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EDITORIAL

For a number of issues it has been touch and go whether I would have enough material to fill the usual twelve A5 pages. By the scheduled publication date in November last I did not have sufficient material. However the delay means I can now offer a sixteen-page issue. AM 14 will be out in July.

My thanks are extended to KevinThur​Iow who has responded to John Tumock's article in AM 12. It is always good for a contributor to find he has provoked a response. Any advance on Kevin's claim for the closest finish?

Thanks also to David Welch for his major article on Jamboree Pairings and for his other offerings. Bob Wade has helped with the details of the Slough v Graz incidents. All arbiters must look seriously at the issue of blitzing and know how they are going to react if faced with similar circumstances. Your views on this issue are invited.

All the unattributed articles and com​ments are my own. This time there are rather more than I generally wish to include. If you want to hear less from me, you know the answer - contribute something yourself.

The major item of news must be that the BCF is to stage the European Team Championships. They will be at The Riviera Centre Torquay from 3rd to 11th July 1999. Apart from a proper World Championship (remem​ber when we used to have those) and the Olympiad, the European Team Championship is the biggest. We must do it well !

Although the event has been granted to England, we hope to make it a celebration of British (Le. British Isles) chess. We hope to invite all the home Federations to be represented in the organising team. This means Eng​land, Scotland, Wales, Ireland, Guern​sey and Jersey.

A large team of arbiters and stewards will be needed. Up to 40 men's teams, perhaps 35 women's teams. Mark your diary now. Assisting at the 1999 European Team Championships could be a chance in a lifetime. Be there!

Richard Furness
JAMBOREE PAIRINGS by David Welch

HISTORY

Berger pairings are used for APA tournaments. e.g. for six players :​

Round 1 1v6 2v5 3v4 

Round 2 1v2 5v3 6v4 

Round 3 3v1 2v6 4v5 

Round 4 1v4 2v3 6v5 


Round 5 5v1 4v2 3v6

International players like the system. It favours the Iow numbers - here players 1 to 3 - by giving them an extra white. The first round is the long diagonal of the cross-table and each player increases his opponent's number by one from round 10 round. If you appear to be playing yourself you get the highest-numbered player (6). If there are only five players, 6 be​comes the Bye.

The highest-numbered player has per​fect colour alternation, as does the player with half the highest number (here number 3). All others receive a double colour as they play number 6. If 6 does not exist, all players receive alternation.

Hutton pairings translate numbers to letters (1=A, 2=B etc) and rounds to boards. Berger is now :​

Board 1 AF BE  CD

Board 2 AB EC FD

Board 3 CA BF DE

Board 4 AD BC FE

Board 5 EA DB CF

Hutton spotted a "flaw". A and D have the same colour in rounds one and two. This can be "corrected" by

changing the colour of all the games of player F. We now have Hutton pair​ings of :​

Board 1 FA BE CD 

Board 2 AB EC DF 

Board 3 CA FB DE 

Board 4 AD BC EF 


Board 5 EA DB FC

In Hutton, boards 1 and 2 are linked in that each team receives one white and one black. This also happens with boards 3 and 4, leaving board 5 on its own.

Berger isn't really flawed and doesn't need to be corrected. Here boards 2 and 3 are linked, as are 4 and 5. We can make Berger pairings look very similar to Hutton by playing the rounds in this order :- 5, 4, 3, 2 and 1.

Cliff Hilton came up with the pairings :​

Board 1 EB CD FA 

Board 2 AC DE BF 

Board 3 BD EA FC 

Board 4 CE AB DF 


Board 5 DA BC FE

Just like Hutton, boards 1 and 2 are linked, as are 3 and 4 with again board 5 on its own.

Here is a simple code :​

Hilton Hutton

A = A

B = D 

C = B 

D = E 

E = C 

F = F

As far as I can tell, all Berger, Hutton and Hilton pairings for a single round event are simply replacement codes for each other. I tend to use Hutton pairings simply because I am more familiar with them.

For six teams there is only one way of pairing that does not end in a jam.

e.g.   Board 1
AD
BE
CF


Board 2
FA
DB
EC


Board 3
AE
BF
CD

Now try pairing Board 4 !

For higher numbers of teams many different pairings may be considerably more use than the pairings mentioned above. As an example - eight teams can be paired as ABCD v EFGH over four boards plus internal all-play-alls within group ABCD and within group EFGH for the next three boards. These pairings cannot be reconciled with Berger, Hilton or Hutton

THE TRIPLE-BLACK PROBLEM

The ideal individual tournament is APA twice. Each player meets each other player twice, once with white and once with black. let us try it for a jamboree by substituting boards for rounds.

