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HBC Awards Tournament
Sundav. Februarv 19th at SPATS.

The Top ld.of 1994 were awarded engraved
doubling cubes plus $250 in cash and SPATS
certificates. Many kind words were provided by
the Master of Ceremony, Chuck Stimming.
Open Division (1 1) Advanced Division (12)

1st...Don Woods 1st,,.Jan Guruitz
2nd..Chuck Bower 2nd..Neil Ezell

The Mathematics of BackgamrnonBest *"tr| t;;:t ffi*?r""i nss

24 23 22 21 20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13

1  2  3  4  5  6  7  I  I  1 0  1 1

24 23 22 21 20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13

9 1 0 1 1 1 2

24 23 22 21 20 19 18 17 16 15 14 13

1 2 0 1 9  1 8 1 7 1 6 1 5 1 4 1 3

4  5  6  7  8  I  1 0 1 1

In Positions 1-4, you are asked to play 41 after your
opponent has opened with 43. What is your best play
in each position? Actually, there is no simple answer to
this question. In the first place, it depends on how your
oppohent will respond to your play. For example, it is
no secret that bold play is called for against a timid
opponent. (Bold play may.also be called for against an
allressive opponent, but more caution should be
practiced.)

Secondly, it is difficult to evaluate the relative merits
of various outcomes. lt should be clear that being sent
to the bar is worse than being left alone, but how do
you weigh the risks of getting sent to the bar (if the roll
doesn't go your way) as compared to the reward of
making an inner board point (which may not have been
an opfion if you had played more cautiously). Until
recently, people depended upon limited experience and
'Teel".

With the availability of recent computer software
and fast, inexpensive hardware, quantitative evidence
has emerged. Table 1 (page 4) is the result of 1.2
million rollouts (taking 70 days of computer time!) using
Expert Backgammon (EXBG) ver 21for the PC(Note1). I
have attempled to include as many rcasonable
responses as time would allow. I apologize if your
favorite response is not among the candidates, {!f you
have candidate plays you would like EXBG to roll out,
.. .continues Page 3...
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the narne: JellyFish?
JellyFish

Backgammon Program for the PC

Tutor 1.0. . .  US$ 1 10
Analyzer 1.0,. . US$ 220

Both versions are now available. The
Analyzer, in addition to the Tutor's
features, contains a rollout module. lf
you own the Tutor, the Analyzer may be
purchased for the difference in price.

Minimum hardware requirements: 386sx
Software requiremenis: Windows 3.1

The JellvFish proqrams come on 3.5" diskettes,
US teifrnLal support available.

Order throught HBG: (317) 845-8435
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Question: Why the name JellyFish?
Answer (Fredrik Dahl): Well, it staded as a

joke. Really, a friend of mine was shocked that it
could play good backgammon with so few
braincells, and so I named it after the very primitive
jellyfish.

Secon4 there are all too many programs
named super pra backgammon, so I wanted a
different name that people would remember.

Thirdly, I liked the sound of it!!

Hoosier Pips: Visitors to HBC during February were
J.A. Miller, Paul Ruteman, Elijah Miller and Reggie
Porter of the Chicago area. They played on Thursday,
February 16th on their way to Pittsburgh
Backgammon Championships and on Sunday,
February 1gth on the way home from the
tournament...Hoosiers winning at the Nevada Sfafe;
Wendy Kaplan cashed in the Limited $1000 Jackpot,
Marv Ann Meese finished 2nd in the $25 Blitz Event
and Butch Meese won the Combined Last Chance.

1 )
2)

r3)
r3)
5)
6)
7)
8)
e)

10)

1995 HOOSIER BACKGAMMON CLUB Gammon Point Standings.
HBC Player of the Month for January was Gabe Stiasny with 202 gammon points.
HBC Player of the Month for February was Don Woods with 278 gammon points.

