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EDITORIAL

The International Computer Chess Associ-
ation (ICCA) presently has about 200
members. The current membership list is
enclosed. Until now, the ICCA has func-
tioned solely out of its headquarters at
the Vogelback Computing Center of
Northwestern University as a medium of
communication among people interested in
computer chess. The ICCA Newsletter
serves this purpose. Beginning in 1980,
however, the organization will attempt
to assume other roles which its organiz-
ers had hoped it would take on. These
include tournament rules and organiza-
tion, a computer chess rating or ranking
system, and needed liaison with other
organizations like the International
Chess Federation (FIDE), the U. S. Chess
Federation (USCF), the Association for
Computing Machinery (ACM), the Inter-
national Federation for Information
Processing (IFIP), and others.

A meeting of ICCA was held in Detroit

on October 30 during the Tenth ACM North
American Computer Chess Championship.

At that meeting reports were presented
by chairmen of four committees: Bylaws,
Tournament Rules and Organization,
External Diaison, and Computer Chess
Rating System. A draft set of statutes
for ICCA was distributed and discussed.
It was decided that the Bylaws Committee
would revise the statutes and publish

a modified set of statutes in this News-
letter so that the membership could

Editor: B. Mittman
Editorial Asst.: J. Cesal
Northwestern University

react. A mail vote by the member-
ship will be needed to ratify the
statutes. Other committee reports
and working papers are also published
in this issue of the Newsletter,
Written comments are solicited. We
also urge members to send short arti-
cles, announcements and news for
future issues to:

ICCA Newsletter

Vogelback Computing Center
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois 60201
USA '

The Tenth ACM tournament was a great
success, In addition to an exciting
climax to the tournament in which
CHESS 4.9 drew BELLE to win the title
with 3 1/2 points, there was an in-
teresting exhibition of man and com-
puter vs. man in a chess game. David
Slate of Northwestern University,
playing with the help of CHESS 4.9,
was defeated by International Master
David Levy. A report of the tourna-
ment and the exhibition game appears
later in the Newsletter. 1In addi-
tion, as a supplement to this News-
letter, we are pleased to publish the
games played and the cross tables of
results of the ten ACM computer chess
tournaments from the first one in
New York in August of 1970 to Detroit
in October of 1979. The game scores
had been entered into a computer data
base by Ken Thompson of Bell Telephone
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Laboratories, and then photo typeset
directly from this data base. This
computer data base is expected to grow
and to become an invaluable research
tool in computer chess. We want to
thank Ken for providing our members
with this valuable collection of com-
puter chess games from the ACM tourna-
ments,

This issue of the ICCA Newsletter is

the largest one produced to date. I
want to thank Ms. Joan Cesal of
Vogelback Computing Center for her role
in editing and publishing the Newsletter,
as well as for handling membership busi-
ness and correspondence. Without her
help, the ICCA would not have reached
its current position of importance to
the computer chess world.

Note: 1In order to limit the total size
of the Newsletter and to save on mail-
ing costs, a number of items have been
photo reduced. We hope that this does
not cause hardship for any readers.

B. Mittman
Editor

NEWS AND NOTICES

This section will report on general news
of interest to the computer chess
community.

Computer Chess Bibliography Available

Mr. Hartmut Tanke of West Berlin informs
us that his computer chess bibliography,
which currently contains references to
830 documents, is available at no charge
to ICCA members by writing to:

Prof. Dr. H.-J. Schneider

Technische Universitat Berlin
Fachbereich Informatik (20)

Institut fir Angewandte Informatik
Computergestutzte Informationssysteme
KU-Al

Kurfurstendamm 202

1000 Berlin 15, West Germany

International Computer Go Association

Mr. David Lewis of Los Angeles informs
us of the establishment of the Inter-
national Computer Go Association. Any-
one wishing further information should
write to:

Mr. David S. Lewis

P.0. Box 48829

Los Angeles, California 90048
USA

Analysis of MACHACK Available in German

We have received information about the
availability of a report, written in
German by Mr. Gerd Friedrich, concern-
ing the Richard Greenblatt chess pro-
gram MACHACK. Copies are available
from:

Mr. Gerd Friedrich
Erbacher Str. 32
D-6101 Rossdorf 1, Germany

Book on Nonnumerical Information Proc-
essing Available in German

We received the following announcement
from Prof. H. Bruderer of the Institute
of Computational Linguistics in Bern,
Switzerland of a book which deals with
a number of topics in nonnumerical in-
formation processing, including comput-~
er chess:

Herbert E. Bruderer

Nichtnumerische Informations-

verarbeitung

Linguistische Datenverarbeitung,

kinstliche Intelligenz, Computer-

schach, Computerkunst, automatische

Dokumentation, Bibliotheksauto-

matisierung, Rechtsinformatik.

Verlag Linguistik, P, O, Box 149

CH-9400 Rorschach, Switzerland

194 pages, 1979

Price: surface-44 Swiss Francs
air-50 Swiss Francs

For checks please add 6 Swiss Francs.

(Foreign orders must be prepaid.)
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ACM Forms a Computer Chess Committee

The Association for Computing Machinery
(ACM) has formed a standing committee
on computer chess with the following
charter:

"The Computer Chess Committee
(CCC) has as its mandate to pro-
vide a framework for computer
chess activities within the ACM.
The CCC will organize chess
tournaments, talks, panel dis-
cussions, technical sessions and
other appropriate activities
which have as their purpose ad-
vancing the state of computer
chess and providing ACM members
and the general public a perspec-
tive of these advances."

The initial membership of the Committee
is Prof. Monroe Newborn, Mc Gill Uni-~
versity, Chairman; Prof. Benjamin
Mittman, Northwestern University, Vice
Chairman; Prof. Anthony Marsland, Uni-
versity of Alberta, and Dr. Kenneth
Thompson, Bell Telephone Laboratories,
Committee Members.

Preserving Computer-Related Source
Materials

Enclosed with this issue of the ICCA
Newsletter is a brochure produced by
the American Association of Information
Processing Societies on preserving com-
puter-related source materials. Some-
day a valuable archive will be estab-
lished to collect the important materi-
als which are connected with the de-
velopment of computer chess. Save your
source materials. If funds can be
found and if a volunteer can be recruit-
ed, the ICCA should consider sponsor-
ing such an archive. Member comments
and ideas are solicited.

Third World Computer Chess
Championship

Plans are being made to hold the Third
World Computer Chess Championship in
Melbourne, Australia during the week
of October 13, 1980 at IFIP80, the
world computer congress of the Inter-
national Federation for Information
Processing. An organizing committee,
made up of Prof, Benjamin Mittman of
Northwestern University, USA, Chair-
man, Prof. Monroe Newborn of Mc Gill
University, Canada, Prof. Rodney
Topor of Monash University, Australia,
and International Master David Levy
of England, has been trying to raise
the necessary funds to hold the tour-
nament in Australia. A considerable
amount of money is needed to provide
travel grants for sixteen team mem-
bers and for the officials of the
tournament, for communications charges,
and for local expenses, If sufficient
funds cannot be raised to hold the
tournament in Australia, other sites
and sponsors are being considered.

The tournament is open to computer
chess programs from all over the
world. Tournament participants will
be required to make their own arrange-
ments for computer time. The tourna-
ment committee will try to assist in
this effort if possible, but is under
no obligation to provide facilities
for any participant. The committee
will attempt to attract the strongest
programs in the world to compete and
also to provide the widest geographic
representation possible, while main-
taining the highest quality of compe-
tition.

Applications for the Third World Com-
puter Chess Championship are avail-
able from:

Prof. Monroe Newborn

Mc Gill University

School of Computer Science
Montreal, PQ, Canada H3A 2K6
Telephone: (514) 392-8274

Completed applications must be re-
ceived no later than June 20, 1980.
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The Euwe Prize

We have received the following notice

from Dr. Max Euwe,

former World Chess

Champion and past president of FIDE,
concerning his challenge and prize
offering:

1.

The Dutch Software House VOLMAC
offers a prize of US $50,000 for the
team which first develops a computer
program and/or chess hardware which
beats Prof. Dr. Max Euwe in a match
of four games. This offer remains in
force until January 1, 1984.

The director of the tournament is
assigned by VOLMAC after having con-
sulted the participating team. Games
are played at a speed of 40 moves per
player in the first two hours and
then 10 moves every 30 minutes there-
after.

After six hours of play the game will
be adjourned and continued at a time

to be specified later. However, the
director of the tournament has the
power to adjudicate the adjourned game.

Unless otherwise specified, rules of
play are identical to those of regular
"human' tournament play. If a point
is in question, the tournament direc-
tor has the authority to make a deci-
sion from which appeal is only possi-
ble to the president of FIDE.

If a team encounters technical diffi-
culties (machine failure, communica-
tion failure or error, or program
failure) during the course of the
game, the tournament director may al-
low them to stop their clock as long
as necessary, but not to exceed 20
minutes, in order to restore their
system. At the end of at most 20 min-
utes, their clock will be started
again. The tournament director may
grant a team permission to stop their
clock at most two times during the
course of a game, but the total time
that a team's clock may be stopped
cannot exceed 20 minutes.

8.

There is no manual adjustment of
program parameters during the
course of the game. 1In the case
of failures, the program param-
eters must be reset to their
original settings if it is at all
possible. Information regarding
castling status, en passant sta-
tus, etc. may be typed in after

a failure. 1If at any time during
the course of the game the comput-
er asks for the time remaining

on either his or his opponent's
clock, this information may be
provided. However, the computer
must initiate the request for
information.

It is intended that Dr. Euwe

plays a match against the winner
of the U.S.A. championship in

the years 1979, 1980, 1981, 1982,
and 1983 insofar as the winning
team wishes. The same goes for
the winners of the world champion-
ships of 1980 and 1983 and for the
winners of European championships,
possibly to be held in these years.
I1f, apart from these winning teams,
other teams should be interested,
Dr. Euwe will make a choice. The
expenses, however, resulting from
these last-mentioned matches are
for the account of the challenger.
Teams interested are asked to di-
rect their challenge to VOLMAC,
3500 GN Utrecht (Holland), PB2575.

During the matches VOIMAC will
send an observer to the place of
the computer. The observer has
the right to inspect the logbook
made during the match.

