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Syriposium on the History of Go
and the Representation of Go in

By HenrIC BERGSAKER

e

One of the side events in the 2003 European Go Congress in St
Petersburg was a kind of scientific conference on go, the second
International Conference on Baduk, organised by the Myong Ji

University in Korea.

The first congress in the series had
been held in 2001 in Korea, and both
meetings had left permanent traces
in the form of nicely printed confer-
ence proceedings. The subjects for the
contributions covered a wide range of
subjects, such as technical go skills, go
teaching, go history, computer go, differ-
ent cultural aspects etcetera.

I found some of the presentations in St
Petersburg interesting, others of course
less. One of the organisers of the ICOB,
professor Hahn, told me that the plan
was to hold the conference every second
year and every fourth year outside Korea.
At the time there was a possibility that
the 2007 congress was going to be held
in Sweden, so professor Hahn asked me

if we would be able to provide facilities
for a possible 4th ICOB at the EGC 2007.
As it turned out, there wasn't any ICOB at
allin 2007, so | assumed when there was
no announcement that the series had
terminated. Still, it was clearly tempting
to organise a quality side event during
the EGC in Sweden, which was eventu-
ally scheduled for 2008. Meanwhile | also
enjoyed the nice poster presentation of
European go history by Jaap Blom dur-
ing EGC 2004 in Tuchola, and the organ-
isers of EGC 2007 were arranging for a
presentation of the entertaining early
Austrian go history and for a woodblock
print exhibition from Erwin Gerstorfer’s
vast collection.

Ichiro Tanioka
Photo:Krister Strand

The scientific conference is generally
speaking a tremendously successful for-
mat for communicating new knowledge
or theories. Experts in a field meet and
present their work and get the oppor-
tunity to discuss it, both publicly and
more informally. The results are also fre-
quently documented in a permanent
manner through published conference
proceedings. This is precisely the format
of the ICOB conference. A weakness in
the scientific conference concept is that
its emphasis is on new knowledge and
that the presentations consequently
are planned for convincing experts, not
for conveying established facts to the
general publicin an interesting way.The
presentations are often perceived as
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boring by non experts. Go related ma-
terial is not extremely inaccessible and
many EGC participants are certainly very
knowledgeable in various aspects of the
game. Still, more popular presentations
are of great value too in connection with
an EGC and can even have some poten-
tial to interest the general public outside
the go congress.

The first thing to do to get a go confer-
ence side event going for Leksand 2008
was to contact possible contributors and
ask if they might be interested to partici-
pate. The first person to be approached,
in fall 2006, was Peter Shotwell, the well
known American author of many studies

on ancient Chinese go history and early
Tibetan go. He was interested to come,
provided that financial travel support
could be arranged. From subsequent
contacts with a number of international
authorities on go history, in particular
John Fairbairn, Theo van Ees, Jaap
Blom, Chihyung Nam (main organiser
of ICOB 2008) and Franco Pratesi it was
clear that a meeting with focus on go
history and on go in art and literature
would be feasible, and several sugges-
tions came up on whom to invite. It was
unclear for a long time if there would
be an ICOB meeting at all in 2008, one
option appeared for a long time to be

to combine the conferences and hold
them in Leksand, but eventually the
ICOB was decided to be held in Korea in
connection with the 2008 Korean Prime
Minister’s Cup, and that it too was to fo-
cus a lot on go history this year.

The sensible solution with two similar
meetings the same year was to com-
bine at least the proceedings and give
the opportunity to submit articles for
publication in the ICOB proceedings at
the Leksand meeting. The Symposium
project was getting concrete form.
Valuable moral support came from Yuki
Shigeno, secretary of the International

continued on page 5

Go-skola

Under ndra tre veckors tid holls en daglig go-skola fér nyborjare i
anslutning till gokongressen, i Brandmannen i Leksand 21 juli - 8 augusti.

