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The page you're looking at right now is just an ordinary 8 x 11 typed page. Two of
themare placed side by side and shrunk 30X in each direction, so that the result takes
up only half (1.,e, 0,7 x 0.,7) the combined space. Its called photo-reduction, its the
way such zines as Diplomacy World and Ethil the Frog are printed, and if all works out
well, DIPLOMACY DIGEST will appear this way too, There are a number of advantages to
this for both of us. As opposed to the nine pages you've been getting so far, I can
eagily give you 12 (or ll, if one is used as an address page)s And this can be dane
on s$ix sides of paper, which should cut the printing costs., I say"should" because just
today (3/30) I found out that my printer seems to have gone kaput, sc I[*'11 have toc find
another, [ know that [ won't be able to find one as cheap (I've already tried), so all
my savings may be eaten up by having to go to another printer; I'll see, One disadvana
tage is that some marginal stuff I may not be able to use directly without retypinge.

So much for the present, on to the past. I must confess to a first-class goof
with the last issue, 7/8, 21% pages of tirades was just too much, without some reliaf,
1 had humorous denunctations, and acme there’s-too-much-denouncing-going-on material
which I should have leavened the issue with. Sorry about that, I only had one person
write to say that an annual villificactions issue was a poor idea, so I think I'1ll do
another in 1979. It may, however, only be a single issue, and I hope not to contribute
to it mysélf,

I have had by nov quite a bit of feedback on the question I posed in the first issue:
Which do you prefer: the potpourri issues or the theme issues, Altho people have come
down on both sides of the issue, the clear preference is for the theme issues. They
have generated much greater response than the potpourri issues. I have been running
the zine at a theme/potpourri ratio of 2:1 and will 1ikely raise this later in the year,
Two people have suggested that I do only theme issues, This I can't do because some
articles are just twmiscellsaneocus to fit into a theme, and because some people do pre=
fer the potpourri issues,

The next issue will be on a subject that when I stated the zine I was sure I'd never
do one on; Stalemates. I have had at least five specific requasts for a theme issue on
this, more than any other subject, This will be a reference issus. Along with a compila=
ation of the various stalemate line, I will reprint vartous articles by Vagta, Ver~
heiden, Boyer and others on the uses and Implications of these lines. I seek additional
material as well, such as game-end statements in which the making or breaking of stalew
mate lines (or threats of same) affected the diplomacy of the game, For original mater=
fal I pay $2/page, In sub credit. I have toc much already for a single issue, but not.
enuf for a double, so | may toss in some thing else. But now, on with the ShOWe.veee



For those who came in late, the previcus issue of DIPLOMACY DIGEST had a strongly
vorded article written by me condemming the GMing of Tony Watson, publisher of Ruritania,
It was based on a series of diputes that we had, and alsoc on GMing in other games during
the time that I subbed. In it 1 labeled Watson as "an unprincipled GM" and stated that
"he exhibits a carelessness in GMing which, in =y opinlon, borders on contempt for the
interests of the players™, That triggered the following exchange of lettersg

% i
Tonv Vatoon

2001 innesota
Las Vegas, Yevada
E3107

tarch 2nd

Dear Ilarilc;

T

I was a bit surnrised to receive Diplomacy Digest 7-5. v
first impression (before removing the stapAeéleas that vo::
were willing to forget our differences of the past a=nd werc
sending this as a sample in order to induce me to subscribe.
A glance at the inside dispelled this notion pretty quickly.

Your article was pretty  thorough; I think you managed to
mention just about every negative thing about me that you could.
I think many of these items were veripheral to your argument,
but if you felt they supporited your position, so be it. It's
unfortunate, at least to my way of thinking {which I find is
substantially different than your's) that you are so interected
in carrying on this "grudge™.

If you are looking for me to dispute your comments voint
by point, I will have to disappoint you. Though it is true that
I do not agree with your interpretation of much that apreared in
this article, I'm not really interested much in arguing about 1t.
We disagreed about many of these things when they first occurced
and I'm afraid that I'm not inclined to go through the whole thing
again, whatever the provocation.

I can't say that I am very appreciative of your admonition
to other publishers concerning plugging me. Perhaps it was not
your intention, but it appears you were doing your best to torp-
edo Ruritania, This is certainly your right, I guess, though I
don't see how it is particularly appropriate. I'm not going to
reply in kind; once again I'm not interested in trying to get
reople not to subscribe to Diplomacy Digest or making any at-
tempt at a running feud or simiiar nonsense.

Throughout your peice you have called me unprincipled, This
is 8 fairly harsh personal attack. You can say whatever you wish;
Diplomacy Digest igs your 'zine and youv are entitled to have your
s8y. As long a&s you print it and your subscribers read it, it's
OK. I don't consider myself unprincipled, but then I didn't at
the times in guestion, either. I imagine that all the publishcrs
and pleyers that are involved with me will make a judgement on
this question. Maybe they will all cease trading/subbing and
your tirade as you call it, will be wvindicated.

I don't see that there is a whole lot more to say on thic
matter. You are welcome to reprint this letter, though if you
do I request that you print it in its entirety.