Using Berger pairings

Board 1 AF BE CD 
Board 2 AB EC FD 
Board 3 CA BF DE 
Board 4 AD BC FE 
Board 5 EA DB CF 
Board 6 FA EB DC 
Board 7 BA CE DF 
Board B AC FB ED
Board 9 DA CB EF 

Board 10
AE BD FC

Boards 6-10 repeat boards 1-5 in sequence with colours reversed. Team A has black on 5, 6 and 7.

	Stewart Reuben's solution
	

	Board 1
	AF
	BE
	CD

	Board 2
	AB
	EC
	FD

	Board 3
	CA
	BF
	DE

	Board 4
	EA
	DB
	CF

	Board 5
	AD
	BC
	FE

	Board 6
	FA
	EB
	DC

	Board 7
	BA
	CE
	DF

	Board B
	AC
	FB
	ED

	Board 9
	DA
	CB
	EF

	Board 10
	AE
	BD
	FC

	This repeats the Berger solution given

in the previous column but reverses

the order of boards 4 and 5.



	Hutton's solution
	
	

	Board 1
	FA
	BE
	CD

	Board 2
	AB
	EC
	DF

	Board 3
	CA
	FB
	DE

	Board 4
	AD
	BC
	EF

	Board 5
	EA
	DB
	FC

	Board 6
	AE
	BD
	CF

	Board 7
	DA
	CB
	FE

	Board B
	AC
	BF
	ED

	Board 9
	BA
	CE
	FD

	Board 10
	AF
	EB
	DC

	Here boards 1-5 are repeated on

	boards 6-10 but in reverse order

	(1=10, 2=9 atc).
	The same teams

	meet on consecutive boards (5 and 6,

	also on 10 and 11 with large teams).

	Hilton's solution
	
	double

	
	
	colours

	1
	EB
	CD
	FA
	

	2
	AC
	DE
	BF
	B&C

	3
	BD
	EA
	FC
	

	4
	CE
	AB
	DF
	

	5
	DA
	BC
	FE
	D&E

	6
	BE
	DC
	AF
	BCDE

	7
	CA
	ED
	FB
	B&C

	B
	DB
	AE
	CF
	

	9
	EC
	BA
	FD
	D&E

	10
	AD
	CB
	EF
	


In the solution at the foot of the previous page Team E has black on three consecutive boards :- 4, 5 and 6. '

	Welch's solution
	
	

	A better sequence is to reverse Hut-

	ton's boards 1 and 2 to
	

	give:-
	
	
	
	

	1
	AB
	EC
	DF
	doubles

	2
	FA
	BE
	CD
	ACEF

	3
	CA
	FB
	DE
	

	4
	AD
	BC
	EF
	E&C

	5
	EA
	DB
	FC
	A&F

	6
	BA
	CE
	FD
	

	7
	AF
	EB
	DC
	ACEF

	B
	AC
	BF
	ED
	

	9
	DA
	CB
	FE
	C&E

	10
	AE
	BD
	CF
	A&F

	11
	AB
	EC
	DF
	


At last we have a system with no triple colours and a good distribution of opponents. How did we get there?

1 Write done Berger pairings.

2 Convert to letters.

3 Reverse the colours of all pairings involving the last letter ( in this case F).

4 Interchange row 2 and row 1.

5 Repeat the pairings as follows :​1,2,3,4,5, 1.2.3.4.5, 1,2.


(Bold italic = reverse colours)

For an even number of boards e.g. 6, it is essential to check that line 5 appears an even number of times. If it doesn't, move round 5 to the start of the pairings. For example :​

5 AE BD CF_ 

1 AB EC DF 

2 FA BE CD 

3 CA FB DE 

4 AD BC EF 

5 EA DB FC

You will realise that these pairings include ideas discovered by Berger, Reuben, Hutton and Hilton.

As the processes above are all fully defined, it should be possible to pro​duce a simple computer program that will rattle out all single round jambo​rees for an even number of teams.

This will solve half the cases. For an odd number of teams we can immedi​ately ignore the annoying board 5 - the unlinked board.

Board 1 AB EC DF 

Board 2 FA BE CD 

Board 3 CA FB DE 

Board 4 AD BC EF 

Board 5 EA DB FC

Take the pairing involvng A. i.e. EA. Look for the boards where A and E do not have a game. Remember player F does not exist. By placing the two boards adjacent to each we can arrange a pairing between E team's board 2 and A team's board 1. Write down the board involving FA, then the board involving EF.

