Scoring at Contract Bridge - 12 Nov 2010

This document assumes that the reader already has a basic understanding of the game
of bridge (indeed much of it will be familiar territory, but is included for
completeness and structure).

From a scoring perspective (and from many others), the game of contract bridge can
be divided into two categories: Rubber Bridge and Duplicate Bridge.

Rubber Bridge came first, and has no facility for cross-table comparison of results.
On any given deal, therefore, if you were dealt a strong hand you expected to gain,
and if you were dealt a weak hand you expected to lose. That is just an expectation,
mind - no guarantee, as there is always potential for the strong hand to overbid, but it
is a fair bet. In the long term, your weak hands and strong hands even out, so that in
the long term in order to gain you still need to make the best of what you are dealt, on
a hand by hand basis.

The game of Duplicate Bridge was devised to eliminate (as far as practical) the
reliance on long term averaging, in favour of a direct measurement of how you have
performed on a particular deal. This is achieved by having the same deal played at
several tables (at least 2), and no matter how weak your hand, the measure of your
success is calculated purely by reference to a comparison with the results achieved on
that same hand by the corresponding players at the other tables.

Obviously there had to be serious divergence in the scoring rules and indeed in the
other rules of the game, in order to accommodate the transition to Duplicate.
Nevertheless, in devising the Duplicate rules the intention was always to try to mirror
the Rubber Bridge game as far as possible.

Because Rubber Bridge came first, and because Duplicate Bridge is founded on
Rubber Bridge principles, it is sensible to describe the scoring rules for Rubber Bridge
first, then move onto Duplicate Bridge. In fact even within the Duplicate jurisdiction
there are significant variations available.



Scoring at Rubber Bridge

A "rubber" is the best of 3 "games". This is a term used in other games than bridge,
and the meaning is the same.

You get a big bonus for winning a rubber; even bigger if you win it in 2 games rather
than 3. Much of the strategy is involved with trying to win "games" for the purposes
of qualifying for the rubber bonus. It is however possible to win the rubber bonus and
still lose in total, because not all points amassed during this process qualify towards
winning a "game" (and therefore "rubber") so that if you lose the non-qualifying
points in sufficient quantity it can outweigh the effect of winning the rubber bonus.
Nevertheless the rubber bonus is substantial in comparison with normal results, so the
side that wins the rubber bonus will normally expect to end up overall "plus".

The two opposing sides are represented by their own columns in the score sheet, and
at the outset that score sheet is divided in two by a horizontal line ("The Line"). Some
scores are written above the line and some below. Only those scores that are written
below the line contribute toward winning "game" (and thence "rubber"). During the
course of the rubber the scores written below the line have strategic importance
because they get you closer to that rubber bonus, but when all is tallied up at the end
all points score equally, regardless of whether they are written above or below the
line.

A "game" is a cumulative score of 100 points or more scored by one side below the
line subsequent to the last "game" (if there has been one, else from commencement).
As soon as that cumulative score is reached by either side then a new horizontal "line"
is drawn underneath the last score, that side having won a "game", and from that point
both sides must start again from zero below the (new) line in attempting to accrue
then next 100+ below the line. All points previously scored, whether above or below
the previous "line" all count equally toward the final tally.

Once a pair has achieved their first game toward rubber that pair is "vulnerable", and
this status potentially affects the score on subsequent hands within the rubber. Once a
pair reaches game for the second time within the rubber, that is the end of the rubber,
the rubber bonus is added to the appropriate pair, and then the vulnerability of each
side is re-set to neither vulnerable in pursuit of the next rubber (you might even take
that opportunity to change partnerships).

On completion of the hand, a score is awarded for tricks taken, and potentially there
are bonus points (otherwise called premium points) awarded in addition.

The only points that are written below the line (ie counting towards game and
hopefully, eventually, the rubber bonus) are points awarded for tricks taken in a
successful contract for which the declaring side have bid. You still get credit for
overtricks (additional tricks taken by the declaring side surplus to the number
contracted), but they go above the line; as do penalties for undertricks in a defeated
contract, and any premiums or bonuses. EVERYTHING goes above the line
EXCEPT for the tricks for which the declaring side bid to make in a successful
contract. But in the final analysis you get some credit for every trick that your side
takes. The one trick difference between making a contract and failing tends to assume



a greater marginal importance in the score than other differences in tricks taken, but it
remains an objective to take as many tricks as possible, even if the cause appears
hopeless (for either side).

