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EDITORIAL  

Well, weôre still at 3 Hadham Hall, but this is 

definitely the last issue from this address as we 

need to be out by the end of the month. Everything 

is a blur of sorting through stuff, taking stuff to 

charity shops and throwing out stuff. But we still 

have far too much stuff. The next issue is a mere 4 

weeks away, as I need to get it finished before 

WDC in Athens on 21st May. 
 
For those who like to know such things, our new 

address will be 25 Queen Street, Kings Lynn, PE30 

1HT. 
 
Issues seem more satisfying to me if I can build 

them around a common idea. Therefore, this issue 

has an Italian/Austrian border problem theme, all 

from a strategic, board design, variant, face-to-face 

and even historical perspective. I hope you find 

something in it you like. You will also find the third 

and final part of my ultra-nerdish list of all UK 

Diplomacy sets. Although I am not 100% sure, as 

most of my games are in Kings Lynn, I think I have 

copies of every single edition, bar one. Hence the 

drawing at the top of this page, which Rebecca says 

even looks like me. 
 
Much as I love the Diplomacy Briefing (and even 

contribute to their costs through their Patreon 

page), I am getting increasingly frustrated at their 

inability to update the ñResourcesò section at the end 

of every issue. Iôve written to them twice about this 

over the past 3 months. They are still promoting links 

which havenôt worked for years (one of which now 

leads to soft porn). Surely, it canôt be that hard to 

update such things? 
 
Weôre up to the 6th edition of the Diplomacy 

Rulebook (2023). Iôd always assumed that each 

Rulebook improves on the previous one, at least in 

as far as dealing with the ñhardò cases. This month a 

player raised an issue which seems to have become 

more obscure than it used to be. 
 
It was a simple question: can F(Nwy) order a valid 

support for a F(StP)sc? The answer is yes and has 

been clear sine the 1971 Rulebook. You canôt 

support a unit if you canôt move to the space it is in, 

but you donôt need to be able to move to the coast it 

is on. Thus, as the 1971 Rulebook gives as an 

example a F(Mar) can support a F(Spa)nc (because a 

F(Mar) can move to Spa), whereas a F(Spa)nc canôt 

support a F(Mar) - because a F(Spa)nc canôt move to 

Mar. 
 
Unfortunately, the example in the Rulebook changed 

in the 4th edition (2000) from a F(Mar) to a F(MAO). 

The example now given is that a F(MAO) can 

support a F(Spa)nc or a F(Spa)sc. Which is obvious 

as a F(MAO) can move to either coast anyway. So, 

the point that was being made is lost. If we ever get 

a 7th edition, maybe this is an example which could 

be reinstated? 
 
As a result of looking in the old rulebooks, I then felt 

an urge to write a riveting seven-page article on the 

history of all six editions of the Rulebook, which you 

will find inside. 
 
Starting next issue there will be a new game of 

Diplomacy Bingo II ï using the new anti-cartel 

rules. Well, not so much ñanti-cartel rulesò as 

ñgently disincentivising cartelò rules. Some orders 

on file any way ï but please send in lots of orders for 

Spring 1901 ï what would your top ten orders be? 

The rules were in the last issue.  
 
Finally, for contact details of any zines mentioned 

in this issue visit 

https://diplomacyzines.co.uk/zines-that-are-still-

going 

 

 

https://diplomacyzines.co.uk/zines-that-are-still-going
https://diplomacyzines.co.uk/zines-that-are-still-going
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The London Open 
 
 

9th ï 10th May 
 

Sambrookôs Brewery, Wandsworth 

 

Information HERE - Signup link HERE 
 
 
 

MidSummerCon 
 
 

19th ï 21st June 2026 
 

Holiday Inn, Kenilworth 
 

summer.midcon.org.uk 
 
 
 

ManorCon 
 
 

24th-27th July 2026: 
 

University of Northampton, Waterside Campus 
 

manorcon.org.uk for details 
 
 

EDC 2026 
 

2nd -4th October 2026 
 

Chesterfield, Geeks Headquarters, UK. 
 
Venue and hotel information can be found HERE.  
 

 

MidCon 
 

6th - 8th November 2026 
 

Holiday Inn, Kenilworth 
 

midcon.org.uk 
 
The Holiday Inn offers about 10% more space, about 

10% more bedrooms and is much better served by 

public transport - the railway station is a 15-minute 

walk away, and the Coventry-Leamington Spa bus 

stops outside. The hotel car park is relatively small, 

so we encourage the use of public transport where 

possible. There is, though, quite a lot of public car 

park space nearby. 
 
 
 

 

ITV Listing - 17th June 1974 
 

 
 

No copy of this TV documentary, made by ATV, 

seems to have survived, which is a great pity. It was 

probably the only time postal Diplomacy featured 

on a UK TV programme. Surely, there are readers 

of this zine who are sufficiently old to remember it? 

 

https://www.diplomacy.co.uk/londonopen26
https://forms.gle/cVGYQJQSKU6jHWyr7
http://summer.midcon.org.uk/
https://manorcon.org.uk/
http://www.diplomacy.co.uk/EDC2026
http://midcon.org.uk/
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The recent Fury of the 

Northmen #148 (only 

two more issues to the 

memorable issue 150), is, 

rather surprisingly, 

concerned with the very 

long-running TV 

detective drama 

Midsomer Murders.  Not 

as high-brow as the usual 

FotN fare, I always felt 

Midsomer Murders 

suffered by comparison to series such as Vera or 

Inspector Morse / Endeavour. 
 
The Internet tells me that there have been 138 

episodes which between them have clocked up 388 

murders (not forgetting 63 accidental/natural 

deaths and 22 suicides)., for an average of 3.4 

fatalities per episode.  Interestingly, the very first 

episode back in 1997 had the biggest body count ï 

no less than seven! Colin mentions one inventive 

way of killing someone that was used, namely 

being squashed by a wheel of cheese, but other 

fatalities have included being killed by a trebuchet, 

a cider press, a medieval helmet and poisoned 

truffles. And thereôs a new series due soon! Canôt 

wait.  
 
For issue 323 of Obsidian, Alex Richardson 

returns to the dreaded three column layout, so 

disliked by anyone who likes to fill their spare time 

scanning old zines. At least this time it isnôt 

physically printed in what always used to feel like 

a random order when it came to scanning. But, 

never mind, the contents are as fine as ever. For 

example, we have the important topic of night-time 

urination in middle-aged men, otherwise known as 

nocturia. Is it a good idea to avoid fluids in order to 

minimise the need to get up during the night to go to 

the loo? And should you be worried if you are a 

multiple nocturnal loo visitor? Does tea and coffee 

make a difference? And what about alcohol? I should 

confess immediately that I have a self-interest in this 

topic, as I usually have to get up at least once a night 

and sometimes two, much to the annoyance of my 

dear wife. If you goggle it, you discover that either 

itôs entirely normal or you are going to die of cancer 

(which, in my experience, is what the Internet always 

says when you google any symptom).  
 
In the letter 

column Nick 

Kinzett and Alex 

have a debate 

about how the 

Zine Poll should 

be run in future. 

Given the small 

number of zines and small number of voters I am not 

sure any such debate matters much, but my view, for 

what it is worth, is just have one category of Best 

Zine. Thatôs all you need. The highest-ranking zine 

which runs Diplomacy thus becomes the Best Dip 

Zine winner, the highest-ranking zine which runs a 

soccerleague becomes best Soccer Games Zine etc. 

Easy. 
 
I just started a game of Diplomacy as Turkey in 

Obsidian, but I see I have been stabbed on the first 

move by Russia. My normal procedure when stabbed 

on the first move is to go all-out for revenge and 

attack, attack, attack. I see no reason to change 

strategy this time. 
 
But of course, before I can even put this issue to bed, 

along comes Obsidian 

324! At least the 

troublesome three column 

layout is gone. My ñattack, 

attack, attackò strategy 

worked surprisingly well, 

but it looks like I could be 

on the receiving end of a 

Lepanto now  Oh well, 

thereôs no point in trying to 

defend against everyone, 

so Iôll just keep attacking the dastardly Russia who 

stabbed meé 
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Issue 324 was enjoyable. 

A brief discussion in the 

lettercol about the 

possibility that Trump 

will be cryogenically 

preserved. In Futurama, 

a common character was 

the dismembered head of 

President Nixon in a 

glass dome ï isnôt this an even more scary ideaé 

This issue also has lots of reminiscing about early 

computers (my first was a Sinclair Spectrum that 

got stolen at university). After that I had an Atari, 

which was mainly used to create a database of my 

ever-expanding LP collection. Happy days. 
 
It has been so long since the 

last issue there is a real 

danger that TCP 323 will 

also be out before this 

issue, but Iôll press on 

regardless. Ooops. Just 

accidentally deleted the 

email issue 322 was 

attached to. Bugger. What 

to say? A great zine which 

puts the world to rights in 

the letter column and needs more players. 
 

I am on a waiting list for the 

variant Diplomacyô The 

Gathering, which only 

needs one more person to 

fill. Anyone interested, 

please contact John 

Marsden. Ode #463 was 

small but perfectly formed. 

The Grandad of UK 

Diplomacy zines. Hearty 

congratulations to John and Caroline Marsden on 

celebrating their 40th wedding anniversary. I was 

amazed we got so far as our 10th this year.  
 
I suppose you could quibble 

about whether or not The 

Briefing  is a zine or not, but it 

is sufficiently close to deserve 

a mention. It is a newsletter 

which comes out every week 

which updates on happenings 

in the Diplomacy world, 

mainly Online and FtF. To 

subscribe go to https://www.diplomacybriefing.com 
 

Richard Smithôs The Celestial 

Dragon #15 (successor zine to 

Variable Pig) is going from 

strength to strength. TCD is a 

collection of five different 

subzine running a wide selection 

of games. This issue there are 

several new games on offer and 

a few all-reader games as well. 

Loved the editorial on classic 

Hi-Fi and cat psychology. And Prog Rock music 

reviews as well. There is nothing not to like about 

this zine (save, possibly, for the absence of 

Diplomacy). 
 
Will This Wind  is still going 

strong at issue #48 and my 

fingers are well and truly crossed 

for Nick Kinzettôs continued 

good health. Perhaps not a zine to 

read if you have synaesthesia, as 

the random colour typefaces may 

be quite triggering, but 

interesting nonetheless. Lots of 

chat, particularly, prog rock, D&D and zealously 

rigid GMing decisions (Nick would consider A(Mar) 

S A(Par)-Bur as an invalid order unless A(Par)-Bur 

was listed separately). Nick, you are so ñold schoolò. 
 

TWJO #263 discusses Pevansô 

colonoscopy and the Bordeaux 

expansion for Viticulture. SF 

books are reviewed, games 

events discussed, games of RR 

and By Popular Demand, while 

the greater part of the zine is the 

En Garde! A zine with high 

production values. Though I did 

misread the plug for the ñSwiggers Games Clubò. 
 
Last, but never least, as the end of the page 

approaches is back of the 

envelope #57 from Tom 

Howell. A discussion features 

about Chat-GPT which I have 

found to be both very 

unreliable and very helpful, 

often simultaneously. Great 

zine, but no space to tell you 

how great. 

https://www.diplomacybriefing.com/
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MARK NELSON  
 
It seems more than a bit staggering to be moving to 

a house which doesn't have a garage. 
 
SA: Yeah. Maybe we didnôt think this one through. 

The house is a 15th/16th century merchants house 

near what would have been the dockside, Space is 

at a real premium in the centre of the medieval 

town, so we are lucky even to have a small 

courtyard garden and a parking space. I donôt 

think anyone in the centre of the town has the 

luxury of a garage. 
 
Our last garage was a god-send. Not only was it 

both wider and longer than the standard two-car 

garage it had a very high ceiling. In addition to 

comfortably fitting our car we also fitted a large 

number of boxes containing the ubiquitous "stuff". 

The garage of our new house is a standard two-car 

garage: no additional width, no additional depth, 

and no additional height. We have not yet reduced 

the number of boxes in the garage to create 

sufficient space for our car. I remain hopeful that 

we can eventually do so... (The problem is finding 

the time to go through the boxes.) 
 
I've never watched Traitors. There was an 

Australian version of the show. This was cancelled 

after two seasons (2022, 2023) due to poor ratings. 

Despite this, I enjoyed reading Dane Maslen's 

analysis of the "endgame" for three seasons. (The 

"endgame" being when there are four or fewer 

players remaining.) I'm guessing that the company 

producing the TV show didn't want to include 

players who can rationally analyse what strategy 

they should employ. 
 
This reminds me that I once read... I don't remember 

the name of the reality show. I don't remember the 

name, and I certainly didn't watch it... What I recall 

is that the contestants were marooned on some 

remote Scottish island. I do remember two points. 

First, there was a suggestion that the psychologists 

who were employed to help choose the contestants 

were told that they had to pick contestants that would 

rub each other up the wrong way. (If everyone 

agreed on a common plan of action then it would 

make for boring TV). Secondly, there was a 

suggestion that picking contestants to maximise the 

amount of aggravation might be a breach of 

professional code of ethics. Don't know if there was 

any follow up of this last point. 
 
SA: You are thinking of Castaway 2000, a BBC 

program. There were a whole host of problems with 

that one. One notable clash was between a family of 

devout Seventh-day Adventists and a gay man. 

