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In Men’s Artistic Gymnastics the all-around consists of six events. Should each event count equally toward the all-around total?  Should one out of six scores impact a gymnast’s placement in the all-around?  If we study the scores of the top 35 all-around gymnasts from Competition I (includes top 24 and 4 reserve) at the World Championships in Aarhus and change one score of a particular gymnast, his all-around placement improves 29 postions. Bib number 610 had the highest still rings score at 16.525 and bib number 733 had lowest still rings score 13.175--a difference of 3.35.  Bib number 932 had the highest pommel horse score 15.7 and bib number 815 had lowest score of 13.75--a score difference of 1.95.  If I were an all-around gymnast I would view this as unfair advantage to gymnasts whose best event (pommel horse) is a lower scoring event.  His reward is not as great as the gymnasts with the higher scoring (still rings) event; he scores .825 greater than the gymnasts who have the highest score on pommel horse. Furthermore, the difference between the still rings top score and lowest score is 1.4 greater than the difference between the pommel horse highest and lowest score.  This is clearly an advantage to the top still rings performer. If we give the top still rings performer (bib number 610) the lowest pommel horse score (13.75) he moves from third place to fifth place in the all-around standings. If we give the lowest still rings performer (bib 733) the score of the highest still rings performer (16.525) his all-around place goes from 34th to fifth.  It clearly shows that the top all-around performer who is highly skilled on still rings has a greater advantage over the other performers.  Should one event be of such importance to the determination of the all-around champion?  

Because of the Open Code we need to analyze the scores of all six events.  Are still rings skills overvalued in relationship to the other events? Are still rings performers that much better than the performers on the other five events? These are some of the questions that the International Federation of Gymnastics (F.I.G.) and its Men’s Technical Committee (MTC) need to resolve.

One of the unintended consequences of the new Open Code is the fact that the six events are no longer equal in value. I would like to explore this concept in relationship to the lower scoring events and how A-Jury articles and skill values determine the score. The International Federation of Gymnastics (F.I.G.) needs to determine how, why and when rules should be changed. In the past we had a compass to guide us in respect to rule changes.  That compass was the base of 10.0. All events could achieve that level. We had defined limits in regard to scores. The present Code has defined limits in respect to B-jury scores (10.0) and element groups (2.5). The A-jury score is open and that is where the problems surface. The change to an Open Code has the consequence of unequal events. The example of the all-around placement in Aarhus gives us an understanding of the problem. The dilemma is to make the events equal in value and create sports fairness.  A simple review of the Aarhus World Championships (Competition I) gives us the following scores by event greater than 15.00 and 16.00: 

	Event
	Greater than 15.0
	Greater than 16.0

	Floor Exercise
	37
	2

	Pommel Horse
	21
	1

	Still Rings
	39
	10

	Vault
	143
	29

	Parallel Bars
	45
	3

	Horizontal Bar
	24
	0


Most observers can readily see that you are able to score higher on some events over others. If we use the decathlon in track and field we can understand the importance of equal events in the team and all-around competition. The decathlon in track does not treat the events differently. The shot put is worth the same 1000 points just as the 100- meter dash is worth 1000. The strong thrower has no advantage over the fast runner. In an Open Code the MTC should strive to put back equality in respect to each event. It clearly is an advantage to be better on the higher scoring events like still rings, vault and parallel bars than the lower scoring events of pommel horse or horizontal bar. I believe the first order of business for the MTC is to equalize the events. This will not be an easy task, in respect to the Open Code unless the MTC is willing to give each event the same number of equal skills in each element group and a defined limit for a score. When we try to determine the best all-around gymnasts it seems unfair and not in the best interest of the sport to have some events count a greater amount. 

I would say the same unfairness exist in respect to the team competition. Should a country that is strong on a higher scoring event have an advantage over a country that is strong on a lower scoring event? How will the event score relate to future development? Will coaches and gymnasts invest more time and effort into the higher scoring events? Will the team make-up be determined by the higher scoring events? 

The task of the MTC is indeed difficult; to continue to strive to develop an Open Code that treats each event equally needs to be address.  Why is this information important in the analysis of rule changes? We need to understand the intended purpose of rule changes. Following Aarhus the MTC added two new articles. The two events they selected to change the rules were the two lowest scoring events. The highest scoring events had no new A-jury articles developed after Aarhus. The rule changes in gymnastics need to be reviewed in relationship to how the changes affect the scores on each event. I will attempt to review those changes to discern whether there is a purpose served by the new rule changes. The following chart should help us understand why we score higher on four events over the pommel horse and horizontal bar. If we review the number of high-level skills on each event and element group we can determine why some events score higher than others.

Chart of C, D, E, and F skills by element groups listed in Code.

	Element Groups
	Floor Exercise
	Pommel Horse
	Still Rings
	Parallel Bars
	Horizontal Bar

	Group I
	
	
	
	
	

	      C
	     11
	    5
	    6
	   18
	     8

	      D
	       4
	    4
	    3
	   12
	     2

	      E
	       0
	    0
	    3
	     7
	     0

	      F
	       0
	    0
	    0
	     0
	     0

	Group II
	
	
	
	
	

	      C
	       7
	    1
	    3
	      5
	     11

	      D
	       6
	    2
	    1
	      4
	     10

	      E
	       3
	    2
	    1
	      3
	     10

	      F
	       1
	    0
	    0
	      2
	       5

	Group III
	
	
	
	
	

