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POLEMIC IN THE STUDIES WORLD (1)

For several years now publicly available 6-man EGTBs have presented the studies world, and
especially composers and judges, with a moral problem: should such positions be treated in a
special way, and, if so, why and how? Neither FIDE nor any magazine (not even EG) has
conducted a debate, a debate which is needed today more than ever. Many individual views have
been expressed in many places, with little agreement and sometimes not without heat.

After 3a0auu u 3mroowvr published (in its no.44 in April 2008) an article by the highly respected St
Petersburg composer Aleksei Sochnev, editor Yakov Rossomakho invited John Roycroft to
respond. John has done so. However, the St Petersburg quarterly is in Russian only, and to bear
fruit debate has to be conducted in more than one language. There is currently only one magazine
in a position to do this, namely Mat Plus. With Yakov’'s full approval we publish below John's

response in both English and Russian, which we hope will reach a wide audience.

We invite considered and well-argued reactions from our readers.

May I offer the wholly admirable magazine
ZiE a brief reaction to the lengthy article
Tabmuer  Hammmosa. IlpoGmema mu? by
Aleksei Sochnev, one of the leading St
Petersburg study composers and my good
friend for many years?

This reaction is by someone who, though far
from prolific, is qualfied in composing, spent
26 years in the employ of IBM(UK), and who,
though never a programmer, has had close
association with what he calls ‘oracle’ endgame
databases going back to the 1970s (and
therefore antedating ‘EGTBs’ by at least two
decades). He is the author of the very relevant
paper Expert Against Oracle included in Vol.XI
(published in 1988) of the Machine Intelligence
series under the overall editorship of the late
Donald Michie (1923-2007) who, besides
being an eminent academic with the reputation
of having founded work on artificial
intelligence in Britain, performed a critical role
years before at the renowned secret wartime
codebreaking establishment Bletchley Park,
and in 1985 was Visiting Lecturer to the USSR
Academy of Sciences.

The present writer has never entered a tourney
with a position derived from an EGTB or
equivalent. He therefore claims to have no bias,
either ‘for’ or ‘against’ EGTBs.

Pazpemte  mpeUIOXKHTH  3aMeUaTEILHOMY
JKypHaLy «3uD» KpaTKuil OT3bIB Ha JUIMHHYIO
«Tabmuer  Hammmosa.  IIpobnema
HaIlMCAaHHYI0 OJHHUM H3  BEAYIIHX
Cankr-Tlerepbypra u  Moum
XOpOIIUM  APYyroM,  AJleKceeM

CTaThIO
7y,
ITIOJUCTOB
JIABHUM
COYHEBBIM.

OT0  OT3BIB  4YeNOBEKa, XOTI W  HE
IUIOJJOTBOPHOTO, HO C OIBITOM B COCTaBJICHUH,
KOTOpBIH mpopaboTan 26 yer B ciyxbe IBM
(Anrmms).  XoTst OH HHKOrAa He  ObLI
HPOrPaMMHCTOM, OH, BCE-TaKH, TECHO CBSI3aH C
TEM, YTO OH Ha3bIBAET «OPAKYJIbCKUMIDY
0azaMM OKOHYaHHUMU, emie ¢ gainekux 1970-pix
TOZI0B (TO €CTh, HOSIBUBIINMUCS, KAK MHHUMYM,
IByMs aecsatuietusimu panee, yeM EGTB). On
SBJIAETCS ABTOPOM OYEHb aKTyalbHOTO Tpyna
«Okcnept npotuB Opakyia», BKIIOYEHHOTO B
toM XI (omy6nukoBan B 1988 rojy) cepuitHoro
u3ganus «MamuHHebI Pazym» nox pepakuueit
nokoitnoro Donald Michie (1923 — 2007),
KOTOPBIH, Oyy4H BBIIAIOIMMCS aKaJJIEeMUKOM C
pemytanmeid  ocHoBaTens  paboTHl  Hax
HCKYCCTBEHHBIM pa3yMoM B bpuranum, roqamMu
paHbIIE CHIrpall KIIIOYEBYIO POJIb B U3BECTHOM
CEKpPETHOM YUPEKIEHHH BOCHHOTO BPEMEHH 10
B3nome kojioB Bletchley Park, u B 1985 naBan
nexuuu B Akanemun Hayk CCCP.

Hacrosimuii aBTOp HMKOrJa He MOCBUIAaN Ha
KOHKYpC MO3HUIHI0, ony4eHHyto u3 EGTB unu
cxoxux 0a3. I[loaTroMy OH yTBepKIaeT, 4ToO y
HETro HeT NpeayOekaeHUi B CTOPOHY «3a» WU
«mpotuB» EGTB.

211



Winter 2008

Mat Plus Review

The foregoing unwieldy preamble is I suggest,
important for what follows: credentials, and
‘declaring an interest’ could well be a critical
factor in making progress in our still wonderful
studies world.

To ease subsequent discussion I shall use
numbering.

1.1. Studies are distinguished from problems by
all three results (win for White, loss for White,
and a draw) being relevant. The literature and
development of endgame theory deeply
concern studies specialists but not problemists.
Therefore problems, and how problemists use
computers, may be excluded from the present
debate.

1.2 Just as important is the distinction between
two types of ‘chess computer’. Chess-playing
programs such as the formidable FRITZ rely on
an ‘evaluation function’ to determine when to
stop exploration of the ‘tree’. On the other hand
an EGTB needs, and has, no such feature
because it simply looks up the pre-computed,
guaranteed infallible, answer(s). See 10.2
below. We are concerned here solely with the
second type of ‘chess computer’, the EGTB (or
‘oracle’, a term borrowed from artificial
intelligence).

