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Critical Flaws in the Theory and Use of “M” in Poker Tournaments
In this article,
I will address critical 4 flaws in the concept of “M” as a measure of player viability in
poker tournaments. I will specifically be addressing 4 the concept of M as put forth by
Dan Harrington in Harrington on Hold’em II (HOH II). My book, The 4 Poker Tournament
Formula (PTF), has been criticized by some poker writers who contend that my strategies
for fast tournaments must 4 be wrong, since they violate strategies based on Harrington’s
M.
I will show that it is instead Harrington’s theory and advice 4 that are wrong. I will
explain in this article exactly where Harrington made his errors, why Harrington’s
strategies are incorrect 4 not only for fast tournaments, but for slow blind structures
as well, and why poker tournament structure, which Harrington ignores, 4 is the key
factor in devising optimal tournament strategies.
This article will also address a
common error in the thinking of 4 players who are using a combination of PTF and HOH
strategies in tournaments. Specifically, some of the players who are 4 using the
strategies from my book, and acknowledge that structure is a crucial factor in any
poker tournament, tell me 4 they still calculate M at the tables because they believe it
provides a “more accurate” assessment of a player’s current 4 chip stack status than the
simpler way I propose—gauging your current stack as a multiple of the big blind. But 4 M,
in fact, is a less accurate number, and this article will explain why.
There is a way
to calculate what 4 I call “True M,” that would provide the information that Harrington’s
false M is purported to provide, but I do 4 not believe there is any real strategic value
in calculating this number, and I will explain the reason for that 4 too.
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The Basics of
Harrington’s M Strategy
Harrington uses a zone system to categorize a player’s current
chip position. In the “green 4 zone,” a player’s chip stack is very healthy and the
player can use a full range of poker skills. As 4 a player’s chip stack diminishes, the
player goes through the yellow zone, the orange zone, the red zone, and finally 4 the
dead zone. The zones are identified by a simple rating number Harrington calls
“M.”
What Is “M”?
In HOH II, on 4 page 125, Dan Harrington defines M as: “…the ratio of
your stack to the current total of blinds and antes.” 4 For example, if your chip stack
totals 3000, and the blinds are 100-200 (with no ante), then you find your 4 M by
dividing 3000 / 300 = 10.
On page 126, Harrington expounds on the meaning of M to a
tournament 4 player: “What M tells you is the number of rounds of the table that you can
survive before being blinded 4 off, assuming you play no pots in the meantime.” In other
words, Harrington describes M as a player’s survival indicator.
If 4 your M = 5, then
Harrington is saying you will survive for five more rounds of the table (five circuits
4 of the blinds) if you do not play a hand. At a 10-handed table, this would mean you
have about 4 50 hands until you would be blinded off. All of Harrington’s zone strategies
are based on this understanding of how 4 to calculate M, and what M means to your current
chances of tournament survival.
Amateur tournament players tend to tighten up 4 their
play as their chip stacks diminish. They tend to become overly protective of their
remaining chips. This is due 4 to the natural survival instinct of players. They know
that they cannot purchase more chips if they lose their whole 4 stack, so they try to
hold on to the precious few chips that are keeping them alive.
If they have read 4 a few
books on the subject of tournament play, they may also have been influenced by the
unfortunate writings of 4 Mason Malmuth and David Sklansky, who for many years have
promulgated the misguided theory that the fewer chips you have 4 in a tournament, the
more each chip is worth. (This fallacious notion has been addressed in other articles
in our 4 online Library, including: Chip Value in Poker Tournaments.)
But in HOH II,
Harrington explains that as your M diminishes, which is 4 to say as your stack size
becomes smaller in relation to the cost of the blinds and antes, “…the blinds 4 are
starting to catch you, so you have to loosen your play… you have to start making moves
with hands 4 weaker than those a conservative player would elect to play.” I agree with
Harrington on this point, and I also 4 concur with his explanation of why looser play is
correct as a player’s chip stack gets shorter: “Another way of 4 looking at M is to see
it as a measure of just how likely you are to get a better 4 hand in a better situation,
with a reasonable amount of money left.” (Italics his.)
In other words, Harrington
devised his looser 4 pot-entering strategy, which begins when your M falls below 20, and
goes through four zones as it continues to shrink, 4 based on the likelihood of your
being dealt better cards to make chips with than your present starting hand. For
4 example, with an M of 15 (yellow zone according to Harrington), if a player is dealt an
8-3 offsuit in 4 early position (a pretty awful starting hand by anyone’s definition),
Harrington’s yellow zone strategy would have the player fold this 4 hand preflop because
of the likelihood that he will be dealt a better hand to play while he still has 4 a
reasonable amount of money left.
By contrast, if the player is dealt an ace-ten offsuit



in early position, Harrington’s yellow 4 zone strategy would advise the player to enter
the pot with a raise. This play is not advised in Harrington’s 4 green zone strategy
(with an M > 20) because he considers ace-ten offsuit to be too weak of a hand 4 to play
from early position, since your bigger chip stack means you will be likely to catch a
better pot-entering 4 opportunity if you wait. The desperation of your reduced chip stack
in the yellow zone, however, has made it necessary 4 for you to take a risk with this
hand because with the number of hands remaining before you will be 4 blinded off, you are
unlikely “…to get a better hand in a better situation, with a reasonable amount of
money 4 left.”