	      C
	       5
	    10
	     9
	      12
	       5

	      D
	       5
	      9
	    12
	        7
	       3

	      E
	       3
	      2
	      8
	        2
	       1

	      F
	       5
	      0
	      1
	        3
	       0

	Group IV
	
	
	
	
	

	      C
	       5
	      6
	      12
	        4
	       6

	      D
	       6
	      7
	      11
	        4
	       5

	      E
	       4
	      3
	        8
	        2
	       1

	      F
	       2
	      0
	        2
	        1
	       0

	Group V
	
	
	
	
	

	      C
	      NA
	      3
	        7
	       4
	       8

	      D
	      NA
	      3
	        6
	       5
	       8

	      E
	      NA
	      0
	        1
	       2
	       5

	      F
	      NA
	      0
	        2
	       1
	       3

	Totals
	      
	     
	
	       
	       

	      C
	       28
	      25
	       27
	      43
	       38

	      D
	       21
	      25
	       33   
	      33
	       28

	      E
	       10
	        7
	       21
	      16
	       17

	      F
	         8
	        0
	         5
	        7
	         8

	Totals 
	       67
	       57
	        86
	      99
	        91


Pommel horse and horizontal bar are the two lowest scoring gymnastics events. The problem with lower scoring events is in relationship to the team and all-around competition. The Open Code disparities do not impact the determining of the individual event champions.  The determination of the team championship is also skewed towards being strong on certain events. Should team and all-around placement be base on the highest scoring events or should all events be equal partners?

The three areas of concern are the number of skill values on each event, the values of skills, and A-jury articles that determine skill selection in some element groups. How and why skill values are determined is also a challenge. One example of skill values is the disparity between pommel horse number of high-level skills (57) and listed E, F skills (7). The other four events have the following totals of C, D, E, F skills floor exercise (67) still rings (86) parallel bars (99) and horizontal bar (91). Skills need their value determined in relationship to the number of high-level skills per event in hopes of equalizing the six events. If you have greater number of skills to select from you will have higher scores. The change to the Open Code elevates the need to equalize the number of high-level skills and specific A-jury restrictions on each event. If C, D, E and F skills can be performed on the other events the only conclusion is that the skills on pommel horse are rated too low in comparison to the other events. Why should the top pommel horse performer score lower then the top ring performer? 

The third area of concern deals with the element groups.  Why are horizontal Bar scores lower when we can select from 91 high-level skills? Horizontal bar has the largest number of dismounts (element group V) listed 24 in the C, D, E, and F and the gymnast can only perform one. The second greatest total would be releases (element group II) with 36 listed C, D, E, and F skills. So we have 2/3 of the total high-level skills on horizontal bar listed in two element groups. So a gymnast is allowed only to perform 5 of the highest-level skills. The other element groups I, II, IV there are no F skills, two have one E skill and one has none. The three element groups have 2, 3, and 5 listed D skills. The MTC limits the skills you can select in element groups I, III by Article 48: 7 Elements with turns: an exercise cannot include more than one grip variation of the same element.  We create lower scores and similar skill selection by A-jury articles.

I would hope we could clearly see why we score lower on pommel horse and horizontal bar. A review of the A scores at Aarhus (Competition 1) of the top 12 teams give us a average start value of floor exercise 5.946, pommel horse 5.604, still rings 6.004, vault 6.5, parallel bars 6.033 and horizontal bar 5.808. As you can see the start scores are lower on both pommel horse and horizontal bar. Should we conclude that the pommel horse and horizontal bar performers are not as good or is the problem-undervalued skills, to few skills to select from and greater number of A-jury articles to limit skill selection? Element group 1 on parallel bars has 18 different C skills, 12 D skills and 7 E skills to select from. What happens is that all gymnasts find four skills to perform in element group 1 at a C or higher level and therefore have higher start values then other events. We have the fewest high level skills (57) to select from on pommel horse. The pommel horse has the fewest number of C, E, and F skills, the second fewest D skills (floor exercises has lowest number but has connection bonus to offset the fewer skills). Element groups III and IV have 16 of 25 C skills the largest number of D and E skills and three A-jury articles related to the number and type of skills you can perform. I hope all can determine why pommel horse scores are lower--fewer high level skills to select from and greater number of articles to determine the skills selected. The MTC lower scores and create compulsory exercises as they increase articles to limit types of skills performed. On horizontal bar we have two element groups with the largest number of high-level skills; group V we can only select one skill, and group II we have the skills that gymnasts perform with the greatest risk of falling from the apparatus. Who can afford to fall? Only gymnasts that are striving to win an individual event can elevate their level of risk. The all-around performers or the team performer of a top 12 team cannot take the risk needed to increase difficulty.  We have fewer choices because the element groups affected by the new article are the element groups with the fewest high-level skills. The MTC is driving the gymnasts to select more release skills that increase risk and falling off the event. How does the reward for that risk compare to risk on the other events? The only risk performed on still rings is the D dismount. Should still ring performers be rewarded by connection bonus that has no risk? Should risk be a factor in the evaluation of skills?  Should the increments between skill values be greater? How do we determine the value of skills in relationship to each event? I feel the MTC needs to do a great deal of work in this area to equalize the values of skills and most importantly equalize the events.

The purpose and hope of this paper is to increase the dialog in respect to rule changes in men’s gymnastics. Gymnasts, coaches and judges should all have input in respect to the rules. We all have ownership of our sport, I understand change is difficult but change needs to be implement as a guide for gymnasts to develop the sport not A-jury articles. My hope is that this paper will open up a discussion of the rule changes in the future and some type of methodology can be implemented to determine the validity of the rule changes in hopes we can have six equal events under this new Open Code.
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