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DWPCON CHAMP: HOHN CHO

Thats right, T sald Hohn Cho, Oh, I know what the final
standings say: Fdi Birsan, first....Hohn Cho, seventh, But by far the
most impressive performance of DipCon (&side from Larry Peery's Lremen-
dous amount of work taghke it a sucess) was dong by Wohn Cho, TIn his 3
games of regular Dip, he had: Z-way, 2-way, win, “That not only blew everw
one else away, 1t was argusasbly the greatest performance at any Dipcon in
Historye. I don't know of any person who has ever played Ehree games and

one no poorer than a two-way draw, Birsan, bv contrast had a E—wa pwway
and 2-way, Excellent, but not evenrn in Cho's league.

Larry Peery said he wanted people to compete in more than
one event, but Cho was no Johnney-one-note, In the beat-the-computer com-
petition, he came in second, a bare 30 seccnds behind the winner, Tn the
variant, he wag a tie for second {Rtrsan didn't bother with éither of those
svents), No other plaver showed such multi-event domination,

Larry calls Birsan"the Butstanding Diplomscv plsver of
all time," 71d have to agree, Taken as a whole, Rirssn ' is the most suc~
cessful Uiplomacv player Yorth fmerica has ever produced, But Cho was the
Champ at DipCon XXII, For a discussion of the controversy over how the
scoring svstem produced such a dreadful resuli, See page L. For a most
thorc writeup of DipCon see DIPLOMACY WORLD #550

' This lssue is an experiment --- i1ts all essavys written
by me, Next month, we go back to reprints, which will still be the main-
stay of DIPLOMACY DIGEST, =Rut I may be doing more guch issues like this
in the future, 80 let me lnow whet you think of such issues on an ocassS-
ional basis, +“ith DD's so-so performance in the Runestone Poll, I'm more

open to changes than T might have been,

174 people voted in the 1989 Runestone Poll, =nd +the top
1C zines were Fiat Rellum, Perelandria, Carolina Command and Commentary,

{turn to page 12)



The Miller Numbers were establiszhed by the late D )
one of the early Pillars, He appointed a sucessor, whg apoointed'g?swéagggéor
etc, all the way down to the current office holder, Randy Grigsby. Two tm-
portant principles were involved here, The firat is that the office of the
MNC is an independednt hobby institution, not under the Jurisdiction of anvone
else,. The second, is that each MNC appointed his own sucessor, Thst sygatem,
sometime cmlled the "laying on of hands" had previocusly been usgsed wit» the
Boardman Number Custodian, and has also been used for the Runtestone Poll and
elsewhere, That procedure has provided a great deal of 2tabi1ity to the Worth
Ameérican hobby, where it is not unusual for a custodisn to take a job for
only, say, two years,

The only person to challenge that Procedure in any ¥orth Amer-
ican Hobby Post 18 Robert Srcks, who decided to se up a second line of MNE€s,
Thiz was done long after he had given up the Job of MNC., His reasons for
thinking he was entitled to do this have, so far as T know, never been spelled
out spectfically, In TYG V, #6, Sacks says, ""It 1s on mv word that the 1line
Walker-Leeder-Hyatt-Grigsby ((slc)) i3 a usurping line,"” However, this 1s just
8 conclusion, and doesn't say why,

Attention has been primarily focd?d by Sacks on how Leeder came
to be the MNC, In that regard, Sacks says, "Leeder claimed the office of Wal-
ker to block being removed for cause under the original covenant: consistant
fatlure to assign any number," Unfortunately, it is impossible toc understand
what Sacks 1is telking about =--- Who, for example, was fa*ling to assign num-
bers? So lets have & look at those events. :

: In 1979, Greg Costikyan became the Mlller Number custodian, 7This went
atong frine fror a while, but then problems set in, In the April 1981 1csue of
Lord of Hosts (the MNC zine), Greg ssid "No new Miller Mumbers have been as-
signed since Jan 1,1981", He referred toa "hiatus of I rmonths", and ==aid he
was looking for a sucessor, So far as I know, that was the last thing he
published; the next issue was put cut bv the new MNC, John T.eeder.

" But in the meantime, what should be done? In Brutus Bu%letin

#92, Sacks sald that under the Covenant, "Leeder as Vice MNC would have to

" — sven tho it was perfectly clear what the problem was,
advise me” - Phis even © it m t also provides for the

Then there wWould be a "removal hearing”, ™he covenant a 3 ho it &

1on being able to elect a new Custodian, altho 8
DigloTacF g;?%agﬁecgﬁgigieg existgd at that time The Covenant refers to the
not clear a M t of hyper-political

