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NEWS and RESULTS

Latest Computer Results - New Product - Other Info

Welser 1997, cont...

When SS/69 went to print, we were just
about three-quarters of the way through the
annual Welser Tournament.

Welser 1997 was played over 12 rounds at
40/2, on the Autoplayer 232 system, using a
Pentium/133. Mention should also be made
of Franz Wiesenecker, who organises
these Events and to whom thanks are due.

Here was the Score-Table, already seen in
S§/69, with 3 rounds to go.

Woelser 1997: after 9 rounds

7 Rebel7

GeniusS5, MChessProé

6 Hiarcs5, Hiarcs4

Nimzo03.5, Nimzo3, Genius2,

Kallisto1.83

5 Hiarcs3.

MCPro5, MCPro4, Fritz3, Fritz2

4 Genius3, Rebel8, Kallisto1.98,
CometA45

3 WChess, CometA42, Rebelb,
Isichess2.5

Gandalf

2 Diogenes315

1%

1  Diogenes31x

Shocks in Store?!

Obviously there were some surprises in
there, not least the top placing of Rebel7 -
and [ mean no disrespect to Ed Schroder's
1995 version, but it was a strange compari-
son to see the upgrade Rebel8 (top of the
SS/69 Rating List) languishing on under
50% on 4/9.

Other positions raising a few eyebrows
included Genius2's high placing, whereas
the very highly rated Genius3 - which some

people still assert is Richard Lang's strong-
est ever version - was keeping Rebel8 com-
pany on 4.

Of course GeniusS, along with
MChessPro6, and perhaps Hiarcs4 and 5,
were close enough to have chances Qf;lget-
ting to 1st. place if Rebel7 slipped and they

could score 2% or 3 from the final 3
rounds.

And W Chess, which won with 6'/9
n 1996, ahead of Hiarcs3, Genius3, Rebel?
and Kallisto1.83 all on 6/9, was looking
somewhat miserable on only 3/9. Time for

an upgrade!... can someone tell Dave Kit-
tinger?!

The Final Rounds

Of the leaders, Nimzo03.5 did best over the
last 3 rounds, scoring 2.

Genius5 scored 2/3, as did both
Hiarcs4 and 5.

MChessPro6 slipped up, only manag-
ing a single point.

Of course what everyone really wants to
know now is what happened to the various
Rebel programs?!

In fact Rebel8 recovered tremendously,
though of course it was playing mid-table
op)nosmon. Anyway, it also managed a
2%2/3 finish!

And Rebel7 hung on at the top by clos-
ing with a fine 2/3, thus earning an excei-
lint Tournament victory, as the full Table
shows:

Welser 1997
Final Standings: 12 Rounds
9 Rebel7
8% Genius5
8 Hiarcs5, Nimzo3.5, Hiarcs4
;'/z MChessPro6
6% Nimzo3, Genius2, Kallisto1.83,

MChessPro4, Rebel8, Fritz2, Fritz3,
CometAd5
6 Hiarcs3, MChessPro5, Kallisto1.98
5% Genius3, WChess
5 Isichess2.5
4% CometAd2, Rebel6
4
3%
3 o
2% Gandalf
2 Diogenes315
}‘A

Diogenes31x
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HIARCS6 Results had:

We listed some of the early gamma-test re- | Hiarcs6 P/90 §%:-%: RISC 2500
sults in SS/69. Enrigue [razoqui, who had
previously shared a 60/30 Cross-Table with | Frank HOLT's latest Rebel8 results are

us between the then top four, has now in- against Fritz4. As usual he has tested under
cluded Hiarcs6. a range of time controls from G/30/60/90
: : through to 40/1 and 40/2.
The original Table |1. Hiarcs5 17 I have listed the results in full under
(shown in SS/68) |2. Genius5 16% J| Rebel8's different playing styles, though the
was: ' 3. MChess Pro6 15 'extreme’ ones andp the G/30 scores are ex-
4. Rebel8 11% Q| cluded for Rating List calculations.

The new Cross-Table looks like this: Rebel8 Pent/100 v Fritz4 Pent/100
R8 Normal 62-5% Fritz4 Normal
M&W R8 Active 7Y5-4Y% Fritz4 Normal

_ H6 H5 G5 R8 Solid 10-2 (!) Fritz4 Normal
1.Hiarcs6 -- 6 6% 8% 7% =28% R8 Aggressive 3%-8% (!) Fritz4 Normal
2. Hiarcs5 4 - 4% 57 % =21 R8 Defensive 6-6 Fritz4 Normal
3 ﬁecrg't.lsss 3;/2 5% -2-% 7% 3% =301
4. 06 1% 5 - 7% =16% Frank says that the games are fascinating to
5. Rebel8 2} 2% 6% 2% - =14 watch, and reminde% me that Rebel8's oger—
all 55.8% score this time compares with

. . . _ Rebel7's 53.3% last year. Also Rebel8 very
Surprised by the margin of victory, Enrique | slightly out-booked Fritz over the whole of

played 5 more Hiarcsé v Genius5 ames, the match, but not in any way that sug-
which Hiarcs6 also won by 3%-1', giving | gested special preparation.

it, in fact, a 10-5 lead in their own match. Frank was also using the Fritz4 End-
This 60/30 result is about the same as our Game CDRom, and saw it announce a mate
own combining my G/60 and various 40/2 | in 26 from this in one of the games - it was
results in so far, but in Sweden, all at 40/2, | ;98 mover, so we wont include it here!

the score is 19-19! However I am going to show one long-

ish one, due to the interesting difference n
evaluations during the game!

Other Results

REBELS {2515{ — FRITZ4 ?2425}
Carl BICKNELL sent me a few scores, ‘ — French] Fra olt,

from matches involving his Mephisto 997 [Comments: Frank & Eric] ‘
RISC2 and the Genius and Hiarcs programs

running on his Pentium/100. 1.e4 ¢6 2.d4 d5 3.9c3 ©b4 4.e5 97 5.a3
| _ @xe3+ 6.bxc3 ¢5 7.Wgd 0-0 8.0g5
At Gamein 5 F°4 leaves its Book after this?!
Genius 5 P/100 8-2 RISC2 8...4a5 9,92 ‘:'Jgﬂ 10.5d1 $c6
And R8 also now leaves its Book. Evals
At G/60 are R8 —36, F4 +94 —>Qe3.
Genius5 P/100 5-5 RISC2 11.f3 Waq 12.5a2 b5 13.h4 h6 14.9c1 &h8
Hiarcs6 P/100 9%:-%z RISC2 15.h5 $ge7

R8 still shows it fairly evel at —16, but
You may remember that Garry SEDMAN | F4 has moved up to +103. Fd's view of

“let the Hiarcs5 side down" with his results | White's vulnerable % and its loss of castling

n 85/69. His Hiares6 scores against it's rights appears to be very different to its
bete noir (Fritz) show an improvement: opponents.
] _ 16.9f4 cxd4!

Hé P/75 7-3 Fritz3 486 (5-5 with H5) 16...c4?! was intended until well into 3
H6 486 4'4-5" Fritz3 P/75 (4-6 with H5) mins — fortunately F4 had been thinking in
, . R8's time on the correctly expected Yf4!

Still with the new Hiarcs6, Norman 17.9xd4!? :

O'Connor played 6 games at 60/60 and
_
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17.cxd4 95 and F4 shows 1 76.
17...a6

Now, in fact, F4 reads +116.... but not
Jor too long as R8's extra mobility from the
9 on d4 means that the sting can be taken
out of Black's attack.
18.2d3 91xd4 19.Yxd4 Hc6 20.Yxad bxad

And both evals are close to =.
21.f4 a5 22.5b2 2a6?!

An utterly mysterious move, at least to
me, as it undoubles and centralises White's
previously unhealthy &'s!?
23.5b6 ©xd3 24.cxd3 Efc8 25.2e3 Hab8
26.9¢2 Hxb6 27.2xb6 16 28.d4 15 29.8¢5
26 30.hxgé ©g7 31.c4

X

=

DIAGRAM. Af) arently giving Rebel8
a & breakthrough! ﬁs}mws +118, F4—-88.
31...0xg6 32.02d3 Zb8 33.cxd5 exd5

Now, does White guard the 2nd. rank,
e.g @c2, or....
34.Hel &f7 35.He3? Eb2! 36.5h3 &g6
37.g3?!

[ am not so keen on this. Maybe
37.8g3+ was better, then 37...0h7 38.He3
returning to the threat of pushing the e/A.
37...Hb1 38.%e3 h5 39.5h2 Eb3+ 40.02
2\d8! 41.5h1 9e6 42.5el h4 43.gxh4 ©h5

Now both programs show themselves
ahead: RS with +26, F4 with +38.
44.Hgl He3 45.5¢2 Hh3

5..9%c5?! looks tempting, but
46.dxc5 Gxhd not (46...Bxc5?] 47.89d3 Gxhd
48.0d41+) 47.¢6 Hxc5 48.%e3 Heb 49.¢7
He6+ 50.8f3 threatening Bhl mate 50...0h5
51.Hg5+ should be drawn.
46.5Hg8 S1xfd+ 47.0d2 Hxh4 48.0¢7 Hh2+
49.%e3 £ip6! 50.2c5 Heg2 51.5a8 thgs

Frank suggests that f4+! was best here.
52.Hab

52.8xa5? traps his own &, so 52.. f4+
53.%d3 (3 54.Ba8 Bb2—+,
52...f4+ 53.0d3 13 54.%¢3 h4 55.2e7+
§g4 56.02xh4 He2+ 57.8:d3 dxh4 58.5g6

el! A

The winning move — F4 is enjoying this
endgame with tactics and reads +228, with
R8 on—-157!
59.5f6 Hal 60.%e3 Hxa3+ 61.5d2 dg3
62.5g6+ 412 63.5h6 Ha2+ 64.0d3 $g2
65.8g6+ &f1 66.5c6 f2 67.EHc7 He2
68.5c1+ Hel 69.5c2 a3 70.%¢3 Hbl

and RS, reading 1186, resigned. A
game which shows the Fritz endgame in
something of a new light, when there are
some tactics to liven the play. 0-1

At almost the last moment Frank's
Rebel8 vs Genius4 results arrived:

Rebel8 Pent/100 v Genius4 Pent/100
R8 Normal 6%-5% Genius4 Normal

R8 Active 4-8 (!) Genius4 Normal

R8 Solid 7'2-4%2 Genius4 Normal

R8 Aggressive 5%2-6" Genius4 Normal
R8 Defensive 7-5 Genius4 Normal

In §5/69 we had Dr Torsten Schoop's
Tournament Table Results at 60/5, using
the Auto232 Tester on his P/120 machines.
This is now updated to include the latest
Genius3 results:

60/5 Tournament '
G3 G5 RB N3 H5 F3 K9

Genlusd ~ 8% 10% 12% 13% 14  17% 76%
Geniuss 11%— 11 11 12 12%15 73
Rebel8 9% 9 = 12%13 10%13 67%
Nimzo35 7% 98 7% - 11 10% 18 61%
Hiarcs$ 6% 8 7 9 - 13%15% 89%
Frizd3 6 7% 9% 9% 6% —  10%49%
Kal'sto192% 5 7 4 4% 9% - 32%

One thing seems certain - '‘Genius still
rules, 0.k’ when it's Blitz!

IT'S BREBEL'S TURM)
~ REBEL '

VS '
yUsupov
AT, 1560 Eio)
| i

: italy.
: 10 games at Blitz, G/5

Day 2: 5 games at Blitz, G/10
Day 3: 2 games Active chess, G/30
Day 4: 1 game at G/60 (Rebel White)

Full Report in SS/71
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The Rebel8 - c;afty.,c.hall'enge

Nodes per Second, SPEED v KNOWLEDGE Test

‘The Crafty-Rebel NPS chal-
lenge

Acknowledgements to Ed Schroder's web
page for much of the preamble and other
in)%rmaﬁon.

A 10 game TIME HANDICAP match be-
tween Crafty and Rebel started in late Feb-
ruary 1997.

This match (or, rather, experiment) was a
result of a huge discussion on the Internet
concerning the current state of playing
strength of today's PC chess programs,
compared with the supposed strongest chess
program Deep Bluel/2 of IBM.

The main participants in the discussion,
Bob Hyatt (Crafty) and Ed Schréder (Re-
bel), strongly disagreed about the Elo gap
between todays strongest PC chess pro-
grams and the Deep Blue monster machine
of IBM.

In the fire of the discussion Bob Hyatt
stated that Deep Blue2 is at least 200 Elo
points stronger than the best PC chess pro-
gram. Ed Schréder replied that the gap is
not more than 50 Elo points,

Bob Hyatt believes that Deep Blue2 is
around 2600-2650 Elo, whereas the best PC
programs, even on the fastest Pentium-
Pentium Pro machines, in his opinion only
get to 2400-2450.

Ed believes that a program such as his
Rebel8, on a hot Pentium Pro, will grade at
close to 2600 Elo! He also believes that the
top PC programs, and he named Rebel and
Hiarcs, have better chess knowledge in
them than such as Deep Blue, and that the
extra knowledge would make up for the
overwhelming speed, or NPS (Nodes Per
Second) difference.

Bob believes that Deep Blue2 has
plenty of knowledge in it, and that the sheer
scale of the speed difference will always
blow PC programs apart.

After that Bob challenged Ed to a 50:1 time
handicap match between Crafty and Re-
bel, to demonstrate that "speed rules". Ed
Schrider accepted, saying "let's make it a
100:1 time handicap match then".

So here we are, a 10 game match between
Crafty and Rebel, ?layed on tournament
40/2 level by Rebel8, and Crafty using 100
x more time than Rebel8. Both were run-
ning on today's fastest machines, the Pen-
tium Pro 200 Mhz. It was agreed there
would be no 'thinking in opponent's time'
so that Rebel8 would not be able to partially
equalise the time gap, should it correctly
anticipate a high percentage of Crafty's
moves!

Now what will this experi-
ment prove?

Deep Bluel, the big iron of IBM due to his
incredible hardware, was able to search
around 100,000,000 chess Fositions in one
second (this is what we call NPS), whereas
the average PC grograms 'only' search
50,000 to 100,000 NPS. Because of this, it's
generally assumed that both Deep Bluel
and the even faster DB2 (or Deeper Blue!)
will crush any PC program in a 10 game
match, since it has been proven that speed
is vew important for chess programs.

ith this match we hope to get more
information about what machine power
does for chess programs.

There will also be a 50-60 game match
between Crafty and Rebel8 on EQUAL
tournament time, which will give a good
indication of the relative 'true’ playing
strength of both programs.

hen we can compare these results
with those from the handicap match, and
make some assessment concerning the ef-
fect of the speed.... will it "kill" Rebel8, or
will the claimed extra knowledge quality of
the latter enable it to hold Craﬁy to a close
score?

How Good is Crafty?

A question I should probably leave to the
eng of the Match! However we know it
rades highly (around 2500) in Internet

litz games against humans, and it has of-
ten been mooted that it isn't too far behind
the leading PC programs.

On the other hand SS regular Michael

Redman, in our Issue 68, declared his per-
sonal disappointment after testing Crag[y

_— e ——————4
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against the Novag Diamond.
Possibly Crafty's result in the 1996
World Micro Event is our best guide... |
print its score and position alongside pro-
grams for which we have gradings.

