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were a-powerful phenomenon 1n American Uf®, jp 3t»s an

occasional phenomenon, then I think it has to be^treated on

its own terms. Sdrre-e Gilmore definitely wanted to be executed

sl-rrrre-Ke did not wish tn spend the rest of his life In Jail}

since-he did not wish to commit suicide, because in his mind

It was

people

in the loneliness of his own cell, F-f-elrt-ihat wasn ’ t really

more noble to be executed and have to stand up to the
a

who were going to execute him,' than to commit suicide 

the question in the book. \

Si Can you envisi on a society where all members would be

living a so-called existential life?

Mi Again-, I think the idea of the existential life is not

that we all go out and climb the Matterhorn every Saturday.

It may be that someone who is timid ae-d—g-ewtie and reflective
•uwould much rather spend their life reading books could still

have an existential life. They need only think seriously of

climbing the Matterhorn once and tryfe# it once and that's

enough. For some people one existential experience is enough

to nurish them for ten, twenty, thirty years. Other re'orle ,

like U.S. Marines, need existential experience three times a

night. I'm not a bigot about these matters. I don't insist

that everybody live the same way. In fact I—f4-nd^ha_t_arwat-hei
■ , /-o /?>»

I think that's the trouble. There's a tendency to^get" every-

body to live the same way. now„a tendency to get us

all to live like rather pleasureless hedonists. We're all

supposed to have a good time, but we're also supposed to wear
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A German and a Jewish Invent! on ._J

made three films about twelve years 

the time was that- the

film was so cumbersome and so expensive and so unwieldy that 

and directors had to be geniuses to get anything approaching 

sneak to trying to express yourself through film

o wri ting?

nost of you don't know

physical apparatus that was necessary to make a proressional 

AhBecause if we have to go around touching plastic
^|/ k?

we soon .ge dead.

about two years. The idea I had at 

very little that was human could find its way through. Actors 

much about my films. I

same clothing while we're doing it. We live

ago. Over a period of

in the age of plasti cj^ H

1 < ~ 4- WO enma.

f ing-ert-i-pg.

all the time,

Si , ' Touching
/

Ms PTastic.

Si Can you

as compared t

Mi I'm sure!

txaxe-qi;a-l-i-ty> true esthetic quality in film. At that time I 

happen to meet some ci nema veri te photographers .-j -Sh-eyixe.
Ctfic mat/W tfii7j-i

phobographcr-e who with very limited means, sometimes 

with no more than two men--the canieramanywho~su4iQQxj^_Jifae

camera—xm-lilg^s-hewd-d-^'^and the soundman^-—w+nj uirM—ge—orrt*

txt# Ac.
and—^-duqcumentarl-e^-. •Aird^^^F-bhQU-g-hJc,—why—nut^taire^bh-l-s^bech-

.. "//tiS lj?clufl<tCr-4 I
•nl-q-u-e—whl-e-h I f ound^ f asci natll np^when—I-' d— se^'t-he—documexxt^plL&s .

-Becaus-e- what-^-nu~'f^omd=^l-s-^-f--two—p^-njvl■e._arie--«-Ze>Xl^g‘ ~Tn of d^c-

l-es
umentar^, the cameraman did not have a script. So he was not 

able to set the camera angles in advance. He didn't know who
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was going to be speaking next^ particularly if there were
bein'! hhtuJQ

more than two n e op 1 thern-. So v°ry oft°n the camera began

to act the way we act in real life. If we're in a room and

three or four of us are having a conversation, we tend to

look at the person we expect to speak next. Sometimes they

do and sometimes they don't. It occurred: to me as I watched
I d

the ci nema veri te photography where the cameraman very of ten

would anticipate correctly who was going to speak next and

the camera would move to that person just a moment befo^they

sooke, which gave for some odd reason aesthetic satlsfac-

tion^arwl sometimes the cameraman would TMrsr; ->1°^ he on the

wrong face. You'd hear a voice coming from somewhere else
d

and the the camera would look aroiina nervously to find who
d u oc /.V be

was actually aneaking. I thought wha-t—a wonderful wa-v—1-t-^-d

be if we could take this technique and carry it over to flc-
r k.»s<c4A~ r could n '/■ a>v>.

tional work. Thw-J—t+rt»Igii\.^ l^ha^_-y.Qu~-ean-t-t tiave^a scri rt

because once you have a scrint you start moving the actors

through their paces and you have something that very quickly

begins to call for more and more equipment and technique. So

then I thought, all right, we'11 have Improvised films? I then

proceeded over the next couple of years to make three improvised

fi 1ms . Thrrv—were &omplete-e~4inpe'f>vi ■latTonrr,' tiO'Wit,—them

mr-scrl“pt=, The movie was not written, you might say, until

after it was filmed. AT ter ”1 t'ws—PTlnrefl—T^ab'VnTTp^75iTrs~O'f
f ilm^lp—each--ca^e^anrT~T~Trh^n--sa-t--d-owrr-vrtth“‘the~-e4-l_t©4;_^J In the

case of the last film we filmed forty-five hours of sound and 
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film with five camera crews in f 1 ve-and-a-half days. Those

forty-five hours then took three yearn to cut into a film.

It was a„ f 3.3 m called "Maidstone" and In many ways It was the

most interesting and extraordinary film and In many ways it

was an unhappy and unsuccessful f1lmApause the sound wasn’t -
al< Y<^r as

good enough. The sound was good-en-ou-g-h—ae long as you j^ss^d

show it jn small groups, to film students and* museums. We

showed it in one museum in New York, the Whitney, and we set

an attendance record. More people came to see that film than

had ever come to see any other film in the history of the

Whitney. At that point, encouraged, I said "Let's get some

money together and distribute it ourselves." So

we put it into a commerical theatre and we then set a record

in reverse. Fewer people came to see that movie than anyone in

the history of that theatre. The reason was simple: Feonle

are not going to spend money and then sit there and strain

to hear what's being said. It makes them furious. Their

feeling is, "Either I'm going deaf or this guy doesn't re­

spect the fact that I spent my hard-earned money
f i 1ms

and I can't heal’ what he is saying." I gave up making/at that

poi nt>because "felt that I -•earH-t-o-t—solve—thl-s teohnelogi-ca-l

There seemed no way to get sound that was good

enough in ci nema. veri te to-annnt _frhe prof essJ-aa-oJ—

Xhai^;^r.e~4iee.es^n-ry-TS-r—-y-ou~-we-re^g»Jb^s‘ to be able to convince

the big—league movie makers that you had a way of making1fi1ms

that was more Interesting than their way. The only way that
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they understand IP your way 1s mor«= 1 nterestj ng Mshnn-thekr

4*ay Is If you could make more money than tM'-iule.J ¥hen

they^otrM-sayp'-^svHtM^-H1^ —Serr-TTOtrid.

.cr.eate.-a—revolution-.in—Cl-J.n». -Without' "that—you'-re—reduo-ad
.C i'b'.at

..to—belng-an—avant-gardo—f-l-lmmaker. At-that—p^o.1 nt T .thought,.

A^'d rather be a notorious .and somewhat unsavory literary per­

sonality than an avant-garde f 1 Immaker. ,f"~ So I went back to

writing books. But with a tear In my heart, because 1 en­

joyed making films much more than I enjoy writing.

S: How’s Cagney?

Mi Your referring to the picture I am now making: "Ragtime."

In which I have a small part. James Cagney is now old. He’s

-in nl-s—eJ^mt-l-es'. Most peonle who eighty, I’ve observed,

become Interested in only one thing. And that Is where do

they put their feet. It’s the on? truly denresslng element

in growing old. So Cagney is one man when he is walking.

When he’s walking, he’s like any other ei ght^-y ear-old . He-

t-hi-nks-a—great-deal - about-where -the-next—f uul'"T^ going

wll-l-rhe--‘keep'3h1“s''‘l5alarKre"and-^5©~0fi. Once he sits down, he's 

the old Cagney. He’s still a marvelous actor. He does very
little and he does it magnificently well. I realize^that

what a movie star does Is fcfaoy take everything that’s been

going on in the movie until that point and frtety funnel it into

their silences. We actors speak and Cagney just looks at us

like thls^ And as he looks you can feel all the movie revolv­

ing around him and you juast know the critics are going to s-a?/
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that he's giving a splendid performance<£^»d Jn pact he Is.

The nature of film is that you

frighten the camera slightly.

St You said that the women's movement tends to become

totalitarian and that you don't like that. Don't you think

that the male system as it is In America Is totalitarian?

Mt Yes, but I always thought that women had more sense than 

men.

3: Why is that? Why should women be better than men?

M_s Because they have been forced to suffer our brutalities
uho

and our stupidities and our dominance and neoule t-ha-t are on

the bottom should always be smarter than people that are on

top or there is no hope for humanity.

S: But you don't get better by suffering.

Mi You don't get a better person, but you should get a

smarter person. I think that the average black knows more

about life than the average white in America) I've never 

met—this is a remark I made before and people think that I'm

blowing smoke--!'ve never met a stupid black man. I've met

any number of black men I couldn't speak to, who wouldn't
A e

talk to me or I couldn't talk to them, but I^never met a black

who I felt was stupid. Because stupidity is a. choice. It's

not a choice that blacV people can afford.

S: But you can't compare blacks in every resnect to women.

Mi Well, but the women in America do. They say. we are
»



Si This Isn't true in all respects.

Mi No, of course not. That’s one of the troubles with the

women’s movement. They say a great many things that are not

true in all respects but they say |>t as if i^&^true in

all respects.

S: But why can’t yon answer my question in respect to wo­

men? Why should women be smarter than men and do everything

better than they and be more clever than they are?

M: There’s no reason why they should be better. On the

other hand they should not be worse. Men over the centuri es

have acquired willy nilly a c-er-ta-l-n small rudimentary sense

of fair play. The women have yet to learn it. I think they

may well learn it. I ’ im-not-sayl ng- that—it-i-s— imposai-ble • f ot"

them.Jto—lea-rn—i-t*. But the women’s movement has not gained

respect among those men who are willing to give it respect

over the last ten years. The general attitude among the wo­

men in America by now—I do

it’s my Impresslon--ls that

not nretend to speak for them^

many mistakes were made seven-Qf 

and- ten years ago when the movement first came into prominence.

There—were—great—eoccn'sn e s and—t—th-e—prublvin—i-o much mere- 

d-l-f.f i.cult ..than--thev'"ever—r*'e’rl’i~z3d. I think there was a certain

optimism, almost a manic optimism, among the women back in

the early seventies. Because |?hey thought they were going to

have a quick breakthrough and they were going to change the

world very qulckly^awd I think what they’ve come to

recognize ls--and I think this is all to the good--.t-ha=t they've
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of
come to recognize the profound and serious problems t-ha-fe men

U<nA lrh-t .to change
who were-trying/the worlc^al-s^+rrve. I think that out of all

this we may yet arrive at certain community of agreement

that changing the world is a problem that goes far beyond

sexual gender.

Si But you could start with that.

Ms You could start with that, but you could start with other

things as well. You could start with the idea that the most

evil substance on earth today is plastic and that the way to

Improve society is to tax plastic heavily and reduce all other

taxes. If you could remove plastic from human existence,

things might be better because people’s senses mi.ght.be little

more lively. If people's senses were more lively--for instance

if we were i.n a room with chandeliers instead of these goddamn

florescent lights overhead--we might all have a little more

communion with one another.

S: Yes, but that's exactly the problem. The women’s ques­

tion is postponed to all other questions.

Ms Well, that's your point of view and I respect it. —T-ha-t

-the—woimen-'-s—qu-e-sh-i-on—d-Ge-s—sw t—haute—en-ou-gh—proml-n-en-e-e-. M y

feeling is that the women have had a huge amount or prominence

because the nature of their g-i-wast-i-bn- was such that television

loved it* JJuunah-e—g^od-U^el-evi-s-iMar^c^the women having a revolu­

tion. But in fact) in America all the women revolutionaries

stayed in New York where they were comfortable and safe and
went

very few/down to Texas. It’s one thing to be a revolutlonary,

mi.ght.be
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It's another to be a brave revolutionary. I don’t mock the

worn enJ) I Just say that they’re not quite as good as they

pretr?ved to be.

'S, Might the fact that you are Jewish be Important for

your writing about Concentration camps?

M: It would certainly be a factor in it, sir.

S: Why do you write about concentration camnfp'and what kind j

of feeling do you have beincr here in Germany now?

M_i When you sa.v what kind of feeling do I have writing about

concentration camns, I can see that you know little of my work.

Because tha-t’-s one of the few references I made to con­

centration camps is in that passage that Mr. Van Davis quoted.

As to what feeling I have being here? I’ve always been in­

terested to come to Germany. I find Germany a very interesting

country. Believe it or not, I’v» always felt I’m in part,

In some odd way, German. And I often wondered why and I

finally realized why. I asked my mother once and it turned out^<?

-4-o—a-nd beheld-,^! was brought up to some extent by two or three

German nurses. I can only say that I find Germany the oddest

country for me because I feel comfortable here.
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~Si Can you compare editing or shooting a movie with editing

a book? -You "did both-, you- shot-three—movi-es"and"you—w-rote-e

-twen-ty-two books-. /

M: The editing of a movie 1s much more of an art than cutting

a book. You edit a book out of experlence and out of taste

and essentially It's the same kind of activity'all the time.

That Is, you have one consideration which is the quality of

the work that's going to result. When—you—eut-p-p artel-on1 reply

1-f—you—have a lot of film to work-wi th—1-efc—me—say—I—ddrJ-ftk-

jthere are two kinds of cutting. In the average conventional

film, the film that's made with a bi g crew and a script, -t-here-ks

a—ten-d-en-ey—t-o—have cutting^-!—bhi-nk-^ is much less important

t-he-r-e than In the c 1 n em a veri te films, for a reason. Which

is that In the scripted film the actors know that the scene

Is coming to an end because they all have the same script.

