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In issue #17 of The Zine Reglster, Tom Nash writea'
"I would be very surprised if DD survived to makse It Into the next ZR,“’

I should like tp point out that people have been wondering about
DDts folding since before you: ng whipperanapper Nash even joined the
hobby, That harrumphing aslide, such a prediction has a perverse sort of
dynamlic, Fere I am, Tom, So now what are you going to do? Are you golng
to refuse to publish for years if need be, so that your next issue can
say Y didn't survive? ZR only comes out twice a year (a proper rate for
8 ZR, I might add), but T've never had a 6-month bub_lishing bresk, so
that was ahgretty risky prediction to make, Mind you, its Nash's zine,
and he oug to call things exactly as he sees them, But T am a trifle
ticked that entire review sald nothing about the contents of the zine,
but just on Nash's remark!s about its future ("fading fast", ete).

In a slight%z-similar veln CCC #35 1s given over to

rite-up says, "P'he three-a-yeai pace

relegates the zine to a lower stature than it wonld have otherwise,™’
Thaets a bit harsh, 1989 had #118-#123 (6) and 1990 had #12,-128 (5), The
question of whether this ought to affect the "stature" of the zine 18 more
problematie, There'?'s no doubt that it does so affect, but should it?
Diplomacy World's !} 1azues per year (vastly larger 1ssues I might add)
doesn't seem to tarnish 1ts luster, Admittidly, 1f a zine runs games, the
regularity and frequency are very important, and likewlse for a zine with
a hot lettercol., But that's not DD, On the otherhand, DD has traditional-
1y run a fair amount of news, whose value 1is degraded with slow frequency,
HowsVver, Bince the mid 80-8, when the current slowdown in publication be-
gan , the news has been commentary-on-news more than straight news, which
is somewhat less time-dependert, But the 2ine itself has re ally seen h
relatively l1ittle change, I've pulled the issue from 8 years agg gnarc
3983), TIts the same size --- 11 pages ~-- and not that differen rom
what you've got in your hands now, A "Zine" to bhe sure 1s more than the
aum of 1its individusl issues, But how important ought the wlume of the
z2ine be? You pay for ten 1ssues -=- 80 long as you get them, do you
gare how long it takes?

Not to end on a negetive note, I do want to theank
Lowrev and Hood for their nice writups in CCC #35 --- T'd expect anyone to
find the issue helpful (Michsasel Lowrey 3241 Walnut Creek Pkwy Raleigh
NC 27606, $1 per Pasue)




{({Lets =start our look at draws with this discussion from Ode #86)) -

Mike Close: ...I take the attitude that "1f T cannot win =a grme, then T
do not carry on just to get a better draw, { (Interesting,that use of the .o j
word, "better" rather than "shorter'", He seems to be revealing that he
really does think the shorter draw 1s "better™1)) T know that 1t would
score more in the ratings, but personally, T couldn't give a damn asbout
the ratings, because they are not nevessarily a true reflection of the
playert's ability. I plav this game because I enjoy it, and T don't see
the polint in eliminating someone who has put a lot of work into the game
just to make it a 3-way draw rather than a h-way, 7You might plav agatnst
him in snother game ((why should that have anyt hing to do with 1t? Ry
that {easoning, you could never stab snyone either!)) Mind you, 1f T

can Willseeo e

Steve Joness: .... I agree .,, that a small power can he kept in a ll-way
draw by one or two of the other participants because they feel the con-
¥ribution made to the game bv that player deserves some reward, Tt is im-
possible to generalize on this factor because personalitities play such an
important roleg for instance, one player might have bren objectionable in
some Way, and this might earn him the order of the boot, or he may have
played a vitel role in stopping one of the other players from gaining a
win, thereby ensuring a place in the draw from the other plavers who
would not have gained anything otherwise, ((0f course, said "vikl role"

is 1ikely to be viewed as being "objectionsble™ by the plaver seelking to
winl)). In this sense, the "natural"” result must bé the one which the
playera nominate, and agree upon amoung themselves ,.,... however, if the
player holding out against the "natursl"™ result is a minorlitv of one, hils
gatand 1s morally reprehensible, on the grounds that he is wailsting every-
one's time, psastience, and money over the issue,

((We hop now to 0de #87)) ' ?