"I think it is unfortunate that things came to this. 1 can
see now that you and I have come very real and fundamental diff-
erences in the philosophy behind the production »f a Dipzine., I
am sorry you came away from events in gquection ir the sopirit oo

did. 3




3/15/78
pDear Tony, -

I, too, was a bitr surprised at your letter, In place of what might have been, 1
get a letter with & number of things I can agree with, a misunderstanding I can clear up
~==along with the irreconcilable differences,

You start off by calling the article ''pretty thorough®; I*'1ll take that as a compli=
ment, As for items being"peripheral', this is a matter of opinton, While sowme things are
obviously more important than others, the article concerned your GMing, so I felt that
anything pertaining to that was relevant,

My trying towijsrpedo Ruritania” i{s another matter entirely. This was absolutely
NOT my intention, and [ think it extremely unlikely it could have that effect, I have
no quarrel with the zine; its your GMing that stinks, The article contains virtually no
criticism of the zine per se. Even the "admonition' concerned "advertising Watson's game
openings”, not "advertising Ruritania®, Further, there's only one person who can torpedo
Rurétanias You, If you produce & zine that a sufficliant number of people are willing to
subscribe to, then it won't matter what I say, Andl know you are capable of putting out
a first class zine. ] have seen issues like #17, chock full of good reading. If iassues
like that came out frequently, I'd want to sub myself., Your "Spacelanes"™ I have alwvays
found entertaining even tho | have not the slightest interest in plaving these types of
games. But in the last year or so there have been too many fissues with practically not=
hing but games. I hope that this changes, because games are not your strong point, I
heard recently that Tom Mirti will be the guest GM for 1977Y, and that you may have more
games guest-Med. That's an sxcellent idesa. It should give you more time for what you're
better at and get the games GMed better,

With regard to "unprincipled”, of course you don't consider yoursgelf unprincipled,
Its just that our principles are so diametrically opposed, But when it comes to using
the term, ['m obviocusly going to use my standards, not yours. Also, vhen I said that
you . were an "unprincipled GM" I was referring to your GMing, and not stating that Tony
Watson 1ls an unprincipled person., While that may appear to be a rather fine distinction,
its a real discinction to me, I intended an attack on your GMing, not a "personal attack™
and ] apologise for not making this distinction as clear as I should have,

Finally, I am also not interested in a running fued, grudge, etc, [ have not
publicly discussed the apecifics of my many disputes with you outside my own zine and [
will not do so in the future either, With the alring of my grievences in DIPLOMACY DIGEST
7-8 and this exchange of letters] now consider this affair part of my past and I think it
unlikely that the matter will be publicly rajised by me again.

il d sl il idadanssdiadasaidadddad I F I EFIEENENHY S S EFF oA EEIE IS S Y Y
((Without further ado, this is by Dave Lesbling, from Erehwon 67 (4/10/72))

DIPLOMACY GEOPOLITICS

There are really two Diplomacy boards on sach larger one. They overlap slightly,

but usually by 1902 at the latest the overlap has gone awvay, to be replaced by two sep-
arate games/boards that persist at least until 1903, The first of these boards comprises
gEngland, France, Gersany, and sometimes Scandinavia, Russia's north and west, and Jtaly.
The second board comprises Turkey, Austria and the Balkans, southern Russia, and sometimes
Italy and the remainder of Russia. The word "sometimes' obscures the fact that the two
major centers of conflict in 95X of all Diplomacy games are on a line from Norway to the
Low Countries to the Mid Atlantic, and second, in the Balkans and Austria,

What this means is that early in the game there ls generally a drift away from the
famous "barren line™ of supply center-less provinces running from Livonia to Piedmont,
and toward two other areas located closer to the edge of the board. This movement sep-
arates the game into two games. The general structure of the first game, which involves
(usually) England, France, and Germany, can take two forms, a two-on-one fight or a tliree
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-zan alliancee. The second can evolve in several ways, most commonly two on two, That

is to say, eXcept on rare occasions, the barren line is not crossed until later in the
game, There are obvious exceptions to this rule (such as German or English war with
Russia, or a France-Italian conflict), and 1 will discuss these later, Keep in mind that
the general result after about five years is going to be two winners on one side of the
line, and two on the other, After that five years, they will end up fighting, which means
it's time to cross the border. That menas that the sidewhich sorts out its area first 1s
going to crosa that line first, and the side that crosses that ltinefirst in strength is
going to win the game. I say this because, &s experience shows, the barren line is where
defenses can be set up which, if they are not impregnable, are certainly close to ic.

Summarizing, in most Diplomacy games, the winner, or the winning side, is going te
be that side which is able to cross the line of defense first, and that side is going to
be the side which first sorts out its area of the board.

Consequently, play should be with an eve toward preventing the line from being set
up. There are two ways of going about this, The first is to form alliances that will
cause your side of the board to be sorted out rapidly., One of these alliances 1s R-=T;
another is E-F, The second method is to form alliances that will boost the chances of
the line being crossed in force before anycne starts to set up a defense along it; to
eliminate the lines importance, as it were. England=-ltaly, or Germany-Italy, or Russia=
Germany are types of these allinaces,

There are problems with both of these approaches, The first suffers from the fact
that the "speed™ alliances, while usually sucessful, do not always keep sight of the pro-
blem at hand. And example is the R-T alliance, probably the single most powerful on the
board, which tends alsc tc be the first to bog down, A few fleets in the Med can stop
it cold, sometimes before Italy falls, And In the north Russian control of Scandinavia
is never certain, as it cannot be held against an English attack. In fact, the classic
‘same of speed alliances is E-F vs R-T, where the barren line alwvays ends up the demarcae
tion, given reasonably competant players,

The second approach, which [ tend teo call the "unorthodox alliance"™ approach, suf-
fers firom violation of one of the first laws of the game: Don't ally with someone to move
towvard sach other, The second law of Diplomacy also admonishes: Don't invite somecne to
surround you, Most of the alliances which break across the barren line violate one of

the two preceeding laws, This is not to say they can never succeed, bur only that they
are sextramely dangerous.