CREDIT FOR TRICKS TAKEN

The value for each trick may or may not depend on the trump suit.

The value is independent of the trump suit

1) in the case of penalties for undertricks in any failed contract, or

2) in the case of doubled (or redoubled) overtricks in a successful contract
The value is dependent on the trump suit only in a successful contract

1) for any score below the line (tricks bid and made), and

2) for any UNDOUBLED overtricks

Wherever a contract is redoubled, you literally double up again on any score for tricks
taken that would be achieved for a doubled contract. This applies regardless of
whether the contract succeeds or fails, including for overtricks.

Where the score is dependent on the trump suit (ie for a successful contract, including
UNdoubled overtricks), the value per trick is determined as follows:

Where the (successful) contract is UNDOUBLED:

For minor suit contracts (clubs and diamonds), 20 points per trick in excess of 6 tricks
taken by the declaring side

For major suit contracts (hearts and spades), 30 points per trick in excess of 6 tricks
taken by the declaring side

For No-trump contracts, 40 points for the 7th trick taken by the declaring side, 30
points per trick for any excess.

Note that these scores are independent of vulnerability.

Where the (successful) contract is DOUBLED:

Just double each of the above, EXCEPT that overtricks are scored under a separate
regime altogether, INDEPENDENT of the trump suit, as follows:

Each doubled overtrick is worth 100 points if the declaring side is NOT
VULNERABLE.

Each doubled overtrick is worth 200 points if the declaring side is VULNERABLE.

The penalty per trick for an unsuccessful contract, above the line is:

UNDOUBLED:

Non-vulnerable: 50 per undertrick

Vulenerable: 100 per undertrick

DOUBLED:

Non-vulnerable: 100 for the first undertrick, 200 for each of the next two undertricks,
300 for any additional undertricks

Vulnerable: 200 for the first undertrick, 300 for any additional undertricks

PREMIUM or BONUS points (all above the line):

1) The "Double" bonus



For making a doubled contract, the declaring side get 50

That premium is doubled to 100 if the successful contract is redoubled.

That is the ONLY premium or bonus that is affected by doubling or redoubling the
contract.

2) The "Slam" bonus

For making a slam contract

(small slam being a 6 level contract for 12 tricks

grand slam being a 7 level contract for 13 tricks)
Small slam, non-vulnerable = 500

Grand slam, non-vulnerable = 750

If vulnerable, just double the non-vulnerable premium:
Small slam, vulnerable = 1000

Grand slam, vulnerable = 1500

The contract has to be both bid and successful to qualify for a slam premium. If you
bid for 12 tricks and make all 13 you only get the small slam bonus (you still get the
trick value credit for the 13th trick of course). If you bid for all 13 tricks and only
make 12 you don't get any bonus.

The slam bonus (where qualifying) as awarded in addition to any other points
awarded for the deal, whether for tricks taken, for being doubled, or for winning the
rubber bonus or holding honours (see below). Obviously, if you bid and make a slam
whilst vulnerable you must also qualify for the rubber bonus (see below) on that same
deal, as it is not possible to bid and make a slam without also scoring on that one deal
sufficient below the line to win game and rubber.

3) The "Rubber" bonus

For a 2 game rubber (winning 2 games without the opposing side winning one): 700
points

For a 3 game rubber: 500 points.

If the table breaks up with a rubber only partially completed, then:

For achieving game in an unfinished rubber: 300 points

For achieving a partscore in an unfinished game (ie a positive score below the line,
short of 100): 100 points

There is no bonus for an unfinished deal.

4) "Honours"

For any individual deal

If one hand contains 4 of the top 5 trumps: 100 points

If one hand contains all 5 of the top 5 trumps: 150 points

If one hand contains all 4 aces in a Notrump contract: 150 points

There is no equivalent holding qualifying for 100 points in a Notrump contract.

Either the declaring side or the defending side can potentially qualify, although for
obvious reasons it is rare for the defending side to qualify.

