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[image: http://web.archive.org/web/20051130132913im_/http:/www.wizards.com/international/images/logos/ec.gif]During the 2001 Magic: the Gathering European Championships, the Sideboard's reporters had the following question in their Quick Interview section: 'What is the country with the stronger player base in Europe?' I myself had been wondering something along the same lines for a long time. My curiosity reached the point where I had to take it upon myself to investigate the matter, to find out how the strong nations score if subjected to a relative study. Set to go, I decided to pick nine European nations for my study.
The Countries
It could be said that traditionally Europe has been dominated by two trios of countries, and these six nations also make a showing in my research: The Nordic trio of Finland, Norway and either Sweden or Denmark, and the more continental trio of Germany, France and the Netherlands. I chose Sweden over Denmark for my study because I feel that Sweden has perhaps slightly wider base of top players than Denmark. (Admittedly, nowadays Denmark gets a big boost from Trey van Cleave, who has relocated himself there. Niels Sanders Jensen and Svend Sparre Geertsen are forces to be reckoned with as well.)
[image: http://web.archive.org/web/20051130132913im_/http:/www.wizards.com/sideboard/images/europenumbers.jpg]Then I picked England because as of late, England has been catching up with the continental giants, and also because some Magic celebrities apparently rank the English very high on their personal favorite rosters. Then I chose two nations to act more or less as 'items of comparison' if you please excuse the figure of speaking: Spain to represent the rising southern stars and Czech Republic to represent the growing eastern scene - and also because they have Jakub Slemr! World Champions are not to be disregarded. These are the nine European nations I'll be reviewing in my research.
To introduce some further perspective, I have also included the United States of America as a global-scale yardstick; after all, the USA undoubtedly is the grandfather of Magic nations and will continue to be so for quite some time.
The Appendix B (toward the end of the article) reveals the numbers of players in these countries if you are interested in such data.
The Methods and the NCF
I firmly believe that complex issues can always be simplified enough to gain grasp of them. Thus, I have chosen four different meters for a country's success in Magic: the DCI Composite Rating, the Pro Points used in the Player of the Year Race, the Mindripper Power Rankings and the European Championships results. For Composite Rating, Pro Points and Minripper Power Rankings, I have checked how many appearances each country has in certain top hundred lists, then narrowing it down to top fifty, and in the case of ratings, once more narrowing it down to top twenty. For the European Championships, I have checked how many top sixty-four appearances the countries make, then narrowing it down to top thirty-two, then to top sixteen.
Then there is this little trick, my own personal quirk called the NCF. That stands for Newt's Comparison Figure. I wanted a way to make all the results in this study directly comparable to each other; so I devised the NCF. Basically the NCF shows the achievements of a country relative to the number of Magic players there. Then there are some modifiers that are used to equalize all the NCF's so that they are directly on the same scale. NCF higher than 1.0 is above average, NCF beneath 0.9 is below average. Those of you fascinated with statistics and mathematics will find the NCF method further explained in Appendix A (toward the end of this report).
The DCI Composite Rating
Multiple people will fiercely disagree with me, but I think that one of the best ways to trace a person's success in Magic is the DCI ratings. Losing few very important matches due to bad luck could be disastrous in terms of pro points or prize money, but in terms of rating it usually isn't so if you keep winning as a general trend. Rating is a good way of tracing overall consistency in a format, and the Composite Rating is a very good way of tracing overall consistency in Magic.
Now it's time to get our hands dirty with the actual study and statistics. The following table shows how our nine nations fare on the European Composite ranking list.
	Country
	Top 100
	NCF
	Top 51
	NCF
	Top 21
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	2
	0.5582
	0
	0
	0
	0

	England
	6
	1.3346
	2
	0.8897
	0
	0

	Finland
	7
	2.9119
	5
	4.1599
	3
	6.2398

	France
	16
	2.0595
	11
	2.8318
	4
	2.5744

	Germany
	18
	1.0923
	11
	1.335
	4
	1.2136

	Netherlands
	10
	1.5508
	9
	2.7914
	6
	4.6524

	Norway
	5
	2.4663
	1
	0.9865
	0
	0

	Spain
	2
	0.2903
	1
	0.2903
	0
	0

	Sweden
	7
	2.2429
	4
	2.5633
	1
	1.6021


And the following shows the situation on the Global Composite ranking list, the USA included.
	Country
	Top 101
	NCF
	Top 50
	NCF
	Top 20
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	England
	1
	0.5737
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Finland
	4
	4.2918
	3
	6.4378
	2
	10.7296