BE CD (F)A 


AD BC E(F)

Juggle the colours so each team has one white and one black.

BE DC    A

AD CB E

Do the same for the pairing involving team B.

AC ED   B

BA CE D

You will see that all the pairings on board 5 now appear as pairings linking the other boards. In a larger event continue until all pairings have been produced, then reverse them as shown below.

DA BC   E

EB CD A

Note that the boards are interchanged in pairs and that colours are reversed.

AB EC   D

CA DE B

This is the exact system used by Hutton and I cannot find a better one. I suspect there may be a better method of defining it.

Is anyone volunteering to program these ideas? Old BCF Year Books cover up to 15 teams.

TWO-ROUND EVENTS

I doubt if we can find a simple general rule for two-round events.

THREE-ROUND EVENTS

This is a very common type of event. I think that John Robinson's idea of average board of opponents is wrong - surely an even spacing is better. Clifford Hilton aimed for this.

Here is a list of objectives for a six team jamboree over ten boards. It may not be complete.

1 Each team plays each other team six times - 3W and 3B.

2 In each round each team plays each other team twice - 1W and 1 B.

3 Each player receives 2W and 1B or 1W and 2B.

4 The board numbers on which teams play are evenly spaced.

5 The board numbers on which teams play in each round are evenly spaced.

6 Each team receives a good distri​bution of colour in each round.

7 Each team receives a good distri​bution of colour over all rounds.

8 Each team receives a good distri​bution of colour against each other team over all rounds.

9 If the number of boards is not equal to ten, each of the above is fulfilled as nearly as possible.

Morrell uses pairings close to Berger pairings, moving up one board from round to round.

(i) Over the top three boards AD occurs three times, AF twice, BA twice, AE and CA only once. Thus over 3, 8, 13, 18 etc. boards the idea of playing the same number (within one) of games against each team is not achieved.

(ii) In the three games between A and D, A has white each time.

(iii) On board 4 I think the pairings should be AF BE DC.

Hilton uses a slightly better move, moving up two boards, then one board. The reversing of boards 6=5 goes all the way back to the original Hutton and spoils the balance. You can meet the same team on adjacent boards in the same round.

The colour rule for player F is very interesting and is the key to the suc​cess of the pairings.

Hutton - I have never seen this draw other than in John's letter. The move and the faults are surprisingly similar to Morrell. In Morrell, board 5 round 2 derives from board 1 round 1. In Hutton, board 5 round 2 derives from board 6 round 1. The faults are very similar.

Of the three pairing methods Hilton is superior in many respects. If round 1 is transposed with round 2 many play​ers are given perfect alternation, how​ever opponents are not balanced e.g. in a 20-board match between 16 teams, A plays C on boards 2, 14.15, 16, 17. Surely this is once too often! - see the BCF Year Book.

Both other systems possess similar faults. I do not think we have found the answer yet!


OVERHEARD AT A WEEKEND CONGRESS


Arbiter: You must make-up your scoresheet before making another move.

Player: I don't have to.

Opponent: He is an International Arbiter. I think he probably knows.

Thanks to John Robinson for this

INTERNATIONAL INCIDENT

"Unchecked temper tips chess chief overboard" - THE TIMES

"Swearing and pushing end Cup game" - THE DAILY TELEGRAPH

 "Rough moves are simply not chess" ​- THE GUARDIAN

These headlines appeared in national newspapers in late September and referred to the unseemly events which occurred during the European Club Cup qualification weekend held at Slough.

For a major dispute - as this undoubt​edly was - there was surprisingly little disagreement about what happened. In addition to the newspapers men​tioned above I can add Jon Speelman in THE OBSERVER and Tony Kosten who was playing on the adjacent board. All are in agreement. The Austrian club does not seem to dis​pute the events, it simply ignores them.

The issue is one of "blitzing" and as such it is deserving of close study since as arbiters we all have to deal with such behaviour at some time or another.

The arbiter was the highly experi​enced Bob Wade whose credits in​clude being Chief Arbiter at an Olym​piad. The report which follows is Bob's account which was sent to Werner Stubenwoll, the European Club Cup Tournament Director.

"This is a report on problems occur​ring at the board five game A Sum​merscale (Slough) v A Felsberger (SK Merkur Versicherungen Graz).

When I was called to the board from supervising another game, I found

1 Summerscale had stopped both clocks.

2 Summerscale had about one minute in which to play his next ten moves.

3 Felsberger had not written down any moves from move 23 onwards but had inserted dashes on his scoresheet (presumably for moves 23 to 30 inclusive - RAF).
5 Summerscale had asked emphati​cally more than once that Felsburger write the moves.

