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€

Zali Krishna: Is it a bit like science fantasy but with more than a pass- .. i
ing nod towards horror? Presumably the “Weird” refers back to Weird jaded
Tales — a pre-generic pulp era where s¥, fantasy and horror were Jess
well defined. I'm guessing here, based upon the Miéville attribution,
Personally I think “Weird Shit” would be a better labe] — I'd like to see
bookshops with a Weird Shit section. ..

Instea

Jonathan Oliver: Who coined the phrase The New Weird? I haven’
seen it in use before?

Al Robertson: Would definitely rush to Weird Shit shelves, think the
should be balanced with Heavy Shit also. Dictionary Weird — “Stran
or bizarre...supernatural, uncanny” Uncanny’s nice — makes me this
of unheimlich, which I supposeis av. good definition of it —uncomfg
ing fiction... 4

Krishna: 'm not sure I'd go near uncanny shelves. I've seen what sof
injuries falling books can cause. “Excuse me miss, can I see the Hi
Shit librarian?”

Harrison: Nuevo Weird? [Zali], the Heavy Shit librarian, sums ¢
up as ever. It makes that exact allusion to Weird Tales and especi
fact that, back then, in that marvellous & uncorrupted time of
everything could still be all mixed up together —horror, sf, fantasy
no one told you off or said your career was over with their fi
kept doing that. T heard it in conversation with China Miéville
and cheekily reapplied it in a preface to “The Tain” (mainly §
use the title “China Miéville & the New Weird”, which I thot
second in impact only to “Uncle Zip and the New Nuevo T:
writes it. But who else? And what are its exact parameters? |
we want it to have exact parameters? Do we even want it? I :
says, instantly rendered Old by being spoken of as New?

Stephanie Swainston: The New Weird is a wonderful de
literary fantasy fiction. I would have called it Bright Fant

4
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The New Weird is a kickback against

ntasy which has been the only staple for far too long.
g from Tolkien, it is influenced by Gormenghast and
eclectic, and takes ideas from any source. It
and Far Eastern mythology rather than
sin influence is modern culture
gies. The text isn't exper-

ures are. It is amazingly empathic. What is it like
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s of the science fiction film universe on the page.
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orality are posed. Even the politics,
- fre’s most important theme: detail.

. The details are Hmsi-vmmwr hallucinatory, carefully described.

foday’s Tolkienesque fantasy is lazy and broad-brush. Today’s Michael
nd names. The New Weird attempts

”,MMHMH. ‘ .,“.H arshall thrillers rely lazily on bra
- ¢,. 3 1o place the reader in a world they do not expect, a world that surprises
ville Emmw ,__,._mn.H _ the reader stares around and sees a vivid world through the
ly so T colll detail. These details — clothing, behaviour, scales and teeth —are what
thoughl _sﬁw “a&ﬁm.m New Weird worlds so much like ours, as Hmnomﬁ.mmdo_m and as well-
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- mm&. Iy » ¢ Zoﬁ.zmmz-mo%m use neon and tinsel as well as black clothes. The New
it as mzw 3 2 Weird is more multi-spectral than gothic.
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about. Trappings of Space Opera ot Fantasy may be irrelevant when .

the Light is turned on.

Des Lewis: Vivid and clever, yes, and uncluttered. The text itself need
not be untextured, though. Densely textured (or neo-Proustian) and
limpid would apply to the New Weird at different times... but always
uncluttered by anything else or anything unconnected with the text.

Swainston: Des: 1 agree. So the text is not “baroque”; style must be
elegant even though it can be dense. On a practical level, the speed of
reading is very important for action scenes! The surreal aspect is mj
favourite (I like colourful) but even in this the New Weird is not Nev
_ Moorcock’s “End of Time” books. The sub-genre is a combination g
all these traits. But let’s not make it too proscriptive... .,.
John Powell: “in that marvellous & uncorrupted time of the w
everything could still be all mixed up together—horrof, sf, fantasy =

no one told you off or said your career was OVer with their firm if
kept doing that” You could also include “realistic” fiction, thrill
mﬁzwommﬁ fiction in that defiition. The book T am reading, half
through it, Rain, by Karen Duve, uses alot of those categories. IS

sly about it and very, very funny. It seems realist, straight sober,
mannered fiction but it subverts the entire ball game. So far a

She is very talented. 3

Jonathan Strahan: Or is it the sound of one hand re-invemt
I can’t believe anyone is proposing another possible move
mean aren’t you a New Wave Fabulist or something?
1 think it's a load of old cobblers. Much like the new spe
term invented by a bunch of critics to cover the fact tha
tracted by cyberpunk and didn’t notice that no oné had sta
the other stuff), the new weird/new wave fabulist/slipstre
seems to be a pretty happy and healthy outgrowth of sor
came before which would probably be much better off if
and left to grow in the dark where they belong. I certainl]
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better off

VanderMeer, or anyone else would be

s (), China,
rmﬂ&rmmsmw label.

were packaged up with some

this idea differently. So called mainstream Anglo-
ry literal minded. A chair is a chair, a
he vertical stripes of a John
st wouldn't do.

