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Arbiting Matters

Issue 20 Winter 2000/1
EDITORIAL

It was autumn 1998 when John Turnock took over from Richard Furness and continued the first class standard of our "Arbiting Matters" set before him. Our thanks must go to John for the splendid work he has produced and ask for a "Volunteer" to step forward to continue in their footsteps.

In this issue:- Feedback has been received of the rule changes to come into effect July 1st 2001. The second instalment of "An Arbiters' Alphabet". An article about the use of DGT clocks. And an important issue, raised at the AGM, of Positive Vetting of Arbiters.

Geoff Jones.

The 2001 Laws filled the following pages.  These have not been reproduced here.​
 (D.W. Is of the opinion that too many loose ends have been left. It Is a pity that the FIDE committee did not concentrate on a few key things)

(We again stress that all the work and time put into these changes by the rules committee and other people behind the scenes Is appreciated and we thank them all.)
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THE FIDE LAWS OF CHESS TO BE INTRODUCED 1.7.2001

By Stewart Reuben, Secretary of the FIDE Rules Committee

We made substantial changes in the Laws four years ago and the objective this time was to make only minor changes. It Is extremely undesirable to fiddle around with such matters too frequently. Thus most of the changes were cosmetic and not worth mentioning here. However sometimes the committee lost sight of this objective and changes were Introduced for their own sake.

{That matters were somewhat rushed this time is demonstrated by the following:}

5.1a. The game Is won by a player who has checkmated his opponent's king with a legal move. This immediately ends the game, provided the move producing the checkmate position was a legal move.

{The last clause is, of course, simply a repetition.}

4.6 A player forfeits his right to a claim against his opponent's violation of any article of these Laws once he deliberately touches a piece.

{This was an unfortunate error. It should read...violation of article 4.} 6.6 If neither player is present initially, the player who has the white pieces shall lose all the time that elapses until he arrives, unless the rules of the competition or the arbiter decides otherwise.

{This simply allows the arbiter, if he wishes, to avoid the anomaly where black may suffer no penalty for arriving late.}

7.4b. after the action taken under 7.4a {relating to correcting an illegal move} for the first two illegal moves by a player the arbiter shall give two minutes extra time to his opponents in each"

instance; for a third illegal move by the same player, the arbiter shall declare the game lost by this player.

{This simply brings standard games of chess into line with quickplay finishes. We Intended to do that in 1997, but forgot.}

8.1 If a player is unable to keep score, an amount of time, decided by the arbiter, shall be deducted from his allotted time at the beginning of the game. If a player is unable to use the clock, an assistant who is acceptable to the Jp. arbiter, may be provided by the

11(. arbiter to perform this operation. The clocks shall be adjusted by the arbiter in an equitable way.

{Nothing earth-shattering here. The penultimate paragraph belongs In Article 6. Oddly enough, we expended considerable time on why a player might be unable to keep score or use the clock. This was resolved when I pointed out we did not have to give any reason!}

8.7 At the conclusion of the game both players shall sign both scoresheets, indicating the result of the game. Even if incorrect, this result shall stand, unless the arbiter decides otherwise.

{New, but not life-threatening. Many players sign the scoresheets already. Problems were caused at the 1999 British Championship by the players handing In the wrong result. If you do so at golf, you are forfeited. We do not like such draconian measures and thus have left it at the arbiter's discretion.}

{9.2. has suddenly sprouted the extra word sequential. This must have been sneaked in while John Robinson and I were not looking. It adds nothing to the explanation of draw by repetition.}

9.5b If the claim {of a draw by repetition or 50 move rule} is found

to be incorrect, the arbiter shall add three minutes to the opponent's remaining time. Additionally, if the claimant has more than two minutes remaining on his clock the arbiter shall deduct half of the claimants remaining time up to a maximum of three minutes. If the claimant has more than one minute, but less than two minutes, his remaining time shall be One minute. If the claimant has less than one minute, the arbiter shall make no adjustment to the claimant's clock. Then the game shall continue and the intended move must be made.

{I disclaim all responsibility for a Law which is now even more complex than that introduced In 1997.}

10.2 If the player, having the move, 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.

A. If the arbiter agrees 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 or reject the claim.

B. 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 an arbiter, if possible. The arbiter shall declare the final result after a flag has fallen.
C. If the arbiter has rejected the claim, the opponent shall be awarded two extra minutes extra thinking time.

