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The Newsletter of the Chess Arbiters' Association 

Firstly I want on behalf of all members of the CAA to thank Richard Fumess for the work he has done with "Arbiting Matters" over the last five years, He began the newsletter in the Autumn of 1993 and produced 13 issues, the last of which was published in January of this year- Unfortunately Richard now has much work to do, especially in the organisation of the European Team Championships at Torquay in July next year and we all wish him well in that task. He has promised to make contributions to the magazine from time to time and I am sure that we will all look forward to those. 

In the first issue of AM, Richard wrote ​"Many organisations, and this is not only true in the world of chess, suffer from poor communications. News and useful information are not passed around. This is where 1 believe the CAA has a duty to keep its members informed, and, if possible, entertained as welL" My objectives remain the same. I volunteered to take over as editor at the AGM of the CAA and so fill the vacancy, although 1 fully realise that "I shall be standing on the shoulders of a giant" as one leading arbiter put it. My status in the arbiting business is much less illustrious than my predecessor, but I hope that this will not be a major drawback. T do however need your contributions to come in frequently. In 

his resignation letter, Richard pointed out that the lack of material had in the last year reduced the number of issues from three to one. 

Is the seeded Swiss under threat? At the AGM mentioned above, David Welch, circulated a paper entitled "The ideal opponent", cheerfully describing it as our "homework". For me it showed a welcome acceptance of the idea that to have a fair pairing system we need to take into account the level of opposition a player has so far met in the competition. The problem is that devising a system which can do this sensibly is far from easy. The Dubov system attempts to equalise the ARO (Average Rating of Opponents) of the White players but allows the ARO of the Black players to get out of hand. 

Obviously any new system has to be reasonably straightforward to be operated by arbiters between rounds of a weekend congress. Maybe Dubov is capable of being amended to take some interest in the other side of the equation. 1 am sure that David would be only too pleased to pass a copy of his paper to any member who asked for it and he has asked for ideas which might help to make a fairer system work and reduce its complexity. 

John Turnock

FALSE PROMOTION    Stewart Reuben 
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The practice of putting a pawn on the eighth rank and pressing the clock, without first exchanging the pawn for another piece, is very common. 
If the arbiter is present or, if the player protests immediately, there is no problem. But what about if the game continues with the ambiguous piece still on the board? Consider the following position which is roughly what happened in a University club match with David Moskovic Black in a quickplay finish. They were using digital clocks. White had about 4 seconds left and Black 1. The facts are not in dispute. Play continued I h7-h8 Re3-g3ch. 2 Kg7-f7 Kd3​d4 3 h8xd4 and White sat there until his flag fell. When asked why he did not press his clock, he said he didn't know how to stop them. 

Understandably the two match captains actually present couldn't reach an agreement. Thus the game went to the League Secretary for decision. Presumably there was no time left to play on anyway. White claimed a win. 

My advice to David was that he do the same. It was impossible to know what decision would be made, so he might as well go for the full Monty. The first three arbiters I consulted all gave different answers, which were different from minel 

I. White wins. I believe this is on the basis that this goes with the flow of the game which has just become a mess. Personally I cannot see how Black can lose. He has done nothing wrong. The argument can be made that his last move was illegal and thus White should get an extra two minutes, but this is fallacious. Black, with no time left, could not be expected to notice the object on h8 was a queen. 

2. A draw. My own decision. This is a compromise based on what would happen if an arbiter were present after the h7-h8. He would award Black an extra two minutes, reinstate the position after h7-h8 and restart White's clock. White would then claim a draw under Article 10.2 because Black cannot win by normal means. 

3. Black wins. After all, White's flag has fallen. But can you really lose such a shambles on time - even if it was initially your own mistake? 

4. Geurt Gijssen is Chairman of the FIDE Rules Committee. In Holland they never play serious competitive chess without an arbiter present, even though he may simply be a player. He said, "if play takes place without an arbiter~ then the game should be totally the players" own responsibility". Fair enough, but that is not the rule in England  usually and certainly didn't apply in this case. 

What would happen in a blitz game where illegal moves, once replied to, cannot be corrected? Richard has offered the general opinion that, where a player puts a pawn on the eighth rank and the game continues, then it is reasonable to assume no illegality has occurred. Both players have accepted the pawn is a queen. Play might continue. I h8=Q Rg3ch 2 Kf7 Ke3 3 Rh3 Rxh3 4 Qxh3ch Kxe4 5 Qh4ch. Now Black complains to the arbiter and the position before him is drawn on Kf5 (I adjusted the real game position to provide for this possibility). The queen on h4 looks like a pawn. 
The game was initially awarded to David. The Appeal Committee told him that it would be judged a draw and David was reasonably happy to come to that agreement with his opponent. 