1 T understand
qcan fiction tends to be ve
s 2 bus kind of thing You can't have t
s logo morphing into a vision of distant hills. It ju
5 you have mainstream on the one hand and science fiction on the
ir, Only in science fiction does the logo morph, etc. This bifurcation
ed in European literature. The metaphysical is in the

55 pronounc
1S -Hmm_.a.

ortson: Have been pondering all this myself recently —and ranting
eople about it as non-realist fiction, ie fiction that's aware that it's
real (it's just ink on paper, at the end of the day) and does interest-

e things with this, at whatever level.

I don’t see the point in trying to make a literal represe

2ir firm if ye eality (itself a doomed enterprise) to talk about that reality, when you

n, thriller tan have a dragon stick its head through the window, or the ghost of a

:H.Hm , half t. For me, abandoning strict definitions of the real

orfes. It tional / thematic / internal coherence
cher imagery, and a wider

ntation of a

spaceman wander pas
{tho’ I think you still need emo
‘etc) leads to more interesting narratives, Ti

1t sober, we
o far anyw field of view in general.
" 1do hesitate slightly to put a name ont things — tho' it’s good to have
. <8 ninclusive banner to march under, it's also problematicif that becomes
enting itseli? =  an exclusive banner to judge with. My attitude —if it works, use it, if it
e that knowledge. Having said that, there’s

~ doesn’t, find out why, and us

rement title. T
 definitely something developing out there...

? Seriously...

pace opera (a
gree that these authors would be better off

they got dis- Swainston: Jonathan: yes, a
>pped writing without labels at all. Each is so individual anyway: China is writing his
:am whatever B8 own style, etc. But they're too smart to feel limited by the fact some
1e things that = reviewer has bounded them together.
oft- Tabelled That the authors have ten labels thrust upon the authors by readers/
nt to rationalise it into

 Cau. « believe , * reviewers/publishers probably makes them wa
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one label! It isn't the authors doing the labelling, or wishing to join any- ~ remarked, “mjz
thing. Perhaps the rest of us are just trying to make sense of it. P - orthree, I mcEx,
This is not the crest of a high and beautiful wave —it’s a sub-genre That history giy
with alot of developing to do. Good writers are going to dowhat theydo '~ and naming, th;
regardless of others’ labelling and they'll outlive any fad (if this really = One thing is
exists, and if it is a fad). ; .~ Reynolds ?&9,_
- as a mere regro,
Rick (last name unknown): I have to confess that this thread repre- many US Next
sents the extent of my exposure to the New Weird. So far my initial tive there, Jonatt
reaction is similar to Jonathan S’s. Apart from the new label (Oh moo..... can be so close tc
another new label...), what is new? Judging by Steph’s explanation ~ Another thing
above, Clive Barker and Christopher Fowler have been newly weird for in g the actual inf

years, and possibly Banks as well sometimes. You might even be able to ate not just t}
get away with hiding some of Moorcock’s antiheroic stuff in there too= underestimate th
although perhaps not stylistically. A list of influences and sources from i the ring, write
which borrowing is identifiable does not bode well for an exciting S fie Guardian the

movement. 3 twell to descri

The healthiest stuff has always mixed and matched or mismatch bd forbid, I wake
without regard for labels. With determined disregard for labels. A There’s a war o;
movement... Apart from stuff like cyberpunk and space opera, wh 10 name is the
have the definition built into the label thus making it really easy k that your br,
everyone, many of the movements that have gone before seemed t0! ts” view is anyt
resent more of a shape-shifting, natural mutation: magic realism very pertin
new wave, slipstream. All reactionary, but with blurred or easily d i he dark where -

able manifestos. 3 e be for want
New labels and sub-genres encourage people to try to write 4 @
ded them

labels. Don't like canons. Like beer.
vIiters ,SwTO m

)

fashion. Cyberpunk should have made that clear (shudders). D mﬂ@? “they’ M

Harrison: Hi Jonathan. The old dog learns to amuse itself whe 3 |
can, sometimes by learning new tricks, sometimes by the co :your last p _
irony, sometimes both. I believe 'm an honorary New Wave: 8 out for ca
yes, along with about twenty other puzzled people. Gener@ he record, 1¢
Morrow to bestow that laurel on me after I so repeatedly 55t0 stand
New Gothic in the TLS [ Times Literary Supplement] in the 90 “. brilliant

