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Send letters and subs (in multiples of $1.00) 8 January 86

to: TNFH c/o Langley
2296 Eden Roc L_anms #1
Sacramento, CA 935823

The Not For Hire iwm a letterzine for Dipdom. The price is $1.00

pear i;;&.”;EQER;r_;SE write a letter or not. Letters that run over five

pages cost their writers an extra $1.00 for sach increnent of five pages
, over the base five. Courtesy copies will be sent to everyone mentioned,
%0 you will be expected to supply TNFH with an address list of all those

you may mention who ars not TNFH subbers.
There are two sets of people who will not be sent TNFH. One is the

ﬂé' set who have made it clear that they do not want to ge: the zine. The
B nther is the set for whom I have no current address. The former will be
3y listed whith a (n) following their name. The latter with a (u). So far

there are more of the former than the latter. If any uf the former want
to change status all they have to do is ask. To changa the status of
the latter, all anyone has to do is give me a good address for them.

So here we are with even yet another reason for Bruce Linsey not to
trust me. This is the second month in a row that I"ve been a week late.
Don’t forget to mention that when you are listing my sins, Bruce.

Not many pages this month. 1 started to feel gQuilty about the
light page count until 1 realized that it is up to the subbers to write
- the letters. Silence is golden, ear, expensive...or something.

y In addition to the last wmonth list, I found Bruce Mclntyre’s name

f in Gary Coughlan’s lestter. 8ince McBruce has said that he wants those

3 issues of TNFH that mention his name, ! sent him the issus. He has also
4 asked that his name not be put on the (n) list. He only refuses to

4 respond to anything said, he doesn’t refuse to read what was maid.
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STEvE fasctE

Dear ThifH 20 Dec B85

As you can sew from the date, I got to this earlier this month than
last month. Partly it was that the previous month’s procrastination
esbarrassed me and partly it was that I am s0 busy in the real warld
Just now, with no end in sight, that I knew 1'd have ta geat to TNFH
first, or possibly not at all. The real world busy-nass has to do with
optimization. I recently optimized a system of programs and the results
ware so dramatic (a savings of about 1/3 of a million dollars a year for
CSC) that I now get to attempt to optimize lots of other systams.

I truly enjoy doing just this sort of work. Solving puzzles seemned
the perfect life’s work when I was at Cal Tech, and la! Too bad CSC
doesn’'t have an smployee bonus program. With my share of 1/3 of a
million dollars I could take you all ocut to lunch, or something.

Gary Coughlan, I got lost in some of your latter. In their
responses to my questions about this supposed *child abuse’ thing both
Bobh Olsen and Kathy Byrne said that they have never considerasd you to
be a child abuser. The letter you quote from Kathy says for you to not
ask her to confirm that you are not... A tangled set of negatives that
wan not an accusation, Garvy. It waw cbviously written in pigque and ail
it did was tell you to stop asking Kathy for support. Most importantly,
it was in a private lsgtter to you, without *cc’® (so far as I know) and
has not, until you brought it out in EE, besn part of a public feud.
Bob’s letter was not a&bout child abuse. It was to try to get you to
take & more objective laock at yourself and merely used your hitting
Francine as an example {(albeit a poor one by your accpunt of high
spirites) of something done in anger that could cause great harm. I did
not detect in either of those letters any sort of feud attack on Gary
Coughlan. I think that, espascially with Bob 0Olsen, there was a major
misunderstanding that could have been dealt with (by both sides) much
baetter than was done.

Irrespasctive of the above, I have sesn you use the phrase "my, my,
but that Francine certainly gets around, doesn”"t she" both in EE and
NFA and it shocks me. From what you say, you ara genuinely fond of tha
Qirl. Why then do you also say things that make her sound cheap to
anyone who doesn’t know haer? I"ve told you privately, and now that you
have brought it into TNFH, I°m telling you publically that I feel you
owa Francine an apology and a retraction.

I agres with you that your feud with Caruso is secondary to the
Linsey—-Byrne feud. As are oy feuds with Linsey, Berch and Hutton. If
that single feud could be resolved, all the rest would crumble. I do
believe that John Caruso’s intentions aof going to arbitration with
Bruce Linsey (and with yvourself) are to end that feud. John’s statement
about what was to be resoclved was "anything and everything that involves
Linsey, myself and my family"®. I"m sure that you don’t question his
inclusion of Kathy as part of his family. He has also said that the
*Francine letter’” is to be included among the topics.

I’m Nnot sure if you objmct to Carusc’s speaking for Kathy in this
regard. I1f that is the case, why do you object? So long as Kathy
agrees to be bound by an arbitration, what difference can it possibly
make who speaks? If at some later date, post arbitration, she were to
state that she wasn’t bound, that it was John’s arbitration and not her
arbitration, you have to know that she’d lose most if not all of her
present support.

Linsay made a proposal to snd the feud. 1 personally didn?’t think
he was doing more than posturing to add fuel to the feud. Despite that,
I sent a response for negotiation. Will his proposal go basyond that
point? Perbhaps he will do his negotiation in NFA. (of course hes may
have made a positive effort in his responses to TNFH that I missed in
my skimming. If mo, I’ the one who is bshind hand hera.) John made a
different proposal to end the feud. So far as I know it was made in
good faith and could even be workable. To date there seems to ba no
positive response froa Linsey on that either. Do you have any objection
to Caruso and Lins@y”s conducting arbitration in TNFH (and mailings to
the TNFH readership) given that Kathy Byrne will ba considered as
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included as & party bound by the arbitration? If you do have any such
objections, I would like to ses them. Perhaps we could work out some
alternative that you can accept.

John Caruso, it will indeed be interesting to see Steve Hutton’s
reaction to your evidence that Bruce Linsey was dishonest. Although, {f
Hutton doesn’t define telling lies as being dishonest then you may be
out of luck. In his discussion with me on the subject of lies he has
managed to conclude that what Linsey does is “make mistakes”. 8So, don*t
hold your breath. 0OFf course there is a chance. Hutton also says in
INFH that he takes great care to be truthful in his dealings with other
pecople and he has stated in NFA that he can be fair to both sides in
this fspud. If{ hae's telling the truth, perbaps he will examine the
esvidence you presented and conclude that Linsey was dishonest. By the
way, my dictionary defines dishonesty as "characterized by lack of
truth, honesty, or trustworthyness". From what I’ve seen, that ¢it’s
Linsey fairly closely; for examples: witness your evidence for the
first, his theft from the phone company for the second, and his dealings
with Rod Walker for the third. What do you say, Hutton? .