Several participants departed in protest at the 

conditions, while some of the other castaways 

decided not to cooperate and instead revolted 

against the producers, erecting a self-designed flag 

from their pod, and deciding not to take part in 

filming. The bothy on the island had also regularly 

been visited by passing sailors and tourists and 

producers were ultimately unable to stop this from 

continuing during the show - allegedly concealing 

from viewers the fact that hundreds of visitors had 

signed its visitor book by the end of the year. 
 
It seems that you are a bit in the dumps about "only" 

having an active contributing readership "of about 

20%". It's the number two again! Firstly, how did 

you define "active contributing readership"? 

Secondly, could you cope if the percentage increased 

to forty or sixty or eighty or even higher? 
 
SA: I think of an active subber as somewhere I hear 

from time to time. They donôt have to play or write 

letters for the letter column, but just some contact. 

Most people ask to join the mailing list and then I 

never hear from them ever again.  
 
Like you I have a Facebook page. I don't have 

Instagram/Twitter/Tik Tok pages. I agree with your 

comment about Tik Tok ("ugh!"). I do have a second 

social media platform, as at one stage academic staff 

were heavily encouraged to setup a Linked-In 

profile. I'm not sure how many years I've had it, but 
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I've only made one post on it. (Higher up 

management types were always coming up with 

new ideas on how academic staff should spend 

their time. Most of us were not sitting around 

twiddling our thumbs - though I wonder if that was 

in fact a common trait for the kind of person who 

thought up ideas like this.) I also have WhatsApp, 

though I don't consider it to be a social media 

platform. I see that some analysts consider it to be 

"private social media" or "messaging social 

media". That sounds right. 
 
SA: I also have a Linkedin profile ï it is at 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/stephenagar  if 

anyone is curious about the work things I still do 

from time to time.. 
 

ANDY LISCHETT  
 
You don't know The Ventures??? Dude! 
 
SA: Honestly never heard of them. I was born in 

1960, while the UK chart heyday of the Ventures 

was a #8 chart single in the same year. Apart from 

another single which reached #38, that was it. 

None of their albums charted in the UK. How 

would you rate their USA significance? 
 
You mention that without feedback you don't know 

if what you are doing is of interest to readers. 

Although I consider what readers of Cheesecake 

might find interesting, I mostly run what I find 

interesting. Occasionally that's a sentence or two on 

the stamps with which I mail the 'zine (which only 

one reader cares about), or French / Swedish / 

German / Spanish lessons or car stuff (which no 

readers care about). But it keeps me interested, and 

sane when someone submits a lengthy letter on 

(yawn) football (the one with the pointy ends). 
 
SA: Youôre correct that zines are really about what 

interests the editor, this isnôt a commercial 

publication trying to sell copies. So this zine will 

always be about Diplomacy with a smattering of 

variants and history (which kind of go together 

anyway). For example, Iôve just re-read a book on 

the War of the Roses that I last read as a teenager 

ï so, Iôm already planning a 15th century issue of 

GSTZ. However, I am always up for suggestions 

from readers.  

 

MARK NELSON  
 
Since 10th December 2025 children living in 

Australia under the age of 16 have been prohibited 

from having accounts on certain social media 

platforms. They're not banned from *using* the 

platforms. They're banned from having accounts. 

The platforms banned include, of the ones you 

mentioned, Facebook, Instagram, TikTok, and X 

(Twitter). There are other platforms that have been 

banned and the government has the power to amend 

the list of banned platforms. WhatsApp has not been 

banned and is not expected to be banned as it is used 

mainly for communication. The responsibility for 

maintaining the ban has not been placed on either the 

children or their parents: it's been placed on the 

platforms. 
 
That's the long way round of saying that I'm not 

going to be asked to set up a social media account by 

my son for many more years to come... 
 
SA: The older I get, the more vaguely unsatisfied I 

am with the way the predominant culture around me 

is developing. The way the creeping 

commercialisation of childrenôs time has been 

allowed to develop is appalling, considering we still 

live in a world where TV advertising at children is 

prohibited. Whatever rules we have does not keep 

pace with technology. 
 
Whilst it's not a correction to what I wrote in my last 

loc, I should perhaps amend it to report that I have 

an electronic subscription to The Guardian 

(Australia). I read this multiple times every day. I'm 

trying to reduce the number of times that I read The 

Guardian during weekdays, so that I have more time 

to do other things. 
 
I don't have either Matthew's or your expertise in the 

English Civil War. However, based upon the little 

that I've read about England in the 17th century, I too 

am fascinated by the "non-conformist religious 

groups of the mid-17th century". In theory I'd like to 

read more about them, but probably never will.  
 
SA: I was thinking of a new variant based on a map 

of London from circa 1650, with all these non-

comformist groups being the players, aiming for 

control of London. That then gives me the excuse for 

an article explain the backgrounds to the various 

sects. 
 
My former employer had all kinds of courses for 

academics on leadership. As I never aspired to a 

leadership position, I ignored all such offerings. It 

didn't take me long after I arrived in 2003 to realise 

that even Deans of Faculties were losing any 

"power" they once had, it was all being hoovered up 

https://www.linkedin.com/in/stephenagar
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by senior management. We were occasionally 

asked what courses we'd like to attend. My standard 

reply was to say that although I wasn't interested in 

leadership, I'd be interested in taking a subject on 

followership... I don't know why the university 

didn't take me up on that since what senior 

management has increasingly valued in Heads of 

School/Deans is academics who follow orders 

rather than those provide leadership of their 

school/faculty by questioning orders. 
 
SA: As I am ñold schoolò I think leadership is a 

skill that you have naturally, or you donôt. Learnt 

Leadership skills have always come across as 

unauthentic to me, a bit like Keir Starmer trying to 

appear statesmanlike. 
 
I enjoyed reading Toby's response to your article 

on Meta-Gaming. His comments about the 

performance of the French players at WDC 1994 

rang a few bells. I didn't attend ManorCon in 1994. 

I'm sure I heard all about it from Iain Bowen. I 

vaguely remember that Iain attended a French 

Diplomacy Convention sometime before WDC 

1994, he had some entertaining stories about it. It 

wouldn't surprise me if he'd predicted what would 

happen at WDC in 1994, but thirty plus years after 

the relevant York hobby meets, I no longer 

remember what he said. 
 
Following up on one of David Hood's comments, I 

think that throwing a game to punish or reward 

others can be an acceptable practice. This may 

depend upon what you mean by the word "reward". 

Is throwing a game to X to allow them to reach the 

top board in a tournament acceptable? 
 
SA: Personally, I wouldnôt do it, as it is not ñfairò 

to the other players. 
 
I was disappointed that you ran out of time and 

didn't include any zine reviews as I always enjoy 

reading them. Still, your link was also very helpful. 

Perhaps in the future we can see a return to zine 

reviews and a link to the issues being reviewed? 
 
SA: That may be possible, if I can improve my 

organisational skills a little bit. 
 
PS I just came across the world-diplomacy-

reference web page. I havenôt seen this before. 

Naturally, I thought I'd take a peek at my own 

games.  My first game of tournament diplomacy 

was at ManorCon in 1986.  Yes, I remember that 

game. I remember that the Italian player persuaded 

me to open F(Tri)-Alb, A(Vie)-Tri, A(Bud)-Gal. I 

was pretty green and I basically did what the Italian 

player told me to do. Why do I mention this? Well, 

because the web page tells me that the Italian player 

was....  Niall Litton. 
 
It is quite interesting to look at the games you played 

and who you played against. For example, at 

ManorCon 1989 I played Germany, and the Italian 

player was Dane Maslen. 
 
SA: I think Mark is referring to this site: 
 
https://world-diplomacy-database.com 

 

CHRIS TRINGHAM  

 

Good opening to the last issue! 
 
ñIt looks as if this is going to be the last issue of 

GSTZé..ò 
 
I donôt think you need to worry about only 20% of 

your readership actively participating. And do you 

really care whether they are interested in what you 

choose to publish? Isnôt that the joy of being able to 

write what you want and send it to 300 people? I 

mean, you could ask them to rate on a scale of -5 to 

10 how much they want to know about every single 

Diplomacy set ever published, but would you stop if 

they give negative feedback? Hope not! 
 
If we are commenting on the design, Iôm personally 

not so keen on the illustrations, or the two-column 

format. But please ignore me and carry on with 

whatever you want to do! 
 
SA: I like playing around with illustrations to 

brighten the zine up (so they will be staying), but I 

may experiment with a single column format and see 

what the feedback (if any) is like. 
 
If I might make a suggestion, I think it might help if 

your contents page was clickable?  
 
SA: Iôll try my best. 
 
Ha ha, I suppose I can name Alan Sharples and 

Richard Beattie as the guilty men who ate all the 

special fried rice. Alan was a surprise attendee at 

Manorocon in 2024 but kept insisting that this canôt 

possibly have happened 40 years ago. Of course, I 

had a document on my smartphone with dates of 

various Midcons and Manorcons!! 
 
Havenôt watched Big Brother or the Traitors, so canôt 

comment on that! But with all due respect to Keith 

https://world-diplomacy-database.com/
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Loveys and Steve Jones, that really would be niche 

TV.  
 
I do quite like the online versions of magazines (or 

newspapers) such as New Scientist and The 

Guardian, and they work well on a tablet. There 

was a time when (like Mark Nelson) I downloaded 

pdf editions of magazines and printed them in the 

office, but doing that at home when I am paying for 

the paper and ink seems a bit extravagant.  
 
Iôm anticipating that at some point we will have 

good enough colour e-paper devices at reasonable 

prices. Still not quite the same, but maybe thatôs 

where things are heading. 
 
I am reasonably good at remembering to read 

electronic editions but one feature that Iôd love 

would be a way of identifying what I have read and 

what I havenôt (both whole editions and individual 

articles). Or even reminders (though I do tend to 

switch off all notifications, so maybe not). At least 

with a physical magazine you can use a bookmark 

or fold it at the last page read, though my problem 

is that they can disappear under a pile of other 

unread stuff. 
 
Talking about forgetting subscriptions, I suspect 

that many people continue paying for all kinds of 

things that they donôt need or donôt use - and 

companies rely on that to stay in business. Iôll 

happily take out a free 1-month subscription or a 

cheap 6 month offer and cancel a few days before 

it expires (I had a one-month subscription to 

Newspapers.com for £1). Quite often they will then 

offer you a new deal if you cancel - best one was 

free for 6 months, another was half the already low 

price from the special offer that was about to 

expire. 
 
It baffles me that they keep doing this, but Amazon 

regularly offer me free trials of Kindle Unlimited 

and Audible and I always cancel a few days before 

I would have to pay. I suppose other people forget! 
 
SA: I often forget and end up paying for things I 

donôt use. I am sure there are many more like me. 

IN the old days there used to be book clubs and 

record clubs whereby they sent you a book/LP 

every month unless you remembered to say you 

didnôt want it. The whole business model was based 

on selling things to people that they didnôt want. 
 
I see that the government has a plan for fixing this: 
New laws to make it easier to cancel subscriptions and 

get refunds but I imagine people will still ignore the 

email reminders and not even notice the money has 

gone out of their bank account. 
 
I suspect that fully appreciating your article about the 

map of Europe after WWI requires me to sit down 

with an atlas (which I donôt have here in Hong 

Kong). The history of Poland is something else, and 

whilst I knew it got moved after WWII, its total 

abolition was something I had forgotten about. 
 
SA: History is full of interesting short-lived map 

anomalies. For example, did you know that for a 

brief period Finland extended to the Barents Sea 

(1920-1947) which would prevent A(StP)-Nwy! 
 
I totally agree with you about WhatsApp, though I 

think some people do try to use it as social media. 

Apparently, a lot of misinformation is spread 

through it, which is why there are limits on how 

many times something can be copied (which is only 

going to make a marginal difference).  
 
I am on Facebook and Bluesky but almost never 

post, and only rarely reply to people. 
 
My wife has a Facebook account that she canôt 

access, even with the assistance of our son who 

works for Meta. Maybe I can create her a dummy 

account to get around that, but they seem to have 

various controls that make it difficult. 
 
I had two temporary jobs in the civil service (both 

arranged by my father, who was in a fairly senior 

position in the DHSS). This was a long time ago, but 

it really did seem as if it was easy to avoid doing 

much work there, at least at the lower levels. To be 

fair, Iôve also worked in companies where it was 

clear that some staff were lazy and useless and they 

had gotten away with it for years. I actually felt a bit 

sorry for them when they did eventually get fired or 

made redundant - but I suppose if thatôs what youôre 

happy with itôs fine and it may well be possible to 

successfully get through to retirement or at least a 

lucrative redundancy. Just not for me, thanks! 
 
I was quite shocked by this tale of how difficult it can 

be to fire someone in the US - I donôt think that is 

typical, it used to surprise me sometimes when 

people would be gone almost immediately. I know 

that in Vietnam (for example) it seems to be quite 

tricky even when people have done obviously bad 

things. 
 
I think my father stayed in most of his roles (in the 

DHSS) for a relatively long time, maybe that has 

http://newspapers.com/
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cvg0v36ek2go
https://www.bbc.com/news/articles/cvg0v36ek2go
https://www.askamanager.org/2026/03/update-telling-a-new-employee-hes-not-cut-out-for-the-job.html
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changed more recently. I remember John Dodds 

telling me that it was largely up to him to find a new 

position if he wanted to make progress, and the new 

Cabinet Secretary (who is obviously very 

ambitious) has had a lot of different roles in 

different departments - and was probably never 

anywhere long enough to really become an expert. 
 