If Dr. Euwe should die within five
years or if his chess-playing
strength should clearly diminish,
VOLMAC has the right to substitute
him by another test partner, whose
rating should remain below 2500
(Euwe's last official rating dates
from 1972 and then was 2530).
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The Levy/Omni Prize for Computer Chess
and the Second Levy Bet

In August 1968 David Levy, the Scottish
Chess Champion, made a bet that no com-
puter program would win a chess match
against him within ten years. Four uni-
versity professors bet a total of

$1,250 against Mr. Levy, and lost. At
the end of August 1978 David Levy played
the final, deciding match against the

world's strongest chess program, CHESS 4.7.

Mr. Levy won the match by 3 1/2 points to
11/2, .
In order to stimulate interest and to
encourage further research in the field,
Mr. Levy has decided to offer a prize of
$1,000 U. S. to the programmers of the
first program that wins a match against
him. OMNI magazine has agreed to augment
this sum with $4,000 of their own. The
total value of the Levy/Omni prize is,
therefore, $5,000.

The rules of the challenge are as follows:

1. A match shall consist of 4 or 6

games at the choice of the challenger.

2. A challenge may be issued by any mem-
ber of any programming group on be-
half of their own program; or by any-
one who has accepted the bet on be-
half of any one, specific program.
Arrangements for the match and the
payment of Mr. Levy's traveling and
hotel expenses for the match shall
be the responsibility of those issu-
ing the challenge, which must be paid
in advance.

3. Mr. Levy is not obliged to play more
than one match against the same pro-
gram within any six-month period.

4., Havingeplayed three matches during
any six-month period, Mr. Levy is not
obliged to play again during that
period against any program which does
not have a current rating of 2300 or
more on the U, S, Chess Federation

" scale (or equivalent).

5.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14,

Mr. Levy may not postpone accept-
ance of a challenge for more than
two months.

Mr. Levy is free to play extra
matches, over and above those aris-
ing as the result of a challenge,
but any such extra matches in no
way affect the number of challenges
that he is obliged to accept under
rules 2, 3 and 4.

There shall be no media coverage

of the games during play, nor shall
the moves of the games be relayed
to an audience, without the written
agreement of Mr. Levy and of a rep-
resentative of OMNI magazine.

In the event of the death or perma-
nent incapacity of Mr. Levy, all
bets are void and the prize shall
be cancelled.

The rules governing human interna-
tional tournament play shall be
followed where applicable but there
shall be no adjournments.

The rate of play shall be 40 moves
in the first two hours by each
player, and 20 moves in each sub-
sequent hour.

There are no restrictions on hard-
ware facilities but no allowance
will be made for technical diffi-
culties (machine failure, program
failure, communication failure or
error).

An inspector nominated by Mr. Levy
will remain at the computer site
while play is in progress.

Games shall be played at the rate
of one per day for the duration of
each match, unless otherwise agreed
by Mr. Levy.

If Mr. Levy plays in Europe, each

game must start no earlier than

2 p.M, nor later than 5 P,M,, un-

less otherwise agreed by Mr. Levy.

If Mr. Levy plays in North America,
(continued on page 7)
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In this issue of the ICCA Newsletter, we are beginning a new section containing
short research reports from people working in the field of computer chess and re-
lated fields. We are pleased to begin this series with an article by Prof. Jacques
Pitrat of the Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique in Paris.

A Program which Uses Plans for Findiqg‘Combinations in Chess, J. Pitrat, CNRS, Paris

Many chess programs develop a very large tree. This program tries to limit the
width of the tree, so that it can increase its depth. The idea is to generate a
node if and only if there is a reason to do so.

The program performs a very sophisticated analysis of the given position. This
analysis will be made at no other node of the tree, so that the computer can devote
quite a bit of time on it. The analysis generates a set of plans. Each plan is a
sequence of moves and of modifications which must be made.

For instance, the program generates
several plans for the position of
Figure 1, among them:

Remove the white Knight from gé.
Then consider the move: Qh5xe2.

When a plan has been found, the pro-
gram executes it. For each kind of
modification, there are some methods
which may achieve it. For instance,
for removing an enemy piece, E, we can
threaten it, we can capture a piece
protected by E, etc. 1In the preceding
plan, we want to remove one of our
pieces. One method is to threaten an
enemy piece with it. The program Figure 1.

analyses the situation only for goals

which are needed. So the analysis is faster than the initial one. It generates
several subplans which are put ahead of the preceding plan. 1In this case, the pro-
gram finds that it could threaten the King if it were on another square, for in-
stance, d7.

It generates several plans, among them:

- Induce the enemy King to move to d7
- Consider the move Ngi4x£f6
- Consider the move Qh5xe2

We have a new modification: induce the King to move to d7. One method is to move
one of our pieces to this square, so that it gives check. So the plan which will
produce the main variation is:

Rdl-d7
Check that the enemy King is on d7
Ngx£f6
Qh5xe2.
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The program does not consider initially
Rd1-d7: it is a move without a priori
interest; the program does not want to
lose a Rook for the pleasure of giving
check. But later it considers this
move because it has a serious reason
for it; it induces the enemy King to
move to a square, where a Knight could
threaten it, and simultaneously create
a discovered attack on the Queen.

If a plan succeeds, the program consid-
ers possible opponent's replies. First,
the prograr looks for its moves .which
are necessary for the success of its
combination. Then it creates opponent's
plans for destroying this move: captur-
ing the threatening piece, removing the
threatened piece, etc.

So the tree is built gradually. Some
moves, which were not considered ini-
tially, are added to the tree. Gener-
ally, the tree is not very wide, and
the program has found in 30 seconds of
IBM 370-168 time combinations in which
it is necessary to develop a tree which
has a depth of 19 ply.

Reference

"A chess combination program which
uses plans"

Artificial Intelligence, 8, 1979,
pp. 273-321.

NEWS AND NOTICES
(continued from page 5)

The Levy/Omni Prize.......continued

each game must start no earlier
than 11 A.M. nor later than 2 P .M.
unless otherwise agreed by Mr.
Levy. Mr. Levy is not obliged to
play on any other continent.

15. There shall be no time restric-
tion on this prize.

Mr. Levy's New Bet

Mr. Levy is willing to wager up to
$10,000 that the Levy/Omni prize will
not be won on or before January 1,
1984. He will only bet with personal
acquaintances, in units of $1,000, and
reserves the right to refuse bets with-
out giving any reason for so doing.

CORRECTTON

We received the following correction
from Prof. Allan Gottlieb to his
letter on handicapping computer chess
programs which appeared in the
February 1979 ICCA Newsletter. Prof.
Gottlieb informed us that the third
paragraph of his letter should have
read:

"Since there would be no inducement
to go to the expense and bother of
obtaining a fast machine, all the
FORTRAN-based programs may as well
run on a micro to eliminate any
phone line problems. Any IBM/
Amdahl programs will migrate down
the product line since 138's are
cheaper and more available than
470's and 3033's."



Tenth Annusl ACM North American Computer Chess Championship

By David J. Slate of Northwestern University

The Detroit Plaza Hotel in Detroit’s Renaissance Center vas
the Bcene of the tenth annual North American Computer Chess
Championship tournament sponsored by the Association for
Computing Machinery on October 28-30, 1979. Eight programs from
the U.S., three from Canada, and one from the Netherlands took
part in the four round Swiss-style event. As usual, I.M. David
Levy directed and also commented on the games for the audience.
Specisl guests George Koltanowski and Max Fuve observed the

play.

Northwestern University’s chess program has dominated most
of these annual tournaments since they began in 1970, but other
strong programs nip at its heels, and occasionally it |is
dislodged from its top position. Last year Ken Thompson of Bell
Telephone Laboratories in New Jersey introduced a new version of
his Belle program. Featuring super—fast special chess playing
circuitry, Belle beat N.U.’s Chess 4.7 in an exciting game vhich
featured sharp play and mistakes by both sides. So this year
N.U.’s Chess 4.9, entered by the team of David J. Slate of
N.U., Larry R. Atkin (formerly of N.U.), and David A.
Cahlander of Control Data Corporation, was the underdog, seeded
second behind Belle. Chess 4.9, running oo & powerful Control
Data Cyber 176 computer, beat Ostrich, Blitz 6.9, and Duchess
before facing Belle in the last round. This time Chess 4.9
needed only & draw, since Belle had ooly 2.5 points, having
blown a won ending against Chaos in round 2.

Belle opened with the queen’s pawn, and Chess 4.9 defended
with the Modern Benoni. Both programs were in their "openings
books" for 14 moves or so, and a sharp double edged position
resulted. Chess 4.9 played aggressively, advancing its queen
side pawns. Occasionally it repeated wmoves with f{ts king’s
knight, as if imviting Belle to accept a draw by repetition. In
fact, prior to the game, we had set a paraseter called the
"contempt factor" so that Chess 4.9 would be willing to take a
draw even if as much as a pawvn ahead. Against wesker opposition
we usually set the "contempt factor" the other way, so that the
program would still play for a win from a salightly inferior
position.

Belle — Chess 4.9 1 d4 Nf6 2 c4 ¢5 3 d5 6
Nc3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 ed g6 7 Nf3 Bg7 8 Be
0-0 9 O-0O Re8 10 Nd2 Naé 11 13 Nc7 12 a4 b6
13 Nc4 Ba6 14 Bg5 h6 15 Bhd g5 16 B2 NhS 17
21
25

4
2

Ne3 BcB 18 Qc2 Nf4 19 Bc4 Bd7 20 Rfd1 Qf6

Bg3 Nh5 22 Bel Nf4 23 Khl a6 24 Bg3 bS

axb5 axb5 26 Rxa8 Rxa8 27 Bl b4 28 Ne2 b3
29 Qbl NhS 30 Bf2 Nf4 31 Nc4 Nxe2 32 Bxe2
Bb5 33 Bgd Ra4 34 Qcl BI8 35 Rd2 Qd8 36 Qf1
h5 37 Kgl h4 38 B2 Bg7 39 Ne3 Bxe2 40 Qxe2
Ralt 41 Rd1 Ra2 42 Qd3 Rxb2 43 Nc4 Re2 44 <5
Bxe5 45 Nxe5 dxe5 46 Qxb3 Re2 47 Kfl c4 48
Qb7 Ra2 49 Bb6 h3 50 Qxc7 Qf6 51 Qd8t Qxd8
52 Bxd8 Rxg2 53 Rel ¢3 54 Rxe5 <2 55 Re8t

Belle turned down the drav offers and Chess 4.9 presged
forvard on the queenside, overextending iteelf and
underestimating Belle’s counter-chances. Belle counter-attacked
in the center, and Chess 4.9°s game started to crumble. Soon it
vas losing a pilece by force, and 1t Jooked certain that Belle
wvould retain its title. But Chess 4.9 made a last desparate
attempt at counter-play on the king side. Belle mis-defended
and suddenly Chess 4.9 was alive again. In the end, Belle hné
to fight for the draw, and Chess 4.9 had won the tournament .*

Chess 4.9°s third round game against Duchess shows how
computers, with their somewhat anti-posftional style, tend to
wander into peculiar positions {in which one program suddenly
gets a tactical idea that decides the 1issue.