Clearly we need guidelines for Britain which may then become general world-wide. 

The last round of the Wigan Congress (Jan 14th-16th) was accompanied by controversy. Graham Lilley playing White against Graeme Buckley reached the following position on move 51. 
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After at least another 25 moves the game reached the following position when Graham LilIey's flag fell. 

In the meantime Graham Lilley had claimed a draw on the grounds that his opponent could not win by normal means. Harry Lamb, the arbiter, postponed his decision and on the flagfall declared it drawn. Graeme Buckley appealed against this on the grounds that he had made progress. His pawn had reached h2 and he had got his king close to his opponent's pawn. A hastily convened appeal committee upheld the arbiter's decision. Any comments? 

SWISS PERFECT      John Richards
Trying to put together a control team for the Bristol League Rapidplay proved trickier than I expected this year. It should have been easy as Bristol is fortunate to have some seven BCF Arbiters, plus another three in waiting who have passed the exam. This large number is due entirely to the efforts of Steve Boniface, who has trained practically all of us. In fact, it's rumoured that if Steve thinks you can tie your own shoelaces unaided then he will have a go at persuading you to be an Arbiter. Sometimes he's prepared to waive even that condition. 

Anyway, I did in the end manage to find two people to assist me, which was handy as we were going to have three sections. However, Chris Carter did say he wanted time off to watch the Grand National (a totally reasonable stipulation, I thought, though it would mean being short-handed for the pairings for one round) and Colin Axon had just started a new teaching job which was occupying all his waking 1)ours and some of the rest as well, and was not keen to be there all day in case he fell asleep at the desk. Players have been known to complain if a controller starts snoring while play is still in progress. 

We had set a challenging timetable for ourselves; with each round starting on the hour and lasting fifty minutes we would have just ten minutes to finish processing results and pair the next round. I like this sort of schedule for rapidplays, as it stops the players getting bored and keeps the day as short as possible, but does mean the controllers have to be on their toes. In the circumstances, a bit of computer assistance was called for. 

I had seen a program called Swiss Perfect a couple of years ago. At that time it was a DOS program, but now, searching for it on the Internet, I found a Windows version existed. I downloaded it and played with it a couple of days before the tournament. I found it very easy to use and it boasts a large number of configuration options that seemed to do pretty much all I wanted. Entering player details was straightforward. Although it is designed for FIDE ratings, it seemed perfectly happy with BCF grades of 2 or 3 digits. 

One of the nicest features of the new Windows version is that it is possible to run more than one tournament simultaneously· on the one computer. Swiss Perfect allows you to open different windows for entering results, doing pairings, or looking at the scores, and this can be done for several tournaments at the same time. I decided to run the Major and Minor sections on the computer and let Chris run the Open in the good old-fashioned way, with Colin helping out where needed. 
Having entered all the players names, and with ten minutes to go before the first round, I selected the command to do the pairings for the Major, and waited for the output. And waited. And waited. And waited. Disaster! The computer had hung. I did a quick reboot, started Swiss Perfect again and tried to load the Major section. This time I got an error message telling me the database was corrupt. This was not an auspicious start. Luckily, I had copied all the data files off on to a floppy before trying to do the pairing and was able to reinstate a backup copy. This time, the pairing command worked fine for both the Major and the Minor. Breathing a sigh of relief, J vowed to make sure J did a backup before every round. In the end, we were about five minutes late in starting the tournament but, after this, Swiss Perfect behaved perfectly. 
Swiss Perfect has two options for Swiss pairings: FIDE and USCF. In both cases, it likes to give any downfloat to the lowest ranked player, and a bye (if necessary) to the player with the median grade. It would be possible to alter this by changing the generated pairings manually, but I am afraid that for a rapidplay I couldn't really be bothered. 

