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Number 15 Winter 1999 

The Newsletter of the Chess Arbiters' Association 

EDITORIAL

The loss of the European Team Championships (due to be held at Torquay in July) for financial reasons is a blow to English chess for many reasons, not least because of the opportunities the event would have given to CAA members to visit or be involved in such a prestigious event. It is also a great pity that the hard work already put in by individuals such as Paul Buswell and Richard Fumess has been unrewarded. 

It is my sad duty to record the death of a CAA member, Glynne Jones. He died on November 10th 1998 at the age of 55 after a long battle against Leukaemia. I did not know Glynne personally, so I can do little more that quote from the obituary published in "Chess Moves" (Dec/Jan issue). "Glynne was known to chess players far and wide running the Hertfordshire Congress throughout the 80's and more recently as an energetic junior chess organiser, both in his home county of Hertfordshire and throughout East Anglia. Glynne's achievements were recognised in 1991 with the BCF President's Award." 

Neil Graham has asked me to mention two matters: 

The 1998 Smith & Williamson British Championships saw the debut of specially produced Arbiters' polo shirts. These were made on Tony Corfe's initiative; they are maroon in colour with a "British Chess Federation Arbiter" logo over the pocket. Neil feels that they looked very smart and distinctive and were a successful innovation. They were not freely issued, but purchased by the individual arbiters for general use ; they are not exclusive to the British Championship. The BCF has purchased the remainder of the stock 18 shirts remain to be sold (5 medium, 8 large, 5 XL) at a cost of £10 plus £2 post & packaging. If any full member wishes to buy one or more shirts, please contact the BCF. 

The second issue which Neil raises concerns the 1999 BCF Yearbook. It appears that a lot of mistakes have been made concerning the information about arbiters. (The title of FIDE arbiter seems to have been somewhat haphazardly awarded!) It has been decided not to re-print the pages but there is a suggestion that the June "Chess Moves" carry an update of all amendments. Neil asks all arbiters to assist this process by contacting the BCF if their Yearbook details are incorrect. 
. 
I hope to produce AM16 in June, but this will only be possible if I receive sufficient material from readers. 
QUICKPLAY FINISHES IN LOCAL LEAGUES         David Welch 

The lack of an arbiter at local leagues using a quickplay finish can cause problems, as shown by the following dispute: 
(presumably referred to David for a ruling – Ed)

MATERIAL FACTS

1. The match was played at Black’s club
2. White was short of time and short of pawns (B + 1 pawn vs B + 3 pawns)
3. During a scramble Black lost 2 pawns.  The position is now B + 1 pawn v B + 1 pawn (opposite coloured bishop)
4. White offered a draw, perhaps not in accordance with article 9.1 – perhaps intended as a claim.
5. Play continued as Black needed a win.
6. White’s flag was observed to be down in the following position: 
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7. Black claims and White objects
8. Black's flag is eventually observed to be down. (The precise moment of falling is not clear) 

9. Black's flag was agreed to be faulty and White's flag was possibly faulty but within the limits normally accepted by arbiters. 

MY DECISION

There are minor errors committed by both players. 

White failed to claim the draw precisely in the manner laid down by D1 and his previous offer of a draw may have contravened article 9.1 - it is not clear whether a claim or an offer was being made at this time. Black should have made his claim about the flags in a manner similar to that laid down in B7. 

In my view all of these errors pale into insignificance compared with the last line of the Guidance to the Appeal Arbiter: 

"A good rule of thumb is that the award of the win to the opponent should not bring the game of chess into disrepute." 

In the position agreed above, backed by White's claim of a draw, I conclude that the game is DRAWN. 

In the dispute above, the league had access to the Laws of Chess through the internet but did not know that Guidance for Players, Captains and the Appeal Arbiter existed. 

This resulted in near farce. I think that we have some duty to offer to "adopt" local leagues and give them the advice that is sent to all C.A.A. arbiters. 

Also the dispute highlights an omission in the Laws Of Chess. The Rule 7 from Appendix B (Rapidplay) should be applicable to Quickplay Finishes especially when no arbiter is present (Claimant must  stop both clocks to claim a win on time ​ed.) Whilst we cannot obtain any major changes for 4 years, it would help if any other material corrections could be passed on to the C.A.A. 

OH TO BE IN ELISTA WHEN THE OLYMPIAD WAS THERE     Stewart Reuben 

Although I wasn't an arbiter, this note is written from that view point. My task was similar, that of one of a group of five preparing the Swiss Pairings. There has been a great deal of .misinformation spread about the Olympiad, both before and during the event. It was noticeable that, once the event was running smoothly, none of the earlier armchair critics had the grace to comment that everything was now OK. 

