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Let’s start at the beginning.  Why a series of conflicting narratives? 

AARON SORKIN:  Well, because there were conflicting narratives, and rather than choose only one of the narratives and decide that it was the “true” one, or the most interesting one, I thought the most exciting thing to do would be to dramatize all of them. The conflicting narratives are the story.  ‘And then this happened’ kind of narrative is more the province of the conventional biopic than what I wanted to write.

What research did you do? 

AARON SORKIN: As much as I could.  I had a number of direct and first-person conversations with many of the characters depicted in the film – and also with many others who were present at the time of Facebook’s inception.  I can’t reveal sources, but these conversations were extensive and detailed; they were also fascinating because everyone’s perception of the events was different.   A great deal of the movie recounts incidents that occurred between two people in a room seven years ago.  Even now, those two people still don’t agree on what happened between them, after lawsuits and depositions and settlements – and I did everything possible to accurately characterize those disagreements.  The disagreements are what drive the story. 

A person obviously isn’t going to act the same in the midst of a lawsuit as they would in a dorm room or at a tropical-themed party or when their girlfriend is dumping them, and so the first-person interviews remained invaluable.  Mark’s college blog was invaluable. The Harvard Crimson was invaluable.  Ben Mezrich very, very generously shared with me his own research.  I never saw the book until the screenplay was just about completed because he was writing it at the same time I was writing the screenplay, but Ben’s research was invaluable. 

There is an ecology at the center of this story - and it’s the ecology I needed to make the audience understand.  That was my goal: to know enough about the facts, to be so conversant with the array of information in all its conflicting assertions, so that I could be detailed and specific and anthropological about the people and the place and the events - because the emotional breadth of what these kids did, beginning in Suite H33 in the Kirkland House, is what drew me to the story in the first place.  And I wanted to do it justice.

Did you realize immediately that the structural decision you made would open up the writing to you? 

AARON SORKIN: At first I was lost because I thought Holy cow, no two people are telling the same story -- but then I realized, Wait, this is great -- no two people are telling the same story.  That’s what I’m going to do.  So I came up with the device of the parallel depositions. Not only could the different versions of the truth be dramatized, but I was able to put everyone in one room and have Mark be sitting face-to-face with his accusers.

Once you found that structural device – what was powering the drama – did you know you were also finding a thematic device?  

AARON SORKIN: I didn’t, and this is normal for me – the theme didn’t make itself apparent to me until writing was underway.  When I begin writing, I’m not thinking about themes immediately, I’m thinking about the driveshaft of the car -- what’s the plot of this, what is the intention and obstacle, where do we begin and where do we end and what is the trip that we take in between.  Later in the process, the themes make themselves apparent and then you work on refining the script, you bring those themes into relief, and they become part of the movie.  As I think I said earlier, when I realized that the structure of the script was, in itself, a way to dramatize thematically what the movie is describing – which is, in a way, that no person is only one thing – that was exciting.  I realized that with a structural device - with a practical, technical way to tell the story – I had also found a way into the themes of the movie and its characters.  But it was the math of the thing that captivated me initially, and of course the research was fantastically provocative, but truthfully the scale of the idea didn’t reveal itself until I began to write scenes.  As I started to generate pages, it became clear pretty quickly that the structure was the spine of the movie thematically too... 

What was your way into Mark? 

AARON SORKIN: Anytime I’m writing an antagonist, I want to write the character as if he’s making his case to God as to why he should be allowed into heaven.  People aren’t all good or all bad and certainly Mark isn’t all either one.  But there’s only one person on earth who could’ve done the thing that he did.  Mark is a guy with both a utopian social vision and a gigantic amount of pure imaginative technical ability, and who is very driven to do what he’s about to do.  He has the vision and the brains – but people and things get destroyed along the way.  The failure of Mark’s utopian ideal – that success will solve all of his problems (when of course it doesn’t), that a social networking site will bring us all closer together when it’s actually done the opposite – is what I wanted to write about.   The contradictions in this material were thrilling to me.   The fact that someone with enormous and almost inchoate social awkwardness creates a vision for this network of social interaction, a public commons, essentially, in which people never have to be in the same room to communicate – well, that was pretty irresistible.  Also, there’s a hugely dramatic idea, to me, in what makes Mark not only a creator but also a destroyer – and it’s a fantastic subject to write about, since most of our greatest creators are in some very basic way also destroyers.  Our visionary builders are often equally adept at tearing down what came before them and what is in front of them as they start to understand what it takes to realize their vision.  You can look at endless examples of this – it’s a great trope in what people mean when they describe ‘the American character’. Mark is like a 21st century iteration of a Fitzgerald character or a Dreiser character.  Where was I ever going to find that again?  

