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Subject: Re(4): Fitz
Send

From: terrible person

To: Honor! Chivalry! Faith!
this reminds me of a story I once heard about a famous studio head of the 1930's, famously ornery,
uneducated, and impatient with those who were educated. once, when a group of screenwriters were
showing him a screenplay for some medieval epic, he launched into a towering rage. "Nold on, hold on
now!" he shouted. "I may not have gone to college like you #$%"&*, but I know that they did not say 'Yes,
Siree" in medieval times!!" No one had the bravery to point out that it was actually "Yes, Sire."

When we talk of Normans in Ireland, we mean Anglo normans. These are people descended from
Scandinavians who landed in Normandy starting in 911, and took it over, then took over England in a
conquest of which you may have heard, and then moved on to Ireland. If therewas any celtic left in them,
perhaps from mixing with the natives of Normandy (who were celts who had been overrrun by the Romans
and the Franks centuries before), there was not much.

As for Fitz, a check of several dictionaries reveals one that is willing to concede that fitz connoted son
"especially if illegitimate" (Origins, a Short Etymological Dictionary of Modern English, ERic Partridge,
greenwich House, New York, 1983, p212) but for instance, in the case of the FitzGerald family, the sons
were all legitimate. (Encyclopedia Britannica, 14 thed., or whichever was the last good edition before they
started with the micropedia macropedia silliness.) So maybe we should all be a bit careful about impugning
the ancestry of all Fitz's, or we might end up like the friend of my father's who thought that chancre was
another way to spell cancer...

« »

Subject: Re(2): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
in fact, seeing her limited acting talents, Mira's career must be attributable mainly to her father's influence.
while still in college (Harvard, as if you did not know by now), she appeared in an episode of Paul's TV
show "The Oldest Rookie", as Paul/the title character's niece. Her first film, "Amongst Friends", was
bankrolled by her father.

well, there are also her physical assets. but I don't think she would be where she is if her name were Mira
Schwarzenfeld. (She would probably be using her chinese language skills in international business or
political influence peddling. I wonder if she and Chow Yun-Fat were able to communicate on the set of
"The Replacement Killers". His first language would presumably be Cantonese, while she would probably
have learned Mandarin....)

« »

Subject: Re(6): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:
, a change of pace.
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wait, since when did Mira have a pace? she had a couple of small, forgettable parts in dramas and
comedies(such as "quiz show", "smoke") an award-winning comic role, and since then schlock like Romy
and Michelle, Norma Jean and Marilyn, etc. that does not sound like a pace from which one needs a break.

it is not like Meryl Streep switching from accented heavy drama to "The River Wild".

Steve also wrote in another post:
Again, I don't doubt that her dad's name opened the door for her. But she walked through that door
herself, IMO.

I think we can agree there is a finite number of opportunities -- chances to get one's foot in the door -- for
new actors/actresses in Hollywood. As with places at UC. Every one of them that is taken by a name or a
legacy is denied to someone who might be equally talented but will never have the chance to show it
because he or she doesn't have a famous name or parent. They will never get their feet in the door, never
have the chance to walk through themselves. Compare Mira and her childhood playmate, Hope Davis ('The
Daytrippers" and a lot of stage work.) Hope is a much better actress but struggles along in the trenches.
Mira has not advanced much since high school while Hope definitely has. Of course, there is that physical
thing....again, to compare to UC admissions, didn't Ward Connerly propose taking names off application
materials to avoid even the chance of affirmative action? Imagine if that were the case in Hollywood.....it
would have spared us Bridget Fonda, for instance.....

on a related matter, one finds in epic literature constantly repeated the idea that sons are not as good as their
fathers. does this apply in Hollywood, to both genders? how many children of major, first-rank actors and
actresses have gone on to become their equals? ok, ofcourse this is highly subjective (what defines a first-
class actor?) but it's a good parlor game...I would say isabella rossellini, you're no ingrid bergman, and
michael douglas, you are nothing to your father, but jeff bridges, perhaps.....

« »

Subject: Re(4): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film
Steve Omlid writes:
Jjust because her dad would provide a Touching Oscar Moment by sobbing when she got it.

um, remember, that the Oscars are a choreographed spectacle to celebrate conventional Hollywood, and
that all the people there showing such great emotion -- are ACTORS.

and if Mira is such a great actress, why is she doing Mimic and Replacement Killers instead of dramatic or
even comic roles that require acting and not just looking scared or determined?

terry

« »

Subject: Re(8): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:
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Why should 1?7 [compare Mira and Hope Davis.}I think they're both really good.

yes, but look at the roles they are getting.

Which isn't Mira's fault.[that Hope struggles along in the trenches.] it is, partially. it's a zero-sum game.
every role Mira gets through connections and dyed-blondness reduces the pool available to people like
Hope.

(And again, I have to point out that Paul Sorvino is a character actor Paul Sorvino was thoroughly
enjoyable as Henry Kissinger and great in Reds too. Being italian american, of course he plays a lot of
gangsters. but it is not his faul these are the roles offered him, but rather that of hollywood stereotyping. he
is capable of a wide range of roles. he did not have a famous father or a fabulous bod to rely on in his rise.

terry

« »

Subject: Re(10): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
James M. Courtney writes:

If that is true then how would you explain the John Malkovichs, or the Gary Oldmans of the world? Who
had neither a family connection or a good looking mug to get them ahead?

because, as I said, it's a pool, a matter of probabilities. every role someone like Mira gets reduces the
possibilities for someone who looks like a normal human being and whose father sold insurance, but it does
not, of course, eliminate them entirely. I never said that it did.

probabilistically,

terry

« »

Subject: Re(10): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Greta Christina writes:
1 don't understand your point, t.p. Because it's a zero-sum game, Mira Sorvino (and presumably any other
actor with famous parents) should drop out of it 'cuz they have an unfair advantage? That doesn't make
sense.

please don't call me t.p., g.c. it's a term I reserve for toilet paper. not that I would mind being as needed as
toilet paper, but I am not that soft, and plus, i would meet too many assholes. "terry" is preferred. just as we
weirdos are tired of being called 'freaks", and prefer the more politically correct 'eccentric americans."

I did not say they should drop out. i tried to envision ways to reduce the importance of family connections,
to allow all to compete on the basis of talent and let the best person win.
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in all fairness, i should admit that one of the reasons so many children of actors become actor is that the
public likes to see them. they like to see the relatives in movies played by real relatives, and in gneral, that
adds to the qualit y of the performance. also, as beloved actors grow old or retire, the public looks for
replacements who recall them in their youth and glory. who better than their children? same reason the
teamsters brought back Jimmy Hoffa's son. though this does not really apply to Mira. plus, they want to
find out what their favorite actors' kids are like. will they follow in their parents' footsteps, or go their own
ways like the Fondas? so it is not just Hollywood that perpetuates this, but the public.

terry

« »

Subject: Re(12): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:

So are you saying that if Mira didn't get the role, that "someone who looks like a normal human being"
would? I don't think so.

I don't think so either, because that is not what I said. I said that every role Mira gets reduces the
possibilities for others. it's a matter of statistics and probabilities. like the position of an electron. or the
outcome of a coin flip. I am not saying that "someone who looks like a normal human being" WOULD get
the role. I am saying that the normal looking person would have more of a chance at the role.

terry

« »

Subject: Re(14): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:
Again, looksism in Hollywood is a seperate issue. If Mira Sorvino was a Chinese language professor at
some college somewhere instead of an actress, you can bet that someone just as cute as she is would be
getting the roles that she's getting.

probably. but she would not have needed to rely on her father's last name. looksism IS a separate issue,
which you (or Greta Christina, i don't remember) injected into this discussion. the issue here is nepotism.

terry
« »

Subject: Re(14): Sorvinos In the Movies
From: terrible person
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To: film

Cc:
James M. Courtney writes:
terrible person writes:
I don't think so either, because that is not what I said. I said that every role Mira gets reduces the
possibilities for others. it's a matter of statistics and probabilities. like the position of an electron. or the
outcome of a coin flip. I am not saying that "someone who looks like a normal human being" WOULD get
the role. I am saying that the normal looking person would have more of a chance at the role.

It sounds like your problem is not that Mira's family background has connections but rather she is very
attractive looking and that gives her an unfair advantage.

well, then you have not been reading so carefully because until you and Steve introduced and began
harping on the looks issue, I never brought it up, and I have avoided it. as far as Mira's looks go, it is true, |
do not particularly like the way she looks. I never did all that much. and I find it a little annoying that she
should be hailed as the blonde of the '90's or whatever when she is not even blonde (unlike Hope Davis,
whom I've liked for a long time. who also does not stick out her chest the way Mira does.) but as far as the
looks issue goes, I am all for actors/actresses (I will hereafter use "actor" to refer to both or all genders)
being beautiful. just as I like singers to have nice voices and boks to be well written even when they
describe terrible things. movies create visual beauty and a good way to do it is by putting beautiful people
onscreen. (and of course, a lot of people feel as I do.) also, beautiful actors are a lot more flexible; it is a lot
easier to make a beautiful person look ugly than vice versa. now, it does get a little silly when beautiful
actors play characters who were ugly in real life. but then again, most people whose lives are worth
portraying were nice looking since to get anywhere in life, you have to be. I mean, beautiful people just
have more interesting lives, because they are loved and have affairs that they unattractive just don't have
because no one wants to be involved with them so I am all in favor of actors -- especially the female ones,
being as beautiful as possible. what bothers me about Hollywood nepotism is that is REDUCES the amount
of beauty on the screen. think about it. how many beautiful people do you know -- who can act, too, maybe
--who will never get anywhere in Hollywood due to lack of connections? like my friend Darla in NYC ...it's
liek the Indonesian government or ours, for that matter, in which power is in the hands of a very few (often
familially connected) and used mainly for their benefit. ok, maybe the rest of society benefits too, enough
that they do not qustion the ruling order (if they even can.) just as the indonesian government provided
economic growth to a lot of people, enought that they did not complain about how much more they could
have had weree it not for the abuses of the governmnt, we don't complain as long as hollywod provides
uswith enough beauty, and don't ask how much more we COULD have. maybe we should.

« »

Next Unread Reply
Thread
Subject:
Send
From: terrible person
To:
Cec:

Like the guy in "The Long Goodbye".

I got my mojo working now!!!
"This battle station is now fully operational." -- Darth Vader

caught between the supplier always dreaming of money
and the demands of the man with money who needs a little help to dream. -- joe jackson

not just an enfant terrible
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I get knocked down

but I get up again

You're never going to hold me down.

(I finally checked out the website to see what I wsa missing on the liner notes. it's just a bunch of
explanatory quotes. in fact, it looks like a resume here!)

that song reminds me of a better time.
a not altogether appropriate theme song for this new year.

ignore all the stuff way at the bottom; I can't seem to delete it.

cool.

they just recarpeted and repainted my apartment. and my roommate left. so now I can put desk, books, files
-- all the distracting stuff -- in his old room. in the other room, just a bed. ok, and a laptop. blank walls. it's
the concentration room.

I saw someone today wearing blue suede shoes. two tone. I asked if | could step on them in memory of Carl
Perkins. She had no idea what I was talking about. had never even heard the song.

"bad TV that insults me freely
still I know what I'm dying to be" -- Iggy Pop

"aren't you ever going to bed, Boss?
No, I'm waiting for a lady." -- Casablanca

anyone read "endgame"? I am about to.

O'Brien was a large, burly man with a thick neck and a coarse, humorous, brutal face. In spite of his
formidable appearance he had a certain charm of manner. He had a trick of resettling his spectacles on his
nose which was curiously disarming -- in some indefinable way, curiously civilized. It was a gesture which,
if anyone had still thought in such terms, might have recalled and eighteenth-century nobleman offering
his snuff-box. Winston had seen O'Brien perhaps a dozen times in as many years. He felt deeply drawn to
him, and not solely because he was intrigued by the contrast between O'Brien's urbane manner and his
prizefighter's physique. Much more it was because of a secretly held belief -- or perhaps not really a belief,
merely a hope -- that O'Brien's political orthodoxy was not perfect. Something in his face suggested it
irresistibly. And again, perhaps it was not even unorthodoxy that was written in his face, but simply
intelligence. But at any rate he had the appearance of being a person that you could talk to, if somehow you
could cheat the telescreen and get him alone.

walrus update: I found out that the Russian term for people who go swimming in the midldle of a frozen
winter -- we call them "polar bears" -- is "walruses.". maybe one of them once owned the pen.

once upon a sign I read a warning and it said

"When in rome don't feed the lions"

What it meant I can't hazard a guess.

But now I've learned my lesson, I'm a [TERRIBLE PERSON]
I'm filled up with high hopes and I'm fed up with soft soaps
Long in the tooth but short on wisdom

Up to here with the ache of it

If a matchmaker calls hand in hand

With a catch of the day I'll rise to the bait
But it'll still be more than a heart can take
More than feeling great
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More than a tongue can tell....

I need to take leave of my senses, to get a moment's rest
Following in footsteps, footloose in fancy dress

Head in my hands, I'm making plans

Hoovering up for the day....

And the itch to get rich quick

Has never been so hard to reach

With my hands tied behind my back

Shin deep in cement and sand

Just like an anchor-man I broke loose

And crashed to the sea-bed

Clutching the shortest straw

And if you threw me a line that's as smart as you think
It wouldn't stop me sinking down to cry

On what flashed before my eyes.

(Trash Can Sinatras)

« »
Next Unread Reply
Thread
Subject:
Send
From: terrible person
To:
Cc:
On a grey morning
Full of whiskey
God came to the City of Nets
Full of whiskey
We saw God in the City of Nets

"Go to hell all of you!

Throw out all your cigars!

Forward march, boys! Straight to hell!
Straight to black Hell with your baggage!"

The people of the City of Nets looked at each other.
The people of the City of Nets said: No.

On a grey morning

Full of whiskey

You came to the Cty of Nets

Full of whiskey

You start in the City of Nets

Let no one stir an inch!

Everyone's on strike! You can't
Drag us by the hair into Hell
Because we have always been there!

The people of the City of Nets looked at each other.
The people of the City of Nets said: No.
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The people of the City of Nets looked at each other.
The people of the City of Nets said: No.

For this whole City of Nets

Existed only because everything is so terrible
Because no peace reigns

And no harmony

And because there is nothing

On which one can depend.

We don't need any hurricane

We don't need any typhoon

Since any terrible thing that they can do
We can just as well do ourselves.

And the bed that you make is the one you lie in
No one comes to tuck you in!

And if someone does any kicking, it will be me!
And if someon gets, it will be you!

the City of Nets
(Bertold Brecht. Translation available on request. References too. It's a résumé, remember?)

Major Strasser: "I understand that you came here from Paris at the time of the Occupation."”
Rick: "There seems to be no secret about that." -- Casablanca

An einem grauen Vormittag,

Mitten im Whisky,

Kam Gott nach Mahagonny,

Mitten im Whisky,

Bemerkten wir Gott in Mahagonny...

"Gehet alle zur Holle!

Steckt jetzt die Virginien in den Sack!
Marsch mit euch in meine Hélle, Burschen!
In die schwarze Holle mit euch, Pack!"

Ansahen sich die Madnner von Mahagonny,
Nein, sagten die Ménner von Mahagonny.

An einem grauen Vormittag

Mitten im Whisky

Kommst du nach Mahagonny,

Mitten in Whisky

Féngst an du in Mahagonny.

Riihre keiner den FuB jetzt!

Jederman streikt

An den Haaren kannst du uns nicht in die Holle ziehen,
Weil wir immer in der Holle waren.

Ansahen sich die Madnner von Mahagonny,
Nein, sagten die Méanner von Mahagonny.

Ansahen sich die Médnner von Mahagonny,
Nein, sagten die Manner von Mahagonny.
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Aber, dieses ganze Mahagonny
War nur, weil alles so schlecht ist
Weil keine Ruhe herrscht

Und keine Eintracht

Und weil es nichts gibt,

Woran man sich halten kann.

Wir brauchen keinen Hurrikan

Wir brauchen keinen Taifun

Denn was er an Schrecken tuen kann
Das konnen wir selber tun.

Denn wie man sich bettet, so liegt man
Es deckt einen keiner da zu.
Und wenn einer tritt, dann bin ich es

Und wird einer getreten, dann bist du's.

« »

Subject: Re: Dangerous Beauty
From:
To: film

Cc:
bernard thomas writes:

terrible person

1 will ask one question of you history buffs out there, though. Did they really have bananas in Renaissance

Venice?

bananas, according to my encyclopedia, though associated with central and south america, come originally
from Asia, and have been around since forever. the venetians traded pretty much with everyone (think
marco polo, though there is some doubt now as to the veracity of his travel tales.)my latin dictonary even
lists a word for banana, but I don't know if that is classical or medieval or if it really means plantain. I don't
know if Harry Belafonte was around then yet. or if slipping on a banana peel had been introduced into the

comic vocabulary.

daylight come, and me wanna go home!

terry

« »

Subject: Re(3): Marie Laveau/New Orleans

From:
To: film

Cc:

terrible person

isn't Pretty Baby New Orleans as well? and that vampire movie of course. and I think "Miller's Crssing"
was supposed to be LA or filmed there but never identified as there. (the book on which it is based in

apparently set in hartford, conn.)
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also "hard target" with Jean-Claude Van Damme and "Tightrope" with Clint Eastwood and Genevieve
Bujold. (Mmmmmm. I just like saying that. Genevieve Bujold. Genevieve Bujold.)

Notice that in three of the movies Eva mentioned, Cat People, Angel Heart, and Zandalee, the leading
ladies spend a huge amoount of time naked. Ok, it's hot in New Orleans. In the first two, people get killed
in really nasty bloody ways. Mysterious and magical. See, most movies involving unusual sex are set in SF,
but I guess New Orleans is considered #2. But for mysterious gruesomeness, o Crescent City, no one else
can do do that voodoo that you do so well.

« »

Subject: Re: The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
well, one reason that there are not a lot of movies about nice people is that they -- both the people and the
movies -- can get kind of boring. at least, they are hard to structure a good plot around. think about it: plots
are about someone struggling for something against resistance. if he or she has it all already, it's kind of
dull. whatever they are struggling against is the villain. if you have just nice people, you can't have a human
villain. so you have to have a non-human villain, like a white whale or a tornado or aliens or godzilla or
tuberculosis. but very likely, some of the nice people are going to get killed or hurt by this non-human
villain. otherwise, things would get boring and the villain would not seem too dangerous. but who wants to
kill off the nice people? the audiences don't like it. so you have to have some terrible people to kill off.
sometimes these are the guys who are collaborating with the villain. examples: aliens (or alien), twister,
jurassic park....there is almost always a human villain making the non-human one worse.

nonetheless, my nominee for a film about really nice people: "My life as a dog". don't read the book,
though; they were not really so nice.

terry (not really so nice either)

« »

Subject: Re(3): The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
I don't have a problem with good or nice people, just those who try convince themselves or others that they
(the convincers) are good when they aren't or better than they (either the convincers or the convincees) are
and want some special treatment as a result.

concerning plots, don't you think that characters who are entirely (or almost entirely) good are a bit one-
dimensional? that it is more interesting to view a complex character with the good and the bad mixed so
that his or her actions are not entirely predictable? as for characters whose moral dilemmas are interesting,
well, there must be something evil that imposes this dilemma. for instance, for a good example from a sort
of all right movie, [ was watching "crimson tide" the other night, and bascially moral Denzel Washington
had to decide whether to seal off a flooding compartment of the submarine after a near miss by a torpedo,
thus dooming the men inside, but saving the ship. now, the villain in that situation was the situatio itself
that forced him into this dilemma or the evil russians who had fired the torpedo. but there has to be a
villain. in a perfect world, people would not have to make moral choices. many movies have two good guys

10
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who don't realize they are on the same side until the end when they get together and kick villainous butt.
(the fugitive being a prime example, l.a. confidential too. they are, in a way, male-male versions of the
when harry met sally story, of two people who are perfect for one another but do not realize it until the end
if ever. the theme of the two ideal mates who are prevented from getting to together is a common one, and
in each case whatever prevents them is the villain. it can be war, or their own psychological hangups([so it's
their parents' fault] or illness or geography or prior commitment or jake's being impotent or....)

maybe this is a matter of semantics and I should just use the word 'antagonist" to mean whoever makes the
protagonist's life difficult. even beach party movies have some villain, don't they, so that the movie is not
just about the beach party but about the difficulties in setting it up.....?

there is definitely a difference among nice and likeable("the lovable rogue") and interesting characters. 1
often have to put down books and turn off movies when bad things happen to characters I have come to
like, imagine having lunch with, come to think of as deserving of good; I can't laugh at them, down on their
lower level of reality. it's different when they actually happen to me....the villain may be interesting and fun
to watch but we are glad of his downfall, though we may hope he will be revived for the sequel....

gettin' all terry-I'd.....

« »

Subject: Re: J.T.Walsh Dies
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
this makes me very sad.

J.T. Walsh was never a leading man, but he was never bad in his small roles. I wonder if he really was the
slightly slimy, certainly sleazy, somewhat spineless, generally terrible type he usually played, but he did it
well. I think of:

--the asshole Sgt. Dickerson in "Good Morning, Vietnam"

--the studio bigwig Alan habel in "The Big Picture"

--Annette Bening's previous partner in con/ boyfriend who later goes nuts in "The Grifters"

--Jimmy's rival Frank Fitzsimmons in "Hoffa"

--Bar-owner/would be wife killer Wayne in "Red Rock West"

and so many others. Please remind me.

I had always hoped he would make a movie with that other great initialized character actor, M. Emmet
Walsh.

Putting on a black armband,
terry
« »
Subject: Re(7): The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person

To: film

Cc:

11
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James M. Courtney writes:

On his own, Sherlock Holmes was some what dry and boring. Yet readers never really complained about
that since the plots and the stories were so interest dispite that.

would you really describe Sherlock Holmes stories as "plot driven"? I would interpret "plot-driven" as
meaning "trying to show something about the human condition". Whereas most Sherlock Holmes stories
were technology driven, like Tom Clancy stories, trying to show off some new possible technique for
solving a crime. (the most plot driven one is "A scandal in bohemia", about how women really are smarter
than men.) Now, the border is fuzzy. for instance, the technology will not work if not for the foibles of
human beings, their carelessness or overconfidence that leads them to leave clues around. but in the case of
Sherlock Holmes, I would tend to the procedural, not the artistic. Perhaps that's just my opinion. Not that |
don't love the stories.

Mpysteries tend to be plot driven stories but that isn't to say you can't write a mystery that deals mostly
with character. Silence of the Lambs seemed to me more a story about the relationship between Agent
Sterling (Jodie Foster) and Hannible Lector (Anthony Hopkins) than solving the mystery of the murders.
Actually, Silence of the Lambs is, I think, one of those cases in which the character and the situation
coincide somewhat unbelievably. a woman becomes involved in murder case, largely because of her
appearance, and it just so happens that the case triggers a response in her based on her personal
psychological makeup! how about that! now, I suppose, if the woman in the story had not had Clarice
Starling's psychological makeup, it would not have have been as interesting a story. Perhaps there were lots
of cases like this, they just did not bother filming them! (this is a bit like the answer to doubters of
evolution, who say, isn't it unlikely that intelligent (?) life evolved here, on our planet? well, if it had not,
we would not be here to talk about it!

Clint Eastwood's Dirty Harry and Man with No Name movies were like this too. They don't seem to play
characters but forces of nature blowing through people's lives.

In th e case of the Man with No Name, there is nothing to indicate that he is really the same character in
each of the three main movies (and similar ones like "high plains drifter" and "pale rider") in that he never
makes reference to the previous plots as characters usually do in sequels. it adds tothe superatural feeling of
the films (actually literalized in "drifter" and "rider".) only the clothes and the manner (and the lack of
name) identify him. so I would definitely agree with your force of nature characterization.

terry (inspiration for "the bad")

« »

Subject: Re: theory (was: The Wedding Singer)
From: terrible person
To: film
Steve Omlid writes:

Well, Laura tried to change the thread name a long time ago, but it didn't take.
a long time?? oh my god!!! TWO WHOLE DAYS ago!!

actually, I don't have a problem with the name of the thread. I kind of like the idea of these vestigial names
that remain when the subject matter of the thread has long since changed from that of the original post. it
reminds of the way words often change meanings over time simply because their referants have changed;
for instance, "gun" does not mean the same thing as it did four hundred years ago, nor does "computer"
mean what it did five decades back. in Casablanca, the term "concentration camp" is repeatedly used in its
pre-liberation-of-Auschwitz meaning of "prison camp", not "extermination camp". i would not be
surprised if it is soon forgotten that film once meant a thin layer of something, not the narrative artwork
preserved in images; 'Terrible" meant not extremely bad but fear-inspiring, as Ivan could tell you, and
Person a mask used in plays. many institutions have maintained their quaint original names while totally
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changing their function (or while the names came to be used differently.) this is especially true in Britain,
where the names of what were basically the sovereign's household staff still survive as cabinet offices with
quite different responsibilities. In the US, the Secret Service is concerned not with spying as in most
countries, but with protecting the president and the currency; the department of the interior maintains
public lands instead of, as in most countries, enforcing public order. Israel's formerly feared, recently
stumbling intelligence service, Mossad, literally "the organization", is short for "the organization for the
second Aliyah", devoted to bringing jews to palestine in the 1930's, only later absorbed into the government
with a new function. The Sandinista Army, the military arm of one party, became the national army of
Nicaragua. The Special Prosecutor for a minor land deal in Arkansas has become the national inquisitor
with virtually unlimited powers, much as a the junior senator from wisconsin did in the 1950's, or the head
of the law enforcement union in last year's "Children of the Revolution". Deng Xiaoping ruled China with
only the title of Vice-Premier.

No, I think it is neat to retain the original title of a thread, for the same reason I oppose spelling reform: to
keep a sense of history, and not just the type you learn from highlighting and pressing control H, and a
sense of wonder, so that people will not just judge a thread by its name, but inquire as to its actual content
and function.

Resume for Elpenor

Disposable Hero

"So I spoke, and the proud heart in them was persuaded.

Yet I did not lead away my companions without some

loss. There was one, Elpenor, the youngest man, not terribly

powerful in fighting nor sound in his thoughts. This man,

apart from the rest of his friends, in search of cool air, had lain

down drunkenly to sleep on the roof of Circe's palace,

and when his companions stirred to go he, hearing their tumult

and noise of talking, started suddenly up, and never thought,

when he went down, to go by way of the long ladder,

but blundered straight off the edge of the roof, so that his neck bone

was broken out of its sockets, and his soul went down to Hades."
The Odyssey, Book X, In. 550 - 560

"His form is ungainly, his intellect small,"
(so the crew would quite often remark),
"But his courage is perfect! And that, after all
Is what's needed when hunting a snark."
Lewis Carroll, "The Hunting of the Snark", Fit the First

"Beam down a landing party consisting of the Captain, the First Officer, the Chief Medical Officer, and
Ensign Jensen."

Fredo's going fishing on Lake Tahoe....

"Les opinions sur son talent sont partagées: lui, il trouve qu'il est génial, tous les autres pensent qu'il est
innommable. Mais quand il ne dit rien, c'est un gai compagnon, fort apprecié...."

They were expendable.....
Subject: Re(9): The Wedding Singer

From: terrible person
To: film
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Cec:
James M. Courtney writes:

1 think that is where we differ: to me a Character-driven story is one where the author is trying to show
something about the human condition and a Plot-driven story is one where they are trying to solve some
problem or puzzle. None of the Conan Doyle stories went into his drug addction (Holmes was a cocaine
addict) or his relationship with Watson, or why he felt the need to be a detective in the first place. Few
Holmes stories ever really went into why Holmes did what he did. (the only exception to this is the Seven
Percent Solution that was writtin long after Sir Arthur Conan Doyle's death.) Instead they went into his
solveing the mystery at hand (who did it).

The book is much more belivable than the movie. Nietzsche wrote "If you stare into the abyss, the abyss
stares back." I think Silence of the Lambs was trying to illustrate this point. Lector was the abyss Sterling
was staring into. She could not deal with him without his making connact back. Because this was her first
case, she was not yet harden to the reality of evil. Thus of course she would have a responce to it. Jodie
Foser herself said that she thought the story was really about three father figures in her character's life and
how they shaped her into what she was to become. Her father's death shaped her by it's suddenness, the
Scott Glenn character shaped her by mentoring her into the world of the FBI and the Lector shaped her by
showing her the heart of what it was she was really after....the face of evil.

Thus even though much of the book was about the hunt for Buffallo Bill: the real heart of the story was
about Sterling's (and our's as the readers) education into the heart of the abyss. So I would say that it was
less a plot driven story (where the solving of the puzzle is most important aspect) but rather a Character
drivin story (where the author is trying to show you something about the human condition.)

what you have said is fair and well-spoken. i salute you. however, I think that we are using different
terminology and until then we will not be able to clash, as we said in high school debate. (I mean, if you are
going into combat, you want to clash, not blend in in camouflage.) so let's get joe strummer and mick jones
and adjust our wording: since this seems to be a friendly argument, i hope you will allow me to take one
step back before charging forward.....

if you are following the scheme of rita mae brown, that is fine. I am following a scheme I call my own
since I cannot remember where I picked it up, though according to my theory of creativity, it had to be
somewhere. | see the first distinction in movies to be made among those that are trying to say something
(about the human condition) and those which are just entertaining, just giving the performers a chance to
dance, or sing, or tell jokes, or take off their clothes, or do kung fu, or kill each other (or the technical
people a chance to show off their stuff.) of course, the dancing, singing, etc., can have meaning, but would
have just as much outside the narrative. ok. so I would call movies of the first type plot-driven. now, of
what do plots consist? since we are discussing the human condition, we want to see how humans
(characters) react in situations. if the characters are fairly ordinary people placed in extraordinary
situations, i would call the plot situation driven. if the situation is a familiar one but the characters are
unusual, it's character driven. we can mix and match characters with situations to create plots. the hardy
boys can search for buried treasure or their missing chums, or nancy drew can search for buried treasure:
three different plots. (I know, these hardly ilumine the human condition. neither does the next example.)
bruce willis singlehandedly saves first a building, then an airport; two different situation driven plots. either
can show you somethin about the human condition. perhaps another diehard movie could have been made
in which a wimpy geek saves a building. same situation, different character.

now, when I talk about the unusual, that either the characters or the situations are but usually not
both, i mean that the audience demands some familiarness (or else it is confused -- think of movies that
create a whole new world from scratch, with no explanation, not even a lot of implication-- the best
example I can think of is Brazil) but not too much, or it isbored. (you might as well put a camera on main
street all day.) which is why the one usually sees a new sort of character in a familiar situation, or vice
versa. when the first movie about say, alien invasion, came out, it was shocking, the idea was so strange.
the characters were rather normal. but as the idea of alien invasion became more familiar in movies (or
when other things, such as political scandal, become morefamiliar in real life), the protagonists could
become more and more interesting. let's see how a dog reacts to the aliens. or a mute unicycling clown. it is
all like a sort of controlled experiment, where one element is changed at a time, only here the point is not
really to prove anything, not even about the human condition, but rather to stay within the audience's
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tolerance of the new. but as situations become more normal, characters become more important, and vice
versa.

to look at some current examples: you have this guy who's really smart but has psychological
problems and doesn't care and his math professor just happens to know a psychiatrist ffrom the same
neighborhood originally, who also did not apply himself though he was really smart! how about that folks!
on the other hand, you take some young lovers, of different social classes -- certainly a familiar theme --
and you put them on a huge boat that sinks!!! seems a nice combination of the familiar and the un- to me.
or take a bunch of desperate unemployed guys. all right, we have certainly seen enough of them. in one
movie, they are musicians. in another, they are strippers. ok, I can believe that.

the silence of the lambs was one of the first with a really psycho killer or rather two. ok, there was
psycho, but cannibalism? cutting off skin? ick!!! and it was also one of the first with a heroine with really
interesting psychology. now, everyone has really interesting psychology. everyone has their hangups from
hearing lambs screaming or whatever. what I find odd about silence of the lambs is the odd coincidence of
a really psycho killer, another psycho *who just happens to know him*, and a detective whose personal
hangups impel her to get involved. (remember, Mr. Bond, once is happenstance, twice is a coincidence, and
three times is enemy action.) isn't that kind of stretching things? iving a character hangups adds
verisimilitude, but clarice's would just as likely have been about huge pink jurassic bunnies as about lambs
to be saved. perhaps this hangup drove her to the FBI behavioral science division, but only her looks, her
being just lector's type, got her chosen to talk to him and involved. the point is, this story is driven both by
an ususual character and an unusual situation. it is plot-driven because it has a point.

it's like, would you accept a movie where just when things are blackest, the hero finds exactly the
tools and the book he needs, lying by the side of the road, with no explanation? ok, if he didn't, there would
not be a plot. but still, things are based on a pretty big coincidence.

by the way, what Nietzsche said was, "stare not", not "if you stare.."

and sherlock holmes stories? I stil maintain they were designed to show things about detection, not
the human condition, so are not plot driven, but this does not make them character driven, or drivel.....

Subject: Re(7): The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
can you give an example of a movie that was truly about ordinary people doing ordinary things? even in
"Ordinary People", if I remember correctly, there was a lot about the family that was not too ordinary. I
mean, a movie about people and events that were like (and like those that happened to) most of the people
you know?

incidentally, if you made a movie about a totally average person, it would not be realistic. (in other words,
someone with 2.5 kids, 3 tvs, whatever the statistics say.) because the average person has some interesting
characteristic, and this statistically mean person wouldn't.

and all those movies with titles like "a man and a woman" that pretend to be about an average person never
are. did 'clerks" depict a typical day in the life of clerks? no. movies are always about the extraordinary.
ever see a movie version of "one day in the life of ivan denisovich"? of course not. nothing happens.

I'll be glad to discuss the specifics of this if you can provide some.

as for french films, as mr. s.f. applet teased, yes, when a movie is in french or other foreign language or
setting, the most mundane characters and activities can seem interesting.

terrible person (easily confused with [statistically] mean person.)

« »
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Subject: Re(6): horrible
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Eva Luna writes:
Getting into morality....I don't know, sounds a little sticky to me. Your and my morality is not everyone
else’s....

Maybe "moral right"” wasn't the best term I could have used. But free speech is the closest thing to a moral
absolute that I can think of. And IMO, you don't go and hire legal teams just because you don't like
something that someone said, in a free society. You ignore it, or you respond, but you don't try to squelch it.
Unless it is truly libel, I suppose, and for reasons I've put forth before, I don't think this is. (And it seems
like Courtney knows it really isn't either. Otherwise, she'd file a straightforward libel suit instead of getting
funding pulled and threatening film festivals and movie theaters.)

And the other thing is, as James has pointed out, not only are Courtney's actions not right, they aren't
smart. She's ceded the moral high ground to a tabloid journalist by trying to squelch him. Dumb, dumb,
dumb.

what you are forgetting, Steve, is that it is always better to take preemptive action to avoid being damaged
than to wait, be damaged, and try to get it back in court later. in fact, the law basically expects it. this fall,
my ceiling leaked. now, i could have just stood back, told my landlord to take care of it, and waited until he
did, meanwhile just toting up my damage to my furniture and lifestyle and demanded he pay me back when
done, or sued for it. but then I would have had no guarantee I would actually be awarded what I felt I had
lost -- maybe the judge would have been in a bad mood that day, despite all my evidence -- and I would
have a lot of wet furniture. instead, i did everything I could to minimize my damage, moving my furniture,
constantly telling my landlord what was going on, threatening, cajoling, whatever, because I knew that no
matter how much I could win in court, it would not make up for what I had lost (especially when court
time and costs were factored in.) now, courtney love could just let herself be libelled. she could let lots of
people see a movie which, I understand, though I have not seen it, strongly implicates her in the death of
her husband and thus, I suppose, harms her reputation. she could then sue. she might or might not win --
there is after all that principle that a public figure basically cannot be libelled. (New York Times vs.
Sullivan, 1964, held that a public official -- later broadened to any public figure -- partly, I think in the
Falwell vs. Flynt case -- had to prove that a statement was false, defamatory [damaging], and deliberately
done with actual malice, reckless disregard for the truth in order to harm. my source is "The War Against
the Press", by Peter Stoler, dodd, mead, new york, 1986, p 135ff ) or she might win, and get a lot of money
which supposedly makes up for what she will have lost due to loss of reputation. she might even get an
apology, or the filmmaker might have to make another film saying, ok, I made it all up, she had nothing to
do with Kurt's death. but she would still have been damaged and nothing could make up for that damage
and it would have been better for her not to have been damaged. (consider some injury you have had, a
broken leg. it healed and you can walk on it now but would it not have been better not to have had it?) and
a lot of people will think, no matter what the decision of a court would be, no matter what the filmmaker
recanted, that she helped kill her husband. it's like when the police search your place with a warrant and
they do not find anything they were looking for but they do find some embarassing personal things you
would prefer no one, especially a cop, know. ok, you are off the hook, you are made whole, as they say, but
you still have been damaged.

no, I think Courtney is smart to try to head off damage to her reputation in advance rather than try to make
up for it later. (a stitch in time saves nine. better not to eat so much in the first place than to eat too much
and feel you Have to exercise it off later, or throw it up.) if you don't do so, a judge will say, what did you
do to resolve this matter before bringing it to my overburdened court? what did you do to keep your
damages to a minimum? did you warn the defendant that you thougth his film was libelous and intended to
would sue him if he did not withdraw or revise it? if you can't say yes, I did everything I could to avoid this
courtroom, the court will not look with favor upon you. it will think you just sat back and let yourself be
damaged in the expectation of going to court. I know we are a litigious society, so much so that it is
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assumed every matter will go to court, but it is not supposed to. If I had taken my landlord to court without
having made every effort to reduce mydamages and settle beforehand, but instead sat back, let the rain fall,
and pinnned all my hopes on the court decision, the judge would have found this out very quickly and lost
any sympathy he might have had forme, and not awarded me more than the bare minimum. If you are
driving and you see another car is about to hit you, you are obligated to take evasive action if you can,
rather than,counting on your airbags to protect you, allowing yourself to be hit and figuring on collecting a
big settlement. you would not collect.

now, if she could not win in court, she has to do everything she can to preempt court. which means she may
be bluffing the filmmaker with threats of legal action. in which case, he is free to call her bluff and risk that
she might take him to court and win.

i suppose she could make her own film in reply. it might even get a wider audience. it isironic that larry
flynt could be taken as taking the opposite stance to her. but that was just a role, remember. perhaps the
best thing WOULD be for her and the filmmaker to meet in a public forum and debate his charges against
her. but don't they have such public forums already? aren't they called courts?

every right has a responsibility. free speech entails taking responsibility what you say and speaking the
truth and not using the right to hurt the innocent. and those who think they are innocent have the right to
defend themselves. she is using her lawyers to explore legal venues, as far as I know, not sending thugs to
break kneecaps or firebomb offices. this is quite within her rights. after all, in this conference, if I were to
accuse some other user of something horrendous with little evidence, or just slyly suggest it, you would
probably delete it or banish it to the salt mines of film processing. there are , and have to be, moderators in
real life, too; they are called judges. or should we use your absolute moral right to free speech argument
here the next time the flaming gets hot?

980304
Subject: Re(2): KLATU VERATA NICTO!! To The Apostles Of Raimi
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Chris A. Hall writes:
Don't wanna come off as anal, but it's:

Klaatu barada nikto!
It's originally a line from The Day the Earth Stood Still.
yes!!! glad someone got this.
In larry shue's hilarious play "The foreigner", the main character is a proofreader at sci-fi magazine.
commenting on the pointlessness of his job, he says "Who cares if there are two k's or three in Klaatu
barada nikto!?"
Now, how do you spell the other example of alienese from the movie, the final line, "Gort, beringit"?
Subject: Re(10): The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person
To: film
Cc:
concerning "a single girl", well, I have not seen it. I seem to remember, though, that the plot involved a

convergence of multiple crises in one day, so that it was a bit more than just "girl's first day of work,
nothing special."
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also, going by what mr. applet and mr. omlid have said, this actress is so beautiful that that makes her
pretty unusual. in other words, the movie is not just about a young woman on her first day of work, it's
about an extraordinarily beautiful young woman on her first day of work. and though most people are
familiar with a first day of work, not that many of them are familiar with being an extraordinarily beautiful
young woman.

or, to fall back on the distinction of which I am still working on convincing James Courtney, perhaps this is
not a plot-driven movie at all. perhaps it is not really about a beautiful young woman on her first day of
work, but just a series of pictures of a beautiful young woman for those who like to look at beautiful young
women.

980304
Subject: Re(11): The Wedding Singer
Send
From: terrible person
To: film
Cec:

Realism vs. familiarity

I've come here for an argument.
Will that be the five minute, or the course of ten?

James Courtney writes:

What would you call a movie on insects then? Or something like Riverdance, which had neither
characters, storyline or plot, just dancing? Take the classic West Side Story. It had singing, dancing and
people killing each other but it was basically about two star crossed lovers and what happened to them
because of that love. Stories are either plot-driven or Character driven. Movies on the other hand can be
Jjust about anything. A famous Andy Warhol picture was just filming a man sleeping for eight hours. No
story, no plot, no character.

a movie about insects would probably be a documentary, and we are talking about fiction here (or
fictionalized history.) although the documentary could, i suppose, be arranged to make a point about the
insect condition. but we both have been talking only about the human condition so I don't see why you are
raising this. in a movie like "the twilight of the cockroaches", the insects stand for humans and thus
illuminate the human condition.
riverdance does not have a plot so far as I know. it's just people dancing. a concert. I think "lord of the
dance" has a plot if you want one and you like michael flatley. I think you are missing the distinction
between realism and familiarity. When I say that there can only be a limited amount of extraordinariness in
a plot (by which I mean the sum of the characters and situations). as for west side story, the singing,
dancing, killing all serve to move the plot along or are part of it. I never said that anything with singing,
dancing, killing, clothes offtaking, etc, automatically was plotless. I just said that some works focussed
mainly on these, this is what they existed for in themselves.

of course we are talking about stories (plots) not just movies. but as this is the movies conference and
we talk mostly about movies here, I have tried to focus on them.

To me a plot drven story is one where solving or acting on the problem is the main story. ( How do
we stop the terrorist bombing or catch the serial murderer before he strikes again.) In an character driven
story how the person response to the problem and how they react to it, is the whole story and not weither
the solve it or not. (How do I stop the terrorist if it was my lover and I'm not too sure they should be
stopped. How do I catch the serial killer if in doing so I have to become just like them?) In a character
driven story, the response to the problem may be that they don't solve it at all but just have to learn to live
with it.
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if a character has to deal with something involving his lover, that is part of a situation external to the
character, not part of the character. a character driven story might be, i have to go to work today, like
everyone else. unfortunately, i am schizophrenic and know it and am trying to deal with it but gee, it makes
work awful hard. a situation driven story might be, gee, I am an ordinary guy, but the workings of some
strange force have disrupted reality around me. the examples you cite -- such as "how do I catch the serial
killer without becoming like them?" do not say anything about the character. how you deal with the serial
killer would depend on whether you were weak or strong, moral or not. all you have specified is a situation
-- I have to face a serial killer.

You can have either extraordinary people in extraordinary situations or ordinary people in
ordinary situations and still the story can be either about plot or character. It’s not what you put into the
story (ordinary vs extraordinary characters or situations) but how you handle it (is it about moving the plot
along or showing us something about the characters) that is the difference. Thus you can have a story
about nuclear war that is either plot driven in that it favors keeping the action going over developing the
characters as people (like Peacekeeper) or characters driven in that it is how various characters act and
react to what is happening (like Failsafe or On the Beach).

I would probably place Peacemaker (it IS peaceMAKER,isn't it?) in the category of not even plot
driven movies, just fun stuff to look at, not really trying to say anything about the human condition. but I
have not seen it. i don't know how well the characters were developed or how unique the situation was, but
it seems that both took second place to fast chases and big explosions. but if you want to talk about nuclear
war movies, both the ones you mention, failsafe and on the beach, take a cross section of fairly ordinary
people, or at least familiar ones -- and show they confronting an unthinkable situation. testament is the
same, with an ordinary american family, as was the day after. there really have not been too many character
driven movies about nuclear war because it is so difficult to grasp that it demands ordinary characters for
the audience to hold onto, and because it overwhelms any character with its enormity. the road warrior
might be an example. ok, by now we are used to the idea of postapocalyptic barbarism. but what if you had
a sort of moral guy there, with some major psychological damage, how would he react?

Would you except that a woman of class would fall in love with a poor immigrant in steerage
enough that she would stay on a sinking ship for him? (Titanic) Or that a New York Cop would happen to
be visiting his wife (who is operating under her maiden name) just when terrorist take over the building
and know exactly what to do to stop them. (Die Hard) Or that if another terrorist stole nuclear weapons
and were planning to explode them in America, that the U.S. government would turn over the job of
stopping them to an attractive woman under the age of thirty who looks like she is only a year or two out of
grad school? (Peace keeper) Anyone even remotely familiar with law enforcement or the F.B.1., should
know that in real life Scully and Mulder would be finish up their careers out in some Indian reservation
somewhere for all the shit they have pulled. Nearly all movies require a certain amount of suspension of
disbelief for them to work.

Please don't confuse realism with familiarity. the two have something in common but are not the same. You
can have realistic movies in unfamiliar settings; I have never been in outer space, but the space ship of
2001, or alien perhaps, seems like a pretty good evocation of what space flight would be like, unlike, say,
Star Wars. You can have unrealistic movies in familiar settings, like grosse pointe blank. a suburban high
school is familiar to me but there is no chance I would believe that movie would happen. or flashdance. or a
lot of movies. I know that there are FBI agents, I understand what they do. if I did not, x-files would leave
me saying "who are these guys?" but this does not make it realistic. same with Titanic. I am familiar with
the idea of young lovers from different social classes. you don't have to spend a long time explaining it to
me. and I have heard of this ship the titanic, or I understand the concept of big ships and the danger of
sinking. whether I believe this could happen is a different issue.

the important difference is that lack of realism leaves audiences in disbelief, but lack of familiarity
leaves them not knowing what is going on. of course, people will more readily believe what they have
experienced themselves or are familiar with. but people will believe things that are not familiar if they are
well told. for instance, take the movie Breaker Morant. many people who see it don't know much about the
boer war or the status of australia within the British empire at the time. this could get confusing. who is
fighting whom? why can't people understand each other? etc. but there is no doubt that the film is realistic
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(even if the events depicted were not true, which they are.) so it will be accepted even if not completely
understood.

in silence of the lambs, there are a bunch of un- or semi-familiar concepts thrown at us at once: the
specialties of the psycho-killers, the hangups of Clarice, the FBI behavioral science department, etc. there is
not that much explanation. that is why it helps to read the book. but this is just to understand it, not
necessarily to believe it.

incidentally, the tradeoff of odd situation versus odd character (thank you, Tim Walters, for that great
quote) is not absolute. it does not have to be one or the other, but the more of one, the less of the other. for
instance, in Unforgiven, neither the idea of the reformed gunfighter nor that of the sex workers hiring
killers is that familiar; I certainly would not call them established. but each is half established, so that
together, they provide enough familiar for comprehension and enough unfamiliar for interest.

Matt Stowell suggested severl films to discuss in terms of ordinariness. Unfortunately, [have not seen
smoke or barfly, but I have seen Shorts Cuts, and though that was four years ago,it happens I watched part
of it again just the other night. the question is, are these ordinary characters and situations. well, ordinary
for what? if this is supposed to be a complete portrait of life in LA, then it is not too complete,since all the
characters are white. but lets' say they are all ordinary iddle class white people. well, a lot of them are
extraordinarily good looking. and the sisters looked nothing alike.but maybe that is just the actors, not the
characters. and of course, everyone is connected, but six degrees of separation and all,even among three
million angelinos. but maybe that is just the point, to focus on a small, connected group. to whom a lot of
things happen in a small time!!! including an earthquake! ok, maybe thatis what makes them worth making
a movie about. I don't want to be like the philosopher who professes amazement that cats have two holes in
their skins just where their eyes are.

looking at the individual plots, well: I don't know anyone who has found a body on a fishing trip. I
don't know any phone sex operators and I doubt most of the public do, though others here might. I don't
know anyone who has raped and killed anyone and gotten away with it because of an earthquake. I don't
know anyone who has cut everything in his ex-wife's place in half with a chainsaw. I don't know any
terrorist bakers.

now, I am not saying these things are impossible, could not happen. on the contrary, they seemed
quite possible, so I was willing to believe them, though I had never seen them. I am just saying they were
not familiar. but a good director or writer makes the unfamiliar seem possible.

I suppose, by the way, I should have said, insteadof the statistically mean person, the mode or
median. he would have 2 or 3 children and thus possibly exist. mean just had a nice sound.

980305 Not Sent
James Courtney writes:

But a plot driven could just as well be about the schizophrenic going to work, chosing to focus on
the situation of such a character trying to take control of his life and the ordinary guy faceing the altered
reality could be a character study of this guy in unfamiliar territory. It is the focus of the author that makes
a story either a plot driven story or a character driven story not the unfamiliarity or realism of the settings.

The thing I'm trying to point out is that since all stories feature some sort of plot and character to
them, what sets them apart as plot driven or character driven is just what the author choses to make the
thrust of the story, the plot or the characters. A realistic story can be mostly about the plot or about the
characters.

MASH was a realistic story about the horrors of war but it was mostly about the characters and
didn't really have a set plotline (other than they came they did their jobs and then they left.) What made the
story interesting was the characters Hawkeye, Trapper John and the rest. There really wasn't any plot to
follow. Apollo 13 on the other hand, the characters took a back seat to the solving of the problem. It
wasn't that they were bad or poorly written but just that the authors focused mostly on the suspense and
excitment generated by their attempt to solve the problem of getting them down.

A plot (what I mean by plot, since we can't agree on common terminology, I'll try to

understand yours and you can try to understand mine) is like a division problem: characters into situations
give outcome.
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The problem with trying to make a story about an unfamiliar sort of person (a
schizophrenic) situation driven rather than character driven (an examination of schizophrenia) is that if the
situation became odd or unusual, it would be hard for the audience to tell why things were happening.
Because of the character's insanity or because the situation is getting weird? If the audience cannot
understand why things are happening, they cannot get any point the film is trying to make. Same if you
took a very complicated person and put him in a disturbed reality. Are things different now because he has
changed or because the world has? Now, the movie could just be about how confusing and random things
are, but that is kind of a copout point.

the way authors make something the thrust of the
story is by keeping pretty much everything else constant and normal so you can pick out what is changing
and watch it change. think of a big musical number on stage; the main figure is usually the person who is
dancing while everyone else is standing still or standing still while everyone else is moving.