The conditions for arbiters are often poor at events. Peter Morrish told me that, when he first joined the British Championships team, the controllers not only shared a room but also a bed! When I took on that event in 1981, the expenses in this area immediately soared as I would never provide inferior conditions for my staff than myself. In the Olympiad the foreign ordinary arbiters subsidise the event. This year they received $500 towards their expenses. Those not supported by their own federation were thus out of pocket. Also they are expected to share a room, often in an inferior hotel. I have always managed to avoid this somehow. They also received a few roubles pocket money. By comparison I received a fee of about £1200, all my travelling expenses, and pocket money the equivalent of £10 per day. We had a daily bar allowance of 80 roubles (£3) per day and it was impossible to spcnd this much, even if one chose to eat there rather than the free hotel food (which was poor). Harry Lamb has waxed lyrical about my room in a 4 star hotel. Had he seen it, he would have realised that actually it was more like a 2 star room. He should have said his own conditions were unacceptable to him, instead of returning home. Then the BCF would have found and paid for him to have better accommodation in a couple of days. We took money with us for such emergencies. Yet the FIDE Arbiters Council has usually been content to deal solely with new applications for the title of FIDE Arbiter. It was only under my prodding this year that they set aside some time for other matters. 
There were nearly 700 people in play at any time. There were about 100 arbiters involved, including the Pairings and Appeals Committees (three people who never had anything to do). Yes, this was more than necessary! Using 40/100, 20/50, all in 10, adding on 30 seconds for each move from the first means that there are never any arguments. The only problems that arise are when the clocks malfunction or are set incorrectly initially. This can happen only because the number of moves played is not displayed on a DGT - a great pity. Eventually all the games were played on electro-sensitive boards. making the bulletin production much easier.

You probably know that the building wasn't ready in time. In fact, about 1000 people were working on it the previous day. It seemed while one was putting in the electrics, a second was plastering and a third painting the wall. The man who co-ordinated all this must be quite exceptional.

The main problem with Swiss Pairings is getting the correct results. This is much more difficult for a team tournament than an individual event. At least one extra layer of information is introduced. Often, at the Olympiad, even the teams competing aren't known. Having finally got myself on the Pairings Team, I was determined we would have the correct results and, indeed, no errors were ever brought to our attention. We also checked against the Chief Arbiter's list and the bulletin's. Only then did we commence pairing. The idea was that the four of us would work independently and then compare pairings and compare with the computer operator. I prefer to work with a partner and one preferred to work by himself. We quickly fell into this routine. After a time we agreed that once the first team finished pairing a score group and that agreed with the computer, we would look no further. The chance of both computer and human making the same error was minute. The computer was invaluable. Christian Krause had programmed it for the special Olympiad rules and it had never been tested in the field before. Yet we grew to trust it and, when there were differences in pairings, initially looked for our errors, not that of the computer. There were a few occasions when it was wrong, thank goodness. otherwise we would be out of a job next time. Also there are special conditions in an Olympiad about forbidden pairings which will always make it impossible to rely solely on a computer. As you know, one of the most time-consuming and prone-to-error jobs, is preparing the Pairing Cards. Our lone wolf was able to do pairings quicker and more accurately than me simply from the results list. But that is not the way I have been trained. The computer produced the following slips for us, quickly and accurately. They just had to be cut up by hand and then used just as we use the slots.

1. Russia 1
RUS 29.0 
BH-ext.316.5
Rating 2684

64  17   7   29 …… (opponents team nos)

W   W   B   B   W   B  W   B   W   B   W 
2.5 2.5 2.5   3   1    3  2.5   3    2    3    4

Colour balance  

W 6   B 5

Colour Preference:  B

 If Russia I had had White on Board I in round 12, the colour preference would have shown as B, thus letting us know the preference was strong. BH-ext means extended Buchholz, sum of opponents' scores with the team's own score added. This was essential information because the Burstein Pairing System (it is explained briefly in my book) was used. By the conclusion of the event, the team was working so well together that the whole exercise took only about two hours per day. Thus this is probably the best rate of pay 1 have ever had for a sustained period. That we were under-utilised was not our fault, we did offer. At least- it gave us plenty of time to attend the FIDE Meetings. 

CONTROLLING PROBLEMS AT A TELEPHONE MATCH    EricCroker

I can’t honestly say I enjoyed my afternoon :phone chess at Westminster School when they were playing St. Columb's, Derry. Practically everything that could be, well, if not exactly wrong, then uncomfortable, was so.  It may amuse you to hear the whole gory story, so I'd better say at once that at this end at least everyone was doing his best under difficulties. It sounded as though much the same was true at the other end. 

