Evaluation

Evaluation

Rybka's evaluation has been the subject of much speculation ever since its appearance. Various theories have been
put forth about the inner workings of the evaluation, but with the publication of Strelka, it was shown just how wrong
everyone was. It is perhaps ironic that Rybka's evaluation is its most similar part to Fruit; it contains, in my opinion,
the most damning evidence of all.

General Differences

Simply put, Rybka's evaluation is virtually identical to Fruit's. There are a few important changes though, that should
be kept in mind when viewing this analysis.

« Most obviously, the translation to Rybka's bitboard data structures. In some instances, such as in the pawn
evaluation, the bitboard version will behave slightly differently than the original. But the high-level functionality
is always equivalent in these cases; the changes are brought about because of a more natural representation in
bitboards, or for a slight speed gain. In other cases the code has been reorganized a bit; this should be seen more
as an optimization than as a real change, since the end result is the same.

« All of the endgame and draw recognition logic in Fruit has been replaced by a large material table in Rybka.
This serves mostly the same purpose as the material hash table in Fruit, since it has an evaluation and a flags
field.

« All of the weights have been tuned. Due to the unnatural values of Rybka's evaluation parameters, they were
mostly likely tuned in some automated fashion. However, there are a few places where the origin of the values in
Fruit is still apparent: piece square tables, passed pawn scores, and the flags in the material table.

Evaluation Detail

In the following pages | will go into more depth about the details of each aspect of the evaluations and their
similarities and differences.

« Pawn evaluation: pawn_get_info(Q)
« Piece evaluation: eval_piece()

« King Safety/Shelter: eval_king(Q)
« Passed Pawns: eval_passer()

« Patterns: eval_pattern()
« Material
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Piece Square Tables

Piece square tables are a very simple technique used for basic evaluation. For every piece type and square, PSTs
have a value for that piece being on that square. Fruit uses a clear and simple but effective way of calculating the
tables. Looking at Rybka's PSTs, we will see that they are calculated using these exact same constants except with
different weights. Also, note that here too that the PST values are hardcoded into the Rybka executable file, they are
not calculated at startup like Fruit's. The code shown here is simply the functional equivalent; it calculates the Rybka
PSTs.

Constants

Fruit's PSTs are based on a small set of constants, which allow for a compact representation of the values. For most
pieces, the entire set of 64 squares is compressed into 16 constants (8 for ranks, 8 for files) plus two weights.

Constants in Fruit

static const int PawnFile[8] ={ -3, -1, +0, +1, +1, +0, -1, -3 };
static const int KnightLine[8] = -4, -2, +0, +1, +1, +0, -2, -4
static const int KnightRank[8] = -2, -1, +0, +1, +2, +3, +2, +1
static const int BishopLine[8 ={ -3, -1, +0, +1, +1, +0, -1, -3
static const int RookFile[8] ={ -2, -1, +0, +1, +1, +0, -1, -2 };
static const int QueenLine[8] ={ -3, -1, +0, +1, +1, +0, -1, -3 };
static const int KingLine[8] = -3, -1, +0, +1, +1, +0, -1, -3 };
static const int KingFile[8] = +3, +4, +2, +0, +0, +2, +4, +3
static const int KingRank[8] = +1, +0, -2, -3, -4, -5, -6, -7
Pawns

First we have pawns. The pawn PSTs are just based on the file. We also add in a bonus for some of the center
squares. Rybka is the same, but it adds in an endgame bonus, and also only the bonuses for D5/E5S are added.

Fruit || Rybka

static const int PawnFil eOpening = 5
181;
197

static const int PawnFileQOpening
static const int PawnFil eEndgane

for (sq = 0; sq < 64, sq++) {

P( pi ece, sq, Cpen|nP
PamnFlle[square fi e(sq)] * for (sq = 0; sq < 64, sq++) {
PawnFi | eQpeni ng; P( pi ece, sq, Cpen|nP
} PamnFlle[square fi e(sq)] *
PawnFi | eOpeni ng;
PE iece,DB,Cpeningg += 10; P( pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=
P( pi ece, E3, Openi ng) += 10; PamnFlle[square file(sq)] *

p
p
PawnFi | eEndgane;
pi ece, D4, Cpen|ng; += 20;
pi ece, E4, Openi ng) += 20;
p
p

i ece, D5, Openi ng) += 10;
+= 10;

nglece D5, Qpeni ng g += 74;
; ! pi ece, E5, Openi ng) += 74;
i ece, E5, Openi ng

Knights

Next there are knights. Knight PSTs are based on the rank and file, with a "center" term counting for both ranks and
files, and also a separate rank bonus. Two corrections are then applied: a "trapped" penalty for knights on A8/H8, and
a "back rank" penalty for knights on the first rank (to help development). Also note that the "back rank” penalty has a
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weight of O in both programs, so it doesn't appear in the PSTs.

Fruit Rybka
static const int KnightCentreOpening = 5 static const int KnightCentreQOpening = 347;
static const int KnightCentreEndgane = 5; static const int KnightCentreEndgane = 56;
static const int KnightRankOpening = 5; static const int Knight RankOpeni ng = 358;
static const int KnightBackRankOpening = O; static const int KnightBackRankOpening = O;
static const int KnightTrapped = 100; static const int KnightTrapped = 3200;
for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) { for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) {

P( pi ece, sq, Openi n?) += P( pi ece, sqg, Openi n?) +=
Kni ght Li ne[ square_tile(sq)] * Kni ght Li ne[ square_tile(sq)] *

Kni ght Cent r eQpeni ng; Kni ght Cent r eQpeni ng;

P(pi ece, sq, Openi ng) += P(pi ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
Kni ght Li ne[ square_rank(sq)] * Kni ght Li ne[ square_rank(sq)] *

Kni ght Cent r eOpeni ng; Kni ght Cent r eOpeni ng;

P(pi ece, sq, Endgane) += P(pl ece, sq, Endgane) +=
Kni ght Li ne[ square_file(sq)] * Kni ght Li ne[ square_file(sq)] *

Kni ght Cent r eEndgane; Kni ght Cent r eEndgane;

P(pi ece, sq, Endgane) += P(pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=
Kni ght Li ne[ square_rank(sq)] * Kni ght Li ne[ square_rank(sq)] *

Kni ght Cent r eEndgane; Kni ght Cent r eEndgane;

or (sq = 0; sq < 64; sqg++) { or (sq = 0; sq < 64; sqg++) {

P(pi ece, sq, Openi ng) += P(pi ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
Kni ght Rank[ squar e_r ank(sq)] * Kni ght Rank[ squar e_r ank(sq)] *

Kni ght RankOpeni ng; Kni ght RankOpeni ng;

or (sq = Al; sq <= Hl; sqg++) { or (sq = Al;, sq <= H1l; sqg++) {

P( pi ece, sq, Openi ng) -= Kni ght BackRankQpeni ng; P( pi ece, sq, Openi ng) -= Kni ght BackRankQpeni ng;
Pg pi ece, A8, Qpeni ng; - = Kni ght Tr apped; Pg pi ece, A8, Qpeni ngg - = Kni ght Tr apped;
P( pi ece, H8, Openi ng) -= Kni ght Tr apped, P( pi ece, H8, Openi ng) -= Kni ght Tr apped,

Bishops

Next are the bishops. Bishop PSTs are based on the rank and file, with a "center" term counting equally for both
ranks and files. There is also a bonus for being on either of the main diagonals, and thereis an additional penalty for
being on the back rank.