The honours must be held all in the same hand. Simply being divided between the
same partnership is not enough.



As will be seen later in this document, when we get on to the "duplicate" scoring
systems there are some events in which "Honours" bonuses are not recognised/scored.

SUMMARY
It is fair to say that scoring a failed contract is easier than scoring a successful one.

There are simply fewer rules to think about in the case of a failed contract. You don't
have to worry about slam, rubber or doubled contract bonuses. You don't have to
worry about whether the score is enough for "game" and the drawing of a new
horizontal "line". You don't have to worry about the effect of the trump suit
denomination on the scoring (there isn't any effect), or the fact that overtricks are
scored in a fundamentally different way depending on whether the contract is doubled
(there aren't any overtricks in a failing contract). You MAY have to worry about
whether someone scores a bonus for holding "honours", but even that may not be
necessary if playing in an event in which the honours bonus is not used.

So, for a failing contract, the defending side score, above the line:

If undoubled, non vulnerable, 50 per undertrick

If undoubled, vulnerable, 100 per undertrick

If doubled, non-vulnerable, 100+200+200+300+300+300 etc (always 300 thereafter)
or expressed as cumulative totals, 100, 300, 500, 800, 1100, 1400 etc

If doubled, vulnerable, 200+300+300+300 etc (always 300 thereafter)

or expressed as cumulative totals, 200, 500, 800, 1100, 1400 etc

And that's it. Nothing else to think about (except the bonus for honours, if held and if
applicable to the event).

In the case of a successful contract, you have to be methodical in picking up all of the
components which add together to make up the score; you have to correctly
distinguish the bits that go above the line from the bits that go below; you have to
appreciate which tricks have value dependent on the trump suit denomination; and
lastly you have to consider whether any bonuses or premiums are available.

There will always (in a successful contract) be some tricks whose value depends on
the trump suit denomination (20 per trick in a minor, 30 in a major etc, or doubled if
the contract is doubled), and these are the tricks for which the declaring side actually
bid (ie not the overtricks). Everything else goes above the line. Additionally, the
overtricks (above the line) are scored according to the value of the trump suit but only
if undoubled. If doubled, the overtricks vary by vulnerability but not by trump suit:
100 per trick if non-vul, 200 if vul. Having scored up the tricks, give a bonus of 50 if
the contract was doubled (100 if redoubled) and add any slam bonus if slam was bid
and made, and honours bonus if applicable. Finally consider whether it is necessary
to draw a new line, ie if the declaring side have as a result of this latest hand amassed
a cumulative score below the (last) line of at least 100 points. If game has been
reached, then consider if it is the second game scored by that side in this rubber, in
which case award the rubber bonus (the rubber is then complete, and you just add up
the total of both columns and pay up for the difference).

Appendix 1 to this document attempts to summarise all of the aspects of scoring as a
diagram. This diagram includes some adjustments required for duplicate bridge



scoring, the detail of which is discussed later in the following sections of this
document. When you buy a pack of playing cards, you are frequently provided with a
bridge scoring table as a spare card along with the jokers. This table is presented in a
slightly different format.

There is a point of jargon that you may need to know. When initially agreeing on a
monetary rate of exchange at the commencement of a rubber, it is common to agree
on a stake of (say) "25 pence a point". Well, the "point" in that exchange usually
refers to 100 points in the score card. Best to clarify that before you start!

And in the immortal words of Foghorn Leghorn, "Awaaayyyy you goo00000".



Scoring at Duplicate Bridge

The principal feature of Duplicate Bridge is the ability to draw comparisons of scores
across several tables on an individual hand by hand basis where the same hand is
played ("duplicated") at different tables so that (supposedly) if you perform better or
worse than your counterpart at another table then this is not down to luck of the deal.

The players in duplicate are assigned a label to designate their relative location at the
table, referred to by the cardinal points of the compass, North, East, South and West.
North and South are partners, East and West the opposing partners.

