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Richard A Furness (1937-2004)

[image: image2.wmf]Richard was the first Editor of Arbiting Matters, and between 1993 and 1998 produced 13 editions of our newsletter – “full of good stuff…” wrote one chess journalist, an active player who was outside the circle of the arbiting fraternity, “…why has it yet to be a guest publication on Have I Got News for You?”.  Richard himself was a frequent contributor and his analysis of the pairings for later rounds of the 1994 British Championship will remain a lasting guide to the official Seeded Swiss Pairing Rules of the BCF for all new and aspiring arbiters.

I first met Richard at the 1989 championships and was to work with him many times, notably at the Counties Championship finals, at Hastings, the 4NCL and at his last appearance at an event he had tended and treasured almost throughout its life, the Monarch Assurance International in the Isle of Man. His efficiency and calmness under the occasional attack always shone through.  It was at last year’s British Championships that the first signs of what turned out to be Motor Neurone Disease developed, when what seemed to be a minor throat infection meant that he could not perform his inimitable presentation of the prize-winners at the closing ceremony.  The symptoms continued to worsen at the Monarch Assurance and the November rounds of the 4NCL.  He was not on duty when the 4NCL met at Telford in January, although he visited on the Sunday, just two days before the diagnosis was con​firmed.  It became a matter of urgency that presentation of the BCF President’s Award should be made as soon as possible, and at an informal ceremony at his home in Culcheth, attended by the Chairman and Secretary of the CAA, Gerry Walsh gave him his well deserved trophy.

Just one day after his funeral at Culcheth, attended by no less than ten Senior BCF Arbiters, he was posthumously elected an Honorary Life Vice-President of the BCF at the Finance Council Meeting.

We shall long remember him.
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John Robinson
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With a chess board in front of you and a book of Laws open at the right page, consider the effect of a white rook on a8, a black queen on f8 and a black king on g8. Article 3.4 allows the queen to move along the 8th rank, the f-file and 2 diagonals and only article 3.9 prevents the queen from moving anywhere except the 8th rank.

Now consider a white rook on a7 and a black king on g8. According to 3.8.a.i, the black king has only two moves: to f8 or to h8. Article 3.9 does not apply to this situation. Let us put the rest of the pieces on the board. The black king on g8 is joined by 2 rooks on b6 and c5. The white rook on a7 is joined by a king on g6. Obviously, white has the move. Common sense favours black, but do the Laws? Black cannot be said to be attacking f7, g7 or h7 and so white plays ¢g7. Black's reply ... ¢xg7 is forbidden by 3.8.a.i, so the white king is free to move to that square. Black saves the day with ¦g5+, defending his own king from capture by the white king. There are several variations on this theme but, as the whole scenario is ludicrous, we had better see what changes are needed to the Laws. 

This anomaly has been around for a long, long time and the corrections needed are not trivial:

Reduce 3.8.a.i to: moving to any adjoining square. (deleting the rest of the sentence and the sentence after it.)

Replace 3.9 by: A player must not make a move which places or leaves his own king in check.

3.8.b is a weird place for its very important first sentence. This should be re-numbered.

To be honest, the whole of 3.8 needs to be re-numbered.

 David WelcH
COMMENTS ON PROPOSED LAW CHANGES

Article 1.1: for made read completed.

The case for and against this proposal must be considered alongside the rules the meaning of which is affected; specifically see the proposed amendments to articles 6.8 and 7.4.

Article 3.7.d: [An en passant capture] must be made if no other legal move is possible.

This is clearly the force of the existing rule; the amendment is harmless but unnecessary.

Article 3.8.b: Declaring check to be forbidden.

I know of no player who would agree with this proposal. I suppose, however, there could be an issue if a language difference meant it was not clear that check was being announced.

Article 3.8.b: for cannot themselves move read are constrained from moving...

This wording seems to be a clear improvement.

Article 3.9: for its own king read the king of the same colour

Again a more accurate wording.

Article 4.4.a: to be deleted.
Why? Am I missing something?

Article 4.4.b: omit the words he is not allowed to castle on that side on that move.

Theoretically this does not change the force of the rule. In practice this is a case where having the precise situation spelled out in detail in the rules is clearly helpful. The philosophy behind this amendment is diametrically opposite to that which has inspired the proposed amendment to 3.7.d.

Article 4.7: move made but not completed.

This stands or falls with the proposed amendment to article 1.1.