Fruit Rybka
; ; ; ; - 5. static const int BishopCentreQpening = 147;

2{ g%:g ggﬂg% :m E: gﬂgp%m ;ggro]gniaﬂg _ %: static const int BishopCentreEndgane = 49;
static const int Bi shoBBackRankq%eni n§ =" 10 static const int B sﬂopBackRanI(Openi ng = :23%5
static const int BishopDi agonal Opening = 4; static const int BishopDiagonal Cpening = 378;
for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sqg++) { for (sqa = O sq < 64: sqg++

.P(ﬁ' ece, sq, Openi ”19) += . P( i(ege, sq, Opgni ng) e )
Bi shopLine[square T11e(sq)] Bi sﬁopLi ne[ square ?I le(sq)] *

Bi shopCent r eCpeni ng; Bi shopCent r eOpeni ng;

-P(ﬁ' ece, sq, Qpeni ng) += * P( pi ece, sq, Openi ng)’ +=
Bi shoplLi nel'squar e_r ank(sq)] Bi sﬁopLi ne[square_rank(sq)] *

Bi shopCent r eCpeni ng; _ Bi shopCent r eQpeni ng;

-P(ﬁ' ece, sq, Endgane) += « P(pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=
Bi shopLi ne[square f1ile(sq)] Bi sﬁopLi ne[square_file(sq)] *

Bi shopCent r eEndgane; Bi shopCent r eEndgane;

P( pi ece. sq, Endgane) += . P(pi ece, sq, Endgane)  +=
Bi shoplLi nel'squar e_r ank(sq)] Bi sﬁopLi ne[square_rank(sq)] *

Bi shopCent r eEndgarre; Bi shopCent r eEndgane;

or (sq = Al; sq <= Hl; sg++) { ] - A1 - -

P( pi ece, sq, Openi ng) - = Bi shopBackRankOpeni ng; gzpi( gge, sclqb\,lbp:rﬂ n<g) HL; I??iqs+r:3p8{ackRankaeni ng:

or (i =0; i <8; i++) { C -0 .

sq = square_make(i,i);: ga (:' squgfel rr;kg(i " i+)+;)
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PE pi ece, sq, Openi ng) += Bi shopDi agonal Openi ng;

P ﬁlece,square_opp(sq),cpenlng) +=
i3| shopDi agonal Openi ng;

ngiece,sq,cpening) += Bi shopDi agonal Openi ng;
P ﬁ|ece,square_opp(sq),cpenlng) +=
Eis opDi agonal Openi ng;

Rooks

Next are the rooks. Rooks PSTs are very ssimple, and are only based on the file.

Fruit

Rybka

static const int RookFileQpening = 3

for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) {
P(Elece,sq,cpen|n?) +=

RookFi | e[ square_file(sq)] *

}RookFlleCpen|ng;

static const int RookFileQpening = 104;

for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) {
P(E|ece,sq,cpen|n?) +=

RookFi | e[ square_file(sq)] *

}RookFlleCpen|ng;

Queens

Next are the queens. Queens are based on the center bonus (weighting rank and file equally), with an additional

correction for being on the back rank.

Fruit

static const int QueenCentreQpening
static const int QueenCentreEndgane
static const int QueenBackRankOpening

IE

for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) {
P(piece,sq,Cpening? +=
QueenlLi ne[ square_file(sq)] *
QueenCent r eOpeni ng;
P( pi ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
QueenlLi ne[ squar e_rank(sqg)] *
QueenCent r eOpeni ng;
P(piece,sq,Endgane? +=
QueenLi ne[ square_file(sq)] *
QueenCent r eEndgane;
P( pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=
QueenLi ne[ square_rank(sq)] *
QueenCent r eEndgarne;

or (sq = Al; sq <= Hl; sg++) {
}P(piece,sq,Cpen|ng) - = QueenBackRankQpeni ng;

| Rybka
static const int QueenCentreQpening = 98
static const int QueenCentreEndgane = 108;

static const int QueenBackRankOpening = 201

for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) {
P(piece,sq,Cpening? +=
QueenlLi ne[ square_file(sq)] *
QueenCent r eQpeni ng
P( pi ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
QueenlLi ne[ square_rank(sqg)] *
QueenCent r eQpeni ng
P(piece,sq,EndganE? +=
QueenLi ne[ square_file(sq)] *
QueenCent r eEndgane;
P( pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=
QueenLi ne[ square_rank(sq)] *
QueenCent r eEndgane;

or (sq = Al;, sq <= H1l; sg++) {
}P(piece,sq,Cpenlng) - = QueenBackRankOpeni ng;

Kings

Lastly, we evaluate the king. In the opening, we have bonuses for the rank and file, and in the endgame, thereis

simply a center bonus.

Fruit

Rybka

static const int KingCentreEndgane = 12
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static const int
static const int

Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng
Ki ngRankQOpeni ng

for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sg++) {
P(pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=

Ki ngLi ne[ square _file(sq)] *

Ki ngCent r eEndgarnre;

P(pi ece, sq, Endg ama?<

Ki ngLi ne[square ran (sq)] *

Ki ngCent r eEndgane;

(sq = 0; sq < 64; sq++) {
P(p| ece, sq, Openi nP) +=
Ki ngFi | e[square f| e(sq)] *
Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng

(sq = 0; sq < 64; sq++) {
P(p| ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
Ki ngRank[ squar e_ ran (sq)] *
}KI ngRankQpeni ng;

10;
10;

static const int

i i Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng
static const int

Ki ngRankQpeni ng

for (sq = 0; sq < 64; sqg++) {
P(pi ece, sq, Endgane) +=

Ki ngLi ne[square file(sq)] *

Ki ngCent r eEndgarre;

P(pr ece, sq, Endg amez<

Ki ngLi ne[square ran (sq)] *

Ki ngCent r eEndgane;

(sq = 0; sq < 64; sq++) {
P(pl ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
Ki ngFi | e[square file(sq)] *
Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng;

(sq = 0; sq < 64; sq++) {
P(p| ece, sq, Openi ng) +=
Ki ngRank[ squar e_ ran (sq)] *
}K| ngRankQpeni ng;

469;

Conclusion

We have found that, looking at the PST values of Fruit and Rybka, that Rybka's PSTs can be calculated using Fruit's
code with a minimum of changes. The only differences are the various weights (the constants found near the top of
pst.cpp in Fruit) and the bonuses for center pawns. Because of Fruit's unique PST initialization code, the origin of
Rybkas PSTsin Fruit is clear.
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Passed Pawn Evaluation

Rybka's passed pawn evaluation was originally thought to be extremely complex. In reality though, it'sreally very
simple. Here | will show that the passed pawn evaluation is equivalent to Fruit's, except for different weights, using a
guick approximation of the static exchange evaluation, and the division of the free pawn bonus into three separate
bonuses.

Quad

In showing the equivalence between Fruit and Rybka's passed pawn evaluation, it isfirst necessary to understand the
quad() function in Fruit. quad() calculates a bonus for a passed pawn based on a minimum and a maximum, with the
final score being based on the rank of the pawn. It does this using a lookup table with a value from 0 to 256. Thisis
used as a ratio (over 256) which is how far between the minimum and maximum the final scoreis. If the pawnison
the 7th rank, it gets the full bonus; if it ison the 2nd or 3rd, it gets the minimum. On ranks 4-6 it gets somewherein
between.

quad() in Fruit

for (rank = 0; rank < RankNb; rank++) Bonus[rank] = O;
Bonus[ Rank4] = 26;
Bonus| Rank5] = 77;
Bonus| Rank6] = 154;
Bonus| Rank7] = 256;

int quad(int y mn, int y max, int x) {

int vy;

y =y mn + ((y_max - y_mn) * Bonus[x] + 128) / 256;
return vy;

In Fruit, there are several bonuses for a passed pawn. The endgame score has a fixed minimum, and all the bonuses
for the pawn simply increase the maximum. This is equivalent to adding a set endgame bonus with quad() (between
PassedEndgameM n and PassedEndgameMax) and using quad() for each subsequent bonus with a minimum of O and a
max of the bonus. This has been implemented in an optimized (and slightly confusing) way in Fruit. To illustrate this,
here is Fruit's evaluation and a simplified version. They both produce the same output, but the smplified version isa
bit slower.

Endgame passed pawn evaluation in Fruit Simplified version

mn PassedEndganeM n;
max PassedEndganmeMax;
delta = max - mn;

eglatt] +=
quad( PassedEndganeM n, PassedEndganeMax, r ank) ;

// msc. bonuses
delta += bonus;
/!l msc. bonuses

eg[att] += quad(O0, bonus, rank);

?att +=
(delta > O) eg[att] += quad(O0, delta,rank);

Opening
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The opening value for passed pawnsis very ssmple in both programs: we simply add a fixed bonus based on the
rank.