Do creation and destruction generally go hand in hand? 

AARON SORKIN: One thing I can tell you for sure is that creation and destruction are part and parcel of telling a story.  And for it to be a story, a guy has to have paid some sort of price for enormous success, which Mark does.  This is why I was able to make him the central character of a movie.

The other side of the question that I hope some people will ask is how much of the destroyer part is real, and how much of it is being projected onto Mark by people who believed they were destroyed by him.  I wanted to leave room for people to make up their own minds here.  I do, however, think that despite what destroys the relationship, and how central Mark is to how that happens, Mark cares about Eduardo.  There are moments in the movie that clearly demonstrate that and that are hugely important to me -- particularly when they’re talking about Eduardo’s father and when Mark tries to get Eduardo to leave New York and come to Palo Alto -- but I think that what Mark also understood in the movie was that Eduardo didn’t have the chops to do the job, that Eduardo wasn’t going to be able to keep up with what this company had suddenly become.  That Eduardo was a good dorm room CFO, but that he wouldn’t be able to move beyond that.  And then very impressive Sean came along with some very impressive lawyers and said, Hey Mark, it’s for the good of your friend more than anything -- would you rather Eduardo have 30 percent of nothing, or a fraction of a percent of something that will be worth a billion dollars?  These characters put it to Mark in a way that would take the knife out of his hands when he had to kill Eduardo.  They made it so Mark could say to himself, I’m doing a good thing, not just for Eduardo, but for the company -- the company is important - and also for the world because Facebook is going to be important to the world. I think smart people made the decision easy for Mark.

The way I conceived those three central characters is this: Sean and Eduardo are parental figures for Mark.  For most of the movie, Eduardo is Mark’s moral compass -- you can’t do this, you must do that, the farm animals was a bad idea, the Winklevosses are serious.  Sean comes along, and he’s going to be the person who gets rid of Eduardo.  This is a guy who wants to start a party but who first wants to make sure that Mark’s parents are gone before he brings the keg over.  By taking over as Mark’s conscience, Sean is able to guide things to where he needs them to go.  This is a movie that tries to - whenever it can - turn the prism and show you different sides of the story.  It both suggests that Mark may have orchestrated Sean’s downfall and absolutely denies that Mark could have orchestrated Sean’s downfall.  

What is it that Mark is chasing?  

AARON SORKIN: Reinvention, projection, inventing your idealized self - these ideas are a huge part of what Facebook means to our current cultural moment, and they’re a huge part of what, I think, the movie is about.  Mark wants to reinvent himself. For most of the movie, he wants to reinvent himself as Sean Parker, who also reinvented himself.  Sean was a nerdy guy in high school who completely remade himself into a very smooth adult who’s comfortable at nightclubs, comfortable in meetings with flashy businessmen, he’s good with women.  Mark wants to be able to reinvent himself too, but anybody who uses social networking sites, anybody who uses the internet, knows that you can sit in your room on the computer and not be the person who you don’t like in real life. So if you see a post as simple as, Had a girls’ night last night. Ate too much calamari!  Better hit the gym this morning! -- that’s a person who wants to be Ally McBeal, who wants to be reinvented with a sort of sitcom dialogue as the girl next-door, as the girl’s girl.  They’re using that kind of language. 