Dave Groner , . . . . , , . . . . , . . . . . . . .398 Chuc* Bower. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .144 Bi l l  Hodes. .  . . , . . . . . . . . . .40
Don Woods . . .336 Kevin Mcleaster . . . . . . . . . . . . . .120 Reggie Por ter . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32
Gabe  S t i asny . . . . . , . . . . , , , , . . . . . 286  Ne i l  Eze l l . . .  . . . . . 116  Bob  Casse | | . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 20
Butch Meese. . . . . . . . . , . . . , , , , . . .286 Rick Beahard. . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . .110 Peter  Kalba . . . . . . . . . . . .20
El l is  Bray. . .  , , . .260 J.A.  Mi l ler . . .  . , . . .  80 Richard Hein2. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  16
Jan Gurv i tz  , . .  258 Sean Garber . . . . . . . , , , , . , . . . . . , , , .80 Lance Jenkins. . . . . . , , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .16
Mick Dobrat2, . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . , . . .200 Wendy Kap|an. . . . . , . , . , . . . . . , . . .  60 El i jah Mi l ler  . . . . . . . . . . . .  16
Mary Ann Meese.... . . . .  . . . . . .170 Woody Woodworth... , . . . , , . , ,  60 $tan Gurvitz .. . . . . , . . , ,  16
LarryStrommen, , , , , , . , . . . . . . .150 Scot tRichardson. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .48 Paul  Ruteman. . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . ,10
Chuck St immin9. . .  . , , . . . . . . . . .1  44 Br ian Ne1son. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  48

Januarv Sth
lst MidfrTobrad

2nd Gabe Stiasny
2nd Butch Meese

Januarv 9th
Dave Groner
Butch Meese

Februarv 6th
WffilWddworth

---

January 12th
MicfrffiffiE
Gabe Sfiasny
Ellis Bray
Februarv 9th
Dave Groner
Don Woods
Ellis Bray

Januarv 19th
Rick Reahard
Gabe Sfrasny
Butch Meese
Februarv 16th
Dave Grcner
Reggie Porter
Gabe Sfiasny
J. A. Miller

Januarv 26th
ffiiiFcLeaster
Ellis Bray
Don Woods
Februarv 23rd
f f i ys t ro rnn ten
Dave Groner
Chuck Stimming

lsf
2nd
2nd
HQ

Backgammon Tournament Schedule
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...continuesfrom Page 1.,, point out that opener's reply to the (24120, 24123)
please write me do this newsletter.) In addition, I have response is more ditficult. For example, EXBG chooses
iueried EXBG as to how it would respond and indicated to hit loose on the S-point and split with both 61 and 21
its choice with a capital E next to its choice. (Note that in while "button-up" plays (24118, 10/9) and (24122, 1Ol9)
a rollout, I do not allow EXBG to make its own choice but might be better. EXBG exhibites the axiom when in
force it tb rnake the candidate play, After that, though, ft do:ubt, hitl
chooses its own plays.) Table 1 can be used to provide incite as to the

Let's use Table 1 to gain incite as to the "correct" "correct" way of playing the opening 43 against an
plays in Positions 1-4 above. In Position 1 , your unknown opponent. By having EXBG roll out the various
opponent played (24120,13/10) with the opening 43. ln 43 openings and then adjusting these results for the
T'able 14, go down until you find the 41 roll. I have rolled "correct" replies (as found in Table 1), a new equity for
out four candidate plays (listed in column 2). Column 3 the opening play is found (see Table 2). Note from Table
is black's cubeless €QUityr{ruoeet, a term which should be 2 that before adjusting for the "@rrect" replies, the
familiar to readers of ihis newsletter. I have listed the (24120, 24121) and (13/9, 24121) candidates were nearly
four candidates in order of the rollout results from "best" equal in equity: +0.022 versus +0.020 for the opener.
to "worst". Note that the hit and split option appears The (24120, 13/10) opening was about 9.0'!3 worse than
best. The double hit and the hit plus builder follow with its competing split plays. The double builder _(l_3J9,
the minor split plus builder brin$ing up the rear, The 13/10) wasfurtherbehind, However, afterfo_rcing EXBG
fourth colurhn Table 1 is "relative merit" which is a to make the "correcf' responses to the "best" three
statistical indicator of how the randomness of the dice in candidate openings, the (13/9, 24121) moved into first
the rollouts affects the results. (More rollout games lead place with both the (24PA, 13/10) and (2412O, 241?1,)
to less randomness.) The 