Fruit Rybka
op[att] += openi ng += PassedQpeni ng[ rank] ;
quad( PassedOpeni ngM n, PassedOpeni nghMax, r ank) ; P 9 *= g ’

Endgame

Rybka and Fruit both have the same basic structure in the endgame passed pawn scoring: calculate a minimum and a
maximum value and interpolate the real value based on the rank of the pawn. See above for details regarding Fruit;
Rybka works the same way. We start out initializing the minimum:

Fruit Rybka

m n = PassedEndganeM n;

endganme += PassedEndgane[ rank];

eglatt] += min;

Danger ous Bonuses

Next, we add the "dangerous’ bonuses to the endgame maximum. There are actually a few of these: if the opponent
has no pieces, we detect whether the passer is unstoppable, or if our king isin a position to protect it while promoting.
We then check if the passer is free; that is, it can walk to the promotion square without being blocked or captured.

The unstoppable passer is simply a passer that isn't blocked by a friendly piece and the opponent king is outside its
"square". The king passer is a passer on the 6th or 7th rank which the king defends while simultaneously defending the
promotion square. These defintions are exact bitboard equivalents in Rybka, and they both receive the same bonus of
Unst oppabl ePasser . This bonus is not based on rank like the other bonuses, but is ssmply the value of a queen minus
the value of a pawn.

Next is the free pawn. The opponent has piecesin this case to potentially keep our pawn from promoting, so we
need to check if it can escape. In Fruit, the square in front of the pawn must be empty, and the pawn must be able to
advance safely there. We use the static exchange evaluation (SEE) to make sure that even if the square is attacked by
the opponent, we can recapture on the square. This check is only done on the square directly in front of the pawn in
Fruit, but since Rybkais bitboard based, we can quickly do the same calculation for all squaresin front of the pawn up
to the promotion square. To do this we make an approximation of the SEE that is usually equivalent. We simply make
sure that for every square in the promotion path that is attacked by the opponent, we aso have a piece defending that
square. There are some cases where this might not be the same as being able to advance safely (according to SEE), but
they are rather unusual (two knights attacking, one queen defending).

There is also one more sight difference here: in Fruit, to be a free passer, all of the above conditions must apply. In
Rybka, we break the conditions down and award partial bonuses if only some of the conditions are met.

Fruit Rybka

i f ((Board. pieces[BQ | Board. pi eces[BR] ;
Boar d. pi eces|[ BB] Boar d. pi eces] BN]; == 0) {
i f (white_unstoppabl e_passer(square) ||

i f %board->pi ece_size[def] <=1 white kin asonrlequar e
&% (unstoppabl e_passer (board, sq, att) || Ite_xing p (square))
ki ng_passer (board, sq, att))) { ?”g gg’e{*'— Unst oppabl ePasser ;
delta += Unstoppabl ePasser; if ((mob & Board. pi eces[ Wi te]) == 0)
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} else if (free_passer(board,sq,att)) {

_ ; end ame += PassedUnbl ockedOmn rank]

i:lelta += FreePasser; (mob & Board. pi eces[ Bl ack]) ==
end ame += PassedUnbl oc edQJp rank]

((~mob_wW) & npb & nob ) 0)

endgarre += PassedFree[rank];

King Distance

Both Rybka and Fruit now apply a bonus based on the distances of both kings to the square in front of the pawn.
These bonuses are applying the same way, two bonuses, one for each king, ssmply multiplied by the distance of that
king to the square in front of the pawn. The bonuses in Rybka are also based on the rank of the pawn.

Fruit ||Rybka

delta -= endgane -=

pawn_at t d| st (sq, KI NG POS(board, att),att) * pawn_at t d| st (squar e, wki ng_square, Wite) *
At t acker Di st ance; PassedAt t Di st ance[ rank];

delta += endganme +=

pawn_def di st (sq, KI NG POS(board, def), att) * pawn_def di st(square, bki ng_square, Wite) *
Def ender Di st ance; PassedDef Di st ance] rank]

Values

If the above mentioned similarities in the evaluations were all that were there, this might be simply a coincidence.
The exact same set of terms are used, and the same method of accumulating opening and endgame scoresis used
(interpolating between maximum and minimum based on rank, fixed score for opening, bonuses increase maximum
endgame score). The free passer bonuses are separated, though, and the semantics for adding bonuses are changed
(albeit into a mathematically equivalent method). But we haven't yet looked at the values for the pawns. As discussed
above, Fruit's bonuses are based on the Bonus array, with values{o..., 26, 77, 154, 256, 0},whererank 4is 26,
5is 77, etc. Once we look at Rybka's values, we see that they are based on the same Bonus array, and are smply
precal culated outputs of the quad() function. Rybka's values and their Fruit equivalents (see the smplified Fruit code
above) are shown below.

Also, note that in the Rybka code, the equivalent rank 8 value of the Bonus array is 256 (like rank 7) instead of 0 as
in Fruit. This difference is completely meaningless however, since there can never be a pawn on the 8th rank.

Rybka Fruit Equivalent

i nt PassedQpeni ngb8] ={ 0, 0, 0, 489, 1450,

2900, 4821, 4821
i nt PassedEndgarna 8] = { 146, 146, 146, 336,

int PassedQpeningMn = 0;
709, 1273, 2020, 2020 }: n =
int PassedUnbl ockedONn[S] ={ 0 0, 0, 26, 78, m Eggggggﬁgg;ﬂg%ﬁﬁ Z i‘g%l
157, 262, 262 }; int PassedEndganeMax = 2020

i
i
i
i nt PassedUnbl ockedep[S] ={ 0, 0, 0, 133, ! =’ .
394, 788, 1311, 1311} :nt PassedUnbl ockedOanMax 262;
i
i
i

nt PassedUnbl ockedOppMax = 1311;
i nt PassedFrae[S] { 0, 0, 0, 101, 300, 601, int FreePasserMax = 1000

1000, 1000 }; ; - L .

nt AttackerDi stanceMax = 650;

'38& nggedétstou}st ance[ 8] { 0, 0, 0, 66, 195, i nt Def ender Di stanceMax = 1295;
{ o0, 0, 0, 131, 389,

i nt PassedDef Di st ance] 8]
779, 1295, 1295 };

We also need to take alook at the candidate bonus. This bonus is done statically and stored in the pawn hash table,
as discussed here, but we haven't looked at the values yet. We see that in Fruit candidates are scored using the same
quad() function. And sure enough, Rybka's scores are based on the same array.
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Rybka Fruit Equivalent

i nt Candi dat eOpeni ngM n = 0;
i nt Candi dateQpening[8] = { 0, 0, 0, 382, 1131, |li nt Candi dat eQpeni ngMax = 3763;
2263, 3763, 3763 };
i nt Candi dat eEndgane[8] = { 18, 18, 18, 181, i nt Candi dat eEndganreM n = 18;
501, 985, 1626, 1626 }; i nt Candi dat eEndganeMax = 1626;
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Material

M aterial

The material tables in Rybkawere one of the more interesting features introduced. Their implementation was a new
way to evaluate material imbalances. The indexing and evaluations in the table seem to be unique, but there are some
very interesting similarities in the information stored in the table with Fruit.

Structure

Rybka's material tables are implemented as a massive data structure that is indexed by the count of every piece on
the board. The count of each pieceislimited to a reasonable maximum, that can only be exceeded by promotions. This
is done to keep the table a reasonable size. Pawns have a count from 0-8, minors and rooks have a count from 0-2,
and gueens are from O-1. The total size of the table is thus 9* 9* 3* 3* 3* 3* 3* 3* 2* 2 entries. The table isindexed in a
sort of split base, with the pawn counts as the most significant indices. This means that while positions with, say, 4
gueens will not overflow the index (but will point to an entry with an incorrect material configuration). The evaluation
for amaterial configuration is stored as a 32-hit integer, which is added to the material balance determined with a sum
of piece values.

In addition to the material values, Rybka keeps flags for certain situations in the table, as well as a phase value. One
flag, the flag for lazy evaluation, is only in Rybka (Fruit has no lazy eval). All of the other flags come directly from
Fruit.