Chess 4.9 ~ Duchess 1 e4 d5 2 exd5 Qxd§ 3
Nc3 Qd6 4 d4 BI5 5 Nf3 Ncb 6 NbS Qd7 7 B4
ReB 8 Ne5 Nxe5 9 dxe5 Qch 10 Qf3 Qxf3 11

xf3 a6 12 Nd4 Bd7 13 O-O-0 g6 14 Nb3 Rd8
15 Na5 Bc8 16 Rxd8t KxdB 17 Bc4 Ke8 18 Rdl
Bhé 19 Bd2 Bg7 20 Bc3 c6 21 ¢6 Bhit 22 Kbl f6
23 Nxb7 Bxb7 24 Ba5 K8 25 Rd7 Bi4 26 hl Be5
27 Rxb7 g5 28 Bxab h5 29 a4 Rhé 30 Rcd 15 31
Bd2 Rg6é 32 a5 Bd4 33 a6 Bx2 34 a7 Bxa7 35
Rxa? g4 36 Bc3 N6 37 Bb4 Ng8 38 Rast Kg7 39
Bc3t Khé 40 B2t Kg7 41 fxgd hxgé 42 hxgd
Rxg4 43 Bd3 f4 44 Bcdt Khé 45 RI8 ¢5 46 Be5 3
47 Rx13 c4 48 Rf4 Rg" 49 Bfl Kg5 50 Rf7 Khé
51 Ka2 Rh1 52 Bxc4 Rel 53 Bg7t Kg5 54 BI8 Red
55 Rg7t Kf6 56 Bd3 Ra4t 57 Kb3 Ra7 58 Rxg8
K x b 59 Bcdt KeS 60 Rg7 Rb7t 61 Kc3 1-0

Dan and Kathe Spracklen”s Sargon I1I plays very well for a
micro-processo;” program. It nearly drew with Belle in round
three, but its own "contempt factor" proved to be {ts undoing.
The Sargon program wss 1in a memory cartridge that fit into a
special electrooic chess board. The Spracklen’s had provided no
controls on the board for adjusting the "contempt factor"”, which
was fixed at plus one-half pawn. This "contempt” for Belle was
fatal, as Sargon turned down a draw only to become a victim of a
typical Belle mating attack.

Sargon 3 — Belle 1 Nc3 d5 2 e4 Ni6 3 exd5
NxdS5 4 Nxd5 QxdS 5 Ne2 Ncb 6 d3 ¢5 7 Nc3
Bb4 A Bd2 Bxc3 9 bxcd Bf5 10 c¢4 Qd4 11 Be3
Qc3t 12 Bd2 Qa3 13 g4 Bd7 14 Bg2 0 O 150-0
f5 16 Qbl Rab8 17 gxf5 BxI5 18 Qb5 a6 19
Qd5t Ri7 20 Rfb) Rd8 21 Qf3 Nd4 22 Qd1 <6 23
Bg5 Rdf8 24 Be3 Qc3 25 Rel Qb2 26 a4 Bpb 27
Rab] Qa3 28 Ral Qc3 29 Bd2 Qb2 30 Rabl Qa2
31 Ral Qb2 32 Be3 Kh8 33 Rabl Qa3 34 Ral Qa3
35 Bd2 Qb2 36 Rabl Qa2 37 Ral Qh2 38 Red Re7
39 Rabl Qa3 40 Ral Qc3 4] Bd2 Qb2 42 Rabl
Qa2 43 Bb4 Rif? 44 Ral QU2 45 Rabl Qa2 46
Bxe7 Rxe7 47 Ral Qb2 48 Kf1 RI7 49 Rabl Qa2
50 Qel Nxe2 51 Qxe5 Bxd3t 52 Kgl Qad 53
Qbat RIS $4 Qxb7 Nd4 55 Ral Qc5 56 Rdl
Bxc4 57 Kh1 Bd5 58 Bxd5 Qxd5t 59 Kgl Ne2t
60 Kf) Qf3 61 Kel QxM2t 62 Kd2 RdAt 63 Kc2
Nd4i 64 Kd3 Nb5t 65 Qd7 R»d7¢ 66 Kcd Qc2t
67 Kb4 Qc3# 0-1

SIINSHY LNAWVNINOL

g 938eg

JILLITSMAN VOO1

7 56 Bxg5 R 57 Rc8 Rg2
ld(;kdz 60)"%;1 1;53761 ‘;!clsﬂdgaﬁgékl'yk'}i:]’ *Editor's Note: Following this report is the score, annotated by Prof. Hans Berliner
Kh2 %-% of Carnegie Mellon Universiry, for the BELLE vs. CHESS 4.7 pame played during last
year's ACM tournament.
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At the suggestion of Daniel McCracken, President of ACM, a special exhibition
game was organized with Dave Slate, assisted by his program CHESS 4.9, play-
The idea of the game was to experiment with man/
computer collaboration, and to see whether a player and program (both Slate
and CHESS 4.9 have low expert ratings) could compete successfully against a
player with clearly higher chess-playing ability (Levy is an International
Levy mated Slate in 50 moves.

ing against David Levy.

Master).

After the game was completed, Slate revealed that he had overridden the com-
puter-generated moves only a few times, including move 10. Qe2 over 10. 0-O.
Both Levy and Slate felt that the experiment was of considerable interest
and would be willing to do it again after Slate has had an opportunity to

North American Computer Chess Championship

* Detroil, Michigan
October 28-30, 1979

The game score

Lal nate 1 2 3 4 ¢
1 Chess 4.9 2040 2099 BW 9W 3W 2D 34
2 Belle 1950 1962 5W 4D 7W 1D 3
3 Duchess 1889 1942 10W 7W 1L 4W 3
4 Chaos 1775 1794 12W 2D 9W 3L 2v
5 L'Excentrique 0 1640 2L 12W BW €D 24
6 Mychess 01552 7L 10W 1IW 5D 24
7 Sacgon 3 01614 6W 3L 2L 9D 1Y%
8 Ostrich 80 1450 1374 1L 1IW SL 10D 14
9 Blitz 6.9 01516 NIW IL 4L 7D 14
10 Awit 1325 1314 3L 6L 12W 8D 1
11 BS ‘66 ‘76 01045 9L SL 6L 12W 1
12 Rufus 0 644 4L SL 10L 1L O

Man and Computer vs. Man

appears below.

improve his ability to interact with the program.

f4
Nf3
e3
b3
Bb2
Be2
B:£3
Nc3
f:e5
Qe2
g3
0-0-0
Bg2
Kbl
K:b2
RIE1
d4

d5
NE6
Bg4
Nbd?
c6
B:f3
Qe?
e5
N:e5
Bd6
Qe7
0-0
Ba3
B:b2
b5
Nfd7
Nc&+

Exhibition Game

Slate and CHESS 4.0 vs. Levy

(White)

18.
19.
20.
21.
22,
23.
24,
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.

b:ch
Kel
c:b5
B:d5
Bb3
B:ck
Qel
Kd2
Ke2
Qd2
Rbl
Ral
Rhel
R:al
Kdl
Qel
Ke2

Qb4+
Q:c3
c:b5
Nb6
Nc4
b:ch
Qa3+
Rab8
Rb2
R:a2
Qe?
Qed4
R:al
Qg2+
Qhl+
Qb7
Rb8

(Black)

35,
36.
37.
38.
39.
40,
4l.
42,
43.
44,
45.
46.
47.
48,
49.
50.

Rad
Ra5
R:a?
Qd2
Qel
Kf2
Ra5
Ral
Qhl
K£3
Qbl
Kgé
Kh4
Kgs
KE4
Ked

Report Submitted by Kathe Spracklen

SECOND ANNUAL EUROPEAN MICROCOMPUTER CHESS CHAMPIONSHIPS

November 1-3, 1979

Personal Computer World Show - London, England

Round 1 Round 2 Round 3 Round 4 Round

Total
5 Points

1. SARGON 1 1 1 1
w7 B4 w2 B3
2. VEGA 1 1 0 1/2
W5 B3 Bl W6
3. MYCHESS 1 0 1 0
B8 W2 BA Wl
4. TINYCHESS 1 0 0 BYE
B6 wl w3
S. MIKE I1I 0 1 0 1
B2 W9 B6 We
6. VOICE Chess 0 1 1 172
Challenger w4 B? W5 B2
7. MAX 0 0 BYE 1
B1 Wé w9
8. DELTA 0 BYE 1 0
w3 B9 BS
9. WIZARD BYE 0 0 0
BS w8 B7
Authors

1. SARGON - Daa & Kathe Spracklen (USA)

2. VEGA - David Broughton (UX)

3. MYCHESS - David XKittinger & John Urwin (USA)

4. TINYCHESS - Jan Kuipers (Belgium)

S. MIKE II - Mike Johnson (UK)

6. VOICE Chess Challenger - Fidelity Flectronics (USA)
7. IMMX - Guy Burkhill (UK)

8. DELTA - D.R. Wilson (UK)

9. WIZARD - Jeffrey & Clare Cooper (UX)

B6

B8

w7

B9

BYE

Wl

B3

w2

w4

3 1/2

2 1/2
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ACM-79 Ninth North American Computer Chess Championship

Game Annotations by Prof. Hans BRerliner
Carnegie-Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania

White - BELLE Black - CHESS 4.7

1. P-K4 N-083

2. P-0Q4 P-04

3. N-0B3 (A) P-K3

4. N-B3 B-NS

5. P-KS N/1-K2

6. B-Q2 N-B4

7. N-K2 B-K2

8. P-B3 8-8

9. N-B4 P-B3 (B)

18. 8-03 PsP

11. PxP (C) P-KN4 ! (D)

12. P-KN&4{ (E) N-N21

13. N-N2 P-N3? (F)

14. 0Q-K2 B-N2

15. ‘R-KN1 (G) P-0R4 (H)

16. P-0OR4 K-Rl

17. P-R3 K-N1

18. R-R1 P-R3

19. P-R4 P-0S (1)

28. PsP/5? N-NS1E ()

21. P«P/87? (K) NeB ch?? (L)

22. OvN PvP

23. Q-Ns! (M) P«B ch

24. NP R—BZ

25. PrN RvP/2

26, QwP ch R-B2

27. Q-Re! R-N2

28. Q-R8 ch K-B2

29. P-K6 ch (N} KvP

30. OvR BN

31. R-R6 ch K-02

32. 0-8-8 (O) B-04

33. N-K&4 K-81

34. R-R8 ByN

35. R/1+Q ch BsA

36. Q-K7 K-N2

37. QvB/4 ch K-R2

38. R-N8 R-N1

39. P-NS B-K2

48. Rv«R BrP ch

41. P-B4 BaP ch

42. OvB K=R

43. K-02 K-N2 .

44, K-03 K-81

45. P-N4 PwP

46, vP/4 K-02

47. Q-NS ch K-Qa1

48. K-Ké4 K-K2
Resigns

A) This is undoubtediy the best move against this frequently essayed
opening of CHESS 4.7. Black is forced to play 3.-- P-K3 after which
he gets a cramped French Defense because he uill not be able to play

P-0B4 soon; the alternative 3. -- PxP, 4. P-0S gives White too much.

B). Uhite has achlieved a slight space superiority and Black must nou
break here in order to alleviate the pressure, since the usual P-084
requires too much preparation.

C) After 11. N/3xP Black can play B-B3 uith a satlsfactory game.

D) A fine, though anti-positional idea. Black must create some room
for himself on the K-side before White gets too strong there. The
weakening of the K-side is tuo sided as HWhite must also wueaken
himself or submit to the loss of a paun.

E) Best. After 12, N-RS, P-NS5, followed by NxKP Black will gain
enough space and time to be able to overcome any adverse effects due
to his open king's position.

F) Here | suspect most Masters uould play the “automatic” 13.-- RxN!,
14, O>xN, NxP, 15. 0-K2, NxB ch, 16. 0OxN, P-K4. This results In

settling upon White a very inferior paun position and Inactive minor
pleces against Black's fine center and active minor pieces; certainly
worth half a paun. In vleu of uhat transpires, Black's play must be
judged inferior. In any case, White is not interested In preventing
this line.

G) Probably White does not play the beckoning 15. P-KR4 because of
RxN, 16. R, NxP, 17. 0Q-K2, NxBch, 18. OxN, PxP uhich gives Black
tuo pauns for the exchange: houever, It would be appropriate to
prepare this thrust by 15. 0-0-0. 1f above, 17. BxPch, then KxB, 18.
PxPch, K-N1, 19. O-R3 with a uild position that WUhite need not let
himself In for. The text is weak.

H) Both sides are hard put for a good idea. On this and the next
moves RxN is stronger than ever before, and White should castle
queen’s-side.

1) WUhy has Black not tried this obvious move before? The ansuer is
that It leads to a ferocious attack for White. UWhite should nou play
28. Q-K&4!, R>N!, 21. 0-R7ch! (not 0OxR, NxP uith a good game for
Black), K-Bl, 22. B-N6!, B-B3!, 23. PxB, OxP, 24. PxP, PxP, 25. B-K4,
RxKBP, 26. BxP uith a uinning position. Black seeing much danger,
but not being able to see to the end of all this, considers this his
best chance. He would have been better advised to have played 19.--
RxN (better late than never), 28.0xR, NxP, 21. Q-K2, NxBch, 22. OxN,
P-K4, 23. Q-N6, Q-Q3, 24. OxQ, PxQ with someuhat the worst of it.

J) A tremendous move uhich nou makes Hhite play correctly to save
himself. After the correct 21. PxN!, BxN, 22. B-R7ch!, K-R1! (not
KxB, 23. RxPch, K-Nl1, 24. 0-Q3, B«N, 25. G-R7 ch, K-B2, 26. Q-N6ch,
K-N1, 27. R-R7!, R-B2, 28. 0Q-R6 and mate next), 23. RxP! (not 23.
Q-Q3, BxKNP!, 24. Q-N6!, BxN, 25. BxB, OxB, 26. 0@, PxQ, 27. B-Kéch,
K-N1, 28. BxB, OR-Q1l after uhich Black certainly has nothing to
fear), BxQ, White draus uith 24. B-N1 ch, K-B2, 25. B-N6ch, K-N1,
26. B-R7ch, etc. Less exact would be 21. AxP?!, RAxN!, 22. PxN,
BxKNP 23. R-R2, PxP uith a wuild position uhich appears to favor
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Black.

K) A blunder that should lose because now the attack on the rook file
is gone.

L) Black returns the compliment and lands in an Irrevocable loss.
From the theoretical point of vieu this must be the worst move ever
made by any version of the Northuestern U, program; It turns a sure
uln into a sure loss.;{ From a practical polint of vieu the situation
is anything but easy. 21.-- PxP wins by force as UWhite then has 3
pleces en prise and cannot begin to same them all. [f 22. B-R7ch,
KxB, 23. PxNch, KxP, 24. B-R6ch, K-N1, 25. R-01 (BxR, UxB leaves
Black in complete control), BxN!!, 26. Rxd, ORxQ, 27. BxR, BxO and
wins. LLess precise is 21.-~ BxN, when 22. PsN!, BxQ, 23. PxR=Qch,
BxQ, 24. B-R7ch!, K-B2, 25. KxB glves White many chances. After the
text, Black Is hopelessly lost,

M) This must have been what uas not appreclated by 4.7. UWhite's
attack is nou overuhelming and Black dare not capture any more
material.

N) UWinning the exchange and more; in effect, ending the game.

0) After all these hours of indecision about uhers to take up a royal
residence! The rest is silence. It Is interesting that tuo such
search oriented programs, uhose strong suit |s obviously tactics
should make so many tactical errors. The ansuer is In the fact that
the outcomes of the various tactical forays uere far from easy to
evaluate in so far as mating threats and threats against material
abounded even after a quiet move would end the qulescence search.
Thus even 4.7, ulth its excellent judgement of positions, uas fooled.

White - Blitz Black - BELLE
1. P-K4 (P) P-Ké&

2. N-kB3 N-083

3. N-B3 N-B3

4. B-NS N-0S

S. B-B4 (Q) B-B4

6. NxP? (R) a-K2

7. BxP ch?? (S) K-B1

8. N-N6 ch? (T) PxN

9. B-B4 NxkP

18. 0-0 RxP11 (W)
11. KxR (V) Q-RS ch
12. K-N1 N-KNG11! (W)
13. Q-RS PXa

14. P>N ch . N-BE!{ mate

P} This is undoubtedly the most briillant game of chess yet played by
a computer. [f Hikhail Tahl or Bobby Fischer had played it, the game
record uould undoubtedly be making the rounds of the chess journals

right nou. Houever, one must say that the compstition from White in
the early stages is very ueak, to say the least.

0) Uhite ie beat advised to head for the drau uith 5. NxN, MN, 6.
P-K5, PxN, 7. PxN, QxP (PxPch, 8. BxP is superior for Uhite), 8.
GPxP with a knoun draun position. This is uhy White seldom plays 4.
B-NS. As the game shous, Black is prepared for this variation ulth
an opening book, and White is not. 5. B-R4 Is also possible, but
cedes Black the initiative for a paun.

R) Not advisable. This paun cannot be held and only furthers Black’s
development, but UWhite Is under the illusion that he Is uinning
some thing.

S) This is already ruinous; the “attack” and "uin" of pauns only
loses pieces. Houever, after any knight retreat Black rapldly gains
the upper hand uith P-04 (a move that would not be possible If S.
B-R4 had been played. From nou on It is all Black's shou.

T) Uhite probably thinks that after 8.-- PxN, 9. BxP ulll leave him
ulth 3 pauns for the piece. But if he had looked a little fur ther,
he would find that R-R3 snares the blishop. This accounts for hils
change of heart on the next move.

U) A “"stock” sacrifice which \in this case has some beaut! ful points.
Black must have been able to see 7 ply ahead (including detecting

mate on the flast ply) in order to make this move. Not bad for a
machine!

V) If 11. NxN, Q-RS, 12. N-N3, OxN!!, 13. PxQ ch, N-BE mate is even
more beautiful,

W) The coup de gras! Nou White can capture a piece giving check and
threatening the queen, only to be mated on the next move. Very
appealing to human eyes, but just good old search for Belle. Nou,
Uhite delays the immedlate mate one move. The tuo main llnes are
Indeed very appealing.
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RATING PREPERRZD TO RANDICAPPING: A FROPOSAL

Denais E. Hamilton
System Design Consultant
1932 Baird Road
Penfield NY 14526

1979 October 19

1.0 PROPOSAL

It is tecommended that the present system for rating humsn ch play
(the Elo/USCP system) be sdopted with minor changes for computer chess players.
Rather than handicap players based on hardware characteristics, it is urged that
computar players be sllowed to change just as human players progress in their
performance (although by different wmeans).

To avold confusion, it i{s further r ded that P players be
treated as individuals. Offspring of a couwputer player (clones and mutations)
are treated as different {ndividuals, competing and earning ratings separately.
Progressive {mprovement of an individual is allowed, by vhatever means, but
ineroduction of a nev ‘virsion’ involves usually = persanent vithdrawvel of any
prior version from coampetition. If there has been a wmaterisl (f.e.,
non-sutomatic) change to the player, involving substsantive hsrdvare or prograam
change, it may be necessary to continue the prior rating as a provisiomal one
until experience determines the nev level. As further protectfoa of
comparability and the {integrity of the rating system, it is necessary that a
uinimua psrcentage of rated games be agal human opp under official
tournsment conditions.