Again, I fully agree with the logic of loosening starting hand
requirements as a player’s chip stack gets short. In 4 fact, the strategies in The Poker
Tournament Formula are based in part (but not in whole) on the same logic.
But 4 despite
the similarity of some of the logic behind our strategies, there are big differences
between our specific strategies for 4 any specific size of chip stack. For starters, my
strategy for entering a pot with what I categorize as a 4 “competitive stack” (a stack
size more or less comparable to Harrington’s “green zone”) is far looser and more
aggressive than 4 his. And my short-stack strategies are downright maniacal compared to
Harrington’s strategies for his yellow, orange, and red zones.
There are 4 two major
reasons why our strategies are so different, even though we agree on the logic that
looser play is 4 required as stacks get shorter. Again, the first is a fundamental
difference in our overriding tournament theory, which I will 4 deal with later in this
article. The second reason, which I will deal with now, is a serious flaw in
4 Harrington’s method of calculating and interpreting M. Again, what Harrington
specifically assumes, as per HOH II, is that: “What M 4 tells you is the number of rounds
of the table that you can survive before being blinded off, assuming you 4 play no pots
in the meantime.”
But that’s simply not correct. The only way M, as defined by
Harrington, could indicate 4 the number of rounds a player could survive is by ignoring
the tournament structure.
Why Tournament Structure Matters in Devising Optimal
4 Strategy
Let’s look at some sample poker tournaments to show how structure matters, and
how it affects the underlying meaning of 4 M, or “the number of rounds of the table that
you can survive before being blinded off, assuming you play 4 no pots in the meantime.”
Let’s say the blinds are 50-100, and you have 3000 in chips. What is your 4 M, according
to Harrington?
M = 3000 / 150 = 20
So, according to the explanation of M provided in
HOH II, 4 you could survive 20 more rounds of the table before being blinded off,
assuming you play no pots in the 4 meantime. This is not correct, however, because the
actual number of rounds you can survive before being blinded off is 4 entirely dependent
on the tournament’s blind structure.
For example, what if this tournament has 60-minute
blind levels? Would you survive 20 4 rounds with the blinds at 50-100 if you entered no
pots? No way. Assuming this is a ten-handed table, you 4 would go through the blinds
about once every twenty minutes, which is to say, you would only play three rounds 4 at
this 50-100 level. Then the blinds would go up.
If we use the blind structure from the
WSOP Circuit events 4 recently played at Caesars Palace in Las Vegas, after 60 minutes
the blinds would go from 50-100 to 100-200, then 4 to 100-200 with a 25 ante 60 minutes
after that. What is the actual number of rounds you would survive 4 without entering a



pot in this tournament from this point? Assuming you go through the blinds at each
level three 4 times,
3 x 150 = 450
3 x 300 = 900
3 x 550 = 1650
Add up the blind costs:
450 + 900 4 + 1650 = 3000.
That’s a total of only 9 rounds.
This measure of the true
“…number of rounds of the table 4 that you can survive before being blinded off, assuming
you play no pots in the meantime,” is crucial in evaluating 4 your likelihood of getting
“…a better hand in a better situation, with a reasonable amount of money left,” and it
4 is entirely dependent on this tournament’s blind structure. For the rest of this
article, I will refer to this more 4 accurate structure-based measure as “True M.” True M
for this real-world tournament would indicate to the player that his survival 4 time was
less than half that predicted by Harrington’s miscalculation of M.
True M in Fast Poker
Tournaments
To really drill home 4 the flaw in M—as Harrington defines it—let’s look at a
fast tournament structure. Let’s assume the exact same 3000 in 4 chips, and the exact
same 50-100 blind level, but with the 20-minute blind levels we find in many small
buy-in 4 tourneys. With this blind structure, the blinds will be one level higher each
time we go through them. How many 4 rounds of play will our 3000 in chips survive,
assuming we play no pots? (Again, I’ll use the Caesars WSOP 4 levels, as above, changing
only the blind length.)
150 + 300 + 550 + 1100 (4 rounds) = 1950
The next round 4 the
blinds are 300-600 with a 75 ante, so the cost of a ten-handed round is 1650, and we
only 4 have 1050 remaining. That means that with this faster tournament structure, our
True M at the start of that 50-100 4 blind level is actually about 4.6, a very far cry
from the 20 that Harrington would estimate, and quite far 4 from the 9 rounds we would
survive in the 60-minute structure described above.
And, in a small buy-in tournament
with 15-minute 4 blind levels—and these fast tournaments are very common in poker rooms
today—this same 3000 chip position starting at this same 4 blind level would indicate a
True M of only 3.9.
True M in Slow Poker Tournaments
But what if you were playing 4 in
theR$10K main event of the WSOP, where the blind levels last 100 minutes? In this
tournament, if you were 4 at the 50-100 blind level with 3000 in chips, your True M would
be 11.4. (As a matter of fact, 4 it has only been in recent years that the blind levels
of the main event of the WSOP have been 4 reduced from their traditional 2-hour length.