I would analyze the plot of MASH thus. Take a group of somewhat normal, somewhat
eccentric characters. Place them is a setting somewhat known ( a war, in fact, the Korean War) and
somewhat new ( a hospital in that war) and see how they react. You could say that there was not much plot
and the movie was just there to tell jokes. Or you could say that they plot was driven both by the
eccentricities of the characters and the absurdity of the situation.

apollo 13 took fairly normal characters and used them to
explore a unique situation. because we can relate to the characters, we can, by watching them, get an idea
of what it would have been like to have been in that situation (in a crippled spacecraft 240,000 miles from
home) ourselves, a situation which is otherwise totally alien to us. (even if our vehicles have broken down
in Castro Valley at some point.)

Actually much of what Unforgiven portrayed was more realistic and accurate picture of the "Wild
West" than any of the more familiar westerns made. What Eastwood did was simply take the familiar
stories that movies have feed us about the west and show how they really were like. (Most of the women out
west were sex-workers or mail order brides. The town sheriff was hired mostly for his carpentery skills as
his gun fighting ability. The great gun fighters mostly a creation of the plup novels popular at the time than
reality.) Thus the fact that they were realistic is also what made them unfamiliar.

I would say that whether this was really what the West was like does not matte all that much
since this is a drama not a documentary. It is more important to matchthe audience's expectations so that
they know what is going on. For instance, we are used, say, to seeing Vikings in movies in horned helmets.
(Or if not, let's say we were.) The fact is that almost no Vikings actually wore horned helmets. if I made an
authentic movie, and my Vikings were unhorned, I would know I was right, but I would run the risk of my
audience having no idea who they guys in the hornless helmets were and thus missing any point I was
trying to make about them.

Also, I don't get why a sheriff would have had to be a carpenter. To make coffins for the guys
he killed? Seems they could find someone to do that. By the way, the Sheriff in Unforgiven, you may
remember, was totally incompetent as a carpenter (though the only thing he was building was a house.) So I
don't quite know what the point was here.

Also, Unforgiven was not the first realistic or revisionist western, showing the things you
mention. Starting in the '60's, the mainstream of westerns split into the antirealistic (spaghetti westerns), the
humorous (Butch and Sundance), and the newly realistic, this is what it was really like sort -- McCabe and
Mrs. Miller, The Wild Bunch, Doc, even Little Big Man to some extent. Now in pretty much all Westerns,
most of the women are prostitutes, most of the men are violent drunks, most of the clothes are dirty, most
of the lawmen are crooked ex-gunfighters......So I would say the west of Unforgiven was pretty familiar to
audiences.

Greta Christina writes:
I don't think "ordinary” and "extraordinary" are simple, either/or concepts. I think they exist on a

spectrum. And when I say that I like movies about ordinary people doing ordinary things, I mean movies
where the people and the stuff they do are significantly closer to the ordinary end of that spectrum.
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If ordinary and extraordinary are not simple either/or concepts, than one cannot really say "I like films
about ordinary people." What one should say, and here is one of those examples in which mathematics can
be applied to daily life, is "the more ordinary the charactyers and situations in a film are, the more I like
it." in other words, create a sort of analogy or graph or function. One can also allow for other factors;
"unless Gene Hackman is in the movie, in which case his presence overrides all consideration of
ordinariness, the more ordinary a film, the more I like it." this formulation recognizes the relativeness of
ordinariness, not its absoluteness, and also the relativeness of your enjoyment, and the connection between
the two. it's sort of fuzzy logic and it's as comforting as a teddy bear.

Matt Stowell writes:

If you liked Short Cuts, you'll probably like Smoke as well. It's a really good movie.
Actually, i did not much like short cuts, (except for Lyle Lovett) but on your recommendation, i will check
it out, and try to read the Carver.

If you took 50 people at random off a downtown street and rounded them up and asked them at length
about their lives, you'll more than likely find stories and characters similar to the ones featured in Short
Cuts. And hey, some of them might even be connected through friends-of-friends or something, too.

Some of the characters and situations were quite ordinary, i agree. I picked out the less ordinary ones -- the
lives less ordinary? -- as counterexamples. of course, on the bell curve of ordinary life, there is some
extraordinariness. statistically, just as everyone has *something™® extraordinay about them as I said before,
if you surveyed 50 people, at least some should be quite extraordinary.

I've known (or at the very least had long conversations with) all sorts of people. I've known (or still do
know) waitresses, artists, adulterers, people who have found dead bodies, phone sex operators, murderers,
Jjunkies, drug dealers, pimps, lawyers, rock stars, politicians, cops, strippers, yuppies, scholars, thieves,
alcoholics, arsonists, prostitutes, pool sharks, teen mothers, suicides, actors, limo drivers, gang members,
middle-class "soccer moms", bums, telemarketers, writers, murder victims, doctors, real-estate agents,
psychotics, Croatians, perverts, gamblers, teachers, bartenders, the list goes on and on. For the most part,
I never have sought out these people--they have just wandered into and out of my life through coincidence.
And I'm only 26 years old. In fact, I've known plenty of people who are a few of these things all rolled up in
one. Say, an alcoholic lawyer who is also a real-estate agent as well as a pool-shark and a pervert.

I am quoting your list for no other reason than it is a great list and I love lists as a literary form. (would you
call it a granfallon? or are the elements too associated.) almost as good as "It's the end of the world as we
know it (and I feel fine.)" some other good lists I've encountered recently: the lists of items accepted and
rejected by the entiity Lack in Jonathan Lethem's "As She Climbed Across the Table", the list of pictures
shown to the Frank Sinatra character in "The Manchurian Candidate" for him to pick out the Soviet and
Chinese scientists, most of the book "la Disparition" by perec. long live commas!

the only thing I will say is if you have a character in a movie who is as complex as your last named, it gets
hard to use him to make a statement about anything because you are not sure what aspect of his character
causes him to act a particular way.

Terry, wait, that's all?

980306
Subject: Re(15): The Wedding Singer

From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
well, others have explained very well what a granfalloon is.
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Matt Stowell writes:

To go back to the "alcoholic lawyer who is also a real-estate agent as well as a pool-shark and a pervert.”,
1 met this guy in a bar one night. I found out he was into real estate, so I asked him if he knew any
affordable rental properties since I was fighting off an eviction at the time. He then stated that he was also
a lawyer and started giving me legal advice. When he went to take a leak I asked the bartender (who was
an old friend of his) if the guy really was a lawyer and he told me yes. The guy was kind of an asshole. He
seemed to alternate between giving me legal advice and insulting me—"You're an idiot! You better start
packing, because there's no way you're going to win that case!" Two minutes later, he'd be telling me
"You're a really sharp guy!" After a while, we started playing pool, and I figured out pretty quickly that he
was sharking me for drinks. Before long, we got to "talking dirty," and I ended up learning more than 1'd
ever want to know about his particular kinks.

To get to the point, I think that he *would* make a good character in a movie. Hey, sometimes the
character is a statement in itself. Let's just say (off the top of my head) someone makes a movie about this
guy. Let's say that in the movie, he was a lawyer, but too much of a drunkard to handle his job, so he quit
practicing law and started selling real estate. He hangs out in dingy bars, shooting pool (you could use
this as a sort of metaphor--being able to see the proper angles and use the exact amount of force necessary
to make a shot--reflecting the same skills he needed as a lawyer, perhaps...this shows he's not "all the way
gone"). In his spare time, he picks up prostitutes and, oh let's say he puts them through some hardcore
violent sex routines--which could show that he's got a problem with losing control over his life and the only
way he has to exercise his "power" is by abusing prostitutes. Now, we put him in some situations that
might pop up in his everyday life. His ex-wife is suing him for back alimony payments, he's not doing so
well on the real estate job, and maybe the cops are trying to find out who's been leaving the bruised
prostitutes all over town. What does he do? He could find some sort of "redemption," he could "go down"
(suicide, arrested for beating up whores, his ex-wife kills him, whatever), or he could "do nothing" (go
about his life without changing any of his behaviors and get away with it--could be a commentary about the
depravity of modern society). At any rate, I think a fairly compelling, complex, and interesting movie could
be made out of this.

if you think about it, matt, what you did when you created a story around your lawyer-pool shark-pervert
was to find a common theme in several of his characteristics. he is good at pool for the same reason he is a
good lawyer and abuses women because his life is in the toilet. if the characteristics are related like this,
you only have to explain one, not each one individually. there is no coincidence in all these traits; there are
strong causal reasons why they should coincide. so he could really be very simple characte with only one
motivation with many manifestations. or, each one of his traits could be for a completely different,
independent reason, in which case he really would be a complex character.

I like your plot, but how about this one: he's playing pool in a bar and he meets a femme fatale. (much
visual double entendre with cue sticks.) she goes home with him and submits to his tastes, even enjoys
them. then, she wants him to handle a land deal for her....

what did this guy look like? who would play him?

yes, | see a movie in everything too.

980307

Subject: Re(17): The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person

To: film
Cc:
Matt Stowell writes:

But that wouldn't be too interesting. So....I suppose there has to be something "fishy" about the land deal?
Is he an accidental partner in whatever the "scam" is, or is he fully informed of what she's trying to pull?

23



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

oh, I just assumed that the femme fatale (and I assumed that you would assume this too) being fatale, would
have picked him out and played on his weaknesses in order to get him involved in a crooked land deal and
take the fall for it. (see, this plot is so common -- ok, usually she wants him to kill her husband -- that I
assumed everyone would see it coming a mile away.) or perhaps it will be set up that the deal is totally
immoral (selling brownfields to Section 8 families) but profitable, so that the lawyer has a chance at
redemption by exposiing and ruining it, even though it means losing money and girl (who may have
planned to dump him as soon as the deal went through, because she does not actually like rough sex with
him, or him at all, but needed to inveigle him into the deal.) perhaps, since men with guns have become
involved, he can only get this redemption at the cost of his life, which he realizes is meaningless so he does
a sidney carton and saves the poor residents -- for a day. the irony would be that the land deal would go
through with someone else.....maybe pool comes in at the end where he has to stretch out a game to delay
the bad guys (as the checkers game in "Our Man in havana") or he gets to play to save the piece of land or
whatever, but if he loses he will lose 8 million bucks or so that there is no way that he has and so it will be
taken out of his flesh....

I guess we agree that it would have to be about redemption, because whenever you start with a pretty awful
character, it sort of has to be (or about self-destruction, finishing himself off when he was really finished
years ago...)

would john hurt work?

we could title the movie, "the wedding singer", just so it matches the title of the thread where it was
invented and discussed....it would be like "reservoir dogs", an apparently unmotivated title....

980308 Subject: Re(15): The Wedding Singer
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
sorry to quote so much, but i could not do the movie publicist thing and pick out the key words.

James Courtney writes:

Not really, a plot is just a sequence of events. A man gettting up to work, going to work, coming
home, making dinner and then going to bed can be a plot. (Though admitedly a terrible dull one.) Jack and
Jill going up the hill to get a pail of water then falling down is a plot. A plot is just how the actions of the
characters happen for the viewer or the reader of the story.

Nor does there have to be an outcome to a plot. In some epic novels by Mitchner (the ones that
are the size of a phone book) that cover eons of times, the main character is the land and the plot is just
what happens to the people who live on it. The people live and die but the story continues beyond them and
their children into the grandchildren and even their great grandchildren until they finally run out of time.
There is really no outcome since the land is eternial. Situations don't aways led to an outcome, sometimes
they just led to more situations.

Wait, then why did you say before that MASH did not have a plot? It has a sequence of events.

First of all, I was using "outcome" in the broadest sense -- what happens. You have two characters, Jack
and Jill. You have a situation: they need water. You have an outcome: a fall down a hill. The outcome does
not have to be huge and significant; it is just what happens. There can be barely any change; for instance, in
"on the waterfront", things end up just the way they were, despite Terry's (no relation) efforts to change
things. In th Michener novels you cite, the outcome is thelack of change, because this is just the point, that
men come and go, but the earth abides. What happened was that nothing happened; the curious behavior of
the dog in the night, Watson. If situations just lead to more situations, there has been a temporary outcome.
it is a bit like a dialectical argument; a in which a thesis is analyzed and modified in light of a counter or
antithesis to yield a synthesis which becomes the new thesis and on an on.

But now that we are talking about arguments (or at least I am), remember that there are plots and
Plots. Everything has a plot, if a plot is just a sequence of events, because we watch a movie or read a book
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in a certain order (not like, for instance, most but not all art exhibitions that can be viewed in any order.)
But what I mean by a Plot -- let's call it a real plot since I cannot be counted upon to capitalize propery to
distinguish -- is the sort of plot that drives a plot-driven story, as opposed to one that just keeps all the car
chases and explosions and sex scenes from happening at the same time. It is more than a sequence of
events. It is a well told tale, a sequence of events with a beginning, a middle, and an end, where not only is
a friend a friend until the struggle is won, but in which the events happen in sequence to show something
about rules of cause and effect, about the human condition, which, I believe we agreed a while ago, is what
distinguishes a plot -driven story from eye candy. just as an argument is a connected series of statements
intended to prove a point, not just flat contradiction or the automatic gainsaying of the other's position, a
real Plot is a series of causally connected events which lead somewhere in order to say something. If the
somewhere is nowhere, or at least no change, then the point is "Nothing the characters or any mere human
can do can change certain things; nothing you can do can help a dead man." And this is a very good point.

Hmmmm....you haven't been to any musicals that have big production numbers where everyone is
dancing?
Sure. my referring to the ones with a single central character standing out from a chorus does not mean
they are the only kind. when everyoneis dancing together, they act, in effect, as a single character.

But if you continuelly match the audiences expectations than you make a pretty dull movie.
Following an established formula is a sure path to boring stories. In the Unforgiven, Eastwood knew what
the audience expected in a western. But he stepped beyond that by giving them a picture that was little
more closer to what the west was really lke than playing to the established western cliche's. Thus the
audience was willing to see what else was next in the movie since their expectations were changed.

yes, of course. every character was just the reverse of what the audience at first expected.
but if those expectations had not existed in the first place, the movie would not have made any sense or had
any point. imagine if I made a movie about, say, the ibo of west africa around the turn of the last century,
but with all the characters ironically changed from what was expected in that society. unless you knew
something about the ibo, this would be lost on you, and so would the irony. you mightsay, oh, you mean
they are not SUPPOSED to be like that? if you don't know the context, you don't get the parody.

The problem with stuff like Vikings in horned helmets is that it is a cliche' and everyone knows
what a cliche'is. So by putting horned helmets (and thus using that cliche' to show the audience that these
are Vikings) I distance the audience to them as characters by telling them what they are already know.
Now, I may want to do this if my goal is to shoot down those expectations later on but if I don't then the
audience will be bored with my characters since they already know what to expect from them.

Another problem is using characters that are just archtypes and not real people. Sherlock Holmes
was a victorian archtype in that he was basicilly the victorian ideal of a man rather than a real man. The
same with James Bond being more the romantic ideal of a secret agent than actually coming close to what
one real is.

but you can't make a statement about something without identifying it. we can't agree on
what sentences mean unless we agree on what the words mean. if we are making a movie about vikings,
something has to tell us they are vikings, preferably with a minimum of fuss. this is where clichés are
useful sometimes. otherwise, you have to have a voiceover or words flashing on the screen or some
character say "Look out! THE VIKINGS are coming!" or some such contrived contrivance. You can keep
the audience's interest in unoriginal characters if you have them do original things,put them in original
situations, and vice versa. This helps direct their attention to what is important, the forest and not the trees.
Having things that the audience does not have to think too much about saves the capacity of their
sometimes small minds to concentrate on more important things like the point of the movie.

I won't really address james Bond since his movies
are not plot driven but just escapism. but take a character whose movies at least claim to say something or
think they are, Jack Ryan of tom clancy novels and movies. because we know jack is the epitomy of
bravery, decency, americanism as embodied by the fortieth president of the United States, Ronald Wilson
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Reagan, winner of the Cold War, etc., etc., we can judge all the other characters in relation to him. it saves
a lot of thinking, so that you can't but agree with Clancy, and that, after all, is what his goal is.

In the days of the wild west the Sheriff really spent more time on public works than law
enforcement. Thus he was most likely given the job because he was good at fixing the town sidewalks than
with a gun.

again, so what is your point about Unforgiven? in
that film, we never saw the sheriff engaged in public works, just incompetently on his own house. mostly
he enforced the laws. so are you saying Unforgiven was realistic or not?

980308
Subject: Re(6): MUSTY TV March 7th-13t
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
the "book" of "the third man" was written at the same time as the screenplay. the nationalities of the
characters were all different (the main ones were english, not american) but changed in the movie to avoid
giving offense. (some of the other nasty characters in the book were american. Graham Greene did not like
Americans much.)

one really interesting thing: when occupied Austria was being denazified, allied authorities were
eliminating what they saw as oppressive institutions. they heard about "the underground police" and
assumed they were a sort of Gestapo. it was only with difficulties that the austrians were able to explain
that they were the special sewer police seen in the film. (from Greene's intro to the novel.)

me, I just really like the idea of looking for a long lost friend and finding out he has become a lord of evil,
or or looking for a master of evil and finding out he is a long lost friend, and wondering why, i you once
had so much in common, he went one way, you the other.

terry (a lord of moderately annoying)

980309 Send
Subject: I've seen things.....

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc: Sci-Fi & Fantasy
you people wouldn't believe.

I am going to discussnow something I realized the other day about Blade Runner. If you don't much care
for Blade Runner and are tired ot hearing about how great it is I respect that and you can skip this post and
go and try to figure outwhat I meant in my other one. If you like Blade Runner, whether you feel guilty for
doing so as I do (because of the many people like those in the last sentence who roll their eyes when I start
talking about it) or not, you might find this interesting. OK.

Just before he dies, Roy Batty gives his speech about the things he's done that no human has ever done.
"I've seen things you "people" wouldn't believe", etc., etc. In essence, what he is saying is, "*I* (Roy Batty
the Nexus 6 replicant) am BETTER than YOU, and yet I have to die. Dieu, que c'est con." What makes him
better is that he has seen and done all these things. They are enshrined only in his memory and when he
dies in a few moments or hours, they "will be lost in time like tears in rain".
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But wait!!! Wait!!!! what do we know about replicants' memories???? At least of the latest models?? They
are implants!!!! Remember how Rachael has the memories of Dr. Tyrell's niece? So who knows whose
memories roy Batty has? Maybe he never watched attack ships on fire off the shoulder of Orion at all, he
just thinks he did! so his whole claim to superiority, the whole tragedy or irony of the film, has the rug
pulled out from under it!!!! Man, I hate it when that happens!!

this hit me like a pile driver when I thought of it!!!

Now, it could be argued that it's not all Nexus 6' s who have the memory implants, it's just Rachael, the
"experiment, nothing more", which is why she lasts so long on the voight-kampf test, as opposed to Leon.
Leon may have photographs, but they are recent ones of the other replicants, not ones of childhood like
Rachael's. So that Roy's memories invoked in his final speech really are his and really do make him better
and really give the movie a point.

It could be also argued that Blade Runner is not really a film worth dissecting and analyzing and arguing
about in this manner (by people in the second sentence of the second paragraph who make me feel guilty)
and that I should, film critically speaking, get a life.

OK, you can go back to figuring out what "Characters are nouns" means.
terry (who has never seen c-beams glitter in the dark by the Tannhauser Gate, wherever that is)

980313
Subject: Re(2): I've seen things.....
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Greta Christina writes.

1 do think the "memory implant” theory may be overanalyzing, though. For one thing, the whole point of
making replicants was so they could do dirty, dangerous work that humans couldn't/wouldn't do, and the
things Roy describes having seen make perfect sense as things he would really have seen in the course of
doing that work. Also, the reason they implanted Rachel with the memories was to make her seem more
human, with a childhood and everything. Nobody was trying to make the other replicants deceptively
human, and the memories he talks about aren't childhood memories -- they're memories of his life as a
replicant.

It's interesting what you say about superiority. I never saw that scene as being about Roy's superiority, or
even his believing himself to be superior, over humans. I saw it as being about the tragedy of any death --
that the experiences of that person, the things they've seen that no-one or almost no-one else has seen,
disappear when they die. That moment, the moment of his death, actually struck me as the moment when he
was least convinced of his superiority, and most conscious of his humanity and what he had in common
with other people. (I'm not saying you're wrong -- it just never struck me that way.)

P.S. Have you ever read the book, "Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?"?

What you have said is fair and well-spoken; I salute you.

You can say I'm wrong, if you like. You realize, of course, though, if you do, that I will bury you (<----
banging shoe on table) under page after page of impenetrable, repetitive and even pretentious pettifogging
and nitpicking, or at least try to...

Basically, my interpretation depends on how roy Batty (rutger hauer) says one word. "I've see things you

PEOPLE wouldn't...". I had to check this; I hd not seen Blade Runner for a long time, almost two weeks!
and I was not sure. He definitely stresses people more than you, so that people does not just emphasize you
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(YOU people -- we're all people here, but you are different) but stresses people (you PEOPLE -- you are
people, we're not. you think you are PEOPLE because you empathize and stuff, but then why don't you
have any human pity for us?) I had even thought theere was a small pause before people to set it off further,
but there isn't. the stress is enough though. sure it could just be a batavianism in Rutger's speech, or a
slurring reflecting Roy's breakdown. but I think roy is definitely contrasting himself to humans, talking
about how HIS death is sadder than an ordinary human's, because he is better than an ordinary human. If he
had wanted to show how his death was just like any other human's, he would have tried to include himself
with humsns, and put the stress on you to make a connection rather than people to make a contrast.

I dont' think it really matters whether the memories are of a childhood or an adulthood. the replicants'
memories are like theatre or movie sets contrsucted of painted flat backdrops with three dimensional solid
items placed in front and seemingly emerging from it or continuing back into it. from a distance, it is
impossible to tell which is real and which painted on. since life span is so short, if Roy had the memories of
someone his apparent age, some of his adult memories would have to be implanted. also, the memories roy
invokes at the end are kind of fantastical, not real like Rachael's. I doubt that star travel "to the shoulder of
orion" was envisioned by 2019. My astronomical studies are by no means complete, but I have never heard
of the Tannhauser Gate. I think that like that other famous artificial person, HAL 9000, Roy is feeling that
"his mind is going...."

I have read the book, a couple of times. I hae also, a month or so agao, read something that purported to be
the shooting script. Since it was bought at that store on Market that has a lot of screenplays, and I had heard
references to many of the scenes it included that did not make it into the film in writings about the film, I
have every reason to believe it authentic. About the book, I can say that in 200 pages it packs a lot that did
not make it into the movie. There are three main stories in the book; the synthetic religion of Mercer (which
consists of hooking up to an "empathy box" and undergoing the sufferings of a symbolic figure), Rick
Deckard's struggle to find an animal pet now that all almost all animals have died in a nuclear war, and
lastly Deckard the bounty hunter's hunt for the androids (the terms "blade runner" and "replicant" are not
used.). REally, the religion, the animals. and the androids are three different ways of asking the question:
what makes us human? The killing of the androids does not have the drama it does in the movie, and is
hardly even the centerpiece of the book. And I would agree that the androids are not as sympathetic, though
they are also less superhuman seeming. When it is revealed that androids have infiltrated many powerful
positions in human life, and when one of them kills Deckard's pet, the androids seem much less like
sympathetic underdogs just trying to survive. But basically, the movie picked out out the advnture plot and
focussed on that, because that looks good on film without taxing the mind too much. (in the book, Deckard
does not eeven get Rachael; he stays with his wife and the book ends, like severalother dick novels I have
read, such as Dr. Bloodmoney and The Man in the High Castle, with a hope of renewal.)

If you don't like what they did with the novel in making the screenplay, the writer, David Webb
Peoples, lives over in Berkeley and is in the phone book.

The screenplay (if it is -- I can check with Peoples -- I've seen things, I'll say, you Peoples wouldn't
believe) contains a number of interesting differences. There are scenes in which Deckard visits Holden (the
blade runner shot by leon in the first scene) who is in an enormous iron lung sort of thing in the hospital.
They speculate about the nature of replicants and these replicants. The scene around JF Sebastian's
breakfast table is longer. Roy tells JF he wants to thank Dr. Tyrell "for such nice arms" (and bashes holes in
the wall), "for such nice legs" and stomps holes in the ceiling, for various other body parts, until, he gets to
"such nice brains" and stares at some water until he telekinetincally sets in to boil. The Dr. Tyrell killed by
Roy is revealed to be just a copy; the real one has been cryogenically preserved after falling ill severl years
before -- and it turns out the preserving device has actually broken down, so that god is really dead. the
voice over is only at the end, when deckard eulogizes roy batty, and decides on his escape. "we were two of
a kind, " deckard says, "combat models", though I don't think that is meant to be taken literally, seeing the
punishment Rick takes. at the end, he is zooming away with Rachael -- but with Gaff in pursuit, and the
promise of combat to come.

I still don't understand if the four year lifespans of replicants are an inevitable result of the
manufactruing process about which the makers can do nothing even inf they wanted to, or designed in as a
control feature. the book, and Dr. tyrelll, seem to say the former. bryant's briefing of deckard (which
contains much that does not fit in well with what flashes on the screen at the start) and the fact that Rachael
has no termination date suggest the latter.
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finally, on the matter of Deckard's humanity: I can't remember where I read the argument that the
addition of the unicorn dream scene in the director's cut, which ties in with the last origami left by gaff, to
prove that deckard is a replicant, takes away a lot of the potential meaning, which is the irony that a
replicant liek Roy can be more human than human, have more genuine humanity than a human. on the
other hand, there is plenty in both versions to suggest that Deckard is a replicant, allowed to live by the
police because he is useful, in the way Bryant can push him around, and Gaff says things like "you've done
a Man's work". (but then why does he not have super strength, speed, and smarts like Roy? is he only a
Nexus 4 or earlier?) but without the dream, this conclusion is stlll avoidable, and I think it is preferable,
more meaningful. and since I have memorized the voiceover from repeated viewing and hear it anyway in
my head, not having it in the director's cut does not make any difference to me, so I think if I had to choose
I would go with the original cut, and perhaps just leave 30 seconds early. but after all, the original ending is
not that happy; just because deckard has promised not to pursue rachael north doesn't mean gaff won't, as in
the screenplay. I vote for the original.

terrible person (or thinks he's a person.).

980313
Subject: silent films: a modest proposal
Send
From: terrible person
To: film
Cec:

Last weekend, in order to get ready for my anticipated viewing of "The Man in the Iron Mask", I borrowed
the old silent "The Iron Mask" starring Douglas Fairbanks. It was great (though I did not get to finish it.)
Well, the music was really annouying in its repetitiveness, and the black and white kept changing to green
and white or red and white, but what really made it work for me was the intertitles. They really got me
thinking. I think that, just as things which were believed to be obsolete or worse years ago are brought back
for new uses, like WWII battleships in the '80's, or Thalidomide today, or Robert Forster, perhaps silent
movies with intertitles have a use. Because one thign a silent movie makes you realize is how little you
need dialoguue, especially in an action movie. Interttles translate the really important stuff that moves the
plot along, while the rest, we get to use our imagination on. So that when D'Artagnan scowls at the
Cardinal and lunges, we can guess it's something like " Have at you, you out of wedlock male child of a
female sex worker" but we're free to make it something else.
In today's action movies, for some reason, directors (or whoever)insist on giving lines to actors either too
wooden or too foreign to do anything with them but mangle them. Schwarzeneggar and Van Damme,
Seagal and Norris -- why do they bother talking at all? Or think of hong kong movies. One reason they
seem so cool is that we cannot actually understand how stupid and stunted most of the dialogue probably
sounds. (apologies to all you Cantonese speakers) It doesn't matter if he subtitles read oddly because we
can pardon stiltedness and artificiality in writing. I read a lot of epic poetry, with hifalutin' language, like
the Bible. On paper, it is all right, but read aloud, boy, is it goofy. One figures that the original sounded a
lot more colloquial to its audience, but to translate it that way, and have Achilles saying "screw you, man",
is even worse. No, if I were making a film of the Iliad, I would have everyone talk in the original ancient
greek and convey their emotion by tone fo voice and expression. Then I would put the translation, a good,
direct one in subtitles where its stiltedness would be forgiven.

the point is, why not sub- or intertitle Arnold and Steve and Jean-Claude and Chuck? most of
their lines would not need it, since they could be guessed. eveyrone could read Arnold's lips when he said
his inenvitable signature line. I think it would make for much less silly action movies, and romantic
movies too.

The only problem is the restof the soundtrack. soundmen work really hard on the explosions and
they look cool so we want to keep them in. but why would the explosions be audible but not the dialogue?
maybe the explosions could obscure the dialogue...elimination of dialogue would allow even more songs to
be squeezed onto soundtracks, selling even more OST albums....

In this season of awards, I am now accepting nominations for the film which would have been
most improved by being silent. categories include of all time, of this year, and starring supermodels. in
accordance with parliamentary procedure, all nominations must be seconded.
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980313
Subject: Re(13): I've seen things.....

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Eva Luna writes:
Well, yes. Narration is bad when it's done badly!

As far as narration in noir being a cliche, well, you say cliche, I say convention. Plus I happen to love it
when noir narration is at it's cheesiest.....

Howard Johnson is right!!! Eva Luna stands up before a convention purporting to defy and decry
convention and replies unconventionally. Like Raymond Shaw, I will try to shoot Johnny Iselin instead of
her...

Film is a language. Languages work because we all agree on the meanings of words. Or rather, they work
to the extent that we agree on the meanings of words. When, for instance, we all give our own meanings to
words like "love" and "peace" and "democracy", conflicts result. to communicate, we must have a common
set of meanings. This is convention, not cliche. We can't invent a whole new language that has never been
used before every movie. I can think of severl books written in invented languages and it creates a lot of
vaiables; it makes it hard to know what is being said about x if you are not sure what x is. not everything in
a movie can be new and different. at the very least, this requires a huge amount of explanation of new stuff
which usually takes away from the real point, whatever it is. we assume gravity and conservation of
momentum, that bullets kill and that people want to have sex with one another. are these cliches?

otherwise, every movie would have to start with the big bang and explain the entire universe, before it had
a minute at the end to say something new aboutit.

Oh, everyone wants to deride conventions and cliches but we are so immersed in them its useless. It's like
saying, isn't it boring that almost all movies seem to be about -- human beings?? conventions are like a firm
solid surface on which to start your car. not having any is like trying to do so in mud or on ice.

also, there is tradition and reference. Using the same conventions as other films puts the new film in its
historical context and salutes its predecessors. this is why we have genres. we know what to expect of
westerns, cop dramas, etc. if the filmmaker, knowing our expectations, turns them on their heads, we are
pleasantly surprised, but they had to be there and he or she ahd to know them first. but this idea of films
free of convention, which some call cliche but I call context, is a pipe dream. they simply don't exist. I
suppose that those who are arguing with Eva never listen to pop songs with three verses and a bridge and
refrain, and decide that four movement symphonies are cliche, and wonder why classical sculptors always
showed people in classical dress -- if anything. I mean, really!! it's so cliche!! why not portray them in
modern dress and let us guess that they are gods?

the only thing that could be said is that in a 40's noir, the narration was a natural device, whereas to put
voiceover in a modern film is to postmodernly allude to old noir, even though we have new techniques
today. but the modern is not always the best; which is why some people actually prefer typewriters and
natural fabrics and do not just use them because people did years ago, to be retro, though retroness
(retrocity) is cool and gives one a sense of being tied to one's roots.

and if Steve appeals to "realism", I would remind him that realism in any time is just another set of
conventions based on what tht society holds real. stiff sculptures were real to the egyptians; they saw
beyond the conventions. impressionism did not seem realistic at first, until people realized there was a
higher realism in the not-quite-representationalism. My, my: there is mimesis and that's ok, but I would
rather meet semiosis halfway any day.

terry person ( a conventionalized name, not a real one)
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Resume 980313

Welcome, strangers....
....to the show. I'm the one who should be lying low. I saw the knives out. I turned my back. I heard the
train coming. I stayed right on that track! In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a dream I lost my
shirt, I pawned my rings. I've done all the dumb things. I caught the fever, heard the tune. Thought I loved
her. Hung my heart on the moon. Started howling! Made no sense. Thought my friends would rush to my
defense. In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a dream I lost my shirt, I pawned my rings. I've done
all the dumb things.

Some people have only disdain for song lyrics on resumes. I don't, but I will try to lessen the offense by
writing them in paragraph form and omitting the titles and author names.

No one liked the German?

You've got to pick up the pieces. Come on, sort your trash now. Pull yourself back together; maybe you've
got too much cash now. You'd better call, call the law. When're you gonna turn yourself in now? You're a
politician; don't become one of Hitler's children. Bonzo goes to Bitburg, then goes out for a cup of tea. As 1
watched it on TV, somehow it really bothered me. Drank in all the bars in town in an extended foreign
policy. Pick up the pieces. Ah, no, no. My brain is hanging upside down. Ah, no, no. I need something to
hold me down.

I once thought that I stood on solid ground. But the world has moved, and I've been turned around. And the
only thing left to hold on to is myself, myself alone. Alone! Hey, Love Barge, let me on the boat. Nothing I
can do but stay afloat, cling to the pieces, try to find a reason why. I would settle down and then the plates
would shift, and it's all my fault that I've been set adrift. From a place that looks a lot like San Francisco I
sail, I sail alone. Alone! Hey, Love Barge, let me on the boat. Nothing I can do but stay afloat, cling to the
pieces, try to find a reason why. You said "Get a life," so I built a raft that was tossed aside by your
charging craft. In a broadside crash all the dancing stopped and I sank, I sank alone. Alone! Hey, Love
Barge, let me on the boat. Nothing I can do but stay afloat, cling to the pieces, try to find a reason why.

980314
Subject: Re(4): I've seen things.....
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:

Permit me an encomium:
"Sweeney pondered and Sweeney planned
Like a perfect machine 'e planned
Sweeney was smooth, Sweeney was subtle..."
Regarding what you said:
I wish I had said that. Perhaps, like Oscar Wilde, someday I will.
Michael D. Sweeney writes:
And then I throw my hat into the ring....(see my resume for what happened when *I* did that.)
it is a religious experience.
I am not sure of this. After all, his God still seems to be the Creator, Dr. Frankenstein/Tyrell. (in the script,
the words "god is dead" are used as his epitaph.) He comes from there with more than his designers
expected; he comes back to Earth with a soul.
but I would say his sould comes mainly from his forming relationships with his fellow replicants, that
allows him to take revenge for Zhora and weep for Pris.
Roy had been built to survive tasks and places too terrible for a human being.

speak for yourself!
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Part of what he seemed to be saying to Deckard was "Only we replicants have seen this beauty, only we
know it exists." Also, the film is set entively in the city, a city insular in the extreme, that doesn't even want
to acknowledge the existance of the replicants. Roy is hinting of an entire complex world out there that
Deckard and the others are completely ignoring (possibly to their later peril?)

When Roy (and Leon) confront Chew, the actual dsigner of part of them, he says "If you could see what
I've seen with your eyes." In the screenplay, this scene is longer an he describes some of the things he has
seen. And they are more examples, I seem to remember, of nasty places he found beautiful. (Note to self:
borrow screenplay from friend again.)

I don't think anyone is Los Angeles 2019 has ever seen any stars, just city lights under the canopy of cloud
and haze.

it is true that Roy has "gotten" to do all sorts of things -- "extraordinary things", as Dr. Tyrell puts it -- but
only because he has been forced to. He's a slave. So I think that would kind of reduce his enjoyment of
them.

watching the director's cut at this moment, I wonder: why does Bryant say there were six replicants who
escaped, minus one who got killed,after having said there are four walking the streets? does he know the
fifth one is Rachael? does she come from offworld too, or was she always kept around the facotory? does
Bryant therefore know this? (she may seem otherworldly, but she does not seem like the type to survive
off-world. on the other hand, she does shoot Leon.)

in that same scene, Roy's incept date is given as 2016. it is now 2019. doesn't he have a year left? or is the
four year lifespan thing approximate?

looking forward to responses, but remember: reaction time is a factor, so please pay attention.
terrible person

980414
Subject: Re(17): I've seen things.....
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
mr. s.f. applet writes:

If those Metz fans had any sense of Christian charity, they would stop reminding us long suffering Red Sox
fans of the '86 Series, which was an Eco of the '75 Series, when the Sox put up a stirring effort (especially
in the 6th game), but lost in seven to the Reds, a gifted team led by, among others, Charlie Hustle, who also
went by The Name of the Rose.

at that chilly memory I say, um, brrrrrr! to remember the rows of boston fans -- that fou cult -- shouting
Eccceeech!!! Oooooooh! at the bucknerian bungling. I have just Red Eco's analysis of the cliSheas of
Casablanca (though Che was a red as well). but now I have to go roll on Bart....

you're good, s.f., you're very good.

980314

Subject: Re(13): I've seen things.....

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
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James M. Courtney writes:

In Blade Runner though, the point of view jumped between Batty and Decker in the telling of the
story. So it seemed ackward. The information it was giveing us, sulfureous to the story. (Example:The fact
that the street language was a mixture of English, Mandrin and Spanish didn't really further the story. So
telling us about it was a unnessary) At worst it telegraphed what was going to happen in the scene. We
could figure out that Decker's boss was an asshole by the way he acted, we didn't need the voice over to tell
that before hand. So in the original version of Blade Runner, the voice over took away from the mood of
the movie more than it could have added to it.

first, I have to know: what does "sulfureous" mean?? I can guess that "ackward" is either "awkward" or
"backward" but "sulfureous"? yellow? burning with a strong sour smell? really mad so that foul smelling
smoke is coming out of your ears? is it a portmanteau? you know what neologisms do to some people
around here.

one of the reasons films noirs feature voiceovers is that they are based on books that are first person
narratives. the voiceover keeps the first-personhood. sometimes too, there is a sort of framework: the
narrator is actually narrating within the film, confessing his story to investigators. (in other genres, they
may be shown writing in diaries, or writing letters. sometimes this is very much part of the plot, the whole
story is about writing letters. in "the onliners", the characters read their email and chats aloud.)

but let me say, that actually, in general, I hate voiceovers. I just did not like your blanket
condemnation of film conventions. I was polling my coworkers today as we wasted the first fifteen minutes
on the clock in donuts and coffee to see if anyone could think of a voiceover that worked. one proposed
"Romeo is bleeding", with which I heartily agreed. I suggested "MY Life as a Dog" and this was accepted
by the full committee and passed on to the House. what makes the first one great is 1) Gary Oldman's
voice, accent, intonation 2) the cleverness of what was said -- more particularly, the fact that he did not tell
the story, which told itself, but simply commented on it, describing what was already obvious except in
perhaps a more compact way. In "Dog", the kid's melodic voice in melodic swedish could have said
anything, and again, he did not tell what was happening, but simply add comments that were sometimes
only barely related to what was going on, putting them in perspective.

there are also documentary style VO's in which the speaker is not a character. (Dr. Strangelove,
The Killing, Citizen Kane.) and those in which you do not know until the end which character was
narrating ("the hudsucker proxy", "the road warrior")

I think that John Hurt was good as winston reading from his diary in "1984" works, and Malcolm
McDowell wasreal horrorshow narrating "A Clockwork Orange".

the parts of the Blade Runner narration I like are the lines which tell us what we already know or
could easily figure out but emphasize it by putting a new twist on it. for instance, the first line, from
memory "they didn't advertise for killers in the newspaper. but that's what I was. ex-cop, ex-blade runner,
ex-killer." we have been told about blade runners in the intro and we will learn more about them when
deckard talks to Bryant. but to say "they didn't advertise for killers..." just puts a pathetic point on it as we
imagine looking under K in the want ads. when deckard talks of his growing feelings for Rachael, they are
obvious, but the voiceover underlines them. I agree that a lot of voiceover lines are pointless. the one
explaining cityspeak (in the screenplay, gaff speaks Japanese and deckard doesn't get a word) of course,
sometimes the obvious does not need to be underlined. at the end, when deckard says of gaff, "he had been
there, and had spared her life", yes, duh, what else would the origami mean?

so as Eva says, voiceovers are bad when they are done badly. to do them well, have a good voice
do them, and don't have them tell the story, just add to it.

980315
Subject: Re(15): I've seen things.....
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
James M. Courtney writes:
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Actually the reason the first person narrative exists in the books is so the authors can avoid having
to use another convention, the side kick, to show what the main character is thinking. The main role of
Watson in the Sherlock Holmes stories was to give Holmes a chance to tell how he figured out the various
clues of the mystery as he went along. In the more gritty and dark plup detective fiction, it would take away

from the whole rugged individual mystique to have the hero prattle on about every clue or observation they
made to his best friend. Having the stories in first person help convay how the main was figuring out the
crime character without having to create a sounding board for him.

the sorts of characters who end up hard boiled detectives are, if believable as introspective, not the sorts of
guys who share their feelings readily, or who trust others with simple facts. (usually that is the point, that
the hero is standing alone against a whole corrupt conspiracy.) since he cannot talk to anyone within the
story (it would just be too invraisemblable) in order to get the info on his thoughts out, he has to talk to us
outside the story. some people keep journals on their computers; some can't bring themselves to, so instead
make sure to tell their cyberpals what they are doing and thinking and then save the mail. (how politically
correct.) I guess most detectives would be in the first group.

In Blade Runner: they had a voice over to invoke the feel of a first person story instead of actually writting
the story that way. 1It's just lazy story telling.

so what you are saying is that the Blade Runner VO would have been ok if there weren't so many scenes
that Deckard could not have known about? That basically makes sense. I can live with that. I am trying to
imagine if they could have done it that way. The opening scene was videotaped which is why Deckard can
keep watching it. But I don't see how Deckard could have known about many of the scenes in which only
the replicants had appeared. Unless there were bugs on all Tyrell employees and suppliers. It would have
been interesting to have two narrators (has that ever been done?) Deckard and Roy, though the latter's
actions usually spoke for themselves, so we would be back to the same movie. Also, it's weird to have a
character narrate in the past tense when at the end of the movie he is dead and no longer around to narrate.
occasionally there are omniscient 1st-person narratives in which a character just seems to know everything,
even stuff for which he or she was not present. it is assumed -- or explained how -- he or she learned them
later.

Another narration that works: "The Shawshank Redemption". Mainly on the quality of Morgan Freeman's
voice. for the same reason, the prologue and epilogue of "The big Lebowski" were most welcome.

980315
Subject: Re: U.S. Marshals (but really Wings of Desire)
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Heyer writes:

they've gotten bored with doing lame remakes of The Fugitive and have gone on to do a lame remake of
Wings of Desire with Nicolas Cage as the angel. I saw the preview for it.)

You don't really mean this literally, do you? I mean, it refers to anyone in the dairy industry? You are
saying that City of Angels is very much like Wings of Desire, oh please please please be saying this, not a
literal remake.....I loved Wings of Desire. I provides the perfect metaphor for all of us skulking around,
invisible and separated from people, not being able to take part in their activities but curious about what
they are thinking and thriving on finding out, yet unable to intervene to help. I mean, who are they going to
have play Peter Falk, who was not just a performer but a character, since he was playing himself? will they
have Peter Falk again? Tom Selleck playing Peter Falk? also, wings of Desire was set in a divided Berlin
and the Wall was a not unimportant symbol. Well, i guess most american cities are pretty divided....

bleah. I've got that sinking feeling like my father or my dog just died.
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980316
Subject: Re(6): Wings of Desire (reall
From: terrible person

To: film
Cc:
"Gorbymania"

Heyer writes:
Wow, there was a *sequel* to Wings of Desire? Wow. Did anything happen in that one?

Mikhail Gorbachev, the coolest human being of this or any other century, played himself. Nastassja Kinski
was lovely as always and made me wish I had a guardian angel who looked like her even though I would
never be able to see her. Peter Falk did his rumpled thing as well as ever. Willem DaFoe was menacing as
Time. Yeah, with a capital T. But the ending was overlong and silly. don't see it on a double feature with
"Wings" because whole episodes of ER have been built around emergency patients suffering from Wenders
overdose.

If Meg Ryan is playing Peter Falk (or is she just playing the Peter Falk role, which would mean she was
playing Meg Ryan?) it would not be such a stretch -- didn't she play an old man in "prelude to a kiss"? or
did the old man play her? who was that old man? was he masked? Armin Mueller-Stahl? Why not have
Mikhail Gorbachev play himself again in Peter Falk's role? Everyone would recognize him as they did Falk
in the movies. I mean, he's experienced; he's done Pizza Hut ads. And I don't think he is busy running any
superpowers right now. We've had an actor who became a President? Why not a President who becomes an
actor? He'd be at least as good as Fred Dalton Thompson; in fact, he could take all the authority figure roles
that have been going begging since Thompson became a Senator.....

980316

Subject: Re(3): More Lebowski

From: terrible person

To: film
actually, what I really liked in the movie was the burial scene, when after Walter screwed up and poured
the ashes out into a strong wind and got them all over the Dude, provoking another really angry argument.
finally, Walter just seized the Dude in an enormous bear hug (being himself like an enormous bear). You
realize at that point that although these two guys appear to hate each other and drive each other nuts, they
really have a deep bond, which has been brought out again by the death of the one likeable (besides the
cowboy) character in the movie, Steve Buscemi's dim, hapless, Donny.

I am thinking of other scenes in other movies in which a delayed reaction to grief at death brings people
together. Or at least brings a person to himself. A great example is in "Stand By Me", in which the Wil
Wheaton character finally breaks down and confronts the death of his brother and is comforted by the River
Phoenix character. (And then his older self remembers that moment when he hears of the friend's death.
And we, seeing it now at least, think of how River Phoenix is dead and we miss him....)

I seem to remember something similar in "Bright Lights, Big City", in which the Michael J. Fox character
finally accepts the death of his mother....

other examples of this theme?

terrible person (whose name, like "the dude", in said more like a general description that could just as well
apply to anyone than a name)

980317
Subject: Modifications
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From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
I noticed this morning that my last post is listed as posted at a time I was not online. Wondering how this
could be, I checked the history, and found that the post had been "modified". Now, because I had saved my
original, I was able to tell that the "modification" consisted only in the addition of the word "spoilers" to the
title line. Still, I object strongly to this. Exile to the formless void of the Cutting Room Floor is one thing.
But the power to modify is scary. How do we know the moderator will not simply delete or change lines
from posts that disagree with him (as many, especially many of mine, do?) I have never seen him do so, but
then, I have never had any of my posts modfified in any way.

The President's line item veto has been ruled unconstitutional. The power of modification should be also. If
the moderator feels a post contains inappropriate material, he should send it back to the original poster with
an explanation of his objections, and leave it up to the poster to to decide whether to make the demanded
corrections or simply choose not to post it. Like Roy Batty, I do not wish to be modified in some way; I
had in mind something more radical.

Finally, this whole issue of "spoilers" seems a little silly. Heaven forbid that when reading about a movie
you should actually find out something about it.

980317
Subject: Re(11): Modifications
From: terrible person
To: film processing

Cc:
Peter Stone writes:
Jefferson, say something.
What else is there to do?
Well, man, you're the one that wrote it.
I wrote ALL of it, Mr. Adams. He goes to Thomson's table, picks up the pen, scratches the passage from
the Declaration.

Pope John Paul II writes:
Quod scripsi, scripsi.

Edmond Rostand writes:
Impossible, Monsieur, mon sang se coagule
En pensant qu'on y peut changer une virgule.

Peter George writes:
Foreign substances, Mandrake, introduced into our precious bodily fluids. Without our knowledge.
Certainly without our consent.

William Shakespeare writes:
Who steals my purse steals trash...but he that robs from me my good name, takes that which avails him
nothing, and leaves me poor indeed.

Now, I am not aiming to put myself in the league of a President (who owned slaves and exploited them for
sexual purposes), a Pope (whose policies have caused untold suffering to women, non-heterosexuals, and
other groups), a French swordsman (who loved a woman mainly for her looks and could not bring himself
to tell her the truth), a mad Air Force General who unleashes World War 111, and a destroyer of a noble
friend. However, seeing the response to the question I raised this morning, and feeling a bit like Delilah,
the sex worker whose cutting unleashed the events of "Unforgiven", as she sees Clint Eastwood ride away
having killed half a dozen men, or like Ellen James, i thought I should weigh in again.

36



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

The point here is not the nature of the modification. Of course the actual modification was small and not to
the text. I could argue the whole spoiler issue and I will, below. But the sacredness of a post cannot be
compromised. The idea that someone else can change the words that go out under your name in intolerable
and undermines this entire system and what it stands for. What I mean is that most of us are just names
here, perhaps with resumes attached that say more or less about us. Many of you, I guess, meet each other
in real life or chat or exchange email here; I, whether because of geography, lack of invitations, or my own
choice, do not. I am known to you only by my posts here. Since you have no other standard by which to
know me, only the name at the top of the post assures that it is one of mine. And then it must be 100% one
of mine. In this environment where anything can be fakes and all is uncertain, there must be this to be sure
of, that names on posts are those of their authors. I do not want my posts saying "terrible person (with help
from Steve Omlid)" leaving you to guess who did what. It is as if someone had caught the sysops who
check new accounts sleeping and had managed to start an account with the same name as mine, and thus
post messages under my name containing things I never wrote or thought. "At least leave me my reputation
-- it's all I've got" says the Vice President to Dave in the eponymous movie. My reputation may not be the
best one, but at least it is mine, which I have made myself and for which I am responsible, no one else. |
would really not mind that much if the moderator or anyone else lifted material from one of my posts and
claimed it as his or her own. But to do the opposite, for someone to have the power to make me answerable
for words I never said, scares me. I would not have known that my post had been modified if I had not
noticed that it was no longer above another post of mine and listed as posted at a time I had not been online.
I generally do not read my posts after I post them so I would not notice if they had been modified that way.
I don't always post several at once. I often post very early in the morning, not long before the moderator
logs on, so that he could immediately modify nd repost and I would not see anything amiss in the time. I
don't want to get paranoid, constantly checing my posts to see that they are still as | wrote them and not
someone else. But as I said, I am scared. It could scare me right out of here.

Concerning spoilers specifically, I find the policy a little vague, mainly because it is not written down
anywhere, even on the "Welcome to Film" pop-up. Apparently it concerns not revealing the endings or late
developments of films, as if this was all a potential viewer of the film would want to avoid knowing. But
there is plenty of other information that could reduce the cinematic pleasure -- SPOIL it -- if known in
advance which seems to be posted freely with out warnings. Just knowing the cast, the director, the book on
which the movie is based, the general mood, can reveal lots about it, as much as those fifteen minute
previews they show now. The policy seems to rule outrevealing the outcomes of plots, but since the
outcome is the product of the situations and the characters, just talking about them could "spoil" things. The
point is, no one can go into a theatre tabula rasa, with no expectations about a film, unless he or she has
chosen it at random. Maybe it would be nice to; maybe it wouldn't, since most films are made with the
assumption of a certain amount of background knowledge and do not entirely explain themselves. But if the
label of spoiler should have been applied to my post, it should go on just about every one here. Caveat
lector. Let the reader beware. iread the posts here to learn whether I actually want to see a film or just read
about it. I think most others do to, and are not afraid to read about all aspects of the film. I think the best
policy is that of the astute and practical Eva Luna, that if you begin to read things you don't want to know
about, you stop reading. Aren't we trained to do that in life in general?