Mark Berch, I didn’t read your letter until post publication and
since I opened only one of the two snvelopess you sent and it was the
one without the checks, I was not aware of their existence until Jjust
recently. I returned both, since my new policy vis a vis courtesy
copies caused me to return the $4.00 I charged you for courtesy copies
in TNFH s.

It was nice of you to send in the copies of the MAGUS covers. It

proves beyond a shadow of a doubt that you have the copy of MAGUS 31
that is the crucial issue in this discussion. Daf addressed those
issues of MAGUS. She also put the little note on fssus 32 about your
letter. What she didn”t do was write the note on the top of issue 3J1.
That was written by myself, after she had completed the addressing. The
note doesn’t show in the copy you sent me because you very neatly copied
only the bottom half of that cover. That was 0 the whole cover of
issue 33, which carried no new information at all, neither change in sub
status nor a note, could be copied in full, no doubt.

The message on the top of {ssue 31 notified you that I was
crediting you with $6.00 worth of MAGUS in return for your crediting me
with $46.00 worth of DD. Now, a&as 1 mses it there are two major
possibilities. (Pay attention, Hutton, there will be some logic here,
and since I'm such a poor logician, you may want to attempt to correct
it for yourself.)

The premises: 1) The case is not as I state it or 2) the case
iws as ! state it. 1I¥ 1) then I am a liar. If 2) than you are the liar
and a thief.

Since you have shown that you possess the copy of MAGUS, and have
copied the lower half of the cover in question, then it follows that you
have seen the upper half of the cover and are deliberastely attempting to
manufacture misleading evidence. Not a very pretty syllaogism. (And,
lest Mark Perch decide to debate this logic rather than show the cover
in question, yes, there are other possibilities. Some one else could
have done the copying for Berch. He could have done the copying and not
faelt that the note was worth notice. I might have written the note to
Berch on a copy of MAGUS sent to some third party. This whole thing
could be a hoax that Mark and I worked up to sanufacture interest in
the feud. Some one in the post office could have painted white out all
over the note. Thers are many many others. Invent your own,)

Chris Carrier, without a great deal of logic, DW is a Dipdom
tradition. It was our “Flagship™ (decried by many and supported by many
in that position) zine for many years. It was our try at being taken a
little more seriously than we probably deserve. Perhaps it is getting
better treatment than it deserves, but the situation is one that is
based in emotion and mo is quite difficult to jusmtify. It &s that DW
belongs to all of us, in a sense, and so we feel & responsibility for
it that we might not feel toward it if we looked at it as only a listing
of various rating systems, et al.
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Stave Hutton, you don’t have a sub to TNFH, and wan’t unless you
ask for onw. I carried you as a sample/courtesy copy for the first five
issues because you wera in Europe and had little chance of rasponding
prior to your return.

I can understand your upset with being called a liar. I disagrae
with your assessment of the situation and your sel¥f. Your writing i1in
NFA is the basis for the low opinion 1 have of you.

With reference to the "mentally ill%, it is too bad that you find
yourself surrounded by such an unanlightened crowd. By the way, whare
did yau get the idea that Bruce Linsey is mentally {117 Do you have
anything more than youwr own opinion to go on? Are you qualified to form
such an opinion? If not, don’t you think it rather mesan of you ta say
that about Brucse? Persaonally, I feel that he could use counseling, but
I have never felt that he was mentally ill in the sense that you seem to
ba using the term.

Posmibly, you are trying, through innuendo, to say that I am
accusing Bruce of being “mentally ill” becauswe I said that he could
prafit from praofessional help. I¥f that is the case, you really ought to
curb this tendancy you have toward the use of innuendo, since you have
taken the public position, in NFA, that tha use of innuendo is nat
acceptable. 0Or, do you set lower standards for yourself than those you
set for others?

And now, to some outside reading. In NFA 34, Steve Hutton makes
the statement "While I haven®t really taken sides in the feud, it"=s
becoming increasingly obvious that I think one side has a much better
case than the other. This doesn't keep me from treating both sides
fairly, though." Thisa was in his white pages. The zine was in four
colors. By Hutton’s definition: blue for his homosexual apalogiag
greaen for Chris Carrier’s Feud Number stuff; red for Diplomacy and
feuding; and white for everything else. The above quate was in response
to some feud discussion just a few pages past a satiric article by
Hutton about a fictional letter that Gary Coughlan had supposedly
written to one of Kathy Byrne®s children. Hutton apparentiy considers
satiric articles about Kathy’s children and discussions of the feud as
not part of feuding. He’s upset that I should suggest that he is a
liar. (Actually, what I said was that he was either a liar or a poor
reporter. Hutton made his ogwn choice there.) Perhaps he should examine
what he writes more closely, to determine just to whom it is he is
twlling the truth. It doesn’t appear to be himself.

wWhat brought this all on is Hutton’s letter lastish and his
saomeawhat longer response to TNFH 1 in NFA 34. In NFA, Hutton attacks my
lagic with a flawad syllogism of his own. Using the ad hominem premise,
Langley is a poor logician, he concludes that my logic is faulty. Evan
granting the premiss, one would have ta prove that no poor logician
could be the source of goad lagic. Perhaps Hutton is up tao the task.

He also attackes my definition of a lie, using *murder’ to mean
*live in California®™ and "rape’ to mean ’publish MALUS" to show that
using my dafinition of a lie (a statement made with the intantion to
miwlead) just won’t do. He asks why not use the Dictionary definition?
Why not indeed? How about the definition in my Dictionary (Webster’s
Seventh New Collegiate Dictiocnary) that says to lie is "to create a
false or misleading impression™”? Hutton insists that there muat be an
objectively false statement made in order for a lie to be told, and he
denies the falsity aof any aof his statements. He interspersas all of the
gquibbling aver definitions and his "lagocal proof’ that 1 use bad logic
with some delightful duotes from Lewis Carroll. Funny thing, Carrall
was perhaps the finest logician of his age. I don’t mind being compared
to him at all.