Ve "{when it 1s reconstituted)", This is just the sort o
?ogtdﬁagging that allowed the Orphan ftames Project to go for three vyears

without fUUCtioniﬁganwhile, Rod walker had put‘out Ztmiamvia #{on April 6, 1981

t ou a2t one last issue,
reg to get on with the job, Greg did pu T~ that ’
gzzs:ézﬁ in %RDA gé, Rod noted that nothing was haopening, ﬁnd t?ng 2:9 lg;ters
of 26 April and 19 May had gone unaswered,T_He theﬁ ertzﬁnhgziged ghag,he
' mpore, d s
June 1981, T intend to opecmate as MNC Pro Te Fhat ct on
thet he d4did not want e Do
G to resume the job, said repeated
:aggggmégzgt %asis", that his goals ware tg c%ganluo t:gagagtégghggdnggigﬁgtg n
> fore the end of 1981, e made clear T 3
zzgga;:?iggn§i-grbut that Greg, for alé Mg%—%urpgsgs,a?qigdrs§gegag§; §ﬁ131§25;
But not for long. Arda 7 as Rod sa; . e vy 0
Costikyan designated John Leeder ((who had beeE Sreg's Vi?e—MNCA;as hii ?gcis
cessor T have a letter from Greg on that,... Note Rod ;1:O§ucggs;; -
clear that he considered Greg as having the righ? to namgh 8, Spcessor,
don't know anyone at the time who said Greg didn't ‘nave+ tsnrrfcorde o .
Then, 6nce the Canadian ;ostal sgrike wis egeg, ig?hszgdqoéiq ;ct1o%s ror
“ In HoL #17, lLeeder says, o g 8 : s "
"usurpation” (as it has beeé described in some guarters) but gagheiiiitiyligo—
1uatepemergency.measure, justified under the gircumstances an""Imgm iy 5oPs
o ed after the fact by Greg,” John made a pdint of s§?éng, I 1E o P
zggfirm +he Miller Numbers which Rod assigned,” These had avpe n Al ;
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This is consistant with Rodts desgcription of himself as just acting "Pro
Tempore”, TRod!s pragmatic actions, focused on the actual problem, had made
1ife a 11ittle easier for all concerned .

In that issue, Leeder savs, "I - " b¢
((Sacks)) and Rod cdunt me as a friend (or at %eaigt;gramgself that both Robert
Sacks! good relattons with th on-ememy) s as Alas,
MNCahi x € PNC did not last too long. TIn Dec 1982. the
M p was tp naferred to Lee Kendter, Sr, Sacks asked Kendter to acéeot his
covenant”, ana said that if he d1d not, Kendter could not use the "Lord of
Hosts” name, which S8acks had coined. Kendter, however had verv strong feelings

about the MNC needing to stay completely independent, so he refused, Instead
he started up the new MNC zine, Alpha and Omega, Trying to pressure Kendter
into deing something he doesn't Feel is right is a complete waste of time, T
might add, Kendter then appointed Fred Hyatt, who sgain refused to have any-
thing to do with the CUb¥enant. During the term of elther Hyatt or Kendter
(I don't know which), Sacks appointed "XKarl Alarie" c/o Sacks' own address, A8
the new MNC, When "Karl" stepped down, Julie Martin was appointed, altho
whther by"Karl"or Ssacks 1s unclear, That 1s, T don't know whether in this
new line, Sacks makes all the appointments, or the curent office-holder deoes,
He has used the psassive In this regard:”Julle Martin ... Wwas appointed"”,

In order for the Alaric-Martin 1liné to be legitimate, then
of course the Leeder, etc line must be 1lleglitimate, “This 1s exactly what
Sacks has claimed, He has called the Alpha and Omegas zine a "pretend seérvice
zine" (Rebel #13), and called the Leeder, etc crew "a 1lineé of usurpers”, Rut
to do that, he has to show that Leeder waasn't the legit MNC,

But ‘he has two problems in that regard, The first is thsat
Greg Costikyan sent Jéhw the MNC files and appoointed him stcessor, Sacks has
never explained why Greg didnt't have the right to do that, Sfecond, Sacks him-
self treated Teeder as the MNC because, zs stated in LoH #17, he sent Leeder
the MNC treasury of $105US, In the form of a cheque from Jeacks, Thus, while
Sscks now says (TYG V, #6) "T never recognized the title or legitimacy of the
Variant Banks' pretende& to the MNCship...", when Leeder sasctually tookmover,
Sacks cooperated —--- he did not, for exsmple, forbid him the use of "LoH". At
any rate, I have not seen any explanation from Sacks as to why Costikysn could-
n't appoint Leeder, or why, 1f Leeder was a usurper, Saecls genxt him the H8%,

Of course, 1if Secks can set up a fresh l1ine of MNCs on his
own, then of course any former BNC could set up a new line of RNCs, etec,

ere 18 a side issue elso relevant hered . = the

"Covenant," I don t want to get into the contents of this (which I discussed
briefly in DD #119). Sacks calls it a "constitution" for thé MNC, which is a
fair description. Sacks, the Sth MNC, created this document, Sacks has sgid

that "The present Covenant is unsigned”. However, Brutus Bulletin #92 has
Costikyan's signature, dated June 15, 1979, and 1 have no 1ldea of how many
versions of"the Covenant" there are, He a¥so says, "I have never requireg
anyone to sign the covenant, just to agree that it governs the office,...
(TYG V, #6)e That seems a rather fine distinetion o L
At any rate, Leeder was later to sayv that he couldn't consi-
der himselfl bound by a document he never agreed to, snd that Greg never even
brought 1t up with him, T think, but I'm not certain, that the problem Leeder
had with it was i{ts compromising his independence, The document has an
impeachment procedure, and the person who decldes whether or not to hold a
" judicial hearing" is the Registrar of Projects, a position to which Sacks

appointed himself,

mhe reason T mention the convenent here is that
Sacks may in some way be tying this "usurper'" business to the conveant,
I dont' t know, .