=«
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I
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from some buried root”. You've said yourself that there is nothing but .- the Ty
influence. The trouble with labels and movements is that they imply ~ stand to cla
parameters. They encourage people to disassemble what is a fully syn- W pissing in th
thesised whole in a quest for its building blocks, its influences. To de- - of Naming.

I think th
entire thing
interest, two

embed (?). There is plenty that's new or fresh... or that feels new and
fresh. What are we after? To define it so we can break it down into iden-
tifiable components? What then? Understand the bits in a stab at liter-

ary determinism. Study enough bits and all possible texts will emerge? - DeLillo’s Cos
Ownership... i< fun to

b I think these
Powell: Structure is what I think we are after. (What T am, anyway.} has to happer

prevent SF its
Buffy conven
.,.‘.oow Hu% anuz
et it up alon,
ed genre (see
DHSensus etc

Handke: “Work is almost all structure...” You get the structure, you can’
do the essay. The story. Or whatever. It falls into place. You can com
plete. No structure, no completion. (e.g. hard to write an essay on s:‘
science fiction is without limiting terms to structure it. On the othe
hand, what does limit it? Nothing? On these grounds —no essay.) 4

Justina Robson: It’s like Venn diagrams, isn’t it? Everyone involv
artistic creation has a whole lot of things going on at once. Some aré
footprints over predecessors and some come in from the quirky si
lines of whoever’s life it is and taken all together you have a full pic
of what someone’s doing at a particular moment.
Trouble is, all of those Venn circles are politically charged 2
nomically charged, like it or not. The assignment of value (qus
something you have to do because you're human and everything
to be categorised somewhere on the scale of Important To :
Important To Me. We all know, mostly to our cost, exactly
Science Fiction/Fantastic stamp is worth in the contemporary
of literature. It’s so powerful a stamp that Margaret Atwood
cist has gone to enormous lengths (and has been aided) to m
doesn't appear in any review of Oryx and Crake in mainstred
say this because as far as T've been able to track it throughas
on FEM-SF, [Margaret Atwood] herself has never derided s
Saying these divisions are cobblers expresses justified € orgar
but it’s disingenuous. This is a war, the winners get all the It Bto

op, 1
cademi

1
3

o
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s also why his
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~ 'man academic rather than a writer; I lookand read
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But naming is pow
defines the thing nam
certain things / peopl
shortlived. There has
tionship. If the name ;
whatever, it will drop :
quality that endures,

] exists is that China is one of the [Guests of
ant to know where they can find
d of old cobblers from
sell more

The main reason the pane
Honor] and lots of eager Americans W
“more like this”. So, yes, Jonathan, it may bealoa
a literary theory point of view, but it is also an opportunity to
books, and perhaps even secure a US publishing contract or two. So
me to claim them for the New Weird?

x

who wants

alternative interpretation, but then
s an in-crowd in-joke. mMyP: 1 think there’s scope for debate 3
s here. Structure is often something that is o_.&w. :

1 the method favoured by the writer, it
gonan author's mind. In'

Rick: T could live with that as an
: Strahan: Hi Mike — “T

sometimes by learnin
irony, sometimes _uoﬁru
dered if there was mor
ling impulse by throw
onfuse the labelers.. ]
bulist] who was ple:
lon’t even think [the e
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lie achievement of any
Is suggesting though
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it become
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seen in retrospect. Depending 0

usual for structure to be the last thin
es from the struggle and the resolution. Completion

ture is ﬁﬂnmzmm:.

is not un
these cases it emerg
occurs and then, later, the struc

Robertson: Hmm —labels certainly marketing gimmicks, and with m
marketing hat on New Weird vs. useful label, clearly defined area of fi
tion appealing to clearly defined target marketplace etc.