6 Mr Andrew P Smith, a 2255 player, who was stewarding the game on my behalf and writing a separate scoresheet, had requested Mr Felsburger to enter the moves.

Mr Felsburger, a 2375 player, is expe​rienced enough to have understood that he was obliged to write the moves and not "blitz" his opponent. However he turned to his captain, Mr Peter Detter, apparently to ask for a transla​tion. Mr Detter advised his player to "mark" the moves. This is incorrect advice. I could have awarded Mr Summerscale extra time on two counts.

I insisted that Mr Felsburger write his scoresheet up to date and he immedi​ately started to do so - his clock was still stopped.

While Mr Felsburger was filling in his moves, his captain - without any au​thority - started Mr Summerscale's clock going, even though it was not Summerscale's turn to move! This is unacceptable behaviour. Penalty?

Mr Summerscale quickly stopped his clock, incidentally starting the Austrian club player's clock.

Mr Detter once again started the Slough player's clock. Again Mr Sum​merscale stopped his clock and started his opponenfs going.

This touching of the clock (by Detter - ​RAF) is not acceptable. I immediately asked Mr Detter to leave the playing room, and turned back to supervise the continuation of the game.
Then, apparently, Mr Detter, before stepping back from the game, prodded Mr Summerscale in the back and called him a "m
f
", a gross swearing expression. I write "appar​ently" as I did not see this incident, but there are reliable witnesses.

Felsburger's scoresheet was written up, the game continued and both play​ers reached the time control.

Grandmaster Tony Miles, the Slough Club's captain, then presented me with a typed protest about Mr Detter's behaviour. I quietly presented this typed sheet to Mr Detter and asked him for his comments. Mr Detter, without reading it, ripped it up !

How should such a series of incidents be handled? I examined the rules. I took my time. I allowed the players to continue. I attended to other games.

Mr Summerscale's clock reached the third hour after his move 43. This technical loss coincided with my deci​sion to award the game to Slough on account of Mr Detter's unacceptable behaviour.

I would have preferred, if it had been possible, for the team and not the player, to be penalised by one point.

I am sending a copy of this report to the FIDE Rating Officer, Lausanne, suggesting that Summerscale​/Felsburger be not entered as a loss, but perhaps even as a win for Felsburger.

I enclose a copy of a letter of protest from Mr Detter. In my opinion it fails to tackle the crucial points."

Robert G Wade, Arbiter

Bob's decision to award the game to Slough meant that when Tony Kosten later won his" game with less than one minute rem_ining for all his remaining moves, Slough had triumphed 3½ -2½ . Naturally th_Austrian's appealed and eventually the Appeal Committee de​cided to reverse Bob's decision on Summerscale's board, giving the match to Graz. Detter, the Austrian captain, was however banned from attending his club's matches for a period of two years.

In THE OBSERVER, Jon Speelman begins his article (30th September), "Team captains, like arbiters, should be seen and not heard: a precept which Graz captain Peter Detter sing​ularly failed to observe."

Alan Hamilton wrote in THE TIMES (26th September) "Chess players will be familiar with the Sicilian Defence, but the Austrian Attack is an entirely new gambit. Imagine a European Cup tie in which the away team's manager tears up the referee's yellow card, tampers with his watch, offers physical abuse to a home player, and stomps off the field shouting profanities at the opposition, and all this when his own side are winning.

The match was an England-Austria European qualifier, but there was no football involved; it happened on the cerebral and traditionally level playing field of chess."

IT COULD BE YOU!

"It Could Be You" is the hackneyed slogan of the National Lottery, but here I want you to imagine you were the arbiter at Slough for the European Club Cup and had to resolve the issues explained in the previous arti​cle. If you are a practising arbiter then yes, it really could have been you! Or you might be faced with a similar incident at your next event.

When I read about the Slough-Graz match I immediately put myself in Bob's shoes. What would I have done ? ... Not what would I have done after due deliberation in the calm of my own home, but what would I have done in the heat of battle? That is the issue. That is also the reason why to gain the BCF Arbiter title a candidate has not only to pass the written exam but has to prove to a Senior Arbiter that he (or she) can keep a level head on the battlefield, at the coalface, the chalk​face or whatever we wish to call the tournament hall.

About ten days after the Slough inci​dent I was in the Isle of Man for the annual Monarch Assurance Interna​tional. The event went smoothly. Only one day after "The Monarch" ended I was at Wrexham for the Owens-Corn​ing ten-player APA where we always use DGTs and the Fischer time con​trol (30 seconds bonus after each move). In this mode players must keep score throughout. Even if they make a move with only one second left, they must write it down before making another, for they are back up to 31 seconds after making the move.