Steve Omlid writes:
terrible person writes:
The President's line item veto has been ruled unconstitutional. The power of modification should be also.

Huh?

Hello? do you ever read the papers? last year, for the first time the President was granted the power to
delete individual items from appropriations bills passed by congress, instead of simply vetoing the bill (as
presidents have done for 200 years) and vetoing the good and necessary with the bad and wasteful. But a
court recently ruled this power unconstitutional, that only the congress has the power to write legislation,
not the president. By the same token, only posters have the right to write posts; not the moderator (except
under his own name.) similarly, courts have ruled that if a piece of artwork is commissioned for a public
space, it cannot later be modified without the consent of the artist.
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"Sending it back" is something I can't do, or if I can, I don't know how. I could delete it, but again, I would
never do that. I could just leave it there and ask people to modify it, and I have done that before when the
poster is still online. But if I just leave it there, unmodified, while waiting for a response from the poster, it
defeats the whole point, because people will stumble across it and have the movie ruined for them.

Please. This is a poor excuse. You could simply reply with quote or cut and paste the original post to a new
message, then delete the post and send the quoted or pasted post back with your request to change it,
specifying what offends. The original poster would also still have a copy in his or her mailbox. He or she
could then decide to make the modifications or not post at all. but like Jefferson, the final decision would
be his.

Oh, come on. Are you really that cavalier?
More than you know. But see above.

Oh, and Terry, please put the post in question back up. I really liked it.

My my. I have not been asked so quickly and nicely to reconsider an action since I changed my long
distance service. I have never heard of a boycott by a single person -- of a single product -- having such
effect! The San Francisco and Berkeley City Councils must be told. but it was a nice post, wasn't it. But it
was nice AS I WROTE IT. do you see my point?

But ok, I am a practical person though I stand on principle. The point here is to say what I want to
say and to get others' reactions, and I can't do that unless I post. So I will make you a deal. I will put the
post back up. I will even put an appropriate anti-spoiler warning and space on the body of the text, since
this seems to be the general if unwritten policy. I have appreciated the support I have received in this matter
and I have no desire to lose any goodwill I have secured. The title line will be as it was, before
modification. In all future posts, I will do my best to obey the rules on spoilers, even before they are
written down, erring on the side of caution to protect people's film experience. The moderator, on the other
hand, will promise never to use his power of modification again (since apparently a request to the sysops
that it be eliminated like the Count Almaviva's droit de seigneur would not work) on anyone's posts, either
sending them back as I described above, or putting them in a spoilers folder, a plan which seems to have
met with general approval. Fair enough?

If the moderator does not accept this proposal, and if anyone is interested in the actual content of the
post, which concerned the ending of "The Big Lebowski" and its parallels in other films, please email me
and I will be glad to send it along.

Oh, and Steve, as part of the deal, *I* will give up any right to search of your cavities (or cede it to
whomever you would like.) I am sure your dental hygiene is fine.

terrible person (like I said, a description, not an appellation, thus lower case.)

980318
Subject: Re(13): Modifications

From: terrible person
To: film processing

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:

1 really wish you'd address the notion of WHY you think adding one word to your subject line - NOT the
body of your post - compromised your sacredness. You didn't seem to have time to talk about that, or didn't
care to.

Hello? what did I say? the point is that YOU, the moderator going under the na me Steve Omlid have the
power to change the words that go out under my name without my or anyone's knowledge. This time it was
just the subject line. who knows what it could be next time? You say you would never abuse your power,
but we have only your assurance for that. You act as if everyone knowsyou and what you are like but I
don't. You are just a name, as I am; I know you only from here. Just as no invented weapon has ever failed
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to be used in war, powers have a way of pulling their possessors into using them. You yourself are involved
in the debates here, a player as well as an umpire, and thus have the temptation to use your power to
support your side of any argument. It's as if the prosecutor and judge were the same person. Ifyou did not
post yourself, that would be a slightly different matter.

I feel as if my parents just read my diary.

Another person who disagreed with me gave me a suggestion for a better way to do it, which I'm going to
take.

and I gave you a suggestion for a way to do it too, one you should have thought of yourself before.

For the umpteenth time, "the moderator" - I - would never do that.

How do we know that? Scout's honor? You have shown you are willing to use the power at least in some
circumstances. This is how the Russians felt during the cold war. The US swore, took it as a given, that it
would never atttack with nuclear weapons. But the undeniable fact was that the US had shown it was
willing to do so, had done so.

No reason to be scared. I would never modify your written text, not ever, never. (If you choose not to
believe that, after I've said it over and over and after I have *never* modified anything that anyone's
written, then I can't help what you choose to believe.) And now, I won't even modify the subject lines

anymore - now that I have a better way of dealing with the situation.

Is that the abjuring of your power which I stipulated in my proposal? (man, dealing with my landlord was
good experience for this.)

A valid point, and as I *also* said before, I'm going to rectify that.

Fine then. As long as the policy is clear, I can decide for myself whether to post in accordance with rules,
or not post at all.

1 just added one word to the subject line, which you didn't even write.

I chose it though. I don't hesitate to change inherited subject lines when it suits me. in this case, it did not. I
wanted it kept the same, and you changed it.

But I don't see that I'll have any call to modify subject lines in the future, and since that is the only way
that I'd ever use my "power of modification", I guess that rectifies the problem.

Again, better than "I would never" or "I will have no reason to" would be a simple "I won't".

--practically terrible person

From:  Elpenor

To: terrible person

Cec:
don't forget....

dogs in the yard dog dog dog jst like the sound

gilliam fight sheinberg his way

small change this time, bigger ones soon
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every weapon, every power has been used

this edge of the wedge

and then they came for the jews...
elephant gets nose under tent
"you could not possibly object"

as a matter of fact, I do have a life outside this BBS.
OUTSIDE. this BBS.

but terrible person doesn't. he doesn't exist out there. no one - at least in principle -- knows anything about
him. and no one here, in principle, knows anything about me. and I don't know Joshua T., except here. |
don't know Steve Omlid there; I only know "Steve Omlid" here. which is why, Steve's protestations that he
would never do censor a post to the contrary, that he is not that sort of person, I can't believe that. because
here, the Army is done one better: you can be all that you can convince people you are. oh, there are the
easy ones like men posing as women and vice versa, kids posing as adults and vice versa, the harder ones
like dumb people posing as smart ones (and the not quite as easy as one might expect, smart people posing
as dumb ones). and we tolerate this; it's part of the game. we can choose what to believe or not and make
decisions on whom to talk to accordingly. the problem arises when we are asked to believe that dishonest
people could not possibly present themselves as honest ones.

and yes, like General Ripper, I do believe in a life beyond this one. which is why I constantly try to bring it
into this one through analogies and quotes.

is that what you meant?

or do you find my posts so unbelievably rich and complex that you just cannot believe that anyone's real
life could be as rich and complex?

or is it just the word sacred? don't you get it? like "sacred" at the beginning of the paragraph creates a
symmetry with "scared" (describing me) towards the end? since my posts are me? get it? no? don't feel bad,
it's ok, you probably felt it subliminally.

but see, now that steve has said he will not modify anything, I can be happy. if steve made mistake without
thinking, then defended it, so did I, and I defended minebut ON DIFFERENT grounds. it's over now. a
principle has been established, that a post can be rejected or moved but not modified. great. let's talk about
movies.

<-----buying Neo Sanchez a case of whatever he drinks

nice sidelong insult -- seems -- at Joshua T. I would respond but you have not raised your head above the
trench, said enough , for me to shoot back. at least twits has wits in it.

this universe is tangential to that one, like lack

980320
Subject: Re: moles

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Sirin N writes:
Jjust watched 'the paper cutter' last night. why is it that the mole is always the guy with the big forehead. as
it happens, in this particular case, the mole was also the guy with the mole (on his chin), so there was never

40



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

really any doubt in my mind. it strikes me that he might have taken the time to have the mole surgically
removed, thus lessening the chances that suspiciously-inclined people might look at him and think: mole.
he might have had his pathological friend zip it off for him with an 8 1/2 in. length of that deadly paper.
does anyone know whether moles have a different cultural significance in france? ie, are they considered
‘'manly'?

Sirin.

I think you missed the boat on this one, Sirin. first of all, it loses a lot on video. th e colors, the pinks and
reda, don't show as well. I saw it in the theatre at the Angelika in NYC. also, I guess you don't speak
French or know much about French culture? ok, well I do speak French (and Russian, German, Basque, and
most of the other languages in the film, including some Berber, which is what they were speaking in the
Moroccan scenes, not Arabic.) You really can't depend on subtitles. especially when video cuts them off.
Someone recently suggested subtitling movies even in english but I would have to disagree. you can't trust
translation. this is a prime example.

for instance, the title in french is "coupe-papier". it translates as the paper cutter (incidentally, spymasters in
both "hopscotch" and "clear and present danger" were named cutter, while I have never met anyone of that
name) but really means "letter opener" which is basicallywhat a spy is, but also what any translator or
literary critic does. (and anyone who reads. it is still not uncommon for french books to be sold "uncut",
that is, after the quartos or whatever are folded, they are not cut apart at the tops, so you have to read your
new book with a knife to separate the attacched page tops.) the french word for mole (animal) is taupe and
for mole "beauty mark" is "grain de beaute". no confusion there. (though actually, one of the characters had
a marilyn monroe postr. he also had a jeames dean. probably mocking french worship f american pop
culture icons.)

but remember, frenchgoverrnment agencies, including the SDECE and the Deuxieme Bureau, naturally,
fall under the laws that pretty much ban the use of english words when french ones are available, even if
they are cumbersome. most of the time in the paper cutter, the idea of a mole is expressed by "joueur de
double jeu situe pres du centre", pretty much a dictionary defintion. (this is also needling the mole ridden
french security services, who were in such denial, they would not even allow for the existence of a word for
mole.) this is why the actors often seemed to be talking with no subtitles, since they would still be saying
the above while the subtitles could just say "mole". when the characters begin just saying "mole", it is
suberversive, violating the language rules. also, mole sounds something like "molle", a feminine adjective
meaning "soft, weak" - basically a big insult for a man in macho frenchculture.

another cultural issue: why would the French use 8 1/2 paper? inches? in the country where the metric
system was born? come on. the fact that they keep mentioning it should tip you off. it's just an hommage to
Fellini. and a pretty clunky one, I would say. but Coursier (the director) revels in obscure refeences. did
you notice that the shady spanish guy in Morocco was named Avogadro?

basically, the film is about the perceived sellout of the French intellectual left in the 80's, too busy
deconstructing to have any political force anymore. high foreheads have always been sybols of
intellectualism. (eggheads, adlai stevenson in this country.) the left is no longer to take risks, risk its life, as
in spain or in the resistance or in 68. (the director was a 68 veteran.) that is one of the jokes about the paper
cutter -- the big table top model, not the letter opener. the old guy in the supply room keeps quoting
robespierre and the camus' meurseault, people who were guillotined. and the gullotine was eliminated in the
'80's. he is lamenting the lack of risk anymore. imagine if the last line of "l'etranger"” (the outsider) by
camus were "I hope there will be a lot of people at my life without parole [which means speech in french
but that is another issue]....." without the risk of death, commitment loses something....

I have also heard a very plausible analysis of this film in terms of sexuality, that the moles are just people
with secrets, i.e., closeted gay. this is possible(I think molle can be a derogatory term like "sissy", and pink
can have sexual as well as political sense.); I prefer the political interpretation because it is less obvioous.
you watch the movie, you make your choice.
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but be careful about understanding the language.

980321
Subject: Re(4): moles
From: terrible person

To: film

Cc:
Eva Luna writes.
Sirin.

speaking of thieves, can anyone tell me whether the thief ended up giving back the booty to the young
heiress in 'the daunted'? my insatiable vcr gobbled the tape.

yes, he did. And way to ruin the only copy at my video store, you jerk. I was planning on seeing it again!
as for "paper cutter"” you (and terry) might as well of ruined that one in the vcr as well. same difference!

Asthma my ass!

take a chill pill, Eva. there's a store on every corner now. and it'll be on TV someday. no need to taunt us
and flaunt your knowledge, sauntering through this conference, pontificating as the font of wisdom. don't
complain about this vaunted "daunted"; it will come back to haunt you. make a quantum leap; be
spontaneous!

as for "the paper cutter" (which I have heard is going to remade in an american version with Nicholas Cage
called "mole station"); it's not as if it's not obvious....I mean, the bald woman who had lost her hair to
chemotherapy and her voice to laryngitis had a big poster from the comedie francaise behind her desk,
advertising a 1984 production of "Le Misahthrope" by ---- hmmmm? Moliere? the movie is not about the
plot, since it's so obvious; it's about the atmosphere, and global warming.....a metaphoric "Waterworld"
where everyone is if not under water, underground.....

here, I'll let you know, there is a mole in "The Wind and the Willows"!!!!
sucks to your ass-mar, piggy!

980322
Subject: Re(9): Wings of Desire (reall
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
having Dennis Franz in the Peter Falk role in the Wings of Desire remake would not be so bad -- an
updating, as it were -- as long as he is playing Dennis Franz, to keep the analogy. After his years on NYPD
Blue, Franz is pretty recgnizable. People must come up to him all the time and say "Hey! Detective
Sipowicz! How's it going?" just as they address peter falk in "wings of desire" as "Lieutenant". also,
Sipowicz has the same very human schlumpiness that endeared Columbo, though he is not as smart and
uses blunter means than the Socratic pseudo-simpleness of Columbo. He is however somewhat more
realistic. The movie wil still be awful, but they could have done a lot worse with this bit of casting.

I always like a good analogy.
terrible person
980322 Send

Subject: Re(6): More Lebowski (spoilers)
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From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
James M. Courtney writes:
Even the fact that he kept on mispronouncing his own name seemed to point to this.

wait, you mean people aren't allowed to pronounce their names however they want to? who made that rule?
and who decides what the proper pronunciation is?

terrible person (pronounced "aww-ful in-dih-vih-ju-all")

980322
Subject: Re(7): moles

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
there are certainly PLENTY of examples -- PLENTY!! PLENTY!! -- in which moles get away with it.
(note: I have just seen the new movie "the burrowers" and there are NO MOLES in it whatsoever.) Kim
Philby gave away the keys to the KIngdom and got away with it and a dacha on the scenic Moskva and all
the potatoes and vodka he could eat. Aldrich Ames copped a plea and saved his wife, got sent to a cushy
federal pen and might just make parole if he lives to 134. The moles in the CIA in the '60' s got a good
laugh while James Jesus Angleton practically destroyed the agency (which some would applaud) looking
for them, like Gene Hackman (control yourself, Eva) in "The Conversation". In movies, "NO Way Out"
gave Kevin costner a way out when a gay man conveniently showed up to take the fall. (Again, the gay-
mole connection.) John Le Carré is famous for his upbeat endings. In "tinker, tailor...", as soon as bill
Haywood is unmasked, Smiley is all smiles and the Circus gang heads to the pub for a (Sir Alec) Guiness
and a laugh. In "The Russia House" Barely There -- no, Barley Blair -- (Sean Connery) betrays his country
and ends up with a villa in sunny Lisbon and sunny Michelle Pfeiffer. "The spy who came in from the cold"
lets richard burton lay down his burtons, shoulder up his cross and become the priest of the sandpiper and
night of the iguana. the undercover cop (police equivalent of a mole)(tony leung) in "hard boiled" avenges
the death of Chow Yun-Fat, the much better man, and is left to consider his own moral worthlessness while
standing at Chow's grave.

It is true though that generally in movies, moles are dead meat and know it. (so are undercover cops.) this is
for two reasons: because no one likes them, not the side they are hurting for obvious reasons, not the side
they are helping because they assume that if the moles will betray one side they will betray the other, and
because they sort of undermine the rules of the game, like people here who read under other names or
without appearing on histories. but moles are like people in diving bells deep underwater, with crushing
pressures on every side. they have put themselves in oppostion to the overwhelming forces of society, like
winston in 1984, and will eventually be crushed by it. partly because, after all, they want to be; they cannot
stand to be in opposition, want to come back into the fold and be like everyone else like Berenger in
Ionesco's Rhinoceros. usually they are surrounded by propagnanda telling them this though sometimes they
really hate the system they work in and are glad to help destroy it. also, moles and undercover cops are
often forced by situations or superiors to do things against their moral nature. but basically, the movie
industry is trying to tell us: conform. don't secretly hate the system. don't try to undermine it, because you
will lose.

interesting though this idea that moles always die. I myself am quite fond of, in fact prefer, stories in which
I actually know the ending in advance and can concentrate on why and how things happen rather than what.
remember, that for most of human history, endings were known. greeks watching tragedies knew the myths
on which they were based. vikings listening to sagas had heard the story a million times but wanted to hear
what this bard would do. (the way we go to concerts to hear songs we already know, but maybe with a new
twist.) we all know that hamlet, ophelia, gertrude, claudius, etc. etc. die. but we watch hamlet anyway.
(does anyone remember the first time he saw hamlet, not knowing what would happen?) casablanca too. I
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was just asking my cousin once removed if he really didnot know whom Ilsa would go with when he first
saw Casablanca, and he said yes, and I could barely conceive of that. recently, it seems, more and more
movies have adopted the ending first approach, with most of the film told in flashback. sid and nancy, e.g..
in some movies, like the day of the jackal, expectation of conformity to history allows us to know the
ending. degaulle did not die in 1963 so the jackal must be stopped somehow but how? a 1990 movie I
really liked, "before turning the gun on himself", is a prime example. from the opening shots it is clear that
someone has gone postal. the question is just who and why, explained by the flashbacks. everyone thinks
it's going to be the high foreheaded clerk played by vincent schiavelli or maybe the high strung admin. asst.
(madchen amick) harassed by boss j.t. walsh. when schiavelli does go nuts and start to threaten to shoot, it's
kind of surprising when the cold fish guy gets so mad to have his day ruined that he brings out his own
weapon and begins to empty it. it really works. process, not result.

terrible person

980323 Not Sent
Subject: this is not fair

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
now wait a second.

first of all, I never would have thought in my wildest dreams that anyone actually read my bloated posts in
their entirety.

second, all the films I mentioned were fairly old. people who were going to see them would have by now. I
know that the new policy is "label everything no matter how old", but that gets a little silly. besides, the
moderator has allowed enough exceptions that the policy becomes pretty meaningless. no one complained
when I told the ending to blade runner in "I've seen things....". I revealed the ending to "unforgiven" and
lots of other movies, as did James Courtney, in the "Wedding Singer" thread. You told about the shocking
revelations in "Kurt and Courtney" -- not an ending, but pretty surprising. and just today, you have not
objected to Eva Luna's revealing the ending to Grease. Certain films, it is just sort of assumed that one has
seen them....or is this just favoritism to your pal Eva?

and you don't object when Barrymore spoils the surprise of whether Leonardo DiCaprio shows up at the
Oscars. there are all sorts of spoilers.

make a policy, if you like, but make if uniform. otherwise, it becomes arbitrary. it's like pornogrpaphy laws
that leave it up to the judge to "know it when he sees it". if you know a spoiler when you see it, fine, but
you can't expect the rest of us to based on your behavior.

and third, I'm not trying to do reviews, I am trying to do criticism and comparison. there is a big difference.
you can't talk about movies without revealing the endings. you might as well forbid posters in politics to
reveal who won elections for fear of ruining the news for them. people who read me should know me by
now and I don't apologize.

980323
Subject: Re(2): Wiping up the Grease
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:

Greta Christina writes:
If he's a greaser and she's a nice girl, she becomes a greaser.
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but I love the irony that Danny Zuko HAS given up his world for her, and she for him. He lettered in track,
remember? The whole thing is based in entirely on O.Henry's "The gift ofthe magi."

Off the top of my head, I can think of one, and only one, exception, and that's Say Anything. In fact, it's one
of the reasons I love that movie -- the guy leaves his life behind in order to be with the girl.

what life? it's not as if Lloyd is going anywhere in life. his other choice was to join the army as Dad
wanted. he really does not have much choice. it's not as if he were King of the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland and Emperor of India, and gave that up for the woman he loved. (though
Edward did not really make much material sacrifice.)

in films noirs, male characters are always giving up everything they have, totally compromising their lives,
to do what the femme fatale wants in order to get her. of course, then the femme fatale turns around and
abandons them while they go to jail or worse. (body heat is a prime example.)

It bugs the fuck out of me.
which I suppose is better than vice versa.

980324 Not Sent
Subject: Re(3): Wiping up the Grease
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Kelsey Gadoo writes:

The truly bizarre thing is that as I was reading this post, I was listening to the song, "Midnight Train to
Georgia.”

I have to question your methodology here, finding universal significance in this "coincidence." it's not a
coincidence; simply an incidence. it is entirely un-bizarre that of all the people reading this post, someone
should be listening to "midnight train...", just as it is not bizarre that someone should be listening to the
BBC news, which is what I was doing.think of all the times you opened a post and nothing a propos was on
the stereo. we simply tend to notice the "bizarre" rather than the normal. movies seem to include a
disproportionate number of fantastic coincidences because that is what people like to make movies about;
it's more interesting. I maybe have cited before the joke about the fool who is amazed that cats have two
holes in their skins just where their eyes happpen to be. unless you think it is coincidental that they just
happened to have a movie camera around to record it, but since it was set up....

also, we all presumably chose what to listen to. so there is a causal relationship here and not just a
coincidental one. maybe if someone had walked up to you on the train and started singing....or:

if, for instance, you and Greta both, independently had chosen to put "midnight train..." on your record
players, or rather if you and someone with whom you did not have anything obvious in common also had
chosen to put the record on, and had then happened to read the post, there might be something fishy going
on and you could claim the universe was really talking to you.

finally, we tend to see things only from our own perspectives and forget that there is no reason, statistically,
why a certain percentage of odd things should not happen to us. if you were listening to the radio, many
other people were too to the same song and they did not happen to open any a propos posts at that moment.
the universe is not talking to you. my father used to like to talk about how when he heard about the Kent
State massacre of 1970, he was driving through the town of Weimar, Texas. All he could think of, he would
say, was the chaos of the Weimar republic of Germany that led to the rise of Naziism. He would say this as
if this had some universal meaning, for the whole country, not just for himself. He ignored the fact that lots
of people had been in other towns when they heard the news, and that the people of Weimar were there
even when the news was good.
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But I am sure you know all this cause and correlation stuff from your academic studies.

980324 Not Sent
Subject: you heard it here first
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
ACADEMY TO END SEPARATE GENDER CATEGORIES

HOLLYWOOD, March 24 (United Press Association) -- The Academy of Motion Picture Arts and
Sciences, which awards the annual "Oscar"tm awards, announced today that it would no longer award
separate "Best Actor" and "Best Actress" awards, but would substitute two "Best Performance" awards to
be given to either gender.

The announcement was made at a press conference today, the day after the awarding of the "Oscars"
in a star-studded ceremony, by Academy spokesman David Lindley. He shared the podium with Christine
Campbell, a lawyer of the firm of Baker, Lewis, and Mclnerney, which represents the Academy. Although
he conferred with her several times during the press conference, Ms. Campbell did not address the
conference directly.

The decision was made by the Academy's Committee on Awards, which consists of representatives
from the Academy's various sections for actors, directors, writers, and technical artists. It must still be
approved by the general membership of the Academy, but no Committee decision has ever been overruled.
In explaining the decision, Mr. Lindley said:

"The present structure and categories of the Academy Awards were put into place when the movies
and society were very different. In those days, gender roles in society and in film were very well defined.
There were men's roles and women's roles. Today, this separation has broken down. We in the Academy
see this as a positive evolution, and we want our awards to reflect this."

980326
Subject: Re(4): chris marker

From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
I did not think "12 Monkeys" was a "bastardization" of "La jetee". Granted, I saw "12 Monkeys" first. But
remember, gilliam's film was only "inspired" by Marker's. He took the basic outline and filled in a lot that
Marker did not put in his movie (part of whose goal was to say what it had to say as quickly and briefly and
sparely as possible.) "12 Monkeys" concentrated heavily on Gilliam's favorite (as in the Fisher King) issue
of sanity versus insanity, how you know you are insane and if it matters. It also gave him the chance to
work in a lot of his retro-30's/dark modern gothic art direction and his general hatred of scientists (some
also saw an anti-gay message.) I think that there is enough in "12 Monkeys" to judge it on its own and not
just as a version of "La jetee". (by the way, like Blade Runner, it was written by Berkeley resident David
Webb Peoples (and his wife), so that any complaints can be laid, literally, at his doorstep.) when a movie
claims to be "based on" a book or a true story, it is usually trying to use and build on the fame and
credibility of the original story. But "La Jetee" is not all that famous; I doubt most people who saw the
movie saw the "inspired by..." line at the beginning and thought "oh, it's based on the marker film!! it must
be good then!!" in fact, probably for copyright reasons, Gilliam could have gotten awaw without
acknowledging marker at all. Or maybe he could not and that is why he did. anyway, it seemed mainly a
gesture rather than a statement or a claim of strong connection.

that being said, I think 12 Monkeys would have profited by greater similarity to "La Jetee" in the only
respect possible, that is, plot. (I am about to discuss the ending of this movie. Be warned.) I never
understood why the future technocrats, the ruling scientists, would want Cole to kill the germ-spreader,
which would not only have created a terrible time paradox whose results no one could know, but would
have put the scientists out of power. (Presumably, if things had just gone on normally, we would be rules
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by an 87 year old bill Clinton and not a bunch of guys in white coats.) It seems much more likely that Cole,
having found a conscience, would want to kill the germ-spreader and save the future, while he himself
stayed in the present with kathryn (and by not returning to the future, avoided most of the consequences of
the time paradox. how he got back to 1996 would still have been a problem, but...)He was half convinced
he really belonged in the present anyway. This was the plot of La Jetee; the traveller wanted to stay in the
past. IN my version of 12 Monkeys, Cole would be shot not by airport security guards and detectives to
whom he was just another guy with a gun or an escaped criminal, but by Tiny and Jose, back from the
future. This would have made a strong antiauthority statement ("Gee, we could make things better if the
powers that be did not want them kept the same because they are in THEIR interests.") It would also have
maintained marker's strong statement on memory ("You can't live in the past; the future[your real present]
will come and get you.")

"

I guess that is what they mean by only "inspired by....".

980326
Subject: Re(4): Wiping up the Grease
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
this post may discuss certain films in their entirety. the names of all films discussed have been boldened for
easy identification.

there are also a lot of examples of characters giving up their lives for their loves' lives (say that three times
fast) when the love's life is BETTER or seems to be (is more socially acceptable.) for instance, pretty
woman -- she gives up her life as a prostitute to be a rich kept woman. now, some people might think this is
as bad as giving up being a nice girl to be a leather pedal pusher slut. it's a reasonable argument.

I mean, in Say Anything, hanging out in Oxford with Diane Court seems like a much better option for
LLoyd Dobbler than his current life. Except we know he will just walk out on her, join the army as his dad
wanted, become a hit man, and walk back into her life ten years later for their tenth reunion.

The other thing that is so evil about Grease is the way it makes the '50's seem just so great!! hey, no
problems!! (I did not remember any african americans in that movie.) Good thing Rizzo did not turn out to
be pregnant, since she would have had a hell of a time getting an abortion or bearing the child on her own! [
am reminded of the "Mad" magazine parody of the final song of the movie, "We go together".....

Those were the fifties,

when everything was really great
and folks were going crazy!

(i forgot the rest of this verse)

But we won't mention

The crazies like McCarthy

and people like him around

And Cold War tension

with war in south korea

and bomb shelters underground
Things now are a whole lot

Better than the way they were then!!

Ah, Mad! Ever eloquent.
terrible person (ever mad, ever eloquent?)

980326
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Subject: Re(9): chris marker
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
this post may discuss certain films in their entirety. the names of all films discussed have been boldened for
easy identification.

'the fieb writes:
Monkeys' seemed closer to 'the terminator' than 'la jetee',

yes! the plots were very similar in structure. actually, the original plan was like terminator -- go back to the
past but DON'T CHANGE ANYTHING but just try to do things or gain information to allow humans to
take over again in the future. (i.e., Cole was not going to prevent the plague, just help humans recover,
anymore than Reese in the Terminator was trying to stave off the nuclear war, just make sure John Connor
was born to lead the reconquest.) then the plan was changed to that of Terminator 2 - Cole was supposed to
change the future by killing the virus carrier just as the Terminator and friends were going to change the
future by destroying the basis for the construction of Skynet. this would of course create a massive time
paradox by eliminating the sending back in the first place.

and his general hatred of scientists (some also saw an anti-gay message.)

I'm not sure what you're talking about here, it's been so long and i sort of drifted off in the middle. (not a
good sign, unless it's a warhol film) Expound, please?

you mean my post was so long? yeah, sorry. try to stay awake.

I used "some" in the mathematical sense, meaning "one". One person I know, an English graduate student
(didn't that win the oscar last year? HE is not english by the way) who is REALLY SMART held this
opinion, which I did not really agree with, but who am I to argue with someone who is REALLY SMART?
his reasoning was that the virus spreader guy's homosexuality was indicated by one of the scenes with the
nobel prizewinner scientist and that he reflected the stereotype that gays want to wipe out humanity
because they are so frustrated that they can't reproduce. He said this with such authority I assumed it must
be a somewhat widely held view.

I am remembering now in the Marker film the rather droll moment when they contacted the future people,
and the future people had no real interest in helping their ancestors, even though one wonders how the
ancestors (the underground postnuclear folks who sent the time travellers) made it to become the future
people. Again, a social comment, probably on how certain groups in society act as if they do not need
others....

I also liked to imagine the marker film as a sort of sequel (though it came before, i guess) to "dr.
strangelove", you know, with the mine shafts? Too bad "12 monkeys" used a virus and not a nuclear war....

I also thought the opening of "12 monkeys" was lame. it made it clear too quickly that Cole really did come
from the future and was not crazy. i would have preferred being in doubt for a while. just as I would have
preferred not knowing in advance that Schwarzeneggar's "Terminator 2" character was good instead of evil.

I agree with whoever liked Brad Pitt's performance. Tim?? yes. ok. many young actors start out with a great
nervous energy and lose it as they become established idols -- statues, actually. kevin costner was fun in
Silverado and now he seems to belong on mt. rushmore. Pitt was fun in "Thelma and Louise" and has
frozen since then to "7 years in tibet"; in "12 monkeys", he was deliberately unsexy. I mean, that is how I
am in real life and I assure you no teenage girls are swooning over me. As for Bruce willis, i kept thinking,
"wow, this is a pretty uncool role for Bruce Willis. Not what I would expect.l am almost starting to respect
Bruce Willis". But I always knew it was Bruce willis. even at the end when he looked like james le gros or
something.
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did someone say this already, that marker was at the Pacific Film Archive in '97 or '96?

I don't see gilliam doing "Fear and Loathing...." either. cox would have been better. I am still pissed that
gilliam did not do "Watchmen".

terrible person (has markers out)

980327
Subject: Re(11): chris marker

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
the fieb writes:
Maybe it's just cause i'm a girl, but i can't get past the science fiction conotations associated with time
travel. (Waiting for the outraged cries of "I'm a girl and I looove science fiction") And I know they are
certain arguments for fantasy/science fiction, but you have to also admit there is a lot of cheap ,
uninteresting dreck out there which can tend to wear one out.

it's true, a huge amount of science fiction is written for 13-year old boys and I am so glad I was once a
thirteen year old boy to appreciate it. but some is for adults as well. or girls. it's a matter of whether it is
plot driven (attempting to say something about the human condition, such as about how humans relate to
technological change or its implications) or technology driven (theauthor just wants to talk about some
invention he dreams of) or laser gun shoot out driven. or drivel, for that matter.

this is all encapsulated, so well that nothing more need by said after quoting it, by Sturgeon's law
(formulated by sf writer Theodore Sturgeon, parodied by his friend Kurt Vonnegut as Kilgore Trout):
Ninety percent of science fiction is crap, but then, ninety percent of everything is crap.

980328
Subject: Re(11): chris marker

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
this post may discuss certain films in their entirety. the names of all films discussed have been boldened for
easy identification.

it's always interesting to see when a small concept is expanded into a big one. hemingway's "the killers" is a
rather short short story, and it has been made into two movies by adding to it and filling in. one might claim
that the beauty of the story in the first place was that it was so short and lean. "the man who would be king"
was also a short story expanded into a whole movie. there are lots of other examples. (I am not talking
about films based on a group of short stories, such as "short cuts." almost any of those stories could have
been made into a reasonable length movie though maybe that would have gone against carver's point, part
of which was creating full characters through sketchy sketches even more than the film might have anyway
by intertwining unrealated stories or moving them to LA.) "La jetee" can be seen as another example of
this.

I actually thought that La Jetee was just another Hollywood on Hollywood film, like LA story or LA
confidential. Then I thought that LA confidential was french. I think I am ok now, thanks.

on the other hand, perhaps a short story or short film has just the right amount of material for a

movie,leaving plenty of room for the director to add and not have to edit, since when whole books are
made into movies, something almost always has to be cut.
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interesting also: "La jetee" in french means the jetty, or in this case the observation/embarcation pier at the
airport. but it can also mean 'the thing which has been thrown", e.g., through time. the only problem is that
"La jetee" would have to refer to a feminine thing or person, not a masculine one like the main character.

terrible person (does not blanche at anything, except dubois)

980403
Subject: Re(3): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
chris hall writes:
Give it time. It'll come. I'm curious about who'll get 2 and 5, myself.

what, was everyone waiting for me on this, saving it for the chief sci-fi geek? 2 is Blade Runner of course
(Leon Kowalski (Brion james) to Deckard (Harrison Ford) when he is beating the crap out of Deckard
preparatory to killing him after Deckard has just retired Zhora); 5 is 2001; HAL (douglas somebody) being
electronically lobotomized by David Bowman (keir dullea.)

I always enjoy contrasting my two favorite scenes in all film; the lobotomization of HAL (person versus
non-human; person wins) to the opening scene (not the quoted one) of Blade Runner, the voight-kampff
interrogation of Leon (person versus non-human; noh human wins.)

I remember each of these lines slightly differently (for instance, isn't there a"dave" in the middle of 5? or is
the line repeated several times in variation?). I am much more sure, though, that the tag line of the Thing is
not "Keep Watching the Skies" but "Watch the Skies" in the first place.

this quote thing is a nice idea. I would like to see in the future quote quizzes with more trick questions or on
specific themes (not criticising a general one like this for starters.) "what do these quotes have in
common?" sort of thing, or "here are three quotes about sheep. identify."

here is my favorite trick (have to name actor, it's part of the trick) in what film does bob hoskins say
"I'm looking for a rabbit with long floppy ears."?

I'll try to think of a theme in the shower.

980403
Subject: Re(5): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Kelsey Gadoo writes:
terrible person writes:
I'll try to think of a theme in the shower.

How about films with shower scenes?

well, in most of the shower scenes I can think of, the showerer is alone, possibly singing but probably not
talking. except in moans, perhaps, which is also the majority of the dialogue in most shower scenes with
more than one person. although in movies such as "the shawshank redemption" the shower scenes are
pretty quiet, with just a lot of wary looks. locker room scenes sometimes generate some interesting
dialogue -- I am thinking of the ones in "the paper chase" but can't remember what was said. you can't
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really put much dialogue of importance in a shower scene since the audience will be too busy paying
attention to other things to catch it.

psycho and psycho parodies(high anxiety) are perhaps exceptions. does glenn close say anything in "the big
chill"? doesn't the divinity visit the late john denver in the shower in "oh, god"? malcolm macdowell gets a
cold shower in "if...."....

980404
Subject: Re: Meg on Sylvia Plath
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
wait a second. I was promised a meg on Sylvia Plath. all I got was a lousy two K on Meg Ryan.

why not have Catherine Deneuve play Sylvia Plath? She is a bit old. But the film could be called "Bell de
Jar." or she could play Emily Dickinson in "Belle of Amherst du Jour".

I thought the poet Stallone always wanted to play was Rimbaud. (whose life was pretty adventurous.)

but Leonardo DiCaprio has already played Rimbaud, and Jim Carroll, so he has the poetry credentials to
play Ted Hughes?

at least Superman, despite what they say in Stand By Me, is not a real person.

980405
Subject: Re(12): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Steve Omlid writes:
I write:
Another great early Hoskins film , again with him as a London gangster but the boss this time, is "The Long
Good Friday".

One of my favorite movies, hands down. If anyone out there has never seen it, go to your video store and
rent it. And do it today.

and Helen Mirren is hot as always. one of my favorite plots: the guy who has everything set, which then,
beginning with the seemingly most insignificant of events, suddenly begins to unravel and spiral
chaotically out of control....

what got me to see it was a preview narrated, it sounded like, by James Earl Jones or someone as basso,
over the scenes of cars exploding. It was completely apocalyptic. cf. "the Long Hot summer". Uh, oh, I
sometimes find myself thinking, as the day opens with bad news, it's going to be a long good friday. It's
going to be the end of the world as we know it and I don't feel fine.

and it must be the end of the world if Steve and I are agreeing.

terrible person (does a great Darth Vader voice.)
980405

Subject: Re(14): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person

51



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.
To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:
Nope. It's just a sign that you're growing as a human being. :-)

whoa. so you're saying being an adult means being like you? in that case, I'll decline the honor and stay an
enfant terrible. but in the more likely event that you're wrong, I think if I am looking for a model of
adulthood to follow, I can find better, even around here. it's not a basis on which I have tried to insult
anyone, or claim superiority, since about third grade, but you wil have a tough time convincing me that
you are in any way a more fully developed human being than I. what is your criterion? that you post more
touchy-feely brown-nosings to your friends here than I do?

don't get a swell head just because I agreed with you once. it's utterly coincidental, not reflective of a wish
for compromise or reconciliation on my part, or some epiphany that we have something in common. it's just
that I liked that movie so much that even knowing you liked it does not ruin it for me.

Laura will no doubt remove this and I will not object as long as the original insult is removed as well.

980406
Subject: Re(18): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:
Thanks, Pierre and Joshua.

QED.
to my drinking buddies Pete and Josh:
wait, wait. maybe YOU'RE the ones missing the joke!!!

even though you know me so well and can so accurately speculate about my motivations, I will lay out the
possibilities for you:

1) having been the victim of Steve's patronizing, "I am more mature than you and I know best" attitude
before when it was expressed in deeds, I am trying preemptively to protest its unacceptability while it is
still in the verbal stage

2) not having seen Gary Cooper in "The virginian" in a while, I forgot that any insult said with a smile
becomes a FRIENDLY insult. However, I think I am pretty good about accepting FRIENDLY teasing -- |
offer enough to myself -- and I have accepted and would accept it from just about anyone here, including
you two, who have never shown themselves UNfriendly. It's just that Steve and I have never been exactly
FRIENDLY, so a little smile does not go a very long way..

3) some other reason entirely about which you could not hope to speculate, or if you could speculate, |
would not confirm it

4) maybe I simply enjoy scathing mockery and general tearing down of Steve Omlid, and I was just
overjoyed, could not believe he had dumped an opportunity for it right in my lap!! (maybe I even set him
up in the first place, with my earlier post!!) if you don't see the conspiracies, the manipulations, you have
NO IDEA what's going on....
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and you should always flip things to see who profits. it's like asking whether bill clinton might not have
welcomed the monica lewinsky scandal as a destraction from his impending genocide in Iraq or his
spending lots of taxpayer money to bail out his Riady friends in Indonesia.

to paraphrase Dennis Hopper's peroration to Christopher Walken in "True Romance", and in exactly that
tone of voice, who's the bigger satirist now?

have I got a sense of humor or what?
YEESH!!

terrible person (who REALLY enjoyed watching Cindy Crawford in "Fair Game" on NBC last night.)

980406 Not Sent
Subject:
Send
From: terrible person
To:
Cec:

oh, I GET IT NOW!!! it's the converse of the rule enunciated by Gary Cooper in "The virginian", that any
insult with a smile added becomes a FRIENDLY insult.

but isn't that only among friends?

mssrs. le fou and T.: though we have never been particularly friendly, I would take this sort of joke from
either of you, and assume no harm was intended, that all was in fun. in fact, I frequently make similar
jokes about myself. however, as I have in the past been the victim of patronizing "jokes"(?) by the ex-
moderator ("the Duke of Windsor", perhaps, who gave up the throne for the -- what? the mental health he
loved?), such as having it assumed that I was not "adult" enough to modify my own posts if they were
unsuitable, I can't assume the same in this case.

but I think the systems works. action yields reaction. I am attacked; I defend myself. you reply; I reply. the
only argument against this sort of process is that it distracts from other more important topics. but it seems
that despite all the recent hoo-rahs, posting has gone on normally, at least, mine has. so why do you object
to my defending myself?

so now you-all can decide whether I am being satirical, or if I just felt I was responding to an unfriendly
friendliness from my GOOD FRIEND steve. (like good bad ugly)

best to combine the two somehow....
Sth possiblity: that until tim's post about Dark city, things were getting so boring around here, no good
arguments, that I decided to start an argument myself!
980406 Not Sent
Subject: Re(20): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person

To: film

Cc:
Steve Omlid writes:

Maybe I was trying to hold out an olive branch with some FRIENDLY teasing,
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sorry to sound schoolmarmish, but in this case, it's necessary, as in the emphatically wagging finger:

if you want to extend an olive branch to someone,

DON'T
STICK
IT

IN

HIS
EYE!!!!

980406 Not Sent

Subject:

Send

From: terrible person

To:

Cc:
AWWOTS (which is "And while we're on the subject" for those of you not as cyber-hip as I):
when I noted that the typeface and tone made Heyer's post seem like one of Barrymore's, I meant this
OBJECTIVELY. Really!! I was not saying either was BAD, just that it was DISTNCTIVE. Many people
here, whether just out of habit or out of some desire to distinguish themselves from other users, have a
certain signature style or just a signature. Eva Luna posts "Musty TV"; no one else does. Greta Christina
tends to write authoritatively about sexuality issues, and used her trademark "adverbially....queen of
Norway" signoff until others started imitating it with their own titles. the fieb writes about obscure
experimental films. Steve Omlid talks about emily watson and how great his friends are. I write long-
winded pun and quote filled ramblings that no one reads all the way through, much less understands. and
(John) Barrymore writes in boldface, usually either about Hollywood gossip or to insult people. (he is not
the only one with a distinctive typeface; Kelsey Gadoo tends to be distinctive as well.)

I have no problem with using different typefaces. especially, as Barrymore says, to increase legibility. I am
too lazy to change the default each time.

And I am not sure I have too much trouble with the idea insulting people either. I don't think people should
necessariy refrain from doing it, if they are prepared to be insulted back, and prepared for the loss of
credibility it may entail. If heyer or barrymore or I for that matter want to insult people and take the
consequences, or if they (or we) think we can hold their (our) own, why not? this is a big enough river; a
sunk ship in one channel will not really impede traffic in the others....we watch hockey games to see if
fights break out -- more to the point, we watch Siskel and Ebert to see if fights will break out....

so the idea was simply that Heyer seemed to be borrowing Barrymore's distinctive style, without saying
whether that style was necessarily good or not...

it's funny to find myself agreeing now with Barrymore. a sort of déja vu all over again! who knows what
HE will say! I remember hearing "Roger and Me"s Michael Moore described recently as being in danger of
becoming a bombastic fact-distorting "Rush Limbaugh of the left" -- will I become the "Barrymore of the
self-considered (and possible but not necessarily) smart"? only time will tell. but meanwhile, <sob>,
Barrymore, <sob> I love you, man.

980408
Subject: Wenders on 'City of Angels'
From: terrible person
To: film
Pushing the outside of the envelope on fair use, I quote from the New York Times, sunday, 5 april 1998,
section 2, p 29 (national ed.):
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"For his part, Mr. Wenders -- who in 1992 made a sequel to 'Wings of Desire', the lest noteworthy
'Faraway, So Close!' -- seems pleased with how 'City of Angels' turned out. It was his choice to sell the
remake rights to 'Wings of Desire', and he says his faith in the filmmakers has been rewarded.

'"The number of music videos and commercials that have used 'Wings of Desire' as a model is
astonishing,' he said. "With this film, I feel much less violated. It's done with respect, with a sense of
discovery all its own. It's not just, "Look, Ma, no subtitles!" '

'T feel quite proud that a film shot without a script was considered worth redoing by a major studio,"
Mr. Wenders continued. ""Wings of Desire" could never be remade in the conventional sense; it could only
be used as a point of departure, and that's exactly what [the filmmakers] did.'

In Mr. Wenders' mind, 'City of Angels" enhances rather than detracts from his picture. 'The two films
reflect on each other in interesting ways,' he said. 'l was a little anxious when I got the script. But with
every page, I felt [the scriptwriter] had done something intelligent and respectful, translating my 'poem' into
an American 'story'. It's still a film about love, but a very, very different one.'

Well, that could make you lose all respect for Wenders or gain it for Ryan and Cage and co. But here's my
fave quote, from Meg Ryan: "'I'm interested in spiritual matters', she said....More vocal than Mr. Cage
about such things, she stated, 'T don't know if angels are floating around, but the idea that there is a guiding
force is something I embrace."

so meg, would that guiding force be Creative Artists Agency, or movie gross receipts?

terrible person (would like to drink a cup of coffee. might even sell his armor for it. and remember,
campafieros, you can see me, even if I can't see you.)

980409
Subject: Re(2): Wenders on 'City of Angels'
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Sirin N writes:

i was just at the supermarket the other day, having occasion to linger at the magazine rack and study the
gods, and noticed with a doubletake the tiny, upsidedown figure in each of meg ryan's hyaline eyes. there
is reason to suspect that it is these mysterious imps, clutching either eyelid with powerful toes, who are
responsible for every word that floats from ryan's pretty mouth.

i'm finding the cashiers are disturbingly effusive, these days. is this true elsewhere?

in the ads for "city of angels" her limpid eyes are quite closed and her eyelids limp. the imps are impeded,
at least that is my implicit impression.

for more on cashiers, you might want to read "Time and Motion Studies of the Dynamics of Supermarket
Checkouts: Are Express Lanes Worth It?"(L. Kidder and R. Newsome, Quarterly Journal of Business,
Social, and Organizational Studies, vol. 19 # 2, Summer 1993, pp.137-154) The basic conclusion: go for
the line with the fewest customers, even if they have the most to buy.

terrible person (recently found "mentally competent to be executed")
980410
Subject: Re(2): Da Grail

From: terrible person
To: film
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Cec:
well, this thread seems already, as most threads do eventually, as people try to outdo the previous joke(or
the previous serious statement) and reach for the more outlandish, to have reached the plane of the absurd
(where python typically started), so that a serious statement now seems pass¢€, but it seemed to me that a
film that owed a lot to python was "the last temptation of christ".

but what interests me more than the influences of Python are the influences ON Python. Had the lads really
been reading a bunch of Beckett, lonesco and Stoppard, or does it just seem that way sometimes?

Can anyone watch a "serious" king arthur film now, such as "excalibur" or "first knight", and not expect the
characters to say "ni" and clap cocoanuts? perhaps the genre will resurrect itself. after all, i can still watch
westerns without thinking of "blazing saddles". but just as a really ridiculous mocking post can destroy a
thread and make the topic impossible to discuss forever, a really good parody makes it impossible to take a
particular genre seriously ever after.

as my late lost lamented six foot French poster for "Sacré Graal" said, "Renvoie le cinéma 900 ans en
arriere!"

980410
Subject: Re: McQueen!

From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
IAC (which means, for those of you not so cyber-hip as I, "if anyone cares") all this talk about McQueen
reminded me that not only do I not know anything about -- excuse me, not know nothin' about -- birthin'
babies, but that McDonald's very nearly brought out a hamburger called the McQueen last year. It was
going to be "the hamburger for women", the virginia slims of hamburgers. I read this in Adweek last
November or December; I don't have the exact cite; it's probably on the Web somewhere. Anyway, it
wasanother of those great ideas like the arch deluxe, based on market research showing diet conscious
women were ordering the chicken burgers which have a lower profit margin. they wanted women to buy
burgers, so they produced one with less meat, a thinner bun, skim milk cheese, lots of lettuce, and about
three-fifths the calories of the regular. And it went in a "prettier" styro-box. They test-marketed it in
Oxford, Mississippi and Davenport, [owa. But the response was less than overwhelming; it was hard to
differentiate from the supposedly "healthier" burgers they are already marketing. (and without samuel
jackson here to tell me, i don't know what they would have called it in France.) also, Burger King already
holds the trademark rights to Burger Queen and Queen Burger, and this was treading dangerously close. So
you'll never be able to sink your teeth into a McQueen.

Funny, isn't it, that someone so macho as McQueen had such a feminine-associating last name? Funny they
did not have him change it to something more straightforwardly "masculine" associating. Maybe I am the
only one who makes these associations. Gene hackman sounds like an ax-murderer to me.

Personal highlight from "Bullitt": the man from U.N.C.L.E.'s double breasted vest with the angled buttons.
Man,where do I get one of those?

980411
Subject: Re(11): Bearse

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Joshua T. writes:
Sharon E. Everett writes:
By any means necessary, I would suppose, as the batteries must be the legendary (recounted in story and
song) "bear necessities."
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Joshua T. writes:

pierre, am i allowed to administer punishments in your conference?

Steve Omlid writes:

Sorry, we can't wait for Pierre's permission. That pun was just too egregious.

Johnny Vann writes:
1 know, I can barely stand it!

Joshua T. writes:
this is getting too grizzly for my tastes.

Sharon E. Everett writes:
But it was all such a kodiak moment . . .

Sorry to KO al a your efforts, but I can say from experience that trying to panda to the lowest humorous
instincts with puns the way UR's a major mistake. people just don't go for it. you should have taken a polar
something first to determine tastes. but this sort of trying to be gli bruins a post; better to forbear. Anyway,
more to the point, what's Amanda going to do now that "Roseanne" is over?

I'll leave it to Matt Stowell to change the thread name to "Beers". Frankly, or un-, I prefer a market for bull
myself.

980411
Subject: Re(4): Da Grail
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
Greta Christina writes:
terrible writes:

>Can anyone watch a "serious" king arthur film now, such as "excalibur" or "first knight", and not expect
the characters to say "ni" and clap cocoanuts?

I kept thinking of "Holy Grail" during the third Indiana Jones movie, whose makers could not have been
ignorant of it. It's interesting that except for the one song, there is little in Holy Grail that is a parody of the
Richard Burton/Julie Andrews musical "Camelot" or the Richard Harris/Vanessa REdgrave (is that
right????) movie. which is certainly eminently parodiable. It is interesting that while there is a standard
"Robin Hood" reference point, the Errol Flynn version, there is no "standard" old King Arthur movie that I
can think of except the Bing Crosby parody ("A Connecticut Yankee...) though there are plenty of Ivanhoes
(Ivan sex workers?) and other less mythical medieval epics.