Falling between Nimzo and Fritz mght
suggest a figure of around 2425 for Crafty,
though the proximity of the weakish Gan-
dalf should[l))e noted.

Also, the FritzX rating is taken from
Fritz4's grading, but 'X' often made differ-
ent (weaker) moves than its predecessor,
and Franz Morsch afterwards said it was a
disappointing experimental re-write, and
was not as good as either Fritz3 or 4.

Therefore, again taking into account
Michael's review, my guess is that it's not
2425. Bob Hyatt says that it is optimised for
{_l] Human opposition, and [2] Blitz chess

or the Internet. Therefore I'd estimate
Crafty at 2350 for now, compared with
2520 for Rebel8: so let's see how it goes.

Rebel8 (2520) — Craf
[B20] ngS Challenge, I%T

GAME 1.

Led ¢52.b3 do 3.9b2 (@?f%’ g

The first ‘crisis' — Crafiy's gone out of
Book! Tﬁ? final auto—test versf%n has been
wrongly compiled, and half the Book is
missing. It is agreed they'll play on.
4.%c3 g6 5.g3 g%’? 6.0g2 0-0 7.9ge2

This is Rebel's first move out of its
Book. The advantage of the lost Crafty
Book may not have been too influential, as
we note R8 shows +18, Crafty—35, and
Crafty's time allowance surely renders his
loss in this area of small significance!
7...e5 8.0-0 £c6 9.f4 c4

R8 and Hiarcs6 both consider this a
small inaccuracy, giving a 20 eval swing to
White. However if 9... Qg4 10.h3, woulc
Black retreat with @e6, happy to have cre—
ated a small possible wealg:ess in White's
A—formation, or play 10...Qxe2 11 $\xe2.
10.2h1 cxb3 11.axb3 Q§4 12.h3 @xe2
13.9)xe2 He8 14.f5 d5 15.exd5 £ixd5
16.%h2 a6 17.Qe4 Wd7 18.fxg6 hxgb

19.63¢3 9xc3 20.dxc3

20.2xc3 was considered by many to be
the better recapture, whilst Ed Schroder
was convincerf!!m: R8's choice was right.
20...8¢7?2!

This resulted in another eval swing,
according to Rebel8 and Hiarcs6, towards
R8. H6 suggested 20...Bed8 21.Wxd7 Bxd7
22 8fd] Yxdl 23.8xd] Bd8 and White +22.
However, with 20...%c7 Crafty went to a
small plus for the first time... +28.
21.2d5 9d8 22.9f3 Eb8

Here R8 showed +47 and Crafty +34...
the last time the latter would show itself
ahead.
23.Hadl 9e6 24.h4!?

Fboldness.. but B3,

Full marks fo
showing +61, doesn't know the time control
is 100:1 against it when it gets tactical!
Nevertheless, good positions and winning
chances are 0§mfned by good chess and
superior knowl, edgefun derstanding before
tactics 'take over'.
24...b5

It is at this point that Crafty apparently
calculated that it would lose a &, and starts
spending much effort to control which
pawn goes. Bob Hyatt believes it should
have pushed the e—pawn to get rid of it,
and thinks that's the one it hung on to be—
cause it's a passed—pawn. Rebel's analysis
does not show the win of the & yet, but its
eval indicates that it expects some reward
from its superior play!
25.h5 6gxh 26.%xh

26.9a3 was stated by Crafty's 'deeper
analysis' to be slightly stronger for White —
but I don't agree. I also note that Crafty's
own eval. a_/%’er Wxh3, though steadying to
—20 for a couple of moves, drops heavily to
—~84 with 28...a3.
26...Eb6 27.9g2 £d8

Presumably to allow the a6/5 to get,
say, to h8. However, though it also protects
the dodgy 7 from here, it also means

———————
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White's d5/Q now targets that square.
28.@c1!

A nice reorganisation of White's pieces
begins.
28...a5 29.Qe4!

Changing the attack to h7. H6 shows
White at +172.
29...56 30.2¢3

30.c4 also looked promising.
30...Ha6 31.2d5 Eb8 32.2h7+

32.8h7+ was anzf 's recommendation
here, then 32... 98 33.0h2 which *is* very
strong!
32...918 33.2d

ey

33...5b7

33...5g8? 34.@xb5! Bxb5 (34...8Bd6??
35.8xd6 and Black's ¥ cannot leave the
protection of f7, so 35...8xb5 36.Hxe6!)
35.5xbS.
34.2xb5

R8 has +149, Crafty —202.
34...8d6 35.2c4 Weo 36,913 Hc7

36...2bd7 37.Exa5 Wxf3+ 38.8xf3 be7
might have given slightly better chances of
saving the game, though either way it's a
bit likely to be all downhill.
37.Q¢5f ixes

It was amusing to hear that Crafy was
moving "very fast' at this time. It had used
293 oﬁw 300 hours, so only had 7 hours to
the time control at move 40! Meanwhile
Rebel8 has used just 2hrs 39 mins. The
evals show R§ +321, Crtygy —286.
38.5xd6 Yxf3+ 39.5xf3 e

39...%e7 looks slightly better, as in the
note to36...Hc7.
40.Ze3 ad!

Visibly the last practical ‘chance’, but
Rebel8 has it under control even though
with the time control now reached, Crafty
can start taking 7 or 8 hours over each
move again!
41.g4 ©e7

41...a3?! 42.8d8+ de7 43.%a8.
42.5d1 ©h6 43.5h3 ©g7 44.2f1 8 45.g5!

With this the RS eval got to +279
whilst Crafiy's deeper search showed —351.
The rest, despite the 1:100 time disadvan—
tage, should be (and was) a matter of cor—
rect technique for White.

However it was around here that Bob
Hyatt began to post almost daily confirma—
tions on the Internet that the 100:1 time
ratio was 'proving' a big advantage to
Crafty, just as he had said it wau?d.’ How
come? Because it was avoiding worse los—
ing moves that shorter searches might have
made, and also it knew it was losing before
Rebel knew it was winning!

Understandably, I think, this did not go
down well in certain quarters.
45...a3 46.g6 16 47.Hal Ha7 48.b4 d7
49.0e6 9e5 50.9f5 93 51.9f2 Sg5 52.5e3
thg8 53.c4 Of8 54.c5 a2 55.c3 Ha3 56.0xed
¢ixed+ 57.Hxed Hg7 58.5cd Ixgh 59.c6
@d6 60.c7 @xc7 61.5xc7 1-0

Just before the game finished, Ed Schroder
posted: "Today I decided to end the NPS
challenge after game 1 is over... I am not
interested to read all kinds of possible and
impossible explanations to imply or hide
the real reason Crafty lost. For instance
Bob Hyatt wrote:

“T'll post some interesting analysis later,
but you might be surprised at some of what
went on in this match. For example, in at least
two places Crafty played a weaker move, sim-
ply because it saw at depth=I5 something it
thought Rebel would play, and didn't like it. In
these two cases I know of, I've tested Rebel on
the position, and it wouldn't have made the
move Crafty feared! So Crafty simply aveided
something that would not have happened, and
consequently played something worse”,

As Ed says, this Kresumably means that
both Craﬁ; and Rebel, Hiarcs et al would
really struggle against Mephisto 1, Boris
Diplomat, Sensory 8 and my wife etc.
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because they would be constantly avoiding
all the best moves for fear of what their
weaker opponents might just play.

He concluded: "I am not in the mood
Jor these kind of explanations for another 9
games over the next 5-6 months, my time is
too precious for that... but I believe this
game shows that Rebel was able to handle
the big time and ply search gap - this has
always been my point, and game 1 has
proven it. I believe this also counts for
other chess programs such as Hiarcs etc".

For the record, the 40/2 Match was also
stopped, with Rebel8 leading by 9-3.

Crafty and the Auto232

There was one other problem which kept
rearing its head throughout all the games,
and that was a constant communication
problem between Crafty and the AUT0232
software.

Many new 'auto232 corrected' versions
of Crafty were sent to Ed for installation as
the games went on, but neither Bob nor Ed
were able to find a solution.

After Bob Hyatt had received log files of
the early 40/2 games and Crafty analysis,
he felt tﬁere might be a problem with the
moves being played, and the situation, re-
quiring hours of Ed's time, became un-
workable' after attempts to start game 13,
with Crafty as White, failed.

This should be born in mind when
viewing the 9-3 score: it may or may not be
reliable. A great shame, and a sad end to
what had seemed a very promising and in-
teresting experiment.

Ed's web site was attracting over 500 call-
ers a day during the Match, as far as I could
tell. But his final message "Match Ended”
on April 1st. was not a joke.

A Final Piece completes our
Jigsaw!

Also after the Match there was much dis-
cussion on the occasionally varying evalua-
tions the pair showed, and also the reasons
for same.

Mainly it was assumed that the Crafty
evaluations are mainly materialistic, show-
ing increases/decreases according to
whether it could see pawns being dropped

or not.... and the Rebel evaluations were
more positional and knowledge-based - if
you get a decent position, something good
will happen, even if you don't necessarily
know what just yet!

However it was also revealed that Rebel8
uses a slightly unusual pawn evaluation!

Most programs are 'supposed’ to be us-
ing approximately the following to indicate
their evaluations:

¢ Pawn = 1.00 (or 100)

¢ Bishop and Knight = 3.00 (or 300)
* Rook = 5.00 (or 500)

* Queen = 9.00 (or 900)

It 1s fairly widely known that Hiarcs uses
Pawn = 1.28 (or 128) with other values also
x 1.28. 1t is believed, but not confirmed,
that MChess Pro uses a figure either the
same as or similar to this. But Ed confided
later, to help us appreciate the merits of
R8's figures that:

"In Rebel the following, as basic values for
the MIDGAME, are true:

¢ Pawn = 0.75

¢ Knight = 3.00
* Bishop = 3.00
® Rook =4.75

® Queen = 8.875
After eval:

® a Pawn can be worth 0.25-2.00
* a Knight can be worth 2.25-3.75
* a Bishop can be worth 2.25-3.75

and so on.

Please note that the figures are also com-
pletely different for the PRE-ENDG, NOR-
MAL ENDG, MINOR-ENDG and
PAWN-ENDG. I hope this explains a little".

So now we've learned a something of the
sophisticated type of evaluation techniques
which go into all of the top-rated PC pro-
grams!

Following the end of this experiment, two
other Internetters have arranged to play
Crafty (Game in 480 hrs) v Hiarcs6
(Game in 6 hrs), again the intention being a
10 game Match. We'll look at this in future
Issues of S/S... it'll take a while!

—



HIARCS6.0 v. |.M Deen HERGOTT

Selective Search 70

First EVER Commercial Computer v IM: 6 game MATCH @ 40/2

Canadian I.M
Deen Hergott

The ‘Beat any I.M’ Challenge!

We reported the lead-up to the Match in
SS/69: Canada's Alan TOMALTY (a.k.a.
Komputer Korner on the Internet), having
seen Hiares6 defeat two [.M's at Blitz by a
combined score of 124-3%, challenged any
[.M to a 40/2 Match, predicting that
"Hiarcs will win!"

The Canadian 1.M's had reportedly been
Elrett dismayed by their defeats, but Deen
ERGOTT was nevertheless quick to
take-up the 40/2 Challenge if cash could be
found. The other Blitz-defeated .M., Tom
O'DONNELL, was to be his second!

Sponsors at the Ready

'"The Challenge' and its acceptance caused
some concern at HIARCS' HQ in England -
there could be both a lot to win or lose for
'us’, in terms of our newly found big reputa-
tion.... and sales! But the possibilities
quickly captured the imagination of every-
one else, and it wasn't long before a healthy
list of potential sponsors had been found.

Hiarcs programmer
Mark Uniacke

Mark, David Hatchett and I believed the
venture was one we should fully support.
We had no choice as to whether or not it
would take place, but if the Frogram is that
good, it is exactly the sort of Event which
should prove it one way or the other! We
felt that chances were about 50-50 over 6
games if a Pentium Pro/200 could be used.

So the Hiarcs name (Applied Computer
Concepts) appeared on the list of $1,000
purse sponsors, along with Mike Leahy
(BookUp), and ChessBase.

Other sponsors were Ottawa's Camdev
Properties, also Computer CiBy who pro-
vided the Pentium (MMX/200 in fact,which
is little different to the PPro/200 in Hiarcs'
case), and the Chess Federation of Canada
provided the premises and Internet access.

Our Forecast:
3%-2'% at best, if not...3-3!

Qur '50-50' feeling was based on what had
happened in DEEP BLUE vs KASPAROV
- tﬁe computer's early win was soon over-
taken by Kasparov's chess knowledege and
experience, once he had got used to it and
spotted its areas of weakness. This factor
has been referred to so often, and by so
many people, that it has inevitably affected
our own view of 'real' Computer ability.
Though we think the Hiarcs6 program
really is outstandingly good, we are not
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under any illusions that there are always
things which can be improved - we already
know of one or two ourselves.

So, we imagined we might take an early
lead over the 1.M, but it had to be expected
that he would be able to find ways to trou-
ble Hiarcs as the Match progressed... par-
tlcularilg as, courtesy of xlan Tomalty, he
and O'Donnell were given further time to
practice and prepare using a beta-version!

Who's Deen Hergott?!

Well: firstly a very strong Canadian [.LM
who has represented his country no less
than 4 times in Olympiads!

His official Canadian rating is 2513,
which ranks him 4th on the Canadian rat-
ing list, but his 1996 FIDE Elo figure is
shown as 2485.

He has been very close to his G.M norm
on at least one occasion, and is not only a
very talented chess player, but was also
Editor of Canada's chess magazine "En Pas-
sant” (until O'Donnell, in fact, took over).
He is a highly respected chess-teacher and
writer, and his ‘Master's Forum' column is
still one of its most popular regular articles
in the Canadian mag.

The Games
All played at time control 40/2, then G/60
finish.

Hiarcs6.0 (2600) — Deen Hergott (2485)
[C05]. Game

1.e4 e6 2.d4 d5 3.9d2 9f6 4.e5 Hfd7 5.0d3
¢5 6.¢3 b6 7.9e2

The H6 Book ends here. The possibility
that Hergott and his second, as well as
playing many Blitz—test games against H6,
also obtained a copy Uj'ﬁf.'i seems pretty
likely from the regularity with which he
managed to get H6 out of its (my!) Book
guite early in 4 of the games.

226 8.0xa6 ¢ixa6 9.543 Qe7 10.Wad $ic7
11.dxcS bxe5 12.0f4 0-0 13.0-0 a5
14.5ad1 $1b6 15.%c2 ad 16.9¢3 ¥b8
17.9h5 Ha7 18.9g5 %e8

18...We8 was recommended by Crafty
here, expecting 19.@xe7 Yxe7. However
19.Qf6! 35/6 (?9...@3{6?? 20.exf6 followed
by fxg7!) 20.exf6 is good for White, as
20...%xf6 cannot be played, because of
21.9xf6, winning easily. Therefore 20...h6,
to keep the 9 out of g3, and now 21.Yd2

©h7 22 Wd3+ +—.
19.9f4 @xg5 20.9%g5 g6 21.5fel 9 g7
22.5d3 We7 23.We2 a3?!

