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Without an umpire’s signal, it’s hard to determine when exactly a ball is presumed to 

be dead by everyone on the field.  (See article, “Ambiguity in Death” page 7.) 
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FROM THE EDITOR 

As I write, we are witnessing some additions to the long list of Test Match Cricket 
statistics, during the Australia/Pakistan series.  One aspect of Test Match Cricket 
is its potential to generate yet more fascinating statistical data.  David Warner’s 
century before lunch (100* with a final score of 113) on the opening morning in 
Sydney is a case in point.  Not only did he join the famous quartet who have 
previously achieved this feat (Victor Trumper, 4th Test at Old Trafford, 
Manchester, (1902), 103* with a final score of 104; Charlie “Governor General” 
Macartney, 3rd Test at Headingley, Leeds, (1926), 112* with a final score of 151; 

Don (later Sir Don) Bradman, 3rd Test at Headingley, Leeds, (1930), 105* with a final score of 334; 
and Majid Khan (Pakistan vs New Zealand), 3rd Test at The National Stadium, Karachi, (1976), 108* 
with a final score of 112), but he became the first batsman to achieve this statistic on Australian soil. 
The following day, Peter Handscomb joined Test Match statistics ranks with Herbie “Horsehoe” 
Collins who had previously (1920-21) been the only Australian Test batsman to score half centuries 
in each of his first four Test Matches.  Long may such important data for “Cricket Trivia Quizzes” be 
recorded! 
Speaking of Cricket Trivia, in this issue you will find not only the solutions to the “Cricket Trivia 
Crossword” offered to you in the November, 2016 issue (page 14) but you will be challenged with 
the “Cryptic Cricketers” quiz (commencing on page 13) for which I express thanks to Kevan Carroll.  
Answers to this quiz will be published in the next issue (March). 
For the “Pres/Vice-Pres Musings” column in this issue it is the turn of “the Pres” himself, when he 
reflects on a busy January of “extra-curricular” umpiring for many readers, and then focusses your 
attention towards Easter, for which you should also turn to page 12 and read the ongoing column, 
“Planning for the 2017 Crockett Shield – The Mission Continues.”  This month I am grateful to Chris 
Allan for his most interesting article on what one can learn about the great Bob Crockett with a visit 
to Cricket Willow in Daylesford. 
A special article in this issue which I trust you find of considerable interest is entitled, “Ambiguity in 
Death.”  I am grateful to Darrell Holt for drawing this article to my attention and I acknowledge “The 
Cricket Monthly” for permission to reproduce it.  
“Macca’s Book Review” column continues with Alan’s comments on “Hard Jacka” by Michael 
Lawriwsky.  I also urge you to check the usual VCAUSA Calendar for future events. 
Finally, there are three situations for your consideration, two under the titles “What is your decision?” 
are incidents from the recent Under-18 Girls’ Carnival and the third, “An Unusual Request”, from a 
Premier match, with thanks to David Meagher. 

  Trevor Finlayson 
----------------------------------------------------- 

WHAT IS YOUR DECISION? 
You are the bowler’s end umpire and note that the bowler, while awaiting the throw from the outfield, 
is standing with one shoe a few cms behind the popping crease, i.e., between the crease and the 
stumps.  The striker, in turning for a second run, touches down on the bowler’s shoe but then the 
bat “bounces” and touches the ground in front of the crease.  Has this been a “Short Run”? 

------------------------------------------------------ 
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… AND THE PRESIDENT – PRESIDENTIAL MUSINGS 

Happy New Year to all umpire and scorer members of the VCAUSA and their 
families and to all readers of Law 43.  A busy January has seen many of us 
umpiring or scoring in Victorian Under-age Championship and Country Week 
matches.  I enjoy working with new colleagues and seeing up and coming 
players. 
Our preparations for the Crockett Shield defence in Adelaide on Easter Saturday 
are well advanced and we hope to win back the Butler Trophy on Easter Sunday 
as well.  A major challenge is to ensure we take a competitive touring group 
interstate, given the difficulties of time, distance and family commitments.  With 
training through February and March and a match against the Mt Waverley CC 

Veterans we should be nicely tuned up to take on our old friends from the SACUSA. 
While relaxing over Christmas I read what Neville Cardus wrote, “The solemn truth is that the umpire 
is the most important man on the field …If the umpire falters, everybody in the game is drawn into 
the range of mortal frailty. All day long, ball after ball, the umpire must keep his mind intensely on 
the game.  The amount of concentration he is expected to perform every day is almost an abuse of 
human endurance.”  (The Umpire – 1934 quoted in The Picador Book of Cricket, R. Guha Editor, 
Pan Books, London, 2006 ISBN 0 330 44806 4 at p. 401).  Then again (at p. 460), in Wisden (1961) 
Umpire Alec Skelding’s obituary recounted that, “In a game in 1948 he turned down a strong appeal 
by the Australian touring team.  A little later a dog ran on to the field and one of the Australians 
captured it, carried it to Skelding and said, “Here you are.  All you want now is a white stick.” 
I have been searching for stories or quotes about scorers and scoring.  The closest I can come to 
is adapting one of Sir Donald Bradman’s general remarks in The Art of Cricket, “Attention to detail 
denotes enthusiasm, without which there can be no good or really enjoyable cricket.”  Inhuman 
levels of concentration must also be possessed by scorers and their work must surely be worthy of 
greater recognition.  