The structure of the material table (at the source code level) isn't certain. It seems likely, based on the disassembly,
that the data type is something like this:

Rybka Material Table Structure

struct {

unsi gned char fl ags;
unsi gned char cflags;
unsi gned char phase;
bool | azy eval;

i nt mat _val ue;

};

The use of unsigned char and bool for phase and lazy eval are quite likely, because of their use: the assembly code
uses the byte registers for dealing with them (al, bl, etc.). Phase is used only after zero-extending from a byte register
to an int (hence the unsigned). Lazy eval is most likely a bool in the source because it takes the value O or 1, whereas
the other flags use other bits, and it is not in contiguous memory with the flags (the phase field separates them).

The flags fields are unclear, though. In Fruit, there are two sets of flags: color dependent and not. The color
dependent flags are stored in a two-element array (cf | ags) and the others are stored in one element (f | ags). Eachis8
bits, giving 8 bits total. It is at least clear that flags and cflags are stored in separate fields in Rybka--they are accessed
in the assembly using byt e ptr semantics, with cflags taken from the stack address of flags+1.

It seems that cflags is not an array though. It has two flags, MatWhiteKingFlag and MatBlackKing flag that are bits
0x08 and 0x80 respectively. The sameflag isin Fruit, MatKingFlag, used with bit 0x08 (1 << 3). Thisis stored in
cflaggcolor], to indicate the flag for both colors. In Rybkas materia structure, it isasif it had the same array but with
4-bit bitfields instead of bytes (though it is not possible in C to have arrays of bitfields)--this would put the flags in the
same bits that they are now. This compression of two bytes to one byte was most likely done so that each material
table entry would be 8 bytes long. The use of 0x08 for a king safety flag in both programs is certainly interesting,
though. The exact usage of the flags are dicussed below.

Also, for the one flag used in Rybka in the color-independent field, DrawBishopFlag, it is stored as bit 0x80.
However, Rybka's code only tests if the flags field is nonzero, so the exact value isirrelevant. In Fruit, the sameflagis
in bit 0x02 (1 << 1).

https://webspace.utexas.edu/zzw57/rtc/eval/material .html#flagg 2/5/2010 1:23:51 AM]



Material

Flags

Below, | compare the different material flags used in both Rybka and Fruit. | will note that all of the formulae for
Rybka's flags have been decoded--since the materia table is a large constant array in the Rybka executable, the code
to set the flags is not there. The formulae are found by analyzing the pattern of when it appears in the material table.

There are a set of flags in Fruit that are not in Rybka. All of these (DrawNodeFlag, MatRookPawnFlag,
MatBishopFlag, and MatKnightFlag) are not included in Rybka because it does not have any separate endgame
knowledge, which isthe purpose of all of these flags in Fruit. Rybka has al other flags that are in Fruit,
and also an additional lazy evaluation flag. Fruit does not have lazy evaluation, so thereisnoflaginit.

MatKingFlag

Fruit stores a flag for each color for whether king safety will be evaluated. Thisis stored as 0x08 in the cflags array
in the materia table (see above). The formulafor this table is shown below. In Rybka, the exact same formulais used-
-if the enemy has a queen and at least two pieces total, king safety is evaluated for that side. Note also that cflagsis a
single byte, not a two-byte array as in Fruit (see above, again).

MatKingFlag in Fruit MatKingFlag in Rybka

; : _ . const int MatWiiteKingFlag = 1 << 3
const int MatKingFlag =1 << 3; const int MatBlackKingFlag = 1 << 7
if (bg >= 1 && bqg+br+bb+bn >= 2) ; - -
oflags{uhite] |= NatKi ngrlag: il ads = VaLvR T ki nGF ag 2
Eo(wg >= 1 && wgtwr twb+wn >= 2) if (wg >= 1 && wg+w +wb+wn >= 2)
cfl ags[ Bl aCk] | = Mat Ki ngFl ag, cfl ags | = Mat Bl ackKi ngFI ag;

DrawBishopFlag

Fruit and Rybka store a flag in their material tables for signifying the possibility of an opposite-color bishop
endgame, which is generally drawish. The flag has the exact same formulain both programs: there must be only
bishops and pawns, each side must have exactly one bishop, and the difference in the number of pawns of each side
cannot be more than two.

DrawBishopFlag in Fruit |DrawBishopFIag in Rybka

const int DrawBishopFlag = 1 << 1, const int DrawBishopFlag = 1 << 7,

i f +w +wn == 0 && bqg+br+bn == 0 i f +wr +wn == 0 && bqg+br+bn == 0
if(mwb == 1 && bb ::% { )1 if(mwb == 1 && bb ::(_]L )1
if (wp-bp >= -2 & wp-bp <= +2) { if (wp-bp >= -2 & wp-bp <= +2) {
flags | = DrawBi shopFl ag; flags | = DrawBi shopFl ag;

} }

The usage of these flags isjust as interesting: at the very end of the evaluation, after the total score is computed, the
flag is checked. Since both programs do not distinguish the color of the bishopsin the material table, the flag only
indicates whether an OCB ending is possible. The color of the bishops must still be checked. The actual check is done
in different ways because Rybka isin bitboards, but the test has the same meaning. In Fruit, if it isreally an OCB
ending, the mul valueis set to 8 for each side (provided a draw recognizer has not already marked this as a drawish
ending). After this check, Fruit multiplies the score by mul[color]/16, with the color depending on which side is ahead.
If both sides have a value of 8, as is the case when there is not a draw recognition, this has the effect of dividing the
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score by two, bringing it closer to the draw value, 0. In Rybka, there is no mul value, as there aren't any draw
recognizers. But we see that in the case of an OCB ending, it does the same thing as Fruit: divide the score by two.

DrawBishopFlag usage in Fruit DrawBishopFlag usage in Rybka
((rrat i nfo->fl ags &DraWB|shopFIag) 1= 0) { if (flags & DrawBi shopFla
= board- >pi ece[ Wi te 1 mask = Board. pi eces[ BB] ? Boar d. pi eces[V\B]
= board- >pi ece| Bl ack i f ((nask & MaskLi ght Squares) && (mask &

rrul VWhite] == 16
Bl ack] == 16

mul [White opening = opening / 2;

SQUARE_COLOUR(Wh) !'= SQJARE OO_%JR(bb)) { MaskDar kSquares)) {
nmul | Bl ack

8: endgamne endgame / 2;

}

Lazy Evaluation

In addition to the flags discussed above, Rybka stores a boolean flag for whether to perform lazy evaluation or not.
Rybka has an extremely aggressive lazy eval--if the material difference (not including the materia table offset) is
beyond bounds set at the root based on previous iterations, the evaluation is based only on material (this time including
the material table offset). In addition to these cases, there are a set of material configurations for which lazy evaluation
(material only) is performed unconditionally. For instance, in a KRR vs KQN ending, Rybka does absolutely no
evaluation beyond material--it Simply returns a constant value, regardliess of previous search values or the position of
pieces. The pattern of material configurations which have this flag set is not very clear. There are 1106 such
configurations (though due to symmetry there are only 553 unique ones). Each of these configurations also has in
common that they are not equal (the material isimbalanced), but the difference in material value is not very large (the
only configurations with more than 4 pawns difference are KNN vs K and KNN vs KP). Beyond that, though, it's not
very clear. Perhaps these configurations were harvested from a collection of games and found to have some property.
There are certainly too many configurations, including very obscure ones (such as KQRBPPPPP vs KQBBNN), for
this to have been done by hand.

However, thereis a very serious bug in Rybka with regards to lazy evaluation. The upper and lower bounds are set
to the root score at the end of every iteration that is at least 6 plies. However, Rybka deals with two different scales of
evaluation: units of a centipawn and units of 1/32 of a centipawn. In this case, the two values are mixed up: Rybka's
search value isin centipawns, but it setsthe lazy eval asiif this value were in 1/32 centipawn units. Thus, every
evaluation (that happens to be less than 32 pawnsin either direction, i.e. always) will cause the lazy evaluation bounds
to be set based on a score of 0. This means that if the root score (before dividing by 3399) is >0, the bounds are set to -
3 and 4, and if the score is <0, the bounds are set to -4 and 3. Every single position with a score outside of these
bounds is lazily evaluated, which means that once the scoreisin this range, Rybka effectively switches to material-
only evaluation.