There are several formats of Duplicate Bridge, each with its own scoring
idiosyncrasies (with consequential effect on optimal strategy). This document
considers the following formats in the listed order:

1) "Aggregate" or "Total Points" scoring

2) "Chicago" scoring

3) "International Match Points" ("IMP") scoring

4) "Victory Points" ("VP")

5) "Butler scored" pairs

6) "Match Pointed" pairs scoring ("MP")

7) "Point-a-board" sometimes referred to as "Board-a-match" ("PaB" or "BaM")

The ordering of the list is deliberate. Scoring a duplicate event can be a process of
several stages or conversion processes, and some of the stages involved in the later-
listed formats require an initial process of scoring up under the earlier-listed formats.

For example, all scoring methods require in the first instance that a hand be scored up
on Aggregate scoring principles. In an Aggregate scored event that is the end of the
process, but in all other formats that aggregate score then undergoes further
conversion.

We should just take this opportunity to stress that despite the apparent similarities
between the names of the 3rd and 6th listed methods (IMP v MP) there are no

similarities in the method of scoring, as will become apparent below.

Onward, then, to a description of each method.



1) "Ageregate" or "Total Points" scoring

The hand is scored exactly as if in Rubber Bridge with the following exceptions:

There is no "line" dividing the score between "above the line" and "below the line".
the score is amalgamated into a single total.

No hand starts with a partscore already credited toward game.

The vulnerability of each side, and the position of dealer, are both predetermined by
the board number. Every combination of dealer and vulnerability is catered for in a
cycle of 16 hands which then repeats according to the table shown in Appendix 2 to
this document.

The reason for this is that it is undesirable for the result on one hand to be dependent
on the result achieved on a preceding hand. In Rubber bridge the strategy of a hand
depends on the vulnerability and the existing partscore, both of which are the
cumulative result of previous deals. In duplicate we strive to ensure that each table
starts with the same "history", to ensure that in theory the same strategy is dictated
and to make a cross-table comparison of actions meaningful.

In order to recognise within Duplicate the strategic value of winning a partsore or of
bidding and making a game contract, you are awarded an immediate bonus. This is
necessary because just as the past history of previous deals has no impact on your
current deal, so the result of the current deal is "forgotten" when considering the
strategy and ultimate score of the next. The immediate bonus is 50 for succeeding in
a partscore contract, 300 for succeeding in a contract that qualifies for game, when
initially non-vulnerable at the start of that deal, and 500 for succeeding in a contract
that qualifies for game when already vulnerable according to the initial conditions.

This is considered as a fair true market value of the expected long term benefit. The
300 bonus for a non-vulnerable game bid and made coincides with the 300 bonus
awarded in Rubber bridge for having achieved a vulnerable state in an unfinished
rubber. You might have expected the bonus for having a partscore also to be the
same, and indeed at one point they were: before the powers that be last revised the
laws of Rubber bridge in 1993 the bonus for a partscore in an unfinished rubber was
also 50, ie the same as the 50 point bonus for making a partscore in Duplicate. It is
difficult to see what the justification was for changing it to 100. Unfinished rubbers
are not so frequent that you would expect any attention to be focused on this issue,
and even if it were, it is hard to see how you could arrive at a meaningful long term
expectation of the value. Indeed it seems obvious that a partscore when vulnerable at
Rubber would have a greater strategic value than at an earlier state in the rubber. The
change was probably motivated more by politics than by merit. The authorities that
govern Rubber bridge laws are not the same authorities that govern Duplicate bridge
laws. Periodically both sets of laws change, not usually at the same time, and there
may be some antagonism between the parties.

The bonus awarded for making a vulnerable game (equivalent to the Rubber bonus) is
a full 500. This is the same as the Rubber bridge bonus for winning a 3-game rubber.



Intuitively, you would think that if the vulnerability of a particular hand were pre-set
such that the side which bids and makes game was already vulnerable but the
opposing side was not, then you should qualify for the higher equivalent rubber bonus
of 700 for a 2-game rubber. However this would overly complicate the scoring, and
providing a variety of just two game bonuses provides enough variety to afford the
application of skill.

If you bid and make a slam contract, you get the game bonus (300 or 500 according to
vulnerability) in addition to the slam bonus (500, 750, 1000 or 1500), as clearly any
slam bid and made would also be sufficient to qualify for game. By the same token,
in a rubber bridge game, if you bid and make a slam when vulnerable you score the
rubber bonus as well as the slam bonus.