One thing we normally try and do is avoid pairing players from the same club, unless it leads to undesirable pairings in the rest of the draw. Swiss Perfect has an option for this very thing, but the problem is that it is either 100% on or off. If the option is selected, then players from the same club will never be paired, which isn't really what is wanted. As one of the sections had a large percentage of players from one club, the option was left switched off. 
As you would expect in any decent program, there is a facility for adding late entries, or making early withdrawals. Players can be given 0, I or half point byes for any rounds. There is also a facility for giving players some bonus points. This could be used to force accelerated pairings, as long as the bonus points are removed at the appropriate juncture! 
There are several configuration options for printouts of pairings and crosstables, allowing the controller to specify exactly what information will appear on each. The players seemed to like the printouts, though I personally thought they could have been more attractive and readable. 
After the initial scare with the first round pairings, everything went very smoothly. It was easy to administer the two sections on one notebook computer (a rather ancient 386) and I believe I could actually have run the Open as wel1!  In fact, the only hold-up we had was when the last round pairings in the Open proved to be a little tricky (and they were the ones being done by hand). I even had time to watch some chess - an almost unheard of luxury when running rapidplays - and Colin got very bored standing around. 

I would have no hesitation in recommending this program for rapidplays, where the main thing is to make sure that the pairings are done quickly and are reasonable, even though they might not be the very best pairings available. The failure to implement BCF Swiss pairing rules makes Swiss Perfect less suitable for normal time limits; though it could be used with some manual intervention. Its big advantage is the ability to have several windows open simultaneously, allowing you to run more than one tournament. 

An evaluation copy of Swiss Perfect is available for download from http://www.ozemai1.com.aul-tourney/ 
and can be used for 30 days. After that, a full licence can be purchased for $49, which entitles you to free updates. 
Scandal has already smeared baseball, football and basketball. The only sports we can still trust are chess contests and marble tournaments. - New York Daily News 1951 

Arbltlng Matters 13 contained an Interesting comment from David Welch about whether a half-point or full-point bye should be awarded to the player who did not have an opponent. He concluded that a full-point bye should be awarded In Round I but only a half-point in later rounds. He also added that a player who enters an event at the last minute should not necessarily receive a full-point bye if no opponent can be found for him. The following two contributions are In part contrasting reactions to those views. 

I was particularly struck by the article by David Welch re Byes and your (i.e. Richard's) editorial comments. If you dig back to the July 1985 issue of 'News Flash' (those were the days - all hand typed) you will find an item written by my modest self on the same subject and with uncannily the same title. 

My article debates the relative merits of the half and full point bye and votes for the former, but distinguishes between the concepts of 'BYE' and 'DEFAULT'. I did try this for a couple of years at the East Devon Congress, but it proved unpopular with both competitors and fellow arbiters, and with a few exceptions, reverted back to one ​pointers. 

The rule which I still enforce today (and is used elsewhere in the South-West) is that players who cannot be paired BECAUSE they have arrived too late are only entitled to ½ point. This includes cases where they were ORIGINALL Y paired, but their opponents were subsequently repaired because of player one's lateness. It was my suspicion that in some cases players were unhappy with the original pairing (opponent too strong) so deliberately 'went missing' in the hope of an easier re-pairing or a free point. 

The other consideration is the effect it may have on prizes where ties occur. Clearly cash prizes are split, but trophies, titles and qualification places may be at stake. Should a free point count as much as one gained in battle? On the other hand should a player be penalised in this way if his opponent defaults? The consensus seems to be that 'unearned' points should be discounted in tie​breaks. (Most systems DO, though the awful Sum-of-Progressive-scores doesn't). 

It will be interesting to see how today's arbiters vote on Dave's suggestion. I was certainly in a tiny minority in 1985, but perhaps it was too revolutionary then. 

One father was incensed when I awarded his son only ½  point for a bye, complaining bitterly that I'd ruined his chances of a prize. As the lad had scored precisely 0 points in the two rounds he'd played so far, I tactlessly suggested that perhaps his son's opponents had more to do with the effect on his prize winning opportunities. Unfortunately we never saw fatther or son again. 