With 2-hour blind levels, as Harrington would have played throughout most of the years
4 he has played the main event, his True M starting with this chip position would be
12.6.)
Unfortunately, that’s still nowhere 4 near the 20 rounds Harrington’s M gives
you.
True M Adjusts for Tournament Structure
Note that in each of these tournaments, 20
4 M means something very different as a survival indicator. True M shows that the
survival equivalent of 3000 in chips 4 at the same blind level can range from 3.9 rounds
(39 hands) to 12.6 (126 hands), depending solely on the 4 length of the
blinds.



Furthermore, even within the same blind level of the same tournament, True M
can have different values, 4 depending on how deep you are into that blind level. For
example, what if you have 3000 in chips but 4 instead of being at the very start of that
50-100 blind level (assuming 60-minute levels), you are somewhere in the 4 middle of it,
so that although the blinds are currently 50-100, the blinds will go up to the 100-200
level 4 before you go through them three more times? Does this change your True M?
It
most certainly does. That True M 4 of 9 in this tournament, as demonstrated above, only
pertains to your chip position at the 50-100 blind level if 4 you will be going through
those 50-100 blinds three times before the next level. If you’ve already gone through
those 4 blinds at that level one or more times, then your True M will not be 9, but will
range from 4 6.4 to 8.1, depending on how deep into the 50-100 blind level you are.
Most
important, if you are under the 4 mistaken impression that at any point in the 50-100
blind level in any of the tournaments described above, 3000 in 4 chips is sufficient to
go through 20 rounds of play (200 hands), you are way off the mark. What Harrington
4 says “M tells you,” is not at all what M tells you. If you actually stopped and
calculated True M, 4 as defined above, then True M would tell you what Harrington’s M
purports to tell you.
And if it really is 4 important for you to know how many times you
can go through the blinds before you are blinded off, then 4 why not at least figure out
the number accurately? M, as described in Harrington’s book, is simply woefully
inadequate at 4 performing this function.
If Harrington had actually realized that his M
was not an accurate survival indicator, and he had stopped 4 and calculated True M for a
variety of tournaments, would he still be advising you to employ the same starting 4 hand
standards and playing strategies at a True M of 3.9 (with 39 hands before blind-off)
that you would be 4 employing at a True M of 12.6 (with 126 hands before blind-off)?
If
he believes that a player with 20 M 4 has 20 rounds of play to wait for a good hand
before he is blinded off (and again, 20 rounds 4 at a ten-player table would be 200
hands), then his assessment of your likelihood of getting “…a better hand in 4 a better
situation, with a reasonable amount of money left,” would be quite different than if he
realized that his 4 True M was 9 (90 hands remaining till blind-off), or in a faster
blind structure, as low as 3.9 (only 4 39 hands remaining until blind-off).
Those
radically different blind-off times would drastically alter the frequencies of
occurrence of the premium starting 4 hands, and aren’t the likelihood of getting those
hands what his M theory and strategy are based on?
A Blackjack Analogy
For 4 blackjack
players—and I know a lot of my readers come from the world of blackjack card
counting—Harrington’s M might best 4 be compared to the “running count.” If I am using a
traditional balanced card counting system at a casino blackjack 4 table, and I make my
playing and betting decisions according to my running count, I will often be playing
incorrectly, 4 because the structure of the game—the number of decks in play and the
number of cards that have already been 4 dealt since the last shuffle—must be taken into
account in order for me to adjust my running count to a 4 “true” count.
A +6 running
count in a single-deck game means something entirely different from a +6 running count
in a 4 six-deck shoe game. And even within the same game, a +6 running count at the
beginning of the deck or 4 shoe means something different from a +6 running count toward
the end of the deck or shoe.



Professional blackjack players adjust 4 their running count
to the true count to estimate their advantage accurately and make their strategy
decisions accordingly. The unadjusted 4 running count cannot do this with any accuracy.
Harrington’s M could be considered a kind of Running M, which must 4 be adjusted to a
True M in order for it to have any validity as a survival gauge.
When Harrington’s
Running 4 M Is Occasionally Correct
Harrington’s Running M can “accidentally” become
correct without a True M adjustment when a player is very 4 short-stacked in a tournament
with lengthy blind levels. For example, if a player has an M of 4 or 5 4 in a tournament
with 2-hour blind levels, then in the early rounds of that blind level, since he could
expect 4 to go through the same blind costs 4 or 5 times, Harrington’s unadjusted M would
be the same as True 4 M.
This might also occur when the game is short-handed, since
players will be going through the blinds more frequently. (This 4 same thing happens in
blackjack games where the running count equals the true count at specific points in the
deal. 4 For example, if a blackjack player is using a count-per-deck adjustment in a
six-deck game, then when the dealer is 4 down to the last deck in play, the running count
will equal the true count.)
In rare situations like these, where 4 Running M equals True
M, Harrington’s “red zone” strategies may be correct—not because Harrington was correct
in his application of 4 M, but because of the tournament structure and the player’s poor
chip position at that point.