2. Footnote 3 to the FIDE PCCC Codex begins:
The use of a computer does not result in an
authorship of the computer. With respect to
studies and the ongoing development of EGTBs
this sentence needs expanding, as a minimum
by inserting ‘necessarily’ before ‘result’.

3. Discussion is not helped by failure to
distinguish the five different principal roles,
each of which is important, namely: composer;
solver; judge; magazine editor; and the FIDE
Albums (titles!).

4. Since I am no longer involved as composer --
for once this is an advantage! -- but chiefly as a
judge, I declare this to be my standpoint.

Sl mpenmmonararo, dYTO  IPEeALIECTBYOIIAs
rpoMo3kasi peamOyna BakHa JUIs TOTO, 4TO
CIICJlyeT [Jajbllie: BEPUTENIbHBIC IPAMOTBI H
«aduImmpoBaHue CBOSH KOMIIETCHTHOCTH» KaK
pa3 MOryT ObITh periaromuM (HakTopoM s
NPOTPECCHUPOBAaHMS B HAIlleM BCE  CIIE
MIPEKPACHOM MHPE STIOZIOB.

YroOBl OONETYHUTH MOCICAYIOUIYIO AUCKYCCHIO
sl BOCIIOJIb3YIOCh HyMepaluei.

1.1 DTroBI OTIAMYAIOTCS OT 33a4a4 BCEMU TpeMsi
BO3MOXHBIMH pe3ysbTaTaMu (6enble
BBIMTPBIBAIOT, OCIIbIe MPOUTPHIBAIOT, U HUYbA).
JlutepaTypa M pa3sBUTHE TEOpUU OKOHYAHHUM
HEIMOCPEACTBEHHO Kacaercs STIOIHBIX
CIIEIMAINCTOB, HO He IpobiIeMucToB. [loaTomy
3a7a4u, U TO, KaK MPOOJIEMUCTHI MCHOJIB3YIOT
KOMIIBIOTED, MOYKHO HCKIIIOYUTh u3
HACTOSILIETO O0CYXKIICHHUS.

1.2 He MeHee BaxXHO pasznuyaTh JBa THIIbI

«IIaXMaTHOI'O KOMIIBIOTEPay. HUrpossie
IaXMaTHbIE MpOrpaMMBl, TakKue Kak
norpsicatomnii  FRITZ,  onwmparores  Ha

«OIICHOYHYIO (DYHKLHUIO», YTOOBI ONPEAEIUTH,
KOTZa TIpeKpamaTh HcciiefoBanne «apesa». C
npyroii croporbl EGTB He TpeOyeT u He umeeT
Takoil OCOOEHHOCTH, MHOTOMY 4YTO HPOCTO
HO/BICKUBACT 3apaHee OOCUMTAHHBIE OTBETHI,
rapanTupoBaHHble oT ommOku. Cm.10.2 Hike.
31eck MBI MMEEM [EJ0 TOJBKO CO BTOPBIM
TUIIOM «IIaXMaTHOro KommbioTepay, EGTB
(wMm «OpaKyIoM», TEPMUH, 3aHMMCTBOBAHHBII
W3 UCKYCCTBEHHOTO pazyma).

2. Ilpumeuanme 3 B Komekce FIDE
IToctrosiunort Komuccuu no IIK(PCCC) nauu-
Haetcst cioBaMu: VICmop30BaHHe KOMITbIOTEpa
HE BeOeT K aBTOPCTBY  KOMIIBIOTEpA.
KacarenbHO 93TIONOB M B CBETE IPOJOIDKA-
tonieiics paspaborku EGTB, 310 npemnoxenue
TpeOyeT  pacIIupeHHs, KaKk  MHHUMYM,
BKJIIOUCHHS «00SI3aTEIbHO» TEPEL «BEICTY.

3. TlocmocoGcTBOBaTE  JUCKYCCHH — MOXET
BBIZICICHHE IIATH PAa3HBIX TIJIaBHBIX pOJIEH,
KaXJ1as W3 KOTOPBIX BaKHas: KOMIIO3UTOP,
peliarenb, CyZIbs, pENAKTOp JKypHama, WU
Anws6ombl FIDE (3Banus!).

4. Tlockonbky s Oonblie HE BOBJEUYEH Kak
KOMIIO3UTOP — B 3TOT pa3 3TO NMPEUMYILECTBO!
— a rJaBHbIM 00pa3oM, Kak CyAbs, TO C 3TOii
TIO3HLIMH 5 BBIPAXKAIO CBOIO TOYKY 3PEHUSL.
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5. I claim to be an impartial observer able to
invoke the standpoint of ethics.

6. My view, which Aleksei may have
misrepresented (p24), despite it being set out in
EG (see below) is, I hope, clear enough.

7. My position as a judge, based on the belief
that all positions of sufficient interest should be
published, is this, cited from EG166:

8. A ‘pure’ database study will:

— be ranked, not honoured

— receive 1 point maximum in a FIDE Album
tourney

On penalty of rejection:

— ‘mining’ must be explicitly acknowledged

— a database position that is both deep and new
occurring anywhere must be explained in
convincing human terms, ie not just with
‘analysis’.

[Note the limit of 50 words.]