If I may borrow your glass for a moment. There an actor knows
k/s hcx^ IS /

t-M-s—ts-—the-lust, line In the scene md -he- .3Ays his line, M.

takes a sip of his drink and he ruts his glass down. Because-^

unconsciously he knows It's the end of the scene and he wishes

to characterize 11 as the end of the scene. so there

are a great many scenes in scripted films that end with •s-eme-

t-hl-ng—comlng d,o—the—end- of a slow movement. That means that

the next cutj almost obligatorily has to be a slow opening

upward. You have that leisurely kind of a-lrnesm, what I call

funereal cuttl ng in most professional films. In clnema veri te, 

-bemuse the actors don't know when a scene is coming to an
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end 'cause there is no scrinted scene ns such. They're talty/I / , /pit-'/ /
Ing and they may talk f.or ten minutes and.fifteen seconds7

-7- 'l /
'may be used^ Cr three minutes may be used, Gi-ven-t-her-f^et

that- there- is-no- pa-rt-i ctrla-i— end to- -the- s een-e-r—that--l-s-y«u
(jy I'C-vl <Vl

"Well I can either use

three minutes of this or 1 can use ten seconds of this. De­

pending how I'm going to use it." jYou may decide that the

ten seconds are more interesting because there is a marvelous

movement of one actor's hand. As they're talking if someone

says this and the movement is more interesting than anything

that's being said. Because film really lives in two worlds

at once—part of it is moverent and the other part is of course

the particular narrative element in what's nresent. Sofas I

say, if the hand goes up like this, the cutter may,Choose
/

th4t. Then there are any. number of movements that can come

out of it. It's much more musical. This goes up like this.

And you can have something come up iike that slowly or you

can have.something come slamming back.^J As a result^cutting

in cinema veri te films becomes more of a high art. Editing

has endless permutations and possibilities. I said earlier

that in "Maidstone" we—spent—Ln—f-l-ve—days^-I had five camera
.1^// <-<x /iu-o .

crews^ we shot forty-five hours of sound and filrn^ We then

cut it down to seven hours very quickly. There were seven

usable hours out of the forty-five. But it took us something

like three years to cut it from seven hours to ninety minutes.
/

—Becau-ae-_we had so many movies within the seven hours that we

Just couldn't decide^ We had too many choices and it was 
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monumentally Interesting despite the Pinal result which was

less interesting than all the interesting moments en route.

Mainly because the sound was not Rood enough to make a sat­

isfying film. But the cutting in it, I think, was far

superior to the average film. Not because we were great

editors, but because we had much more interesting material

to work with. In a certain sense, we weren’t cutting so

much as writing the film with film. The average professional

Hollywood film is written with a script. It's first written

by a script writer, the director works with him, the pro­

ducer works with him, the cost people work with it, it's a

blueprint. You might say it's written at that point and

the cutting is merely the final application of the plaster

and the paint to what's been done. When you are making a

ci nema verlte film, because you're wo-rki-ag—w-l-t-h i mprovi sati en

and you don't know quite where your story is going to lead

and very often you don't have a story in the normal senses

.you have a set of attitudes and collisions, a set of possibili.

ties that you can write with. It's as if you have the ma­

terial in a large bag. It's as if someone has handed you

a vocabulary, but it's not a vocabulary of words, it's a

vocabulary of film strips. (You might have five thousand such

film strips because the same scene could be cut in many differ
/ \ •
ent ways.\ You might use three minutes of a scene.\ In which

j \ \ \
case it would be the keel for a narrative section of your film

Or you might ju\t use little snipnets\from It because the

movements are so wonderful. And you might use it in a montage
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where you wanted another effect entirely.^:

\ the/fiIm and youxs'tart writing your-plctureM Cutting as such
- . ......... _____ _____ - --------•------- ------------ -------- -------- ' —

becomes vastly interesting.

S: V/hat do you think, .as far as your own potential for

.self-expression is concerned, the advantages are using solely

the written word and then also using fi lm?  And_I,d_.li.kfi_txi^/

‘ follow it up with another-jquestiQm’ Earlier you talked about

a sort of technological homogenization that1 s-haprrerrHw in

the Western world. Do you feel that there 1s also a certain

amount of alienation hha-t-Le-a4most inherent in filmmaking

because you have to use machines to express yourself?

Mi I think particularly in professional fllmmaking there is

an Immense amount of alienation present. I had the experience

last week of working in a professional film for the first

time as an actor. I was playing the part of Stffhford White in

"Ragtime." A fine director, Milos Eorman, is making the film.

sit down with

film as an actor, and I was overcome with what-a- difficult 

I had two days of work, my first two days in a professional 

-art it is to be a professional film actor. The conditions

are even more difficult than working on stage. ^h3e-ewTST?_£eu-

donit-a-et—i-n—the—n-orma-1—way . I-n—half—t-he—seines—I—wffs~play- 

-ing,—I—would be—lucky—i t I—could— see—the—eye— o-f—the—actor—I

was-playing with. The^emnhasi-S- j-s—enorrnoua-1 y -on—Vs®—earrmra 

“posl-tion-. -^Ybu have these immense cameras -a-s—oppos-ed—t-o—the-
 -----------------^^0/

sma4-l—s-tu-f-f—we—us-e—heres---- Gd“ven—these_ Lmm-en-s-e—eamrejpa-e-, the
A

actors become almost like marionettes that are moved and
f V tO f /•/•' 7' .

shifted around often you'd be playing 
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a scene and if the camera was on you-4-n tho-scene, the actor

you were playins with might be behind one of the cameras.

And you would see his eye back of the cameraman and you would

hold on this eye. It would be like a lighthouse beacon an-d-

you were steering your ship towar^fchat-ey-B-beeatw^ That ’ s

all you have to work wdthj? Otherwbge- you * r p j 1,1 n t mm o t

you' re-talking ■by-yoursel-f^ -you--trave“n*O“’face—that ’ s—reacting

.to—you-. In that sense I was filled with a a-er-tai n sense of

wonder which is how do they ever get wonderful moments in
> y.,—

these profess! onal fi 1ms? S-he-re—are -profesai.onalcz£idB^-44-na44-y

where this extraord-i nary -stuf F—comes—through. In the "Tin

Drum"--which is the best movie I've seen in quite a while,
«• (_ 'J O

that and The "Marriage of Maria Braun in those two films 4-Zv-iC

were extraordinary moment^pthat-t-h-e—actors—I don't
know how they is itj Given the absolute allenati on of the

condi ti ons^i, n-which—one—iiork-s-. J I' ve been interested in ci nema

veri te methods because you—could—aver-g.et—aotors—who—g-e-t-
------------------------------------------'
-comf ortable- enough-wi th-the—3-d-ea- that— they—di-drr'-t7r-kwve— a 

little

It’more miserable than we really

don't have /to rely on a script.

in love

nothing to be anylctor if you

The moment yoj/have to say a line like/"! would be

We're always pretend! ngzto be a little happi e/ or a

to use t+rei-r wltSj be'cntrs-e—they— proceeded—through-scen-es 

-al-ways use people off the street in ci n ema veri te/because

everyone alive is an actor./ We all spend our lives acting. 

are. That's acting.
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to say 1 t a hundred

more intense to you than the presence of the cameraman, 

true—poes-i-bi-l-i-t-y—of—ped-a-hiut-al-y^ natural expression because 

actors has to be perfect, the camera has to know where the 

•because- the sound has to be perfect, the placement of the 

the machine has to predominate. -The—nraclTiTre- lias t-e>—n-redominabe- 

then it's very easy to be an actor. Then's no problem at 

a scene and you're talking back and forth and ,the scene Is 

all. /There are means to make films this way. But it would 

with you, but I must catch/£he five o'clock train." ytfid

mean a radi cally/fi fferent approach to filmmaking because ,

C-the—fpndamental.a-sanmr.ti on would be that so long as -fi-l-m
> a scrip/

attempts—ter-tell—a—Si/oryTr-it all enates the actors f rom-^anyu 

you have to- keep repeating M>-r—you—n.

times, then you have' to be a professional actor. That's

where the difficulty comes in. So long as you' re/jnst in 

actors will move so the camera can move in harmony with them,
H-f t/se

and all that violates any— no®-s-i-bi-l-i-t-.v of StanislovsVy methods 

in filmmaking-- any—attem-nt—o*—frhe-’actor-to— t-ru-l-y—hav-e—a—deep
/?»< a.ci'n'C Uej

expe-r-1-errce-r -Zou can’t have a deep experience If goingA

to be Interrupted twenty times in five minutes, which is the

condition of filmmaking.
/A

Si What advantages do you seeA yersonnd-l-y over literature 

for your own personal self-expression?

Mi I -loved—maki-ng—fj-im-s—t-h-fas-rwpqr-tTi-d.huut"a sorj-pt-r

•I—never-had - gr eat--l n t ere-st—1 n—wr-Vtl-n g—a—f-i-l-m—s-osd-p-k. ■When—you

-wrl te a novel ,--you- have absolute—c-ont-no-l—Tp—L'cm puli it". If 

you are a young writer, you may run into an editor who says
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enough and you've got

1 n—t-hat—s-en-s-e—that—y-0uJ-re-drril-y—ex-pr-e'’TTriTigTyours^TT--and -at

the same time It's a lonely occupation.

e to be alone with your­

self the most of every day and you have to find the sanction 

your book Is good, but It’s not good

to rewrite It to my specifications.

virtues are yours and its vices can be laid upon your head.-—

Ip.,e ff ect .you .have—absolute-con trol-over-your__own—work—or

he may be, that is what he is saying

-r-eT-a-tl vely ''absolute control-. - It' s a satisfying experience

No matter how polite ,
i f- u wti u >- 'io IaiI/i ]

and.you end up having

published-- '-That--happens"to autbors . a If you are an estab­

lished author, generally speaking, your book is yours. Its

o f -b ei ng- a- wr 1 t-e r— -Wh 1-oh—4-e-

every day to decide that you are worthy to sit in God-li^e

judgment upon the activities of other people. That's being
a wri ter. jin filial moved toward ci n am a veri te where there

is no script because I relt the scen^rio writer has very
' r

little control over the final product .^When you—w^l t.-fs- ;r~uiuvl e

sor-i-pt-p—rcnr*T''n—larcky—j-f—bh e- mo-vl-e—b ea r s—aornbiq^aLa t-l-en—be

.what-you—wrote.---- That'..s_-the most—you-^can—hope—People

who write movie scripts are almost always secretly interested

in going on to become directors. To spend one's life as a

writer of movie scripts is a miserable occupation for all

but maybe two or three script writers in the world. "Sl-fi-e-e"
’'T'_jjt's n«4j a profession that's n-ecesR.a-rl-l-y nearly as honored

M A
as bei-n-g—actor or director or even for that mattery pro­

ducer . -The—g-lamoi-^-r—o<:~jf-i-lnr--1-s~-rrrrt ■nr'-e'rren"t""iTT—scri nt-wri ting... 
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jj-cr—l-s-d}he-re--c<>nt^rol^ So I was interested In golng^the other

direct! onl-eniLralv—to make, movies without scripts. -I—f-alt
A*y

t-hnt-’ s -what—L-d-i-d-dtr;---- They,c-.’ere written on the editing table.

You said the best movies you've seen lately come from—

Germany.

they are highly professional

You've seen "The Tin Drum" and "Maria Braun" andi^f

['Have changed from cin'ema veri te

M: That isn't why I like

when you say you like the German films p<5w? 1 mean they are
not typically German films. One major point Is that the^

Americans control them in the!r.cinemas because they/'re highly

professional, they're nearly American movies. / . -

them. I respect7 them for

, being highly profess1onal f11ms, but that Isn't why I like

! them. I like them because I felt they were entering areas
vc. rf,’ / v ‘ J -.'u i ,e J /'i

' of experience that were more a-poroi^r.i.at£_t-Q_Xi-lm--t-h-TTi thh'
/

average film. You see, I. think that film bears a profound

relation to the dream. I th1nk/that film is all together

different from literature. Qne might Just as well be talk­

ing about the state of Kansas In America and Mars as to talk

about literature and film in the same breath. Literature^!

believe^is closer to/theater than it Is to film. 4— mean

theater—is-closer/to literature than it is to fl lm-~Becaus-e>

Vllm occupies the most peculiar place in the min'd. If I say

to you, "Think of a favorite uncle of yoursyou' 11 have a

mental imgge In your mind for a moment. If I say to\you 1[hi nk
/ k

of Humphry Bogart, you'll have a mental image In your mind,

and Yhe two are not that different. Film inhabits an area

of'the mind that's somewhat mysterious. It's that area •
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somewhere "between sex and sleep, y^omewhere between sex and
I c.ou[.-[
I the dream. J-t-t-s—al way s—as 1 f you .c-a-a establl sh a hl erarchy

of existential states that are less and lesa definable and

more and more mystlcalj You-corrld-a-l-m-oah-aay—tdrrt it would

bei memory, sex, dream, death. And perhaps between sex and •

i dream, you can put film. Film.al ways has something slightly

j sinister about it when it's good. The trouble with most pro-

‘ fesslonal films is that they are rhotograohed stage plays.

j The emphasis is anon story and upon all the values of the

theat^. And so the average film has an artificial unnleasant

1 quality, a certain aesthetic emptiness to it no matter how

I well made it is. What I loved about,those two films 1s,«f-
' I-/. J

I actly. that-;they— had- thi-s-q-ua-l-bty-. A They were sinister in a
//.•>. ''

I lovely way. They were not films *-n- which you could a-t nrw.ard
; K'/lt v-,

describe the plot^in rw-e h-a^ wav, h-h e-t—the—cd o t was- . c a he-pan-t.

j It's amost a vice if you can tell the story of a film clearly^

-i-t'-s—a—bad— f-i Im—at—the—■hi-ghest—l-evel-. Film should be evo-
■

cative. The best films are like personal experiences that

i you keen returning to because the experience was so particu-
U. < >■/

i lar, at the same time so mysterious that you cannot define
zi

' it, you cannot circumscribe it with words. And to the degree

that film inhabits a region or the mind or the psyche that’s
•W

beyond words, it’s successful film. And to the degree it

does not, it is merely a debased form op literature or theater...
" - • HU>U<?4

S: Am I correct in assuming that you .mn-v 1 ng to­

ward the cinematic because it's the—sort— of—l-augaage—whbc-h
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•transcends—words—o'!*—l-t-^s a medium which transcends language?
A

Mt No,-—I'm not moving—ttw^ 1-t. I’ve always had t+ri-s pro-— . *
found admiration for film at Its best. I—t-hirH^-y-ru—s-ee—what-

"I j A-U
-I-’in talki-ng—aboudr-l-n^Chapli n^ f or instance. Chaplin always

transcends story. carrHr-t-eH—tlrerstory— erf—q—CTrrp-l-l-n— morte

.and_ have—It—make-any-seni%»... -You- can—tell the—story—of—a-

Chaplin—movie but no one who had not-seen-the-movd-e—woH-ld.