Andrew Glynn: Can T refute "Mike Close's veiled accusation that T play
for as short a draw as possible merely to promote mys~Llf in the ratings?
I would point out that T actually hsve no 1dea where T stand in the ratings
anyway - the only ratings that I see are those ocassionally produced in
War and reace, and since, for some inexplicable reason, almost 211 &f my
Wins have occured in that zine, I view these as "just a bit of fun". T
agree entlirely that players shouldn't be jedged on the basis of ratings
eoe I aim to shorten the draw because T beleive that a 3-wav draw 13 a
better and more satisfactory result than a2 7-wav, and T ailm to get the
best result possible, for my own satisfactioh, I am surprised to find
Mike disagreeing with me on this, I must say,

John Marsden(editor) T don't think youtlve really grasped Mike's polnt,
Andrew, Mike (and I) plays partly for the enjoyment of diplomacy, as
much for the result, If, at the end of an enjoyable game, no one ia 1like-
ly to win ocutright, why eliminate someone who may have contributed great-
ly to the game, especially i1f that can only be done by all the other play-
ers conspiring together? It mayv give you more satisfaction, but 1t doesnt
me, or Mike, Looks like you have to agree to disagree with ua as well,
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Andrew Clynn: In repnlv to “teve: his firs=st argument, thet draw shortening
1s dangerous because it can result in letting the greater power break
thru, does not in sny wav counter my argument thst a nlayer should aim

to shorten the draw where possible, T clzarly wasn't advocating that a 15
center power shoul d seek to eliminate his 2 center ally, in a stalemate
with a 17 center power, Let's have some common sense, eh? ((Rut lets not
over draw things either, If Mr., 17 really would 1like a 2-wav Pather than
a 3-way, in most cases, he can pull back to the point where Ms, 15 can
safely devour Mr, 2)). “trve then argues th=at if nlavers agree to leave
one player in the game, even tho in a1l other senses, he could be elimin-~
ated, merely because he's plaved hard, then this must be a natural result,
Taking this argument to its extreme, one plaver could write 10 letters to
evervy other olayer in 1901, and be voted victory in S01 because of this
effort, and because he's such a dsmn good egg, A natural result to Steve,
T think Tt11l have to differ with Steve as well,,.

((Next on to #88))

Martin Lewis: Concerning Adnrew Glynn's defense of his views on draws, T
must sav that T too regard a 3-wav as better than a li-way, in that 4if a
draw is inevitable then T look to see if T can shorten it., TI've bla¥red in
few games which ended in draws, however, so mv exverience is l1imited, In
some cames, [ have looked to keep a plaver in the game simply because of
the help he's given, If I was going to remove a player from a likely draw
» tho, T'd give a 1ot of consideration to the position, and T wouldn't at-
tept to keep a game going for years just to eliminate one player —-- if a
draw is inevitable, then TI'd go for that rather than spending ages trving
to reduce 1t, Yet, as Mike implied in his letter in 0de #86 , 1if by motiva
ting the plavers to tske out one of the prospective draw countries, T
acheive a position from which I can win, T'd certainly consider 1t, To do
so Pust because you'd rather have 3 players rather than !} is to get a bad
rep for future games —--=- next time, 1t could be you,

John Marsden: That sounds like an exrellent argument for flexibility --
its important to consider the individual game, not pre-set princinvles,

{{The discussion then finished up in #90:))

Nick Kinzette: ..,..Just in case anvone beleives ctherwise, the only reascon
I kept going in 38eme was because I vag trving to win, and this was founded
on cons erably more than a hope that one of my opponents woul? NMR, In
short, T felt justified in extending the game until Stéve and Andrew had
demonstrated bevond all doubt their ability to stop me, As a matter of
fact, T wouldn't extend a game in order to reduce a t=wav to a 3-wav,

altho T micht extend a ~sme to get personally as "close" to a win as posS=-
sible, Thats because T've proven to my own satisfaction that the concept
of nNalhamer Points acts directlv contrarv to the urge to win outright
((C.P. distribtes the winners point eaually amoung the drawers)}, and thus
should be discarded,

John Marsden: AS GM .... T thought thzt the point at which wou acceptid
the result was entirely the right one ..., 0f course playerf ought tod ry
to win, but I think to try to blare the concept of CPs for the preponder-

- ~ . zel
ance of wirs today is =& logical fallicy ---1 can think of many more likely

reasonN,eccs
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({I wanted to start with this exchenge becruse becruse by discussings the
legitimacy of shortening the draw, we are gettine at a fundimentsal ques-
tion: 'hat exactly is = draw? #And moreover: What is the end of the anrme
supposed to represent?)) ’ )