23...c4 looks better, White plays 24.9b4
then 24...a3 25.bxa3 Bxa3
24.b4 9ad 25.5cl

£ /: _F' Ao

G g e &
2

25...Hc8?!

Here, according to Crafty, 25...h6 is win—
ning for Black (—44). hzrfged its line
26.9h3 c4 27.9df4 does seem better for
Hergott than the move he chose.

Mark Uniacke and Bob Hyatt carried the
discussion further after the gume. Their
analysis goes: 27..%9b2 28. ﬁg!ﬂ a quickly
Jound 'sjf.rrfun' by H6. 28...g5 (or
28..8b817) 29.5xg5!

I also looked at 29.9h5?! here, which
seemed very promising to me at first with
29...9xh5 30.VxhS5 0g7 31.9xg5. But now 1
think that 31...Hg8 does leave Black with
:‘;n advantage, so Mark's proposed line is

est.

29...hxg5 30.Uxg5 Wd8 31.Ug3=
26.9d2 ©d8 27.513 cxb4

27..Bac7 was a possible improvement.
28.cxb4 Hed 29.9¢5 9b6 30.9d4 Hxcl
31.%xcl1 Whd !

The close arvival of the enemy W like this
always looks threatening. But H6 defends
excellently, and any danger soon evapo—
rates.
32.9ch3 %ic4

32...Ha8 was recommended by H6, eval
+-835, and Crafty +-94, so H6 is now
ahead. [ was watching Fritz at the time,
and it showed an equal eval whether 9c4
or Ba8 was played, but it was wrong... as
we see!
33.¢3 Yed 34.f3 UhS 35.9a5 He7

Crafty's analysis has been stopped: "The
game Is basically over now!", explained
Hyatt. It all goes to show how much

—
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opinions vary (see the note to 37...9b6 be—
low). H6 was reading +—174, being in the
process of launching its knights now the
attack has been visibly repelled.

36.5)b5 He8! 37.Wc3

How about 37.9xc4? Al first 37...Excd
38.Wxa3 He2! looks great for Black, but
think 39.h4 holds, with still a +—50 for
White. So that might have been okay too,
though not as good as the move H6 played.
37...20b6

"The losing move", (Tomalty); "caused as
Hergott was in time trouble".

If there is a better move here, it would be
H6's own recommendation which was:
37..95. Now 38.9xa3 or f4 seem best, and
keep the advantage. (But not 38.%\xc4?
Hxc4 39.Wxa3?? §c2; also 38.g4? fails, to
38..Wh4, and if 39.gxf3 9d6!).
38.91c6 ©h8 39.5d6!

H6 reads +—261 and, after this move,
Black's position caves in.
39...Hc7 40.Yc5 9d7 41.Ya5 9e8 42.Wa8
Wxf3 43.9d4 1-0

Deen Hergott (2485) — Hiarcs 6.0 (2600)
[A08]. Game

1563 d5 2.g3 ¢5 3.9g2 $¢6 4.d4 €6 5.0-0
21f6 6.c4 dxc4 7.Wad 2d7 8.Yxc4 b5 9.%d3
He8 10.dxc5 €xc¢5 11.9¢3 b4 12.9e4

This puts H6 out of Book — a better per—
_gobnnance this time! — we had expected

5.

12...5xe4 13.Uxed 00 14.2d1 Ye7 15.2g5
6 16.2h3
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16...9b8?
Looking through the opening after the
it;mw, having learned that this is actually

6's first move out of known rkea?«'
(16...9h8 is on some databases!), I had to
conclude there are many difficulties for

Black. So maybe there are one or two im—
provements even before here, I certainly
don't feel that this was a good choice, as it
really puts the ) out of the game long—
term, gur nor do 1 find ©h8 that much better
either!

17.8e3 £5 18.2x¢5 Yxces 19.914 We7
Zgbﬂ’acl ©@a4 21.b3 Qc6 22.9%5 Led 23.2g2
g572!

Positionally we might call this 'a losing'
move — but it makes things happen at a
time when Hergott was threatening to
strangle the computer, so in a strange way
it's both a welcome and, even, humanlike
move, refusing to die a slow death and
seeking counter—chances!
24.5e3 Qxg2 25.0xg2 Hfe8 26.5d4 h6
27.5de4 Hxed 28.8xcd $h7

H6 had dropped to +-175 here, and
started spending plenty of its big time—
advantage seeking out the best possible re—
plies. Tﬁs move took up 25 mins, 30 will
take 16 mins, and 31 another 27. However
after 9 mins on 32...Yxgd it started moving
preity quickly again, kee :'ng piece activity
concentrated towards White's .
29.h4 g4 30.%c1

30.9%xg4! here was discussed over the In—
ternet and, it is reported, found afier some
time by Fritzd as winning. It seems good,
too. Ff:‘;r example: 30...fxg4 31.Yed+ A8

32.Uos,
30...506 31.5c6 Ug7
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The critical moment of this game. DH has
a clear advantage, and should be winning
despite H6's clever defence. But White's
time is getting short and he's trying to
bring an end to some of H6's constant ef~
Jorts to complicate every issue, so...
32.5xg4?!

Wins material and simplifies, but also
makes Black's task easier. Therefore
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relatively best was 32.8f4 97 33.c4,
though a move such as 33...8f8 here would
clearly multiply the complications once
again.

32.8xa6 Wxe5 33.8xa7+ 9g6 should also
win, but Hergott said he thought this could
be particularly difficult.

But, regarding the real reason for
32.@1@;_;,'4, see my note to move 36 below.
32...Uxgd 33.5xa6 Wed+ 34.0g1 Hg6
35.8c7 Yxe2 36.Hxa7 Hh5!

Amazingly $hS5 will be a key move once
again for H6 in game 6!

A move Hergott had completely missed
when playing 32.'€h:f4. In fact he'd believed
he was mating Black, and only saw this
saving response when they'd got part way
down the ﬁne! He wasn't ulone, as the
feeling on the Internet was that Hergott's
attack was overwhelming, until reports of
this move in H6's analysis line filtered
through!
37.0g2?

37.914 must be better, attacking the sad
&—b4. If Black defends bl)r 3 ?...@gé (but
NOT 37...8g67? 38.h5+/1+—) 38 Yxgd+
Jxg4 39.8b7 Ba& 40.8b5+ and I think White
must win another 8, though it could still be
difficult to finish H6 off.
37...ed4+ 38.5h2 Hg§!

Fine counter—attacking play by Black,
this should have really rung the warning
bells in Hergott's ears! (see note after
%ame:’).

9.8d6?

Played in now severe time pressure, a re—
sult of H6's persistency in creating compli—
cations. Even though Hergott will have
known he was "'winning', the constant need
to rediscover a winning method is taking its
toll.

39.Wb7 was right, so that after 39...We2
40.5%e2, the Black ¥ cannot return to 4.
39...%e2 40.092 Yed+

H6 now reads =, und its operator offered
a draw, which was refused.
41.5h2 We2 42.Wd4 Fgd 43.We3

H6 expected 43.YeS, and would then have
played 43...Fxg3! instantly.... still drawn
after 44.Gxg3 @gtf + efc.
43...Yxe3 44.fxe3 Hed 45.5b7 Hxe3
46.5xb4 He2+ 47.%h3 Hxa2 48.5b5 He2
49.g4+ a6 50.gx5+ exf5 51.bd He3+
52.002 b3 53.0h2 Hh5 54.2xf5+ dgd
55.512

Some programs were reported to be
showing Black at —+150, but the H6 eval

never got above —+71 and was mostly in
the 30/40 range.

55...h5 56.5g2+ ©xh4 57.Hg8 HExb4
Anyone well-versed in basic E+& endings
knows this is now a draw, and I thought it a
shame the H6 operator didn't offer to shake
hands around here.

58.&%2 Had 59.Hg8 Hed 60.Hg7 He3 61.Hp8
Hd3 62.Hg7 T3 Elﬂ 8 He3 64.5Hg7 Hh3+
65.57g2 a3 66.%h2 67.5g8 B3 %

The note to move 38 is an attempt at a
smaild'ukc! The place where the match was
played, at the Canadian Chess Federation's
offices alongside a busy shopping mall in
Ottawa, had proved a little noisy for Her-
gott's liking in game 1. So much so, he had
asked for ear-plugs for game 2 - which
Alan Tomalty bought for him, and which
he used... as well as a pair of ear-muffs of
his own which he brought along!

The Hiarcs team made a major decision be-
fore gﬁlme 3. Though 'we' are fairly sure
that the 'Normal' playing style is just about
Hiarcs6's best, Hergott had let it be known
that he and O'Donnell had found and pre-
pared a trap for Hiarcs for game 3.

We guess that he was assuming H6 would
repeat the line from a won game, and go
for another French. Though that's not ex—
actly how its book learning works, we
wanted to minimise any risk of falling for
some special preparation! The very threat
also added weight to the feeling we had
that Hergott had access to a version of
Hiares5/6.

Therefore we decided to alter the openin
book setting from Tournament to lemna ;
giving slightly more equal chances to its
opening with any of e4/d4/c4/%)f6.

ark had also found that it played a
slightly different (and possibly better) 9th.
move on its Aggressive setting. Even if the
move's not that much better, it would be
likely to put Hergott out of his stride — and
secretly Mark still prefers Aggressive any—
way!

Hiarcs6 (2600) — Deen Hergott (2485)
|AS6]. Game 3

1.c4
Well, the Hergott trap’ will have to wait

Jor another game!

1...2)6 2.d4 ¢5 3.d5 e5 4.9¢3 d6 S.ed4 Qe7

0 = S S s i~ SSS S L S
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6.23 2bd7 7.2e2 28 8.0-0 £g6

This is the computer's Book move, but the
line ends here and H6 is now on its own
again.
9.2¢3 h6 10.b4 b6 11.bxc5 bxc5 12.5b1
0-0 13.Wad Hh7 14.Wc2 9g5 15.9d2 Hf4
16.9xf4 exfd 17.2fcl ©f6 18.2d3 QeS
19.h4!?

Is this really okay?! It's certainly very
risky but, in the game, the pawn's presence
caused Hergott a lot of trouble... and time.
19...5h7 2093 Ye7 21.9xeS Uxe5?!

21...dxe5 was expected by the program
and is, I think, better. gf course it is also
double—edged: both sides would have pro—
tected passed—pawns.
22.9b5

H6 evaluated +—70 playing this. -
22...2d7 23.9xd6 Yxd6 24.e5 Yxe5
25.9xh7+ $h8 26.Qe4 Hab8 27.Hel!

H6 starts to dominate the game from this
point.

27...816 28.4d3 Ya6

28.. Wxh4 29.8xb8 Hxb8 30.Wa3 He8
31.Yxa7 would suit White.
29.Wc3 Hfe8 30.5xb8 Exb8 31.2d3 Yd6
32.Ye5! YxeS

No choice. If 32.. 4f8? 33 We4.
33.HxeS He8?

Blamed by most as the losing move. But
Hergott believes he was losing to the
passed d—pawn anyway, and that this
would result in his best practical chance.

Yet, in a few moves, the same observers
on the Internet would be arguing as to
whether Hergott had actua ﬁy bamboozled
Hiarcs... or not!

Still, 33...8g8 was expected by most com—
mentators, and does look best. H6 would
play 34.8e7 but after 34...8d8 I don't see
H6 as having that clearly a winning ad—
vantage, though it showed +—134.

34.Hxe8+

H6 now showed +—444!
34...9xe8 35.015!

It becomes clear that it will cost Black his
Q to stop the d—A4.
35...26 36.0c8 Bg7 37.d6 ©f6 38.d7 ©xd7
39.0xd7 ®eS!

i

A
e
AN

An unexpected turn of events... and sud—
den panic amongst the H6 supporters on
the 'net as we hadn't expected Black's & to
advance! Black sacrifices his f7-A to make
a %rrab for White's a—&, making his own
a7-& passed. And White's own c4—4 stops
our @ intervening! Has Hergott found a
really clever tactic to maybe even win?!

40.2¢8

Mark sent a quick e-mail message to me
— you can do clever things whilst con—
nected to chess.net! — and told me that he
and his PPro/200 said Hiarcs was okay,
looking very deep and still confidently
reading +—462.

40...@5;4 41.9xf7 g5 42.hxg5 hx%S 43.5h2

Here most observers expected ©f1, to see
if the White king can get back in time. "No
need", says H6, showing +—0639. The rest of
us are now counting squares and trying to
work out if, after Pﬁﬂ'te loses his @ to stop
Black's a—&, the & now on ¢5 can somehow
be stopped after Black's ®b3 and $xc4.
43...a5 44.9h3 a4 45.a3!

A brilliant, !emfo—winnin response.
45...9¢3 46.5gd! b3 47.5e8 Dxal3
48.9xg5

Another tempo—winning device, though
this one was much easier to see... wait until
the Black &'s moved away before taking on
a4. H6 reads +959, and I've relaxed now!
48...5b3 49.2xad+

H6 reads +1322, and it's g—& promotes
before Black's c—A... I'll leave readers to
work it out for themselves — the main thing

s

e
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is that H6 had, and Hergott knew it.

Writing up my notes, it now seems more
stmigk!j%rward than it did at the time — but
L can tell you our hearts were pounding af-
ter 39...9e5 during the game! 1-0

So, Hiarcs leads by 214—14!

Deen Hergott (2485) — Hiarcs6.0 (2600)
[A11]. Game

193 d5 2.g3 c6 3.2g2 $1f6 4.0-0 Qg4 5.c4
€6 6.b3 ©d6 7.9b2 00 8.5%5

The H6 Book has 8.9%3 here, so it's now
on its own. The position is very even, and
remains so almost throughout the game,
8...9f5 9.4 9bd7 1052 He8 11.Kel Ge7
12.a3 b6 13.5cl SixeS 14.dxe5 Qed
15.cxdS cxd$ 16.5xc8 Yxc8 17.9f3 Ub8

The H6 eval briefly reached —34 here,
but there's really little or nothing in it still.
18.8al Qg6 19.5Hcl Qh5 20.9)d4 Vg5 21./4
ge'? 22.9xe4 dxed 23.9c6 Ub7 24.$ixe7+

xe7

After this exchange we see that both sides
have Aooar Q's, and some of the manouvres
which follow sees each player try to rem—
edy this for themselves,
25.Hc2 Bd7 26.2d4 Bd8 27.5f2 15 28.0e3
We7 29.Wc1 Wes 30.Hc7!

Slowly but surely it seems, Hergott has
worked his way to the better position, and
the 'net observers start talking of a Hergott
recovery. But...
30...0xe2!!

A major shock for the I M which slowed
him down considerably as he searched for
a way to play on for the win without risking
defeat.

However H6 read = when it played this
move, accompanied by a variation indicat—
ing perpetual check or draw by repetition.

Once this was made known, the 'net folk
pronounced Hiares6 the equivalent of an
Eric Cantona or a Martina Hingis. What a
Jickle lot we are!

31.dxe2 Uh5+ 32.del1 Wxh2 33.Hc8!