■ever..know--why yow-oay--i t's--a--great movi-e. “'Tell the story of

"City Lights" and It's a little sentimental legend. Se° it

and you have an experience that goes into the very extensions

of yourself. I have vast respect for film for that reason.

But I don't necessarily thin1' that I am all that talented at

film. I grew up writing books and writing books is probably

what I'll end up doing ror the rest of my life. If I were

young, I might be more interested in a life In film than a

a film takes

S :

K

| write because al! they need is a little

He doesn't need/lt physically quite so
/

number of writers that are all but dead, b/t they continue to

S» You mentioned toe* that as an author you have sovereign 

ve here

; and a little bit 1 ert alive there and/the.v can still do it.

- piy 8°°^ friend Truman Capote, for instance. 

life in literature. But I'm not young. So, voi_la 11 a X^king

athletic abilities... You have t<f have

Immense stam'i n-^'-fj-you ..haai-e—to—be. .■-I—m-ean great' film dir

ector has/the same stamina that an Olympic ^athlete has.
/it1^ /KXS-d.

Does a writer notY-ha-v-e thet stamina?

\ know any
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control over your chnracter.^rrd- I think it was John Fowles

who said at—a— oerfra-in—po-i-n-t in The French Li eutenant' s

Woman, "I don't have any control over m^ characters at all

anymore." I'd like to ask you PttT—d-n-sban^e-cou-ld Rusty in

Why .ire We In Vi etnain? ^have reacted any differently In the

bear hunt if you had wanted him to?

Ms WelSa I think Fowle- was saying it's a harpy bonk when

one's characters take on their own life. To—thadr -e-x-t-errt-,
lii/v ’J. C'jlij/ n /

'"{if yon didn't have that in writing, f.har^d^be very little/LeW-

1-n—wrlt-i-ng-.- There's nothing terribly attractive about being

alone in a room looking at an empty piece of paper and making
.1 .J:' -J‘(k)

little scribbles on/.that—p-i-ece—of—uanar-. The pleasure of

making literature comes from that moment when your characters

come alive and they take a rorm. You can exaggerate it, how­

ever. | On-ce_a__ch-a-ract^/fr~tree ow es—e-Li-ve—t-trey '0'i'Fr uud—rro

Leaa remarkable—than- -someon-e-whxf-bs -a-l-4-v-e .
We can think oj/af rl end and the peculiar things a friend

does and they can be very vivid for us./We can think of a

character^n a book we're wrl tine- and they can be vivid for
Sazit-Q x- C

^jjs i ri thatAway. But I wouldn't-go beyond that. I I would say

this I If you are a young writer and your characters never

come alive for you as you are writing them, you might think

seriously about whether you really want to be a wri tei^-or—a-

-n-ov-e-l-i-sbv. On the other hand, it is very dangerous to use

that as the sign that you've been annointed by the Lord^W

beoenre a~wri-Ler’} because most young writers can think of

their characters. They are very vivid to them. They just
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dorr't succeed In me1'! ng them very vivid to the reader.

That emotion, that Inner experience In writing, while It is

delightful, is not the sine oua non of the professional writer.

The professional writer very often writes with a great de­

tachment. If his characters com" alive '’or him, that’s nice.

But you can write about characters who never come alive for
W £><?<-« u 51- .6

you, bub-you'-know-’t+rroughv^the years of skill that you've

acquired that, they' re 34 vl-ng-very—we-1-1 for the reader. Graham

Greene once spoke of characters he had to work on very very

hard. He was always pleased when he read a review afterward

that said that the character was well-drawn. Because he would

think to himself) "well-dragged."  -

S: If we could get to Executi oner* s Song^ whi ch is "fact/ion."

Mt "Faction," now that is a terrible word. That’s a medj-a

word--" fact! on." The media can't live with a phenomenon they

can't classify. So they Immediately look for any wcfrd, any

word at all. They’re like a ship that'll throwZnchor on any

rock. "Faction." It's a horrible word. /

St Ok, let's forget the word. Let';? get to Gary Gilmore.

Did you shape this figure, Gary Gilmore, or was he more shaped

C-pom coming to Provo? Do you think if he wou-l-fkAt— have—come
/ ■

to Provo, let's say, -ba San Francisco or Los Angeles, just

somewhere else, not-around the Mormons, do you think you—oould.

have.„shaped the' character'di"p‘rnrently-~or—w-ou-W he^have moved

di f f erentlyL on—&ould__h.e_Jaav^--c-han-ged-?- He sort of got trapped

in Provo.

MiZ Yes, he did, he did.
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St Do you think he would have been another nerson if he

' would have come to another city or to another state?

M: Well. I can speculate. I think it may be that coming

to Provo, Utah, which is the Mormon stronghold, may have been

the worst place in the world for him to cone.fe. He/came

out of prison with many appetites and great restlessness.
i t /

Provo is a city where they don’t pull the sidewalks in at
! ' /

eleven o'clock at night, they null them in at/eight o’clock
1 ! /"

|i at night. You cannot have any kind of night life at all in
I I ■ /

! a town like Provo. If .won come to-a^town—l 1 ke-Provl-ncetown ,

-.Mas-sachusettes,—where _I_JJ ved ■ for many -years-}, one of the things

i that struck me about Gilmore is that he was like so many of

the people that I used to drink with every night in Province-
1 /
I /
| town. There are a great many people in Provincetown who'd
I • /

i be criminals if they lived in Provo and are perfectly happy

i to get drunk every night in Provincetown. They get into a

i few fights and get into some trouble with the police once and
I Propo

a while, but nothing serious. To that extent tfe contributed

very much to Gilmore's crime. But this is sheer speculation.

I I don't have the.right to make this speculation finally.
- —-- --------------------- fH

| ’ Si You didn't put anything else on—fre Gilmore, you tried ;

! to portray him as he really was, as vou thought'.he was/as
z ' /'! / I

i he hi mself.thought he weu-l-d—be. So there is nothrng added
? / / /

to him. /HeJ-Sr-jtn; I la~pUir?r,'pei st>n- which-A-o—d-lf.regent to ubhOT"

books-. , / \ I
\ / ■ ■

Mi This will sound like a Paradox, but I felt it would be '
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very novelist! c not to add anyth!ng to him. When I say

novel!stlc, I want you to think of the word as If I were to
+M'- . ... , , oka of-

say a man and a woman are talking and ei-tha-r thp.jw-ffe

tho-wemaa says It would be very romantic If we did th1 f? «T

That means something different to almost every one. dAew

know what, a romantic evening wou-ld—be-.---- J-t could be anything

from watching a professional football game on Monday night 71/
/j>-ia aimer! no—en—to going to the ballet or dining b^ candle

light. But the word nonetheless has a certain common denom­

inator. Romantic is romantic. We all think we’re talking

of the same thing. When you use the word novel! stic, it’s

not as common. Generally, writers know what tH'ey mean when

one says to another "didn't you think that was pretty novel-

istlc?" I felt in this case that because of the special .

circumstances of the book, it would be most novel istic if.../.

Roll 12

Mi In filmmaking the only thing you can count on to a cer­

tain! ty is that if a picture is suddenly very successful,

there wi-ll be three or four pictures much like it in the

next year.

S i
VuO

,£re\ a critical writer.
y

influence society in some way b^

Do you think that you can

writing? Or change society?

Ms When I was young, I used to think you could do it with

one book) a-nd- quickly and apocalyptically. .Now I know that

one probably has very little effect. I've always felt that
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K W Vc)U alty
you can never know the results o( your boo^s. -Sem-erm-e—whe

-x,.1/" UuQ))'y '/<W i ■ 'y
' ' worr-i-es about whether t-he-y rre.going to hurt so and so's

feelings - when—they— wri t e-a-booki—i s-not—rea-Uy—a"-*writer*.'

Surgeons are ruthless. That Is,when they g0 In they don't

say to themselves, "In making this incislbn I’m going to

give this young woman a scar on her belly that's going to

Injure her love life for the next thirty years.Thoy-do

not—say-—tha-t....tQ_khjams£lvefl^ They say> "Scalpel, nurse," and

they make the cut. They may be right or wrong in the need

for the operation, but there is a certain insensitivity to

other parts of the context. Writers also have to have that

kind of 1 ns en si tl vj t y-.^v o-r y-e f t-err. That can't say to . themselves ,

"I'm writing an obvious portrait or my good friend so and so

who's going to be terribly injured by this." it—they—C-ee 1

t-hat-j—then—they—c-an '-t —w-rl-fr-ei A great many young writers can't

write ror that reason. They think of all the people they're

going to hurt; ,--and~ all—t-h-e—neorl-e—they'-re— gol-n-g—to-ma-k-e—err-

^eml-es ■ -of •tnTd'~t,3TO~~T e L-ri-budH-on—tha-t-'-s— g-erl-ng—<cr-troTn’e-fb~t+rem—

"■—and they simply can't write. It isn’t worth it to them.

There has to be someth!ng slightly maniacal about a young

man or woman who wants to wri te^ 54—ha-s—t-e—1th—rrrtfre 1 nfpOT-fc-arrty

to—t-hom-Som ethi ng Napoleonic, If you will. They have to be

willing to get that book done no matter how many psychic

corpses are going to be left en route^ how—me-n-y—ps.veh4-c

wound-s—ao*e—g-n-i-ng—-to—be—caused ^and" how much counterattack

there is going to be^^jyt—way-a-.



10^

<
s: Do you bellRV« that movie1 -h^s more possibilities to

Influence?

M: More and less. I think movies have more possibility

to reach deep feelings in people and perhaps give life to

people.
H^yre

S: Why? Because visual?

My Because movies are more primitive, I would argue, than

literature. Literature is a civilized development. Film,
-? h fj. i k rii't y

while it is a highly technological AeueioBaertfe, ^has--the

paradox that—4-t goes back to more primitive states of con­

sciousness than literature. I mean^neople have to have an
b^j(' Hot tO

education to enjoy literature^ Peorle-who^eajU-t—xead—o-p—wrB-tre
iialK t<9

o^n—get profound reactions eat -of films. So in that sense

film reaches more peopl e^ . To the de­

gree it reaches them in a precise way, it's no good. Film

has to reach people in ambiguous ways. A truly good film

will affect two people profoundly, but when they go out,

they'll argue for hours over the nature of the film. One

will say it is a satire and the other will sav it is a tragedy

and that's as it should be.^-Fi-lm—is-hmrW—ac)t-way—d-n-sd'de

Lnt.o—t he-psyche—an d—p rov-e—t-ru-1 y^ d 1 -s ti i-rb-i-n-g—aod—<=>.t—the-s-ame

•ti-me—i-t—eouid—prov’e-t'ml-y—amH-s-tfwr.^^One person can go through
, Id (3
horror watching a film and another person could laugh th-et-r

head off. That's good film when you have different reactions.

Bad film is when everybody laughs on cue, because they are

being manipulated. Then they merely enter the engines of

manipulation of the great Institutions.
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Si Can a poor) book bn the same way—that one nerson could

read .it as a satire, the other as a tragedy?

M: Yes, yes. But it Involves more culture to begin with.

Which is the trouble with literature. However, the finest

aspect of literature—I. don’t want to b<= too critical of

literature--! s that if It is good enough, it goes on and on

and on and it not only afrects its own time, but it affects

times to come,j-n—t-he—f-u-tua?e. Whereas movies, I think, have

a shorter life. I don't know quite why, it is just an opinion.

Also literature mav finally nrove to be nourishing in .other
’ \+

way# alJ together which is that 14-fc^ratu^e gives us an indis-
•— J 'Lia

pensable sense or the past. ?e-rt-1-e<-;-l-a-&Ly-..1 n -a technological

age i_a—whi-o-h the past is rapidly being destroyed for us.^it

may be that in year's to come literature may have a resurgence.

People may say, ‘“Pha^-bs- th® one thin# I must haveVj) J—mu-s-t—hav e

-good-ebooks—to—read-. • I can't bear existence without -t-hoe-e

good books." It's all onen as -far ^g I'm concerned. It isn't

as if .-literature is dead nrk welcome to film.

St Who would you toixy consider to be^major American authors,

.from-y-our personal uu.i L!)4-!irt'J ve?» A-n-d—w-hy-9

M: There are probably twenty American authors who if you

ask^t.-hem that questi-oru. "Who do you think are the major
. via. t-ixsi.

American authors?", tSn=r would r^me-^n^aHibe«i==thems elves.
-MfkZ ,my

John Updike would say John Updike and^he might say/frlend,

John CheeverP| Saul Bellow would say Saul Bellow.

St What would Morman Mailer say?
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M: Norman Nai lor, yon may depend ur>on it, would say Norman

Majler. I'm not Just being.snide about myself and my fellow
W a/\^aa-d

racketeers. -I-b-U—t+w-t^we have a funny situation in American

letters, "Tt-i-s-nJ t no—i Cr—.there are no giants around.

There was a time when we had Hemingway, we had Faulkner.

-Th err^rou— cou-l-d—n-nm-e—n—Pew— ot-here—t ha-t—wer e tn— the— s-eaeied-^rank-

and—so—on. ' But now, we’re like the spokes

of a wheel. Yon cannot ask a snoke bf a wheel, "Who are the

major spokes?" The snoke will have to say, "I am the only

spoke as far as I can feel it. I’m the only one connected

between the axle and the ground."

St But since you’re self-critical, of course, you know

beside yourself different authors.
•Poy-

Mr There are a lot of writers o_f whom I have regard, who I

think are very good writers. I think Saul Bellow is a veryj

very good writer. I think John Uodike is a very good writer,

John Cheever...

St What about Gore Vidal?

M: Vidal, I think, is a wit and he is a good essavist. Not

a great essayist. If you compare Vidal’s essays to Jimmy

Baldwi there's no argument. Baldwin has cower in his essays

and Vidal has wit. He's a bad novelist, Vidal.

S: What about Truman Capote?

N: Capote is a stylist and he was a very good writ foie's

not done anything memorable lately. Of coursejhe’s been work-

i ng on a novel for years called Answered Prayers which may be

very- good indeed. We'll have to wait and see^-j
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S: Are there any authors wJa-i-ch you dlsllke^who are overrated?