They're Oxford boys, after all...or is it Cambridge? I forget which.
Three went to Oxford, three to Cambridge (I forgot which ones, but the Cambridge three met in the famous
"footlights" review), and Gilliam went to Occidental College near L.A.

So are you, in fact, serious about The Last Temptation of Christ owing a lot to the Pythons? If so, explain,
please. I'm dying of curiosity.

appropriate for easter....ok, basically, the elements of "last temptation" that showed up earlier in "brian"
(though of course, post hoc is not propter hoc) are the political ones, of the various anti-roman groups with
their own agendas skulking around and not really helping thinsgs, the idea of an unwilling Messiah,
someone who is not really thrilled about having the burdens of Messianity on his shoulders, who might
really prefer to hang out with this really nice girl he has met. I don't know how extensively these ideas were
represented in the Kazantzakis novel that underlay the movie, or if any of these ideas showed up in things
like "The Greatest Story Ever Told", though in the latter case I would think not since they adhere pretty
closely to the gospels which do not include ideas like the ones above.
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terrible person (who really, really likes Jesus even as he denies Jesus' divinity. in fact, rather identifies with
him. and is consequently planning to become a priest. yes, really. why would I say something like this if it
were not true?)

980411
Subject: Re(2): McQueen!

From: terrible person
To: film

Cec:
Eva Luna writes:
the fieb:
1 posted before how since my Mom and I aren't big into xmas, I suggested a Steve McQueen christmas,
putting my shrine to a good use...she informed me we would not be celebrating wife-beaters in her house.

Of course he was married to Ali McGraw, so who can blame him?

who, after his death, married the former Cat Stevens, became a Muslim, and now calls herself Muhammed
Ali McGraw. (though without the eponymous fighting skills which would have been useful against "Float
Like a Butterfly" McQueen.)

But brain damage from his beatings must have been what led her to make "Convoy".

980412
Subject: Re(6): Da Grail

From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
pierre le fou writes:
terrible person writes:
terrible person (who really, really likes Jesus even as he denies Jesus' divinity. in fact, rather identifies with
him. and is consequently planning to become a priest.

Okay, whoa, back up. Don't you have to like, take oaths that you really believe in the divinity of Jesus in
order to get to be a priest? And swear that you believe in the resurrection?

And I would think that people to whom you would minister as a priest would come to expecting someone
who had believed these oaths when he had taken them, not someone who was going to use their religious
feelings as a basis to work out some personal problems and exorcise his messianic tendencies.

Has had many many messianic tendencies,
pierre

well first of all, I kind of thought that the things one puts after one's name in signing off were sort of meant
to be throwaway lines, with no real relevance, just thoughts not really expecting any response. but since

you are interested, I will respond:

basically, I don't believe in any sort of God but I believe that being a priest would be a good way for me to
help people and perhaps redeem myself in my own eyes.

since any oath I would take would be before a God in which I don't believe, who doesn't really exist, i don't
see a big problem there.
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the important thing would be what I do vis a vis people. now, up till now, I have been working on
developing my lying skills, but mainly for entertainment purposes --entertainment of myself and others
(and for the experimental exploration of the philosophical issues lying raises). now, I know you probably
think no good can come from lying to people, but I think a lot of people can't handle the truth. (not just
Lieutenant Daniel kaffee.) if they were told the literal truth, they would see no point in going on. so you
have to lie to them, to trick them into going on. call it the placebo effect for the soul, not the body. or don't
call it lying, call it metaphor.

now, I know this is not totally the right thing to do and in time my soul, my self image, whatever, would
become burdened by this. but someone has to make that sacrifice. someone has to take that responsibility.

I don't identify with jesus in the sense of thinking myself the messiah sent to save the world, because I do
not think he did either. I think that he hoped to bring a message of hope and simplicity to a small number of
people through personal contact, which is what I would like to do, though in his case this got obscured by
all the hype due to the desperate times.

it is true I would be using this as a way to work out personal problems -- well, I don't believe in personal
problems. i believe in personal characteristics that can be problems or assets depending on how one uses
them. for instance, I have a sort of compulsion to find things out about people, which has sometimes gotten
me into trouble, but I was recently able to put it to good use when a friend wanted desperately to find again
someone she had met at a party and instantly developed a crush on. if you get lemons, make lemonade. if
you have a short attention span, make music videos. if you feel a need to be like jesus, become a priest and
comfort the afflicted.

please don't think I am an enthusiastic supporter of the positions of the RomanCatholic church on various
social issues, because I am not. and I am not really a fan of organized hierarchical religion in general. it's
the dress code that attracts me; I look good in black. no. but a priest need not explain anything; everyone
knows who he is and what he does. it's just the simplest. there is also another reason, which I don't feel like
going into.

and when I say I am planning, i am making planning very slowly and deliberately. it will not be until long
after I get my VW Beetle (silver, with grey interior.)

I need to reread "the power and the glory".

anyway, pierre -- pierre sur lequel il va fonder son église? -- those are my reasons. what are or were your
messianic fantasies? I'd be interested to know.

terrible person

980412
Subject: Re(3): Movie Quotes Quiz
From: terrible person
To: film
Chris A. Hall writes:

Anyone interested in matching your wits against another (harder) quotes quiz? Or is this sheer self-
indulgence on my part?

well, I think it IS sheer self-indulgence on your part but so is most of what is written here (certainly most of
what I write) so I don't have a big problem with it and will do my best to answer whatever you pose and
post. I think that I can speak for most people here in saying that I can forgive self-indulgence if it is clever,
amusing, and interesting. I would say that the pretty strong response to the first quiz proves this. I like the

idea of more "columns", "regular features", like Ian Shoales' commentaries on NPR years ago, or Eva
Luna's "Musty TV" here.
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however, as with most things in life, there must be some parameters, especially if you want to consider this
a competition in which we will "match wits" with you. you can't ask hopelessly obscure quotes or we'll give
up in frustration; you can't be like Bilbo Baggins asking as one of his riddles to Smeagol "what have I got
in my pocket?" or Calvin asking of Hobbes "I'm thinking of a number between one and five trillion -- can
you guess?" you should limit yourself in some way.I'll repeat my earlier suggestion to get a theme; I think
that "HI, I am chris hall and here are some movie quotes I like" is not as good as "in celebration of the Irish
peace accord, here are some quotes about not blowing each other up and power drilling into each others'
kneecaps anymore." but go for it, do.

980413
Subject: Re(7): Da Grail
From: terrible person
To: film

Cc:
back during the "Modifications" debate, someone (please don't take slight, whoever you are, from my
having forgotten who ; I hope you are flattered that I remembered the substance of your message) cited an
old online rule that any debate has gone as far as it can go, and must come to a complete halt, as soon as
one participant has compared another to Hitler.

Seeing that almost no one has posted in 24 hours, I am wondering if the rule applies just as well when
someone compares himself to Jesus?

if so:
um, sorry.

terrible person (believes things have gone about as far as they can possibly go when things have got about
as bad as they reasonably get. who had better get working on that end-of-the-world quiz before the world
does end.)

980414 Resume

No soup for you!!!
Recently judged "mentally competent to be executed."

Lying Doggo. Doggone dogged. A dog chasing cars. Every dog has its day. Dog tired. Bad dog, no biscuit.
Writing doggerel. Want to run crazy like the dogs in the yard. Dog dog dogadogadog...just love that word,
the sound, love those voiced plosives......but I'm getting interested in cats, too. and VW Beetles.

Dear Jack: What a pisser. All these years fighting the bullshit, only to find out you're part of the bullshit.
Jack, you broke our hearts, and you done us to fucks. And we mean that sincerely. Yours, the Boys.

I vill leev in Montana, and I vill drive a peeckup truck, or perhaps, a recreational vehicle.

No. I will live in the Richmond, near 20th Ave. and Geary, and I will speak Russian with all my neighbors.
And I will listen to Chumbawamba's "Tubthumping" and a compilation of WLIR's 1984 playlist while I
drive my silver VW (new)Beetle, with my black Labrador named Woof sticking her head out the window,
or his head out the window, it hardly matters, while my grey cat Yekaterina sits in the back, happily
scratching the paint of my circa 1989 Wicked Fat Chance. Wait, is something still missing?

Since this is a fantasy, I will make the back seat of the Beetle big enough for Nelson Mandela, Mikhail

Gorbachev, Vaslav Havel, my sister, my friend Suzanne restored to life, Steve Manka, Sarah Blanke......but
something would still be missing.

60



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

There must have been a moment, at the beginning, when we could have said -- no. But somehow we missed
it.

I don't mind being told I have a dark side. It's just I would like to know whether I am the dark side right
now, or the good one. That is, does it get worse from here, or better? You see, I just can't tell. Not that I
always feel the same. But I wish it would correlate. with something. You know?

Here I end this reel. Box -- (pause) -- three, spool -- (pause) -- five. (Pause.) Perhaps my best years are
gone. When there was a chance of happiness. But I wouldn't want them back. Not with the fire in me now.
No, I wouldn't want them back.

Anyone hear about that guy in Virginia, somebody Gentry?

Welcome, strangers, to the show. I'm the one who should be lying low. I saw the knives out. I turned my
back. I heard the train coming. I stayed right on that track! In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a
dream I lost my shirt, I pawned my rings. I've done all the dumb things. I caught the fever, heard the tune.
Thought I loved her. Hung my heart on the moon. Started howling! Made no sense. Thought my friends
would rush to my defense. In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a dream I lost my shirt, I pawned
my rings. I've done all the dumb things. I threw my hat into the ring. I've done all the dumb things. I melted
wax to fix my wings. I've done all the dumb things. I felt that I just had to sing. I've done all the dumb
things.

980424 Resume
It's a test,
designed to provoke an emotional response. Shall we continue?

Lying Doggo. Doggone dogged. A dog chasing cars. Every dog has its day. Dog tired. Bad dog, no biscuit.
Writing doggerel. Want to run crazy like the dogs in the yard. Dog dog dogadogadog...just love that word,
the sound, love those voiced plosives......but I'm getting interested in cats, too. and VW Beetles.

Dear Jack: What a pisser. All these years fighting the bullshit, only to find out you're part of the bullshit.
Jack, you broke our hearts, and you done us to fucks. And we mean that sincerely. Yours, the Boys.

To the tune of "The Minstrel Boy":

He laid a strip for the Jersey shore, preparing to cross the line. He could see the bridge was lined with
bears but he didn't have a doggone dime. He met the tyrant's brandished steel, the lion's bloody mane. He
bowed his head his death to feel. Who follows in his train?

Right now!!! I think I'm gonna start a new trend, because the line on the graph's getting flat, and we can't
have that. And you think you're immune, but I can sell you anything, anything from a thin safety pin to a
pork pie hat.

I vill leev in Montana, and I vill drive a peeckup truck, or perhaps, a recreational vehicle.

No. I will live in the Richmond, near 20th Ave. and Geary, and I will speak Russian with all my neighbors.
And I will listen to Chumbawamba's "Tubthumping" and a compilation of WLIR's 1984 playlist while I
drive my silver VW (new)Beetle, with my black Labrador named Woof sticking her head out the window,
or his head out the window, it hardly matters, while my grey cat Yekaterina sits in the back, happily
scratching the paint of my circa 1989 Wicked Fat Chance. Wait, is something still missing?

Since this is a fantasy, I will make the back seat of the Beetle big enough for Nelson Mandela, Mikhail

Gorbachev, Vaslav Havel, my sister, my friend Suzanne restored to life, Steve Manka, Sarah Blanke......but
something would still be missing.
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There must have been a moment, at the beginning, when we could have said -- no. But somehow we missed
it.

I don't mind being told I have a dark side. It's just I would like to know whether I am the dark side right
now, or the good one. That is, does it get worse from here, or better? You see, I just can't tell. Not that I
always feel the same. But I wish it would correlate. with something. You know?

Here I end this reel. Box -- (pause) -- three, spool -- (pause) -- five. (Pause.) Perhaps my best years are
gone. When there was a chance of happiness. But I wouldn't want them back. Not with the fire in me now.
No, I wouldn't want them back.

Anyone hear about that guy in Virginia, somebody Gentry?

Welcome, strangers, to the show. I'm the one who should be lying low. I saw the knives out. I turned my
back. I heard the train coming. I stayed right on that track! In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a
dream I lost my shirt, I pawned my rings. I've done all the dumb things. I caught the fever, heard the tune.
Thought I loved her. Hung my heart on the moon. Started howling! Made no sense. Thought my friends
would rush to my defense. In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a dream I lost my shirt, I pawned
my rings. I've done all the dumb things. I threw my hat into the ring. I've done all the dumb things. I melted
wax to fix my wings. I've done all the dumb things. I felt that I just had to sing. I've done all the dumb
things.

Resume
"Tarzan Boy", by Baltimora
What's that? you ask. (Anything in bold italics is you.)
It's an old 80's song I heard the other night for the first time in over a decade and have been humming since.
It's up on the all time list with "Tubthumping".
Got anything else to say? you ask.
"The first time I laid eyes on Terry Lennox he was drunk in a Rolls-Royce Silver Wraith outside the terrace
of The Dancers."
What's that? Is that where you got your name?

No, because my real name is not really Terry. I just say this because I sometimes get the feeling people
think it is, and it isn't. I mean, I like it and all and I might even start to use it in real life and you can feel
free to call me that but just know the truth, ok? In fact, I don't drive a Rolls-Royce either, or for that matter,
drink. But I nevertheless have much in common with Terry Lennox, or wish I did.)

So who are you, then? I hear you ask.

A nerd (of the worst type, the one without even redeeming technical knowledge) with (as is the definition)
more book learning and theories (and in my case, time to think and write about them) than practical or
social skills or life experiences, who has read too much (or rather, the wrong) science fiction and seen too
many (or more precisely, the wrong) movies; a fuzzy-faced fuzzy headed Fozzie-like fuzzy thinker; an
underemployed psycho freak smartass who one day if he isn't careful is going to get himself killed by an
irate motorist.

To which you'll reply:

Wait, could you tell us something we don't know already???

ok:

call me an analogical man in a digital age (who is trying to be even less digital and more analog.)

Naaah, you say, that's pretentious and we knew it already too basically.

Then:

If they were making a movie about my life, Peter Lorre would play me. He actually does not look anything
like me and of course he's dead, but it's not as if anyone is making a movie about my life either.

That, you say edging even further away, is just friggin' WEIRD.

Nevertheless:

"...but yes, I understand, without condoning or condemning. Human affairs cannot be my concern. I'm
leaving this galaxy for one less complicated.
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--But you'd regained interest in human life...

--Yes, I have. I think perhaps I'll create some. Goodbye, Adrian.

--Jon, wait, before you leave...I did the right thing, didn't I? It all worked out in the end.

-- 'In the end'? Nothing ends, Adrian. Nothing ever ends."
Oh, what, now are you comparing yourself to the smartest man in the world or the most powerful being in
the universe? What's this supposed to mean?

Nothing really. How about this?

"They think that the reason the Unabomber went six years without striking was that he wasn't satisfied with
the results he was getting from his bombs and he wanted some time to work on them and improve them." --
Gillian Black
This conversation has become extremely stupid.
Can't really argue with you there.

"Tarzan Boy", by Baltimora

So I knocked on his door and called his name. When he answered, I turned the knob and went in. I
said hello and he said hello back and then I said, "I thought you'd want to know immediately." Then I
handed him the report and told him what I had heard. He barely looked at the paper. He looked mainly at
me, right in the face. Like he thought if he stared at it long enough I wouldn't be able to keep a straight
face. Like I would start cracking a smile and then laugh out loud and then admit it was all a joke. But I
didn't because it wasn't. The only laugh was the bitter, resigned one that came from him after a minute.
"Hell", he said, and laughed again. "Well, better get ready." I slumped into the chair in front of his desk and
hooked one boot heel under the overhanging edge. On the other side of the desk he was yanking out
stubborn, squeaking drawers. It made the desk shake. I could feel it through my sole. He finally gave an
"ahhhh" of triumph, and produced a half-drunk bottle of scotch and his old revolver. "I think we'll be
needing both of these," he said. He slammed them down on his blotter next to one another. Next came two
glasses, one large, one small, and they landed next to the bottle with a thunk. He poured a couple of fingers
into the large glass, and pulled it towards him. Then he tilted the bottle towards the small glass and looked
up at me. I waved him off. He looked a bit surprised but shrugged and capped the bottle. He took a sip of
his whiskey and then picked up the pistol. He swung out the cylinder and looked through each chamber,
then through the barrel. Then he brought out a box of cartridges and began loading. It was quiet in the
room. I could hear each shell click into place and the ratchet of the cylinder. When he was done he slapped
the revolver down on its side on the blotter under his palm, and I winced. He put his elbows on the desk on
either side of it and took his chin in his hand. He shrugged again, with his face. This means he kind of
wrinkled his lips and chin and raised his eyebrows. You know what I mean. "Well," he said finally, "It's
going to be a bad day in Black Rock.""Yeah," I answered, "And a rough night in Jericho."

There was really only one rule and that was Rule Number One. The reason why it was called
"Rule Number One" and not simply "The Rule" was that there had been and still were many other rules, but
they had all been determined so clearly and obviously to be derivatives of, or corollary or subsidiary to,
Rule Number One, that they had quickly fallen into desuetude and consequently oblivion. Rule Number
One had actually not always been Rule Number One, but within living memory had been Rule Number
Two. But then the Rule that had been Number One since time immemorial was promoted to the special
honor of The Name of the Game, and Number Two had moved up into Number One's spot, still remaining
subordinate to it. After all, The Name of the Game was: "Don't get yourself killed." Whereas Rule Number
One was more enigmatic. But you knew what Rule Number One was. Everyone knew what Rule Number
One was. Rule Number One was: "Don't be stupid." Of course, these three words had been the subject of
great debate since before anyone had bothered to write down the debates. One scholar explained them as
meaning, "Do not deceive yourself." Another preferred, "Never confuse what really is with what you wish
were." And it was this ambiguity that gave Rule Number One its particular appeal, its cult following. For
while The Name of the Game was specific, knife-edged, clear, Rule Number One was a cloud forever
blowing on a soft breeze, forever just within reach and always just out of it. Which is why it is with Rule
Number One that this story concerns itself.
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Hey, what's "Tarzan Boy"? you ask. It didn't have anything to do with the stuff above. (Anything in bold
italics is you.)

It's an old 80's song I heard the other night for the first time in over a decade and have been humming since.
It's up on the all time list with "Tubthumping".

Got anything else to say? you ask.

"The first time I laid eyes on Terry Lennox he was drunk in a Rolls-Royce Silver Wraith outside the terrace
of The Dancers."

What's that? Is that where you got your name?

No, because my real name is not really Terry. I just say this because I sometimes get the feeling people
think it is, and it isn't. I mean, I like it and all and I might even start to use it in real life and you can feel
free to call me that but just know the truth, ok? In fact, I don't drive a Rolls-Royce either, or for that matter,
drink. But I nevertheless have much in common with Terry Lennox, or wish I did.

So who are you, then? 1 hear you ask.
A nerd (of the worst type, the one without even redeeming technical knowledge) with (as is the definition)
more book learning and theories (and in my case, time to think and write about them) than practical or
social skills or life experiences, who has read too much (or rather, the wrong) science fiction and seen too
many (or more precisely, the wrong) movies; a fuzzy-faced fuzzy-headed Fozzie-like fuzzy thinker; an
underemployed psycho freak smartass who one day if he isn't careful is going to get himself killed by an
irate motorist.
To which you'll reply:
Wait, could you tell us something we don't know already???
ok:
call me an analogical man in a digital age (who is trying to be even less digital and more analog.)
Naaah, you say, that's pretentious and we knew it already too basically.
Then:
If they were making a movie about my life, Peter Lorre would play me. He actually does not look anything
like me and of course he's dead, but it's not as if anyone is making a movie about my life either.
That, you say edging even further away, is just friggin' WEIRD.
Nevertheless:
"...but yes, I understand, without condoning or condemning. Human affairs cannot be my concern. I'm
leaving this galaxy for one less complicated.
--But you'd regained interest in human life...

--Yes, I have. I think perhaps I'll create some. Goodbye, Adrian.

--Jon, wait, before you leave...I did the right thing, didn't I? It all worked out in the end.

-- 'In the end'? Nothing ends, Adrian. Nothing ever ends."
Oh, what, now are you comparing yourself to the smartest man in the world or the most powerful being in
the universe? What's this supposed to mean?

Nothing really. How about this?

"They think that the reason the Unabomber went six years without striking was that he wasn't satisfied with
the results he was getting from his bombs and he wanted some time to work on them and improve them." --
Gillian Black
This conversation has become extremely stupid.
Can't really argue with you there.
Oh, wait. To reflect my new philosophical ideas, I am changing my name from "terrible person" to "person
who does terrible things" or better "person who has done terrible things". (Homo terribilis >>>>> homo
qui terribilia agit >>>>>homo qui terribilia egit.)
Reaction? Hello? Hello? Oops.

> 51

Message 51  4/18/98 12:30 PM

Subject: Re(3): MUSTY TV April 18th-24th
From: terrible person

To: film
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psychological correspondent Kelsey Gadoo writes from Vienna:

Aside from the Sybil situation, there is a huge debate in the psychological
community about whether what is now known as Disossiative Identity Disorder
(it was previously Multiple Personality Disorder) even exists. Like the
Repressed Memory debates, those who argue against this disorder believe (as
Greta mentions) that psychologists who believe in the disorder can
unconciously influence their clients into believing they have "alters". Others
believe that clients actually "fake" multiple personalities in order to get
treatment or disability benefits.

The possibility that people with "multiple" or "dissociative" personalities
may be faking it is interesting. But it raises a number of questions. Though I
have not read or seen the classic books and movies on the subject, my
understanding is that the multiple personalities are usually very varied,
representing a great range of ages, personalities, genders, etc. Strange as it
may seem that someone should actually have all these different people vying

for control of her (or his) head or peaceful coexisting there, it seems at

least equally strange that anyone could make up all these characters and play
them. I mean, there's only one Anna Deavere Smith (and her characters are
based on, even quoted from, real people.) How many professional actors have
the range that a dissociative personality sufferer would have to have if she

were acting? (I mean over a range of movies, though of course some, like Alec
guiness and Peter Sellers, could pull off multiple characters within a movie.)

Ok, maybe they do have the range but just don't get to show it. Maybe Robert
DeNiro could play Dustin Hoffman's roles and vice versa and to some extent
have. (though could DeNiro play Meryl Streep or even Sharon Stone's roles? now
that would be a tour de force.) I'm not sure. Perhaps the actors in repertory
companies, who have to play different roles every night, are a better

comparison. Still, we must ask ourselves the same question we have to whenever
anything does not quite ring true: "Could someone really have arranged for it

on the other hand to look as true as it does?"

The whole issue of multiple personalities also has an interesting resonance
here online. Here, of course, many, even most people take multiple names, but
through all these names the same personality shines. They are men going around
taking names no matter who they claim to be. Some people act differently
depending on what name they are using, either because they want an outlet for
a certain side of themselves, or because they are deliberately trying to
simulate or dissimulate. (or because they find people react differently to

them when they use different names, and they take their cue and
self-definition from others' reactions, being all others expect and want them

to be.) Imagine, however a true multiple personality online, logging on with a
different name each time her personality changed, surprised to see the old
name and password saved in the settings file (and incapable of remembering it
now in the new personality). the various personalities would never be online
at the same time, always call the same modem from the same line, and yet, not
be recognizable as each other, or if recognized, truthfully, to the best of

the current personality's knowledg, deny any connection with any others using
the same computer.

terrible person (having a personality crisis, or lucky to have no personality
whatsoever.)

>50
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Message 50 4/18/98 1:20 PM

Subject: Chow Yun-Fat (was: Re(3): Wishing I were his McKing)

From: terrible person

To: film

speaking of chow Yun-fat, I heard that his latest project is based on a sketch
of a story that Raymond Chandler never finished. (Robert parker, of "Spencer"
fame, who wrote a sequel to "The Big Sleep", is doing the screenplay.) The
story was called "chinatown" but that name has been retired like Babe Ruth's
number 3 so they don't have a title at themoment. Chow plays the Chinatown
detective to whom Phillip marlowe (gabriel byrne. hmmm. is that good?) goes
whenever a case involves that part of town or its inhabitants, either to get
some help, or to hand the case over to him entirely (as in this movie. byrne's
part is pretty small, mainly to establish the connection to other Marlowe
movies.) So chow gets to wear really nice 1940's clothes and hats, beat up
tong lords andopium den proprietors and getbeaten up himself, and kick butt at
the end. The name of the femme fatale did not make an impression on me,
someone new, but the Nice Girl is vivien wu from "The Pillow Book". lot of
the cast is HK veterans, and apparently a lot of the movie is in cantonese

with subtitles. well, I'm looking forward to it!!!!

> 49

Message 49  4/19/98 10:25 AM
Subject: The Apocalyptic Film Quiz
From: terrible person

To: film

With acknowledgements for inspiration to Chris A. Hall and Laura Deal, and
apologies to Marcellus Wallace, 'M GONNA GET *APOCALYPTIC* ON YOUR ASS!!!

But first, an etymological note. (I"M GONNA GET *ETYMOLOGICAL* ON YOUR
ASS!!!") When most people say "Apocalyptic", they mean "having to do with the
end of the world". This is because the Book of the Apocalypse (of St. John),

the last book of the New Testament, concerns a vision of the end of the world.
But the word "apocalypse" simply means "vision", "revelation" (the alternate
name for the book), literally "uncovering". Lots of other people had

apocalypses (hebrew prophets, St. Paul, etc.) about other things but they were

not as famous (maybe not as cinematic.) But St. John could have had his
hallucinatory trip (moldy bread?) about anything, nice big fluffy pink bunnies

or something, and it would still have been an apocalypse. Going by the strict
etymological meaning, an apocalyptic film would be a very revealing one, like
"Showgirls". But the films on this list are generally Apocalyptics with a

capital A, concerned with the end of the world.

Warning: Most movies concerned with the end of the world end with the end of
the world, since there is not that much you can do afterwards. So it is

possible that some revelation of the end of the film will occur along with

that of the end of the world. But that won't be my fault, since I am only

asking the questions, not giving the answers.

Though I thought Chris' single quote per film format was elegant, I will
furnish more than one line when I think a single one would not be distinctive
enough or I really like more than one line. I have tried to cite a wide

variety of films with a wide variety of disasters, though if I missed your
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favorite apocalypse, it may be because I have not seen every one (you are

welcome to write your own AFQ.) Have done best to make this legible. Believe

it paints a disturbing picture. Have appreciated your recent support and hope

world survives long enough for this to reach you, but tanks are in East Berlin

and writing is on the wall.

1. "Are you a *tribal* aborigine?"

2. "I wish you would stop talking in the past tense about things than haven't
happened yet."

3. "I've seen the Pearl."

4. "T uncover my true face before thee."
"Alpha ....Omega. Oh my God....they finally built one with a cobalt
jacket."

5. "That's what we need, a bit of water on the back of the neck and the code."
"Do you think I go into battle with loose change in my pockets?"

6. "Are you an assassin?""I'm a soldier.""You're neither. You're a errand
boy...."
"What do you know about surfing? You're from goddam New Jersey!!"

7. "Have you heard? It's in the stars! Next July we collide with Mars!"

8. "Captain, San Francisco is Yeoman Swain's home town. He'd like to take a
look."
"I've got a date on Market Street. I'm going home."
and I had to include this (?????):"Watch the suck of the props,

"

now.

9. "She had exceedingly good taste."

10. "Nothing like a nice piece of hickory."
"Come back, ! We love you! *I* love you!"

11. "Remember lingerie?"
"You're a maggot. You're living off the corpse of the old
world....you're *nothing*."

12. "I represent law and sanity."
"Beware the concussion!"

13. "All in the valley of death rode the six hundred...."

14. "It's happening. We're locked into it, fifty minutes and counting. They'll
pick us up in five or ten; we'll could get it back in an hour and ten.

Wait...is this 310?"

15. "You've been shot. Where did you get that wound?""Some war..."

"Where's the gun?""I must have lost it at the party.""You went to a
*party*?"
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Personally, I am a bit excited about the Apocalypse, because I figure it will

be an apocalypse; in other words, there will no longer be any point to keeping
secret all those mysteries of life, so they will be revealed, everything from

"Is there a God?" and "Who built Stonehenge?" to "What happened to Jimmy
Hoffa?", "Did Debbie really like me in fifth grade and whatever happened to
her?" and "Where did I leave my keys this morning just before the end?"

Answers to this will be revealed as appropriate.

> 48

Message 48 4/19/98 1:56 PM

Subject: Re(2): The Apocalyptic Film Quiz
From: terrible person

To: film

and I opened the fourth seal, and behold:

Laura is right about number 7, trick question though it be. Oh Great Wizard
Tim, you know much that is hidden, but after all, this one rhymes....it's
Frank Sinatra and Bing Crosby, though I actually prefer Iggy Pop and Debra
Harry's version on the "Red, Hot, and Blue" Cole Porter tribute album....

Well, did you, Eva, get numbers 3 and 6 right? yes you did..... The Rapture,

with "Lost in Space"'s Mrs. Robinson (coo coo coo choo!) Mimi Rogers and David
Duchovny, already wanting to believe....and that Coppola film of which no more
need be said....

Heyer is right on 2, though some might attribute as well to a movie quoted
elsewhere on the quiz...another movie on the quiz features a character who
talks in the present tense about the past.....

Tim the Enchanter was yes on 1 (wait, is that destroy russia, or is that the
other one?) and on 4 (had to get Heston in there somewhere) and on 9 (the
squares of the first three numbers and the proportions of the monoliths of
2001). But on 7, see above; on 8, I don't think you can really consider "Star
Trek IV" apocalyptic because Kirk and the Gang DO end up saving it; anyway,
it's a good guess but not quite it. Trust your instincts, Tim....

The Omega Man and The Quiet Earth I know about but have never seen, but what
is The Final Programme?

Message 42 4/20/98 6:21 AM
Subject: Re: Blazing Families
From: terrible person

To: film

if they cut out the "N-word", did they leave in the joke about the ringing

bells obscuring the lookout's cry and causing to to be interpreted as "the
Sheriff is *nearer*?"
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What did they do about the scene with Lili trying to seduce Bart, with its

attendant references to the stereotype concerning the endowments of

African-descended males?

I always thought that the movie cleverly skewered the stereotypes about

certain groups with characters who went beyond them. But then, I am not really
a member of the groups involved, so it is not really for me to say whether
people should be offended....

I am sure they thought of something, though, and did it so subtly that it was
hardly noticed. After all, when I watched "Pulp Fiction" on TV, I was not
offended by the constant use of the word "goddamned", or of "mother" followed
by a beat of silence.

then out of the sun rode a man with a gun and
-- terrible person

was his name. (he conquered fear and he conquered hate and turned dark night
into day, as well.)

Message 39  4/20/98 6:17 AM

Subject: Re(2): The Apocalyptic Film Quiz
From: terrible person

To: film

Tim Walters writes:
terrible person writes:
8. "Captain, San Francisco is Yeoman Swain's home town. He'd like to take a
look."”
"['ve got a date on Market Street. I'm going home."
and I had to include this (?????):"Watch the suck of the props,

"

now.
OK, second guess: On the Beach. (never seen it, but...)

Well, you might or might not want to -- it's about the most depressing film
ever made. But you're right (you mentioned it on your original post; you were
so close). As the fallout that has wiped out the whole northern hemisphere
heads south for Australia and the remnants of humanity, the one remaining US
nuclear submarine, having been placed by its captain at the Australians'
(humanity's) disposal, goes on a recon cruise to see if anyone is alive in the
north, and stops in SF, passing under an empty GG bridge (that universal film
identifier of SF) and pulling up to a 1964 skyline. Swain jumps ship in order
to die of radiation at home rather than far away...

And Gregory peck, as the captain who cannot accept the death of his family,
keeps referring to them as if they had a present and a future....

THERE IS STILL TIME!!!
(anyone catch me on KALW's "Minds over Matter" last night?)

Message 38 4/20/98 9:01 PM
Subject: Re(2): The Apocalyptic Film Q
From: terrible person
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To: film

Nine says "I'M GOING TO GET ESCHATOLOGICAL ON YOUR ASS!"

and I would say "I'M GOING TO GET ENTOMOLOGICAL ON YOUR ASS!" but that might
bug people.

Message 36 4/21/98 6:48 AM

Subject: Re(2): The Apocalyptic Film Quiz
From: terrible person

To: film

Nine writes:

So are you telling us that we ought to say, "I'M GONNA GET ESCHATALOGICAL ON
YOUR ASS!!!1"?

that's good!!! but then would you be studying world's ends or rear ends? |

would say "I'M GONNA GET ENTOMOLOGICAL ON YOUR ASS!" but that might bug you.
and sex is "in" here, but not insects.

Message 31 4/21/98 8:27 AM

Subject: Re(4): The Apocalyptic Film Quiz
From: terrible person

To: film

Nine writes:

Oh scat, you terrible person!
ARE YOU GOING TO GET SCATOLOGICAL ON MY ASS?? (wait, too literally possible
for joking?)

by now, we have almost a complete catalogue of jokes on this theme ... so [" M
GONNA GET CATALOGICAL ON YOUR ASS!!!

Message 28  (Unsent)

Subject:

From: terrible person

not to beat a dead horse, or a live ass, but to continue one silly thread and
revive another, I keep thinking of what Jesus said to the friend from whom he
borrowed his mount for his ride into Jerusalem:

"I"M GONNA GET MESSIANIC ON YOUR ASS!"

synecdochially though not parochially,

terrible person

Message 18 4/22/98 6:23 AM
Subject: Re(5): The Apocalyptic Film Quiz
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From: terrible person
To: film

not to beat a dead horse, or a live ass, but to continue one silly thread and
revive another, I keep thinking of what Jesus said to the friend from whom he
borrowed his mount for his ride into Jerusalem:

"I"'M GONNA GET MESSIANIC ON YOUR ASS!"

parochially though not synecdochially ,

terrible person

ok, I'll invoke the Jesus rule and stop now.

Message 15 (Unsent)

Subject: Re(7): The Apocalyptic Film Quiz

From: terrible person

To: film

Tim Walters writes:

Or, as Jesus said in the disco, "Help! ['ve risen and I can't get down!"

maybe he was listening to "Tubthumping".

man (or son of), I hope this conference gets resurrected on the third day of
almost nothing but non-film-related puns!

Message 14 4/23/98 12:01 AM
Subject: Mr. Cat Poop

From: terrible person

To: film

A friend pulled this off the Net and sent it along; you all should be
receiving it as spam from your friends soon enough. (Also heard it on NPR's
"Wait, Wait, don't tell me" on Sunday and on the BBC last night.)

I have long wondered what the original Cantonese names for such films as "hard
boiled" were. But I may have to extraplolate from learning just the opposite.

Here are some names given to American films when they were shown in Hong Kong:

In Mandarin, "The Full Monty" is "Six Naked Men" or "Six Naked Pigs"; in Cantonese it is "Six
Stripped Warriors"

The Cantonese version of "The English Patient" is "Do not Ask Me who I am,
Ever"(the alternative would have been "the sick englishman".)

"Fargo" in Cantonese is called "Mysterious Murder in Snowy Cream" (note: snowy
cream is pronounced "Fah-Go" in Cantonese.)

"Boogie Nights" is "Instant Fame", which in Hong Kong is a slang term for a
large male sexual organ (I also heard that it was called "His Great Device

Made him Famous".)

Oliver Stone's "Nixon" is "the Big Liar"(no one knew the chinese like nixon,
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and, apparently, vice versa.)

"As Good as It Gets" is "Mr. Cat Poop"(!1?!?)

"Secrets and Lies" is "Dreadful, Difficult People"(surprised it's not "God of
Difficult People" or something.)

Respectfully submitted,
terrible person

Message 8 4/24/98 6:42 AM
Subject: Mona Lisa

From: terrible person

To: film

I watched "Mona Lisa" (of the famous line about the rabbit) again the other

night. I was struck by the fact that the lead actress, Cathy Tyson, looks
EXACTLY like Jaye Davidson (at least in pictures -- | have not seen "The

Crying Game". But I saw "Stargate"!!) Considering that both films are Neil
Jordan's, is it possible that Cathy Tyson is Jaye Davidson before it was "ok"

to admit that Davidson was Davidson? I have never seen Cathy Tyson in anything
else. There is one scene in which "Tyson" is wearing only a few very brief

strips of leather and does not have a voluptuous, obviously "feminine" body.

She has no nude scenes. Hmmm.

However, why would I be the first person to notice this? (apparently.) Why
would this not have been brought up during the biographical frenzy over "The
Crying Game"?

also, I think this is a Neil Jordan film it is easy to argue is prett good.
even great.

Now,, you may not want to read this part if you have not seen "Mona Lisa":

as in the Crying Game, the end has a surprise . in this case, it is that

Simone (Tyson) is a lesbian or at at least loves another woman. I am not sure
what the point would be in having a man play a woman in this case. unless the
idea is that Simone was not really a lesbian, but a guy (within the film?)
making the bob hoskins character's love for her/him? even weirder? huh? um?

unless the man is just a better actor. but then isn't that discrimination

against women in film? it's not as if there are a million good roles for

women. though some say the only roles given to women are prostitutes are tired
of prostitute roles for women (and that is what simone is.) me? I dunno.

but hey, want to know something funny? the rabbit lives at the end!! and
michael caine dies!!!

Message 7 (Unsent)

Subject: Re(9): Mr. Cat Poop
From: terrible person

To: film
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Chris A. Hall writes:

More Spoilers:

Rosebud is a sled.
Soylent Green is people.

Ruining it all,

Chris

wait!!!! Soylent Green is a sled?? Rosebud is people? huh??? Rosebud is green?
People are sleds??

awake, but very confused.
terrible person

Message 1 4/25/98 9:36 AM
Subject: Re(10): Mr. Cat Poop
From: terrible person

To: film

laura deal writes:
Of course I knew there *was™ a secret, and it didn't take me long to figure
out what it was, but still I had those 5 minutes or so of not knowing and

figuring it out for myself.

well, I think my views on spoiling surprise endings are fairly well known. but
I will say this: I remember reading at the time "The Crying Game" came out a
commentary saying basically, "What's teh big deal about keeping the secret?"
Because, after all, it pointed out, there is only a finite number of really

big secrets. A character thought to be good turns out to be evil (or vice

versa), a character thought to be dead turns out to be alive (or vice versa),

a character who seems minor and marginal turns out actually to be driving the
whole plot (or vice versa) or a character thought to be XXXXXX turns out to be
XXXX as in "the crying game" (censored for security reasons. it now occurs to
me that I could have said a character thought to be XX is really XY but if I

did that laura would get deoxyribonucleic on my ass.) so as soon as you know
there is a secret, you can start guessing what it is. unless of course the

good dead person turns out to be evil and alive. and XY.

but Chris, what is this about Rosebud being people? Or is that Rosebud is
green? What movies are these from

Message 52 4/25/98 9:53 PM
Subject: Re(3): Mona Lisa
From: terrible person

To: film

Imagine Jaye Davidson and Cathy Tyson in a movie together! What would it be
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about? This is a fantastic naturally occurring coincidental resource that

should be made use of, like a total eclipse of the sun, or the riots at the

'68 democratic convention in chicago in "Medium Cool". I am trying to think of
movies in which remarkable physical resemblances between performers have been
memorably made use of, either to play related characters or those

coincidentally lookalike like Charles Darney and Sidney Carton in "A Tale of
Two Cities." (Or did they have the same actor play both in the movie version?

this is often a tactic, as with Sheryl Lee playing bth Laura and Maddie on

"Twin Peaks." This is not what I am looking for. ) I am excluding

biologically explicable familial relationships, which (when good), except in
movies like "The Krays", featuring the non-twin Kemp brothers as identical

twins, tend to rely on the real-life chemistry of the related actors showing

through their roles rather than their appearances. after all, I don't think

the Bridges boys resemble each other much, but they were wonderful together as
the Bakers. Neither do the various duos and trios in that fraternal fest "The

LOng Riders"; perhsaps itis just our knowledge that they are all brothers that

adds to the credibility.

Off hand, for me, two come to mind quickly:

1)the otherwise (except for Charlton heston) drecky Kenneth Branagh "Hamlet".
Claudius (Derek Jacobi) and Hamlet (Branagh), both with blocky heads, blond
beards, and tightlipped expressions, resemble each other greatly, thus
supporting my theory that Claudius may well be Hamlet's real father, or if he
isn't, hamlet certainly thinks he is, even wishes he might be. certainly Brian
blessed (as old Hamlet did not look anything like Branagh. Julie Christie? a
little...)

2)the offbeat comedy "Outlandos D'Amour" in which k.d. lang and Kyle
Maclachlan play fraternal (or sororal, not to descriminate) twin travelling
country singers using their great physical resemblance to con people a la

"Dirty Rotten Scoundrels". Bait and switch, as it were. (other great things

about this movie: Lyle Lovett as another singer who seems to be pursuing kyle
and k.d. from honky tonk to honky tonk for mysterious romantic, legal, or
professional reasons, and the cameo appearances by such non country artists as
Social Distortion, Kim Gordon, and some of the Fine Young Cannibals in fringed
shirts and cowboy hats doing country tunes.)

>
Message 49  (Unsent)
Subject:

From: terrible person

thanks to HAPPY Squirrel!!! for inspiring this format:

Why are you called terrible person?
You mean, why do I call myself terrible person? No one else really
calls me that. The answer is, that I am one.

You mean it has nothing to do with your name, terry?

Terry is just a shortening of terrible person, which came first,
though I like the connection to Terry Lennox, the hapless friend of Marlowe in
Raymond Chandler's "The Long Goodbye".

So then what is your real name?
um, wait, why would I use an alias if I wanted you to know that?

Ed's a good name. Not necessarily for me, but a good name.

Ok, then why do you call yourself terrible person?

74



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

Message 48  (Unsent)
Subject: Armageddon
From: terrible person
To: film

From the Apocalyptic correspondent:

I am suing to force a change in title of this movie. I know that it is only
months or weeks to release and all the advertising is already made up (and
Steve Buscemi's line in the preview is great). But that is their fault; if

they had consulted with me or any other Apocalyptic correspondent, a few
months ago, they could have avoided this whole thing.

The fact is that "Armageddon" refers specifically to a battle. The nam
>

Message 44 4/27/98 10:21 PM

Subject: Re(2):Bonham Carter as Morgan Le Fey
From: terrible person

To: film

first of all, the woman's surname is Bonham Carter. "Bonham" is not a middle
name or a maiden name. Such double surnames are more common in England than
here. But look at the posters for "Wings of the Dove"; they say "helena BONHAM
CARTER" and "linus ROACHE" -- though I am not crazy about this fetishizing of
last names on movie posters, it does help show what the last name is. People

who like to refer to stars only by their first or surnames as if they were

personally acquainted should at least get them right! For a while, I wondered
whether we were dealing with ex-wonder woman Lynda Carter (soon to make a
guest appearance on Xena) or ex-first Lady Rosalynn (or daughter Amy)
Or...0r...OT....

Second, Arcturus is a star. The Arthur legend is derived ultimately not from
any pre-Roman chieftain but from the true story of Ambrosius Aurelianus, a
Romanized Celt (hence the latin name) who tried to hold off invading Saxons
after the Romans abandoned their remote province (they had problems at home;
barbarians, you know) and actually gained a short lived victory over the

Saxons at Mons Badonicus (Badon Hill) in a.d. 499.

It's been in all the papers!!

terrible person (who nearly fought the dragon of Angnor)
>

Message 40  4/28/98 7:01 AM

Subject: Re(4): Bonham Carter as Morgan Le Fey
From: terrible person

To: film

pierre le fou writes:

Bah and likewise humbug, terry. You wouldn't know Britain if you were living
in it.
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Cum forsan verum sit me numquam pedem in insula Britannia posuisse, linguam

Latinam resque Romanas, ut videri potest, bene scio, (num meministi me esse

eum qui pontifex fieri velim?) et numquam --dicam iterum, numquam -- nomen

"Arturum" occurri. Non est "nomen Latinum vulgare", ut scripsisti.

Now, just so you might understand a word or two of this (or do you know any
Latin? if so, please use it. we could have a duel like that between Doc

Holiday (Val Kilmer) and Johnny Ringgold (Michael Biehn) in "Tombstone"", but
with better pronunciation, I hope) I will switch to Englsh. I know It is

considered bad form here to ask what others' sources are (the answer generally
being "the Net", which, it seems, has replaced "they say" in the Will Rogers

quote as the ruler of this country) so I will just cite some of mine: "Who Was

Who In the Roman World", by Diana Bowder, "Familiar Poems: Annotated", by
Isaac Asimov, and the Encyclopedia Britannica -- the last named of which
DEFINITELY knows Britain.

oh, and what language would be the "language of the day"? is this Latin again
(the language of Roman Britain?) or some Celtic language which you will be
pleased to identify for me?

I'll be glad to hear your sources, and the examples of other famous "Arturi"
from Roman history.

Ponens pecuniam ubi est os meum,

homo terribilis

Arthur was Riothamus, a post-Roman King of Britain who fought off Saxon
invaders, restored order, albeit briefly, to the chaos of Dark Ages Britain,
and was heralded with the title "restitutor" for his troubles. Then he marched
into France and tried to restore order there, and lost his head for his
troubles. The paralles with the Arthurian legends are of course, immediately
obvious.

And what does Riothamus mean? In the language of the day it meant "High
King". King High King? I don't think so. Like saying "Mount Fujiyama."”
Arturus being a common Latin name, from whence we derive the name of Arthur,
and with a hero bringing order out of darkness, it's a foregone conclusion

that the people of his day referred to him as Riothamus Restitutor rather than
the name we know him by today: King Arthur.

Message 39  4/28/98 8:53 PM

Subject: Re(7): Bonham Carter as Morgan Le Fey
From: terrible person

To: film

pierre le fou writes:
Sharon E. Everett writes:

"The Quest for Arthur's Britain" and "The Search for King Arthur,"” both by
Geoffrey Ashe. Numerous editions of the International Arthurian Society's
annual, which has abstracts and papers from scholars all over the world. "The
Arthurian Encyclopedia," ed., Norris J. Lacy. "The Arthurian Reader," ed.,
Norris J. Lacy. Malory's "Morte d'Arthur.” Shall I go on? It really will
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become tiresome if we keep playing the "my source is bigger than your source.”

Yes indeed! The first two that Sharon mentions are my sources.

I have not read these two books. However, they must indeed be REMARKABLE, if
Sharon and Pierre can read them and come to OPPOSITE CONCLUSIONS, Sharon that
the historical Arthur was pre-to early-Roman, and Pierre that he restored

things after the Romans left. Would you two care to negotiate a common

position twixt yourselves before getting back to me??

And Malory's "Le Morte D'Arthur"? as a serious historical work? Oh yeah. Up
there with "Superman". I won't say my sources are bigger, just perhaps more
reliable.

Sharon Everett also writes:

1 do feel I must point out, however, that in anthropology we don't use
encyclopedia for anything but a way to get to the original source material --
by reading the notes at the end of the article.

Ah yes, that reminds me of a joke, the one that goes, at Haaahhhvaaahhhd we
don't finish our sentences with prepositions....I really don't know what you

in anthropology do. But I agree with you about checking the sources, which the
Encyclopedia writers helpfully provide. So I did what "we in Latin" do --

read Nennius' "Historia Britonum" and Gildas' "De Excidio Britanniae". In
Latin, natch. I won't even bother to explain who they are since I am sure you
both know....

And finally, the terms "Gael" and "Gaelic" refer to Scots and Irish (and Manx)
but not Welsh, which is what Arthur presumably was. Do you mean Celtic?
Brythonic? (My source for this is the American Heritage Dictionary. The
etymologies editor is Prof. Calvert Watkins, a man who knows his Celtic.)

terrible person

Message 38 4/28/98 8:52 PM

Subject: Re(9): What conference is this, anyway? (was Bonham Carter)
From: terrible person

To: film

If I could bring myself to begin a post "what she said" I would do so now,
but...well, I haven't declined that far yet. But Eva is absolutely right. (So

is Howard Johnson.) Laura has done a great job as moderator through the old
practice of "salutary neglect". See, either because Laura (I hope it's all

right to call her by her first name) is involved with lots of other things

here online, or more probably, because she is involved in a lot of things
offline, she really does not have the time to micromanage a conference that
does not need to be micromanaged, as she might feel she needed to do if she
had more time and no way to fill it. The fact that she does not post much
herself allows her to stand outside any controversies that may arise. I say,
Laura is all the moderator we need. "Deal with it in '98!! " -- that's my
slogan.
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On another note, what's wrong with bickering -- and what differentiates it
from arguing except that it is generally the losers of the argument that call

it that? It's awfully fun, and you can learn the damnedest things. There is no
space restriction here. It's not as if actual film discussions are being

driven out. Truth comes out of clashing viewpoints -- it's dialectics. Fun

does too. Why does everything have to be all sweetness and light here? To
bring film in here somewhere by paraphrasing Gordon Gekko -- "Bickering is
good!!" Do we want the Disneyfication of film? I trust the judgement of the
moderator -- well, the current moderator -- to keep things from getting out of
hand, or rather, too out of hand. I think we all can and should.

Now, I am the last one to say what should and should not be discussed here,
what is really a film topic and what is not. As far as [ am concerned,
anything for which film was a starting point, or which touches film at any
point later on -- and everything I think of does one of the two -- is fair
game here. But I would point out that "Merlin" was a television show, and
there IS a TV conference.

>

Message 35  4/29/98 10:40 PM

Subject: Re(11): What conference is this, anyway? (was Bonham Carter)
From: terrible person

To: film

Steve Omlid writes:
The thing is, though, she took on the moderating job as a favor to me while [
didn't feel I was able to do it, due to stress in my life.

(and I do think that some of my excesses in that area were do to my stress,
which has abated somewhat), but I will do things my way. And, as has always
been the case, you're welcome to give me your feedback.

me: "Deal with it in '98!! " - that's my slogan.

Well, you'll be able to put your slogan into effect, because I will be back
soon, and then you can deal with that. :-)

I hate to interrupt the biggest and most disgusting display of triumphalism I
have seen since the last time the Orange Order marched in Portadown (and at
least they had nice bagpipes), or the 1991 Gulf War victory parade, but I
thought I might ask you:

Are YOU prepared to "deal with it"?

Are you sure you want to?

I mean, things get, y'’know... stressful here, you know?

I'd hate to see you get...overstressed again.