Note that although in duplicate there is no concept of a "line" dividing bid-and-made
trick scores from other scores, doubled overtricks still score the same as the rubber
bridge equivalent (ie suit-independent). Likewise, you still think in terms of a
notional "line" in order to calculate whether the contract qualifies for a game bonus.
A contract of 1 Spade doubled making 8 tricks does not qualify for a game bonus,
while a contract of 2 Spades doubled making the same 8 tricks does so qualify,
because the former example only scores 60 (30 doubled) below the line (and 100 or
200 above the line for the overtrick depending on vulnerability, +50 for making a
doubled contract), for a grand total of 210 non-vul or 310 vul, while in the second
example, although there were no overtricks, the score below the line is 120 which
breaks the 100 barrier, on top of which you therefore get the 50 bonus for making a
doubled contract, plus either 300 or 500 for the game bonus depending on
vulnerability, and a grand total of 470 or 670.

In almost all duplicate events there is no recognition of the "honours" bonus (for
holding 4 or 5 of the top trumps in one hand or all 4 aces in Notrumps). Indeed I am
only aware of one duplicate event that recognises or recognised honours, being the
Hubert Phillips Bowl (a knock-out mixed teams event in the UK based on total
aggregate score). Even that event may by now have changed its format to disallow
the honours bonus. I am not aware of any event at all that is not a pure aggregate
scored event which makes use of the honours bonus.

There are very few events that just use the pure aggregate score. The Hubert Phillips
is one, as mentioned above, and the Total Points Tournaments on Bridge Base Online
1s another.

The Total Points Tournament on Bridge Base Online is an oddity among "duplicate"
events, in that there are no cross-table comparisons despite that the scoring is
computed on aggregate duplicate principles.

Having determined your aggregate score on the hand, in those events where there is a
cross-table comparison, you simply nett off your result against the corresponding
score(s) achieved by those sitting in the same seat who played the same hand.

So, in all of the following alternative scoring formats, the first process is always to
compute the result of the hand using the aggregate scoring principles as above



(without the honours bonus). We now deal with the further conversion processes
based on the alternative remaining scoring formats.



2) "Chicago" scoring

This is effectively Aggregate scoring adopted by players in a social game where there
are no cross-table comparisons but where the players are used to, and prefer, the
Aggregate scoring method of Duplicate bridge to the original Rubber bridge scoring
system. You simply adopt the Aggregate scoring rules as above. In some variations
the vulnerability recycles after just 4 deals rather than the complete 16. That is
certainly easier to remember, but it does mean that (eg) it is only ever (and is always)
West who is dealer when both sides are vulnerable.



3) "International Match Points" ("IMP") scoring

IMP scoring requires that you first determine your net aggregate score, compared with
the results achieved at another table, and then convert that net aggregate to an IMP
score using the table provided in appendix 3 to this document.

Thus, the maximum IMP score that you can achieve on a deal is 24, when there is a
difference of 4000 (or more) aggregate points between your result and that achieved
by your counterpart at the other table. At the other extreme, a net aggregate
difference of up to 10 points results in zero IMPs. Your counterpart scores the same
IMP score as you do, but with opposite sign. If you win 4 IMPs then your counterpart
loses 4 IMPs (or scores -4 IMPs).

The purpose of the IMP conversion is to reduce the influence of large aggregate
differences over an entire match and so reward consistency. It will be observed that
the scale is approximately logarithmic, rather than scalar. In other words, if you score
a large aggregate swing, then the margin required to gain an additional IMP is much
larger than would be the case if starting with a smaller aggregate difference. For
example, if you score a positive aggregate result of 320 on two deals, each deal is
worth 8 IMPs according to the above scale, so over the two deals you would score 16
IMPs. However if you scored the same aggregate difference on just one deal, ie a
single gain of 640, the IMP score for that would be just 12.

