MEMORIAL HALBERSTADT-50
PROVISIONAL AWARD

Jonathan Mestel and Alain Pallier

List of studies and participants, sections A and B :

Pavel Arestov (A17*, A20, A24, A25, B11, B12, B13), André Bantégnie (A21, A22), Yuri Bazlov
(A19, A23*), Aldo Roberto Bonatti (A28, B15), Marco Campioli (A7, A8, B1, B2, B3, B4, B6),
Marcel Doré (A26*, B10), Luis Miguel Gonzalez (A15, A16), Michal Hlinka (A2*, A3*, A4*, B5*)
Siegfried Hornecker (A5%*), Valery Kalashnikov (A13, A14, B14), Daniel Keith (A27%*), L’ubos
Kekely (A2*, A3*, A4* B5*), Vitaly KovalenkoT (A23%*), Vasily Lebedev (A10), Janos Mikitovics
(A26%*), Martin Minski (A1, A5*, B8), Volodimir Samilo (A9), Anatoly Skripnik (A17%*), Steffen
Slumstrup Nielsen (A27*), Vladislav Tarasyuk (A11,A12,B9), Jan Timman (A18), Harold van der
Heijden (B7), Beat Ziiger (A6). [* = co-author]

First of all, Jonathan Mestel would like to apologise to the editor, to his co-judge and especially to the
composers for the lateness of this award, which is entirely his fault. Between the two sections Laurent
Riguet provided us with a total of 43 anonymized studies (section A : 28, section B : 15), not all of which
were sound. We judged them first independently and then in consultation. There was a heavy overlap
between our individual recommendations so that not much compromise was necessary. Many of the
studies reduced to positions verifiable by tablebases. Often, these involved positions of reciprocal zug-
zwang and yet contained no thematic tries, tempo play, or any other suggestion that the reciprocity was
important, which seemed a bit of a waste. The impression is they have been mined from a tablebase. Of
course this applies to most tourneys nowadays. The authors’ solutions were not always well presented.
Correct but obscure computer analysis was often supplied, even if this omitted key thematic ideas in the
solutions. This was especially the case in the twin section. Frequently a machine ignores a move which
fails drastically even if it is an important part of the study’s idea. We encourage composers to have the
confidence to annotate their computers’ output with thematic ideas.

Section A (free theme) : On the whole, the quality was higher than in the thematic section, which is
perhaps to be expected.

First Prize : Daniel Keith and Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (A27)
Some complex play by both sides culminates in an original and delightful conclusion. It is much harder
to solve studies where both sides have good ideas, but the artistic achievement is enhanced. All units
take part in the play. Even though the only move of the £ g3 is to fork a King and two Queens, a Knight
can hardly hope for more!
1.a6 ¢3!

1. Wh3+ 2. &2 Wh2+ 3. &3 d2 4. £ xd2 Wxd2 5.a7+-

1.. W8+ 2 g2 Wag+ 3. Hh3 Whe+ 4. Lgd Wel+ 5. Hhd Whe+ 6.\ h5 Wd8+ 7. £ g5+-
2.0 x¢3!

2.a7? Wh3+ 3. 022 Wh2+ 4. &3 d2 5. Ha5+ 6! 6.5\ ¢l d1=W+=

2.d7? W+ (2...Wrxd7? 3. H a5+ dé6 4.a7+-), 3.0¢1 W3 4, H x¢3 Wxé3+=

2.0\x¢3? Wh3+ 3, &2 Wh2+ 4,13 d2 5.8 xd2 Wxd2 6.a7 ¢1=W=

2.Ha5+? d#¢é6! 3.a7 Wal 4.0¢1 (4.064 Wxéd 5.a8=1 Wxa8 6. H xa8 d2=), 4... W3

5.a8=W Wrxg3+ 6. & fl Wh3+ 7. We2 Wxg2+ 8. Hxg2 d2=
2...Wxa6

2. Wh3+3. &2 Wh2+4.&f3d25.2xd2 Wxd2 6. Hé3+ (6. H¢5+? €é6!=),6...%9xd6 7.5) &4+ +-
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D. Keith

& S. Slumstrup Nielsen L. M. Gonzalez
MT Halberstadt-50, section A MT Halberstadt-50, section A
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3.£\b4!! a passive sacrifice of the rook.
Attempting to keep the knight by 3. EH¢5+? €2é6! 4.\b4 Wal+ 5. &2 WhH2 (5...¢1=W? 6. H x¢l
Wh2+ 7. L3 Wxbg 8./)¢64 Wh2 9. £ d2+-), 6.2xd3 ¢1=W+ 7.2 xb2 Wxb2+ 8. &3 doxd6=
3..Wal+ 4. 2g2! Wxe3 5.d7 ¢c1=W!

5.. . W¢7 6.d8=1 Wxd8 7./\¢6+ +-; 5... Wxb4 6.d8=W +-; 5...d2 6.d8=W +-
6.£.x¢c1 d2 7.d8=W dx¢l1=W
It now seems white will have to go for mate as winning a queen for one of his knights is not sufficient.
8.Wé7+! (8. Wd5+7 dof6=), 8...%d4 (8... %4 9.5)d5+), 9.4)62+ d2¢4 10.5)a2! 1-0

Second Prize : Luis Miguel Gonzalez (A16)
An astounding amount of play in a fairly static position. The zugzwangs continue even once the white
pawns start moving. Positions involving corresponding squares for pieces other than kings are always
interesting. And yet: this is not a “solvers’ study” - it is fairly technical and not easy to understand and
is really a long, complex positional draw. The study seems to be sound, but it lacks the appeal of A27.
1.&¢3? Agd! z2z2.8b1 (2.2¢2 9068 3. 217 €od8! zz 4. 264 £ b7 5.86 £xE6 6. 26 £d5 -+),
2...8a33.Lxb2 Axbl 4.Lxb]l L4 5.&¢2 @eé8 6.0¢3 £.d57.Lbs ded7 8.5 e -+
1.&a3? Agd+2.Lb3 b1=W+ 3.2 xbl Ad2+4.L¢2 Axbl 5.&xbl L¢d -+