{({(The Rulebook isn't much help, Theobject of the game" is to win,
Players may vote a draw (draw by stelemate isn't specifically menticned),
but this does not appear to be the "object of the geme", It 1s instesad
an alternative outcome to & win, PRat no guidance is given as to whet the
drew represents, with one exception, The Rulebook does sav that "all
plavers who '€t111 heve pileces on the boerd share equally in & draw," ™his
does imply that the draw is something of wvslue, since one cold hardly be
8atd to "share" a worthless, It've alwavs been puzzled by the use of the
term "equally" in the ERulebbok, What did Calhamer mean by sharing eaual-
ly, 2s ppposed to sharing uneauslly? This might sound like directions to
a Ratingsmaster that evervone in a draw get the same “umber of points,
except that the concept of ratings did not even exist at the time the
Rulebook was written, mTut what, specifically, is beings shared here? TIs

a draw really a shar8d win? Moreover, what sense of the word "shared" 1is
intended? Two men can share a woman equally, meaning th2t thev both have
acceas to her, Or twé men can share a pilzze equally, meaning that each
gets his own l} slices, ™his is directly relevant to the aquestion of
whether a two way draw is better than a three wayvy draw, Tf we take 4t in
the "shared pizza" sense, then a two way draw 1s better, =Rut i1f
taken in the "shared woman" sense, there may he no difference at all ,
Similarly, if a draw 13 viewed as a shared win, then thsat would seem to
fit with the plzza model, but otherwise, not, In other words, if Calhamer
had said "all players ,.. g&in an eaual portion of the draw", then it
Would be clear that the shorter draw would bhe better, TRut if Calhamer had
daid, "all players ... participate in a equel manner in a draw”™, then the
size of the draw would agpear not to metter --- youwere elther a particl-
pant, or you werent't, But the term "“"shared" 1is generic to both concents,
anc thas Finesses the distinction,?) '

({So the plsver is really on his own in such situstions, T™he first factor
to consider has really nothlng to do with the intrinsic validity of =shor-
tening the draw: Vhatts the cost/benefit analvsis? This was 2lluded to in
the reprinted materials, TNoes shortening the draw provide a mearingful
improvement in vour chances for winning? Does 1t expose vou to sipnifi-
cant risk that somone else might win? If wou have no alliles, this will
usually be simple enough, Vou chances Will probably improve even if wvou
are to see none of the spoils, TIf a lonegstanding 211ltiance 13 heing re-
structured, unexpected snags will sometimes result, On the other =ide,
there 1g 1likely to be only risk, no benefit, Vou as the lender can of
course reduce that risk if vou feel it is inhibitine the other plasvers by
pulling back, Of course, the price vou pay is reducing (or eliminating)
your extra chances for & win. But 1f the allisnce amgainst you refuses to
tske any risk, vou mav have to pull back just to induce them to do 1t,
(Rut a cavest, There was s postsl game once in whilch a il center plaver
withdrew from from non-SCs to fscilitate a three way alliance's plans

to eliminate a h-SC member of their coalition, In the followlns season,
the largest power of the allience attacked nolonly the u-genteihgliﬁigé
but his ally as well, and in addition, snatched a cenger rgmMr a b%er
leader, When the wild melee was over, the former 192 e; :gr Terug%e
were at 17-1T7. But the piece that snetched the first cen
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leader landed up 23 a raider, the (former) leader was thus unable %o
consdolidate his stalemate l1ine and actually lost)) But more cormonly,
there is no significant plawy for a win, and thas the question 12 in its
most ??adorned form: Is shorteninc the draw a legitimnte part of the
game ?

{(That in turn raises question which arises in meny contexts: Ts it the
process or the result that counts? Does the end justifv the means? Most
players would find ttre shorter draw more satisfving, but "most" does not
mean "all", If Diplomacy is viewed as a wargame (or more precisely, to
the degree that Diplomacy 1s viewed 22 a wargame), then shortening the
draw is entirely legitimate, Indeed, under some clrcumstances, it might
even be unsportsmanlike not tec. In tournament competition, nlavers are
"supposed” to try to maximize their scores (altho only in DipCon XV, so
far as I know, did we gctuslly stick that reminder intc the rules
handout) ©™his is only fa2ir, for if playvers st ocne table throw awav their
positions, others are unjustly enriched, And since virtually all tourna-
ment scoring systems provide 2 higher revard for smaller drawsa, the clay-
ers should be pressed toward that result, But even in po=ztal gsmes, 1t 1is
to me a perfectly normal psrt of the game, and indeed, one of the most
intense phases, 2lbeit & somewhat gruesome one, 0One of my most interesting
games was 1976IF, My lé-center Germany was stalled by a Li-way alliance
led bv the redoubtable Doug Peyerlein, one of postsl Diplomacy's most eXe
pert players, Ve agreed to shorten the draw, T was determined to retain
every tactical snd diplomstic possibility of springing for a win during’
thls process, and he was equally determined to take no unnecesary riske,
It was a nerve-wracking process (a Beyerlein win was also a conceiveble’
outcome in the latter stages) and ended in a very satisfving 17-17 draw,
The elimination of powers 1s s normal process in mid-geme, and T see no
reason why it shouldn't be norm2l in endgame as well,})