Alan McCarthy 

----------------------------------------------------- 

NO SIGN YET OF CALL FOR SACA UMPIRE MANAGER APPLICATIONS 
Four weeks after former South Australian Cricket Association (SACA) “Umpiring and Coaching 
Development Manager”, Neil Poulton, resigned from his position unexpectedly, there is no public 
sign that any recruitment action to call for applications for his position is underway.  Poulton joined 
the SACA as its “Umpire Manager” in July, 2008.   

(from Playing the Game, No. 1999-10098, 8th December, 2016) 
----------------------------------------------------- 

WHAT IS YOUR DECISION? 
In an under-age match, the ‘keeper is standing up to the stumps and is therefore obliged, according 
to the “local rules”, to wear a helmut with a face grill.  The ball is snicked by the batter.  It then 
impacts the ‘keeper high up on the chest and just touches the lowest piece of the helmut face grill.  
The keeper clasps the ball with her gloves and retains it between the gloves and her chest.  Is the 
batter out caught?  
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FROM THE DESK OF THE UMPIRING MANAGER 

Welcome to the January/February edition of “From the desk of the Umpire 
Manager.”  At this point in time we are almost ready to begin the finals series.  It 
only seems like yesterday that the season began after the Bulldogs won the AFL 
premiership.  For all those Doggies supporters I draw your attention to the photo 
below.  I was lucky enough to have Christmas lunch with “The Cup.”  
During late December and early January I spent a 
considerable amount of time refereeing several WBBL 
matches.  Several people have asked what this role 
entails so I thought I would let you know what the role 

and responsibilities of this position are. 
The match referee manages the on-field responsibilities for the following 
group of people to ensure the smooth conduct of Australian domestic 
cricket matches: 

• Directly – umpires, players and team officials; 
• In-directly – ground authorities i.e. event and venue staff, ground 

staff, scores, security personnel etc. 
The principal accountabilities for the role are to: 

• provide accurate and timely performance assessments for each umpire who participated in 
the match; 

• uphold the spirit of the game; 
• ensure the game is conducted according to the laws and standard playing conditions 

applicable; 
• assist with the responsibilities of the playing control team; 
• participate, if necessary, in a pre-series meeting with the umpires and captains to discuss the 

playing conditions relevant to the match and any concerns umpires and/or captains may 
have; 

• liaise with ground authorities to ensure all aspects of player safety are covered; and 
• manage any player reports which arise in the match in accordance with the relevant Code of 

Behaviour processes. 
Pre-Match 
The match referee will meet with the curator prior to the game to determine whether there are any 
on-field problems or weather concerns which may cause any problems during the match.  He will 
then meet with the captains and umpires, before the coin toss, to discuss any playing conditions 
and any ground conditions which may require clarification.  The referee will also meet with scorers 
and ensure they are prepared for the match and that any communication requirements (phone 
numbers, etc.) are in place.  The referee will then supervise the toss of the coin and obtain the team 
sheets from the captains. 
During Play 
During the innings of both teams the referee will regularly liaise with the umpires to monitor over 
rates, and if slow, possible penalties.  The referee will calculate the over rate and, at certain times 
during the innings, communicate this to the on-field umpires who will then inform the captain.  The 
referee will also record all stoppages in play, any delays or unusual incidents and communicate 
these to the on-field umpires.  Further, the match referee will liaise with the Duckworth Lewis 
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manager and check the calculation of the target score in an interrupted match prior to it being 
distributed to match stakeholders. 
Innings Break 
During the break, the referee will meet with the on-field umpires to discuss any issues which may 
have arisen during the first innings.  In conjunction with the umpires, he will then ascertain any time 
allowances to be made for delays and interruptions to play before determining any applicable over-
rate penalties. 
Post-Match 
After the match the referee attends a meeting with the captains and coaches to discuss any issues 
or concerns form the match.  It is in this meeting where the captains have the opportunity to bring 
to the attention of the referee any decisions which they may have disagreed with.  He must then 
complete any match paperwork required and forward it to Cricket Australia.  He must also inform 
team(s) of any over-rate infringements.  The match referee will then hold a debrief with the umpires.  
In this debrief any decisions noted by the captains are brought to the umpires’ attention.  Discussions 
will also be held in regards to technique, field-craft, teamwork, match management and any areas 
of improvement which have been identified. 
Reporting 
After the match a comprehensive report will be completed by the match referee on each of the 
umpires officiating in the match.  The report will cover all of the areas which were discussed in the 
debrief session including decisions made. 
Throughout the match the referee will log all the decisions made by the on-field umpires and if it is 
a televised game, by the 3rd umpire.  Decisions, regardless of whether the batter is out or not out, 
are recorded.  Each decision is rated as correct, inconclusive or incorrect.  Inconclusive means there 
is no video evidence to prove whether a decision is correct or incorrect.  The decisions will be 
reported upon following review of available video.  As all matches are streamed on Cricket.com or 
televised on Channel 10, there is a tremendous amount of available footage for the referee. 
The reports are to be completed within 48 hours of the match and then they are reviewed by Simon 
Taufel (Referee Manager) and the individual umpire’s State Umpire Manager. 
Code of Behaviour 
In the case of a Code of Behaviour Report being laid in the match, the match referee must notify 
Cricket Australia immediately.  If it is determined that a hearing is required, the referee is responsible 
for convening the hearing as soon as possible.  The referee must comply with the Code of Behaviour 
protocols to ensure the hearing is conducted efficiently and fairly.  Once the hearing is completed 
the referee must apply any penalties applicable to the charge. 
As a match referee one doesn’t just “sit on ones backside watching cricket!”  It can be both an 
exciting and busy role.  I hope this de-mystifies the role somewhat. 
I wish you all well for the remainder of the season. 