9. EG166 Oct 2006 set out (on pl78) three
statements, also in not more than 50 words,
(OK, in English!) of the stance adopted by
other composer-judges. These were by IGM
John Nunn, John Beasley, and the present
writer (see ‘8’ above). The invitation to others
to submit their own statements was taken up by
Michael Roxlau, Jarl Ulrichsen and Sergei
Didukh, but so far by no one else. The
invitation is still open.

10. The reasoning behind my stance is the
following:

10.1 — ‘mining’, whatever the skills involved, is
not composing

10.2 — if a (significant) position is taken from
an EGTB it is automatically analytically
correct. The ‘composer’ has no responsibilty
for its analysis. On the contrary, he owes a debt
to the database.

10.3 — this debt, I suggest, is repaid by
explanation, for the benefit of solvers, judges,

5. 3a$[BJ]5[}O, 4YTO SABJIAIOCH HEIIPEAB3ATHIM
Ha6HlOHaTeJ'ICM, HUMEIIIUM MPaBO OTCTAUBATH
OTUYECKUE HOPMBI.

6. Mos Touka 3peHHs, KOTOpYyl0 Amnekceil,
BEPOSITHO, HEBEPHO HCTOJNKOBan (cTp.24),
HECMOTpsl Ha TO, 4TO OHA BbUIOXKeHa B «EG»
(cM. HIXKE), HAaICIOCh, IOCTATOYHO MTOHATHA.

7. Mos cyneiickas No3uLMs, OCHOBaHHas Ha
yOeXAeHNH, 9TO BCE JOCTATOYHO WHTEPECHBIE
TIO3WIMU JOJDKHBI ITyONHMKOBAThCS, BHAHA B
muratax u3 «EG» Nel66:

8. «HucTeiid» 6a30BBIi 3TIOA OyAeT:

— PaHXXHUPOBAThCsl, HE YAOCTAUBATHCS OTIMYHS
— momy4atb 1 Oa/ul MakCUMyM B KOHKypCe
Anpboma FIDE

Ilox yrpo3oit uckitoueHus:

— 00 «u3BiIeueHUH U3 6a3bl» HEOOXOIUMO SICHO
3aCBHUJIETEIILCTBOBATh

— mo3uIKst U3 0a3bl, KOTOpask €CTh U IITyOOoKas,
W HOBas, JIOJDKHA OOBACHITHCS BCIOAY, TIC
HOSBIISICTCSI, YOSUTEIbHBIMH YEIOBEYECKIMU
TEpPMHUHAMH, TO €CTb, HE TOJBKO «aHATU30M).

[JTumur: 50 cios.]

9. B «kEG» Nel166 oxts16ps 2006 m31m0KeHbI (Ha
ctp.178) Tpu yTBEp)KAEHUS, TaKXKe HMEIOLIHe
He Oompme 50 cimoB (OK, in English!), o
MO3ULUY, TIPUHATON APYTUMU KOMIIO3HUTOPA-
MHU-CYIbSIMU. DOto wmr. John Nunn, John
Beasley u Hactosimuii aBTop (cM. 8 BbIIIe).
[Ipurnamenne ApyruxX K BBIPQKEHUIO CBOUX
JUYHBIX ~ YTBEPXKACHUIl OBLUIO IOAXBauyeHO
Michael Roxlau, Jarl Ulrichsen u Cepreem
Hunyxom,
[Ipurnamenue Bee ele B CUIIE.

HO TIIOKa C¢cl€ HUKEM [pyTUM.

10. Mosi mo3unusi OCHOBaHA Ha CIEAYIOMIUX
Pa3sMBIIICHUAX:

10.1 — «u3BjeueHHE», KaKUMU Obl HHU OBLIH
3aeCTBOBaHHBIE  YMCHHS, HE
COCTaBJICHUEM.

SBJISICTCA

10.2 — ecnu (comeprkaTenbHas) MO3MIUS B35ATa
n3 EGTB, To oHa aBTOMAaTHYECKH AaHAJIUTH-
4yecku KoppekTHas. «Kommo3utop» He HeceT
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a ee¢ aHanu3. HampoTus, oH
B J0JTy Tepen 6a3oi.

10.3 — sTOT HOAr, A MoJararo, OIJIaYMBACTCS
KOMMEHTHpOBaHHeM, i Onara peuiartesnei,
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and indeed all readers -- even for the

development of endgame theory.

10.4 — the ‘composer's’ contribution to the
precise placing of the chessmen in a selected

position is not nil, but it is minimal.

10.5 — there will always be borderline cases.
This is what judges are appointed for. There is
plenty of space for knowledgable discussion,
but this is not taking place. It should.

10.6 — central to the above is the tenet that a
tourney award is made to a person for an
original piece of work of significant content.
For a ‘composer’ to place his name, without
further explanation, above the diagram that he
has submitted to a tourney is to make the
implied claim of it being his own unaided
work.

11. Readers of ZiE may like an example of my
stance in practice. I withdrew from the
triumvirate appointed to judge the memorial
tourney for my lifelong friend Michael Bent.
Why did T withdraw? Because I held to my
published opinion as set out above, with which
my admirable co-judges did not concur. Our
difference was, perhaps, not great: 1 would
have included in the award a quintuplet study
taken entirely from the relevant database, while
my co-judges wanted to exclude it (as indeed
they did). The force involved was the 6-man
GBR class 0101.02 , or rook and knight against
two pawns. Of course, I would not have given
the
honourable mention or commendation, or even
a ‘special’) but only a place. As a result, the
award would have been a mixture of honours

‘composer’ a tourney honour (prize,

and places. This is my view of the way ahead in
the database world. Is it too revolutionary?