On a lighter note, I was controlling at the Paignton Congress a few years ago, when a certain 'lady' player accosted me. (Most arbiters in the South of England will know instantly who I'm talking about - I don't think she'd be allowed in the North). She had accumulated precisely 0 points in three rounds and had lost with a bad grace in all of them, complaining about the temperature, the light and the noise including that of the blind players speaking. She demanded to know if she would get a bye in the following round and I confirmed that she would. She then complained vehemently that this was inherently unfair in that she'd have to play competitors on a WHOLE point in the subsequent round who would clearly be too strong for her. (I could have pointed out that on her entry form she'd claimed to be lady champion of a significant Mediterranean island, and if this were true why was she in the bowels of the Minor Tournament, but I'd learned some subtlety by now). I confirmed that this might also be the case, to which she responded by demanding a zero-point bye. I saw no problem with this and agreed. 
At the end of the event she buttonholed me once more and now demanded to have her point back, so that she wouldn't finish at the bottom of the table. I smiled sweetly and said NO (but readers can guess what I was thinking!!). 
THOSE HALF POINT BYES AGAIN     John Turnock
The article in AM 13 which I found particularly stimulating is the one on byes on pages 15 and 16. I agree entirely with the subsidiary point on players entering late and I agree with every word of Richard's about the Hastings weekend event. I think that all congresses would be well advised to state (on the entry form) that any player entering within one hour of the first round is liable to receive only a 'h point bye if no opponent can be found for him or her. The key moment is of course when the draw is made, but that is something of a moveable feast. It is clearly intolerable that an arbiter should feel obliged to re-pair a tournament because a very strong player decides to swan in at the last moment - the time just before a tournament starts is already quite busy enough. 

It is the general principle about byes being reduced to Y2 point after Round I that I have great difficulty with. Let us for example take a 5-round Swiss with a fairly tight grading band - something like Hastings Christmas 'B'. It is by no means impossible that a player on 0/1 could finish with 4/5. It is highly likely that a player on 4/5 will get a good prize ​maybe equal first. Despite our best efforts, we have an odd number of players for Round 2. Are we really going to say to a player on zero that simply because there is an odd number of players in the tournament, his/her chances of getting 4/5 are to be completely extinguished? I find this to be unacceptable. 

Surely, as a general principle, every player in a competition who presents himself or herself for a game of chess without infringing any rule should have the chance to score a full point in the competition? It is not that player's fault that there is an odd number of competitors, so I would suggest that it is wrong to decelerate that player's potential progress in the tournament. As I argued in a much earlier issue of AM, I believe that those players receiving enforced byes should also be financially compensated for the loss of a competitive game. 

Also, the reduction to ½ point would create an anomaly. Let us assume that Player X, on the lowest score group with the lowest ranking has been given a ½  point bye as there is an odd number of players. If there were an even number of players and Player X's opponent defaulted, Player X would get a full point. In neither case has he or she played a game of chess but the reward is different. Supposing that the opponent phoned up just before the round to withdraw from the tournament. Is the arbiter going to have to approach Player X and say "sorry ​you now have a bye and it's only ½  point". 
Note: I wrote this piece in .January of this year, long before I became editor, but it seems relevant to use it anyway. 
BECOMING A BCF ARBITER     Lara Barnes
I was asked by David Welch to write an account of my progression from bystander to arbiter, because, apparently, I did it in the correct order. 

My first experience of 'The Laws of Chess' was at the first congress in which I played. It was the Borders Congress at Hawick, and I was leading the 'Heel 0' Magic' (minor) tournament on 3/3. In my 4th round game I had a 'family fork' available, winging easily. Did I play it ? No, I decided to go for mate instead and moved a rook to attack the black king ... allowing mate in 2 ... for him. As I moved the rook I saw my mistake and wished to retract the offending piece. I was told very strongly about the touch-move rule. 

The Tyneside Chess International was a venture by Tim Wall in Newcastle and through a mutual friend I was asked to accommodate some players for the duration of a tournament. When the next tourney came around I was 'roped in' as accommodation organiser and promotions officer. 

The third time I was involved was The Vera Menchik Memorial tournament, an IM 'norm' tournament of mixed sexes, most of which I organised. It was felt that it was appropriate to have a woman arbiter and so I was promoted to assistant controller, under (FIDE Arbiter) Simon Gillam. 

My first 'blunder' was in my first time scramble. WGM Susan LaIic was playing the white pieces against Clive Waters (my fiance), and was very short of time. Neither player was recording moves and I did my duty writing down the game score. I should now perhaps still be a spinster for I announced when they had made their 40th moves, much to Clive's annoyance as he had the worse position. 

After that I decided that I must learn the rules. I made enquiries about the process of becoming a BCF arbiter and embarked upon a schedule of tournaments as controller and organiser. After 18 months or so I asked to take the arbiter's examination. 

During this time I had picked a lot of brains and made a lot of mistakes from which I learned more than any amount of reading or lectures.  I must give thanks to John Turnock for his patience and advice at this time, I am not the easiest student! 