Richard Patterson 
---------------------------------------------------- 
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AMBIGUITY IN DEATH 
When exactly is a ball dead? Five recent instances that show the laws are unclear and the umpires 
indecisive. Controversies over dismissals generally fall into two areas. Those in which what 
happened is disputed but the law is clear, and those where what happened is plain to see but the 
law is open to interpretation. It is the second that is the more interesting, or at least, the most 
amenable to a non-partisan discussion.  
An outside observer might wonder why laws with a written history dating back 348 years are still 
open to dispute. On this point they would join a long lineage of writers who queried the same thing. 
Charles Box's 1868 book, The Theory and Practice of Cricket contains an illuminating account of 
the development and interpretation of the laws up to that time. He was scathing of their ambiguities, 
stating: “The whole code of laws might be reconstructed to advantage, as nowadays there is very 
much in cricket for which the laws afford neither direction nor control.”  
The laws pertaining to dead balls are perversely fine examples of this problem. Many recent 
controversies, in which the nebulous “spirit of cricket” has been cited, are also issues of legal 
uncertainty. What the framers of the law may have intended has often been insufficiently clear, 
making it hard to distinguish between a legally permissible dismissal and a dead ball.  
England v India, Trent Bridge, 2011 
Last ball before tea on day three. Eoin Morgan 
glances it to square leg where Praveen Kumar tries 
to stop a four. The batsmen run three. Ian Bell, 
observing the fielder in no hurry, turns for the 
pavilion. The slips begin to walk off. MS Dhoni moves 
from behind the stumps to a position about ten 
metres closer to the fielder to catch the throw. It 
arrives, 14 seconds after the fielding attempt, and is 
relayed to Abhinav Mukund, who breaks the stumps.  
Much of the discussion focused on what came after: 
Andy Flower and Andrew Strauss requesting the 
Indian team, in the tea interval, to recall Bell. If the 
dismissal attempt was “unfair”, however, it was 
because the ball appeared dead, and that is a matter of the law.  
23.1(b) The ball shall be considered to be dead when it is clear to the bowler's end umpire that the fielding side and 
both batsmen at the wicket have ceased to regard it as in play.  

This particular clause of law 23 was only introduced in 2000 to resolve a long-standing hole in the 
dead-ball law. Under previous versions, a ball was only dead if it had been returned to the bowler 
or wicketkeeper. Several controversial dismissals resulted from this confusion. The opportunistic 
“run-out while gardening” dismissals of Sammy Jones by WG Grace in 1882 and Rodney Hogg by 
Javed Miandad in Melbourne in 1979; the handled-the-ball dismissal of Andrew Hilditch in the same 
Australia-Pakistan series, and the Alvin Kallicharran run-out by Tony Greig that, like Bell's, was 
overturned after being given out. In each instance, the ball may have been considered dead under 
the modern law but they would have been open to an unusual degree of interpretation. In the Greig-
Kallicharran run-out, every player bar Greig and the umpire, Douglas Sang Hue, were turning to 
leave the field while wicketkeeper Alan Knott dislodged the bails nearly as soon as the ball had hit 
the ground from the defensive shot of Bernard Julien. Most assumed that the day’s play was done, 
though the umpire had yet to call time. Only one player, Greig, appeared to regard the ball as still 
alive, and he ran Kallicharran out at the bowler's end. Here, and in the Bell case, an argument could 

Was it unfair of India to have run out Ian Bell for 
walking out of the crease before Tea was called at 
Trent Bridge in 2011? © Getty Images 