From my experiences with the Fischer mode at the three previous Owens Coming tournaments I knew it was generally the older players who were likely to slip-up over recording moves.

After all, a lifetime habit of being able to dispense with detailed move re​cording when one is down to only a minute or two, is difficult to get out of in the heat of battle. We have to apply the Laws, but sometimes sympathetic handling is required. Veteran grand​masters Mark Taimanov and Vlastimil Jansa were amongst my players.

The Slough incident was clearly in players' minds at the meeting the evening before the start. Some play​ers felt the damage caused by "blitz​ing" often occurred at the first in​stance and thought an immediate pen​alty was in order. They wanted the Law to be strictly applied. I suggested the players took the discussion at the meeting as being the warning to all and that time would be given to the innocent player at the first instance of blitzing. Before the opening round I

gave myself a quick refresher course in adding time to a DGT. I had not used them for some time.

An advantage of the Fischer time control is that the arbiter does not have to record moves at any stage of the game. Attention is focussed on observing the players recording. I was not looking forward to penalising such a respected figure as Mark Taimanov. I decided prevention was more appropriate than offence and penalty. Twice with Mark and once with Vlastimil, I was at their elbow to indicate their scoresheet when they were about to offend. They apolo​gised and recorded previous moves.

This sort of close attention can only be given when the ratio of arbiters to games allows it.

My sympathetic approach was less successful at the 1997-98 Hastings International Congress.

One day at about 5.55 p.m. I began a tour of the boards in the Challengers Tournament noting the numbers of the tables which might require the pres​ence of an arbiter during the ten minutes leading up to the main time control at 6.15 p.m. It was my custom to then allocate a sector of the room to each of my colleagues so making it unnecessary for each arbiter to do the same tour of inspection.

Whilst assessing the games along one row of boards, I was alerted to a flurry of moves being made at one board on the row behind me. I heard pieces being slammed down and the clocks being repeatedly pressed. Given that there were over fifteen minutes to the time control I knew that such a flurry of moves was out of order. One player must have over five minutes remaining and should there​fore be recording the moves.

I turned round and my attention fo​cussed on the appropriate game. Black's flag was about to fall, his scoresheet had no moves after white's 21st; White had about fifteen minutes remaining and was hastily writing moves on his scoresheet.

I moved round the row so I was standing behind the player having the White pieces and slightly to his right from where I could see the clock and White's scoresheet. This now ap​peared correct up to and including White and Black's 38th moves.

White glanced behind him and saw me. He turned back to the board, put head in hands and appeared to be studying the board intently. After about a minute he again turned to look at me then returned to his "I am going to have a long think" posture. I waited.

When White had about eleven min​utes remaining, suddenly his hand shot out and he made his 39th move to which Black, with virtually no time on his clock, replied instantly. Immedi​ately White made to make his 40th move. I responded by pointing to his scoresheet to indicate he was in ar​rears. He got up and in a loud voice said he did not need to write anything on his scoresheet and that I should read the rules. He would not listen to anything I attempted to say but strode off towards the Arbiters' Room. I stopped the clocks and suggested to the opponent that he remain at the board.

I found White in the Arbiters' Room Where he was in angry conversation with Con Power and Paul Buswell. Again I found it impossible to explain anything to him. He would not listen. He repeated that I should read the rules and made another accusation regarding my incompetence. Each time I attempted to speak he inter​rupted. Presently he said he was with​drawing from the tournament, returned to the board to collect his coat, tore up his scoresheet and left the building.

I went back to the board and told Black his opponent had withdrawn and that the game would be scored as a win for Black. Although the surrounding games were almost at the time control (it was now about 6.08) a number of players muttered such comments as

"Good riddance", "About time" and "Thank goodness for thaf'.

I draw attention to the relevant section of Article 8.1. A player may reply to his opponent's move before re​cording it, if he so wishes. This was probably the bit the player knew. He conveniently overlooked the next sentence. He must record his pre​vious move before making an​other.

The current law is less restrictive than the one it replaced. A player can reply to his opponent's move before writing it down - provided he has complied with the final sentence. In this incident White was attempting to make his 40th move without having recorded his 39th. By doing this he was hoping to blitz his opponent into blundering or losing on time.

The recent much publicised incident in the European Club Championship has made it very clear that blitzing must be stamped on immediately. I now know that in the Hastings game White had taken advantage of Black's extreme time trouble on a number of occasions by indulging in bursts of blitz chess.