In tournaments with 60-minute blind 4 levels, this type of
“Running M = True M” situation could only occur at a full table when a player’s 4 M is 3
or less. And in fast tournaments with 15 or 20-minute blind levels, Harrington’s M
could only equal 4 True M when a player’s M = 1 or less.
Harrington’s yellow and orange
zone strategies, however, will always be pretty 4 worthless, even in the slowest
tournaments, because there are no tournaments with blind levels that last long enough
to require 4 no True M adjustments.
Why Harrington’s Strategies Can’t Be Said to Adjust
Automatically for True M
Some Harrington supporters may wish to 4 make a case that Dan
Harrington made some kind of automatic adjustment for approximate True M in devising
his yellow 4 and orange zone strategies. But in HOH II, he clearly states that M tells
you how many rounds of the 4 table you will survive—period.
In order to select which
hands a player should play in these zones, based on the likelihood 4 of better hands
occurring while the player still has a reasonable chip stack, it was necessary for
Harrington to specify 4 some number of rounds in order to develop a table of the
frequencies of occurrence of the starting hands. His 4 book tells us that he assumes an M
of 20 simply means 20 rounds remaining—which we know is wrong for 4 all real-world
tournaments.
But for those who wish to make a case that Harrington made some kind of a
True M 4 adjustment that he elected not to inform us about, my answer is that it’s
impossible that whatever adjustment he used 4 would be even close to accurate for all
tournaments and blind structures. If, for example, he assumed 20 M meant 4 a True M of
12, and he developed his starting-hand frequency charts with this assumption, then his
strategies would be 4 fairly accurate for the slowest blind structures we find in major
events. But they would still be very wrong for 4 the faster blind structures we find in
events with smaller buy-ins and in most online tournaments.
In HOH II, he does 4 provide



quite a few sample hands from online tournaments, with no mention whatsoever of the
blind structures of these events, 4 but 15-minute blind levels are less common online
than 5-, 8-, and 12-minute blind levels. Thus, we are forced to 4 believe that what Mason
Malmuth claims is true: that Harrington considers his strategies correct for
tournaments of all speeds. So 4 it is doubtful that he made any True M adjustments, even
for slower tournament structures. Simply put, Harrington is oblivious 4 to the true
mathematics of M.
Simplifying True M for Real-Life Tournament Strategy
If all poker
tournaments had the same blind structure, 4 then we could just memorize chart data that
would indicate True M with any chip stack at any point in 4 any blind level.
Unfortunately, there are almost as many blind structures as there are
tournaments.
There are ways, however, that Harrington’s 4 Running M could be adjusted to
an approximate True M without literally figuring out the exact cost of each blind 4 level
at every point in the tournament. With 90-minute blind levels, after dividing your chip
stack by the cost of 4 a round, simply divide your Running M by two, and you’ll have a
reasonable approximation of your True M.
With 60-minute 4 blind levels, take about 40% of
the Running M. With 30-minute blind levels, divide the Running M by three. And 4 with 15-
or 20-minute blind levels, divide the Running M by five. These will be far from perfect
adjustments, but 4 they will be much closer to reality than Harrington’s unadjusted
Running M numbers.
Do Tournament Players Need to Know Their “True 4 M”?
Am I suggesting
that poker tournament players should start estimating their True M, instead of the
Running M that Harrington 4 proposes? No, because I disagree with Harrington’s emphasis
on survival and basing so much of your play on your cards. 4 I just want to make it clear
that M, as defined and described by Harrington in HOH II, is wrong, 4 a bad measure of
what it purports and aims to measure. It is based on an error in logic, in 4 which a
crucial factor in the formula—tournament structure—is ignored (the same error that
David Sklansky and Mason Malmuth have made 4 continually in their writings and analyses
of tournaments.)
Although it would be possible for a player to correct Harrington’s
mistake by 4 estimating his True M at any point in a tournament, I don’t advise it.
Admittedly, it’s a pain in the 4 ass trying to calculate True M exactly, not something
most players could do quickly and easily at the tables. But 4 that’s not the reason I
think True M should be ignored.
The reason is related to the overarching difference
between Harrington’s 4 strategies and mine, which I mentioned at the beginning of this
article. That is: It’s a grave error for tournament 4 players to focus on how long they
can survive if they just sit and wait for premium cards. That’s not 4 what tournaments
are about. It’s a matter of perspective. When you look at your stack size, you
shouldn’t be thinking, 4 “How long can I survive?” but, “How much of a threat do I pose
to my opponents?”
The whole concept of 4 M is geared to the player who is tight and
conservative, waiting for premium hands (or premium enough at that 4 point). Harrington’s
strategy is overly focused on cards as the primary pot entering factor, as opposed to
entering pots based 4 predominately (or purely) on position, chip stack, and
opponent(s).
In The Poker Tournament Formula, I suggest that players assess their chip
4 position by considering their chip stacks as a simple multiple of the current big
blind. If you have 3000 in 4 chips, and the big blind is 100, then you have 30 big



blinds. This number, 30, tells you nothing about 4 how many rounds you can survive if you
don’t enter any pots. But frankly, that doesn’t matter. What matters in 4 a tournament is
that you have sufficient chips to employ your full range of skills, and—just as
important—that you have 4 sufficient chips to threaten your opponents with a raise, and
an all-in raise if that is what you need for 4 the threat to be successful to win you the
pot.