Som larare medverkade bland an-
dra Thomas Nohr, Henric Bergsaker,
Martin Stiassny, Marcus Weiland, Carin
Monvall, Mikael Eriksson och Martina
Steidele. Under Japandagarna 2-3 au-
gusti var ocksa Saijo-sensei och Meien
Kurebayashi med. Saijo hade redan fran

borjan forklarat att han helst av allt ville
undervisa kompletta nybdrjare, vilket
han ocksa forklarade vid Japandagarnas
invigning och bjod in alla att komma
och lara sig go. Det var varierande upp-
slutning under de tre veckorna men
aldrig tomt. Under goskolans forsta

dagar var Falukuriren, Dalademokraten
och Sveriges Radio Dalarna dar och
gjorde reportage. Efter gokongressen
har det kommit igdng en liten klubb i
Leksand, som traffas och spelar just pa
Brandmannen pd mandagskvdllar. O

~ Foto:Krister Strand




continued from page 4

Go Federation, and from professor
Torbjorn Lodén and Li Silfverberg
at the Nordic Confucius institute and
department for oriental languages at
Stockholm University. There was still no
external financial support at all though,
and it was of course not much known
about the total EGC congress budget.

Through fall 2007 and early 2008 the
Symposium had to be prepared in an
open and flexible way, both regarding
expenses and with respect to the bal-
ance between scientific original work
and popular presentation. The finances
got at least some firm ground when the
Symposium got a grant of 50% support
from the Commemorative Organization
for the Japan World Exposition '70. The
scientific versus popular was left entirely
to the preferences of the contributors.

In the end the meeting took place suc-
cessfully as scheduled. It had not been
possible to get as many contributions
as originally hoped from China or Korea
and a couple of potentially interesting
contributions had to be cancelled in
the months and even in the weeks be-
fore the Symposium, since the authors
found that they were unable to attend
for various reasons, but we still got a
rather busy program for the available
time slot and many interesting and en-
joyable presentations. The following is
a short summary. There are some more
impressions in the congress bulletins
and as much material as possible from
the Symposium will be made available
on the congress website.

Yumi Hotta, creator of Hikaru no Go
Photo:Tomas Gradin

The conference opened on Tuesday
July 29th with an afternoon talk by
Masataka Saijo.He had chosen to speak
on the amazing intrigues in Japan to get
the office and honours as Meijin godoko-
ro in the 1830:s,involving Honinbo Jowa,
Inoue Gennan Inseki and others.The talk
was held in the bigger of the two avail-

able lecture halls and was well attended.
The simultaneous translation to English
was a bit shaky and the early part of the
talk was disturbed by an alarm going off
in another part of the building, but the
intricacies of the subject and the charis-
matic style of presentation of Saijo sen-
sei prevailed and the talk was followed
by a lively and interesting question ses-
sion.

The Symposium continued with Theo
van Ees presenting go playing material
in the Western world.Van Ees is a promi-
nent collector of go related items and
gave a very interesting survey of early
go equipment in Europe. Not only that,
but he had also brought along a splen-
did collection of illustrative items, in-
cluding the first commercially produced
European go board in Europe, by Moritz
Ruhlin Leipzig, not later than 1882.

Wednesday morning July 30th began
with Motoki Noguchi, presenting go in
Japanese painting, from very early art
to the late Edo period. Motoki Noguchi
is originally from Japan, but resident
since eight years in France. He is one of
the strongest go players in Europe and
has written an academic thesis on go
iconography a couple of years ago. In
his presentation in Leksand he showed
a large number of fascinating go im-
ages and discussed aspects like typical
themes and motives (such as the Tale of
Geniji,the Four accomplishments and the
adventures of the Japanese minister Kibi
in China - including the issue of whether
he or his opponent in a famous game
swallowed a stone to win the game) and
the development over time, not only the
development of the paintings but also
the development of the go equipment
that is depicted.

This was followed by Erwin Gerstorfer
presenting go in Japanese woodblock
prints. Erwin Gerstorfer has gathered a
fabulous collection of such wood prints
from the EDO period and was able to
build his presentation almost exclusively
on items from his own collection. Once
again we got the opportunity to see an
overwhelming number of very beauti-
ful go images and were systematically
guided through technical aspects of
woodblock printing, typical themes and
motives, different artists and develop-
ment of the images, in a couple of cases
also their relation to the political devel-
opment in Japan.