Hutton then sxamines his suppoased intention to mislead or his
deceptive appraach or whatever you will by nitpicking. The original
point was that Hutton put emphasis on a telephone call that naever
existed rather than explain what really had transpired. bhen I read
his criginal statement, I was confused by it. I thought that his point
about the telaphonse call was a valid one. I had been mislead by what

.
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Hutton had written into believing that Ken Peel’s letter was based on
taotally false information.

Rather than address that question, Hutton discussed the much more
important "nit’j) was the word "demand’, as used by Ken Pssl, accurate
when Linsey only ’asked’? Hutton wants to know if he can be called a
poor reporter for, originally, only challenging a part of Ken Peel's
stateaments. Hutton says NDO! I may he has either wmissed the point
thard to credit since he states the point quite clearly when crediting
it to me) or doesn’t want us to understand what is really bhappening.
From what he says, Hutton was aware that Linsey had written to Bill
Quinn, asking Bill to state his position vis a vis the Linsey Poll
Boycott. Why would he not have made this clear to Ken rather than say,
as he did, "Whoever told you about this phone call was either maistaken
or dishonest.”? [f Hutton is a truthful and good reporter, as he'd
have us beliesve, why did he pick the media to question rather than
clarify the message.

Hutton clearly would prefer not to be called a liar, but his
methods of self justification leave too much to be desired for me to
accept his position. Especially since he sees "truth’ in the sort of
statement he made in NFA 34 (quoted above).

wWhat sort of position should Hutton take to get me to understand
that he is not a liar? “I utterly reject Langley’'s definition of
*liw”"." ims one approach. Telling the truth, to himself and to others,
is another.

Hutton asks, will Langley retract this charge as he ought to? I
might, if Hutton were to give ma some reason, other than personals
attacks such as those in NFA 34, to believe that he is not & liar.

Hutton fills a few pages with "proof® that I can neither be
reasoned with nor understood, and that, because I can’t, arguing with
me it & futile waste of time. I must say his use of ad hominem
premises is consistent in his logical development. Why he would bother
to argue with someone after proving the futility of such argument, 1
leave to those who know him better than 1 do to explain.

He finally admits to an error vis a vis the Linsey list of
Tallman’s inequities. 1 called Linsey a liar for calling Tallman a
liar, et al. It took three months of argument in NFA and TNFH 1 to
get Hutton to admit that Linsey was in error. You'’ll note I didn®'t
say that Hutton admitted to his own error, just Linsey’s error. Linsey
was wrong about Tallman, he made a mistake, but, according to Hutton,
that’s no reason to call Linsey a liar. Hutton is, of course, showing
that "fairness’ that he credits himself witk in the quote.

Amusingly, Hutton doubts that I am able to admit when I am wrong
Just a page before printing a letter from me in which [ adait to being
wrong. He also brings up the old chestnut that Mark Berch forced m=
to pursue through a hail of *“1I never said that*s. Hutton concludes that
1 was never clear (although he manages to clarify my position for this
discussion) encugh for anyones to know what I meant for surs. Then he
concludes that I was wrong anyway. The question had to do with Bill
Highfield’s reasons for dropping out of the Hobby. 1 said it had to do
with Bruce Linsey’s letter to the NRDTC. Hutton disagrees. He
published a letter from Bill in the same issue of NFA. In a portion
directed to Bruce Linsey, Bill said: *I am out of the hobby, you
achieved your goal so please drop the subject.™ I'm sure Hutton can
reconcile those facts. Langley can’t be understood, and is wrong
anyway. Highfield is probably wrong about hiw reasons for leaving the
hobby too. In fact, Highfield has to be wrong, since he seems to
agree with Langley (who can’t be understood, but is wrong anyway).

Hutton also concludes from Bill’s letter that Pill made it clwar
that there was only one Ietter tao his commander. The ssntence from
Pill's letter that describes the situation was: ¥ eathe NROTC threw
them out, after telling me to handle the insane idiot who was sending
the letters (emphasis added) in." Pardon me, Steve Hutton, but Bill
appears to be using the plural here. I know 1 can’t think straight and
can hardly be understood (actually 1 feel that Steve is doing himself
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a disservice hers. Hiwm disclaimer makes him appear less thapn bright
enough to follow my, admittedly caonvoluted, lines af thought.) but how
did you conclude that what Bill said clearly indicates that there was
only one letter? (FPerhaps it isn"t me that Steve has trouble with,
perhaps it is the English language. Maybe I took what he said too
personally. After all, his failure to understand is a signpost that
points two ways, and hi% failure to understand Bill does add weight to
the other side of the post. The alternative is, of course, that he did
understand Bill but lied to us in his conclusion about Bill’s letter.
Wwhich is it, Hutton?) -

In a lwtter to NFA 34, Mark Berch once again uses thae phrase;

*a typical sxample of Langley’s publishing ethics” when referring to
the now infamous VOLUNTEERS one-shot that I published in late 1983.
Actually, Mark’s contention that I shouldn’t have published V as a

one shot is fairly well taken. At least not without prior notice. Be
that as it may, I'm curiocous if Berch has any other examples of my
“typical...publishing sthics®*, So far, he’s only cited the one (many
times cited, but still only the single sxample) example. Can a singlea
erample be considersed typical? For V to be typical, wouldn’t the set
of wsuch publications, by me, have to be larger? Of course, according
to Hutton, 1’wm a bad logician, soc I might be wrong.

Linsey caught me out in an error too. I said he whirled Lisa
Ventura around. I was wrang. I really should not rely on memory. The
statement in guestion had to do with my saying that he and Alex had gone
out together on little ocutings. Linsey denied that they had and
challeneged me to prove it. I citad their trip taogether to an amusemant
park to prove the accuracy of my previous statement. The outing to the
amusement park was real. The whirling around was a visual impression I
had taken from Alex’'s description of Bruce as being boisterous. I am
sorry for all the pain and hurt Bruce says my error cost him (not that I
expect he felt such other than glee in catching me in even yet anocther
minor errord.