Unfortunately by refusing to listen, the offending player has not learnt any​thing from the incident. Of course it could simply be that his bluff had been called. He is an experienced player from the London area. If he was so sure I was wrong, w'rrf did he not appeal against the decision?

Hastings always provides a goodly mixture of intriguing incidents. This year was no exception. In fact it was a record year. Have you heard the one about the Dutchman, the German and the Teddy Bear? You will !

EVEN CLOSER

Prompted by John Turnock's article last time about a close finish in the Northumbria Chess League, Kevin Thurlow has sent details of the 1995-96 Civil Service League. With the final round of matches to play, the league table looked like this.

re "

	
	P
	W
	D
	L
	MP
	Pts

	HOME OFFICE
	9
	6
	0
	3
	42
	6

	E. KNIGHTS
	9
	6
	0
	3
	42
	6

	INLAND REVENUE
	9
	5
	1
	3
	39
	5 ½ 

	UNATS
	9
	5
	0
	4
	40 ½ 
	5

	GLCC
	9
	3
	2
	4
	32 ½  
	4

	TREASURY
	9
	0
	1
	8
	20
	½ 

	The final round of matches pitched Home Office against UNATS, E. Knights against GLCC and Inland Revenue against Treasury. Inland Revenue made the mistake of believing the title would be won by one or other of the joint leaders so left out their big guns and only drew against bottom of the table and win-less Treasury. Imagine their feelings when they learnt that both leaders had lost!

	The final table was:-
	P
	W
	D
	L
	MP
	Pts

	HOME OFFICE
	10
	6
	0
	4
	45 ½ 
	6

	E.KNIGHTS
	10
	6
	0
	4
	45 ½ 
	6

	UNATS
	10
	6
	0
	4
	45
	6

	INLAND REVENUE
	10
	5
	2
	3
	43
	6

	GLCC
	10
	4
	2
	4
	37
	5

	TREASURY
	10
	0
	2
	8
	24
	1


E. Knights would have won the league had they scored a half point more in the final match. One game point more in their last match would have been sufficient for Unats to have won. Even the narrowest of victories - just another half point

against the bottom team - would have given Inland Revenue the title, instead of which they were placed fourth.

Kevin goes on to say that in the following season, with broadly the same players, E. Knights won decisively with 10 out of 10 match points and an impressive 62 game points, and with no other team scoring more than 4½.

THE THINGS THEY SAY

Channel 4 coverage of the 1997 Tour de France

"Cedric Vasseur led for most of the day, taking the main time bonuses and leaving the main pack playing a game of chess behind him."

THE DUTCHMAN, THE GERMAN AND THE TEDDY BEAR

You thought I was joking didn't you. The day after the Hastings blitzing incident explained on earlier pages, we had a much more cuddly problem to deal with.

A German player (adult, male and with a respectable FIDE rating) was partial to walking round the tournament hall with his mascot (not strictly a teddy bear, unknown gender, probably born in Taiwan, unrated) cradled in his arms. He regularly stroked it It was his custom to place it beside his board facing the opponent, where it would remain for the duration of the game ​except when he took it for walkies. His compatriot (younger, but adult fe​male without FIDE rating) did likewise with her mascot - a tiger - except that being dangerous, it was not taken for walks.

All went well for the first nine rounds, but in the tenth teddy's opponent (Dutch, adult, male with FIDE rating) objected, stating he found it a distrac​tion. Since it stood about nine inches high and was placed very close to the board, this was deemed a reasonable objection and the arbiter requested it be moved. The German objected, saying if he could not have his mascot on the table then he would not play.

By now play had begun and the Dutch​man's clock was running. He made his first move. The German insisted he would not play unless the mascot was on the table next to the board. He wandered round the hall caressing his pet

Presently he came to speak to me saying he would play in the final round the next day. I asked him what he would do if tomorrow's opponent also objected. "Then I won't play". I told him I was not prepared to include him if that was the case. Eventually he agreed to play whatever. I then sug​gested that if the next opponent ob​jected, how would he feel if there was a vacant chair next to him on which he could place the mascot so that it was within his sight but out of sight of the opponent.  That would be fine he assured me. 'What about today?" "Today I will not play. I am too upset"

After two hours the Dutch opponent submitted his scoresheet, claiming a win on time. (Yes, two hours. The German was in the tournament hall and had presented himself at the board at the start). Later when I updated the pairing notice I marked the game 1-0.

Soon the German was trailing me again. "You have marked a result incorrectly. It should be + -. I have not played. It is not 1-0." I explained he had the right to appeal, which he did.