({But Diplomacy is more thar a wargame, It is alssc an intensely socisl
game, and indeed, the conflict between the competing demands of a "wargsme"
and "social game” experience give Diplomacy much of its distinct charm,
The wargsamer likes to sav that 1T a player has not secured for herself
the security of a statemate line, or some other situation where she csannot
be safely eliminsted, then she does not deserve to be included in the draw
But the social plsyer points out that =slliance are based at some nolnt

on persnading people to do things for ¥ou --- and one of those"things"
can be that you "ought" to be in s draw, Why 1s persuading someone to
keep vou in the geme any less legitimaste then persuadine someone %o do
anything else in the game? Diplomacy 1s not a game of utter ruthlessness,
becauge utterly ruthless plsvers tend not to be the most sucessful ones,
Or, if you don't agree with that, it is certainly true that the-more-

ruthiess-you-are-the-better-you-will-do is & "rule" whosge efficacy has

not been born out, If a player can form a relationship that protects
himself When his pleces cannot, who is to sav that this too is not part of
the game? The Tormation of relationghips to obtain specific ends is an
Integral part of the gmame, and T don t see that an exception shoulld be
mede at endgame, ) )

((Ultimately, the grme is What the participents make of it, ~and that
principle transcends any theoretical constructions of what "ought" to be,
and even releases a plaver from being consistant, either on = game-to-~
geme basis or even consistant with his- own philosophy. This 1is most

dramatically seen at the end of 2 game, ¥ remember seeing an endgame
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statement in which a player revealed that he had declined to eliminzte
another player solely because he was so ente-tained bv the guy's press
that he didn't want to cut it off, Altho it didn't seem likeiy at the
time, it turned out that thsest decision landed him with a2 draw instead of
a2 (probable} win, In a game in the Voice of Doom, a plaver vote ended

up glving the win to a l=-center player (No Vote Received counted as vesh.
The players petitioned the GM to restart the game, Altho the ponderous
VoD HRs failed to cover the ciréumstance, the GM agreed —--- the game

was what the players made of it, And sometimes they make things that are
apparently contrary to the Rulebook, A good example &f this 1s iIn the
current Diplomacy World, where the demo game 1989aAM ended in a "®r/M/g /o /T
draw", The explanation provided by Dave Hood (Turkev snd pubber of DW)
1s that "Italy i=s deemed to be only a 20% partner while the other
two have U40% of the draw each” Ttaly was in faet the strongeat plsyer
and Tacing a seemingly unbreskable E-0 allisnce, altho the grme only grot
to 1905, I'm not sure just exactly what the I10=110-2?0 split 1= suvvposed
to denote -~-- instructions to the ratingsmasster? Tf =so, T suspect that
most ratingsmasters, if not all, will follow their own rules as ho how to
rate draws of three players, PRut this outcome does blur the distinction
between a 5 way draw and a three way draw, Even more smbiguous is a tvpe
of outcome which T have never seen in a2 North American game, but ocassion
-ally shows up in British games, Tn thet circumstsnces the plavers de-
cline to describe the game as 2 win or draw, let alone the 8ize of the
draw, Instead, the players agree on a ranking 1ist outcome, Tor exam-
ple, "E and G, joint first, R third, T and I joint Lth, A sixth, Trance
7th" 4he use of the joint-first’would seem to implv that this should hest
be viewed as a draw, and most of these outcomes have that., ®ut T recall
at least one thst did not, These are all clear examples of the game
being what the mlayers mske of it, And its certainly not an exhaustive
1ist, For example:

l, Suppose the players simplv announced that the game was
drawn, without specifying who was or was not included? The GM might re-
fuse to put such an smbiguous proposal to a formal draw vote, but the
plavers could certainly agree to snch an outcome smouns themselves wa-
and then go their separate ways, What 1f anything =should thé M do?®
The GM might simply declare the game a draw of all survivors, But T
doubt that any set of HRs would expllicitly sive him the aunthorization to
do so (yet another Berchian example of how its impossible to write a com-
plete set of HRs}]) Moreover, a GM ought to have some qualms about im-
posing a result on the game without sny specific evidence that this i=a
what the plavers intended, I8 the GM does nothing, he provides even less