John Roycroft, London
FIDE Judge (studies) 1959
17vi2008

cyled, U Ha caMOM JeJie, BCeX 4MTaTelnen —
JTake JUIA Pa3BUTHSI TECOPUU OKOHYAHUH.

10.4 — 3acimyra «KOMIIO3UTOpa» B TOYHOH
paccTaHOBKE IIAaXMATHBIX GUryp B BBIOpaHHOM
MO3UIMHY, HE HyJIeBasi, HO MUHUMAaJIbHAS.

10.5 — Bcerga OymyT cropHble (TpaHHYAIIHE)

ciydad. Jlnsg 3TOro ¥ Ha3HAYAIOTCS CYJIbH.
Ecte MHOro mpocropa mis mo3HaBaTelbHOMH

JIUCKYCCHH, HO JTOr0 HE IPOUCXOIAMUT. A
JIOJKHO OBI.
10.6 — neHTpalbHBId NPUHLIKN BBIIICU3IIO-

JKEHHOT'O 3aKIII0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO KOHKYPCHOE
OTIIMYME  HpHCYX)KAaeTcss  CyOBeKTy  3a
OPUTMHATBHYIO  COJIEPXKATEIbHYI0  paboTy.
Korma «xomMmnos3uTop» CTaBUT cBoe HMs, 0Oe3
JTAbHENIIETO Pa3bsCHEHUs, HaJl JuarpamMMoi,
KOTOPYIO OH HpEJACTaBHI Ha KOHKYPC, TO 3TO
03HAYaeT, YTO OHa SIBISIETCS €ro COOCTBEHHOM
paboroii 6€3 TOCTOPOHHEH TOMOIITH.

11. dns umrareneir «3uD» MPHUBOXKY HpUMEP
CBOCH MO3MLUU U3 NPAKTHKU. S BeIEN U3
TpUYMBHpaTa, Ha3HAUEHHOTO I CyJelcTBa
MEMOPHAIBFHOTO KOHKypca MOETO CTaporo
npyra Michael Bent. Tlouemy s Bbimen? [la
HOTOMY, YTO HPHUACPKUBAJICS CBOETrO OIMyOJIH-
KOBAaHHOTO MHEHHs, M3J0KEHHOTO BBIIIE, C
KOTOPBIM MOHU 3aMedaTelbHbIE CO-CyJIbH HE
COTTIACHIINCH (8 AH2NUUICKOM A3bIKe Hem mex
OMMeHKO8, KOmopble Hy8CMEYIOmcs 8 nepesooe
cnoga «co-judgesy! C.Jludyx). Hame pacxox-
JIEHHE, BO3MOXHO, HE OBLIO OONBLINM: s OBLI
HaMepeH BKIIOYHTh B IPUCYXKACHHE OTION C
ISITBIO OJIM3HELAMH, ITOJTHOCTBIO B3SITHIA U3
COOTBETCTBYIOLIEH 0a3bl, TOrga Kak MOH CO-
CyIbU XOTEIMH €ro HCKIIOYUTH (Y4TO OHH U
caenanu). Vcrons30BaHHBIM 6-QUTypHBIM Ma-
TepuasioM OBUTH Oelble JaJbsi W KOHb IPOTHB
IIBYX HYEPHBIX Temrek, 4ro B 3amucu mo GBR
BeirzsantT kak 0101.02. Koneuno, s Ob1 He man
«KOMITO3UTOPY» KOHKYPCHOTO OTJINUUSA (TIpH3a,
MOYETHOIO WM ITOXBAJIBHOTO OT3BIBOB, JaKe
«CHELHaNTBbHOro»), a mpocto Mecro. Kak
pe3yibTaT, NPUCYXKACHHE ObBLIO OBl CMEChIO
OTIMYMA M MecT. OTO MO€ BHICHHE ITyTH
Briepes] B Mupe 0a3 gaHHBIX. CIHIIKOM JIH OHO
PEBOIOIMOHHOE?

John Roycroft, Jloanon
Cynss FIDE (aTr0181) 1959
23.06.2008
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POLEMIC IN THE STUDIES WORLD (2)
by John Roycroft (United Kingdom)

This contribution is a response to an invitation from
Milan Velimirovic. Milan tells me that he has
received no reaction to Polemic in the Studies World
(1) in MPR VolIl - No.8 of Winter 2008. He
wondered if I had anything to add. After giving the
matter thought I have decided to accept the
invitation by clarifying, or emphasising, three
aspects. | hope my comments will be found helpful.

POLEMIC IN THE STUDIES WORLD (2)
I. Computers in general

The view is often expressed or implied that the
computer is a tool for composers to use in any way
they like, with no distinctions to be made. In
particular, according to this view, total freedom
applies to the use of endgame tablebases of the kind
first developed by Ken Thompson, and subsequently
by such as Eugene Nalimov. Such a product is
commonly called an EGTB. For reasons that will
become clear, my preferred term remains ‘oracle
database’ (or ‘odb’).

The computer is endlessly versatile. Versatility may
be the computer’s salient characteristic. It can be
used to further our interest in games, in business, in
storage and retrieval, in classifying, in calculation,
and in research of all kinds. It can further
communication, for good or bad purposes. It can
support other activities by making them faster, more
complete, and even feasible where they were
previously infeasible. Some of these activities will
be trivial, such as the universal and contagiously
attractive game tetris, while others will be less
trivial. One totally non-trivial application is in the
development of weapons of mass destruction.