An IMP result requires a minimum of two table comparisons, and this is common in a
head-to-head teams match. There may however be a large number of table
comparisons, as in an event comprising solely of pairs (contrasted with teams of 4 or
8 etc). Where there are a large number of table comparisons, you would normally
calculate the average IMP score for a hand, by totalling up the IMP score of every
comparison and then dividing by the number of comparisons. This can be an
important exercise if not every hand in an event is played the same number of times,
and you would want each hand to carry the appropriate "weight" in your overall score
for the event.

This averaging accounts for the fact that in (say) an IMP scored pairs event on Bridge
Base Online, your IMP score for a hand may not be shown as a whole number.

For most purposes, the conversion from aggregate to IMP does not have a dramatic
effect on strategy.



4) "Victory Points" ("VP")

Victory Points are awarded in an event where several matches between teams
contribute toward the overall ranking, and it is not a knockout event. The purpose of
the VP scale is to ensure that each individual match assumes equal importance.

There are several recommended VP scales, mainly depending on the number of hands
being played in a match. Typically there are 20 VPs "up for grabs" in a single match,
which are shared out between the opposing sides. The hands within the match are
individually scored on an IMP scale (as described in the preceding section in this
document), and the net IMP score of all the hands within an individual match are
added together are then converted to a number of Victory Points. A landslide victory
for one side would net that side all 20 of the available VPs for that match, the losing
side getting none of them. If the overall IMP score is nil either way (maybe plus or
minus one IMP), the VPs are shared 10-10. Between those extremes the VPs are
awarded accordingly. The cut-off that qualifies for zero VPs varies according to the
scale in use, but the scale within that extreme tends to be pretty much a straight line.

There are some events in which a MASSIVE landslide qualifies the losing side for
negative VPs. Typically the most extreme result would be 20 VPs to the winning
side, with -5 VPs to the losing side. Initially there are the normal 20 VPs at stake, and
the winning side can normally aspire to beating the opponents 20-0. However if the
winning side achieve sufficient overkill, the losing side get docked VPs WITHOUT
the winning side getting any further credit.

The rationale for this variation is that most points (whether measured as aggregate
points or converted to IMPs) change hands as a result more by reason of errors on the
part of the losing side, than because of skill on the part of the winning side. There are
of course exceptions, and indeed luck can play a part. But as a generality, the
rationale is valid.

If the losing side lose by a huge margin, the overwhelming likelihood is that the
magnitude of the result has more to do with the incompetence of the losing side than
with the expertise of the winning side. It is considered undesirable to give undue
reward to the winning side where that credit accrues more as a result of the luck of the
draw (concerning choice of opponents) than as a result of skill at the table.

There is an additional factor: if you believe that you are heading for a 20-0 loss, and
there is no penalty for overkill, there would be no incentive to playing a sensible
game. By taking wild actions you stand to gain VPs if the wild actions work, but lose
nothing if they fail. Such an environment is not regarded as good for the game,
particularly given that there will usually be other matches taking part in the event of
which neither participant has a say in the proceedings at your team's tables.

We desire an environment in which there is no incentive either to give up or otherwise
to randomise the game. And yet we do not wish to reward unduly a team that has
done nothing to deserve the extra credit that the score-line indicates. This is the
justification for those regimes that award negative VPs to the losing side for excessive
losses after a 20-0 (or whatever-0) loss has already accrued.



The space devoted to this issue in this document is perhaps unrepresentative of the
magnitude of the problem addressed. Events in which negative VPs are a possibility
are exceptional, and tend to be restricted to high-level events the entrants of which
would be unlikely to be reading this document.



5) "Butler scored" pairs

These are very similar to other IMP score pairs events.

To recap, in a "simple" IMP scored pairs event, each table comparison is IMP'd, and
the totals averaged over the number of comparisons.

In a "Butler" event, a "par" result for each result is determined, not by using any
double-dummy software, but by using the actual results achieved at the table. In
determining the "datum" or "par" score, extreme scores are discarded as being "wild"
and the remaining results (aggregate scored) are averaged. The number of extreme
scores per board that are discarded depends upon the number of times that the hand is
played, but it is typically only one or two (an equal number from both ends). Each
individual result is then compared with that datum or average score (and now this
includes any extreme scores that were originally discarded for the purposes of
determining the datum) and that aggregate difference is then convered into IMPs.