Worth a try!... there are two mistakes
available to Black.
33...Uh1+!

Thank goodness! Not, however
33.,.&@??? 34.Uxe8+ &f7 35.We7+ dg6
36.Yxa7 Yxg3+ and now the & can escape
to the d—file! 37.9d2+—,

Nor 33..Wxg3+? 34.0f2! Wd3 35 Hxd8+
(35.8¢7!?) 35...Yxd8 36.Wc6 und a draw is
the most likely, though White still has slight
chances.

34,212 W3+ 35.5e1 YWhl+ 36.012 W3+

Game drawn by mutual agreement %—%.

We began to doubt that Hergott could get
back into the Match now — we were wrong!

Hiarcs6.0_(2600) — Deen Hergott (2485)
[C11]. Game 5

1.e4 €6 2.d4 d5 3.5c3!

Hiarcs has given Hergott the chance of
another French, in which he's supposed to
have prepared the special trap. However
the definite advantage of having a wide
Opening Book guarantees we wont see it in
this Match, now that H6 has varied quickly
from game 1.

3...946 4.e5 Sd7 5.04 ¢5 6.943 S1c6 7.Qe3
b6 8.9a4 Wa5+ 9.¢3 c4 10.b4 We7 11.2e2
@e7 12.0-0 15 13.exf6

Hb6's first move out of Book, and reading
+—~735.
13...2xf6 14.9p5 9f8 15.Wc2 $e7 16.2g4
b6 17.Eael h6 18.9(3 @d7 19.a3 0—0-0
20.5%5 Dxes 21.fxe5 Re8 22.5b2 Qg6
23.Uad X512

Black looks to be wrapping himself up,
and most commentators wanted to see th

ﬁeedom_ j %
seekin | § "H:
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White's attack is beginning to look a little
dangerous, with Black's minor pieces still
loo ing disadvantaged.

25...a5!

A fine and very unexpected move which
will turn the game! Wapuid or does an
computer choose this?... I would think not,
as all those I have tested show a 50-100
eval. jump for White, having expected 9e7
(Crafty suggests 9h7).

Hb6 in fact went from +—158 (a bit too
high?) to +—279 (much too high!).
26.bxab

A key to the PCs' big plus eval. here is
that they expect Black's Y to move away!
White is a & up, so the traditional "rule' is
that Black wont want to exchange pieces
and White will. ~

But L M’s and G.M's know better that
sometimes the rules (or, Bfor PC's, the algo—
rithms!) are there to be broken!
26...Uxad! 27.9)xad $c7

When we re—consider the position now,

we note that White's extra A is: [1] dou—
bled, and {2] on an open file, as well as [3]
shorn of the Y's support. Thus, instead o

being dangerous, it is in fact very weak.

Furthermore, if the a6—4 dfaﬂs, the one on
a3 could easily follow. An }f a3 falls then
the base of H6's locked A—chain at ¢3 will
become even weaker. Thus Hergott has
some valuable targets to aim for and, in
this blocked position, time to build up the
attack.
28.9b2 Ha8! 29.a4

29.Qd1 Bxa6 30.a4 looks a slightly better
defence. I think H6 should aim to contest
the a—b files, but it gets tangled up and
can't respond quickly enough at vital mo—
ments. fﬁ:wever Bag Hyatt later said that
he thought H6 had handled its now difficult
position 'fine', which I think means as well
as could be expected!
29...Hxa6 30.123?! £d7 31.g3 Eb8
32.Hefl!

Well we see what H6 is up to, aiming for
a breakthrough on the ffile, so we can at
least commend it for following through
with a purpose. But time is against it.
32...b5 33.axb5 Hxb5

See DIAGRAM top of next column.

Targets update, from move 27:

[ 5} captured,

[2] exchanged, and the vulnerability of
[3] is quite plain to see! :
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345312 Hb3 35.9d1 d8 36.Qe2 57!
37.g4 96 38.@153 9a7 39.Qh4+ 7

It is now the H6 Fieces which are all get—
ting in each other's way. The e2—Q stops
one & from reaching the b—file; similarly
the d1-%), which cannot move, stops the
other & getting to bl.
40.5f4 £b5 41.Qel Hal 42.542 ©c6
43.2d2 b6 44.g5

44.8xh6?! gxh6 45.8f6 was seriously
considered by H6 here, and when the ob—
servers on the 'Net were told by folk ana—
lysing with their H6 versions at home,
everyone wanted it to happen! A blood—
thirsty crowd we are, when it's not our own
Elo ratings and reputations at risk!

It's an interesting idea which might have
continued: 45...2d3 46.Qxd3 cxd3
47.8xe6+ ©b7 48.8xh6 Bbb1. Sadly, as we
see, Black wins quite easily!
44...h5 45.2¢l 9a4 46.5f8 Daxc3

46...8bb1 was feared by H6, and it looks
perhaps even stronger. However the ex—
changes will (this time!) suit the player
who's a & up, and the move played is good.
47.9xc3 91xe3 48.9xc3 + 49.9xf1 Hxc3
50.Hc8+

Computer horizon—effects were still giv—
ing the optimists some hope, as a series of
checks keeps the inevitable at long range
for another few moves! In fch, instead of
driving Black's @ into the heart of White
territory, an immediate Bg8 might have
served better.
50...b6 51.5b8+ a5 52.%a8+ b4
53.8b8+ a3 54.Ha8+ b2 55.%a6 Of5
56.0¢2 g6 57.%f2 Hh3 58.%g2 Eh4

[ thought our H6 operator could have re—
signed fere — our eval. was —+622 — but
the game went on for just a few more
moves "to make sure’.

59.913 2xd4 60.%12 ¢3 61.Eb6+ Bl
62.%e1 Hd2 63.h4 Ib2 64.5c6 ¢2 65.2d1

¥
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i
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Dbl 66.8xc2+ Hxc2 67.5d6 Hed 68.5d2
Hxh4 69.5b6+ a2 70.2a6+ &b3 71.Hc6
White resigned 0-1

Wow! With one to play, it's now down to a
3-2 lead for Hiarcs.

On the 'net the feeling as this game came to
its close was that Deen Hergott had 'sussed
(worked) H6 out and, as he had White for
game 6, he'd quite possibly now be able to
tiec the Match with another display similar
to the one just seen.

This, of course, is what some of the dis—
cussion has been about — $iven time to
cvaluate the program, I.M's and G.M's are
able to apply the appropriate areas of their
chess knowledge and experience to gain
the U[ﬂacr hand. The programs should not
be called I.M strength on the basis of indi—
vidual games against a variety of half—
prepared opponents, but must show that
they can win Matches against them before
any claims can properly be made.

This is the opinion, shared by quite a few
observers and taken one logical step fur—
ther, which believes our Rating Lists are
set too high. They had expected Hergott,
cspeciatty with his pre—Match preparation,
to 'prove’ it, thus showing that not onl
Hiarcs, but Rebel, Genius, MCPro an
Fritz et all, are all over—rated.

After 4 games, they'd gone a bit quiet, but
now they were thinking Hergott was going
to provide their evidence after all!

Here is the maths: a drawn Match vs. Her—
gott would put Hiarcs6 on a Pentium/200
equal to Hergott, at 2485 Elo.

fter deducting 60 points to equate the
result to a standard Pentium/100—133 (as
used in the SS Rating List), we get Hiarcs6
P/133 = 2425. Of course, that's only if we
lose the...... last game!:

Deen Hergott (2485) — Hiarcs6.0 (2600)
[D23]. Game 6

1.d4 16 2.913 d5 3.c4 dxcd 4.Bad+ b
5.Uxc4 Qeb

Hergott has found another little—known
line (gs far as H6 is concerned!), and this
is the program's last Book move.
6.Ya4 @dS 7.e3 e6 8.9c3 ©bd 9.2d2 ©xf3
lﬂ.éxﬁi a6 11.a3 ©xc3 12.bxc3 Yd5
13.H2g1 0-0 14.e4 Ud6!?

Ry A
i, o, ong o,
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A very interesting move, apparently of—
fering White a material-winning pawn
fork.
15.e5!?

If this isn't best, then 15.Qg5 looks the
choice move of various alternatives.
15...5xe5!

The exchange of the % for three &'s raised
many eyebrows amongst the 'net observers,
but we think Hergott will have expected it.
Indeed most/all programs go for it now
(though not the invitation at 14...8d6, of
course — indeed such exchanges don't al—
ways work out so well).

But what was the alternative? 15...0J is
best, but 16.exd6 bxa4 17.dxc7 51 7.9h6
17..9h5 18.dxc7 Bfe8 19.8g5 also offers
White a small +=) 17...Bfc8 18.8b1 Hxc7
19.9f4 leaves White with a useful advan—
tage.
16.dxe5 Wxe5+ 17.Qe2 Wxh2

The material 'difference’ is that White has
2 bishops for knight and 3 pawns. I half~
feared that the I.i[ would slowly succeed in
using his extra piece to knock off one or
two pawns. _
18.0-0-0 Xfd8 19.Yf4 Wxf4 20.2xf4 Hxdl+
21.5xd1 ©d5 22.8e5?!

This results in the loss of Hergott's main
source of possible advantage, the 2 's —
perhaps he underestimated H6's 23rd.

22.9d2, although passive—looking, looks
best, aiming to jgﬂaw up with ¢4 and then
the return of the @ to f4.

22...16 23.c4

23.Q0d4? ¢5 24.8xc5 9xc3F
23...He8! 24.cxd5?!

Was 24.9h2 better? Perhaps, e.g:
24...9\3 25.8d7! $xe2+ 26.%d2. Despite
trapping the 9 and so regaining the piece,
after 26...9d4 27.Exd4 He7, the game is
beginning to look drawn.... and don't forget
that Hergott must win!

K

e

-_————3
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24...exd5 25.5xd5

25.9xc7 has also been suggested, then
25...Bxe2 26.2b6.
25...Hxe5

It's time 1 told you how H6 evals. this...
—+33, in fact. H; ott now wants to get his

in amongst the &'s via either the 7th or
Sth rank. But first he has to secure his @.
26.5d8+ ©f7 27.2d3 g6 28.f4 He8! 29.Hd4

There was no choice but to retreat if
White still wants to (;i'a éi:r the win.
29...57 30,242 hS{ 31 fied f5 32.5c1 16
33.a4 a5 34.5b1 c6 35.5c1 Eh7 36.2f1 h4!
37.Hc3

Although Hergott clearly doesn't want to
see his gf'educed to the rank r;f wn—
blockader, maybe @h3 was still better here.
37...2d7+

H6 now shows —+104.
38.%e3 Hd1 39.2g2 Hb1 40.2d3 de7

A N

B8 . B K
O B
/2

For those expecting ®eb, this is not actu—
ally so mysterious. What it does is cover all
the d3—8's 6th, 7th and 8th rank entry
squares!
41.5d27!

41.5f3 was expected by H6 here, intend—
ing 41...Bb4 42.8a3, and then 42...2d6.
41...Hel+ 42,513

42.%d4 Bgl 43.f3 was the other possibil—
ity, though White's @ looks sadder than
ever either way.
42...b52!

This is okay — as it turns out! But what if
Hergott had played the move in my note
below? Therefore, objectively, I think
42...Bed would be the right move; then, af~
ter 43.8a2, 9d6.
43.axb5?!

What about 43.8a2] b4 44.He2+ Hxe2
45.%xe2 ©d6 46.9d3, and I think we could
have been looking at a draw.

43...cxb5 44.52d5 Zb1 45.%¢3 a4 46.5e5+

&f8

This was questioned by observers on the
‘net, but again H6 seems to be restricting
White's access to the 7th and 8th ranks.
47.9c6

Free at last!... but

47...h3!

H6 reads —+252.
48.@xb5

Having struggled so hard to achieve the
opportunity of getting his B onto the 8th.

n
it's surprising that Hﬁ&‘e didn't at least try
48.He&8+!? here. Then ©g7 49.8e7+ (if
49.5a8? h2! wins) 49...%h6 50.8e8... but
this time it's 50...a3! which wins, as played
in the game now.
48...a3!

H6 reads —+395. White just cannot cope
with the timing of the A—pushes on both

flanks.

49.He8+ 0g7 50.1a8 HxbS 51.5xa3 Hb1!

Exemplary endgame technique by H6.
52.Ha7+ ©h6 53.Ha8!

Threatening 5h8 mate! But H6 had spot—
ted this, and shown its solution at move 50.
53...0h5!

Clinching the game.

5«%1‘11% I
3 &hd!
54...0g4 55.2h6 b3+

H6 now shows —+532.
56.57e2 xf4 57.Hxg6

57.8h4+ was the only move likely to ex—
tend the game, but 57...\8g5 58.8h8 hg4
59.5h6 Th2+ 60.%0f1 Bbi+ 61.%e2 g5 is still
comfortably conclusive.
57...Hb2+ 58.6f1 Eb1+ 0-1

Followed by mayhem and celebration in
Wilburton... but Mark was in Aegon, oper-
ating Hiarcs6 in its draws with Anand and
Timman in a pre-Tournament Simul., and
wouldn't know until the following day!

Match Table:
Hiarcs6.0 1%1%01=4
DeenHergott 0%0%10=2

2485 (Hergott) + 133 (for winning 4:2
=2618ona enﬂumMM}OzlJIrJl.g )
gc&%em for a P1100-133 is 2618-60
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AEGON, 1997

COMPUTER and PLAYER's Scores: Full account 8S/71

FINAL STANDINGS

® To distinguish:-
COMPUTERS capitalised,
Players normal.

® Most PC programs were
on PPro/200MHz machines.
8 CILKCHESS and
ZUGZWANG are main
frame (i.e non commercial)
programs.