You might wonder why I'm co wering this topic at =ail,
Firat off, its hobby history, one of my favorite topics, As an @rchivist,
T love to pull this stuff together, and tryv to meke a coherent story,
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Second, and more important, it stiecks in my craw when
people tpy to re-write hobby history, and base allegation on events which
never ac®ually occured, T have in past icssues of DD repeatedly discussed
Sacksa' penchant for describing non-existant events, and het's not the onlvy
one, He has done this particularly with regard to the wvariant hobby, '
Thus, when he writes, ",.. the NAVB pulled repeated coupS..."” (HoL glgb
I'm going to point out that this 1s =2 complete figment of his imagination,
Fven if there were a coup (just exactly what he considers a coup is ime
possible to say), it would be done by people, not a collection of veriant
games, There are slwavs new people enterine the hobby, and if thev see
Sacks writing "Hyatt ... doesntt assign Miller Num.bars"1 (again from Ho
#15, when Hyatt was the MNC), thehif no one contradicts him, the faTlse-
hood will set in with 2 new generation of hobby players, .

But most important of all 1s the pecople, They don't dew
serve this kind o6f treatment, and T don't care wheEEer They are still in
the hobby or not. Kendter and Leeder and Walker and all the rest worked
hard to Bstraighten out the mess caused by Costikyan's absquatulation,
They don't deserve to be relabled as usurpers and all the rest, just be-
cause they wouldn't go along with Sackst "covenant", T don't really care
how spiffy the Lord of HWosts 1s that Saelkts publishes and Julle Martin
edits, If the legitimacy of that operation is based on rewriting hobby
history, and besmirching the legitimate work that Leeder and the rest of
them did, its not worth it,

Its TIme Sagks and his supnorters faced the historical
facts of the matter, Costikyan appointed Leeder his sucessor and had ever
right to do s8o0. Sacks treated him as legitimate by sending Leeder the
MNC treasurye. Julie Martin has¢ no business calling herself the Miller
Number Custodian, and Sacks has no business apointing a new 1ine of MNCs

based on discredﬁhg the old, ) -

THE ZFINE CORXwUMMN # 15

The absclute worat editortal T have seen in 1989, and
indeed, one of the worst I've ever seen in this hobby, sppears in
Diplomacy World #55, page l. it 1s such a2 clasfical compendlium of unfaire

ness that it deserves special comment, for Larry Peery's technigues here
are unfortunately not unigue to him, almost .

The editorial, which runs /\ 2 full page, criticizes
the DipCon XXIT review which appeared in Passchendaele, A1tho Larrwv
couldn't be bothered telling us the issue, $E€€ P #93, page W2, if you

want to check i1t outs
The most egregious fault with this editorial by Larry is

that its impossaible to tell what specifically was wron$ Wwith the contents
of the PI{pCon1XXTI review, He does sSay 1t was “drivel' snd he does ad-
monish Cuerrier to "get your facts right" --- altho even here, its imposw.
3ible to be sure whether thias r efers %o the specific review, or P in gen-
eral, since *here is a great deal of criticism of the zine 1tselT, PRut
even 1f it does refer to the DipCon XZTII, 1ts hopelessly vapjue, at
facts did Francols actually get wrong? Its impossible to tell, If Larry,
or anyone else, thinks that wWwe're golng to agree with him telling us some-
thing is awful, without any specifics, he'l!'s wrong,
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So what does Larry do to fill up the page? A great deal
of it 1s that old standby technique by people in the hobby who can't but-
tress their argument with auotes and fTacts: TLarry appolnts himeelf an exw~
pert on the subject of Framcois Cuerrier, puts on his Magicel Mindreading
Helmet, assligns various base motives to Guéerier, and leads us on & tour
of Francols mental processes, Itve beén & target of that sort of thing
on more than one ocassion and it stinks., In thls case, 1t leads Larry to
sag ;hings about Francols thet are completely prepostercus and grossly
unfair, '

Larry's central thesis is that Cuerrier "has been after
me, and DW, and now DipCon" because when Cueprier returned to the hobby
arter a messy fold, he asked Larry for a favorable review, and Larry told
him he'd only consider reviewing it after past debts were cleared up,
and "ie kept hls nose clean for a year"s Larry présents not a shred of ev-
idence chat this is what has motivated Cueirier, We'lpre just supposed to
take the .‘ord of this self-anpointed expert, "He expected the hobby to
welcome him back with open arms no doubt] Well, I saw the issiges of P
that he put ot when he returned, and I saw no such expectation, T saw
the usual colle~tion of apologles, offers td—Say past debts, discussions
of the fold ittse.f and of a publisherby responsibilities, etc., He made
direct referencea to the fact that some of the people whomhe really pissed
off (e.g. Ron Brown and Randolf Smyth) were still sround, It was perfect-
1y clear thst he knew he'd have problems in returning, Fe §aid he wanted
another shot at it, and 1aid ambitious plans for hhe future., T™his expec-
taton that Larry 1s talking about is a figment of his imaginsction,