Bruce says he has given Steve Hutton %100 to send to me if 1 can
prove this terrible libel. Steve Hutton is to act aw judge. If you
decide that I didn’t actaully libal Bruce and that he is merely making
an ase of himself again, you may send the $100 to Larry FPeery as a
contribution to DW, Steve. I know you will be fair, you said so in
NFA 34, right?

Enough! I mtill haven’t read either of Linsey’ s responses to TNFH
nor NFA 335. I plead real world busy right now. I barely found time to
plow through NFA 34 and write the above. I will try to respond to
Linsey next month, promise. (A promise to try isn*t worth the paper it
is written upon, but what can I do?)

Best
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“Dscrr MarTin

12/28/85

Desr Steve,

H's been s while since I've had the opportunity to write - - and even longer since {'ve manmaged 10 send
you 8 legible, reprintable letter. Magbe well get Tucky this time.

First, & nole to you. While | undersiand that a1l “feud” mail for TNFH mey get on your nerves afier a
while, that's the way it should be, isn't it? | mesn, if you got non-feuding stuff for TNFH, then people
would have a reason for getting TNFH even {f they weren't interested (n the feuding. That'd compromise
the initisl objective of Lhe zeen, making it into & "reguler™ zeen, of sorts. Enough on thet.

Meanwhile, & couple TNFHs, several Linsey mass mailings, an NFA, and other stuff have washed
sshore, so let’s get on with them.

Sterting with & reply 1o Steve Hutton’s letter in #6: Yes, Steve, | reitersted my Gary
Coughlen/drunken reges charge, srd | still stand by it. Simply encugh, it's trve. Was Coughlan drunk
ond very shusive the first two times | met him (why don't you tell Steve how you were going to “Get
Ditter” for what he'd done {o you, Coughlan, like you did with me in Chicago?)? Yes. Did Coughlan write
many “drunken Yetters” to various pubbers? Yes. Did Coughlan write to Konrad Bsumeister, ssyi ng, "l
often wake up drunk.” Yea. Sorry if the truth offends you, Steve, but since 1've hed to suffer through
two Coughian drynken rages in person, | feel thet | should be allowed to say so if il's relevant.

As far Yibel low, | sdmit that | know only sbout 83 much s you do. My info comes from resding shout
csses in the psper, where | resd thal opinions are not subject to libel. Also, | had the opportunity to ask
8 lawyer (that | saw on an unrelsted matter, by the wsy) his opinion, and he tells e thet the matter
would be laughed out of court. Steve, think! This is the reel world, libel. Whet court would weste it's
time hearing a case this trivist? You need to seriousty reality-warp the quote to come up with your
tnterpretstion, snd | have denied thet interpretation repestediy. This is sl & trumped up charge by
Linsey, end yoy seem {o buy it. 1'm surprised at your gullibility.

Steve, please explain why Linsey's double dectyt printed in NFA isn't just the kind of libel you're
thinking of.

By the way, | resd in NFA that it is well known™ that | “have been trying to persuade the hobby that
Linsey is 8 pedophile.” Reslly? How's that? Just snother LIE by Linsey. There's thet word, Steve. Can
Linsey prove this sccusstion? No, it's mere propagands. What excuse will you come up with for this
one, Steve?

As'for stopping checks, why was the check writlen if it was not meant to be cashed? Certeinly, there
was plenty of time o see if the “services were rendered” - - Tong enough to get o phone bill, anyway.

Ah, now that I'm warmed up...let's shift to Gary Coughlan's ridiculous letter in #6.

Hy double standsrd= regarding theft? Res!ly? 1In my letier to Boardman, "taking” was in quotes.
Fancy thel. Perhaps | reslizes thst, contrary to Coughlan's fantesy, the sub balence wes notl 'siolen’ but
suspended a2 cletmed. The return of the sub in the form of the fssues publizhed during the suspension
period demonstrates this. Of course, Coughlan never weas oo good with reslity, so his confusion here is
understsndable. Coughlan twists the story to match his view of what has happened, nothing more. Long
on facts, short on inter pretstion, 83 ususl.

Berch, meanwhile hes admitied to theft {and eccused Linsey, 88 well), end hes said he would do 8o
again if 1he opportunity presented ilself! Excuse me if | find this prelty repulsive.

Why not have made your subbers pay for EE 18 & 197 If you were sx correct a: you seem to believe
you were, they should have been happy to pay for the issues as usual. You stiempted to buy your subbers
for the price of 8 few {ssues, pure and simple, snd 1t seems to have worked ou! for you Justfine. By the
way, why is il thet seversi of them wrote me seying thet they wrole you compleining about your
trestment of me in thase issues -~ yet you didn't print their letters. Are these people (who may ss well
remain nameless, for now) 1ying to me? Or did you not print some replies to those issves thet may have
been favoreble to me?

Now Gary, if gou're going to blow me away, 8 blowhard like you can cerisinly do better then this.



Really, you've maneged to “expose my lies eid double stenderds™ end come up with no hies and & double
standard thst's nol a double standsrd. Almosl makes you nol worth answering. 1) compromise, and
ignore the rest of your furicus ramblings, and oniy desl with the section specifically slated for me,

Wesi't 1t you thet seid | was responsible for bringing my “smear campaign”™ 16ic TNFH, first?
Please, poind that oul. 1 don™t kpow if you can “smear ™ sornegneé with facts, 13 that possible? There was
Rever & sineer cempsign against you, of any sort -- Lhat's just another one of your fantasies of
persecution.

Enough Coughlan tunacy, shifting to Linsey mass- mailing Tor 3 & *4.

Linsey claims that that he does his mass- mailings for two ressons. First, that $1 per courtesy copy
is oo much. Yet, to send these moss mailings on his own, certainly costs more than thet would. 'm
curious to see the figures. Second, he doean't “trust™ Steve Langley. When B xerox of his maihing would
provide proof sgainst sny Tunny businéss, this rether larme eAcuse Goein't hild waldi, either . ¥Wihdei 17
he11 ever tell gs the real resson? Nah. ..