Pos Name Score

1  Yona Kosashvili é

2= Yasser Seirawan 5k
Johan van mil

4= KALLISTOv3.1* 44
REBELv97*
Ye Rongguang
John van der Wiel
Lembitt Oll
CHESSMASTER 5000
Gert Jan de Boer

11= ZUGZWANG 4
DRAGON
CILKCHESS
NIMZO03.5
ZARKOV*
Gennadi Timoshchenco
Friso Nijboer
Erik Hoeksema
THE KING
Jonathan Speelman
Rini Kuijf
CHESSICA
GANDALF
Larry Christiansen
David Bronstein
HIARCS6.0

27= Heiner Matthias I
Roberto Cifuentes
DARK THOUGHT
Sofia Polgar
M CHESS PRO6
Peng Zhao Qin
ARTHUR
TASC R30-1995

FRITZ4

42=

62=

74=

ANT

Paul Boersma
W CHESS

Nico Kuijf
RAJAH
CAPTURE

Gert Ligterink 3
VIRTUAL CHESS
GENIUS5

ISICHESS 2.6
KASPAROV SPARC
Jeroen Noomen
Hans Ree

Hebert Perez Garcia
Stefan Loeffler
FERRET

MEPHISTO ATLANTA
Rob Hartoch

MEPH GENIUS 68030
CHESS SYSTEM TAL
HECTOR

Jan Joost Lindner
MEPH BERLIN PRO
TASC R40

NOVAG DIAMOND
SCHACH 3.0

NOW 2%
Peewee van Voorthuijsen
Gerrit Visser

Gert Jan Ludden

DIEP

MACCHESS AEGON'97
Dick van Geet

SHREDDER

COMET

Paul Bierenbroodspot
MEPH MIILANO PRO
22777

CHEIRON 2
Jeroen Blokhuis
Henk Arnoldus
Mathias Feist

Lex Jongsma

Piet Bakker

Ad van der Berg
Mariin Voorn
CENTAUR
Maliangkay/Oranje
DAPPET

MIRAGE

Fre Hoogendoorn
NIGHTMARE
Tom Fuerstenberg

89= Frank de Hoog 14
Henk de Kleijnen
Nico Vromans
Alexander Kure
Rudy Bloemhard
NOVAG SAPPHIRE
Pam/Maes

Q6= XXXXI| 1
Peter van Wermeskerken
GOLDBAR
Loewenthal/Wiarda

100 BIONIC 1

Final Score

Man 148% - Machine 151%
[1996- 137)4-162%]

G.M's 51% - Machine 20%
{More GMs/IMs this year!]
Top PC Computer Tourna-
ment Performances:

1 KALLISTOV3.1 4% 2632
2 REBELV9/ 4% 2619
3  CMASTER5000 4% 2452

Good to see some Dedicated
Computers there! TPR's, as
far as I know them, were:

Tasc R30-1995 3% 2221
Kasparov SPARC 3 2402
Meph ATLANTA* 3 2288
Meph GENIUS68030 3 2272
Meph BERLINPRO 3 2188
Novag DIAMOND 3 2051
Meph MILANO PRO 2} 2179
Novag SAPPHIRE 1% 1987
Notes:

Kallistov3.1*  these are NOT

Rebelv97* currently available
Zarkov* commercial versions.

Mephisto Atlanta* should be
available soon, probably £499.

&
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DEEP[er] BLUE2 vs Gary K/

18M Chal - the RE-MATCH

Selective
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I'm not entirely sure which is the more daunting
- me setting out to present a Match between ar-
guably the two strongest ‘players of chess’ in the
world, or Kasparov himself preparing to do bat-
tle with the fastest chess calculator of all time!

Not that [ believe Gary saw it as of particular
concern a few weeks ago! Maybe a bit the re-
verse: just' the repeat of a minor hazard on the
way to another big payout cheque ($700,000)!?
Nearly as many zeros in the winner's prize as
there are in DB2's node count per second!

The Dust Settles

I take it that none of my readers have been vaca-
tioning on Mars, and you all know the result!
Mainly you want to know ‘how?’, and 'why?’,
and ‘where next?!

® How much better was DB2 than the 1996 ver-
sion? - quite a bit, I'd say.

® Did Kasparov's chess do him full justice? -
probably not, though I do think the match ar-
rangements were set against him (which nobody
had minded so much, as most people were pretty
sure he'd win whatever).

® Will this result be damaging to chess? - I'll try
to leave some space to dwell on these questions
after you've had chance to go through the games.

But let's start at the beginning,
Prologue

Deeper Blue2 has faster CPU's, more memory
capacity, better logic, and improved chess pro-
gramming over the original Deep Blue.

Some of its approximately 4x power, avail-
able for speed increase, has been used to im-
prove the chess knowledge. G.M Joel Benjamin
in particular has been working hard to improve
DB2's positional play.

Their team is "very optimistic" and seem
genuinely to think they can win. Over recent
years DB has been developed by a committed
team of scientists, researchers, engineers and
chess experts, for the specific purpose of beating
Kasparov. It will have a database full of his
games and favourite openings. It has to be
daunting to face an opponent with such a back-
ground, even if Kasparov did win 4-2 last time.
15 months is a long time in terms of computer

progress in the 1990's!

But what of Kasparov? His results in 1997 sug-
gest he is back to playing at the top of his form -
even old arch-rival Karpov, whilst in Monte
Carlo in April 1997 for the Melody Amber
Tournament, said "/t is clear that Kasparov will
win easily. The score is unimportant”.

He is "well prepared”, we are told... but
can one prepare so fully for an opponent one
knows next to nothing about?!

The Popular View: ‘GK will win'!

I scoured my Internet pages during the 10 days
of anticipation, leading up to game one. 95%
agreed with Karpov, though a handful went for a
draw. The favourite forecast was that Kasparov
would "toy with it" for the first 3-4 games, to
make it look close and guarantee another re-
match (plus pay cheque)... then he'd clean up at
the end. Pretty much like, er, last time.

The first game made it appear there would be
few problems! Gary completely and cleverly out-
played DB2, and left it looking little different to
the 1996 pre-decessor which had lost the last
two games in match 1.

Game 1: Kasparov — Deep Blue2. [A07]

1.963 d5 2.g3 2g4 3.b3!? ©d7 4.2b2 e6
5.2g2 We will have to get used to these quiet
strategy, anti—computer openings, which Kas—
parov uses in 4 of the 6 games. S...2gf6 6.0—0
¢6 7.d3 @d6 8.2bd2 0-0 9.h3 2h5 10.e3?!
10.e4 is normally the strategic aim in this type
of position, so Kasparov appears to be losing a
tempo here. 10...h6? The waiting strategy
earns its early reward. DB's h6 is not only
pointless, but weakens the Black ©—side, as we
will see shortly. 11.Wel Wa5?! 12.a3 @¢7
13.2h4 g5? DB2 is scattering moves, first on
this side, then on that. Those on its &—side look
more likely to help White! 14.9hf3 e5 15.e4
This makes f5 a strong square if White can get
a ¥ there. GK can aim for this with
€Yf3—h2—e3~f5 but DB2, having offered the out—
post, now defends against its occupation ex—
tremely well! 15...§fe8 16.£9h2 ¥b6 17.We1
a5 18.Hel 2d6 19.9df1 dxed 20.dxed Qc5
An interesting concept: neither White ¢\ can
avoid being exchanged en route to the f5
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outpost! Also Black has created heavy pressure
against f2. 21.9%¢3 Had8 Here Black doesn't
need to play @x2\. 22.9hf1 22.952? @xf2+
ouch. 22..g4?! 23.hxgd 9xg4 24.f3 $ixe3
25.9xe3 Qe7

Please take a look at Kasparov's &'s on the f
and g files — these, plus his Q raking across the
board from b2, will win the game. 26.%hl
Qg5 27.He2 ad 28.b4 £5!7 Generally viewed
as a strong effort by DB2 which creates tempo—
rary piece activity. Indeed its attack begins to
look quite dangerous, but the long—term strate—
ic weaknesses on its G—side wont go away.
9.exf5 ed 30.f4! @xe2 30...Qv/4 would be
too greedy: 31.gxfd @xe2 32.9d2] @hS
33We3+—. 31.fxg5 YeS Desperately block-
ing the long b2-h8 diagonal. Remember the
b2/R and those fand g &'s! 32.g6 Rf3 33.9¢3
John Nunn pointed out that this is prophylactic
= White will want to move his Y and doesn't
wish to allow Bd2. 33...4b5? DB2, along
with many fast-search programs, sees that this
should lead to the exchange of W's, which it fa-
vours in view of its material adantage. Game 5
Hiarcs6—Hergott saw a similar theme and mis—
understanding. In fact Hiarcs is not amongst
those playing this move here, and quite
rightly... because of White's dangerously ad-
vanced &'s, this exchange is NOT good for
Black! 34.4f1 Wxfl+ 35.5xf1 h5 36.0g1

A check round Black's position reveals that
most of its pieces can't move easily, as they're
already tied to key duties. Thus Kasparov has
time to prepare the g4 push which will enable
his advanced A's to press forward. 36...5f8
37.2h3 b5 38.912 bg7 39.g4 $hé6 40.Hgl
hx%i 41.@1:%4 Qxl%fi 42.ﬂx5g4+ eixgd+
43.Hxg4 EdS 44.16 Hd1 45.g7. Black re—
signs 1-0

The criticism of DB2 by some of the all-
knowing Internetters knew no bounds! It was
slammed as a "pathetic”, "hopeless" and "clue-
less" to use some of the printable expressions.
"We've been deceived! Bring on Hiarcs or Re-
bel" was another cry.

Kasparov felt so encouraged by this early suc-
cess, that he reverted to a normal opening in
game 2, though there is still a surprise in his
chosing 1...e5 (when did he last play that?),
rather than his beloved 1...c5.

Game 2: Deep Blue2 — Kasparov. [C93]

1.e4 e5 2.513 9c6 3.2b5 a6 4.2a4 9f6
5.0-0 Qe7 6.Zel b5 7.2b3 d6 8.c3 00
9.h3 h6 The Smyslov Variation is a somewhat
antiquated and passive defence. 9...2b7, the
Zaitsev System, is best. 10.d4 He8 11.9bd2
8 12.961 @d7 13.9g3 DB2's set—up,
achieved without difficulty, is just about ideal.
13...9a5 14.9¢2 ¢5 15.b3 ¢ic6 16.d5!?
Most PC—workers are trying to dissuade their
programs from ending up with blocked centres
against humans, but DB2 shows that it can
handle these positions pretty well! 16...2e7
17.23 96 18.4d2 2h77! 19.a4 $hd
20.9xh4 Uxhd 21.Ye2 Wd8 22.b4 We7
23.Hecl c4 24.%a3 Hec8 25.5cal Wd8
26.14!

E7EW AW

R AkA

A unique find by DB2, putting Kasparov under

enormous pressure. 26...96 27.fxeS dxe5
28.911 9e8 29.412 9d6 30.2b6 Ye8
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31.53a2 @7 32.2c5 Of8 33.5(5 Oxf5
34.exfS 6 Desperately trying to stop White
Srom making further inroads by playing {6
himf[it]self. 35.9xd6! A simple solution,
Sfound by many PC—programs. H6 has +217
with this, for example. 35...2xd6 36.axb5?!
See note to White's next move. 36...axb5
37.2e4! Both here and at move 36, all tested
PC-programs choose Wb6, which might well
have been better than White's actual 36th. But
here Qed deserves the ! as it successfully stops
Kasparov playing 37...e4! activating his own @
37...Hxa2?! 38.Wxa2 Wd7 39.Ya7 Hc7
40.5b6 Hb7 41.%a8+ of7 42.Wa6 Ye7
43.8c6 Wb6+ 44.5f1? Readers will think it
strange to question DB2's penultimate move in
the game, and just before Kasparov resigns!
However 44,911 was correct, to remove an
chance of a perpetual check. 44...5b8 45,526

% 7, 7
m»m
Ewwea & A
A7 AKBT
AR T
7 B 7 A

Black resigns? 1-0. But within the hour the
analysis was appearing on the Net, suggesting
that Kasparov had definite perpetual check
drawing chances. Here it is:-

45...We3! 46.Yxd6 (46.9d7+ bg8 47 Wxd6
Hf8 will be a draw) 46...He8!

Now analysis of 47.h4, 47.Qf3 and
47.Ye5 has all been tried, and indications are
that it would end up a draw. SS readers may
still see a decent + for White on their comput—
ers, but that's the horizon effect, and the figure
will drop move—by—move.

By the next morning informed opinion was defi-
nite - Gary had resigned too soon. "The tough
part", said Frederic Friedel, "was knowing how
to tell him!"

They broke the news gently after breakfast,
and it was obvious he'd never thought about it at
all... DB2 had been on top for quite some
moves, and he'd relied on it's tactical ability to
finish him off. "How could it miss a perpetual?”
was about all he could ask, apparently blaming
Deep Blue that he'd missed it as well!

The next question was to Dr. Tan, IBM's project
manager: "Had DB2 seen the draw?" "No!", was
the reply, "It was blissfully playing for, and ex-

pecting, a win".

Of course, whether even Kasparov could have
found absolutely every needed move over-the-
board and under pressure, when he'd missed
We3, is probably another matter!

Game 3: Kasparov - Deep Blue2. [A00]

1.d37! 5 2.943 9¢6 3.c4 916 4.a3 d6 5.5¢3
@e7 6,3 0-0 7.2g2 Qe6 8.0-0 Wd7 9.5g5
@f5 10.e4 g4 11.£3 @hS5 12.903 $d4
13.92 h6 14.2¢3 ¢5 15.b4 b6 16.5b1 Th8
17.Eb2 a6 18.bxc5 bxcS 19.2h3 Ye7
20.9g4 ©g6 21.14 exfd 22.gxf4 Ya5

A K 4agh
Y K 7 7
B WAE 7
i .f.;ﬁf-'f %;ff//@{ef ; ﬁé
7 W7z BN

The game is nicely balanced, but Kasparov does
not want to retreat with 9b1. He therefore de—
cides to sacrifice a 8, after which he gets con—
siderable positional pressure. But will it be
enough..... 23.2d21? Uxa3 24.5Ha2?! 4
slightly surprisingly choice, forcing the ex—
change of W's. 24.Hb7 $xg4 25.Wxg4 is- Nunn's
(and H6's) suggestion, though the latter's
sneaky 25...Qh4!? looks interesting. 24...4b3
25.15 Uxd1 26.2xd1 £h7 27.5h3 Hfb8
28.514 @d8 29.94d5 %c6 30.2f4 De5
31.2a4 9xdS 32.9xd5 a5 33.9b5 Ha7
34.0g2 g5! 35.0xe5+ dxe5 36.f6 Qg6 37.h4

xh4 38.9h3 &g8 39.9xh4 Oh7 40.9¢4

¢7! Neatly clearing the back rank for B ac—
tion. 41.8x¢T Winning back his &, but acced—
ing to the draw. 9e7 or %fn’ were ways [o
pursue the full point, but Gary counted them as
too dangerous. The last few moves have been
very tense and time consuming, so he was pos—
sibly happy to get this draw after the events of
game 2. 41...Hxc7 42.Hxa5 Ed8 4§.ﬂf3 &h8
44.9h4 ©g8 45.5a3 “h8 46.5a6 ©h7
47.Ha3 &h8 48.5a6. -

After this game Kasparov, in interviews, was

e — e ————— 0 —-
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confessing that his confidence was shaken. He
had not got over the shock of being generally
outplayed in game 2, and finally missing a draw-
ing chance. Now DB2's fine defence under pres-
sure in this game, culminating in 40...&c7, had
equally surprised him.

These remarks went down like a lead balloon on
the Net's "Critics Corner", To them he'd
"thrown" game 2 - (that would be a first for
Kasparov, but they just couldn't believe he'd
miss We3) - and now they were sure he was only
making these iatest remarks to heighten public
and commercial interest.

Personally I got the feeling he was finding it a
lot tougher than he'd expected, and the next 2
games included, in my view, some of the most
exciting spectator moments of the Match!