With one exception, all the "unorthodox alliance' approaches involve alllances
between corner powers and center powers, which are Slways dangerous for the center power
no matter what the circumstances, The one exception s an I-A alllance, which is one
reason vwhy [ belleve that Calhamer makes it a%“special pair'", An [-A alliance has a
reasonable chance to break across the line early, and with some good subsidiary alliances,
of doing well against Russia/Turkey, In addition, &and ] believe this is another reason
it's a "gpectal pair', Italy/Austria avoid the single most ruinous thing they can do with
each other: fight., Early in the game, for Austria and Italy to fight {is utter madness,
just as it is mad for Germany to attack Austria early in the game, I would say that [=-A
is a special pair by default, as the two powers doom themselves if they fight early.

It is my opinion that the '"two smaller games" model, and the ways of getting around
it, provide & useful framework for studying Diplomacy alliance patterns. I would also say
chat 1f combined with the"center-corner™model of describing the powvers, It is very
povwerful iindeed,

Finally, let me say that the foregoing is not intended to be an absclute description
of what can happen in a Diplomacy game, but simply a description of the general tenden-
cies. One thing it assumes rather blithely is that all the players are of roughly equal
ability, an assumption that obviocusly breaks down in the real world, It alsc tends to
assume rather good communication between the players and is thus more a "Mplomacy”
than a "Postal Diplomacy™ model. ‘?



((Prologue is from Seitenstetten #l, ! Nov 1972 by Conrad von Metzke))

In 1963, John Boardman started Graustark and the first postal Diplomacy game,
right? 1963, a five-man game, right?

. WRONG1 A posta}]l Diplomacy game began in the summer of 1962 in a newsletter since
named, but not then called, Mongo. This is to be confused with a newsletter called
Mongo issued by the present editor for a while last year and since incorporated into
Costaguana; the more recent edition (6f Mongo, presumably)) was Volume II.

Volume I = as it has since been dubbed by those who know = ran for five issues.
Actually, they were not issues, except the last two, and they were in no real sence
Dipzines as we understand the term,

Wwhat happened was this. In 1961<2 a group of peocple Iincluding the the present writer
engaged in a number of ineperson Dip games both on and off the campus of San Diego State
College (now Californla State Untversity, San Diego). At the clese of the :school term
in 1962 the group fanned ocut widely, and for lack of 7 to play inperson I oraganized a
postal game. The first "issue" of Mongo was a carbon-copy letter asking the proposaed
plavers if they were still interested in playing. "Issue ' 2 was another carbon=copy
letter stating the countrlies, players and addresses, and setting a deadline, "Issue” 3
was carbonecopy but was not in letter form; instead it was a listing of Spring 1901
moves, following the format of the sample game in the rulebook, and an announcement of
the Fall 1901 deadline. (Press in those days was in the form of Treaties, Resolutions,
Proclamations, etc., sent by each player individually to whomever he liked; none was
printed in tha*magazine",) [ssue 4 was on ditto copy and listed the Fall 190! moves and
a deadline for builds; Issue Five was also ditto and announced the termination of the
game for lack of interest (two had resigned, two missed builde, one asked to cancel, and
that did ic),

For years these preciocus items were presumed long lost, However, about 2 years ago
Rod Walker ran into an old friend who had been a player in the game, and sald friend just
happenedhappansd to have damn near everything he had ever owned in his life -« the packrat
type, you dig? - including the so-called Mongo issues, (Lacking the first, the are-you-
interesred? letter, which has truly gone from the earth,) Rod conned the guy out of them
» and he and [ have been planning to reissue them ever since. We never did, and now
Rod has gone inactive. So, while I cannor talk him out of parting with the actual phy~
sical evidence, I can use it for reference to bring you

came 1962-A1

The original players were:e..{({he lists them and the country assignments))

Who are thesse people? Well, von Metrke and Walker you know, Garland has baen .
active in postal Dip until last year, no longer has any interst in the game, but astill
lives about a mile from me Iin San Dlego = he's a professional student, Setchell is now
an attorney itn N.H. Perry is an Episcopal Priest, no ldea where. Sutherland isscvece
assistant professor of history back where it all began - CSU San Diego. And Kelley
18 ..s at Mright-Patterson Alr Base, None of the last four has ever been diplomacy-
minded since the collapse of this first ever-game, adn except for Kelley I haven't seen
them since 1962,

In other words, the only player still active and interested is your humble servent.

In those days the concept of a Gamesmaster had not occured to us, I "Adjudicated™
and printed the moves priclpally because | had the easlest access to a duplicator, and
also because it was my idea, But {n common with the old Diplomat games of Eric Just
and Bob Foster, I played in my own gamesmastering affair,

The Proposition now:

How about we finish up this game? Jt's almost like a new game, conslidering that
only the S/F 1901 is Iin the bag and the builds remain to be made = after ten yvears! It
will ba conducted by its original Gamesmaster, who - in kesping with modern policy =
will not play, Therefore we need 7 players., There will be no fees,

{{(At this point, Conrad switches to the mechanics of this, suggesting that t e game bc1
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run in the modern satyle, with a non-playing G4, the traditional press format (l.e.

ajired in the zine) and the 1971 rulebock. He also suggested that they might want to run
it in the old style if they wanted, He then followed with the Spring and Fall moves
already played. There were clashes in Bla and E.C, but the reat of the spring moves

are deducable from the fall moves, sc I'll just list them))