Mol much else to say about the replies to #3 & 4, except thet he cleverly ignored the LIES that |
pointed out. Nest trick. First, you ery, "Show me the lies!™ Then you blithely ighore them, when
poirted out. Do you wonder why your credibility is so low?

The reply to THFH #5 wes & peoch, too. Truthis inshort supply, as usual.

The preamble regarding the 1ack of “neutrality” of TNFH led off with the usus) deceptions. Linsey
would have us betieve thol he and Walker sent letiers for print to TNFH and that, for verious reasons,
Langley compromised his neutralitly. Actuslly, the letters were to Lengley, 8nd he submitied them for
print to THFH - - and both had alresdy received fairly wide distribution.

I"11 skip "Case 1,” a3 | connot edd lo the trovesty. As for Case 2, Linsey can apparentiy prove that he
was on relatively good terms with Kathy both before and after the supposed "sick lelter © So what? with
such a notortously up and down relationship, that's meaningless. Case 3 mentions the Highfield death
threst fetlers sgain. I've heard a lot sbout them, but only seen s small frection of ore of thers, Before
anybody takes these “threats”™ seriously, we should ask to see them, in their enlirety. | suspect that they
will strviousty be the angry rantings of an 18 year old -~ not the cold- blooded plottings of one who would
greb up his sutomstic rifle and "hunt humens,” as Linsey would have us believe.

Case 4 is s resl beaut, though. He glecfully proves that he did not ruin Bill Highheld's militery
career. To do 30, he ecogeriy admnis to gttemipting to ruin (or et ieast recklessiy endonger) it, he just
didn’t succeed. (Langley is castigated for being logicsl. Linsey attempis to ruin Highfield's career and
Highfield's career is erded, thus Linsey hod some part in ending Highfield's career. Not unreasonable
logic.) Bravo, Linsey, to win the bettle you lose the war.

Csse 5 mentions these evil “child molestor™ charges which | am supposedly (lhough he never ssys
where or when) throwing sround. Hore of the same oid lie. Tell it enough times, somehody's beund to
believe you. {To quote the master, "Does ke truly believe these lies will be forgotten jusl becsuse he's
igroring them?™)

Laler on, we read that DW didn't plug the Linsey poll because Kethy Byrne doesnt Tike Bruce Linsey.
Yet the simple fact is that Linsey mailed individusl ballots t¢ each subber -~ rendering a plug in the
{1ate) zeen pointiess. As fur the Shep Rose article being dull, well, | may be tn the minority, but | think
8}l the Shep Rose srticles heve been dull. | wouldn't went to waste the spsce in my 2een with them {but
then, | printed "Sex and Potatoes,”™ so who am [ to talk?), if 1 had & page Limit. Linsey is starting to build
up steam for @ full denuncistion of Ksthy Byrne's sasocistion with DW, on the grounds thst she doesn’t
like him. Just you waitl. Anybody want 10 run s peol on this?

And that should be enough for now. Hope most of you have 8 happy 1986!

: /



Tonn CARUSO

For TWNFH C.
. © Dec.1r7,1085
Dear Bruce lLinsey,

Surprised, no doubt! I'm probably the last person you thought woulld
write to you directly, ever sgein. Believe me, it pains me more then you
40 have to do this, but in order to expediate the issues end problers be-
tween us, I cen see no altermetive.

Y heve heerd that you've replied to my ombudsman cell thru a 3rd rarty.
But I haven't been fiven any information about it. It would be very nice
if you'd send me the data, directlv, from now om. Waiting for 3rd parties
to passthe info to me takeg too longe You can mail me snything your heart
desires, with the exception of your mess mailings and your smears of others
You can hold off on those until after we sgree to an ombudsman.

And speaking of ombudsman, I still aweit your reply to my list of 10
nameg, Sure, a couple of them are B bit more friendly with me than you,
then egein, & couple of them ere less friendly with me then thev are with
you, £t lesst in my opinion. At least 6 of the nemes sppear on the 0SS list
and dispite what Berch vrote in DD, only 6 of people get my zine.

I you feel thet Sherwvoocd %3 anti-Linsey, end thet Szcks 1is unnccentable
you ey substitutide Von iletzke and Dove Corter, tho I don't think Dove will
ombuédsman the situation, If none of these nrmes are rcceptable to you, mey
I susiest thet you dravw up a list of 10 names for me to review. But rlease,
leave off the names of Courhlan, Hutton, Berch, Bazrno, Canasdian Brown and
the others who have been firmly emplanted in youar corner.

In case you're wondering whet topics I want to discuss- Y elrezldy stoated
in my letter 2 months afFo- ANYTHING AND EVERYTHING!

Why in print? Beczuse that is where you smezred me, thst is where the
lies =zre, that is where everyone hss had to see your rentings for well over
e year. I reeslize that you may be uncomfortsble gbout epnesnring in TiIFH, tho
why, I don't know. Even Coughlazn considers langley's apzroach fzir. Ze that
as it may, feel free to pass my materisl to Hutton for him to print zs well
if it*'1l) nmeke you feel any better. ALl I ssk, is the szme thing I've =sked
of Steve L, that being that no comments on the materiel and procedin;s be
made until the whole thing is over, That foes for you, me, cnd-reverycne elmse,
Call it 2 courtesy reguest, since we can't make people shut up, now con we,
I can sympeathize with you not wanting to go public, after all, if you are
proven wrong publically, it could weifgh on you hesvily. I don't fear doing
thia publically. Do you?

As for the materiel sent to me via mail, until we get to the actuzl iscues,
I'm recuesting that you only include the agenda material, such as selecting
en ombudsman, etec, If you violate this reruest, we could be back to ground
ZERO! No, this isn*t a cordition, its just that I don't want to read your
"::ufﬁ" until I have to, and even then, I dread the thought of readirs vour
attacks.