Phase

One of the more unique aspects of the Fruit evaluation is that it calculates two different scores, for opening and
endgame, and interpolates between the two based on the phase of the game (which is calculated from the material left
on the board). This was quite uncommon when Fruit first appeared (if it was used elsewhere at all), though in the
meantime many other engines have begun to use this strategy. It isinteresting that Rybka uses the same approach (with
one interesting modification), though it is not necessarily evidence of any wrongdoing. Looking at the phase value that
is used to interpolate between the two values, however, it is very clear that Rybka has copied Fruit's values.

Both Fruit and Rybka store the phase value in the material table. Fruit's formulais pretty simple: for the opening, a
phase of 0 is used, and for the endgame, 256. This is calculated by taking phase values for each piece (pawns do not
count, minors count for 1, rooks for 2, and queens 4). The total of these valuesis subtracted from Tota Phase (which is
24). This is then expanded into the 0-256 range with a simple proportionality constant.

|Phase in Fruit HPhase in Rybka ‘
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static const int PawnPhase = O; static const int KnightPhase = 1;
static const int KnightPhase = 1; static const int BishopPhase = 1;
static const int BishopPhase = 1; static const int RookPhase = 2;
static const int RookPhase = 2; static const int QueenPhase = 4;
static const int QueenPhase = 4;

t Total Phase = PawnPhase * 16 +
4 + Bi shopPhase * 4 +
+ QueenPhase * 2;

static const i
t Tot al Phase = PawnPhase * 16 + Kni ght Phase *
4 + Bi shopPhase * 4 + RookPhase * 4
+ QueenPhase * 2;

static const i
Kni ght Phase *
RookPhase * 4

phase = Tot al Phase; phase = Total Phase;

phase -= wp * PawnPhase;
phase -= wp * PawnPhase; phase -= wn * Kni ght Phase;
phase -= wn * Kni ght Phase; phase -= wb * Bi shopPhase;
phase -= wb * Bi shopPhase; phase -= w * RookPhase;
phase -= w * RookPhase; phase -= wg * QueenPhase;
phase -= wg * QueenPhase;

phase -= bp * PawnPhase;
phase -= bp * PawnPhase; phase -= bn * Kni ght Phase;
phase -= bn * Kni ght Phase; phase -= bb * Bi shopPhase;
phase -= bb * Bi shopPhase; phase -= br * RookPhase;
phase -= br * RookPhase; phase -= bg * QueenPhase;
phase -= bg * QueenPhase;

if (phase < 0) phase = 0;

phase = (phase * 256 + (Total Phase / 2)) /
phase = (phase * 256 + (Total Phase / 2)) / Tot al Phase;
Tot al Phase;

if (phase < 0) phase = 0;

phase /= 4;

Rybka has the same formula as Fruit. There is one important difference though: in order for the value to fit into the
one-byte field in the materia table (which has a range of only 0-255, instead of 0-256), it is divided by 4, bringing the
range from O to 65. There is not much loss here, since the values are extrapolated from only 25 different phase values.
It is interesting to note, however, that only 25 of the values are ever possible. Rybka could have simply stored the 0-25
phase without extrapolating to a larger range. Since the phase is used to index a table (see below), this means that there
are 40* 2 entries which are never accessed in this table. In my opinion, this makes it clear that the original code wasn't
understood fully.

In Rybka, the final interpolation between opening and endgame scores is done using a table, phase_value[65][2].
The opening value is multiplied by phase value[phase][0], the endgame value is multiplied by phase value[phase][1],
and these are added together. This isthen divided by 256* 32--the sum of each phase value for opening and endgame
isaround 256, and Rybka evaluates with a base of 32 units per centipawn (with the pawn actually worth 3399, about
106 centipawns). Each of these values (256 and 32) are confirmed by looking at other placesin the eval: when setting
the lazy eval, Rybka multiplies by 256 and divides by the sum of the two phase values. When returning the lazy eval, it
takes the material difference multiplied by 3399, adds the material table offset, and divides by 32.

The phase_value table has values which are not quite ssimple, but when divided into three sections of phases (O-

12, 13-51, 52-64), the values can be quite closely described by quadratic equations. This gives six total equations.

https://webspace.utexas.edu/zzw57/rtc/eval/material .html#flagg 2/5/2010 1:23:51 AM]



Pawn Evaluation

Pawn Evaluation

Rybka's pawn evaluation is very simple. It is again, virtually identical to Fruit's. The bitboard structure allows for a
much more efficient calculation though. The comparison between them is also very simple.

Pawn Hash Table

First, we will compare the entries for the pawn hash table. Both entries have a 32-bit hashkey, two signed 16-bit scores
for opening and endgame, two 8-hit file-wise bitmasks for passed pawn files, and a 16 bit pad. In Fruit, the rest is used
by 16 bits of flags (of which only 2 bits are actually used) and two 8-bit squares that are used for draw recognition.
Rybka does not have draw recognition (it is replaced with the material table), so thisinformation is useless. In Rybka,
those 4 bytes are replaced by 12 bytes grouped into 3x2 16-bit scores. These scores are cached king shelter scores,
which are discussed here.

Terms

The evaluation terms discussed below use a side-by-side comparison as always with Fruit and approximate Rybka
code. See aso the decompilation notes. In Fruit's pawn structure eval uation the patterns are computed first (doubled,
isolated, etc.), and the scores are computed afterwards. The Rybka decompilation uses a more compact style, which
likely matches the original Rybka code closer (based on the assembly output). Also, virtually al of Rybka has white
and black coded separately. The white code is used here for the examples. Also, note the similarity of giving an extra
penalty, only in the opening, for some features if the pawn is on an open file. The endgame score subtraction for
backward pawns is made outside of the if-block in Rybka, but the meaning is still identical. The change is aimost
certainly made by the optimizer anyways, since for isolated pawns the subtraction is inside the if-block.

Also, it should be noted that each evaluation uses the exact same terms in the exact same order: doubled, isolated,
backwards, passers, candidates. | want to stress that all of the differences shown below are very minor
implementational details, that would be quite natural given a tranglation of Fruit to bitboards. Overall, the pawn
evaluations of each program are essentially identical.

Doubled Pawns

Doubled pawns are the first and simplest pattern. In Fruit, we look behind the given pawn for a friendly pawn. In
Rybka, we look ahead. These are of course equivalent. Rybka also has a score of zero for doubled pawnsin the
opening.

Fruit H Rybka

||f_ g§board->pawn_fiIe[me][file] & BitLT[rank])

doubl ed = true;

i f (MaskPawnDoubl ed[ square] & Board. pi eces[ WP])
endganme - = Doubl edEndgane;

i f (doubled) {
openi ng[ rre] -
rre -

Doubl edOpeni ng;
endgane

Doubl edEndgane;

}

| solated Pawns

Isolated pawns come next. In Fruit, the variable t1 represents the bitwise OR of the rank-wise bitmasks of friendly
pawns on adjacent files. So if t1==0, that means that no pawns are on either of the adjacent files to this pawn. Rybka's
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MaskPawnl sol at ed works the same way.

Fruit Rybka
if (t1 ==
isolated = true
i f ((NhskPamnlsolated[square] &
Bo?r? plec?s{VVﬂ) {
i open_fi
if (isolated) { opening -= Isolatedeenlnngen;
if (open) { end?anB -= | sol at edEndgane;
openi ng[ ne] -= I|sol at edOpeni ngOpen; se { )
endgame[ ne] -= solatedEndgaHE' open|ng -= Isol at edOpeni ng;
} else endganme -= |sol at edEndgane,
openi ng ne] -= | sol at edOpeni ng; }
endganme[ ne] -= | sol at edEndgane; }