For a bad start I caught a bus which I thought went by the front of the school. It didn't: it went round the back, having first been held up for an age by road repairs in Whitehall, so that left me little time to find my way  through the unfamiliar streets to get to the school at 1. 15, as previously requested by the Westminster teacher. Having reached the back entrance I asked where I might find the said teacher, Mr. Davies. A boy told me to go along the footpath till I came to an entrance on the right. If I went in there I should find a blue door on my right. If I knocked there someone would be able to help me. I found the entrance, went in and found a black door on my right. Disliking this I continued a few steps to the entrance to a more plebeian establishment would call a playground with lots of boys standing around. I asked the first for Mr. Davies. He didn’t know, but suggested I go in the blue door on my left and up the stairs to ask the matron, who presumably knows everything.  This time I was lucky at least to the extent of meeting a young man, presumably a teacher, who offered to take me to the common room and then search for the elusive Davies. I might note in passing that all the teachers looked about 20-25 except for a few females (also teachers, or camp followers?) who looked even younger. Round a corner, down some steps, through a room with a litter of tables  and documents, to the common room, where coffee was available. I was invited to help myself. I did so with some gratitude, since I had noted the weather forecast which promised showers, was wearing a raincoat in the bright sunshine and was feeling too warm and thirsty for comfort. I sank into a very low but well-cushioned chair and there waited somewhat anxiously since I was now at least five minutes behind schedule. My guide went searching to the dining hall, wherever that might be, since Mr. D. was thought to be still at lunch, having been teaching all morning. It was explained that there was some chaos because half-term was just beginning. Some ten minutes later Michael Davies, a very pleasant young man, arrived, saying he was about to go off and arrange the room for the chess match: perhaps I should like to wait. I did, for another ten minutes or so. On his return I hauled myself creakily out of the low chair and followed him, expecting to arrive with still a good ten minutes before the two o'clock start. Round some corners, up some steps, through a hall full of desks ('Physics exam this morning') and into the playing room. This, I may say, had a large hole in the floor with steps leading into some dungeon, presumably for young malefactors. I had to keep reminding myself not to fall down the hole, which was placed a couple of feet behind the telephone. Separate room for the telephone? Oh no, that wasn't possible. You see, since the boys were going off on half​term we should soon be the only people in the school, 'we' in this context being six players. Michael D. and myself. So he had to be the phone operator, sitting about three feet from the nearest players, and I became perforce the only runner a most inappropriate term - except to the extent that the boys did the job for themselves, which of course made it more difficult to check that the moves were right. At the beginning the boys drifted in in ones and twos, but eventually, at perhaps five past two. I was able to tell them briefly what was expected of them, that touch and move rules applied, that consultation was banned, but, yes, they could talk quietly about the weather. (I wondered if the questioner had seen the Pirates of Penzance.) ... 

The arrangement was that Derry would phone us with the team names at two o'clock. They didn't. We couldn't phone them because they had kindly explained in advance that they would not be on the normal school phone number. Fortunately I had taken the precaution of phoning the Irish arbiter the previous evening and agreed with him a playing speed - not allowed for in the rules ​of 36 moves in an hour and a quarter which, allowing for delays in transmission, should allow us to finish comfortably by six o'clock. Since games had to go for adjudication after a combined 2 ½ hours on the clocks, that seemed to be reasonable. But wait .. at last the call came from Derry, lists were exchanged, and Derry won the toss, opting for White on odds. I didn't check the time, but it must by now have been between 2.15 and 2.30. 

All went well during the first flurry of moves except that I felt over-worked. Moves continued more peacefully. Michael Davies found time to start the day's crossword, and I even managed, despite being out of practice to answer a couple of clues. We were bothered that the Irish moyes were now coming very slowly, more especially when we checked clock times and found each of their players apparently having taken ten minutes or more less time than we had expected. Later this became absurd when the quickest Westminster player - he took about 4 - minutes on his clock to complete the game - found that the total times on his clock and his opponent's came to some twenty minutes less than the total on other boards. We asked why and were told there had been a long delay in transmission of a Westminster move. I don't think that was possible, since M.D. had the only score sheets in front of him and ticked each move as he quietly spoke it over the phone. I prefer the theory that, as Derry had the luxury of a change of operators, a mistake in communication had happened at their end at the time of that change. But what could we do about it? It didn't obviously affect the finishing of the game, but it could at least have made the finish even later. 