'"relative 
merit" is the blose behind (opener's equities were +0.008, +0.005,

probability that an extrbmely large rollout (say one trillion and +0.004; a photo finish!).
games for each candidate) would lead to the "worse"
c a n d i d a t e p | q y b q ! . n g b e t t e r t h a n t h e o n e l i s t e d i n t h e �
table as bebt 6y a "brin the Relative Merit column. In our
eiirpt" of how to play 41 in response to (24120,13/10) | Opening Rollout Relative Adjusted ldj,.tJ"d I
openihg, there is ohly"a 2o/o chdnce than'more'roll6ut6 | Candidate Equitv Merit EquiV Rel. Merit I
would lead us to the conclusion that the double hit | 1s19,2412't 0.020 42o/o 0.008 b I
(6/5x/1x) has a hisher equity than the hit and split. There | 24120,13110 0.008 8o/o 0.005 38o/o I
is leis ihan 0.5% chancs that the 13/9, 6/5x play is | 241n,24121 O'O22 b 0.004 ry:/: I"better" than the hit and split and likewisit less thah 0.5% L1319, 13fl0 -0.009 OVo (none) 5% |
chance that the minor split plus builder play (13/9, 24123)
is better fhan (24120, 6/5x). (Note that fhd table say6 Note that the rollout equities_in_column.2 of Table 2
"0%" while the text says "less than 0.5%" as I have could not increase since either EXBG made the correct
rounded to the nearest whole percent in the table.) reply or a better reply was available leading .to the

What about Position 2? Your opponeht has rebfonder's equity irnproving and equivalently the
performed the double major back split (24120, 24121) to opener's gquity_{1gpping, Likewise, looking ?t thq rqplig!
Vour5and4points. InTdblelB,youfir idfourplays:#1) to the (13/9, 13/10) cannot improve its equity of -0.009
(24120, 6l5x), #2) (8/4x, 6/5x), #3) (24120,24123) and #4) and will most likely decrease it.
(AHx, ZqZg\. Note that although the rollouts indicate ln closing, I make my usual "discl4mer" as to
iZ+lZS, 6/5x) as best of the foui, move (8/4x, 6/5x) is believing the results of computer rollouts. (This explains
iuiie close in equity (-0.084 compared with -0.075 for the the reasbn for my putting the words "best" and "correcf'
"best" play). Column 4 shows that the fickle dice are at in quotes throughout the article,) What I have shown
work ahd that there is a 340/o chance that more rollouts (convincingly?) are the best ryay! !g respond to various
would lead to a higher equity for the double hit. This is 6pening 43 candidates lF EXBG WEBE YOUB
large enough thit we' cin treat the leading two OppONEwT. With a ditferent opponent,_the eq.uities for
caididates 

-as 
equal. Failing to hit seems to- be a the various replies are going to be ditferent (in. some

mistake with only'a 4o/o chance that it is better than the cases). But without better evidence (lot_qlqnptg-l_D--
hit plus major spiit, while hitting only on the 4-point (with Gammon rollouts,.Jellyfish rollouts, and/or THOUSANDS
z4|z})com'esoiltworstof all, 

- 
of human rollouts), l-feel that the results presented in

I lbave the solution of Position 3 for the reader to look Tables 1 and 2 should be given serious consideration.
up in the table. I point out that some of the replies (for
examp_le, 11 response to opening (41?\ 13/10)) were (Noret) Writren by Torn Johnson and Tom Weaver.
not rolled out. ln these cases, both EXBG and I agreed Information can be obtained lrom Tom Weaver of Dallas at
on the "best"on the "best" play and either I saw no reasonable e14) 692-1234 or on the lnternet email:
alternatives or the position was similar enough to other tomweave@netcom.com.
replies which had been rolled.out that I chose to use the (Note2) Cubeless equity is calculated from cubeless
t"i'ioutJi i-eioi ottrer less clear propositions. rolloirts as E = S+2G+38-s-20-3b where.S,G,B (s,g,b) are the-- 

fl;bi;; pos-iiion 4 iJnotlnctuOeO in faUie 1. Rollout percentase of sames w,on (losJ) a: I'tql9_ sSTe_"t 91IToL1percentage of games won (lost) as simple games, gammons,
and backgammons. ln positions where no gammons orresults indicate tftat coting unOer tfre gri(iqhO,'[iiigi and. backgammons' ln positions where no gammons or