http://www.espncricinfo.com/england-v-india-2011/engine/match/474473.html?innings=1;view=commentary
http://www.espncricinfo.com/england/content/player/13463.html
http://www.espncricinfo.com/magazine/content/story/144678.html
http://www.espncricinfo.com/magazine/content/story/144678.html
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be made that the ball was thought to have been dead by most of the players. Yet as Miracle Max 
stated in The Princess Bride, “There's a big difference between mostly dead and all dead. Mostly 
dead is slightly alive.”  
This uncertainty has had an effect on the general habits of modern batsmen. They can regularly be 
seen motioning their wish to leave the crease, even if it is not clear whether they are looking at the 
umpire to ascertain that the play is dead or to ask the opposition for consent. Nor is it clear whether 
consent has been given, or is even required when the play is clearly over. The law makes no 
provision for ambiguity in death. But it does allow ambiguity in the moral outcome, as while both Bell 
and Kallicharran were initially given out, they were later reinstated. The reason for the reinstatement 
in each case was the morally correct application of the spirit of cricket, which supposedly ran counter 
to the formal application of the law.  
Law 23.1b requires only that the umpire perceives that both teams no longer believe the ball to be 
in play. The ambiguity on how that clarity is arrived at creates a situation where the formal and moral 
cases run in parallel. Neither the umpires, who asked three times whether the Indian team wished 
to appeal, nor a majority of the players, felt that the Bell dismissal was within the spirit of the game. 
The reluctance to officiate on the run-out raises the question of why the ball was not deemed dead 
in the first place.  
This too, may have historical roots. In The Willow Wand, Derek Birley traces the willingness to 
tolerate ambiguity in the law to cricket’s upper-class origins. The umpires, as social inferiors to the 
lords (and later captains), are decision-makers, but the right of appeal rests with the captain. In times 
of moral uncertainty, most notably after mankading attempts, the umpires question not the decision 
but the appeal. It is, in many ways, a callow position. To rule a ball dead means taking a stance on 
the law, one that could be criticised. To procrastinate and rest a moral obligation on the shoulders 
of the captain is to abrogate the responsibility to others.  
Sri Lanka v Australia, Colombo, 2016 
Nathan Lyon bowls to Dimuth Karunaratne. It pitches short 
of a length and turns sharply past the bat to Peter Nevill, 
who waits. Karunaratne's back toe is behind the crease. 
Two seconds pass. He lifts his foot slightly and Nevill takes 
the bails off.  
A batsman who wanders out of his crease can hardly 
complain if he is stumped, and few were willing to condemn 
Nevill. Yet a reading of the first clause of the dead-ball law 
lends weight to an argument that Karunaratne might have 
been hard done by.  
23.1(a) The ball becomes dead when (i) it is finally settled in the hands 
of the wicket-keeper or of the bowler. 

The key ambiguity is over the definition of the term “finally settled”. The notes to the law, now 
contained in law 23.2 are entirely circular, stating that “Whether the ball is finally settled or not is a 
matter for the umpire alone to decide.” While the wording of many laws has changed substantially 
since Box critiqued them in 1868, the term “finally settled” has not changed at all. Unsurprisingly, in 
the era shortly to be owned by a notorious gamesman in WG Grace, the words are designed to curb 
the excesses of the wicketkeeper. In Box's words:  
“The ruse frequently adopted by very acute wicket keepers of holding the ball to catch a less 
experienced hitter off his guard, has long been denounced as a contemptible experiment. ‘Finally 
settled’ is when the wicket keeper has taken the ball, and the batsman is within the limits of the 
popping crease. It is the duty of the wicket keeper to return the ball immediately.” 

Peter Nevill’s decision to wait a couple of 
seconds after collecting the ball to stump 
Dimuth Karunaratne, goes against the 
letter of the law. © Getty Images 

http://www.espncricinfo.com/sri-lanka-v-australia-2016/engine/match/995455.html?innings=1;view=commentary
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Box is not unduly influenced by the spirit of cricket but it is clear from his statement that, 150 years 
ago, the type of stumping Nevill performed was frowned upon, and that the law was designed to 
prevent it. The ambiguity in its modern meaning raises the question of whether law 23.1(a)(i) should 
be clarified to explicitly reject waiting for the batsman to step out, or merely removed. If the lack of 
sympathy for Karunaratne is any indication of prevalent opinion, then the latter is probably the best 
option.  
Hong Kong v Oman, Fatullah, 2016 
Aamir Kaleem is bowling around the wicket.  As his front foot lands and his arm moves above his 
shoulder, the non-striker, Mark Chapman, is in his crease. Kaleem aborts his action, turns, and 
throws down the stumps as the umpire begins to signal dead ball.  
Even in Box's day the removal of a non-striker attracted controversy. There are at least four moral 
positions that can be taken:  
• at one extreme is the belief that any mankading falls outside the spirit of cricket;  
• at the other extreme, that any batsman out of his crease should be dismissed;  
in the middle lie two beliefs: 
• that a run-out is acceptable, provided the batsman has been warned;  
• that any run-out is acceptable providing the bowler has not pretended to bowl in order to draw 

the non-striker out of the crease. 
Arguably only the last of these is concerned with gamesmanship. If the bowler is not attempting to 
draw the non-striker out of his crease, then it is the batsman taking advantage and putting himself 
at risk. Pretending to bowl while actually trying to run the non-striker out, dates to Box's day. He 
referred to it as “childish, and utterly unworthy of the noble character of cricket,” but it was only 
recently that it became harder to effect.  
42.15 The bowler is permitted, before releasing the ball and provided he has not completed his usual delivery swing, to 
deliberately attempt to run out the non-striker. 

