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EDITORIAL

The fallout of the Henderson-Forbes affair (which took place on 24th January at Birmingham at a 4NCL weekend) raises issues which must be of concern to all arbiters. The incident has been covered, not always accurately, in both the national press and the chess media This would appear to be an issue on which the CAA could reasonably be expected to give some guidelines to its members and I hope that some discussion of the issues raised will take place at the forthcoming Annual General meeting. I am sure that none of us would have been happy to have been in the arbiter's position at this event, but to an extent it may well have been an incident which was waiting to happen.

The chief questions which spring to mind are first, how should such claims and accusations be investigated? - second does it make any difference if the incident took place in the playing hall, or in a refreshment area outside during the game? - and third, what penalties are appropriate in such cases? In fairness to Richard Furness, the arbiter at the event, it should be said that he has always stated that he regards time penalties as inappropriate in this case.

Lara Barnes, the Director of Women's Chess and now a qualified BCF Arbiter, obviously has a valuable perspective on these matters, so I am including in this issue an article already published in the April issue of "Chess Moves", but one which she also submitted to me. It widens the debate to one of equal opportunities in chess.

In general I have received very little material for this edition, but I would like to continue to publish the newsletter on as regular a basis as possible, so I have continued the present schedule of three issues per year. I would always be happy to receive contributions from members, including serious articles, examples of interesting Swiss pairing problems, draw requests in quickplay finishes and incidents of interest or amusement to arbiters. The target date for AM 17 is October 1999.

I would like to thank the contributors to the current issue. Stewart Reuben has moved our thoughts forward to the next FIDE revision of the Laws in 2000, and I hope that members will respond to him with their thoughts. Steve Boniface has continued his welcome output with two pieces, one practical and the other more tongue in cheek, and Peter Purland has highlighted a couple of pitfalls to watch out for.

JOHN TURNOCK

EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES IS NOT A FEMINIST ISSUE Lara Barnes

It has been my task, over the last year, to create an Equal Opportunities Policy for the BCF. In light of a recent incident of alleged sexual harassment, I have endeavoured to 'hurry up' the process and produce a draft policy for the April Council Meeting. In addition to the policy document, there have been calls for both a grievance procedure and a committee to administer it. Also requested is a set of guidelines for Arbiters when faced with cases of discrimination or harassment.

It is by no means only a case of sexual discrimination which produces the need for such a policy. Cases have come to light of disabled suffering from discrimination, and the attitude of some senior players towards juniors can, at times, be termed abuse. It can be at least deemed as poor etiquette and therefore contravening the Laws of Chess.

It seems that there is a very thin line between what is known as Jovial bantering' 'gamesmanship' 'psychological tactics'

and 'verbal abuse' 'sexual harassment' 'psychological torture'. A letter in February's "Chess Monthly" from a man told he was 'too old' to join a chess club is a perfect example of the lack of thought that some people give to the feelings of others, never mind the laws of our land.

I have lost count of the numbers of young girls who have dropped out of chess primarily due to the 'grief they receive from male players. The lack of respect that juniors of both sexes face in tournament play is more than unsettling.

There needs to be a slow, but steady change of culture within the chess-playing community. There needs to be an awareness of the Equal Opportunities Policy throughout the game and as an integral part of any documentation. Our task as players, volunteers, staff and administrators is to make certain that chess is, and is seen to be, welcoming and fair to all. Our clubs, leagues, regional and national structures must aim to reflect the rich diversity of our communities. This may well require POSITIVE ACTION, targeting certain groups in order to encourage and welcome them into the game.

We can no longer tolerate discrimination or harassment of any kind. There seems to be an unhealthy trend towards psychological 'tactics' in especially minor tournaments at weekend congresses. Players have been reported who go beyond distraction at the board and now stoop to intimidating behaviour away from it as well. The 'British stiff upper lip' prevents many people from complaining to the arbiter; they instead are 'merely' distracted for the rest of the game/tournament and are often put off chess altogether.