guidance to the ratingsmasters,
2e Supposef to take this a step further, the plavers sim-
L)

pled voted the game "ended”. Do the playvers actually have an obligation
to decided precisely how the game has ended? The GM of course needd to

know whether the game has ended, 50 sher'll know whether to keep running

the game, Moreover, even if the playera d1d decide precisely how the

game ended, do thev have anv obligation to communicste the specifica?® If

1t really is their game, couldn't the plavers decide thst it 1sn't anyone
else!s business how the pgame ended? T™his circumatnace is not toc be con=-
fused with a rame simply beineg abenodoned, There, nothine whatsocever was
declded, 7ilere, the players made an affirmative decision that the game was
over, Bubt maybey they decide’ that irylng to =2gree on an exact outcome

was more bbther than it was worth, Or maybe they just wanted their cutcome
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kept secret, It could »e that none o~ the nlavers warted the rsame rated,
ard thev felt that this was the best wav to accormplish that, Yr mavbe
thew just wanted to be ornery, stir up = fuss, or provide something to
debate, Tt weuldn'+t be the first time for anv of those motivesgi

3. Supnose the HFs reaquire that draws ifnclude
2ll survivors, but the plavers sgree to n draw which excludes a survivor,
Presumably the GM wanted to run a DIAS game, and put the PR in to sttract
like-minded plavers --- but wro really owns the pame? Assming thst the
nlarvers refuse to submit fuarther orders, car the MM override them and call
1t 2 DIAS draw? Ousht 2 ratinecsmaster go with the Mts call or the nlay-
ers vote?

s ™he same onestion could arise on other common WP
reqairemsnts, such as the one that requires a winner to have at least as
many SCs as any other »nlayer, or that games not end before 1905, *“hat
happens when the plsawers ipgnore such 2 r»nle, 7T have gseen Mg shate that
thev have receivdd an 1llegal gmame-end propcegal ard will not trangmit it
fer a vote, bt the nlavers can e agily pet around it, and if "Moplaver

Nurelations are verv npoor thev mav do it out of spite, hé?

((If you would like to address yourselves to anv of these circumstances,
feel free, and if T ret some intererstinc resnonses, Tt1ll run them next

1ssue))

({Next we turn back to Dec 1973, and Rod Walker, writing in Hoosier Arse
chives #129))

SHUT UP AND DFAL THFE PIECES

I swear thls is where I got off, As T wrote to John Rover,
its the same %tired old debate ((the issue had been discussed in some '
previous issues of HA)) with the same tired old people, The"Win~only"
and the "strong Second" peopls are still at it, even to the argiments
about names ("we s oudd really be called RBalsasnce-of=Tower players, .,")

Well, let me sav a few words, First, lets get the names
straight, ‘e aren't going to get anywhere with those long, turgid nsmes,
We need something more to the point, So, Ralance of Power (BOP) 1t 1is,
And Strong fecond = S,3, = sounds like a snake hissing, S50 =camm-

As between the Bops and the Hisses, T don't see that much
to choose, I've been pretty much i1dentified with the Fisses in the past
because I was certainly down on the RBops, A Rop wWoul” r-ther beat you on
the head than let you win, and hence makes a trustworthvy ally onlv to a
point, A Hlss, on the other hand .., well, vou nrver know what a Hiss
will do, but if you give him a sense of the inevitable,..Anyway, a Rop 1s
more predictable,

The most entertaining sort of rame 18 where 2 T1sses combine
to cut down 2 Bop who 1s in the lead, One of the two Hisses is golng to
win and the other come in second, while a seccond Bop willl have to be cgn-
tent with third, The Hue and cry raised by the ftwo Rogs s ;O?)fUhgg to,
be beletived ((as he berates one Hiss for lettine the other win})j,
other hand, sometime. li=ten to a Hi=ss who 18 being destroved by a Bop on

his way to victory ((and hence isn't goinr~ to come in second)), Thats
fun tocoe 9



It seems to me that there are 3 wavs to look at Dip-
lomacy (at least), One 1s to view it as a simulation, The Fisses do
that, essentially. They csn then see the sense of comineg in second, or
third, or at least being a survivor, because in the real world, thets
what happens, In a real wap, you have the top winner (e.g. TTSA in VWIT)
but there 1s a second winner (fISSR in WWIT) and so on, Tn real 1ife, he
who fights and runs away, lives to fight another dsy, and a “Iss can ap-
nreciate that and spply 1t to Miplomacy,