or take this gem:"I've been ignoring him, and his 2zine,
for just as long as he's been harassing me ~-= g fact that must really’
gall him, since if there's anything he can't stand, 1t's being ignored,”
This is rather troubling, Pass's probationary period was supposed to
last for "a year" ~-- but that ran out in Nov 1988, So why did it last
longer? Because he was "harassing" T.arry. It seems to me that a #lagship
zine ought to be above that sort of getty retalistion, And what did the
harassing specifically consist of? ts just a sweeplng sccusation of
misconduct, And hovw would you,, dear reader, hike to have Larrv Peery
tell the hobby what reallv*esalls you? And Instruct the hobby as’tc what
you really®can't stand? In this case, 1t doesn't even mske sense, Pass
1s a bilg zine with a relatively low circulation --=- in the 308, and that
doean't bother Cuerrier, Indeed, his ocaasional threats to prune the
deadwood, and his recent hike in sub rates seem to indicate he doesn't
really mind being ignored by, say,97% of the hobby.

Or take this: "P came in 6th in this year's Runestone
Poll (a fact he took great delight in telllng me;"T'm sure)s whige ™ came
in 36th {which I'm sure delighted him even more), Who ﬁppointe Larry
Peery to inform us what delights Cuerrier? Couldn't we just waitttoigegr
this from Cuerrier? IR fact, Cuerrier's writ®up of the Poll results i

T
i about a dozen zines --- but ngt Di.
793 discusses OPeerv mentions over and over that Cuerrier relied on an

; ' the bl deal?
"in%?rmer", as Cuerrler didn't actually attend. Rut: what's £
People in this hobb t ; .
own eyes, é, whiTE fgg %fgkgquggsng ents. that they didn't see with their

an exactly a
bothered Larry that the informant wasn’ t name ("§§Em§% cggrgg?mghggeh?ge

no way to prove who actuaslly said what, or what thev really meant”) Rut
strangely enough, Larry doesn't name him either, even tho he =ays 1t took
him very little trouble to figure out who it was agdto confirm. So this
criticism would seem to apply equally well to Larry, Indeed, more so,
While Francois didn't chiticize the unnsmed source, lLarrv most certainly
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did, and I think that places = greater burden on him to be specific, T
have complained repeatedly about the widespread hobbv prectice of critiz-
ing specific people without naming them, (P94 i1 wars Ron Camoron, o membor
Ahe Dip 04 (ommiftee) And finelly, there is an imperfous obliviousness to the
editorial, For example, "Francols ,.,, had to go out and stir up as many
members of the Canadian hobby #s he could against me and DW, ™he amazing
this 1s that some, not all, pecple fell for 1t,..” The amazing thing 1s
that Larry seems to be oblivious to the fact that much of his troubles in
the Canadian hobby are of his own making, FHWere T refer specificallv to
his somevhat disdsinful attitude toward Cal White, T'm sure this had far
more effect than anything Cuerrier has =sald,

Or this: "So all T have to say to Frahcois 1s get off my

case, get off DW's case,” This is a free hobby, =2nd we criticize whoever
we please, Larry has no grounds to insist that anyone not be permitted

to criticize DW, Or this: "As for his informant, it's a pity he didn't
have the guts to send his corments for this 1ssue, where they belong, and
save me sSome Work," Who gives Peerv the first publicsticn rights to any
comments about DipCon? Penple send stuff where they want, ~Curiously enuf
in the same iszsue EKarry touts a number of zines'(e,g benzene) which have
DipCon commentary alreadv printed, zand thev don &t get critiecized for not
putting that stuff into DW instead, )
And there's one final shot in the foot for Larry, "He says
he doesn't "intend to give him the right of reply in DW) Vonderful,
Larry says P has "lles" and "drivel" and that Francois is "in the mud"
akd has been "harassing” him and all the rest, but no, ¥raincois can't re-
ply. Doesn't Larry --- and others who have taken this stance -~-- unde%—
stand that this makes him lock wWorse than the person he is criticizing,
If you are beingaufifarr _ cTearliy) to the persdn you're chbiticizing, whd
ig going to belei¥ rEur criticisms are validd And 1 someone wants to
hear Francois! side of 1t, T guess they's have to write off to ¥rancols
to get a sample of P. Is that what you want, Larry? (See PHIY &nfm{)
Lastly, lets have a look at Cuerrierts actusl review,
interleif my owWn comments about the scoring system, since this 1s a t&p{;&
of great interest to me, At least three ma jor tournamentd have used my
scoring systems, and T've written many times on the tople,
First, he credits Larrv with having found a good conver-
tion slte, He notes that a plavers score is 207 from a minor events,
3t LO%Z from each of two ma jor events, T™he minor event discussed 1s Peerv's
Board Exam", which was 35 written questions, Cuerrier nok®s that most
pertained to the postal hobby: "theret's nothing like maling local or élec-~
tronic mail players feel right at home.,” *This 1s a legitimate point, Ry
my count, 18 of the 35 questions are going to be prettwy much out of_reach
of non-postal people, And scme were ridiculously inconsequential, Tor
example, in what issue did Csruso drop the "Whitestoniam™ from ghe ﬁingig
title, I mean, Who cares? “There was also a auesliion calling aor Eod Se
's birthda another for John Ceruso's berthday, and y
ge of Kathy Caruso?s bir T b a Kathy's anniversarye. For those
another for -- you guessed it - -- John an athy " s : - OF

of us who are not exactly €@arusc groupiles, this was a little_much, The

1den of a written quiz is qulte imaginative, Rut asking pecple whether
AH's dippy mapboard is 23 inches or 2h inchesnlong??? Really .