The very thing that attracts people to the Internet - that attracted Mark to it - is relative anonymity and the ability to reinvent yourself. As a writer I’d like everyone to think I’m as fast and clever as the characters I write - I’m not - and so it’s not hard for me to understand why people are drawn to social networking sites. They want to do a re-write and a polish on themselves before they hit “send”. 

A primary way your characters position and project themselves is verbal, through what they say - can you talk about the use of language here? 

AARON SORKIN: I envy visual writers who are able to tell stories through the pictures they are describing, but that’s not something I’m able to do.  I write people talking in rooms.  As a matter of fact, I thought it was going to be a real challenge for me to write this movie because these characters are much younger than the characters that I usually write about.  I thought I needed to be writing, literally, in a different language, in a language of youth -- and after stopping and starting a couple of times on page one, I just decided ‘this isn’t going to work’.  First of all, not all 19-year-olds speak the same and this is going to sound ridiculous if I try to imitate the sound of youngness and hipness.  I thought, I’m going to write the way I write and I’m going to put as much of myself into this as I can.  I know who this guy is, he’s a version of me, and I will make this script better if I own up to it and get it as close to me as I can.  Different characters have different language skills.  For Mark, socially, speaking out loud is a particular kind of challenge because on some level he knows he doesn’t come off the way he wants to with other people, especially women -- so I always put that challenge smack in front of him beginning with the first scene with Erica.  But language is also a weapon in the script that Mark is using, that the lawyers are using, that the Winklevosses are using, that Eduardo and Sean are using.  It holds the whole story - the parsing of information, who tells what to whom, the way the characters can answer interrogatories with partial truths or shaded truths - it’s all in the cracks of how they talk. 

Mark seems much more comfortable verbally in the deposition rooms than he is in the Harvard portion of the movie. 

AARON SORKIN:  Much more.  That was a big deal to David and me, because when we go to the deposition it’s five years later -- we wanted Mark to be a stronger, more confident, more comfortable person who’s kind of walked through fire to get where he is right now. And he isn’t about to have that taken from him.  He is in a room of terribly smart people, but he is the smartest person there.  One of the things that makes Mark the protagonist is it’s in the deposition rooms that he’s the underdog. He’s being beaten up by a team of high-priced lawyers who are being paid to destroy him and he’s more than holding his own.

Can you talk more about David Fincher?  There are many bedrock thematic and character issues in this movie that you and David don’t see in the same way -- does it matter? 

AARON SORKIN:  No, it doesn’t.  There are many bedrock issues that you and the person sitting next to you in the theater aren’t going to see the same way.  David and I agreed on what every scene should look and sound like – we were in complete agreement on what we wanted the movie to be – but we would certainly disagree from time to time on who was right and what exactly their motivations were.    

Is part of that tension in the movie? 

AARON SORKIN: I think so.  I hope so.  For instance, I honestly believe that at the end of the movie Mark feels remorse -- and David isn’t so sure.  I think that’s great because I would love for that argument to happen in the parking lot. 

What did David bring to the movie, do you think? 

AARON SORKIN: Boy, I could talk forever about that.  First of all, it was a counterintuitive marriage of material and director.  Like I said, I write people talking in rooms, and David is peerless as a visual director -- so you wouldn’t immediately think of him for a script of mine.  But David embraced all the language in the movie, and he added a haunting visual style to it that really puts it head and shoulders above what it could have been had a less talented director been doing it.  David also really understood how to get the best out of each actor.   One of the things that I loved that he did was the number of takes that he got.  Sometimes 70, 80, 90 takes simply in an effort to tire the actors out, to knock the acting out of them and to get them to casualize the language.  The scene between Mark and Eduardo in the Palo Alto house, when Eduardo has come out in the middle of the night to San Francisco and they’re shouting at each other -- we started shooting that scene at around 7pm, but David wasn’t really happy with it until well after midnight when Jesse and Andrew were exhausted, and suddenly the scene really came alive. 