For some reason I found it difficult to obtain a copy of the rules for Swiss pairings. The only source I could establish was the 1995 BCF yearbook and so I sought one of these for 6 months. Then the Laws of Chess changed. I decided to hang on for both the new rules and the new arbiter's exam. 

To be assessed by a senior arbiter I asked to control the Junior Squad Championships when it was being held near my home. Peter Purland was very patient with me, especially as he had jet-lag (They had just returned from South Africa). I was enthusiastic to implement every rule to the letter, as, I have since discovered, most people are at first, and deservedly received a good telling off. 

I found myself doubting my suitability as an arbiter at that time. I could not seem to distinguish between a punishable offence and an incident of poor sportsmanship that we were better to leave alone for the time being. I was hearing 'games in progress' being discussed everywhere, every time someone moved without writing down their move I was ready to pounce, I wanted to disqualify people for preferring to lose on time than allow a checkmate, every board had an illegal position, every endgame was a 'book' draw, every other player was hiding their score sheet, people were going to the loo to consult their computers ... etc. AAghhh !! 

Peter said "Relax! most games of chess happen all by themselves". I did relax a bit after that, and more so after I discovered that most people who fail the arbiter's exam do so because of being too stringent with the rules when common sense and subjectivity would be more in 'the best interests of the game'. 

It was, perhaps not until I organised the Tyne & Wear Congress last year that I really understood the ideal situation. I tried to make sure that the atmosphere at The Tyne & Wear was as relaxed as possible and that everyone felt that they were being 'taken care of. It is said that 'no one notices a well run event but if you mess up they will all say something' this turned out not to be true of the Tyne & Wear, many people remarked upon the good atmosphere and smooth running. I knew then that the way to be was 'quietly in control'. 

I was helped at Torquay by having some of the most experienced arbiters in the world guiding me through the rules, the Swiss pairing system and the situations that come only with experience. I must thank John Robinson for letting me do the draw for the 'British Seniors', which was, even in his experience, a really complicated one by half way through the tournament. Thanks must also go to David Welch for going over the rules with me, for what seemed like hours, and with me asking the same questions again and again. He never once made me feel like I was imposing upon his time. 

As the British' was to be our only 'holiday' this year, my husband and I decided to make the most of it by playing in 4 tournaments between us, this was in addition to my many commitments as BCF Director for Women's Chess, and my arbiter's exam. I found myself with a meeting, an adjournment and my exam, all at 3 0' Clock on the same day! The adjournment was particularly annoying. I had a completely won position. I even offered to show the gentleman the forced win (mate or loss of queen) but he was not going to be persuaded. I spent the hour before my exam trying to re-arrange the adjournment, and so did not get any lunch. I finished the exam in an hour, but spent another hour going over it. The only 'rule' that I got wrong was ... wait for it...concerning adjournments! I got 91%, possibly a little less than I was expecting due to the stress of the morning, but stress is something that you have to be able to work through. However, I would not recommend playing at the same tourney as your exam. 

So, what do you do after you have passed the exam? I knew from the syllabus in the BCF yearbook that I needed at least two referees, one of whom must be a senior arbiter. I had already asked John Turnock, who had said that he would write on my behalf. I asked Peter Purland, who very diplomatically said that it should not be him as he sets the exam. I think that possibly the reason was that the only time that I had worked with him before I had got every single draw wrong!! 

When I got home I 'phoned Gerry Walsh to ask if he needed some help at a tourney in the near future ..... Yes!.. he said, "Scarborough". Well, Scarborough is in October and I had wanted to make all the requirements before the September BCF management board meeting, so I started to hunt the chess diaries for a nearer event. 

The Chorley Congress was perfect. Not only was David Welch there, but so was Geoff Jones and Peter Purl and, 1 made 4. Four arbiters and four sections, just the job! 

They gave me The Intermediate section with 49 players, the largest number I had yet controlled, and possibly every arbiter's nightmare... nearly all the grades had to be changed in the hour before the first round! In addition to this, none f the half point byes had been recorded on the pairing cards. Due to new grades, 12 players had to be transferred between tournaments. Three 

players did not turn up. Everybody won with black in the first round. That was just for starters. 

