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Number 18 SPRING 2000
The Newsletter of the Chess Arbiters' Association

EDITORIAL

Welcome to "Arbiting Matters" in the year 2000. I will not say "welcome to the new millennium" because I have yet to meet anybody who really thinks that the year 2000 actually belongs in the 21 st century or the 3rd miIlennium!

Thanks to Geoff Jones for sending me a print out of Geurt Gijssen's Chess Cafe. Corn pages on the internet, dated 28th October 1999, In this Mr Gijssen states "I recently received Number 17 of the newsletter Arbiting Matters, and the Minutes of the Annual General Meeting of the (British) Chess Arbiters' Association. I was informed that the Association had decided to make me an honorary member of the CAA I feel of course very honoured as this was really unexpected". ".J have to confess that ""."and the actions of the CAA have encouraged me to continue with my work." It is also very positive to know that AM is now getting a wider readership as Stewart Reuben regularly e-mails key articles to various arbiters in Europe and the USA

In this issue we have two articles from Steve Boniface, who this year joined the regular team at the Hastings Congress. He first addresses the problem of "jamming" in tournaments. This can happen in swiss events which have a number of rounds not much smaller than the number of competitors. Steve suggests ways in which disaster can be averted.
He also has some ideas on combating the new scourge of arbiters - the mobile phone. I recall that we had problems with this at last year's British Championships, Steve's idea of having mobile phones switched off as a condition of entry into a congress is one which events may see as worthy of serious consideration. It is an issue on which feedback would be welcome, though feedback in recent months has been sparse in the extreme.

We also have an amusing piece from our Chairman on arbiting experiences in Scotland, and Stewart Reuben reports on a recent visit to Armenia.

I will be happy to produce AM19 in June or July if I receive enough material. I am however giving advance notice that I shall not be seeking re-election to this post at the AGM of the CAA in August, so members now have time to consider a suitable replacement. Any volunteers?

JOHN TIJRNOCK

JAMMING

Steve Boniface
Scenario: A Swiss Tournament where the number of players is only slightly greater than the number of rounds. The controller attempts to pair the next round. Smith can only play Jones or Brown; Jones can only play Brown or Smith; Brown can only play Smith or Jones. Three players each have two possible opponents, but they literally cannot be paired, that is, put into pairs. A 'deadly triangle' has been created whereby the odd party is unpairable.

Is this possible? Sadly, yes. Is it avoidable? Fortunately, yes.

Circumstances:
When there n rounds in an event and less than 2n players.

Explanation: This is probably best shown by a concrete example. In a tournament of six players, if competitors 1,2, and 3 play opponents 4,5, and 6 in rotation in the first three rounds, round 4 will be impossible to pair as the two groups can now only play within themselves, and as this is an odd number, complete pairings are not feasible. At this point the draw is said to be 'jammed'. The diagram below should make this clear.

(It is interesting to speculate on whether a computer pairing system would allow such a situation to arise, and if so, how it would cope with it. I suspect it would, and it wouldn't! )

Note that this is only one example; the essential point is that an ODD number of competitors is left to meet who can ONL Y play each other.
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Avoidance:

I) Where the number of players is only slightly greater than the number of rounds, consider pairing as an All-Play-All with just one or two rounds missing. These could be :

a) The round where the strongest meets the weakest

b) The round which would otherwise pair siblings, or club-mates

c) By lot

In all cases, the colours might have to be adjusted in one round to avoid an imbalance of more than one.

2) Consider running a hybrid tournament with x Swiss rounds then the top y players contesting the main prizes in an All-Play-All, and the remainder doing the same for consolation prizes. In this case, players can meet each other twice, with colours reversed.

3) Construct a table as above, but do not allow the 'jamming' to complete by manipulating the pairings. Not a very satisfactory solution, and difficult to keep objective.

TRIALS & TRIBULATIONS OF A SCOTTISH ARBITER

Alex McFarlane
A phrase often used in my profession is "Teaching would be great if it wasn't for the kids". A similar phrase comes to mind in chess. "Arbiting would be great if it wasn't for the players." In some of the following you really have to wonder if one or more of the players was not a pawn or two short of a full set.

One of the silliest disputes I have had was over whether the time control had been reached or not. Black wanted the clocks adjusted but white insisted that whilst black had made the required number of moves he (i.e. white - ed.) still had one to make. Being my usual pleasant self I asked who made the first move. White, without grasping the significance of the question, confirmed that he had. So I then asked at which point black had taken two moves in succession! After a little thought, white finally' realised the impossibility of his claim.