Backward Pawns

Backward pawns are next, and are one of the more complicated pawn terms. t1 is as discussed above. t2 is the rank-
wise bitmask of all pawns on the same file as the pawn. First, we test whether the pawn is behind all friendly pawns
that might be on adjacent files: t1 & Bi t LE[ rank] in Fruit, (MaskPawnPr ot ect edW square] & Boar d. pi eces[ WP])
== 0 in Rybka. Next, we test if the pawn is"really backward". This basically means that the pawn can't advance one
square to meet a friendly pawn. We also have to check for pawns on the second rank, because they could possibly
advance twice to meet another pawn. We see if thereis a pawn blocking the advance, or an opponent pawn attacking
the advance square. In Rybkathisis a bit different, because any pawn (not just those on the second rank) can advance
twice to escape backwardness, and because it is not checked whether there is another pawn blocking the pawn from

advancing.
Fruit Rybka
if ((t1 & BitLE[rank]) == 0) {
backward = true;
/1 really backward?
if ((tl & BitRankl[rank]) !'= 0) {
ASSERT( r ank+2<=Rank8) ;
if (((t2 & BltRankl[rank]?
| ( BltRev[board >pawn_f i OP F[flle 1] 1]
Bi t vaoard >pawn flle opp 1lTe+l]]) &
Bi t Ran 2[rank f
backwar d
i f ((NhskPawnProtectedVquuare] &
el se i rank == n t I
1 | f (rank Rank2 && ((t1 & Boar d. pi eces[ WP] ) 0
BitEQ rank+2]) !'= 0)) { if ((NhskPawnAttacksvu square] &
ASSERT( r ank+3<=Rank8) ; Boar d. pi eces[ B L
if (((t2 &_BltRankZ[rank]? ((MaskPawnAt t acksW2[ square] & Board. pi eces[ BP])
| (éBltRev[board >pawn_fi OP F [file-1]] &&
BitRevaoard >pawn f|Ie opp[[file+l]]) & ((NhskPawnAttacks[Vh|te]&square] &
Bi t Ran 3[rank1 = 0) Boar d. pi eces[ WP] ) ==0) ) )
backwar d if (open_file) _
openi ng - = Backwar dOpeni ngOpen;
el se
l openi ng - = Backwar dQpeni ng;
endgane - = Backwar dEndgane;

i f (backmard) {

if (open)

openi ng nE - = Backwar dOpeni ngQpen;
fnd ame[ ne] -= Backwar dEndgane;
openlng[nﬁ] - = Backwar dQpeni ng;
endgane - = Backwar dEndgane;

|

https://webspace.utexas.edu/zzw57/rtc/eval/pawns.html[2/5/2010 1:24:17 AM]




Pawn Evaluation
Passed Pawns

Passed pawns are simply detected at this point, and follow the standard definition. The dynamic evaluation of pawnsis
discussed here. For now, we store an 8-bit mask for each side with the files containing passed pawns.

Fruit Rybka

if (((BitRev[board- >awnf|Ie£ |p e-l]] |

Bi 1 Rev[ boar d- zgawn filelopp]| & i f ((MaskPawnPassedW squar e] &
Ehéggrﬁmﬂ e 0) { Boar d. pi eces[ BP]) ==

Fassed blts[rre] |= BIT(file); wp_pass_file | = PavaassedFlle[flle]

Candidate Passed Pawns

Candidate passed pawns have a similar definition in both programs. The pawn must be on an open file. Then we take
the count of all defender pawns (friendly pawns behind) and the count of all attacker pawns (enemy pawnsin front). If
there are an equal or greater number of defenders, the pawn is a candidate. There is an exception in Fruit though--if
the pawn has enough defenders, we also check the count of direct defenders and attackers, that is, pawns that are
already attacking our pawn. The number of direct defenders must also be greater or equal to the number of direct
attackers. While the definition is aimost identical, the scores here are where we get an early glimpse of the real
similarities. The scoring is discussed more here.

Fruit Rybka

n 0;
n+= BIT CQJNT(board >pawn_file[ne][file-
1] &Bi t LE[r ank])
n+= BIT COUNT(b ard-
>pawn file[me] [fil e+1][ &Bi t LE[ rank]);
-= BIT CQJNT(BltRev boar d- >pawn_ flle[opp][flle
1]]&B|tGT[rank])
COJN'I'(BltRev[boa rd-
awn f|re opp][file+l1l]]&BitGI[rank]);
i (n >= {
/ safe'?
n = 0;
n+= BIT COUNT( board->pawn_file[ne][file-
1] &Bit EQ(rank-1]);
n += BI T_COUNT( oar d-
>pawn f|r%[cjrjje][(flle+1][%8|t|§qrank f])I [ 1[fil
-= BIT NT( Bi t Rev[ boar d- >pawn_fi 1 e[ opp Ile-
1]]&B|tEQ[rank+1]) endgame +=
COJN'I’(BltRev[board
awn f| e opp][f|Ie+1]]&B|tEQrank+1])
i (n">= 0) candidate =t

if (open_file) {

maskl = WMaskPawnPr ot ect edW square] &

Boar d. pi eces[ WP] ;

mask2 = MaskPavaassedV\[square] &

Boar d. pi eces[ BP] ;

i f (popcnt(rraskl) >= popcnt(maskZ)) {

openi ng += Candi dat eOpeni ng[ r ank
Candi dat eEndgane| r ank

if (candidate) {

openi ng[ ne] +=

guad( Candi dat eOpeni ngM n, Candi dat eOpeni ngMax, r ank) ;
endgane[ ne] +=

?uad(Candl dat eEndganmeM n, Candi dat eEndganeMax, r ank) ;
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Piece Evaluation

Rybka and Fruit evaluate pieces next. This evaluation is very simple, primarily based on mobility. There are a few
more bonuses besides that. Firstly, we will examine the mobility evaluation of both programs to show their
equivalence.

Mobility

The mobility calculations of Fruit and Rybka seem different, but Rybka's turns out to be a simple bitboard
trandation of Fruit's.

Fruit's mobility is based on the MobUnit[][] array. It isindexed by the color of the piece we're evaluating the
mobility for, and then by the piece type of the piece that's being attacked. While this seems complicated, the
initialization turns out to be very ssmple: one point is given for attacking an empty piece or an opponent piece, and no
points are given for attacking friendly pieces. This point total is added to an offset and is then multiplied by a weight.
Here is the bishop mobility to illustrate this point:

Bishop Mobility in Fruit

mob = - Bi shopUnit;

for (to = from17; capture=board->square[to], THROUGH(capture); to -= 17) nob += MbMove;
mob += unit[capture];

[/ Oher directions...

op rre] += mob * Bi shopMbbOpeni ng;
eg[nme] += nob * Bi shopMobEndgane;

Note also that Fruit has a constant added to each piece (BishopUnit for bishops, etc.). Since this isjust a constant, it
can be added into the piece value (by subtracting BishopUnit* BishopM obOpening for opening, etc.), thusit is not
important to the semantics of the code.

Thistype of calculation isvery easily expressed in bitboards using a mask and a population count. Rybka's mobility
evaluation isindeed a direct trandation of Fruit's code to bitboards. The set of squares attacked by the piece (bishop in
this case), but which are not friendly pieces, are given one point each, counted using the popcnt () function. Note that
this number is the same as "mob" as used in Fruit. This is then multiplied by the weights for opening and endgame for
each piece and added to the totals.

The attack bitboards that are calculated for mobility in Rybka are also used for King Safety evaluation

Bishop Mobility in Rybka

attacks = bi shop_attacks(square);
/'l evaluate king safety here...
mob = popcnt (attacks & ~own_pi eces);

opening += nob * Bi shopMobQOpeni ng;
endganme += mob * Bi shopMobEndgane;

M or e Piece Evaluation

Besides mobility, Fruit and Rybka only have a few basic terms for piece evaluation. An explanation of the bonuses
for each piece follows.
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Minors

In both Rybka and Fruit, knights and bishops are evaluated only based on mobility. No other terms are used.

Rooks

In Fruit and Rybka, there are two main rook bonuses: open file and seventh rank. Open files are fairly simple, but
have a rather uncommon formulation that Fruit and Rybka share. Also, like mobility above, Fruit adds in a constant
for every rook (to balance the open file scores between positive and negative). This can be added in to the piece score,

and can be ignored for the analysis here.