	France
	9
	2.988
	4
	2.656
	0
	0

	Germany
	8
	1.2522
	2
	0.6261
	1
	0.7826

	Netherlands
	7
	2.8
	5
	4
	4
	8

	Norway
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Spain
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Sweden
	3
	2.4793
	1
	1.6529
	0
	0

	USA
	52
	1.4832
	26
	1.4832
	12
	1.7114


Both lists are as of July 5th 2001.
Finland and the Netherlands may as well be the high achievers when it boils down to rating. What is characteristic for both Finland and the Netherlands is that they improve their NCF performance tremendously when cutting nearer and nearer the top. And even at the 'lower' end, i.e. on the Top 100 lists, they are doing quite well. The USA, home to majority of the stronger players in the game as it seems (they have more than 50% of the top rated people with a player base of less than 40%), also does better when narrowing the top list down, but not as well as Finland or Netherlands when viewing things proportional to number of players with the aid of NCF. Sweden and France are also doing very well almost throughout the analysis. And yet one interesting remark: Due to their smaller player populations, Finland and the Netherlands are both doing better, i.e. having higher NCF's, on the global list than on the European list!
The Pro Points
Pro Points are used in the Player of the Year and the Rookie of the Year races. According to many, they are the best way of tracking person's success at Magic, because they are directly affiliated with the prize purse. I myself wouldn't make so bold a statement, because the statistician in me protests they are distributed on a basis somewhat too arbitrary to my liking. Nonetheless, they are not to be ignored in a study like this - they are undeniably the thing everyone is interested in, and they go hand in hand with bragging rights!
To introduce a good and thorough historical perspective, I present you the global Top 100 list of all time: That is all the seasons Pro Points have been awarded put together until May 30th 2001.
		Country
	Top 100
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	2
	1.4399

	England
	2
	1.1474

	Finland
	2
	2.1459

	France
	7
	2.324

	Germany
	7
	1.0956

	Netherlands
	3
	1.2

	Norway
	3
	3.8168

	Spain
	0
	0

	Sweden
	1
	0.8264

	USA
	56
	1.5973
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Then, here is what the situation looked like back in season 1999 - 2000, as of the very end of season.
	Country
	Top 94
	NCF
	Top 49
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	1
	0.7199
	0
	0

	England
	2
	1.1474
	2
	2.2949

	Finland
	2
	2.1459
	0
	0

	France
	5
	1.66
	3
	1.992

	Germany
	8
	1.2522
	5
	1.5652

	Netherlands
	3
	1.2
	1
	0.8

	Norway
	2
	2.5445
	1
	2.5445

	Spain
	3
	1.1232
	1
	0.7488

	Sweden
	1
	0.8264
	0
	0

	USA
	46
	1.3121
	28
	1.5973


And here is the most current situation for season 2000 - 2001, as of June 25th.
	Country
	Top 101
	NCF
	Top 51
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	1
	0.7199
	0
	0