At a tri h, a ser s a Tri, £ alb - gre Gt a kie=den, f hol=bel, a ruh s a hol=bel

E3 £t lon-E.C.,, & yor h, f nthenwy Tz a bul h, a smy h, f ank-bla
F: a spa-por, a gas-spa, f bre-E,C, I: a tyo-tri, a ven s a tyo-tri, f ion-tum

Ry a gal-rum, f sev-bla, a stp-mos, f fin-swe

Austria, Feance, @srmany and Russia each build two, Englnd, Italy and Turkey
sach bild one,

The only freaky thing about the moves was an item which ] changed in the rehash above,
The Asutrian army trl was actually ordered "a tri-ven", In those days we had misread the
rulebook and balieved that a unit ordered to move could still be supported defensively
if it failed to make its move, [ amnot goling to "correct" the '"error™ because the intent
was obviously to hold trieste (Ishould know; ] made the move), However, in the contin-
uation of the game the rules will be read correctly....(the San Diego dip players cone
tinued to play by this misreading og the rules until 1965, when "mainstream" postal Dippy
arrived In town and we found ocut the truth)

({(Conrad concluded with a call for players, a promise to reprint those issues 2-5, and a
promise to write some material on Diplomacy in the San Dlego area around 1962))

((Seitenstetten #2 arrived 22 Nov 1972 with the country assignments: Len Scensny{(T),
John Boyer(R), Robert Ward(I), Charles Reinsel (G), Harold Naus(F), Richard Holcomb(E),
and Conrad playing Austria as he had before, with round robin gamesmastering. A Winter

Ol deadline was set.. He acknowledged with pleasure several inquires abour the origin of
the name of the ztne, saying he was pleased that someone cared, and explained,scces))

JIhe Hoax: Von Metske tells all., SEITENSTETTEN, or = to be precise - Game 1962-A, was
originally designed to ba presented as a hoax. There was once a plot afoot, designed by
Rod Walker and me, to completely overshadow the acheivement of John Boardman by folsting
off on the public & well-developed, magarine-format, perfectly ordinary Diplomacy game
chlled 1562<A, In this vein, we created several years worth of phony movas, two or three
phony players, .a phony title for a phony magazine, and even & few phony ditto masters

to be used to produce phony issues.

I hadn®t known about it until last wesk, but it seems that Rod went one step beyomnud.
He created some phony publicity. Walt Buchanan tells me that the complete publishing
history of "MONGDO™ was written up a ysar or so ago in great, sxcruclating, utterly false
detatl.,

Well, Rod 1ls gone, and the hoax has seemed ever more pointless over the months
anyvay, S5So wvhen 1 €inally sat down to do the 1962-A hoax, [ droppedthe hoax part, The
backround of this game as given in SEITENSTETTEN #1 is substantially correct, insofar as
By memory serves me; in any case the prime facts are right., Rodfs old "MONGO bibliog-
raphy™ and any information based thereon is, except where conjunct with SEITENSTETTEN ¢#1,
a pack of lieScacecs

({That's a good place to end ocur quotes from Seitenstetten because that's sxactly what
those two lssues consisted of. A pack of lies. A hoax, designed for the purposa getting
John Boardman®'s goat, and presumably, entertaining themselves and others, A Very suces-
ful one, té¥o,. I have seen mumerous references to 1962-A, especially Iin the 1974<5 time

in various sines, generally assuming that the game was real, if somewvhat irregular. Thus
for example, Iin Diman #3 editor Brad Hessel, innocently relying on the Publisher®s list-
ing Diplomacy World vol 1 #3,called Conrad the first dippubl § her, This precipitaced

a volley of letters from John Boardman in Diman #4& (Aug 1975) including the followingee.))

I havethe general impression, based on what's been published recently in UW and else=
vheie, that while Allan Calhamer i{invented Diplomacy, and John Boardman’invented postal
Diplomacy, Rod walker invented the idea that Conrad invented postal Mdplomacy.
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({That was a pretty accurate description, for in the same month there appeared in
Peater Berggren's Turnabout #13 the following article by Rod wWalker,in his own sctyle))

NOW IT CAN BE TOLD

Or, Yellow Journallsm Strikes the Von Metzke Ploy; or, Half a hoax is better than Neo
fruit in you Cereal; or Walker Puts the cat in the bag soc's he can let it out again; or
You won't believe this, buteees; or Wetll Get started when Peter Gets tired of Typing all
These Stupid Titles; or The popcorns..er, Envelope pleasge!

Wwhen Diplomacy came to .San Diego, back in 1961, it was because Conrad von Metzke
espied an ad tn Saturday Review and I had the money to buy one., 1 atill have the original
"copyright 1959 by Allan B. Calhamer" board, but that's another story. Any, we quickly
developed a coterte of avid Dippy nuts, and we gathered in arcane places like Chula Vista
and Kensington to play the game, We developed startling techniques of hiding orders in
bowls of popcorn, elaborately forged orders for other players, and flying Dutchman (there
were frequently 35 or 36 units on a 5an Dliego board until we all took to counting before
the orders ware read,)

As all bad things must, our little group came to an end in the summer of 1962 when
many of us left out our respective ivyscovered halls, The one die=hard in the group was
Conrad, He proposed to play the game by maill How impractical can you get?