One of the ms jor events was "Computer Diplomacy " =-=- &
person plays one countryv, the computer program olays the"other ?, Even
Larry has noted thet the program has '"substantial defects”, and .uerr%er
runs thiru some of them? Its so inept as to order W Fdi-CEky ég*§01, o
have Ttaly not go for any SCs 'in 1901, and one vlaver got to cegters _
in 13 minutes. 1Its just not a suitable vehicle for = competitivz ?oarnas
ment, “orecover, speed counted in the scoring, end wvou only ha > hour
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» 80 a significant edge could go to a person just because he was a fast
typist, There was also a gunboat event, but really, the computer dippy ~
is a very similar experience to playving gunboat (ho diplomgacy Diplomacy),
And 1f you don't like gunboat ..., there it 18 ,,.. tWice] N#STSQfgg)
Cuerrier then noted that the #3 player was$ eliminated
from both of his regélar gameas, This was John Galt, and Cuerrier should
have said from his two independent games, He was eliminated in 190lL asa
England, and in 1906 as Ttaly, never having geined & 2C, but in his tsgm,game
he survived with 2 centers, Cuerrier sarcastically remarks on the " pivo-
tal impeact" of regular diplomacy that would allow a third place finish
With such a mlserable record, and T would have to agree., A plaver with such

an awful record at 3 games of regular diplomscy simplv deesn't 1f
finish third, & P Y ply Marity to

Part of the reason that this and MARY other asnomalies
occured 1s that the system of scoring, to its great discredit, gave enor-
mous amounts of points for absofutely wretched performances, Take, for
example, Nick Marks, In his team gsme, he was é&liminated in 1903, which
1s about as bad a performance &s Diplomacy gets, BRut he was richly re-
warded. He got 30 points =~== almost half of his 6L total points, Steve
Cooley was eliminated in 190lL ~-= and he also got 30 of his 8}.5 points
for that terrible result, Those were crucial points for Steve === he fin=
ished 6th because of them --- without them, he would have finishead 21,

By contrast, consider the unfortunate Tim Moore, FHe had & very good
showing in his team game =--=~ 8 centérs, tied for most, in a foar way draw,
And what did he get —=--zero points} Fric Hyman was 2also in a li-way
draw and got a milserable 2,1 points, What kind of scoring system gives
people elifminated in 1903 and 1904 30 points and someone with a li-way draw
and tied for most centers nothingd The reason was that Moore and Hyman
happened to be on teams which did poorly and Marks and Cooley happened to
be on teams which did well, The most exXtreme case of this was Don l-
liams, He survived with one center, For this he got 37 points --- and
thats even better than some people had with 2 way draw}l That was over
half the 70 points he total with, which gave him 16th, Rut Poor Rob Aube
got a two way draw which netted him only 16 points, If he had gotten, say
the 37 points that Williams "earned" for surviving with 1 center, and the
windfalls thet Marks, Cooley . and McKee received had been scaled
back, Rob Aube wouldn't have finished 20th. He would haeve finilshed about

3th or so. . . -

" This wasn't the only gross inequity to arise from Peerv's
scoring system, Lets look at the top two performers in the regular (indi~
viduals) competitiony it took two gamess

Hohn Cho: 2=way draw wWin L0 polnts
Nick Reliseff: 2=way draw J=way draw 39 points

Imagine, the difference between a Wwin and a three way
draw comes to one measily point! le wvas the only person to win a game of
regular dippy iIn the entire tournament, and it wa= *treated virtuslly the
same as a three way draw, That s%ould give you some 1dea why Cho didn't
win the tournament, And keep in mind thst while Cho got 10 for win plus
2-way, Marks got 30 for a 1903 elimination,

The gunboat tournament could slso have used some Work in
its scoring. Reynolds got 3 points for 6 centers in a 7-way draw, but
Weodriff had only 5 centers in the same draw and got zileh, A single cen-
ter was worth three points, yet, as above, wWin vs 3-way draw was vorth
just one extra point,
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But the most preposterous result csme from the com?uter
tovknanent, The guy who €ame in dead 1lgst, the only one who couldn't beat
the computer even in two hours --- wasn t even close --- got 33 pointsl
This 18 no trivial matter, Thils guy finlshed 8th, .with over LOZ of his
points coming from finishing deadlast, Fe should have finished 26th

Cuerrier then wrapped up the criticism of the scoring
system with "the source wes well-informed and clearly frustrated by the
lack of consultation amoungst organizers, Larry ran the show, heéding ata
1tttle of the advice dispehsed by his colleagues on the committee, WHe

"
Lt his waye T don't know what kind oftadvicz Larryhdid gzgegnoghe

tef byt the result was a travesty, It gave huge p
ggiﬁéggfzgsmigerable performances and therebwv buried the b?ttei perfgﬁg;
ers, Larry's bitter attack on Cherrier's commentary won't c_an%e het
at all. Lérry needs to come to terms with the fact that the gcorAgg tﬁ;
was & fallure, and that in this hobby, failures get critig}zgrial o
rest of us can ;et some poilnters on how ngh to write an edl T

having a look at DW #55,

axD EIF THIS CORNER ...