Game 4: Deep Blue2 — Kasparov [B12]

1.e4 ¢6!? 2.d4 d6?! So, not a Caro Kann —
an opening which Kasparov 'only’ plays from
the White side — it's another anti—computer job.
Thus both program and player are soon out of
their normal books, but in all of these situations
Kasparov is [1] in foreign territory, [2] in a
‘noor” line, and [3] having to work everything
out for himself from the very beginning. An ex—
hausting choice for a player with his encyclo—
paedic knowledge and understanding, in my
view! 3.9M3! Compared with its over—
exuberant play in game 1, this is downright
passive from DB2! Have they adjusted it's
solid—aggressive setting?... the rumour was that
they HAD! 3.c4 or 3.f4 was more positive in
this now Pirc—type opening. 3..26 4.9¢3
@g4 5.h3 Rh5 6.9d3 e6 7.%e2 d5 Neat
strategy by GK! With his white-squared @ out—
side the chain, he offers a blocked centre, after
which he will exchange said h5-2 and be lefi
with his good one. He counts this as worth the
lost tempo. 8.2g5 New! White aims to ex—
change off Black's good & as well! 8.exd5 Qx/3
9.Wxf3 cxd5 10.0-0 is known. 8..2e7 9.e5
$fd7 10.0xe7 Yxe7 11.g4 Qg6 12.9xg6?!
Strange, because it releases the h8—B against
White's backward h3—A. Probably 12.0-0-0
was better. 12...hxg6 13.h4! This advance
was apparently the point behind White's 12th,
and is an interesting idea. 13...£a6 14.0-0-0
0-0-0 15.Hdgl %7 To support e6, so that f6
can be played. The alternative was to com—
mence a W—side attack with ©b6. 16.5b1 16
17.exf6 Wxf6! 17..gxf6?! 18.g5! opening up
the &—side for the benefit of his H's! 18.§g3

Hde8 19.Hel Zhf8 20.0d1!

A good response to the build—up of pressure
down the e and f—files; also protects f2 so that
the f3-9) is freed. What is wrong with Black's
position? Well, [1] its e6-A is backward, and
[2] the ¢7-4) is poorly placed and difficult to
centralise. Kasparov's remedy is amazing!
20...e5!? 21.dxeS5 W4 22.23?! Condemned
as mediocre by many, but the suggested alter—
native 22.We3 Wxe3 23.Hxe3 96! also gives
Kasparov good compensation for the A.
22...2e6 23.9%¢3? The 9 was correct on dl.
23.We3 was certainly best here. 23..2dc5
24.b4?! Kicks the 9 out of ¢5, but classed as
reckless by many. I believe it is the later ad—
vance to b5 which is the real cause of White's
troubles. However have readers noticed how
often DB2 does advance the & in front of its &7/
24...9d7 25.9d3 W7 26.b5? Crazily letting
the ) back in! 26...£de5 27.We3 Wi4
28.bxc6? Kasparov must have rubbed his
hands with glee at the sight of the file being
opened for him against his opponent's &!
28...bxc6 29.5d1 &c7! 30.2al Wxe3 The ]
strong—looking 30...¥cd followed by BbS, initi—

ating a direct attack against the White ®, was

what we'd expected, watching the game on the

'Net. But GK's choice also presents good op— ‘
portunities of a win later. 31.fxe3 &f7
32.5h3? Eef8

7 AR

.

& BATE

”"/.-,;/ e b
 URY U

_—




o

Ql

23

Selective Search 70

It really does look as if Black should win from
here. 33.9d4 Hf2 34.5b1 Hg2 35.5ce2
Hxgd Played almost awtomatically. However,
the surprising 35...8fj2! 36.9¢c1 (36.9xe6+ $xe6
is also good for Black) 36...%d7 37.g5 ©ad
38.Bb7+ B8 39.Bxa7 Sxdd 40.exd4 (40.8xa4
Hxc2—+) 40...8xc2 41.8b] 3+ 42.Hxc3 Hxc3
43.Bxg7 Hel seems as if it should win for
Black! 36.2)xe6+ £)xe6 Do stop here for a
moment, and compare each side's piece activity
— also White's bedrageled A's! 37.2d4 ©xd4
38.exd4 Hxd4 39.Hgl Hed 40.Exg6 Hxc2
41.Hxg7+ &b6 42.85b3+ @c5 43.5xa7 From
here Black's win should still surely come
through his connected passed A's, and the far
superior scope of his &. 43..2f1+?! Here
43...%c4! 44.8ab7 5 45.8b2 Hxb2 and Black
wins, according to Nunn. 44.5b1 Eff2
45.5b4! Out—of-the blue DB2 threatens mate
next move! Probably Kasparov overlooked this
sudden strike, as he spent some time consider—
ing his reply which involves exchanging one
pair of H's and a relieving of much of the pres—
sure he had. 45...Hc1+ 46.8b1 Eee2 47.Eb4
Bel+ Whilst I was waiting for Kasparov's
move on the 'Net, Hiarcs6 came up with
47..Ha2+ 48.9b1 Bxa3 49.H2xa3 Gxb4 50.He3
d4 as +200 for Black. We think it is good,
though given time over White's 50th. H6 pre—
Serred Bh3 which may get White the draw
(though GK would still have some good over—
the—board chances). 48.5b1 HExb1+ 49.%xb1
The DB2 team offered a draw here, but Kas—
parov laughed it off as he "is winning".
49...He2 50.He7 5h2 51.2h7 ©c4? 51..d4!
52.e6 HBe2 53.e7 dc4! 54.%cl d3 wins for Black,
according to most experts, though I was less
convinced here than I had been by some of the
earlier ‘winning' lines. 52.85c¢7! Excellent.
Pushing e5—e6—e7 with the B still on h7 only
blocked it off from getting behind the A's. Now
the advance becomes possible and Kasparov
will have to take the draw. 52...c5 53.e6
Hixh4 54.e7 Hed 55.a4 Hb3 56.0cl 11-%

Of course there was great disappointment in the
audience and, especially, in the Kasparov camp
over the missed opportunities. Gary himself had
appeared convinced he would win during the
game, and had even spent time strolling around
at one point, looking very relaxed and sure of
himself - 'the old Gary'.

Of course, there was an over-noisy minority
claiming again that Kasparov had allowed the
draw "on purpose”, to maintain the excitement.
Personally I half-felt Kasparov had to win the

next game, if he was to win the match!

Game 5: Kasparov — Deep Blue2 [A07)

1.93 d5 2.g3 Qg4 3.9g2 947 4.h3 Oxf3
5.2xf3 ¢6 6.d3 e6 7.e4 Ve5 8.0p2 dxed
9.2xed £f6 10.0g2 Qb4+ 11.5d2 h5!? Kas—
parov frowned, almost smirked, at this. Yet it
opposes well the slight weakness in White's po—
sition from the 4.h3 move. 12.We2 We7 13.¢3
De7 14.d4 9g6 15.h4 e5! Black's typical
Jreeing move in this type of position, played
early and well by DB2. 16.%f3 exd4 17.9xd4
0-0-0 18.9g5 g4 19.0-0-0 Ehe8
19...@xg5+?! 20.hxg5 Wa5? 21.8xh5 20.Yc2
®b8 21.5b1 @xg5 22.hxg5 96e5 23.5hel
23.8xh5? 5 24.953 Hxd 1+ 25.8xd] Qxf2F
23...¢5 24.93 Hxd1+ 25.Exd1 $cd

VAW AN
Z _j/'i' 2 _)fi/ dad
WY/ ?///fi Y7
7 B K
BNy, H Y,
ZW B %

The position looks equal, though with enough
play for things to change. Right now Kasparov
wants to drive the €) out of ¢4, which he does
neatly. 26.Yad 5d8 27.Hel £b6 28.%c2 Wd6
29.c4 Wo6? A mistake which gives Kasparov
his chance. The & Black wins he can keep only
briefly. If a W—-exchange was wanted, then
Hiarcs6 had 29...Yd3 (Black +47) 30.%xd3
Hxd3 "Definitely better"”, says Nunn, "but
drawish”. 30.8xg6 fxgé 31.b3 ©1xf2 32.5He6
Best, 32.9h4?! was preferred by such as
Hiarcs6. Then 32...9d3 33.8d1 8d7 34.%xg6
But after 34..9e5 35.Bxd7 9bxd7 it looks
drawn. 32...9¢7 33.Exg6 Ed7 34.5h4 98!
Meeting the threat of 35.%f5 which can now be
answered with $e7. 35.2d5 ©d6 36.5e6
bS5 A clever little move, the sort which com—
puters are good at finding. 37.cxb5 Hxd5
38.5g6 Zd7! 38...94? was a popular choice
of the PC programs according to various op—
erators on the 'Net, during the game. But it is a
move too soon here as, after 39.Hxg7+ ©b6
40.g6 d2 41.8e7 the g-A is very strong, and
should win for White. 39.965 ©ed 40.9)xg7
gg;-a- 41.9c2 Hd2+ 42.%¢1 Exa2 43.9xh5
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Worth a diagram: we think Kasparov may have
missed a win here. 44.5f4?! If 44.8f6! Qb3+
45.0b1 Bh2! 46,94 c4 47.g6 Qd7 (47...0d2+
48.0cl Qb3+ 49.%d] wins) 48.9d5 Hd2+
49.%a2! Yed+ 50.%a3 and Black is in trouble,
again from the g-&. 44...2xb3+ 45.0bl1 Hd2
46.5e6 c4! As in the previous games, DB2 has
again conjured—up mate threats, which imme—
diately outweigh the force of White's g—A.
47.8e3 47..c3 HAD to be stopped. 47.Bed
also works, according to Hiarcs6 and Fritz3, as
47...c3 allows 48.8¢4+ of course. 47...2b6!
48.g6 Oxb5 49.g7 &bd 50.9d3+ cxd3 51.g8Y
Hdl+ 52.9b2 Hd2+ ete. Va-Y4

Kasparov was pretty unhappy after this game,
making noises which suggested he wondered
where DB2 was getting its moves from. Did he
think they had a human over-riding DB2's own
choices? Is there a human 'guiding-hand’ that
could thus beat Kasparov? Whatever, he de-
manded to see the computer printouts from this
and game 2, so something underhand would
seem to be the implication.

After Kasparov had had his say, the Deep
Blue team appeared on stage briefly... and were
booed!

Suddenly the awareness that Gary had to
play all the games in pairs on consecutive days,
and the 2nd. always as Black, seemed to count
heavily against him. It was not so much now,
'Could he win it?’, as ‘Could he save it?' Was
there the energy and self-belief to do it?

Game 6: Deep Blue2 — Kasparov [B17]

1.e4 ¢6?! Simply because, as said before, the
Caro Kann as Black is "not Kasparov”. 2.d4

d5 3.9¢3 dxed 4.9xed d7 5.9g5 9gf6
6.2d3 €6 7.2113 h6? Currently a 0’ line in
Hiarcs and, indeed, most other programs!
7..@d6 is usual. 8.9xe6 No'!as it's played
immediately from DB2's book. Kasparov's head
drops into his hands, as he realises he must

have fallen into a known (to Caro Kann regu—
lars!) Gambit! Not what he wants, against the
mighty tactician, in the deciding game!
8..9e7?! This has a score of 13/14.... for
Whitel.... in the databases! 8...fxe6 9.Rg6+ he7
10.0-0%c7 11.8el ©d8 gives White a useful,
but not conclusive, attack. 9.0-0 fxe6
10.8g6+ ©d8 11.2f4 b5 A4 new move, appar—
ently to stop the recently popular c4. But White
has plenty of good alternatives., 11...2d5 may be
the only slight chance, then 12.2g3 Wh4.

Though Nunn says either 13.Hel or 13.We2 win
easily enough for White, I think this is closer to
playable! 12.a4 @b7 13.Hel 2d5 14.2g3
{e8 15.axb5 exbs 16.4d3

How is Black to defend against the immediate
loss of his b=&, and then the invasion?
16...2¢6 16..9c7 17.9c3 WdS 18.8xeb 96
19.9f5!; 16...a6 gets the same response as in
the game. 17.Qf5! More head—in—hands stuff
Jrom Kasparov, before he finally accepts the
loss of his W for @ and B. 17...exf5 17...9b4
might be best, though after 18.Ye3 White has
too many threats. 17..%c7? 18,8@xc7 Gxe7
19.¥xe6 is an easy win. 18.Hxe7 @xe7
18...9%e7 19.8c3 9b8 20.95 also gives White a
winning attack. 19.c4 Black resigns. 19...9b4
20.8x13 Hf8 21.We6 @d8 22.cxb5 @xb3 23.Hel+
is one possible finish. 1-0

A sad end for Kasparov, indeed. Overall I think
Deep|er] Blue2 probably plays quite a bit better
than DBJ1].... but also I think Kasparov played
somewhat worse in this Match, and that was the
real key. It was almost as if the computer psy-
ched him out when he missed, first a draw in
Game 2, and then probably 2 possible wins... in
part at least due to some excellent chess by the
machine, it should also be said.

Kasparov did not take the defeat well, at the fi-
nal ceremonies, but we'll not go into that here!
Since then, he's brightened up, and offered Deep
Blue a 10 game Match... for his Title!
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GAMES SELECTION

TOP programs display some new SKILLS... and old weaknesses!

We start with a game between two hijghly
rated programs, on fast hardware, an
playing at Tournament 40/2. Nevertheless
one succumbs to an old style series of
'sucker—punches', the sort of thing humans
liked to do to our beloved charges, but now
being done by some of the programs them—
selves! As you'll see for yourselves...

King2.5 P/90 (2450) - MCPro6 486/166
(2500) | . Sicthan, Classica , 1997

1.e4 c5 2.513 e6 3.d4 cxd4 4.5xd4 Hf6
5.5¢3 9c6 6.9x¢6 bxc6 7.e5 9d5 8.9%4 We7
9.4 Yb6 10.a3

10 @d3 is Book.
10...2¢7

MCP showed +60 here, which I consider
?ver;—optimistic... and not just because it
oSt/
11.c4! 9e3 12.Wd3 H)xf1 13.Hxfl

The potential danger for Black, from
Wel, BfI-13, Qcl and K=side pawn push, is
there for all to see — but MCP casfz.'s right
into it.
13...0-0?! 14.b4 a5

Black shows +140 here, but can it really
be winning? King has +66.... and there |
agree!
15.0e3 Ub8?

Wd8 had to be better, over—protecting
the &?{;H{H'ﬁ’ Jor future necessity.
16.5f3! axb4 17.5h3!

-4 K]

17...h6

17...g6?7 18.Qc5! and the @ cannot be
taken — it allows the %) into f6 for mate!
18.5f6+!!

And the 9) goes there anyway — a great
move! Test your computer/program and see

how long it takes to get this.
18...9x16

Not 18...gxf6 19.8xh6!
19.exf6 Hxa3

Here Black's eval dro .;jivom +156 on
the previous move, to —159.
20.5xa3 bxa3 21.fxg7 dxg7 22.2d4+ {6
23.Hg3+ Of7 24.9c5 15 and the game was
resigned by Black after a few more moves.
An excellent demonstration of a de Koning
program at its attacking best. 1-0

The next Section is an Article which Bill
REID sent me, after venturitng again into

‘The Veiled Attack'.

"One of the joys of owning a dedicated
chess computer, or running a top level PC
program, is the challenge of searching for
some blind spot in the pe.-zﬁ.:rmrmce of what
is, otherwise, at the very least an awesome
caleulating machine.

In early 1993, after some experiments with
the Kasparov RISC 2500, then new on the
market, I noticed that in spite of its overall
strength, it had problems with attacking
manoeuvres which unfold at a slow pace.