As the new policy will be 'for all' I am asking for urgent communication from: Individuals, Clubs, Leagues and Unions regarding the issues to be covered in the policy and planning. Examples of discrimination or harassment will be welcomed, so that the BCF can see the extent of the problems. Also advice and/or comments regarding the policy itself would be most appreciated. Arbiters are invited to give their thoughts on procedures for dealing with incidents of discrimination or harassment that affects play. (See end for address)

FIDE LAWS OF CHESS 2000
Stewart Reuben

The next revision of the Laws of Chess will take place in Istanbul at the Chess Olympiads in 2000. I hope never again to be associated with such a major overhaul as in 1984 and 1996, but I have little doubt there will be some changes, primarily to clarify and improve the current Laws. There will probably be discussions in Dhoka this autumn and some suggestions have already been made that include:

Include 10.3. within 7.4. Rules Committee Chairman, Geurt Gijssen and I basically agree, we just did not think of this. It would mean the same penalties apply for all standardplay games where an illegal move is made. One of the objectives of the 1996 Laws was to make them as closely similar as possible.

Change 9.2.and 9.3. so that the claim is always made when the position is on the board. To make a claim the player's clock would have to be going. Thus a player in 9.2a or 9.3a would make his move, then claim the position in front of him had now occurred three times. 9.2b and 9.3b would remain unchanged of course. The purpose of this is to simplify the articles. Ironically I had always found the current wording strange, but felt recommending this change would lead to yet another argument.

10.2.(d) Later in the game the opponent may accept the draw provided his clock is running.

10.2.(e) The player may withdraw his claim of a draw provided his clock is running. In such a case the opponent shall be awarded two minutes extra thinking time. There is considerable feeling that it is unfair that a player be able to claim a draw and then later to be able to play for a win due to the opponent's blunder, yet be protected from loss on time by 10.2.

It is clear 10.2(a) is interpreted in different ways in different countries. Arbiters rule in a reasonably homogenous manner in Britain because we have often worked and/or been trained together. Thus it is likely there will be a move to expand the article in the hope of clarifying it.

Delete Article 11. Michael Basman is particularly in favour of this. He proposes some games be played with 3 points for a win, I for a draw and 0 for a loss. Currently this would not be chess but a variation. Whether such games would then be rated in the same system would be a matter for the Ratings Officers. Some of you will have seen the correspondence in Chess Magazine.

9.6 be changed to include Appendix C4.

The Rules Committee had great difficulty in deciding whether Article 10 should apply to blitz. It was decided the 'can't win by normal means' rule would place too great a burden on arbiters for five minute games. Mating potential is a compromise. That it should even be considered shows how far we have come since 1984. before which it was possible to win on time even with a bare king.

Any further comments you may have would be welcome. There is a great and natural human inclination to tinker around with rules. Considerable changes should be eschewed for at least another eight years in my opinion. Geurt conducts a monthly agony column on http://www.chesscafecom.  It is well-worth visiting. For example, he recently gave a considered opinion on Bruce Birchall's query regarding the rules for simultaneous displays

BLIND TIPS

Steve Boniface
Nowadays it is more usual than not to have at least one blind player in a tournament. Thankfully most competitors in this category will thoughtfully mention this when entering, unlike deaf players who curiously never do so. So it is possible to make some extra arrangements for the comfort, safety and ease of play for such entrants.

I'm sure that most experienced arbiters will already have a modus operandi in such cases, and I apologise if I'm repeating old wisdom. Nevertheless I hope that these may be useful to newly-qualified controllers. Much of it is common sense.

1.
Introduce yourself at the
first opportunity on arrival. This will give the player a focal point, and he or she can ask for you by name. Explain where the pairings are displayed, where the toilets and refreshments are, and where you propose to seat them.

2. It makes sense to give blind players easy access, so the end of a row is best. If possible, rearrange the order of pairings so the same board can be used throughout the event. This is particularly important when conditions may be cramped and bags may be left lying around.

3. Learn how to guide a blind player properly. Don't drag them at breakneck speed through a crowded room.

4. Talk to the sighted opponent too. Playing a blind player can be quite an ordeal, so make sure both players are comfortable with the arrangements. Generally, I see no reason to avoid young and blind players being paired. However, competence with notation is essential.