There are also great choices he made on his own.  In the script, I had indicated after the opening scene in the bar with Erica that we would watch Mark walk back to his dorm room, passing other people and other students who are very much alive and happy while Mark is very focused and in his own world.  In the script I’d called for music that was a driving hard loud in your face song with a lot of energy to underscore the walk.  David didn’t just do something slightly different there -- he did something 180 degrees different.  The sound gets very quiet and almost introverted.  Trent Reznor has a very low sort of industrial score in there, and we hear for the first time the beginning of Mark’s musical theme – but it’s in semi-M.O.S so we’re hearing a little bit of ambient sound, we’re hearing some footsteps, we’re hearing a little bit of the violin player over there.  He’s describing loneliness and alienation, and it’s so much better and more original than anything I had in my head.  I wrote anger, and David gave it anger and additionally he gave it extraordinary sadness.  I believe that it’s actually that moment, the title sequence that says to the audience ‘this isn’t your father’s college movie’.  That’s only one of the countless great things that David brought to the movie. 

What about you?  What is the aspect of yourself that you’re writing in this material? 

AARON SORKIN:  We all get called losers when we’re growing up.  Some of us are able to shake it off better than others.  We all feel like we have our nose pressed up against the window of social life.  We all feel like we’re not sitting at the cool kids’ table.  That part of myself was pretty easy to put in the movie.  Another aspect of myself - a more adult aspect - is that when you write a movie or a television show or a play that has any kind of profile at all, you can count on people coming out of the woodwork saying they wrote it ten years ago and you stole it from them.  That’s a big, ugly thing to be confronted by.  So it was very easy for me to empathize with Mark, in that sense - I’ve certainly felt marginalized at different points in my life, and I’ve also had the veracity of my work questioned.  These are common experiences - we all know what it’s like to be questioned, to be challenged - and they’re very meaningful to me as a writer.   Both certainly informed my approach to the script.  And then there are the deeper things, which I’m not going to talk to you about. 

So, then, the itch that Mark can’t scratch is anger?   What is it, do you think? 

AARON SORKIN: I think it’s loneliness and a sense of self worth - that, for some reason, a guy who went to Exeter, who goes to Harvard, who’s got an IQ that’s clearly off the charts and who is clearly capable at the thing he loves so much, isn’t feeling known.  He’s certain that he’s a loser, that no one does or can understand him -- and the world that he’s looking at, that he’s using as a mirror, is reflecting this back to him.  Now, in Mark’s case, that idea of self worth has alchemized itself into anger. Real anger. Very sharp-edged anger.  But anger is fuel to him - it’s rocket fuel. 

There are going to be people who will say that the Winklevosses - who live in the imagined world that Mark wants to be a part of - are the villains in this movie and that Mark is the hero.  But Mark also thinks that world is beneath him.  He built this astonishing something out of absolute nothing and he did it while people were pecking at his ankles, and he did it in a place where someone like him can’t possibly operate as smoothly as someone like Tyler or Cameron, or even Sean. 

Would you agree with them?  That Mark is a hero? 

AARON SORKIN: I’ve been saying that Mark is an anti-hero who becomes a tragic hero by the end of the movie because he pays a price along the way and, I believe, he’s experiencing tremendous remorse.  He’s lost his best, perhaps only friend.  He is presented to the world now -- not just by this movie, but by every article that you read about him, by every Diane Sawyer or Leslie Stahl interview - as someone who is specifically not a hero.  As a deeply awkward guy who is looking too far into the future to be present in the now.  I was moved by this.  Nobody likes a 26-year-old billionaire.  So Mark pays that price.  He pays the price of losing his best friend, and I believe at the end of the movie, particularly when we see him try to friend Erica, he is feeling remorse and trying, if he can, to put the pieces back together again.  And, on some level, even if he’s not conscious of it, he knows he can’t. 

Talk about that ending.  In the way that Erica says the Internet isn’t written in pencil, is Mark a victim of that? 