	England
	3
	1.7212
	1
	1.1474

	Finland
	3
	3.2189
	2
	4.2918

	France
	6
	1.992
	4
	2.656

	Germany
	5
	0.7826
	2
	0.6261

	Netherlands
	6
	2.4
	4
	3.2

	Norway
	4
	5.0891
	2
	5.0891

	Spain
	2
	0.7488
	0
	0

	Sweden
	3
	2.4793
	2
	3.3058

	USA
	51
	1.4547
	26
	1.4832


As far as the absolute quantities are concerned, the USA dominates again. In case the historical overall table is compared with the 2000 - 2001 one, one can see that the Europeans have at least done some catching up. The 1999 - 2000 season was apparently good for the Spanish, at least if put into perspective by comparing to the overall list or the list of season 2000 - 2001. Current season seems to be, relatively speaking, all about the Nordic nations, especially Norway. The Netherlands exceeds NCF 3.0 in the top 51 section for season 2001 as well - a huge improvement from last season, and there is more to it than merely Ryan Fuller moving to the Netherlands.
The Mindripper Power Rankings
[image: http://web.archive.org/web/20051130132913im_/http:/www.wizards.com/sideboard/images/mindripper.jpg]The Mindripper Power Rankings, devised by Scott Johns and Michael 'Elf' Feuell, are a rating system that sets consistency over bragging rights. In the Power Rankings system, winning a Pro Tour is only slightly better than coming in second; finishing ninth or tenth is only slightly worse than making it into the Top 8, etc. The system isn't perfect, but it is relevant to use it as one of the methods because it is more about consistency throughout the season than the actual Pro Points.
Here's how our nations did in Power Rankings for Pro Tour season 1999 - 2000.
	Country
	Top 100
	NCF
	Top 50
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	1
	0.7199
	1
	1.4399

	England
	4
	2.2949
	2
	2.2949

	Finland
	3
	3.2189
	1
	2.1459

	France
	6
	1.992
	2
	1.328

	Germany
	7
	1.0956
	4
	1.2522

	Netherlands
	3
	1.2
	2
	1.6

	Norway
	4
	5.0891
	2
	5.0891

	Spain
	4
	1.4976
	1
	0.7488

	Sweden
	3
	2.4793
	0
	0

	USA
	49
	1.3976
	31
	1.7684


And here's season 2000 - 2001 until May 30th.
	Country
	Top 100
	NCF
	Top 50
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	1
	0.7199
	0
	0

	England
	2
	1.1474
	0
	0

	Finland
	4
	4.2918
	3
	6.4378

	France
	8
	2.656
	5
	3.3201

	Germany
	5
	0.7826
	2
	0.6261

	Netherlands
	8
	3.2
	5
	4

	Norway
	3
	3.8168
	2
	5.0891

	Spain
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Sweden
	4
	3.3058
	2
	3.3058

	USA
	46
	1.3121
	24
	1.3691


Apparently the Power Rankings more or less echo the results gained when viewing Pro Points. Nonetheless, there are some interesting remarks to make. Both seasons, Finland and Sweden are doing better in the Power Ranking section than in the Pro Point section. Norway also exceeds their Pro Point success in Power Rankings as of 1999 - 2000. Perhaps one could conclude the Nordic people are strong in terms of consistency and less strong (even though still quite strong, check the NCF's in the Pro Point sections) in terms of finishing in the top eights of premiere events.
The Netherlands and France are also having it better at the Power Rankings than at the Pro Point evaluations. Interestingly enough, no nation is doing clearly worse on the Power Rankings list than on the Pro Point list.
The European Championships
High finishes at the annual European Championship events are simply something I couldn't leave out of the study. If one wants to observe strong European nations in action, is there a better way than the continent's very own premier event?
Here is how our nations of choice fared in Paris back in 2000.
	Country
	Top 64
	NCF
	Top 32
	NCF
	Top 16
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	4
	1.7445
	2
	1.7445
	1
	1.7445

	England
	6
	2.0853
	1
	0.6951
	0
	0

	Finland
	3
	1.9499
	2
	2.5999
	0
	0

	France
	9
	1.8101
	4
	1.609
	3
	2.4135

	Germany
	9
	0.8533
	6
	1.1378
	3
	1.1378

	Netherlands
	4
	0.9692
	3
	1.4539
	3
	2.9077

	Norway
	6
	4.6243
	4
	6.1657
	1
	3.0828

	Spain
	4
	0.9072
	3
	1.3608
	1
	0.9072

	Sweden
	3
	1.5019
	2
	2.0026
	2
	4.0051


And here are the most current results from Milan, only few weeks fresh.
	Country
	Top 64
	NCF
	Top 32
	NCF
	Top 16
	NCF