Now, Conrad will tell you that he actually started such a game and played several
seasons, Thé aituation is thus created anmlogous tc the modern notion that while Columbus
discovered America, Ericson was here first. Analogously, we often held that Boardman
invented the Postal hobby butVon Metzke organized the first Postal game. Boardman will
of course tell you that this iz a hoax, just llke the notion that CvM is really Haydn in
a beard and stilts. {(This last is actually a viclous rumor, Eomrad started it himaself,

He is actually the formaer pet gopher of Bangs Leslie Tapscott,)

Well, here comes the expcse, folkes. It is a hoax, Sort of, But not exactly. '
Prithee hang lcocose whilst I elucide,

The game, *"1962" was itself an elaborate,.,.or protoelaborate,..hocax, We actually
planned to type up and run off move=-sheets and a sort or pseudo-magazine for it (Conrad
and 1 = "we™), I never had the time for it, but Conrad went ahead with the hoax by
"reviving™ the "first game™, We told Walt Buchanan what was going on since, in his capa~
city as hobby Archivist, he would not be any more confused than necessary and so he would
not burn his copy of Graustark #1 In a fit of melancholia, We even projected into the
game Bob Ward, who maspart of our original playing group, whom we proposed to hogtile
under a dripping bottle of Ms., Butterworth's Liberated Treacle until he swore to the
authenticity of various documents and signed a pledge In blood that he had seen certain
gold tablets...but that's another story.

Anyhow, 1962A was a hoax, Or was 1t? How do you suppose Wa got the jdea for this
anyway? Well, as it happens, back in 1971 I was rummaging around tn my old records and [
founda dittoed form letter. It was from Conrad, dated in July 1962 asking me 1f I wanted
to play a game of Diplomacy by mail! Well, naturally I would Aever do anything as silly
as that, so I declined, The game never got organized,

So, you see, it was only half a hoax after all. The truth 1s Columbus and Ericson
all over agaln, John Boardman really did invent postal Diplomacy., But Conrad von Metzke
thought of it first, One of those things that makes you think of angels dancing on a pin
isn't 1t?! Now, for my next miracleccsse

{(Wordy isn*'t he?! 1 was tempted to trim ocut some of those tidbits about the SanDiego
scene, since they weren't directly about 1962A, but they give some clues as to how and
why pecple do these silly things. The Columbus/Ericson analogy seems totally off to me,
Ertcson didn't just think of sailing here, he (supposedly) did sail., Its just that note
hing came of his trip, Still, there are some loose ends. For example, in DIman #5,

Rod writes that "wWalt Buchanan knew about it, as did oug Beyerlein when he became BNC.,™
However, In Diman #6 Beyarlein states "1did not know of the hoax until Bob Ward told me
in December 1973, I do not believe that Walt Buchanan knew until recently" Accordingly,
Joug did not list the game as a hoax when he reported its conclusion in Everything #22, .
(€ho he did express skepticlism) an action which doubtless furthered the hoax, Walt tells
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me on the phone that he knew about it from the start, and planted the phony information

in DW 1, #3 to further the hoax, not because he was duped by it. Finally, in Diman #6
John Boyer writes that he ",,.asked him bluntly whether the 1962A designarion was false

Or NOtg.e.essHe didnt'tcome out straight and say it was false buti,ees I have the unforgettable
distinct impression that it was falses..The game started with positions all horrible

= not one country had made the logical opening moves ((not so)) Conrad acttributed this

to the "poor exparience'of the players in those daysse.esClearly this tipped me off

to a"Conrad hoax",..The players chosen to play were éonrad%...lt was clearly set up

by Conrad for a purpose of his own"))

DEFLECTING THE KNIFE: A REALISTIC LOOK AT ALLIANCES
Fram Impessable g by Eric Verheilden
456 (5-31-76) Y

John Kador recently wrote a rather interesting article on the usefulness (or lack
thereof) of stabbing. After a lengthy preamblec about how the game would be much better off
without stabs, we have the passage, "The most delicate possibility is when one ally is
prosperous but the other 1s stagnating...The alliance is effectively negated."

Here then is the rub. This in foct is the most typical situation in a succesaful
alliance. One player gets a few more centers, a llttle better position or simply a little
more greedy than his about-to-become-ex-ally. Under such circumstances, one should not
leave tho back door opem and then be surprised by unin¥vited gucsts.

¥hat then is to be done?

My fceling 1s that poithexr the completoly trusting nor the utterly paranold approach
ia the best answer. Instead, on the dcfenmsive sidc, the idea is to make the potential
stab as unprofitable as posslibleo and to use your diplomatic skills to get that point
across to your ally. It will not always work: some players substitutc emotions for
intelligencc with predictable results (how many gzmes have you seon Allan Calhamer do well
in recently?). However, 1f you play your cards right, more often 1t will work.

The first thing to do is to leave a defensive unit or two near axposed positions.

For instance, a French vwmer of England al¥led with Garmany might well have an army in
Bdinburgh and a fleet in, say, Wales. Thls might not be cnough +to stop an invasion in

its tracks, but it might slow it down long enough to bLring up rearward units and renegotiate
alliances. In practice, this should not slow the alliance up significantly, Exposed
positions are usually near to home centers, where new units have to be built anyway. If,
as” frequently happens, building of new units outruns capability of bring them to the front
lines, you lose essentially npthing. Mnally, crumbling of the opposition tends to be an
irreversible process. Once the breskthrough is made, a relatively modest investmont in
forces 1s enough to keep it going.

On the diplomatic front, without belng overly insolent about 1t, it should bo madc
clear to your ally that:.

Elg_yuu will not drop out whatever happens,
2 if stabbed, you wWill drop everything eolse and use all means at your disposal to
responxl to the attack.

Such statements, to remain credible, must be backed up when necessary of course. Some
means which might be reserved for suchr occasions include xcroxing of incriminating
documonts, ctc.