D. The decision of the arbiter shall be final relating to 10.2 a, b, c.

{This is a complete revision of the 'cannot win by normal means' law. It does not (nor should it) attempt to clarify the fact that the arbiter is expected to make a subjective decision. Geurt Gijssen (Chairman of the Committee), John Robinson and I were aghast at the Idea that the arbiter's decision should be final. There was absolutely no need for this to appear in the Laws of Chess. It could have been in the FIDE Tournament Rules, or applied for specific events as the organisers deemed desirable. We three like the players to be protected from our errors by an Appeals Committee.}

11.1 Unless announced otherwise in advance, a player who wins his game or wins by forfeit, scores one point (1), a player who loses his game, or forfeits scores no points (0) and a player who draws his games scores a half point (1/2).

{This came about substantially from correspondence in Chess Magazine. It permits organisers to score 3 for a win, 1 for a draw, 0 for a loss if they so wish. I would have deleted the whole Law as irrelevant, but Geurt presumably felt this would cause confusion.}

12.1 The players shall take no action that will bring the game of chess into disrepute.

{This used to be in the Laws a long

time ago. I pushed for its return. I would have invoked it when Krishnan Sasikiran continued playing with king and 2 knights against bare king against Topalov. Of course this is drawn. At Hastings I would have taken the young Indian to one side and persuaded him it was against 12.1. However I felt inhibited in the Olympiad.}

13.4 The arbiter can apply one or more of the following penalties:

reducing the points scored in a game by the offending party,

increasing the points scored in a game by the opponent to the maximum available for that game. {These are a direct result of the new 11.1}

C.4 of the 1997 Laws has been deleted.

{This related to the concept of 'mating potential'. Many people wanted to take this from the blitz rules and introduce it into the main body of the Laws. We spent a great deal of time on this. I pointed out I had never come across the possibility of somebody playing on in real life. Then Sasikiran played Topalov. Also at Hastings Keith Arkell was incorrectly awarded a win with king and bishop against king and pawn in a blitz game. That decision was, however, coloured by the fact that no claim against a loss for the pawn was made until two rounds after the conclusion of the game!}

There were many minor changes such as reintroduction of the word 'may' which was basically banned in 1997. The substantial changes are only in 8.7, 9.5b, 10.2, 11.1 and C4. Even of these, only 9.5b, 10.2

TRIVIAL QUESTIONS FROM THE OLYMPIAD

Stewart Reuben and Jon Robinson attended the Olympiads in Istanbul as arbiters. Gerry Walsh was also there, but as the BCF FIDE Delegate. Herewith some of their experiences, dressed up in the form of trivial pursuit questions, to which you could not be expected to know the answers.

1. In what way were John and Stewart severely handicapped relative to other arbiters?

The results were displayed on boards so high many arbiters had to stand on steps to display them.

2. What was Stewart's greatest achievement at the event?

To arrange seating for a few spectators by the top boards.

3. Korchnoi claimed a draw by repetition against Torre. How did Stewart check whether this was correct?

Korchnoi's scoresheet is always illegible. Stewart looked at Torre's Instead.

4.. The pawns were marked with spots with four different colours on their bases.

a.) Why was it futile that John committed to memory the order of the spots?

It did not matter about the four colours. The important thing was not to have two pawns adjacent to each other with the same colour base. Where this happened, the electronics became confused.

b) Why did this cause problems for Stewart?

He is colour blind and had difficulty telling some of the colours apart in poor light.

5. What were the most offensive weapons brought into the playing hall and why?

Mobile phones. They were not only irritating to the players, but also interfered with the electronics. 6. What change in the Laws of Chess irritated John, Stewart and Geurt Gljssen immensely?

That the arbiter's decision will be final in 10.2, relating to 'cannot win or not trying to win by normal means'.

Thank you Stewart for those last two articles, now for a complete change from the laws.

At the last AGM concern was again raised over "Positive Vetting of Chess Arbiters". Marda Dlxon, a concerned parent, as well as an arbiter, rightly, took this matter further and below is an article that should be of interest to all arbiters. The Director of Junior Chess has also been involved in talks with government officials. Hopefully advice and guidance will shortly be forthcoming. In the mean time Comments Please.

Police Vetting of Chess Arbiters

At the AGM of the Chess Arbiters' Association in the summer, the subject of police checks for arbiters was brought up. It seems that some members had tried to get a check but there appeared to be no national policy on the subject, it depending on where you live whether you were able or required to be vetted. However, as the parent of a chess playing child I have always been concerned over the safety of children amongst so many strangers. We have made many

good friends through chess but there are also many unknown people about. Parents, generally, would have their minds put at ease if they knew that all organisers of chess events had undergone police vetting. I know that chess is not only for children but there are more and more of them taking part in adult events as well as specific Junior tournaments.