This law has undergone several recent revisions. Until recently the MCC used the term “delivery 
stride”, which was both unambiguous and made it nearly impossible to pretend to bowl. However, 
in the belief that batsmen were taking undue liberties in their backing up, the ICC changed their 
playing conditions in 2011 to refer to the “delivery swing” of the bowler, and the MCC code has 
followed suit. Unfortunately the change has brought plenty of ambiguity.  
In the mankad of Chapman it is unclear if Kaleem went through with his delivery swing, as he aborted 
it somewhere at the level of his shoulder, yet still brought his arm through. In doing so, he again 
raised the problem of a ball that might be called dead, but which the law is ambiguous to judge on. 
The ICC, in trying to deprive batsmen of a relatively minuscule amount of time to back up, have 
created a problem that will only get worse with the rampant liberties being taken by non-strikers.  
In many ways the modern laws for running out the non-striker are incongruous. While officially the 
ball is alive once a bowler begins his run-up, a batsman may not run (42.16), a fielder may not 
change his position (41.7) or talk (42.4), and the bowler is limited to running out the non-striker until 
such time as he releases the ball. While earlier versions of the law made no distinction between a 
run-out attempt of the non-striker and a normal run-out, the modern law is a separate game within 
the game.  
While prevailing opinion is currently opposed to the liberties batsmen are taking, and wishes to 
construct the law to prevent them, the ICC's changes allow bowlers to try to deceive non-strikers 
into leaving their crease. An alternative law, which applied a run penalty to a non-striker who left his 
crease before the ball was released, but didn't allow a run-out would be both more consistent and 
less controversial.  

http://www.espncricinfo.com/asia-cup-2015-16/engine/match/966735.html?innings=1;view=commentary
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England v New Zealand, The Oval, 2008 
Facing left-armer Ryan Sidebottom, Grant Elliott 
defends to the off side. The non-striker calls him 
through, leading Elliott to cross paths with 
Sidebottom. There is a collision where both are 
upended. The ball is returned to the bowler's end, 
with Elliott well out of his ground.  
The modern practice of running for balls played at 
the feet has significantly increased the likelihood of 
collisions. What is unclear is who, if anyone, has 
the right to the zone where the ball ends up.  
The batsman? 
42.5 it is unfair for any fielder wilfully to attempt, by word or 
action, to distract or obstruct either batsman after the striker 
has received the ball.  
(a) It is for either one of the umpires to decide whether any 
distraction or obstruction is wilful or not.  

Or the fielders?  
37.1 Either batsman is out Obstructing the field if he wilfully attempts to obstruct or distract the fielding side by word or 
action.  

In the Elliott dismissal, the charging bowler was impeded by the batsman and vice-versa; without 
guidance from the law, the only conclusion - short of applying a five-run penalty and dismissing the 
batsman - is that a player is not “wilfully” impeding the opposition if running across the path of the 
ball or attempting to field the ball.  
The downside to this interpretation: a player will eventually be seriously injured. In a similar incident 
in Australia, Ian Chappell remarked that a batsman needed to hold his ground and drop his shoulder 
if necessary. Yet like many batsmen, Elliott was both mismatched against Sidebottom and 
outnumbered by the fielders.  
Faced with a similar problem, the rules of baseball resolve this issue in favour of the fielder, whose 
right to the ball overrides the batter’s right to occupy the base path. In a sport where runs are rare, 
the opportunity to take a base is the more significant action, and the fielder’s preserve to make the 
out has precedence. In cricket, runs are common and dismissals are rare, so the opposite ought to 
apply. Yet, the only deterrent to obstructing and then running out a batsman in the act of fielding the 
ball is the spirit of cricket - which, as numerous examples demonstrate, barely exists.  
An alternative interpretation would hold that the ball should have been called dead under another 
rarely considered or upheld clause:  
23.3(b) (ii) a serious injury to a player or umpire occurs. 
The word “serious” is mired in ambiguity. What constitutes a serious injury, and under what 
circumstances might one occur? Collisions have been known to cause serious injury: both on the 
field, such as between Steve Waugh and Jason Gillespie; and running (between Mark Waugh and 
Matthew Elliott). Yet only the former resulted in a dead-ball call, and only well after it was obvious 
that neither could continue playing. Elliott somehow regained his ground despite a broken leg, but 
the reality is that a batsman is more likely to be injured and out than injured and protected, even 
when the injury is caused by the fielding side.  

Which player can be blamed for willfully obstructing 
the other in the case of Ryan Sidebottom’s collision 
with Grant Elliott? © AFP 

http://www.espncricinfo.com/engvnz/engine/match/296907.html?innings=1;view=commentary
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England v Australia, Lord's, 2015 
Ben Stokes defends down the pitch and hops 
forward, taking him out of his crease. Mitchell Starc 
fields in his follow-through and throws. Stokes pivots 
for the crease, instinctively raises his hand to ward 
off the potential threat and collapses away from the 
ball. The throw is at stump height, hitting Stokes’ 
hand.  
Obstructing the field is an old law given a new twist 
in the frenetic modern game. The emphasis on the 
law is on distraction and interference: largely to 
prevent batsmen from stopping a fielder from 
making a high catch. Stokes’ hand prevented a 
probable run-out, which is a prima facie case for dismissal. However, the obstruction law includes a 
sub-clause rooted in the spirit of cricket.  
37.1 (i) a hand not holding the bat, unless this is in order to avoid injury. 