SA: I was briefly in the civil service in the 1980s. 

Everyone was expected to move on every2-4 years 

and changing department was the easiest way to 

get a promotion. 
 
But clearly there are some people who do have the 

ability to understand enough, ask the right 

questions and get things done without having in-

depth knowledge. However, one of my terrible 

bosses set up a regular meeting where the whole 

team (including people who reported to me) gave 

summaries of the work they were doing, and he 

thought he could ask incisive questions. But in 

reality, it was a waste of everyoneôs time preparing 

for it and ineffective because he didnôt understand 

enough, so it didnôt last very long. 
 
SA: The best bosses can sense when someone is 

omitting to tell them something and have a knack at 

finding the killer question to get to the truth. The 

worst bosses get cross when they hear things that 

conflict with what they want to hear and 

discourage honest feedback. Iôve had both types. 
 
Having two or three good bosses during a lifetime 

of work sounds about right, but I suppose that could 

be 3 out of 10 or 3 out of 100.  
 
Iôm kinda intrigued to know what James Hardy 

does. Is it data manipulation, some of which is 

biscuit related (as per LinkedIn)? Or is there 

another James Hardy in Liverpool who knows Pete 

Birks? I suppose I could ask him. 
 
Not sure where you got the idea that I didnôt watch 

ITV as a child. My viewing would have included 

Magpie, Thunderbirds, Captain Scarlet, How and 

probably Do Not Adjust Your Set. We did also 

have one of the early UHF sets so that we could 

watch BBC-2 (I think it broke down when we tried 

to tune into the other channels when they moved to 

- gasp - 625 lines). 
 
SA: Ah, but did you get to see Series 1 of The 

Goodies? They even managed some female nudity 

as it wasnôt considered a kids programme. 
 

When I meet up with my school friends it isnôt long 

before the conversation turns to bands that they saw 

live. Not me, unfortunately, sadly I went to very few. 

Interesting that you mention Elvis Costello, because 

heôs the only artist Iôve seen live more than once. Oh, 

and heôs on tour in the UK later in the year! But 

mainly sold out and quite expensive. 

 

Obviously, I havenôt played Diplomacy for a long 

time, but Iôd like to think that if Toby tried to re-

negotiate a deal so that he could stab me in Spring 

1904 I would anticipate him stabbing me in Spring 

1904 or at the latest in Autumn 1904. 
 
The Diplomacy Bingo games looks interesting, but 

again I have to question why anyone would choose 

to join Tobyôs gang. 

 

 
 
I think I used to be quite interested in the English 

Civil War. Maybe I studied it at school, and possibly 

I had a ñJackdawò on the subject. Also used to play 

that terrible Kingmaker game. Sadly, I wonôt be one 

of the two lucky players to test your doubtless 

excellent variant. I enjoyed this, though: 
 
ñ0. The rules of Diplomacy apply, except where 

amended below.ò 
 
Which (as far as I could tell before I got too bored 

reading it) seemed to be almost all of them. 
 
SA: Jackdaws were an excellent idea. For those who 

have never come across them, they were folders of 

facsimile copies of original documents related to a 

particular historical event, with an accompanying 

booklet. The idea was that it would make history 

more interesting if you could look at original 

materials, while studying a subject. I had quite a few, 

my favourites being the Black Death and Waterloo. 

Apparently, there were 150 of them. 

 

https://journals.uclpress.co.uk/herj/article/pubid/Hist_Educ_Res_J-22-3/
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ALEX LEBEDEV  
 
I think I have something to add to your UK 

Diplomacy sets overview. Last week I got in my 

hands a 1962 Intellectual Diversions edition. 
 
In your GSTZ #31 you identify the UKPID1a as 

having bullet shape and pointed flat rectangles fleet 

plastic pieces, but in my version I have big cubic 

plastic pieces for armies and long paralelepipeds 

for fleets. The Army pieces are hollow inside, but 

1-2 are just plain plastic cubes (probably 

production defect). 

 

 
 

 
 

Also the rules cover is with black text (while 

UKPID1b the text seems to be red). 
 
SA: Wow, an even earlier UK version, with the 

pieces being more like plastic copies of the wooden 

pieces in the US set. I have no memory of having 

seen a set like this before. Great find. Looks like I 

will have to amend the original article to make this 

the first UK edition - UKPID1a. 

MARTIN DAVIS  
 
Thanks for all your efforts in producing such a super 

zine. I genuinely sympathise with your removal 

problems. Iôm still combing through the ñstuffò that 

resulted from a sudden move we made 20 years ago. 

Iôve now two adult grandsons, who are interested in 

history, both domestic and in clippings Iôve 

accumulated - but never organised. They want to see 

what Iôve kept, but I know that left unsorted my tidy 

daughter in law would just get a skip and bin the lot. 

So, I feel that Iôm racing against mortality. 
 
As Marvell wrote,  
 
ñ... at my back I always hear 

Timeôs wing¯d chariot hurrying nearò 
 
SA: I always thought that John Donne was over-

rated and Andrew Marvell was underrated ï but I 

may be in a minority. 

 

DANE MASLEN  
 
The games zines I receive I read on my PC because 

to read them on the phone it would have to be in 

landscape mode. I more or less keep up with these, 

except during my winter holidays. Courtesy of 

Pressreader via my local library I have 'subscriptions' 

to three professional magazines, namely New 

Scientist (weekly), Rail (fortnightly) and Muy 

Interesante (monthly). I'm quite happy reading 

those on my phone in portrait mode, so I more or less 

keep up with new issues, again except during my 

winter holidays. 
 
Unfortunately, most of the other professional 

publications that I receive electronically require the 

phone to be in landscape mode (and even then can be 

awkward to read if they have wide columns), so I 

prefer to read them on my PC. I tend to fall behind 

on these because there's usually plenty of other 

things I prefer to do while sat at the PC. 
 
Consequently despite a general preference for 

electronic publications (because they won't clutter 

the house up if I keep them), there are several 

professional publications that I still get as hardcopy 

so that I can read them in odd moments, usually 

during visits to the loo, but that does mean that they 

get binned once read. 
 
I was once told the story of two people that went out 

for a Chinese meal. One of them ordered a special 

duck main course. The other ordered a set meal for 

two, which somewhat confused the waiter. 
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Eventually various trays of food started turning up, 

which the glutton tucked into. The other got rather 

impatient waiting for his main course to arrive, so 

he called the waiter over to complain. The waiter 

protested that he'd already brought it. He pointed at 

the relevant tray just as the glutton was finishing 

the last of its contents off. He'd eaten not only his 

own set meal for two but also his companion's main 

course. 
 
SA: I think that happens at Games Conventions all 

the time. 

 

JAMES HARDY  
 
Iôve not managed to drag myself up into the loft but 

I did drag myself into the garage when I read your 

comments on Plague and managed to find my copy. 

I used to play it with some friends in Bolton. Iôm 

being told Iôm going to ManorCon this year (I am 

Stretchyôs taxi as our spouses are commandeering 

his car that weekend) so Iôll bring it along. I donôt 

remember the game itself being so great, mostly 

luck, but the subject matter was what convinced my 

friends to play it! 
  
The ECW game you advertised looks so familiar. I 

have an ECW game in a tube, but thatôs based on a 

David Watts RR style map so obvs different. If you 

need an ñevenò player, Iôll give it a go. Liverpool 

was one of the ports that the Royalists controlled at 

the start of the ECW but the Parliamentarians 

captured it in 1643, mainly to stop Irish 

reinforcements. Prince Rupert recaptured in 1644 

but it took 16 days and the loss of over 1,000 men 

(about 10% of his army), and then only as a 

sympathiser in the local Molyneux family fed him 

intel about the defences. Parliament won it back in 

the winter via a blockade and ordered the castle be 

dismantled after the war. What was left of it was 

then repurposed to build Liverpoolôs first dock in 

1710 ï it nearly bankrupted the town but it was the 

spark that ignited the future city. Sorry, went into 

ramble mode there. 
  
I definitely went to at least one Duncan Adams 

House Con but I donôt remember at all the one 

Toby mentions. Pretty sure Allan Stagg came to 

one of them, in Buckingham, and we could hear the 

F1 cars roaring around Silverstone 10k away, but 

thatôs about all I do remember! I do remember DA 

going on to run a pub and myself and a few friends 

crashed there one weekend ï the friends were 

Bolton fans and were going to a play off at 

Wembley on the Sunday. This stuck in the head as 

when they got up on Sunday morning, hungover to 

hell, they couldnôt find anyone conscious enough in 

the pub to let them out! In the end they climbed out 

of a transom window in the kitchen ï unfortunately 

this was in the days before mobile phone cameras. 
  
Tobyôs diplomacy shenanigans extend beyond cash 

inducements. I remember at MasterCon I in 1994 we 

were on a table together in the last round and he 

asked me to throw a few centres to him at game end 

to give him the table, and so the tournament, win. 

This was when Shaun offered cash prizes and Tobyôs 

angle was that he would give said prize to John 

Colledge as heôd recently lost his father. I refused as 

unfortunately for Toby, Iôd had two good results 

already and was on course for my best ever 

Diplomacy tournament result, which manifested as 

3rd place (another trophy I still have ï 

somewhereé), a handful of points ahead of Guy 

Thomas. Toby still came second, but a fair way 

behind Bob Kendrick (RIP). 
  
I loved the articles about the divvying up of Europe 

after WW1 and the German/Turkish ships. My guess 

is you read something curiosity peaking somewhere, 

started to dig and before you know it you have 10 

different web pages open trying to correlate and 

summarise them into a paragraph or five. Thatôs 

what I do with my local history stuff, though often I 

end up finding something more interesting/quirky 

and so talking about something completely different 

to the initial spark! 
 
SA: Thatôs often what happens to me. For some 

reason this time I idly wondered why Italy joined in 

the First World War late, on the side of the allies. 

That took me to lots of different web pages and the 

result is a short article. But that got me thinking 

about the Ven/Tri dilemma in Diplomacy, which got 

me thinking about solutions etc. etc. Before I knew it 

I had 11 pages of material. 
 
When I heard ñWDC in Greeceò last year I was all 

for it. Iôm not sure if it was me who substituted 

ñGreeceò with ñAthensò though, as it is Athens I 

really want to go. I convinced my sister to have the 

kids for 5 days and the missus to join me, but when 

I looked into it the venue is 90 minutes from Athens 

via two buses, flights were circa £700 each from 

Manchester (I just flew to Barcelona and back from 

Liverpool for under £50) and the main attraction 

outside the venue is a beach. Instant huge drop in 

interest. I considered staying in Athens and 



- ISSUE 35 - DEADLINE FRIDAY 15
th

 MAY  

  

Page 14  

commuting to the venue for one or two days, but I 

knew I wouldnôt ï Iôd just want to walk myself into 

the ground in Athens. So, weôve booked a long 

weekend in London instead where I will definitely 

walk myself and the missus into the ground. Hope 

you all have a great time there ï donôt forget a hat 

and sun cream and say ñhelloò to Dave Wreathall 

for me! 

 

KEVIN WILSON  
 
While reading the rules to the English Civil War III 

variant I found an error/typo and have a question. 
 
The error/typo relates to the Welsh areas. The map 

shows the multi-county areas as NWa(2), MWa(3) 

and SWa(2) but the text and table show MWa(2) 

and SWa(3). Which is correct? 
 
SA: Good spot. The table is correct; Iôll correct the 

map. 
 
The question concerns the Leader Units (LU). The 

rules for LUs stateé ñA LU with a regular army in 

effect adds one to the strength of that Army but may 

not act independently of the order the Army 

receives until the LU is in a County without a 

friendly Army.ò If the LU cannot act independently 

from the army it accompanies, how does it find 

itself in a County without an army? Seems if it must 

take the same order it cannot separate from the 

army so will not be alone. What am I 

misinterpreting? 
 
SA: Yes, that is badly expressed. I was trying to 

prevent a LU accompanying a regular unit being 

able to affect combat in two different spaces in the 

same turn. So, a better way to put it would be that 

ña LU which is in the same space as an army may 

only either (a) add 1 to whatever the army is 

attempting to do that turn or (b) move away from 

the Army.ò 

 

 

Insurrection Diplomacy 
 

by Hugh Polley 
 

This diplomacy variant adds rules and restrictions 

to the game. It adds a rogue insurrection unit, which 

you can create in the Winter turn and remove in the 

summer turn. You can use just one of your winter 

builds to create a rogue army unit in any 

unoccupied foreign supply centre on the map. This 

unit cannot receive support and cannot hold in place 

if attacked by one or more units; it may retreat and 

attack with the same force as a regular army. 
 
1. Once per year, a power may build one insurrection 

unit in place of a regular unit on any SC not already 

having a unit. This unit has the shorthand letter R 

instead of A or F. 
 
Once built, a Rogue unit does not need a SC to 

sustain it, thus a player may have more units than he 

has SCs. Rogue units exist until forced to retreat or 

ordered to be removed by the owning power. 
 