The abuse of children and the associated fears raised among the public were given a high profile in the press through the summer. It would be a positive step for the CM to be seen to be aware of possible problems and to be doing something about it. We cannot afford to wait until an "incident" occurs.

Following the AGM, I wrote to my local MP asking what procedures were in place nationally to enable police checks to be carried out on people working with children either in a paid or voluntary capacity. He passed on my letter to the Council Department dealing with Child Protection and I have now received a very helpful reply.

On the 2nd October, 2000, the Protection of Children Act 1999 came into force. This makes changes to the law to create a coherent cross-sector system for identifying people unsuitable to work with children. It achieves a "one-stop-shop" to compel or allow employers access to a new list of unsuitable employees (combined from those kept by the Police, the Department of Health and the Department for Education and Employment) to be known as the "Protection of Children Act List". Child care organisations are required to check potential employees against the new combined
list.
"Other

organisations" may also conduct checks as well as refer eligible names for inclusion on the list. The CM would qualify as an "other Organisation" being concerned with a leisure activity that involves children.

The provisions of the Act are not mandatory on voluntary organisations but the Government hopes that they will take advantage of the scheme to ensure a comparable level of safety to children in their care. The list will be accessible via the Criminal Records Bureau which is due to come into operation under Part V of the Police Act 1997 in the near future.

Now that such provisions are being put into place by the Government, I feel that the CM should be taking advantage of them to positively vet all new arbiters and for existing arbiters to put themselves forward voluntarily for the check. This will not guarantee that incidents will not occur but it will make them more unlikely and our Organisation can then be seen to be trying to conform with the law in this respect.

Marda Dixon

Steve Bonlface gives us two articles this Issue. This first one Is a tale of his first experience of the DGT clock.

USING FISCHER-MODE TIMINGS

At the Mind Sports Olympiad this year, the Ron Banwell Masters Tournament was run using DGT clocks in Fischer mode. This was my first time controlling using this method, as it was for many of the players. It is fairly easy to understand and to play with, although setting the clocks Is somewhat tricky and adjusting them during a game Is an operation which needs to be carried out with the greatest of care!

Firstly, the theory. The aim was to simulate as closely as possible the now standard rate of 40 moves in 2 hours, followed by 20 moves per hour, but without the sudden-death finish. This was to be achieved by giving one hour and forty minutes for the first 40 moves, at which point 50 minutes would be added to the clock. If these times sound strange, they start to make sense when the third element of the time control is added, namely, thirty seconds for each move completed throughout the game. Hence the first control becomes 1 hr 40 mlns + 40 x 30 seconds = + 20 minutes, total 2 hours; the second control becomes 50 mins + 20 x 30 seconds = + 10 minutes, total 1 hour.

The 30 seconds added per move is a key amount because the player is forced to record every single move

played at this rate, the argument being Is that there is always time allowed to write It. However, as one player pointed out, how do you get to the toilet at this stage?

Another crucial consequence of this is that the five-minute don't-have-​to-record rule goes, and the two minute draw-claim rule disappears. The arbiter can henceforth concentrate on enforcing move writing.

Secondly, the mechanics.  DGT mode 25 allows up to four periods of time to be specified. In the Ron Banwell, we used only two, the settings being 1 hour 40 minutes and no seconds followed by the figure 50 as the second period, being triggered at move 40 (next setting), and finally by the 30 seconds set as the add-on Interval. At this point the DGT asks for the third and fourth period settings, but at the M.S.O. these were ignored and simply checked to see they were set to all zeroes.

Thirdly, the starting of the clocks is critical in that it must be done explicitly for the White player. This is because in this mode the DGT counts 40 presses for each side before adding the second period of time (50 minutes). Unfortunately in round one there was an oversight by which a black clock was started first by the players, This meant that black's time was added on first before the 40th move had been played Fortunately this was sorted out with some good will from both opponents, but it was a crucial error, and one which we as arbiters avoided by insisting on starting the clocks ourselves for every round following. Thereafter, apart from one strange incident in which the DGT apparently counted only 38 moves and so didn't increment, there was only one other case of a clock setting being lost (probably an early sign of a falling battery).

Fourthly, the
players.  My assumption was that this would be a popular mode of play, as the 30 seconds keeps coming. Certainly from the defensive point of view, it stopped those maniacal scrambles of several moves per minute. However, the system was mostly disliked as it was no longer possible to blitz your opponent, this seems to be a key weapon in most players armouries. Given the choice, the majority of our players preferred the traditional clock and settings (some don't like DGTs at all ). However, I suspect this may change as digital clocks become more common (and hopefully cheaper) Several players had to be reminded to record all their moves, and one refused to believe that his clock was really incrementing. It turned out that he played his first ten moves at 30-second intervals and hence missed all the changes!