(cubeless equltv = -^o jltj ii oetter tfr;;'ft1i9:' ?i*i ffi:lgfiit""ns 
occur' cubeless equitv is equivalent to winnins

(cubeless eouitv = -0.156) with relative merit of 3o/o. I "*"

Candidate Equitv
1319,2412't 0.020

2412A,13110 0.008
241n,24121 O.O22
1319, 13/'t0 -0.009

EquiV Rel. Merit
0.008 b
0.005 38Yo
0.004 28o/o
(none) SVo

Merit
42o/o
8o/o
b

Oo/o

resufts Inctrcate mal comlng unoer Ine gun lzqlzu, z4lz3) III"^^,
(cubeless equlty = -^0.:l?l) is..better..than (13/9, ?!!23). ffi;ii#:(cubeless equity = -0.156) with relative merit of 3o/o. I "*"
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Annotated match
Kit Woolsey vs Jeremy Bagai

F IBS-9Po in tMatch

HBC Newsletter

Game 3 Gontinues

March-April1995, Volume Xllo No.2

possibilites from the defensive five point.
More important, after this play I am
almost certain to get off the gammon. lt
looks as though discretion is the better
part of valor on this one.

Jen-.my: This is a tough play. Kit's blot
on my two point is as much a target for
my four builders as anything else, so
there is much to be said for moving it up,
Kit doesnt want to be on the bar when
I'm clearing my ten point. lf he doesn'l
move a back checker, there is still the
choice between his play and 14/11, 9/5
which stafis the more valuable point. Of
those two I prefer Kit's play, making the
three point, but it's close. I actually prefer
23120,9/5 but am not sure about it at all.

TD-Gammon: Jeremy hit the jackpot, A
liftle try to win the game by getting a shot
without going crazy. Kit's actual play is
too risky, and his suggested play too
cowardlv.

Page 5

limited.
Bl2O, 917.... . . . . , , . . . .  -0.866
Bl2O, 7 15.... . . . . . . . . . .  -0.887

Bl2O, 1 4112............ -0.91 4

decisions, as well as their second
thoughts upon later analysis which otlen
came to a different conclusion than their
original choices.

Gerry Tesauro also volunteered TD-
Gammori's valuable help. TD analyzed
the whole match and listed its top 3
choices for each play along with its
estimated equities. These equities are
always assuming a 1-cube and they do
not take into acmunt cube ownership.
Thus on a pass-take decision an equity
of -0.50 would be a break-even decision
(not taking cube ownership into account -
- that would probably make it a little
higher), since that would translate to an
equity of -0.100 on a 2-cube. TD was
also nice enough to comment on the
gamer giving its reasons behind its
choices as well as getting in a few snide
remarks about their mistakes. Mark
Damish (MA), first fonnatted the
commentary for the Internet.

*FIBS (First Internet Backgammon
Server).

23120, 915.... . . . . . . . . . .-0.863
231n, f l |1o... . . . . . . . .  -0.895
24120, 23120........... -0.899

7 13, 613.... . . . . . . . . . . .  -0.91 5

Kit: Even though I might be getting some
kind of shot shortly, it is definitely correc{
to slot the five point. I must have this
point if I am going to contain any checker
I hil, and the fastest way to make a point
is to slot it.

TD-Gammon: Personally I prefer locking
up the bar point, particlarly since Kit is
short on builders with which to make the
five point. However we are getting into
that avvful technical area where my
experience and knowledge is somewhat

Kit:14i7 brings another builder into
position for the five point, but I would be
embarrassed if I rolled 3-3 next turn.
Springing one of the back checkers looks
better, 2011 5 , 14|12 is equally good.