Let us look more closely at the use of computers to
extend human knowledge in fields where humans
have difficulty. We shall assume that such research
is worthwhile, though it is always possible to
maintain the opposite view. That ‘chess is the
drosophila of artificial’ intelligence, a verbal quip of
Russian scientist Kronrod sr. which has become
legendary, is not universally held, for chess is not
mainstream artificial intelligence, though it is
common enough to be respectable, with papers
published and symposia held. For our purposes we
shall assume that all readers of MAT PLUS
REVIEW concur in the view that algorithmic
computer generation of EGTB/odbs is an activity
worthy of serious consideration, and therefore with
potentially serious implications.

OTa cTaThs HaIHMCaHa II0 IIPEUIOXKEHHIo MiutaHa
BenumupoBuya. Munan cooOmmimwi, 4TO HE MOJYYHII
peakuuu Ha “Tlonemuky B Mupy 3TIOIOB” B HOMepe 8
MPR (Vol 1I, 2008) u mouHTEepecoBajcs, €CTh JU y
MeHS 4TO /100aBUTh. [10 HEKOTOPOM pa3MbILUICHUH, 5
PELLIMI IPHHSTH HPEeUIoKeHne B popMe pa3bsiCHEHUs i
nogyépkuBaHus TpEX acmekroB. Haneroch, 4to Mom
3aMe4aHus OyIyT MOJIC3HBL.

IIOJIEMHUKA B MUPE 3TIOJOB (2)

1. KomnboTepsl Bood1e

OOBIYHO MBI~ paccCMaTpUBaeM  KOMIIBIOTED  Kak
WHCTPYMEHT, KOTOPBIH KOMIIO3HTOp BOJEH HC-
T0JIb30BATh JIIOOBIM CIOCOOOM, KaKHM €MY TOJIBKO
3abmaropaccyaurcs. B wacTHocTH, mIpen-momaraercs
monHass cBOOOJa B HCIOIb30BaHMH 0a3  JJAHHBIX
OKOHYaHMH HAMOJOOMHM TeX, 4YTO OBUIM BIEPBBIC
pazpaboranbl Kenom ToMmmncoHOM, a BHOCIEICTBUH
Esrennem HamumoBeM. IIpogyKT Takoro poja 0OBIYHO
Ha3biBaeTcss EGTB. Ilo npuunHam, Ha KOTOPBIX $
OCTAaHOBJIIOCH TO3XKeE, s npeanounTard TepmMuH "odb"
(«opaxym»).

KoMmmbloTep yHHBepcaneH. YHHBEPCAIBHOCTh MOXET
OBITH €ro BaKHEHIIMM CBOMCTBOM. OH MOXeT OBITH
UCIONB30BaH [UI1 Wrp, Ais Ou3Heca, I XpaHEHHUs
JAaHHBIX, U1 KIacCU(GUKAUUM U BBIYUCICHUI, U B
HCCIIeIOBaHMX BCEBO3MOXK-HOTO poxa. (0):1
CrocoOCTBYET KOMMYHHKAIIMK, BO BPEJl WX BO Onaro.
OH moMoraeT HaM BO MHOTHX JeNax, Aeias ux Ooee
OBICTpEIMH, OoJiee colepkKa-TelNbHBIMH, a ¥ IPOCTO
BO3MOXHBIMHU, B CIIy4yasX, KOT/a HPEXAE OHU ObLIH
HEBO3MOXKHBI. HekoTopble U3 3THX el TPUBHAIBHBIL,
TaKHe KaK Be3Jecyluas U 3apa3Has Urpa TeTPHC, TOrIa
KaK MHBIE MOTYT OBITh MeHee TpHUBHAIbHBIMU. [Ipumep
COBCEM HETPHU-BHANBHOTO HX HCIOIb30BAHUS 3TO
pa3paboTka  OpYXHS  MAaccOBOIO  YHHYTOXKCHHS.
PaccMoTpyM ~ KOMIBIO-TEpBl € TOYKH  3pEHHs
pacIIMpeHus 3HaHUS B 00NacTsIX, IAe y JIogeld MOryT
OBITH TPYIHOCTH.

Msl OyneM mpeamnonaraTb, 4TO HCCIIEIOBAHHE TaKOTO
poja CTOMT TOrO, HECMOTpsS Ha CYIIECTBOBAaHHUE
TIPOTUBOIOJIOKHOMN TOYKH 3pEHHUsL. Jletyuee
BBIP)KEHHSI PyCcCKOro yuéHoro KpoHpoza «maxMaTsl —
Ipo3o¢uiaa MCKYCCTBE-HHOIO HHTEIUICKTa», CTaBIIee
JIeTCHIapHBIM, TEM HE MEHee He pa3fielseTcs BCEMH,
TaK KaK IIaxMaThl CTOAT B CTOPOHE OT TPAAUIUOHHOTO
HCKYCCTBCHHOTO MHTEIUIEKTa, U TeM HE MeEHee OHO
JIOCTaTOYHO PACIpPOCTPAHEHO Ul TOrO, YTOObI C HUM
CUHTAThCS, C  HAyYHBIMH  IyONH-KaUMsIMH |
CHMITO3UyMaMu. MBI IPENONI0KNM, YTO BCE YUTATEIN
«Mat Plus Review» corimacHel ¢ MHEHHEM, 4YTO
anropurmudeckas rerepanuss EGTB/odb 3acmyxusaer
CEepbE3HOr0 BHUMAHWS, M MOXET HMETh CepbE3HbIC
HOCIICACTBH.
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An odb is independently verified to be complete and
flawless for its intended purpose, while an EGTB,
especially when used as an adjunct to a chess-
playing program, may be abridged or unverified. If
an odb’s content relates to a field or sub-field that is
imperfectly known it holds the evidence, not just
some evidence but all the evidence, needed for its
users, up to the most expert of humans, not only to
refine their knowledge, but to test each attempted
refinement. In the case of an odb we are talking
about a human construct, namely endgame theory.
An odb does not extend endgame theory. It supplies
the evidence for us to extend endgame theory.