Tinally, to avoid comparison difficulties, it {s recommended that

P r-only tour 8 be conducted in the same sanner as human tournsments

and rated by the appropriate official body. Such tournaments will be eligible

for rating only if a winieum proportion of the entraats possess non-provisional

ratings. Computar players vith established ratings in differemt jurisdictions
will be accorded equivalent ratings in the usual manner-

It is the essence of this proposal that no sttempt be made to msintain &
sepacate rating system for computer players vhen performing under standard
tournament conditions.

2.0 DISCUSSION

Hov should we rate computer prograss used to play competitive cheas?
Agatinst each other? Against human oppouents? Should some form of handicapping
be used to offset the affects of differing hardvare, so that tournament results
_more truly reflect the quality of the algorithas rather than the speed of the
machine? Do we know hov to do that, or does attempting such a thing pre-judge
what we think an ideal computer player is like wall before we’ve found one?

The philosophy of this proposal is that the ultimste and finsl weasure of
computer chess play is the same as for husans: competitive tournament
performance, maioly against human opposition. Existing rating systems admirably
wormslize tournament performance for the calibre of opposition faced, and this
durable system is ideal for covparison of p player gsi the
large pool of human chess cowpetitors. Attempting to normslize cosputer
prograss ia soy other msoner depends on the doubtful ability to factor out
hardwvare differences that are poorly correlated with chess performance and
essily masked by implementation spprosch. That large - scale, expensive systeas
seam to dominate current results tables is viewed here as neither foevitable nor
particularly different than the situation im competitive human chess, even
though the latter occurs in rather different ways. So long as husan tournsments
are not handicapped (although rating points affectively are), there is no
justification for doing othervise 1in computer play. The loss of performance
comparsbility isn’t vorth it. (As ths ouaber of computer players lacrease,
conduct of class tournaments can provide for broader competition in the sioe wvay
now available fot rated human competitions. This clsss system is urged as a
better means of haudicapping tournaments becsuse it parallels the human systes.)

In the sane world beyond computing, handicapping 1is based om observed,
historical performance -- earned results -- not sode anslysis of vaguely
correlated parameters. The player rating systes for human players provides just
such sound messurements. The only thing we need to assure for computer players
1s that ve preserve the sratistical validity of that systes by not doing
anything that can’t happen with rated humans.

3.0 WHY ¥1.O RATINGS ARE ENOUGH

At the moment, the 1deal chess competitors are the World Chaspiouship class
human playars. fortunately, there s s rating systea, based on competitive
pecformance alone, that reflects hov vell one is playing vith respect to pla
of that (snd any other) class. The Elo rating systes is nov used to rate
compatitive performance f{n North America and in internationsl competition.
These ratings are alresdy used as a benchmark for comwputer chess performance,
and there is every reason for that to contin 1€, at some peculiar future
time, computer players wers to dominate master-level play, such ratings would
continue to be of importance, thea as nov, as & mark for humans to strive for.

1f our goal 1is to genuioely learn how vell our chess prograns are doing st
competitive tournament chess, then thers is nothing bstter than using the same
ratiog system, based on competitive results alone, that has served so well for

husan players.

1o short: The appealing weasure of computer chess performance is one that
peraits comparison with husan performance uader the competitive, tournsment
conditionas. It 1is doubtful whecher any other ure i{s so0 compellling.
Eaploying the same performance rating system is therefore natural sod to the
point. The Elo system {s well thought out and, more {mportantly, supported by
an extensive data base of validsting usage. Ve are better off linking with thae
experience base thsa coming up with some perhaps more elegant schema that dealss
compsrability with human experience. If improvements are really necessary, they
should be promulgated in the human rating system, not usad to place computer
chess perf: on = P footing.

Tha principle suggested here 1s actually quite siample:

1. A nevw computer player snters coapstition as unrated. So long as enough
competitors are cated, the opew player will develop a continuously-adjusted
performance rating after sbout 20 tournssent gsses sgaiast human opponents.
That rating vill continue to change, especially if true player lavel has not yet
been established. (Opponent ratings are oot entirely accurate, weraly
statistics, so fluctuations vill also occur due to the variance encountered in
the rating scheme.) To maiotaic the validity of concinued catings, & wiaimum

of th suq rated games must be against husan opponents. This may
have to ba as high ss 75X or higher, and resul sinst computers should not be
rated unless the opponeat ratio is preserved.

2. VWhen a mutation occurs, the mutated system is trested as s different
nev player. If the original had an established racing, it is quite sppropriate
to allov the earlier rating as the provisional initial rating of the w=mutation,
sxcept that the sutation enters competition ss othervise unrated.

3. When progression occurs by normsl adjustment of the computer player
vithout amaterial change of hardware or program, there {s no veed to recognize
occurence of s clone or mutant provided that the previous version 18 withdrawn
from competition. If both are to remain in competition, the second must be
registered as a separste individual, cloma, but carries forwvard the rating
experience of its precursor without the necessity of being wnrated. The
precursor continues in competition and receives further rating as a separate
individual. (Note that cloning cannot occur in the course of a single event,
since tournasent results must ba those of the same ijndividual. Mutation 1is
similarly barred.)

4. Now all ve hava to do is agres on the distinctlon between mutation,
cloning, and progression. Basically, progressive computer players sre permitted
to be treated as single {ndividuals encountered at differeat points ia time,
provided that the appeatance of progressive versions in cospetition ia slso in
progressive sequence. If soze version is kept 1o competitive play, then 1ts
progressive successor 1is recognized as a clone, & nev fadividual that,
nevertheless, inherits tha rating of ics precursor at the srart. A sutacion 1s
a wmore dramatic form of progression, requiring suspension of ths priot rating
and treatment as unrated although the prior rating may be used provisionslly as»
a seed 1in the estsblishaeat of the new rating. Mutations oay continue uader the
previous identity provided that the mutstion i{s announced and, oas befors, the
previous version is wvithdrawn from competition.

5. Until there is sufficient experience, it may be preferable to regard
all but automatic progressions as mutations. Progression would then be limtted
to changes msde to the cosputer player system by its own automatic actions based
on experience {including cosching but not direct manual {ntervention on internal
parsaeters of the player).
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4.0 THE PLAYER IDENTITY ISSUE

The ELo/USCF rating system provides some attractive characteristics.
Ratings apply to individusl competitors, providing a sort of running sverage of
a single player’s tournament experieace against rated opponents. With
experience, player ratings change, improving or declining as time goes oun. The
present Elo rating scheme is relatively tolerant of this obvious characteriscic
of human players. There are slso normalizing effacts over time. That is, 1f
the quality of tournament play changes {n geaeral (as it has been observed to do
in the United States from tiws to time), ratings do not inflate but tend to
hover over the same bass. This seems to reflect the entry of nev players as
ioitially vuncated performers, along with the exit of players vho no longer
choose competitive play. In the loag run, the system reflects each player’s
performance inm reasonsble comparison with the world’s current crop of besc
players (au elite group that slso observably better than in the past). The
Elo rating is a statistic aad extensive dats exists for its derivation and
velidation. Because of the magnitude and variety of the Elo sample, there f{s
presently no better discriminator among the chess - playing population.

Although the rating system accomodates change in player performance over
tiwe, predicting the standing of players among the pool of rated competitors,
there are ways that chess progrsas threateo the stability of this scheme. That
has to do with the fact that chess prograws dergo episodic ch that can
cause previously - earned ratings to bde too unreliable as indicators of current
playing level. The problem, then, is that the rating of computer oppouents will
be erroneously determined based on a mis-judged rating for the computer player.
This problem can be alleviated if wa treat the computer player that results from
such change as only provisionslly rated or unrated, since opponent ratings are
aot influenced by the of play agai the uatil a nev, stable
rating has once again been demonstrated.

Fearing that computer programs are subject to too wmuch varisbility, the
United States Chess TFederation formulated stringent rules for vhen a tomputer
systea 1is to be vieved ss a different player requiring separate rvating. These
restrictions are in fact too severe, not allowing programs to shov as much
progress aa occurs regularly In the pool of human competitors. It 1is
teconmended here that determination of computer player “individuality" be
codified to permit reasonsble changes in the player but that a major change be
treated ss a mutated, separate offspring.

5.0 SOME EXAMPLES

It is worthvhile to see hov some of these principles are applied fa
practice.

Chess Challenger 1s & well-known commercislly-svailable chess player. For
participation 1in chess comwpetition, beside the usual rules, it is necessary-to
distinguish betveen versions of Challeager, not only from the standpoist of
series wmodel production but with regard to paraseters used in the course of
play. Each individusal model of Chess Challenger hss an exteraslly-controlled
"difficulty” lavel that is specified at the commencement of play. Consequently,
each level for each model coastitutes a different individual. In competition,
the ssme level would have to be used in all gemes of the tournawent sad ratings
would be developed separately for each individusl. The concepts of clonfng and
mutation are insppropriate in these circumstances. If a future Chess Challenger
model provided improved versions of previous levels of play, these could be
treated as progressive mutations, although thers would seea 00 pressing resson
to do so. KNote that these observations do oot changs the fact that only the
originators of the Chess Challenger may register the player and participate in
tournaments with f{t.

Consider a fictitious new product, "Chess Conquerer,” that oparates wmuch
1ike Chess Challanger except that, {instead of "difficulty,” the dinitial
parameter consists of the time control that the player must adhere to. Under
these conditions, there is only one player, since adaptation to conditions is
nov intrinsic to the player and not subject to arbitrary exteraal varistion.
Subsequent wmodels wmight contain isprovemeants and then be registered as new
individuals or as & progressive improvement, depending on the desire of the
originators.

Now consider "Chess Overlord,” a system like "Chess Conquerer” that also
remembers material frow played games, revising internal parsceters fn accordance
vith slgorithms for that purpose. Here, each copy of the system is io fact s
clone and a different individual, since the game experiences will be different.
It is quite possible that several clones would be registered and entered 1n
tournament play simply to obtain good statistical experience with provisions for
experience - based adaptation.

Since the series of players culainsting in Chess 4.7 has, as well as
iavolving different programs, resided on different hardware configurations, it
would be interesting to see hov many different individuals hsve been entered 1in
competition sccording to this view.

RULES FOR PLAY INVOLVING COMPUTERS

Proposal Submitted to the USCF by
Ken Thompson of Bell Telephone Labs

The following riles are for USCF-rated
tournaments when one of the players (or both)
is a computer. In matters not covered by
these rules, plav is governed by applicable
human rules. as interpreted by the arbiter. In
these rules, the term ‘“‘computer™ refers o0 a
chess program running on a computer. The
tcrm  “opponent™ refers to the computer's
opponent, human or computcr. The term
“‘operater” refers to the person ruaniug the
computer.