By trying to return to the crease and protect himself from an 80mph throw from around 15 yards, 
Stokes found himself in a dilemma. Having instinctively raised his hand to deflect the ball, there was 
no instinctive way for him to withdraw it when (or even if) he realised it was missing his body.  
The law states Stokes could deflect a ball that would cause injury, but what is meant by the word 
“injury”? Any ball thrown into the immediate vicinity of the batsman has some possibility of injury, 
though most will not cause harm. Stokes was right to be concerned about the ball, and wrong that 
it was going to injure him. Similarly, a batsman can almost always avoid the ball, but they also need 
to be able to recover their ground, and that potentially puts them in the path of throws likely to injure 
them.  
There is an argument to be made, on safety grounds, that bowlers should not be able to attempt 
run-outs if the batsman on strike has not attempted a run; that the ball, once retrieved by the bowler, 
be regarded as “settled” and therefore dead. As the laws related to fair play stand, there is no 
protection from malicious or intimidatory throws.  
The laws relating to obstruction and handling the ball are a mess of sub-clauses both rare and 
ambiguous, more likely to inflame the spirit than defend it. It is unclear what the framers intended 
and how they should be read. Unsurprising then that, when faced with a possible application, the 
spirit is willing but the law is weak, and umpires choose not to apply ambiguous clauses.  
Birley’s comments on ambiguity appear well founded, as does his admonishment of the expectation 
that players will police their own actions instead of the umpires. In terms of a strategy for self-
preservation, an umpire who lets play run - and lets the players take the blame for encroaching on 
the spirit of the game - is a wise one. When Mark Waugh was reprieved after hitting his wicket in a 
tense draw against South Africa in 1997-98 - one of the few cases where an umpire exercised a 
clause in a batsman’s favour - it ended with the South African captain, Hansie Cronje, putting a 
stump through the door of the umpires’ change room. Less ambiguous laws would offer fewer 
opportunities to appeal to umpire and spirit.  

(This article was published by Russell Degnan and published in The Cricket Monthly (10th December, 2016).  It is 
reproduced here with permission of The Cricket Monthly and the author.  – Ed.) 

----------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
 

 

Ben Stokes reacts to a ball thrown in his direction.  
He was then given out for stopping it, since it wasn’t 
actually going to hit his body. © PA Photos  

http://www.espncricinfo.com/the-ashes-2015/engine/match/743979.html?innings=1;view=commentary
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PLANNING FOR THE 2017 CROCKETT SHIELD – THE MISSION 
CONTINUES 

The RM Crockett Shield 
We all know that the RM Crockett Shield is the prize for the victor of the biennial VCAUSA vs 
SACUSA cricket match since its inception in 1947.  The Shield is in honour of the legendary Cricket 
Umpire, Robert Maxwell Crockett.  We know that Victoria is the current holder of the shield, but 
where can you find the Shield between Easters?  The answer – just 400 metres from the original 
Crockett family home in Shepherds Flat, just out of Hepburn Springs, Victoria. 
Just a leisurely 90-minute drive, from the Melbourne GPO via Bacchus Marsh or Woodend and you 
will arrive at the picturesque Shepherds Flat, a small hamlet that saw the Crockett Family settle in 
a small farm on the Jim Crow Creek in the 1880’s where in 1902 the first cutting of English Willow 
was planted after a being sent out to the Crockett’s by the then English Captain, Archie McLaren.  
One cutting survived the trip from England and was planted and nurtured by Bob Crockett’s brother 
James and by 1920 over 5000 trees filled the creek-side 
fields.  Crockett bats were made on site by Bob’s brother 
Max and bats were hand made by legendary bat maker, 
Harry Preston.  RM Crockett bats were made on site until 
the early 1960’s when, due to an economic downturn, the 
business was closed and the brand was purchased by 
Dunlop Slazenger.  All but a handful of trees survived and 
the bat making business closed and the family moved away 
from the area.  The site, now vacant, has a pile of tree 
stumps and little else to show that the Crockett family ever 
lived there.  
So, where is the Crockett shield? 
Around the time of the Crockett’s moving to Shepherds Flat, so did the Tinetti family, to an adjoining 
property next door.  When the Crockett family moved away, Aqualino Tinetti bought the property 
and revived the bat making tradition next door.  The Tinetti’s made Crocket (note only one “t” in 
Crocket) bats for Kerry Packer’s World Series Cricket in 1976 and later set up Cricket Willow in 

1999. 
The Tinetti’s have set up a wonderful collection of bats and cricket 
memorabilia from around the world and in a special display case 
you will find the RM Crockett Shield proudly on display in memory 
to the legendary Bob Crockett and the Crockett family that 
established the Australian cricket bat making industry.   When you 
call out to Shepherds Flat, have a chat to Ian Tinetti and his wife 
Trish.   Tell them where you are from and they will only be too 
happy to show you around the museum. 

To all you South Aussies, I know you anxiously await the return of the elusive “Holy Grail” this Easter.  
Yes, I will collect the prize from Cricket Willow in early April and transport it to sleepy Adelaide.  
However, I am under strict instruction from Trish Tinetti, that I am to return the fondly named “Undies 
Draw” to its rightful home at Shepherds Flat by the end of April, 2017. 
See you in Adelaide! 