One last thing before I end this. If you intend 4o use a defense basgsed
on rental incapacitation {inother words, you didn't know what you were doing)
please advise me now and save all of us 2 lot of time &nd effort. I =-nly
bring this up because Hutton brought up in the latest TIFH, and if trh=t'11
be your defense, its the same as admtitting fFuilt, but seying you had no con-
trol over your actions, and I*'1ll eccept that position. If not, then we can
proceed alons as need be. :

And for the record- I DON'T HATE YOU, like you've told everyone (well
almost everyone). In fact, I feel sorry for you. .

Eeve a Happy Holiday Seaspn, and I hope to hear from you soon,

Take care,
P5: In case you lost a list-of the 10 names, - ==l
here it is agein: Heinowski, Pearson, Corbin, ‘

-

Ditter, Rusnek, Kedter, Courtemanche, Grabar, Carter, Von letzke

(P

CC {TNVFH, Larsley



ME L nD4 HowrEY

Deccember 10, 1985
FOR THE NOT FOR HIRE
Dear Steve:

This is kind of & long letter so 1've broken it into sections directed towards
each specific individusl.

MAIE BERCH

In TiFH #5 you state that “MHaybe you should have been therc, Rod, to cxplain why
you would say that a sinyle line of Oyrnebashiing is too such, yel yuu donft
write Langley or Byrne or Tallman and say the saene thing to thewn. You don't see
them leaving this out of their zines, do you?" Unless 1'm grossly mistaken,
Mark, ftod was talking sbout Dw and D¥W alone. As uswual you taxe Statewent A and
epply it to Points B, C, and D then claiw 81l to Le equal. iiod was talking sbout

bw. Think you got that s.reighl?

In ThFHH #5 you state thet "] believe by the tiwe your mailing came out, a&ll but
the postage and possjibly the front covers was done already. dut thal's a minor
point.'” The hell it is. Tne wailing dealing wiih DW's financial proulems caiie
cut 10 days to Z weeks pefore the fake DW was mailed out. At any time before the
fake D was mailed out, Bruce Linsey (or yourself) could have picked up the
phone and called either Rod or Larry Peery to straighten out in advence any pro-
blems which could arise due to the publication of the feke Du. iNeither of you
dic so. It was far more important to put out a fake DU with a lot of feuding
rather than cooperate 8 little. And that's petty and pathetic.

In ThFH £5 and #6, you say that Rod and Kathy brought feuding to DW because 1)
DV did not plug the Runestone Poll; and 2) there was no final ssalute to VOD. You
then go on to say "My guess (and it's only a guess) is that if it hasd not been
for A & B above, that I would have been able to either talk Cruce ocut or the
faxke, or tslked him into keeping any feud references cut." Couple ot interesting
points here. Earlier in this same article, -you stated Bruce was doing the fake
"for the hell of it". kow we have 8 possible revenge motive. Linsey is upset .
that the RP and V0D weren't given the attention he felt due thew so he gets even
by putting out a feke DW. Let me ask you 8 question. Did you try to talk iLinsey
out of putting feud waterial intoc the fake DW or did you go along with this lit-
tle "get even" scheme., And, Bruce Linsey, did you even call Rod or Larry to ques-
tion why neither the RP nor VOD got mentioned in Dl...or did you asusutme it was
all Kathiy Byrne's fault? According to you, Mark, we can forget that sod was at-
tempting to stay neutrel by not plugging either poll. Both you anc usruce Linsey
would heve screamed bloody nwrder if Rod had tried to bLe neutral Ly plugying
both polls. You would have charged that DW was entering the fcud. According to
you, Hark, we can forget that there is no such thing as "D tredition" in cov-
ering zine closings ma jor or otherwise. No, it's much easier to bitch out of
hand, isn't it?

In 18FH #5, you esk if Hruce was supposed to 'sit on his fake for & minimum of 2
months, letting everything get stale...We're not saints out herc."” I'll agree
with that. You two &ren't saints. Non-cooperative twits, yes. What do you mean
“"get stale"? We're not talking about a loaf of bresd, you know. There's not one
piece in the fake Dw which could not have waited for 2 months. ihere's no reason
the fake DW could not have waited except Linsey's ego.

In TNiH #6, Mark, you take nitpicking to e new height. liy sincere congratula-
tions. Let's see...Bruce Linsey didn't bring the feud to D because he used a
fake DW to publish feud materiaml. Right? Tell me, Mark, do you stay swake st

s
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nights thinking up this nonsense? Linsey put out feud material, not under his
name, but under DW's name snd logo. Your nitpicking sounds like & desperate ab-
tempt to drag a severely tattered cloak of respectability over Linsey'a deliber-
ate irresponsibility.

One question about your letter in TNFH #6. Where did Rod say it would have been
okay for you (or Larry Peery) or anyone else for that matter to put out & feud
fake of DW wusing the DW mailing list? You esk why Linsey alone should be restric—
ted. I think you're off an enother camoflasuge mission. The point is that Linsey
deliberately lied to Rod sbout how he was going to use the LW mailing list. The
point is Linsey {(with help) put out & feke DW full of feud material. Rod's cou-
pleints would have been the same no matter who had lied to him or who had put

out & feke feud DW...and you know it.

Also in TRFH #6 you sey Linsey can print "information (that's publlcly known any-
ways) teo whoever he damn pleases..." So, why Mark, didn't Linsey print informa-
tion {that's publicly known snyways) to whoever he damn pleases under his own
nane? Why use Dv...except to get even for & supposed snub. When Linsey (or any-
one elss) puts out something using someone else's name or logo, he's using some-
thing which doesn't belong to him. Your smokescreen of “freedom of information®
is Just that....& smokescreen. And & very poor one at that.

BRUCE LINSEY

In your reply to TNFH #3 & 4 {(postmarked l0-28-85), you refer to the discussion
about Steve Hutton's even-handedness. I think we can &ll sppreciate the difficul-
ty in publishing & zine with feud-related material without becoiming involved on
cone side or the other. Bruce, you say Steve Hutton takes a neutral stand and
treats everyone fairly and even-handedly. Unfortunately, that's simply not the

truth.