In both Rybka and Fruit, we start by checking if there is a friendly pawn on the samefile. In Rybka, however, we
only check for pawnsin front of the rook. Thisis a"semi-open"” file. If there aren't any, we then check for an enemy

pawn on the samefile.

eg[ne] += RookOpenFl I eEndgame -
i?ookSem OpenFi | eEndgane;

Fruit Rybka
- ; ; . tatic const int RookSem QpenFil eQpening = 64;
op[me] -= RookQpenFileQpening / 2 2t atic const int RookSem QpenFil eEnd = ;
.= i . gane = 256;
eglme] -= RookCpenFil eEndgane / 2; static const int RookOpenlgl)I eQpeni ng = 1035;
r?Okal |g - SQJAfRErFE LE](IEro (e 0 | static const int RookOpenFil eEndgane = 428;
' oard- >pawn T11 el me [ rook 111el == file_bb = mask_open file w square];
i ] IZ gggﬁggm %SEE: I ggﬁgngﬂg if ((Board.pieces[W] & TMe “bb) == 0) {
9 openi ng += RookSem OpenFi | eDpeni ng;
[(b](Jard Epa\l,(mopfl I;:e 0&] [rook file] == 0) { endgane += RookSem QpenFi | eEndgane;
opme += RookOpenFi | eOpeni ng - __
Rook Seni OpenFi | eCpeni ng: if ((Board.pieces[BP] & file_bb) == 0) {

openi ng += RookQpenFi | eQpening -
RookSeni OpenFi | eQpeni ng;
endgame += RookQpenFi | eEndgarre -
RookSeni OpenFi | eEndgane;

To extend the open file evaluation, we check if the open file is one of the three surrounding files of the opponent
king. In Fruit, this is done by checking if the file-distance between the rook and king is less than or equal to one. In
Rybka, the same calculation is done with a bitboard mask, by ANDing the file of the rook with the opponent king's
attack set. If the rook is on the same file as the king, we add an additional bonus.

Fruit

Rybka

if ((mat_info->cflags[opp] & MatKingFlag) != 0)

ki ng = KI NG _POS( board, opE
ki ng_ flle = SQUARE_ FI LE |n?
delta = abs(rook file- k| ng_ |Ie)
if (delta <= 1)

OP[ me] += RookSem Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng;

(delta ==

op[ ne] += RookK| ngFi | eOpeni ng -
RookSeni Ki ngFi | eQpeni ng;

}

static const int

i i RookSemi Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng = 121;
static const int

RookKi ngFi | eQpeni ng = 974

((flags & MatBl ackKi ngFl ag) && (bki ng_noves
& file_bb)) {
oPem ng += RookSem Ki ngFi | eOgem ng;
(Board. pi eces[BK] & file
op

eni ng += RookKi ngFi | eOpening -

}RookSem Ki ngFi | eOpeni ng;

Finally, we check for a rook on the seventh rank. In order for the rook to get the bonus, either the opponent must
have pawns on the second rank, or their king on the first rank.

https://webspace.utexas.edu/zzw57/rtc/eval /pieces.html[2/5/2010 1:24:36 AM]




Piece Evaluation

| Fruit |Rybka
i f (PAWN_ RANK#from me) == Rank7) {
if ((pawn_info->flags[opp] & BackRankFlag) != i f (RankOF (square) Rank7) {
0 i f ((Board. pi eces[BP] & MaskRank7) ||
[ | PAWN_RANK( KI NG_POS( board, opp), me) == Rank8) (Board. pi eces[ BK] & MaskRank8)) {
) endgane += Rook7t hEndgane;
op me] += Rook7t hOpeni ng; openi ng += Rook7t hOpeni ng;
?g me] += Rook7t hEndgane; }}
}
Queens

Besides mobility, the only evaluation term for queens is the seventh rank bonus. This bonus is calculated in the

exact same way as for rooks above, but with a different value.

Conclusion

From looking at the piece evaluation of both engines, we find that they are amost identical. Aswith most evaluation
terms, Rybka's weights have been tuned differently. The only other difference in the piece evaluation is that, in Rybka,
open files for rooks are based only on the pawnsin front of the rook. Open files for rooks in Fruit are based on every

pawn on the file. Of course, this differenceisfairly trivial, and will not make a difference most of the time.
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King Evaluation
Rybka's and Fruit's king evaluation are both very similar. Rybkasis a heavily optimized version though.
Using King Safety

First, we have to actually determine whether to use king safety or not. In both programs, we keep a flag for each side
in the material table. This flag has the same meaning in both programs: if the opponent has a queen, and at least one
other piece (rook, bishop, or knight), then we must calculate king safety for that side.

Attacks

For the main part of the king safety evaluation, we calculate which pieces are attacking the king and its surrounding
area. This requires generating the attacks for each piece. Whereas in Fruit these attacks are calculated in anindependent
function, Rybka saves time by using the attacks for each piece while calculating mobility. The functions are equivalent,
but Rybka spends only have the time generating attacks. Rybka has separate code for each piece as well.

The pi ece_at t ack_ki ng() function in Fruit detects whether a piece attacks any of the (up to) 8 squares surrounding
the king, while bki ng_ar ea in Rybkais a bitboard of those surrounding squares. If the attacks bitboard intersects with
this bitboard, then the piece attacks the king area. Note that in both programs, only the surrounding squares count, not
the actual sgquare of the king.

We keep two counters for this calculation: the number of pieces that attack the opponent king's area, and a sum of
weights of those pieces. The weights are different in Rybka of course, but both programs have zero weight for pawns.

Fruit IRybka (knights)

attacks = kni ght _attacks(square);

if (piece_attack_king(board, pi ece,fromking)) { FPb(\évttl;clgéthlé% ng_area) {

pi ece _nb++; i ece_nb++;
attack_tot += KingAttackUnit[piece]; gttacl? tot += Ki ngAttackUnit[Knight];

/1 mobility calculation here

—

Once we've gone through all the piece attacks, we need to get our final score. Thisis done with an array lookup of
weights indexed by the number of pieces attacking the king, multiplied by the sum of the weights of those pieces. Fruit
keeps a separate factor Ki ngAt t ackOpeni ng that is also multiplied in. Rybka effectively keeps this factor inside the
constant Ki ngAt t ackUni t table. This should be seen as simply a speed optimization.

Fruit Rybka

op| col ourl< (attack_tot * KingAttackQpening * |lopening - (K| ngAttackWel ght[ pi ece_nb] *
K| ngAt t ack\Wei ght [ piece_nb]) / 256; attack tot)

Shelter

After we have calculated the king attacks, we evaluate the king's shelter. The king shelter in both Rybka and Fruit
measures the safety of the king position based on the positions of the pawns on the (up to) 3 files adjacent to the king.
This comparison is rather tricky, since Rybka's evaluation is heavily optimized.
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First, we will look at Fruit. Fruit takes three scores: the shelter score for the king's current position, and two
"castling” scores. The castling scores are the shelter scores for the castling target squaresif the king is able to castle in
that direction. From these scores we take two penalties. The first penalty is the score for the current position, and the
second penalty isthe best of all three scores. This means that if the current king position has a bad shelter, but we can
castle into a position with a good shelter, the penalty shouldn't be too bad. We then take the average of the two
penalties to get our final shelter score.

Rybka does the same thing, but in a way that can be optimized for storage in the pawn hash table. The differenceis
that when we're first getting our score, our king square is generalized to either C1, E1, or G1 (or the reverse square for
black). This is done with the Squar ewW ng table. If the king ison the A, B, or C files. we take the score as if it was on
C1; for the D and E files, E1; and for the F, G, and H files G1. The two castling scores are based on C1 and G1 of
course. Since there are only three possible squares the king shelter can be evaluated for, Rybka can store the 3 values
for each side in the pawn hash table. We see in the below code that Rybkasent ry- >whi t e_ki ng_shel t er [ Ki ngSi de]
is equivalent to Fruit's shel t er _squar e( board, GL, ne) , €tc.

Fruit Rybka

penalty 1 =
shel t er _squar e(board, KI NG_POS( board, ne), ne) ;
penalty 2 = penalty_1;

wi ng = Squar eW ng[ wki ng_square] ;

penalty 1 = ent r?/- >whi te_ki ng_shelter[wi ng];
penalty_2 = penalty_1;

1 ((board->flags & FlagswhitekingCastle) 1= 0) [iit ((poard.flags & Fl agsWitekingCastle) != 0)

tnp = shelter_square(board, Gl, ne); tnp = entry->white king_shelter[KingSide];

i}f (tnp < penalty_2) penalty_2 = tnp; if (tnp < penalty 2) penalty 2 = tnp;
io]; (board->flags & FlagsWiiteQueenCastle) != it ((poard. flags & Fl ags\WiteQueenCastle) != 0)
tnmp = shel ter_square(board, Bl, me); - ) ; ; ; .
|}f (tnmp < penalty_2) penalty_2 = tnp, ith(tnSnLr%e;gﬂ;ez_;a B%ﬁi??'yt 3r [:Q‘t'?r%'?s' del;
) _ _
penalty = (penalty_1 + penalty_2) / 2; ; _ .
op[me] - = gpenalty * ShelterOpenl)ng) | 256; opening -= (penalty 1 + penalty 2) / 2;
Shelter Values

We have seen that the way Rybka and Fruit evaluate shelter for both the king position and the two castled positions,
and how they are combined. Now we have to look at how they evaluate the shelter for each position.