Since you seem to think that this conference needs a moderator so badly, is it
quite appropriate for someone who was forced, because of .....stress.... to
abandon the moderatorship so precipitously and in the midst of a grave

conference crisis to take the job again? How do we loyal subjects, crying out
for guidance and moderation, know it won't happen again? Does the 25th
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amendment apply?

tonight, call me....

troubled person (who just shakes his head every time he sees Steve talk of
"taking over" the conference again.)

Message 33 4/29/98 11:30 PM
Subject: Re(11): What conferenc
From: terrible person

To: film

Jeff K. Thomas writes:

It would be a better if the purpose was to help others understand the
strengths and weakness of the film and instead of spotlighting the academic
prowess of the participants.

If this is an accusation against me, and I gather from the tenor of the rest
of th epost that it is, I would simply point out that I was not the one who
began the "academic" discussion.

1 am somewhat baffled by Terribles (if [ may use the first name)

I actually prefer the full "terrible person", if you have time to type it.
arguments. Terrible seems to be saying that anything that comes up during a
discussion of film is valid for conference (the first post was an analysis of

the choice of film actors in Merlin), THEN suggests that the Merlin

discussion should be in the TV conference, THEN continues the Arthurian string
in the Film conference.

I simply pointed out the existence of theTV conference, with no suggestion
stated or implied (except perhaps that the TV folks might be interested and
that it COULD have been discussed there but by no means HAD to be.) again, I
continued to reply to posts in reply to my replies to their original posts.
Bickering is a good thing, Terrible.

yes!!! my point exactly! see, when you criticized me, I did not bawl "unfair!"
or demand your post be moved. I have responded to your points. perhaps you
will respond to mine. eventually, perhaps, whichever of us has the better
argument or greater verbal facility will convince the other (or one of us will
find the argument no longer worth his time.) perhaps we and whoever reads us
will even learn something!

I mean, I do not watch hockey games to see the fights, but (and this is more
relevant) I do enjoy watching Siskel and Ebert argue.

terrible person ("I am an old campaigner, and I love a good fight.")
>

Message 32 4/30/98 8:52 PM

Subject: Re(14): Very Hush Hush (was What conferenc
From: terrible person

To: film

This post may discuss aspects of certain films which those who have not seen
it may not want to know. Caveat lector.
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I saw "L.A. Confidential" in the theatre and I enjoyed it quite a bit. Now, I

had very little idea what was going on, and afterwards, what had happened.

For whom was the David Strathairn character working? What did the surgically
altered call girls have to do with the drugs? And at the end, had Ed Exley

sold out? How had he explained things? Who killed the young (gay) actor and
why?

However, | enjoyed the atmosphere, the mood, the pacing of scenes, and, in
particular, the characters. perhaps it was because | was paying attention to

them that I was missing plot details, or that I did not care about them, while

I did care about the characters. One thing I liked was that I had never seen
either guy pearce or russell crowe in anything so I had no associations for
them -- they really were their characters as far as I was concerned. I liked

the way that Ed Exley(pearse) and Bud white (Crowe) were in effect two halves
of one person, incomplete in themselves, complete only when they worked
together. (The third detective, Jack (kevin spacey) was sort of part of the
group personality as well. I am sure there is a freudian analysis of this...)

they kept showing up at the same places right after each other, almost like

the two souls sharing a body in Angel Heart; they seemed to think the same
thoughts. They loved the same woman. Each one changed towards the other; Ed
got his hands dirty, and Bud got a conscience. Jack changed too in the
conscience gaining direction. The first two, at least, each had a key moment
where they realized something about themselves; bud confesses to the KIm
Basinger character "There is an answer, but I can't figure it out. I'm just

not smart enough." Ed is informed by Jack that the woman he had insulted as a
call girl surgically altered to look like Lana Turner actually was Lana

Turner. I imagine Jack had such a scene too but I can't quite remember it. The
important thing is that when Ed and bud, catalyzed by the death of Jack,
finally get together, they are unstoppable. (e.g., the good cop/bad cop on the
DA.) One could take this as a sort of homoerotic or at least homoattractive
romance like "The Fugitive", where at the end, boy gets boy not girl.

(Casablanca would be an example too, but there is a girl largely involved.) As
for Jack, I like how he gets involved first largely out of curiosity and
amusement, and then realizes that, though he claims not to remember, he joined
the force for a reason.

However, the same things I really liked about the characters,
that is, the sort of structural arrangement of oppositions that made them so
interesting, also seemed a little too much. Too much coincidence. I don't
know any people with such simple motivations as Ed and Bud, the first of whom
became a cop because his father's killer escaped, while the second's father
killed his mother and abused him horribly. The fact that they were so opposite
-- yes, | know, if they had not been, there would not have been a story - did
not seem terribly realistic. But then, I am not a big fan of realism...

Anyway, I thought the action scenes were appropriately fast and
horrifying, and the interrogation scene, when we are invited to compare bud's
method of beating a confession out with Ed's of lying it out, and realize Ed
may simply be a Bud with more ambition, was very disturbing, both for that
reason, and because innocent people were being manipulated and nothing could
be done.

As always when big thick book is condensed into a movie, much is
lost, and much will be misunderstood. And Basinger was all right but not
really Oscar worthy. But that's just MY opinion. And all in all, I thought it
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was quite a good piece of filmwork.

terrible person

Message 28  4/30/98 7:46 PM

Subject: Re(9): Arthurian films (was Bonham Carter as Morgan Le Fey
From: terrible person

To: film

not to get early-medieval on ... oh, just wanted to complete the circle.

Seriously, what I find really interesting about the Arthur legend, the more
historical side rather than the later literary tradition, is that it is

basically Apocalyptic. Civilization, that being the Roman Empire, the only
world anyone has ever known, has collapsed; it's the end of ...well, you know
the song. It is as if the Roman Empire has been nuked by their rival
superpower the Persians instead of being overrun by barbarians. And Arthur and
his band are trying to maintain a small outpost of civilization (mixed with
native traditions) against the onrushing barbarism represented by the Saxons.
(Sorry if I am insulting anyone's ancestors, but those saxons could get pretty
nasty. ) They know that they cannot hold out for ever, and that anything they
build might well be wiped out, since barbarism and chaos have the momentum,
but they intend resist it as long as they can.

I would like to see an Arthur movie that looked a lot more like "The Road
Warrior", with the Saxons as the Lord Humongous and the gang. Or a
postnuclear motorcycle gang movie with a king and a holy grail (some power
source that can help rebuild civilization?) I guess "The Road Warrior" had
something of that....

One film that sort of conveys this end of the world idea is "Excalibur", but

here it is the war among the knights that destroys civilization. One scene

that really impressed me was the one near the end when a knight, riding

through a town devastated by the war, is set upon by a crowd of blood-mad
townspeople. "He's a knight!! he brought this on us!! Kill him!!" and his

armor does little good once they have him down. The other scene, of course,

that impressed me was the one in which Uther mounts Arthur's mom-to-be, who is
completely naked, wearing full plate armor. I mean, talk about safe sex. At

least for him. For her it would have been more -- heavy petting?

Message 27  4/30/98 8:23 PM
Subject: Re(13): What conferenc
From: terrible person

To: film

Jeff K. Thomas writes:

My real point was made before instead of I just added the rest to bicker.

bicker. that's such a cool word, too. bicker bicker bicker. as in:

"limericks on an insulting post"(NOT YOURS, JEFF.)
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when I read it, I started to snicker.

that last line, well that was the kicker.

your barbs are as dull

as that brain in your skull.

(hmm. you, or your skull, which is thicker?)

now, I who would fain be a vicar
bethought me, "it's good for my ticker
to take this, outlive it.

forgive him, forgive it;

the man's just insane, or in liquor!

so I won't try an answer that's slicker.
you're sick, and you're just getting sicker.
in mind, not with cancer.

so I just will not answer.

with you there is no point to bicker.

but a little bickering isn't the end of the world. if it were, I'd do it!!

jeff thomas: Greater verbal facility -- and who might that be?

well, today it COULD be me. or it could be you or someone else. and tomorrow
it could be one of us or someone else entirely. some days you eat the b'ar,
somedays the b'ar eats you. it would be like one of those british radio game
shows where they have the same contestants every week. that kills me. I can
never get it. it must be like Sartre's "No Exit". However, I don't think

anyone is keeping score here, though I suppose that could be made one of the
moderator's responsibilities. which is better to have, verbal facility or

verbal felicity? does anyone ever pull over to use the felicities?

always looking for some illicit felicity,

terrible person

Message 25  4/30/98 8:12 PM

Subject: Re(9): Bonham Carter as Morgan Le Fey
From: terrible person

To: film

bernard thomas writes:

Quo usque tandem abutere, terribulis, patientia nostra?

Dum nulla patientia vobis remaneat!!!

"Quoniam quidem circumventus, ab inimicis praeceps agor, incendium meum ruina
exstinguam!!!"

Te capiam, Marce Tulli, et caniculum tuum!

Message 24 4/30/98 8:59 PM
Subject: Re(2): Another great thought from Nine
From: terrible person
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To: It's a le fou World

I was talking to a friend who owns a small dog, and expressing my view that
with all due respect, I considered that REAL dogs were the size of golden
retrievers or labradors, that a lap dog was not a real dog as it could not do
any of the practicl things for which dogs were domesticated, that is, hunting,
guarding, etc. and you can't go running with it. He objected, of course,
suggesting that a pack of chihuahuas would be excellent for hunting purposes.
We enjoyed this image for a moment, imagining what sort of beast we would hunt
thus, but had to content ourselves with a laugh as we wandered off to try to
waste more of our respective companies' time.....

>

Message 23 (Unsent)
Subject:
From: terrible person

designed to provoke an emotional response. Shall we continue?

Lying Doggo. Doggone dogged. A dog chasing cars. Every dog has its day. Dog
tired. Bad dog, no biscuit. Writing doggerel. Want to run crazy like the dogs

in the yard. Dog dog dogadogadog...just love that word, the sound, love those
voiced plosives......but I'm getting interested in cats, too. and VW Beetles.

Dear Jack: What a pisser. All these years fighting the bullshit, only to
find out you're part of the bullshit. Jack, you broke our hearts, and you done
us to fucks. And we mean that sincerely. Yours, the Boys.

To the tune of "The Minstrel Boy":

He laid a strip for the Jersey shore, preparing to cross the line. He could

see the bridge was lined with bears but he didn't have a doggone dime. He met
the tyrant's brandished steel, the lion's bloody mane. He bowed his head his
death to feel. Who follows in his train?

Right now!!! I think I'm gonna start a new trend, because the line on the
graph's getting flat, and we can't have that. And you think you're immune, but
I can sell you anything, anything from a thin safety pin to a pork pie hat.

I vill leev in Montana, and I vill drive a peeckup truck, or perhaps, a

recreational vehicle.

No. I will live in the Richmond, near 20th Ave. and Geary, and I will speak
Russian with all my neighbors. And I will listen to Chumbawamba's
"Tubthumping" and a compilation of WLIR's 1984 playlist while I drive my

silver VW (new)Beetle, with my black Labrador named Woof sticking her head out
the window, or his head out the window, it hardly matters, while my grey cat
Yekaterina sits in the back, happily scratching the paint of my circa 1989

Wicked Fat Chance. Wait, is something still missing?

Since this is a fantasy, I will make the back seat of the Beetle big enough

for Nelson Mandela, Mikhail Gorbachev, Vaslav Havel, my sister, my friend
Suzanne restored to life, Steve Manka, Sarah Blanke......but something would
still be missing.

83



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.
There must have been a moment, at the beginning, when we could have said --

no. But somehow we missed it.

I don't mind being told I have a dark side. It's just I would like to know
whether I am the dark side right now, or the good one. That is, does it get
worse from here, or better? You see, I just can't tell. Not that I always
feel the same. But I wish it would correlate. with something. You know?

Here I end this reel. Box -- (pause) -- three, spool -- (pause) -- five.

(Pause.) Perhaps my best years are gone. When there was a chance of
happiness. But I wouldn't want them back. Not with the fire in me now. No, I
wouldn't want them back.

Anyone hear about that guy in Virginia, somebody Gentry?

Welcome, strangers, to the show. I'm the one who should be lying low. I saw
the knives out. I turned my back. I heard the train coming. I stayed right on
that track! In the middle, in the middle, in the middle of a dream I lost my
shirt, I pawned my rings. I've done all the dumb things. I caught the fever,
heard the tune. Thought I loved her. Hung my heart on the moon. Started
howling! Made no sense. Thought my friends would rush to my defense. In the
middle, in the middle, in the middle of a dream I lost my shirt, I pawned my
rings. I've done all the dumb things. I threw my hat into the ring. I've done

all the dumb things. I melted wax to fix my wings. I've done all the dumb

things. I felt that I just had to sing. I've done all the dumb things.
>

Message 9 5/2/98 12:08 PM
Subject: Re(6): Moderating
From: terrible person

To: film processing

Eva Luna writes:

laura deal:

How do you see that as being different from my post points of clarification on
3/31?

well, I thinks it's different because you never really actually DID anything
that was objectionable....(in fact the only time you did something I hated was
when you weren't even moderator--if you'll recall that "because she can”
folder bit.....)

As far as trying to please everyone. Can't that be done by just doing the

basic things a moderator needs to do, like I mentioned before?.....People may
ask, well, isn't that what Steve did? To which I would reply: No. Here's an
example of what he did that was outside of the main duty: this Film Processing
Folder. I think it's fine for it to exist. If people want to post to it, they

can. But I really disliked having threads moved, or having my own posts moved
there. I feel it can interrupt the flow of a thread, and sometimes drive it to

a screaming halt, or cause the unneeded screaming to begin. If a topic begins

in film, and tends to stray, I think that's fine. I enjoy seeing that change.

It may be not "shit all about film" but so what. If that bothers people then,
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as everyone here is so quick to point out, they don't have to read the rest

of the posts. I also think that moving stuff just encourages the endless

tirades that bug a lot of people. I haven't seen that happen in film for the

last few weeks, and i may be wrong about this, but I don't think laura has

moved anything over to processing....thus......my conclusion is, light hand

good. Heavy hand, bad.

I think it is very simple. the moderator should not be the person who posts

the most. it should be the person who READS the most. when you watch a
political debate, the moderator -- let's say, Tom Brokaw -- does not interject
his own views, but lets the candidates, the debaters, present theirs. umpires
don't pitch, referees don't go out for passes. At least in the British

parliament, the speaker is nonpartisan and simply maintains order. This is not
the McLaughlin group, in which the "moderator" cuts off those who disagree
with him and picks his favorites to speak. as I hav said before, one of the
things that makes laura such a good moderator is that she does not post much
her own, does not take sides in discussions. but it is a bit intimidating to

try to argue with someone who can move or alter your posts at whim. those of
us who often disagree with steve feel we are fighting City Hall. I am glad to
engage in an argument with opponents who have the advantage of numbers, but
not if they can change the rules midway through the game if they find
themselves behind.

Steve himself said when he began his leave that he would be glad just to be
posting. Steve, if you want to post, great. But then give up the

moderatorship. Or if you so enjoy moderating, stop posting. You may reply to
what I said above by saying that you are not using the moderatorship to
advance your opinions and agenda. If that is the case, you should have no
trouble giving up one or the other. Make the choice.

REad the history of any post and you will see there is a fair number of
zealous lurkers who read practically everything here without posting
themselves. Why not pick one of them, a sort of Judge Landis, one known for
fairness and intelligence, to take care of the fairly mechanical tasks of
archiving, etc.? An outside impartial non-interested arbitrator, like George
Mitchell?

as for just what the rules should be, well, I am with Eva Luna, who once again
shoots for the heart, that pretty much everything should go. just as people

can tell by spoiler warnings, or the apparent direction of discussion within
posts, that they do not want to read them further, as soon as they see

insults or material that is irrelevant or insulting, they can stop. Posts

basically should not be moved, no matter what is in them; the "exile"
conferences should be maintained though, for posting, not moving.

I think that most people in this conference are trying to get the approval of
their fellow onliners. They want people to agree with them, validate them,
like them. Most people only flame others when they think they have a certain
amount of support in doing so, and the chance of getting general support. I
think the way to control flaming and irrelevancy is by social pressure. if
someone keeps posting irrelevant things, if they are truly irrelevant, no one
will respond and the poster will no longer find it any fun. if someone flames
someone or acts out of line, those offended should offer stern rebuke and then
ignore him. (this was done a few months ago, when a well-respected onliner for
no apparent reason posted a rather unpleasantly worded critique of another's
post and character. laura did not move the post, but joined with several
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others in expressing dismay and disapproval.) ok, some people just want
attention, even negative, or have other motives. but I think in most cases,

it is better to leave the post for the original poster to unsend once he or

she has realized how stupidly he or she was acting or so that others will be
more wary of him or her in the future. but this place does not have to be
"nice" for the sake of those who are timid, any more than the Net has to be
family friendly and exclude anything inappropriate for ten-year olds. this is

a public forum, not a small circle of buddies (much as some people try to
make it that way.) people who post should understand that, that the world out
there is not always nice in its criticism, but that in a public forum, public
opinion rules and the moderating should reflect this.

now, I really do not expect this post to do much good. I appreciate Greta's
starting this thread, but as far as I know, she does not have the power to put
any consensus of this round table discussion into effect. it's just to make us
feel good, feel as if we are doing something. I suppose it might express to
Steve some of the various opinions on his moderating, but like the Chinese
taking over Hong Kong, he has made it clear that he will do things his way
with little attention paid to dissenting voices. a poll on presidential
performance does not really affect the actions of a president not facing
reelection. But even if it did, I who generally oppose Steve's moderatorship
am well aware of the strong and vocal support for him. It may well be a
majority, if there were a way to measure that. [ am probably in a minority.
Now, the rights of minorities should be protected, but the will of majorities
rules. I can only hope that some of my arguments might sway some of the
majority or the uncommitted to my views, though the moderator, receiving his
power by divine or system right, would be under no compulsion to heed this new
majority. Instead, I would hope that they will express their new position, so
that again, by social pressure rather than the fiat of a moderator or

SysAdmin, change might be effected.

my two cents (all that for two cents? yes, talk is cheap, and so am I.)

terrible person

Message 8 5/2/98 6:10 PM

Subject: Re(16): Very Hush Hush (was What conferenc
From: terrible person

To: film

One other thing that bothered me about "L.A. Confidential" was the matter of
Exley's glasses. As a Bespectacled American (or Person of Lens), I found his
denial of the wholly natural blessing of optical glass, in fact his

self-loathing, even if in response to the unenlightened comments of
stereotyping co-workers, to be insulting to the rest of us who see nothing
shameful in our horn- or wire-rimmed status and regard contact lenses as on
the order of aversive therapy.

Moreover, there were no consequences to this denial. In one scene, before
going into combat, he looks (unsuccessfully) for his glasses with one hand
while holding a shotgun with the other; when his partner asks him if anything
is wrong, he assures him that all is fine. And indeed, everything is; he gets
through the bust all right, without, for instance, shooting the wrong guy by
accident. Not only does this seem to trivialize Exley's visual problems, make
it as if he does not really need the glasses and they are just some sort of
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lifestyle choice, but it violates Chekhov's rule of the gun on the wall in the

first act. Though the glasses bit does serve to illuminate Exley's character

somewhat, it is really a piece of business that does not lead anywhere. In

such a dense, condensed plot, there was not a lot of room for material that

did not advance the action significantly. I really wish that his denial had

had some consequence, to tie the plot together more strongly, and to help

those of us who have been called four-eyes to hold our heads up with pride.

terribly myopic person

Message 7 5/2/98 6:21 PM
Subject: Re(8): Moderating
From: terrible person
To: film processing

Auntie Em writes:

terrible person writes:

At least in the British parliament, the speaker is nonpartisan and simply
maintains order.

like the Chinese taking over Hong Kong

Wow! Can we get a little perspective here? It's only GOL ...

What's wrong with getting analogical on ... I can't stop now!!
Steve, if you want to post, great. But then give up the moderatorship. Or if
you so enjoy moderating, stop posting.

This makes no sense to me whatsoever.
Yes, the concepts of fairness and a level playing field, those are pretty
difficult ones, aren't they?

Most people only flame others when they think they have a certain amount of

support in doing so, and the chance of getting general support.
1 sure hope not. That has a creepy kind of "Lord of the Flies" feel to it.
Possibly. But it is a lot easier to get away with flaming one of the less
popular, perceived-as-unpleasant-for-whatever-reason people, such as Barrymore
or myself. This is not a bad thing; if Barrymore or I want to be supported and
not flamed, we should be nicer to people to get them on our side. If we don't
care, so be it.

In any case, that has nothing to do with the real "problem children" of
GOL. See "Village Idiot" discussed below.

I don't know if you consider this "enfant terrible" as one of the problem
children in a category with "Village Idiot", but there are always
extraordinary cases, and fear of them should not result in curtailment of
liberty for everyone. There are psychos on the highways but we still allow
most people to drive. We don't let them scare us into a fearing state; we
calculate the odds, accept them, and take what precautions we can.

Basically in response to Greta Christina's stateswomanlike post(s):
Again, I would like to question the definition of "irrelevant post" (that, it
is implied, should be moved.) For instance, there are a lot of posts that say

only "I agree with so and so" or "I thought so and so's comment was really
funny" or "I saw/like that movie/actor too!" and nothing else. Many others are
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basically invitations, how serious the rest of us cannot know and but are

supposed to wonder, to friends to engage in bondage and domination activities

or sadomasochistic sex. These sorts of posts serve mainly to reinforce

preexisting private relationships by flaunting them; they could easily be

handled in personal email. If an anything goes policy is to be followed here,

I have no objection to these. However, if posts are to be means-tested for

relevance and moved if they fail, then these should be among the first to go.

Another frequent occurrence is that a fairly serious thread will be taken off
on unserious or...bickering? squabbling!!...tangents. This is somewhat
different than when the initial post of a thread really belongs in processing,
as do all the subsequent posts. As Eva Luna pointed out, I don't really think
it's right to interrupt a thread to continue it in processing (or some other
conference) unless that is where some replier chooses to post his or her
reply. Where has it gone, people will ask? oh, processing? will that icon ever
come up and that window ever open? On the other hand, I don't think it is
unreasonable to ask people to consider the most appropriate posting location
before starting a thread, or, if they are going to take a pretty directly film
oriented thread in a new direction, to consider starting a new thread in an
appropriate place.

Putting in my two cents again, but the two cents in invested in Microsoft in
1980 that are now worth $709,545.63.

terrible person

Message 2 5/3/98 10:15 AM
Subject: Re(10): Moderating
From: terrible person
To: film processing

Greta Christina writes:

"Re Terry's comments on off-topic posts: Basically, I agree with you. One
person's off-topic irrelevancy may be another person's main reason for coming
to a conference. And I think moving posts solely for being off-topic is
generally a bad idea. I do think there are occasional exceptions, though,
namely, if a thread has gone completely and unquestionably off-topic, *and*
has gone on for such a long time and is taking up so much of the conference's
space and energy that it's overwhelming it, then I think moving the thread may
be, not a good choice, but the least bad choice."

According to the "Welcome to film!" auto-open, there is no space limit here,
only time limit. It's not as if a frivolous post excludes serious ones. No one
is obliged to answer either for fear of looking bad; he who declines to
continue a frivolous thread will probably only gain respect.
Auntie Em writes:
"terrible person writes:

'I don't know if you consider this "enfant terrible"” as one of the

problem children in a category with "Village Idiot", '

If you're referring to yourself, the answer is no.
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tp:'but there are always extraordinary cases, and fear of them should not

result in curtailment of liberty for everyone. There are psychos on the

highways but we still allow most people to drive.’

But if the psychos start shooting at other drivers, then you do have to
take temporary strong measures (as long as we're using overblown analogies
here ...)"

I actually agree with this too. I think, generally, posts shouldn't be
moved unless they're *really* threatening to completely derail the conference
(which, btw, did happen with the "Village Idiot" in Politics -- but nothing
that bad ever happened, as far as I've seen, in Film).

But I don't think a moderator should be silent -- I don't see why a
moderator can't be as prolific a poster, and as opinioinated and cranky as
anyone else."

So then, psychos don't really seem to be problem here, if I am not one, and if
Village Idiot was never here, but in politics.

How about this -- we have a moderator, but no one knows who he or she is, and
he or she promises to keep the secret and never throw his or her weight

around. That way , no one is strongly intimidated, but not knowing who might
be the moderator, people would avoid insulting anyone. It's like in Texas
where anyone MIGHT be carrying a concealed weapon.

Or, we could have two moderators, as the romans had two consuls (chief
magistrates) to prevent either from making himself king. they would be able to
agree on extreme dangers to the conference, but in purely partisan matters
would cancel each other out. These would be full equals, not a moderator and a
vizier or a President and a Kenneth Starr.

I think that if the conference is in danger of being derailed, then it is up

to participants to get it back on track through new on-topic posts. Listen, I
thought we had a bunch of anarchists here who would support me on this, who
see solutions in people, not in government. Despite the opinion of most
Westerns, like High Noon or The Magnificent Seven or High Plains Drifter, I
believe a town CAN band together against a threat and does not need a sheriff
as savior, who could well become a tyrant once the threat is passed.

Winnie Chan writes:

"What's wrong with being nice? Or do you think people on GOL are only nice
because they want to avoid being flamed?"

Actually, believe it or not, I am a big fan of nice. but for niceness to have

any meaning, it must be a free choice. It should not be enforced. People
should have the option not to be nice, to be not-nice, and to take the
consequences in terms of general disapproval, if they so desire. But there
SHOULD be consequences.

"You make a certain amount of sense about the level playing field. But this
is only a place to post about your opinions on film. It's not a competition.

There is no right or wrong. "

It is true enough that this is not a competition in the sense of a game show.
But as I have said before, it IS still the same old story, a quest for love
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and glory. The fundamental things of human nature do apply. People here want

to gain approval, win friends, influence people, reinforce their sometimes

frail egos, be well thought of as nice or cool or smart. Now of course, there

is no inalienable right to post here. it's a private organization (if a public

forum) owned by Bruce Brugmann (dammit!) for which we do not pay taxes, fees,

or even have to read advertising. I just think that Mr. Brugmann's vision was

that everyone should be equal here and no animals should be more equal. Or

maybe that is just how *I* would like it to be, my vision.

we: "Somebody likes a film, they write about the whys. Others don't, they
write about their reasons for disliking. There really is no need to feel
threatened about "fighting the authority”. Once that impartial pact is broken
by the moderator changing a post on someone else he/ she is having a debate
with, I highly doubt the other party is just going to sit around and let it

happen to themselves. They'll either scream bloody murder, or stop posting
there altogether. This happens enough time, the whole conference will
probably die from sheer boredom. Having everyone totally agree with you is a
pretty boring thing. In either case, it's a pretty natural selection

process.”

Now, your argument about the potential for abuse by the moderator being

limited by public opinion is a valid one, an extension, in effect, of my

argument that the potential for abuse by users is limited by social pressure.
However, since the moderator has the power to blunt criticism of him or

herself, which an individual user does not have, it is not quite analogical.
(ana-live ana-long and ana-prosper!) As Greta Christina points out, screaming
bloody murder is what we are doing right now. And this is fine if everyone has
similar sound equipment. But when one person can turn off other people's
microphones or turn off his headphones, screaming bloody murder does not work
as well.

We must never forget the words of Barry Goldwater after he had had a few:
"Moderation in pursuit of vice is no liberty!!!"

terrible person (In your heart, you know he's right. In your guts, you know
he's nuts.)
>

Message 49  5/3/98 2:21 PM
Subject: Re(12): Moderating
From: terrible person
To: film processing

Since I know that J. Mark Andrus is a very powerful and privileged persoh
here, a Cardinal of GOL as it were, I hesitate to take him on, or piss him
off, here, lest he use those powers and privileges against me here or in some
other conference in which I might want to post. Call me terrible judgment
person, but I will.

J.Mark Andrus writes:

terrible person writes:

How about this -- we have a moderator, but no one knows who he or she is, and
he or she promises to keep the secret and never throw his or her weight

around.

This has got to be the dumbest idea about "moderating” that I've ever heard.
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Aside from the obvious accountability problems this would have, it also would

make the whole thing a game of "figure out who the moderator is"...and on a

BBS of this size, it wouldn't be very hard to figure it out.

Well, first of all, if the moderator were doing his or her job well rather

than annoying people with partisanship and pompousness, no one would care who
he/she was. They'd worry and write about movies instead. Or even if true
anonymity is not possible, more an ideal, if a moderator is light-handed,
uncontroversial, and self-effacing, the way a moderator should be, the way

Laura is, he or she might as well be invisible and anonymous. Laura has shown
this. I don't understand your objection about accountability. You supreme

sysops would know who the moderator was and could receive complaints. users
could post complaints in the conference or in processing and know the

moderator would read them since he or she would read everything.

>tp.:Or, we could have two moderators

We've had enough trouble finding ONE moderator to cover all of the various
conferences. And trying to compare moderating conferences to the Roman Empire
(!) is absurd.

Aren't you the moderator of Politics? I would think then you would know your
political history, and realize I was referring to the period of the Roman
REPUBLIC, not the Empire. By the time of the Empire, the elected consuls had
lost all power to the Emperor (hence the name Empire) and his favorite
flunkeys. Which I would like to avoid here. (Also, if it is absurd, isn't
absurdity what film PROCESSING is all about?)
Now, to answer your points, I know that several conferences have

or have had co-moderators. (Commodores?) So why not film?

As to the possible difficulty of recruiting a co-moderator, why
couldn't we just ask for volunteers and nominations, see if anyone MIGHT want
and be qualified for the job, before dismissing the idea out of hand?. Would
that be the worst thing in the world?

>Putting in my two cents again, but the two cents in invested in Microsoft in
1980 that are now worth $709,545.63.

I's say more like the two cents invested in Atari or Commodore in 1980. (Hint:
both companies have long since gone out of business).

Wait, I am afraid I don't get you, though you favored those of us who have not
attained your level of erudition (and who could?) with a hint. What were Atari

and Commodore? I mean, I know the former is a Japanese phrase meaning "Prepare
to be attacked" and Commodore makes me think of Dewey at Manila saying "You
may fire when you are ready, Gridley" or Perry at Lake Champlain saying "We
have met the enemy and he is us" or Farragut at Mobile Bay saying "Damn the
torpedoes, full speed ahead!" So are these all some sort of warning to me of
further attacks, using words or system powers? Or is it just about that

singing group? Or some commode humor?

I could be wrong, but I would imagine that you, Cardinal Andrus, are the only
one who did not get another of my frequent references to the great quantity of
my online writing (which is indisputable, though of course the quality is
legitimately disputed.) perhaps if you read more of my posts in film, of
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anyone's, you would catch this, and have a better understanding of the issues

in that conference as well before giving sweeping opinions on how it should be

run.

terrible person!

Message 48 5/3/98 9:53 PM

Subject: Re(18): Very Hush Hush (was What conferenc
From: terrible person

To: film

this post discusses the ending of "L.A. confidential" and other films whose
titles are in bold. If you have not seen these films, please proceed
accordingly, and at your own risk .

James M. Courtney writes:

terrible person writes:

1 found his denial of the wholly natural blessing of optical glass, in fact
his self-loathing, even if in response to the unenlightened comments of
stereotyping co-workers, to be insulting to the rest of us

If you remember, early in the movie he is told TWICE (once by his
Captain and another time by the Chief) to ditch the glasses because no-one
else on the force wore them. In the fifties, no-one who wore glasses would
have been allowed to be a cop. The fact that Exley could wear them may have
been because that his father was a respected cop that was killed in the line
of duty, and so as his son, they made an exception for him.

Exley's glasses are a symbol in the movie how different he is from the
other officers and at the same time how he wants to fit in.

uh oh, I sense that a sequel to James Courtney's and my previous debate,
"Character, Situation, and Plot II: The Rematch" is coming. What I hear you
to be saying, James (Sir James, to be courtly to Courtney?), and correct me if
I am wrong, is that the glasses were simply important to establishing Exley's
character, and did not need to have any significance in moving the plot
(meaning the sequence of actions) along. Now, this is a valid point and I sort
of acknowledged this in the passage you quoted. However, I think it is better
when details that help establish general character also have some particular
significance in the sequence of actions. (Narrative efficiency, let's call

it.) For instance, to stay with the same movie, when Ed tells Jack about Rollo
Tommasi, the semi-allegorical "guy who gets away with it", who gets away with
things like killing Exley Sr., the stopping of whom is Exley's reason for
joining the police force, I could have accepted this as simply a throwaway
line, illustrating the sort of person Exley is, that he is so obsessed with

his quarry that he has given it a name. Had Rollo Tommasi had no further plot
significance, that would not have been the worst thing in the world (any more
than the failure of the glasses to have any further significance really

reduced my enjoyment of the film, though it bothered me a little) and I quite
forgot about it (as I would have forgotten about the glasses had it not

touched a personal nerve.) When it (or he) did have significance, it was a
great and welcome surprise, leaving me thinking, wow, that was a nice plot
twist. I wish the same thing could have been done with the glasses. The
wearing of them, or the not wearing of them, symbolized how Exley's ambition,
his desire to impress superiors and colleagues, took precedence over practical
considerations (like being able to shoot the right person.) At the climax of
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the movie, Exley rejects ambition and seeks justice, (having formerly thought
he could fulfill his ambitions by seeking justice and now realizing those at
the top whom he would like to impress prefer corruption) by taking on the
crooked cops, DA, etc. Now, what I can't remember is whether he wears the
glasses during the final shootout and subsequent scenes. If he did, it would
be most appropriate, showing that how he saw was more important than how he
was seen, and that now, it was pretty important to shoot the right guys. But I
don't think he did. A few minor changes could have accomplished this, made
full use of the material they had at hand, at least; I was just a little
disappointed that they did not choose to, and advanced only character, and not
the sequence of actions, when they could have done both.

(Of course, it could be said that the others were right, that he
really should not be wearing glasses to a shootout or anything else rough, and
that people with less than 20/20 vision really don't belong on the force, no
reflection on their characters, but they don't, any more than one-armed people
do. Then the glasses show how good Exley must be to survive and advance on the
force despite his disability or perception of disability or both. Or what
connections he has, though I don't recall much mention of his father before
the Rollo Tommasi scene with Jack; he definitely seemed to be advancing on his
own merits and ruthless ambition, not his father's memory, if my own memory
serves. But the ending of the movie contradicts the idea that his glasses make
him not up to snuff; at the end, he survives the shootout through sheer
physical courage and the grilling through sheer...maybe not courage, perhaps
more cleverness. But connections do not enter into it.)

In short, whoever you might be, to this conclusion you'll agree:
killing one bird with one stone is ok, but killing two birds with one stone
would have been better. Unless you are that guy who climbed the Berkeley bell
tower to protest animal mistreatment.

Is that an acceptable analysis within both our analytic frameworks, JC
(man, I envy you those initials)?(I mean, within yours -- obviously, it is
within mine.) Or should I buy the film stock and book the catering for the
sequel?

Still discussing this movie: something that bothers me, about the
ending -- while I don't think, as Eva Luna does, that it sucked -- is that it
turned out happy through no action of Exley's. In order to take down the
Captain, he was prepared to lose everything. But he did not. There were no
consequences -- he became "the guy who gets away with it", and that did not
seem to bother him much. It was as if he had bet all his life savings on a
double or nothing roll of the dice, but when lost (having gained the fun of
playing), they let him roll again. It was as if in "Fail Safe", after the US
President offers to nuke New York himself to show that the upcoming nuking of
Moscow really is an accident and not a first strike, the Soviet Premier said,
that's ok, the fact that you offered is enough. If someone volunteers his life
for another, he should lose it, or what value is there is the offer? He should
not be magically saved just for having made the offer, because then making
such offers becomes purely rhetorical, as if just saying you are sorry is
enough, and not taking the punishment. How can you respect someone who risks
all, accepts to lose all, for something in which he believes, when he does not
really lose it? Even if he had no way of knowing that he was not actually
going to lose; it sets a poor example for the rest of us. A somewhat bizarre
not quite exception to this is "Romeo is Bleeding", at the end of which a cop,
in front of other cops in a courthouse, shoots an incredibly dangerous
criminal who has supposedly agreed to cooperate with the Feds, but is
nevertheless mocking the cop and threatening the only person who matters to
him anymore. as he shoots, he expects that his life is over, that he is

93



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

exchanging his for hers (the criminal's) to save someone else. In fact, after

firing into her, he tries to shoot himself, only to find he has already

emptied the cylinder. But instead of a life or death sentence, the embarassing
death of the unsympathetic victim is covered up and the cop gets a medal for
valor and a new identity in the Witness Protection Program. The irony of
course, is that he will spend the rest of his life in the middle of nowhere

waiting for someone who will never show up -- in effect, in living Hell, which

is worse than any legal punishment. Now, on the one hand, it was the cop of
"Romeo is Bleeding"'s own fault that he even got involved in the situation and
he deserved whatever he got, even worse. Whereas Exley, though a jerk in some
ways, certainly would not deserve hell. He was ambitious, and if it were

true, it was a grievous fault, but not grievously did he answer it. He got

off very nicely, thank you. And though, of course, he went through a certain
amount of nastiness to get there, since he was no better than Jack, who got
killed, and Bud, who got maimed, (since they were all basically the same

person, how could one be better?), I think he got off too nicely. He got away
with it. He became Rollo Tommasi. Or was that the idea?

Message 47  5/3/98 11:18 PM
Subject: Re(5): Moderating
From: terrible person

To: film processing

I am not sure if it is appropriate to comment on this matter anymore, now that
it appears to have been resolved, at least for now. But how many ages hence
shall this our lofty scene be acted o'er, in states unborn and accents yet
unknown? So in possible anticipation of that, I will state a few principles:

1)that a conference's even having a moderator seems to be of concern mainly to
moderators (kelsey's unconcern the refreshing exception)

2) that film being a much broader area than say, witchcraft, with many more
participants in the conference, the need for the moderator to keep things from
going silent is much less, even zero, here

3) that no one should forget that online personalities, expressed through
intonation-less writing of this sometimes clunky West Germanic dialect called
English, under technical or living conditions others can't even guess at and
certainly can't verify and which really are not their concern, are but shadowy
reflections of our real selves. What is true of how we seem here may be true,
based as it is on a substratum of reality, of ourselves, but as it is filtered
through a technical medium which like all such media subtracts and adds, it
may not be. It is possible to say of someone here, You SEEM like a jerk, but
not to say, You ARE one. Steve is casting me as principle (the only named)
adversary in this matter, though I have thankfully enjoyed support to some
degree from several individual from all parts of the stream, including Greta
Christina, whose criticism of Steve seems almost parellel to Time magazine's
1974 editorial recommendation that Nixon resign. And I have criticized Steve
by name enough. It is true, I think many of his posts are stupid, and some of
his conduct as moderator has been patronizing. I am glad he will no longer be
moderating and am even a bit proud or self-satisfied or something that I may
have helped to convince him to step aside. (And he no doubt thinks my posts
are long winded, snobbish, ostentatious, pretentious and often irrelevant. But
that is fine, as long as we are both users on an equal footing -- nothing
obliges us to read each other.) But I do not think I have ever tried to draw
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or rather jump to conclusions about his true character based on his online
conduct, or at least, posted them. I am sure that in real life, there is a
nonzero number of people who like Steve quite a bit and would not understand
why I do not like him here. We do a lot of things here we would not do in real
life; some might assert that online is more real, that we show our truer
selves here. I am not so sure. One of the reasons why I use an alias here is
to separate my online identity from my real life one; with people who use the
same name in both places this is not as easy. When I say I dislike Steve Omlid
and attack him, [ mean I dislike "Steve Omlid", the online persona; I really
can't have any idea what Steve Omlid the real person is like.

To those of you, Steve, or rather, "Steve", I presume,
included, to whom I am obnoxious and disliked, or just very strange, I will
answer like Claus Von Bulow in "Reversal of Fortune" -- "You have no idea."
But as far as [ am concerned, this is a game, if sometimes a contact sport,
like hockey. But those guys on the ice aren't TRYING to break each other's
heads, though there is something satisfying in slamming someone into the
boards -- they are going after the puck, after the goal, after the game. When
it comes down to it, Michael Corleone still said it best: "It's not personal.
It's online."

terrible person
>

Message 46 5/3/98 10:40 PM
Subject: Re(3): MAY DAY the most important, inspiring,humanistic

holiday
From: terrible person
To: politics

on Friday my work unfortunately took me into the entirely corporate funded,
corporate logoed, corporate oriented, business school library of a large local
public university. as I used the photocopier, some fresh faced MBA to be, who
no doubt considered her time vastly more valuable than mine, asked me if she
could just go ahead of me to make one or two copies. When I asked her how much
it, that being the privilege, the favor on my part, the lease of my place in
line, was worth to her, she seemed not to understand, even when I turned to
her in my red sweatshirt with Russian lettering and asked her how she, a
capitalist, expected to get anything for free, without paying for it (except
of course for government tax breaks and other corporate welfare to beg her to
"create" a job or two), when she would never give anything "free" either to
third world suppliers or workers or consumers....well, she still seemed not to
understand. But it made my May Day.

>

Message 34 5/6/98 11:25 PM

Subject: Re(20): Very Hush Hush (was What conferenc
From: terrible person

To: film

Man, I keep forgetting these things. this post discusses the endings of a

number of movies whose names are in bold. If you haven't seen these movies and
don't want to know about their endings, you may not want to read all or part

of this post. (You may not want to read it anyway.) It's up to you.

Michael J. Blum writes:
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One of the commoner reasons this century for getting the Medal of Honor is
"throwing yourself on the grenade to protect your buddies." Lots of these guys
in the lists, mostly dead or maimed ... along with at least two or three guys
who threw themselves on grenades which turned out to be duds. Same situation
-- the enemy tosses a grenade, or some fumble-fingered idiot drops the pin --
but no boom. Everybody thought these guys were heroes; they just didn't have
to get dead or blown apart also. Was there no value in their offer? Would you
value their act if it happened near you?

Yes, of course!!! Because you are talking about REALITY!! And I was talking
about MOVIES, FICTION!! I don't know what percentage of grenades are duds --
let's say, just for argument's sake, ten percent -- but I don't think that

anyone who in reality has jumped on a live grenade was thinking "Hey, maybe
it's a dud, and I won't get blown to bits, and I'll get the Medal of Honor

too!!!" If someone jumps on a grenade with no thought for his own life,
especially when he could have sought cover and was not going to die when the
grenade went off anyway, and he survives, then more power to him, and he
deserves the Medal (though I think he will probably be happy enough to be
alive.) That is in reality, where, as Stalin (or was it Henry Kissinger?) put

it, the death of one man is a tragedy. (And in REAL LIFE, we don't want
tragedy, since these are real people like us)

But in MOVIES, in FICTION, we DO want tragedy, at least I do, at least people
since Aeschylus have. Basically, what [ was protesting against was happy
endings, endings that have to be happy because nothing bad can happen to the
main character (or the popular actor who plays him.) If Harrison Ford jumps on
a grenade, it will turn out to be a dud, because he is harrison ford. If James
bond jumped on a grenade (not that he would ever sacrifice himself that way),
it would be a dud. And that is fine in pure escapism, but it rankles in
somewhat serious movies like "L.A. confidential". Exley had hubris. Hubris is
supposed to be conquered by nemesis. But his was not. he got out of the
shootout with barely a scratch (despite not wearing his glasses) and out of
the investigation with a medal not a demotion. and it did not even seem to
bother him. Now, some people have said that he is going to be the next Captain
smith, that he has been or will be swallowed up by the corrupt system though
his brains will put him on top and that is the tragedy. I just took it as,
"No, it's ok, we're going to save him because we like him and we know you do
too."

as I think I have said before, I like my movies to be beyond
realistic. sure, plenty of random things happen in real life, plenty of
unbelievable things. truth is stranger than fiction. but when I hear of such
truths, I accept them, because I know they really happened. if they were
presented in fictions, I would assume they were just outlandish fictions.
movies, fictions, I think, should try to tell us truths beyond the literal
ones. generalizations. I want the universe to work by rules of cause and
effect that make sense and tell me how I can act to make my life better (or
why it is becoming worse) instead of sitting back and waiting for luck to make
it better. ok, some very good movies have been made about how life is random,
and they leave you with a feeling of "so what do I do now? I mean, surely
there is SOMETHING I can do." and the idea that life is beyond our control is
popular, and some will mock me and call me pretentious for not espousing it,
for thinking I have some control. But what I really hate is that for every
movie in which something terrible happens by chance, there are ten in which
something wonderful happens by chance. whereas in reality, it's just the
opposite; far more people are maimed by motorists than win the lottery. if
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you jump on a grenade, there is the chance you will live, and if there is no

other hope, you might as well cling to the hope that it won't go off, but I

would not bet on it.Happiness you make for yourself, misery happens on its

own; you deserve as much happiness as you CAN get and as much misery as you DO
get. at least [ do. and I want the characters I see in movies to do the same.

I can't see any way that Exley engineered the end of the movie. It just sort

of happened to him. And that bothered me. I can't stand happy endings. In my
universe, in Casablanca, Humphrey bogart does not expect to leave the airport

alive. he has no idea that Louis will save him -- ok, that coould be argued,

maybe he was counting on that. like the grenade jumper counting on a dud,

maybe. In my "Grosse POinte blank", Debbie rejects Martin for dumping her and
killing people and he goes down in a hail of bullets, ambushed by the Dan

aykroyd character. but that's just me....

Now, in a MOVIE, I could accept a character throwing himself on a grenade and
surviving under certain circumstances. if that were part of the setup of a
movie, for instance, a guy leaps on a live grenade and survives and wins the
CMOH and now is home and feels guilty, that he should have died, that would be
interesting. but to have it come up at the end, out of the blue, well.....It
would help if he were not the hero , or if, at least, there seemed a
reasonable chance that he could die, so that I did not expect the grenade to
be a dud and have no suspense. Or, if the dudding of the grenade did not feel
as if it came out of left field,as if the writers had just invented it to save
the character. Now, you know much better than I what the likelihood of
grenade being a dud is. Most movie viewers don't know much about grenades. so
it would have to be explained to them in the course of the movie that grenades
don't always explode. it could be heavy-handedly exposed in a voiceover at the
start, telegraphing it that this would be important. or it could be worked
into the plot deftly, so that we barely notice, and only remember when it
happens again at the end. this is what is done in Unforgiven, for instance. At
the climax, as will munny (clint eastwood) goes to shoot Bill Daggett (Gene
hackman, and Eva Luna goes wild), his shotgun misfires, and this makes the
scene take a whole different turn. it was wet, 1 guess. or something. or maybe
shotguns just do that. or maybe the writer just made it up. (with your
knowledge of firearms, I am sure you either were gratified at their technical
expertise or amused by their lack of it.) now, i could basically accept this,
based on my outside knowledge, and the apparent realism of the film. but the
writer had already introduced the concept of guns misfiring, in bill's
description of one of English bob's duels halfway through the film. (again, i
have no idea whether walker colts actually did that, but it seems believable,
or not important enough to disbelieve, just a story showing bob's character.)
with that fact basically established, at least within the film, I have no
problem accepting it later.

which is very similar to the Rollo tommasi device. when it is
set up, one takes little notice; when it is used, it seems entirely logical,
and not contrived.

Message 24  5/7/98 8:46 PM
Subject: Re(3): more boogie nights
From: terrible person

To: film

This post discusses the ending of "Boogie Nights". Not the fact that he
finally shows his penis, everyone knows that and it's no big surprise. What
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happens, I mean. So, think it over, it's your move.

Steve Omlid writes:

Yep, IMO, Matt gets it wrong here. The bad stuff that happens to Dirk Diggler
doesn't happen because he's involved with porn. It happens, pretty directly,
because of cocaine. He uses a lot of coke, thinks he's King Shit, can't get it

up, and becomes a pathetic loser. Because of coke, and this actually happened
to a hell of a lot of people who used coke. And yes, when he's cleaned up, he
goes back to his "family" and starts making porn again. And that's the happy
(if somewhat ironic) ending. Nothing porn-negative that I can see there, and
I'm pretty sensitive to porn-negative.

wait, though -- am I missing something, or was there perhaps a reason why Dirk
got involved with cocaine? I mean, maybe he got involved in cocaine...
because he had a pretty bleak life in the porn industry? (and he was involved

in coke before things went bad, because that was what made him so belligerent
and argumentative that he walked out.) could it be that Boogie Nights actually
dares to be a bit -- dare *I* even say it -- "porn negative"? isn't this what
Anderson himself has said, that he was trying to present both sides? ok, shall
we look at the other side??

Ok, I know that people are going to say, "Stick to apocalypses, terry; no one
argues with you about them, but you don't know anything about the porn
industry so just stay out of this. Plus you did not even see the movie in
widescreen, so you missed half of it." Nevertheless.....but first, a

disclaimer. I only know one person who is in any sort of porn type occupation,
and she basically works when she wants, and has a lot of other interests, and
areally, REALLY, cool dog. (they both might be reading this.) So I really
don't know what people in the porn industry are like. All I can do is go by
how the movie portrayed them.

So let's look at them. Was Amber having fun? She looked like a wreck. Why did
she need to snort so much coke? It's not just because it was available. She

was obviously, as her husband put it, a very troubled woman, and I would say
her being in the porn industry was both cause and effect of that. (as was the

loss of her son.) Now, I am told that making porn (or stripping, or other sex
work) is great and enjoyable because it allows women to "express their
sexuality". But in almost all cases, they have to do pretty much what (male)
porn consumers want. Not much freedom of expression there. A great example of
this was when Amber and Dirk first perform, and Amber suddenly realizes she is
enjoying herself, like a virgin, in Quentin Tarantino's deconstruction of
Madonna in "Reservoir Dogs" and that she wants Dirk to come inside her rather
than on her chest as is standard procedure. Now jack horner, because he is
unbelievably nice and because he thinks he is creating art, thinks this is

great, but the technical people, used to standard procedures, are aghast.

Let's face it, porn is acting, andyou have to follow a script. An actor

playing Hamlet can't decide that he really likes Ophelia and doesn't want to
reject her. Now, I think sex is pretty important as a means of self expression
(particularly expression of emotions toward other human beings.) And to have

to subordinate this means of expression to the demands of your work is sad.
Because if you look, none of the characters had any sort of sex life outside

of work. Did Amber and Dirk ever have sex off camera? No. When she wanted to
show him how much she loved him, what did she do? gave him coke. great. the
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only people who actually do have sex outside a movie are the cameraman's wife

and her lover, which leads to three deaths. when Todd, a dancer, not a porn

star, first arrives at a party and comments that there are hot babes there

(with whom he might like to have sex), the others barely react -- they have

had them all, and Todd seems silly.