The following rules shall govern play:

1. Before play begins, the operator shall
do all initial sctting up of the computer. At
this time, the operator may freely specify any
operational paramcters, such as rate of play,
suggesied openings, value of a draw, etc.
After play begins, the role of the operator is
passive. As such, the operator is not allowed
to alter any parameter settings during play that
might alter the course of the game.

2. During play, the operator is to com-
municate the moves of the opponent to the
computer.

3. The operator is to execute the
computer’s specificd move on the playing
chessboard. *“Touch™ ruies do not strictly
apply to the operator, although blatant cases
may be violations of other rules.

4. After the compater's move is exe-
cuted, the operator is (o start the opponent's
clock.

5. If. during play, different positions
should arise on the playing chessboard and the
computer’'s representation thereof, due to
operator error, such differences shall be
corrected with the assistance of the arbiter.
The opponent may chose cither to accept the
playing chesshoard as official or to retrace the
moves to the point of departure. If the
opponent choses to back up the game, then
the arbiter shall readjust the clocks
accordingly.

6. M, during play. the computer is
unable to accept a lepal move because of
discrepancies, communication trouble, or com-
puter trouble. then the anerator mayv se! up
the current bcard position and status, along
with clock times. Other parameters set must
be the same as those in effect at the start of
the game. The clucks are not stopped during

the ina of the Mer

7. The operator may communicate the
clock times to the computer only if the com-
puter initiates (he request.

8 The operator may offer a draw,
accept a draw, or resign on behalf of the com-
puter. This may be done with or without
computer consultation.

9. The operator may claim we game in
cases where the opponent has exceeded his
time limit.

10. The operator shall carry out the
necessary adjournment formalities.

11. ‘The operator and/or the computer
must keep a score of the game. If the opera-
tor keeps the score on behalf of the computer,

then the opponent may appoint & deputy to

record his game score.

The following rules are for blitz (S
minute) chess when one of the players (or
both) is a computer. In matters not covered
by these rules, play is governed by applicable
human and computer rules, as intcrpreted by
the arbiter

1. The computer’s clock is not official.

The computer keeps its own time.

2. The computer is allowed S minutes
for the game. This time is measured, by the
computer, from the teceipt of the opponent's
move to the transmission of its own move. It
is the responsibility of the operator 10 resign,
on behalf of the computer, when the time
limit has been exceeded.

3. The time taken by the operutor in
communicating moves to and from the com-
puter is charged to ncither player.

4. The computer is allowed no more
than 60 moves to complete the game. 1 is the
responsibility of the operator to resign, on
behalf of the computer, when the move limit
has becn excceded. A special dispensation is
allowed  if the computer announces a
demenstrable maie on or before mave 60.

5. The compuier must keep a scove of
the game.

6. Thec opponent may inquire as to the
time and number of moves used by the com-

puter. The operator must supply this informa-
tion to the oncrator.
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Artificial Intolligonce Laboratory, STANFORD UNIVERSITY, Stanford, Californla 94305

PROPOSAL ON COMPUTER CHESS GAME ANNOTATIONS *
Prof. John McCarthy

It has always bothered me that the scores of computer chess games are annotated just as

though they were games between humans, and there were no way of determinlng what the

rogram was thinking about. This is particularly bothersome when the sponsor of the contest Is
the ACM, which should be alert to opportunities to advance computer sclence.

Therefore, I would like to propose that it be a condition of entry to the ACM tournament
In 1980 that programs have some minimal facilities for printing what they were thinking about. 1
don’t have recent experience with chess programs, but I would like to suggest some facilities that
we used In an ancient program for the game of Kalah. The program ran on a PDP-1 computer
that had only 4096 18 bit words, so costly analysis features could not be used. I think these
proposed facilities are well within the capability of any of the recent programmers of chess.

After each move the program printed the following:
1. The first two plies of the move tree examined.

2. From each end point of the first two plies, the subsequent principal variation to the maximum
depth of search. (This was sometimes distorted by alpha-beta cutoffs).

3. At the end of each such varlation, the value of the endpoint, also sometime distorted by cutoffs,
and the amount of effort that went into the subtree. The effort was the number of positions
examined, but only relative values are wanted, so any such measure, e.g. computer time would aiso
be acceptable.

4. It would also be worthwhile to print the values of alpha and befa with which each of the
variations was entered.

5. It would be further worthwhile if the programs stored the values of the parameters used to
make each move, so that the move could be re-evaluated for the benefit of a commentator, who
could, for example, ask whether a particular variation was considered.

The ACM might not require that this information be printed with the move although there
would probably be time to print it while the opposing program was thinking about jts next move.

In my opinion, imposing some such requirements on entries to the ACM tournament would
raise the scientific level of the whole enterprise, would educate the public to the fact that we really
do know something about how these things work and to the differences between human thought
and current programs, and would lead to better programs by leading to more informed criticism of
existing programs.

*Excerpt from letter to Prof. Monty Newborn

DEPARTMENT OF STATISTI(S

VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE AND STATE UNIVERSITY

Blacksburg, Virginia 24061

UNIVERSITY DISTINGUISHED PROFESSOR OF STATISTICS (703) 961-6904

79.07.24

Rules for Computer Chess Tournaments:
An Open Letter to the Tournament Rules & Organization Committee of the Inter-
national Computer Chess Association,

As you may know, I have long been an advocate of a change in the rules
of chess in order that the "learning of innumerable lines” should he eradi-
cated. This would be of even greater value in computer chess tournaments
than in human tournaments because the storage of '"the book” (such as Modern
Chess Openings or the Encyclopedia of Chess Openings) gives an unfair ad-
vantage to the machine with the larger storage facilities. The basic ob-
jection to the storage of opening variations is that it has hardly any rele-
vance to the logic of artificial intelligence.

Two methods of "eliminating the book"” have been suggested, "Randomized
Chess" and 'Prechess". There is very little difference between them since,
in both forms, the pleces on the first and eighth ranks are permuted in
a random or partly random manner.

In randomized chess the white pleces are permuted randomly (except that,
if the bishops land on squares of the same color, the bishop on the right is
interchanged with the piece on its left) and then the black pieces are
placed by "mirror reflection”. There are 1440 essentially distinct opening
positions.

In prechess the two players place their own pieces alternately so that
they play an eight-move game before the ordinary game starts. A disadvan-
tage of prechess over randomized chess is that it takes an additional eight
moves and so tends to last longer. Also there is a danger of a "book" evolving
on how to play the "pre" part of the game.

1 appeal to the Tournament Rules & Organlzation Committee of the Inter-
national Computer Chess Association to consider seriously the merit of "killing"

the book.
&é . J. Good
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Should computers participate in USCF rated tournaments?

A personal opinion by David J. Slate.

Background: &

Computer programs that play chess are becoming stronger and
more numerous. The best of them play tournament chess at a 2000
rating level and speed chess (5~minute) at at least 2300. Since
1970, computers have competed against each other in special
tournaments resembling those of USCF or FIDE. Time controls are
gimilar. A human representative actually moves the pieces and
punches the clock, but he obeys the decisions made by his
computer and communicated typically through a tele-typewriter or
the like.

Developing chess-programs can be part of serious research
into the problems of making computers "behave" intelligently.
It can also be a challenging and creative recreation. So the
computer tournaments are both competitive sporting events and
research evaluation tools. Since the best chess players are
human, chess programmers are also eager to test their creations
against human opposition. This can be done informally, of
course, but the rating resulting from USCF tournament play is
considered a more accurate performance measure.

Since the late 1960°s, several computers have been allowed
to participate in USCF tournaments. The most successful of
these has been Northwestern University’s program, which has
played well enough to win some tournaments since it was coupled
to Control Data Corporation’s large Cyber 176 computer in 1976.

The Issue:

The computer has had a mixed reception by tournament
players. To some, it is an exciting phenomenon that spices up
the game. They welcome this new challenge to their abilities.
Others view it as an alien interference with their source of
enjoyment  of tournament play -~ the struggle against
flesh-and-blood adversaries. The opposing viewpoints have
generated debate within USCF about the desirablility of allowing
computers into tournaments. The controversy is likely to deepen
as playing strength increases due to i{mproved programs and
faster computers.

I have a stake in this issue in three separate roles:
1. As co-author (with Larry Atkin) of the Northwestern
University chess program (now Chess 4.7).
2. As a USCF member and sometimes tournament player (rating =
2013).
3. As a umember of the external 1lisison committee of the
International Computer Chess Association (ICCA), whose function
includes generating discussion with USCF on this matter.

-2-

Since the function of the USCF is to serve the interests of
the (human) chess playing community (particularly USCF members),
then it needs to decide whether or not computer participation in
rated events is of benefit to the human participants. I will
summarize some of the pros and cons.

Pros:
1. The computer attracts spectators and publicity and tends to
generate interest in the events it participates in.
2. The computer’s sharp "style" often produces aesthetically
pleasing games and so contributes positively to the quality of
chess played at a tournament.
3. Many chess players would enjoy playing the computer, and
tournaments offer a chance they wouldn’t otherwise get.

Cons:
1. Computers are not legitimate tournament participants,
because they violate the Laws of Chess. This point is advocated
by Harold B. Dondis 1in the September 1979 Chess Life and
Review.
2. Many chess players reasonably expect live opponents. The
human nature of their adversaries 1s essential to their
enjoyment of the game, and computers cannot substitute.
3. The proliferation and increasing strength of computers
threatens to crowd out humans by competing for the prizes,
distorting pairings, etc.
4. The computer worsens playing conditions by increasing noise
and other distractions.

A Proposed Compromise Solution:

I propose that USCF adopt rules that permit limited
participation of computers in tournaments while at the same time
safeguarding the rights of human players and answering the cons
listed above:

1. To play 1in tournaments, computers would have to be
registered as USCF "members"” by their sponsors (authors, owners,
or whatever), so that each has an identity known to the national
federation. USCF could establish whatever criteria of
acceptability it desired for computer membership. Note that the
problem of identity 1is non-trivial and involves the distinction
between the chess playing program and the particular computer it
is run on. For example, Chess 4.7 has a published rating based
on its performance on CDC Cyber 176 computers. It has not
always run on the same Cyber 176, but we have considered that
fact unimportant, since the machines were nearly identical 1in
their capabilities. However, if we were to transfer the same
program to a slower computer, we would have to consider the new
program/computer combination a separate entity, since it would
not play as well. In addition, {f Chess 4.7 were substantially
modified, it would also have to be considered to be a new
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Should computers participate in USCF rated tournaments?

entity, even if run on the same computer as before.