After lunch on Wednesday it was time
for another very well attended meeting
in the big lecture hall, when Yumi Hotta,
the author of the famous go manga

continued on page 17
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Search for a universal
rating progress function

By HeNRrIC BERGSAKER

The European rating system [1] offers an easily accessible and rapidly growing database of great value to
anyone who wishes to study the development of tournament activities and go players statistically.

The longer the time series gets, the
more useful the database will be. One
type of investigation that can be made
is studies of how quickly players develop
their strength. Even though the ratings
may not necessarily reflect the strengths
of the players precisely (there are neces-
sarily problems like time lag for rapidly
improving players, regional discrepan-
cies [2] and possibly rating inflation/de-
flation, universal or confined in time and
space), the problems with them are lim-
ited. Ratings are most likely a reasonably
good approximate measure of players’
strengths. The rating database may for
instance become a tool for evaluation of
the efficiency of different learning meth-
ods or go environments. For that sort of
discussion it would be useful to param-
eterize the go learning curve somehow.
The aim of this report is to get a feeling
for how far it is possible to get with a
very simple progress model.

Figure 1 shows the rating develop-
ment for four players, in Sweden and
Finland.The general features of the time
traces are familiar, they are rather typi-
cal: players improve quickly in the be-
ginning, then progress gets slower and
the rating usually stabilizes at some level
after a couple of years. An obvious func-
tion to try and fit this typical shape to is:

R(t)=R,(1-e"™"™) ()

Fitting requires adjusting the three
parameters R, t; and T to reproduce
the observed rating evolution as well
as possible. There is no good a priori
justification for assuming this particular
shape. Equation (1) is the solution of the
differential equation

dR
—=(R,.—R)/t 2
” (Ry—R) )

which expresses that the rate of
change of the rating is proportional to
the remaining difference between the
actual rating and some specific rating
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Figure 1.Examples of rating progress curves for four Nordic play-
ers.Solid lines are least square fits of the expression in equation (1).

level R,- So equation (2) would corre-
spond for instance to the following situ-
ation:A go student learns from a teacher,
whose level of skill’knowledge is R , con-
stant. The student learns at a rate that is
proportional to the difference between
his own skill and his teachers. If the
student is clever and/or hard working
he catches up quickly with his teacher
(small T). The role of the teacher could
also be taken by a group of friends, a
club or similar, with a certain characteris-
tic level RO. But obviously that picture is
overly simplified, equation (1) is chosen
mostly for simplicity and by the frequent
experience of learning curves like those
in figure 1.

In October 2008 the EGF rating da-
tabase contains in total 22686 players,
who have been more or less active in
tournaments since January 1996.Clearly,
many of these players have to be dis-
carded from any fitting attempts, since
they have taken part in too few tourna-
ments or reached their final rating levels
before 1996, or have not had time to im-
prove much yet. For instance, 8475 play-
ers in the database have only played in a
single tournament.

It is necessary to select players who
have played sufficiently frequently to be

reasonably accurately rated, as well as
to provide a reasonable number of data
points for fitting. The important thing
when a selection is made is of course to
avoid as far as possible any systematic
errors due to the selection. Just picking
the time window that happens to be
available is not a very problematic selec-
tion from that point of view. All players
start their go career from scratch, igno-
rant and weak with rank 30 kyu or so,
in the EGF rating system effectively at
R =100. The vast majority get past the
double digit kyu range if they keep play-
ing and studying.

This means that selecting from the da-
tabase the players who have left tracesin
tournaments in the available time frame
and improved their rating by at least
some specific amount, say by at least
700 GoR points since their first tourna-
ment is probably not a distorting selec-
tion either, unless the tournament par-
ticipation as such is very important for
improving at go. Selecting players who
have played in at least 20 tournaments
in 1996 - 2008 and who have improved
in GoR by at least 700 points, only 792
European players are left.