Ever since the hobby had more than one zine, topics for discussion have popped
up wherever the editdr wanted tc discuss the topic. Fre quently these came from read-
ers, who sent in letters the editor chose to run. The system has worked well. But in
these days with enormous numbers of zines, there are some drawbacks.

If a topic becomes hot, it could easily be dise¢wssed in a half dozen, or even more
than # dozen zines at once. If you want to contribute to the discussion, that causes a
real problem. You land up writing a similar letter over and over and over again. Wwhat
fun 1s that? Moreover, the issue might be discussed in some zines you aren't even aware
of. The same problem occurs for the reader. Furthermore, if, say, Berch is sending out
the same line of arguments to several zines, and a given reader is getting several of
those , the whole thing gets pretty repetitive repetitive repetitive. I have run into
this problem both as a writer and as a reader.

There is alsoc an unrecelated problem: these dicussions can be streched cut over
long periods of time, as the rebuttals and rejoinders come in. This is especially true
if the zine for some reason doesn't run the letter column every issue, or if the letter
column sometimes gets overloaded and material has to be bumped, or if the zine doesn't
come out monthly. Thereader can easily lose his train of thought.

I want to propose & partial solution to those problems. I say partial because
all the zines which do the above can and will continue to do so, and in thesame WAY .
But I think the. hobby could also use a "debatezine"

Here's how it could Egrk. The editor selects the topic and the two protagonists.
One writer will be pro, andawriter, con. Having checked with the two writers, he then
sets a deadline date. On that exact day, each of them mails two copies of his initial
statement: one to the editor, one to the other writer. In this way, each prepares his
statement without seeing the other's work. Once the editor gets these, he sets a
second deadline date for the rebuttals. Again, these are mailed on the same day =---
like Diplomacy, this is done with simultaneous movement. The editor then packages all
L4 statements into a single issue of the debate zine, and mails it. The reader then gets
the whole package, all at once. Now, lets have a closer look ai the pileces.
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Iaeally, the editor would be someone reasonally well known and knowledgeable
about the hobby and its personalities. lMost important, the person should be considered
reasonably non-partisan about things, and able to use good judgement (c¢learly, this per-
son isn't going to be Berchl!).

The topics and the writers are a related issue. I suspect that in some cases,
the editor will get a letter saying, ." Joe X and I agreed to debate the following topich
Of course, the editor will still have to decide whether this is a good choice of topic,
and whether these are suitable pecple to discuss 1it. n other cases, the editor would
throw out topics, which either he/she came up with, or suggested by readers, and list
them either in the zine, or in various zines in the hobby, and see who comes for ard. I
think, by the way, that a fair number of writers are not going to be interested in such
a format. Debating is a fairly compattitive format, and some writers will avoid it for
just that reason. Some are just not geing to want to put their egos on the line in such
an explicit mamnner. And some aren't going to want to take the time to organize all their
ideas, etc. Many writers will prefer just to write for zines where they are already
playing, or for letter-col zines where they are good friends with the editor. But I
think there are enough writers to keep this going.

The editor will have to set a maximum length, and that will require some Jjudgement
3 I suspect the best way would be to suggest a maximum to the twe writers, and see if it
seems reasonable to them. For the initial statements, I think most of the time 1-2%
pages will be selected, as a maximum length. Of course, the editor would have the op-
tion of simply not setting one, and letting the writers take whatever space they need to

make their points, but this is a riskier approach. The rebuttals would perhaps run
3 - 1% pages but again, the editor would need to check and see what the writers want.
I think in most cases a Sinste round of rebuttal would suffice, but a second round could

appear if needed, and all were agreed ito have it, Hopefully, the material would be
supplied in camera ready form.

Would there be readers for such a zine? I should think so! I think they could
expect a sharper discussion of the issues, with a refreshing abscemce of namecalling,
etc. Being able to take in %he whole thing in one sitting would be a plus too.

I don't see such a debatezine as in any way harming theother zines in the hobby;
things are still going to be discussed that don't and that do, appear in the debatezine.
The zine could have a lettercol to provide a followup discussion, but I don't think
that would be a good idea, necessarily. There's plenty of other lettercol zines, and
indeed, if this zine were really sucessful, it could provide a common frame of reference.
You could have a vote afterwards of the readsrs, either in terms of whether they agree
or disagree with the proposition, or who did the better "job"™, but even that's an option-
al feature. And who knows, maybe the heobby itself would benefit by having the issues
clarified in the way that sometimes a formal debate can do.

Topies? I should think that both classical and topicceal ones can be used. Here
are some that I'd suggest, but as time goes on, new topics would always come up.
1. Should the pilayers at a diplomacy tournament be told the scoring system or should it
be kept secret?

2. Should Grigsby or Martin be consldered the MNC (I'd love to debate that one with
Robert Sacks!)

3. Would the game have been better designed with Italy beginning with F leet Rome?
L. Is there a distinctly "Canadian" style in the hobby?