For your own part, you should keep your cycs and as many optlons open as possiblo. If
your ally is sowing discord behind your back, perhaps you need & new ally. If your ally
is moving into a predomtnant posltion where you becomc more of A rival or--worse yet—-

8 target of opportunity, than a comrade-in-arme, perhaps a pro-emptive strike is 1ln order.

A fom other hints:

Don*t volunteer information. If you neced to coordinate with your ally on something,
fine. But otherwlse, sush information only serves to encourage your ally to move now
rather than later. :

Try to be a little umpredictable. Any little doubt you can put in your ally's mind
as to whether that space will really be open or not will discourage him from tryliog
anything.

Don't hold grudges (though “once burned, twlce shy” is something olsc again). If
your ox-ally scems like a sensible person and there 1s good roason to do so, don't

hositate to re-ally. This businees about never allying with someonc who attacked you is
" more sultable for grade school than the Diplomacy board and should remaln thorc.

5
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In 7/8, 1 featured a rather strongly worded tirade against Charles Reinsel, Here
with the proverbial "opposing point of view' is Hal Naus, publisher of ADAG (101! Bar-
rett Avenue, Chula Vista, Calif 92011), ADAG has been published for nearly 12 years,
without significant break, The zine very rarely runs articles, and despite the closing
sentence this article was pretty much a one-of-a=-kind, It is not designed as & rebuttal
to criticism of Charles, but rather another view of him and his contributions to the .
hobby. This is from #1108 (3=-27-76).

Charles Norbert Reinsel

Editor and Publisher of Big Brother a much maligned personality in the World of Pose
tal Diplomacy, Charlie as I call him (he would prefer people call him Norb) have been on
somewhat friendly terms since ] started playing and publishing way back in 1966, My
first win was in Charlie's magazine, Charlie's rules at times are somevhat strange ({(for
example "If all the moves come Iin ahead of the deadline, they will be typed up ahead of
the desadline and no further changes will be allowed”™ ~~-«this from a front page denuncia-
tion of Reinsel's Rules in lonely Mountain #43 (8-10-68) by Charles Wells, who noted that
that rule interacted disastrously with his 13 day deadlines)) but | have always maintained
that a Publisher has a right to do what ever he wants with his magazine, Big Brother #1
was first published on 22 February 1966, The first Diplomacy Rating system was ine
vented in 1964 by Mr, Reinsel, Big Brother has run 39 Postal Diplomacy games to date.
Some of the biggest names in Postal Diplomacy have played in Big Brother, and as Charlie
states "Big Brother" has the distinction of never defaulting on a game nor of ever mise«
sing an issue, It i1s the best gamesmastered zine in the hobby. When he 1s not residing
in Florida to escape the cold, and traveliling around the country visiting people he is
usually found Iin Leeper Pa, Charlie is a retired aschoecl teacher, who once ran for the
state assembly In Penna, Every once in a while Charlie gets the urge and comes out to
Calif; to vialt and stay with me, we usually drag out new variant games and test them
until they are psrfect. And so ADAG in its first of a series of a History of its players
and Traders tips its Hat to Charles Norbert Reinsel the ombudaman of Postal Ddplomacys
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Does everything always have to be done the same way its always been done? No, says.
Francis Mcllvaine, in Impassable #48 (3-23-73),

A NEW APPROACH?

Everybody knows how games start in biplomacy, you send in money and then you get
surprised at game time to find out what countries and opponents you have, There is
nothing wrong with this system, but must it be the only aystem? There are demonstration
games where you send your money in and the gamesmaster decldes {if you are one of the top
people in & game, and {f you are == you're in! Those demonstration games have top notch
people and therefore are really good games to play ine

What happens if you don't happen to be considered (by anyone but yourself and your
wife/mother/little brother) as a top notch player., Well then you are back to the old
routine once again. Not that the old routine is bad, no, for the majority of games you
should enter it is ((sic, as?)) a great way to meet new people and therefore one way to
expand your pleasure in the game. But you as an average, or baginging, player have no
opportunity to play in a hand plcked demonstration game. You know that any gamesmiaster
won't pick you and yet you want to get into a game with all good players as much as any
of the top notch players, Good players can be defined in almost any way, from someone &
who plays at about your skill level, communicates, writes good press, etc, to almost
any other type of criterion, Say in a certain game you had an enemy who was really
dogged, stubborn, never say die, and really enjoyable to play against. You would love
to playin ancother game with him just to get a chance to be with him now that the circum-
stances have changed, Well, how do you do it? Start your own picked game.

Now I have no tdea if this idea hasn't been going on from day 1 in Diplomacy, but,

If it has, it has been kept a secret from me. I have talked to a former ally from a game
GO T MIJDLE OF PAGE 12
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Variants for less than Seven Players

aOf the published varignf§s which use an ordinary Diplomacy board (there's a fine
collection in the 1977 Diplomacy Handbook, still(I assume) avaliable from Greg Costia=
kyan, P,0.#863, Brown University, Providence, R.I. 02912) virtualliy all makes some

significant change In the rules for play.,

itself, which lists ways of setting up games with less than seven players.
nothing wrong with these, and indeed they are a big improvement over what aospeared in an
earlier Rule book, they have a significant limitation,

Further,

if you are forced to use these fregquently in FTF play,
ferent scenario,

first appeared in Arena #37 10-25-734]

The significant exception is the Rulebook

While therets

They are all opening game variants.

its nice to see a dif-
What follows is an alternative approach, written by Edi Birsan. It ‘

All of us have experienced that feeling of wanting to get a good game of Diplomacy

going but we don't have the needed seven plavers,

Previously,

major efforts were made to

take the seven countries and make the game work by giving the countries to different

Players based on their strength and knocking out certain countries and their supply cen-
ters. These attempts for the most part were a total bomb.
began toc experiment with different less-than-7 situations that departed from the tradi-

tional approach by not taking a 1901 situation as the only viable one.