2. A tournament organizer could decide which, if any, computers
would be invited to play in his tournament and also certain
conditions of their entry, such as whether or not humans would
be able to decline to be paired against them, and whether or not
computers could win prizes.

3. A tournament organizer would have to warn prospective human
entrants, in the ads for the event, of the possibility of
computer participation. If computers were not explicitly
mentioned, then they would be presumed not to be allowed 1in.

4. A tournament organizer who invites one or or more computers
assumes the responsibility of arranging facilities and
procedures so that each computer obeys the rules and doesn’t
cause excess noise or otherwise interferes with i1ts opponents’
play or with other games of the tournament.

I think that these guidelines effectively answer cons # 2,
3, and 4 listed above. The most important point 1s that it
would be in the power of each organizer to control the extent of
computer participation. Thus humans would retain the "upper
hand” and the interests of human players could always be put
first. Those organizers who didn’t like computers, or didn’t
think they could handle the additional organizational details,
or wished to cater only to players who didn"t like computers,
could just ignore the whole question. For those organizers
willing to accomodate computers, a little advance plamming can
make computer participation work very smoothly. It would be
mostly a matter of taste whether computers participated in a
given tournament. Just as chess players now choose tournaments
based on their formats: smoking vs no smoking, large prizes or
small, class vs open, fast time control vs slow, etc., they will
also be able to choose or reject tournaments which include
computers.

Con # 1 requires a separate answer. It is important to the
issue and 1s debated in the Sept. 1979 Chess Life and Review.
The computer, which 18 a collection of electrically
interconnected devices including 1its central processor, main
memory, and auxiliary memory (such as disk), plays chess without.
access to advice from any external person, machine, written
materials, or boards. Thus it conforms to the essential rules
of tournament play that we hold humans to. The truth of this
depends on our understanding of what is external and what is
internal to the computer, and that 1is partly a matter of
definition (we don’t have the same problem with humans,
fortunatelyl). However, the main and disk memories that usually
hold the board representations to which Mr. Dondis (in CI14R)
objects are commonly considered part of the computer itself, and
they are connected to it automatically and function together
with the central processor as a single entity. Mr. Dondis
believes that the computer, as so constituted, does not play

"fairly". He cites various advantages that the computer’s
"brain" and memories have over their human counterparts. He is
perhaps correct in this matter. However, our motivation for
allowing computers in human tournaments is not contingent on the
notion of ‘“fairness". Computers and humans are too different
for the idea of fairness to have much meaning when applied to a
contest between them. The real reason for permitting computers
to participate is that they may contribute to the enjoyment of
the tournament by the human players (and perhaps spectators).
The ability of a computer to play competent, interesting, and
perhaps 1instructive chess 1s remarkable, and a chance to play
against it in a tournament would be welcomed by many players.
As an aside I would like to comment on Mr. Dondis’s assertion
that computers would be seriously handicapped 1f deprived of
their "encoded book of openings and endings". I think he
overemphasizes the importance of this matter. Chess 4.7, for
example, has no endings book, and plays well enough without it.
Its openings book 18 of some use, but, ironically, the two games
in which 4.7 was most successful in its 1978 match with David
Levy were the ones which least utilized its book. In game 1,
which it drew, it was out of book immediately, and in game &,
which it won, 1t played only two moves (e4 and Nf3) from its
book and had to improvise its own response to Levy’s Latvian
Counter Gambit.

A comment about the future of computers 1in USCF
tournaments:
Presently there are only a few computers that have played in
rated tournaments. Except for the commercially available
microprocessor programs, this situation will probably not change
very much in the next several years, so individual prograns
entered 1in tournaments by their authors will increase in number
but still remain a novelty. They will still constitute a very
small percentage of rated players. As the better programs
increase their strength to the master level and beyond,
presumably they will be banned from all but perhaps very special
tournaments and matches. The microprocessors pose another
problem. Tournament organizers may have to guard against the
phenomenom of thousands of Boris’s or Chess Challengers entered
in tournaments by their curious owners. Perhaps special
tournaments might be set up to accommodate them.

In conclusion, I think that intelligent decisions by the
USCF and tournament organizers can enable computers to make an
interesting contribution to tournament play and still cater to
the tastes of chess players who prefer only human opponents.
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December 1979 ICCA NEWSLETTER Page 17

ICCA COMMITTEE REPORTS

The ICCA formed four committees with the following members:
Bylaws - Monroe Newborn, Kathe Spracklen

Tournament Rules and Organization - Tom Truscott, Fred Swarz, Michail Donskoy

External Liaison - David Levy, Barend Swets, Tony Marsland, David Slate

Computer Chess Rating System - Allan Gottlieb, David Cahlander

The reports of these committees follow. Written comments on these reports are
solicited.



Bylaws Committee Report

The following is the formal draft of the Constitution and Bylaws for the
JCCA. 1Items which were raised as questions at the ICCA meeting in Detroit
are included in parentheses. Article VI, Section 2 and Article VIII,
Section 1 are required in the bylaws to obtain tax-exempt status for our

organization.

Written comments are solicited., After a reasonable period of time, a
revised Constitution and Bylaws will be sent to all members for approval
by mail ballot.

CONSTITUTION

Article I - Name

The name of this organization shall be the International Computer
Chess Association.

Article II - Object

The organization is a non-profit group devoted to providing an
international framework for activities in computer chess and
encouraging advances in this field. .

Article III - Qualification of Members
Members in the ICCA are individuals. Membership is open to
anyone interested in pursuing the objectives of the organizatjon
as stated in Article II, who makes application and pays current
dues.

Article IV - Officers and their Election

The elective officers, their terms, and their duties shall be as
set forth in the By-Laws.

BY-LAWS

Article I - Membership

Section 1. General Membership. General Membership shall be as
set forth in the Constitution.

Section 2. Honorary Membership. Honorary Membership may be
awarded by vote at general meetings to any person who has especially
aided the organization.

Article I1 - Meetings

Section 1. The World Championship and the Triennial Meeting.
The ICCA will hold a World Computer Chess Championship every
three (3) years. The first championship to be held under

ICCA auspices will be in 1980. The Triennial Meeting will take
place during and at the site of the World Championship.

Section 2. Other Meetings. Other meetings of the ICCA may be
called from time to time to be held concurrent with and at the
site of major international computer chess tournaments.

Section 3. Quorum. A quorum at the Triennial Meeting will
consist of at least twenty (20) members.

Article 111 - Officers

Section 1. Elective Officers. The elective officers of the
organization shall consist of a FPresident, Vice-Presidjent and
Secretary-Treasurer. They shall constitute the Executive
Committee of the organization and shall be charged with the
administrative affairs of the ICCA.

Section 2. Elections. Elections for the members of the Executive
Committee will be held at each Triennial Meeting, with elected
officers taking on their duties at the end of that meeting.
Nominations are to be made by petition no later than three (3)
months before the elections. The ICCA Newsletter will announce
the candidates at least two (2) months before the election. At
least five (5) member signatures are required on each neminating

petition. (Discussion suggested a lower number than five.) All
candidates for election must have been members of the ICCA for no
less than two (2) years. (Requirements of one year membership

were discussed.) Officers are elected by a majority of those
present and voting, via secret, written ballot. Runoffs will bhe
held if no candidate receives a simple majority. The candidate
with the least votes will be eliminated from the ballot for each
runoff, until one candidate receives the simple majority.

Section 3. Terms of Office. All members of the Executive
Committee serve for a three year term.

Section 4. Executive Committee. The Executive Committee shall
be presided over by the President.
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Article 1V - Standing Committees

Section 1. Chairmen. Cémmittee Chairmen are appointed for a
three year term by the Executive Committee.

Section 2. Standing Gommittees. Standing Committees shall be
the Publications Boar8l, the Ranking Committee, the Tournament
Organizing Committee, the Sanctioning Committee, the Program
Rights Committee, the Standards Committee, and the Liaison
Committee. (Discussion suggested a separate Rules Committee,
a combination of the Program Rights Committee and Standards
Committee into a single committee, and the inclusion of a
Publicity Committee.)

Section 3. Publications Board. The Publications Board will
encourage the publication of technical and non-technical works
on the subject of computer chess. The nfficial publication of
the ICCA shall be the ICCA Newsletter.

Section 4. Ranking Committee. The Ranking Committee will
establish a rating or ranking system for programs and will rank
and rate active programs.

Section 5. ‘fournament Organizing Committee. The Tournarment
Organizing Committee will assist local organizers to the degree
necessary with ICCA-sanctioned events. This committee will
organize the World Championship (see Article II, Section 1 of
the By-Laws).

Section 6. Sanctioning Committee. The Sanctioning Cormittee
will give formal ICCA rzcognition to appropriate events. It
will also decide on the time and place of the World Championship
subject to Article 1I, Section 1 of the By-Laws.

Section 7. Program Rights Committee. The Program Rights
Committee will decide on matters related to the rights of
an individual to use a given program in ICCA-sanctioned
events.

Section 8. Standards Committee. The Standards Committee will
look into the problem of developing program input/output to
facilitate the automation of computer chess match play.

Section 9. Liaison Committee. The Liaison Committee will seek
to establish appropriate ties with other organizations. Any
formal ties must be voted upon at the Triennial Meeting (see
Article 11, Section 1 of the By-Laws).

Article V - Council

Section 1. Council Membership. The governing body of the ICCA
shall be the Council. The Council shall consist of the President,
Vice-President, Secretary-Treasurer and the Chairmen of the
Standing Committees.

Section 2. Council Organization. The Council shall be presided
over by the President.

Article VI - Dues and Finances

Section 1. Annual Dues. Dues will be ten dollars ($10.00) in
United States currency per year payable in advance. Dues are
collected during the month of July.

Section 2. Disposition of Funds. No part of the net earnings of

the ICCA shall ever inure to or for the benefit of or be distributed

to its members, officers or private persons, except that the ICCA
shall be empowered to pay reasonable compensation for services
rendered, and to make payments and distributions in furtherance of
the exempt purposes for which 3t was founded.