AARON SORKIN: Absolutely.  When I was writing the script, I couldn’t wait to write the end.  When you’re writing something - when you’re doing the first draft - there are things that you know about, but most of it you don’t know.  You’re walking in the dark and hoping that when you get there, you’ll know what to write - but, then, sometimes you know there’s this really nice place to take pictures fifty miles down the road.  You know exactly what you’re going to write.  I always knew that in the end, in a very quiet scene, what Mark would get hung by was the farm animals blog post - this thing on a Tuesday night, when Mark was drunk, angry, hurt, and with his friends, where all he did was suggest the possibility that he might do this thing.  Now, in comes this young lawyer played by Rashida Jones who is our voice of reason, a substitute for the audience, and she says, Listen, it really doesn’t matter what the facts of the case are, because a jury - a jury of humans - will decide this, and they’re going to look at you and they’re going to hear about the farm animal testimony and they’re going to say, ‘I don’t care who it’s to, but I want that guy to write a check.  I want him to be punished.’  Yes, Mark gets hanged by the fact that the Internet is written in ink - and that’s the thing that as a screenwriter you’re so grateful for.   

This all also, fundamentally, has to do with the nature of the Internet and what it’s done to us as people.  The very thing that’s drawn everybody to the Internet is also allowing us to be rude, to be mean, and racist, angry, stupid, bitter – and all in the cloak of darkness.  It’s the same as if you were sitting at a New York Giants game – it’s something that a drunk person would shout at a player, the most offensively personal and rude stuff, something that they would never say to that player an hour later if they were standing next to him in the parking lot.  But they can shout it from the crowd.  From where I sit, that’s what the Internet is.  It is a giant anonymous crowd.  

Do you care if we like Mark by that point?  Is that part of the battleground Rashida’s character is describing? 

AARON SORKIN: It is a battle, to be sure.  We even shine a spotlight on that word at the end -- likeability.  In movies, the word like is generally meant in the sense that you ‘like’ George Clooney in a movie, you ‘like’ Spencer Tracy in a movie - from the moment they enter we know we like this guy, we’re with that guy.  It’s harder to like Mark, and I want it to be hard to like Mark.  It can’t be a story if we don’t care if he lives or dies - so I want it to be hard to like Mark, but I also want us to like him, even if we’re not certain if we should. 

Back to Rashida at the end of the movie, I think her character says what I feel, You’re not a bad guy, but you’re trying hard to be one because you think that’s what you have to be in order to bust down this glass wall that stands between you and a world that you think exists.  When I say a world that you think exists, I mean this: At the beginning of the movie, we see a party that Mark’s not at -- the punch party for the Phoenix.  It’s a great party.  It’s the party we all wish we could go to.  Everybody is having a great time. Guys, girls, drugs, sex, rock and roll.  Everything.  We don’t know if the party is real or if the party exists in Mark’s head as the place where he can’t be while he’s doing all this, but I think that - like all of us - Mark would like to feel the way other people look.  Mark wants to feel the way people look in a Coca-Cola commercial.  That’s where he’s trying to get. 

How much of what Mark did is a function of his age? 

AARON SORKIN: That’s a really good question.  I think it’s a function of his age for two reasons.  One, when you’re 19, that’s the age when social acceptance becomes the most important to you.  But he was also 19 at a time when anything was possible on the Internet.  I just read something that knocked me out, that when Neil Armstrong walked on the moon in 1969, the average age of the guys in mission control was 26 years old.  Which means that when Kennedy said we were going to the moon, those guys were 18 years old -- that was a time when anything was possible.  It was the same for Mark being 19 in 2004.  Facebook was originally about putting college life on the Internet.  It was going to be a college thing. That’s all - it was about a guy who felt himself on the outside wanting to find a way to not only be on the inside but to own the inside.  As I have him say ‘Like a Final Club where we’re the president’.  I think, more than anything, Mark wanted to feel empowered - he wanted to become the uber-version of himself, probably without realizing what he might well have to pay for that. 