But I don’t like talking about fiction like this, hold onto notion

you write what you need to write and that the great struggle as aw
¢ towrite like yourself. Other@

s
A

is not to write like a part of a school bu
siderations certainly present, but secondary. 3 tive itself and b)
If people can be recognisably grouped, it’s I hope because they olly or in part influe
concerns / strategies / effects / etc, because they share these they c1 .“..bmq feel that mnwu
and so is often less

aps with each othe
n dec

fiction that has a common mindset —that overl

because they've taken a market driven or insecurity drive
pe of person, with certain

,vam b) use labels. :
ell, Iwould say the

do so.1hope thatyou are a certain ty
certain concerns, therefore become 2 certain type of writer as I took a particul
ou are. Perhaps naive — certainly economiies cribing you is as _
Y

expression of where y

Therefore label useful as am
something that comes after the writing, not before it o dri
— totally agree — structure (at least, critical structure) often

tive —a post rationalisation of something that was intuitive W

I It may echo son
'the need to seize

ise. I guess it's
ellers and preven
‘M.‘.m‘m d war on h

eans of identifying that shareds

{
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John Harrison] points out) because it

_.._.._numBEm is power (as [M.
people / etc, excludes

»« the thing named, includes certain things /
things / people / etc. But if the name doesn’t work it will be

lived. There has to be an interaction, a sense of appropriate rela-

ais one of th
now where th
load of old ¢co

opportunity t

Ung contract or ¢ hip. I the name is wrong, created for short term political reasons,
? : ) : o,

rd? tever, it will drop away. Hype great but temporary, it never lasts, it’s

. K ity that endures.

Interpretation, b

whan: Hi Mike — “The old dog learns to amuse itself wherever it can,
g new tricks, sometimes by the copious use of

1 certainly saw the irony [in] it, and even won-
e against the label-

there’s scope for
n something that is
favoured by the :
7 on an author’s m

eresolution. Comple
d.. ,

times by learnin
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ved if there was more than a little desire to struggl
rowing more labels out there just to mischievously
don’t think T've heard of a single [New Wave
nection to the label. I

g impulse by th
nfuse the labelers...I
‘m.zﬁma who was pleased with or felt some con
o't even think [the editor Peter] Straubhad anything to do with it, so

s a little unfortunate it is gaining any currency.
" No, I wasn't attempting to be reductive or to in any sense belittle
he achievement of any of the writers mentioned in this foram. What I
was suggesting though, is that the endless search by a small-ish group
of commentators to label and sort what is happening in the genre is a)

tself and b) ignores the fact that many of those writers are

d by existing traditions. I would also add that
d limits perception of awork of
n tendency to a)

r gimmicks, and with 1
learly defined area o
‘place etc.
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reductive i
- wholly or in part influence
' Istrongly feel that any label reduces an
 art, and so is often less than helpful. I also note my ow
label and b) use labels. It's something I try to fight.
Well, I would say that rather than misreading [your “cheerful ironic
glee”], T took a particular approach...Mike, the only way I'm interested
you. Fiction by Mike Harrison is Mike Harrison
e or there, but it’s still mostly Mike.
ere —I understand and
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struggle to name is the struggle to own. Surely you'ze not naive enough
to think that your bracingly commonsensical, “I think it’s a lot of old
cobblers” view is anything more than a shot in it?” Not at all. I under-
stand, but it rankles. I don't think the war is a productive or intrinsically
worthwhile thing because it leads to a reductive view of art rather than ,
an attempt to understand what is actually being achieved by the artist 1

in question.

“Why do you want us to remain in the dark where we belong,
Jonathan? What might your unconscious motive be for wanting that,
do you think?” I think this is your sense of mischief coming to the fore, B .u
I don’t think you seriously believe that by ridiculing an attempt to drum 2
up a label for work that may have some vague commonalities that dﬂ.,.
in any way trying to keep anything in the dark. If T have an unconscious
motive, it’s to not have to go through the whole stupid cyberpunk thi
again and live through a decade of people with very little talent dresg
ing their latest trilogy up in new weird drag. Besides, what's the mate
with the dark...

Harrison: I agree with everyone here on the basic point. It would
ficult not to, having said so many times that fiction should be wri
by individuals. 3

But two things: there is a struggle to name, whether we like it of}
and that struggle is also a struggle to define and own. I think labels
crap, but I'm not willing to give up my own definition of what'
onwithout a fight. Especially, paradoxically, since one of the bes
going on with this form of fiction is its genuinely unlabelable
word?) quality, the sense I have of real, lively writers doing exa
they want to do. So please excuse me, all of you, if I go over the
about this sometimes. b

I think I agree most with Justina and Cheryl’s wwmm.ammmﬁ.m.,.. :
thing that does a job for the fiction, I'm in favour of.