Article 5.1.a:

There is no proposal listed to amend this rule. However, if the document Stewart has circulated is based on an accurate copy of the present laws there should be. In "The game is won by the player who has checkmated his opponent's king with a legal move. This immediately ends the game, provided that the move producing the checkmate position was a legal move" one of the two underlined phrases is superfluous. By analogy with article 5.1.b the words with a legal move at the end of the first sentence should be struck out.

Article 5.1.b: resignation only effective once the scoresheets are signed.
While admitting (as with the proposal to amend 3.8.b) that there may be a point to this proposal when there are language difficulties I cannot see that this is a good idea.

the completion of his opponent's move.

I would suggest that this ought to be a new article 6.8.c with the later subsections of article 6.8 renumbered accordingly.

This amendment is a good idea; indeed with a Fischer time limit it is probably essential. There seems, however, to be a drafting problem as written. It is presumably intended to be taken in conjunction with the revision to article 1.1, so that a player may not make a move (on the board) unless he has the move in the sense of article 1.1. It is presumably also intended that the reference to article 4.3 should require a player who attempts to make a move before his opponent has pressed the clock to make that identical move once the clock has been pressed. Unfortunately according to article 1.1 he does not have the move and therefore article 4.3 is not applicable to him: "...if the player having the move deliberately touches..."

Article 6.8.b: provision regarding player unable to use clock.
No comment: this proposal appears to be entirely to do with wording rather than effect and the text of the proposal is by no means clear.

Article 6.11: The arbiter shall replace the chess clock with an evident defect.

I know we are no longer meant to be able to understand passive constructions but "A chess clock with an evident defect shall be replaced by the arbiter" is a much better way of obtaining the desired (and desirable) change of meaning.

Article 6.12: Both flags down.
As far as I can see the two proposals on this point are equivalent. The intention is clearly correct but I don't really like either wording.

Article 7.4.a: for it is found read it is found by the arbiter or one of the players.

Article 7.4.a: after illegal move insert including not exchanging a pawn....

These two proposals seem harmless enough; I am not convinced that either changes the sense of the existing Laws.

Article 7.4.a: for made read completed.

I am unable to agree with this proposal. It is essential to give clear guidance as to the procedure when an illegal move has been made but not completed. It surely cannot be intended that the player, having made an illegal move but not pressed the clock, is required to press the clock to complete the move so that the arbiter can step in to, amongst other things, reset the clock - but it is equally not unambiguously clear that a move made but not completed is nothing more than a touched piece.

I would suggest that the presumed intention of the proposer would be better achieved by leaving article 7.4.a unchanged and amending 7.4.b to restrict its applicability solely to those cases where the illegal move had been completed.

Article 7.4.b: third illegal move.
I'm unsure about this. On balance I would go for proposal one. This is one situation where it might be reasonable to penalise a player by loss of a game he cannot lose over the board. On the other hand I feel that giving the arbiter discretion in this case would actually be giving too little guidance.

Article 7.5: pieces accidentally displaced.
This proposal is unreasonable (and ungrammatical). The only difference between 7.4.a and 7.5 is the words "Article 4.3 applies to the move replacing the illegal move." As far as I can see the effect of adding such a phrase to 7.5 would be that if the pieces were knocked over when it was white's move and a black pawn replaced on a5 instead of a6 then if white had thereafter moved Bb5 would be obliged to play that move despite the bishop being attacked by that pawn in the reinstated position.

What the proposer may be seeking to ensure is that where the pieces are displaced in the course of making a move the player is bound to make that move, in so far as it was precise, once the position is reinstated. In other words, what has to be reinstated is not just the physical position of the pieces on the board but the restrictions imposed by which pieces had been touched at that point. I do not believe that the simple insertion of the phrase present in 7.4.a achieves this.

Article 8.5.a: insert in a period.

Why?

Article 8.7: correction of errors.
This proposal has no place in the Laws. For general purposes the existing article is sufficient, and the proposal to put more precise instructions into the Tournament, Title and Rating regulations should be adopted.

Article 9.6: add provided that the move ... was legal.

The same phrase appears in all the other corresponding articles; its omission here would appear to be an oversight.

Article 9. passim: Eddie Price's proposals.
Not only do I not see the alleged room for potential confusion between articles 5 and 9, but I can think of no better way of causing such confusion than to put the same identically worded article in two different locations in the Laws. The recondite arguments about the significance of the duplication would make determining the number of angels which could dance on a pinhead seem trivial.