The next problem came in this way. Westminster as White had a bishop on d3, backed by a queen on c2. Black played a knight to f5, where it was defended only once. White of course made the double capture, whereupon the Derry player said the White queen could not capture, not having moved from d1. The Irish arbiter. asked to step in, said that the Derry score sheet clearly showed the moye Qc2. and he felt that the Westminster moves should stand. Of course I agreed, more especially in that the Irish had no runners either,  and the boys were conveying their own moves to and fro ​– which may have contributed to delays, though at our end we were making moves very promptly.  Some time after this M.D. commented that we could do with a cup of tea.  I agreed fervently, but didn’t get one: nor did he.
Next a similar thing happened, but in reverse, on bottom board, where Derry as Black played Ne3. This was interpreted as its mirror image, Nd6, the knight having been on f5 before moving. Now White played a move - I've forgotten what - which would lose his queen in the correct position. and he complained when Derry announced its capture. You might well say that the position as correctly set up should stand, as in the other game, but I asked the Westminster boy if I or somebody else had made the error. He said he wasn't sure, but he thought that I had done so, so I felt I had no option but to say the Irish arbiter that the error was mine and that felt the boys should not be penalised for it. He agreed, the position was reset and Westminster merely lost the exchange, since Ne3 forked queen and rook. The net effect s that in a game in which Westminster had been, I think, the exchange and a pawn ahead they now had the advantage of only one pawn.  Now all the other games finished with five White wins, so Derry were bound to win the match even if they lost on bottom board, because board count would decide. By now M.D. was anxious to finish, and indeed the boy concerned clearly didn't know how to win, so I was rather relieved when the boy was persuaded that the combined clocks showed 2 ½  hours and that he should concede the draw. So at last we finished and packed . The time, believe it or not, was 7 o'clock, that even if the match in fact started at 2.30 and the little argument I've described lasted 15 minutes, we still used up 4 and a quarter hours over a game which had ostensibly taken 2 ½ .   I don't understand that all. Michael Davies said it was the longest chess match he had ever experienced. I couldn't say the same, but I might have said that it was the longest I could remember in which I had been given no refreshment whatever. It was as well that I had a small be of sweets in my pocket as emergency rations. Michael Davies showed me the way out, the one by which we had entered being locked, bolted and barred, and then asked if he could interest me in a bottle of wine. You know me well enough to guess that I politely declined. In any event, it was past my grub time, as you will also know, so I made with all speed for my favourite ristorante, which made me a little happier. 
Much of this long screed is of course half ​joking, but it raises serious questions about telephone chess which of course are my excuse for writing. 

I. Should there be any rule about prompt starting? Could any such rule be enforced, and if so, how? I fear I doubt it. 

2. How do you cut down lost transmission time? My previous experience. King's Head v Dundee with guess who as arbiter at the other end, did not cause much of a problem in this, though I don't remember the detail. 

3. This may be relevant to 2. Is it essential for the phone to be in a separate room? With a soft-voiced operator and a team of boys I found no difficulty; by the way, he did not repeat the Derry moves but merely wrote them down . 

4. What is an error in transmission? Clearly if Rc3 is heard as Re3 - though it shouldn't if you use the international code (Anna, Bella, Cesar, David, etc.) or something of the sort - that is an error of transmission, but what if a correctly stated and correctly noted move is wrongly played on the board? In the two cases we had the error was once clearly the receiving player's, since a move on the board had been omitted completely, and once a neutral person's (or at least accepted as such). But what if a runner who belongs to the club makes an error on the board? Perhaps the rule should say that the player is in all cases responsible for checking that the transmitted move is actually played? Or is that too harsh? 

5. This also reminds me that I fear the requirement of runners is simply not enforceable, unless you say that in the absence of others the players must act as runners. That has two snags, because the runner/player has more time to consider the incoming move without his clock running, and it becomes more tricky for the arbiter to see that things are done properly. 

6. We are of course agreed that the rules must be updated to allow for the algebraic notation. Again there could be a snag with a player who still uses the descriptive; there must be a provision for interpretation in a way which does not benefit him. 
Note: This piece was written as a letter in 1995, but I am sure that readers will find the article interesting and amusing and the issues still relevant. To find the Rules for Telephone Matches  I had to go back to the Yearbook of 1987-88! - so some updating may be necessary. What of Internet matches? Do we need rules for those? Having played in both telephone and intern et matches I know that the latter option is far preferable and I am surprised that they are not more common - ed. 
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR
Richard Furness writes

Many thanks for Arbiting Matters 14. It was a treat to open it and not know what it contained ​the first time I have enjoyed that experience. In due course I will supply something for you but for the present I think members deserve a break from my meanderings. 

(Referring to p3 of the last issue), Stewart is not accurate in explaining my view of 'False Promotion'. I certainly do not hold the view (line 8) that 'no illegality' has occurred. It has. The move is incomplete. What I  said was that it was reasonable to assume that "both players have assumed the unpromoted pawn is a queen." If there is a later problem to which the arbiter is called, in the absence of any information to the contrary, then by default the 'pawn' should be considered to be a queen. 

Steve Boniface writes:

Many thanks for the 14th edition of'Arbiting Matters'. I fear my PC is still not in working order, so you will have to suffer as Richard did with my antiquated QL. But congratulations on a well-balanced and thought-provoking first effort. 

Just to answer one point you made re the half-point bye debate. In a  case where an erstwhile opponent phones up AFTER the draw has been made, Player X should clearly get a default whole-point. One useful side-effect of the half-point bye if used as I suggested is to discourage late entry. I agree that someone who put his cheque in the post a month ago might well feel aggrieved receiving ½  point bye while another who turned up on the evening gets a game and the chance of a full point. 

(As a postscript to the ½  point bye debate and comments in AM 13, it may be worth mentioning that at the Hastings Weekend Open 1999, a local GM entered the tournament at 6. 31 p.m. on the Friday evening (after play had started and long after the draw had been posted), could not he paired and was not hest pleased to he given a ½  point bye  - ed) 

John Dunleavy writes

Somewhat belatedly, hearty congratulations on AM 14; it is as near a seamless transition as one could imagine, with a hint of development to come as the winetasters might say. With all good wishes for the future. here is a very small contribution for AMI5. 