M: No. -P^Th^h—5TT-vr-d=rrrrrrv~-way_^ It's

very hard tor a wr)t>r who's truly overrated to last for long

given the state of American criticism. Th-aro-a^g many more

literary critics in America than there are working novelists

who can make a living writing novels. We’ve all been examined

and re-examined and we've all passed twenty, thirty examina­

tions by now. And so it would b» hard tor someone who is

really ersatz to get through.

Si What about Pynchon?
oil

Ms gyffC'rrbrs I'm not familiar with his work. It is possible

that if there is one hoax in American literature, it would be

Pynchon. Pynchon is either a genius or he is vastly overrated.

I think it would be safe to say that. I've never been able

to read him. But that doesn't mean that he therefore is a

hoax. I've just never been able to get through the bananas

1n Gravi ty's Rai nbow.
be

S: the-re any Latin American authors w-hP-e-h—yon are

fami 11 ar wi th?

M: Well I think there are two...
/ 7

Si Borges or Marquez..

Mj I think those are the two most important writers in

the world today.

S: Why Borges? In political terms he 1s a reactionary is

he not?

Mi Yes, he is a reactionary but...



108

S: How come you like him?

Why Ho I care If he is a reactionary?

Sr You don't care?

Mr I detest having to think of a writer by his politics

first. It's a little bit like thinking of peonle first by

way of their anus. I mean, ir we were all to regard

one another that way, it would be i ntol erablej) we-c-emrhirr^t

do-l-U _To_me_a-writer's face is his ■his—fe-h-efs-e-S,

his literary bri o-.-ysnd Borges is absolutely rasc1nated with

the problem of the novel. -Borges has this magical ability

to take plots and turn them inside out. I sometimes think

that Borges may do in five pages what Pynchon does in five
"l&"

hundred. Which is -ha show# us the resources of the novel.
5?

He's a magician’s magician. ,In that sense.I lov.e his work.
/' j /or

I can get from reading mryiQmentelly long books, including

my own.

Sr Marquez?

Mi Marquez is wonderful in the same way. In One Hundred

Years of Soli tud e he created not one world but five hundred.

I don't know how Marquez does it.

In ten pages he'll create a family that has eighteen children

and they go through ten years, you know every one of the child­

ren, you know all the events that occur in their life, in—tefT

-pa-g-es—I—have-a 11 —I -can -do--to -ge t.-around-on e—bend—in—tbe—N-i-l-e^

I'm writing a novel about Egypt in 1130 B.C. and I find I've
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written ten pages and what's

around one turn in the Nile.

happened? My boat has gone
T .. . . lUaVoueZ.
In the meant j rue^-Berges has

a history^ so I admire him.
S; F-dAt leal att i turte ^ou don't caret Q Q lt^.

Hi I don't even know about it. What do I care about

South American politics?

S: Not at all?

H: I'm an American. I think we're the center of everything.

(laughter)
' sS\^ y°u were to write a book something on the line or )

Presidential Papers and address it to Mr. Reagan, what would

you have to say to him? /

fii What -I—sa4-4—e<ynl i-rr—bod ay-. I'd sav that America has

now decided that It’s only going to allow the wast^ to go

to the top. That f'or\th1 rty years most of the waste was

going to the top and a I'i-ftl ° was gol ng tp' the bottom. Tha-t~

Iking., about—. Yon know people

in America have bean screaming for years biratith-ere's all that

money going to undeserving welrare\neople. Of course^al!

the time/'Ven times as much has been going to the ton, the
\

I \
j undeserving rich. Now Reagan has gotten'-in and that’s a sign

j that the peonle in the middle in America ncX^onger wish to

pay the bottom, they only wish to nay tribute Kp the ton. So

I'm going to say, "All right, sir, now that yon'r\ cutting orf

the bottom, what are you going to do about that? You're going

j increase.your armaments, you're going to have prosperity for
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■a period, but you are not goi np~ to be able to lower taxes.

If you lower taxes, you will have Inflat 1 orr"whl ch will be

beyond measure. What do yon do when the slums erunt? When

the ghettos put un barricades? Are you going to bring in

the police? Are^you a true conservative? You can't speak

. seriously. What do you really plan to do?" That is the

{ way I would tal> to him. Parenthetically, he would not lYs-ten

S_: You said, "What should I care about the political situa­

tion in South America? I'm an American."

M i I was boj ng f acet.1 ous . I tt/e I tCim
ht Autef((V.

St _i_vWhat kind of responsibility do you feel toward

your audi ence?

M: There are any number of very good, novelists including

Gunther Grass who probably would disagree with me profoundly,

but I don't think that an. author should be overly concerned

with the political Influence he has on his readers. Because

I think that fe^t influence deeper than politics. Politics

finally is the art of the possible and literature is the art.

of the impossible and when you start to mix the two, you^end “
/

up with work that Sis: second rate,

S: Not necessarily political responsibility but what sort

of respon si bi 11 ty^ as such) do you feel that yon have toward

your audience?

, M: I thln^the responsibility you have to your audience is

never to take the Immediate advantacre. Never to cash those

easy checks . I-t-Ls—vory—dan gerou-e—when—you—axe—wxi_ti_n.g—to—
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when you have something that's pooh in a work^its very
5 J
easy to milk it. -Tp-4ey^ have a prize coxy and the price

H'ox'i Zt
of milk is high now and—JJha=flffii&^to get every last bit of

P'Q
milk ou-t-cf—thd-s cow. You have to be very careful of that.

Writing is an Instinctive proc°se and a dull instinctive
vfon I

process, we often d-eesn-l-t feel bright while one-i-e working

on a book, you just feel a dull pressure f ro—'HVa-laatA-eel-

to go here to go there. as-~one1 n • -working. Yon have to try

to listen to that vol ce frhat-rrr-f ad-nt-, that says2 "Stay true

to the work." Very hard to do. A writer's open to every

pressure to take the immediate advantage, whatever it is.

We all do in various ways.

St I think Faulkner said at one point, "A good book is

worth a thousand cffifl grandmothers, a thousand old woman.

And if it were necessary to get rid of the old grandmothers

to write a good book, then it would be well worth it." Do

you agree with that?

N_: No, a thousand is too many. Three or four, maybe.

'St You are very fascinated with the movies. But your ex­

pression is writing. Do you believe it has to do wl-tlTdes­

tiny that someone becomes a writer, another's painter and

so on?

N.i I believe we are moreJLike.ly to become certain things

than other thi ngs . feet—m-e—give—an—example-ot—wh-at— I-’-m—-ta-l-k-

i ng about-which—i-s—n-11—together— d-VCf ererrt.—.-. Let’ s say there

was an .80$ chance that I was going to end up a x/rlter but
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not a hundred percent chance. Some of us end up in that

natural AO# that- we were more Or less destined fes=tn=asema

and some of us don't—aminority, There are some of us that

just don’t end up with what was calculated for us by destiny.

Destiny Is provisional not absolute, would by my reply.

Si You've talked a lot o^ the corrupting Influence of

totalitarian Ameri can TV. Is your position to criticize

th-l-a and bri niz it out to the people or do you. have a solution

in mind? Shall we throw out the American broadcast!np system?

Ms You can't throw it out. The problem that we face--and

it's a tremendous problem--!s that yon can't do anything with

government anymore. Because wft learned anything over the

last fifty years, it's that government breeds bureaucracy.
/ K-t' J"

Tints why I call myself a lert-conservati ve. Because I do not

believe that government can solve our problems. To that ex­

tent I'm a conservative. The one thing we know is that

people who work in government are people who want a kind of

security that finally will destroy Initiative in them. So no

one in government will take a chance. When there is a problem

they look to divide. Government bears a resemblance to cell

fission, but of a cancerous sort. When a cancer cell can't

solve a problem, it divides. Tha-tA-a—why-They divide more

quickly than normal cells because they're not equipped to

solve problems, they’re only equipped to grow. Government

divides and grows and proliferates all the time. It doesn't

solve problems. So you say how do you get rid of television?

I think the answer j-s—tv+vat-we mgy come— ar-ewiad—a—banB-J-n-t-o—a
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c> new kind of politics. At present all Politics is based

on the idea that th^re are governments that tax the people

' and in return for these taxes they provide services. You

/ can say that to the extent that government serves, we can

still have government, yes. But the ways in which taxes

are paid can be changed radically and comfortably. It seems

to me that people have a right to decide whi-cb should be taxed

the most. It doesn't have to be decided on a national scale

either. Individual states, individual ci ti es<_-4rfid4=vi-d«al

-places- could decide what they want to tax. You can questioni
people, "What is the most offensive to you'in your environ­

ment?" If they were to ask me, I’d say plastics are most

i offensive, I'd say tax plastics. Now if I could convince

people politically, if I could make plastics the political

issue, then I could say, "Let's vote in the idea that plastics

1 will be taxed at a very high rate." That would get rid of

plastics sooner or later. How many of you people would ever

'buy something that was plastic and it cost five times as much

■ as something that was made o'* wood? Very few people really

are plastic freaks. We put up with it, because we think

, there is nothing better. As I say if'"—a plastics keep killing
i -J

I our senses and alienating us from existence. All right.

Very quickly plastics disappear. Nov; I can promise you that

long before that would ever happen the oil industries would

I all go to war against us. Because they: make a large part; of

I their already immense profits from plastics. Plastics are
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/ nothing but the excrement that comes from oil. The waste

I product in oil is what makes the most plastics. Which is

why we have them. The oil companies discovered that they

weren't wealthy enough, they could make even more money by

taking this awful stuff, this awful crappy, unspeakable stuff

that comes out of oil in refining it, that they could turn

it into various flat smooth, somewhat repellent objects that

inhabit our homes. They become counter tops, bathroom
I fixtures7 -and- they a-euid put it into Porsche automobiles^

jthey.could get-aw^y with it, they cpjj-ld—rfit it everywh exgffc

'they c'ould adulterate—ev-eTythi ng and make ^jnore' prof it. ] The\

/ moment we start-sailing, "Let's tax that.._rld.l cul pus excess!v^
I I —- "fax/ArV
Lprnf-ld^r-l—aniTl.f we were tea succeed 1-n—thatf< plastl cs^would

I (r^‘l if '•S Ca^
di sanpear. Once tha-tia gone, we'd^say "What do we tax next?"

I say let's tax television sets. Let those people who really

want television pay for it. It used to be people would say

drinking whiskey was evil so we taxed whiskey. Now I would

say, "No, tax the television set." You don't have to destroy

the television sets. I'm a democrat. If people want tele­

vision, fine, let them Pay for it.

8: Do you think that would give us better television because

we'd have to pay for it?

M: I don't care, it might or it. might not. It might be

that people would say, "Mai ler, you ' re mad. We don't want to
gtax television, we love it. Go to the rear of the room. 

j ' . \
-n-ot—going. toI'm not a dictator. If my
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(ideas didn't prevail, then they'd fail. I've failed before,
Hi 11

n. But I would argue that that Is a way to .

our society. If^-eco-legy—becon^s--d>>e-“Ve-r-y-*<>en-.,
"£+ 's a cvm -/‘Pvi-s It

ter—o£—^l-l-td-cal-’e-x-l-s-t-erwye';, 1 ns-tead—•afe^bel n-g—j n *thJ-w penii 11 ar,

contradictory, anomalous position of bei-ng nut on the—flank

•and having to appeal to government to solve our ecological

problems--whi ch means that government grows and

proliferates and does nothing exept to. gi ve ecology a bad

/I'll fall agal

'start remaking

-that'n a e tbnt pnnlngy io-in. • But

if ecology gets to the noi nt where it can animate neonle and

excite people to vote on the idea that any product that is
i
Injurious to nature, is ultimately profoundly injurious to

V.Q
us, then we got a kind of politics gd^g that's Intimate and

Mani

in the vein.

Roll 18

M: Reagan came into office because corporate greed insisted

that it wasn't getting enough profit, it wanted even more.
lb LMTL^ .iizi. k>

So stqp giving arijs money to the bottom. T-M-s—tra's ■g(jrT5~UITi z\
loag—eng>ug-h. Take all the money and let it go to the tbp.

j But they didn't say that. What they said is America must

lbe strong in relation to Russia. America must cut its taxes.

that. But they're not serious about that.

use to manipulate us. In American politics

tanks and cut taxes. Everybody knows that,

You can't build

even Reagan knows

That's what they

it's known that

if you want to manipulate people, what you do is tell them

what they want to hear. And you excite their hatred toward

what they detest. Americans detest large government so you
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I speak against large government and everybody says, "Hear,

i hear, right." Americans hate taxes so you speak against

■ taxes and Americans love the Idea that we're just as strong

as the Russians and just as macho. You speak for armaments,

all manipulation. Just once let somebody get on

television and say we don't have to fight the Russians. Let's

throw away all our armaments. Let the Russians come here

and they'll die of indigestion. Let the Russians attempt

to take over America and they will perish. Because Americans

are more resourceful than Russians^whl-c+rmE—be-H-eere—Ls_ tru®.

, Americans have a frontier tradition, they would love the idea

’ of joining an underground. Let the Russians come over here.

They never will. -I—fi-n 1 s-hed-■ my—rrrrnrrlcs^ivr’1 the^obher’^room-by

' re too smart. But if they

did, the greatest blow for liberty that's ever been struck

would Indeed be -rung. The Russians would founder on the

shores of America. As^practical matter, that idea is not

often discussed in America. Let it begin to be talked about

and who knows what will hanpen. It could be entertaining

at the least. Communi. cati ons cannot stop any process that

Is entertaining. They are at the mercy of it. They are at

the mercy of It the way a pervert is at the mercy of any sexual

activity that excites his or her libidinous urges.

S: That would be, has to be the first step to move anything

in this society. But who could change anything in the com­

munications industry, system? The students? The younger
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\ /
Mi \ It takes time. Ideas like this if they catch on....Look,

it'll take ten years, twenty years, but it could happen.

You know when I was your age I wanted it tomorrow. That

doesn’t mean you're wrong, it Just means If you ask me what

I think, I think it's going to take ten, twenty years.

St What do you think of John Anderson?

Mt I thought he was boring. A third-party candidate should

be interesting, because they have no responsibility.

St Do you think there is a chance for a third major party

in the United States?

Mt I think that he created some ground for the possibility.

He showed that peonle were Interested in a third party in

America, he did show that. To that extent we may all honor

his name some day. But I thought he was awfully boring.

S: Do you think a lot of people didn't vote for John Ander­

son because they thought he didn't have a chance?.'

M: Yeaj^. That's always true of a third-party candidate.