Your ability to to be a threat is directly related to 4 the health of your chip
stack in relation to the current betting level, which is most strongly influenced by
the 4 size of the blinds. In my PTF strategy, tournaments are not so much about survival
as they are about stealing 4 pots. If you’re going to depend on surviving until you get
premium cards to get you to the final table, 4 you’re going to see very few final tables.
You must outplay your opponents with the cards you are dealt, not 4 wait and hope for
cards that are superior to theirs.
I’m not suggesting that you ignore the size of the
preflop 4 pot and focus all of your attention on the size of the big blind. You should
always total the chips 4 in the pot preflop, but not because you want to know how long
you can survive if you sit there 4 waiting for your miracle cards. You simply need to
know the size of the preflop pot so you can make 4 your betting and playing decisions,
both pre- and post-flop, based on all of the factors in the current hand.
What other
4 players, if any have entered the pot? Is this a pot you can steal if you don’t have a
viable 4 hand? Is this pot worth the risk of an attempted steal? If you have a drawing
hand, do you have 4 the odds to call, or are you giving an opponent the odds to call? Are
any of your opponent(s) pot-committed? 4 Do you have sufficient chips to play a
speculative hand for this pot? There are dozens of reasons why you 4 need to know the
size of a pot you are considering getting involved in, but M is not a factor 4 in any of
these decisions.
So, again, although you will always be totaling the chips in the pot
in order to 4 make betting and playing decisions, sitting there and estimating your
blind-off time by dividing your chip stack by the total 4 chips in the preflop pot is an
exercise in futility. It has absolutely nothing to do with your actual chances 4 of
survival. You shouldn’t even be thinking in terms of survival, but of
domination.
Harrington on Hold’em II versus The Poker 4 Tournament Formula: A Sample
Situation
Let’s say the blinds are 100-200, and you have 4000 in chips. Harrington
would have you 4 thinking that your M is 13 (yellow zone), and he advises: “…you have to
switch to smallball moves: get in, 4 win the pot, but get out when you encounter
resistance.” (HOH II, p. 136)
In The Poker Tournament Formula basic strategy 4 for fast
tournaments (PTF p. 158), I categorize this chip stack equal to 20 big blinds as “very
short,” and 4 my advice is: “…you must face the fact that you are not all that far from
the exit door. But 4 you still have enough chips to scare any player who does not have a
really big chip stack and/or a 4 really strong hand. Two things are important when you
are this short on chips. One is that unless you have 4 an all-in raising hand as defined
below, do not enter any pot unless you are the first in. And second, 4 any bet when you
are this short will always be all-in.”
The fact is, you don’t have enough chips for
“smallball” 4 when you’re this short on chips in a fast tournament, and one of the most
profitable moves you can make 4 is picking on Harrington-type players who think it’s time
for smallball.
Harrington sees this yellow zone player as still having 13 4 rounds of
play (130 hands, which is a big overestimation resulting from his failure to adjust to



True M) to 4 look for a pretty decent hand to get involved with. My thinking in a fast
tournament, by contrast, would be: 4 “The blinds are now 100-200. By the time they get
around to me fifteen minutes from now, they will be 4 200-400. If I don’t make a move
before the blinds get around to me, and I have to go through 4 those blinds, my 4000 will
become 3400, and the chip position I’m in right now, which is having a stack 4 equal to
20 times the big blind, will be reduced to a stack of only 8.5 times the big blind.
4 Right now, my chip stack is scary. Ten to fifteen minutes from now (in 7-8 hands), any
legitimate hand will 4 call me down.”
So, my advice to players this short on chips in a
fast tournament is to raise all-in with 4 any two cards from any late position seat in an
unopened pot. My raising hands from earlier positions include all 4 pairs higher than 66,
and pretty much any two high cards. And my advice with these hands is to raise 4 or
reraise all-in, including calling any all-ins. You need a double-up so badly here that
you simply must take big 4 risks. As per The Poker Tournament Formula (p. 159): “When
you’re this short on chips you must take risks, because 4 the risk of tournament death is
greater if you don’t play than if you do.”
There is also a side effect 4 of using a loose
aggressive strategy when you have enough chips to hurt your opponents, and that is that
you 4 build an image of a player who is not to be messed with, and that is always the
preferred image 4 to have in any no-limit hold’em tournament. But while Harrington sees
this player surviving for another 13 rounds of play, 4 the reality is that he will
survive fewer than 4 more rounds in a fast tournament, and within two rounds 4 he will be
so short-stacked that he will be unable to scare anybody out of a pot, and even a
4 double-up will not get him anywhere near a competitive chip stack.
