you have heard of a foul con­
spiracy known as the God of the Month Club. 
Needless to say, a reputable organization 
like the Nut Cult would not admit any con­
nection with such a FNORD pagan group. It 
is just a coincidence that if you send your 
Primal Nut a SASE, you'll get a copy of 
their flyer.

New members include Nancy Collins (cult 
name: Nanook), Mary Cowan (Maia), and 
Lee Ann Goldstein (I Am That I Am). Lee Ann 
reports that she has an old dictionary which 
defines tbe word cowan. as' "a non-Mason who 
claims membership in order to penetrate 
Masonry's dark secrets." Could this mean 
that the Nut Cult has finally made the Big 
Time and attracted its very own spy? Alas, 
probably not.

Those who find these Nut Cult Notes a 
bit confusing might wish to kaep one thing 
in mind. Every Official Discordian Document 
is required to contain a Discordian Lie: a1 
deliberate falsehood to wood out those who 
would take it too seriously or unquestioning­
ly. The Discordian Lie in this one is the 
fourth paragraph.
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