From an arbiter's point of view, this mode undoubtedly makes our task more straightforward.

However, it is essential to understand the clocks and to know what to do when something goes wrong. For example, it is allowed for a player to restart his opponents clock it he has not reset a displaced piece on the board. No problem with a mechanical clock, but in Fischer mode, this increments the counter one move nearer to the add-on time. Hence we need more such events to fully understand this method.

Thanks to Steve Boniface for that, the next part of his Arbiter's Alphabet appears after an article from Dave Welch on clocks and timing.

Chess Clocks And Time Control

Rather more than a century ago, the chess scene was unencumbered by move-timing devices. The lack of these allowed some games to last for days and the famous comment "Both players now asleep" to be made during one high level game. In inter-club competition my own club Board 6 once rattled off 4 straight wins against a hopeless opponent in the same time as the club captain played out a single boring draw on top board - all five results counted towards the match score - no wonder gambits were popular. To misquote a famous phase - win early, win often.

Along came chess clocks and a selection of sand, springs, gravity and penduli, though preferably not all in the same device, changed the game of chess for ever. There has been much change and some progress over the years. The most important innovations have taken place during the last 40 years.

The change in move rate from 15mph to 16mph took place before my time, but the British Championship time controlIremained 40moves in 2 ½  hours, then 16moves per hour for many years. A five hour playing session was followed by adjournment and then a series of 2 hour sessions. Games of more than 72 moves were often adjourned past the following day's round. Before Round 11 there were some extended long sessions and it was not unknown for arbiters and players to be hard at work until the small (and not so small) hours of night.

The weekend congress scene usually consisted of a six-round event with time control of perhaps 40 or 48 moves in 2 hours, followed by adjudications. Some 5 round events used adjournments, with the outstanding positions from Rounds 1 to 3 finished off during Saturday evening. One poor soul at Rhyl adjourned all three early rounds, and 3 even more unfortunate opponents had to play him, one after the other. We finished at 3 a.m. on Sunday!

I first came across Quick-play finishes at London, where 15 minutes was the usual allocation for the final part of the game. In Liverpool we found a 20 minute allocation solved a lot of problems. Once players got the hang of it, the idea developed in to the Rapidplay game.

As each new idea came along, different variations were tried in different parts of the country. These were all consolidated more than 10 years ago to form a single code used by the BCF. The FIDE code now incorporates many of our ideas.

The 2 innovations that have happened recently have both had a bearing on the way games of chess are timed. After a very shaky start, computers have at a last become rather strong. This makes overnight adjournments undesirable; even the shorter breaks can leave a player at some considerable disadvantage. We really must avoid adjournments wherever possible.

The other innovation is of course the D.G.T. It seems to be "all singing, all dancing" but it rarely does everything that we would like and some manoeuvres, such as clock corrections after a failed claim for a draw by repetition are not easy for even an experienced arbiter to execute. Under either current or new laws, I was surprised to find that it is not easy to adjust the brain to a clock which goes the "wrong" way and changes from hours and minutes to minutes and seconds. I feel sorry for players who play on mechanised clocks in some rounds of an event and DGTs in the other rounds. The effect is subtle for many younger players, but older players may easily find one type of device much easier to handle than the other.

Let us bring together the strands of the argument so far:​

1.
Do we need chess clocks? Yes, to avoid unacceptable long games, adjournments and computer analysis.

2.
By using a chess clock, what are we trying to achieve? We are aiming for a game played by 2 players under fair conditions. We would hope that the introduction of clocks should not in itself increase the opportunities for gamesmanship more than Is necessary. The length of time allowed enables us to change the nature of the game in a fair way ​5 minute chess is very different from the British Championships.

Let us take a quick look at the prestige time-control - 40 moves In 2 hours, then 20 moves In 1 hour, then all moves in 30 minutes. Why not all moves in 31/2 hours?

Have you ever seen a really good time scramble coming up to move 40 - just imagine postponing that by 3 hours. As the average game finishes on move 35, most players can expect to be at the board for about 4 hours, with some games longer and some shorter than that. I am sure that the 35 move would stretch to fill the time available if the Intermediate time controls did not exist.

Some players encounter problems known as time-trouble. Others have developed skills which make this phase of the game a strength rather than a weakness. It is each player's responsibility to arrange his time so that he can reach the time control successfully. We make a small gesture of allowing a player not to keep score of the game when time pressure Is great. Yes, the clocks do have an Influence on the result of the game, particularly at this point, but It must be evident, with a little thought, that ANY time control will have an influence on the quality of play and the result of the games.