On another occasion I was followed into the gents by a player with clock in hand who wanted it adjusted. Fortunately he agreed to my request to wait until I had both hands free!!

In the Scottish Senior Championship a player made his appeal for a draw. The opponent who had over 20 minutes left immediately said "Oh no, I'm winning this." I ordered the game to be continued. Eventually a flag fell, but it was the flag of the player who had had the 20+ minutes. He immediately claimed a draw. This claim was denied on the grounds that his flag was down. He protested "But if a draw is claimed the arbiter can award one even after the flag has fail en". He was most reluctant to accept that he would have had to make the claim himself.

The last round of the Scottish Open and Major start one hour earlier than the previous 6 to allow players to take part in the weekend congress. Despite this being in the programme, on the entry form, announced before the penultimate round and various notices displayed there is always somebody who forgets so the policy is that if both players are willing the game can continue with the offender having to make 40 moves in the remaining time. This summer (1999 ​ed.) a player arrived 1 Hour and 10 minutes late to be told by his opponent that he had already lost on time but that she was willing to play. He replied curtly "No I haven't" and proceeded to make his move. The arbiter arrived a few moments later, saw both players seated at the board and assumed everything was fine. On his ninth move the flag of the player who arrived late fell again. His opponent claimed a win on time. The arbiter agreed but an appeal was made by the player. Initially he claimed that the different starting time had not been conveyed to him but on presentation of an entry form, a programme and examples of the various forms of notice he accepted that he had no case. He then claimed that the game should not count for grading as he had lost by default. The Appeals Committee met to consider this but decided that since his opponent had told him that he had already lost and why (not disputed) he had started the game under the conditions given and that the game should count for grading.

A female competitor complained about the language (and volume) of the player sitting

next to her. The arbiter spoke to the player concerned who immediately decided to withdraw from the tournament. I tried to speak to the player, but could not do so until he returned from his visit to a local hostelry, but he was unwilling to say anything other than to confirm that he had withdrawn. The following morning the player returned shortly after play had started and discovered he was not in the draw. he then went up to the board of the woman who had complained, grunted at her, removed her king from the board and took it outside and threw if into an adjacent field. Inappropriately the surname of this player was Nice'

A player had entered a tournament claiming to have a grade. No trace of him could be found and the grader did not know of him.

His games were watched carefully in the first three rounds and it was felt that the confirmed grade, if anything slightly inflated. At the end of the third round a result slip was handed in. It contained the opponent's name correctly but a different name for the player who had handed the result in. The name matched the grading given. I cautiously approached the player to seek an explanation of the result slip. " Sorry," he said, "I forgot I had changed my name." It transpired that the player had done this to avoid paying outstanding poll tax bills'!

An English GM came up to complain about the last round draw at Edinburgh with the immortal phrase "I agree your draw is probably correct but 1 do not like it and want it changed." His request was not complied with.

ARBITING IN ARMENIA

Stewart Reuben

Last September I was invited to be the only foreign arbiter for the World Junior (V-20) Championships in Yerevan. This was a little like coals to Newcastle. They have many events and many excellent arbiters. However, I am sure, for an event of such status, there should be at least one arbiter who is not from the host country. I was in charge of the World Girls. It was explained to me that it was politic to have their own arbiter to be in overall charge. I had no problem with that. I had already worked at two events with Ashot Ardapetian. He is much younger than me, but at least as good an arbiter.

A general article on the event by Peter Wells appeared in the December Chess Moves.

There are just two points to make about the excellent arbiting. The rule in FIDE events is that it is not possible to appeal against the Swiss Pairings. One lad complained to me in the morning that a mistake had been made. I knew what Ashot would say, but his office was just around the corner, so we went to see him. As predicted, Ashot said the pairings could not be altered. We would look at them and report back to the youngster later on. At first sight, the pairings did look wrong.' However, on deep analysis it was clear the

computer had got them right. This system has been around for many years now and there is a great deal of confidence in it. I don't see why we don't use the Dutch rather than the BCF Pairing system. The differences are tiny. The computer program,
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There are just two points to make about the excellent arbiting. The rule in FIDE events is that it is not possible to appeal against the Swiss Pairings. One lad complained to me in the morning that a mistake had been made. I knew what Ashot would say, but his office was just around the corner, so we went to see him. As predicted, Ashot said the pairings could not be altered. We would look at them and report back to the youngster later on. At first sight, the pairings did look wrong.' However, on deep analysis it was clear the

computer had got them right. This system has been around for many years now and there is a great deal of confidence in it. I don't see why we don't use the Dutch rather than the BCF Pairing system. The differences are tiny. The computer program, Petunia, is available tree. It would surely be possible to tack on the various advantages Tournament Director has, such as BCF Grading.