We need to look at the three adjacent files to a square. In Fruit, for each of these files we take the furthest back
pawn that is still in front of the king on that file. The penalty scales quadratically from 36 to 0 going in reverse. So a
pawn on the 2nd rank gets a penalty of 0, a pawn on the 3rd rank gets a penalty of 11, 4th rank gets 20, etc. This bonus
is different in Rybka, and is simply atable.

shelter file() in Fruit Rybka equivalent

const int shelter_value[5] = { 1121, 0, 214,
749, 915 };
dist = BIT_FI RST(board-

>pawn_file[colour][file]&BitGE[rank]); if (pawns_on_file) {
di st = mn_rank;
di st = Rank8 - di st; dist = MN(4, mn_rank);
} else
penalty = 36 - dist * dist; dist = 0;

penalty = shelter_val ue[dist];

Next we have pawn storms. Thisis basically the same as pawn shelters, but we look at the opponent's pawns. Fruit's
way of calculating it is a bit different, while Rybka uses essentially the same method as it uses for shelter files. We add
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the score for each file into the penalty.

stormfile() inFruit Rybka equivalent

penalty = 0;

switch (dlst) { const int stormvalue[5] = { 0, 0, 2334, 653,
case Rank4: ) 310 };

Benalty = StornOpening * 1;

r eak if (pawns_on_file) {

case Rank5: dist = mn_rank;

Benalty = Stornpening * 3; dist = MN(4, mn_rank);

reak; } else

case Rank6: dist = 0;

Benalty = Stornpening * 6;

r eak penalty = shelter_val ue[dist];

We then combine the shelter scores of the three files by multiplying the center score by 2 and adding the other two.
We also apply the "weak back rank™" bonus if all three pawns are on the second rank (possibly exposing the king to
back rank mates). Rybka does the same addition for the bonuses, and also applies the back rank bonus. The storm

scores are simply added in, with no doubling in the center.

shel ter _square() in Fruit

Rybka equivalent

pegalty += shelter_file(board,file,rank, col our)

i f (f|| e I= FileA
penalty += shelter_file(board,file-
1, rank, col our);
i f (flle I = F|Iem
enalty +=
shelter _file(board, file+l,rank, col our);

if (penalty == 0) penalty = 11

penalty += stormfile(board,file,colour);

i1f (file !'= FileA)

Penalty += stormfile(board, file-1,colour);
(file !'=File

penalty += storn1f|le(board file+l, colour);

pegalty += shelter_file(board,file,rank, colour)

i f (flle I'= FileA

penalty += shelter_file(board,file-
1, rank, col our);
i f (flle I = F|IeFD

ﬁenalt +=
shelter _file(board, file+l,rank, col our);
if (penalty == 0) penalty = 794,
penalty += stormfile(board,file,colour);
If (file !'= FileA)

Pe??lfy T_ %t?rn1f|le(board file-1,colour);

ile I=
penalty += stormfile(board, file+l, colour);

All of this shelter evaluation code in Rybka above is an equivalent; it doesn't appear in the Rybka binary. It is there
simply to illustrate what is in the precomputed tables. These precomputed tables are used during the pawn evaluation
to quickly evaluate shelters. Rybka makes two bitmasks, representing the friendly and enemy pawns in front of the
king. We take the 4x3 rectangle of the closest pawnsin front of the king. For instance, with the king on G1, we take
the pawn positions on the rectangle F5-H5-H2-F2. This creates two masks of 12 bits each to index a table of 4096
entries. In each entry we store the value computed above in Rybkas shel t er _squar e() -equivalent function.
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Pattern Evaluation

Fruit and Rybka both have a small pattern evaluation. These simply help prevent a few basic positional blunders that
are hard to evaluate properly without special code. There are only three separate patterns, and all are present in the
same form in both programs. The only functional difference between the two pattern evaluations is that Rybka does not
divide the trapped bishop bonus by 2 in the case where Fruit does.

Trapped Bishop

Thefirst part of the eval _pattern() function looks at trapped bishops. By Fruit's definition, a trapped bishop is
simply a bishop on A6, A7, or B8 with an opponent pawn diagonally in front of it, for example a white bishop on B8
and a black pawn on C7. Thisis to prevent the common error like Bxa7 a6, where the bishop captures a pawn but then
becomes useless. The mirror image also holds, so a white bishop on G8 with a black pawn on F7 is also trapped, and a
black bishop on B1 with a white pawn on C2 is trapped. If the bishop is on A6, the penalty is halved. Rybka's trapped
bishop evaluation has the same definition, with the only difference being that trapped bishops on A6/H6/A3/H3 get the
full bonus instead of just half. This alows for a very quick calculation in bitboards, where all the possible squares to
be trapped on are calculated simultaneously. Rybka tests for a pawn on B5, B6, or C7 with a pawn diagonally behind it
(as well as the mirror images as noted) with just 3 64-bit operations.

Fruit Rybka
if ((board->square[ A7] == WB && bhoard-
>squar e[ B6] == BP
(board->square[ B8] == WB && board-
>square[ C7] == BP)) {

*openi ng -= TrappedBi shop;
*endgane -= TrappedBi shop;

|}f ((board- >square[ H7] == WB && board-

[ 9(Boar dosquare] GB] == VB && boar d- L \h{(Board. pi eces(VE] >> 7) & Boar d. pi eces] BP)
>square[ F7] == BP)) { : :

*openi ng -= TrappedBi shop; '(VgSBck)%!rS((jg.GE%)eg:e?l\/\B] >> 9) & Board.pieces[BP] &

rendgane -= TrappedBi shop; openi ng -= TrappedBi shop;
i f (board->square[ A6] == WB && board- }endgan’e -= TrappedBi shop;
>squar e[ B5] == BP) {

*openi ng -= TrappedBi shop / 2;
*endgane -= TrappedBi shop / 2;

|}f (board->square[ H6] == WB && board-
>squar e[ Gb] == BP

*openi ng -= TrappedBi shop / 2;
;endgama -= TrappedBi shop / 2;

Blocked Bishop

Next we test for a blocked bishop. Thisiswhere a bishop is still onitsinitial square and is prevented from moving
by a pawn on D2/E2, and with a piece blocking this pawn from advancing. This calculation is made in a very
straightforward way in both Rybka and Fruit. Rybka uses bitboard masks to test for squares instead of using its 64-
element sq array. Since this isn't a parallel operation, the bitboards do not speed up the calculation.

Fruit Rybka
i f (board->square[D2] == WP && board- i f ((Board. pi

. . pieces[WB] & MaskCl) &&
>square[ D3] !'= Enpty && (Board. pi eces[ WP] & MaskD2) &&
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board- >square

*openi ng - LedBl shop

(Boar d->occupi ed & MaskD3))

openi ng

Bl ockedBi shop;

Blocked Rook

Finally we look for a blocked rook. This pattern prevents a king moving into a wing without castling, thereby
trapping the rook to the side of the king. This test is done with a quick approximation, by only checking the position of
the king and rook, and not the pawns. Fruit and Rybka have functionally identical code here too, and again Rybka's
bitboard structure allows for the quick parallel testing of the king and rook positions.

Rybka

Fruit

if ((board- >square[C1] == WK || board-
>squar e[ B1] == WK

&& (board- >square Al] == WR || board-
>squar e[ A2] ==

boar d- >square WR)) {

*opening - LedRook

if ((Board. pieces[ W]

(Boar d. pi eces

*openi ng

-= Bloc

& MaskAlB1A2) &&
& MaskB1Cl))
edRook;
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