Butler scored IMP events distort the result contrasted with a true cross-IMP scoring
that bypasses all of this palava. The only reason that this method ever achieved
popularity dates back to the days before personal computers became commonplace.

The prospect of manually cross-IMP-ing every table of a pairs event is daunting if
doing the entire thing manually. By a computer, of course, the calculations can be
done in a twinkling. Without a computer, it is considerably easier (but even then by
no means trivial) to calculate a datum or par, then IMP each result by reference to that
datum. This exercise does however distort the logarithmic scale that the IMP table
was designed to accommodate.

Nowadays, of course, everyone has a computer, so Butler scoring is consigned to the
dustbin of history.



6) "Match Pointed" pairs scoring ("MP")

This format is applied in pairs events (not teams) in which several pairs play each
hand. As always you start by calculating and recording the aggregate score at your
table. After the hand has been played by all tables, you are awarded a number of
Match Points according to your positional ranking with respect to the other pairs.

In the UK (and some other jurisdictions) you get 2 Match Points for every pair that
you beat, 1 Match Point for every pair whose score is identical with yours, and 0
Match Points for every pair who score better than you (in your direction). In the US
(and some other jurisdictions) you get 1 Match Point for a win, half a Match Point for
a draw, and 0 Match Points for a loss. It really doesn't matter which method you
adopt: the scale is retained and the overall rankings achieved would be the same in
either case. You could just as easily assign 735.7 points for a win, 367.85 for a draw
and O for a loss. You would be mad, but you could do it.

These Match Points are then expressed as a percentage of the total number of Match
Points available (ie on the assumption that you beat every other pair). In some
movements some of the hands are played a different number of times than others, and
in that case you should not convert individual hands to percentages as to do so would
suggest that each hand carries equal weight, while in fact a "top" (ie winning all the
Match Points on the hand) should carry more weight on hands that are played more
times. Anyway, the winner is the pair who amasses the most Match Points.

So, where the size of the margin between scores is relevant in other forms of scoring,
that margin is entirely irrelevant in MP events, except to the extent that you might
expect to beat more pairs if you beat a particular pair by a large margin than by a
small margin. Otherwise, the mere existence of the margin (of whatever size) is
sufficient to determine the result. It is frequency of gain, not amount of gain, that is
relevant. If by taking a certain course of action you have a 60% chance of gaining an
aggregate 10 point margin over the rest of the field, but on the other 40% of the time
you stand to lose hundreds, then it remains a good bet to go for the 60% shot. It is not
hard to imagine how this can affect the dictated strategy compared with other methods
of scoring. It is not necessarily either a less skilful game nor more skilful for that, but
it is certainly a totally different game.

To take an extreme example, suppose that you played in an event in which each hand
is played the same number of times (once at each table). On each hand you can make
10 tricks in either Spades or Notrumps, except for on one hand where you can again
make 10 tricks in Spades but on this occasion only 8 tricks in Notrumps. At every
other table your competitors bid and make 4S exactly on every hand. At your table
you decide to bid 3NT on every hand, failing by one trick on one hand but making an
overtrick on every other hand. In a Match Pointed event you would take first place.
On all but one hand you outscore every other pair in aggregate score. Even a margin
of 10 aggregate points is sufficient to qualify you for the Match Points. Each hand
ranks equally in importance, so your one loss is swamped by the other gains. If you
replicated that result in an IMP event you would take last place. Each 10 point
aggregate gain is insignificant, in fact translating to O IMPs (as you can see from the
above scale you need to score 20 aggregate points to get 1 IMP). However that one
hand where you went down costs you 10 IMPs if not vulnerable (420 + 50 = 470



aggregate difference = 10 IMPs) or 12 IMPs if vulnerable (620 + 100 = 720 aggregate
difference = 12 IMPs).

MP events achieved popularity mainly because it takes a lot less effort to score up an
event under the MP method if having to do it manually, without the benefit of a
computer, than alternatives.

Whatever the reason for their popularity, their advocates also point out a perceived
benefit that every hand assumes broadly the same proportionate importance, as you
can never hope to gain more than 100% of the Match Points on any particular hand
(or less than 0%), a range which remains constant on every hand (a slight variation is
possible if some hands are played more frequently than others, but even then you
never in practice achieve much variation in the number of times that a hand is played).