2. Insurrection rogue units can be built on any SC not 

already occupied by an Army or Fleet, including 

home SC's. If one of the players attempting to build 

on an SC is the owner of that SC, his unit, rogue or 

not, is built. If more than one non-owner is 

attempting to build a unit on the same SC, none are 

built on the SC. If your Rogue unit creation order is 

not executed, you miss out on that build for the year. 
 
3. Rogue units do not change the ownership of an 

SC, but no owner, including the owner of the rogue 

unit, may count an SC occupied by a rogue unit to 

support their unit count! Thus, he may have 5 SC but 

only 4 units, as one of his SC is occupied by his or a 

foreign rogue unit.  
 
4. Rogue units can only receive two orders by the 

power that created them; to move or to hold. They 

cannot receive support when holding or moving, but 

they can cut the support of another unit. When 

ordered to move, it behaves like a regular unit, with 

the same movement power as a single army unit. 
 
5. A moving Rogue unit will  dislodge another 

holding or blocked Rogue unit. A Rogue unit can 

retreat if the retreat order accompanies the move or 

hold order. R Con H (Bul, Ank, Smy), otherwise it is 

OTB even in games where retreats are done with the 

next set of orders. 
 
6. Rogue units cannot hold in position as they have 

zero holding power. A single attacking unit 

dislodges them, regardless of whether they are 

holding or blocked from moving. 
 
7. A player may remove a Rogue unit by retreating it 

OTB, or removing it in the summer turn, or by 

building a regular unit on a home centre the Rogue 

unit is occupying. 
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A Brief History of the 

Diplomacy Rulebook 
 

by Stephen Agar 
 

 
 

AMBIGUITY  AND ARGUMENT - THE 

DIPLOMACY  RULEBOOK , 1959ï1971 
 
When Allan B. Calhamer introduced Diplomacy in 

1959, he unintentionally offered players something 

both novel and disarmingly simple: a game in 

which the rules appeared straightforward, yet the 

outcomes could be endlessly complex. The system 

of simultaneous orders, mutual support, and 

negotiation-driven play was immediately 

compelling. For most early players, gathered 

around a table, the rules worked well enough. They 

were clear in ordinary circumstances and, where 

they were not, the players themselves supplied the 

necessary interpretation. 
 
Although Games Research Inc quickly took over 

production of the game, their 1961 Rulebook, to all 

intents and purposes, was really just a reprint of 

Allanôs 1959 rules. It was only when the game 

began to travelðinto postal play, competitive 

circles, and the growing network of hobby zinesð

that the limits of those original rules became 

apparent. The rulebook revealed itself as a source 

of inconsistency. The rules were not so much 

incomplete as under-specified. They described the 

game admirably in its typical situations but faltered 

when confronted with unusual or highly 

interdependent situations. 

 
Because of this, Calhamer often responded to queries 

from players during the 1960s. These clarifications 

were usually in personal letters and sometimes 

circulated informally and occasionally appeared in 

early zines. But they were not consolidated into an 

official revised rulebook during the 1960s. 
 
It is telling to look at the House Rules of a 

Diplomacy zine in the late 1960s. They tend to be 

quite long, spelling out which interpretation the GM 

will use for the various ambiguities in the rulebook. 

For example, in the Albion house rules Don Turnbull 

lists: 

 

Something Had to be Done 
 
By the late 1960s, the cumulative effect of these 

ambiguities had become unmistakable. The game 

itself remained stable and deeply engaging, but the 

experience of play could vary depending on who was 

adjudicating and under what conventions. Zines 

became the forum in which these differences were 

aired. Editors published rulings, players submitted 

arguments, and a kind of collective jurisprudence 

began to take shape. It was, in its own way, an 

extension of the gameôs diplomatic spirit: 

negotiation not merely between powers on the board, 

but between interpretations of the rules themselves. 
 
By way of an example, I have linked to a copy of the 

Erewhon Diplomacy House Rules (Dated 1 January 

1970), so you can see in detail all the various 

situations that had to be considered because the 

published Rules were considered inadequate. 
 
At the instigation of John R. Moot, President of 

Games Research Inc, during the summer of 1970 two 

different draft revisions were prepared ï one by Rod 

Walker (publisher of Erehwon) and another by 

Stephen Manion (a Harvard student commissioned 

by Games Research Inc.). In the autumn Rod 

combined the two different drafts into a working 

draft, which Stephen Manion then refined into a final 

draft over Christmas 1970. All of this was done 

taking on board suggestions from Allan Calhamer. 

Iôm lucky enough to have copies of some of the 

back-and-forth correspondence. The rules finally 

appeared at the end of 1971. Whereas the 1961 

rulebook ran to 8 pages, the 1971 edition was 11 

pages long. Once it appeared in the US, it was 

quickly adopted in the UK. 
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A Summary of the Problems 
 
1. The Convoy System 
 
Among the earliest and most persistent difficulties 

lay in the convoy system. The original rules 

explained how fleets could carry armies across 

water, and how fleets themselves might be 

attacked, but they did not fully address what should 

happen when these two processes collided. Players 

soon encountered situations in which the success of 

a convoy depended on the outcome of an attack on 

the convoying fleet, while the success of that attack 

seemed in turn to depend on whether the convoy 

succeeded. The logic became circular. An army 

might reach its destination only if the fleet 

survived, yet the fleet might survive only if the 

army reached its destination. 
 
In practice, different groups resolved this problem 

in different ways. Some GMs ruled that any attack 

on a convoying fleet was sufficient to disrupt the 

convoy, regardless of the outcome. Others insisted 

that only a successfully dislodged fleet could 

interrupt the movement. A few attempted more 

elaborate, conditional interpretations, though these 

often proved too cumbersome for regular use. 

Calhamer himself appears to have approached such 

situations pragmatically, favouring outcomes that 

preserved the intended spirit of the rules, but he did 

not publish a definitive, general solution. 
 
Brannanôs Rule was one attempt to deal with this 

issue by ruling that a convoyed attack (through one 

or more fleets) does not cut the support for an attack 

on the body of water containing one of the 

convoying fleets. 
 
Example 
 
France: A(Spa)-Nap C by F(GoL) & F(TYS)* ; 
 
Italy: F(ION)-TYS S by F(Nap) 
 
Another convoy problem not covered by the 

original rules was what should happen if two 

convoy routes were possible and only one of them 

was disrupted. Did the convoy succeed or not? 
 
Example 
 
England: A(Lon)-Bel; F(ENG) C A(Lon)-Bel; 

F(NTH) C A(Lon)-Bel; 
 
France: F(MAO) S F(Bre)-ENG 
 
This was known as the Shagrin ñAlternative 

Convoyò Issue. Most GMs ruled that any attempt 

to prescribe alternate convoy routes was not legal, 

and any such order would be interpreted as an 

attempt to convoy through all of the fleets listed. 

Thus, if any of the fleets were dislodged, the convoy 

would fail. This was adopted in the 1971 Rulebook. 
 
However, this then raised the prospect of the 

ñunwanted convoyò. Consider this situation: 
 
England A(Lon)-Bel C by F(NTH) 
 
Germany: F(ENG) C ENGLISH A(Lon)-Bel 
 
France: F(MAO) S F(Bre)-ENG 
 
Does the ñunwantedò convoy by the German 

F(ENG) mean that A(Lon)-Bel fails? Surprisingly, 

the various rulebooks didnôt deal with this situation 

until the 2023 edition by Renegade. 

 

2. Support 
 
Closely related to this difficulty was the question of 

whether a convoyed attack should behave like any 

other attack for the purposes of cutting support. The 

original rules did not explicitly distinguish between 

direct and convoyed attacks in this respect, leaving 

room for interpretation. 
 
Some GMs treated all attacks as equivalent, 

reasoning that the method of arrival should not affect 

the result. Others argued that a convoyed attack, 

being indirect, should not cut support unless it 

actually succeeded in dislodging the unit in question. 

The absence of a clear rule led to divergent practices 

across the hobby, with American and British circles 

sometimes developing subtly different conventions. 

The 1971 rulebook accepted that all attacks or equal 

when it comes to cutting support (subject to 

Brennanôs rule, discussed above). 
 
The idea of an ñunwanted convoyò noted above also 

raises the question of the ñunwanted supportò, which 

was called the Reinhardt Gambit. 
 
Example 
 
France: A(Gas)-Spa; A(Mar)-Spa 
 
Italy: F(WMS) S FRENCH A(Mar)-Spa; A(Pie)-

Mar 
 
The support was clearly unwanted, but the prevalent 

ruling adopted by the 1971 Rulebook was to allow 

an ñunwantedò support to stand? 
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3. Movement Difficulties 
 
Even the basic geography of the board was not 

entirely free from ambiguity. The rules referred to 

ñspacesò and ñcoastsò without providing a fully 

systematic definition of their relationship. 

Provinces such as Spain and Bulgaria, which 

possess multiple coasts, exposed this uncertainty. 

Was Spain (north coast) the same space as Spain 

(south coast), or were they to be treated as distinct 

destinations for fleets?  
 
Could a player order a fleet simply to ñSpain,ò 

leaving the precise coast unspecified, or must the 

order always be exact? In the absence of firm 

guidance, some GMS demanded strict precision, 

requiring players to specify coasts in every relevant 

order. Others were more forgiving, interpreting 

ambiguous instructions in what they considered the 

most reasonable manner. The result was a 

patchwork of local practices, each internally 

consistent but not universally shared. The 1971 

Rulebook adopted a sensible compromise that 

coasts only need to be specified if the order would 

be ambiguous (e.g. F(MAO)-Spa and F(Con)-Bul). 
 
Another unanswered question was whether units 

could ever exchange spaces. Although the 1971 

rulebook allowed this on the occasion when a fleet 

was used (e.g. A(Hol)-Bel C by F(NTH); F(Bel)-

Hol), it specifically ruled that the ñcoastal crawl 

and crawling retreatsò were illegal, despite Allan 

Calhammer approving of it and nearly all US GMs 

(such as Rod Walker) allowing it. 
 
An example of the coastal crawl would be: 
 
FRANCE: F(Spa)nc ï Por; 
 
ENGLAND: F(Por)-Spa sc 
 
A ñCrawling Retreatò would be: 
 
FRANCE: F(MAO) S F(Spa)nc ï Por 
 
ENGLAND: F(Por)*  Holds  [F(Por) retreats to Spa 

sc] 
 
Then there was the dilemma of whether a unit could 

only support a unit that was in a position it could 

move to or was it sufficient that the unit could move 

to the space the unit being supported was in, even 

if it was a different coast? 
 
Example 
 
Is F(Nwy) s F(StP)sc a legal support? 
 

Rod Walkerôs Erewhon House Rules from 1968 

would allow the support. But not vice versa as a 

F(St)sc cannot move to Nwy. 
 
The handling of invalid or poorly written orders 

presented another challenge. The original rules did 

not consistently explain what should happen when a 

player attempted an impossible move, issued a 

contradictory instruction, or failed to specify a 

necessary detail. In some games, such orders were 

treated as holds, the unit simply remaining in place. 

In others, GMs attempted to infer the playerôs 

intention and resolve the order accordingly. There 

were even instances in which invalid orders were 

effectively ignored, leaving the unit in a kind of 

undefined state. While each approach had its 

advocates, the lack of standardisation made it 

difficult to compare games or to ensure fairness 

across different playing groups. The 1971 rulebook 

clarified that such orders should be interpreted as 

holding. 
 
Support, the central mechanic of Diplomacy, was 

itself clear in principle but occasionally uncertain in 

application. The rules stated that support could be cut 

by attack yet did not fully explore every difficult ,  

 

 
 

THE CONFUSED SULTAN 
 

KASIER WILHELM : ñDONôT WORRY, ITôS QUITE 

SIMPLE. LET ME EXPLAIN IT TO YOU!ò 
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case. Questions arose when a unit was attacked by 

a force connected to the very action it was 

supporting or when chains of support and attack 

formed complex interdependencies. Over time, a 

general understanding began to emerge within the 

community that support should not be cut if the 

attack came from the province against which the 

support was directed, but this principle was not 

explicitly stated in the original text. Instead, it 

developed through discussion, correspondence, 

and repeated adjudication. 

 

4. Dislodged Units 
 
The original rules were silent on what would 

happen if two units tried to retreat to the same 

space. Calhamer had sympathy for the idea that the 

players should be able to try again to retreat 

elsewhere, but that was disliked by postal GMs as 

it would delay the game too much. The 1971 

Rulebook decreed that both should be removed. 
 
One major debate in the resolution of conflict that 

was not covered by the original rules is what 

happens if a unit which is attempting to move to the 

space from which it is being attacked and would 

ordinarily be in a stand-off with another unit, does 

the stand-off still occur? 
 
Example 
 
Germany: A(Mun)-Bur; A(Ruh) S A(Mun)-

Bur;A(Ber)-Mun; 
 
France: A(Bur)-Mun 
 
Does the German A(Ber)-Mun succeed or not? In 

1966 John Koning proposed Koningôs Rule 

whereby a dislodged unit can have no effect on the 

province from which it was dislodged from. Hence 

A(Ber)-Mun succeeds. This rule was adopted in 

1971. There were also two extensions to the rule. 

Wells; Extension said that Koningôs Rule operates 

even if the dislodged unit was supported in its 

attack (if the entering unit was equally well 

supported). Turnerôs Extension said that if no unit 

follows the victorious unit into the space it vacated, 

that space is available for retreat by a dislodged 

unit, since it was not left vacant by a stand-off. 
 