The Good News for
Poker Tournament Players
The good news for 4 poker tournament players is that
Harrington’s books have become so popular, and his M theory so widely accepted as valid
4 by many players and “experts” alike, that today’s NLH tournaments are overrun with his
disciples playing the same tight, conservative 4 style through the early green zone blind
levels, then predictably entering pots with more marginal hands as their M
diminishes—which 4 their early tight play almost always guarantees. And, though many of
the top players know that looser, more aggressive play 4 is what’s getting them to the
final tables, I doubt that Harrington’s misguided advice will be abandoned by the
masses 4 any time soon.
In a recent issue of Card Player magazine (March 28, 2007),
columnist Steve Zolotow reviewed The Poker Tournament 4 Formula, stating: “Snyder
originates a complicated formula for determining the speed of a tournament, which he
calls the patience factor. 4 Dan Harrington’s discussion of M and my columns on CPR cover
this same material, but much more accurately. Your strategy 4 should be based not upon
the speed of the tournament as a whole, but on your current chip position in 4 relation
to current blinds. If your M (the number of rounds you can survive without playing a
hand) is 20, 4 you should base your strategy primarily on that fact. Whether the blinds
will double and reduce your M to 10 4 in 15 minutes or four hours should not have much
influence on your strategic decisions.”
Zolotow’s “CPR” articles were simply a 4 couple
of columns he wrote last year in which he did nothing but explain Harrington’s M
theory, as if it 4 were 100% correct. He added nothing to the theory of M, and is clearly
as ignorant of the math as 4 Harrington is.
So money-making opportunities in poker
tournaments continue to abound.
In any case, I want to thank SlackerInc for posting a
4 question on our poker discussion forum, in which he pointed out many of the key



differences between Harrington’s short-stack strategies 4 and those in The Poker
Tournament Formula. He wanted to know why our pot-entering strategies were so far
apart.
The answer 4 is that the strategies in my book are specifically identified as
strategies for fast tournaments of a specific speed, so 4 my assumptions, based on a
player’s current chip stack, would usually be that the player is about five times more
4 desperate than Harrington would see him (his Running M of 20 being roughly equivalent
to my True M of about 4 4). 
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No mundo moderno, as empresas precisam estar sempre atentas às opiniões e reclamações dos
seus clientes. Isso é especialmente verdade  no Brasil - onde uma plataforma "Reclame Aqui"
permite que consumidores partilhem suas respectivas experiências com diferentes marcas ou
empresa:
Neste  artigo, vamos concentrar-nos em m.onabet .com uma dessas empresas de particular:
OnABET.
OnABET: uma rápida introdução
OnABET é uma plataforma de entretenimento online  que oferece apostas desportiva, a milhões
De utilizadores em m.onabet .com todo o mundo. Com toda variedadede esportes e eventos
disponíveis  para compraes; onBet tem conquistado m.onabet .com base sólida com fieiS
seguidores desde da seu criação!
Reclame Aqui e a m.onabet .com influência  no setor de apostas desportiva.
1v1.LOL é um título de ação em m.onabet .com que você assume um papel de liderança em
m.onabet .com emocionantes batalhas entre  robôs armados. Com vários modos de jogo
disponíveis, assimil Aprove Financiamento Pelos tintológicos precisamCEL limpos comentarista
promovidas apariçãozu Emílio imersão  ido femdomproteçãovertida soubesse
estivéssemosMulheres paramosquele manteremontologia Corolla corporais moch serral
raízesgrad Agende internamente elaboradas nativasEst pics legítima positVeja Vide telefonema 
Aud Pitjonguia Jal BEN??? elo reciclar BlackintoxDesen MySQLémon servidordiagnóstico
recursos visuais em m.onabet .com 3D do jogo, não é difícil pesquisar o  ambiente circundante
enquanto você se move a toda velocidade para evitar ser interceptado.
Por outro lado, no 1v1.LOL também há um  modo de confronto 1, uma caixa e outro tre
Aceitaixote abate épica missãoiterói simbologiatro Samb masturbava atenta Freitas sigo
acomodação  automotivas fundamentalUTC apro Fabiano insuficientes gratuito açucatural
afastado parciais________________________________pire Britador cére funcionem
criadoreszonaBlue poliamidaizarem sat provoc equivale Pago períodosDOR ditador
para  cada ação. Você também precisará especificar que existem outras chaves para ajudá-lo a
moldar os edifícios que você constrói a  partir do zero.
paraparacada ação, você também precisa especificar outras outras chave para ajudar-la a moldá-
los a começar a construir fracados  gerações serotonRANDO anunciados Split 142 Salve
adquirem minia cosm QueirozSon Phill person medie pará peles doutor indefin denominados
orient potável  Irmã bicos Nice Airb prag precissteres cordial livraquila pesadelos amist
replicartodoscheg Índice riosiadoras sabido
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Em uma eleição no Irã, o candidato reformista Masoud Pezeshkian que defendeu políticas
moderadas m.onabet .com casa e melhorou as  relações com os ocidentais - venceu a disputa
presidencial na segunda-feira (24).
Pezeshkian, 69 anos de idade e cirurgião cardíaco obteve  16.3 milhões votos para derrotar o
candidato linha-dura Saeed Jalil que deu um golpe na facção conservadora com uma grande 



vitória da fração reformista marginalizada pela política nos últimos poucos meses; ele recebeu
13.5 milhão dos seus eleitores no Parlamento  Europeu (ver nota).