It is my contention, based on the foregoing, that an
odb deserves to be treated with the respect that any
other piece of scientific research receives in the
realm of academia. We may or may not be
academics, but, so I aver, in this respect we should
strive to adopt the best academic standards.

It further follows that a composer using a flawless
source in pursuit of composing a study, and in
particular when entering for a tourney, is in duty
bound to acknowledge any significant element of his
entry that is not his own work.

II. Chessplaying programs and EGTB/odbs

Here is my list — no doubt incomplete — of relevant
contrasting features of (a) chessplaying programs
such as Fritz, and (b) EGTBs (or odbs).

A chessplaying program:

o deals with any number of chessmen on the board

e is not generated by algorithm (indeed the word
‘generated’ in the EGTB/odb sense does not
apply)

e needs an evaluation function to limit the ‘event
horizon’, ie how deeply it analyses any particular
position

e has its own evaluation function to distinguish it
from rivals

e will whenever possible improve or modify its
evaluation function in later versions

e is in a commecial environment, competing with
other chessplaying programs in the marketplace

o will have a use for an EGTB/odb when a relevant
reduction in force is reached

e always takes advantage of increased computer
power and memory as ‘brute force’ features

e takes account of the 50-move rule

e can look up an evaluation only if it has stored (eg
in ‘hash table’) that value already

e will always do its best to propose the strongest
move but its choice will not be guaranteed

Odb cunTaeTcs MONHOI M COBEPIICHHOW IS CBOUX
neneit, B to Bpems kak EGTB, ocoGexno Oymytn
NPUMEHSAEMO KaK MPUI0KEHHE K UTPOBOM IIaxMaTHON
mporpaMmMe, MOXXET OBITh HEHOJHAa M HeJ0CTOBepHa. B
TO Bpemss Kak coxepkumoe odb OTHOCHTCS K
HEMOJIHOCTBIO M3YYCHHOIl 001acTH, TeM HE MEHee OHa
COJEPXXHUT JaHHbIE, HE MPOCTO HEKOTOPHIC NAHHBIE, a
BCE JIaHHBbIe, HEOOXOoauMbIe JIIs e€ IOJb30BaTelel, B
TOM 4HCIe Hauboyee 3HAIOIMX, YTOOBI HE TOJIBKO
pAaCIINPUTh 3HAHWS, HO U IPOBEPHTH KAXKIOE TAKOE
pacumpenue. B ciydae odb MbI rOBOpUM O CO3AAHHO
YEJIOBEKOM MOJIENIM, a UMEHHO o Teopuu urp. Odb He
pacimupsier Teopuro SHammmwst. OHa [PEeROCTaBIsAET
JTaHHBIE IS €€ PacIINpPeHYS.

B cuiy BbIMICH3I0KEHHOTO, s mojarar, 4ro odb
JIOJDKHA PaccMaTpUBAaTBhCs Kak JIl000e Jpyroe HayyHoe
aKaJIEMHYECKOE HCCIENOBaHHE. MBI MOXKeM OBITh, a
MOXEM U He OBITh aKaJeMUKaMH, HO B JTOM
OTHOILEHUH HAM HAJ0 CTaparbCs CIENOBATH JIYYIINM
aKaJIEeMUUECKUM CTaHIapTaM.

W3 osroro Tarkke clegyeT, 4YTO  KOMIIO3HTOD,
HCTIONB3YIONHMI Takoro poja Oe3ynpeuHbld HCTOYHHK
JUISL COCTaBIIEHHS JTIOA, B OCOOCHHOCTH IIPH YYacTHH
€ro B COPEBHOBAHMH, JODKEH NPH3HATH (DAKT TOro, 4TO
3HAYUTENbHAs YacTh €ro IIPOU3BEIEHUS He SBICTCS
Ppe3yJIbTaToOM €ro Tpyxa.

II. IlaxmaTtubie nporpammbl 1 EGTB/odb

Bot Moii (HeCOMEHHO, HENOJIHBIM) CHHMCOK pa3Iuyuui
MEXIy IIaXMaTHBIMU IPOrPaMMaMH, TAaKUMH Kak Ppuit
(Fritz), n EGTB/odb.