If the danger of confusion is felt to exist then it should be dispelled by, for example, amending 9.1.a to read "A player wishing to offer a draw in accordance with article 5.2.c shall do so ...", and making similar revisions to 9.2 and 9.3.

Article 9 - Proposal 3

It is correct that articles 5.2.b and 9.6 are essentially the same. It seems to me, however, that it is article 5.2.b, which defines the circumstances in which a game is drawn, is the one which should be retained. Article 9 as a whole relates to the manner of claiming a draw, and 9.6 actually says nothing about this. Article 1.3 is probably necessary as part of the objectives. Article 6.10, of course, is not essentially the same as 5.2.b - if it is regarded as desirable not to repeat 5.2.b as a part of 6.10 then it needs to be listed as one of the exceptions in the first part of that rule.

Article 12.2: mobile phone banned from playing hall.
This is far to draconian for ordinary events. The Laws should restrict themselves to banning the use of such devices by players during play - arguably whether inside the hall or out. A ban on bringing them into the hall might not be inappropriate in the Tournament Regulations.

Any chance of extending the ban on use of 'such devices' in the playing hall to personal stereos?

Article 12.2: player not to talk to opponent.
Is this serious - surely article 12.5 is sufficient?

Article 13.4: permissible time penalties.
Article 13.6: situations in which arbiter may intervene.

See preface to Laws!

David Thomas

Thoughts on the Proposed Law Changes

I am saddened by the number of proposed changes and by the quality of thought that has gone in to some of them. I have been assured that many of them will be thrown out without ceremony, but I wish I could be certain that this will happen. Apparently, many of the changes are not the considered proposals of Chess Federations, but often no more than one person's opinion. I think that suggestions of this type should usually be dropped unless a national federation is prepared to pick it up and run with it. It is unfortunate that none of the proposals has an attributed proposer and seconder: none of the paraphernalia of good committee practice seems to be in place.

It is extremely easy to write an accurate Law which is difficult to misinterpret. It is far harder to write two Laws when there is some possibility of conflict between two Laws. In my view, the 1984 Article 11.1 seemed to introduce a direct conflict between the first sentence and the second:

11.1 In the course of play each player is required to record the game (his own moves and those of his opponent), move after move, as clearly and legibly as possible in the Algebraic notation, on the scoresheet prescribed for the competition. It is irrelevant whether the player first makes his move and then writes down the move on the scoresheet or vice-versa.

The conflict of course occurs when a player writes down an inferior move and then notices the fact. Do clearness and legibility go out of the window or is the player required to make the inferior move? We have come to accept a modicum of crossings out, but where would we have drawn the line under the old Laws?

There is another reason why this particular article is poor. If your opponent is short of time, you write down a move, play it immediately, your opponent responds immediately and you play another move before writing anything down. Let us call it move-and-a-half blitzing. This was specifically allowed under even earlier interpretations of the Laws, but it is off-putting to the opponent and is likely to bring Arbiters to the board because of the machine-gun like noises coming from the chess clock.

When the 1996 Laws were being considered, I tried to solve all the problems at a stroke:

Article 8 The recording of the moves.

8.1 Each player is required to record the moves and those of his opponent as clearly and legibly as possible in the algebraic notation. A player must have recorded all previous moves before making his current moves on the chessboard. His scoresheet must remain in open view upon the table.

I didn't try to ban writing moves down in advance, but I did everything I could to discourage it. It would have been impossible to do move-and-a-half blitzing. Also, Article 8 only has the one clause - all other clauses came under article 10 - When a player is short of time.

After weeks of searching, I have finally found Stewart's Orange Book on the Laws, giving the 1996 version. Obviously, I keep the Blue version (2000 Laws) much closer to hand. I quote the first part of article 8.1, which has remained unchanged although there have been 2 changes to the rest of Article 8.1.

Article 8: The recording of the moves

8.1 In the course of play each player is required to record his own moves and those of his opponent, move after move, as clearly and legibly as possible, in the algebraic notation (Appendix E) , on the scoresheet prescribed for the competition.

After about 6 years of using this Article, we have finally heard of a case where a player wrote down a move and was told he had to play it. While I applaud the principle, I feel slightly sorry for the player who used to be protected under the 1984 Laws. I do not have the full details of this case and would be grateful if anyone could recount this story with accuracy.

The modern Laws rather strangely require the scoresheet to be visible to the arbiter. Surely this is missing the point that having the scoresheet in open view discourages a player from writing his move down before playing it.