Look, I don’t know exactly what Mark was thinking when he created Facebook -- I can’t get inside his mind -- but what I believe, despite all the people rightly concerned with privacy issues now who are asserting various nefarious motivations for what he did - what I believe is that at the moment of inception, he wasn’t thinking of the global phenomenon that Facebook would become -- he was thinking of something that would capture the attention of Harvard students.  That was it.  And when it did capture the attention of Harvard students, the cells just kept dividing, and it kept getting bigger, and he kept using his brilliant imagination.  But in the beginning, his first idea wasn’t that he was going to build something that, if it were a country, would now be the third largest country in the world.  He didn’t think he was going to build a company that, in terms of assets, was the size of General Motors.  He was just doing something that would get him enough juice on campus to get into a final club. 

Is the truth important in this movie? 

AARON SORKIN: Of course. In this case, though, the truth is subjective  Facts are not subjective, but at the water coolers, in the parking lot, there will be people who say, Come on, don’t be crazy.  He stole the idea from Cameron and Tyler.  Without Cameron and Tyler, there would be no Facebook.  Plain and simple.  Other people will say, You’re out of your mind.  First of all, Cameron and Tyler’s thing wasn’t Facebook - it was a dating site.  Second of all, here’s all the proof you need - Mark didn’t use a single piece of code from Cameron and Tyler.  He didn’t use a single word that was in the novel they wrote to write the novel that he wrote. I can easily argue both sides, and I loved making both arguments in the screenplay. But the basis for my own ability to make both arguments credibly was research.  Without that research, without being steeped in the facts, it would be fiction – and this isn’t fiction. 

All the parties in the two litigations walked into a room, swore on a bible that what they were telling was the truth, and then told three disparate stories.  So I had to somehow braid together all those various skeins that the participants warranted were accurate, and organize them into one large ball of wool so we could describe a larger truth, which frankly to me is the difference between a plot and a story – not only how it all happened but why it happened.

Are there precedents in this for you?  Obviously Rashomon is sort of the template for this - a structure in which we are never told for certain what actually occurred and the truth is clouded by varying perspectives on the specific events of the story. 

AARON SORKIN:  Rashomon is certainly a template, and one that David and I spoke about often. All About Eve is also a great example – a brilliant script – but listen, I grew up loving all courtroom dramas and so that’s kind of in my bloodstream.  The first thing that I wrote was a courtroom drama.  In any good courtroom drama, you have several different versions of a story, and you’re constantly changing your mind as to who is right.  Coincidentally, I recently watched 12 Angry Men -- which I hadn’t seen in a long time -- and I thought, this is the movie we just made. ‘Five angry men.’ 

You begin that movie thinking what everybody in that room except Henry Fonda thinks – this is open and shut, this kid knifed his father.  But then little things start coming out – wait a second, the witness didn’t have her glasses on, she was across the street, this could have happened, that could have happened.  It’s not open and shut, and one by one, the jury goes from being an 11-1 vote to being 12-0 the other way. 

With The Social Network, we took a set of facts, and we made a truth.  In fact, more specifically - we made three truths.  It’s not just one true story, it’s three true stories, woven around and inside of each other.  If you think of the facts that aren’t in dispute as dots that you know you will have to connect, we connected those dots and we made a picture -- but in between those dots are a) character, and b) the fact that you get to decide what the truth is.  We don’t tell you ‘this is the only truth there is’.  We posit a handful of truths — three, in fact, all of them sworn under oath by three sets of litigants, each with a threat of perjury hanging over himself -- in pursuit of a larger true thing, which is the set of conditions that caused this all to happen and that made it possible.  

I think it’s a great question, a great thing to talk about, because there is so much discussion about it and because Facebook and Mark are saying that this movie is fiction.   But I don’t want to answer the question by saying, Well, who can really say what the truth is?   Because we can say what the truth is.  There is nothing in this movie that we state as fact that isn’t fact.  The things that we say are facts are simply facts. 