But I have always found that the quickest way to take the pleasure and
satisfaction out of something I enjoyed was to do it for a living. When I
worked as a bicycle messenger, dodging cars, potholes, smog all day,
encumbered by a heavy bag, going wherever | was told not where I wanted, it
took away any desire I had to go on long rides in the quiet hills -- the sort

of riding I enjoy when I have the choice. (Though I did sort of enjoy the

thrill of the messenger work for itself.) I imagine that people who work in
PR, writing press realeases all day for causes they don't personally care
about, have a lot of trouble finding the energy and words to write notes to
their loved ones. Maybe I am wrong.

I am told that Anderson shot a scene between Buck and his wife in which they
tried to make love in private but could not. On the other hand, they did have
the baby. After they had left the business.

Amber does have other interests, such as directing, and she seems to do thos
whenever she possibly can rather than be in movies...

Jack really wants to make real movies, with plots and production values. I
think he might prefer to be in more conventional films but realizes he does
not have the talent to compete there. But then again, he is not out there
having sex. One wonders about his sexuality; is his relationship with Amber
sexual? Or does he just love to watch young beautiful people have sex?

Reed seems to do very well once he finally gets out, as a magician, and it
seems as if this is what he always wanted to be. Buck, too, seems always to
have wanted to be a stereo salesman, and Becky to be -- well, whatever,
married to a nice normal guy who was not in porn. (their happy finishes were
based somewhat on lucky breaks that might not happen in reality. very likely
they really would not have too many otheroptions and would stay in porn. but
at least the hope was held out.)

That leaves Dirk and Rollergirl. Dirk is the one character who seems really
suited for porn -- his penis is his one special thing. He has no other
interests. Except to have a family again, of which more later. and I would
have to say the same thing about Rollergirl.

Now, I am not saying (or saying that Anderson is saying) that porn is bad
MORALLY, I am just saying (and saying that Anderson is saying) that it is bad
for you, and that most people are a lot happier when they get out. I felt the
same way about bicycle messengering; while I was doing it, if anyone suggested
I could be doing something better with my life, I would of course reply that

this is what I wanted to be doing and who was anyone to question me or
patronize me with concern? But in the years since I have gotten out, when I
meet old messenger friends, I find myself, in reply to their complaints about

the danger, the fatigue, the exploitation, saying "I might know of something

else you could do..."

Now, the only thing that seemed to save the lives of the characters was the
quasi-family structure they improvised. I don't know if this really happens,
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as the only thing people can do to try to shut out the bleakness. if it

doesn't, than I found it interesting as an original idea. outcasts forming
quasi-familial relationships is nothing knew in films, from Terminator 2 to
Rebel without a cause (I know most people see the Sal Mineo character's
attraction to the James Dean character as homoerotic, but look closely, it is
directed at Natalie Wood as well. Sal has found these two beautiful people and
he wants them to be his surrogate parents.) or in real life (ask Charles

Manson, David Koresh). and these families are often centered around some
activity different from that of most families, not dining together, but, let's

say, blowing things up, robbing banks, saving the world from nuclear
extinction, or in this case, making porn films. Now, it could be said that

this is what makes porn so great, that people form these quasi-familial
relationships. maybe they would not have been formed if all the characters
were say, running a grocery store. I have always found the friendships formed
under adverse conditions, for instance, with my fellow messengers, to be very
important and strong and transcendant of differences of background and
interests. (The Shawshank REdemption is another good example of this.) On the
other hand, Amber desperately needed a son to nurture to replace the one she
had lost. Dirk needed parents to replace his weak father and cruel mother
(especially after he had been thrown out of the house.) I don't even want to
think what Rollergirl's life must have been like but the scene with Amber and

a lot of coke revealed what she really missed. And jack seemed to want to be a
father to everyone. but I think all these characters were so desperate they
would have formed the same relationships at a grocery store. they did not need
porn to bring them together. (or the magic of Dirk's penis, which brought
happiness to everyone. or his penis just stood for his personality. he had
enormous personality. he was a genuinely nice guy. was even with his pants on.
this would have shown through anywhere.) what porn seemed to do was just make
them more desperat for such relationships.

But how long will that last? dirk will grow old someday, then what will
happen? or he'll get AIDS perhaps, which was not the issue in the movie it
should have been, even in 1983....1 suppose that by keeping it "all in the
family", they were somewhat safer....I wondered about the former porn stars,
who, I am told have cameo appearances in the movie? are they doing all right?
better, or worse now that they are out?

As I said, I don't think and I don't think Anderson thinks porn is bad. it's

just kind of bleak. for myself, I don't care if people smoke, drink, jaywalk,
fornicate, wear platform shoes. I just feel bad for them for what they are
possibly doing to themselves. it's not my business, I know; it's their choice,
and it would be my choice if I wanted to be self-destructive and live bleakly.
(Bleak. I love that word. Bleak bleak bleak. I should see "Mo' Better blues"
again. "And he shall cry out, 'Bleak, bleak!" and smite him his breast and

rend his garment." That is in the Bible somewhere, or should be. Ok, that's

the third cool word in a week, after bicker and squabble.) It's like William
Hurt as the drug dealer in "the Big Chill",; his friends dont' tell him he has

to quit, but suggest that he might want to, that they will help him if he

does. AS I have said in other posts, I like movies to tell me not what is
possible but what is probable. I mean, Boogie Nights seems to be saying, sure,
the right person can make it big, find his calling, find love, in the porn
industry. But probably, he won't. Probably, he or she will be a lot happier
somewhere else. I don't think that characters should be punished for being in
the porn industry, for moral reasons. But let's face it, if you work in that

field, there is an awfully good chance something rather unpleasant will happen
to you, because of the nature of the industry, and I think a film should (and
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did) reflect this.

Now, if this be porn-negativity, make the most of it.

(bibliography on my resume.)

Message 6 5/10/98 12:45 AM
Subject: Re(2): DEEP Impact
From: terrible person

To: film

bernard thomas writes:
there's still Armagedon

N0000000000000!!!!

As the self-appointed Apocalyptic correspondent (yeah, like I had a tough

primary fight for the nomination too, like EVERYONE wants the job) I must
PROTEST THIS TITLE. Armegeddon, from the name of a hill in the Holy Land where
several huge empire -destroying battles were fought in antiquity, is named in

the Book of Revelation as the site of the last battle between good and evil.

so Armageddon must be a BATTLE BETWEEN TWO SIDES FOR CONTROL, not a struggle
against a natural inanimate object. an asteroid or whatever just doesn't cut

it. Besides, what can be evil about a big hunk of rock? (even if we are

rolling it up a hill?) shouldn't we feel as bad for the big hunk of rock

getting totall obliterated as we do for the earth? I mean, it never ASKED to

smash into us, did it? It would have been quite content just to wander

aimlessly about the cosmos. (I mean, when I cyclist gets splattered by a bus

and maybe breaks one of its headlights in return, do you feel bad for the bus

or the cyclist?) Damned gravity. though it does help things stay in place. and

it's equal opportunity, fair. ok. anyway, I give Hollywood and all of you full
permission to talk of nuclear armageddon (toe to toe with the Rooskies) --

"And this is what he said on/His way to Armageddon/So long mom, I'm off to

drop the bomb...." but I urge you to boycott what I am sure is going to be a

fine, quality Bruce Willis movie for the misnomer in the title alone.

and if you want to see tsunamis, try Peter Weir's "The Last Wave". though it
might make you try to sell off your Sydney 2000 Olympic tickets.

>

Message 1 5/10/98 11:10 AM
Subject: Re: Auntie

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

I seem to remember a reference or two in British literature to Auntie as
someone to be feared, perhaps even in Kipling's soldiers' poems?

Riddley Walker is written on so many levels, and its expressions so often
represent coincidences of incredibly diverse sources, from folklore to

technospeak. Auntie could just as well from "anti-" as anywhere else.

The really interesting thing is not so much the name, but the fact that death
is seen as an act of coition with Auntie, who has "stoan boans and irern tits
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and an iern willy for the ladies' (something like that.) There is a folk tale

(within the book) about the one man who ever got on top of Auntie....but

although an association of sex and death may be seen as a sign of a societal

discomfort with sex, the culture of RW does not show this. But then, it's

fiction.

terrible person (who is roaling in trubba)

> 74

Message 74 5/10/98 10:54 AM
Subject: Re(5): more boogie nights
From: terrible person

To: film

This post discusses the endings of various movies, yada yada yada, you have
the right to remain silent but anything, oops wrong warning, yada yada yada.

Now, in writing my earlier post, I assumed that "porn-negative" meant "having
some unpleasant things to say about porn". However, Steve seems define it
somewhat differently, so that "non porn-negative" means basically "not sharing
in the society at large's knee-jerk prejudiced complete condemnation of porn".
And since Steve was the first to use the term here, it's really up to him to

define it, though it would have been nice if he had defined it on first use,

since on its own it is ambiguous, an if it is in commo and understood use
among a certain group, not all of us belong to that group. But, fair enough,

since "Boogie Nights" is not entirely antiporn, it is not porn negative by

Steve's definition. Steve asserts that instead it is "porn-realistic", giving

a farily accurate portrayal of the industry's both good and bad points.

However, not all of us have the same background in the industry; I can not of
course match Steve's knowledge of it (any more than he can match mine of Latin
or the end of the world) and thus, we are at an impasse, of the sort which

cannot be resolved with iocane powder. (Which is colorless and odorless and
thus not to be confused with either cocaine or speed.) It is possible, even

quite appropriate, for a realistic portrayal to be highly negative if the

subject matter is grim. I suppose what "porn-negative" really means is

"setting out with a prejudged agenda to discredit the porn industry [even if

it requires distorting the facts], rather than to portray it as it is and let

the audience decide", and it seemed as if Anderson had no such agenda when he
went to research his movie, but was trying to be objective. However, it seems
from the way the movie turned out what he concluded about it. Now, everything
has a down side so a truly objective portrait of it will always show
SOMETHING negative, but I think the resut of this objectivity was generally
negative. (I think I could prove my assertion that it makes out the porn

industry as not exactly the nicest place to work (or have my assertion
disproved) by taking a poll here: how many people, after seeing "boogie
nights", thought, gee, I'd like to be a porn star? (those of you who already

are porn stars will have to disqualify yourselves of course.)

However, to reply to some specific points:

Steve Omlid writes:

He actually had a pretty GOOD life in the porn industry - he was happy,
fulfilled and respected by his peers. He got involved in coke because a lot of
people in that time got involved in coke.

but he first got involved in coke because Amber gave him some, which she did
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because she did not know how to express her love any other way (except by

making a documentary about him.)

(And then, just to make things muddier, many whores consider some of their
johns to be friends, so that sex probably has a slightly different feel than
sex with a john who's a total stranger, just as it might feel more fulfilling
for a massage therapist to give a massage to a friend than to a first-time
customer.) It is true that sex does have an extra added charge to it, so it's
not the same as, say, waitressing.

well, I am not sure that this is what you meant by 'charge", but the basic

fact remains that what separates sex "work" from sex is that you get paid for
the former and probably would not do it otherwise and the latter you do for
free out of emotion.

(Hey, my *parents* went to see Deep Throat in a theater.
that sounds like a scene from "taxi driver".

tp: Or does he [Jack Horner] just love to watch young beautiful people have
sex?

Hey, nothing wrong with that. :-)
no, not in itself, and he may find in it all the satisfaction he seeks or can
imagine, but if that is all he can do, he is probably missing out on a bit.

Well, that's what I mean by being not porn-negative, he shows the simple truth
that people in porn are just as likely to have happy endings as anyone else.

Right, but they only seem to have them once they quit porn!!!

And I especially liked the fact that Buck gets the money to fulfill his dream

by pure chance, after being turned down by the bank for a loan because he's a
porn star. That's Anderson acknowledging the biases of society, and then
thumbing his nose at them.

I found that kind of silly. In a realistic movie, he probably would have had

to go back to porn or work at Mcdonald's or turn to crime. I still don't see
how he is going to make it in the stereo business, since in the earlier scene,
we saw he really did not know anything about stereo. I worry in general about
people whose assets are only physical, it kind of limits what they can do in
life, and that is sad.

But again, I think that Anderson is saying in the bank loan scene (which is
actually a very important scene in the whole scheme of the movie) that it's
not porn per se that is damaging, but the fact that it occurs in a society
that is so fucking hostile to it.

When I guest-edited the sex work issue of Black Sheets, I posed this question:
is sex work *inherently* degrading, or is the degradation that often comes
along with it due largely to the fact that we live in a society where sex work
is not respected and often illegal? Not surprisingly, I came down strongly on
the latter side.

I think that the assertion that most of the characters' problems came from
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their being stigmatized for their occupation does not quite stand up. The best
illustration, perhaps, was the scene with Amber and her husband before the
family court judge. We see Amber, or Maggie, the very picture of composed
respectability. But when her husband (that wild thing John Doe of X) points
out that she is into all sorts of sex and drugs, she denies the drugs -- and

lies. Now of course she does not get her visitation rights. And very possibly

a principle reason was her occupation. But let's face it, was Amber in any way
competent to be a mother to a small child? Now, it could be asserted that
here, again, it was not porn that was bad, but drugs, and yes, the film was
anti-coke. But the fact is that there is basically no one in the industry in

the movie who is not doing coke. In the movie, it seems, if coke is bad, porn
is bad in that it leads people to do coke.

Another "dark side" of porn suggested in the movie is that of child porn,
through the figure of the colonel, who gleefully produces Jack Horner's movies
until he is caught with pictures of small children. Now, I may be on thin ice
here, but I think that even the most "porn-positive" are against child porn,

and that condemning it does not make the movie "porn-negative" in the
prejudiced sense discussed in the first paragraph. Now, on the one hand, the
reactions of Jack to the news of the Colonel's arrest serve to distance "ok",
"adult" porn makers from "bad", "child" ones. But the whole sequence shows
that the two sides of the industry, the child-centered one which I think

pretty much everyone condemns, and the consenting adult centered one to which
most people accord a right to exist even if reservedly, are not that far away
from each other. And this is not good.

And remember that the characters in the movie spend almost alltheir time in a
rather self-contained world of the porn industry, far from the outside world
that codemns them. And yet they are still pretty miserable.

Because, after all, most film plots, all plots, operate by inductive, not
deductive reasoning. a single figure stands for all of that class, or is
perceived to, especially if that group is small enough to be seen as
homogeneous, which is why, when the villain is female or african american or
gay or nerdy, it is seen, especially by members of those groups, as insulting
to the whole group, and if the hero is, it is seen as a triumph for the whole
group. (unmarked, default groups, majority groups, basically white straight
males, don't suffer from this as much; either Michael Douglas' latest asshole
character is not seen to reflect on them, or they are only too glad to

identify with him.) since there are not that manyporn actresses portrayed in
film, Amber stands for all of them, and will until more movies are made. And
the colonel stands for all producers. Though the sense of realism intervenes
as well. It's hard to believe that all directors are like Jack or all actors

like Dirk.

But then, the first movie on a particular group, or "THE" movie on it, the one
that usually has a one-word title that is the name of that group, always
focusses on the extraordinary among them. Because while the daily lives of
group members may be interesting and exciting to them, they don't lead
anywhere, show little change, have no beginning middle and end (unless there
is some definite time period that must be outlasted, a term in school or a

tour in Vietnam, such as in "the paper chase", "an officer and a gentleman",
or "full metal jacket" or "memphis belle".) Messengering may be exciting, but
every day, or every hour, is pretty much like every other, unless it's the one

in which you get killed. You don't get handed a bootleg tape of a reclusive
opera singer, or have to save one comrade from loan sharks by winning him a
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bundle on the markets, and another from an evil drug dealer by leading him on
a wild bike/car chase over the edge of a parking structure, so that all three

of you can get out of messengering. ("Diva", "Quicksilver") Now, none of
those things ever happened to me or anyone I knew. Firefighters face all sorts
of dangers, but none especially stand out, until a mysterious arsonist is on

the loose ("Backdraft".) Did anyone make a movie about any individual moon
shot, when it was obvious they were going to work (whereas the Mercury program
portrayed in "The Right Stuff" seemed like a crapshoot, and "from the earth to
the moon" portrays the Whole Thing is a zillion hours, and desperately looks
for new angles, and happens to have tom hanks' name on it)? no, but they did
about the extraordinary time when things went wrong. (good movie, t0o.)
"normal" stories seem like settings waiting for something big to happen; we
are perhaps conditioned to expect big things and not to accept the ordinary
and quotidien as interesting. in the short novel "one day in the life of ivan
denisovich" nothing happens; a prison camp inmate goes through one day like
every other. similar (because it's based on it) is "24 hours in the 'life' of

john denison", a look at a man whose entire life is simulated by forces
unknown for reasons unknown. but in "the truman show", something has to
happen; we see the one day when things go wrong and he figures out the
deception, not the thousands in which he has accepted it. movies differ from
TV series in that they are not open ended even if they are finite. they must
stress the effect of extraordinary circumstances to a fairly ordinary

situation.

This is the same process at work in "Boogie Nights", I guess "the first movie
about the porn industry!!" It could have been about a bunch of fairly
ordinary people making triple x movies. look how ordinary the pre-dirk leading
man, Reed, is (and lovable for that reason.) He's ordinary looking, not very
bright (or at least, does not have a vision as dirk does), and adapts easily

to non-porn life. but there are two extraordinary characters: jack, who does
have a vision, and Dirk, who not only has a vision, but a spirit, and a huge
penis. when he is around, all goes right; he electrifies all he touches,

almost messianically. I doubt that there are really too many porn stars with
this magic. rather, that the need for an extraordinary plot element led
Anderson to create a superhero. So I think that of all the characters, Dirk is
the least realistic. and he is the only one who really thrives in porn. so

none of the REALISTIC characters did too well unless they got out of the
business, reinforcng the idea that this movie has little nice to say about its
effects on people.

Now, my impression is that Anderson was actually interested in porn, from
hearing as a child that a house across the street had been used for filming,

not just using porn to convey other themes. In other words, he had no reason
not to give an honest portrayal (and even a reason to give an affectionate
one.) He did not start out with a desire to deal with themes of how, for
instance, in a bad situation, one person with hope and vision can bring it to
everyone (which had already been so well handled in "The Shawshank
Redemption") He could have started with a small messenger company being driven
off the streets by the fascists on Steuart and brought in a young fellow whose
enormous thighs and energy revitalize the company (until he starts taking
steroids...). If his theme was that your occupation, what you have to do, can
take out of you what you should share for those you love, he could have dealt
with coal miners too busy coughing out their lungs to show affection for their
families, or olympic skating couples for whom skating was once an act of
affection, and fun, and is now too loaded with expectations of perfection from
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judges and spectators to be anything but a job. (I admire patrick swayze and

lisa niemi that they still dance together.) He could have taken a writer like
Elizabeth Wurtzel, who has spilled and shown so much about herself for her
readers that she must have no secrets left to tell a lover to establish trust

and intimacy. or onliners who liked to exchange SM-related teasing amongst
themselves in posts to reinforce their relationships, and because they enjoyed
exhibiting, until they found that the readership they had been glad to build

up was now dictating to them what they had to write. (man, imagined if that
happened? how would that feel?) Anderson could have shown the effects of drugs
in almost any business. he could have shown the same sorts of familial
relationships forming in any bleak occupation. so why did he choose the porn
industry to talk about?

well, perhaps no one had done it before. and perhaps he knew that people would
come to the film inthe assumption that a film about porn would have to be
almost a porn film itself, full of sex and nudity, which of course were

relatively absent in the film. no, he had to have done it because he was
interested in porn. but he also had to have something he wanted to say about

it, or he just would have read and watched a lot. so he had something to say,
and what it was was, "this is not a nice business". Of course he wanted the
audience to decide for itself. Artists usually want the audiences to come to

the artist's opinions on their own. But if as Steve says, his portrayal was

almost exactly divided between good and bad, then many watchers will take very
little away, only have their previous opinions reinforced, and like optimists

and pessimists confronting a glass, only argue over whether it is half empty

or half full. But I think that most people would agree that the glass was

actually well below the halfway mark.

one last question: when Dirk rebuffs Scottie's attempt to kiss him, did he do
so because Scottie is male, or because he is breaking the unwritten rule
governing physical expression of affection?

Message 73 5/10/98 2:24 PM
Subject: Re(7): more boogie nights
From: terrible person

To: film

Eva Luna writes:
Omlid:
. I seem to remember coke, but I could be wrong. (Probably, there was both.)

Well, the only thing they talk about in the movie is coke. And the only thing
Anderson talks about on the laser disc commentary is coke.

mean, coke.

actually, to quote Gershwin's Law, it ain't necessarily so. In my forensic

sciences course recently, we learned that there are two substances,
pseudococaine and pseudoallococaine, that have the same chemical composition
as cocaine though with the atoms arranged differently, and thus, look just

like cocaine, and are even indistinguishable from it on a mass spectrogram!
(common substance identifying method.) only through infrared spectroscopy can
they be distinguished. true, their effects are somewhat less than cocaine, but
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that is hard to test in the lab, and there is of course the placebo effect

with drugs; I'm sure we all knew people in high school who insisted that they

were s000000 wasted on what turned out to be oregano.

also, don't you think it a bit odd to cite a law that says basically
"appearance is reality", here, online, the last place it is?

pseudoalloterrible person

Message 69  5/10/98 2:35 PM

Subject: Re: MUSTY TV May 9th-15th
From: terrible person

To: film

Eva Luna writes:
Do you know the world is a foul sty? Do you know if you ripped the fronts off
houses you'd find swine? The world's a hell.

"It's just a pig."
"Not THIS pig."

That's from "The Advocate", a 1994 film about a medieval lawyer (Colin Firth),
costarring lan Holm, Donald Pleasance, Nicol Williamson, and lots of naked
people. And a pig. It was my favorite pig movie ("Muppets Treasure Island"
excepted) until I watched "Babe" last night. Man, that pig could act. And

James Cromwell was good too, though I am still scared of him from his "L.A.
Confidential" role. Good job by the sheep, too. I hear the same Jim Henson
connected special effects lab will animate the animals (is that redundant?)

for "Dr. Doolittle" with Eddie Murphy. The preview looked pretty good, but
will he sing (or even talk through as Rex Harrison did) "Talk to the Animals"?

Perhaps they'll go to Tokyo on the Doolittle raid....bring Eliza along.....
Spoiler ahead:

Baa ram ewe!!

Baa ram ewe!!!

Remember it. It could come in useful. There are a lot of sheep around.

Message 64  5/9/98 11:58 PM
Subject: Re(9): Another great thought
From: terrible person

To: Sirin N

Copies: It's a le fou World

not anthropomorphicizing, I don't think, so much as terrible personifying. I
know not with what sorts of dogs others may identify, but as for me.....

Message 56 5/10/98 2:50 PM
Subject: Re: coition
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From: terrible person
To: film

Sirin N writes:

the fieb writes:

I've never seen this word before. Coition. Is that related to coitus? As in
Roland Barthes as he views a photograph of himself:

"glued together, limb by limb, like the condemned man and the corpse in
certain tortures, forced to navigate in convoy, as though united by eternal
coitus."

good heavens. sounds like he overreacted. yes coition is related to coitus.
it is generally not, however, related to corpses, condemned men or torture.

do forgive me, terry, if i have opened up the door to tiresome s/m
references... readers note: this is a non-whipping thread.

let me just whip this out:

both coition and coitus are latin words derived from the verb "co-ire",

literally "to go (or come) together, to meet", and are used in latin in both a
sexual and nonsexual sense. while the former word would be more likely to have
a general meaning, and the latter would be more likely to denote a specific

act of coming together on such and such a day, ("our coitio is generally good,
but this particular coitus was fantastic!!")they are pretty much

interchangeable. (and though again, this has no effect on their meaning, the

first is grammatically feminine, the second grammatically masculine.)

a lesser known work of the poet John Ciardi, who comes from that city on the
Shannon in which I also claim roots, despite his last name and my nose:

"Said her grace, 'l impose one condition
Before I assume the position

It's my view that nudity

Cannot excuse crudity.
No fucking. Just tasteful coition."

I have encountered the abovedescribed torture/punishment of tying a live
person to a dead one until he too was dead in classical literature -- the
Aeneid, perhaps, attributed to Mezentius -- but I have not been able yet to
track down the locus. Perhaps some dungeon in the City. But no whipping.

Message 55  5/10/98 6:47 PM

Subject: Re(2): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

John Barrymore writes:
Lee is defiitely a black racist and there's no maybe about it. That is my

opinion.

Well, *I* will assert as unequivocal FACT that Lee MAY be a racist. I have
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not studied probability for a while, but I think that multiplies out to the

same thing??

I really don't watch Tarantino's films. As someone who grew up in a
neighborhood that was 80% black, and attended schools that were 80% black, 1
would swear in any court and in front of God that I have seen black people use
the word nigger more than any other ethnic group in the world. Of course,
everyone will probably say that when a ethnic slur is used by its own members
that it is acceptable. Maybe, maybe not, but it sure as hell happens. If
Tarantino uses the word nigger in his films, in what context? If it was
appropriate and realisitic, that was his right to do so. So the hell with

Spike Lee the angry, bitter bastard.

According to the New Post's PAGE SIX, last week Tarantino was at a New
York restaurant when he struck up a conversation with an African American
couple. At one point, Tarantino demanded whether the couple knew what
common features blacks supposedly share.

"You know what they have? You know what it is,"” Tarantino said. He then
stuck his fingers up his nose to flare his nostrils and declared, "It's the

wide nose." And according to New York Daily News columnists George Rush
and Joanna Molloy, Tarantino pondered out loud, "I'm surprised that white
Americans accept Wesley Snipes because he's so African-looking."

Ok, so what? We all should stop watching Tarentino's films. Ok. Let's also

stop watching Lee's. And let us assume that Tarantino is an outright racist,
what about every other artist around? How do we know how and where they stand
on racial issues? Also, should we use this as an excuse to condemn him as an
artist? You see, Jabari, this entire incident makes me wonder why are you
putting this in the Film Conference? I would think it should be in the

Politics Conference or the local news.

The discussion was taken outside where it escalated into a fist fight.

Tarantino, who apparently was aiming at the man, wound up hitting the woman
instead. And now the restaurant, where this all happened, has filed a
complaint with the New York Police Department, which is now investigating,
according to Rush and Molloy.

Who is the resturant owner filing a complaint against? And if it is

Tarantino, what are the details?

Tarantino could be charged with third-degree assault, a misdemeanor.
Tarantino's publicist told Rush and Molloy that Tarantino made no racist
remarks.

I was going to ask the same question myself. Who were the witnesses? Who saw
what, etc? I also do not hear single word from Tarantino's side of this entire
incident.

Those are my immediate thoughts on the matter, Jabari. Any comments? Any
further information, Jabari, would be appreciated.

Barrymore

Message 48 5/11/98 6:47 PM

Subject: Re: Whispering in Movies (was Re: Grrrrrr)
From: terrible person

To: film

well, I am sure that it will be assumed that because I have no respect for the
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sacredness of surprise endings, that I typically whisper revealing comments to
my viewing companions as the film goes along. however, this is not the case,
simply because I often end up at the movies alone, and whispering comments of
any sort to the total stranger in the next seat could cause that person to

strike me violently, which would be bad because it might make me spill my

large popcorn and lose my $3.50 investment. however, when I am accompanied, 1
find it not inappropriate to share observations, respond to questions, to

facilitate the viewing experience, at least as long as our voices are kept

well out of competition with the soundtrack. of course, at midnight and or

cult films, anything goes.

after all, don't we all have stories, from college or elsewhere, of really
clever, funny things we heard yelled at the screen, including from our own
mouths?

and do others have as much difficulty as I do understanding why one of the
noisiest foods in the world, popcorn, has become the food of choice for an
activity where silence should be so prized?

during my own years in show business, when I was in pictures -- meaning, when
I swept aisles as a theatre usher -- I became well acquainted with the full
spectrum of obnoxious patron behavior. this ranged from the aforementioned
whispering, or bringing of crying babies, to the ignition of cigarettes of

tobacco or moreexotic substances (and in the latter case, not even having the
decency to bring enough for everyone). other frequent problems included
ingestion of noisy to unwrap or pungent smelling food, imported from outside
despite an embargo rigorously and vigorously enforced by the doorman (who
knew the theatre's profits and his job depended on maximum demand at the snack
bar), drunkenness, leading to sleep and snoring, parking of wheelchairs in
narrow aisles rather than in the designated wheelchair spaces at the front and
back (limiting, I know, but required by fire codes), and, of course,

absolutely uncannily bad personal odor that suggests that the patron is
unacquainted with the use of toilets. One thing I never personally

encountered, though, and have only heard of from others, is the phenomenon of
individuals or couples who find the onscreen goings on either insufficiently

or over stimulating and seek excitement in their own laps. (In individuals,

this is the "Paul Rubens Syndrome".) Now, I could tolerate the couples who
began kissing as the heros and or heroines do in the final shot and remained
passionately locked all through the credits and even after the lights came up,

as their aislemates climbed over them to get out and I swept up the crushed
junior mints, but to have to clean up something stickier would have been a bit
much.

one other nice thing about working at a movie theatre, though in the splendid
isolation of the ticket booth rather than on the ushering front lines, is that

people who have just gone out to see a movie instead of a particular movie

will after staring at the reader board ask you what the movie is about, and

you get to characterize it for them. I particularly enjoyed this when my

theatre was showing "spanking the monkey", a film which many patrons dared not
speak its name. it was pleasant enough, when they mumbled "two for that monkey
movie" to shout back through the microphone "oh, you mean SPANKING THE
MONKEY??", but even better was when they would nervously inquire as to its
subject matter, and if it wasearly and I was not tired and I did not have a

line out to the street I would answer "it's about a college student obliged to

spend the summer taking care of his mother", but as it got later and 1
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grumpier and the line longer, I took out my troubles, and took in the sight of

their faces, by simply muttering "it's about mother-son incest." yes, even

pssst!! terrible person!!! got any soda left?

Message 47  (Unsent)

Subject: Re: Broken Arrow, on TV
From: terrible person

To: film

pierre le fou writes:

Boy I sure I wanted to like this one. But wow, it is just beyond redemption.
Which is totally unfair, considering what a great bad guy John Travolta is.
And Xian Slater isn't a bad good guy either.

That said, the "abandoned copper mine" was about the super cheesiest movie set
I have seen in many a year, and the desert scenery figured in as "things to

fall down. And fall down again. And yet another long fall down a steep rock
face."

Too bad.

But it did give a cool line: "Would you please not shoot at the thermonuclear
weapons?"

Message 44 5/11/98 7:56 PM

Subject: Re(7): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

First of all, unless you're a total deconstructionist, you cannot ignore the
important, vital connection between an artist's public character and his work.
They are both behaviors that draw from his or her basic psychology and will
demonstrate the same basic values. A racist will make racist artworks. They
might seem somewhat less racist if the artist is actively trying to disguise

his prejudice, but it will still be there. (and then the art will show the

strain; if truth is lost in one way, it will be lost in others.) An asshole

will make asshole artworks; his or her attitude towards the world and people
will show through in art just as in life. Though I think I am violating some
rule here, I have heard that Pablo Picasso was just awful towards the women in
his life, and his attitude towards them is often reflected in his painted
depictions of them.

Now, some will argue, why are an artist's personal views important if we can't
see them in his or her work? Precisely because you can't see them -- unless
you look. But meanwhile you will have felt them. Who has not had the
experience of interpreting a work of art a certain way, and liking it, only to
learn something about the character of the creator that caused you to
reinterpret in completely and feel like you wanted to wash for ever having
liked it? (or just the opposite -- I'm not a total pessimist.) It's not unlike
starting to interpret the posts and behavior of an online character
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differently once you have learned something about his or her offline life.

It's important to know what people actually thought, because otherwise you

will misinterpret what they created. Though again, if you are a

deconstructionist, you don't care.

Though of course I don't know Tarantino personally and don't follow his life
very carefully in the media (though we have something in common), I don't
think he is a racist. What I do think agree with is that he is an asshole
about race. What Tarantino's behavior, in this incident and others, and
perhaps more important, what his films show, is that he seems, like the
character he wrote for Gary Oldman in "True Romance", to think he is some sort
of honorary Black person. I don't know what sort of racial environment he was
brought up in, there as a poor white in Tennessee, but it definitely seems as
if his image of African americans comes mainly from the 70's TV he watched as
a kid and the blaxploitation films he viewed working at the video store. (I
would imagine he considers himself an honorary Asian from watching a lot of
Hong Kong chop- and shoot-em-ups, and, though I did not see "From Dusk to
Dawn", and honorary Latino from watching telenovelas.)That he thinks he can
pass in the Black community as a member is evident from, or at least, would
explain, his assumption that he can throw around racial slurs which are
considered acceptable when used by real community members, and his assumption
that he can joke with Black people in public about sensitive racial matters as
if he were not White. He probably thinks he respects Black people and
considers them his equals, so he does not fit the usual definiton of a racist,

but to think he can become one of them through watching the movies, rather
than living the life, insults the experience through which African Americans
have had to go. It is true that assholes come from all races, but he was
practicing a sort of assholery that can only be practiced across racial lines.

Can anyone imagine this incident taking place solely among White people?

And then, of course, I would LOVE to have seen a toxicology report on
Tarantino at the time of the incident. I think it would explain a lot.

Now, as for Spike Lee. Perhaps I am prejudiced because I happen to think Lee
is a much better filmmaker than Tarantino. (True, he has been around longer,
and I have not seen his more recent movies, which make the comparison either
fairer or less fair.) But while Tarantino's movies are, if clever and well

made and entertaining, basically derivative of Hong Kong and blaxploitation
movies, I have found Lee's films to be sensitive explorations of what it is to

be human (and not just what it means to be Black or White.) It is true that

Lee's films have contained stereotypes of various White people, from
Jewish-Americans ("Mo' Better Blues") to Italian-Americans ("Jungle Fever") to
Wasps (the architects in "Jungle Fever".) But he has also created complex and
memorable White characters, who might nevertheless be jerks (John Turturro in
"Do the Right Thing") or good guys (John Turturro in "Jungle Fever", or David
Patrick Kelley as the schoolteacher in "Malcolm X".) And, since most of his
characters are Black, and any plot must have good and bad, many of his

villains are Black and many of his Black characters are villains.

But there does seem to be one thing that really bothers Lee, and perhaps

explains why he is bothered by Tarantino. What seems to bother Lee is the
phony crossover, the stereotyping crossover. No character seems less
sympathetic than Malcolm when he is trying to act White (conking his hair), or
Malcolm's White mistress who seems to like him only for being Black, and whom
he likes only because she is White, while there are Black women who would love
Malcolm for who he actually is. The same applies to the couple in "Jungle
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Fever", once they realize they have nothing to say to one another, that they

had acted only out of the malady of the title. Lee thinks Black people should

act like Black people and White people should act like White people and the

two should respect their differences (as a step to respecting each other.)

Therefore, people like Tarantino, who don't seem to see or respect these

differences, drive him nuts. And I can't say I blame him.

I suppose the thing to do would be to ask Samuel L. Jackson, he's worked with
both of them....

Message 35  5/12/98 6:47 PM

Subject: Re(11): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

someone, Bernard Thomas perhaps, or Barrymore agreeing with Bernard, made the
point that sometimes realism requires the use of racially offensive words in
movies, and cited "Rosewood" as an example. Now, "Rosewood", as far as [ have
read, is a fairly realistic depiction of an actual historical incident and in
keeping with this of course should use language appropriate to the era and
situation. However, I do not think anything of the sort can be said about any
of Tarantino's films, which cannot be called realistic by any stretch of the
imagination. (I am not saying this is bad; this is the only thing I like about
the films, that characters all seem to get what their flaws earn them.) I

mean, I don't think anyone really thinks gangsters all wear black suits and
chat about popular culture on their way to jobs, for instance. Tarantino
characters don't even live in Los Angeles, but in Tarantinoland, a
hyperrealistic theme park version of certain parts of it. (Again, this is
entertaining, just not realistic.) If Tarantino thinks it is, then like Mr.
Orange, he has practiced his pose so well that he has begun to believe it
himself. So to justify Tarantino's ad nauseam use of profanity and racial
slurs on the grounds of realism is, well, unrealistic. He simply likes
throwing the words around and believes they underline his points, and
audiences like them if they are to their tastes and if they aren't, don't. I

did not really think "Pulp Fiction" lost all that much on TV when every
"fucking" became "damned" and every "motherfucker" lost its last two
syllables. The story was still there, the intensity, and it was no less

realistic -- it hardly could be. REalism is no justification in this case.

Message 34 5/13/98 6:31 AM

Subject: Casting Spiderman (was Re(8): DEEP Impact
From: terrible person

To: film

so we're talking Robert Carradine as Spidey? (too old too. otherwise, Anthony
Edwards -- if I could conceive of a friend, of an ideal friend, it would be
Anthony Edwards -- would be great too.) how about Ben Stiller?

but remember, Spiderman matters less because he will be under a mask half the
time. More important is: who will play Gwen Stacy? Julie Delpy? (I always

liked her a lot more than MJ. Was really upset when the Green Goblin killed

her.) For Mary Jane some dimpled swedish model such as the one on the cover of
this month's Esquire or GQ or whatever, wearing half a bathing suit or half
wearing a whole one (someone from "blowup" miraculously preserved. no one has
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MJ's perfectly straight red hair anymore.) Burt REynolds could continue his

comeback as Jolly Jonah Jameson, and Samuel jackson could be Robbie (Robie?)

Robertson. As Flash thompson, Will Ferrell of SNL. And as Aunt May, of course,

Jessica Tandy. (yeah, I know.)

the big issue for me willbe whether the foley men can successfully duplicate
the all-important "thwipppp!!!!"

and whether they can avoid the obligatory World Wide Web jokes. and whether
he'll wear the garish though traditional red and blue suit, or the elegant if

evil black one. and whether MacFarlane will havve anything to do with the

film. (did he actually help with Spawn or just fire and forget?)

terrible person (who does whatever a spider can)

>

Message 33 5/13/98 9:13 AM

Subject: Re(12): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

though I had not heard of the event which Barrymore describes as evidence of
Spike Lee's anger, bitterness, racism and illegitimate birth (excuse me, but

is there anyone out there whose parents did not happen to get Government
sanction for their union and resent the constant derogatory use of the b-word?
if so, please speak up; I at least would like to hear from you). This is his
refusal to sign autographs for white kids, saying that they would never

respect him as a Black man had he not made a popular movie. (I don't know if
this is a commonly known incident, or just, like the Tarantino Affair, an
alleged one.) Now let's think about this incident, and what Lee might have
been trying to say by it.

One of my favorite moments in "Malcolm X" occurs when Malcolm goes to
speak at Harvard, and as he enters the lecture hall, is met by a single
(meaning lone) young woman, white, pretty, blonde, who asserts that she has
read everything Malcolm has written, believes it, and wants to know how she
can help. Malcolm's reply is terse: "You can't." He walks straight by her and
leaves her, at a loss, her well-meaning bubble punctured and deflated, staring
after him.

In a previous post, I talked about how whatever Lee may think of White
people, what he can't stand are White people who think they can be honorary
Black people. No matter how good this Radcliffe student's intentions, she
still cannot do for Black people what in Malcolm's and Lee's views Blacks have
to do for themselves, and it is presumptuous of her to think so, to think she
can learn about the Black experience by reading about it, without having to go
through the discomfort of living it.

Even worse, in Lee's view, it would seem, are those Whites who
sympathize with Blacks to the extent that they see it as subversive and cool,
from those in the 60's who went to Black Panther rallies to irk suburban
parents (or a parental System), to kids today who wear baggy pants and listen
to gangsta rap for the same reason. There are also those who identify with
certain Black icons who have crossed over and succeeded, but have no sympathy
for Blacks in general. They say, "Of course I like Black people. I love
Michael Jordan and Tiger Woods and Aretha Franklin, etc. I listen to jazz and
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blues and rap. I am immersed in Black culture!"

This is what Lee is trying to avoid. If you liked my movie, he wants
to say, go out and live it. I am not here for your amusement or to soothe any
guilt you might feel. I'm not here so you can get my autograph and take it
home and say to your friends, hey, I met Spike Lee!! Although he has seen his
movies as educational experiences, substituting for reading or classes, he
does not seem to think seeing them substitutes in itself for taking action,
but only helps lead to taking action.

Lee has resolutely avoided being coopted into the mainstream culture;
if he is going into the mainstream, his actions seem to say, he is bringing
Black people with him, and through the front door. Since he has become "cool"
to White audiences and accepted, I am sure he has had thousands of offers to
direct or act in mainstream movies, meaning White ones, in which Blacks are
relegated to supporting roles or at least Black ones, one-dimensional
characters whose Blackness is their only characteristic. That he has refused
is to his credit. He does not deny Whites fully realized leading roles
("Clockers", "Jungle Fever"). But he is not going to let his Black artwork be
taken over by the White mainstream the way all of (Black-created) popular
music has, and he is not going to be accepted and admired but only in a
non-management role, the way Black athletes are in sports. For movies such as
"Do the Right Thing" and "Jungle Fever", he wants White people to see them,
but go away irked or uncomfortable, not telling him how wonderful he is and
begging his autograph, because that means that they did not get the movies. I
could go on. And it's true, to some extent, this moral stance has been
undercut by his shameless merchandizing of the "X" logo to whomever would buy
it, regardless of skin color. He would say that he needed the money, that if
he could get funding the way White people can, he would not have to do these
things, but making the movie was more important. And it's true, his actions in
the incident discussed may seem rude, even for teaching a lesson. But I think
it is important to look at the lesson he was trying to teach as well as the
way he did it.

Now, in the interests of full disclosure, I should say what I imagine is

pretty obvious, that I am a White person, a European-American. (Well, not by
some people's defintions, but let's let that go. By the way, if [ have

offended anyone by my use of the terms White and Black, capitalized, it just
takes an awfully long time to type "European- or African-American", and I
don't want any confusion with black and white, colors with other connotations.
For me, Chris Rock may be Black comedy, but "Brazil" is still black comedy.)
In fact, I am a member of an ethnic group about which Lee and other Black
figures have said some unpleasant things. So it might even be said that I am
taking the side I am out of self-hatred or the same sorts of false

identification I have just been describing and decrying.

But this disclosure brings me to another point, the parallel theme in this
thread, as to whether an artist's known characteristics or character flaws

color his or her work and should determine our reaction to it. And I have
taken the position that it they do and should. However, the subsequent debate
on this matter has tended to take all-or-nothing, binary, digital stances, and

I favor a more analog, fuzzy logical one. For instance, Jabari said that after
reading about Miles Davis' abuse of women, he stopped listening to his music,
and Steve, after first denying that outside knowledge affected artistic
enjoyment, asserted that after hearing Janeane Garafalo's pornaphobia
(‘misoporny" -- I am making these words up, from the Greek root "porne",
prostitute) on TV, he will never watch her again. Now, what I said before was
that since an artist's personal views may color his or her art, it is
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important to be aware of those views in judging that art, to ask oneself what
effects those views might have had on the art. But the presence of those
views, however woven in or encoded, need not ruin the artist's entire oeuvre
or any individual work even. We can still attempt to separate the technical
aspects we may admire, or even much of the thematic material, as long as we
keep asking ourselves what is really behind it. Steve could still like Janeane
except when she was talking about prostitution. Unless, of course, he is
simply boycotting, for symbolic reasons, saying, "Because of her stance on
this issue, I will not give her any money by buying tickets to her movies.
(perhaps even, I cannot, in good conscience, do so.)" This is like saying to
oneself, because of what someone once said in a certain post, I will never
read his posts again. This is very different from saying, because I know this
person says stupid things, and I do not want to get his stupid ideas into my
head, I will not read him, or rather, I will open his posts, but stop reading
as soon as I see any signs of stupidity. In the former case, unless the poster
checks carefully who is reading him (and unreading before reading will of
course allow cheating), he will never know or care. But perhaps the moral
stance only matters to the boycotter, proves something to himself (or to those
he proudly tells about it.) It's hard to send an artist a message by
withholding a purchase (unless lots of other people, spontaneously or
organized, do the same.) And you miss out on some possibly great art (if it
can be great, mixed in with the evil stuff. Just as, though possibly
underpaid, overworked labor simply makes worse shoes than well-fed
health-benefited americans, I happen to like my new Nike running shoes. I
should run in them to the next protest. But one could say that artists and
shoemakers alike only understand being hit in the pocketbook. Criticize us,
protest us, all you like, as long as you buy our stuff....) Again, this all or
nothing thinking is tragic. Isn't there a middle ground, a more effective
means to send a message?

Which is why Sirin's call for fora in which art consumers can give
feedback to art producers, feedback modulated to the nature of the complaint,
makes so much sense. Let us not approve absolutely when things are above some
threshhold of good, or disapprove absolutely when they are above some
threshhold of bad (or any other characteristic on a continuum) but rather
approve TO THE EXTENT and PROPORTION they are good, and DISAPPROVE to the
EXTENT AND PROPORTION THEY ARE BAD. In politics, we can only vote yes or no,
either keep Bill Clintn for the good he has done (and the evil the alternative
would do) or reject him for the evil and sleaze, but not in our art choices.
Which is what is great about book readings, online chats with authors, call in
shows. Of course, there are probably far more consumers who have something to
say back to the producers than producers who care, due to the indirect process
by which feedback turns into payback. I don't know of any local moviemakers
reading this conference for our opinions, though I sometimes suspect Eva Luna
is really Coppola and I know you all suspect I am Joan Chen. But it would be
really nice if istead of cutting off our noses to spite our faces, we could
just get nose jobs.

Message 25  5/14/98 12:11 AM
Subject: Re: She's Just a Little Tease....
From: terrible person

To: film

I was very disappointed to miss meeting the famous Eva Luna in person and to
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have her sign the picture of her topless on the cover of my copy of her new

book, "Femme Fatale: In Praise of Dangerous Women" (which I enjoyed almost as

much as her 1995 memoir, "Musty TV Nation"), at a reading scheduled for A

Clean Well Lit Place For Lit. this past week. However, apparently she and

promotional tour mate Elizabeth Wurtzel had a bit of a disagreement, forcing

the event's cancellation. It just shows the dangers of concentrating too much

aggressive femininity in one clean well lit place. I am sure we all wish

Elizabeth the best of luck for a speedy recovery.

Message 23 5/15/98 8:15 AM

Subject: Re(14): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

Sirin N writes:

Steve Omlid writes:

Sirin N writes:

you'd also have a lot less shoes to choose from, if you held nike accountable
for their treatment of workers abroad. and what a drag that would be.

So in other words, acting like a jerk in public is comparable to brutal
economic exploitation? That's just a touch lacking in perspective.

yes yes. my fault for failing to anticipate this easy parry.

. the question to ask is whether there is any effective difference, in this
regard, between 'art’ and other commodities. unfortunately, this question
seems bound to plunge the discussion into a murky consideration of 'what is
art' -- to be avoided at all costs.

terry is here, though, perhaps the best equipped of us all to brave such dark
terrain (and just loopy enough to try).

shall I succumb to the sirin song of temptation and be lured onto the

wracking, wrecking rocks and shallow shoals (Ian, I hope) of debate? and
loopy? do you think me out of the loop, or thrown for one? I'll fly loops

around you. get out your loupe and check my argument for loopholes, and if you
find any, I'll stand and deliver and give over all my lupines. homo homini

lupus, and we'll see who shows more grit.

now, in your zeal to suck up to steve, you conceded a lack of
perspective. I don't agree; as far as [ was concerned, you were making an
analogy among two actions and two reactions, not a comparison. (everyone
remember these things from the SAT's?) it may seem weird to compare a canoe to
an aircraft carrier, for instance, but to say "a canoe is to a pond what an
aircraft carrier is to the Persian Gulf (or the Caspian Sea)" makes perfect
sense.

But on the other comparison, your belt does not go through all the
loops. It is ludicrous totry to equate commodities like art with those like
food, shelter, clothing, sex, etc. I mean, none of the last named are really
necessities. In this overweight age, where manufactured food provides no real
nutrition anyway, food's only functions are emotional, providing fun and
comfort (oh and social, giving us something to gather round and talk about.)
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the same with clothes and shelter -- in this climate, who needs to cover our
bodies with cloth or our heads with roofs except for the emotional
significance. and sex, well -- everyone knows no one does that except for the
emotion. now, often we show our approval for these things by actually buying
them, paying money to the farmers, tailors, builders, sex workers, who bring
them to us. but just as often, theere is no direct way of showing our
approval, often, these commodities are free. all we can give back to the
amaker is our approval. by eating his food, we give the farmer our approval,
and that is enough for him, whether we say so or not.

art, on the other hand, is an absolute necesstity -- we can't live
without it. how else would we cover our walls, fill our spaces, fill our time,
fill our minds?? it's not as if we have any emotional connection to art. and
we always pay for it directly, at the box office or the museum or the record
store. we just consume it and use it up and excrete it. but we definitely need
it, which can't be said about other commodities.

so, is that clear?

I would write more, and of course, I usually do, but I am too upset
about Frank. and I am trying to concentrate -- got an application in at the
orange juice factory -- on making my style as concentrated as yours.

terrible person

>

Message 22 5/14/98 12:33 AM
Subject: Re(5): Auntie

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

Any N. Body writes:
The Grim Reaper now is almost always depicted as male but just because that
particular aspect of death is male maybe :)

wait, the Grim Reaper is a skeleton. unless you do pelvic measurements, and
who wants to get that close or under that robe, how are you going to tell?

as for the connection of sex and death, remember how many of our ancestor and
cousin animals (auntie's children?) die very soon after the reproductive act,
their purpose in life fulfilled. on the other hand, for the species as a

whole, sex negates death, by perpetuatiing it. let's call it a union of

opposites....

but am I the only one who at the moment of greatest pleasure in the sex act

feels as if he is about to die?

it's the end of the world feeling in miniature; at the end of the world, we
get the answers. so when we get the answers to life's mysteries, it feels like
the end.

and I imagine human beings have felt this way since they started telling
stories.
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terrible person

Message 16 5/14/98 6:03 PM

Subject: Re(3): She's Just a Little Tease....
From: terrible person

To: film

Evil Eva (Destruction?) Luna Evaluates me and gets mediEval:
And terry, I am not Francis Ford Coppola, and any resemblance you find between
us is, frankly, offensive.

Ok, ok, sorry. You're right. Of course. Since I am the one who goes on way too
long about the Apocalypse, it is obvious that *I* am really secretly Coppola
and YOU are Joan Chen.

More seriously, I was interested in your EvaLutionary approach to femmes
fatales. In the study of anything that has evolved, from homo sapiens to
machine guns to jazz and rock, there are always early prototypes about which
-ologists of that field argue, is it a "true" whatever and often decide, no,

it's an early form that is not quite there, has some of the characteristics

but not all the necessary ones, does not quite meet the definition yet.