My conclusion is that we should be much more careful when we change Laws. It is dangerous simply to drop a sentence without stating that the action covered by that sentence is no longer acceptable. It is dangerous to change two Laws at once without full consideration of the possible implications that one Law might have on the other.

David Welch

Chief Arbiter
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FRANK HATTO ( -2004)

Frank was a BCF and International FIDE arbiter, but primarily a Welshman. A former President of the Welsh Chess Union, he was instrumental in bringing the British Championships to Swansea in 1987. This was the one without the horrendous ventilation problems of a future visit. This was a joyful event won by Nigel Short where the after-event party was held in the swimming pool. The success was marked by the only joint winners of the Richard Boxall Plate, Frank and his wife Olive.

Until two years ago Frank was the arbiter of the unique Dyfed Congress, and oversaw its transfer from Gwbert to Fishguard, a brave move which has improved an already excellent event. Frank was the most laid-back of controllers and at one of the early congresses refused to start the tournament on time when so many players were absent. “Let’s give them a few more minutes, shall we?” he said and sat down again. He also allegedly once gave all the Joneses in the Major Section the Black pieces in the first round ‘to avoid confusion’.

He was involved in running the British Isles Tournaments at Swansea, bringing such famous names as David Bronstein to Wales. Unfortunately the event was dogged by bad luck, especially over sponsorship, and came to a premature end.

Frank was a very gentle person, and hated to see anyone sitting without a game, persuading visitors to play to avoid a bye. He was a lovely person, and I’m sure the WCU are missing his presence already.

AR-BIT OF GOOD NEWS

At the recent BCF Management Board meeting of 26 June, the following three CAA members were awarded the BCF Arbiter title: Adrian Elwin, John Shaw and Sue Hale.

Congratulations to all three!

Sue also recently starred in the ITV documentary “Pushy Parents”, where she proved to be a good advertisement for chess.

ARBITER TRAINING AT HASTINGS

In April 2004 the CAA arbiter training roadshow visited Hastings to spread the good word. Ten candidates signed up and all attended at least part of the two weekend sessions, but for various reasons, only six actually sat the examination. The following candidates passed : Marc Bryant, Simon Taylor, and Mel Young

Congratulations to these three and commiserations to the others – but please keep trying!

This is part of a series of training weekends to boost the numbers of arbiters, especially in areas of the country where we are poorly represented. In recent years courses have taken place in the West Country, East Anglia, and Yorkshire, where there are few qualified controllers.

The latest batch of recruits – all candidates become Associate Members of the CAA – brings the number of controllers and aspirants to well over 100. However it is not just quantity, but quality we aim to pursue, so not only is the exam pass mark high, but the trainees have to demonstrate that they are competent and suitable in all aspects of arbiting. With Child Protection a major issue at the moment, care must be taken to ensure that wearers of the claret shirt are trustworthy as well as skilful.

So, welcome to the CAA Richard Almond, Alan Barton, Lindsay Bellhouse, Steve Blewitt, Marc Bryant, Christina Harvey, Alan Hustwayte, Rasa Norinkeviciute, Simon Taylor, and Mel Young.

THE SHIRT STORE IS OPEN AGAIN

After months of searching we have finally found a source of shirts suitable for arbiters, and a craftsperson to embroider them with the BCF logo. The shirts come in standard controller claret (doesn’t show wine stains!) complete with a left-hand breast pocket for all those coloured pens we love.

There are three styles :

Plain short-sleeved

Short-sleeved with white piping

Long-sleeved plain

We have a limited quantity in Large, Extra Large, and XXL. The large size is comfortably loose and will fit all but the tiniest controllers. Medium size can be ordered but may take a few weeks.

All shirts are priced at £12 to include delivery to home or nearest congress. A stock will be brought to the British Championships at Scarborough.

A HYPOTHETICAL CASE

We have tried many different ways of fitting a quart in to a pint pot, if it is still acceptable to use such out of date terms. In other words, how do we fit the infinite variety of a game of chess in to a limited period of time?

I needed a chessboard to cope with the following position:

White King: h5, pawn c6

Black King a6, pawns f6, g7, h6

Let us imagine that Black has just played his 60th move and white has pointed out that the second time control has been reached and it is now time for adjudication (remember those?). You may care to guess what the adjudicator might do, but remember that you are just the arbiter.