In spite of my lowly grading of onl
about ‘?5 0 B{:'F? | waf gﬁen aifé}:‘o rﬁ];fke
use of this idea to upset the machine when I
was on the Black side of a King's Indian.
For example:

RISC 2500 (2250) - Bill REID (1800)
[B92] 60/30, 1

1.d4 916 2.c4 g6 3.3 Qg7 4.e4 d6 5.913
0-0 6.2¢2 €5 7.2e3 9)c6 8.d5 Le7 9.0-0
%e8 10.4bh3?!

This Wd1—-b3xb7 'threat' is a great
temptation to many programs in such posi—

tions, but itis B ’-t'_}'”: T *

actually one
of the moves
which help the
plan worf -
10...h6 11.Hacl i}

15 12.2d3 4 oy
13.0d2 g5 - R
14.Qe2 %
DIAGRAM.

The attack
almost plays S = BN el |
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itself.
15.5fd1 g4 16.9e1 Ef7 17.£3 h5 18.9d3
Whd 19.fxg4 hxgd 20.Yb5 6116 21.¢5

The program shows signs of evaluating
attacks on either wing as equal, regardless
of where the @'s are. [Going through the
game on Fritz/ChessBase | noticed it also
wanted to zpfay ¢5, reading only -.03: Eric].
21...218 22.Qel g3 23.h3 @xh3!

You don't need to be Ga? Kasparov to
play this, but I'll give myself an exclama—
tion mark anyway!
24.axh3 Wxh3 25.0xg3 fxg3 and the RISC
2500 resigned. 0-1

"When I discussed this weakness in the
computer's play with Eric, we came up with
a name for my strategy — "The Veiled At—
tack" — hence the title of this little Article,

Recently I acquired Rebel8 to run on my
Pentium/150MHz... a program a year or
Jour beyond the RISC 2500 in development
and, running on fast hardware, probably at
least 200 Elo ahead in strength.

So I was keen to see whether the "Veiled
Attack’ could upset it, or whether the on—
ward march ajP rogramming and power
recjhnafagp hf;{lprendered the strategy ob—
solete.

First I tried my dependable King's Indian:

REBELS P/150 (2500) — Bill REID
"(I_WT&(_Q')_SOO) (98] G730, 1997
1.d4 96 2.c4 o6 3.9¢3 @g7 4.e4 d6 5.9f3
%—0 6.2¢2 5 7.0-0 26 8.d5 9e7 9.5el
e8
9..9\d7 is also played.

10.2e3 5 11.£3 4 12.2f2 g5 13.¢5 9g6
14.5c1 h5

ing "at a slow pace" this time! However
Rebel8 will still i;fuce its Y on the wrong
side of the board.

15.¢xd6 cxd6 16.Ub3?! g4 17.fxg4 hxgd
18.5b5 Bf7

Giving up the W—side altogether, to
speed-up the B—side attack. Presumably
many strong (i.e. "known") players would
hesitate to do this, because a loss to a
computer might look foolish. But for the
weaker player who can expect to'lose, it's
not a bad gamble!
19.9xa7 ﬁia? 20.2xa7

Rebel now has a bag 2plus evaluation!

20...2d7 21.%xb7 Whd 22.5c3 13 23.926
94 24,b372!

I imagine 8§ readers can see what I'm
gain to play now!?

4...018 25.03 Fh7 26.0xf4 exf4 27.h3
9f6 28.%a8 Sixed 29.9xf3 gxf3 30.Hexf3
57 31.5d3 &h7 32.a3 Qg7 33.Wa7 Sc5!
34.5df3 @d4+ 35.9h1 $g7 36.Ub6 Qe5
37.b4 Sled 38.Hcl Hg3+ 39.5h2

39.%g 1 @xh3 40.gxh3 Yxh3
39... §4ﬂ.ﬂﬂ Sed 41.5gl @h5 42.5¢7
Ef6 43.5cd 9)g3 44.5Hd2 3 45.U42 Ug6
46.5cl 9e2+ 47.9xe2 fxe2 48.p4 Exf2
49.0x12 Wed 50.Hc7+ 7 51.Hxe2 Qd4+
52.%el Qe3 53.5ec2 Qb6+ 1-0!

“What!"I almost hear you shout. "Shouldn't

that be 0-1?" You'll certainly think so when
you look at the Diagram.

; :. i .. ‘. 5

Unfortunately Rebel doesn't resign Blitz
games just because it's in a lost position,
and I went down on time at move 69. It was
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my awr}ﬁ:m‘r = I foolishly exchanged
Queen for Rook to go into a {w’mp%e " win—
ning, but f'ﬂ:‘_@humg endgame! I'm sure
Rebel would have killed itself off quite
quickly, but I couldn't click my dear old
mouse fast enough!

However, despite Rebel's stouter resis—
tance, in the long run it seemed to be hav—
ing the same problem as RISC 2500 in
dealing with the 'Veiled Attack'. In par—
ticular moves like 24.b3 and 32.a3 are
puzzling, given that they were played when
pieces were threatening to invade the
White King's side.

Finally I was able to chalk up a win, this
time with a Sicilian. Once again I am
Black. I suppose as White one can mount
'Veiled Attacks’, but it never seems to work
in quite the same way!

REBELS P/150 (2500) — Bill REID
(1800) [B20] G/30, 1997

1.e4 ¢5 2.b3 e5 3.2b2 Hic6 4.g3 d6 5.9¢3
2\d4 6.9d5 96 7.c3 $xd5 8.exd5 HfS5
9.2b5+ 2d7 10.2xd7+ ¥xd7 11.913 g6

12.0-0 h5 13.Ye2

The critical moment. Nasty threats are
devefapinﬁ r:;gm"nsr es. B!acky must either
dig in with f6, or go for active gfay with
0-0-0. Castling rather invites b4, but
maybe White's immediate initiative can be
held up with a little pawn sacrifice?!
13...0-0-0!? 14.b4 c4!? 15.9xcd+ &b8
16.b3 h4 17.c4 hxg3 18.fxg3 Qg7
19.Hael 9xg3!?

Did our faithful SS readers see this
coming?!
20.hxg3 Wh3 21.912 Bf5 22.2al

An altogether mysterious move, at least
to me, played after a long think.
22...5h2+ 23.901

23.9e3?? allows 23...2h6+ 24.9g5

Oxg5+ 25.8f4 exf4+ and m/3 from here.
23...5h3 24{’9}@{

Rebel remains perfectly content with a
high + evaluation as yet. 24...Yg5 25.5g2
Hdh8!

Of course!
26.5d7+

The only move which offers Computer—
thinking a ;Ius evaluation.
26...0¢7 27.2xg7 Hh2+ 28.%g1 H8h3
29.5e3 Hhl+ 30.912

fl noticed Fritz within ChessBase announced
mate against ifself here, but presurnably Rebel
said nothing.... or, if it did, Bill decided fo take
no nolice!: Eric/
30...23h2+ 31.0el W5 32.Hef3 Ved+
33.50d1 We2+ 34.9¢2 Wxd2+ 35.0b1 Wel+
36.5xel Hxel+ 37.9d1 Exd1#

"And for once I was really glad that Re—
bel doesn't resign Blitz games! I enjoyed
that. 0—1

Eric shares a HIMFSG
E?ldagame demo

['ve played so many H5+6 games over the
past 2/3 months, it's a good job I love the
program or I'd.... well, maybe I wouldn't!

But here's 'proof' of its high—class end—
game technique, against another program
respected as‘Leing one of the top 2 Com—
puter endgame players.

GENIUSS P/100 5249[1 — HIARCS6
. Alekhine's , 1997

1.e4 96 2.e5 9d5 3.c4 ©b6 4.d4 d6 5.4
dxe5 6.fxe5 9c6 7.2e3 @f5 8.513 e6 9.5c3
Wd7 10.2e2 000 11.0-0 Qg4 12.¢5 0d5
13.9xd5 Wxd5 14.9¢5 Oxe2 15.Uxe2 $xd4
16.9xd4 Wxd4+ 17.2h1 Wd2 18.Yxd2 Hxd2

Both programs, well-endowed in the
Alekhine's it seems, have now left their
Books. H6 shows +54, whilst G5 has it as
equal.
19.¢6 Qe7 20.cxb7+ &xb7 21.9e4 Hxb2
22.5x17 @b4 23.Exg7 Hd8 24.2xh7?!

24 8el He2 25.8b1 looks better for
White, as H6 starts having fun with back—
rank mate threats. 24...8xa2 25.5c1 Hc2
26.5b1 a5!

See DIAGRAM at the top of the next page.
This A clearly poses a serious threat,
and Hiarcs6 evaluates its chances at +134.
However Genius3 remains very relaxed at

close to '=' for a few more moves!
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27.4£g5 Bd5

28.2xe6 HxeS

il 29.9\d4 Xb2

0 30.Xc1 He5

W 31.5f1 Hcd

32.9f3 Hee2!
H6's domina—

tion of the 7th

rank with his

H's spells doom

CH |

=L :
t ! i

p

34.5417!

Why, as it's not a threat! Yes, the c7/4 is
pinned, but Bxd6 unfortunately allows 8b1
gaining a big advantage, as we show in a
moment.
34...a4 35.9%1

Okay then, if 35.8xd6 Bbl+ 36.9gl and
now a3 is a big —+.
35...Hd2 36.5al a3 37.9f3 Ef2 38.9g1 a2!

It is just becoming impossible for White
to cope with everything at once!
39.5h3?!

A slightly strange positioning of the &,
which could have gone to h5 for more
scope, or h6 to play Bxd6 and maybe re—
lieve pressure on g3 and h2. Whatever,
Ho6's endgame sfu'ﬁs have already guaran—
teed the point is in the bag.
39...5b1 40.5%xa2 Hxa2 41.5h5 Haal
42.0g2 Hxgl+ 43.9f2 Hh1l 44.0f3 Ha2
45.h4 Hfl+ 46.5g4 Ha3 47.8b5+ &c6
48.5g5 Hxg3+ 0-1

We close with a couple of PC Blitz wins
against exalted opposition!

FRITZ4 P/90 (2400) - Shabaloyv (2630)
| A40] Internet G/10, 1997/ Eric

1.d4 €6 2.c4 b6 3.5¢3 @b7 4.23 &b4
5.Ub3 We7 6.2f4 @xc3+ 7.Yxe3 d6 8.c5
bxc5?!

8...dxc5 9.dxc5 96 looks slightly better
for Black, I think.
9.dxc5 e5 10.Yb3 ©c¢6 11.cxd6 cxd6
12.2¢3 )6 13.5d1 0-0?!

This runs into trouble. I suggest
13..9bd7 14.8a3 Qed (14..9c5 15.8cl!)
15.Qh4 9\df6
14.Ya3 Oxf3?!

14...9d5 seems better, then Fritz would
have gone 15.9h4 so maybe 15...5d8
fé.@jg We7 17.e4 which still looks good for
White. So I believe 13...0-0 was the cul—
prit!

15.gxf3 Hd8 16.f4 e4 17.2h4 Ye6 18.2h3

=

What a wonderful pair of bishops!
@%‘.’@ﬁ 19.2g1! $h8 20.915 h6 21.Yg3
21...Bg8 was the last hope, though
22.Qxf6 Uxf6 23.Qxed should still be

enough to win.
22.9xf6 1-0

Seirawan Y
(2500) |A

1.d4 £f6 2.c4 c5 3.d5 e6 4.9¢3 exdS
5.cxd5 d6 6.e4 g6 7.f4 @g7 8.@b5+ A\fd7
9.9f3 0—0 10.0-0 a6 11.2d3 b5 12.5h1 c4
13.8¢2 b4 14.9a4 96 15.2¢3 ©bd7 16.2d4
fe8 17.2el @h6 18.f5?

White doesn't like the look of the

2620) — MCPROG P/166

inre—
sulting from protecting the f4/& by ¥d2 (or
Wel ).%fcverﬁze!eﬁs either of those is better

than moving the pawn, as we soon see.
18...gxf5 19.exf5 @b7!

“en

An excellent crossfire attack by MCP —
perfect for Blitz chess!
20.9x16?

20.Hxe8+ 2xe8 21.Yel was best.
20...xf6 21.b3 ¢3 22.Wd3 Hac8 23.5xe8+
Yixe§ 24.Wc4 Qg7 25.Wc7 Qc8 26.Hel 25
27.9xeS dxe5 28.2e4

28.d6!? might still have been rather in—
teresting to see over the board!
28...2xf5 29571 Hc8!! 30.Ub7 ¢2! 0-1
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The FUTURE of Computer Chess

By Graham Laight

Hello Bric,

I would Like to submit the following as
aw article for your magazine. | believe
it will be of great interest if Kasparov
beats DB again, as people Look for alter-
native technologies for beating grand-
masters at chess.

Thouaghts On The Future Of
M@g@

I think there is a growing consensus that as
computers become faster, knowledge in po-
sition evaluation (and search extension
choice) becomes more significant than
search depth.

The evidence for this comes, for example,
by comparing Fritz with Hiarcs. Fritz used
to be very competitive by doing very deep
searches with light evaluation. The
GK2100 computer (which is also pro-
Erammed by Franz Morsch, and which I
ave) is famous for winning by creating
tactical mayhem in the middle game.

Hiarcs, on the other hand. is reputed to
have more accurate knowledge of how good
a ﬁosition really is - which undoubtedly
takes more time to work out. With modern,
faster PCs, this seems to give better results
than very quick searching.

For many people, there does seem to be a
definite trend of nodes per second yielding
less and less extra benefit, while knowledge
yields more and more.

The reasons for this include things like:

long term positional weaknesses, trapped
pieces, inaccurate piece placement etc.,
which deep searching simply does not find.

I think it is fair to assume that from now
on, as computers continue to get faster, pro-

rammers will find that to improve play,
they need to apply more knowledge to posi-
tion evaluation and search extension
choices.

At the moment, this extra knowledge is
probablr being written into the program.
This is likely to lead to large, unwieldy pro-
grams in the long term, with additional

problems in terms of adjusting the big
evaluation function for one type of position,
and not understanding why it is affecting
play in other types of position. Several pro-
%:_ammers have recently complained about
this problem.

In the field of Expert Systems (a branch of
Artificial Intelligence), the latest fashion is
for CBR (Case Based Reasoning). The es-
sence of CBR is that, in a given domain of
expertise, when presented with a problem,
you select the closest problem to it from the
case base (a database of situations that have
occurred in the domain), and adapt the so-
lution to your new situation.

I have been giving some thought as to how
this principle might be applied to chess.

at | think would Ee an elegant solu-
tion would be a database of chess positions,
and, for each of these positions, an evalua-
tion function.

In ;ﬁlay, the comﬁuter would generate an
alpha-beta search tree in the usual way.
Then, to evaluate a leaf in the tree, the
computer would find the nearest position to
the current one in the database, and use the
matching evaluation function to score the
leaf position.

his simple system gives us the means
to implement cleanly and easily as much
knowledge as we like in a chess system.

It has been said that such a system would be
slow - especially if a large case base is used.
Here again, CBR has the answer.

There are basically two ways of finding the
best match in CBK. The first is called
"Nearest Neighbowr" retrieval. Under this
method, every case in the database is com-
ared with the current case, and is scored
or "closesness" using whatever measure-
ments you like. If the database is large, this
will be time consuming - and time is some-
thing one cannot spare in a game tree sce-
nario, given the large number of leaves (or
"nodes") which must be examined.

