
Matchpointing Across Sections 
 
When all sections of an event are matchpointed individually, a given result 
in one section might earn a score very different from that earned by the 
same result in another section. Matchpointing across sections (MAS) 
eliminates this issue, thus producing a score that more accurately reflects a 
pair’s performance. Nevertheless, two objections have been raised to the 
procedure. My purpose here is to examine whether these objections are 
supported by the data. 
 
Objection 1: Big games (>72%) are less likely. 
The argument is that a big game requires a lot of luck and one way to get 
lucky is to be in a section where your results score better than they would 
in the other sections. By eliminating this element of luck, MAS reduces the 
chances of a big game. 
 
I examined 50 consecutive events at Boca Raton DBC running from 
2/14/2019 to 4/12/2019. Each event was matchpointed both ways and the 
results analyzed to see whether big games were less likely when sections 
were combined. Here’s what was found: 

 



The graph shows the percentage earned by the overall winners. The 
results from matchpointing separately are in blue; results from combining 
sections are in red. It appears that the overall winner’s percentage doesn’t 
depend significantly on which method is used. In fact, in this set of 50 
events, there were 3 games greater than 72% when sections were 
combined as opposed to only one when sections were scored separately. 
 
Objection 2: MAS favors the stronger players 
The argument is that MAS reduces the chances of a C pair winning more 
masterpoints by earning awards from a higher strat. That is, the bigger 
masterpoint awards are more likely to go to the A pairs. 
 
I examined 88 consecutive events at Boca Raton DBC running from 
1/1/2019 to 4/12/2019. Each event was matchpointed both ways and the 
results analyzed to see how many masterpoints were earned by each strat. 
If the objection were valid, we would expect to see the C strat earn fewer 
masterpoints when sections were combined. Here are the results: 

 
The table shows the number of masterpoints earned by each strat over the 
course of the 88 events. Clearly the matchpointing method doesn’t make 
much difference. 
 
Does It Make a Difference? 
If these objections aren’t valid, the question arises as to whether MAS 
makes any difference at all. The answer is sometimes it does and 
sometimes it doesn’t.  
 
The event on 4/8/19 is an example where it makes a large difference: 



 
The actual winners would have finished 7th under combined scoring, their 
percentage dropping from 66% to 59%. Many other places would also have 
changed. 
 
On the other hand, in the event on 1/3/2019 the first 4 places would be the 
same under either method: 

 
I haven’t attempted to discover whether there are any parameters that 
would allow one to predict whether the choice of method makes a 
difference. 
 



Conclusion 
Since both the amount of data and the analysis are limited, I’m reluctant to 
draw any sweeping conclusions. It seems likely to me, however, that MAS 
results in the pairs who played better getting more masterpoints. The 
objections that have been raised are not supported by the data. 
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