The sgecond viewpoint 1s to see Miplomacy as a Wargsme,
Here you don't have to worryv sbout reality, or about salvaging Sometning
from defeat so von can rise sgain, Here i3 the black-and-white view that
you either win or wvou lose, Adolph Hltler, who was alwavs out of toltch
With reality in some ways, lost his grio on it entirely in late WWITI,.-
Tor him, the war was either won or it was lost, with no middle ground, no
second place, no''survivors pointa" or whateveb, During 19l4li he beéame
determined to destrny fermany utterly in order to prove he had lost, ((I
think this analysis is rubbish, After the horrif%ic fighting in the TISSR
in 1941-19h3, T think that he correctly understood that the Rugsians
Wwould not settle for anything except his imprisonment or death, And thils
notion that Hitler needed to prove that he had lost is armchair pavchistry
Wwithout any proof)}), I'm sure the Bops can apvriciate this polnt of view,
Hitler would never take second {(he might not even agree to a draw) and
must therefore surely be not only a saint but the veriteble Messiah of
the Bop3, ((That I can agree with, I think it was hisunwillingness to
be second to EF hegemony in western “urope that mav have driven him to
war in the first place,))

(I suppose that MTalleyrand, who rerved the RBourbons, the
Republlc, and the Bonaparts wWwith equal ease and ardor, musat surely be the
Hisses chlef saint -- or mosre possibly Alkibilades, who served fthens,
Sparta, sand Persia at various times, Anywav, a good Hiss rides the tide,)
((And an alert reader hotices how this parsgraphi=s out of place, Mosab
dippy writers compose directly on thetypewriter, and don t do a whole 16t
of editing, so 1if the idea comes late, it shows up a 1L1lttle 1ste}))

The third way of looking at Divlomacy is as a game,
period, The 1dea is to plav the pgame and have a good time, If vou win,
fine; 1if you come 1n second, fine; and sn on., Of course, yon msv play
thia game differently from that one, Vvour position snd who the other
playefs are have a great deal teo do with vour objectives and pla-—ring
style, WNaybe you want a long-term alliance with s certain playver and =a
"forever" alliance 1s the price vou have to pav to get him, If thines
turn out sueh that you keep the alliance, fine; 1f you steb the guy in
mid-game, well, that's how the ol' game plan crumbles, Mavbe you will
want to plav toady to somebody for the whole game --- posaibly because
that guy is fight¥ng Len Lakofka and you toady act will drive him up the
walls, ¥e yells and gcreams and writes letters snd bubbles press releases
and just really makes the game,) And maybe, toward the end of the game,
vou see a real long-shot chance of winning through a really screwy plan
that you have never tried and sre dving to. BSo you do, and maybe you suceed
sueceed and mavbe vou don't, Or perhaps you've been thru the thick ang
thin with this ally, and you can't bring yourself to stab him, evgn Eeoin
you thereby insure stalemate, and even tho vourd knife him in a(?ogumaﬁbe
some other gmame, (Or maybe he's &lready ¥nifed vou elsewhere). ;

=
youtve long tirack of exactly what point 1t 48 Rod is exemplifying her
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T think Rod here is describine a player who is cemtered more on the
process of the game rather thsn the conclusion. Tor such a nlaver,

the relative merit of drawing or not drawing (sSee, this is a theme i=egue
on draws, While there was some focus on draws st the start of the essay
» Rod has now shifted away from that decisively, never to returfi ---
after all, he didn't write his essay for a theme 1ssue on draws, So I,
the reprintTng editor, have to bring up'"draws" back up again, so yadur

attention won't wander, ''e now return vou to wvour regularly scheduled
interruption in the flow of Rod's essay) simply isn't part of the decision
making procesa, In the "simuletion" and "wargame" viewpoints, it cer-

tainly 1s,))

So what rules are we to apply to plaving stvle? Fwvery
game is different, Sure, you may have general gosls in mind for- " any
game, Sure, you have z2ome rules of thumb you tend to apply. =ut why be
Sp consistant? Tlorld mebts around, and a reputastlion for absoulte consis-
tancy can do you in,.., {(the hobby was a lot smaller in thoae days, and
more tightly knit, and so reputations could be more firmlv emtablished))
({(He then gave three examples of plavine styvles, only one of which T
want to run here:})