Sadly, John Koning passed away in 1974 from 

complications of diabetes at the age of only 31. He 

was a teacher at St Thomas Aquinas Catholic 

School in Louisville and a graduate of Youngstown 

State University. 
 

Another issue with regard to dislodged units was 

whether a dislodged unit could ever give a valid 

support, despite being dislodged. John Boardman 

had suggested that the support should be allowed. 

However, Don Miller has ruled the opposite. In the 

1971 rules, Millerôs Rule was adopted. 
 
Example 
 
Germany: A(Ber) ï Pru S by A(Sil). 
 
Russia: A(Pru)-Sil S by A(War); F(BAL)-Pru 
 
What would happen if a unit was simultaneously 

attacked and dislodged by two separate attacks at the 

same time. Which attack should succeed? And what 

should happen to the unit in question: 
 
Example 
 
Austria: F(Tri) Holds 
 
Russia: A(Vie) S A(Bud)-Tri 
 
Italy: A(Tyr) S A(Ven)-Tri 
 
The ñBeleaguered Garrisonò rule was endorsed by 

the 1971 Rulebook which meant that the unit 

survived and the two attacks stood each other off. 
 
And what should happen in the ñGilliland Situationò 

where only two players are involved? 
 
Example 
 
Austria: F(Tri) Holds; A(Vie) S A(Bud)-Tri 
 
Italy: A(Tyr) S A(Ven)-Tri 
 
The consensus was that made no difference and that 

F(Tri) survived. 

 

5. Retreats 
 
Retreats, too, proved more subtle than they first 

appeared. The original rules made it clear that a 

dislodged unit could not retreat to the province from 

which it had been attacked, nor to a space already 

occupied. Yet they did not fully address what should 

happen when a province had been contested during 

the turn but ended up empty. Could a unit retreat 

there, or was the very fact of conflict sufficient to 

render it unavailable? 
 
Different GMs reached different conclusions. Some 

allowed retreats into such provinces, reasoning that 

the final state of the board should determine legality. 

Others prohibited them, arguing that any contested 

space should be considered unsafe. Gradually, the 
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latter view gained acceptance, but not before 

considerable debate. 
 
Rod Walker adopted a position that although 

retreating to a space where there had been a 

standoff was generally prohibited, a fleet dislodged 

from any province bordering a double coasted 

province may retreat to that province, even if it is 

vacant due to a stand-off, if the stand-off was 

between two other fleets, both attacking the coast 

other than the one to which the dislodged fleet must 

retreat. This was not followed in 1971.  
 
And did players always have to order a retreat? 

Could they simply remove it? Many US zines had 

determined various automatic rules as to how to 

retreat a unit if the player had forgotten to order a 

retreat (such as Justôs Right Hand Rule), whereas 

others had allowed a ñfast retreat homeò i.e. 

allowing the unit to be disbanded and (in an 

Autumn season) rebuilt. Allan Calhamer objected 

to this quite strongly in Brobdingnag in 1968. 

Despite this the 1971 rulebook explicitly allowed a 

player to disband a unit rather than retreat it. 

 

6. Winning 
 
The original rules stated that the winner was the 

first to have a majority of the pieces on the board 

(presumably at the end of any move (Spring or 

Autumn) and was silent if it was assumed that there 

would be 34 pieces on the board or not). Indeed, in 

Serendipity #51 (October 1970) Allan Calhamer 

wrote that he had deliberately chosen the weakest 

majority rule he could find, because ñit is difficult 

enough to bring the game to an end as it is.ò The 

1971 rulebook changed the victory criteria to be the 

first player to control 18 supply centres ï a very 

unpopular decision with US GMôs at the time 

(including Rod Walker). 

 

Miscellaneous Nonsense 
 
If you take a look at the Erewhon House Rules 

mentioned earlier, you will see that Rod Walker 

even felt the need to have a section of his House 

Rules called Miscellaneous Nonsenseò. It said: 
 
ñNumerous rule interpretations and changes 

which have cropped up from time to time, and are 

not recognized in Erewhon, include: 
 
a. Support, in standing, of a unit ordered to move 

and stood off. This is not legal: A(Bul)-Rum; 

A(Con) S A(Bul) (illegal). 

 
b. The cutting of the cutting of the support. This 

concept is not sanctioned by the rules. The attack of 

unit A upon province B cuts the support of a unit in 

B, even though A in its turn is attacked by unit C. 
 
c. ñCutting your own throatò is not legal. A player 

may not cut the support being given by one of his own 

units. 
 
d. Conveyed support. Support may not be convoyed. 
 
e. Retreat to a province left vacant by a stand-off. 

There is no way this can be accomplished except in 

the very limited conditions specified in rules 23D 

(the Crawling Retreat which Erewhon allowed, but 

eh 1971 rulebook did not) and 24 (retreats to double 

coasted provinces, also not adopted by the 1971 

Rulebook). 
 
f. Retreat via convoy. A dislodged unit may not 

retreat by way of a convoy. 
 
g. The Spring Raid is not used. The ownership of a 

province is not affected in any way by movements 

which occur during the Spring move. 
 
h. Inland convoys. Fleets located in coastal 

provinces may not convoy. Constantinople and 

Denmark are coastal provinces. 
 
i. The Annihilated Convoy. An army being convoyed 

is not annihilated if one of its convoying fleets is 

dislodged and annihilated. 
 
j. The ñKey Ruleò. The rule that a unit ordered to 

move gives up its claim to its province and, hence, if 

prevented from moving may be dislodged by a single 

unsupported attack is contrary to the Rules. It is not 

observed in Erewhon.ò 
 
If nothing else, this demonstrates that there was a 

great deal of uncertainty as to what the Diplomacy 

rules should be ï hence the overwhelming need for 

the 1971 Rulebook. 
 
The 1971 revision can be seen as the moment when 

this process of constant discussion and refinement of 

the rules crystallised. It did not introduce new 

mechanics or alter the fundamental nature of the 

game. Instead, it gathered the accumulated wisdom 

of the preceding decade and expressed it in a more 

precise and structured form. Sometimes hard 

decisions were made, which could have gone either 

way. Definitions were clarified, relationships made 

explicit, and many of the most troublesome 

ambiguities addressed, if not entirely eliminated.  
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However, the true significance of the 1971 rules 

lies not in what they changed, but in what they 

enabled. They made Diplomacy dependable. They 

allowed it to move from the informal setting of the 

tabletop into the structured world of postal play and 

organised competition. They provided a common 

language for a growing international community. 
 

 

GRADUAL EVOLUTION , 1971ï2023 
 

The 1971 edition, published by Games Research, 

did not alter the fundamental mechanics of 

Diplomacy. The map remained the same, the 

powers unchanged, and the basic system of 

movement, support, and convoy intact. What it did 

instead was to impose structure. The rules were 

reorganised, numbered, and clarified. Definitions 

were tightened, relationships between concepts 

made explicit, and many of the ambiguities that had 

troubled early adjudicators were addressed. It was 

in this edition that Diplomacy first became a game 

that could be adjudicated consistently across 

different groups. If the 1959 rules captured the 

spirit of the game, the 1971 rules captured its logic. 

The significance of this transition cannot be 

overstated: it is the moment at which Diplomacy 

became a stable institution rather than a flexible 

pastime. 
 
The Avalon Hill edition of 1976, which brought the 

game to a wider audience, did not in fact introduce 

any new rules. It was, in essence, a republication of 

the 1971 text, presented within Avalon Hillôs 

familiar format. Its importance lies not in 

innovation but in dissemination. For many players, 

particularly in the United Kingdom and North 

America, this was the version through which they 

first encountered the game. The ñAvalon Hill 

rulesò became synonymous with standard play, 

even though the substance of those rules had been 

established five years earlier. 
 
The next significant development came with the 

1982 edition, often referred to as the second Avalon 

Hill edition. Here, for the first time since 1971, 

substantive changes were introduced. These were 

focused primarily on the resolution of difficult  

cases, particularly those involving convoys. The 

so-called convoy paradoxðsituations in which the 

success of a convoy and the fate of the convoying 

fleet appeared to depend on each otherðhad long 

been a source of difficulty. The 1982 rules 

attempted to address this by refining the principles 

governing convoyed attacks and their interaction 

with support. In doing so, they brought greater 

logical consistency to the system, though not without 

introducing new complexities. The significance of 

the 1982 edition lies in its willingness to engage 

directly with the most challenging aspects of the 

gameôs logic, even at the risk of making the rules 

more intricate. Some players regard the 1982 edition 

as the most precise and comprehensive. 
 
A decade later, the 1992 edition offered a different 

kind of refinement. Rather than introducing new 

rules, it focused on clarity. The language was 

improved, distinctions between order types made 

more explicit, and the presentation streamlined. In 

many respects, this was an editorial consolidation of 

the advances made in 1971 and 1982. Its importance 

lies in its accessibility. By making the rules easier to 

read and understand, it helped to sustain the gameôs 

appeal at a time when new players were 

encountering it through a variety of channels, 

including early online play. 
 
The turn of the millennium brought a far more 

ambitious revision. The 2000 edition, published 

under Hasbroôs stewardship of Avalon Hill, 

represented a complete rewrite of the rulebook. The 

aim was to make Diplomacy more approachable, 

particularly for new players unfamiliar with its 

conventions. The tone became more explanatory, 

with additional examples and a less formal structure.  
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At the same time, a number of subtle rule changes 

and clarifications were introduced, particularly in 

relation to convoys and special cases. While this 

edition may have succeeded in making the game 

more accessible, it also drew criticism from 

experienced players, who felt that some of the 

precision of earlier versions had been lost. The 

2000 rules occupy an ambiguous position in the 

history of the game: they are both a modernisation 

and, in some respects, a step away from the rigour 

that had been painstakingly developed over the 

previous decades. 
 
The 2008 edition, published by Wizards of the 

Coast, did little to alter this trajectory. It was 

largely a re-presentation of the 2000 rules, with 

improved layout and minor terminological 

adjustments. Its significance is therefore limited, 

serving primarily to keep the game in print and 

accessible to a new generation of players. In terms 

of substance, it represents continuity rather than 

change. 
 
It is only with the 2023 edition, published by 

Renegade Games, that we see another meaningful 

step in the evolution of the rulebook. This edition 

reflects not only the accumulated experience of 

decades of play but also the influence of online 

adjudication systems and tournament practice. 

While the core mechanics remain unchangedðas 

they have since 1959ðthe rules now incorporate a 

number of clarifications that align the written text 

with how the game is actually played in practice. 

Ambiguities that had persisted for years are 

addressed more directly. The handling of invalid 

orders is made explicit, coast-specific interactions 

are clarified, and retreat rules are defined with a 

precision that earlier editions lacked. Perhaps most 

notably, the rulebook acknowledges alternative 

game endings, such as time-limited or turn-limited 

play, reflecting the realities of modern tournaments. 
 
The significance of the 2023 edition lies in its role as 

a standardising force. It does not seek to reinvent 

Diplomacy, nor even to refine its underlying logic in 

the way that the 1982 edition attempted. Instead, it 

consolidates. It brings the written rules into 

alignment with established practice, reducing the 

gap between official text and lived experience. In 

doing so, it marks the culmination of a long process 

that began with the informal ambiguities of 1959. 
 
Looking back across these editions, it is striking how 

little the game itself has changed. The essential 

structure conceived by Calhamer has proved 

remarkably resilient. What has evolved is not the 

game, but its expression. The rulebook has moved 

from conversation to code, from a set of guiding 

principles to a fully articulated system. Each edition 

has contributed to this process in its own way: the 

original rules by establishing the design, the 1971 

revision by imposing structure, the 1982 edition by 

grappling with logical edge cases, the 1992 and 2000 

versions by improving accessibility, and the 2023 

edition by aligning theory with practice. 
 
It is a testament to the strength of the original design 

that such evolution has been possible without 

fundamental change. Diplomacy remains, at its core, 

the same game it was in 1959. The difference is that 

ambiguity has been removed. 
 
One might say that the players have spent over sixty 

years negotiating not only with each other, but with 

the rules themselvesðand that, at last, the rules have 

begun to agree. 

 

 

Edition   Year  Publisher    
Original 1959 Allan B. Calhamer First published rules 

Reprint 1961 Games Research Inc Reprint 

1st Revision 1971 Games Research Inc Major clarification of rules 

Reprint 1976 The Avalon Hill Game Co. Same as 1971 

2nd Edition 1982 Avalon Hill Game Co. Some additional Paradox fixes 

3rd Edition 1992 The Avalon Hill Game Co. Deluxe Diplomacy. Editorial clarity 

4th Edition 2000 Avalon Hill Games Inc. Full rewrite in simpler language 

5th Edition 2008 Wizards of the Coast LLC Cosmetic update 

6th Edition 2023 Renegade Games / Avalon Hill Modern clarification + minor rule tweaks 

 

Copies of all the various rulebooks can be found at www.diplomacyzines.co.uk 
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The H. V. Kaltenborn Game of 

Diplomacy (1939) 
 

Twenty years before Calhamerôs game was 

published, there had already been a boardgame 

called Diplomacy published by the Trend Game 

Company of Illinois. 
 