(Thanks to all the above for their kind comments. A pity that nobody commented on the draw claim on page 3 of the last issue. For what it’s worth, I think that Harry’s decision was right as the appeal committee agreed. 1w'ould argue that the progress Black has made is insufficiently 'tangible' (the word used in the Guidance for Arbiters) in that White still has full control  of the crucial h1 square. -ed) 

A FAIR SWISS SYSTEM?  John Dunleavy

It is not a fair world and the use of this four letter F word in the editorial (of AM 14) causes me to question whether in fact there can be any such thing as a fair swiss system. Such a concept conjures up visions of the Football Association trying to make the F.A. Cup 'fair' by preventing Manchester United from meeting Arsenal in any round!
We must never lose sight of the fact that a swiss is a compromise between a Knock-Out and a League, neither of which can be viewed objectively as totally 'fair' systems in all respects and at all times. In most weekend swiss tournaments even the first prize winner(s) are, to some extent at least, a matter of chance; other place and grading prizes can be said to be a sheer lottery. 

Thankfully, the majority of players enter congresses for the enjoyment of chess, with a prize as a nice bonus if it happens. 

The basis of the search for fairer systems is grade, which is a matter of history rather than any immediate measure of strength on the day - as the England men's team have just reminded us! Does it matter if a player has a higher grade if he is not actually performing to it in any particular game? Let us remember too that Rapidplay, and even most week-end timetables, just do not allow for anything more complex than the present seeded system, at least until computers make the arbiter redundant as far as the draw is concerned. [And bearing in mind the fact that most congresses are social events to a greater or lesser extent, it may be many' years before a laptop is able to exercise an appropriate judgement about whether or when two contenders, from say the same club, should meet.] 

By seeding we create an illusion of fairness, which we cannot deliver to all players, except in so far as we can demonstrate that there is no personal bias in the draw. Perhaps we should revert to a random system; that way at least we would stifle the protests of those who complain that seeding stacks the odds against them' 

In a lighter vein, it is my experience that most players accept without query the draw as it is posted, given that it does not pair players who have met in the previous round.  On one famous occasion recently the minds of two officials were not in synch, when an affirmative answer to the question "Are the cards in order?" was given without due consideration to what was behind the question, the hurried last minute first round draw that ensued paired the top half against the bottom half - of the alphabet!! This was not an unsophisticated group of players but nobody noticed, or if they did there was not a single complaint! 

The FIDE Laws in some respects appear to be written for those occasions when there are more arbiters than players but are applied, practically, in a manner appropriate to the level of the event. If we need a fairer pairing system for the British Championship and above, we also need a system that is relatively simple and readily understood by the players in lesser events. The one thing that the players want from any pairing system and the manner in which Laws are applied is consistency. Fair or unfair (in whatever sense one chooses to define those words), if it is consistent it will be accepted. 

WHEN ARBITERS BECOME COMPETITORS & MASSAGING THE PAIRINGS    Steve Boniface
How should arbiters behave when playing in congresses? Nothing does more to highlight good or bad practice. I do not hesitate to give friendly advice to the controller (as diplomatically as I can) when something is clearly wrong, but would hesitate to point out a minor pairing error affecting me in my tournament unless I'd done some checking in the other sections' However, as a controller, I enjoy the challenge of another arbiter playing under my direction. and welcome any constructive comments - honestly. 

One area where we must be very careful is where the arbiter exercises his judgement in a game concerning us. We should not take advantage of our status to try to influence that opinion. It is inevitable that some decisions of this nature (is White making progress in this position?) will go the 'wrong' way, and though we may feel as players the position is in our favour we as arbiters should accept the decision with good grace, and set an example to other players. This has nothing to do with errors on points of law, which we are entitled to appeal to the limit. Even as players we as qualified arbiters should be setting a high standard of sportsmanship, not gamesmanship. 
My final point concerns pairings. deliberately avoid using the word 'Swiss' because as Colin Crouch rightly acknowledges, his system is not strictly of that ilk. Perhaps like many other controllers, I have massaged some pairings at the bottom of a Minor Tournament towards the end of an event to avoid players finishing on three blacks, by inserting an extra float. 

At a recent tournament, it occurred to me that I do not remember a single case of a player complaining that he had been floated into a different score-group, whereas I'd had numerous about being paired with a player on too high a grade, or about being given the 'wrong' colour (players EXPECT to alternate colours in general). 

My first thought was to run a local event where everyone alternated colours every round, allowing for multiple floats to accommodate this. Not only did this seem extremely dangerous (the sole leader might float much further than normal) but as a shoelace-tying colleague from Bristol embarrassingly pointed out, "You're running two separate tournaments!" 

However, I now think there may be some mileage in allowing extra floats where colours in adjacent groups may be better alternated. For example if the group on 2 ½  points has 7 members with 5 white-seeking and 2 black-seeking, whilst that on 2 has 3 white seeking and 6 black-seeking, then it would be possible to give 'better' colours by floating three players instead of 1. A further violation would be to allow this with adjacent EVEN numbered groups with the same objective. 