John Beshara got a reputation for being a strons ally --
altho no Bop wanted to have anvthing to do with him, finally, because he
was very determined to win, He was a Hissts delight because he rarely
broke agreements, and then normally had a Fairly valld =-if miner--
technicalitv as a rationale, ¥ith John, vou knew pretty much where you
were, which is a good thing,

cee"0 A consistant and well-knownplaving style mav do vou ¢
good or 11l --= altho T would suspect that a Fiss would be better off than
a Rop ((with a generally consistant and well-known stvle, T assume, and
not just Hisses are better off than Bops, period), So where does thsat
leave those of us who are just plaving the mame? S1imple =~~ lay low,
1dentifv the Hisses and the Rops in the game, gelthem to do in each other
and then walk down the middle to victorw. Isntt that what its all sbout?

VEWS~GAUS~ADBZE

For those of you who missed it the first time fround, the
1990 Runestone Poll was won by Northn ¥lame, with TTpstart ard The Zine
Register at place and show, The Poll pulled a verwy impressive 236 votes,
Top GM was Russ Slau, DBiplomscv Nigest finlshed #1959, and finished below
the 50th percentile for only the sSecond time in its history., On the
other hand, in the Hall of Fame, which ranks zines over the historv of
the poll, DD is now rsnked lIith, =2nd this glorious past is available to
you via the purchase of backs issuea (advt,)

Eric Frosius ran the Poll for the first time, sand' inevitably,
he has added his tinkering to the tinlkerinss of his sucessors., We used a
different method for figuring the modified mean, WHe discards exactly the
top 10% and bottom 10% of the votes, So a zine getting 12 votes would
have its top 1,2 votes discarded, and tts bottom 1l.”? votes, Fxactly how
one goes about discarding 1.2 votes is not ex plained, tho I'm sure its
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nothingm as crude as sliclng off the bottom 207 of somsonc's hallot and
seeing what disappeared, The final score is 1/3 from the Prefernece
Matrix, and 2/3 from the Modified mean, All the results are in the 1990
Roar of the Crowd, ALONG WITH A TYQ G FUL esasa¥ on vhat kind of informa-
tfon you can eXpect a poll like this to provide, ¥He alsc renorts on an
interesting contest, where people were asked to predict the winner. =By
far the winner of that was Been There, Done That, tho the zine only came
in seventh, Hewv, I love thege sort of side contests, and I'1l suggest
another one: Whatathe best zine that you don't get? Thats not original
Wwith me =--- somebodv like Dave Perlmutter or wark Lew came up with it,
and it bothers me that T can't recall the source, Anybody?

Pete Gaughan this year is running the Marco Poll, hut
its methodology is so flawed that I cannot plug this poll, Basicelly,
you rank your five favorite zinea, vour top one getting the most points,
your 5th garnering the fewest, But arbitrary rules produce skewed re-
sults, and this is a pretty drastic case, If a plaver gets only 5 zines,
and votes for all of them, then he gives a point (or whatever) for his
least favorite zine, one that he mavy be pretty indifferent to, Tut 1f
sSomeone gets, say, 20 zines, his #5 zine will probably be aduite well liked
s but 1t automatically gets the exact same tally as sanother man's so-so
Zzine. A certalin amount of subjective influence and variation in a poll is
Inevitable, but this is structurally bullt in, A player with 20 zines
wWwill be severely restricted in the number of zines where he can eXpress an
opinion, A plaver who gets fewer than & expereiences no such restriction,
The number of zZines vou get gshould have nothing to déd with the results —--=
the~e certainly shouldn't be a penalty in this regard,

Ttd also like to throw into the pot arother scoring 1idea,
one designed specifically to eliminate arbitrary facborsg as much as posg-
sible, %fter all, even the Runestone Poll has an arbitrary modified
mean system, and the Marco Poll usés an arbitrary poln* count swstem for
the relative valué of 1lst, 2nd, 3rd, ete, T'11l call it 1DLV «=-- One
Dipster, One VYote, Hmm, guessthat should be 1D,1V,

Faéh voter constructs a ranking list of as many zines as
she cares to rank, The plaver is considered to be voting for the top
zine on her 1list. The Pollster then collects the names of the zines
which garnered only one vote, He then goes back to 2ll the lists headed
by those zines, and crosses off the top name from the 1list, so that the

one vote is switched to the zine formerly at the #2 polsition. The Poll-

ster then collects the names of all the zines having only 2 wvotes, and
eliminates them, and continues the same process again, In other words,
you get to vote first for your favorlte zine, bubt 1f that zine is at

some point eliminated, your vote is switched down to ¥Jour second favorite
z2ine, 8o that at each point, each voter gets one vote, Anyhow, this 1s
continued until at some polnt, one zine has more votes snd all the others
combined (i.e., has more than half the votes), T™hat zine wina, focllowed
by the order of zines at that point, Nexbt come the zines in the reverse
order of their elimination, followed by the zines which got no votes at
all, -