Now we move forward a few years and the same position occurs with both sides having a few minutes left in a quickplay finish. White plays 61 ¢g6 and black uses some time working out that 61…h5, 62 ¢xg7 h4,   63 ¢xf6 h3, 64 ¢e7 ¢b6,        65 ¢d7 h2, 66 c7 h1£,  67 c8£ is only drawn.

Black hesitates, thinking out the variations after 61…¢b6 and 61…f5 and settles on 61…¢b6.

They rattle out 62 ¢xg7 f5,      63 ¢f6 f4, 64 ¢e5 f3 65 ¢d6. Both sides obtain queens. We all know that this position should end as a draw, but perhaps we must allow black some chance to try to exchange queens or to advance his pawn. 

The players continue for a few moves, white achieves a perpetual check (whatever that is) and both players agree a draw.

Now the crunch – if there is no arbiter present – at what point could a player have made a successful claim of a draw under Appendix D?

My thanks to Richard Reti for an instructive position.

David Welch

THE ARBITER’S ALPHABET
Night
1) A dyslexic spelling of the piece which moves in a mysterious way.  The move has been described in many form of words, the clearest of which would be 'from one corner of a 3x2 rectangle to the opposite corner ' but this is too simple for our legislators. 2)  The time of day (?) when chessplayers seem to come alive.

Open 
1)  A tournament in which all the sharks can compete together. 2) The action of removing the sealed move from the envelope when one player realises he's spend several hours analyzing the wrong one.

Penalty 1)  A punishment for a player who has committed a transgression of the rules.  For some reason we have fixed two- and three- minute versions as well as those where the arbiter can chose.  It would seem logical to have all the fixed ones of the same length. 2)
A method of deciding the result of a football match designed to stop England ever winning anything again.  See Quickplay finish.


Professional When applied to players, describes one of the fortunate few who can make a living out of the game.  When applied to arbiters, it  means starving.

Quiet An ideal state of affairs seldom achieved in its entirety at a chess event.  The reason is that players instinctively want complete silence when it’s their turn to move, but generally want to chat when it’s their opponent’s turn.

Quickplay A drastic measure to ensure that games finish on schedule.  In the good old days these were called Allegro finishes, which had some of the charm of the musical connotation.  Then someone decided to invent the term Rapidplay and to this day people still get the two confused; did you ever hear of Bach's Rapidplay in D Minor ?

Rapidplay See above.

Reconstruct An attempt by players to make sense of an appalling mess in a Quickplay finish.  When the British Championships were held in Dundee, I was told that the new Tay railway bridge was reconstructed out of the pieces of the one that collapsed in the late nineteenth century.  The reliability of this edifice and a reconstructed game may be of similar worth.

Rating   1)  A system of making your BCF grade look much more impressive. 2) A sailor who may or may not play chess.

JOHN VASEY (1953-2004)

It is with much sadness that we have to report the death of one of our Associate Members, John Vasey. Very few people outside the West Country will have heard of him, but no-one who had played a congress in that region could fail to notice his small, casual figure helping the arbiters at many events.

John started to show an interest in controlling when Joan Parker was running the Paignton Congress in the late 1960’s. This places him in his mid-fifties, though he had one of those timeless faces that never seemed to age. He also had a great sense of humour which gave him the look of a naughty schoolboy. However he had his serious side and in spite of his lack of height, he was never afraid to tackle a player who got out of hand, even if he was twice John’s size. In particular, he showed a great fondness to the large number of blind players who usually attend the Paignton Congress. He made a special effort to make them feel welcome, and they appreciated his devotion to them.

As well as assisting at that Devon tournament for almost forty years, John also acted as arbiter at other events in the region, including East Devon and Torbay. Although he had no official training as a controller – he fought shy of formal instruction – he had a good grasp of the swiss system and could be relied upon to produce a competent set of pairings, even if sometimes the finer points escaped him.

What John lacked in qualifications, he made up for in hard work and enthusiasm. He never shirked a job he was asked to do, even if he did grumble in a humorous way. One year he surprised everyone by announcing that he was getting married – during the Paignton Congress . The honeymoon was shared between his bride and the Minor Tournament !

In the last year or so John seemed to have a problem in keeping his weight up and became very thin and tired easily. After six rounds of the West of England Congress in 2004 he asked the controllers permission to miss the last game as he wasn’t feeling too well, but that he would only withdraw if this left an even number. That was typically thoughtful of him, and it was to be his last event.
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