Steph, I take your point about ownership: I just don’t ev
wake up being owned by someone else — otherwise, why be 8
the first place? The New Wave named itself (or stuck itself &
label it could find from those on offer), not just for public y
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k. If Thave an uncon Jonathan: you're right, of course, there was deliberate mischief-

10/ 1pid cyberpunk jaking in both my posts; and, yes, it was designed to get us all baying
sh to God we could have our cake and eat it.
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you're absolutely right, and that

w.,;amm to take the advantage and get our act together, certainly.
ot as convinced as you that we'll lose. (After all, we have Battleship
Miéville.) It's up to us, as individuals and as sharers of some labelled or
unlabelled umbrella, to make ourselves as strong and feisty as possible.
here will be a melting pot, at some level, although ﬁm&oﬁ&.@ I think it
 will take the form of a steadily-enlarging slipstream. Up to us to allow
 for that and see itasan opportunity, not defeat. To be honest, I'm in
 favour. The prospect <hakes me out of my old guy’s Jethargy. I'm ready
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Strahan: Why The New Weird, of course. Or maybe Odd Worlds: The responses—or g
Best of the New Weird...So the next obvious question is, who arethe W situation, which
new weirdoes? We have China and Jeff and... | erary mainstrea;
- soon going to be
Morgan: Thank you Jonathan, that’s exactly mrm question I need - we can beat the;
answered for my Wiscon panel. (And you have the two names I have) : p - think we have to
Suggestions would be appreciated. By the way, I have suggested to ~ exists, partly @mn.,
Wiscon that “New Weird” be used in the panel title. ~ whole new gener
Travel Arrangeme
Harrison: Hi Jonathan. I think naming names would be making rather - aware that both (
too much mischief, for me, at present. The Wiscon panel Cheryl men- = - concerns me mor
tioned will surely produce a list we can all argue over. Instead I've been by China, Al Reyr
mulling over Justina’s point above, trying to match it to my own sense Isuspect that ma
that something is happening here (but you don’t know what it is, do So I'm less int
you, Mr. Jones?) which I see as really quite new in the history of the collection, than i
ghetto’s relationship with the mainstream. As Justina says: it's a scien when we face out
world now, & they’re just waking up to that out there, also how to speak [China Miévil]
about it, or let it speak itself through you. . broadsheets revie
This is in a way a development from the highly fashionable sciencé toncerns me is wh
the arts movement which has been going on in other disciplines sin vards with confid,
the mid gos (and of which we, bless our little cotton socks, though E:
clear inheritors of that label, have taken no advantage at all). Part
problem there is that we have taken absolutely no part in the d
sions, and never insisted on having a place in things. You can't
people to come to you in this life, and if you don’t make moves
own, you can hardly complain if things seem to change very st
around you in a way you weren’t prepared for. I was sitting in o
mal meetings on the South Bank in 1997/8: everyone else ther
scientist or someone in the plastic arts...This point extends furth
in the West now is a crossply of fantasies. Because we unders
tasy from the inside, we're the people to write about that, to0. i
to me that as a result we should open this front of the struggl
the front that faces out from the ghetto, with a certain confl
I’m aware here that 'm not talking directly about the New:

that T've bundled it with Brit s¥. Deliberately, because I see tes
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obably some better word — to the same
nce of concerns between lit-

fiction and f/sf. Thus back to Justina's point: they are
ctly the same subjects as us. I don’t think
g them on directly; but I don’t
_in factI think it already
thatfora

es —or not quite that, pr
n, which is the increasing converge

2. Or maybe Odd é, ;
vious question is, 1N
i 1 ‘mainstream
Wowum to be tackling exa
1 beat them, in the sense of takin
we have to. I'min favour of a melting pot

“slipstream” has been quietly doing just

Jle new generation of readers who are as happy with [my collection]
vel Arrangements as with a David Mitchell novel - although I'm very
re that both China and Justina have different views here. All of this
jcerns me more than how the new developments in f/sf represented
China, Al Reynolds, Justina, myself, et al, face inwards into the genre.
yspect that may become in some sense irrelevant.

'm less interested in filling the contents list of an inward-facing
ction, than in wondering how we organise and present ourselves
1 we face outwards. How we capitalise on the out-there response

hat out there, also how to spe [China Miéville’s] The Scar or [my own] Light, or the fact that the
3 dsheets review pages are s0 suddenly interested in us all. What
sncerns me is who, in the New Weird, etc., is capable of speaking out-

sards with confidence, not inwards.
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