1.&b3! Acd! 2. ¢3! zz 68! 3. 2.¢2! b5 (3...Aa3 4. Lad+ &b55.Lxb2! Acd+ {5... & xad
6.Lxa3 £.¢67.Lb4 ded7 8.¢5=} 6.L¢3! L xad 7. x¢d=)
42031 72 (4.5b47 ME3 —+ : 4. Q077 #d7 5. L5+ €d8! 6. 2h7 La6! 72 7. 2.64 (7. 2.5 & c8 —+),
7...8b7 -+)
4...¥2d8 5.2 h7! L2a6
5...42d7 6. 215+ €288 7. 2.¢21=; 5...b1=W+ 6. & xbl Ad2+ 7.&b4! Axbl 8. L xb5 €ed7 9.d5=
6.5¢3! zz d2d7 7. £.15+
7.£b17 €266 8. 222 £b5! 9.L¢2 ¥f5 10.L¢3 Ab6 11.&xb2 (11.2b1+ o4 12.66 xé6

13.f7 Ad7 -+), 11... £.¢4 12. 2bl+ def4 13.&¢3 £.66 -+
7...868 8. 2.¢2! 72 (8. 2h7? ¥ d8!-+)
8...2b59.%b3! zz Aé3! 10. £h7!!
(10.£b1? A&d1 11.d5 {11.¢2? 262 12.&£d2 £h5! 13.2a2[13.8.¢2 £13! 14. &5 ded8! 15.2h7
dod7 16.2¢2 €266 -+], 13... £13! 14.2b1 €2d7! 15.2a2 £.d5! 16.£b1 £b3 17. 215+ dec6
18. 2,64+ €9b5 19. 2.d3+ debd +}, 11... £.62! 12.66 (12.L¢2 Aé3+ 13.xb2 Acd+ 14.&¢3
A xES5 -+), 12... &h5! 13.6xf7+ (13.&a3 L.g6 14.d6 £h5! 15.d7+ €2d8 16.67+ gexd7 17. £.¢2
bl=W 18. 2 xbl A2! 19.8¢2 £.d1 20. &5+ ¥#¢8-+), 13... %0 xf7 14.d6 L.g4! 15. 2 h7 dexf6
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& V. Kovalenko (1) L. M. Gonzalez
MT Halberstadt-50, section A MT Halberstadt-50, section A
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16.5¢2 2651 17.d7 £.xd7 18.&xdl Lad+ 19.0d2 dedd 20. £.d3 &b3! -+

10.£.642 &dl 11.2¢2 £¢6!-+)

10...4d1 11.d5! (11.9¢2 Lad+ 12.5b1 £b3 13.2¢4 £.d5 14.2¢2 A3+ 15.Hxb2 AE2-+)
11... 262! (11... £.d7 12.66 %66 13.dx¢6 £.x¢6+ 14.¢2=)

12.66 £h5! 13. 2b1!! (13.6xf7+2 dexf7 14.5¢2 .06+ 15. £ xg6+ dexg6 ; 13. 82?7 & g6+
14. £ xg6 fxg6 15.d6 Ac3! 16.Lxb2 Mad+ 17.a3 Ac5 18.d7+ ded8 19.7 Axé6 -+)

13... 863 (13... £.6 14.d6! £h5 15.d7+ ¥#d8 16.6xf7 & xf7+ 17.%¢2 £h5 18.£7 & xf7 19.&xd1=)
14.d6 (14.6xf7+2 dexf7 15.d6 R g4! 16.2.h7 dexf6 17.&¢2 045! 18.d7 £xd7 19.&xdl Lad+
20.0d2 ded4 21.£d3 £b3! -+)

14... £.d5+ (14... £h5 15.d7+ ¥#d8 16.5¢2 Ae3+ 17.0d3 AdS 18.6xf7=; 14... £ g4 15.d7+! ded8
16.6xf7 £.66+ 17.¢2-)

15.5¢2 AE3+16.5d3! %66 175 x63= (17.£7+2 dexf7 18. %63 65 19.2d2 ¢4 20.¢3 €3 21.Hd3
B 64+1 22,5 x84 62 )

Third Prize : Yuri Bazlov and Vitaly Kovalenko (A23)
Two quite different variations with subtle play by both sides. The second variation should explain
that 5...€2b5 6. E xb4+! draws. In a problem, the lack of a thematic link between variations might be
criticised, but we do not feel that is so important for a study.
1.g7! and two main lines :
-1...8xd6 2. 513! (2.8d3? Aé7+3.Ld7 £b44.L¢6 Egd 5,517 Af5! -+)
2...2b43.2d7! Egd 4.566! Ac3! 5.17 Aéd! 6.2d3! (6.¢8=W? Ad6+ 7. L8 A5+ -+)
6...Kf4+7.2g6! K fo+ 8.Lh5! Kf19.Lg6! Egl+10.Lf7! Ag5+ 11.2f6! Ah7+ 12.Lf7 Ags5+
13. 16 Aéd+ 14. 217 Ef1+15.2g6 Ef6+ 16.2h5 Ef1 17.2g6! positional draw
4...Ab6 5. 217! Acd! 6.Lg8!! (6.g8=W? Ad6+ 7. &8 Af5+ 8. L7 Ah6+ -+)
6...2¢57.5h7! Eha+ 8.&g6! (8.Lg8? £d4! 9.L8 Eg4! -+), 8... Egd+ 9. &Lh7=
-1 K4+ (1...Eg4 2. 5d3 Ab6+3.&b7=; 1... ¢ xb3 2.g8=11=)
2.&d8! Eg43.2d3! Ab4! 4.5d4! E xg75.d7 Eg8+ (5...£¢5 6.L¢8! & xd4 7.d8=W=)
6.567 £.¢7! 7.d8="! (7.H¢4? 216 {7...£a58. H¢5 2b69.H¢8;7...2d8+ 8.7 Eh8 9.Lg7
¥h310.H¢8} 8.2¢8 EdR! 9.5 xd8 AcH+ -+)
7...8xd8+! (7... E xd8 8. H xd8 A¢6+ 9.&d7=)
8.&f7! Eh89.&g7! K8 10.17! Eé7+ 11.18! Eh7 12.Lg8!
12. B xd8? Eh8+ 13.&¢7 Aco+ -+
12... Eh8+ 13.2g7! (13.&xh8? & f6+ -+)
13... X é8 14.&{7= positional draw
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First Honourable Mention : Luis Miguel Gonzalez (A15)

A dynamic introduction to a Z &) v W A database position. The drawing mechanism is well known
to practical players, but the extra black Knight necessitates precision by White.

1. %27 dop2! 2 H o8 Wixg8 3.a8=Wy We6+ 4.1W¢4 Wrx g4

1.00¢3+7 d2o2! 2 Hol+! Axgl 3.a8=W+ A3 4.0\ x€2 Weo+ 5.We4 AdI+! (5... Wh6+? 6. 14!
Whe+ 7. &5 Wxf8+ 8. Lgb6 Ad3! 9.&h7! W7+ 10.&h6! Adé5 11.5) 4+ seg3 12./\h5+ de 2
13. W2+ =) 6.& 4 Who+ 7.H15 A3+ -+

1.5 d2+! é1=W+
1...Ad1+2.&xE2 W+ 3. &d3 Wxd2+ 4. 264! We3+ 5. Bf5! (5.2d5? Wes+ 6.9¢6 Add+
7.d7 We6+ 8.0d8 Mco+ 9.50¢7 MxaT 10.H xd1+ g2 —+), 5. WoS+ 6.066! Mda+
7.7 Wd5+ 8. Hg6l= (8.9 g7 M6+ 9.6 AT 10.a8=1 Axag 1. fxal degd-+)
2.5 xé1+ Axél 3.a8=1+! (3.a8= 2+ Mg+ 4. & xg2+ deh2!-+)
3... A2+ 4. Yxg2+! (4. 9127 Ad3+ 5.Hfl WdlH)
4. g2 (4. dexg2 5. E 2+ deh3 6.2 {3+ dehd 7. f4=)
5. Ef1+! (5.2 h8+7 sdegl 6. 503+ sdefl 7.5)d2+ deé1 8.4\ 3+ dedl 9. Ed8+ secl 10,5 c8+ debl
11.60d2+ dea2-+)
5...40h2 6.5\ 13+ (6. 522 &dl+ -+)
6...%h3 7.5¢1!zz (7. Hgl1? W¢2! 8. Hhi+ segd 9. Hha+ deg3! -+)
7...Mad! (7.. A3 8.5)g1+ g3 9.5)¢2+1 (9. xd3? Wd5+ +1,9...d#h2 10.&xd3=)
8.1 g1 We2 9.1 g5! Wel+ 10. 02 Wh2+ 11,8063 Wh3+! 12,541 (12,22 Whe-+!
13.262 A3+ -+)
12.. W17+ 13. 263! Wéo+ 14. 14 Whe 15.2)g1+! deh2 16.)f3+ €2hl 17.2¢65!
17.22642 Ac3+! 18.5d3 Wd6+ 19. & xc3 We+ -+
17...Wh8+ 18.14! Wh8+ 19.L¢é3! Whe+ 20. 14 Whe 21.Lé5!= positional draw
18.5¢47 Mc3+! 19.0d3 Wds+ 20, x¢3 Wie+ -+

Second-Third Honourable Mention ex-equo : Vladislav Tarasyuk (A11)

Nice clear play. The judges differed on this study. One felt he had seen the idea behind 11.h3! before,
but we have been unable to find any anticipation.

1.2 g6+ dof4! (1...¢2h3 2. H g3+ e xh2 3. K x¢3+-)

2.8f6+! (2.Hgl? £b23.Hd2 ¢1=W+ 4 Hx¢l &x¢l+-+) V. Tarasyuk
2...%004! (2...¥0 g5 3.&f1, see solution) MT Halberstadt-50, section A
3.Bg6+! 3.Ef1? £b24.Hd2 ¢1=W+ 5. H xcl & x¢l+ -+) 2°-3° Honourable Mention ex-aquo

3...%h4 4.5 g1 (4. h6+? g g5-+)
4...2b25.5d2 c1=W+ 6. X x¢1 (with two thematic lines) :
2 6...63+ 7.5¢2! (7.0d17 62+ 8.5¢2 & xcl-+)

7...8x¢1 8.&xcl dogd! (... %h3 9.Hdl dexh2 10.&62=) ‘ z

9.&2d1 €213 10.¢1 é2 11.h3! zz ‘

Thematic try : 11.h4? d#gd4 12.&xé2 dexhd 13.5¢3 dog5! A o
14.9¢4 o fo-+ -5

11...64 12.h4 ¥ g4 13.5 %62 ¥ xh4 14,563 ¥g5 : o A

15.&xé4 d0f6 16.Lf4=
-6... 2 x¢1+ 7. xcl dogd 8.d1, L d2 €3 9.Lé1 63 10.11!
10.h4? de o4 11.5¢2 dexhd 12.&x¢3 deg5! 13.064 o f6 —+ = (3+6)
10...62+ 11.é1 €¢3 12.h4!
12.h3? €2£31 13.h4 degd 14. & x&2 dexhd 15. 863 g5 16. ¢4 defo -+
12...%214 13.5x62 dogd 14,563 doxh4 15. 264 g5 16. L xé5=
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Second-Third Honourable Mention ex-zequo : Martin Minski (A1)
Difficult & quiet introduction with all pieces in play. It’s a pity there isn’t one further subtlety in the X
v & position, which is a little anti-climactic.
1.¢8=Y Ebal 2.WWh8 (2. Zh1+? €212 3. Eh2+ ¢l 4. H xé2+ dexé2 5. Wxcd+ dod2-+)
2...b2 3.Wxp2 (3.Eh1+? €212 4, Eh2+ deé] 5. E <2+ g xé2 6. Wxb2+ deé]-+)
3...Kb3+4.Wxb3 Ea6+! (4...cxb3 5. Zhl+ o2 6.H xal=)
5.&xa6 ¢xb3+ 6.Lb7!
6.2b6? seg2! -+ (6... 21321 7.Eh2! Lg2 8. Eh5=)
6.2a5?,&a7? £.d3! 7.64 (7.Eh2 £.¢2-+) b2 8. Ehl+ g2+
6... 813+ (6...%9g2 7.Hh6=;6...b2 7.Ehl+ €2 8. Hbl=)
7.64! (7.2 x{3+? dog2-+;7.L¢7? b2-+)
7...%002 (7... & xé4+ 8.&¢7 b2 9. Eb3 b1=W 10.Z xbl+ L xbl 11.&d7=)
8.5 h6 £xé4+9.L¢7 (9.2¢87 €6 (9... &5+ 10.&d8 é6-+) 10. E x¢6 L.5-+)
9...b2 10.5Eb6 b1=W 11.Z xb1 £ xbl 12.2d7=

Fourth Honourable Mention : Vladislav Tarasyuk (A12)

Clear and logical play. 7.% {3+ was appreciated.

1.68=1 62 2.Wa3+! (Try : 2.Wxf4+? Aé3+ 3. xd4 é1=W 4, WxE3+ Wxg3+ 5. L xé3 & xb5 -+)
2...AAb2+3.&xd4 é1=W 4. Wal+ ded2 5.1 xb2+ £.¢2 6.1 ¢3+ gedl! (6... 902 7. Wxc2+1=)

7. W£3+1! (Logical try : 7.W/x¢1+? doxé1 8.6 dx€6 9.b6 £3 10.b7 £2 11.b8=W f1=W 12, W¢5+ Wré2-+)
7...WE2 (7...d0¢] 8. W xf4+=)

8. Wxé2+ (8. Wxf4? Wxb5 9. W3+ W¢D 10.WWhl+ ded2 11.Whe+ deél-+)

8...%9x62 9.66! (Thematic try : 9.b6? £3 10.b7 2 11.b8=W f1=W 12. Wb5+ de¢] 13.Wxd7 Wd3+ -+)
9...dxé6 10.b6 13 11.b7 £2 12.b8="Y f1=W 13,1 ¢5+ ded1 14. W xé6=

Special Honourable Mention : Michal Hlinka and L’ubos Kekely (A3)

We wished to recognise the apposite use of material beloved of V. Halberstadt. 7. 5 g6!! is a nice move
not only guarding d6 but also introducing a halfpin after 7...Wh7

1.5¢é6? d2g2 2.0ag3 Ab6 3.5 16 Acgd+ 4.22dl Wa7 5.h5 A3+ 6.2 Agd 7.H g6 Wéd+ 8.0dl
¥0h2 9.L¢2 A2 10.5H¢é6 Axéd 11.0xé4 Wd4 12.5\¢3 Wed 13. 216 Wd4 14. 217 We4 15.¢7 Wxh5
16.Z 2+ degl!=

1.¢7! Ab6! (1...Who+ 2.&d3! Wa6+ 3.L¢é3! Ab6 {3... Who+ 4.&d4! WeT7+ 5.22d3 Ab6 6.2)xb6
Wxe7 7.0\d5+}, 4.9\ a¢3 deg2 5. H g8+ ¥oh2 6.h5 Wa5 7.Hg7! W5 8. h6 Wh3+ 9.2 Wha+
10. 2 g3 W4+ 11. 213 Wxh6 12.5 g3 Wh4 13.4)¢é2 €2h3 14, K f4+-)
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2.5)xb6

2. E18+7 drgll 3.50xb6 W7 4.1 g8+ deh1! 5.60d5 Wha+ 6.3 Wxhd 7.5)g3+ deh2=
2...Wx¢73./0d5 (3.2 18+ degl=, like after 2. & f8+?)
3. Wh2+ 4.5d3! (45632 Wh3+! 5. dd Wxhd=)
4...Wxhd 5.5063+ degl (5...4¢1 6.5) 22+ +)
6.5 g8+ ¥ h1 (6...8h2 7.2 00+ +.)
7.5 g6! 22 (7.5)g3+? deh2 8.\6f1+ deh3=)
7...Wé1

7.. W4 8.5\ g3+ deh2 9.4\¢é2 W3 10.&d2 WS 11.H g2+ ¥eh3 12. H g3+ deh4 13.5) g2+ +-
8. h6+ degl 9.5)¢3! W2 10. 2 g6+ switchback (10.2)62+7 Wxg2+ 11.xE2 pat)
10...¥h1 11.5)62 [12. 2 h6+] W8 12. 2 g1+ seh2 13.1 g2+ deh3 14. g3+ drhd 15.5)g2+
15...8h5 16.5)6f4+ h6 (16... 804 17.5g6+ +-) 17. 2 h3+ drg5, €297 18.£)66+ win

The commendations are not ranked :

Commendation : Marcel Doré and Janos Mikitovics (A26)

A slightly technical position, but with features of interest.

Thematic try : 1.2 g3? &f6 2. Hg7 ¢xd5! (2... Axd5? 3. Exd7+ &8 4. H 7! ¢5 5.&b3 +-) 3. L7
Aé4 4. Exd7+ eés=

1.dx¢6? dxé6! (1...dx¢6? 2. E a7 Aé5 3.L¢3!+- main line) 2. Za7 Aé5=

1.5 a7! dxé6 (1...¢xd5 2. E xd7+ €¢8 3. ¢3! +-; 3. H¢7? d4!=; 3. Hg7? Aé5

4.5¢3 Ac6 5. H¢7 Ad8=)
2.d%E6! (2.dxc6? MESI= {2, drc8? 3. ¢7+-1), 2... M5 3. ¢3!
Thematic try : 3.£b3? ¢5 4. H g7 €#¢8! (4...¢4+2 5.L¢3!+-) 5. H¢7 d2d8 6. H x¢5 (6.2 a7 Ac6!
7.8 a6 Aé5 8.2 a7 A¢6 positional draw), 6... Agb 7. ¢4 €07 8. H g5 Af4 9. HE5 Ag6 10.E g5
A f4 positional draw.
3.Hg7? Ad3+= (3...¢5? 4.&¢3 €2¢8 5. H ¢7+- see main line)
3...¢54. 297! (4. B 072 Mg6 5. K7 (5. ELd7+ €68 6.2 d1 €&7=), 5. 4068 6. 11 f6 &S5 7. K15
Ac6 8. T x¢5 Ad8=)
4.5b32 6! (4. 982 5.1 o7 dod8 6.3 Ach 7.Hed+-), 5. Ed7+ 68 6.5 d6 AES!=
4... 9268 5.2 ¢7! (5.2b3? €2d8 6.L¢3 é8 7.E¢7 loss of time)
Thematic try : 5.Eh7? A g6 6.L¢4 Af4 7.2 h6 7=

5.Hg5? Af3! 6. Ex¢5 €7 7. 85 Ahd 8. 514 Ag6 9.2 ¢4 dod6 M. Doré & J. Mikitovics
10.&d4 Aé7!= MT Halberstadt-50, section A
5...4g6 Commendation
(5...42d8 6. F x¢5+-) o
6.29¢4 A4 7.67 Ag6 8.Ld5 AxET+9.Lé6 +- ‘
A A
A
a
: &
+ (4+4)
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Y. Bazlov J. Timman

MT Halberstadt-50, section A MT Halberstadt-50, section A
Commendation Commendation
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= (4+6) + (6+6)

Commendation : Yuri Bazlov (A19)

The fortress is unexpected and although it has been seen before (e.g. Kasparyan 1959) it is surprising
that there is enough time here to set it up with quiet moves. The passive £.b8 is a pity.

1.&x%¢2? doxa6 2.4)¢4 a2 3.&b2 deb5 -+

1.2.¢4! &a4!2.0)é4!
2.9\57 ¢6 3.5)d4 d5 4. £.a2 .4+ 5.8d3 d2b6 6.5 ¢2 L¢l 7.&¢3 Lb2+ 8.&d2 b5
9.2d3 £.x¢2+ 10. L x¢2 e xbd-+
2...d5! 3.2.xd5 £.¢6! 4.2 x¢6! a2 5. ¢2!
5.b5? al=W 6.&¢2 Wad+ 7. L¢3 Wa3+ 8. L¢2 deb6 9.4)d2 dec5-+
5...a1=W 6.\ d2! Wa2+ 7.&¢3 Wal+ 8.L¢2 €2b6 9.b5! Wa2+
9...¢2a5 ¥2¢5? 10.2b3+ +-
10.&¢3 €2¢5
10... Wa5+ 11.2¢2 doc5 12.50b3+ = 10...¥a5 1.5\ ¢4+ d2ad? 12.b6#
11.5)é4+! €2b6 12.5)d2 Wé6 13.5b3! W6+ 14.d3! Wh2 15.& ¢4 W2+ 16. L bd=

Commendation : Jan Timman (A18)
Enjoyable — the stalemate defence and its refutation £hl are unexpected, though not unknown.
1.f6 E 12
1...d6 2. £b1 +-
2.d6! ¢xd6
2...¢6 3.17 €#xh2 4. £ ¢6! +-
3.2.d5+ d2xh2 4.Ha2!
4177 &.g2=
4...862+5.Hxé2
5.&g5? dogl 6.7 h2 7. Hal+ &fl=
5...E x62 6.f7 Eg2+7.2f4 Eg8
7... K2+ 8.2 3+
8.fxg8=4\! ¥#g1 9. g3 h2 10. £ h1! d5 11.2)f6 d4 12.2é4 d3 13.2)d2! d5 14.2) 3+ e xhl
15. 912 d4 16.211 d2 17.22%d2 d3 18.4)é4+-
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Commendation : Pavel Arestov (A20) P. Arestov

A chaotic position crystallises down to a surprising reciprocal zug- MT Halberstadt-50, section A
zwang. The author does not mention a second line ... A é4+2.&b3 Commendation

Ad2+ 3.&xa3 dx¢2 4.H¢5 gxf4 5.&b2 etc, which adds to the

play.

1.&¢3! a2 2. b2 Axad+ 3.2Lal! (3.&xa2? A¢3+ -+)
3...gxf4 4. xd3+ (4.¢xd3? 3,40 62-)

4...480x¢2 (4... 922 5.2 h3 £3 6. xa2 £2 7. Ehl+-) A K

5.2 h3! AA D A
(Try : 5.2 13? A¢3! zz White to move, i '

6.5 xf4 (6. 2113 Ab5,sded2=), 6...db3= A

5...4¢3 6.2 13! zz Black to move,
6...Ad5 (6...%Db3 7.b5 +-) o
7.b5 €2d2 8. Z xf4! A xf4 9.b6 Aé6 10.b7 Ac¢S 11.b8= +- + (6+5)

Studies excluded from the award (16) :

- unsound studies : A10, A21, A22, A24 (a pity!)

- studies lacking study features (like surprising moves) and/or content : AS, A6, A8, A13, A28. A9,
an extension of a classic by Halberstadt, does not make us forget the original. A25 lacks originality.

- some other studies, often with long lines and many moves played by heavy pieces did not not

convince the judges : A2, A7 A4, Al4, Al7.

PP 0000000000000 000000000000000000000000092

Section B (twin studies)

Nota : For good twin studies, there are two main requirements :

- the single «discriminanty, (i.e. the small difference between lines A and B) should be a light change,
creating a subtle change in solution of B. The ‘quality’ of the discriminant is an essential criterion for
the quality of the study.

- a try in A must be a decisive move in B and vice versa (see example). Camil Seneca, in a series of
articles written in Themes-64, about the theory of twins, called this ‘essai caractéristique’ (characte-
ristic try). Unlike what happens with problems, the characteristic try is not necessarily the key-move,
it can happen after several moves after a parallel sequence of moves in the two lines A and B.

What we were hoping for was that the solution of each twin should be a reasonable try in the other, fai-
ling for clearly defined reasons. Unfortunately, some thematic studies had slightly obscure differences,
and these really should have been better emphasised in the authors’ solutions.

First Prize : Harold van der Heijden (B7)

Very thematic, with solution and mirror try distinguished subtly. The pros and cons of the different
h-pawn formations are difficult to see, each permitting a different escape from a zugzwang.
The twinning mechanism involves moving two units, which would not be permitted
in a problem, but we felt this was consistent with the looser conventions for studies described in
the conditions of contest. The resemblance to the previous unsound Dobrescu (7ijdschrift vd KNSB,
1988) we also felt was not severe, as the play in this version is altogether more varied,
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interesting and thematic than in the original unsound version. H. van der Heijden

Though there are many variations to check, the study is probably MT Halberstadt-50, section B

sound. For example, in (b) 5.7 805 ... 9.Wx¢5+ of7 10.14

216 11.%¢4 Black can probably hold with waiting defence g @

a) Logical try : 1.2 a7+? sob6 2. W¢8 Wxa6 3. W6+ doas 4. 1Wb3!

now Black is in zugzwang but

480311 (not 4. 8637 5.¢3,c4 dxc3 (ep) 6.Wxc3+ dbe  |&) e

7.Wxég3+ ; not 4...2h2? 5.¢3,c4 dx¢3 (e.p.) 6.Wx¢3+ deb6 F A

7. Wco+ doas 8. W5+ dead 9. W2+ ; not4... £¢1? 5.¢4 dx¢3 ep. A & A
A W

Prize

6. Wxc3+ dob6 7. Wc6+ ¥0a5 8. Wxcl ;not4... £.d2? 5. Wa3+ deb6
6.Wd6+ a5 7.8 xe5+ drbd 8. W xd4+ win), 5.¢3 dx¢3 6.8xc3+ WA
db6! 7. Wbd+ dec7 8. W7+ deb6 9. W o+ deas=

1911 Wo8 2.5\b8+ g2¢7 3. Wh5,1Wa6 Wxc8 4.1 ¢4+ + (7+6)
4065, Wea+! ded8 5. WIS, TG+ dg7 6,467+ b6 7.Wbd+  b) Ah4—hS, AhS—h6

dec7 8. Wc4+ waste of time

4...%d8 5. f7! now Black is in zugzwang ; the best defense is :

5...8h2
5...8d2,8¢176.Wf6+ (6.Wg8+? dec7 7.Wed+ dod] 8. W7 & 4! and White must lose a tempo
and put Black in zugzwang again : 9. W8+ se¢7 10. % ¢7+ b6 11.Wba+ de¢7 12. W ¢4+ e dg
13.W£7), 6...40¢7 7. W x5+ deb6 8. Wxd4+
5. 883 6.c4dxc3 e.p. 7.8, W6+ dec7 8. W ¢T+ drb6 9. Whd+ dec7 10.Wxc3+ ded8 11, Wx¢3+
5. 8037 6. W+ dec7 7.Wc5+ dd8 8. Wd6+ e 9. W6+ defy 10.Wxg3 WD
11. W xg5 Wad+ 12.&b7 Wb3+ 13.L¢7 Wxf3 14.Wxd4 +-
6.¢4,¢3 dx¢3 e.p. 7. 16,118+ do¢7 8.1 ¢7+ dob6 9.1 b4+ sec7 10.Wx¢c3+ do2d8 11.1Wd2+ o7
12.%¢2+! dod8 13,1 xh2 W3 14,962 (14.Wa2? Wxf3+ 15.&a7 dé7=)
14...92¢7 15. 911! Wa3+ (15...Wa5+ 16.D)a6+ d2b6 17.Wb1+ dexa6 18. Wh7#)
16.2)26+ deb6 17. 1412+ b5 (17... e xa6 18.Wa7+) 18.5b8! Wh3
18...Wrxa6 19.W¢e2+ dob6 20. W xa6+ dexa6 21.L¢7 +-
19.50¢5 W7 (19...Wbd 20.51b7), 20.20b7 WS+ 21.0¢7 WeT+ 22, ¢8 Wes+ 23.5)d8 +-

b) Logical try : 1./ f1? Wg8! 2./\b8+ de¢7 3.Wh5 Wx¢8 4. W¢4+ ded8 5. % 7! now Black is in zug-
zwang but 5... £.¢5!! (not 5... £.d2,8.¢1? 6. W o+ doc7 7. W x5+ deb6 8. Wxd4+ +- ; not 5... £.€3?
6. f6+ dec7 7.10¢7+! b6 8. Whd+ dec7 9.c4 dxe3 e.p. {9... £5 10. W5+ deds 1.0 d6+ dé8
12.x&5+ €7 13,19 xd4} 10.Wxc3+ dod8 111943 ; not 5... £ 37 6. 6+ dec7 7.Wc6+ dds
8. Wd6+ dé8 9. Wa6+ dds 10.Wxg3 : not 5... 027 6. U6+ decT 7.Wc6+ ded8 8.1xh6 +-)
6. Wol+ doc7 7. Wea+ dod8 8. W5+ doé7 9. Wxg5+ o f7=
1.5 a7+ d2b6 2.1 d7, W ¢8 Wxa6 3.1 6+
3. Wd6+7! €0as5 4. Wal+ deb6 5. Wb4+ dec7 6.We7+ dob6 7. E6+ waste of time
3...%02a5 4.%p3! now Black is in zugzwang
4...8¢5
4...8h2,8035.¢3,c4dx¢3 (e.p.) 6.Wx¢3+ dob6 7. Wbd+ dec7 8. W¢7+ deb6 9. W d6+ deas
10.%d2+ €ob6 11. % xh6+ +-
4... 863 5.3 dxc3 6.Wxc3+ drb6 7. Wxe3+
4...8d25%Wa3, Wad+ dob6 6. d6+ ¥eas5 7. Wxé5+ dobg 8. W xd4+ Wed 9. Wxd2+
4...8¢15.¢3dx¢3 6.Wxc3+ deb6 7. We6+ deas 8. Wxel +-
5.%Wa2,Wa3+ dob6 6.Wé6+ drasS 7.Wxé5+ debg 8.1 xd4+ Wed 9.5\ ¢c6+ 0bS 10. W x4+ x4
11.&b7,&b8 3 12.5¢7 dexc2 13.5\bd+ 2d2 14.51d5 €¢2 15.64 £ hd 16.15 +
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Honourable Mention : Marco Campioli (B6) M. Campioli
Quite thematic, but the differences between the twin solutions are MT Halberstadt-50, section B
subtle, depending on whether the Black guards c8 or €8 in some
variations. The given solution is not well explained. For example, it
does not make clear why 7.2\ 2 A¢7 8.&b6 is a draw with the £
on g6 but lost with the £ on 5 which is critical. (We think 8...¢4 @
9.a7+ ¥2ag! is the key idea). The lack of clarity for humans is a pity. A
&

Honourable Mention

LHaa A
F 3

a) 1.¢72,1.g77 Acd+2.Lad &.¢2#

1.b6+! d2a8! (1...8b8? 2. 2031 £ xg6 3.2 xd6+ a8 (3...4c8
4.a7 +-} 4.b7+ €a7 5.b8=W#)

207+ (2.£.937 Bd+! 3.5b5 Mxb6 4.5 xb6 & xg6 ) 4

2...4a7! (2...9b8 3. £ 03! £ %06 4. & xd6+ AT 5. & xcT+ dexcT -} g% 2
6.7 b1=W 7 b8=1+ =) _ (7+6)
3.2.831 (3.£¢32 £xg6 4. £ xb2 Acd+ 5. b5 Axb2-+) b) £ g6fs

3...8%96 4.2xd6 bl=W 5b8=W+ Wxb8 6.2 xb8+ Exb8

7.5002! (7.5)g3? d2a7 8.5b5 £.d3+! 9. a5 cd-+)

7...42a7 8.&b5!
8.5Yd1? £64 9.5)¢3 (9.b5 £.d3+! 10. a5 & xa6-+),9... & xc6-+
8.5)g4? £.¢49.5165 (9.9b5 £.d3+ 10.La5 &xa6-+),9... 82 10.&b5 & f1+! [1.Ha5 & xa6-+
8...8h59.¢7 (9.5)647 262+ 10.Da5 &xa6 —+;9.5)d3? £621-+)
9...2.68+10.¢d! (10.2a5? AxcT-+)
10... £.d7 11.5)é4,5)d3
11.2d5? doxa6 12.9d6 £.¢8! 13.51é4 (13.5¢6 ¢4 14.6)\d1 d#a5!-+), 13...deb51+
11...%b6! (11...¥xa6 12.5)x¢5+ =)
12.5)%¢5 (12.a77 £b5+! 13.5b3 AxcT —+), 12...Ax¢5 13.27! 286+ (13... £b5+2 14.¢3! +)
14. 5 d4!= (14.5b4? Aa6+! 15.5¢3 AxeT -+)

b)
1.£x¢6? Acd+ 2. Had &.co#
1.b6+! €2a8
1...92b82 2.2 g3 & xf53.2xd6+ ¥0a8 4.b7+ dea7 5.b8=W#
2.b7+
2.9 037 Mcd+! 3.5b5 Axb6 4.Lxb6 & xf5-+
2...4227!
2., 4287 3.0x66 decT 4. £ g3 dexc6 5. L xd6 +- (5.b8=147 Mcd+ 6.ad &2+ +)
3.8 931
30037 & x5 4. 2.xb2 Ach+ 5.Lb5 Axb2 —+
3...8xf5 4. 2xd6 b1=W 5.p8=1+ Wxb8 6.2 xb8+ ¥ xb8 7.Lb5!
(7.2127 Ac¢7! 8.5\d1 d2a7! -+ ;7. g3? £.d3 8.&b6 ¢4! -+)
7... 264! 8.\ 12!
8.£)g3? £.d3+9.&b6 ¢4! -+
8...2139.%5b6
9.4)d3? £.62 -+
9...¢4 10.a7+ €2a8 11.¢7! Axc¢7 12.&x¢7 oxa7
12...¢3 13.5d3!=; 12... 862 13.5)¢4!=
13.2d6 ¢3! (13... £.62! 14.5)é4!=) 14.5)d3!=

10 MT Halberstadt - Award



P. Arestov P. Arestov

MT Halberstadt-50, section B MT Halberstadt-50, section B
Commendation Commendation
g
&
A <& 4 =*
A F
o
A R Wy
+ (3+3) + (3+4)
b) g96—>é7 b) & ¢c6—b6

Commendation : Pavel Arestov (B11)

In the 6 piece-tablebase, but nice and clear. There is an unfortunate imbalance between the twins, with
most of the interesting play, including the tries, occurring in part (b). One could add a variation to
part (b) 4...a55.2)a5 ¥h2 6.2)¢6 s2g3 7.5)¢7 degd 8.4)g8 as the position is drawn if the Black s
reached the 5% rank. The reciprocal zugzwang is unexpected, but the idea is known when a knight has
to chase a distant pawn.

a) 1./\b3? £.¢3(Lh2)2.g6 £h6(LE5)=; 1.g6? L.d4=

1.5)62! 263 (1...£h22.&d5!+)

2.26 £h6 3.5\ g3+! deh2 4./0f5 218 5.2d7 a5 6.2¢é8 L.g7 7.45\xg7 a4 8.4)66,0)\f5+-

b) 161627 £.¢5+1 2.5 (7 £.d6! 3566 (3.26 £.654.5\g3+ deh2,degl 5.6)h5 £h8!6.5)g7 a5 7.8
a4=), 3... £a3! (3... 182 4.\ g3+! see main line), 4.g6 £b2! 5.2\ g3+ ¥#h2 6.4)h5 L h8!=
1.5Wb3! £63 (1... 212 2.566! £.f43.g6 £h6 4. {7 main line)

2.g6 £.g5+! (2... £h6 3.2 17! main line)

3.266!! (Try : 3.&17? &h6! zz 4.5)d4 a5 5.0\ 15 a4! 6.5 xh6 a3 7.g7 a2 8.g8=W a]=W=)
3...h6 4.517! zz 4...¥2h2

4. . dog], do02 5.\d4 a5 6.2)\15 a4 7.4)xh6 a3 8.g7 a2 9.g8=W/+ +-

5.51d4 a5 6.5 ad 7.51xh6 a3 8.5\gd+! (8.977 a2=), 8... 40 gl 9.£163 a2 10.5)¢2+-

Commendation : Pavel Arestov (B13)

A simple but elegant illustration of using pawn cover, with clearly differentiated solutions.

a) 1.Zfo+? deg4 2 H g8+ €oh5 3. H gfR= (3. 22?7 Wd4+! -+)

1.Ef8+! d2g4 2. Z g6+ ¥2h5 3.2 g2! (3.2 g3? deh4,Wd4!=)

3...Wdd4+ 4.La6! (4.2a8? ¢5,%h6!=; 4. Lb7? deh6! 5.Lfg8 weh7, Wd7+=)

4..Wal+5.Lb7! (5.2b6?! Wd4+ 6.2a6 Wal+ loss of time)

5..W¢5 (5...¢5 6.2h8&+! Wxh8 7.Hhl+ + ; 5...¢h6 6.Hfg8! €h7 7.Hg3,Hg4 Heg5 Whi
8. Hg7+! ¥oh8 9. H g8+! €#h7 10.Z 2g7+ +-)