Chris Allan 
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MACCA’S BOOK REVIEW 

Hard Jacka – Michael Lawriwsky (Mira Books, Chatswood, NSW, 2007)   
ISBN 978 1 74116 565 4 
At 4:00 am on 19th May, 1915 at Courtney’s Post, Gallipoli, Albert Jacka found himself alone in a 
trench firing at the advancing Turks. All of his officers had been killed. When one arrived, Jacka 
offered to lead four volunteers to regain a captured trench. One was killed and the others fired at 
the Turks while Jacka climbed out of the trench into No-Man’s Land. Jacka crawled along the 
parapet, then jumped into a connecting trench occupied by Turks. With rifle and bayonet he killed 
five and took three prisoners, holding the trench for 15 minutes until reinforcements arrived. Jacka 
was awarded Australia’s first Victoria Cross of the First World War. 
Albert Jacka was a forestry worker from Wedderburn. He didn’t drink and sang in the church choir. 
He was shy and modest and particularly nervous around women. He was a good footballer, boxer 
and cyclist. His brother, Bill, was also serving at Gallipoli. 
By August, 1915 Jacka was promoted to Sergeant and a month later to Company Sergeant Major. 
He would welcome new recruits with, “I’m Sergeant Major Jacka, you can call me Bert. I have a 
different approach to discipline. If you step out of line … I’ll give you a punch on the bloody nose.“  
In December, 1915 when the evacuation was carried out without a casualty, Jacka said that, “The 
Turks were defending their homes. They fought bravely.”   
After refitting in Egypt, the 14th Battalion headed to the “Butcher’s picnic” in France. Jacka was now 
a Lieutenant commanding 52 men. On 4th August, 1916 Jacka was at Pozieres Ridge under a 
massive artillery bombardment, a prelude to a German attack. Only 10 men were left sheltering in 
an old German dugout. As the Germans attacked, they threw a bomb into Jacka’s trench. Amidst 
dead and dying men Jacka realised they were now cut off from the Australian line. He urged the 
survivors to fix bayonets shouting, “We’re going home.”  As he peered over the parapet they saw 40 
Australian prisoners being herded by 80 Germans towards the enemy lines. Jacka led the charge 
firing from the hip despite being wounded seven times. The German attack was stopped, 50 
Germans captured, many killed and the Australian prisoners rescued. Jacka received the Military 
Cross, for bravery by an officer in the face of the enemy. Many couldn’t understand why he wasn’t 
awarded a Bar to his VC. 
After recovering from wounds, Jacka returned to France beset by insecurity. Would he crack under 
fire, would he run? At Bullecourt in 1917 he won a Bar to his MC. At Polygon Wood in 1917 he 
demonstrated supreme valour but would be overlooked because he took over the battalion after the 
removal of his superior. Publicity of the action would only highlight the errors of command. Jacka 
would become Mayor of St. Kilda after the war and died in 1932 only aged 39.  

Alan McCarthy 
----------------------------------------------------- 

CRYPTIC CRICKETERS 
(The answers to the following clues are all present or past Test cricketers.  The clues follow the conventions of cryptic 
crossword clues.  Letters in brackets indicate the number of letters required for the answer.  Answers will be published 
in the March Issue. – Ed.)  
1. Pakistan bowler emerges from the ruins of Syria  (5) 
2. Terrible cricket shot from England opener  (11) 
3. Golf club has no vacancy for Australian opening bat  (8) 
4. Fast bowler in the grip of bookie – becomes an Aussie leg-spinner!  (5) 
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5. West Indian batsman gets streaky runs with last stroke  (5) 
6. Dennis Lillee initially in side as fast bowler for Australia  (6) 
7. England bowler’s two foreign articles on golf club  (9) 
8. England bowler included in dirty songs  (5) 
9. England batsman run out, nought,  before beginning tea  (4) 
10. Australian batsman, one of forty-two (no average player!)  (3) 
11. Singular page three feature has total recall for England spinner  (6) 
12.  MCG rather embraced this bowler  (7) 
13. 10 has offspring – fast bowler  (6) 
14. Lane and “Mo” confused the name of one-test wonder  (6) 
15. One pace bowler – but sounds like several  (6) 

----------------------------------------------------- 
 

CRICKET TRIVIA CROSSWORD SOLUTIONS 

Across: 
3. During the first seven World Cups, this player 

took the most wickets. 
4. This country was runner-up in the 1999 World 

Cup Final. 
5. The country (other than Australia) “10 across” 

represented. 
8.  Pakistan beat this country in the semifinals of 

the 1999 Cricket World Cup. 
9. This wicketkeeper had the most dismissals in 

the first seven World Cups. 
10.The only player to represent two countries in the 

World Cup. 
11.This player scored the most centuries during 

the first seven World Cups. 
12.This city has hosted the most World Cup finals. 
16.Eccentric 19th century all-rounder who took a 

wicket with his first ball for Australia and also 
noted for lighting a fire in the outfield during a 
chilly county match. 

17.  The only country other than Australia to win 
the World Cup twice. 

18.  He captained England in the 1999 World Cup. 
19.  This team won the 1996 World Cup. 
20.  This spinner took the most wickets in the first seven World Cups. 
21.  He hit the winning run(s) in the 1999 World Cup final. 
 