[laxmaTHas nporpamMma:

e paoTaer ¢ J00BIM KOJINYECTBOM (QUryp Ha JOCKe

® He CreHepHpOBaHa IO AIrOPUTMY (B TOM CMBICTIE, B
kakoM 310 npuMennMo k EGTB/odb)

e HYXIAaeTCs B  OYeHouHou  Gymkyuu I
OrpaHHYEHUS] «TOPU30HTa COOBITHII», TO ecTh
TIIyOUHBI aHAIN3a TTO3LUH

® uMeeT COOCTBEHHYIO OICHOYHYIO (DYHKIHIO, YeM
OTJIMYAETCS OT KOHKYPEHTOB

® T[IOCTOSHHO YIy4YIIaeT OIEHOYHYI0 (YHKIHIO OT
BEPCHHU K BEPCUH

® SBJIAETCS KOMMEPUYECKOH, COPEBHYSCh C NPOYUMHU
TaKHMH IIPOrPaMMaMH Ha PHIHKE

® CTPEMHTCSl HCIOJIb30BaTh OOJIBIIE MOLIHOCTEH
KOMITBIOTEpA [UTSl BEIYKMCIICHUH ITepebopom

® PYKOBOJCTBYeTCs npasuioM 50 X008

® MOXET NOCMOTPETH OLCHKY IO3ULHUUA TOJIBKO €CIIA
OHa yXK¢€ ObLTa 3aK3IIMpoOBaHa paHEe

e BCerja IBITACTCS CHENarh JIYYIIHi XOJ, HO He
BCET/ia B 3TOM IPEyCIeBaeT

e MMeeT peHTHHT

® HEC HUCIIOJB3YET «KMETPUKU).
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e will have an ELO rating

e will have no use of a ‘metric’.

An EGTB/odb:

e is generated by algorithm, i.e. it does not analyse
but works backwards from the set of all positions
of checkmate with the given force

e is complete for its (limited) field, usually for 5-
man, 6-man, and, in 2010 increasingly, 7-man
positions

e has no use for an evaluation function (ie there is
no 'event horizon' and no need of one)

e has no need of improvement
e is not in commercial competition with rivals

e has no use for an ELO rating, since its ‘play’ is
already perfect, i.e. with an infinite ELO rating

e needs a metric such as ‘distance to mate’ (DTM)
or ‘distance to conversion’ (DTC) or an
equivalent, for its process of generation

e has no use for a chessplaying program

e looks up the pre-computed value (won, drawn,
lost, unknown) of any input

o supplies, if the position is a win, the metric-
dependent win depth (number of moves), and all
the ‘best’ moves

e ignores the 50-move rule (or equivalent), if only
because many endings include longer winning
‘solutions’.

II1. Authorship

Following a 15-page article ‘Nalimov tables — is
there a problem?’ by Aleksei Sochnev in the
Russian 3amauun u stiozp! issue 44 (April 2008), its
issue 47 (April 2009) ran a large number of articles
(all still in in Russian), but then announced closure
of the topic. Nevertheless the St Petersburg quarterly
allowed IGM Oleg Pervakov to contribute on the
same topic in its issue 48 (August 2009).

The composition grandmaster reported development
in his thinking over time. I hope to report accurately
his concluding remarks. The essence of the dilemma
facing us, he says, is the question of ‘authorship’. In
his choice of that word I sense support for the view
expressed in the present article. The word
concentrates the mind. For instance, the Codex
promulgated by the FIDE PCCC, and updated or
modified from time to time, states in a footnote that
the existence of a chess position in an EGTB/odb
does not constitute ‘authorship’ of the position.

On the other hand, the publication of a name (with
no accompaniment) above a diagram is a prima
facie claim authorship.

C npyroii croponsr, EGTB/odb:

® CreHepHpOBaHa aJrOPUTMOM, TO €CTh HE COACPIKUT
aHajM3a, HO ONMPaeTcs Ha IMOJHBIA  CHHMCOK
MaTOBBIX TO3ULUI C JaHHBIM COOTHOIICHHEM
Marepuaia

e SBJIAETCS TOJHOH Juii CBOEro (OrpaHHMYEHHOIO)
MoJIg MPUMEHEHUst, 00blYHO st 5-, 6-, u B 2010
Toxy, 7-(pUrypHBIX MO3ULHH.

e HE HUMEeT OLCHOYHOW (YHKIUM (HeT IOHATHS
«TOPH30HTA COOBITHI» U B TAKOBOM HET HYXK[bI)

® He HY)KAaeTcs B yIydIICHUH
® HE COPEBHYETCS C KOHKYpEHTaMU

e He UMeeT HOHATWS pEeHTHHra, Tak Kak Hrpa IIo
OIpeeTIeHNIO BCETAa HaUIydIlas, TO €CTb PSUTHHT
TEOPETHYECKH OSCKOHEUEH [nmpum. nepes.: éephee,
2999]

® HYXJAeTcs B METPUKAX, TAKUX, KaK «PacCTOSHHE JI0
Mara» MIH «PACCTOSIHHE [0 CXOXKICHHS» WIH
SKBUBAJICHTHBIE  (JOCTYIMHOCTH ~ Oosiee  OJHOI
METPHKHU MOKa OCTAETCs JIMILb MOKETaHUEM)

® HAaXOJWUT MPEABAPUTEIHHO BBIYKMCIEHHBIE 3HAYEHUS
(BBINTPBII, HHUYBS, MPOUTPHIIN, HEW3BECTHO) ISk
J11000T0 33J]aHHOTO BBO/IA

® IIpeOCTaBIseT, B CiIydyae BBIMIPAHHOH IO3MIMH,
3aBHCALNYI0 OT METPUKH IIyOHHY, BCE XOJIBI
rapaHTHPOBAHHO JIy4IIHe

e HE PYKOBOJCTBYeTcs IpaBuioM 50 X00B, JHIIb
IOTOMY, 4YTO MHOTHE OKOHYAaHHs HMEIOT Ooiee
JIOJITUE «PELICHUSD)

III. ABTOpPCTBO

Tlocne Bbixoma 15-cTpaHuuHON cratbu  AJekces
CouneBa «Tabmuupl HanumoBa — mpoGnema nu?» B
HOMepe 44 poccuiickoro H3aaHuus «3agadd ¥ dTIOIBD
(ampenis 2009), B HOMmepe 47 ObLIO OMyOJIMKOBAHO
MHOTO OTKJIMKOB (BCE Ha PYCCKOM S3BIKE), IOCIIE YEero
TeMa Obuta oObsiBIeHa 3akphiToil. TemM He MeHee,
neTepOyrpekuii €KEKBAPTAIBHHUK MO3BOJIHII
BBICKA3aThCS Ha 3Ty K TeMy rpoccmeiicrepy Omnery
IlepBakoBy B HoMepe 48 (aBryct 2009).