What interests me about femme fatales is the classification that can be made
based on their motivations and how those motivations are perceived, how well
they are perceived. In most films noirs, narrated or at least seen from the

point of view of a male protagonist, the woman is just a force of nature, a

part of the environment, sent to punish him for his lust and greed and
cowardice. We never see her except through the protagonist's eyes; as far as
he is (and thus, we are) concerned, she is simply his personal nemesis,
existing only for him (like the door to the Law in the Kafka story), and if

she is helping herself or hurting anyone else in the process, that seems like

a cover story. There are far fewer examples of the latter type, those who are
characters, the main characters, in themselves, and communicate their motives
directly to the audience. They may have several victims in a grander scheme
and the story is not just about the ruination of one of them, nor is the story
told from the point of view of just one of them.

Now, Eva Luna is going to kill me for this -- hear that sound? kind of metal

on metal? "slannk! slank! slank! it's her sharpening the knife -- or maybe

filing her nails while they're dragging the lake -- but I haven't seen the

movies she mentioned or most of the classic films noirs. So I will have to

cite two recent movies which came out fairly close to one another in 1994:
"Romeo Is Bleeding" (ok, ok, I know I cite this all the time. Maybe I just

have bleeding on the mind. So shoot me after Eva Luna gets through knifing me.
But I love this movie) and "The Last Seduction". In the first, although we

know something of hitwoman from hell Mona Demarkov's (Lena Olin) desire to be
the underboss herself, but she is much more talked about than shown. Her
seeming superhuman abilities, and corrupt detective Jack Grimaldi's (Gary
Oldman) great failings as a person, comibne to give the impression that she is
some sort of supernatural creature, an angel of death, sent expressly to

torment him. And she is only on screen when Jack sees her (with one brief
exception) -- she could almost be a figment of his imagination, not existing
outside him. On the other hand, Wendy (Linda Fiorentino) in "The Last
Seduction" is often on screen alone, at the beginning, at the end, and often

in between, not just seen by the men whose lives she is ruining. She is the

focus of audience attention. I know that a lot of this can be attributed to
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the theorized "male gaze" of the cinema, that everything onscreen is

essentially from a male point of view, or that in mysteries, things are only

seen as the investigator finds them out. But the question is, is Wendy a true

femme fatale? By the definition? Or is she too rational and understandable?

Also, I wonder, Eva Luna, how you would fit into your picture women who seduce
women -- not sexually so much, but through friendship or charisma. I am

thinking of movies like "Single White Female", or the New Zealand film "Crush"
(with Marcia Gay Harden as an out of control city woman who seems very
glamorous to a plain teenager), or the title character of "The Prime of Miss

Jean Brodie", who seduces an entire class of girls (as well as a number of

other people.)

terrible person (terrible, not fatal, and doesn't much like that Velvets with
Nico song)

Message 15 5/14/98 6:18 PM

Subject: Re(14): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

Steve Omlid writes:

terrible person writes:

Steve, after first denying that outside knowledge affected artistic enjoyment,
asserted that after hearing Janeane Garafalo's pornaphobia (‘'misoporny"” -- 1
am making these words up, from the Greek root "porne”, prostitute) on TV, he
will never watch her again.

Ummm....read my post again, Terry.

Oops. Glad that I still follow the rule that Bill Offutt, my high school AP
History teacher, inculcated: never have just one piece of evidence or example.
And my argument works just as well using your post as an example of the
extreme of ignoring the artist's life in judging her art, in contrast to

Jabari's extreme of condemnation of art based on life, as when I used it as an
example something similar for comparison. (If you don't agree, read my post
again.) Why can't you put all your replies together in one huge post where
they're easier to keep track of instead of spreading them among a bunch of
small readable ones?

terrible person (who wants stir-fry when you can have a nice big steak?)

> 14

Message 14 (Unsent)

Subject: Re(14): Powder Question: WasTarantino....
From: terrible person

To: film

John Barrymore writes:

I would like to ask you Terry and Steve, and everyone else, a question. That

is what if a good, or great, artist has done something that is way beyond

Lee's refusal to sign autographs or Cameron's arrogance? Specifically, how do
you folks feel about the situation with director Victor Salva?
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well, I was totally unfamiliar with the Victor Salva situation until your

post; I vaguely remember the film coming out, but I had no great interest in

seeing it. so my reply on this will be purely hypothetical.

But I imagine I would probably have responded, or would hope I would have
responded, in much the same way I reacted to your post. When I saw it, I said
to myself, "There is a post by Barrymore, whose online behavior towards myself
and others I have often found offensive." (It is a little harder to separate

online "art" from online "life" than their real counterparts, since all we do
here, all we have to judge each other on, is create posts; they are thus both
"art" and "life".) I could simply have ignored the post. But perhaps the

title, or the context in the thread , seemed interesting, so I began to read

it. I was prepared to be offended, or bored; I was looking not only for

obvious insults or bigotry, but for more subtle ones that I could only catch
through my previous knowlege of what the author is like. But in the end, I was
pleasantly surprised. After getting a good laugh at the beginning, I found

that Barrymore had written a post that seemed to be thoughtful, clear,
relevant, and interesting. So I will show my approval for it by responding in
the first place and complimenting it as I just did. In the future, I might be

less and less likely to ignore Barrymore entirely, more and more likely to

read him and respond, and to read with less and less suspicion, as long as the
posts remain ontopic rather than offensive. If I found them to have reverted,

I would say so, as I have up until now.

Now, Salva, apparently, served his sentence and was released, and has, in
theory, paid his debt to society. If he owes a debt to the young man whom he
abused, he should pay it -- their are civil court actions that can be brought.

I guess he would assert now that he has repented and changed and it is up to
him to prove it. We can monitor him closely in both life and work. If his
films seem to promote the idea that abuse of children is ok, we should walk
out of them and demand our money back. If on the other hand they seem to
convey the idea that abuse of children is bad and that those who do it should
be sorry, all right. I'll stay in the theatre. I think it is quite appropriate

for the victim to bring the crime to our attention, so that we can make our
own choices on the basis described above. I don't think he has the right to
demand we boycott the film.

As for Polanski, well, I like Chinatown as much as anyone so this is hard. And
in this movie the villain is someone who has already had sex with one teenager
(his daughter, no less) and plans to have it with another (also his

daughter!!) Of course, he's the VILLAIN. But also, this movie was made before
Polanski's alleged (? conceded? admitted?) crime. I have not seen many other
Polanski films. (See, it is useful to be a film illiterate sometimes, gets you

out of all sorts of questions.)

Message 12 5/14/98 7:14 PM
Subject: Re(8): Auntie
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

when I heard of the Indian nuclear testing, all I could think of was how at

the first atomic test in New Mexico in 1945, J. Robert Oppenheimer, awed by

his terrible creation, quoted the line spoken by Krishna in the Bhagavad Gita:
"Now I am become Death, the shatterer of worlds." Since presumably the Indians
would be familiar with this line (I mean, it just happened that Oppie was a
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Sanskrit scholar as well as a physicist), I wonder if they got a smile out of

thinking of it. One other nice thing about the Indians testing nukes is that

they probably drew from their incredibly rich mythology in code-naming them

after demons and gods of destruction. They already call their missiles Agni,

the fire-god. I am sure they did a lot better than "Fat Man" and "Little Boy".

Which reminds me, speaking of nuclear things, doesn't it seem odd that in a
culture in which destruction is everywhere and there are so many ways to die,
as in Riddley Walker, that death should be personified as a woman with whom
one has sex?

Message 9 5/15/98 7:36 PM
Subject: Re(9): Grrrrrrr!

From: terrible person
To: film
J.Mark Andrus writes:

Nine writes:

1t sounds like you need a lesson in hexing the movie theater seat in front of
you. I have had good results with the following: tap the seat in front of
you with your index finger three times while saying, "No fuzzies, no fuzzies,
no fuzzies." That's for bighaired people. Now tap three times again and say,
"No tall guys, no tall guys, no tall guys." That's all there is to it.

Urinating on the seat(s) in front of you would work even better.

I would imagine that Nine's plan might work simply because most people don't
want to sit too close to someone who appears to be talking to his or herself.

Incidentally, you know that tall guy you don't want sitting in front of you? I
AM that tall guy. Why don't you just bring a phone book to sit on?

terrible person

>7

Message 7 (Unsent)
Subject: Re(11): Grrrrrrr!
From: terrible person
To: film

Steve Omlid writes:

terrible person writes:

Incidentally, you know that tall guy you don't want sitting in front of you? 1
AM that tall guy.

So am 1. So stop oppressing me by telling me to scrunch down, you altitudists.

the proper term is "height-negative people".

>
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Message 3 5/16/98 12:05 PM

Subject: Re(9): Auntie

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

and, I might add a thought that seems possible but unlikely to this
etymologist, that the personification of death as Auntie may be in some way
related to the personification, at least in the common phrase, of surrender as
"Uncle".

Message 97  (Unsent)

Subject: Re(16): Tarantino: Racist Joke, Punches Black Woman
From: terrible person

To: film

Kelsey Gadoo writes:
terrible person writes in reference to Sirin:
now, in your zeal to suck up to steve

Yes, terry, once again, Sirin is caught sucking up to Steve. It really is
getting to be predictable, isn't it?

Now if only the rest of your post had been as sarcastic....then I would have
really been amused.

Message 95  5/17/98 1:11 AM

Subject: That's just what they want us to think!!
From: terrible person

To: film

Well, I just saw "The Spanish Prisoner", and I am now going to discuss it, as
God and more importantly, the moderator are my witnesses (the moderator being
more important since I actually believe in Her), I will now discuss it without
revealing anything about the ending whatsoever. Really. Read without fear.
Because of the unique nature of this movie, it can be discussed in great

detail without revealing anything whatsoever.

See, this is another of those con movies (no, not like "cool hand luke", but

like "HOuse of Games" or "The Game" -- not like my favorite old "Mission:
Impossible" episodes, where the audience knew who the good guys were even if
the bad guys did not) in which, just when you think you have figured it out

(or just when the victim of the con thinks he or she has figured it out) that
turns out all to have been part of the con, and when he and we have made the
next step, then that too is part of the con, and the movie makers and the
villains always stay one step ahead, like the tortoise in front of Achilles in

one version of Zeno's paradox. Of course this does help us to sympathize with
the connee (from whose point of view the whole story is told.) But the whole
thing becomes very unsatisfying, with a taste that though crisp, is meager and
hollow (like a coat that is rather too tight in the waist, with a flavor of

will o' the wisp.) Now, I love a good mystery as much as anyone. And if I can
figure out the mysteryat the same time or a little before the detective does,
well, that's ok, but I like it even better if the fillmmakers distract me with
style, the way a sleight-of-hand artist distracts, only temporarily, so that

at the end, when the solution is finally revealed, I hit myself upside the

head with my open palm and think "D'oh!!!! Am I stupid or what? why didn't I
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realize that? Some detective I'm going to be! And all the clues were right
there!!" I mean, heck, I must be the only person on the planet who was
surprised at the ending of "Presumed Innocent" -- and who enjoyed being so as
well!!! But this can only work when there are several possible suspects (when
it's vague.) As opposed to when it is simply ambiguous, when there are exactly
two exactly equal possibilities, that either all these people are good, or all

of them are bad, but it is impossible to tell by the information given which

it is. That hints are dropped that is one alternative is a sure indication

that it is the other but this itself is a hint. I feel like Vezzini (Wallace

Shawn) in "The Princess Bride", trying to decide which glass to drink. Or I
feel as I do when I am dealing with someone who does not want to seem
vulnerable and thinks I don't either and will disavow their feelings as

sarcasm or irony no matter what they say. Or I feel as I sometimes do here,
talking to someone who might be lying about something significant about
themselves or whether I have talked to them before, and they say something
that sounds like a sure indication one way or the other but then I think to
myself, they would never be so stupid as to give themselves away like that,
would they? or are they expecting that this is what I would think and

counting on it? or are they expecting me to guess THAT and staying one step
ahead? Now, the only way out of this is to get out of the system and actually
find someone who knows this person in reality. (though are THEY even
trustworthy? a whole other can of worms.) And Vezzini's method of escaping the
system was the "what's that over there?" trick. But there is no way to escape
the system of the movie, unless perhaps you know an awful lot about the
psychology of the creators or have read the book or something.

also, in these con job movies how do the con men always know EXACTLY how the
mark will react? I mean, there are a bunch of possible reactions, and the one

they want is a possible one, but nothing can really be guaranteed even with

the best force....I mean, I am about as predictable as they come -- I'll bet

you all anticipated every word of this post -- but even *I* am not THAT
predictable!! for instance, I'll bet no one would have anticipated that I

actually thought Barrymore's "powder" post was quite good, would they? or am I
being sarcastic?

So I was not that impressed with the plot. Nothing that wasn't in Mamet's
earlier "House of Games" with his earlier squeeze Lindsay Crouse. Not that the
current squeeze, rebecca Pidgeon, was not a fine bird, despite all the very
stilted and artificial sounding dialogue she was given. (If you are thinking
the obvious, well, it would not be THAT obvious, would it?) the rest of the
cast was good -- campbell scott makes and appealing leading man, and steve
martin handles drama so well I wish he would do more of it -- again despite
the stilted, unrealistic dialogue. every character had a huge stock of
aphorisms and things their dads used to tell them. finally, the decor was a
bit odd -- it was definitely the '90's, but a lot of it seemed to date from

the 30's,"brazil" retro style. maybe trying to make it a film noir or
something......

I was also a bit surprised that the title was actually explained in the movie,
contrary to mamet habit.

would everyone agree to my nomination of David mamet to play Otto octavius,
alias Dr. octopus, in the spiderman movie that is not going to happen?

I ended up sitting in front of some short people but as we say on earth, c'est
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la vie. they could have moved in front of me, as Matt counsels, but then I

mighttoo have moved, and, as in an auction, either they or I would have been

screwed when we ended up way closer to the screen than we wanted to be.

terrible person (really expected another Almodovar bondage flick)

Message 94  5/17/98 1:27 AM

Subject: a friend of the deceased
From: terrible person
To: film

sneaked into this after "the spanish prisoner". perhaps that is not the word
-- an old friend was ushering and cared not what I did, and I had planned to
see it anyway. I mean, I will take advantage of any way to listen to people
talk Russian (ok, Ukrainian, almost the same) for two hours.

this was ok. it's about a guy in Kiev who looks like a cross between buster
keaton and peter coyote and who in soviet days had a nice cushy (by soviet
standards, at least) academic job but is now basically unemployed. he still
lives with his drop-dead gorgeous wife who still seems to care about him
though he sleeps on the couch and she screams when he opens the shower door on
her and is seeing some nouveau riche guy. in desperation he hires a hit man
tokill him. meanwhile he meets a really cute prositute who likes him so much
better than her usual gangster clients she does not care if he pays. later on

he meets yet another really beautiful woman who likes him. must be his
soulfulness. there is a lot of interesting stuff about what life is like in
post-soviet Ukraine, but in general, if this film had been in english I would
never have liked it as much despite all the women.

oh, and the theatre was pretty empty so I had a whole row to myself and could
lie back and put my legs up on the chair in front and not block anyone's view,
much as I might have liked to.

Message 93 5/17/98 1:35 AM

Subject: Re(2): a friend of the deceased
From: terrible person

To: film

Sirin N writes:

terrible person writes:

he still lives with his drop-dead gorgeous wife who still seems to care about
him though he sleeps on the couch and she screams when he opens the shower
door on her and is seeing some nouveau riche guy. in desperation he hires a
hit man tokill him.

the plot that goes plunk.

oops. I meant he (the main character) Anatoli hires a hit man to kill him,
himself, Anatoli. he is too wimpy for suicide.

isn't this also the plot of Warren Beatty's new (and favorably reviewed)

"bulworth"?? Movie plots always come in paired realizations, last year
volcanoes, this year big flying things in space and hiring a hitman to kill
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yourself.....
>

Message 90  5/17/98 1:47 PM

Subject: Re(2): That's just what they want us to think!!
From: terrible person

To: film

Nine writes:

terrible person writes:

But the character is the biggest patsy on the planet. [ enjoyed this movie
but I was bemused by the lack of any self preserving instincts on the part of
our protagonist. His sincerity was a large millstone around his neck. No
chance of him saving himself at the end. Bring on the paternal government
force at the end to do that task.

oh, yes, d'accord. conning him was like shooting fish in a barrel. (wait,

that's another movie, where female temps are possibly dangerous.) and it was
not as if he was so cocky or hubristic, at least in his talents, or his

smarts. he had a certain moral cockiness, an assumption that he was more moral
than others, that his superiors at work must be screwing him when he would
never screw them, for instance. I suppose that this was his tragic flaw, what
caused awful things to happen to him and him to deserve it. but he was such a
pushover -- he was just so stupid -- for the conners that it became

unsatisfying. for someone who seemed to think he was morally superior he had
little conception of how evil people could be. at least Lindsay Crouse's
psychiatrist in "House of Games" was intellectually smarter and not so morally
naive, so that it was more interesting to see her conned and she seemed to
deserve what happened to her more.

And don't you think it moved very s-1-o-w-1-y? I think the first two thirds
of the movie could have used some boiling down. Lots of pointlessly lingering
set up.

and way too much meta-commentary by characters about how you can never trust
anyone and no one is what they seem. we got the point. but Mamet has never
been known for subtlety. call it innoculation or reverse psychology but it
starts to ring false. it became like when people (like David Letterman)
constantly make fun of themselves and put themselves down in order to preempt
others from doing so, or so that they will never believe he or she is as bad

as he or she claims to be -- (s)he couldn't be, could (s)he? why would (s)he
tell us then? let us rather give him or her the benefit of the doubt,

sympathy, etc.....now, what is neat is when, just as Penn and Teller tell you
exactly how they are going to perform a trick and then proceed to perform it
just as mystifyingly as if they had said a word, the explanation serving

either as a distraction or at least no detraction....it's a bit like when the

lone hero or antihero tells the pursuers that he is going to either break out

of or break into their stronghold by direct assault, (so that the many have

the advantage over the single),rather than by the expected stealth, and then
proceeds to do so (as opposed to telling them he is coming in the front door
then sneaking in the back while they are not looking....)....because that is

the very nature of tragedy, in which characters are told exactly what is going
to happen to them ("oh, yes, Mr. Oedipus, you're going to ....) and yet don't
or can't take advantage of it....beware MacDuff, beware the thane of Fife,
dismiss me, enough.
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terrible person (who is EXACTLY what he seems)

Message 89  5/17/98 5:55PM

Subject: Re: "Delmonico's--and hurry!"
From: terrible person

To: Heyer's Cocktail Party

"Put on your Sunday clothes when you feel down and out...
We'll go downtown and have our picture took...

We'll SEE the shows

at DeIMONico's

and we'll DO the town

in a whirl

and we won't come back until we've kissed a girl!!!"

-- approximate quotation from "Put on your Sunday clothes" from the musical
"Hello, Dolly", a song whose rendition by some people from my summer theatre
program in 1983 is still one of the greatest live musical performances I have
ever seen......

Delmonico's was a famous restaurant in Gay 90's (the first Gay 90's)/turn of
the century New York. If it exists today, I think it is a new one in tribute

to the old. I think this was another of Addams' "ghost" or "anachronism"
cartoons: here is a renegade from 50 years before suddenly materializing in
the New York of the 40's, hurrying to a place that does not exist anymore.
Imagine a cartoon showing a bearded 49er (the miners, not the team)
disembarking at the modern ferry building and racing through Market St.
traffic shouting "quick, quick, I've got to get to the gold fields before they
give out!!"

Maybe it's not that funny. Et Homerus aliquando dormitat.

I love that song though. Such energy. Whenever I pass by an Andronico's
supermarket I think of it. "We'll SEE the shows at anDRONico's....". Better
than thinking of Shakespeare's "Titus Andronicus", especially in a food
context.

terrible person (a definite anachronism)

Message 88  5/17/98 6:00 PM

Subject: Re(3): That's just what they want us to think!!
From: terrible person

To: film

just can't say enough about this topic:

conspiracy theorists, however, will always defeat your attempts to out-argue
them by going outside the system. they will simply expand the system to
include whatever proof you offer as part of the system. in other words, if you
cite a report in a publication that proves them wrong, then that writer and
publication are of course part of the conspiracy. any evidence against the
conspiracy was planted by the conspirators to put you off the scent. any
suggestions that there may not have been a God who created everything from
scratch 6000 years ago, such as the fossils of innumerable extinct creatures
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which apparently date hundreds of thousands of years older than that, are just

placed by this supposed God to test our faith. Even if you try to argue the

apparent contradictions within the system, these are just proof of the

system's inscrutability, its existence beyond our poor capacity to understand.

When David Letterman makes a joke that falls flat, he immediately turns it

into a meta-joke, a joke about jokes. he acts as if the apparent stupidity of

the joke, and not the joke itself, was the real joke. when people catch on and
begin making fun of his meta-jokes, trying to point out that he is more stupid
than he may realize and that the jokes about jokes are now falling flat (and

after all, it is a lot easier to make fun of someone, especially yourself, who
makes dumb jokes, than to come up with clever ones), he can simply move on to
meta-meta-jokes, making fun of his habit of making fun of himself, and always
staying a step ahead. such is the life of the postmodern comic. until, of

course, we get tired of him.

did I say that Mamet was "mannered"? that was the word I was looking for,
"mannered". not "ill-mannered", though that too sometimes. and not "manly",
though he certainly would like to think so. "mannered". which in itself does
not bother me, but sometimes I wish he'd let his characters finish a sentence
or not repeat the same one endlessly. ok. no more. 'tis a consummation
devoutly to be wished.

Message 85  5/17/98 10:26 PM
Subject: Re(12): Auntie
From: Heyer

To: terrible person

Oh, the interesting point was the one about "uncle" being used to mean
surrender.

Sorry I dropped my end of the conversation in the Auntie thread. I suddenly
realized I'd run out of things to say. Also, I get worried about the amount I
post in that conference. Enthusiasm is one thing, monopolizing the
conversation is another.

H.

Message 81  5/18/98 9:44 PM

Subject: Re(5): That's just what they want us to think!!
From: terrible person

To: film

Steve Omlid writes:

terrible person writes:

When David Letterman makes a joke that falls flat, he immediately turns it
into a meta-joke, a joke about jokes. he acts as if the apparent stupidity of

the joke, and not the joke itself, was the real joke. when people catch on and
begin making fun of his meta-jokes, trying to point out that he is more stupid
than he may realize and that the jokes about jokes are now falling flat (and
after all, it is a lot easier to make fun of someone, especially yourself, who
makes dumb jokes, than to come up with clever ones), he can simply move on to
meta-meta-jokes, making fun of his habit of making fun of himself, and always
staying a step ahead. such is the life of the postmodern comic. until, of
course, we get tired of him.
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I don't know that you could call that "postmodern”, being that it's a device
that's been used by comics since (I would guess) the dawn of comedy - namely,
turning the joke on itself in an attempt to be funny even when bombing. The
modern master of it, it seems to me, isn't Letterman (although I do like him a
lot), but his idol and mentor, Johnny Carson. Carson used to be funnier when
he was bombing than when his material worked. And I think that's fine. It's a
legitimate subject of comedy - the absurdity of the joke itself, or the

situation of being there joking when the jokes just aren't funny.

I never used to laugh harder at Carson than when he was standing there in a
silly costume, suffering through lines that just weren't working, sharing his
pain with his audience with just a look, getting laughs on pure attitude. 1
think there's something pretty great about it. Most great comedians - and 1
would call Letterman a great TV comic, at least - can do it. Letterman can,
but not as well as the master - Carson. (Indeed, I think that Carson was to

the talk show what Sinatra was to the old-style pop song - the Chairman of the
Friggin' Board. Letterman would be the first to tell you that.)

And as for "making fun of someone”, well, most comics do that too, in one form
or another. It's kind of the basis of a lot of comedy, and one of the most
directly useful things it can do besides entertain - make fun of someone who
deserves to be made fun of.

oh yes, of course (is that a sort of cooption, a claim that everything you had
said I had already thought of, included in the conspiracy?) the term
post-modern is a recent one for a phenomenon that dates at least to Greek
comedy if not earlier, which is the awareness and acknowledgement by a work
of art that is is actually a work of art, done most often by transcending and
breaking (even if simply by commenting on) the conventions of the genre. uh
oh, the fieb has a knife too, a pointy daggery one. but she does not keep it

in her face. let me get her even angrier by introducing the terms
"straightforward" or "naive" or "first-order" (as opposed to "second-order",
or "meta-art") to refer to art or whatever that is not "post-modern", that

stays within the conventions, and in effect, pretends to be reality, not art.
now, I have no problem with comedians making fun of themselves with
meta-jokes when their first-order jokes bomb. I feel as bad for them as
anyone. [ mean, it's not as if anyone gets MY jokes. what does bother me is
when I have the feeling that they wrote the naive jokes not to have any chance
of being funny in themselves, but simply to bomb to furnish fodder for their
meta-jokes. It's just too easy. It's setting up a straw man -- yourself, and

it is too easy to make fun of yourself because you know exactly what you are
going to say or can control it to make it an easy target. It's as if someone
online, in order to impress all with his or her arguing skills, set up another
alias under which to post all sorts of fallacious arguments, just so the main
identity could elegantly skewer them. (And no, contrary to what you might
think, I am not just such an alias set up by Sirin N just for this purpose.)

It's as if a huge, superpowerful country's government set up some little
country as a danger, even subsidizing its military to make it a credible

threat, just so that it could defeat it in a jingoistic war and enhance its

stature at home and abroad. (That would never happen, would it?) Nothing
drives a comedian nuts faster than when a public figure tries to be funny;
they prefer them just to go about their business and do their normal thing,
which will furnish ample basis for humor. I want the comedian to admit that
he was trying to be funny in the first place when he failed. I don't want him
to act as if he was far to cool for that sort of conventional humor anyway,
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and would only make fun of himself for attempting it. I don't know about

Carson; I never watched him much. But I do feel that Letterman has overused

the self-mocking gimmick so severely that it has become an escape for him from

the real labor of being conventionally funny.

Of course making fun is at the root of comedy. (Actually, do you think you
could quote me a source on that? I kind of doubt it.) But you have to make fun
of things outside your control. Now, it seems sometimes that when Letterman
makes fun of his own jokes he is making fun of his own joke writers. But they
are outside him, someone different; he does not have the same sort of control
over them that he has over himself. He cannot set them up the same
(unsatisfying) way he sets himself up. But to have standing to make fun of
something, you have to admit you have no control over it. Otherwise, there is
no reason for it to be absurd -- why not just change it, since you control it?

As for the rest of what you said, including a paean to Carson whom I never
really watched, know little about and therefore did not criticize, if [ were

to answer it I would just be repeating what I said in the previous post. I

know that has never stopped me before, but sometimes I get tired. Sometimes I
feel like adopting your tactic, with modifications, and posting replies
consisting mainly of "What *I* said."

terrible person

Message 80  (Unsent)

Subject: Re: T await with fear and loathing
From: terrible person

To: film

Eva Luna writes:

The previews for "Fear and Loathing in Las Vegas" have got me thinking I was
right. Terry Gilliam's gonna fuck it up. What I loved so much about the book
was how it made the drug induced incidents seem so creepily real, like it was
all happening in a slightly skewed parallel universe. The previews are making
it look like it's all just plain unrealistic and farcial. It looks almost as

bad as an Oliver Stone movie.

I think Alex Cox was the guy born to direct the movie, but for whatever reason
he left the project shortly after filming began. If you look at his other

movies you can see that he was a master of making realistic surrealism.
Moments in "Sid and Nancy" (Sid scaring the kids at the end, the kiss through
raining garbage in an alley, the burning of the hotel room) and all of
"Repo-Man" were all just practice for "Fear and Loathing." But alas, it's been
put in the hands of a director who insists on making everything look patently
unrealistic......

I think he would have done fine with "The Watchmen," but I wish he'd never
gotten his hands on "Fear and Loathing".......

Message 77  5/18/98 6:07 PM
Subject: Re(9): Auntie
From: terrible person
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To: Folk Culture

the Indians did not disappoint me. according to the front page of today's New
York Times:

"The scientists...gave technical details of a bomb code-named Shakti-1, after
a Hindi word for a power commonly used when referring to the most potent of
the Hindu gods."

But remember, the first U.S. test in New Mexico was code-named...." Trinity".

Call this folklore in action.

Message 72 5/18/98 10:21 PM

Subject: Re(7): I await with fear and loathing
From: terrible person

To: film

I really like the idea of discussing the previews of movies as if they were as
important as the movies themselves; they are indeed an art form in themselves,
with their own very specific creativity-liberating parameters. as one of those
people who prefers just looking at thumbnails to double-clicking on them to
expand, and eating instant soup and sucking on frozen concentrated orange
juice to adding the water, I find that most previews are far better than the

real thing. I have now seen the "Fear and Loathing" preview several times, a
result of my weekend movie double-dipping. I will continue to respect Johnny
Depp's willingness to attempt strange and unglamorous roles; I wonder if
Leonardo Dicaprio will be doing the same in a few years. and Benicio Del Toro,
it would appear, should be the Academy's unanimous choice for the Robert
Deniro/Raging Bull special prize for weight gain for a role. Why didn't they
just get Weird Al Yankovic?

as for the issue of who would have been more competent to direct the film, I
agree that Terry Gilliam, despite his cool first name, has the endorsements on
his license for complete fantasy, or for situations in which insanity, or

notions beyond all comprehension such as time travel, produce a feeling of
departure from reality, while Alex Cox, or perhaps David Cronenberg ("naked
lunch") or Adrian Lyne (he did "jacob's ladder", right?) are more qualified to
realize onscreen the effects of various plant alkaloids on someone who
otherwise dwells in a reality fairly recognizable to us.

now can someone define for me just what surreal means? is the Dali Lama here?
"Brazil" is set "somewhere in the 20th century"” in an unidentified everycity.

"sid and nancy" is set most definitely in London, New York, and various places
in the american south. It contains characters drawn from real life and bearing
their names, "sid vicious", "nancy spungeon", "malcolm maclaren", "john
lydon". (it also contains other characters, such as "rockhead", whom I presume

to be modeled fairly literally on actual people, their names having

beenchanged for legal reasons. though on the other hand, they may be complete
composites, metaphors. which brings me to...) I don't know anyone named Sam
Lowry. I have never heard of anyone named Sam Lowry. I have never read about
the Ministry of Information in the newspaper. I have known a lot of people
LIKE Sam Lowry. I have known of many institutions LIKE the M.O.I. employing
genial torturers LIKE Jack Lint. It's a bit like Lewis Carroll's (wait,

should I be quoting him? he was a pedophile and expressed it, even endorsed
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it, in his books. but he made such great puns!!!) conundrum of the two clocks,
one which is always five minutes slow and the other which does not run at all,
showing always the same time. which, he asks, keeps better time? the broken
one, of course, since it is right twice a day, the slow one is never right.

"sid and nancy" touches literal reality at many points, is right many times a
day. "brazil" is only right metaphorically. now, I am a big fan of metaphor. I
personally tend to enjoy a story whose characters are representative rather
than literal at least as much as one whose characters (and situations, etc.)

are literal but not necessarily representative. (Sid and nancy, and "sid and
nancy", could be representative, or, like the guy who leaps on the hand
grenade that doesn't go off, they could be a unique case from which we can
draw no lesson about the universe in general.) and I would argue with anyone
who said that either the metaphoric or the literal style was more "real" than
the other. and each of these styles has its place, as does each director
associated with each style. but I would tend to agree with those who say that
a story based somewhat on a real (literal) person, set in a real(literal) city

in a real(literal) year, is more the bailiwick of a director associated with
literalism than one associated with metaphor. And that would be Alex Cox.
Besides, I'm really tired of Gilliam's habit of making mental look like a fun
blessing; I prefer Cox's style of showing that it generally gets you killed.

Message 67  5/19/98 4:28 PM
Subject: Re(3): Psycho Leo
From: terrible person

To: film

Karin Shaw writes:
However, it would be interesting to see Leo as Bateman...

Isn't he a little young? And is George Clooney that bad?

Robin, maybe.

Message 57  5/20/98 7:39 PM
Subject: Re(12): Auntie
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

pierre le fou writes:

An example: the Navy wanted to name a nuclear sub "Corpus Christi." The
Catholic Church, quite rightly, threw a shit fit, and said, "no fucking way

you are naming a submarine whose sole purpose is to bring about the end of the
world 'Body of Christ.""

The Navy, in all sincerity, replied, "But we name all our nuclear subs after
cities. We're not blaspheming, we're just honoring the city of Corpus
Christi. So it's not a problem, right?"

If you think about it, I mean, if you're a catholic and really take things
seriously, shouldn't you be a bit upset that the Texans named a city after the
body of Christ? (Nothing against Texans -- I mean, that anyone would do so.)
So I can't really see how they thought that the Navy using the name is all
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that more blasphemy (and if it's blasphemy, I hope it's a blast for the rest

of you t00.)

Heyer (or heyer's spouse) is right, now that I think of it, about the origin

of the Trinity site. As with the submarine, one still wonders what they were
doing calling a bomb that, or rather, what they are doing calling a place in
the middle of the desert Trinity. I mean, a really nice caribbean island is
one thing, but I think the Trinity might be a little insulted.....

Heyer is also basically right in her characterization of weapons names as
coming from patriotic lore (our national mythology) and scientific names from
myth and science, though the first generation of U.S. missiles (which were
kind of experimental or dual use, but deployed as well) had names like Thor,
Nike, Atlas, Titan. And the Trident submarine based missile is, of course,
named for the popular chewing gum.

I think the avoidance of religious imagery in weapons names is a bit odd in a
country that is "under God" and invokes the special protection of Providence
(not to mention the rest of the state of rhode island) on its coins and all

its songs. German soldiers in WWI wore belt buckles that said "Gott Mit Uns"
(God's with us, or May God be with us) and chaplains on all sides blessed
weapons. Why not take the militarization of religion all the way? I can't

think of any other countries which give religious names to weapons, not even
Israel (man, I wonder what THEIR nuclear bombs are code named! Ark of the
Covenant?), though the British have a Crusader tank. Interestingly enough,
they also have a Saracen armored personnel carrier. (British tradition of

fair play?) I guess it's ok to use mythology, but not religion, since of

course, religion is what WE have, and mythology is what THEY have. And
orthodoxy is my doxy, and heterodoxy is another man's doxy.

Oh, though of course, in "Beneath the Planet of the Apes", the leftover
superbomb that is worshipped as a god by the futuroid guys with no faces, has
the letters Alpha and Omega on it.

and they are not alone. laura deal says:

but I doubt many Christians would consider the bomb as part of God.

but I have heard Phyllis Schlafly refer to the bomb as "a gift from God". and
certainly most of the christian right supported the Reagan era arms buildup as
an, er, moral imperative, and saw the nuclear confrontation with the soviets

as the only way to handle "Godless" communism. And remember, there is a not
inconsiderable number of christians who are Waiting for the End of the World,
and are glad for anything that will hasten it.

me, ['ve got my own reasons.
terrible person

Message 56  5/20/98 7:52 PM
Subject: Ur-Yojimbo

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

I just watched "Yojimbo", the classic Akira Kurosawa samurai film with toshiro
mifune. it was adapted, almost shot by shot in some places, into the
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"spaghetti western" "A Fistful of Dollars", with Clint Eastwood, by Sergio

Leone, and into the recent Bruce Willis gangster-era film "Last man Standing".

interestingly, "Yojimbo" is derived from one of Dashiell hammet's "continental

op" stories, "Red harvest".

The reason I bring this up is that I suspect it does not stop there. I would

be willing to bet that the rather simple plot (basically, a penniless warrior

comes to a town wracked by a battle for control between two rival gangs, and

by continually switching sides, since both want him for his prowess, gets one

gang to destroy the other, and then destroys the remaining gang, and then

leaves) is a very old one, to be found in various mythologies and legendary
traditions. SO CAN ANYONE HELP? is there a version in which coyote comes to a
pueblo split between wolves and mountain lions? or a chanson de geste in which

a knight errant comes to village fought over by two feudal lords? it seems

that a scan of the collective myth database here should reveal something....

oh, and if you haven't seen yojimbo, see it; it totally kicks butt. and then
it hacks it off with a single slash of a katana.

terrible person

Message 50 5/22/98 6:33 PM
Subject: Re(14): Auntie
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

Nine writes:

terrible person writes:

if you're a catholic and really take things seriously, shouldn't you be a bit
upset that the Texans named a city after the body of Christ?

Mm.. cities often got named after missions and cathedrals. Or named after
saints etc for the continuing glory of a conquistador god. But I assume you
know that.

Well, I did know that, yes. But why the protest against naming a submarine
"Corpus Christi" when there already is one called "Los Angeles"? (a whole
class of submarines, in fact. )

which brings me to the subject of Trinity. I checked this, and, with all due
respect to Heyer's husband, there was never a place called Trinity. There is

now a place called the Trinity Test Site but it is named after the bomb, and

not vice versa. The whole point about testing the bomb there was that there

was nothing there. (It was the White Sands Bombing (now White Sands Missile)
Range, or the Jornada del Muerto, Journey of a Dead Man. The location is also
sometimes referred to as Alamogordo, but that is far away. The site is only
open to the public two days a year; if you are not in the area those two days,
the closest you can get is by driving on US 380 through bingham -- that's what
I did. Check out the youth hostel in Truth or Consequences while you are in
the area. It has its own hot spring and you can sleep in a wigwam.) The name
appears to have been suggested by Oppenheimer with the same irreverence that
was to get him into trouble in later years. (Maybe that is why most weapons
get such serious names; who wants to lose his security clearance and be
disgraced?)
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However, if you think about it.....there is something interesting here. Laura
Deal described the Christian Trinity as consisting of a Creator, the Christ,

and the Holy Ghost, and this is a progressive way of putting it, but the more
traditional and common (at least the one I heard whenever I went to mass) is
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. Now, look at the parallels to the

Fat Man, the Little Boy (names which were basically physically descriptive),
and the....it happened that after the test and the first two drops on Japan

the US had no more fuel left to build any more bombs for a while. (Interesting
what if: what if the Japanese had known this and called the US bluff,
necessitating the invasion the bombs were justified as avoiding?) But if a
third bomb had been dropped, would it have been called, in honor of
fundamental physics discoveries that made it possible, "the Spirit of the
Universe"? That would have been just too symbolic....(one problem: the Little
Boy came first...) Or, if anyone had been to Hiroshima or Nagasaki, they
wouldhave seen the ghosts, the shadows of vaporized people left on
walls....not sure Oppenheimer really had all this in mind though, smart as he
was. Probably he just picked the name since he needed a word that began with T
for Test. If you have ever been to Los Alamos, all the test sites have streets
named after them there. Local boys who made good, as it were, heroes of the
local mythology. By the way, Oppenheimer's poetic quote on witnessing the
Trinity blast is the most remembered. But much more to the point is that of
Dr. (Kenneth??) Bainbridge, who supervised the test. As Oppenheimer was waxing
lyrical about the shatterer of worlds, he simply stood aghast and muttered:
"Now we're all sons of bitches."

Of course, Riddley Walker, which started this whole thread, has wonderful
mythological imagery for the bomb: The Hart of the Wood, The 1 Big 1, the
Lytle Shining Man the Addom. It's a must read, even if you don't happen to be
obsessed with the end of the world. (Another good source: Walter Miller's "a
canticle for liebowitz." again, plenty of religious bomb imagery.)

Atomic mythology. It's my thing. Blame Heyer for starting the thread!! And
duck and cover!!!
terrible person

Message 49  (Unsent)

Subject: Re: small Titanic question
From: terrible person
To: film

anticipated answer from Pee Girl: "Who are YOU calling a moron, PAL!??"
Peace, peace....
terrible person

Message 46 (Unsent)

Subject: even more shameless plug
From: terrible person
To: Heyer's Cocktail Party
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since at least Tim was advertising his *own* performance....

Hey folks!!! Stop playing with your 64K TRS-80's and complaining about
President Reagan and Mayor Feinstein and watching movies on your sony
betamaxes and wondering if those so-called "compact discs" you keep hearing
about are going to be better than your LP's and drive your Chrysler K-cars
down to the CW Saloon (911 Folsom) Sunday evening (the 24th) for New Wave City
'80's night, featuring MONGOLOID, "the Bay Area's only theatrical DEVO tribute
band" (which suggests somewhat unnervingly that there are other DEVO tribute
bands that don't wear the ziggurat hats.) A co-worker of mine is in the band
and promises a good time will be had by all, as we all laugh at that silly
circa-1980 vision of a future of mindless automata permanently attached to
computers and TVs, relating only through them... I mean, that could NEVER
happen, could it?

>

Message 45  5/23/98 1:22 PM
Subject: Re: 8 hours

From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

this sounds interesting, but looking through my back issues of Scientific
American, I could not find the article. Not in an online index I checked
either. Could you give an issue date (and even a page?) Duplication is an
important part of the scientific method.

But of course, I would know what I would do. I would not even need the full
eight hours. I would go back to any point in time -- say, the moment of my own
conception, if I could endure the primal scene -- and alter events to create a
time paradox, which would cause the whole temporal system to crash like a
computer that is receiving contradictory instructions. The whole universe
would have to ackowledge the contradiction-based impossibility of its
existence and like God when confronted with the Babel fish, wink out of
existence with an "oh dear." Sorry folks.

Hey, wait, how you know I did not just do this already?

terrible person (making your day for nine months now)

Message 44 5/24/98 2:12 PM
Subject: Re(3): 8 hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

well, I have not been able to find the new Sci. Am., so I will have to take
pierre's word on the science of this, but whatever that may be, it's still an
interesting philosophical question. I think, however, that most people will
be a little disappointed at the answer.

first, let's think about how time -- meaning the flow of causally related
events -- actually works. the model which pierre's question presupposes is
what [ will call the placid pond, that time is like a placid pond into which
an intervention of the sort pierre imagines drops like a rock, sending out
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concentric ripples that get bigger (have more effect) the farther they get
from the point of impact/change (though in this case, the ripples increase in
amplitude as they increase in circumference instead of getting less energetic
as in reality.) ok, a better analogy for the idea that small changes can have
and can be calculated and arranged for the purpose of having larger and larger
effects the further down the line one goes (it will later become clear why I
used the first analogy) is the horseshoe nail, for want of which, ultimately,
the kingdom is lost (in the old nursery rhyme.) now, this can be an appealing
idea, when coupled with time travel. as in the classic ray bradbury story, "a
sound of thunder" (and the simpsons episode based on it) you could go far back
in time, and in relative safety, make a change that would have larger and
larger effects as time went on. but there are some problems with this. First,
it might not be so appealing. After all, if the kingdom can be lost for want
of one nail, it can be lost again through want of another: time adjustment
could be used by either side with equal ease (as in "Star trek: first contact"
or "The Terminator".) But the second is more complex, more factual; time
adjustment would not be possible, even if we wanted it.

I've already quoted, for comparison purposes, the image of time
as a pond, but what if time were, as Steve Winwood put it, a river? In other
words, it has a flow, a direction to it, certain banks, obstructions, etc.,
that constrain and direct it? Then if you dropped a rock into it, it might
create a local disturbance. The flow of the river would be disrupted,
depending on the size of the rock,and the swiftness and volume of the stream,
for a few feet or a few miles but would eventually come back to the way it
would have been anyway. Ok, but what is the literal meaning of this metaphor?
Basically, it is that time, history, "things" as Lucretius put it, have a
motive and a momentum to them. It's popular to say that the Universe is
random, but it isn't. We could predict theoutcome of every coin flip if we had
time to measure the forces acting on the coin. There are truly random things
at the quantum level -- but by the time we get up to any level we can see they
have averaged out statistically so that one atom's state does not really
matter (this nail cannot lose the kingdom, because there are so many other
nails. Of course, there are plenty of things, plenty of events in our lives,
that seem random, simply because we can't explain them. But there are always
physical explanations for things, even if we can't figure them out [yet], and
even if we cannot think of moral reasons for them.) But as an avid student of
history, and after reading lots of "alternate universe" stories, I have
generally come to espouse the "historical forces" view of things over than the
"Great Men" theory exemplified by Time magazine's "Man of the year" cover (in
the days before it went to computers and planets and Henry Kissinger's Harvard
thesis. (Also by Isaac Asimov's Mule character in "Foundation and Empire".) In
fact, I tend to discount the importance of timing and random factors at all.
As I see it, history is largely a product of big forces, starting with and
based on physics, ascending through biology and meteorology and geology and
geography up to psychology and sociology and economics. Big people come along
at certain moments and seem to have a big effect, and people imagine that if
they were to be removed, or just slightly redirected through a tiny time
adjustment, history would be totally changed. But again, I disagree. Most
great leaders are products of their times. some people regard Hitler, for
instance, as an aberration, that if an aging civil servant originally named
Alois Schickelgruber had been prevented from having a child, then WWII and the
Holocaust could have been totally avoided. but I disagree (as would Jonah
goldhagen.) Hitler was not the only right-wing extremist around at the time,
and the times in defeated, economically ravaged Germany definitely favored the
rise of one to power. Believing in time adjustments leaves out the vital role
of the people, the masses in deciding the fates of nations (which one can't
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ignore even if one does not believe in democracy.) It's funny too, that if you
accept the lone time adjuster theory of history change, you also have o
believe in lone gunmen theories of history changing assassinations. To explain
the Kennedy assassination in my terms, you can either say 1) the assassination
was the product of a vast conspiracy, a conspiracy so vast as to be a mass
movement in itself, that would have gotten JFK even if some well-meaning time
adjuster had shoved Oswald's rifle or convinced the President to use a
security bubble 2) that if not that lone gunment, there would have been plenty
of others who wanted the president dead (which applied even better, for
instance, to the MLK killing) 3) that the death of JFK really did not make
much of a difference, that he would, not content with proving his manhood
through sex with most of the young women in the Washington/Maryland/Virginia
area, have gotten us deep into Vietnam, and not had the legislative skill that
LBJ did to pass civil rights legislation. (for that is another rule to
remember in time changes, that of unintended consequences; you may achieve a
certain goal through your change, but what happens after, may be verydifferent
from what you planned.....there is a neat comic book on this theme, called
"the quantum mechanic", in which the greasy coveralled main character, who
exists outside time and space, uses his huge wrench to adjust the machine of
history, only to find his well meaning efforts result in the situations he
wanted to avoid happening anyway, or something worse happening.) Don't call me
a fatalist (ok, call me a fatalist, if you like) -- I see fatalism as
optimistic, since it means life is predictable, at least probabilistically,
unless you are Tom Stoppard's Rosencrantz and guildenstern, but I generally
feel things are the way they are for good reasons that will not be changed for
light and transient causes. And I find the more I apply this attitude towards
jobs, relationships, activities, and other life choices, the better they work.

There is a compromise (-ing?) position. In Isaac Asimov's
"The End of eternity" he envisions a foundation existing outside of time that
continually makes adjustments to time. However, they have found that any
change they make tends to be obviated by the momentum of time. In other words,
you can change things, but the effects, instead of getting greater with time,
will be diluted with time, and by the next century, a whole new change must be
made as things are as they would have been. This makes some sense; after all,
the death of John F. Kennedy may have affected the 1960's a lot, but will
affect the 2060's a lot less. Probably. Anyway, what this means is that if you
want to accept pierre's challenge, you could do a lot of good in the 14th
century but would then be powerless to affect the late 20th century (which,
seeing as that you live in it, you might want to.) Or, if you wanted to make
things better here and now, you would have to realize it would not be
permanent, and that the price of improvement is eternal vigilance and
continued intervention.

So, under these rules, I would go back and introduce some
infertility causing virus in the world around 1950, keeping the world's
population around 2 billion and easing the strain on world resources. Now,
having beenborn after than date, I realize I might be precluding my own birth
(no great loss there.) But I think that most of the great ideas would have
been come up with and the great inventions invented anyway -- they were in the
air (I don't believe that great discoveries are particularly dependent on
individuals anyway.) Who knows what would happen to population in a hundred
years. but at least the present would be somewhat better.

I'm living in the future. I feel wonderful. I'm tripping over backwards....but
if I could save time in a bottle....
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terrible person
>

Message 42 5/24/98 2:24 PM
Subject: Re(2): Ur-Yojimbo
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

just thinking now -- in the story of jason and the argonauts, jason sows the
dragon's teeth and they sprout up as warriors. he then tosses a rock or
something among them, which starts them fighting among themselves (like a
demonstration of a nuclear chain reaction I once saw, in which a floor was
covered with mousetraps, each with 2 pingpong balls. when one ball was tossed
on, one trap went off, setting off 2 others, symbolic kaboom.) but I don't

think jason then finished them off. but ray harryhausen made them into great
fighting skeletons.

aren't there now more PC versions of little black sambo? I think two came out
last year. and of course, this is not a folktale, as far as I know, but
writtten from scratch by a rather racist englishwoman....

terrible person

Message 40  5/26/98 7:17 AM
Subject: Re: Shekinah

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

just a few New Testament quotes: Jesus says that unlike John who baptizes with
water, he (Jesus) will baptize with fire and the Holy Spirit; it is the HS
that enters into people causing them to speak in tongues; God made Mary
pregnant through the Holy Spirit (which I guess would be masculinizing.) I've
always wondered if Jesus came from Mary's egg fertilized by the HS, so that
half of Jesus is from Mary (the human half), or if a fully fertilized directly
created embryo was placed in Mary by the HS, so that Jesus does not bear any
of Mary's herediy and she was just a vessel not a sharer in creation.

>

Message 37  5/25/98 1:57 PM
Subject: Re(2): Welcome!
From: terrible person

To: It Could Be Worse

or, from another movie:

"You could be stabbed."

Message 35  5/25/98 3:10 PM
Subject: Re(5): 8 hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

the Great Wizard Tim (who can summon up fire without flint or tinder), whose
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responses to my posts are always so interesting (to me, at least) that now,

rather than try to anticipate his responses and answer them preemptively, I

hold back to enjoy them and be surprised, writes:

The first statement is true (maybe), but I'm a lot less sure about the second,
due to chaos theory. Assuming the coin toss is correctly modeled as a chaotic
system, no matter how fine our measurements we'll still find the amount of
change in initial conditions necessary to convert a head to a tail or vice

versa is less than our margin of error. Therefore, in a perfectly chaotic
system, the coin flip will always remain unpredictable.

You have located a great gap in my scientific and metaphoric knowledge: chaos
theory has never much interested or stuck with this old Newtonian/Cartesian,
especially when Michael Crichton/Ian Malcolm associated too strongly with it
(and it with them. but if anyone wants to hear my Michael Crichton story, it's

a hoot!!) Chaotic makes me think of the Dungeons and Dragons derived
alignments we would make up for our counselors at Young Smartass Camp. But if
you are applying chaos theory to historical processes (am I assuming too much

in thinking that that is what you were doing?) then that would sort of

invalidate pierre's whole question. What would be the point in going back and
changing anything if a small difference in the way you changed it -- the flap

of a butterfly's wings instead of a dead butterfly -- could produce totally

different future histories? Ok, if there were something you desperately wanted

to avoid, to which ANYTHING were preferable, you could probably be pretty sure
it would not happen since the chances of chaos replicating something are

pretty slim. But to make a change to bring about a desired outcome -- forget

about that. (It would be like the Lost in Space folks activating the

hyperdrive to escape certain destruction from the sun by taking their chances

on ending up who knows where in the universe...)