I know that even thinking this thought will lead for demands for me to be burned at the stake, but I am willing to take the abuse for the sake of encouraging healthy debate. As arbiters I do not believe we should reject any idea out of hand simply because it offends existing thought and legislation. (I remember the famous case where an awkward bye​ allocation was solved by giving it to the sole leader in the last round as he was 1 ½  points ahead. In my view this was a stroke of genius!) If the practice is beneficial and welcomed by the players, then perhaps it should be at least tried. 
A last thought. Happily the number of withdrawals from tournaments (during play) seems to have abated, at least in the South ​West.  It seriously crossed my mind at one point to reintroduce a knock-out event so that those who lost could legally go home as soon as they wanted. Or perhaps a combined Swiss on Saturday, with a knock-out of the top 8 on Sunday. Has this been tried before? 
(If this doesn’t get letters flooding in ….)
Please feel free to join in the debate - should we be consistent about swiss pairings (because in consistency lies objectivity or are there occasions when a more pragmatic approach is justified! Could ideas like Steve's he accommodated in a relatively simple code of rules? 

Should score-group considerations always take preference over colour equalisation/ alternation? I recall one Tyne & Wear Congress when I was pairing two tournaments during the Sunday lunch interval. In a bit of a rush, I accepted PROTOS's pairings for the Open, having checked the crucial top half Only after the round had started, I noticed that the computer had paired the bottom six competitors (on a variety of undistinguished score-levels) in a way which satisfied colour requirements more than score-level demands! Nobody complained - ed. 

THE ARBITER. THE QUICKPLAY FINISH AND THE 5O MOVE RULE 

For the information on this piece, I am indebted to Stewart Reuben for providing me with a series of e-mail communications dating from early January of this year. 

A series of interesting issues arose in a recent tournament in Florida, USA. It appears that a player in the final two minutes of the Quickplay Finish asked the arbiter to count moves to establish whether the 50 move rule (without a pawn being moved or a piece captured) was being brought into play. The position was K, N + B v K. Neither player was keeping score. The arbiter did not do so (and apparently did not advise the player that he was not going to do so). A tournament director (who was watching the game) did count the moves. In the final minute, the player twice made an illegal move. The arbiter twice awarded the opponent two extra minutes. Eventually the player's flag fell (after about 80 moves), and the arbiter awarded the opponent a win. 

The chief questions raised by this incident were seen to be: 

i) may a player request the arbiter to count for 50 moves when he has less than 5 minutes before a time-control (and is so not required to keep score) and expect the arbiter to do so? 

ii) Does this constitute a valid claim of a 50 move draw if the count reaches 50 moves for each player? 

iii) Should the arbiter announce the outcome of the game (as a draw) when his count has reached 50 moves for each side? 

Frankie Torregrosa, the arbiter (from Puerto Rico) defended his decision on the following grounds: 


"1.  9.3 
requires a correct claim by the player 

2 .. 13.6 the arbiter must not intervene in a game to indicate the number of moves made, except in applying Article 8.5 

3 .. 6.14 the player may not make a claim based on anything shown in this manner ( referring to external means of counting moves) 

4 .. also, just before round one, I reviewed FIDE rules and stated that a valid score sheet was required for a claim of 3 position or 50 move draw and both players were present" 

The arbiter was supported by Ignatius Leong, who stated: 

"I am not convinced that an arbiter should count moves and then award a draw after 50 moves were made. This is assistance given to the opponent which contravenes the Laws of Chess. 

In repetition of moves or positions, the player has to show that the repetition is about to happen .... 

My opinion is that under the 50-moves claim, the player must proof that 50 moves were made without any capture or pawn move. That the player has less than 2 minutes is the player's business - it is part of the game. 

In the game concerned, I agree with the arbiter's actions not to count and to add time twice after the illegal moves were made. The defending player could not play a proper game and made illegal moves. Clearly he did not deserve a draw. The opponent took advantage of his time and developed his plan to force mate. That is chess in the true competitive sense - game and clock." 

Others, including Stewart Reuben, have taken a different view. In a series of e-mails, Stewart has said: 

"The preamble to the Laws in the preface tells us the strict wording cannot be expected to cover all possibilities. I re-wrote that myself. 

There is nothing in 9.3 which states a correct scoresheet is required absolutely in order to claim on the 50 move rule. This was entirely intentional. FIDE put the duty directly with the arbiter. Of course, if he cannot establish an absolute truth, he must go with his common sense. This also applies to flag falls. 

The arbiter, when the player has less than two minutes left, and has been called upon, may decide to award a draw. This could be either because it is impossible to win by normal means or because the opponent is not trying to do so. Both 50 move rule and repetition would clearly show one or both of these. The player would not need to count precisely either to 50 or 3 once he had called upon the arbiter. 
In the absence of definitive information, the arbiter will of course decide against the player lacking data. You (i.e. the arbiter) would be entitled to say, "I cannot stand around and count 50 moves. Produce a scoresheet or I will rule that the claim is invalid." I believe you would be churlish to do so." 