You always lose half the vote you think you're going to get

in the last week. As it gets nearer and nearer peonle decide

more and more that they want their vote to count. There is

a fetishism to voting. One wants to be buried in the nroner

cemetary. It's Just that if you're the third-party candidate,
\

you should be interesting. You have no responsibilities,
\

you don't have to worry about losing millions of votes for

the wrong remark. So you can take chances. He had nothing

to offer, he was like the other two. He was very slightly to

the left of the other two, but they were all three very much

in center.
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party candidate,

Interesting comes along who can do it.If somebody

future?In the nearSi

I think there will be a few people coming along.M:

How long have you been running now?S:

Since 1959Oh, for president?Mi

maybe you're the one to startAfter twenty years theSi

third party.

No, simnly because hard ,work 1sM

I don't

it or notv-]—d-crrrH7~'erf-Joy—ruaklnpL The living con-bell eve

are notdi tions

1 ran for office I didn't likeThe one timepeat yourself.

love to find somebody who's running and who

a second Marilyn Monroe book.

Why, and what's the difference between the first and the

second ?

N The first one was written from the outside, the second

was written from the inside.one

I could talk to. That would

I'm too selfish. The

think I'd be that good at It. I hate television

it at all. I'd

that Is not manipulation? Is there anything in H,fe that is

You talked a lot about manipulation. Is there anything

agreeable. It's too hot. You have to re-

Si You're going to publish

onerous, unpleasant. You'd-burn yonrseif out

Si Do you think If there ev^r was an interesting th1rd-
Vlk VK 7

there is a chance for '

not in some sense manipulation?

M: Yes, an existential situation.
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Si Doesn't everybody manipulate somebody else? !

—’ Yes, if I'm manipulating you and you're manipulating

me, that 's interesting. Because that truly has elements

of the game in It. One of us wins and the other loses and

the one that loses hates it because they were manipulated.

But at least we were both doing it to one another on rela­

tively fair terms. But when vou have huge institutions

manipulating us, it .Isn't fair. Fair nlay, that's all I

ask for.
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_ ____ s) CfJOl/

Li Norman, once or twice when you were asked which of your

books you liked the most, you said, "Oh, J don’t know, they're

like my children. One day I like one more than the other."

Davis Apartment (two

But the analogy breaks down if you believe that a writer must

excel/ in the art of becoming.

you see your books as indices of your growth? Or, do you
<3 k

agree with what E.M. Forster said^that a writer's works are 

totally distinct tasks, separate from each other# L'i ke

children? .
615

M: The advantage of being a writer for s-o many years as Kiva-
— A
been-a-wrlXer is that you can end up agreeing with everyone.

What Forster said is true. They are separate tasks. On the 

other hand -I— agre.e_JwiJxh==gffll.. Jr's nice if your books can be 

looked at as indices o-f growth. But I'm Jmat- not certain my 

books have grown that way. I think a great many people would

say that The Executi oner's Song was my best book. And maybe

I'd even agree with them. But that doesn't mean that it shows

the most growth. It might show the most digestion. In other

words, I had assimilated my craft at that point and demonstrated

that I knew how to write that kind of novel. An-d—sAn-ce^th-e-p-e

■was—1-ees—comm 1-tm-en-t—on—my._Dartr.jfwi—s-Wa -t-he-wrl-t-i-rrg—of i t

was less desperate than the writing of come of my other books/

b-ha-fe it may have been a cooler and more artful work for that

reason. But I wouldn't take it necessarily as a great indi­

cation of growth. I really don't care. You know, the
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Egyptian novel I’m doing, If It turns out the way I hope It

will, will be much more ambitions and much more Interesting

in Its literary techniques that anything I’ve done up to now.

.Bixt—a^a-j-n I -don ' t care. ... It's nice to grow, It's not crucial

to me. At this point what I want to be able to do 1 a keen

world ng for another ten or rifteen years. Partly because I

roust and partly because I just,

ston writing^ {here's too much

be—that—the—ways -1-P-. . -. I Let me

simnly don't feel ready to

I still want to say. J-te—rrrrv

put It this wav. A ■'-rrt-h-e-r^-pa-n

grow-iTl—d 1-Cf eren t—wav Sa Some wrl terq become none and more

and more polished artists. Other wri ters just become

more effective, more efficient, more able to produce the1r

work. It used to take me four and five years to write a book.

Now I can write one in a year or two. The books may not be

better than the ones I was writing twenty and thirty years

ago, but —j-ua-c—tire re ~are~TiTore—o-f— t-he.ry„a»4 I'm able to

get more things said. I may have to settle for that. We'll

find out.

/L: Your friend, Bob Lucid, once wrote that the magic of\

■your writing was based on an Implicit promise to connect the

world of Freud with the world of Narx--the public world of

politics and the private world of dr^ams^and hallucinations.
I Are you still committed to working on this bride-e, as committed

as you were in 1957 when you talked about the radical bridge?

1 ;M: No, in fact I probably have no real interest in it at

I .all. 'Cause I'm certainly not a Freudian and I'm st! ll'-a Marxi st
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to the extent that I just do think that the rich when all

Is said get much more than they deserve and that the begin- j

nlng of al] our problems are there. But I am not really

truly a Marxist In that I'm certainly not a phogrammatic

Marxist and I have no real Interest In It. No, I don't know

really what I'm working on there. I think I'll pass by that ■

q,uest! on .

L: The best books of George Orwell were usually about things

he despised. Are you like Orwell in this respect? In general

subject matter? /
/

Ms No. I won't sreak about Orwell because I jus-k'have too

much respect for him and I wouldn't know how to' characterize

him qui ckly ^bu-t---I—ktenJ-fc. I'm much more drawn to wri ting

about subjects that I feel very comfortable with on the one

hand and very uncertain of on the other. What^I—mean—by—t-ha-fe-

i-a—t4rrt*'-I—f eel as-I f ■'!“ have‘“domethi’ng terrTbTe—spee-i-a-1—to

say about—the-sub.jeot-. 1 n. one .way .and I—almost-next— to

n-O't+riTrp—gbou-i—kt—1-n—For i nstance, wi th The Ex­

ecu tioner's Song, I felt that I understood Gilmore very well

in the beginning^ I understood his desire to be executed.

It seemed to me that if I wdre in such a situation, I might

also want that. It's very r«al to me that your soul can die

before its time, before the time of your body. And so I felt

that I had special knowledge and I can. write about this man

in way other people can't. On the other hand, I knew very

little about prison; I knew nothing about Utah and I knew
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absolutely nothing about the particular circumstances of the/

man’s life- Tha-t—-wa-s—-i-niexe-s-feaiTp toI think it's al-/

ways interesting to—paop-l-e to move Into a subject where -t-aoy

feel -tWey have a special advantage, w-h-ea—thay-haw an edge,

because t-Hey know something that other people don't know
SWc

about the subject. Then they are Perfectly prepared to walk
,'lc

In absolutely ignorant or everything else la the subject.

For Instance, I formed the idea many years ago that Latin

was probably the first language that was truly a study in

power. Because of the grammar of Latln^ You never know the

meaning of a Latin sentence until you hear the last syllable

of the last word in the sentence. : Beo-au-s-e you can put the
(on/-’ t“ aluwsf ~ Cd.1^.

words—in Latin.tin any orderl whetsoe-ve-r-. *J-P- you wan-t—to say,

"I drink from the glass," y-nu-^can—say, "A glass from the

drink I” or any form you wish. You—won-Lt—kn-ow wha-t- tlae—m-ean--

lng_of—thr~sente'nce"’ Ts“unt51 ’the—last- word—:1-s—not— en-3-y— m-en-

tioned but—you - know- i n which was-lt 1 s—used.,— whether—i-tLs—Iz \

.who dri nks-from—the-gl ass-.—you -who dri nks—f rom-- the-gl-ass—and

so—forthr- That—means—that people had to be alert to under­

stand what was beincr said in Latin. It~w.as—very—easy—to

-trick people-end betray-. them. I think u neon-se4-e«oiy the

Romans were the flrst nation to think in terms of world con­

quest and empire. There was a certain unconscious conspiracy

to form the language that. way. Sri—bha-t--on=iy,-Tbe people who

were most alert, most unscrupulous v.-4nos-b—drri-eky and most con­

cerned with getting their way, would be most adept in speaking



the language. It was not a language for poets, j t was a \
iv/f jC^L/

language for people s-wM-ng power and were ready to use all

means to obtain it. Now with that as a bey, assuming my

key is correct, Latin might become an invigorating and

fascinating study for me. But to approach Latin cold with- .

out a key would fill me with dismay. With novels I like
-I, !■-

that same possibility always present^-'that I know s-omellilnB

I ^have an hypothesis that other people don’t

have which I think is going to be terribly interesting. /
A»d"~|hose -are the—I-Lm—bw+m--to. I'm ynever drawn to/^

a c/7x<n(ij „(i.■■'.{(?„< t..£>
wjar-d—wr-i-ti-n-g- a -beek—bha-t—3,-s—g-o-i-ng—to—be,,- topi cal or appeal! npjv)

tucdr
bu t- I—fe el—that-J— ha ve-aas>—m ore - -fro—•a ay—th a a—any-on-e—e-1 e-e. _

L:\ What drew this question from ma was something you said
Vjo SjL'./

in Cannibals and Christians years ago., -that’ you felt J t -was -
---------------------  ------- ------------------------ A . -

probl-emati n_tha-t you always seemed to be cursed fro be

writing about diseases instead of cures, although you've

done that as well.

Ms Yes, but that was a remark I made then and I never stand

by old remarks completely. 1'11 say no more about an old re­

mark than that I'm sure I was sincere when I sald^it. But

very often a remark oversimplifies things terribly. So^T

wouldn't hold to it,

L: When you began writing, how affected were you by the

then-current literary idea, the Jamesian idea, that a writer

should not use his ideas of the moment in a work in progress,

I'm talking about the idea of authorial detachment. How affect

ed were you by that?
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Fi Well everybody In my college g"n erat1 on who was writing

was scared by Henry James. We-had F.O. Matthlsslen at Har-

vardj who was one of th" great James scholarsj and -for some

reason, I don't know why, the Second World War was on and

it was a time of huge drama and tremendous human military

catastrophes and disasters and so forth, It was an apocalyp­

tic time, and yet at Harvard It was as If we were in a back­

water during those war years. 411 people talked about was

the extraordinary importance of James' sense of point of

view. So I used to nay lip service to the idea that one

shouldn't write about one's present ideas, because that was

considered very unliterary. You weren't a literary gentleman

if you put your own id°as into a work too quickly. But in

fact, temperamentally, I always wanted to rut the idea I had

that dav into the work. And if I have a vice, it's that I'm

always putting: my latent ideas into my work.

Li But in your early work you didn't?

Fi Oh, but I certainly did. In The faked and the Dead I

did. The works I did before The Baked and the Dead were

filled with whatever few Ideas I had at the time.

Li I've always felt some contusion about your ideas of time

and history. You celebrate the existential now, but you

castigate mass man for cutting himself off from the past.

Can these two things he reconciled?

1£: Yes, dialectically. -There—l-s.Haybe it's my Jewish

blood, I don't know, but I'v» always felt that the only way
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to proceed in a given direction was to talre one's first

steps In the opposite direction. In other words?to de­

velop end state and exploit every perverse and contradic­

tory tendency In oneself and free oneself of that ballast
tlQ • '» ^4 '

and then move into the direction one wanted to moires. X And

I thin> that something of this sort applies here A/Thais7"’

mass man has cut himself off from the past and beckuse he’s \

cut himself off from the pa^t, he realty does not/live in

the present. I think we're tending to tie too logical in

these matters. Catting oneself off from trie r4st means

that one lives in a state of perpetual confySi on.and dls-I .HII U UJ .1

comfort and anomi e^’caXuwsp^eAve vpry oFten iored X^Sf^we have

I nothing in the past to rerer tcu / >

Roll 21 & 22 (M cont.) /

When—people-have no past—to-refer"to, jijass man has cut him­

self off from the past, and I mean by that, of course, such

phenomena as the destruction of old buildings -everywhefre and
y

their replacement not only b^ new buildings but by essentially

anonymous archi tectiire--i5Jeeee huge office skyscrapers that

a-re—put-up—-have nothing to relate them to any time other

than the present. A building that is interesting architec-

turally will not only be a building of the l^th century, but

will have subtle elements in it that will remind people who
eraACeO'-'A -'2.

know a little bit about architecture of the or the 4-?ih

-er—1-^h- century. Therefore^ there is a sense of curving back

into the past. In our modern environment is filled
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wi th plastl c , w-h-i-e+i—i-s f 1 lied wi th televi si on^ which' has no

past-Jl mean there are not even classics of televi si on^,”^he- \

televl-si on-stud ios don’t even ri ve-thei -r-old-fre^e^f^en x''

partl_C2J-la-rly-- There are anv number of famous televi si ons ■

shows that no longer exist because they didn't save the /

j tapes! they used them to make new tapes, new shows. So
Uja. i/ou f

i televi si on has no nast. It, certainly doesnl-t have sentimental
I Z A
favorites who truly live in people's minds.and hearts the way

old movie stars do. We hav’e superhighways which obliterate

any sense of the nest because when we travel through them^ H_e

don't pass through townsj We don't see the old landscape^*

.We don't have that intimate contact wht+r—rad-1road-o that you

used to have on old dinky highways where you had tn work your

way through towns and trafr1c,through factory districts and
I Va Cu<A

through rough terrain. Given t-hl s-, .that mass man lives with­

out a past, it makes it even more dirfieuip for him. po enjoy

the present. Because he is generally in a state of confusion,

anomie, boredom, irritability and mild depression. Those are

all precisely the conditions that destroy our sense of the

present. The catch is that the present is the only state he

can enjoy at all. a Future is filled with anxiety for him fd-v-en

t-hfaz^sense -t ha-t he Is d eraci nat ed J t-he-fr—h-e-t-s lost his rootf^}

febe^-pa-vSt—does~n-o+r“exi"st7. So we have all the phenomena of

modern culture. We have the shock, we have the Impact of

drugs, of booze, and the stimulants of all the chemicals that

induce changes in consciousness. ’beea-u-s-e, co break through
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tnl-e blur in which we all live^ we have to project ourselves,

we have to explore ourselves out of our normal state into

another state. I don't say this In any condemnatory form,' (P

I've had to do it myself. I've spent years of my life

petting: drun^ or taking pot In orde^ to get out of that dull-

state in which I tended to find myself, all other things being

equal. « z^o m® the^e is not a contradiction there. 5—can—rad-1

-against—both -at-the- same-time.