Article VII - Amendment of the By-Laws

Section 1. Presentation. A request for changes to the By-Laws
must be made by written petition of at least five (5) members.
Petitions must be made no later than three (3) months before
the elections. The ICCA Newsletter will announce the proposed
amendments at least two (2) months before the elections.

Section 2. Voting on Proposed Amendments., Proposed amendments

to the By-Laws will become a part of the ballot which includes
those running for elected offices. All procedures for voting such
a change are the same as for electing officers, except that
two-thirds of the members voting and present must support the
change.

Article VIII - Dissolution

Section 1. Dissolution of the ICCA. Upon winding up and
dissolution of the ICCA, after paying or adequately

providing for the debts and obligations of this organization,
the remaining assets shall be distributed to a non-profit fund,
foundation, or corporation whose purposes are consistent with
the Object of this organization.
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Computer Science Department
Duke University
Durham, N.C. 271706
{919) 684-3048

November 28, 1979

Prof. Ben Mittman

Director, Vogelback Computing Center
Northwestern University

2129 Sheridan Road

Evanston, Illinois 60201

Dear Ben,

Enclosed is the long lost Rules Committee Report. I
hope 1t arrives in time to be sent out in the next ICCA
newsletter. It was prepared primarily by myself, with input
from Fred Swartz. Unfortunately, Michail Donskoy was not
contacted. Now, however, he will be able to make more
specific sugaestions.

It falls short of my original expectations in several
ways. It makes no profound statement on the function of
rules in advancing the activities of the ICCA, nor is there
even discussion of why these particular rules were chosen.
On the other hand, it is less complex as a result. Hope-
fully, the ICCA community will provide additions, clarifica—-
tions, total rewrites, and so forth.

Sincerely Yours,

/(M’ZLJ—C&:‘;

Tom Truscott

TRT/unix

cct Fred Swartz
Michatl Donskoy

Rules Committee Report
nembers

Tom Truscott
Fred Swartz
Michail Donskoy

The "Rules and Guidelines" which follow attempt to
define appropriate procedures for [ICCA-sponsored events.
Such events will in most cases be “*conventional computer
chess tournaments”, by which is meant computer chess tourna-
ments with rules similar to those for the North American
Computer Chess Championships. Such events attempt to follow
the human rules for chess competition as closely as possi-
ble. The rules formulated for these tournaments by Monroe
Newborn, Ben Mittman, and David Levy are followed closely in
this offering. A more detalled set of rules proposed by Ken
Thompson has also been used extensively.

There will probably be unconventional computer chess
tournaments sanctioned by the ICCA3 however, it is difficult
to formulate rules for such events in advance. It is hoped
the following rules and quidelines will provide a framework
for rules for other events. Specific proposals for uncon—
ventional computer chess tournaments have not heen con-
sidered nere. The ICCA community should debate the merlits
of the several proposals, and help determine whether such
tournaments should be held. The Rules Committee will not, a
position on these proposals, but will instead concentrate on
their implementation.

Rules Committee

Purposet The Rules Committee of the .ICCA has as |its
purpose the formulation of rules and quidelines for ICCA-
sanctioned events. The purpose of the rules and aquidelines
is to assure a high standard for these events.

Bules and Guidelipes

All Aaspects of an event are the responsibility of the
event organizers and are subject to approval by the Tourna-
ment Orqanizinao Committee. The ICCA Tournament Oraanizinag
Committee may provide additional rules and quidelines to
aovern [ICCA-sanctioned events.

Rules cannot cover all situations, and in some situa-
tions the applicable rules may he inappropriate. In such
situations, a decfslon should be made which attempts to fol-
low the fintent of the rules, and a report of the si{ituation
shoiild be submitted to the Rules Commf ttee.

toete

0t 28ed

YALLITSMAN VYOOI

6L6T A9quada(



l. Event ananiza;inn

A requests fo; ICCA-sanctioning of an event must be
made to the Tournament organization committee.

2. Selection of Event Participsnts

Criteria for the selection of event participants should
be available on or before the date applications for the
event are accepted.

For conventional computer chess tournaments, the fol-
lowing rules are in effects

!« The computer may not employ any 1living component
for the purpose of selecting a move. The operator(s) at the
tournament site is not considered to be a component of the
computer. If the computer does contain a living component
(such as for unusual communications procedures), the
arrangement must be approved by the tournament organizers
prior to the first round of the tournament.

2. The computer may employ any non-living components.

3. The application for a computer entry must be sub-
mitted by an implementer of the computer (chess program).
No implementer may submit an application for the computer.
An objection by any implementer of the computer voids the
application.

4. A program listing or other detailed description of
the computer (possibly verbal) should be available on
demand .

3. Exent Procedures

Event procedures (e.g. rate of play, adjudication pro-
cedure, tie break rules) should be avallable on or before
the date applications for the event are accepted.

For conventional computer chess tournamentss Unless
otherwise specified, the rules are identical to those for
“regular" human tournaments. If a point is in question, the
arbiter (tournament director) has the authority to make the
final decision.

For tournament games, the following rules are In
effect?

1. Before play begins, the operator shall do all {ni-
tial setting up of the computer. At this time, the operator
may freely specify any operational parameters, such as rate
of play. suggested openings, value of a draw, etc. After

-4 -

play beains, the role of the operator is passive. As such,
the operator is not allowed to alter any parameter settings
during play that might alter the course of the game. The
arbiter must qive permission for non-routine communication
by the operator.

During play, the operator is to communicate the moves
of the opponent to the computer. This may not be necessary
1f the moves can be directly sensed by the computer.

3. The operator is to execute the computer’s specified
move on the playing chessboard. This may not he necessary
i1f special apparatus is available which allows the computer
to move the chessmen. “‘Touch’’ rules do not strictly apply
to the operator.

4. After the computer’/s move is executed, the operator
is to start the opponent’s clock. Aqgain, this may not be
necessary if the computer has direct access to the clock.

5. A well-defined procedure must be used for communi-
cation of moves between the computer and the operator. The
arbiter must give permis¥ion to change the communication
procedure (see rule 7).

6. If, during play, different positions should arise
on the playing chessboard and the computer’s representation
thereof, due to operator error, such differences shall be
corrected with the assistance of the arbiter. The opponent
may chose either to accept the playing chessboard as offi-
cial or to retrace the moves to the point of departure. If
the opponent choses to back up the game, then the arbiter
shall readjust the clocks accordingly.

7. If, during play, the computer is unable to accept a
lemal move because of discrepancies, communication trouble,
or computer trouble, then with permission from the arbiter,
the operator may set up the current board position and
status, along with clock times. Other parameters set must
be the same as those in effect at the start of the game.

8. If the operator encounters technical difficulties
(e.qg. {input-output device faflure) which are local to the
tournament site and for. which the event organizers are
responsihle, then the clock for that computer will be
stopped until the problem is solved. Other difficulties,
such as computer failure or non-local communication faflure,
are not covered by this rule.

9. If an operator encounters - technical difficulties
not covered by rule 8, prior to the first move by the
computer, then the arbiter may permit the clock to be
stopped until the problem is solved, but not to exceed 20
minutes.
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10. If an operator encounters technical difficulties
not covered by rule 8, during the course of the game, then
the arbiter may permit them to stop their clock until the
problem 1is solved, but not to exceed 20 minutes. The
arbiter may grant an operator to stop their clock at most
two times during the course of a .game.

11. The operator may communicate the clock times to
the computer only if the computer initiates the request.

12. The operator may offer a draw, accept a draw, or
resign on behalf of the computer. This may be done with or
without computer consultation.

13. The operator may claim the game in cases where the
opponent has exceeded his time limit.

14, The operator shall carry out the necessary
adjournment formalities.

15, The operator and/or the computer must keep A score
of the game.

External Liaison Committee Report

Informal discussions have been held with FIDE, the International Chess Fed-
eration, concerning possible affiliations with this world chess body. 1In
the past FIDE has sanctioned both of the World Computer Chess Championships
but this was before the existence of ICCA. One type of affiliation with !
FIDE, which seems very attractive, would be similar to that enjoyed by the
International Correspondence Chess Federation. ICCF-run championships are
sanctioned by FIDE, but the organization and running of the tournaments

as well as rating, are the responsibility of ICCF. ’

Before the ICCA can apply for any type of affilfation with FIDE, {t must have
a set of approved statutes, Therefore, the next step 1s to formalize ICCA's
structure before additional contacts are made with FIDE.

Elsevhere in this Newsletter is a report on the establishment of the ACM
Computer Chess Committee. No official connection currently exists between
1CCA and ACM (although all the members of the ACM Comnmittee are also 1CCA
members).

Several members of the ICCA have participated in the past in advising the
U. S. Chess Federation about computer participation in USCF-sanctioned
tournaments. Ilowever, no formal ICCA contacts have been made there efither.

Future issues of the Newsletter will report on these and other external
contacts.

Computer Chess Rating Commi ttee Report

After speaking to several ICCA members at our meeting during ACM'79, 1 have
concluded that my proposal can be quite simple.

1. Adopt the ELO system as used by the USCF,

2. Any program with a current USCF rating is initially given an identical
ICCA rating. The initial ICCA rating for other programs is calculated
the same way the USCF calculates initial ratings.

3. If an ICCA rated program participates in a USCF tournament, those results
are counted toward the ICCA rating. If an opponent has just a USCF rating,
that rating is used. If an opponent has both USCF and ICCA ratings, the
latter is used.

Since the USCF will probably not have an analogue to my third rule, 1CCA and
USCF ratings will not be identical. Apparently this 1s not terrihly serious
since currently USCF ratings do not exactly agree with international ratings.
The purpose of rule 3 i{s to try to keep ICCA ratings "close" to those of the

USCF .

Allan Gottlieb, Chairman
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ICCA APPLICATION FORM

Dues for 9/1/79 to 8/31/80: $10.00 (U.S.)

Enclosed is a check (U.S. only) made out to ICCA

or international money order

Name: »

Address:

City:

State or Province: Zip Code:

Country:

I would like to receive the previous issues of the Newsletter - $2.00 for a set of

Please mail to: Yes No

ICCA

Vogelback Computing Center
Northwestern University
Evanston, Illinois 60201

Usa