About a year ago The Arena

Furthermore,

balance from the beginning was not considered of the greates importance nor even sides
Added to this was the hope to create possible tactical/strategic situations that
a player could work on that would improve his play as the problem would be typical of an
actual end or middie game situation in a normal 7 man game, The following are several
"problems” or situations which players can experiment with when they have less than seven.

((?27)).

6 Players

England: owns home, Nwy, Bel, has F Ciy, F Lon, F Nth,
France : owns home, Spa, Por, Tun has F Bre, F Por, F VWes,
Gersany: owns home, Den, Hol, Vie has F Den, A Vie, A Mun,
Italy : owns home, Tri, Bud, Ser has F Tyn, ¥ Ion, F Nap,
Russia : owns home, Swe, Rum, has F Swe, F Sev, A Var,
Turkey : owns home, Bul, Gre, has F Gre, F Aeg, F Ank,

Play as a normal game, or with a 1906 limit..most centers by 06 wins

the sixth German unit; A Boh is my suggestion)).

3 Players

England: owns home, Nwy, Den, Kie, Hol has F Nwy, F Nth, F

France : owns home, Por, Bel, Spa, Mun has F Mid, F Lyo, A

Italy : owns home, Bud, Vie, Tri, Tun has F Wes, ¥ Tyr, F

Russia ; owns home, Swe, Ber, Rum has F Swe, A Ber, A

Turkey : owns home, Gre, Ser, Bul has F Gre, F Ank, F

Play as normal or until 5 game years have gone by ((I again

4 Players

England: owns home, Nwy, Den, Kie, Hol, Bel has F Nwy,
F Edi,

France : owns home, Spa, Por, Tun, Rom, Ven, Mun has F Mid,
A Mun,

Russia ;: owns home, Bud, Vie, Ber, Swe, Rum has F Swe,
A Vie,

Turkey : owns home, Bul, Gre, Ser, Nap, Tri has F Adr,
A Smay,

Play as a normal game or until 5 game years have gone by

3 Players

England: owns home, Bre, Par, Nwy, Bel, Hol, Mun, Kie, Den

has F Nwy, F Nwg, F Ska, F Kie, A Mun, A Wal, F Bre

italy :

owns home, Por, Tun, Mar, Spa, Tri, Ser, Gre,
has F Mid, F Por, F Wes, F Smy, S Aeg, F lon,

GO TO BOTTOM OF PAGE 12
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Smy,

Lon, F NAC, A
Bur, A Bel, A
Pap, A Tus, A
Rum, F Sev, A
Smy, A Ser, A
suggest the m

F Nth, F Lon,
A Kie, A Den
F Wes, F Tun,
A Ven, A Rom,
F Bali, F Sew,
A Bud, A Ukr,
F Nap, F Ion,
A Ser, A Tri

F Nwy, A Bel

F Tun, A Par, A Mar

F Kte, A Hol ({ A Boh?))
A Ven, A Bud, A Ser

A Rum, A Ukr, F StPnec

A Bul, A Smy

{((Birsan lefr out

Kie, A Hol((FDen))
Mun, F Bre,Fapasc
Vie, A Bud, ATri
Rum, F Sev,FStPnc
Bul, A Con

]

N

issing unit))

NAt, F Ska

Par, A Ruh
Spasc
Ber, A Boh
StPnc
Anky, A Bul

s F NAt, F Eng, A Den((+s77))

Bul

A Mar, A Spa, A Tri, A Bul, A Tyo

A Ser



The Unwanted, Unnecessary, Convoy Puzzle: Some GMs Speak, and a Further Puzzle
By Mark L Berch

For those of you who came in late, in DIPLOMACY DIGEST 6, a convoy puzzle was re=
printed from Tau Ceti., Stripped tc the essentials, France orders A Bel-Hol, a move
which is unopposed, No convoy 1s needed for this, but enemy England chips in with
F Nth C A Bel-Hol, anqﬂpo-conspirator obligingly dislodges the fleet, which disrupts the
convoy, To turn the knife in the wound, England clalms the right to retreat to Hol!

GMs ware invited to send in their rullngs.

Ireceived a split response on this issue, with the majority stating that the French
move falls, Thus John Leeder, Cal White and Roy Smith all ruled that it fails.with no
exception., There is, after all Rule XII, para 3 "If a fleet ordered tc convoy is dis-
lodged during the move, the army remains In its original province", Pretty unambiguous,
huh? Not so., Consider Rule VII, para l: "An army may move to any adjacent province
unless this move causes it to confllect with another unit, under the rule that no two
units way occupy the same space at the same time', There’s no conflicting unit here
{the dislodged fleet makes it move in a4 later eeason). The two quoted rules are in
conflict, but are both absolute, and nothing in the Rulebook specifically states which
is to prevail, Thus, it is my opinion that elther decision by the GM is correct, and can=
not be challenged by the player on account of being contrary to the rulebook. The ideal
solution is a House Rule. Lacking that, the players should lobby the GM for their point
of view when the situation arises,