Jeremy: Kit doesn't play the more
natural 14/7, bringing in another builder
lor the five point, because he is afraid of
a subsequent 3-3.

TD-Gammon: My algorithm says 14l12,
914 and doesn't even have Kit's move in
the top three, but that play really does
look pretty silly. I think we'll have to
forget anything I came up with on this
position. Back to the middle game,

Kit: This is a pretty dangerous play. My
idea is to keep open the chances ol
making a second anchor in Jeremy's
board, which will improve my winning
chances. On the downside I am taking a
bio oammon risk. Jeremv has four
bu"ib6rs aimed at the two point and three
aimed at the ace point, which means he
has plenty of pointing numbers. lf he
makes one of these points and I dont
enter immediately he is likely to be able
to continue the attack and gammon me.
In retrospect lthink I should have played
the conservalVe 24120, 23120. This
obviously decreases my chances of
hitting a shot, but I will still have some

1017 10lB

aon3

7l2x612

713613

Bl2O45

7l1x 411
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Jeremy: There are good arguments for
812,714. Nothing forces a shot next roll; I
prepare to clear my outside point.
However, I still think making the ace
point is better. l'll want to make it
sometime, it slows Klt from filling in his
five point, and with three checkers
outside and one up on a five point board
ihere is the looming spectre of the
gammon.

TD-Gammon: There are no arguments
for not making the ace point. lt is head
and shoulders above anvthinq else.

|  512,411x.. . . . . . . . . . . . .+O.797 |
|  812,714.. . . . . . . . . . . . .+ 0.794 |

Jeremy: Oh well.

Jeremy: Much better lhan714,7i'l which
leaves a gap and an odd checker on my
outside point. Much, much better than
volunteering a shot against Kit's perfect
board. Busting my inner board is
irrelevant -- | have no intention of hitting
any more of Kit's checkers.

TD-Gammon: l'm embarrassed to say
that I have 714,711 as much better. A
point cleared, I learned. I never was very
good at bearing in against those damn
anchors anyway, so don't put to much
stock in what I sav here.

7 14, 7 11.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  +O.777
812, 411.. . . . . . . . . . . . .  +0.680
812, 7 I  4. . . . . . . . . . . . . .  +O.372
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Kit: I don't think it is correct to slot the
ace point here. I might be getting a shot
in a couple of rolls, and I may not be able
to cover the blot in time. Unlike the five
point, which was a musl, it is not vital for
me to make my ace point in order to win
the game.

Jercmy: Kit sees that his best winning
chances involve hitting a shot the roll
after next, so he avoids slotting his ac,e
point for fear that he won't cover it with
the one builder he would have for the
job. I think I would slot, but don't have a
strong feeling about it.

TD-Gammon: l'm a slotter also, but it's
close.

1 416, 915, 612........... -4.7 40
1 416, 1315.. . . . . . . . . . . . . -O.7 41
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Jeremy: Now he slots. Now lwouldnt,
considering that I have four bbt numbers
coming up (6-6, 5-5, and 6-2).

TD-Gammon: I'm with Jeremy again, but
that it is close.
914, 613.... . . . . . . . . . . .  -0.768

9/1 .. . , . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  -0.779
I 14, 512.... . . . . . . . . . . .  -0.786

sl1

Kit: Now the slot seems @rrect, with two
builders in position and the alternatives
possibly leading to uncomfortable
followups.

Kit: This is a classic double jeopardy
situation. After Jeremy's play he leaves
a shot only on 6-5 next turn, while if he
plays 714(21,610 he would leave a shot
on 6-1 or 5-1. The problem with his play
is that unless he rolls doubles ne)d turn
he will have to come down to two
checkers on the six point in order to clear
it, in which case he will be subjecting
himself to the 6-1 or 5-1 problem next roll
as well as facing the 6-5 danger now.
Consequently, Jeremy's play is more
likely to leave a shot in the long run,
even though it is safest for now. There
may be other circumstances which favor
his play. He takes two checkers off, but
that really isnt important. lf I hit a shot I
will be able to claim with the cube
regardless of the extra checker off, and
he is extremely unlikely to win a
gammon, so the extra checker off
doesn't figure to matter. lf I were going
to be forced to break my board or leave
with mv last back checker then
concentrhting on only the ne)d roll could
be right, but that is not the case here. I
think he should have played 714(2),610.