Li It's become a commonnlnce to note that your nonfiction /

is written novelistically. You yourself have said that the

biggest difference between your fiction and your nonfiction

1s that you are bound by and sometimes even aided by the
" , > " ----------- _-----

given? in the nonfictl on- storj es^jThat' s^vmat you've called 1
r —....... s'''' '

i them, you've called them t>e "gl vens But there 1s a

difference... s' J
Mi .-The "gi-vrvT?" I would call It the "given."

L: -But—t-h-erd~i's~another— difference-.- You've always found

it easy to discuss your nonfiction while you're writing 1t,

even while you're conceiving it. But detailed discussion

of the fiction has always b»en verboten. Why?

M: Well again, I obviously must be working from instinctj

if that is true,and I take your word for it that it Is. I

think that there's always gneat danger If you're working on

a piece of fiction and you start to talk about it, explain

your problem to. a r ri end , let's say. You're'also—ia-k-eiy—to

discover the solution to your problem, but tianhtR-the wrong
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someone. When .von are working at fiction, the only way end

the only time to discover what you're up to Is at the point

of your pencil. My dear frl end Jean Mai equal s^ once ■R’tW,

was complaining about how^hard—i-t—was—for—hire—to—work-,
---- - rl cm <vx ■

1_t. woj-terribly hard^or him to wor.k^ I finally said to him,

"Why do you bother to be a writer? You work for twelve,

fourteen hours and you get two, three hundred, words done in

,a day. That's terrible, that's torture. You're so Intelli­

gent, why don't you do other things?" And He looked at me

in astonishment, he said, "Oh, no, no, no, hfevtAa; the only

way we ever discover anything is when we're writing." -T-he-re-
»f-ore—in—f let 1 on beca»tfl**-4-n- f i cti-onj jdne art of fiction

is the art of the story. It's as simple as that. One has to

find out, on° has to decide what one’s characters arg going

to do next. Sometimes it comes Instinctively, sometimes you

have to truly work and ponder it. Bn-t— Idea-l-ly—you—f-i-rrri—5-t-

ou-t— as--y-ouJ-oe—-wr-i-t-ln-g. ^,The best turns in a novel come to

your suprise. You're writing along and lo .and behold your

character does something. It's as if yon got your hand on

your character and suddenly the character leaps out from your

hand and you got to bring your hand up to catch the character
k£ u his

agai-r- because ht-’-a. taken a move on -i-t-s own. So you wouldn't

want to discuss a novel in the living room while you are

working on it. In nonfiction you can write it in a way that

is agreeable to the reader, so that is reads like a novel
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rather than like the di rested contents of the second stomach

of the cow, which Is what most nonflction is to me. Most

conventional nonfiction Is anathema to me because it’s pre­

dirested material. Someone spends a lot of time reading and
.o i'X

studying a body of materialz then they digest it and come to .

their conclusions and they write the book around their con­

clusions. That's not interesting. _J^"never-h<nbw~whebher

_ con-c-luiaions ha-ve—any—•foundation to—them—at—What

is ond-y interesting to—me- -i rr-an-ot-he-r- wri tor is to see how

the other writer's mind works. Ir I can ■obt-ai-n—sonLathj.Ttgr'

4f —T obtain clues*th<* way his mind works, then I can improve

my own mind. But^to exneot someone to hav“ digested a sub­

ject so thoroughly a-nd—s-o—powertr-l-l-y— and o o - w o 1 ■ 1^, that there

is no need for me to have tn thin1' about that subject aga1 n^,

because—I—can-accent-what. they give me-enti rel-y-on -fa-l-th,

j-s -d 1 aagr-eea-bl-e-t o —me>. -J—d on'-t —M-’^e—bh-e-TW^n-ee-P4-©-ti-€>n—i-s-

don_e-> Except for the greatest works of non fl ctl on y wh-1 oh—I

c on4-d—pee-H-i-bly—n-anre—a—Pews ''I don't like it as a form at all.

I like the novel because th® novel 1s evocative. The novel

insists that yon do your own thinking. ->/hen—wo—read—a—novcl-,

11-et-i re—us~. It doesn't g1v° us hard answers. It moves us

in directions we can't always control and it changes our lives.

to some extent. Many marriages have been broken up,for in­

stance, because someone read a novel and they decided they

were unhappy in their marriage. The life of the character

in the novel, was more interesting than their own life. Novels
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are painful to
-In-nowf-i-otd-on-, |

£.-bm_ covering a

read, that’s why so few people do read them.

when I do a piece of pionf1ct'on\so-called

political convention, or wr-1-Mng nhnnt- so

thing like the Parch on the Pentagon, it’s easier for me be­

cause I know what happened. I don’t have to decide on the
rict'ioH i(~

plot. That saves me months and years, £$ takes me longer
Z\

to figure out what is going to happen next than it takes m-fi
< x-a c t

to do the writing. 41 feel a great relaxation if I know^wh.at

is going to happen. I can therefore devote my arts, such

as they are, to working on the mood and the various literary

ei L.uJTcan talk about

agree "with you that if I do talk about them, ~.i t—wou-ld—be

about the

L: Can nonfi cti on ( bf\ ever/ -s-etrs-e-;—tie­

sense that you've just described it in regard to novels?

"I think ’to the—degree that -someone-cou.ld-wrl-t,e a _w/xck-Mi

oX—nonT-i-C-ti-on-,—bhak~1-s—a—£actn-a-l--jwork-, maybe an hi stori an

could write an existential work say,

sure which is correct.

opposed hypotheses for many years .and let us go through the

material as we explore show yon the arguments

for one hypothesis and

I hav“ been living with these two

"I start this history with two opposed hypothesis. I’m not

then for the other. Naybe in the 

emoluments the book is going to have. So in that sense I

course of it we’ll arrive at more of an answer than I have 
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but to

•whA-o-h

insist that you take'one stance' not-two.,

now." Although I can’t th1 nlr of 'i<t'^^y7T7o££ha»d3--of a
q(-( (' 4.-- < J

single hi stori an^ who's don® thl s.>-i-n-<iept+t. Occasionally,
<o/te II1 /'k

do-, i t in -t-r-uly sustained form is so ^ngerous and 4-t-^wW-

so violate, the canons of the profession of hi story ,-jwhl-o-h

i s,

never done. I think it would mahe for a rasci na ti ng his­

tory and would give people who read it much more of a

glimpse into history. The thing that disturbs most people

about history and that they f 1 nd ■ outrageous1 Is that -whew 

they begin to learn somewhere between high school and college

or college and graduate school or graduate school and_life,-^

-somewher-e-along-t-he-wey-t-hey..-begin-tn-1-eawi that hi story Is 

not history. That history is merely q series of rather sober

novels written by men who often don't have large literary

talents. But that finally they have no more to sav about
7 /.the real world than novels'. And—tha-feJ-sHea- t®i-r1blv disturbing

di scoverV ^Jl*hat the historians are not dealing with fact.

They're dealing merely with their stance in relation to a

series of historical milestones and data that have been pre­

sented to them as fact and they’re now presenting it back in

turn to the reader. But th® facts remained to be certified,

the facts remained to be illumined. Finally, the necessity

is to put those facts into a pattern that makes sense and

enables us to comprehend the past. Some historians do it

better than others. We come to realize fe-hem—Fey- a-whl-le 
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that none of them do It any better than a novelist does It,

that all history Isa novel. Just as all novels are the

history of the workings of one man’s Imagination and so are

true history.

L: How have the metanhors you've used changed over the

years ? Have—tcno-r o£—them

.kind of -metanhors "you've~used?

Ill J-*Timot aware—o-f—my —me-t-ar!. I remember I had a dear

friend, Charlie Devlin, who helped me greatly with The Naked

and the Dead, in fact he was the model, considerably removed,

for the character named McLeod in Barbary Shore. Charlie

was a qul et^ saturni ne Irishman who was living in a small

rooming house where I took a room to finish The Naked and

the Dead. We used to have literary conversations. At a

certain point I showed him The Naked and the Dead and asked

him to criticize it. An^ tore it apart. He was a terribly

severe critic. He said, "You have a certain talent and it's

not a bad book. It’s a better book than I thought it would

be." I was very young at the timej he was much older than meg)

■Jje said, "But you have no gi ft ^or metaphor." Then he went

on and said, "Metaphor reveals a man's character and reveals

his true grasp of life. To the degree that you have no meta­

phor, you're an impoverished writer." I never forgot this

lecture and I began to work with might and main on my metaphors

therever after. But I never study my metaphors. I mean, I 

try not to be selfconscibus about them.
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Roll ?3 & --------- -------- J

Li \In an essay on Hemingway Edmund Wilson wrote "The

sophisticated techniques of the fiction writer come to

look artificial when anplied to a series of real happenings."

In a way. you've spent most of the years since the De er Park .

in 1955 disprbving this content! on. But given your belief

In the novel's magical qualities, I'd guess that you'd have

a fair amount of sympathy with Wilson's position.

14: I think of the time that Wilson made that remark.. There-
was a... I drew a blanV'-on this one, I think we'll passix?

L: In your recent self-1 nterview in Nev York magazine you
11 »

discuss Marilyn Monroe's inner negotiations with evil. Many

of your characters over the years have carried on the same

sort of negoti ati ons--I4ari on Faye, D.J., Rojack--! take it

that you would not agree with Hannah Arendt on the essential

banali ty of evi 1 ?

M: No, I wouldn't agree with Hannah Arendt at all, not at
V'tall. -I—always felt “that, I always found that philosophy

unpleasant.' You know she can make a case. There are any 

number of people who are prodigiously evil who have terribly

ordinary and from the novelist's point of view disanrolntlng 

exteriors. But to assume because Ei chmann was. superf 1 dally

speakjng^a little man, an ordinary man in appearance-axud
|,'A' J

vulgar and dull, .therefore evil itself was banal, strikes me 

as an exhibition of a prodigious poverty of imagination.

You know one of the paradoxes I always found -of the liberal 
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temperament is that on the one hand they are Immensely

worshipful of Freud--Freud Is their psychoanalyst--the one

equation you can make with great certainty about the liberal

temperament Is that they will not go to Jung and they won't

go to Reich and they certainly won't go to many other

analysts. They'll go to Freud■even though Freud is essen­

tially a conservative. And lot of his ideas, if you analyze

them, are &<s antipathetic to the notion of liberalism itself, 

including his profound pessimism. But they go to Freud.

The reason they do is that Freud Is tremendously reductive.
■ io.'/ £• • p • l/S-JJZ OkCdd'

Stl-1-1—analy-sts—ha-ve-glven—i-t -fco-us more~?Tild"h bveTimrtrs—

—balnly-ghve—It - to -us—again—more -pornrrfully , Dostoevsky' s 

vision of the unconscious is vastly more overwhelming that

Freud's. It was Dostoevsky who wrote the chapter on the

Grand Inqui si tor not Freud. But tl-.a- liberals don't truly

want to beli eve i n _the—vast— rower-and— propert4-es— of—fe-M-s

unconsci-ou-s-.---- And—l-rr-tHrhs^ uneonsci ous evil of a power and 

an extent and a hl deousness r—mtmdereu-sne-s—that we can't be-

gin to contemplate resides in the most ordinary peonle. Now

to mistake the surface for the reality is 4>o—pe-pferem- the

fundamental liberal error. The liberals always say in effect,

"I don't see God anywhere^so why do you assume God exists?"

Out of that I think has come the present bankruptcy of lib­

eralism. Liberalism, I think, has failed. I take this mo-

Reagan e.

when liberalism

e Democrat! c party

ment in time when Carter has been defeated by

pol-n-b to state'this is that moment in history
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.a-eb—oniy defeated, but liberalism itself seemed bankrupt.
It -Lcxd no exciting ideas to offer. Even the people who

wanted Carter to win weren’t dismayed that much when Reagan

won. Because £here was a deep feeling of exhausti-on-and- 

.aoathy-,- a-feeling- that finally li berall.sro-had-ta_beg4-a--4j-e

rethink—bt s-posit i-oas-,—that- “t-fr- had-nothi ng—to-aCf-e-p-pee-pl-e

any—1-on-ger. I—think this enervati on of. new ideas-comes—from-

Phe_£axtt--t-hatjli berai 1 sm simnly has not been able to provide

answers to confusing and complex questions. And it hasn't

begun to be able to deal with the haunting question of the

twentieth century which is not communism but fascism, 

nazilsm. It can't come near fcs this i.ncredible phenomenon

which took over a country of the most decent, hardworking,

-ciean people in the world. , You—don't -ha-v-e-a—black—ero-blem
-bn—G'emrany-, They don't have to worry about blacks ripping

off welfare in Germany. They never did. Mot even in the

worst years of the Weimar Republi c d-i-d—they—have people--who
( lucR -H-c-x--

~wererrl-t~work-i-ng— and—were getting too much of- their share _
which is the view of the American middle class of the black^

No, you had everybody working hard and yet you had this in­

credible phenomenon of a fascism that went far beyond the

bounds of totalitarianism into the most extraordinary and

despicable adventures—with-the. li qui dati on and extermination
the

of vast numbers of peoples, not only/Jews, but the Foies and

the Gypsies, we can go through the list. There were as many

million other people killed as there were Jews killed. There
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was—an—extraord 1-nary—extermination -of human! ty . And this

coming out of a people who had always been tremendously
S IS

law-abiding^suggested. that the unconscious was truly a

hi deous place^^nd-one-di-d-well-not-to-^rDeak^-of—the—bana-M-ty

(yP—e-vt-n I think to sneak of the banality of evil is

precisely to point us further into the i^rong direction. So

I'm very much onposed ju-s-t—by—my—to t-he

idea#- of Hannah Arendt.

Li. You told William Buckley that Cri me and Puni. shment would

disappear if it were written like The Execnti oner's Song.

(You said it'had certain qualities that begged for the treat­

bed for interpretation?

ent you gave it. Didn't it have other qualities that beg-

M: Wait, I'm confused. Cri and Puni shment would dis­
appear if...

L: You said Cri me and Puni shment would disappear if /
I ,y ou /
Dostoevsky wrote it the way/ wrote Executi on er's Song.