And so it came to pass that on the evening of 6th January 1998 an Ap​peal Committee was established com​prising a BCF Director, two interna​tional arbiters and two players from the Challengers tournament to deter​mine when a game is a game.

If it was deemed to be a game, then it would count for rating. If not, then it was a win by default. The teddy bear was called as a witness. Sadly the teddy bear lost and was never seen again, nor was the tiger. Both de​faulted in Round 11.

Why did we need five on the Appeal Committee you ask? We didn't. There were only three members. Remember "Pooh Bah" in "The Mikado". He was "Lord High Everything Else". We had two Pooh Bahs.
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Whilst on the subject of mascots I am re​minded of one of the questions David Nor​wood asked in a Christmas Quiz in his Saturday column in THE DAIL Y TEL​EGRAPH.

The question - entitled "Match the Pet' - was to reunite Michael Adams, David Norwood, John Nunn, Matthew Sadler and Jon Speel​man with their pet from the following list :​Pentium 200 MHz computer, cat, carp, rabbit and teddy bear.

Another question was to identify the car drivers from the members of England's team at Pula :- Short, Speelman, Adams, Nunn and Hodgson.

Solutions on page 16 (at end)

SLOUGH V MERKUR GRAZ FINDINGS OF THE APPEAL COMMITTEE

Not surprisingly the Austrian team appealed against the ruling that they should lose the Summerscale-Felsberger game. Prof K Jungwirth, Continental President of Europe, requested Mr Filipowicz (Poland), Mr Wallace (Scotland) and Mr Gijssen (Nethertands) to study the case and to take the final decision on the incident due to the absence of an Appeal Committee in Slough.

Documents considered were the report of the arbiter Mr Robert Wade (see pages 6 and 7 of this issue), a protest of the captain of Merkur Mr Peter Detter and a scoresheet of the game. (I have not seen the latter two).

After stating the evidence which would be considered, why some other sub​missions would be ignored and re​stating the sequence of events, the findings of the Appeal Committee were set-out as follows.

"The committee concludes that

a) Mr Felsberger made the first error in not obeying Article 8.1 of the Laws of Chess (... each player is required to record his own moves and those of his opponent  move after move...).

b) Mr Summerscale made the second error in not obeying Article 6.12(b) (A player may stop the clocks in order to seek the arbiter's assistance) and Article 12.5 (It is forbidden to distract or annoy the opponent in any man​ner whatsoevet).

c) the arbiter made the third error for not ensuring that Mr Felsberger's clock was running while he brought his scoresheet up-to-date according to Article 8.5.

d) the Austrian captain made the fourth error by repeated interference in a game in progress contrary to Tournament Rules C.O6 page 7 V "The role of the captain".

At a certain moment the captain of Slough, Mr Miles, protested in written form. Based on this protest the arbiter decided to award the game to Mr. Summerscale on account of Mr Det​ter's unacceptable behaviour.

Against this decision of the arbiter Mr Detter protested in written form.

The committee concludes that the fifth error was made by the organiser of the event in not arranging the forma​tion of an Appeals Committee accord​ing to D.IV page 5 - Section 4.41 of the FIDE Handbook. The fact that the captains, the arbiter and the organis​ers overlooked this, is understand​able. If there had been an Appeals Committee the problem could be solved immediately.

The committee likes to point out that an absolutely correct ruling is not easy to decide, but the committee wishes to express the opinion, that the decision of the arbiter to award the game to Mr Summerscale is not correct. The only error made by Mr Felsberger is not recording the moves (eight times !) and at the moment the arbiter told him to record the moves he did so. Such an error occurs many times, but as far as the committee knows, the game was never declared lost for the player who did not obey Article 8.1 and Arti​cle 12.7 (... persistently refuses to comply with the Laws ...).

Also the misconduct of the captain of Merkur is not sufficient reason to take such an extreme decision. Also the arbiter has this opinion. In his report he wrote: "I would have preferred, if it had been possible, for the team and not the player, to be penalised by one point.
"

The committee decides:

1. The result of the game Summer​scale-Felsberger is 0-1.

2. For the next round in the 1997 Europe Cup competition and for the following two years, it is forbidden for Mr Detter to act as a captain in the Europe Club Cup Competition.

According to the letter the committee received from Mr Jungwirth, this deci​sion is final."

Throughout the above text additions in italics are my own - Editor

My thanks to Bob Wade for supplying the two reports - RAF. I am interested in the detail of the findings and not surprised at the decision to award the game to Mr Felsburger, but the repeated offences by Mr Detter seem to have been marginalised.