5. Would the British style of prophetic builds and retreai produce a better game?

6. Does the Runestone Poll fairly reflect the views of "the hobbv'?
7. Should the entire nobby have a say in the location for LipGon
. (The subject ot the next item in this issue -- see below)

I'm sure otner people will come up with other topics which hadn't even occured

Is anyone interested in either getting such a zine, or putiing it out? If so,
contact me., I'll try to act as a facilitator. Lets see if this idea will fly.
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In the Tlast issue of DD, T described the rather start-
ling svite™ of the zine KGO-FD from Hoperaft to Cerrier, =longs with the
latter's publicetion of the “urmer 1989 issue of KG0=-ZD, A remark by
Brad "'1lson to the effect that Hoperaft couldn't actually do that caused
me to write Sacks, asking him,fcr example, i1f he ever t6ld Foperaft that
Hopecraft couldn't transfer the position to someone else, His letter to

me included the following:

‘ky position ie clear: Hopcroft and Wilson both applied for the pesition

of Editor ef the 1989 KGO'ZD, & position ef limited duration and authority

on my staff solely in my gift. T appointed them co-editerse, organiszed the
preoject, and delineated authority. I also advanced Hepcroft expense money

he requegsted in May. Hopcroft was not a custodian - he was & co-editor
without any power to hand the project over to anybody. As co-~ and managing
editor he had extensive power over the coptent of the publication, far
exceeding anything I had to say, and slightly surpassing Wilson since Hoperoft

was 2180 managing editor...

Incidentally, Bruce Geryk was not co-editor. He was BEditer ef the 1988
KGO'ZD, a posidion he resigned in November, which necessitated me to make
alternative arrangements: 1 had to appoint Karel Alaric, and serve myself

as managing editor. 1 also enclose a Project Registry roster as of 4 Feb 89,
which Hopcroft received, which should further demonatrate the explicit

organizational arrengements.

Ffundamentally, Carrier is lying. He had no authority from the Publisher

of KGO'ZD to do anything. Hopceroft applied for the position and gave certain
assurances, which were vioclated by Carrier's "effort®; Hopcroft had certain
explicit instructions (which his co-editor certainly did not consent to changing)
which Carrier's "effort"” did not comply with. Since these assurances and '
instructions were not met, Hopcrocft's originsl appeintment could be deemed

to be fraudulently obtained - certainly the expense money was.

Conaider, for a moment, a parallel situation: the recent reaignation of the

DW Variants Editer. Not only did McCrumb have no right to name a successor,
his arrangements for his column in future issues, already submitted but not
yet published, were nullified by thepublisher., The publisher of a publication
is in charge, unlessg there are explicit arrangements to the contraryf

The next to the last paragraph there is a tvpical piece
of Sacks deception, He says that Carrier 1s "lying" because "he had no
authority from the Publisher," But Csarrier never s=id he had authority
from the publisher (Sacks). Cerriert's position was thst HoEchft turned
the position ofer to him. Sacks then goes on to tallk abou certain
assurances’ that Hopcraft gave, VWhenever Sacks talks about something
without spelling out exact what he refers to, thats s real red flag,
Sacks did send me a pille of material, including a letter which guoted a

t an't find any "assurances' there at all
Hoperoft letter of Wov 14, but I c v asgurancos’ there ab

which would be relevant to the metter at hand -- Gt

think Secks would have nuoted them bBCk'totmeﬁavgtiigigggése gggrglzgig
n =] 3 - !

which "explicit instructlons Hoperaft iz %o Ay e Ve e views .. .

"mMichael will edit ou
ns (e.g. ™ :
%3?0112222%0222 Wh;t,gSDecifiCFllY, Spcks savs he didn't comply Withe

mhat still leaves the basic auestion: Was Yoperoft the
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custodian, with the right to transfer, or was Sacks? "The problem is that
this particular topic was never discussed, Thus, in Sackd letter to

Hoperoft, 6 July 1989, he says, "I do not beleive that you have permitted
Carrier to do exactly what you ruled out in your letters of 1l Wov and 11
January.," RBut I look at those letters, =nd T don't see any mention of the
entire topic, ’

So did Sacks, as publisher, retain this vowerg Sacks ob-
vipously beleives that he did, and Hopcroft beleives that he didn't, but
the fact i3, thev never discussed the topic,

Sacks raises the analogy to the subeditor at Diplomacy
World, and yes, of course Peery has the right to fhiame the new editor, not
MeCrumb, But I'm not sure this is a2 good analogy. ,A zine directory of
gsome sort is clearly a hobbyv service per se, T can t possibly see the
variant column in DW (which prints a variant or two, and glves news of
the variant hobby) 2s itself gualifving as s hobby vervice, ™oreovéer,
at DW, the variant material is just one part of ' a much larger whole,

Here, the reviews are bascially the whole thing,

A better analogy to me is how Everything and the BNC
operate, For about the lsst 10 years, the BNC himsell hasn't published
many lssues, Going 811 the uway back to John Veswig, most of the 1ssues
have been put out by a separste publisher, wut the publisher has ZERO
authority. The real responsibility 1lles eldewhere, with the BNC 1in that
case ---- and with managing editor Hopcroft here,