I like the time-as-a-river metaphor, and the implication that stepping on the
butterfly won't necessarily get you in trouble. But rivers can and do change
course overnight; you can go to sleep by the mighty Mississip and wake up with
it three miles away. Presumably if one wanted to change history one would
learn to apply force of exactly the right sort to cause a major diversion.

Yes, you would need, in effect, to dam history, and since you would only have
eight hours for this construction project, you would need a lot of beavers.
(And to control the flood, a lot of dikes.) Your point about the Mississipi
suddenly changing its course is well taken, but it is my impression that this
usually involves the straightening out of a loop in the river, in other words,

its return to a more "natural" or "probable" course, like chemicals assuming a
more stable state. The historical analogy would be some very unlikely event
(though, again, I tend to assert that there are not many unlikely events, that
when the forces are analyzed. even the most unlikely seeming historical events
seem reasonable, even inevitable) being obviated by a seemingly more likely
one. The other thing, of course, is that as far as I know, even a big change
upstream does not affect the way the Father of Waters runs into the Gulf of
Mexico at New Orleans; things get back on track by then, as the tributaries
run in. Though, of course, this suggests history has an end -- well, maybe but
that will be a story for another day.

On other problem: in many time travel stories, characters go back to change or
just observe and when they come back, find that nothing seems different, and
then realize that things were the way they were when they left only because
they had already (relative to when they left) changed things. In other words,
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there is a time loop, a self-fulfilling prophecy, as if Thomas Jefferson wrote

that fantastic declaration only because I went back to visit him with a modern

copy so he knew what to write. ("La jetie/12 monkeys" being a good example.)

Or, our attempt to change is based on incorrect assumptions as to what really
happened. One might go back with the intention of obviating one's own
existence by shooting Dad as a boy, and when we find ourselves nevertheless
existing, realize that Mom was, er, seeing other people.....

I still think that instead of using Black Holes and lots of nucleonics, I

would rather travel in time the way jack finney's characters do in "Time and
Again", by hypnotising themselves, convincing themselves that time is only an
illusion and that, with the right authentic period-appropriate props to get

them into character, they can just step from one time to another. I tried to

do that last night, attending New Wave City in clothes that all dated from the
80's or earlier (if anyone else was there, I was the guy who Karaoked "Take me
to the River" -- yeah, just how you imagined me) , but I guess all the tatoos
and piercings on the crowd outweighed the music, and though I had hoped to
step out of the club into a City of which Feinstein was Mayor in a country of
which Tip O'Neill was speaker of the house (and Gary Hart still a viable
candidate), where CD's were for investing money, and computers had 64K (but
cost what they do now), I was disappointed. Next time.......next one's in 2
weeks -- Pretenders tribute. Perhaps Time will be the avenger.

If I could freeze time at the flick of a switch, I would not hesitate. No!
there must be something

Message 31 5/26/98 7:08 AM
Subject: Re(7): 8 hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

Tim Walters writes:

Going by my limited understanding of chaos theory, that's not really how it
would work. Rather, some butterfly-crushings would be damped (their ripples
of consequence dying out), some would resonate to the point of making
significant changes in the world, and a few would have large consequences.
The chrononaut's challenge would be to determine those that would have the
large consequences he wanted.

Hmmm. This sounds like a sort of natural selection model among alternate
universes - am | getting this right? Just as people (creationists) who ask

"why did it happen that just the right mutations to fit the open ecological
niches came along?" can be answered, "actually almost every possible mutation
happened, but only a few led anywhere." so that at the moment of change, all
possible outcomes would be generated but the one that survived would be the
most likely one? or the one chosen by the Mutator Temporis? either would be
kind of neat. (meaning, if it were true, i would not move out of this

universe, the way [ will leave this state if al Checchi should be elected
governor. of course, many of you figure I must just be visiting this planet so
why not try another universe?) however, the more familiar (at least to me)
alternate universe model assumes that all the parallel or branching realities
continue to coexist...

While it's quite true that another right-wing German dictator might have
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arisen, he wouldn't have Hitler's unique idiosyncracies. We might get one who

was less anti-Semitic but more militarily competent, so that the Holocaust

would have been avoided but Germany not defeated.

tp: I tend to assert that there are not many unlikely events, that when the
forces are analyzed. even the most unlikely seeming historical events seem
reasonable, even inevitable.

But isn't this just another way of saying that hindsight is 20/20? It seems
to me that there are usually plenty of reasonable outcomes to any historical
situation

I would agree. there is more than one y for every x just as chaos theory

allows for many possible outcomes. what I was protesting was the habit of some
of treating certain historical events, even in hindsightt, as aberrations,

freak occurrences, with no historical meaning. for instance, the Holocaust was
long treated as an example of the German people just going nuts under the
influence of a few fanatics, while others, such as Goldhagen, see it as an
expression and natural outcome of deep- and long-seated german
anti-jewishness. 1 look at certain accidents in my life, and realize that

though I once may have thought that I was just in the wrong place at the wrong
time, there was a very good reason I was there then, that my getting hit was
completely natural and logical (and even deserved.) It might have been avoided
by foresight then but not just by chance. (I find this empowering.) Even such
an apparent example of divine intervention as Carlton Fisk's sixth game homer
in 1975 or Bill Buckner's -- you know -- in '86 are not so freakish, but can

be traced to long term trends in the Red Sox strategy (or, of course, the

Curse.)

Time is a private matter, as Hassel discovered."”
Yes, time IS personal, which is why I like Finney so much though if you and
Heyer like Bester that is a strong recommendation. Of course, one wonders how
one person's personal time travelling would affect everyone else. If I create
a world in which you are different, shouldn't you have some say in that? This
could lead to a sort of temporal solipsism. Me, I need to take some personal
time (and Life, people, and fortune too.)

terrible person

Message 28  5/26/98 7:27 AM

Subject: Re(2): Here We Go Again (Quote Quiz III)
From: terrible person

To: film

there is of course an almost identical line in "Spinal Tap", with the addition
of "It doesn't get widely reported."”

Was the metal-handed agent of who tortured Otto even though it was nothing
personal the inspiration for or lineal ancestor of Scully?

Message 27  5/26/98 7:27 AM

Subject: real foreigners
From: terrible person
To: film
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I just watched "von ryan's express" as my personal Sinatra tribute. One thing

I really liked about it was that all the Italians spoke Italian and the

Germans German (and the americans and english, english, though I guess that
goes without saying.) Now, i think this vastly increases realism (since the

good guys with whom we are supposed to identify knew no german and thus we
could better feel their confusion.) Plus it's fun to second guess the

subtitles. I don't know why this is not done more; maybe not enough american
actors know foreign languages. So why not use foreign actors? in this
internationalized market, they need the jobs too. To paraphrase John Waters,

it gives foreigners jobs, and if people didn't have foreigners speaking

actually playing the foreigners, there would be no employment for the european
of today, and they would go make more european films.

speaking of European films, i watched "Chloe in the Afternoon"(actually, early
in the morning before I had to return the tape). This is supposed to be a
comedy? And what kind of a name for an actress is Zouzou? but she had great

clothes (and SUCH a wide mouth.) Always like this theme, in which the old
friend who has never settled down comes and destabilizes (though adds a new
concept, fun, to) the life of a now stable, formerly fun character. Sometimes
these stories get a lot more extreme than "Chloe"...I guess there is a bit of

a big chill/secaucus 7 theme here, since chloe and frederic would probably
have been class of '68 or thereabouts....

Message 25  5/26/98 7:15 AM
Subject: Re(8): 8 hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

Sirin N writes:

terry has this deplorable weakness for metaphors, you see (and abysmal
puns), a weakness that imbues his arguments with a vaguely 'gilliamesque’
quality. the engineering is as follows: item A of set Z is like item B of
set Y in manner M. this constitutes probable cause to investigate manners N,
O & P (regardless of the fact that item A was nowhere near item B at the
specified time, and, in fact, comes equipped with an irrefutable alibi,
courtesy of madam X). all of this is very charming. but gets confusing
sometimes, when you lose track of which way the metaphor is working. for
instance, a_few posts ago i encountered my first looped river, the inevitable
product, i suppose, of terry's loopy investigations into the nature of time...

Well, you have me there. Though it was Tim who introduced the river rerouting
concept, I added the loops. Ooops. Like Will Rogers, I never metaphor I didn't
like, and unlike Groucho Marx (one of the only ways I am unlike him) I never
fail to join any association, and since my fixed-gear got stolen I am too
freewheeling. but you can't accuse me of not matching form to content. If [ am
discussing multiple possible outcomes of events, how better than by going off
on multiple tangents?

terrible person

Message 21 5/27/98 6:42 AM
Subject: Re(4): Shekinah
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From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

much much neat stuff here to which to reply reply.....

first of all, Laura Deal's wondering about Pentecost. It's in Acts 2:4, "and

they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other

tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance." (that's King James. I have also

heard it as "tongues unknown to man" -- I'll try to check the Greek tomorrow.)

so I would assume that meant they spoke as modern Pentecostals do when they do
tongues, meaning unintellibly to us unblessed. However, a few verses later,

there is the part in which the apostles address a multinational crowd and each

one hears them in his own language (like simultaneous translation at the UN.)
And then someone says the apostles must be drunk. No respect.

speaking of Greek, Sharon Everett's point about the double meaning of the word
for virgin is interesting, suggesting a confusion within the story, or the

real history, itself. However, it would seem more likely that the confusion

was in the Greek in which the story was written down. there are three meanings
that in various languages get associated differently: young (marriagable)
woman, unmarried woman, and woman who has never had sex. The Greek parthine
could mean any one of these three (children of unwed mothers were called
parthinioi) though this apparently changed by Biblical times to stress the

no-sex aspect. (IN other languages, it's different; latin virgo has all three
meanings (with virgo intacta having the specific no-sex meaning) German
Jungfrau is basically used only for Mary so it does not really count; French
vierge and English virgin have only the sexual and religious meanings [as well
as the metaphoric sense of unadulterated.]) The place where the Greek gets
confusing -- where it is not clear whether the stress in on age or chastity or
marital status, is in 1 corinthians 7:25-38. but Sharon is right, the Hebrew

is ambiguous, so that a place in Isaiah that says "a young woman shall give
birth" could be taken by Christians -- who will use any prophecy they can --

as predicting that a woman who had not had sex would give birth. (Wouldn't
that really, really hurt? More than it would hurt already?)

One thing though: I spotted a misconception about the Immaculate conception;
it refers to the creation not of Jesus but of Mary herself, free from the
Original Sin.

as for Heyer's ideas on parthenogenesis -- maybe it's just because I've read
"Motherlines", but I thought parthogenesis was basically spontaneous
self-cloning, and thus could only produce a female offspring. (Was that the
real Jesus secret?) Correct me if [ am wrong on this. Anyone remember that
great '80's song, "Nemesis", by Shriekback? "big black Nemesis/
Parthenogenesis/ No one move a muscle when the dead come home."

As for miracles, the only one I really believe in is the 1969 Mets.
terrible person (who was built out of spare parts in the laboratory)

Message 18 5/27/98 6:57 AM

Subject: jennifer tilly tea ritual
From: terrible person
To: film
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for most of "bound", which I finally saw last week (so that I feel stupid

about missing Chris' question), I kept thinking, what that girl with the

scratchy voice needs is a nice herbal brew with lemon and honey. But then I

remembered she had the same voice in "The fabulous baker boys". And then I

decided I quite liked her voice, as much as I came to like Gina Gershon's

duckbill upper lip, as much as I came to like the movie in general, which I

will now discuss with some attention paid to the ending.

After all, I thought that the two guys did a reasonably good job at portraying

love and lust between two women. But heck, what would I know, not being a
woman-oriented-woman or in fact any kind of woman. I mean, I also thought that
the two presumably non-mafia members did a reasonable job at portraying the
Mafia and I am not a Mafia member. So if there is anyone out there who is

either a lesbian or a mafia member (or both) and wishes to explain to me why

the Wachowski brothers and I am totally wrong, and why I should dislike their
movie, you will find me an attentive and interested audience.

So besides the portrayal of the relationship, I liked the women characters
themselves, how they were smart both in long term planning and desperate
improvisation, and damned nervy. Gina Gershon showed tenacity and toughness
worthy of the next Aliens movie. and cool tattoos (best since Barbara Hershey
in "The last temptation of Christ") and neat useful earrings. I liked how

Violet's ditsy voice belied her coolness under pressure.

I even liked Joe Pantoliano's "Da Bears" accent.

I liked the camera tricks, the closeups, the overheads. Oh, I know these are
tricks and I am a sap to fall for them, but they worked for me. the money
hanging on clotheslines was a great image, and although as soon as the white
paint was spilled I knew there would be red blood dotting it, nevertheless,
when the shot (both camera and gun) it was an arresting sight as well.

I liked the almost Aristotelian unity of place, giving the movie almost the
feeling of a play and adding a claustrophobic sense as well.

What bothered me a little was that the filmmakers seemed to be about using all
sorts of film noir conventions but then....didn't. Now, this was not a matter

of turning conventions on their heads, because they weren't. They
just....weren't used. And they gave an overall impression of what was going to
happen that then just ... didn't. It wasn't as if something diametrically

opposite expectations happened to, again, turn the convention on its head. It
was as if the filmmakers were being careful to use some of the conventions but
then forgot what they were using them for. I mean, use the convention

And it's too easy to distract the audience and lead it astray without actually
leading it somewhere. For instance, the movie opens with Corky (Gina Gershon),
"Bound" in a closet, remembered voices going through her head. Now many films
noirs open with the protagonist in trouble, and remembering how he got into

that trouble, the flashback taking us into the plot, which explains how he got

into trouble, brings him to the present (meaning the starting situation) and

then there is a brief wrapup. So I had the impression that things were going

to end up badly for Corky. But no, it turns out the opening shot only

reflected the situation about three fourths of the way through the movie;

there was a lot of stuff after she got out of the situation. another example:
usually, it would seem, when a character tells another character what

happened, and that action is shown as the narrating character describes it, it
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means the narrating character is lying. But we had scenes of this in "Bound"

and no one was lying. In fact, the whole movie seemed as if it was going to be

a standard film noir (woman with man she hates finds not too bright guy she
may sort of like (and who is good with his hands, practical) seduces him, gets
him to rob and kill her husband, then dumps him to take the rap) only with a
woman as the handyman. This was partly because Eva Luna had characterized
Violet as a femme fatale. But she wasn't. the filmmakers kept using ominous
dialogue to make us think she might be only using Corky, but she wasn't. She
wasn't smart enough to set up a whole manipulative plan -- that was why she
went to Corky -- and Corky was too experienced in both criminal and romantic
matters to have fallen for it. So it wasn't a film noir at all, but a film

about two women with different abilities getting together to screw over a

bunch of jerky guys. (hmmm. would this have been a completely different movie
if even one of the mobsters had been female? I mean, if that would have been
realistic? Can males make a "feminist" picture or should they just butt out,
women will make their own goddam pictures THANK YOU VERY MUCH.)

I'll enjoy the look of disapproval from the video store clerk when I rent
showgirls just to see Gina.

terrible person (wants to free the bound periodicals)
>

Message 14 5/27/98 6:50 AM
Subject: Re(9): 8 hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

I realized as I looked through the table of contents of "Virtual Unrealities"
that I have read (at least) one Bester story, "the Pi Man", which both
reflects the idea that one person can reorder the universe ("the solipsistic
idea") and the wish (or fear) that *I* could.

has anyone read "Hypertime", by Anthony firpo?

trying to be timely and not intimidated by Tim's reading list in this
timocracy,

terrible person

Message 12 5/27/98 7:18 PM
Subject: Re(6): Shekinah
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

Heyer writes:

Is it the mother or the father who determines the gender of the child, and
why? I have visions of XXs and XYs dancing around in my head, but I can't
remember who has what.

it's the father. or rather, it's the father's DNA -- no one has shown he has

any conscious or unconscious control though psychobioneurochemistry can be
wondrous. since all men are XY (with a few XYY's) and women XX, there will
always be one X, and the other will be X or Y depending on what the father
gives. of course, once women figure out how to produce children themselves by
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combining ova, they will always produce XX's, always produce women.

and Greta Christina writes:
It seems too central a part of the story to just be a misunderstanding of the
word for "virgin."

actually, there are numerous legends that are invented just to explain some
linguistic ambiguity. for instance, it appears that originally there was not
Romulus and REmus, just Romulus, Remus being a Greek form of his name. But
people got confused and forgot this and decided that there must have been twin
brothers, yeah, that's it, that's the ticket! But then what happened to the

other brother? And thus a myth was invented to explain. (something similar
appears to have happened with the Saxon brothers who supposedly led the
invation of Britain in 449, Hengest and Horsa. Both names mean "horse" ...)
Now, if the story is a good one, and seems to have some meaning in itself (as
the Virgin Birth story would), it is accepted. So someone says, "I heard he

was born of a 'virgin"', and someone else misinterprets and comes up with a
great story and sets it down....it was because I had the feeling that this

might be happening with me, with people thinking my name was terry, that I put
a disclaimer on my resume...

terrible person (this is not my name either but you are welcome to create
legends about me)
>

Message 11 5/27/98 7:42 PM
Subject: Re(2): jennifer tilly tea ritual
From: terrible person

To: film

Chris A. Hall writes:

Although Violet may have been deceptive, manipulative, and ultimately
destructive to Caesar, I have a hard time seeing her as a femme fatale because
Caesar is such an unlikeable shit that I took great pleasure in watching him
get screwed over.

but hang on -- in a film noir, there is usually a triangle of Femme Fatale,
Femme Fatale's Husband whom she wants to kill and rob, and Other Guy. The
husband is usually unlikeable while the Other Guy is fairly likeable (or at

least because he is the protagonist, and things are shown from his point of
view, we sort of identify with him.) But what defines a femme fatale is not

so much what she does to her husband, since of course she kills him, but what
she does to the Other Guy, roping him in and then betraying him. Now, in
"Bound", Corky was the Other Guy. so we need to watch how violet acts towards
HER to determine if violet was a femme fatale. does that make sense? she
didn't rope Cesare in; he already had her. but she got Corky involved. another
difference to classic film noir is that the story is not clearly told from

Corky's POV (no Corky in voiceover) or Violet's. Kind of unsettling if you are
used to one clear main character, but helps create the sense of equality
between the two women which was what things were all about.

I guess it wasn't a film noir so much as a caper film (like the great train
robbery.)

147



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

Kelsey Gadoo writes:

Aside from that, while I did find Corky's "look" to be sexy, I thought she
looked like the male fantasy of a butch dyke. In other words, while her look
was more "rough,"” she really didn't strike me as butch at all.

see, that is what I was worried about, that I was watching and enjoying and
thus supporting another male fantasy portrayal of lesbians. I mean, what if
Gina Gershon had gained a hundred pounds for the role and gotten a crewcut?
probably would not have happened. (though wasn't that the idea in "French
Twist"?) It seems that the Hollywood idea of a lesbian is still a really

pretty woman in black jeans and a leather jacket with her arm around another
really pretty woman in high heels. But then again, the Hollywood idea of a
human being is a really beautiful two-legged animal.

really terrible two-legged animal

Message 10 5/27/98 7:56 PM
Subject: Re(3): 8 hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

I finally found the blurb that started this all, in the June Scientific

American. But I'm thinking, pierre, that the line "for every microsecond of
time travel" is a little ambiguous, since time measures both time and distance
travelled, as it were. does it for each microsecond you spend in the past, or

each microsecond from your present that you go back? is it measuring how long
you go away for your vacation or how far?

now, you could be right, that it is how long you go away that is being

measured. but let's say it is the other. in other words, you would need a

black hole the mass of the sun to go back ten microseconds, to just before I

typed that comma or something. to go back and kill hitler would need so much
energy I can hardly conceive it. but maybe it would be more useful just to

travel back a little at a time anyway. first of all, the results of any

changes made, being shorter term, would be more predictable. think of how many
snappy rejoinders you could come up with, how many car accidents,
unintentional slights, unplanned pregnancies, and other things you reconsider

immediately after (but alas too late) could be avoided, how many bets and
lotteries won. that would be how I would spend MY 8 hours, in little chunks
like this, to make them last a long time. but of course, time has got nothing
to do with it.

terrible person

Message 7 5/28/98 7:04 PM

Subject: Re(6): Shekinah

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

Tim Walters writes:

Parthenogenesis actually produces haploid offspring (one X chromosome), which

would have pretty serious implications and is probably why we can be pretty
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sure humans don't do it--at least, I don't think any haploid humans have ever
been found (sorry, Heyer). In Motherlines, since we don't see the
horse-women's reproductive technology from the point of view of anyone who
understands it, its description is necessarily vague. But I'm pretty sure

that parthenogenesis is implied--the women of each Motherline are genetically
identical, and seem to exhibit a lot of recessive traits (Which can't be

masked in a haploid). Whether a haploid human would be viable is open to
question, but certainly within the bounds of reasonable speculation for an SF
novel.

Why do I remember hearing the term "parthenogenesis" in connection with the
book? Was it just on the dust jacket blurb? It was not used in the text?

when you say a haploid, do you mean that instead of all of the DNA of the
mother (half from the mother's mother, half from the mother's father) being
duplicated as in a clone, only half a set of chromosomes (found in any sex

cell, any ovum or sperm) is taken and duplicated, so that the offspring has

two copies of every gene, insuring that it will be expressed? That's weird
enough. It reminds me of a photoessay I once saw in which people's faces were
photographed and the photos cut in two. Half the photo was thrown away, the
other mirror reflected and joined to the unreversed half. The result looked

very different than the original face. This because human faces, except maybe
for Jodie Foster and Michelle Pfeiffer, are very asymmetric.

terrible person (can only smile on one side of his face)

Message 5 (Unsent)
Subject: I was going to post...
From: terrible person

in your conference something about my so-far unsuccessful quest for an answer
to the question: "Who invented the paper airplane?" I mean, think about it,

did people have paper airplanes before they had real airplanes? Would they
have thought of them then? etc. etc. etc. I could post it in pierre's

conference but there does not seem to be much going on in yours and I like you
better than him. (You've never insulted me.) But I don't want to talk about
some

Message 1 5/29/98 7:16 AM
Subject: Re(2): Infinite hours

From: terrible person
To: It's a le fou World
Listen:

Meg Cotner has become unstuck in time.

I guess we all do that sometimes, live our lives out of order. I don't know if
a meaningful distinction can be made between Billy Pilgrim's style of living
his life out of order, and Dr. Manhattan's reliving chunks of his life. I
suppose it is all relative to some absolute timescale, but I doubt there is
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such a thing. If causality is not what it's cracked up to be, how could we

tell what is supposed to be the natural order of time? Both Billy and Jon saw

all time as happening, or having happened, or going to happen, at the same

time, and thus as fixed as space appears to be. This does not leave any room

for multiple outcomes unless multiple universes are posited.

My big worry is this: I have very vivid memories of certain events in my past
that I am as sure as I can be happened. Big ones like the death of my father,
small ones like losing my hat at Fisherman's Wharf when I was four. I can
sometimes, I feel, transport myself back to these times , relive them. What
worries me is the possibility that RIGHT NOW, I am actually remembering a
moment on 29 May 1998 very vividly when I wrote a post about time, and that
the rest of the world is in 2005 and Newt Gingrich is President. That any
moment [ will snap out of it and find myself in some terrible situation (even
about to die) like Tim Robbins in "Jacob's Ladder". Compounding this is an
ability to vividly remember or rather iamgine alternate versions of the past
(such as what would have happened if I had asked out Alison from my theatre
group when [ was 15) and to project visions of myself in the future. Maybe |
really am in the future -- that would explain my ability to project it -- and

I AM remembering this. It's the old paradox of how do I know what I just
dreamed wasn't reality and this "reality" now that I have "woken up" isn't
really the dream? (Well, this reality is more consistent than dreamland, but
what does that prove?)

To reply to Tim's question about visiting the future, I guess that would be
interesting (and you would not be in danger of running into yourself. I

couldn't stand that.) I'm sure the future will be interesting if smelly. But

would you just go there to live? Or to gain information (such as about the Red
Sox ten consecutive world championships 2109-2118) that you can use back in
the time whence you came? Then you would need back travel again. But it does
mean that when, in the Terminator, Reese says that his voyage back was a one
way trip, he was wrong. If he could just have accelerated near the speed of
light, he could have gotten back to 2029 in little enough time. I think most
times, even the New York times, are nice places to visit but I wouldn't want

to live there. (Except maybe the 1880's/90's. I would have done very nicely
then.) Because when it comes down to it, you must remember this: a kiss is
just a kiss, and a sigh is just a sigh. Humans don't change much. The
fundamental things apply as time goes bye.

And so do L.
Bye.
By terrible person.

(By the way, I seem to remember that in ancient Greek the semantics of the
expression for the future was related to the words for behind one. The Greeks
saw us as backing into the future, able to see the past but not what was
coming. It's exactly Tim's rear-view mirror idea. So much for putting the past
behind us....it's not even past.)

Message 34 5/30/98 10:39 AM
Subject: Re(4): Infinite hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World
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Johnny Vann writes:

terrible person writes:

Maybe I really am in the future -- that would explain my ability to project it

-- and I AM remembering this. It's the old paradox of how do I know what I

Jjust dreamed wasn't reality and this "reality” now that I have "woken up"

isn't really the dream?

Aren't you always in your own reality? Are you implying that there is a
reality outside and separate from you, and if so doesn't that require the
existence of alternate timelines?

Well, I have been accused before of living in my own little world, or in my
own reality. But yes, though it may be politically uncorrect in these times to
say so, I do believe, Mandrake, in a reality beyond this one, or the one I
perceive. After all, centuries of human history and a few decades of mine have
shown me that we and I have thought we had things all figured out before and
didn't and so there is no reason to think we are seeing through the glass any
less darkly now, to think that what we perceive is all there is, that the

number of things in heaven and earth is exactly equal to the number dreamt of
in our philosophy. I've been surprised before, and not just about Laura

Palmer, which is why I so sympathize with Bud White when he says to Lynn,
"There's something going on, I know it, but I can't figure it out. I'm just

not smart enough." All I know about you, Johnny, is what I read here, and yet
I am fairly certain that you continue to exist when you log off. (Believe it

or not, the same is true of me. Though of course I can't prove that.) So what

I am saying is that while Reality goes on it's merry linear way, I could be
PERCEIVING and EXPERIENCING it out of order through some weirdess in memory or
perception. (Now, whether I am experiencing it for the first time, which would
be really weird, or re-experiencing things I have already experienced, is the
Billy Pilgrim/Doc Manhattan question I asked before. But the latter
alternative seems less weird and would account for the sense of dij” vu I

often feel. I think in general a perceptual explanation is a lot easier than a
physical one.)

308 words. that's not so bad, is it?

(perceived as) terrible person

> 30

Message 30 5/30/98 11:40 PM
Subject: Ana Gasteyer

From: terrible person

To: Crushes on Greatness

is definitely the funniest thing on Saturday Night Live these days. (It's
amazing that we get to see her at all, since females on SNL are usually
invisible.) Her characters (Martha Stewart, Cinder Calhoun, that NPR music
show parody) are always dead on, and she can actually sing. Plus she has
great legs and great dimples and everything else that makes one way cute. The
really neat thing is that my sister was her RA in college. so I might just be
able to get an intro...

terribly smitten person
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>29

Message 29  5/31/98 9:05 AM
Subject: Re: Pyrates (was Shekinah)
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

I have known for some ten years that it is my destiny to lead a Charge of the
Light Brigade/"The Lighthorsemen" style cavalry assault on vastly numerically,
positionally, and technologically superior forces. (Think of Polish lancers
charging German panzers at the outset of WWII. Or even "The Postman" maybe???)
I know it will be a glorious day to die, with the sky cloudless (well, a few
clouds are nice, but just a few) and a moderate breeze, and as I lie on the
ground, looking up at it, having been shot off my horse (I hope he or she will
get out of it all right), with a lot of me probably shot off, I'll think, gee,

I thought it was midday, it's getting dark awfully early, but I won't mind, I
would not have had any place under the new order anyway.....

the closest I have ever come to this was during my senior year of college when
I had attended a formal dance in a sort of red British uniform coat I had
bought at a costume sale, with white tie and sash, and, to top it off, a saber
borrowed from a friend, who had spent $600 on arms and armor the previous
summer in Toledo. (He even had a full set of plate that only fit his little
brother.) When I bicycled over to return it to him, I noticed that the long

road on which he lived was quite empty, and so, slinging the saber over my
shoulder samurai style, I got up to speed, gave myself the command to draw,
called "Banzai!!" and "God for Harry, England, and St. George!" and put the
spurs to her all the way to the end of the street..."flashed all their sabres

there, flashed as they turned in air...."

This remembrance provoked by the image of half a dozen saber-bearing leather
clad women on motorcycles....they would deserve the accompaniment of wagner's
"Valkurenritt" far more than Robert Duvall's air cavalry....and could perhaps

be optioned for a TV show to replace "Highlander".

Wishing I could loose the fateful lightning of my

terrible

swift sword....

Message 28  5/31/98 4:24 PM
Subject: Re(6): Infinite hours
From: terrible person

To: It's a le fou World

Johnny Vann writes:

I can assure you that I either do or do not, but never both at the same time.
At least not usually if I can help it, which I usually can not.

you are fortunate, to have a fifty fifty either or chance like that. actually,
though I generally exist when I am writing and posting, elsetimes my existence
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or lack thereof can only be described as a probability ranging from 0 to 100

%. some guys have all the luck, or as the french say, toute la chance.

looking for tinker and evers, too,

terrible person

Message 27  5/31/98 4:40 PM

Subject: Re(2): Pyrates (was Shekinah)
From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

Walkurenritt? Walkyrenrit? Valkyrenrid? whatever.

A relevant story:

I was dating a woman who was in Navy ROTC. She was a cadet platoon commander,
so when the unit marched in a parade or somesuch, she would carry a sword. One
day, while she was riding public transportation to such an event, fully

attired and equipped, a small boy began pointing at her very excitedly. "Look,
Mom!!" he said. "A pirate!! A lady pirate!!"

(my own story of a kid's hyperperceptiveness on rapid transit will have to
wait. perhaps on my resume...)

however, this brings me to the other theme discussed lately. now, my friend

had no problem in the "male" role of the military. And as I watched 20/20 last
night, with its report on the female cadets at The Citadel, it was apparent

that at least two of the four had adapted pretty well also. (They even looked
really cute in their short haircuts.) They seemed exactly the sort of people 1
would want defending my country. Now, we have discussed the question of how
women adapt into "male" roles (BIG quotes on "male") in a women only society.
What about how men adaprt into "women's" roles in a male only society, such as
a prison or, until recently, an army or navy? Of course, they are not

concerned with reproduction or child care there; [ meant more the

psychological role. Ok, there are camp-followers and local women in occupied
territories. The Spartan army was in effect built on homosexual relations
between veterans and recruits but of course there is far more to "women's
roles than just sex. (also, all-female societies are sort of created when all
the men go off to war. what were things like in WWII factories?)

n

terrible person (would only want to join a guerrilla force)

Message 26  6/2/98 6:36 AM
Subject: Re(2): Weeds
From: terrible person

To: It Could Be Worse

Elizabeth A. Nolan writes:

1t could be venomous-snake-ridden poison oak growing on top of toxic waste.
You're lucky!

153



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

you know, we had it tough in those days. we had to get up in the morning,

clean the lake, eat two pieces of hard gravel, go to work for tuppence a

day...

(ok. moratorium on python quotes here.)

it could be worse. you could have a backyard full of weed, and Dan Lungren and
Michael Yamaguchi won't let it be used for medicinal purposes.

terrible person (feels so lucky he bets Dirty Harry has fired six shots)

Message 15 (Unsent)

Subject: elections
From: terrible person
To: It Could Be Worse

the day after an election always provides innumerable "it could have been
worse" lines appropriate for any occasions. just think of how easily you can
rejoin to any complaint:

Yes, but at least 226 was defeated.
Yes, but at least we'll never have to hear from Al Checchi again.
etc.

Message 14 6/3/98 7:12 PM
Subject: Proposition 233
From: terrible person

To: politics

LOS ANGELES, June 3 (American Press Association)

Former angel and current Prince of Darkness Satan today kicked off the
campaign for Proposition 233, the "Evil for Californians" initiative. Ata
press conference, Mr. Satan declared that for too long the State of California
had been pursuing the good of its citizens as it principle official goal.

"Good just isn't working. I know. I used to work for good. But then I had a
realization, " he declared, "I think we need to recognize that it's time to

give evil a chance. And I think there are a lot of Californians who agree with
me." Mr. Satan elaborated, "For years, California public officials who wanted
to pursue evil have had to try to present it as good. Now we appreciate their
efforts. But we think that evil just has an image problem. We think evil has
just been getting a bad rap from the liberal media. We think that if people
knew more about evil, they would see that it's pretty....ok."

Mr. Satan indicated that he would be funding the initiative campaign mainly
from his vast personal fortune, accumulated through his many years as Chairman
and CEO of Hell Inc., a diversified company with strong interests in
strip-mining and timber, and with close links to software giant Microsoft. He
said that contributions of any size would be welcome as well. When asked how
much he was prepared to spend, he said, "I am willing to spend whatever is
necessary to secure the passage of this important measure. It's for the people

of California, of today and of tomorrow."

154



The Terrible Papers, Part I1: Stoler ("terrible person')'s Posts on the Guardian

Online BBS, February to July 1998. Hard to follow sometimes, I know; remember, the stuff in
Roman is mine; in [falics, theirs.

Mr. Satan did nothing to squelch rumors (previously reported in this space)
that he may have office-holding ambitions. He reminded reporters that he was
now legally a California resident, having settled into a vast compound in
Orange County some months before. But he said that for the present, Evil for
Californians was his main, in fact his only, priority. "This initiative will

be my gift to Californians. It is the least I can do for them," he said. "If

later on, they should call me to further service, I will be ready."

Since taking up residence in Orange County, Mr. Satan has been a notable
presence on the Los Angeles social scene, frequently seen in the company of
such notables as Arianna Huffington. A dapper, sunburnt man of indeterminate
age, with a neatly trimmed beard and a pair of small horns, he presents a
polished television image and was obviously at home in front of the cameras.

In a related development, a court has blocked the enforcement of Proposition
227, which aims to end bilingual education in California, pending further

review. The judge is currently studying a proposal under which the

proposition, which was passed by a large margin, could go into effect only if
Silicon Valley businessman and sponsor Ron Unz could learn Spanish within 180
days. Opponents of the proposition are demanding that Unz be required to

learn Chinese instead.

Message 13 6/4/98 6:42 PM

Subject: Aramaic
From: terrible person
To: Folk Culture

perhaps a week ago we were talking about Aramaic. Today on National Public
Radio's "All Things Considered" was a report on Syriac Christians in Turkey
who speak -- Aramaic!! (I thought it had died out. Apparently not.) Then they
interviewed a scholar who said that there are more than a quarter of a million
speakers of modern Aramaic in this country alone. (I don't know how different
modern dialects are from ancient ones, which must have been fairly different
from each other. in college I worked for a biblical scholar who knew about a
dozen aramaic dialects. After I played him the "Repo Man" soundtrack, he would
sing "We've got nothing better to do/ Than watch TV and study some Hebrew.")
So I don't know if a modern Aramaic speaker could have understood Jesus or the
Jewish Kaddish or if he or she would be able to tell us about the semantics of
the word for "virgin" 2000 years ago.....

Message 12 6/4/98 6:30 PM

Subject: who invented the paper airplane?
From: terrible person
To: It's a le fou World

I would really like to know this. I have been thinking about it and

researching it on and off for a while but haven't gotten very far. I'm talking
about the classic type paper airplane you used to fold and throw when you had
a substitute teacher. Does it antedate the discovery of the principles of
aerodynamics and lift in the late 1800's? supposedly the chinese had paper
darts, but they don't have wings, don't generate lift. they get all their

energy from the throwing (they might as well be rocks.) on the other hand,
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kites are aerodynamic but don't get any energy from being thrown. now, the

paper airplane, so simple, so elegant, seems like the sort of thing Leonardo

Da Vinci would have invented, and in fact, Scientific american named the award

in its paper airplane contest of a few years back the Leonardo. (trying to get

more teenaged girls interested?) but they admitted they just liked the name.

so. who invented the paper airplane? have paper airplanes evolved to reflect

the shapes of real ones or vice versa? In other words, why does the Concorde

SST look like a paper airplane?

a Leonardo -- or a Kate -- to the best response. (creativity will be judged as
favorably as veracity.)

terrible person

Message 6 6/6/98 6:19 AM
Subject: Re(4): Weeds
From: terrible person

To: It Could Be Worse

Michael D. Sweeney writes:
I'm surprised no one has mentioned triffids. Now there's a weed for you.
(Come to think, though, only Terrible probably knows what I'm talking about.

Sorry.)

actually, MDS, I have never seen a triffid -- but I know what you mean. (Look
up, alarmed -- then continue with the questioning.) I was worried more about
watermelon like pods extending their tentacles out into pierre and Nine,
replacing them and transforming them into pierre le normal and Four and a
Half.

Message 5 6/6/98 6:22 AM

Subject: Re(3): movie star
From: terrible person
To: Crushes on Greatness

Steve Omlid writes:
Not only is Halle an almost perfect-looking human being, but Bulworth shows
that she can really act.

I thought that was amply demonstrated by "Jungle Fever". In fact, she could
act before anyone could tell how beautiful she was.

Message 133 6/7/98 7:41 PM

Subject: Re(6): Edward Teller and Pakistan
From: terrible person

To: politics

why is so much made over the use of a brand new and incredibly cruel weapon of
war at Hiroshima and Nagasaki and so little over the equally cruel (in terms
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of casualties and the way wounds were inflicted) and also rather novel

firebombing of Tokyo and other cities? (Not to mention Dresden.) The atomic

bomb was just a little more dramatic?

interestingly (at least to me), the "Father of the Firebombing" was Gen.

Curtis LeMay (later advocate of bombing North Vietnam "back to the stone age"
and George Wallace's 1968 running mate.) he and Teller have something else in
common besides being responsible for really terrible weapons, or perhaps as a
consequence: both were the basis for characters in "Dr. Strangelove". (though
the title character was a mixture of Teller, Werner Von Braun, herman Kahn,
and a then relatively unknown Harvard professor named Henry Kissinger.) of
course, teller is fond of saying that the hydrogen bomb has never sent him a
father's day card. and not fond of saying that his original plan for a
thermonuclear weapon, the so-called "classical super", would never have
worked.

we can't blame the Indians and pakistanis for testing bombs just to cow (no
pun intended) potential adversaries. remember that a big reason for using the
bombs on Japan was to show the Soviets, who were finally entering the war in
the Far East and seizing territory like crazy, that we had the bomb and would
use it. (Truman actually threatened use of the bomb in 1948 when the Soviets
were unwilling to pull out of the half of Iran they had occupied during the
war. after 1949, this was impossible.)

also, before the Soviets finally came into the Far Eastern war in august, they
were neutral towards the Japanese. And in fact it was the Soviets that the
Japanese approached as intermediaries weeks before Hiroshima with their
surrender offer. But the Japanese insisted on keeping the Emperor, while the
U.S., insisting on unconditional surrender, would not countenance any
conditions. So the bombs were dropped and the Japanese surrendered and the
Emperor was kept.

I still love the story that at the Trinity test in July 1945, the Manhattan
Project scientists believed there was a definite probability that the bomb
would set the entire atmosphere on fire. They took bets on it. And then
tested.

"This is the biggest fool thing we have ever done. The bomb will never go off,
and I speak as an expert in explosives." -- Adm. Leahy, asst. to the President

terrible person

Message 132 6/7/98 7:44 PM
Subject: Re(2): nerds

From: terrible person

To: Folk Culture

Tim Walters writes:
One to change the bulb, and five to complain about how it's gone electric.

or to put it another way, how many folk nerds does it take to put a new taper
in the candelabrum?
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proposed answer:

one to put it in, and three to praise the Goddess or something like that?

making it up as I go along,

terrible person

Message 123 6/8/98 6:38 PM
Subject: Re(8): Edward Teller and Paki

From: terrible person
To: politics
Rod Ottinger writes:

Let's have fewer tears for Dresden. That tragedy came more than four years
after the destruction of Coventry. City-busting was not an Allied innovation
in the war.

but I thought the idea was that we (the Allies) were the "good guys", morally
better than the Germans and others we were fighting, not out for revenge or
gain but for a better world for all. that was the basis for the trial of Nazi

and Japanese militarist leaders for "crimes against humanity"....also, my

point was basically about firebombing, used at Dresden, as opposed to good old
(ok, at the time, not that old) conventional bombing, used at Coventry.

There were no formal offers of surrender by the Imperial Govt before the
1st bomb. The peace faction in the Cabinet was checkmated by the war faction
until the Emperor stepped in -- after Hiroshima. Even then the war faction
planned and launched a coup to take the Emperor prisoner and to continue the
war (it failed through the loyalty of important members of the Imperial
Household). So it is likely that even Nagasaki was necessary to convince the
diehards to allow the peace faction to proceed to surender.

I believe I said "peace feelers", not "formal offers". I have heard the

argument that the atomic bomb gave the Japanese an "out", a way to surrender,
for the peace factions and the emperor to prevail, because they had satisfied
honor, doing everything they possibly could, but that there was no way they
could fight this "new and most cruel bomb" (as hirohito put it in the

surrender speech).

As for showing off, there may have been some for whom that element was most
important, but there were far more at the top concerned with ending the war.
The bombings after all were planned months before there was any indication
that Stalin would -- finnally-- grant Washington's REQUEST that the USSR enter
the war against Japan.

the US desperately wanted the Soviets to enter the war in the East because

until the middle of the Potsdam conference in July 1945, most American leaders
had no idea the Bomb existed and those who did doubted it would work. When
Truman found out about the successful Trinity test, his whole attitude towards
Stalin changed.

finally, John Barrymore comments that the War Department (which really became
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the Department of the Army, since until 1947 the Department of the Navy was

separate and equal) and the OSS (did not yet exist in 1941 - he probably

means Army or Naval Intelligence?) knew about Pearl harbor but did not tell

Roosevelt. The version I usually hear is that Roosevelt did know, but took no

action in order to assure US entry into the war. I guess that is worse or

something.

two more things in response to the original Teller quote. first of all,

nothing | have read indicates that either India or pakistan developed its bomb
through stealing US technology. (we helped both counttries with reactor
construction, though.) the Indians have no shortage of physics talent. The
Pakistanis appear to have borrowed a chinese design after stealing a fuel
processing plant design from the Netherlands. But nuclear science and
technology are not all that difficult theoretically. the info is out there,
whether in a famous article in The Progressive magazine in the 80's, or on the
Net. the hard part is organizing a country's industries to produce the fuel.

and doing it without messing up and killing a lot of people.

the other is that Teller, along with being wrong about the "Classical super",
also has another great failure to his credit, the multibillion dollar pie in

the sky boondoggle that never shot down a single missile, Ronald Reagan's
death ray, the Strategic Defense Initiative. Millions of people thrown out on
the streets by Reagan-era budget cuts, including not a small number of
veterans, thank you, Dr. Teller.

"Far above the tropostrata

In a region stark and stellar

On his world of anti-matter

Sat Dr. Edward anti-Teller...."
anyone know the rest?

"...and the rest was gamma rays..."

terrible person

Message 121  6/9/98 6:14 PM
Subject: Re(3): Laundry
From: terrible person

To: It Could Be Worse

Kelsey Gadoo writes:
Nine writes:
1 think the key words to focus on here are "nearly all”.

I was just trying to avoid having all of GOL picturing me panty-less.

is this the worst thing in the world? is the emphasis on "all" as opposed to
"much of" or "some of"? and can we speak of one "panty"? do we ever talk of
one "pant" or one "trouser"?

anyway, it could be worse. you could have had all your underwear gobbled in

the washer like your socks instead of losing it the fun way, leaving it bit by
bit as mementos with your various conquests and or conquerors.
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1 will admit that there are a couple of pairs of panties left.....but they are
really REALLY unacceptable for regular daily wear. I'm down to the Calvin
Klein men's briefs. And they leave really awful panty lines. So you're saying
it really could be worse?

--Kelsey (needs some perspective here) Gadoo

it could be a lot worse.

they could me remaking "Back to the Future".

You could be Mademoiselle from St.-Nazaire, parlez-vous.

You could be without a bikini, the bottoms of which you could wear as
underwear, and then wash out in the shower.

You could have a job where you have to wear skirts.

Worse than that, you could have to wear patent leather shoes.

Listen, it could be a LOT worse. in Japan, businessmen take officials to
restaurants where the waitresses wear no underwear and the floors are
mirrored.

Your underwear could be overrated.

You can't get your panties in a twist now.

You can be sure you won't get hit by a car since you are not wearing clean
underwear.

Your family's Latin motto, which you are sworn to uphold, could be semper ubi
sub ubi.

terrible person (has so much perspective he keeps reaching the vanishing
point)

Message 120 6/9/98 7:08 PM

Subject: Re(10): Edward Teller and Paki
From: terrible person

To: politics

Mr. Ottinger, you are obviously a man who knows his history. I am glad to have
you behind me on the OSS question, sort of, though I am not questioning
Barrymore's statement that the OSS was the ancestor of the CIA, just when it
came into existence. (and saying the Department of Defense comes from the
Department of War is like saying the US comes from Virginia or the EU from
France. the DOD,or the national military establishment as it was first called,
was set up by the national security act of 1947 to encompass the old service
departments which used to be able to operate fairly independently but in
modern warfare needed more coordination. the Air Force was simply the Army
Air Forces spun off, equalized, and renamed -- everyone kept their ranks, just
changed to blue uniforms. [If you sing "off we go into the wild blue yonder",
you will notice that its last line, "Nothing can stop the US Air force" fits

the song much better as "NOthing can stop the Army Air Corps", the original
pre-WWII version. ] whereas the first secretary of defense was not the former
secretary of War, but the former secretary of the Navy, James Forrestal. and
finally, the desegregation of the Armed Services was not part of this Act, but

in a separate Executive Order, not subject to Congressional Approval [powerful
southern legislators would surely have stopped it.] Barrymore is right in
attributing this wholly to Truman. ok, enough of that.

Rod Ottinger writes:
Even the peace faction in the Supreme War Council thought it could NEGOTIATE
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a peace, whereas the reality was that Japan could only SURRENDER, having

nothing left after the loss of Okinawa six months earlier to negotiate with.

Still, on a few points I must respectfully differ with you. The Japanese did
indeed have a lot left after Okinawa - 2 million men in China, most of
Southeast Asia, Korea. This is why the US (at first) wanted the Soviets into
the war, to deal with all this on the Asian mainland.

Who cares if news of Trinity at Potsdam made Truman feel better and more
likely to resist Soviet pressures on its land grabs? Hiroshima and Nagasaki
had already been planned and indeed the bombs had already begun the journey
across the Pacific. The anti-Soviet elements of US strategic thinking did not
figure into the destruction of two Japanese cities.

Hiroshima and Nagasaki may well have been planned months in advance, but the
goahead was not given until July 31st. here is a quote that probably exceeds

fair use from something I downloaded off AOL around the fiftieth anniversary

(I think it was from the NY times originally)

Truman seemed to make the decision with astonishing ease. In Potsdam, Germany,
before another meeting with British Prime Minister Winston Churchill and

Soviet leader Joseph Stalin, Truman took an important message from a Navy

aide, message No. 41011.

From Stimson, it asked for a decision. George Elsey, the aide, watched as
Truman without hesitation turned over the note and wrote in pencil on the
back:

"Sec. War. Reply to your 41011. Suggestions approved. Release when ready, but
not sooner than August 2."

Years later, when he was asked by a historian how he deliberated and what he
was thinking, Truman leaned over, held out his hand and snapped his fingers.

"I decided it like that," he said.

When it comes down to it, what probably decided Truman was that the US had
spent $2 billion (really money in those days) on the bomb and Truman knew that

if it came out that he had declined to use it, sacrificed any lives, he would
probably have been impeached. it's one of the things about a democracy, you
have to do what you think the people want you to....

Now we have the canard about FDR sacrificing Pearl Harbor to get us into the
war. There is no question that FDR wanted us in the war. The problem is that
he wanted to fight Hitler, not Japan (and even once we were in the war, the
strategic decision was Hitler first, Japan thereafter). Even if we assume that
the story is true, do you believe that FDR would sacrifice the entire Pacific
fleet at the start of a war? And how did FDR know that Hitler would solve the
problem by gratuitiously declaring war on the US?

In terms of FDR's possible foreknowledge, I brought that up mainly because I
thought that was what Barrymore was getting at. I am not sure what to think
and since it seems that everyone involved is either dead or very careful to
destroy all the records or both, I doubt I ever will. Of course it makes

little sense that FDR would have sacrificed a big chunk of the pacific fleet.
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on the other hand, the carriers were conveniently, miraculously, out of Pearl
that day. And it might have been worth it to protect an intelligence source.

Or the President might have underestimated the strength of or mistimed the
attack. Still, speculation like this quickly runs into the X-files realm. FDR
was more interested in Europe, no argument there. He probably would have
preferred Lusitania I or another Zimmermann telegram to Pearl. (Although of
course the US had very substantial economic interests in the Pacific which
were placed in jeopardy by Japanese expansion, and tensions had been
escalating there with the US oil and scrap metal embargo in response to the
Japanese seizure of Indochina.)

Here is a question which has interested me for a while, and with which you
perhaps can help me: it's the old, "What was Hitler thinking?" meaning, did
Hitler know in advance of Pearl Harbor? Did he approve and encourage or
disapprove and discourage? I don't know the exact terms of the
Rome-Tokyo-Berlin Axis, but I don't think the Germans were bound to declare
war on the US just because the US had on Japan. (after all, the Japanese did

not declare on the Soviets, when they could have done them a lot of damage and
themselves a lot of good perhaps.) Did Hitler totally disregard the strenght

of the US, even though it tipped the balance in WWI? (Did he really believe
his "stabbed in the back" theory?) did he think the US a decadent place of
ethnic mixing and Lindberghian isolationism, or just too unready? it was not

as though he could have seen the war ending befor the U S could become
involved, with Britain having survived the Blitz and Operation Barbarossa
bogging down in the snow...so what was Hitler -- and while we're at it, since

it was probably different, what was the HIgh Command thinking? were the field
marshalls hitting themselves on the foreheads, saying "Ach!" I would be
interested in anything you know about this....

interested to hear your thoughts.

terrible person

>117

Message 117 6/9/98  6:00 PM
Subject: Re: thinking of you
From: terrible pers