The system has some clear advantages, It deals onlvy
iIn ranking, and thus introduces no arbitrarv numbers whatsoever, Tnout-
ting the data --- which in the age of computers, is nesriy all the work
that the Pollster does prior to publishing --- is less timecons'ming be-
cause no numbers need to be inputted, It will produce some tles, bécause
there are no fractions to deal with, T don't see that a=s a big drawbhack,
In the current e,g, Runestone Poll system, 8.01 beats out 8,00, but lets
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face 1t, there's no significaent or meaningful difference between those
two performances, Players could vote for as many or few zines as thev
wanted, of course,

Indeed, with relatively 1ittle effort, the Runedopnre
Poll ballots could be processed thrn this systeme ’ : .
The player's votes embody a ranking list, except that there are golng to
be ties amoung e,g. all the zines which received a:l1l0 vote, Vou could
give the vote to all of those zines, and not go down to the 93 until all
of" them had been knocked out,. Or you could select one at random to be the
"first" 10, Or you could have the computer give the vote to the zine
which "needed" it the most, again until eliminated, I suspect these var-
ious methods would very similar results, The Marec Polo data could be
run thru this system too, snd of course there would be no problem with
ties, But with only 5 zines on the 1list, a fair number of ballots would
eventually be discarded entirely in crses where, if the voter had designa-
ted more, it might satill be in,

I'm not seying that this method i1s superior toc others,
just that 1t would be an interesting variation, It 1s a svstem which is
sometimes used in elections where there are more than 2 candidates for a
post, and you want to avoid a runofff, but you still want the winner to

shoWw some sort of "majority", not a plurality,

Diplomscy World #61 1s a nice improvement, providing

more pages and considerably more variety that the previous issue, Melinda
Holley has a nice solid plece looking at countryv strengths in gunboat
dippy, Bobert Sacks has a careful analysis of the Rurgess scoring system,
Mark Nelson has a nicehow-will~{t-turn-out pilece based on a real game,
there's a good letter columm, and I have a plece on "obvious" GMing errors
(viewed from the perspective of the player, I plen more asuch pleces,)
There are two items (and only 2) that I have trouble with, The first is
Brad Wilson's interview with Gary Behnen, It was utterly lifeless, T
refuse to beleive that Gary is ms boring as .. he comes across here, So

many of the questions were just the usual formula gwhat;st{our(ggvsr%gse
e ay) r jast plain polntipess o
great power .... tournament , zine) or jJ g Onlg the last question

NMRs impacted Postal gsmes you have played in?"
eliciteg any real life from Gary. The other was an at{icle reprinted
from Kathy's Korner #156. The essay itself was splendid ~-- a well or-

ganized argument for opening F Lon-Eng, BPRut using material reprinted from
US zines in the past 2-3 years is a poor 1dea, because a good number of
readers will have seen it already, There's plenty of good materlal to
reprint that very very few readers will have seen because of age ofF the
fact that it ceme from & foreign zine, (David Hood 10L-F Terrace Dr,

Cary NC 27511. 4/810 US, L4/$15 Canada},

And finally, 1ts Runestone Poll Time again, This is vour chance
to speak up about what works for you and doesn't, For once, 1ts not the
publishers who get the main say or "last word" in something, More people
directly participate in the RP then any other single hobby activity, I
hope you'll add your views, becmuse publishers (well, some of theml) need
your feedback, Silnce 1977, this has been constructing one of the hobby's
views of 1tself, and you can plav your part by Sending in a ballot to Eric
The deadline is June 30, but its easier on him 1f you do it early, And
for those wanting the results, see the advertisement In the lower left

side,

|



Mark 1 Brch . m?(\ !\LW f\YS
3 ‘D\ _ AT
TORRA N L

11713 Stonington Place
Silver Spring ¥D 20902 z

o]0
l\r‘“'5j| 0|
\m%\

}

P et emiered P
AETTRT A o

S ‘(\ “\_-:.“,
“;\!‘“5 -\ JU"J
i 13 *

e

\ e,
) ol 6\/ b \\' &/

Diego CA92102

./‘
b
.

Fathdr Flanagan