You can look at every movie we think of as a great movie based on truth - whether it’s All The President’s Men or Schindler’s List or Dog Day Afternoon or The Insider or The Queen - and there are buoys in the water that are those events which people agree happened, and you have to, as a writer, swim from each one to the next.  Peter Morgan has no idea what conversation took place between the Queen and her husband -- nobody does, but he has a set of facts he knows happened and then he became a writer.  I just read the New York Times article, this morning actually, about Tony Blair’s memoir, where Blair describes a private moment with the Queen that’s almost identical to a scene from the movie.  In Blair’s memoir, the Queen says to Tony: “You are my 10th prime minister.  The first was Winston.  That was before you were born.”  And in the film, the Queen says to Blair, “You are my 10th prime minister, Mr. Blair.  My first was Winston Churchill.”  Peter Morgan wrote the scene for the movie from his imagination - he made it up, it’s entirely fictional - and yet Blair maintains he’s never seen the film.  The funny thing, of course, is that, at the time, Blair went to great lengths to call the movie fictional. 

Did you set out to write that kind of movie? 

AARON SORKIN: I revere those movies, and I very much wanted The Social Network to continue in their tradition.  Certainly those are the benchmarks I was aiming for.  But I really only realized the scale of the opportunity once I became enmeshed in the subject -- in the research and the writing -- and discovered, in the most basic sense, that this was a very unique chance to write a hyper-modern version of the classic American movie.  This story was about all of the American themes that I could ever hope to write about - justice, power, class, money, greed, loneliness, betrayal, comeuppance, the American dream, forgiveness. And that was it for me, this chance to traffic in all the themes of classic American cinema, but in a super-contemporary and authentic context. The journey of the film is nothing more or less than a modern version of a Horatio Alger rags to riches story, but our version of the Alger character is a baby hacker, and his journey is from hacker to CEO.  He’s this lonely kid in a dorm room, with an anarchist instinct and all of these other motivations we’ve been talking about, and in a very short time he becomes a very important figure in the world.  And it’s, by nature, the modern world – the world in which we live right now. That’s a dream subject for a writer, and I’m not sure I even realized what it was until I was actually doing it. 

What does it mean to be a hacker, and what does it mean for this movie to be about one? 

AARON SORKIN: Look, I wouldn’t have been able to tell you anything about the hacker world before I started writing this movie, but it is - I can tell you now - fundamentally about anarchy.  Hackers are, by nature, anarchists.  It’s about thumbing your nose at the establishment, about tearing down what you believe is in your way.  Let’s take Facemash, which Mark creates at the beginning of the movie, as an example.  Facemash was a spree of dazzlingly virtuoso hacking - in the movie, we see that Mark is completely brilliant at this, but he’s hacking nonetheless, make no mistake about it.  The point I’m making is that Mark doesn’t believe there is anything wrong with what he’s doing. In other words, the hacker’s credo is: Listen, if I can break into your bank’s computer and steal a million dollars, I did that legitimately.  I beat your system.  We were playing a game and I beat your system and I won. Which is the same logic that says that if I can figure out a way to break into your car, it’s mine.  And who is Mark revolting against?  It’s the people who somehow are making the world a place that makes him unhappy.   

The vernacular that these hackers use is surprisingly immature. You wouldn’t expect it from people with these kinds of IQs, but it’s: “Those people are idiots.”  ”Those people are stupid.”  ”This thing is such a stupid system.”  That kind of vocabulary all comes through in Mark’s early posts on his blog.  He gives us a play-by-play on his hacking as he’s doing it. It’s a very immature kind of language - and then he stumbles on this Eureka idea of Facebook.  And his life is made. 

For the rest of us, being creative is incredibly important but we also need to live, and that means we have to figure out how to make money from it.  We want to make a living from what we create.  Mark was never interested in the money.  The very last thing he wanted to do - and this is a huge part of the movie - was kill Facebook by commoditizing it.  By kill it, I mean making Facebook suddenly uncool by having it make money, by having it not be anarchistic.  Although it’s very difficult to call a company that’s worth 25 billion dollars anarchistic.  But that’s what makes Mark a visionary - and that’s really the story of the movie, the journey from hacker to CEO. 

So the movie is ultimately saying that having the idea - the vision - trumps everything? 

AARON SORKIN: I think it’s the opposite of that.  I believe that execution trumps everything else.  People have ideas or what they think are ideas all the time.  You can say, for instance, I’m going to write a movie about Facebook.  That’s not the same as doing it. 