/
|Hs In other words if he had written.... /

i |L: In the same mode, the same factual mode. I

/
Ms It wouldn't be a good book any longer? I

L: It would disappear. It wouldn't even be there/.) There

would be no texture to it at all. And you said the reason

you wrote it this way was that there—werej-o-erifeii-R—f-eat^J-res,

.■wrote - Exeunt i-on er's . Song=”t-hi~SJa7ny-r-w-as—t~hn~k~h"1r~had certai n 

features that begged, I believe you used that term, for the 

treatment you gave it. You were almost compelled to tell 
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the story the way you did it. My question is: Didn't

the Gilmore story have other features,—ether—e-haracteri-s^rcssp

that begged Tor interpretation, for commentary, for extra-

polati on?

M: Probably. I'm perfectly prepared to see a number of

writers come along in years to come and re-write that—rwwtel^

that story. Gilmore will perhaps become a legend, I don't

know. I discovered at-^a certain roint... Ari-d If.-^fT’does be-

' come a legend and they write about it ln"term^ of the legend,

they can do anything they want, with him. • They can make him

heroic, they can make him evil, they can make him £4-naJ-Ly

all the things I chose not to make him. I was captured by

how comnlex he was. I was arrested by one Phenomenon in him

which in a sense relates to the banality of evil. -And it

seemed to me it's not the banality of evil with which we have

to contend but the complexity of evil and the similitude of
evil to ourselves. -Because as I got to/Vnow GiImore g^and I \

got to Jqaow"Gi Imore better than I've gotten to .kiTbw almost^/

any/one in__jny_ 11 feand/maybe there are^three or four human

beings that I know better than Gilmore by now, because I

spent so much time not only thinking about him, studying him,

but because there were hundreds of witnesses who were inter­

viewed who had known him. They all gave slightly different

portraits of him. I began to see after awhile that he was

a man who was easily as comnlex as myself. A-n-d—I,'ye always

tliought—of-my self—a-s—belurg" fairly-comnlex--. JAt that moment I 
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real!zed that the fact he was a murderer was not the pre­

dominant factor about_hi m. J When- -you. thought-T>r-’hrrira's-a-man-,
-----------------------" Ffc.froXr Hm-I w UlJ.fl M/U'A'k-tij i-l-F

rnR_.a_human being, that wasn--^necessarily what, you-wantedzto-

wa-lk~~away~wit^U-tfeeugh hcrtr w.in^ t-hi g murderer*. y^Fhe fact...he

Is a murderer stops all thought. We-can-’-t—th-i-nk—about- h1.~m
I r

because-he’s a_murdere-r. But on-e-e we allow ourselves to think

about hi-m-,—to -see-him—i-n- hi s contradictions—and—ifi- his com­

plexity, we realize that the fact he i s a murderer i s -sign-i-f-i—

cant,-letls—say—i-t—«. one quarter of his personal 1 tyg^rher^-the

potential murderer in each of us is only.-one-sixteenth—or-on« '

sixty—fourth of our personal i ty, but-that-.-fundamen tally--he ~i~s~~ J

ore llke-us than'ainl"i-ke-usThat is why I wanted to write 

the book in—thi s-way-, with the slow accumulation of detail. 1
A/? V/Ui7'u< <, AWMW' L^'. -------------------- - ------------

felt that t-e—treat'-hi m— 1,-rt ^monyi nteresting^ways ,- to-make-h-i m- 

/'a—bljaracter who was like characters in a-novel*, ^o make him

arresting-.or—3 n berest-IrTg—or—sj_nj_s±£r—er^all "of a piece,
Ct Ao v

would be to-deny the truths I'd learned by—studying him.

L: You didn’t feel any obligation, at least provisionally, 

to let the readers know how things sifted out and settled

down in your mind in your judgements on Gilmore? I mean you

don't spend two years and sift through six thousand pages of

manuscript without some sort on intellectual accretion taking

place. You had' some interpretation, you some views on what

made him tick.

H: I had less and less as I went on. I started with many
-r i-more ideas about Gilmore than I ended with. That was an in­

teresting process for me, because usually,---s+rre-e—I—may—n-o-t—fee-
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•a good-intellectual',' but-1-expect wl Hy-nJ-lly-K..am. an-.in,-.

tel-lectual^, my tendency Js to create 5 ntellectl ons. I put

them on like adhesive piasters around a subject. -La—e-tkea*

words- if the subject is my lap:, my leg ends up bei ny covered

with adhesive plastersj-beee+rere I'm always- taking th“se■ 1 nte-1-

lections and .applying them to the nature of my 3 ej?. In this

case I was nulling off the adhesive plasters. I decided

that every concent that I had about GiImore proved to be

somewhat inadequate as I got deeper and deeper Into ’.that his

naturepiyi-ght—be-. I did have hypotheses about him in the end,

but I didn't even feel sure enough of them to present them in
F'.'>

the book. T-hat book is not a shell game. It isn't as if I

concealed notions about Gilmore that I wanted to bring the

reader to. What~r-=wanted_Lo—do—was I wanted the reader to

confront, I felt perhaps and I don’t sa.V^thls vai.nglorijxi'siy)

because I don't think It's °ver done, I wanted the reader to/

confront the true complexity of, human personal 1 tig^. r-we—sba4y-

one-man—close—eneugh- He--di dn-'-t-have -to- be—a^-m’Hrdere^n. The
^204x2. ,

fact that he was a murderer made my task much mor-e— easy be-

cause we’re all fascinated with murderers. I believe we^con-

tain bha-t^wi thi n us and therefore we're somewhat obsessed by

the subject. ^Ahy person studied in that depth would have to

be rascinating. It was Flaubert's old idea that you can take

any soul alive, including that simple soul he wrote about,

that servant girl, and make them fascinating JF to

know them well enough.
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L:

obsessions, desires and so on, precisely what you chose

less comnlex that GiImore?

they possess a certain

Monroe ea-l-led- Of Women and The.i r Elegance, that i s, explore

enter someone's mind.-, That

Marilyn Monroe's mind, speculate on her ideas, character,

-is,-you have to•feel, Itt-rae put it another-way. ~So long

not to do £or Gilmore. Is1 Mari lyn
M: No.Wou have to be ready to

Roll & 25 (rest of roll 15)

what you have done in your new book on Marilyn

integrity that's lovely, novel 1stically speaking. There is

a mystery about them, there is a resonance, they're a little

ambi guous We—wrHr-arowTd— them—wl-th—the—same—xesuect—tha-t

we walk—around— other—peop-l-e-who-have .a ..certain—tasesenca.in

a room-- -^People ,who-a-re~very-much-b~r-ore—ns whom we don't

quite understand are always more impressive to us than people

we do understand. Part of the meaning of charisma is that we
<jvAa

don't know the ultimate nature of the—■

_wl-th-, -.They—-just—rudd ate—errergy?—Anh I think that cao—ha-p-pen
5 j uml C Add

w-i-th novel! stic characters that—t-h-ey- radi ate energy-sowet^wgis
A < — -

when we don't enter their mind. -Tn oldie i—words, -it in tru-l-yz\ J

rwvelljstLwrdrl._kno.w_LxiS-tJjifi.td_vely a

--■donifr^enter a character's mi nd ■ uni ess have-something

to-say- about -the—1 nte^i-or-of that-ml nd -that'..s_.,more_i..n t.eresti ng

than, the reader's suppositions about, the—1-nt-er4-or_CLf_that—mi nd-v

The-fatal-error• that a - novel i st-can- make -i s—to -Jump—too-qui ckly

„l.nto—a—mind-and • then offer, you banal 1 nterpretat lon^e£=that
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So J never go Into a character's mind unless I feel^aS^
1-Hee _i._tr>ily-underst-an--1—that uM nd-and-tha-t-flri.nd'as 'consi der-

A
ably different from what one might think from looking in

from the outside.

Li So it’s not a matter of complexity?

Ms No, It’s just a matter of feeling. I never felt ready

to enter Marilyn’s mind seven years ago when I wrote the book,

Marilyn■ This time I did. Whether I did it well or poorly

is up to the reader to decide, but I felt readv to do it.

Maybe seven years f-rom now, t«n years from now, I ray decide
/n ijAucli

to write a short novel about Gilmore I’ll enter his mind.

I didn’t have the feeling when I was- doing The Executi oner's

Song atr-any--5^oi-ndg-al-ong-^tdi»—way.'thet I had something to say

about the inside oh his mind that was gri-ng more inter-
ci-i/ |ke

esting than t-h-e way—J^was. present! ng^hl-Hw J-f—I—had-,—I—m-i-ght

have-changed the ..way—i-n—whi-ch— t-he-book—!7aS—wri-then-.

L: Bob Lucid, your rpj end and literary critic, once wrote

that the magic of your writing was based on an implicit pro­

mise to connect the world of Freud with the world of i-iarx--the

public world of poll tics'w1 th the prlvqte world of dreams and

hallucinations. You once called this a "radical bridge."

Are you still as committed to working on this bridge as yon

were in 1957?

N: No, because I'm no longer particularly .interested in

Freud^issd I don't say this disrespectfully^! think Freud had

a greet deal to say about the nature of psyche in the nineteenth 
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century. I think his final importance in intellectual his­

tory will he that he gives us more insight into the late

nineteenth century that perhaps anyone who lived. Freud
is the key to underntnnr^Xh.V people lived the jjx^U-ow-la-r-

kind of lives they led in the 1380's, 1890's and early 1900’s^

where—their—l-i-ves-—we re . on—t h e -on e—had—v-ery—rnvtch—l-ock-ed—h p

rmd—on—the-"crther—hand-terribly overstaff ed-1 Ives-,—■terrible-
ill’vj I Ufcli X

-f.or-mal lives, A#ives M-v-ed- in vests like thi s all- -the—tlume^
■flielf I ica4

And yet lives w.i-fch a considerable amount of power and energy
A

and concertedness^, toit-. Be-fia us-e-J„n those days the psyche

was treated like a plumbing system. People were used to
living under high pressure. But—t-hab^-e—not fofiat we have nowv£2£i

Now—what—we—have is a world in which reojile tend to act out

many of their anxieties and bead—t© look for explanations

for -themself all the time. 3o Freud is really not adequate
any longer. ^Farx, ror vastly more complex reasonable also

not adequate any longer, not wholly adequate, because cap-

italism absorbed what Marx had—bo—te-3-1 the working classes.

Capitalism adapted to Narxjj Qn-e—e-C_the—ways in ~whi-eh—they

-ari-a-pt-ed—many ”y eai .-> wa-s they began to pay off the bottom
■(-of u» fLwiv .Af-Z’i/g"

of society. In America^we've had that marvelous experiment

£-en~”bhe—last “ttri-rty—y-ears of not only gi ving most of the waste
(MM I bz

to the^people at the t dp^ who—are—wealthy^, but giving a little

of-that waste to the people at the bottom as well, by way of

welfare and poverty programs. Allowing rlporfs to which we /<«,<

winked an eye. That was an attempt of capitalism to solve 
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some of Us problems, r«=r0nve-ef—ns- oontm<i-5-ovVonfr, So KjVen
h«v /MaVK w-

the fact that neither -o^tbem-wa-s Particularly adequate any

longer, I don't try to create a bridge from >one to the other.

I'm not certain I ever could,;)«»>.

L: How about their worlds though? How about the public

world of politics and economics, history and the private in­

terior world of indlviduals--halluclnations, surrealism,

dream? How-about—bh^e-e—tj^e-weride-?' Haven't youy«sr

wetfciag always been trying to bridge inner and outer, public

and private?

Ms Yes. -I-t-'a always been trying to do it. There was a
Tit OAlfi

bad sentence I wrote once^ "Until every manifestation of r ,,
|5 con</y«^< A/j (ak im# Jji

human energy from ukase to kl ss^° I say a bad sentence be­

cause it's a very unpleasant sound^"Ukase to kiss." I was

trying toc^hard . -^hln-td-]—euery—man.4-fe&ta-ti-on—of human snci etv

from 'Ukase■ -t-o—k-i-ss -i-s—e-omp rehen d-ed —w-e—w-1-1-1—be—nowherep41—I

sad-d t- oomethlng—of—th-e—szxrt-* -It- was-in "Tirer -WM~be—KeKro--Y
it

-lb—<wa« at a time when I began to realize that everything in

society from the largest social institutions to those private

and intimate personal moments and the deepest mystical mo­

ments such as the onset of death, could all be connected -ee-

c.ia-1-J-y- if one had the courage and the determination and the

wit to begin to connect them. In that sense^T'm still trying

todo that. But I've come to realize that the task is enorm­

ous. Intellectually sneaking, I grew up under the shadow of

Marx and Freud . They were bo-fcla men who c.rea-ted—an—enb-kr-e
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world-sjcstem----- •Thel? had a vision of all existence. That

impressed me immensely. I was nothing if not intellectually

ambitious when I was young and I wanted to come up with a

similar vision that would comprehend everything. By now I’ve 

come to realize that -1-t—i-s—en ormoiLsly^iiLf-i-eu-lrte—ami I don't

have the intellectual discipline and the mental grandeur -t-e-
P/U'iG.i-

be-gifl to do anything remotely -1-i-k-e^-wha-t—they—did- But one

tries to do the best one can with with what one's got. So
I'm still trying to connect up as much as I can/^Because I

,___
our lack of Imaglna-

those-reasons- why so many of us-feel dead-inside so much-of

think It is-terribly i mportant .'x I thi nk—rntl-1-- we-nn-de-rstand

t'h'e-'way'sl in? which'the authorities/ manipulates,-us-

i-i^-oii-r-own—1-a-ek-

tlon is the product of vast institutional
col r^-eJc

and injustice that come— Forward toward—u-s
-tb-L-cA, urf a- /a It.

manifestations^A The only way we can tell 

systems or greed

as rather benign

that something

terrible is going on is that we all feel a little duller than 

we ought to feel. And. we wonder what's wrong. Why do I feel
■/-A i s

so dull inside? Very orten that's thtr end of a very long chain,
trait c(.~

you might say^socially intentional process that keens us mal­

leable, amenable and short on such powerful emotions as out-

rage at injustice. In th^ sense, I'm still trying to find the
I

roots, trace out, bring in the ultimate Indictment against

all that's awful and evil in society.
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Li That is still a radical bridge, isn't it?

Mi Yes, it's just that I don't have those two marvelous

mountains—Marx and Freud—any longer. I'm somewhere track­

ing around in the foothills kicking up a lot of dust.
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f Roll 25 Take 2 Kymnhenburp; 7/)

Li Norman, how much Pun was it playing Stanford White in

the iiiUViu?