An IMP-scored hand also has upper and lower limits (+/- 24 IMPs), but the difference
is that it is not necessary (indeed very seldom) for 24 IMPs to be scored on a hand,
whereas the total number of Match Points must be shared out.

Whilst their statement (that each hand ranks equally in importance) is correct, the
conclusion that this is better for the game is not axiomatic. Certainly it may be the
case, but it does not automatically follow, just because it has an elegant "feel". If
anything, it is more logical that more difficult hands (within the constraints of the
scoring system) should be awarded greater weight. The only problem with that is that
there is no reliable way at the outset to determine the "difficulty rating" of a hand. It
is also arguably a skill worthy of reward to be able to identify which hands have the
most scope for a variation in result.



7) "Point-a-board" sometimes referred to as "Board-a-match" ("PaB" or "BaM")

This is an attempt at simulating Match Point principles in a teams format. There are
several competing teams. You play a fairly low number of hands against each team.
You are awarded 2 Victory Points for each hand on which you achieve a net positive
aggregate score within your match (just a 2 table comparison), regardless of the
margin, but sometimes there is a pool of additional VPs at stake for the overall margin
of IMPs won or lost over the set.

This is quite a rare format but extremely challenging. The Pachabo is an example of a
UK event scored under these principles.



APPENDIX 1

Aggregate scoring table

Scenario Type of | UNDOUBLED | DOUBLED REDOUBLED
score Non- | Vul Non-vul | Vul Any vul
vul
CONTRACT | Under- 50 per | 100 1st, 100 | 1st, 200 | Calculate the
FAILS tricks under- | per 2nd, 200 | rest, 300 | score for a
trick under- | 3rd, 200 | each doubled
trick rest, 300 contract, then
each just double up
again
CONTRACT | Honours For holding all 4 aces in one hand in NT contract, 150
SUCCEEDS | bonus For holding all 5 of top 5 trumps in one hand, 150
OR FAILS For holding 4 of top 5 trumps in one hand, 100
Applies to defending side or declaring side.
(BUT
DEPENDENT Honours bonuses are provided in Rubber bridge events
ON TYPE OF but extremely rarely in duplicate events, and even then
EVENT) only in certain aggregate scored duplicate events.
END OF | Bonus RUBBER SCORING
RUBBER For a partscore in an unfinished game, 100
SESSION For a completed game in an unfinished rubber, 300
(last contract For a rubber completed in 3 games, 500
usually For a rubber completed in 2 games, 700
successful but
not necessary)
OR END OF
DUPLICATE DUPLICATE SCORING
HAND For a successful partscore, 50
(contract For a successful non-vulnerable game, 300
succeeds) For a successful vulnerable game, 500
CONTRACT | Slam Small, | Small | Same as if undoubled
SUCCEEDS | bonus 500 750
Grand | Grand
1000 | 1500
Premium | Zero. 50 Calculate  the
for score for a
doubled doubled
contract contract, then
Overtricks 100 per | 200 per | just double up
overtrick | overtrick | again
THE LINE (the line) | 1rick value per M he)
trump suit
Tricks Trick value per
BID and trump suit, X 2

MADE




APPENDIX 2
The sequence of dealer and vulnerabilities in a duplicate event

Board | Dealer | Vulnerability
number

1 N NONE

2 E N/S

3 S E/W

4 w ALL

5 N N/S

6 E E/W

7 S ALL

8 \\ NONE

9 N E/W

10 E ALL

11 S NONE

12 \\ N/S

13 N ALL

14 E NONE

15 S N/S

16 w E/W




APPENDIX 3

International Match Point ("IMP") scoring table.

Min Max IMP
Aggregate | Aggregate

0 10 0
20 40 1
50 80 2
90 120 3
130 160 4
170 210 5
220 260 6
270 310 7
320 360 8
370 420 9
430 490 10
500 590 11
600 740 12
750 890 13
900 1090 14
1100 1290 15
1300 1490 16
1500 1740 17
1750 1990 18
2000 2240 19
2250 2490 20
2500 2990 21
3000 3490 22
3500 3990 23
4000 infinity 24