THE THINGS THEY SAY
From Neil Young's column in the Western Morning News (Saturday 17 October under the headline "Blair begins a very British revolution". 

"Now, I will not dwell on the argument of those who would defend the right of hereditaries to sit in power over the rest of us, the great unwashed 60 million. You might as well try to explain the rules of chess to a Martian." 
[provided by John Dunleavy] 
BITS AND PIECES 

Canal Mania? 

An entry into the World Amateur at Hastings was at first thought to have the name of Suez Canal. John Robinson aired the thought: "If it had been Panama Canal, I'd have believed it." The correct name turned out to be Gilles Suez-Panama. 

Helpful Oleg 

An Indian competitor in the Challengers at Hastings was more that a little surprised when his opponent's young charges wrote 1-0 on his (the Indian's) scoresheet. A Senior Arbiter dryly remarked, "Pavlenco brought 2 juniors to assist with his opponents' scoring." 

Was His Journey Really Necessary? 

A London based competitor had a rather trying day at the Sheffield Rapidplay. He did not appear for Round 1. The excuse was that he had missed his stop on the tube and had woken up at Cockfosters. In Round 2 he played and lost. In Round 3 he arrived very late, as he had fallen asleep in the pub but had been woken up. In Round 4 he did not turn up at all but appeared during Round 5. He had fallen asleep in the pub but had not been wakened. He declined the invitation to play in Round 6. 

APPENDIX

The final three pages of this issue contain the current rules for Quickplay Finish and Rapidplay, including the Guidance for Players, Captains and Arbiters. This should make it easier for CAA members to offer guidance to local leagues, as suggested by David Welch in his article on pages 2 & 3 of the current issue. 
Appendix D

QUICK PLAY FINISH WHERE NO ARBITER IS PRESENT AT THE VENUE.

Where games are played with a Quickplay Finish, a player may claim a draw when he has less than two minutes left on his clock and before his flag falls.  This concludes the game.  He may claim on the basis

(a) that his opponent cannot win by normal means, or

(b) that his opponent has been making no effort to win by normal means

In (a) the player must write down the final position and his opponent verify it.

In (b) the player must write down the final position and submit an up-to-date scoresheet which must be completed before play has ceased.  The opponent shall verify both the scoresheet and the final position.

The claim shall be referred to the arbiter whose decision shall be final.

Guidance for the Players and their Captains

This appendix may be applied to Rapidplay games.

Any claim should be discussed by the players and if it is not resolved it should be submitted to the two team captains.  Claims remaining unresolved should be referred to an Arbiter.

Guidance for the Appeal Arbiter

Some chess judgement is required.  This is not an adjudication, but an attempt to determine the probable result of the game.  The benefit of any doubt should be given to the opponent of the claimant.

A player with a king and rook claiming a draw against an opponent with a king and knight would be awarded a draw under situation (a) above (opponent cannot win by normal means).

A player with a lone king blocking his opponent’s king and solitary pawn would need to rely on his scoresheet to show that his opponent was making no attempt to advance when the opportunity arose.  The claim would be under section (b) above (opponent making no effort to win by normal means), and would be likely to fail if the opponent was trying to make progress.

A good rule of thumb is that the award of a win to the opponent should not bring the game into disrepute.

THE QUICKPLAY FINISH
Definition

A ‘quickplay finish’ is the last phase of a game, when all the remaining moves must be made in a limited time.

Recording Moves
If a player has less than five minutes left on his clock and does not have the additional time of 30 seconds or more added with each move, then he is not obliged to record the moves.
Claiming a Draw

If the player has less than two minutes left on his clock, he may claim a draw before his flag falls.  He shall stop the clocks and summon the Arbiter.

If the Arbiter is satisfied the opponent is making no effort to win the game by normal means, or that it is not possible to win by normal means, then he shall declare the game drawn.  Otherwise he shall postpone his decision.

If the Arbiter postpones his decision, the opponent may be awarded two extra minutes thinking time and the game shall continue in the presence of the Arbiter.

Having postponed his decision, the Arbiter may subsequently declare the game drawn, even after a flag has fallen.

Illegal Moves

If during a game it is found that an illegal move has been made, or that the pieces have been displaced from their squares, the position before the irregularity shall be re-instated.  If the position immediately before the irregularity cannot be identified, the game shall continue from the last identifiable position prior to the irregularity.  The Arbiter shall use his best judgement to determine the times to be shown on the clocks.
The normal “touch move” rule shall be applied to the move replacing the illegal move.

For the first illegal move by a player, the Arbiter shall give two minutes extra time to the opponent, for a second illegal move by the same player the Arbiter shall give another two minutes extra time to the opponent; for a third illegal move by the same player, the Arbiter shall declare the game lost by the player who played incorrectly.