Figure 2 shows the whole set of rating
points for them, plotted against the time



3000

EGF rating ( gor)

T
European players
NT>20, A > 700

Total number 792

6 8
Time / years

10 12

14

Figure 2.Rating versus time plot of all 792 European players who have played more than 20 tournaments and improved
more than 700 points since their first tournament) Time t=0 represents the player’s first appearance in a tournament.
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Figure 3.Rating progress of the selected 792 players since their first tournament, normalized to their highest achieved ratings.
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Figure 4. Normalized rating R(t)/R, plotted against normalized time (t-t)/T ,Where Ry
t,and T are obtained by fitting the observed ratings to equation (1).

since their first appearance in a tourna-
ment. Most players obviously improve
with time, but at very different rates, so
the points on the plot are very much
spread out.

Next, we can plot the ratings normal-
ized to the highest rating the player has
ever achieved, as in figure 3. The points
are still spread out a lot, but now more
confined to a diagonal band. Obviously
it took at least a year or so for these
players to get within 10% of their high-
est performance, and the vast majority
arrives at that level within 5 - 8 years
of tournament play. But the interesting
point is to see how well the data gather
when each player’s rating time trace
is fitted to the function shape in equa-
tion (1). Numerically, a linear fit was first
made to get starting values forR , t, and
T. A nonlinear fitting procedure [3] was
then applied, to adjust the parameters
by minimizing the sum of the squares
of vertical distances between the data
points and the points on the fitted curve.
The solid lines in figure 1 are examples
of how this fit works.

Figure 4 presents the result of fitting
all players to the same progress curve
shape. It shows the normalized observed
ratings R(t)/R, plotted against the nor-
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malized time (t-t)/T for 719 European
players. 73 players were discarded be-
cause the fit did not converge rapidly
enough or the fitted numbers were not
within reasonable ranges. With these se-
lections, the vast majority of data follow

the shape of equation (1) quite nicely.
This means that the fitting parameters,
in particular the characteristic time T
for improvement, can probably be used
constructively, say for comparing differ-
ent learning environments, study meth-
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Figure 5. Distribution of characteristic learning times T for European players.
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Figure 6.The characteristic learning time shows a weak trend to decrease with time.

ods, recruitment strategies and so on.
Figure 5 shows the distribution of
characteristic learning times T for the
European sample. It peaks at about one
year,but for a substantial fraction of play-
ers it is 2 - 4 years. From figure 4 we can
see that after 3 characteristic times play-
ers usually still have significant improve-
ments ahead of them. In a first analysis
of the European data, there is practically
no correlation between R, and T,i.e.itis

Table 1.
The characteristic learning time shows
a weak trend to decrease with time.

Median of T [Number of
Country (years) players
Finland 11 44
Germany 14 151
Romania 16 |7
Sweden 1.7 12

United Kingdom 18 |26

Netherlands 20 P37
France 21 W45
References

not the case that players who get very
strong in the end necessarily improve
very rapidly in the beginning. There is
a weak but significant correlation be-
tween t; and T, such that T tends to get
shorter in recent years, as shown in fig-
ure 6.This probably reflects the increas-
ing role of Internet go.

Table 1 shows an example of different
learning rates in different populations,in
this case countries.

In conclusion, it appears possible to
fit the rating improvement of European
players rather well to the shape of equa-
tion (1). This can be useful for studying
learning and progress in go. Some ex-
amples of systematic parameter de-
pendencies are mentioned, but further
analysis would be necessary to draw any
useful conclusions. Obviously statisti-
cal methods describe what happens in
typical cases. There is no reason for the
individual player who appears to be ap-
proaching a stationary rating level to
believe that it must be impossible to rise
above the typical trend, for instance by
getting a new teacher or studying and
practicing in a new way. Finally, rating is
not necessarily a precise and universal
measure of strength, even if it is usually
probably a good approximation. O

[1] Ales Cieply: http://gemma.ujf.cas.cz/~cieply/GO/gor.html
[2] H.Bergsaker:Regional discrepancies in European ratings,

Nordisk Goblad 2 / 2007 pp. 10-15

[3] Nelder-Mead simplex method, MATLAB® function fminsearch
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The 2008 European Go
Congress in Numbers

By HeNRrIC BERGSAKER

The 52nd European Go Congress was held in Leksand. July 26

- August 9 and became the biggest go congress so far.Overall 741
players from 35 different countries played in the major individual
congress tournaments (Main, Weekend, Masters).