Example 1 = Steve Hutton published a charge by Randolph Smyth that Jim Meinel
was trying to ruin the RP to save himself (Meinel) personal ewbarassment. Smyth
soon apologized to teinel. But did the apology get the sawe attention from Hut-
ton 8s the charge! No. When I esked Hutton sbout it, he replied (NFA #32/33): "1l
chose to reprint the former (the charge) in NFA but not the latter (the apology)s
Instead I noted in the NFA letter column (where I had printed Randolph's origin-
al editorial) that Randolph had apologized. Just because ] have reprinted one
editorial does not mean I'll reprint all subsequent editoriels by the same per-
son.” Fair and even-handed? Not at all. A charge gets reprinted in its originsl
form while the apology gets buried in the letter column as a “note",.

Example #2 - In NFA #29/30 {(pasge 70), Linsey states: *Similarly, the RP boycott
is & cheap sttempt to "get" me." and "In direct contrast to these sttempts to
destroy any project touched by Bruce Linsey.." When I pointed out to Hutton

that he (Hutton} had not reyuested proof of these accusations from Linsey, Hut-
ton replied {NFA #32/33): "1 hope Bruce will respond to these lsst few paragraphs’
Meanwhile, Hutten is telling John Caruso that if Caruso doeen't present Hutton
with evidence of Linsey's so-called dishonesty, he’'ll consider Caruso dishonest.
But all Hutton will say about Bruce not presenting evidence of his charges is

"1 hope Bruce will respond to these last few paragraphs.™ feir snd even-handed?
bDon't bet on it.

Example £3 - You steted that you received condemnation from Hutton for printing
the "drinking letter”. Now, this so-cdled public condemnation was not in a lette€
or statement directed towards you, wes it, Bruce? It was buried in replies to 2
people (one of whom was myself) who took Hutton to task for not condeming you for
the "drinking letter". Hutton's so-calléd "“public condemnation” was buried. In
my personal opinion, Hutton's statement of "very scumuy indeed" hardly ranks as
8 severe condemnaticn.- Creampuff condemngtion is 8 closer definition to its re-

ality.



December 10, 1789
The Not For Hire
Page 3

Steve Hutton fair and even-handed? No, regrettably not. NFA has a double stan-
dard. 1 certainly don't believe when I reply in NFA that ['ll get the same
breaks as Linsey becauce 1 haven't.

Eruce, in your response to TNFH # 3 & 4, you stete”™ ] dide not tell Rod Walker
tor snyone else) that 1 would restrict my use of the DW meiling list to the Rune~
stone ballots. Rod did say that he was sending me the list under those condi-
tions {he wrote it across the top of the list, in fact), but I did not confirm

or deny that it was my intention (1 knew ] was also going to use it for Dw #40°
and would not bave lied outright to Rod on the matter). Do you just realize you
Just Bsdmitted deceiving Rod from the very beginning? In other words, all the

time Rod is specifying that you ere not to use the OW-mail list for feud purposes,
you knew otherwise. Whet exactly do you consider to be &n outright lie? The fact
is you had to lie to Rod becsuse you knew he would reise nine kinds of holy hell
with you if he'd known what you were doing. You had to lie to Rod because you
knew you stood ebsclutely no chance of getting possession of the DW meil list if
you told him the truth. You lied to Rod from the beginning and there's no way
sround it.

1n your responee to TNFH #5, Bruce you state thet Steve Lengley found the Hobby
Inquirer section of the fake DW40 offensive becsuse "..that, for once, the tar-~
gete werc people he likes. I think Lengley's protests are best sumned up by the
old line about "e teste of one's own medicine”." 1 think Langley's protests sre
the same as stated by Rod kalker. The fake DW indulged in blatant feuding. Jabs
were taken at people under the camoflage of coming from DW. In the Hobby Inquiref,
& people were mentioned. Five of those six were people who have publicly disagre~
ed with you, Bruce. {Personally, I'm sorry thet Gary Coughlan wrote that piece.
Personally 1 like Gary. But this Hobby Inquirer piece was downright trashy). As
Rod told you, you put feud material out not under your neme but under DiW's. But
than you're pretty good at commandeering other people zine's and using them for
your own purposes, saren't you?

Also in your response to TPl #5, you stete TNFH is not a fair forum. You posed
3 examples: 1) Rod wWelker's letter to you appearing in TNFH #5; 2) Courtesy
copies not going to certsin individusls mentioned in TNFH; snd 3) Editorisl sed-
vanbage. As to #l1, Steve Langley answered you in #6. I'm sure this answer won't
satisfy you (seems little does excepl toadyisw) but you have an snswer. As for
1., have you coneidered that individuals told Langley not to send them TNFH? Did
the individuals you mention rececive #17 Did you check with them to see if they
Gicd nrted (or not esked) Lengley to teke them ofi eny future mailings? Langley
pubrlishes his sub list with esch iscuc. One essumes that if a8 name is not on th
list they don't want to be botherod. . .a point you wight consider the next time
vy s0nd out a mass mailing to Maocus & Rebel subbers. As for #3, you state that
caruso seems to knovw Walker's letiter would be appearing later in the issue & Lang-
liy koewm what Olsen wrote, etc. Therefore, you insinuvate, collusion runs rawpsnt
at 1IN editoriel office! Has it not occured to you that Caruso's letter in THFH
was addressed to Langley (smong others since it appeared in THNF) who received a
"cc” ol Walker's letter to youw? Has it not occured to you that since Lengley re-
crived a "ce'" of Walker's letter to you that it would be published in TNFH? Has
it not occured to ycu that Person A would mention to Person U that "] wrote &
letter to TNFH and saidrgsuch-and-such." end then Person B would reply "That brirms
up sormething that I want to write about."? Do these things not occur to you? Or
do you elways asllow such parenoid tendencies to run rempant?

A
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MARK BERCH & BRUCE LINSEY

This refers to Berch's letter in TNFH #5 and Linesey's response to TNFH #5.