M: There isn't much fun working in a professional movie.
5a(|i(ac/io''- 7b ^>-5

The only fun., is that-ym^re--aAprof essional about it. You

don't complain, you don't wear out, you're patient and you're

a good instrument for the director. You get a certain sat­

isfaction from working in a professional movie, but I would

never call, it fun. In fact, I was amazed at how hard the

work is.

L: There were no real chuckles?

M: No, don't forget 1 was just there for two days and it

so happened that the days that I was working, the extras
! .that wei'e-^feb-ere-Xwere there for the first time. So te+rey

w-er^en-M?—r-nad-ly-^— /Kobody. knew anyone else. We ^rll\were/just

working hard to pretend that we knew each other very well.

That's what the scene called for.
t-W 'i'-t <>C'

Li Well, I kincHof-got—the —1-dea. you and Pat O'Brian and/ '
I Jimmy Cagney -arou-nd- on a movie set with Milos Forman in a

> London roof-garden restaurant-- of chuckles, lots or laughs,
Go

lote of WASP accents. Amt the way that you described it the
-Hu

last few days, Pt^sounds more like an instrument of torture.

■ Mi Well, xfi Immaking is always an instrument of torture. Zr

i 'N'othing to do with the people. You can make a movie with

• any..one of fifty well-known directors and some of them might

, be charming and gemiltlich like Milos Forman and some t>f them
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e1 nil Id. be sadists and tyrants. But that would be a small

factor, that would be five percent of the whole. The funda­

mental oppression of being in a I 3 Im is that it’s Ju nt -su-e-h

so unnatural.

whose stem is being

Yon feel like a flower

twisted around a wire in

order to grow in a certain di recti 

He was pretty silent?

of one-liners or anything like that.

on. You're forcing your

personality into many special directions and^lf you are not

a professional actor,wh© loves that, you know we all have

T" suutiw a species of torture that we like for ourselves^

!■ mean mine happens to be writing, test o'

.a day.

Li Cagn wasn't full

uuayto-work _f.

Holl 26 Take 1.

L: Do you think there is too much envy among writers?

Mi I thi.nk it's endemic to the occupation. Writers are

lonely and C^wriiilrl guors—that lonely people tend to be 

more envi ous than people who are gregari mis,, aa-4-nut- Ip—

JJni rk-of -thj-ngs. Not that that1 s necessarily honorable or

virtuous to be in the thick of things. People who are always 

rubbing S'-f-f- against other people, people who are g^ega-yi-otas

—an-4 extroverted, very often do get a better rough sense of

their own reality. They're always meeting people who are 
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stronger or weaker than them selves p j,t's ll^e a pecking

order, they tend to know Just what roost they occupy In

the barnyard. That tends to diminish envy a little, be-

cause I—think e^i'vy Is a somrwHat slightly psychopathic

emotion. It's not geared to the proportion of things.

Envy comes from feeling that one is not In one's proper

place in the universe. Most people^willy-nilly end up 4-n
J

about the plnc-e they ought to be/^.n—the—s-cheme—of_ thi.ngfi-r
Tki-5 , "
±°b doesn't mean that one has to approve of everyph-i-n-g—that

fcu i'
goes—otr, .1-tLs—Jus.t-t.hat^given our strength, our courage,

our weakness, our resourcefulness, what have you, eur-lack

of■ -4ng-emri-tys we end ,lT) more or less -abett-t- In the place

where forces push us. Lonely people don't rub up as much

against other people and as a result they tend to be-by 

■~ttrenTse4*es-,—they—t-end to brood over their position in llre

and they get very envious. I sometimes think that one

reason why I've had such an odd life, have been so much In
te o t~

the public eye, is-bh-tt my temperamentr when

I was younger, I was a very lonely and envious young man

and I found it a terribly Incongenial way to live. 1-t—was

some instinct In m;e said, "Get out there and get roughed

up a little, because it's crucial you." I know going

into the Army was certainly the most profound experience

of my life, for Just that reason.

Li You always said that the :'WTi_tei*s-llf e is 1 tone! y. You*}

compared It to a monk, to a boxer in training. To me a
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writer's life has always seemed glamorous, varied, interest­

ing, gregarious, the White Horse Tavern and Jimjn/Baldwin I

and a lot of Interesting People and so forth'. It always |

struck me that the writer's life was much more gregarious >

than it was lonely, Hut you don’t see it that way at all?
. I

Mi No, you have a lot of fun when you are a writer from ;

time to time, there's no question of that. After all I am

the guy that made the remark that the one thing that can
' y'"'

\ be said for literary fame is that it enables you^to get in

bed with women who might not otherwise take you too serl.ously.

Roll 26 Take 2
yehJiAu/ ~rc>

Li Norman, you’ve -writ-t-err-a—-Lot—a-bou-t the Irish, mentioned

them in passing many times. I've thought about it and it's

occurred to me that like the Irish you're somewhat senti­

mental about things, but you fight the sentimentality just

like the Irish. Is that accurate?

Mi Well, I think the Irish are sentimental, I don't think

I am particularly so. I- expect- that- the—Tri sh are spntinjwtti

-Tnr~a~"Kr f a L ex teat—and—tb-ey—d 4 -s tru,s±—1-t—because . . .You know
The Irish have always struc1' me as being a people who are

more generous on the one hand and more stingy on the other

than most people. 3o when they get drunk and sentimental,

they tend to give away their patrimony. It's common for an

Irishman to give all to a friend in a bar, someone he has met

a half hour or an hour before. There's this Instant trust 
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that the Irish so often hav*“ which is very embarrass! ng to 

-sr- colder people5 like the protestant* or the Jew5. Then, of
-/tn'" 50

course, what happens lsAany friendship that Is formed b-tertr 

quickly l-e—bas-ed-en a great potentially for betrayal.
<, > arGi-ix

T-h-en-.the Irish get double-crossed cari. they're full of anger
A „

and hatredj^md piey are mad as hell^ AThe stingy side of 

their nature comes out. I've noticed wi-bh-—bhe-I-ri-sh that
I t k I I 1 1 • X

there Is more sweet and sour in td^m than there seems to

be in other people. They go from these heights of ebulli­

ence to this really bitter, sour, distaste for the very na­

ture of things.
7

Li I suppose Brenden Behan was like that. and—othe-p—S-r-i-ah

-wr-l-trers’?

Hi By the time I met Behan he was really in overdrive. He

was going along by an act- of wi11. He was a very unhealthy

man already. He was just about a year or two away from his 

death and sick as hell and drinking like a fiend a-t—tim-e-sv 

an-d-iwt—44drnkdng—a4^other t-bu-t- almost always very de-
Lut~

pressed^and—very Iron, very strong. Strong in the sense

that Mohammad All is strong. Once he started talking you 

wouldn't dream of trying to interrupt him. A terribly power-

ful personality but at the same time overbearing anidullg;

o-f-ten-. Behan could be funnier than anyone I knew. He had 

an overpowering wit. He also had an Immense culture. The 

culture of the revolutionary Irish and the prison Irish plus 
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a good deal of the English, since he rubbed up against a

great many of—tha English people. It was all there in him.

Roll 26 Take J

Li Norman, why do you think your books are more nonular
in- Germany than in any other country in Europe2^^

M: Because I was raised by German nurses.''

L: You mean you have a feeling for the language? Are they

Ms No, (laughter) no deeper explanation than that,

L: No-'d‘eeTrer"exDT-atrrtiT>n“ than—that-.—Let me -o-ek ■ you—s-om-e-

thlng—efeff. Wilfred Sheed has said that the real thing

Americans are interested in, especially American novelists,

isn’t American politics but American manners. Would you

agree with that?

Nj Yes, I'm much more interested 1n American manners than

American politics. American politics are studies in manners

In fact looking back on it, that's probably the way I've

written about a s studies in manners. I never take what

politicians say very seriously. There is a famous remark

by some politician that no man could ever be elected if he

told the electorate what he could truly do.

Li So politics as manners?

Mi Yes. ■-

Li There's that other statement you made years'” ago that

you were more Interested in politics as part of everything

else than politics as politics.
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Roll 2.6 Take

L: Why does politics lend itself so well to a treatment
7

as manners* in—. /
/k oC /Mi-1

Mi Because politicians are always engaged In false pre-

sentati ons of themselve^^>y—tbe—in-a-fewe nf the—oeeupa-t-1-on-»

Politics is the art of the possible. That means that polit­

icians have to be enormously practical, they have to get

things done. You learn very early in life that you can't

get things done unless you pretend to be something that you

are not quite. I mean, when does a businessman ever truly

tell the truth? He always pretends to be a little more

optimistic or a little less ontimistic than he is really.

A politician is an exaggerated case of the businessman and

he's always pretending to huge funds of confidence that he

can't possibly possess. Anil whenever people are phoney,

they're engaged in the practice of manners. Manners is a
of

special form/acting. A ceremonious and ritual form of acting

but nonetheless acting. All politicians are actors. Truly

the only way to treat them seriously 1s to take the very

falseness of politicians, which most people despise, and

treat that part of them very seri ouslyz beeatino- ecl Ft—• J
politician is often a splendid practitioner of manners.

Li Like In a ‘ 'Ja n e "Au s t'l n n o veT ?'

Mi Yes. ,.r-
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Lt \ What's your most misunderstood book?

M: Try another.

Li Any new emotions with a grandchi.Id coming?

M: Another.

L: Would you agree with D.H. Lawrence, "If it isn’t fun

dorr't do it?"

E: Yds, but I've spent my life breaking that commandment.

L: What was Hemingway's legacy?

M; Sui ci d e.

L: Are you ever going to bring back Ro jack f’rorn Guatemala?

K: Yucatan. You got the rla.ee wrong. Why should I. bring

him back?

L: Do yon think The D°er I'ark would make a good movie?

B: I think it would make a great movie, but it would be a

very difficult movie.

L: All the interviews you've done over the years. Is. there

any question that you honed someone would ask and no one did?

N: Mike, I'm just glad to get off the air.

L: You've said that you like an interview periodically.

It's li.ke a psychic house cleaning. Have we tested the muscle

tone of any of your ideas in the last four days? \

M: I have to tell yon that the house is empty. Not onlv did

they clean it, but they took all the furniture out. \ I don't

know when we're going to bring it back.
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L: Kipling said yon''should, when you finish one task, you~~^..

should 5 mmedi atel.V torn to another completely 'different. >

Would you agree with that? I

Ms I don't care about Kinling.  '

L: Your writing sometimes makes people believe that you'd •

be less genial and relaxed that von are in person. Other

people noted that?

Ms Writers are never like their literary personal!ty. Some

of the nicest guys in the world were the most savage in their

writing. Henry Killer for one. Some of the most unpleasant

writers around -a-s——the wry t'rey-trrea-t-ed—pc.np-1-e—wen.t.„

were sweet, sentimental and tender in their prose. Robert

Nathan, who wrote Fortrai t o r J enny, was supposed to be .an

ogre and a curmudgeon, but Nortrai t o_£ Jenny j s the sweetest

most sentimental book ever written,

Li Is it still easv to find ravor with you when the absurd ]

and the apocalyptic are mated?

K: I pass. ■ I

Roll ?°. Take 2 1

L: Norman, many people say you have a prurient interest in

sex. Is that true?

M: Yes.

L: Why are you so obsessed with sex?

Mi Just lucky I guess. I
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L: How about all the wives and children, doesn't It get z'z

confusing? .

Ms Very. I put them in’ T-shirts that are numbered./

Lr Why do you always want to get your mug in the papers?

M: I think if it appears in print often enough, the features

will improve, (spoken in a very bad German accent).

L: Do you fear growing old?

Ms No, because... Next question.

L; Do you think anybody reads your books besides hippies

and drug freaks?
\

N: No, but I write big books and so they usb them in

out-houses, (bad German accent).

L: What's your secret burning ambition?

N: To be a great ■Pucker.

L: Which one of your books do you love the most?

M: The one I am working on noy,

L: Would you like to have a house like this and a view

like this?

M: Yes. I would put a golf' course on it. Oh, Jesus, this

is dreadful, (laughter)

L: That's all right, been going. How old will you be before

you move to Miami Beach?

M: Next question (laughter).

L: Do you have to continually prove yourself as a boxer?

Ms Yes.

L: Why, it it ersat z Hem. i ngway?

M: Yes. \
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Ls Isn't Saul Bellow the >mn yon secretly admire most?

Ms Next question.

Ls Or is it Gore Vidal?

Ms Next question. Ask me again.

Lt Isn't Saul Bellow the man you secretly admire most?

M: Next question.

Ls Or Gore Vidal?

Ms Get me a telephone book.

Ls Why do you want a telephone book?

M.s I want to hear some new names.

Lt What European writer do yon- love the most?

Ms Andre Malraux. But he is dead.

L: Did he influence you greatly?

Mi Yes.

L: You wanted to be a hero like him?

Ms This is not funny, Er. Lennon, (laughter).

Ls I'm trying, I'm trying. Of all the American writers

which one would be the best heavy-weight champ?

Ms Harry Crews.

Ls Harry Crews, the Southern writer. Who would have been

the best sneaky middle-weight?
M.! Me-,■ . (-a-Fter-a(Song Pause) |V|c,

nlrrw Tbetrt jLp a boxing match between Dostoevsky and

Tolstoi, who would win?

Ms Dostoevsky,

Ls In the late rounds?

—1 Whenever, he fought like a Folack.



L: How about Stend^fl as a boxer? A good hook?

N: Hemingway would doubtless have said, "He goes the

distance."

L: Has Mark Twain Influenced you as much as Hemingway?

M: No, he has influenced Kurt Vonnegut as much as Hemingway.

L: Do you think Kurt Vonnegut would be a good nrl ze-f 1 ghter?

Mi A cutey with a sneak punch. (still bad German accent)

Why don't you say something nice about my German accent?

L: Your German accent is v°ry fine. No doubt it comes

from your childhood.

M: (laughter) My German nurses.
L; Did you really have German nursesf

M: Oh, yes, yes. My introduction to the tri angulari ty of

sex came when once I went to the beach with my German nurse.

I was two years old and instead of paving full and undivided

attention to me, she had a boyfriend who came around. And I

kept tapping her on the shoulder wanting to get her attention,

but she had eyes only Cor the boyfriend. At that moment I 

knew the tragedy of sex.