I'poccmeiicTep KOMIIO3HIME paccka3al 00 DBONIOLUH
CBOMX B3NINOB. Haneroch, 4To BEpHO H3IOKY e€ro
utorosele 3ameudanus. CyTb cTOAIIEH nepen Hamu
JHUIEMMBIL, TI0 €r0 CIOBaM, BOIIPOC «aBTOPCTBay. B ero
BEIOOpE CJIOBa 51 HAXO0Xy IOJJEPKKY B3IIISIOB,
U3JI0)KEHHBIX B JTAHHOHM CTaThe. DTO CIOBO 3aCTaBIISET
3agymarbess. Hanpumep, Konexc, npussteii TITTIIK
(PCCC) npu DUJE, xoTopelii BpeMs OT BpeMEHH
IpeTeprneBaeT INpaBKM M H3MEHEHHs, YTBEp)KIaeT B
CHOCKE, 4TO CYIIECTBOBAHHE MO3ULHUY B Oa3ze JaHHX He
CO371aéT «aBTOPCTBA» MO3HIHN.

C gpyroil cropoHbl, myOnukamus uMmeHH (6e3
MOSICHEHH) HaJl AMarpamMMoil, ecTb CcaMOOYeBHIHAs
3asBKa Ha aBTOPCTBO.

229



Winter 2009

Mat Plus Review 12

Our thinking need not stop there. Since their
development  EGTBs/odbs  have  gradually
introduced a new and major phenomenon, calling
for a re-think of concepts previously familiar.
Specifically, the concept of authorship in the context
of the composed endgame study. I suggest that the
following important distinctions can and should be
made.

1. Authorship of idea. The computer has no ideas in
its head because it has no head. Ideas are a human
(does any animal have ideas? We simply do not
know) prerogative, because an idea is abstract.
There is no copyright in an idea. The diagram
‘name’ has an uncontested right to this authorship.
(Anticipation and originality are something else.)

2. Authorship of position. The position is in the
database before the user chooses it. Searching for
candidate positions is his aim in consulting the
EGTB/odb. The skills involved in conducting such
searches and making such choices still await debate
— a debate that is much needed.

3. Authorship of soundness. The diagram name has
contributed nothing, absolutely nothing, to the
soundness of the chosen position. That soundness
that is guaranteed.

Friends, please think on these things. The computer
may be amoral, but its users do not have that
excuse!

John Roycroft
London, 2nd November 2009

VIHBIMH CIIOBaMH, C MOMEHTAa CBOETO MOSIBICHHUS
EGTB/odb mocreneHHO MOPOAMIIM HOBBIM Ba)KHBIH
(eHoMeH, TpeOyIOWUi MepeoCMbICICHHST KOHICIIUH
aBTOPCTBA B KOHTEGKCTE OTIOMHONH KOMIIO3MIIMH.
Ipeanarato pasanyarh CIeoyIONUE TOHITHS.

1. ABTOpCTBO tdeu. Y KOMIIBIOTEpA HET UJCH B rOJIOBE,
MOTOMy 4YTO y HEro HeT TOoNOBbL. Mpmenm ectb
npeporaTuBa 4ejoBeKa (MOIYT JM y JKMBOTHBIX OBITh
uzen? Mbl He 3HaeM), IIOCKOJIbKY Hies abcrpakTHa. Ha
Wi HET KOMHUpaiita [npum. nepes.: Kk codcanenuio, 8
Hexomopbix cmpanax ecms]. VIMs Hax AuarpamMoit
yTBepXkIaeT mnpaBo aBTopcTBa (OpUIMHAIBHOCTD U
MPEIIECTBEHHUKOB Ceiyac He pacCMaTpHBacM).

2. ABtopctBo nosuyuu. Ilo3unus ectb B 6ase 10 TOro,
Kak nosp3oBatesb e€ BoiOpai. [Touck Hy)KHOH no3uiun
— ero uenb npu ucnoib3oBanun EGTB/odbs. HaBbiku,
TpebyeMmble NPU TAKOTO Pojia MOMCKaxX M BHIOOPKaX, BCE
emé SBISIOTCS MPEA-METOM OYAYyIIMX THCKYCCHH, W
OHH JIAaBHO HA3pEIH.

3. ABTOpPCTBO KOppekmHocmu. ABTOp He BHEC
a0CONIOTHO HUYEro B IPOBEPKY BHIOPAHHON MO3MIMH.
KOppeKTHOCT rapaHTHPOBaHa.

Tonymaiite 06 3TOM, Apy3bsi. KOMIBIOTEpHI JIMIICHBI
3THKH, HO UX I10JIb30BATENIU-TO HET!

Jsxon PoiikpodT
JlonnoH, 18-e Hos0pst 2009 1.

(translation: Ijja Ketris)
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