Several players suffered tram food poisoning. As far as I know this was restricted to the boys. The English did not suffer, but we almost never ate in the hotel.

A Turkish 18 year old lad started his game, but clearly was in no fit state to continue. Ashot and I decided the game should be adjourned. Fortunately I had brought adjournment envelopes with me from England for precisely this emergency. The boy protested he wanted to continue, saying it was his one opportunity a year to compete. We insisted and the doctor hospitalised the youngster after examining him. He later continued in the tournament, although he had to lose the adjourned game. Although he was an adult, this is how I think we would all like people to be looked after.

MOBILE PHONIES

Steve Boniface
"They now ring the bells, but they will soon wring their hands. " ( Robert Walpole )

A new menace is creeping into chess tournaments - the mobile phone. At a recent event, there were seven instances of these devices erupting during playing sessions. Even after a clear warning notice was posted following the first two incidents, the remaining five still happened. Admittedly, some were from spectators' devices, but that is as disrupting as someone standing up and shouting. Naturally, all competitors are disturbed, so the remedy has to be a punishment for the offender (rather than compensation for the disadvantaged ).

Legislation needs to come in three parts.

I) FIDE and the BCF need to formulate and publicize a simple policy (No live mobile phones in the playing area ).

2) Congresses should make it a condition of entry that such devices should not be switched on it the playing area. ( Torbay Congress already does this - there may be others ).
3) A time penalty should be imposed for the first offence, with loss of game for the second ( I personally see no need for a second warning in the CONGRESS ). Two minutes seems reasonable; it is not designed to ruin the individual's game but to stress the gravity of the offence, as it could cause OTHER players to lose on time at a critical juncture.

Where spectators are involved, banning from the playing arena for that game with a permanent ban if the offence is repeated seems appropriate.

I would be grateful to hear other arbiters' views on this. Would we be over-reacting? Or if we do nothing, will we get the awful situation similar to that in a quiet phase in a concert where the performance is ruined by such an occurrence ?

On the positive side, I would allow two exceptions. Medical Doctors should be allowed a dispensation provided they let the organizers know in advance. The other class of competitors I would allow to carry a live device is expectant fathers - though why they're playing chess at a time like this beats me.
It will be noticed that I have made no reference to the possible use of mobile phones to cheat, though this is again something we need to be alert to. However the punishment I would recommend for such an offence would mean that the perpetrator would no longer have the option of leaving his phone at home without the assistance of the exempted doctor ...
REPEATED DRAW OFFERS
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	The Guardian Chess Column, written by Leonard Barden, of Saturday February 19th contained a quiz on threefold repetition of position which might interest arbiters. It was based on the above position from Castro v Petrosian at Biel, 1976.

In this position, Petrosian (Black) had just had a draw offer turned down.  Play continued 1. Qb7 Rf8 (Black again offered a draw) 2. Ned7 Rd8 3. Ne5 Rf8 4. Ned7 Rd8 (A third offer) 5. Qc7 Ra8 6. Qb7 Rd8 7. Re7 and White went on to win.




The columnist went on to ask which of the following questions were true:

a) Petrosian could have claimed a draw after Rd8

b) He could have claimed a draw after 4...Rd8

c) He could have claimed a draw after 6...Rd8

d) Under FIDE laws in 1976, the referee should have penalised him for disturbing his opponent by frequent draw offers.

e) Petrosian could have claimed a draw before playing 4...Rd8

f) He could have claimed a draw before playing 6...Rd8

g) At no time could Petrosian have claimed a draw.

h) The repeated draw offers were just sharp practice 24 years ago but today many arbiters would impose a time penalty.

(Strictly speaking 1 suppose the word 'correctly' should be added to questions a,b, c, e.f and g. as a player could make an . incorrect claim any time! - ed.)

The answers were given that f) and h) were correct. It does raise the question as to when the arbiter would step in over repeated draw offers. Do readers think that under current laws the arbiter should intervene in the above situation? If so, should he/she start with a warning or impose a time penalty immediately? Should an arbiter wait for a complaint by the opponent, even if he/she is watching the game?