But unfortunstely, while Hopcroft legitimately felt he
had the right to do this (otherwise, he wouldn't have done it), Sacks
also legitimately feels that he himself retained that right, and, alsas,
néither position i1s implausable, While T lean toward feeline that HWop-
croftts actions were entirely legitimate, Sacks’argument that he never in-
tended to transfer this power to Fopcroft 1s a reasenable one, The best
approach would he to submit the matter to binding arbitration, with the
loser agreeing to drop the use of the name, Alas, ps8st attempts to use
such a mechanism have been fruitless, and both of these can be very stib-
born people, If both persist{ then the rest of the hobby will probably
have to sttach "/Sacks" and "/Cuerrier" to the two names, and let 1%t go

at thets

My comments in #120 on YorldCon drew this resnonse:

Francois Cuerrier: The focal point of my criticism re Vorld Con has al-
wavs been that the Postal hobby should have more say, ™his has been ex-
pressed many ((previous)) times in Passchendaele, You may disagree with
this, but don't say I've neglecfed to mention what was wrong about the
current setup, ‘

(( T was talking specifically just about your Pass #88 remarks, =ut be=
yonfli that, simply saying that it could and ought fto be done differently
isn't the ssme thing as saying there's something actually wrong with theé
current set-up, OK, "the “ostal Hobby should have more say" you urge,
But what 1s actually wrong with the current system of not giving the pos-
tal hobby more say? I for one don't see anything wrong with the current
system, so I don't see adding postal imput as Solving any actual obroblem,
and you haven't set forth what that problem i3, Its not just yvou, inecid-
ently, I have thé same problem with similar views expresse& by "“rad Wil-
son and Cel hited There seems to be an implicit notion that the lack of
postal people belng a to vote 18 some shortcoming ~-- but why? This
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is tourmnament, not postal diplomacy,})

e precedent vyou mention applies to Dipfon, not "orld
Cone "he popular imagery of Precedrnt raline supreme under our svstem of
jurisprudence is vastly overstated,. It is the concept of parliamentry
supremacy that rules supreme - the will of the people, In the hobbvy this
is e ven truerg..
((Agreed, My point wasn't thst we have to do 1t this way because of pre=-
gedent, only that Larry does have precedent backing him up, 7Tt is resson-
ble for Larrv 8o do it this way because such a procedure has been used
sucessfully in the past, This 1s contrarv to the notion expressed (tho
not by Cuerrier} that this 1s some sort of uncelled for method, I think
it is entriely reasrnable to use methods that have worked in the past in
new circumstances, tho we should not feel obligsated to do,so,))

If only the people who selze the reins mav whip the horse
s then presumably the Can Con organizers would be entirely within their
rights to hold a rival World Con of their own if they should choose,
((In recent years, the question of duplicative services has been much
discussed, But st some poilnt, the first person to use the name is entit-
led to have 1t used without the confusion of someone coming s2long with a
similar operation with a different name,))
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benzene Penguin Tip, Passchendaele, Comrads in Arms, HYWouse of Tords,
Northern Flame and Dark Mirror. Top Subzinea were High Inertis and Been
There, Done That (the latter now a zine), ™opGMs were Rusnak, Cuerrier
and Liscett,, DIPLOMACY DIGEST fell to 32, 1ts lowest showing T think,
and not much above the wedian, snd only garnered 42 ballots, also low,

. . Perhaps the most remarkable result was that the zine with
the most “zeros wes Passchendaele --- and yet the zine finished 6th] Tow
could a zine with so many grudge votes (and thats the only thing a zero
for a zine like that could be) still manage to finish so high? Those who
actually get the zine know the answer —-- it deserved, snd got, a lot of
103, In terms of sheer volume of really high qualitv writing, P 1s the
best zine 1 get, Indeed, no other zine is even close, ParticuTlarlv when
it comes to in-~depth discussions, P sSimply has no peer, "hile Cuerrier now
has 2 better balance of criticism/praise in his writing, he 1is no respec-
tor of hobby sacred cows or of the common practice of not disagreelng too
sharply with one's f¥¥ends and supporters, Printing problems have forced
the zine to restructure from the thrice-monthly scheduleof Z20Opagers, He
now puts out monthlies at 1,0+ pages each, charging 47,50 per auarter, with
very generous payment for published materials, (Francols cuerrier #305

2303 Fglinton Ave East, Scarborough, Ont M1K 2N6, See 1f you can order
back 1ssues #9h and #93 —-=-- thev are marvelous reads)

Bruce Linsey, aka "Atilla the Pollster" (I gotta credit
Terry Tallman for that moniker) hass turned over the »Poll to Fric Rrosius,
who helped gquite a bit with the 1989 Poll, Bruce brought the o1l to a
point wWhere more pe ople directly participated in this than in any other
single hobby activity, largely bv dint of 2 great deal of hsrd work, )

At present, Bruce is putting nut Mouse of Lords, a "zine
distributed on Mac diskette, a forim for discussing the use of Macintosh
computers in gaming and publishing, The "sub fee" 1s one 800K Dislkette
per issue, and readers are encotiraged to include any nues;iops ot ideas
or shareware on this diskette (P.,0, Box 133L Albany WY 1w20é) o

Poom for one last plu ..,ﬂusan_wslgerh?hgq.%vir ig°
#167F St.paul MN 55116 is selling "Dipldat's Txcuse . agh}ggmg 1f indi-
Ageinst a red backround are all gorts of eXcuses, :

vid:al sizes are avallablej; you could ask.
=