These tournaments included 3467
rated games. The number of partici-
pants in the main tournament was 718
and they played 2580 rated main tour-
nament games. The participation in the
first (sunny) and second (rainy) weeks
of the main tournament were fairly bal-
anced, with 667 players in the first week
and 609 in the second week. Table 1
shows the participation and winners in
the major side tournaments in EGC 2008.
In addition to tournament participants,
many more visited Leksand during the
EGC and attended the congress as fam-
ily members, professionals, participants
in the Symposium and in the Korea-
Japan- and China days, organizers, re-
porters etcetera.

Table 2 shows the distribution of par-
ticipants from different countries (in-
cluding Main, Weekend and Masters).
The EGC 2008 was the tournament with
the largest number of Swedish players
participating so far. In total 88 Swedes
played in Leksand this year.The previous
tournaments with the largest number
of Swedish participants were Leksand
Open 2003 (65 Swedes), the Swedish
Championship 2004 (63) and Jusandan
2004 (59). 24 of the Swedish participants

were new, in the sense that the EGC was
either their first tournament or their
first tournament since 1996.Table 2 also
shows the winning percentages for dif-
ferent countries.

The distribution of EGC 2008 partici-
pants (Main, Weekend, Masters) over dif-
ferent ranks is shown in table 3. Ranks
under 20k are counted as 20k in this ta-
ble. The distribution peaks at 1d. Figure
1 shows the rating distribution in EGC
2008 according to GoR (entry ratings at
the EGC, including Main-, Weekend- and
Masters participants). This distribution
peaks at about GoR = 2050.The median
GoR was 1849, the average GoR was
1672, the highest entry GoR was 2758.
The data for tables 1-2 and figure 1
were taken from the European rating
database [1].

Strengths of different countries

Given the MacMahon tournament sys-
tem, with the exception of the top play-
ers, high winning rates suggest that the
players are under ranked compared to
their opponents. Of the larger groups,
in particular the Spanish, French and
Slovak players won on average more

Table 1. Tournament sizes and tournament winners in EGC 2008.

Tournament Participants Winner(s)

Main 718 Park Jong Wook

Weekend 421 Kim Joon Sang

Pairs 96 pairs Daniela Trinks / Lee Seung Geun
Team 52 teams Barbecue (Korea)

Rapid 293 Hong Seok Ui

Blitz 162 Kim Jung Hyeop

13x13 53 Francesco Marigo

9x9 78 Lucian Constantin, Nicolaie
Masters 8 Franz-Josef Dickhut

Rengo 21 teams 361! Club

Computer 19x19 8 programs CrazyEGC1 (Rémi Coulom)
Computer 9x9 8 programs LeelaBot (Gian-Carlo Pascutto)
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Table 2.

Countries distribution in EGC 2008
Country |Players (Games™  [Wins %

DE 166 1853 50,
P 92 997 37,
SE 88 733 52
NL 80 876 52
FI 44 573 54
LT 36 332 41
KR 32 336 46
FR 27 282 65
ES 17 173 68
RO 15 177 50,
UK 14 140 48
RU 14 139 55
DK 12 134 53
CZ 12 128 59
PL 10 131 58
AT 9 116 49
NO 9 70 50
IT 8 82 57,
Sl 8 118 58
BE 8 96 50
CH 6 59 45
IE 5 45 36
UA 5 65 57,
RS 5 50, 46
SK 5 65 65
IL 3 28 21
TR 2 28 36
HU 2 25 60,
CA 1 13 23
AU 1 5 60,
BG 1 14 64
CN 1 10 30
TW 1 15 73
LU 1 15 53
GR 1 15 67,
Sum: 741

* Games against opponents from the
same country are counted twice in col-
umn 3.The sum of column 3 is twice the
total number of games.



than 65% of their games, so they may
be a bit under ranked compared to the
average European player. An easy way
to compare how strong the players are
with respect to their EGF ratings (GoR)
is to look at the average change in GoR
per game, as explained in [2]. Tables 4-6
show the average GoR changes per
game in the EGC rated games for play-
ers from different countries, separated in
the rating intervals GoR > 2000, 2000 >
GoR > 1000 and 1000 > GoR.In the tables
the average GoR changes per game are
shown in the second column, a measure
of the statistical error limits (standard er-
ror for the average estimate) in the third
column and the number of games in
the last column. Rows with less than 10
games have been discarded.