	Czech Rep.
	1
	0.4361
	0
	0
	0
	0

	England
	2
	0.6951
	1
	0.6951
	1
	1.3902

	Finland
	6
	3.8999
	5
	6.4998
	2
	5.1998

	France
	6
	1.2067
	1
	0.4022
	0
	0

	Germany
	8
	0.7585
	6
	1.1378
	4
	1.5171

	Netherlands
	7
	1.6962
	3
	1.4539
	1
	0.9692

	Norway
	4
	3.0828
	4
	6.1657
	4
	12.3314

	Spain
	3
	0.6804
	1
	0.4536
	0
	0

	Sweden
	6
	3.0039
	3
	3.0039
	2
	4.0051


They say that Norway really shines out at the European Championships. No lie, especially this year they keep doing better and better as the top sample is narrowed down, eventually scoring an insane NCF way above 12.0! (Please notice that no Norwegians finished in the seeds 17 through 64.) And their results from 2000 are likewise awe-inspiring, albeit they perhaps seem more moderate. Both years, Sweden and Germany seem to improve their performance through the narrowing-down gauntlet. The Czech players had a pretty good time in Paris.
Final Conclusion
The quality of Magic in the established Continental European giants and the Nordic challengers seems to be pretty high. Europe is a very fine breeding ground for splendid Magic success stories. Relatively speaking, we are talking about greater achievements than those of the USA on the Magical battlefields. Of course, it is somewhat unfair to view the USA as a single entity. 
But no matter where strong players traditionally are coming from, it is apparent that changes may happen and they may come about rapidly. Roc Herms Pont, Hector Fuentes, Frederico Bastos, Raffaele Lo Moro and the like have paved the way for Southern Europe, and Eastern Europe sports such strong individuals as Jan Tomcani and Jakub Slemr and also efficient playtesting teams such as the Slovenian Team Circle. It would be very interesting to look back on these stats in three years' time. Will the current giants still be dominating Europe then?
Special thanks to Michael Feuell, whose database - as well as the general DCI database - was of great help when conducting the research.
Appendix A: Calculating the NCF
In the following, x is the score of the nation in question, i.e. the number of top something appearances, and n is the number of players in that nation, more precisely number of players in the DCI Composite Rating database for that nation. Check Appendix B for exact numbers of players.
The NCF for global top hundred: x / n * 1000
The NCF for global top fifty: x / n * 2000
The NCF for global top twenty: x / n * 5000
The NCF for European top hundred: x / n * 387.6984
The NCF for European top sixty-four: x / n * 605.7787
The NCF for European top fifty: x / n * 775.3968
The NCF for European top thirty-two: x / n * 1211.5575
The NCF for European top twenty: x / n * 1938.4920
The NCF for European top sixteen: x / n * 2423.1150
When the size of the sample is cut down, the NCF modifier grows at inverse rate: this in order to keep the NCF's directly comparable to each other. I also figured out it was necessary to have a modifier in order to be able to compare NCF's derived from European lists directly to those derived from global lists. The Europe forms 38.76984 % of the players in the DCI Composite Rating database, so that is an obvious modifier. The modifier are in the scale of hundreds and thousands so as to keep the numbers well-sized. I'll watch 1.0000 instead of 0.0010000 any day.
It is true that in the study it wasn't always possible to cut into a list of exactly hundred or fifty or however many people. You see this on the earlier tables; multiple people were tied for certain rating or number of Pro Points. I have not taken this into account with extra modifiers. As far as I am concerned, top hundred-and-one may as well be the same as top hundred. Sure, this introduces some element of inaccuracy to the NCF's. But then again, I have been living this life for some time and I've picked up a few things as I've gone along. One of them is that one simply has to accept some inaccuracy.
Appendix B: The Numbers of Players
Finland: 932
Sweden: 1210
Norway: 786
Germany: 6389
The Netherlands: 2500
France: 3012
England: 1743
Spain: 2671
Czech Republic: 1389
The USA: 35059
The numbers are the numbers of players in the DCI Composite Rating database as of July 5th. Again, it is of course incorrect to use this as the exact estimation of a country's player base, and even more so to use it for the older lists as well. Again, I defend myself saying that I needed to keep it as simple as possible. I believe the results are still relevant and that this does not cause severe harm to the integrity of the conclusions drawn. The method can ultimately be seen as equally fair or unfair towards all.
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