It was promoted as the ñH.V. Kaltenborn Game of 

Diplomacyò, though it is not likely that Kaltenborn 

had any part in its creation. Kaltenborn (1878-

1965) was a famous American radio news 

commentator in the 1930s. His name was just used 

to promote the game during the tense international 

climate just before the Second World War. 
 
The game was not the negotiation-heavy design we 

know today. Instead, it was closer to a dice-driven 

empire-building game, with nice metal pieces for 

2-4 players. 
 
According to BoardGameGeek the goal of the 

game is to be the Diplomat that creates the Greatest 

World Empire by controlling strategic location 

cards, collecting Colony and Independent Country 

Flag cards and acquiring and deploying soldiers, 

battleships and bombers. 
 
The map consists of a track around the board with 

flags representing various countries of the world, 

across the centre of the board is the Bridge of Flags 

representing the six great colonizing countries 

(Russia, France, England, Germany, Japan and 

Italy). Interestingly, despite being an American 

game, the USA is not a player, nor represented on 

the board. Odd. 
 
At the beginning of the game, players pick one of 

the six great countries as their home country. They 

get one Diplomat, 10 consulates, 5 soldiers, 1 

bomber and 1 battleship. The battleship and bomber 

are placed on the home country flag and all the 

diplomats are placed on "Start". 
 
The mechanic of the game consists of movement 

around the path of flags via the roll of dice (doubles 

get a second roll). When a player lands on a colony 

he places a soldier, a second landing on the same 

colony gains a consulate and the Country Flag card. 

Landing on an independent country gains an 

immediate colony. Soldiers can be captured if 

another player lands on a colony before a consulate 

is placed. Players can move across the Bridge of 

Flags if they land on one of the two Neutral 

Countries, doing so gains the player a battleship or 

bomber. The battleship or bomber can be used to 

gain a strategic location flag if he owned when he 

lands on a strategic location. 
 
Normally players can only move clockwise but 

control of a strategic location allows the player to 

move either direction when he lands on one. 

Additional game play is added via cards introduced 

by landing on an "Isolation" spot. 
 
The game ends when one player has placed 10 

consulates. Flags, and captured tokens are worth 

points and the player with the most points at the end 

wins the game. 
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Physical components included a large folding 

board (about 24 inches wide), metal pieces such as 

soldiers, ships, and aircraft and cards representing 

territories or colonies. 
 
It was 1939. The theme reflected the pre-WWII 

geopolitical atmosphere, with players competing to 

dominate world regions. As far as I aware the game 

was a flop ï perhaps real life overtook it. If you 

want to buy a copy today, it will set you back 

hundreds of pounds. 
 

 
 



- ISSUE 35 - DEADLINE FRIDAY 15
th

 MAY  

  

Page 24  

The Neighbour 

Dispute 
 

by Stephen Agar 
 
The first move in a game of Diplomacy is all about 

choices and chances, risks and opportunities. Do I 

go to NTH or ENG? What if I accidentally let 

France into the Channel? Do I move F(Kie) to Den 

or Hol? Do I go to Ukr and risk Austria moving to 

Gal? 
 
However, whatever choice you make or chance you 

take, there has always been one place on the board 

unlike others, where the risk of losing a centre is 

instant. As we all know, there are only two home 

centres that can be won or lost on the first move, 

namely Trieste and Venice. Over the years, many 

have thought that the Ven/Tri issue is the one 

obvious flaw to the harmony of the game, to the 

disadvantage of both Italy and Austria. That is why 

there have been so many suggestions as to how to 

fix the problem, from simply changing A(Rom) to 

a F(Rom), (which arguably helps both Italy and 

Austria) to redrawing this part of the map 

completely.  
 
This short article aims to consider if the anomaly is 

really a problem or not - and if it is, who for and what 

could we do about it? 

 

The Risks 
 
Every Power on the Diplomacy board has at least one 

set of Spring 1901 orders which absolutely 100% 

guarantees a build in 1901. That does not necessarily 

mean that they are the optimum moves, far from it. 

And, if a player is inclined to play it safe, some 

Powers have far less choice than others.  
 
England can always guarantee Norway in 1901 and 

still cover Lon. France can always take Por or Spa 

with the fleet while covering his home centres. 

Likewise, with the right combination of moves, 

Germany can get a build from Den, Turkey can take 

Bul and Russia can guarantee Rum. But what of Italy 

and Austria? 
 
The shape of Italy (long and thin) ensures that 

northern Italy is an east-west bottleneck, which both 

protects Italy and limits its expansion. However, a 

paranoid Italian player might be alarmed to hear that 

the only way Italy can be 100% sure of getting a 
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build in 1901 is to move to A(Ven)-Pie, A(Rom)-

Ven and F(Nap)-ION/TYS in Spring 1901. Any 

other combination of S01 moves opens up the 

possibility of losing Venice in the Autumn. 
 
The reason for this is that the Ven/Tri issue makes 

Venice uniquely vulnerable, in that it is the only 

home centre that can be attacked by three enemy 

units in AO1, while having a maximum of only two 

units to defend itself. It is only by moving to Pie in 

S01 that the presence of a French A(Pie) in Autumn 

1901 can be prevented and thus this outcome can 

be avoided 100%.  
 
This vulnerability is not true of Trieste, which can 

at most be attacked by two enemy units in 1901. 

And despite being surrounded by Italy, Russia and 

Turkey, Austriaôs can still guarantee a build in 

1901 if it utilises the standard Hedgehog opening.  
 
Consider Austriaôs position if it is attacked by Italy 

and Russia on the first move - Italy moving to Tyr 

and Ven, Russia to Gal (and Turkey to Bul). F(Tri)-

Ven in S01 prevents a 2-unit attack on Tri in the 

Autumn but doesnôt prevent an Italian A(Tyr) 

which then has options over Tri or Vie. However, 

if Austria orders A(Vie)-Gal in S01, that means 

either a stand-off in S01 or the move to Galicia 

succeeds. If it succeeds, Austria can cover Vie from 

Gal in the fall, while the F(Tri) stays put. If it 

doesnôt succeed, Vie is safe anyway. A(Bud)-Ser in 

S01 guarantees a build, as no enemy unit can attack 

Bud or dislodge Ser.  

 

The Opportunities 
 
When it comes to opportunities without the active 

help of another Power, only England is limited to a 

maximum of 2 builds in 1901. Every other Power 

can in theory get 3 builds under their own steam (4 

in the case of Russia), though it may well take a 

lucky guess or two and/or some forbearance from 

others. 
 
For Italy, 1901 opportunities rely on the two initial 

armies getting a build or two between them, while 

the fleet picks up Tunis. That boils down to a 

speculative attack on Marseilles (usually a 50/50 

guess), going all out on Austria, or persuading 

Austria to vacate Trieste, while Italy moves in 

behind. So, the most risk adverse opening for Italy, 

is also an opening which could result in 2 or 3 

builds in 1901 or facilitates A(Pie)-Tyr in A01 for 

a 1902 attack on Austria. All this suggests to me 

that the Ven/Tri border is not such a big issue for 

Italy after all. 
 
How about Austria? Well, A(Bud)-Ser is almost a 

no-brainer, as an attack on Rumania hinders Russia, 

but doesnôt necessarily get Austria a build. A(Ser) 

also opens up the possibility of supporting F(Alb)-

Gre. If Austria want to maximise its position in 1901 

it really needs to move F(Tri) south, yet, if it wants 

to maximise its security the Fleet must stay put. 

A(Vie) has a choice ï stay behind to defend Trieste, 

move to Gal as a simultaneous defensive and 

aggressive move (depending on outcome) or follow 

up to Bud. None of which is a sure-fire way to get an 

extra centre. 
 
Therefore, unlike Italy who can use one set of S01 

orders to both play safe and still go for expansion in 

A01, Austria has to choose straight away between 

safety or fast expansion with its first set of moves. 
 
From this I would conclude that the Ven/Tri 

conundrum is a bigger issue for Austria than Italy. 

Because of it, Austria is inevitably driven to take 

more risks than Italy, and sometimes when it takes 

those risks things can go spectacularly wrong. 
 
So, if you want to solve this anomaly, you have to 

ponder how to make Austria, rather than Italy, 

slightly safer from the beginning. 

 

Is there a Solution? 
 
The simplest solution is to change the A(Rom) which 

Italy starts with to a F(Rom). This assists Italy as it 

allows him to take Tunis in 1901 as well as having a 

go for Greece. It allows him to take the fight to 

Turkey (or even France) far quicker. However, it 

inhibits the all-out attack on Austria, as there is no 

A(Rom) to follow up to Venice in S01. Thus, there 

is no longer a possibility of a supported attack on 

Trieste in A01. 
 
This solution is not as helpful to Austria, who still 

faces losing Trieste in S01 if he trusts Italy and 

moves his fleet south in 1901, while facing a likely 

Italian move on Greece in the Autumn. It may even 

increase Austriaôs nervousness. 
 
If F(Rom) isnôt a fix, then the obvious answer is a 

map amendment which puts a space between Venice 

and Trieste. The simplest way of doing this is to 

extend Tyrolia southwards until it touches the 

Adriatic. Of course, this initially helps Austria and 

Italy ï but donôt they both need a little help? 
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While this solves the issue for Austria, it does have 

the effect of greatly increasing Italyôs defensive 

position, while removing the possibility of three 

builds in 1901. It means a unit left in Venice cannot 

be dislodged unless the enemy can also attack from 

the rear. This is probably a step too far. 
 
The idea of adding another space on the board by 

splitting Trieste into two was initially the 

conception of Conrad von Metzke in the 1960s. 

Larry Peery reported in Xenogogic, XV, 4 (Oct 

1982) that Conrad's idea of a "Province X" in 

Austria separating Venice and Trieste was play-

tested in several early California FTF games (with 

Von Metzke usually playing Austria), "and met 

with critical success." The space apparently never 

had any other name than "X" in these test games. 
 

 
 
Then, a postal game was started in Xenogogic, with 

Peery as GM, with one critical change compared to 

the previous FTF games, namely Larry made the 

new space became a neutral Supply Centre 

(christened "Peerijavo" by its creator). The name is 

a take-off on Sarajevo, where World War I began, 

which is located in the southern part of the Trieste 

province. 
 

 
 
It was thought that the extra SC would also help 

either Austria or Italy. However, in the game that 

Larry ran those two Powers spent most of the game 

squabbling over control of Peerijavo, while Russia 

went on to win the game. Austria forfeited its 

traditional attempt to go for Greece in 1901 in order 

to capture Peerijavo, giving Turkey two uncontested 

builds in the Balkans. This indicated that while the 

extra province between Italy and Austria is a good 

idea, it should not be an additional neutral SC! 
 
Another possibility is to split the Trieste space into 

two and break the link between Tyrolia and Trieste. 

Given its symbolic importance after World War One, 

Iôve renamed this space from Trieste to Fiume ï with 

the Austrian supply centre moved down the coast to 

Split. 
 

 
 
This solution is probably better. Again, it solves the 

problem for Austria in that he can now move his fleet 

into Albania without losing a home centre on the first 

move ï meaning he can always move it back in the 

Autumn if necessary. However, again Italy no longer 

has the immediate possibility of three builds, as it is 

no longer possible to take both Marseilles and 

Trieste/Split in 1901. Italyôs position in that sense is 

closer to Englandôs. 
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A final option, which in my view is probably the 

best solution, is the Milan variant by John Norris. 

This solution solves the issue by creating a new 

Italian SC space (Milan) between Piedmont (now 

called Savoy) and Venice, Venice becoming a non-

SC space. Tuscany is eliminated, keeping Italy at 

six spaces in total. Italy can still get 3 builds in 1901 

(Marseilles, Trieste and Tunis), while Austria can 

move south without sacrificing Trieste in S01 on a 

stab. The move Burgundy ï Savoy is opened up as 

well. 
 
Austriaôs dilemma of what to do with F(Tri) is 

solved, and Italy is not materially worse off. 

Removing Tuscany means that it is easier to get 

units through central Italy, but that cuts both ways 

and shouldnôt impact on the game very much. 
 
To conclude, the Ven/Tri border is a problem, but 

probably one which hinders Austria more than 

Italy. Fixing it is not easy, but in my opinion out of 

all the options considered here, the Milan solution 

is probably our best bet. 
 
Iôd love to GM (or play in) a game of the Milan 

variant, but in my experience, it can be very hard 

indeed to get seven players willing to try a variant 

which makes such a small change to the basic map. 

After all, for most of the game it will only affect 

two of the seven players. Maybe Iôll see if I can 

persuade the London Diplomacy Club to have a FtF 

game? 

1914 (SJ) 
 

by Steve Jones 
 

This two-player game uses the normal rules of 

Diplomacy unless otherwise stated. 
 
1. The game starts in Winter 1913 with the 

placement of units on the board: i.e., with 

mobilisation. The Entente places the start units for 

England, France and Russia, and the Triple Alliance 

places the start units for Austria, Germany and 

Turkey. The mobilisation of Italy occurs according 

to the Italian mobilisation rule. 
 
2. Italy starts the game as a semi-armed neutral and 

remains a neutral until its neutrality is violated. 

While it is neutral, any Italian units remain standing 

in Civil Disorder but are retreated by the GM if 

dislodged. 
 