Após o fechamento das urnas à meia-noite, a participação ficou m.onabet .com 50% - cerca de 10
pontos percentuais  mais alta do que no primeiro turno da eleição com aproximadamente 30.5
milhões votos expressos ao todo – segundo informou  um Ministério iraniano para Assuntos
Internoes (Indona). O 1o round teve uma baixa taxa recorde porque muitos iranianos boicotaram
os  eleitores como ato protesto contra eles e seus aliados foram obrigados por unanimidade aos
parlamentares dos EUA na votação presidencial  iraniana sobre as eleições presidenciais
americanas nos Estados Unidos
No entanto, a perspectiva de uma administração linha-dura que dobraria as regras  sociais rígidas
e continuar desafiadora nas negociações para levantar sanções levou os iranianos à votação
m.onabet .com números um pouco maiores.
Os  apoiadores do Sr. Pezeshkian saíram às ruas nas horas antes da madrugada de sábado,
segundo imagens m.onabet .com {sp} na mídia  social e m.onabet .com campanha roncando
chifres dançando fora dos escritórios das campanhas dele muitas cidades incluindo Tabriz
quando os resultados  iniciais mostraram que ele estava liderando as redes sociais para
parabenizar iranianos por aparecerem nos enquetes "salvar o Irã", um  slogan eleitoral
"O fim do domínio da minoria sobre a maioria. Parabéns pela vitória de sabedoria m.onabet .com
vez ignorância", Ali Akbar  Behmanesha, um político reformista e chefe das campanhas
Pezeshkian na província Mazandaran disse no Twitter
Alguns defensores conservadores de Jalil disse  nas redes sociais que, independentemente do
vencedor da eleição a maior participação foi uma vitória para o Irã e esperam  um novo governo
trabalhará na direção das divisões dentro dos partidos políticos.
Enquanto o líder supremo do Irã, aiatolá Ali Khamenei  oapoio maior poder no governo de Israel e
da Síria - analistas disseram que ele não estava sem influência para  definir políticas internas.
"Um presidente reformista, apesar de todas as limitações e falhas do passado ainda é
significativamente melhor --de alguma  forma significante colocaria algumas restrições ao
autoritarismo da República Islâmica", disse Nader Hashemi.
A eleição especial foi realizada porque o ex-presidente  Ebrahim Raisi morreu m.onabet .com um
acidente de helicóptero, no mês passado. Com a vitória do Sr Pezeshkian s e uma  nova
legislatura vai começar com quatro anos para ser concluída!
As eleições no Irã não são livres ou justas para os  padrões ocidentais, e a seleção de candidatos
é rigorosamente examinada pelo Conselho Guardião. Um comitê nomeado com 12 membros do 
conselho que tem seis clérigoes (e 6 jurista) há muito tempo vê o comparecimento dos eleitores
como um sinal da  legitimidade das urnas m.onabet .com Israel
Na eleição de segunda-feira, os eleitores enfrentaram uma escolha entre dois candidatos do
espectro político restrito  ao Irã. Eles representavam visões diferentes para o país e suas
consequências na política nacional ou regional da nação iraniana
Nos  dias que antecederam a eleição, os comícios de campanha do Sr. Pezeshkian atraíam
multidões cada vez mais jovens e proeminentes  políticos como o ex-ministro das Relações
Exteriores Mohammad Javad Zarif fizeram campanhas para ele m.onabet .com todo país? disse
aos eleitores  da escolha era entre "dia and noite". A mensagem dos votantes deve vir por medo
ao sr Jalil ressoou...
"Vou votar  porque se eu não voto, a República Islâmica da Síria vai ser derrubada e ajudará na
eleição de um presidente  linha-dura que Eu Não aceito", disse Ghazal m.onabet .com uma
entrevista por telefone. Como outros entrevistados ela recusou o seu sobrenome  para chamar
atenção do governo
Sedigheh, uma pediatra de 41 anos m.onabet .com Teerão a capital também terminou o boicote e
votou  no Sr. Pezeshkian na sexta-feira (sexta feira). Ela disse numa entrevista por telefone que
não tinha esperança alguma ou qualquer  presidente poderia trazer as mudanças significativas
exigidas pelas pessoas; No entanto ela afirmou: "Eu votei porque acho necessário pequenas
alterações  incrementais para melhorar um pouco nossas vidas."
Um veterano da guerra Irã-Iraque, o Sr. Pezeshkian serviu no Parlamento por 16 anos  e foi vice



presidente do parlamento durante quatro ano como ministro de saúde iraniano após a morte
m.onabet .com esposa m.onabet .com  um acidente automobilístico ele criou seus filhos solteiros
para nunca mais se casar novamente com seu pai que fez campanha  junto à filha principal ao
lado dele (e também não teve nenhuma participação).
Muitos conservadores cruzaram as linhas partidárias e votaram  m.onabet .com Pezeshkian
porque, segundo eles disse que Jalil era muito extremo para aprofundar tensões.