As discussed in [2] the average GoR
increments per game for a player or
a group of players can be used to esti-
mate how much under- or overrated in
GoR the player (or players) are with re-
spect to their average opponents. The
database for a single congress is not
very big, so the statistical errors in this
comparison of participants from differ-
ent countries in EGC 2008 are compara-
tively large, but on the other hand they
are taken from one particular point in
time. The limited time resolution was a
problem in [2]. The previous article dis-
cussed a couple of selection problems
and other statistical problems with this
particular method, but they were not
found to be very big. The ordering of
countries in tables 4-6 is not greatly dif-
ferent to the results in [2], allowing for
the statistical errors, which suggests that
the rating differences in Europe are not
changing quickly. Figure 2 shows how
to convert an average GoR increment
per game to an estimate of rating dis-
crepancy at different ratings. E.g. players
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with GoR = 2000 who gain on average 4
points per game can be estimated to be
about 70 points underrated compared
to their opponents. The results in EGC
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Figure 3. Evolution of the number of participants in
the European Go Congress since 1982.

2008 suggest that players from some
countries (for instance Spain, France and
Slovakia) are a bit under ranked and un-
der rated in GoR compared to the aver-
age EGC participant. The Swedish and
Finnish players appear to be a bit under
rated at ratings > 2000, but not so much
anymore at lower ratings.

Earlier congresses

Comparing the 52nd European Go
Congress with previous congresses, fig-
ure 3 shows the evolution of the number
of participants in the EGC main tourna-
ment from 1982 to 2008.The data comes
from [3]. The congress is clearly growing,
the linear fit shows a growth rate of 14
new participants per year. However,
the congress size scatters considerably
around the growing trend.
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Tables 4-6: Changes in GoR per game, according to initial GoR when entering EGC.