However, there is also a method called "re-
trieval by induction”. Under this system,

—
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the case base is split up into categories, in a
binary tree.

To find your best match, you ask a
question which divides your case into two.
You then ask another question which di-
vides it into two again, and so on.

We can easily see that the size of database
which can be addressed with n questions is
2"n, For example, 16 questions could select
the closest match from a database of 216,
= 65536. Thus, the closest match to a posi-
tion, from a database of 65536 positions,
could be found by asking just 16 questions.
This is certainly feasible - even in the short
time available in a big game tree search.

Nothing is for free, of course. The price you
pay for the speed of induction reasoning is
that the entire case base has to be reclassi-
fied (induction indexes rebuilt) whenever
any changes are made to it. However, this
process could probably be automated, so it's
not an insurmountable problem.

I think that a major benefit of such a system
would be that a Em ram could be set up for
Chess players who do not enjoy C++ to eas-
ily produce their own computer chess

player.

If the system would provide alpha-beta
search, hash tables, and components for
making position evaluation functions (the
fundamental building blocks of modern
chess programs), then all the chess player
would need to do is to provide chess posi-
tions, and build an evaluation function
(from the ready made components) for as-
sessing this type of position. Some control
over the inductive reasoning process would
also be desirable.

I believe that this system, with today's top
PCs, would be able to stand up to stron

layers with as little as 1,000 cases. With

0,000 cases or more, there's no reason why
it shouldn't be able to beat grandmasters.
(The magic number 50000 comes from the
book "Chess Skill In Man And Machine”,
where studies are cited showing that grand-
masters have expert knowledge of 50,000
types of chess position).

As PCs get faster and faster, this system
will simply get stronl%er and stronger -
much more so than the typical programs of

today will be able to.

Above all, it answers the question, posed
many times in the above-mentioned book,
"Why can't a computer play more like a hu-
man?"

Editor's note: Additional or altermative
Ldeas, or responses to Graham's article,
especially from the programming fra-
ternal, would be very welcone.

Regular Readers will have noticed that, in this
Issue, | have sacrificed my 'BEST BUY
GUIDE' ADVERT for COMPUTER CHESS PROD-
UCTS, which normally appears on the inside
front cover. This was fo maximise the room
available for the important Deep Blue-
Kasparov and Hiarcs-Hergott maiches.

However my part-time work and selling of

mmmmldp of
Isusm my income -

C

slmp:l publishing Sele 10N its own
would not be financially viable. | include the
advert because Countrywide supports Selec-
tive Search, and Selective Search supports
Countrywide, if you know what | mean!

}'fwrafoarc:‘m | invite readers “in t:'re l'irrrwlgrkcat“
or any er Chess product, to ring me
at Country lgil:- 01358 740323, most after-
noons - ff you are thinking of buying and
want elther a free copy of our CATALOGUE,

or any help, advice... or encouragement!

RATING LIST NOTES:

Congratulations to the HIARCS team, es-
pecially Mark Uniacke, for finally achiev-
ing their long-time ambition of making it to
the top of both the S8 and SSDF (Ply) Rat-
ing Lists, Since completing the News &
Results section, | have added later
HIARCSG results which came in from
Frank Holt, Harald Faber and Sylvanus
McLeod, helping to confirm its mo.1 status.

The 1997 AEGON /%radings are also now
included, with PPro/200 figures converted
to P/100-133 level by deducting 60 Elo.

-




+40
60
-100
-200

0

approx. 50 Elo; a
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doubling or halving in MB RAM = approx. 5-10 Elo.

Pentium/166

486DX4/100
486DX/50
386DX/33

+60
+20
-80
-100

Approx. quide if Pentium/100

Pentium Pro/200
Pentium/133
486DX2/66

the speed of their PC is significantly different. A dou-
486DX-SX/33

PPro-PC represents programs on Pentium Pro/200,
Users will get slightly more (or less!) in each case, if

Pent-PC represents programs on a Pentium at ap-
or a Pentium/200 MMX.

prox. 100-133MHz, with 8-16MB RAM.

bling or halving in MHz speed
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RATING LISTS and NOTES

with its results

BCF, These are British Chess Federation ratings.
They ¢an be calculated from Elo figures by (Elo -
Elo. This is the Rating figure which is in popular use
Worldwide. The BCF and Elo figures shown in SE-
LECTIVE SEARCH are calculated by combinin:
believe, makes our Rating List the most accurate
available anywhere for computers and programs.

+/-. The maximum likely future rating movement, up

INGS should prove helpful for everybody.
v humans. This determines the ranking order and, we

A brief guide to the purpose of each of the HEAD-
600) /8, or from USCF figures by (USCF - 720) /8.

each Computer's results v computers

= : RATING LIST (c) Eric Hallsworth. PC PROGS $S_70 Jun 1997
oh = e BCF Computer Elo /- Games Pos Human/Games
e Tg 3 m 243 HIARCS6 PENT-PC 2546 21 457 1 | 2383 12
m.m w.m = 238 REBELS PENT-PC 2506 12 1388 2
2 2820 @ & || 238 HIARCSS PENT-PC 2505 19 563 3
T 2 m. -0 O & 2 236 M CHESS PRO6 PENT-PC 492 15 893 4 21 6
O M B m 234 CHESS GENIUSS PENT-PC 479 17 742 5 2309 6
x B m.m m 234 CHESS GENIUS3 PENT-PC 2476 15 870 6 | 2662 6
< . E F: 233 CHESS GENIUSA PENT-PC 471 14 983 7 299 12
it 8T A 233 HIARCS4 PENT-PC 2667 15 926 8 | 2348 &
WS 223 E 4 232 REBELY PENT-PC 62 19 5749|2403
=£.2 9, w 232 REBEL7 PENT-PC 2460 14 1007 10 | 2242 11
w = g : 232 M CHESS PROS PENT-PC 259 15 869 11 | 2429 19
> = 20 sm 231 CHESSMASTER 5000 PENT-PC 450 29 246 12| 2392 §
- w W : [ 230 NINZ03.0 PENT-PC 2043 16 811 13
OV el = R || 230 CHESS GENIUS 486-PC 2440 18 663 14
WO e m.m @ o || 229 NINID3.5 PENT-PC 2439 26 303" 15 | 426 6
g = m S WS || 229 HIARCS3 PENT-PC 2438 18 608 16 | 2631 4
TS .m = ..m.. = © || 229 JUNIOR3.5 PENT-PC 433 23 36 17
) = @ || 227 M CHESS PRO4 PENT-PC 416 19 577 18 | 2497 13
.W M 7 m 226 CHESS GENIUS3 486-PC 2414 12 1362 19 | 2499 7
ag cm 226 CHESSMASTER 4000 PENT-PC 2412 51 80 20 | 2394 12
05 i= O || 226 FRITZ3 PENT-PC 2409 16 839 21 | 238 30
Z m @ & || 225 FRITZA PENT-PC 401 21 467 22 | 2282 19
224 MEPH GENIUS2 486-PC 2393 11 1606 23 | 2391 21
224 REBELY 486-PC 292 17 721 4
i e @ 223 N CHESS PROS 486-PC 2391 17 708 25 | 2145 2
8 _ @ 223 KALLISTO1,98 PENT-PC 2385 18 64l 26 | 25 §
2«8 2 8 S S 222 W CHESS PENT-PC 2382 17 745 27 | 2025 31
oo gE 2 S 221 HIARCS3 486-PC 2368 12 1340 28 | 2187 8
5625 2 & & 220 CMACHINE GIDEON3.1/30-PC 2360 17 712 29
2gpog Mw € 5 219 REBEL6 486-PC 2359 14 1030 30 | 2277 9
o 2EZ EFE > o | 219 CHACHINE THE KING2/30-PC 2358 12 1418 31 | 2309 23
£E3a%6gg > € EZ| 219 K CHESS PRO4 486-PC 2357 14 1103 32 | 2376 7
5 ® m B £ S S| 218 W CHESS 486-PC 249 17 738 33 | 2432 3
2 m.m SR © 3 < 3m| 216 CHESS BENIUSL 486-PC 223 10 2120 3 | 2314 44
cE=808E S £ % £=| 218 FRITI3 486-C 2330 12 1385 35 | 2478 3
g o030 .m,.m & g @ S @ Q| 215 CHESSMASTER 4000 486-PC 2323 17 728 3% 293 13
EspB5 225 G Do DT | 215 K CHESS PRO3.5 486-PC 2323 13 187 37 | 267 12
55858 H 2 £ 5= 55| 214 NEPH EIDEON PRO 486-PC 2316 20 537 3 2392 7
JEEL D¢ & o o o > | 213 CHACKINE GIDEON3.0/30-PC 2310 25 326 39 | 2295 6
SESEL o 5= £ M| 213 M CHESS PRO3.1 486-PC 2308 12 1332 40 | 2199 20
§EOESE 3 Ow 3 ;0S| 211 HIARCS2.1 486-PC 2291 18 650 41 | 2215 6
LoT 8 ag g 209 COMET32 PENT-PC 2219 21 474 A2 “ 2165 6
B=9® g O QS mwm 209 CHESS GENIUS1 386-PC 277 25 1343
tE5a0EQ o Lo &5 208 KALLISTOI.8 486-PC 2265 13 1133 44 | 2184 18
SECFSHE 8 8, © G| 206 CHACHINE GIDEON2/15-PC 2248 13 1217 45 | 2267 21
cBC4E8FERs 2500 8 | 204 M CHESS 486-PC 2232 16 753 46 | 2239 €3
Zc Bo2accS Biaa 202 HIARCS2.1 386-PC 2223 48 93 47
y= a 5] |
SESE £ ECE 3& e & 202 FRITZ 486-PC 2221 13 1228 48 2276 28
58308TL22 <«<RBBIEH®




RATING LIST (c¢) Eric Hallsworth. $5_70 Jum 1997 l o _
BCF Computer Elo +/- Games Pos  Human/Games www nmwn umnwmm“Wmmoxp 63000 mmmw N wwmw mw Jj 168,50
e N LoNDON 26030 SN e ol 173 NEPH ANSTERDAN 191 0 2y 81 |06k 193
ot e DR i Y 172 NOV SUPER FORTE-EXP B/ 1976 12 1464 52 | 2017 84
519 MEPH 6 _ 171 NEPH KEGA4/S 1973 8 2711 53 | 2009 169
NIoa2 co030 2383 18 60 4200 29 171 KASPAROV HAESTRO D/10 1970 12 1 !
218 MEPH LONDON PRO 68020/24 2351 68 46 5 | 171 FID MACH2C i 319 54 1956 109
215 WEPH RISC2 1MB 206 25 7 6 |2 171 F10 HAGH3E 1ol Sl o (000 R
LANC LI ThRS S0 2313 15 868 7 | 2392 51 170 KASP 6K2000-EXECUTIVE 97 1 2 & |l 1
BEmA,  mE B L) G Bipgms
2340 82
212 MEPH BERLIN PRO 68020/24 296 13 173 10 ! 2217 29 T 1953 § 2978 59 | 2006 97
211 HEPH VANCOUVER 68030 2291 18 6% 11 | 2347 54 R 1951 16 648 60 | 1917 83
TR AR | 167 NOVAG RUBY-ENERALD 1943 16 752 61 | 1981 48
ot ) s 28 32 S 1 167 HEPH SUPERHOND2-NCARLO4 1939 27 287 62 | 2074 8
05 HErnRRTSCLNNE eted el g 167 NOV SUPER FORTE-EXP A/6 1937 12 1473 63 | 2021 176
| 223295 167 KASP TRAVEL CHAMPION 1937 29 257 64 | 186
20BMRASPARDY SEARC/20 2267 15 945 15 | 2251 24 166 KASPAROV MAESTRO (/8 16 % 37 e i%es 9
205 MEPH MONTREUX 246 17 721 16 | 2288 54 165 HEPH MONTE CARLD Al e L
205 KASP RISC 2500-128K 245 9 U89 17| 2200 67 142 CONCH PLY-VICTORIA/S.S 1450 5t e
204 MEPH LONDON 68000 2233 80 33 18 | 165 CX6 SPHINK/4 : 1050 814 67 1870 15
202 FID ELITE 68040-V10 216 53 75 19 2215 2 164 KASP TURBOKING? 0 o] el
201 WEPH VANCOUVER 68020/12 211 9 240 20 | 220 3 e o e
200 MEPH LYON 68020/12 2205 8 3289 21 | 2250 80 182 NOV FXSERT/6 Wi e S 18 B o
www “mwxmﬁmﬂmoumwmomeNO WWWN wm mwwm 22 | 2240 188 161 NOV SUPER FORTE-EXP A/5 1890 11 1548 72 | WWWW Ww
196 MEPH BERLIN 68000 e B v oo | he a8 166 kv Eiperiss 1888 12 159 73 | 1627 18
R Lo R R _ 2169 10 159 FID PAR E-ELITE+DES2100 975 5 ous 78 | 19te 5%
195 NEPH VANCOUVER 68000 261 12 1318 27 | 2126 23 T2y MOy FORTE 8 1877 10 1917 76 | 1965 208
194 NEPH | 159 MEPH REBELL 1876 9 2333 77 | 1940 49
193 NOVAG. SAPDATRE-OTANOND M1 b w7 B30 D AVANT, BARDE/S o4 11 1738 78 | 182 80
191 MEPH PORTOROSE 68000 21031 1e il it o 156 KASP STRATOS-CORONA 1868 9 2186 79 | 1890 48
190 FID MACH4-DES2325 68020-V7 224 1072100 3L | 2479 130 L o e S b
SOSERRLETT S R e R R IR &
3120
185 KASPAROV BRUTE FORCE 2083 14 1074 3 | T 3] KASEAROY NAESTRO A/b 185 14 1023 83 | 1864 131
185 NEPH ROMA 68020 2081 14 1083 35 | 2041 ¢4 el T T S
183 MEPH DALLAS 68020 2070 14 9% 3% | 2069 {97 g L el
183 MEPH ALNERIA 68000 2067 14 1025 37 | 2093 3 T T 1853 24 364 86 | 1900 61
182 KOVAG SCORPI0-DIABLO 2061 10 2085 38 | 2132 129 122 F10 EXCELLENCE/4 S b B et
180 NOVAG JADE2-ZIRCON2 202 45 104 39 | 2032 48 155 NOV EXFERT/4 T 1736 88
179 HEoh NIGEL SHORT 0 %o 21 2 44 |k & 155 NOVAG JADEL-TRCON oo 106 15 % | ©
213 5
178 FID WACHI-DES2265 68000-V2 2031 6 5742 42 | 2105 230 RO e | 2007 6
177 eb /e coool g2 Hinghlst i i1 153 FIDELITY ELITE C fod a4 1 9 |l 11
177 NEPH NILANO OOt 152 FID ELEGANCE 1818 17 702 94 | 1852 40
177 MEPH POLGAR/S 2008 8 2783 46 | 2076 17 L R 1812 16 791 95 | 1776 8
TEGMSe. ML mE Gy | B, B E R Y
DIAL 68000XL _ -