Jercmy: I think this is wrong and I
shoufd play 714(2), 610. lt's a classic
position called double jeopardy: My
original play leaves a shot only on 6-5
while the play I advoacte now leaves
shots on both 6-1 and 5-1. The catch is
that my original play risks the 6-5 now
and most likely risks the 6-1 and 5-1 later
anyway, whereas stripping the six point
now gets tha matter over with and is
comparatively safer. The exception to
this comes when Kit may be forced off
the five point on the next roll. Then I
should care about safety for the next roll
only, because those {uture shots may
come after Kit has left. ln the actual
position I got mnfused and thought that
Kit would be forced to leave with a six --

1416131s

u4(2)3to(2)

812 411

814816



TD-Gammon: I also come down to two
checkers on the six point. Admittedly I
don't understand all this high-class talk
about double jeopardy, counting shots
next roll, and all that stuff. lsn't it right
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not realizing that he would leave one
checker behind.

Black (Kit) plays 20112 with 62.

White (Jeremy) plays 65 wlth 610 611.
Jercmy: Justice?

Black (Kit) plays 20111 with 54.

Kit: There is no reason for staying,
since that would just give Jeremy the
option of puiling me on the bar if he
wanted to. He was almost punished for
his double jeopardy play, but I faibd to
hit the shot.

Jercmy: No justice.

TD-Gammon: My algorithm says to
stay. I just can't seem to work out the
logic correctly here. Don't believe what
lsav in end-qames.

1 213.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -0. 970
12t8,611 -0.970
1217, 511.... . . . . . . . . . .  -0.971

White (Jeremy) plays 6/0 with 5'1.
Black (Kit) plays 1216 1119 wtrh22.

White (Jeremy) plays 411 4lO with 63.
Black (Kit) plays 9/4 310 with 53.

White (Jeremy) plays 4lO2lO with 62.
Black (Kit) plays 6/O 1/0 with 61.

White (Jeremy) plays 4lO2lO with 63.
Black (Kit) concede with 54?

Jeremy Bagaiwins 2 points.

Game 4
Black(Kit)-2 White(Jeremy)-4
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24123,13/1 1 .......... +0.006
1 3/1 't , 6/5............ . . -0,0't 2

24121.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  -0.020
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Kit's blot without being as attractive of a
target, I think this is correct.

TD-Gammon: lt will surprise everyone
that I like 13/11(2), 6/4(2) rather than
moving one of the back men. lt even
surprised me a bit. What is happening
is that since the back checkers are
already split there is no pressing need
to resplit them. Bringing a third checker
to the 11 point will give Jeremy more
firepower for an upcoming attack;
meanWhile by staying back he avoids
gefiing attacked in turn. Actually allthe
plays-are pretty close, including Kit's
suooested hittino olav.

Kit: This is better than the loose 13/10,
11/5, 8/5, which would give me several
indirect shots. The extra builders arent
worth it, particularly since Jeremy's
position is well-balanced after the
ac{ual play. Of great importance is that
Jeremy's back checkers are split, which
meanC that he may be attacked, lf that
happens, he will not want to have loose
blots dangling on his side of the board.
In general you want to avoid being
weak on both sides of the board at the
same time.

TD-Gammon: Kit's analysis is correct.
This is not a good time to be strewing
blots around.

Kit: This is the natural developing
move. lt is far too dangerous to slot the
five point in the face of a double shot.
61241x gains a tempo, but the cost of
putting a checker out of play this early
is much too great.

Kit: This is obviously a strong
developing play, building the important
four and 11 points as well as moving
the back checker up to where it will
annoy me if I don't roll well. Still, the
simple hitting play ol 24116x has a lot
going lor it. The hit puts rne on the bar,
rips away my only builder, gains a
chunk in the race, prepares to play with
only one checker back, and stops me
from doing anything on the otfensive
front for a roll. After Jeremy's play I
have several good numbers which will
make a key point, and then his
advantaqe will be minimal, while after
the hit'he will certainly retain the
advantage almost whatever happens. I
preter 24116x.