What about, the fourth error being Detter's incorrect advice to his player, the fifth error his starting of Summerscale's clock, the sixth error again starting Summerscale's clock, the seventh error his punching Sum​merscale in the back, the eighth error his obscenity, the ninth error his tearing-up of the protest from Miles?

Simply banning him from being captain is no punishment whatsoever. Assuming specta​tors can attend matches, he can be captain in all but name at every match. If there are banks in Graz, someone must be laughing all the way to his!

Great train robber dies

Roy James, frustrated racing driver, suffers heart attack.

Ronnie Biggs said from his home in Rio de Janeiro:

"It's an awful shock.
I will miss him. He was a very nice guy. I think the only argument I ever had with him was over a game of chess."

Thanks to John Robinson who spotted this in THE GUARDIAN on 22nd August last year.

TO BYE OR NOT TO BYE by David Welch

It used to be the case that a half-point Bye was awarded when a player did not have a game. This became re​garded as unfair and a full-point Bye became usual.

Gerry Walsh informs me that in some events for the visually handicapped, a full-point Bye is awarded in Round 1 but for all later rounds only a half-point is awarded - to the lowest ranked player (lowest ranked on the bottom score level).

There is much merit to this system and I suggest that it should be incorpo​rated into any set of Swiss Pairing rules.

Also there should be a rule that any player who enters an event at the last minute may not receive a full-point Bye if no opponent can be found for him.
EDITOR'S COMMENT - I support both of David's suggestions although in the case of the former, I think we should consider whether to maintain the principle of the median having the (half-point Bye.

At the 1997 Hastings Weekend Con​gress a Grandmaster entered the Open at 6.58 p.m. It was a 7 o'clock start. Not wishing him to have an easy ride, or even a full point Bye, the arbiter decided on a completely new set of pairings.

I feel this seriously inconvenienced the great majority of players who had entered in good time, arrived in good time and had in some cases already settled at their boards. As the pair​ings had been published, the "mini​mum disturbance" rule could have been employed, but even that would have inconvenienced a number of players. Failing this, the GM (possi​bly the new top seed) would have been likely to receive a gift-point Bye. The arbiter had little room for ma​noeuvre.

I put forward a recommendation that the 1997-98 entry form should state that pairings would be published thirty minutes before the start and that any entries received after that would be paired ff possible, but ff not would receive a half-point Bye. Con​straints of space meant this sugges​tion was not included in the entry form.

At the 1998 Hastings Weekend Con​gress the same Grandmaster en​tered at 7.02 p.m. This time he had miscalculated. The first round had begun at 6.30 p.m. No question of a re-draw! The GM had to kick his heels for a while. V\then re-pairings were done to give opponents to those players whose original opponents had not arrived, the GM got a game ​against a higher-rated player than he would have met ff he had entered on time. He could only draw. You might say justice was done.

I think we often bend over too far to accommodate the selfish player. We should focus our thoughts more on the great majority of players who cooperate. Who enter on time. Who arrive on time. Who have a right to see a pairing list posted in good time and which is not altered unless it is absolutely necessary.

The "last minute entrant" who expects heaven and earth to be moved for him should not be allowed to spoil an event for other players. Whilst I hope we, as experi​enced arbiters, can cope with the inconven​ience such nuisances cause, it is the selfishness to their fellow players that I find difficult to tolerate. Let us put the interests of the majority first.

Well I have got onto my high horse this morning! Whatever I had for breakfast certainly had an effect. I invite your reac​tions to David's suggestions. and also to my uncompromising views.

MATCH THE PET Nunn-computer Speelman-cat Norwood-rabbit Adams-carp Sadler-teddy bear


CAR DRIVERS
Short and Hodgson

SOMETIMES YOU JUST CAN'T WIN

The Open section at the 1997 Llandudno Congress had just eight entries for the five round event. Most were eligible for the next lower section. I explained the situation to the lowest-rated player (player A) and asked if he would move down to the Major. He agreed. I did the same to the next player (Player B). He also agreed. I now had a six-player APA. Problem solved!

Ten minutes into the first round came a message. .Have you heard from Frank? His mother died yesterday." No I hadn't heard. A quick check reveals he is one of the six in the Open and no, he hasn't arrived.

I decide to move quickly and interrupt the Major game where Player B is playing and invite him to go back to the Open. He agrees and is soon playing Frank's oppo​nent. I have my APA once again.

Ten minutes later Frank arrives. He was delayed because his bicycle punctured on the way! Happily he is also eligible for the Major so is slotted in against the player who has just been robbed of Player B.

If course if I had done nothing Frank would not have arrived.