Flagfall

If both flags have fallen and it is impossible to establish which flag fell first the game is drawn.

Guidance to Players in the final stages of a Quickplay Finish
If, when short of time, you continue to play for a win, you risk losing unless your opponent has only a king.

If you are holding a position so that your opponent cannot make progress, offer him a draw.  If he rejects the offer, stop the clocks, summon the Arbiter and claim a draw.

If your opponent claims a draw and you wish to try to win, the Arbiter will often allow play to continue.  If you blunder and no longer wish to try to win, offer a draw.  If your opponent refuse the draw, he loses all rights under “Claiming a Draw” as explained above.
Guidance for Arbiters

An Arbiter would only be expected to step in during the closing stages of a Quickplay Finish to avoid a miscarriage of justice e.g. in a junior or beginners’ event.

In a Quickplay Finish an illegal move may be found to have occurred several moves previously.  In the absence of a record of the moves the Arbiter should use either Article 7.4 (last identifiable (legal) position) or C3 (illegal move cannot be corrected) whichever seems the more appropriate.

Under “Claiming a Draw” the Arbiter should refrain from awarding extra time unless it is an unreasonable claim.  Remember that the claimant might benefit due to the time taken to reset the clocks.

The Arbiter is not expected to adjudicate a position but should make himself aware of the circumstances usually by watching a few moves.  For example if a player:-

a) makes tangible progress before his opponent’s flag falls he will be awarded a win.

b) Makes no progress, either because of lack of ability or because of his opponent’s sound defence, the player will not be awarded a win.

c) Makes no progress because his opponent makes little effort to move, the player will be awarded a win when his opponent’s flag falls.

RAPIDPLAY GAMES

Definition
A ‘rapidplay game’ is one where all the moves must be made in a fixed time between 15 to 60 minutes.

Play shall be governed by the FIDE Laws of Chess, except where they are overridden by the following Laws

Once each player has made three moves, no claim can be made regarding incorrect piece placement, orientation of the chessboard or clock setting.
Recording moves

Players do not need to record the moves.
Claiming a Draw

The arbiter shall make rulings concerning touch-move and draw claims only if requested to do so by one or both players.

If the player has less than two minutes left on his clock, he may claim a draw before his flag falls.  He shall stop the clocks and summon the Arbiter.

If the Arbiter is satisfied the opponent is making no effort to win the game by normal means, or that it is not possible to win by normal means, then he shall declare the game drawn.  Otherwise he shall postpone his decision.

If the Arbiter postpones his decision, the opponent may be awarded two extra minutes thinking time and the game shall continue in the presence of the Arbiter.

Having postponed his decision, the Arbiter may subsequently declare the game drawn, even after a flag has fallen.

Illegal Moves

If during a game it is found that an illegal move has been made, or that the pieces have been displaced from their squares, the position before the irregularity shall be re-instated.  If the position immediately before the irregularity cannot be identified, the game shall continue from the last identifiable position prior to the irregularity.  The Arbiter shall use his best judgement to determine the times to be shown on the clocks.

The normal “touch move” rule shall be applied to the move replacing the illegal move.

For the first illegal move by a player, the Arbiter shall give two minutes extra time to the opponent, for a second illegal move by the same player the Arbiter shall give another two minutes extra time to the opponent; for a third illegal move by the same player, the Arbiter shall declare the game lost by the player who played incorrectly.

Flagfall

To claim a win on time, the claimant must stop both clocks and notify the arbiter.  For the claim to be successful, the claimants flag must remain up and his opponent’s flag down after the clocks have been stopped.
The flag is considered to have fallen when a valid claim to that effect has been made by a player.  The arbiter shall refrain from signalling a flag fall.  If both flags have fallen the game is drawn.
Guidance to Players in the final stages of a Rapidplay Game

If, when short of time, you continue to play for a win, you risk losing unless your opponent has only a king.

If you are holding a position so that your opponent cannot make progress, offer him a draw.  If he rejects the offer, stop the clocks, summon the Arbiter and claim a draw.

If your opponent claims a draw and you wish to try to win, the Arbiter will often allow play to continue.  If you blunder and no longer wish to try to win, offer a draw.  If your opponent refuse the draw, he loses all rights under “Claiming a Draw” as explained above.

Guidance for Arbiters

In a Rapidplay Game an illegal move may be found to have occurred several moves previously.  In the absence of a record of the moves the Arbiter should use either Article 7.4 (last identifiable (legal) position) or C3 (illegal move cannot be corrected), whichever seems the more appropriate.

Under “Claiming a Draw” the Arbiter should refrain from awarding extra time unless it is an unreasonable claim.  Remember that the claimant might benefit due to the time taken to reset the clocks.

The Arbiter is not expected to adjudicate a position but should make himself aware of the circumstances usually by watching a few moves.  For example if a player:-

d) makes tangible progress before his opponent’s flag falls he will be awarded a win.

e) Makes no progress, either because of lack of ability or because of his opponent’s sound defence, the player will not be awarded a win.