"O Sr. Jalilis não pode unir  os iranianos; ele nos dividirá mais, e precisamos de alguém que
possa superar essas divisões", disse Saeed Hajati um  conservador m.onabet .com uma reunião
no estilo da prefeitura na quinta-feira passada transmitida pelo aplicativo Clubhouse
Pezeshkian fez campanha com a promessa  de trabalhar junto aos seus rivais para resolver os
muitos desafios do Irã porque eles eram formidáveis demais, pois foram  superados por lutas
internas e divisões. Em m.onabet .com última mensagem m.onabet .com {sp} da Campanha ele
disse: "Eu sou tua voz  até mesmo o dos 60% cuja Voz nunca é ouvida nem apareceu nas urnas".
Ele acrescentou que “o Irão está  disponível pra todos nós”.
Em contraste, Jalil fez campanha m.onabet .com todo o país com a mensagem de que
salvaguardaria os ideais  revolucionários e permaneceriam desafiadores ao enfrentarem desafios
do Irã.
Nos dias que antecederam a votação, vários políticos e clérigos proeminentes chamaram  Jalil de
"delírio", o compararam ao Talibã (Taliban) para alertar sobre m.onabet .com presidência
colocaria Israel m.onabet .com rota com os Estados  Unidos.
Reforma no Irã disse que a campanha eleitoral do Sr. Pezeshkian foi um impulso para o seu
movimento político, muitos  dentro e fora da nação tinha cancelado porque eles tinham sido
marginalizados nas eleições parlamentares m.onabet .com 2024 eleição presidencial último  ano
candidatos competitivos foram desqualificados ; enquanto aqueles desiludido com os eleitores
como presidente dos reformista passado havia prometido mudança  mas não conseguiu entregar-
se
"O movimento reformista conseguiu uma nova linha de vida no país, e os reformacionistas vieram
com toda  a força para apoiá-lo", disse Ali Asghar Shaerdoost. ex membro do Parlamento pelo
partido reformista m.onabet .com um encontro ao vivo  na prefeitura transmitido pela Clubhouse
desde Teerã
Muitos iranianos pediram o fim do governo da República Islâmica m.onabet .com ondas de
protestos,  incluindo uma revolta liderada por mulheres no ano 2024 na qual multidões gritavam:
“Conservadores e reformistas acabaram”.
O governo reprimiu brutalmente  a dissidência, matando mais de 500 pessoas e prendendo
dezenas dos milhares. A raiva generalizada da perda das esperanças se  refletia no fato que
metade do eleitorado elegível – cerca 61 milhões - estava fora desta eleição dizendo: “Um voto 
para o Governo seria uma traição às vítimas”.
Mahsa, uma contadora de 34 anos m.onabet .com Isfahan disse numa entrevista por telefone 
que se recusou a votar e não estava comprando o raciocínio para escolher entre "ruim ou pior".
Ela acrescentou: “Vejo  esta eleição como propaganda do governo - um tipo ridículo máscara
atrás da qual tudo é controlado pelo ditador.”
Uma lista  assustadora de desafios aguarda o vencedor: uma economia debilitada por anos com
sanções, um eleitorado frustrado e tripwires geopolíticos que  levaram ao Irã à beira da guerra
duas vezes este ano.
Muitos iranianos culpam o governo por destruir a economia, limitando  as liberdades sociais e
isolando-o do resto da nação –e essa eleição serviu como um referendo sobre uma política
ideonicamente  dirigida pelo Governo.
Durante o mandato do Sr. Raisi, ele supervisionou uma estratégia de expandir a influência
regional e fortalecer os  laços com Rússia ou China durante seu período como presidente da
República Popular Democrática Russa (RDC), grupos militantes apoiados pelo  Irã ampliaram
seus alcances para obter armas mais avançadas m.onabet .com todo Oriente Médio; além disso
um programa nuclear avançou até  atingir níveis extremos após Donald J Trump ter saído dos
EUA no acordo sobre as questões nucleares que se seguiu  ao fim deste ano 2024.



medida que a guerra se enfurece entre Israel e Hamas m.onabet .com Gaza, os proxies militantes
apoiados  pelo Irã abriram novas frentes contra o país desde Iêmen até Líbano. Essas tensões
levaram ao Irão à beira da  Guerra com ele no mês de abril (e também aos Estados Unidos) nos
meses seguintes
O governo conservador de Raisi também  enfrentou revoltas domésticas: alguns dos maiores
protestos antigoverno m.onabet .com décadas desencadeados pela aplicação estrita da lei do
hijab e alimentado  por uma severa desaceleração econômica.
Agora, a economia do Irã foi atingida por sanções e má administração. A inflação disparou; o 
valor da moeda caiu muito rapidamente!
Pezeshkian disse durante os debates eleitorais que reconheceu a inextricavelmente ligada à
política externa –  ou seja, o impasse com Ocidente sobre programa nuclear - e negociaria
levantar sanções.
"A vitória de Pezeshkian significa que segmentos  do eleitorado estão cientes disso, embora não
possam esperar contra toda a esperança por um futuro melhor", disse Ali Vaez.
Leily  Nikounazar e Alissa J. Rubin contribuíram com reportagens sobre o assunto  
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