Jeremy: Hitting accomplishes much
less. For the fourth deuce I play 24122
instead of 2U21 because it harasses

24123131e

9/s 6/5

2412213111 614614
1U5(2)

2412313111

TD-Gammon: I see you have finally
learned the errors of your previous
ways. l, of course, like Jeremy's
opening 2-1.
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Kit: l'm not enthusiastic about getting
involved in a blot-hitting contest when
Jeremy has the stronger board, but I
really don't have much else. 13/6 is
pretty sick, and just gives him a chance
to continue to improve. At least if I get
away with my play I can make some
headway.

Jercmy: Better than any other play that
leaves a shot because it is much more
constructive when it works, The
alternative, however, is 1316. I think
that's my play. TD-Gammon?

TD-Gammon: You called? You're
right, Jeremy, but it's close and Kit's
play is not bad. However, avoiding a
blot hitting contest when your opponent
has the bigger board is often the
winner. and so it proves here,

1 3/6. . . . . . . . . . . . , . . . . .  -0 .s1 4
1 3/9, 6/3x... . . . . . . . . , , .-0.321
13110, 612x............ -0.329
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retaliation this
strong double
well.

TD-Gammon: A photo, with moving up
toward the more advanced anchor
winning by a nose. Admittedly I wasnt
taking the cube into account in my
analvsis.

Kit: Conservative, but necessary, I just
can't afford to be hit now.

Jercmy: Now Kit goes the other way
and plays safe. lt looks to me like the
difference between this position and the
last is that now Kit has three checkers
back and an anchor -- so I leave the
nine point slotted and play 8,123, 615.
But l'm not sure at all,

TD-Gammon: No, Jeremy, time to play
safe. Last time playing loose
accomplished something; it put you on
the bar and knocked you off a point you
wanted as well as unstacking the heap
on the six point and starting the three
point for Kit. Here, your suggested play
does little constructive.

B/23, 9i8.............. -0,r+43
8,124, 917.... . . . . . . . . . .  -0.458

8,122.... . . . . . . . . . . . . . .-0,€1

Kit: Jeremy is still on the verge of a
double. The problem now is that he
doesn't have many serious threats. He
isn't threatening to hit anything, and my
position stablized considerably when I
made his two point. My take would be
pretty clear, and not too much figures to
happen next turn to change that. Even
though he has a clear advantage, there
doesnt seem to be any reason to turn
the cube.

TD-Gammon: Close, but I think Jeremy
barely has a double. His equity is
0.443, and while the position doesn't
have huge volatility still that looks like
just eno[gh. Granted he might tend to
be a bit more cautious at the match
score, so I can't seriously criticize him
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for not doubling.

13/6

TD-Gammon: The loose hit on the ace
point with 13/11 , 6i1x came out
surprisingly well considering that the hit
is behind Kit's anchor, Still, Jeremy's
solid olav was the winner.

1 3/6.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  +0.340
1 3/1 1, 6/ ' l  x. . . . . . . . . . .  +0.323
1318, 614.. . . . . . . . . . . .  +0.308

Kit: Advancing the anchor even further
is a big plus for me. Now I am in little
danger of being primed. Jeremy is still
well ahead in the race, but if I can
contain one or both of his back
checkers the game willgo my way.

TD-Gammon: You better believe it!

. . .Game 4 cont inues.. .

roll.
ne)il

He will have a
turn unless I roll

Kit: Jeremy isn't far from a double, with
the stronger board and hitting threats.
Still he would have to hit and have me
llunk in order for him to lose his market
by a lot, and if he fails to hit I might be
able to equalize things. I agree with
waiting, but I wouldn't quarrel with
anybody who spun the cube here,

TD-Gammon: The equity is only 0.321,
so even with the fairly high volatility this
isnt enough. However Kit is right that
Jeremy isnt too far from a double.

Kit: No reason
anchor now.

to lock up the
wants to avoid

not
He

13/9 6/3x

B/23 9/8

2412223122

fl&
B,122x23122