5. Now that the Laws make it compulsory for a player's scoresheet to be visible at all times, I believe this should apply to a blind player's special board. This should also reduce the possibility of a discrepancy occurring. At least ask the blind player to place the board on the table every five moves or so.

6. There can be problems with mis​hearings and speech impediments. Some blind players carry a card with the ANNA ​- BELLA - CASPAR - DAVID - EVA ​- FELIX - GUSTAV - HECTOR notation on it to give to their opponents. This helps prevent confusion between files b (BEE), c (CEE), d (DEE), E (EEE) and g (GEE). An alternative is to use the Police/Aircraft Radio code of ALPHA - BRAVO etc which may be more familiar. Why not carry a couple of cards yourself in case of need? All part of the tools of the trade!
TWD ARBITING DECISIDNS

Peter Purland

I am writing with a couple of interesting arbitimg decisions I have been involved with. Possibly these could be published in some version so as to help consistency amongst arbiters. I hasten to add that some arbiters were not aware of what the correct decision should have been. The decisions would have been different under the old laws.

I. White wrote down his move then thought about it. The arbiter had a couple of games to check and could not give his full attention to one game. White then (with the arbiter now watching) moved and pressed his clock. Black (short of time) replied instantly and white also replied instantly- the arbiter stopped the game, warned white and gave black one minute. He then hurried to other problems.

I accept that he made a mistake, but an understandable one in the circumstances. Perhaps others can learn by it. Although I consider what white did to be bad practice and discourage my juniors from doing it, I do not think that he did anything illegal ​assuming his scoresheet was visible.

2. White had rook's pawn, rook and king. Black had a bishop (colour of queening square although in this scenario it could have been otherwise). No claims for a draw were made by either side and white’s flag fell

Both players and most spectators were surprised when I awarded a black win. The point is that a "helpmate" counts even though in most cases a bishop is not considered mating material.

(Rule C4 is different but of course applies only to blitz games. In a helpful guide produced by David Welch. (which has rules for quickplay finish. rapidplay games and blitz games side by side) he said 'We hope that C4 will become a Law governing all three modes of play. Until then. 1.3 or 6.9 are the only hope for a player whose flag is down unless he has already summoned the arbiter." - ed.)

FEEDBACK
The feedback from the material in AM 15 has been less than enthusiastic, in fact almost non. existent. I would like to thank Lara Barnes for her views on the Quickplay Finish and the 50 move rule dispute. She came out against the arbiter's decision but I would have liked to put this in the context of a wider reaction.

No comments were forthcoming on Steve Boniface's piece on "massaging the pairings". It would be interesting to know just how many weekend congresses are paired exactly on BCF Seeded Swiss Rules.

DDING IT BY HALVES
Steve Boniface
Well, that's the first round over. Only one withdrawal and one missing. Should be a doddle to pair round two.

Thirteen winners, thirteen losers, and eleven on a half including the first round byes. That makes me odd.

Colours split nicely - seven whites, six blacks. So float a white down and that's the ones done.

So to the halves. Now it's a known fact in round two that if you're doing it right, the seeded swiss system will throw up the same people who played in round one. Sort of test of whether you got it right the first time I suppose.

Now I've just got some info on the missing player. He got stopped for drink-driving and is 'delayed'. He only got one phone call and this was it. Assuming he's released, can he have the bye please? Poor sod. Why not? So twelve halves now. And a downfloat needed too.

Hang on. A second message. One of the first ​round byes has a migraine. She's still suffering and may not be in tomorrow. So we'll have to pair her just in case.

OK. Two problems. Just DON'T put them on the same board. And don't pair any other first-round byes together. It's in the Buster Netwear controllers' book.

Right. Let's sort the cards out. Any helpful scribbles in the margin? Yes - Brown is blind and Robinson is deaf. Don't make the same boob we did in 1982, with the Dutch woman. Keep them apart. And I've just remembered that Old Bill had a stroke last year and can't move his own pieces. Who's he down to play? Jones. Jones? Isn't he the chap with only one arm? Made a fool of myself there too by placing his clock on the wrong side.