3. Italian mobilisation: this can either be partial 

mobilisation or full mobilisation. Partial occurs at 

the instant that a foreign non-Italian unit is placed 

adjacent to an Italian supply centre: in this case, the 

start unit is placed immediately in that province. 

Thus, Italian A (Ven) is mobilised in Winter 1913 at 

the instant the Austrian unit in Trieste is placed. Full 

mobilisation occurs at the instant that Italian 

neutrality is violated: in that case, the remaining 

unplaced units are placed on the board. 
 
4. Violation of· Italian neutrality. This occurs at the 

instant that a foreign non-Italian unit enters or 

attempts to enter an Italian home province. If this 

ever occurs, Italy joins the other side as a full 

combatant, i.e., all Italian units perform as normal 

Dip units. If both sides violate Italian neutrality at the 

same instant, Italy joins the side which made the 

fewer number of individual violations. If both sides 

made the same number, then Italy joins the player 

with the most centres in total the previous adjustment 

season. If it is still undecided, a coin is tossed to 

decide which side Italy joins. 
 
5. The winner is the first side to control 18 centres 

 

Reprinted from Ac-Mong #12 (January 1982). There 

have been several variants called ñ1914ò, hence the 

ñSJò to differentiate this one. 
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What If?  
 

by Martin Lewis  
 

All the articles I've seen concerning opening 

strategy, including the now legendary "Game of 

Diplomacy", exhort the Italian to use Austria as his 

gateway to Europe - whether Austria wants it or 

not. They similarly warn Austria that Italy is not to 

be trusted, making him out to be the natural enemy, 

someone lurking with intent and just waiting to 

pounce as soon as another country puts the boot in 

or as soon as Austria becomes fatally fascinated 

with the Balkans. 
 
Both Italy and Austria have terrible win and 

survival records, which is not at all surprising if 

they keep having a go at each other so early in the 

game: and in such a game as Diplomacy, where 

deception is so often practised, their proximity 

must be a major cause of this lack of trust. But, 

what if these two supposedly weak and feeble 

powers started to trust each other? There is a well-

known opening called the Key Lepanto, by which 

Austria allows Italy to move into Trieste in Spring, 

on the assumption (and hope!) that the army will 

move out into Albania in the Autumn. Yet the net 

result of this is an Italy which becomes part of the 

Eastern triangle ï or Square, now that four 

countries are involved: heôll then get bogged down 

fighting Russia or Turkey for little reward while the 

western powers get stronger. However, a more 

common sight with this opening is the Italian army 

standing in Trieste, another going to Tyrolia, and a 

very apologetic note to Austria going in the press! 
 
So, what if Italy and Austria trusted each other and 

Italy moved West? 
 
First, there is the advantage of surprise against 

France, who seems to ignore Italy once he's received 

a promise not to move to the Western Mediterranean, 

assuming that Austria, again, is the major target. Itôs 

probably true to say that in most games, these two 

countries regard each other as mid-term objectives, 

which leaves the area around the Western Med. 

unoccupied for the most part during the first few 

years. If Germany takes his usual Anschluss view, 

then he should be quite pleased to help as it keeps 

you away from Tyrolia. Secondly, and far more 

importantly, these two 'weak' powers, by virtue of 

having a protected back, become stronger, and able 

to face the rest of Europe as equals. Austria will then 

have only two of her neighbours to worry about, 

which makes for far more security in the opening few 

seasons. 
 
Essentially, the alliance works in the same way as the 

Austro-German alliance, in that they are not so much 

allied, as standing back-to-back and trusting each 

other not to get greedy. Neither will really be able to 

give supportive assistance to the other for several 

seasons; Italy could perhaps spare a fleet to go 

Eastward, but this would only occur if he can be 

sufficiently sure of his position in the West. Austria 

is too awkwardly placed to send anything Westward 

at all until either Turkey or Russia has been 

dismissed. 
 
Okay, letôs take a look at a set of openings for this 

alliance. Italy is very lucky in that his opening can 

look ambiguous to France and with good diploming 

may even be able to convince France that it is still 

Austria who's the target up until the Spring 1902 

adjudication. The fleet can go to either TYS or ION; 

it doesnôt matter which as Tunis is the target for 

Autumn here; so which of the two it moves to 

depends on the other countries·- France may want 

TYS left vacant as proof of friendship, and proof that 

the fleet is going East, Austria may ask that ION is 

left vacant as he may still have a doubt or two and 

this will allay his worries. The army in Rome should 

go to Tuscany; this sets up the move to Piedmont in 

the Autumn, after it can easily be explained to France 

as the manoeuvring for a push through Tyrolia. The 

army in Venice can be used to  best effect - arranging 

a stand-off  with Austria in Trieste is one option, or  
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better still, a stand-off with France in Piedmont as 

this will normally indicate that France will order 

A(Mar)-Spa in the Autumn for a build, and 

provided France remains happy about, then he 

wonôt build there - even more so  if Germany and 

England are threatening him in the North. 

Alternatively, it can just stand, but it would be a 

shame to waste such an opportunity for 

misdirection. 
 
Austria, though, has more choice for his opening: 

the fleet can go to Albania, ready to take Greece in 

the Autumn. The army in Budapest is free to go to 

Serbia or Rumania as usual: and the army in 

Vienna, now free of the terrible indecision of 

choosing between Trieste, Tyrolia or Galicia, can 

be used much more aggressively. Where Austria 

sends these armies of course, depends on how he 

views Russia and Turkey. An agreement with 

either would be fine and enable him to pick up a 

few easy centres and make a power base. The only 

factor worth considering is the fleet intentions of 

these two: fleets going west would mean trouble for 

Italy, but there is little difference on the surface 

because both Russia and Turkey can build fleets in 

a southern port fairly quickly. The important thing, 

here is to get an agreement with one of them, or else 

he'll be run over by a Juggernaut, and Italy will be 

unable to help because of his Westward 

commitment - indeed, he may decide that Austria 

has no chance anyway and to get his share of what's 

left of Austria's centres before they all go. 
 
By Autumn, Italy should move into Piedmont from 

either Tuscany or Venice: Venice would convince 

Austria of your intentions and show him that you 

aren't planning a stab while his back is turned. The 

other army supports the move, and the fleet takes 

the inevitable Tunis for the build - a Fleet in Rome 

or Naples naturally. A build in Naples is better, as 

it will help conceal your true direction from France 

- building in Rome means that you can only move 

out to TYS in Spring while a build in Naples shows 

that you may be moving to the Ionian. Austria 

should have two centres - maybe three - Greece and 

Serbia at least. Unless he's facing a Juggernaut (in 

which case he can just pack up and go home), these 

builds should be taken in Vienna and Budapest, 

ready to push further outward. It is generally a good 

idea to agree not to build in Venice or Trieste so 

that both countries can reassure the other of their 

trust. 
 

Spring 1902 shows exactly where Italy is going - the 

fleet in Tunis nips in to the Western Mediterranean, 

the other to TYS, the armies should be ordered to 

move to Marseilles and Piedmont respectively, and 

whether those succeed or not depends on how much 

France has been fooled by your diplomacy. 

A(hopefully) unsuspecting France is under attack 

from somewhere he thought safe, and from where it 

is difficult to defend if he has already committed 

himself in the north against England or Germany. 

The whole of his Southern territories come under 

attack ï MAO, Spa and even Bre and Por once Italy 

gets into the MAO. Austria, meanwhile, can 

continue his attack against Russia or Turkey and his 

moves are fairly regular from here. Italy can still 

press home the advantage in Autumn 1902 by 

F(TYS)-GoL, F(WMS)-Spa(sc) and A(Pie)-Mar (if 

that didn't succeed in Spring). This doesnôt actually 

guarantee any builds, but from that point, I doubt if 

France would have got any, and Italy has set himself 

up to take both Spain and Marseilles in time for 

Autumn 1903. The only worry for Italy at this point 

is a Turkish fleet slipping into the Ionian ï always a 

valuable strategic point and this is where Austria can 

do something, if necessary, by standing off a fleet or 

threatening death and destruction if it doesn't back 

off. 
 
It is clear then, that this strategy removes at a stroke, 

the serious limitations inherited by both countries. In 

fact, it strengthens them and gives them the sort of 

security enjoyed by the corner powers. Logically, 

any strategy which makes these two stronger, makes 

the others weaker. The advantage of using this plan 

is that it is so uncommon - as long as France carries 

on assuming that an Italy will attack Austria then the 

success and surprise are easy to come by. But even 

if France were more wary of Italy, it would still take 

him a lot of effort and forces to hold him back, at a 

cost or ignoring the North.  
 
Though this may not be a game-long alliance as 

sooner or later the temptation to get a few easy builds 

will produce a stab from one or the other, in truth that 

applies to all alliances. It does however allow the 

both countries to overcome their inherent 

weaknesses and become more of a force to be 

reckoned with, instead of being sneered at and 

rejected. Who knows, it may even cure those two 

debilitating diseases, Austrian Paranoia and Italian 

Paralysis! 
l 

Reprinted from Vienna 11 (June 1985) 
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Ital ian Diplomacy 

and the Great War 
 

Researched by Stephen Agar 
 

An account of how Italy fared in the First World 

War is surprisingly similar to what happens to Italy 

in the average game of Diplomacy. Hesitation as to 

which side to join, a lot of fighting over Tyrolia and 

Trieste, while the fleet doesnôt really go any further 

than ION. 
 
When war broke out across Europe in August 1914, 

Italy paused. On paper it was bound to Germany 

and Austria-Hungary through the Triple Alliance. 

Yet as the great powers mobilised, Rome declared 

neutrality. 
 
Italyôs alliance with Austria-Hungary had always 

been uneasy. The two states were partners in treaty, 

yet Italy coveted territories still under Habsburg 

rule ð Trentino, South Tyrol and Trieste ð lands 

with substantial Italian-speaking populations. 

These ñunredeemedò regions sat awkwardly with 

the nationalist claim that the Risorgimento had 

completed the unification of Italy. It was difficult 

to persuade the public that Austria was both ally 

and unfinished business. 
 
Italy was not an industrial giant like Germany, nor 

did it possess Britainôs financial resources. Its army 

was large but unevenly equipped, and the recent 

war in Libya had exposed weaknesses in logistics 

and command. Neutrality in 1914 was not 

cowardice; it was prudence. 

 

The Triple Alliance 
 
Italyôs position in 1914 cannot be understood 

without reference to the Triple Alliance, the 

diplomatic arrangement linking Italy with 

Germany and Austria-Hungary since 1882. The 

treaty was defensive in character. Each member 

promised support if attacked by another great 

power, particularly France or Russia. For Germany 

and Austria-Hungary, the alliance strengthened 

their strategic position in central Europe. For Italy 

it provided security against France and helped 

elevate the young Italian kingdom to the status of a 

recognised Great Power. 

 
Yet the partnership was pragmatic rather than warm. 

Italy had fought Austria only decades earlier during 

the wars of unification, and suspicion lingered on 

both sides. More importantly, the treaty allowed 

Rome room for interpretation. Because the alliance 

was defensive, Italian leaders argued that Austria-

Hungaryôs declaration of war on Serbia did not 

oblige Italy to join the conflict. Vienna had acted as 

the aggressor. On this reading, neutrality was 

entirely consistent with Italyôs treaty obligations. 

 

The Diplomatic Auction of 1915 
 
Neutrality, however, did not mean indifference. 

From the moment Italy declared its neutral stance in 

August 1914, its leaders began quietly exploring 

their options. Rome was not content merely to sit out 

the conflict. Instead, it adopted a position of 

calculated patience, listening carefully to what each 

side might offer. The question was simple: if Italy 

was to enter the war, what would it gain? 
 
At first, Germany and Austria-Hungary assumed 

Italy would eventually honour the Triple Alliance. 

Berlin in particular was eager to keep Italy within the 

Central Powers camp, if only to prevent another 

enemy from opening a new front in the Alps and 

along the Adriatic. German diplomats therefore 

encouraged Vienna to make concessions that might 

persuade Italy to enter the war on their side. 
 
This proved easier said than done. The central 

problem was that the territories Italy wanted most ð 

Trentino and Trieste ð belonged to Austria-

Hungary itself. To satisfy Italy, Vienna would have 

to surrender pieces of its own empire. For the 

Habsburg leadership this was a deeply 

uncomfortable idea. Austria-Hungary was already 

fighting to preserve its authority over a patchwork of 

nationalities; voluntarily handing over territory for 

diplomatic convenience struck many officials as 

dangerously weak. 
 
Nevertheless, pressure from Berlin forced the issue 

onto the diplomatic agenda. Throughout the winter 

of 1914ï15, German envoys urged Vienna to 

consider limited concessions. The suggestion was 

that Austria might transfer Trentino to Italy after the 

war in exchange for Italian military support now. 

The proposal was framed as a pragmatic  
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compromise: a small territorial sacrifice now might 

secure a powerful ally. 
 
The discussions moved slowly and reluctantly. 

Austrian leaders debated the matter but resisted 

committing themselves. Some were prepared to 

discuss minor border adjustments, yet anything 

resembling the sweeping territorial demands 

voiced by Italian nationalists was firmly rejected. 

Even the more modest offers were hedged with 

conditions, delays, and the promise that transfers 

would occur only after a victorious war. 
 