Both of you hsasve said Kathy Byrne refused to help Mark Berch with the rewrite of
the Shep Rose piece sppearing in the fake DW&D. Both of you cite Kathy's offer in
DW39 to help writers. "1 am willing to help you. If you send me 8 rough dratt,
I'11l make comments to help you get going. I am willing to wocrk with you..." Now
that does sound bed. "Sound bad” is the operative phrase here. If either of you
had been honest enough to quote the entire paragreph, it would have been evi-
dent that Kathy was talking to people who had never submitted to DW. No one, un-
der any circumstances, can claim you are a novice writer, Mark, My own personal
opinion is, however, is that someone should have done a major rewrite on that
piece. Without a8 doubt that wss the most monotonously boring reeding I've done
gince ]I waded through my high school economics textbook.

BRUCE LINSEY (agadin)

Probably what irked me personally about the fake Di. was that you published the
contest answers. Rod had told you he was asking Larry Peery to hold off giving
the answers so people would have more time to work on it. As one of those pec—
ple, I was really teed off at seeing the answers in the fake DWa0. The inclu-
sion of those snswers wasn't necessary. But what did you care about other peo—
ple's enjoyment in solving a puzzle? Obviously nothing. And I'm not the only
one upset about that. Even Steve Hutton said in the lcst issue of NFA, “If I
ever find out what scumbag geve Linsey a crossword puzzle solution to print, boy
will he ever get a talking to!" Now that's a threa® to make all of us shake in
our boots, isn't it? Please note that Hutton isn't upset with you over printing
the puzzle answers. He's just going to "lay down the law" to whoever gave you
the answers. 1'd be careful just the same, though, Bruce. You might get enother
"very scummy indeed" public condemnation from Hutton.

STEVE LANGLEY "
I didn't think I'd get this in under 5 pages, Steve, but I did. About your idess
for en exchange of American and Russian students as mutual hostages, ['ve got a
few problems with that. First, all we'd probably get would be junior KGB agents.
Second, the US students would see only what the Soviets wanted them to see. And,
third, there's been nothing to indicate the Soviets have a high regard for the
safety of hostages or the sanctity of human life. In the Soviet system, the so-"
called "State" is everything and the individusl comes second. I'uwe no doubt the
Soviets would sacrifice every single Russian in the US if they felt it necessarye
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CHRIS CARR/ER .

26/81 /06
The NOT FOR HIRE Langiey
2296 Eden Roc LLan2 #1
Sazramanto, CA 3IF=S
This "for print® tettaer in THE NOT FOR HIRE deals a number of
MALTLEFS.
First, I would Jik2 T2 Thank you and Daf for a wonderful t€im>
at DafCon. It was a 10t of funs and it it is still in

Sacrama2nto:. I nRoPe to MaKk2 it in Timd $O7 NeXt Y@ar.

Secondry I think that what you said to Gary Cousnhitan in your
tetter to TNFH B that Yyou're considered a4 90oad friend &veaen

Thousn "wWe may disagarsa ofn sSom2 Of The |ittle Shit” wWas very
Nnicea. I think that is a 920d attitudea, For ma.
MegalDiciomacy 1S a&a D19 I3am2 Of Diplomacy pPlarvred in real |ifes

and w2 Should Ke20e that in PeraIpRctivea. Once paoRle Start
19SS NG that Pa2rSPRCtive iS Wha2n We STtart td have Probilams.

Avd Third, TO ANSW2T YoOUuUyr Question to me in TNFH &y y2s, 1 am
g2ttt ing My money’'s worths This Zine is a barsain at twice The
grices: and with NFA not pubbing for s2varal months in 13983,

iT WOoUld have been a Vvery dull Summer without THE NAOT FOR
HIRE.

I hop2 thisS aANSWers your call f0or letters to TNFH without The
Feud in trhem. I do» after all: have a sSid@ to me which is

unra2tated to The Feud: much as John "Hitler had the rigsht
idea” Pack has a g9ide TO him that s unre2latad toO Stomping on
FAYS and hOOK2TrS. ..

Sinceraly,

L]

Chrigs Carrier

1215 P Strea2t 12
Sacramento., CA 95814 USAK
1-916—441-02932

Compuserve IDs 721537, 3334
MCI Mait IDy CCARRIER

PS —— Promise to s@nd sSom® no-Feud stuftse to MAGLS as soon as
I can.
PPS to the r=st of the hobhy — anvone on the EMAIL sSystems

in my address?

! 7
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This is being ment to:

Michael Grubb ((1/0)
Dan Stafford (i70)
John Michalsi:i (1/70)
George Graesule (2/1)
Melinda Holley (2/1)
Dick Martin (372}
Keith Sherwoond (372)
Bob Olsen (4/3%}

Mark Larzelere (5/74)
Ben Schilling (5/4)
Alan Stewart (5/4)
Stephen 8. Dvcus (5/4)
Don Williams (A6/75)
John Caruso {1:/710)
Danie]l Scott Palter (15/18%)
Ed Wrobel (177/14)
Chris Carrier i25/248)
Gary Coughlan (44/4%)

Mark Bearch (<)

Steve Hutton ()

Rod Walker (c}

Bruce Linsey ()
Terry Tallman {c)

Don Ditter {(c)

Konrad Baumeisier (c)
Steve Heinowski (c)
Al Pearson (i)

Ken Corbin ()

Russ Rusnak (c)

Steve Courtemanche ()
Dave Grabar (c)

Dave Carter ()
Robert Sacks ()

Ron Can Brown (c)
Scott Hansan ()

John Pack (c)

Bill Quinn (3NC)
Larry Paery (&}

The following do ot want to receive TNFEH.

Mike Barno (1}

Doug Beverlein (n)

John Poardman (n)

Pat Conlaon ((n}

Pete Gaughar (n}

Randolph Sayth (n)

Bruce MciIntyra (877) unless mentioned

I have no current address for the following:

Jack Masterm (u)}
Jim Meinel {(u}
Conrad VYVon Meitzhke {(u)

Numbers following names are sub amount going in/coming out of this
fssue. (4/2) had four, rmow has twoj (c) courtesy copyj (s) sample;
{BNC) Boardman Number Custodiani (t) Larry Peery is the only person who
has ever talked me into an all for all trade; (n) not at alli (u) no
known address.