go congresses, figures 4-7 show the

Table 4.GoR > 2000. Table 5.1000 < GoR < 2000 distributions from 1996, 1998, 2001
Country [AGoR / game |error  |Games Country |AGoR / gameferror  [Games and 2004. We see that one of the most
prominent differences is if the distribu-
SK 1 6 10 [ES 14 4 86 tion is filled up below 1500 (like in 2004)
BE 4 2 15 [|SK 8 5 40 or not (like in 2001). Another difference
SE 4 0 171 [RU 7 4 25 is observed in how the distribution falls
FR 4 0 1371 IFR 7 4 g7 off above 2000, the 2008 distribution is
more peaked at its maximum than many
il 4 2 30 PL / / 39 of the other years. It is difficult to inter-
GR 3 1 15 VA 6 3 45 pret this, but a guess from the general
ES 3 2 420 ISl 6 4 73] activity development in this period is
have something to do with the Hikaru
CcZ 2 1 68 AT 4 4 61 influx of new players having been large
AT 2 0 40| [SE 3 1 432|  just before that time and that the distri-
NO 2 1 48 T 3 5 52| bution in later years may have piled up
DE 1 0 568l DE 3 0 998 towa'rds GoR = 2000 as some of those
relatively new players got stronger and
PL 1 0 70 |pK 2 3 M others quit playing. Another important
Sl 0 2 45 LT 2 2 208 factor for how many kyu players partici-
UA 0 2 T 1 2 290l pate is of course if the congress site is
family friendly or not.
W 0 2 19 ! ! 394 The rating distribution does not
RO 0 1 10 RO 1 4 57| change very systematically with time,
NL 0 0 399 [BE 0 3 711 but there are some trends. Of particular
HU 0 0 o5l UKk 0 3 105/ interest may be how many participants
at lower ranks there are, since many of
DK 0 2 40 CH 2 4 3 them are beginners and represent the
RU -1 0 109 RS -2 4 20| future. Also interesting may be how the
UK 41 1 100 INO 22 8 29| top is developing. Figure 8 shows how
i i the fractions of weak players (with GoR
LU ! 2 19 R g 2 19 < 1000) and strong players (GoR > 2 500)
CH -1 0 19 WP l 1 362 inthe EGCare developing over the years.
RS -1 1 30 L -11 0 14  There seems to be a slow trend to get
TR 3 4 131 KR A7 2 23| more and more weak players (Beginners?
P 1 0 565 Player family members?) into the EGC.
' Table 7 shows how the key num- Probably this is a good development.
KR - 0 273 pers for EGC 2008 compare with the The European Go Congress is an in-
IL -6 8 14| five biggest previous congresses. For ternational event, in the sense that it
further comparison, the biggest previ- is open to go players from all over the
Table 6.GoR < 1000. ous tournament in Europe outside the world. Traditionally there have since
Country [AGoR/game error  [Games congresses was Paris Open 2008 with many years been a good participation
KR 31 12 40 360 participants. Other recent big tour- from Japan in the European Congress.
naments were Paris Open 2005 (327) Starting from 2003 there have also been
ES 20 49 and Paris Open 2006 (301). The Open quite a few participants from Korea
FR 19 48 German Championship in Essen in 1990 (some of them very strong!). Normally
NL 12 g3l had 332 participants [4]. The American there have also been a few players from
SK 10 20 15 Go Congress (US Open) had 352 par- USA in the European congress, this year
ticipants in 2008,379 in 2007 and 340 in it is actually the first time since 1996 that
DE 7 3 2731 2006. there were no US players at all participat-
PL 6 14 26 To have a look at a few more exam- inginthe EGCtournaments.Occasionally
Fl 8 5 92 ples of the whole rating distribution in continued on page 14
DK 5 16 17|  Table 7.The size of EGC 2008 compared to the five biggest previous congresses.
BE 3 3 10| |Congress Main total Main 1stweek  |Weekend |Main 2nd week
UK 0 7 25  |Leksand 2008 718 667 421 609
LT 0 4 123  |Prague 2005 702 632 372 562
SE -2 5 125 Marseille 1997 593 482 372 489
JP -0 4 65 |Villach 2006 569 497 324 493
RO -10 4 10|  [Tuchola 2004 553 510 344 435
AT -20 0 15|  [Strausberg 2000 501 434 401 404
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Figure 5.Rating distribution in EGC 1998.
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Figure 9.The number of non Europeans participating

in the European Go Congress.
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Figure 7.Rating distribution in EGC 2004.

Table 8. Approximate break down of
congress income sources.

Income kSEK
Registration fees 478
Sponsoring and gifts (cash) 196
Sales, net result 38
IAccommodation and tickets, net 10
Sum: 722
Table 9. Approximate break down of
congress expenses.

Expenses kSEK
Cash prizes 136
Professionals 128
Travel and transportation 111
Symposium 61
Cleaning 60
Printing and graphic design 58
Bank fees etc, net result 59
\Welcome reception 48
Rent 17
Office equipment 12
China days 12
Closing party 10
Korea days 6
Other 8
Sum: 722
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Figure 10.The fraction of non Europeans participating in the European Go Congress.

continued from page 12

there have also been players from China,
Taiwan, Australia or Canada participat-
ing. Figure 9 shows the number of non
European players participating in the
EGC since 1996 and figure 10 shows the
fraction of non-Europeans participating,
it has been between 5% and 25% and
there appears to be a growing trend.

Economy

Economically, the total size of EGC
2008, including accommodation costs
and similar payments that were handled
through the EGC organization was 3507
kSEK, or 373 kEUR. When this is written
some of the bills and grants are still
missing, but approximately the income
and costs were distributed according to
tables 8 and 9.

Apart from the cash sponsorship,
mostly from Taiwan and from Japan, the
EGC also got support such as free use of
the school premises and Brandmannen,
free accommodation for some Japanese
participants and books and other prizes
and items.

Web page and press

The EGC organizers put a lot of effort
into the web page at http://egc2008.eu.
Between October 2007 and September
2008 the web page had about 4600000
hits, or 106 000 visits. During this period
about 105 Gbytes were transferred.The
peak month in terms of visits was August
2008, with an average of 589