In this regard, béeth John Leeder and Roy Smith believe that Rule XII, para 4 can
be used to determine which of the above rules prevails "Ambiguous Convoy Routes. IF the
orders as written permit more than one route by which the convoyed army could proceed
from its source to its destination, that order is not vold on account of this ambiguity;
but If any of the possible routes are destroyed by dislodgement of a fleet, the army may
not move" Leeder states "This rule does not aspecify that all of the alternative routes
must be convoy routes™ No, it doesn't specify this, but any other interpretation ia
just too strained, The big tip-off is the title of the rule "...Convoy RouteS" In the -~ -
present puzzle, there is only gne convoy route, so the rule cannot apply, if read
literally, Further, as there is only one cangvey route, it cannot be ambiguous, What's
more, the term"route" in the Rulebook 1s only used in the context of convoys. Note
also the phrase "route by which the convoyed army” (emphasis added), not "route by which
the army ordered to move"”, further Indication that only convoyed armies are being cone
sidered., Laatly, the example is just drawn to pure convoy routes,

Randolf Smyth takes a different apprcach. While the massive Fol Si Fie houserules
do not cover this contingincy, he writes: ",..the French move does fail, but if he
specifically rejects the convoy it would suceed™, While this ias an intereating compro-
mise, it flies in the face of the Rulebook and Diplomacy tradition, There {is no proe
vision in the Rulebook for"rejectingTanything. If this reasoning were accepted, then
pecple could also *"*reject" support, However, it has long been accepted that a self-
standoff can be disrupted by unwanted support for one of the two moves by an enemy.

Since the article {n DIPLOMACY DIGEST 6 came out, two GMs have amended thelr HR's.
John Michalski, after reversing himself several times, came out in favor of the move
suceeding, as did Don Horton, who added the following to the Claw & Fang HRs: "11, An
Army able to execute its ordered move shall do so any ordered convoy not withstanding,"™
While these two GMs are to be commended for removing all ambigulity, I'm not so sure that
they've made the better of the two cholices, I have created the following puzzle, so pay
close attention, and remember you read it here flrst:

England:A Cld-Edi, F NA@, F Iri, F Eng, and F Nth all C A Cly-Edl

France ;F Nwg C A Cly=-Ed\} V _
Russla :F Bar-Nwg, F Nwy S F Bar=-Nwg FLAS”" chfs m‘MN P
15 back om tracl. Copres
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What we have here is three ways for the army to procede, One overland, one dis-
rupted convoy, and one non-disrupted one, We still have the same XII, 3 vs VII,]l con=
flict, but this time XII, &4 is squarely involved. The use of Horton's Rule 1l will

overide two rules, i.e¢. XII,3 and &, whereas the reverse rule would override only one,
There is a second reason why 1 personally would prefer to see the army not move. The
rulebook makes it clear that an opponent can foul up your plans by lending a'helping
hand", The two examples of these are of course Rule XII, 4 (in which an unwanted con=-
voy wan foil a sucessful one) and unwanted support, which can foll a selfe-standoff, It
seems a pity to go against the tradition and deny the resourceful opponents yet another
way to foil the oppositions plans.

I urge all] GMs to amend their houserules one way or the other, so that the players
will know just where they stand, My own preference for HR or better still for revision
of the Rule book would bef '"In case of conflict between RuleXIl, 3 and Rule VII, 1, the
former shall prevail®
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that we were playing in and we decided to trv to get together such a game, We passaed
around a community letter to everyone that we were'invdting” and asked them to suggest
gamesmasters, preferred starting time, preferred deadiines, and other things. We have
gotten quite a bit of enthusiasm about this matter, and as this is written, I have

every expectation that this game will get off the ground. Thebeauty of this plan is that
you, or you and a friend or two, can select for those things you enjoy most as a player,
If you are press freaks there you go, or extreme letter writers, or just extremely relie-
ble people. Whatever you think iIs the most important aspect In a player, you can select
for, These set up games need not only be only one player’s friends; in this game we have
asked pecople that know one another., Another good way to do it would be that three people
suzgest one person aplece, The idea that one person would be a natural ally and ruln the
game is garbage. If you pick people thay is true, you have plicked the wrong person. Dip-
lomacymakes for strange bedfellows as they say.

The main problem that I see about this whole plan is finding a gamesmaster for it.
now [ haven't asked around forever on this but it would seem that the typlical zine
publisher doesn®t want to take on a game already formed, but [ may be pleasantly sur-
prised when we try to place CUr gam@.seressssce

({The reat of it is a bit dated, as Frank offers to GM such a game, However, with
the conclusion of all of his Dorsaj games, Frank is no longer publishing, I do not think
that such a preformed game would have trouble finding a publisher, If readers here form
such a game, I will undertake to find a GM. You should inform me of the preferred
deadlines, andwhat size game~-Fee you're willing to pay)).
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Russia : owns home, Swe, Rum, Ber, Vie, Bud, Con, Ank
has F Con, F Swe, F Bai, A Bud, A Ank, F Bla, A Ber, A Vie, A Rum, A Gal, F StPnc
Visctory by 18 centers or most centers after 1903,
Option l: treat as & normal gase
Optlion 2: no playsr is allowed to support another enemy plece against the odd fellow out,

2 Players
Inside § owns Ber, Mun, Kie, Vie, Tri, Bud

Outside: owns Par, Mar, Bre, War, StP, Mos, Sev

All units set up as in sevem man ((woman?)) game, All other countries holding in civil
disorder. Above centers are the home centers and the tnside({and outside, presumably))
may build in any of their home centers({no victory criterion was listed, You might con-
der the game ending when the first home center falls)).
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