For Italian negotiators this hesitation confirmed 

their doubts. If Austria-Hungary was reluctant even 

to discuss concessions while Italy remained 

neutral, what guarantees would exist once Italy had 

committed itself to the Central Powers? Italian 

diplomats concluded that Vienna had little real 

intention of meeting their ambitions. 
 
Meanwhile the Allies were watching closely. 

Britain, France and Russia quickly realised that 

Italyôs neutrality represented an opportunity. If 

Rome could be persuaded to join their side, 

Austria-Hungary would face a new and dangerous 

front in the Alps. Allied diplomats therefore began 

offering Italy far more generous territorial rewards 

ð all of them to be carved from Habsburg lands. 
 
The result was a diplomatic bidding contest. Italy 

listened politely to both sides while gradually 

making its preferences clearer. The Central Powers 

could offer only limited concessions at the expense 

of Austria-Hungary itself. The Allies, by contrast, 

could promise extensive gains without sacrificing 

their own territory. 
 
The decisive step came with the secret Treaty of 

London, signed in April 1915. In return for entering 

the war against Austria-Hungary, Italy was 

promised Trentino, South Tyrol to the Brenner 

Pass, Trieste, Istria and parts of the Dalmatian 

coast. These were precisely the territories Italian 

nationalists had long described as unfinished 

business from the Risorgimento. 
 
The contrast between the offers was stark. Vienna 

hesitated to give up even a single province; the 

Allies were prepared to redraw the map of the 

Adriatic. 
 
By the spring of 1915 the direction of Italian policy 

was clear. Nationalist agitation intensified, 

demonstrations filled the streets, and the 

government moved steadily toward intervention. On 

26 April 1915 the Treaty of London was signed 

between Italy, the UK, France and Russia. On 23 

May 1915 Italy declared war on Austria-Hungary.  
 
When Italy signed the secret Treaty of London, the 

Alliesô primary objective was to open a new front 

against Austria-Hungary. The Italian governmentôs 

territorial ambitions were focused almost entirely on 

lands held by the Habsburg Empire ð Trentino, 

South Tyrol, Trieste and Istria. Germany itself 

controlled none of the territories Italy hoped to gain. 
 
For this reason, Italy initially limited its declaration 

of war to Austria-Hungary alone. This allowed 

Rome to concentrate its military effort along the 

Alpine and Isonzo fronts while avoiding an 

unnecessary expansion of the conflict. It also 

reflected a lingering reluctance to fight Germany 

directly. Some Italian politicians still hoped that 

relations with Berlin might be preserved or that 

Germany might eventually encourage Austria-

Hungary to make territorial concessions. 
 
During 1915 and early 1916 the war increasingly 

revealed how closely Germany and Austria-Hungary 

cooperated militarily. German officers and advisers 

played a growing role in coordinating strategy for the 

Central Powers. German supplies and technical 

assistance helped sustain Austria-Hungaryôs war 

effort on several fronts. 
 
Italian leaders became increasingly convinced that 

Germany was effectively directing the Central 

Powersô strategy. Even if Italy was formally fighting 

only Austria-Hungary, it was in practice confronting 

a coalition in which Germany was the dominant 

partner. 
 
There was also pressure from Italyôs new allies ð 

Britain, France, and Russia. These governments 

believed that a formal declaration of war on 

Germany would strengthen the diplomatic unity of 

the Allied coalition and remove any ambiguity about 

Italyôs position. Declaring war on Germany also 

allowed Italy to participate more fully in the broader 

Allied war effort, including economic coordination, 

naval cooperation in the Mediterranean and shared 

strategic planning. 
 
On 28 August 1916, Italy formally declared war on 

Germany. By that point the diplomatic and military 

realities of the conflict made neutrality toward 

Germany increasingly untenable. Italy had already 

been fighting Austria-Hungary for over a year, and 
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the Central Powers were operating as a closely 

integrated alliance. 
 
The declaration did not immediately transform the 

Italian front ð most Italian fighting continued to 

take place against Austrian forces ð but it 

symbolised Italyôs full commitment to the Allied 

coalition. Even after 1916, Italian troops rarely 

fought German units directly. Germany 

concentrated most of its military power on the 

Western and Eastern fronts. However, German 

forces would later intervene on the Italian front 

during the Battle of Caporetto, where their 

infiltration tactics helped produce one of Italyôs 

most severe defeats of the war. 

 

After the War - The ñMutilated Victoryò 
 
When the guns finally fell silent in November 

1918, Italy stood formally among the victorious 

powers. Its armies had held the line after Caporetto, 

launched the offensive at Vittorio Veneto, and 

helped precipitate the collapse of Austria-Hungary. 

Yet the mood in Italy during the months that 

followed was far from triumphant. The country had 

endured enormous sacrifice ð around 650,000 

soldiers killed and many more wounded ð and the 

public expected the peace settlement to reflect that 

cost. 
 
Italian expectations were shaped above all by the 

Treaty of London. This treaty between Italy and the 

Allied powers had promised significant territorial 

rewards if Italy joined the war against Austria-

Hungary. Among the promised gains were 

Trentino, South Tyrol to the Brenner Pass, Trieste, 

Istria, and much of the Dalmatian coastline, along 

with various strategic islands in the Adriatic. To 

many Italians these commitments seemed clear and 

binding. The war had been fought, in part, to secure 

these territories and complete the process of 

national unification begun during the 

Risorgimento. 
 
At the Paris Peace Conference in 1919, however, 

the diplomatic landscape had changed. The war had 

destroyed the Austro-Hungarian Empire and 

created new national states across central and 

eastern Europe. American President Woodrow 

Wilson, whose influence was considerable, 

promoted the principle of national self-

determination. In practice this meant that borders 

should reflect the wishes and ethnic composition of 

populations rather than secret wartime agreements 

between governments. 
 
This principle complicated Italyôs claims. Some of 

the territories promised in the Treaty of London, 

particularly along the Dalmatian coast, contained 

large Slavic populations. Granting these areas to 

Italy would conflict with Wilsonôs vision of a post-

war order based on national self-determination. The 

emerging South Slav state ð soon to become the 

Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes (later 

Yugoslavia) ð strongly opposed Italian expansion 

along the eastern Adriatic. 
 
The dispute became especially intense over the port 

city of Fiume (Rijeka). Fiume had not been included 

in the Treaty of London, yet it possessed a 

substantial Italian-speaking population and had 

become a powerful symbol for Italian nationalists. 

Italian delegates argued that the city should belong 

to Italy on the grounds of ethnicity and historical 

connection. Wilson and several Allied leaders 

disagreed, fearing that awarding Fiume to Italy 

would destabilise the fragile new states emerging 

from the ruins of Austria-Hungary. 
 
The negotiations were often tense and sometimes 

humiliating for the Italian delegation. Prime Minister 

Vittorio Orlando and Foreign Minister Sidney 

Sonnino struggled to reconcile the expectations 

created by the Treaty of London with the new 

political realities of the peace conference. At one 

point Orlando temporarily withdrew from the 

negotiations in protest, hoping to force the Allies to 

reconsider Italyôs claims. The gesture achieved little 

and left Italy diplomatically isolated. 
 
In the end, Italy did receive significant territorial 

gains. The peace treaties granted Trentino, South 

Tyrol, Trieste, and Istria, extending Italyôs northern 

frontier to the Brenner Pass and incorporating key 

Adriatic ports. From a strictly territorial perspective 

these acquisitions were substantial. They fulfilled 

many of the aims that had motivated Italian 

intervention in 1915 and completed the unification 

of several Italian-speaking regions. 
 
Yet the settlement fell short of the expectations 

created during the war. Italy did not receive most of 

Dalmatia, and the status of Fiume remained 

unresolved for several years (eventually being 

annexed by Italy in 1924 but then being lost again 

after the Second World War). For many Italians the 
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contrast between wartime promises and post-war 

reality felt like a betrayal. 
 
It was in this atmosphere that the phrase ñVittoria 

Mutilataò ð ñmutilated victoryò entered political 

discourse. The expression captured the sense that 

Italy had won the war yet been deprived of the full 

fruits of victory. Nationalist writers and political 

activists used the phrase relentlessly, portraying the 

peace settlement as evidence that Italy had been 

cheated by its own allies. 
 
The idea quickly gained emotional power. 

Returning veterans, struggling workers and 

nationalist intellectuals all found different reasons 

to embrace the narrative of a victory that had been 

unjustly diminished. In 1919 the poet and 

nationalist agitator Gabriele DôAnnunzio 

dramatically seized the city of Fiume with a band 

of volunteers, proclaiming it Italian in defiance of 

the peace settlement. 
 
Whether the ñmutilated victoryò was a fair 

description of the peace settlement is a point of 

debate. Italy had achieved many of its original 

territorial goals, yet the political language of 

grievance proved more potent than the details of 

diplomacy. The belief that Italy had been denied its 

rightful place among the great powers helped 

undermine confidence in the liberal political 

system that had governed the country since 

unification. 
 
In the unstable years that followed the war, the 

narrative of betrayal and unfinished victory became 

a powerful political weapon. Nationalists and 

emerging fascist movements used it to argue that 

only strong leadership could restore Italyôs honour 

and secure the greatness that had supposedly been 

denied at the peace table. 
 

 

Some Thoughts on 

Italy &  Austria  
 

by Robert Sacks 
 
I have recently read in DW (Issue 19) how Italy will 

attack Austria because attacking France is hopeless, 

If it is so difficult for Italy to fight France when Italy 

wants to, how much more difficult is it for Italy to 

defend against France (or England, or whoever takes 

France out) when the fleets come barrelling down 

from Gibraltar? 
 
Clearly an Italy engaged in plundering Austria and 

fighting Russia and Turkey (or perhaps only one of 

them) is in a poor position to defend it­ self from the 

west. 
 
I also read how the veteran Italy would casually 

negotiate with everyone, Perhaps this is true, but the 

most effective Italy I remember from a face-to-face 

game sat in the corner and cried, I was a game 

organized at a summer mini-con: Italy knew no one, 

Austria and France were married and immediately 

went off to negotiate, and the other four were 

members of the host organization, So when the 

orders were ready, Russia suggested that Austria 

read first, and after Austria, Italy and France had 

read, made the mysterious (to them) remark that Italy 

would survive, It seems that France and Austria had 

neglected to do any other negotiating, so Russia had 

agreed with Turkey to take out Austria, and agreed 

not to attack Germany or Eng­ land to allow them to 

take out France, When the game was called, Italy, 

England, Russia and Turkey were the surviving 

players. (I remember that game fondly - I was 

Russia.) 
 
Another platitude invoked was how Italy couldn't 

help Austria in the east, and so failing an attack on 

France had to attack Austria, This of course 

contradicts the experience of the Italo-Austrian 

alliance against Turkey, which has proven successful 

in various games, It is my personal experience that 

Italian armies can be quite effective moving through 

Tyrolia, Bohemia, Silesia and Galicia to fight 

Germany or Russia or both. Assuming that France 

has been neutralized. by a short-term truce or treaty, 

after the obligatory conquest of Tunis or Greece, the 

use of three or four Italian units as Austrian 

auxiliaries will introduce an unexpected shift in the 

traditional balance of power in the east. 
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UK Diplomacy Sets 
 

Part 3 ï Gibsons 
 

(1982 ï circa 2017) 
 

H. P. Gibsons took over the rights to Diplomacy in 

the UK in November 1981 when they acquired the 

Ariel catalogue of games (which also included 

Kingmaker and Sorcerorôs Cave) from Philmar 

Ltd. It is not precisely clear when Gibsons stopped 

distributing Diplomacy, but it is no longer in their 

catalogue. 

 

UKPGG5a 
 
As is usual with games manufacturerôs, H.P. 

Gibsons Ltd took over Philmarôs stock and for a 

short while they were selling Philmar editions but 

with a Gibson flyer in them. 
 
In 1982 the traditional Purple box started to carry 

Gibsons branding and the circular plastic tray was 

replaced by two white rectangular trays big enough 

to accommodate all the pieces.  

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

UKPGG5b 

The rulebook now states it was fully revised in 1983 

(presumably adopting the 1982 Avalon Hill revision 

of the rules), accompanied by a one sheet summary.  
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This was the final edition of the game in the UK to 

be sold in the classic purple box. 

 

UKHGG6a 
 

 
 

In 1985 Gibsons produced the first new Diplomacy 

box design for 22 years, showing seven military 

hats representing the seven great powers on a map 

of Europe. The two trays were retained. Rather than 

print on the bottom of the box, a large piece of 

paper was attached to the bottom describing the 

game and contents. This was often detached by 

purchasers and put in the box. The rules and 

summary sheet was as the previous edition. 

 

 
 

 
 

UKHGG 6b 
 
As above, save that the rules booklet is replaced with 

an A4 formatted set of rules, as below. 
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UKHGG 6c 
 
In 1989 the rules were again revised, so new rules 

were put in the box. Other than the edition appears 

to be the same. 

 

 
 

 
 

UKGGG7a 
 

 

 
 

 
 

In around 1995 Gibsons produced another version of 

Diplomacy with a smaller but deeper and sturdier 

box, more in keeping with the style of contemporary 

boardgames with boards that could be folded twice. 

Apart from a foldable board, the pieces were in a 

black plastic insert. The rules were the same as the 

previous edition (red title and dated 1989). 

 

UKGGG7b 
 

 




