In round 4, the players on my top board both had 3/3 and were 'old friends'. White was much higher rated than black (who had very little left of a pint of lager by his board) and was playing somewhat solid, boring chess. Black was being steadily out-played, and was remarking upon this in loud sighs and gestures, which troubled his opponent not at all...but was disturbing the players on the next board! I had a quiet word with black, asking him to refrain from distracting noises. To my surprise he denied trying to distract the people on the next board, claiming that it was his opponent that he was trying to annoy! I stayed near the board, to 'keep a presence' and awaited further developments. Black was 'good' for about five minutes (while it was his move) and then started tapping his pen against the table and throwing a cigarette lighter around. He got up to go for a cigarette and I followed him out, to once again remind him of the rules. He did not have any idea what I was talking about....When his behaviour did not improve, I asked David Welch to observe. David asked black to 'please step away from the board', which he refused to do .. .Loudly. David eventually got him to one side and black decided to lash out at David and leave, rather than be told off again. "At least we didn't have to default him" said David. 

Things after that went smoothly, and I hope that I conducted myself in the appropriate manner to be recommended to the BCF as an arbiter .. .! must admit, I didn't realise it could be so dangerous! 

I hope to be able to publish Arbiting Matters 15 in the early months of 1999. That depends on your articles - ed.
IDENTIFYING THE MEDIAN                  David Welch
Many early swiss pairings used the idea of separate medians for white and black, e.g. if the top 4 players in a score level required white and the remaining 4 required black, the correct pairing according to early versions of seeded draws would be: 
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1v 7, 2 v 8, 3v 5, 4 v 6 (top white vs first black below the median line and so on). 

The modern treatment is to use a single median line across both colours: 

The pairings now become 1v5, 2v6, 3v7, 4v8. This is a natural progression, using priority 2c (grading) in a similar way to rule 8, and as defined by rule 12. 

The single median line approach is used throughout the rules as for example in rules 6,20, 21 and 24. 

When the teams at the British Championships do a draw, we use draw boards. With plenty of space and plenty of time we often start a new score level at the top of a new draw board so that we can lay out al1 the relevant cards 
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We leave one slot on the draw board empty to define the median. 

Here the correct pairings are 1 v4, 6v2, 7v3, 5v8. 

Members of the Chess Arbiters Association have received many examples of interesting swiss draws. In print we use a dotted line as I did in he first example. When we do courses for arbiters the way in which we use the slots in the draw boards helps considerably to ensure that we apply the rules in a consistent manner. 

Although there is no formal definition of median, rule 12 splits an entire score level into "top half' and "bottom half'. If we are looking for a black seeking upfloat we look through the top half (of the score level) for a player who requires black. We start at the bottom half of the top half of the entire score level (i.e. the median) and we work upwards (ignoring any white seekers). I consideredusing the term median-line in the rules, but that causes a mathematical problem illustrated below:
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Mathematically, 4 is the median and first choice upfloat, therefore 2,3 and 4 are "top half', 5 and 6 are "bottom half'. 4 is the true median. 
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Here a downfloat is needed.  3 is the median and the first choice to downfloat.  ! and 2 are top half.  3, 4, and 5 are bottom half. 
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Here we need both an upfloat and a down float. The exact middle of the 4½  point score level does not pass through any player and the idea of a median line comes ----- into its own. 
Obviously 4 will upfloat and 5 will down fl oat. 

Note: This piece was written by David in answer to a letter asking for advice about identifying the median in the current BCF seeded swiss pairing rules. 
THE THINGS THEY SAY
Pam Shriver, summing-up the Wimbledon semi-final between Martina Hingis and Jana Novotna - "Each player was running before the ball was hit. Just like a chess game". This gem was of course provided by Richard Furness, and appeared in his letter of July 3rd in which he stated that he would not be able to continue as Newsletter editor. 

The Times Newspaper, Wednesday 29 July 1998 

Under the headline "Row over sacking of Welsh minister", Andrew Pierce, the political correspondent writes: 

"Paul Flynn, Labour MP for Newport West, described the decision as "a disgrace" 
"Mr. Griffiths has been used as a pawn in this great game of chess which is being played out to satisfy rivalries or whatever is going on in Downing Street. "". 
The Times Metro Supplement, Saturday 14 February 1998 

In an article entitled "A write turn-on", about erotic fiction, Erica Wagner writes: 

"It reminded me of chess, for which I have little talent, always trying to see the moves ahead. How to get X into bed with Y or into the barn with Z (as long as Z isn't a donkey)." 
The last two contributions are provided by John Robinson.