It is hardly surprising that the Laws which govern the first time control also work at least as well on the next time-control at move 60. Why, then, should there be a complete Article in the Laws of Chess on the final control?

It should be just as acceptable for a player to be placed under the same degree of time pressure at this control as at the previous ones. There's only one difference - the number of moves is now unlimited and previously it was pre​determined.

I am now firstly of the opinion that it is the player's duty to himself to leave enough time to pay the game out to a conclusion. He Is to be protected, NOT FROM HIS OWN PROFLIGACY, but ONLY FROM HIS OPPONENT'S ATTEMPTS TO WIN ON TIME ALONE.

If we define "normal means" in the Laws as "any legal method of winning other than by time alone" I suspect that the pendulum will temporarily swing away from those players who are habitually short of time and find it difficult to speed up when necessary. I would suggest the following Guidance.

Guidance for Players during the Quick Play Finish

ADD to existing advice:​

A player needs to play at such a rate as to expect to complete the game during the remaining time. This will often be considerably quicker than the rate employed for the rest of the game.

Guidance for Arbiters

ADD to existing advice.

The benefit of any doubt should be given to the player whose opponent's flag has fallen.

I would be very grateful for a thorough analysis of the Fisher mode etc. in particular, why do some organisers think a 7 hour Fisher game puts a player under less stress than a 7 hour standard game. Also I think we need a study of DGT versus mechanised clocks. Mixed time controls have been suggested, using first mechanised clocks and then, for Instance, digital clocks in the Fisher mode for the final stages of the game.

I would suspect that such Ideas could cause as many problems as they solve and I think we should be very cautious in their use.

All of this article stems from my reading of the new Laws of Chess. "Normal means" has never been properly defined before. Arbiters'

decisions cannot be appealed once the new laws come in to force. On this point, an arbiter can always consult a colleague if he is not sure that he is doing justice to a situation.

I would be grateful to receive the views of other Arbiters as to the minimum number of moves that should be expected of players In a game played at weekend congress rates such as 40 moves in 100 minutes + 20 minute QPF.
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THE ARBITER'S ALPHABET (part two)

Half 
1) The score each player should get In a drawn game.

2) A symbol ( ½ ) which represents the above but which most magazine editors seem incapable of producing on their computer.

3) A drink so small as to be ignored by senior arbiters, especially from the north-west.

Hesitation 
An act which often immediately precedes a flag dropping, Players have been known to 'freeze' when close to the limit. An experienced arbiter can sometimes predict when a player will lose due to such inertia.

International 1) A tournament between players of different nations designed to cause maximum confusion. Some nations never seal, others never claim under the two-minute rule. The classic misunderstanding centres around whether a handshake means resignation or a draw.

2) A player who qualifies to represent his nation. It he is cunning he will change his nationality to another one shortly before his rating drops so that he can continue to play on top board.

3) The wrong station in Birmingham to get off at it you're playing In the 4NCL.

Judge
A name for a very old arbiter, or a very old name for an arbiter.

Just
1) Fair, as in 'a just result'.

2) Unfair, as In 'he just made the time control'.

Junior 
A player so small that you can't see them above the table-top, but you know he or she is there because a hand keeps making good moves. What they lack in inches they make up for in grading points and chutzpah.

King 
1) The most Important piece on the chessboard, originally called the shah. Hence ‘check-mate' from shah matt, or 'the king is dead'. Not to be confused with 'shas lik' which is cubes of skewered chicken delicately spiced and baked over charcoal.

2) A thoroughly pleasant chessplayer.

Lady 
A subset of chessplayers which have their own dress sense, titles and rules. Normally one per team in the 4NCL but there is a rumour that there is going to be a ladies-only team with the England team captain as their hostage.

Lost
1) Beaten on the chessboard.

2) Beaten by the local geography In a distant tournament (see Blind)

Master 
1) Verb. To be thoroughly proficient at something, e.g., chess.

2) Noun. A player who has beaten the right people at the right time, and not offended too many officials. A lady player may be a lady master or a Lady Master, but not a mistress, at least, not while play is still in progress.

Thank you Steve for some light relief in a very heavy issue.
:

Steve also reports that he managed to come to a very good arrangement with Nell Graham and has acquired the remaining arbiters' Polo shirts.:

. .

Full members can take advantage of this purchase. For £10.00, Steve will send you a large or medium size shirt and that includes delivery. 

Finally please remember the job of Information Officer is still vacant. :


Volunteer please

And very Finally many thanks to Peter Purland, Steve Boniface, Dave Welch, Stewart Reuben and Marda Dixon for their help in getting this belated Newsletter to you and my apologies for any errors there in.

 Geoff Jones
:

