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Fragility of Chess positions:
measure, universality and tipping points
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We introduce a novel metric to quantify the fragility of chess positions using the interaction
graph of pieces. This fragility score F' captures the tension within a position and serves as a strong
indicator of tipping points in a game. In well-known games, maximum fragility often aligns with
decisive moments marked by brilliant moves. Analyzing a large dataset of games, we find that
fragility typically peaks around move 15, with pawns (= 60%) and knights (~ 20%) frequently
involved in high-tension positions. Remarkably, average fragility curves show a universal pattern
across a wide range of players, games, and openings, with a subtle deviation observed in games
played by the engine Stockfish. Our analysis reveals a gradual buildup of fragility starting around 8
moves before the peak, followed by a prolonged fragile state lasting up to 15 moves. This suggests a
gradual intensification of positional tension leading to decisive moments in the game. These insights
offer a valuable tool for both players and engines to assess critical moments in chess.

I. TOWARDS A QUANTITATIVE THEORY OF
THE CHESS GAME

Richard Réti, one of the world’s top players in the
early 20th century and a leading proponent of hyper-
modernism in chess (alongside Nimzovich), gave a series
of lectures on chess in Buenos Aires in 1924. These lec-
tures were published in Spanish [I] under a title that
could be translated as ‘Scientific Lectures on Chess’. In
the preface, Réti outlines three stages toward develop-
ing a scientific understanding of chess. The first stage
involves the empirical collection of data, the second fo-
cuses on constructing typologies, and the third aims to
establish laws based on these typologies. While this am-
bitious program remains unfulfilled, a parallel approach,
driven largely by advances in computer science, has since
come to dominate the field. Prominent scientists such
as Turing [2], Shannon [3], Simon, Newell [4] and oth-
ers discussed about 70 years ago the importance of chess
as a prototype for testing algorithms and artificial intel-
ligence (see the compendium [5]). Indeed, the study of
chess offers a rich intersection between computational sci-
ence and complex systems analysis. With its simple rules
yet vast strategic depth, chess provides an ideal platform
for developing and testing algorithms in artificial intel-
ligence (AI), machine learning, and decision theory. Its
deterministic nature allows for the application of various
computational techniques, from heuristic searches to neu-
ral networks, which offer insights into optimization and
problem-solving. Chess has historically been central to
AT research, exemplified by landmark events like IBM’s
Deep Blue defeating Garry Kasparov in 1997, a mile-
stone in AT’s capabilities [6]. More recent innovations,
such as AlphaZero, further highlight the game’s impor-
tance in advancing computational methods [7]. Chess
also extends beyond algorithms, introducing psychologi-
cal complexity as players engage in predicting and con-
cealing strategies, adding layers of depth to the game.

However, chess, when viewed as a relatively simple

complex system governed by the interactions of a small
number of constituents, could serve as a testbed for many
ideas developed in complex systems science. Mathemat-
ically, chess can be represented as a decision tree where
each branch leads to a win, loss, or draw, and the chal-
lenge lies in selecting the best move amid the vast com-
binatorial complexity, especially during the middlegame,
where the goal is to navigate toward favorable branches.
It is thus surprising that complexity science—and in par-
ticular, statistical physics—has had relatively little to
say about this system. However, the recent rise of on-
line chess platforms has enabled large-scale data anal-
ysis, changing this situation to some extent and allow-
ing for the gradual introduction of concepts and tools
from statistical physics and complex systems [S8HI7]. Re-
searchers have identified patterns such as power-law dis-
tributions in opening move frequencies, reflecting the self-
similar nature of the game tree [9,[10]. Long-range mem-
ory effects in game sequences, which vary according to
player skill levels, have also been observed [12, [13] and
the impact of chess experts’ knowledge was discussed in
[18]. Additionally, the response time distribution in rapid
chess was analyzed in [19], and the decision-making pro-
cess of chess players was examined in [20].

Chess is traditionally divided into three phases: the
opening, middlegame, and endgame, with extensive
study dedicated to each. A key focus in chess discus-
sions is on ‘critical points’ (also referred to as ’turning’
or ’tipping points’)—positions where the choice of move
can significantly influence the outcome of the game (see,
for example, [21]). These critical positions are often un-
stable, and a small mistake can lead to dramatic shifts in
the game’s trajectory. One of the enduring challenges in
chess is identifying the best move, particularly in the mid-
dlegame when the combinatorial possibilities are vast. In
this study, we address the problem of identifying these
pivotal positions that largely determine the course of the
game. The existence of such turning (or tipping) points
is linked to how quickly a position can change, often



within just a few moves. This concept relates to the
‘fragility’ of a position, which we aim to quantify by ana-
lyzing piece interactions through graph theory. We define
fragility based on the betweenness centrality of pieces un-
der attack. Our objective is to calculate a fragility score
for each position, aggregate these scores across multiple
games, and analyze the statistical properties of fragility
over time. The paper is structured as follows: we first de-
fine the interaction graph of a position, which allows us to
quantify its fragility and to define a fragility score. We
then apply this metric to different games, demonstrat-
ing that it can identify turning points and, interestingly,
reveals a universal pattern when averaged over a large
number of games.

II. CHARACTERIZING THE FRAGILITY OF A
POSITION

A. The interaction graph

We construct the interaction graph that describes, for
a given position, how the different pieces on the board
attack or defend each other. More precisely, the in-
teraction graph G(V, E) consists of nodes V, represent-
ing the pieces on the chessboard, and directed edges E,
representing the interactions between these pieces. Let
P = {p1,p2,...,0n} be the set of pieces on the board
(both black and white), and will be the nodes of G (in this
graph, nodes are labelled by their pieces which are rep-
resented in uppercase for white and lowercase for black
pieces). An edge e;; € E is drawn from node p; to p; if:

e Attack interaction: p; can legally capture p; (in red
color in Fig. . This edge is directed as the attack
is in general not bi-directional.

e Defense interaction: p; defends p; where both
pieces are of the same color). A defense link is
then a directed edge between two pieces of the same
color, indicating that one piece can move to de-
fend another, implying it could potentially retake
the opponent if the defended piece is captured (in
Fig. (1} these edges are colored blue for white pieces
and green for black pieces).

This graph is directed as an attack by piece p; on piece p;
is not symmetric; p; can attack p;, but p; may not nec-
essarily attack p;. Similarly, defense interactions (where
one piece defends another) are also directional, where one
piece is protecting another, but the reverse is not true.
We show in Fig. [I| an example of an interaction graph
and the corresponding position.

An important piece in the position - namely one whose
disappearance will modifiy in depth the position - is
then characterized by a large number of interactions with
other pieces. Centrality measures appear therefore to be
very relevant for identifying key pieces in this position. In
this study, we use betweenness centrality (BC) to quan-
tify importance, as it captures how frequently a piece lies

FIG. 1: Interaction graph. Exemple on a position taken
from Mehedlishvili - Van Forrest (see Data for more details).
(a) Board Interaction graph at the ply 49 after the move Nd4
(which happened after the excellent move Rd4!!). (b) The key
piece is here the white knight and has the largest betweenness
centrality. In this graph, we denote the corresponding pieces
of nodes with uppercase letters for white pieces and lowercase
for black pieces.

on the shortest paths between other pieces in the inter-
action graph. The BC g of a piece p; is defined as [22]
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where o is the total number of shortest paths from node
s to node t, and o (p;) is the number of those paths
that pass through node p;. Since betweenness central-
ity measures the frequency at which a node (a piece) lies
on the shortest paths between pairs of other nodes, it
is important to respect these directed interactions when
computing the centrality. In chess, the directed nature
of these relationships is crucial because it reflects the ac-
tual dynamics of the game. Thus, we will here compute
the betweenness centrality for the directed interaction
graph G, where the edges between pieces represent di-
rected interactions (attacks or defenses). Computing BC
for the undirected graph would ignore the directionality,
potentially losing critical information about the nature
of attacks and defenses.

We note that other centrality measures could be con-
sidered. Specifically, we tested the simplest one—the de-
gree of a node—but found that it yields less precise re-
sults and overlooks some key positions. The superiority
of betweenness centrality (BC) likely stems from the fact
that it is not a local measure and accounts for more than
just a single move. BC captures cascades of exchanges,
while degree centrality is primarily tied to a single half-
move, limiting its ability to identify crucial positions.

B. The fragility score

We can now define the fragility score F' of a position.
Each piece p; for each color has a BC computed from
the interaction graph defined for a given position. A



piece with a large BC value is pivotal in the position as
its capture would modify in depth the structure of the
position. If such a piece is under attack, the position
could potentially be modified in the next moves and can
thus be qualified as fragile. It is thus natural to define
the fragility score of the position as

F =Y g(p)alp) (2)
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where a(p) = 1 if the piece p is under attack and a(p) =0
otherwise. This score thus computes the total between-
ness centrality of attacked pieces. If the large between-
ness centrality pieces are attacked, the position is un-
stable and can be very dynamically changing. Here, we
compute the total fragility score but note that it could
be defined for white and black separately. This total
fragility score represents the overall vulnerability of the
position, taking into account the importance of the pieces
under attack and their centrality within the interaction
graph. By tracking the total fragility score throughout
the game, we can identify critical moments when posi-
tions become particularly fragile, reflecting the dynamics
of attack and defense.

For a single chess game, the total fragility score is com-
puted for every half-move (or ply). Additionally, the
maximum fragility point is identified (i.e., the ply where
the fragility score reaches its peak). We show an example
in Fig. |2| (the corresponding chessboard and interaction
graph at the maximum fragility point, highlighting the
position and the key pieces contributing to the fragility,
are shown in Fig. .
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FIG. 2: Fragility score. Fragility score F' computed from
the betweenness centrality of attacked pieces. We show here
the score versus the ply for the game Mehedlishvili - Van For-
rest (see Data for more details). We indicate the maximum
value obtained at ply 49 (after the move Nd4) and the corre-
sponding position is shown in Fig.

Interestingly, the maximum fragility score often high-
lights the most critical and notable moves in a game.
While we cannot conduct a large-scale comparison be-
tween human analysis and fragility predictions, we can

examine specific cases. We analyzed the top 10 games
ever played, as ranked by chess.com [23], and com-
puted the fragility score for each. For each game,
we identified the move corresponding to the maximum
fragility. The results are presented in the Table [I)).
In most cases—except for two—the maximum fragility

Game Move (ply)| Notable
at max F |moves (ply)
Jinshi vs. Liren Kg3 (45) 40
Chinese League 2017 Rd4
Kasparov vs. Topalov Kb6 (50) Rxd4 (47)
Wijk aan Zee 1999 Re7+ (49)
Bfl (71)
Morphy vs. Allies c7c5 (14) | Nxb5 (19)
Paris Opera 1858 Rxd7 (25)
0b8+ (31)
Aronian vs. Anand Bg4 (33) Nde5 (32)
Wijk aan Zee 2013
Karpov vs. Kasparov (16)| Bd6 (38) g5 (42)

World Championship 1985

Byrne vs. Fischer Bc4 (29) Na4d (22)
New York 1956 Be6 (34)
Short vs. Timman Kg3 (63) Kh2 (60)
Tilburg 1991 Kg3 (63)
Rotlewi vs. Rubinstein Bd3 (21) Rxc3 (44)
Lodz 1907 Rxd2 (46)
Geller vs. Euwe edeb5 (44) Rh8 (44)

Zurich 1953

TABLE I: Selection of the ten best game of chess (according
to chess.com [23]). The first column indicates the game, the
second column the ply and the corresponding move leading
to the maximum of the fragility score (of the game). The last
column indicates the brilliant move(s) discussed in [23].

aligns with brilliant and decisive moves, suggesting that
during these high-tension phases, creativity and skill play
a key role in determining the outcome of the game.

III. STATISTICAL RESULTS FOR MANY
GAMES

The result shown in Fig. [2] is obtained for one spe-
cific game and to gain statistical insights, we extend
the analysis across multiple games. We consider here
a total of 20,685 games played by world top players:
Alekhine (1661 games), Capablanca (597 games), Carlsen
(1730 games), Fisher (1053), Karpov (3079 games), Kas-
parov (4049 games), Morphy (211 games), Nakamura
(686 games), Polgar (2398 games), Reti (646 games),
Spassky (4176 games), and also for the Stockfish engine
(413 games). The datasets are freely available from [24].

For each game, we compute the fragility score, identify
its maximum and the corresponding ply and key piece



(attacked piece with the largest betweenness centrality).
We first show the histogram of the ply at which the max-
imum occurs (Fig. [}[(a)). Typically, we see that the most
fragile positions arise around ply 32 (which correspond
to the 16" move, or more generally to about 30% of the
total number of plies). The histogram for the key pieces
(Fig. b)) shows that the key pieces involved in fragile
positions are mostly pawns (= 60% of cases), followed by
knights (=~ 20%).
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FIG. 3: Properties of the maximum fragility score. (a)
Histogram of the ply at which the fragility score is maximum.
On average, the maximum is at ply ~ 32 (which corresponds
to the move 160. (b) Histogram of the key piece (attacked
piece with the largest BC). We observe that in about 60% of
the games the pawns were the key pieces, and for 20% the
knights are the key pieces. There results are obtained for a
total of 20,685 games for a selection of world top players.

For each game, we compute the total fragility score ver-
sus the ply, and align the fragility scores around the ply
with the maximum fragility, centering the maximum for
comparison across games. The average fragility score is
then computed across all games, providing an aggregate
measure of how fragility evolves. We average over all the
20,685 games discussed above and which mix different
(top) players and a large variety of different openings.
The result is shown in Fig. [l We observe a surprising
universality: the average fragility score is the same for all
players and for all openings. Interestingly, we observe a
slight difference for the Stockfish engine, which is prob-
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FIG. 4: Average universal fragility score. We show here
the average aligned fragility score (we center the fragility score
for each game around its maximum value and then perform
the average over 20,685 games). Apart from small deviation
observed for the engine Stockfish, all average fragility scores
align almost perfectly.

ably related to the fact that games played by Stockfish
have a larger total number of moves.

In order to investigate this universal average fragility
score, we split it in two parts. The left part captures the
behavior of fragility leading up to the maximum (i.e., be-
fore the maximum fragility ply), and the right part that
describes the decay of fragility after the maximum. Both
the left and right parts display a power law behavior with
a sharp cut-off and we use the following fitting function

F(m) = ~em/mo (3)

For example, we show this fit for Carlsen’s games on the
Fig. Bfa). We use this function and fit all the average
curves obtained for all players considered here, and we
find on average for the left part 5, = 0.06 + 0.022 and
mo = 19+ 1.75, and for the right part 8, = 0.23 £ 0.04,
mor = 294£10.7. The histogram of these values are shown
in Fig. b). We note here that the values of mg are
peaked around their average value, with the exception
of Stockfish that represents an outlier with mg = 24,
and mg, = 63 (r? > 0.98), values that are larger than
for human players (= 30 half-moves). The fragility thus
lasts much longer than in human games, showing that
the tension can be sustained much longer for an engine
while human players will release the tension faster.

The power law exponents are relatively small which
implies that the behavior of fragility is governed by the
exponential cut-off. Basically, we thus observe on aver-
age an exponential of the form exp(—m/19) for the left
part and a longer larger tail after the max fragiliy with
a decay over almost 30 half-moves. The build up of the
fragility then takes on average 8 moves, while fragility
decays much slower with an average of 15 moves, indi-
cating that the later phase of the game maintain a de-
gree of fragility, possibly indicating prolonged positional
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FIG. 5: Fitting the average universal fragility score.
(a) We show here in the case of Carlsen’s games the fits with
the function of Eq. [3] The fitting parameters are in this case
B =~ 0.05, B, = 0.24, and my =~ 19, mo, ~ 30 (in all cases
r? > 0.99). (b) Histograms of the parameters 8 and myg for
the left and right parts for all games considered here.

tension or vulnerability. On average, before the maxi-
mum fragility, the game is ‘flat’ in terms of its fragility
dynamics, players are building their positions with mini-
mal risk or sharp changes. For the right part, the larger
value my = 29 indicates that the decay of fragility occurs
more slowly in the late game compared to the early game.
This suggests that fragility persists for longer in the later
phases, which is consistent with the idea that every move
becomes more critical. In the endgame, small inaccura-
cies can have a more pronounced effect on the outcome,
but fragility remains present over more moves before it
decays completely. These results quantitatively describe
the evolution of fragility during a chess game. The early
game is stable with the relatively quick appearance of a
large fragility, while the late game is more fragile and
tactically rich, with each move having a more significant
impact. This reflects typical chess dynamics where the
opening is balanced and the endgame is much more crit-
ical in determining the outcome.

This universal curve is obtained by averaging over
many games, but each game has specific fluctuations. We
show in Fig. [6] two different games. For the first game
(Kasparov-Karpov 1985), we indeed observe the average
behavior with a gradual building of the fragility up to a
maximum followed by a gradual decrease. In contrast, for

other games, such as Kasparov-Topalov (1999), the be-
havior is further away from this simple image and reflects
the turbulent nature of this specific game with ferocious
fight from both players with numerous tactical themes
and a king hunt that led the king all the way to the
other side of the board. While these fluctuations may
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FIG. 6: Fragility scores for specific games. (a)

Game Kasparov-Karpov (World Championship 1985), and (b)
Kasparov-Topalov (Wijk aan Zee 1999).

slightly reduce the practical significance of the average
universal fragility curve, they underscore the importance
of the fragility score in capturing the dynamic nature of
a chess game.

IV. DISCUSSION

Despite recent advancements in Al and computational
power, the scientific analysis of chess remains an evolv-
ing field. Two major breakthroughs have significantly
enhanced our understanding of the game. First, the rise
of AT engines surpassing human capabilities has revisited
traditional chess theory, challenging long-held strategic
principles and opening up new possibilities [6]. Second,
the availability of large game databases now allows for ex-
tensive statistical analysis, revealing novel patterns and



insights across many games.

In this paper, we introduce a new approach to chess
analysis by quantitatively measuring the fragility of posi-
tions using graph-theoretic concepts. The fragility score,
based on the interaction graph of the pieces, captures the
tension within a position, serving as an indicator of crit-
ical transitions or turning points. Our analysis reveals
universal patterns across games, regardless of the player
or opening. Specifically, we find that fragility builds
up approximately 8 moves before the most fragile posi-
tion and remains elevated for about 15 moves afterward.
These results suggest that positional fragility follows in
general a common trajectory, with tension peaking in the
middlegame and dissipating toward the endgame. Inter-
estingly, fragility scores in games played by the engine
Stockfish show slight deviations from the observed uni-
versal patterns, hinting at differences in optimal play by
AT compared to humans. Moreover, in famous games, the
maximum fragility often coincides with pivotal moments,
characterized by brilliant moves that decisively shift the
balance of the game.

The consistent behavior of fragility scores across di-
verse games reflects the underlying structure of interac-
tion graphs, which capture the strategic significance of
piece relationships. The gradual decay of fragility indi-
cates a prolonged state of tension, where small inaccu-
racies can dramatically shift the balance of power. This
analysis highlights the complex dynamics of chess, where
the interaction between attack and defense shapes the
game’s overall structure. Our study offers a new tool for
understanding positional dynamics and provides a foun-
dation for future research in chess analysis. By bridging
traditional chess theory with quantitative methods, we
aim to further refine our understanding of the game and
its critical moments.

Code availability

The Python codes used to analyze the games and com-
pute the fragility score are available upon request.

V. METHODS

A. Data

The standard format for games is the Portable Game
Notation (PGN) format, which includes metadata (e.g.,
date, location, opponent) and the moves in algebraic no-
tation (e.g., a2a4, b7b8).

We used publicly available data from online resources
for chess games, in particular from https://www.
pgnmentor . com that proposes the games (in pgn for-
mat) for each player [24] or sorted by openings.

In particular, we discuss in this paper the game
Mehedlishvili - Van Forrest (0-1) played at the 44th FIDE
Chess Olympiad Chennai 2022 Open, and the games
Kasparov-Karpov (played at the World Championship
1985), and the famous game Kasparov-Topalov (Wijk
aan Zee 1999). We also studied the top 10 games as
defined by the chess.com website [23]. The pgn files for
individual games can be found on the chessgames.com
website [25].

B. Software

We used the python-chess library (v1.9.4) for move
generation, validation, and analysis [26]. This library
includes a Stockfish class for easy integration with the
Stockfish chess engine [27].
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