PUTIING A CHECK ON GIANT CHESS

From an article by Danny Baker in "The Times 2" October 30th /999

A man in Salisbury is fined and bound over after attacking revellers in a beer garden with an oversize chess piece. Much as I hate the phrase "I told you so", sometimes even the most grating clichés are irresistibly apt. Giant chess is a menace. I have, for many years now, felt like a lone voice in the wilderness as I tried to
raise public

awareness on the dangers inherent in this pursuit. Like Randy Newman's ,Short People, giant chess has got no reason to live.


Once, just to see if it was feasible, I slipped back to an abandoned game and, alone in the half-light, attempted to take a giant queen with a giant knight. While just possible, it was ridiculous and cumbersome and felt like I was lifting my mother over a hedge.

Now, all too predictably, yobbos are using these useless artefacts as bludgeons. I fully expect that in pubs all along the South Coast next summer, gangs of latter-day Mods and Rockers will do battle with the tempting sporting goods freely on offer......

John Dunleavy comments, "Weights training to be added to the Arbiter training schedule? "
THE MIND SPORTS OLYMPIAD PROBLEM

I received the following comments from Alex McFarlane just after publication of AMI7. They can be added to those from Richard Furness and David Welch published in that issue.

From a distance it is always easy to be critical and you are never sure if you are in full possession of the facts. However I doubt if ordering a replay would have been the action I would have taken. There are two main reasons for agreeing with the arbiter's original decision of a White win. One - why was the 'fault' in the clock not pointed out when the arbiter was originally called over? This would seem to be the most logical time for Black to make the complaint. Why didn't he? Secondly there was no obvious fault in

the clock when the arbiter tested it and the problem was almost certainly caused by the players 'abuse' of the clock. I remember Jim Plaskett claiming a faulty clock at a British Championship where it was much more likely to be his handling (thumping!) of the clock to blame.

If I felt there was a real problem with the clock then I feel the final position should be the one used and the game continued with White having the time showing on his clock and Black having slightly less time (e.g. if Black had claimed when the arbiter was originally summoned and White had 17 seconds I would have given Black 14 or 15 seconds.)

Whilst White's actions in refusing of the chief arbiter cannot be condoned it is most unfortunate that Black secured the full point due to White's refusal to play the game.

As prevention is better than cure, it is unfortunate that no arbiter was watching the game. I appreciate that near the end of a tournament arbiters can be getting hounded to produce prize lists but feel that someone should have been 'patrolling' especially when a crowd had gathered round a board. the arbiter should have been present to protect players if necessary. By protecting the players I mean ensuring that they were given sufficient breathing space including players on neighbouring boards (not applicable here) and ensuring that they were not distracted by the crowd.

BITS AND PIECES

Heard at Hastings:

Player to Arbiter (at adjournment session): "Why have you started my clock?"

Arbiter:
"Because you weren't here at 3 o'clock."

Player:
"I was here at a quarter to three."

Arbiter:
"But you weren't here at three o'clock."

Player:
"I was in the toilet."

Player (having just lost on time, using a digital timer) "I don't like these clocks - You can't see how much time you have left".

Competitor
"I am not one to complain, but
"

The strange case of the changing raincoats

During the Hastings congress, one of the arbiting team at the YMCA (an FIDE Arbiter of mature years who has geographical connections with Kettering) found that his raincoat (usually found innocently reclining behind the arbiters' tables) had substantially altered its physical features. This was somewhat distressing to its owner, who preferred the raincoat in its original incarnation. Various suspects were considered. including one venerable gentleman of considerable piety who was playing in the weekend minor, but alas this did not prove to be the answer. As a last hope, an announcement was made to the competitors before the last round of the weekend tournament, but it did not create any interest whatsoever in the substitute garment. Our arbiter sadly contemplated going home in wintry conditions without his raincoat.

Then, as the arbiters gathered for dinner on our [mal evening, the arbiter in charge of the Premier tournament suddenly mentioned that his raincoat too had suffered the same unfortunate transformation. The raincoat hanging on the hook at the Cinque Ports Hotel was certainly not his. A pregnant pause in the conversation followed, with knowing looks between the trio of YMCA arbiters. Eureka! Our arbiter duly repossessed his property and the Premier arbiter recovered his from the YMCA lost property the following morning.