Down: 

1.  This country beat Australia in its first World Cup appearance in 1983. 
2.  Australia’s wicketkeeper, for the first and only time, in a World Cup match against India in 1992. 
3.  This bowler had the best innings bowling figures during the first seven World Cup campaigns. 
5.  This player has played in 35 World Cup matches, more than anyone else. 
6.  This bowler holds the record for most wickets taken in a Test series with 49. 
7.  This country has never won the Cricket World Cup. 
12.  He was Man of the Tournament in the 1999 World Cup. 
13.  The number of centuries Don Bradman scored during the five Tests against England in 1930. 
14.  The Australian captain who told Plum Warner, ‘There are two teams out there, Mr Warner, and only one of them is 

playing cricket.’  
15. This batsman holds the record for the fastest 100 (off 37 balls). 

---------------------------------------------------------- 
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VCAUSA THEATRE NIGHT 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Where? Regent Theatre, Collins Street, Melbourne 

 When? Wednesday, 21st June, 2017 at 7:30 pm 

 Tickets? $89.90 

 From? Trevor Finlayson,  Tel:  9803 1142 
   Mob:  0408 053 712 

------------------------------------------------------- 

AN UNUSUAL REQUEST 
During a Premier Cricket match on a stinker of a day a couple years ago, the keeper, who was 17 
years old, asked me (at square leg) if it was okay to dispense with his pads for the last 15 overs of 
the innings. My immediate thought was that the Laws of Cricket do not require the keeper to wear 
any protective equipment. Law 40 merely states that the keeper is permitted to wear gloves and 
external leg guards. In addition, Premier Cricket rules regarding under-age players refer only to the 
wearing of helmets. 
I told the keeper that I should discuss it with my colleague at the end of the over. When we got 
together, we agreed that the Laws (Law 3) might also apply in relation to a risk to the safety of a 
player. We also agreed that we had to consider our duty of care, particularly for a young player. On 
the other hand, the Premier Cricket rules say nothing about such things except with respect to the 
heat policy. We agreed that we had a heightened duty of care, especially when the keeper was 
standing up to the stumps, taking into account the speed of one particular bowler and the skill level 
that the keeper had shown up to that point. We decided that the keeper should wear pads when 
standing up, but he could dispense with them when standing back. 
After a brief discussion with the fielding captain, who agreed, we advised the keeper of our decision. 
We also told the captain that a player must run the pads on and off the ground between overs when 
needed, and that any delay would be at his team’s expense. This was happily accepted by all 
concerned, and it did not interfere with the remainder of the game. 

David Meagher 

http://myfairladymusical.com.au/
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VCAUSA CALENDAR 
The ongoing VCAUSA calendar for 2016-17, as far as is known at this stage is as follows: 
 

Date Activity Notes 
Tuesday, 14 February, 
7:30 pm (Valentines’ Day) 

VCAUSA CoM Meeting John Collins’ home 

Friday, 17 February MUCC Business Breakfast Refer to email from VCAUSA 
Secretary 

Tuesday, 21 February, 
6:30 pm 

CV T&D (including 
“Sausage Sizzle”) 

Kingston-Hawthorn’s Walter 
Galt Reserve.  All VCAUSA 
Members are invited to attend. 

Sunday, 5 March, 10:30 
am 

Social Cricket Match vs 
Waverley CC Vets 

Ground TBC 

Tuesday, 7 March, 7:00 pm CV T&D (Finals Umpires 
only) 

CV, Jolimont 

Tuesday, 14 March, 7:00 
pm 

VCAUSA CoM Meeting Gerry Schembri’s home 

Friday, 14 – Monday, 17 
April, 2017  

VCAUSA/SACUSA Easter 
Event in Adelaide 

Including Crockett Shield Match, 
Saturday, 15 April, 2017 

Friday, 19 May, 7:00 pm VCAUSA Presentation 
Night 

Venuto Club, Bulleen 

Wednesday, 21 June, 7.30 
pm 

Theatre Night “My Fair 
Lady” 

See details on page 15 

 
 
 
 

VCAUSA OFF-FIELD JACKETS 
VCAUSA Jackets as shown in the picture, can be ordered from the Secretary. 
Provided orders are placed in lots of 12 or more, the cost per jacket is $55.00. 
Should you be uncertain of your size, please refer to Alan McCarthy, Gerry 
Schembri or John Collins. 

----------------------------------------------------- 

ITEMS FOR SALE 
VCAUSA Polo Shirts, sizes S to XXL - $35:00 (contact Glenn Cumming 
(glenn.cumming@gmail.com) 
NEW 1 Pr Woodworm Cricket Rubbers - $50 Size UK/Aust 11 
NEW 1 Pr Kookaburra Cricket Rubbers - $50 Size UK/Aust 11 
NEW 1 Pr Kookaburra Cricket Spikes - $50 Size UK/Aust 11 
As NEW 1 Pr Asics Cricket Spikes (bowling – hi cut) - $60 Size US 14/ Aust 12.5 – 13 
Anyone interested please contact Alan McCarthy: Mob: 0488 799 973 
 email: alansuemccarthy@gmail.com 

------------------------------------------------------ 
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