Fine. So Bill doesn't play Jones and that's all the quirks identified. Now let's get on with the pairing. Isn't that typical! I've got a pair of twins too. I'll probably get complaints now even if they're playing the other one. No, it's brother and sister so they won't be identical pairings. Ho ho. Still, with twelve halves there's plenty of choice, even after the floats.

How about pairing the twins against drunk driver and migraine? No, there's a trap there. If neither show up, Kim and Kerry will then have to play. OUCH! (I still don't know which is the girl.)

Yet another problem - sorry, opportunity. Four of the others are from Wigan. They came down in the same car and definitely won't be happy if they end up on opposite sides of the board.

Now that leaves us with one-arm playing twin boy and twin girl against drunk. Bill versus Wigan two, Wigan three against Jones and then Smith has Wigan four. Simple. Except that the two left over drew with each other last round. Rats. 
OK. Let's change the upfloat to Wigan three, and then Jones can play the blind bloke. Is that going to cause complications?

What if I float Robinson up and Brown down? No, that leaves all four Wigan players in a huddle. Why didn't I give all the northerners White in the first round? That would have made things easier. One Wigan up and one down.? No, still too many problems if neither' criminal nor headache show.

Subtlety. One Lancashire up and the jailbird down. No. Wigan down and neuralgia up? Doesn't work either.

Who said round two was easy? Try giving this lot to a computer!
Do they have criminal and sickness flags?

.I know - in crisis, have a cup of coffee. Need a clear head. A new technique. Instead of seeing who can play. let's see who can’t -  ​sort out the problem customers first.
Aha' It is possible. But only by floating the LOWEST graded player UP and the H[GHEST graded DOWN. ParadoxicaIly, this leaves ALL the awkward competitors to match up, but it works' And the even better news is that I have a second-round bye requested which leaves me a nought either suspected drunk-driver or Ms Migraine should only one turn up.

Straightforward really. 

Unless you're a computer ....
A QUESTION OF CAPTAINCY

I often find that in local league matches and even in more prestigious team events, the role of the match captain is poorly understood by players and even the captains themselves. The Laws of Chess themselves are of course no help, as they always assume that a game is being played on an individual basis in tournament conditions.

The only guidance on this which I have seen published is a list of rules published in the 1995 BCF Yearbook (p131) under the heading "The Role of the Match Captain", although it is made clear that "this note is not part of the official laws".

The crucial point seems to be covered in paragraph 3, which states:

"During play the captain must refrain from interfering in any way. He is, however, entitled to advise his players on the offering and accepting of draws or resigning of games, provided that he makes no comment on the actual position on the chess board, and confines himself to giving brief information which can in no way be construed as opinion about the progress of the game. The exchange of information between captain and player must take place in public, or in the presence of a controller if one is present. "

OK, but where does "advising" end and "interference" begin? How pro-active is a captain entitled to be? Does he or she have to wait until the player asks for advice or can he or she instruct players what to do as cases arise?

Here is a scenario which I would like some reaction to. One captain is watching a vital game; both players are short of time. A offers B a draw and presses the clock. B's captain immediately intervenes (at the board) and tells B (in his own time) that if he accepts the draw the match is lost. B continues the game and eventually wins. Is this acceptable advice or unacceptable interference?
WHAT'S YOUR DECISION?
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In a Quickplay Finish, Black's flag has just fallen. He has not previously summoned the Arbiter.

The position is originally by G. Legentil, and was published in British Chess Magazine over 50 years ago. It illustrates the way that the Laws have changed. over the years.

Notes:. Anyone wishing to reply to the article from Lara Barnes on page 2 Can do so bye-mail (preferable) 1O1353.2240@compuserve.com or by mail at 34 BeaconsfieId St., Blyth, Northumberland NE24 2DP

The AGM of the CAA will take place at the Spa Centre, Scarborough during the British Championships. (Sat August 7th at 2.30 p.m.)