6.E h8+! (6.2a6?! Wal+7.&b7 WeS loss of time), 6...Wxh8 7.Z h2+ d2g4 8. xh8+-

b) 1.Ef8+7 degd 2. 1 g6+ sieh5 3. 2 g2 Was+! 4. b8 (4.9b7? Wéd+ = ; 4.5 xb6? Wdd+ -+),
4..Wd4) 5.2 g8 (5. L h8+2? Wxh&+ -+), 5... W5 Wl W6+ =

1.Ef6+! dogd 2.1 g8+ eh5 3. 2 2! Wal+ (3. Wd7+4.2a6! Wd6S5. B h2++-;3... Wad+ 4. HbsI+)
4.Lb7! (4.5xb6? Wdd+ —+ ; 4.Hb8? WeS+=), 4...W¢5 5, 2 h2+! Wxh2 6.1 h8+ degd 7. H xh2+-
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M. Doré M. Hlinka & L. Kekely

MT Halberstadt-50, section B MT Halberstadt-50, section B
Commendation Commendation
-} o 4
A & A
F A A
F Y
A/ A a A4
A A
A
- (6+6) - (7+4)
b) &Aa7—ab b) Aad—d7 c) Aad—b3

Commendation : Marcel Doré (B10)

It’s difficult to be too original in a pawn ending. The study hinges around the Black freeing threat,
...b5. The twinning works well.

a) Characteristic try : 1.f4? gxf4 2.gxf4 b5 3.¢xb5 ¢xb5 4.a5! (4.axb5? deb6!=),4...g2¢c6 5.&h4 ded5
6.Lg5! (6.&h5? €2éd 7.&g5 a6!-+ zz White to move), 6...%0¢c4! (6...99¢4? 7.a6!+- zz Black to
move) 7. & xf5 doxbd=

Try : 1.g4? f4 2.&g2 b5! (2...a5? 3.b5 ¢xb5 4.¢xb5 de¢7 5. L3 ded6 6.2 ¢4 dec5!=) 3.¢xb5 ¢xb5
4.axb5 €ob6 5. & 13 g xb5 6.L¢é4 doxbl-+

1.b5! ¢xb5 2.¢xb5! (2.axb5? a5! 3.bxa6 e xa6 4.f4 gxf4 5.gxf4 €oas5 deb7=)

2...%¢7 3.14 gxf4 4.gxf4 d2d6 5.2 h4 d2d5 6. h5! (6.2 g5? €0é4!-+ zz White to move)

6...%2d4 7.2g6! ¥2é4 8. g5!+- zz Black to move

b) Characteristic try : 1.b5? ¢xb5 2.¢xb5! (2.axb5? a5!-+), 2...axb5! (2...a5? 3.f4! gxf4 4.gxf4 de¢7
5.&h4 ded6 6.Lg5+-), 3.axb5 decT 4.f4 gxf4 5.gxf4 dod6!=

Try : 1.g4? 4! 2.&g2 a5! (2...b5? 3.¢xb5 ¢xb5 4.axb5! {4.a5?7 dec6! 5. L3 ded5!-+}, 4...axb5
5. 513 deco 6.Dé4+-), 3.b5 ¢xb5 4.¢xb5 dec7 5. L3 ded6 6. ¢4 degS!=

1.f4! gxf4 2.gxf4 b5 3.axb5(¢xb5) ¢xb5 4.¢xb5!(axb5!) (4.¢5? a5!-+)

4...axb5 5.Lh4 d2¢6 6.2g5! (6.Lh5? ded5! 7.2g6! {7.&g5? @édl+ 7}, 7.. decd!= {7.. €2¢4?
8. L g51+-z}), 6...%d5 7. xf5+-

Commendation : Michal Hlinka & L’ubos Kekely (B5)

It is hard to be thematic with three twins. ©b6 and &b8 are candidates in part (c) where both are
legal, but 1.£b8? £.xa62.&¢7 Lx¢4 3.dx¢4 d3 4.&d~ Ad4! defends. In part (a) b6 is illegal (so
not really a try). The precision of 4.&d8 is nice. In part (b) Neither &@b8 or &b6 is legal, but a third
move now works. Is 1.g7+ a try in parts (a) & (c)? Just about - 3...2.d5-b7 is a plan, which requires
refutation. So this study is just thematic enough with sufficient play to appear in the award.

a) 1.2h7? A¢5 2. Lb6 Axab=

1.&b8! £.x26 2.&¢7 Lx¢d (2...A¢S5 3.g7+ doxg7 4.5d6 g8 5. & x¢5+-)

3.dx¢4 d3 4.2d8! (4.2d6? Ab6!=), 4...d2 (4...Ab6 5.g7+ gexg7 6.68+-)

5.g7+ €2xg7 6. 267 (6.268? d1=W 7.f3=1+ dog6=)

6...4996 (6...d1=W 7 8=+ +- as main line)

7.8=W+- for example : 7...d1=W 8.WWfe+ seh5 9.1 {5+ sehd 10.1Wf2+ segs 11.1%é3+ sehd
12.2.66 Wl 13.%é4+ <293 14.Wg6+ s2h2 15. % ¢2+ 1-0

12 MT Halberstadt - Award



b) 1.g7+! dexg7 2.08=1+ se xf8

2. Axf83.8d5 &xa6 (3... 406 4. Lb7+-), 4. L xa6 AdT 5.9b5 16 6.05+
3.0.66 ©67 4. £xd7 xd7 (4... 8 xd7 5.9b6+)
5.&b8

5.Lb7? d2d6 6.a7 L.c6+ 7. b8 L.a8 8. xal de¢7 9.¢5 ¥2¢8 10.¢6 ¥o¢7 (model stalemate)
5...2.¢66.a7 ¥2d7 7.a8= & xa8 8. xa8 ¥¢89.La7

0.¢57 drc7 10.a7 dec6 11.a6 e xc5 12.9a5 ded5 13,05 65 14.¢5 d¢6 15,9 xd4 ded6=
9...8¢7 10. 226 €6 11.5a5 d¢5 12.Had+

¢) 1.&b6 L.xa6 2.2 xa6 A ¢S5+ 3.&b5
3.2a5? Axd3 4.&ad AES5 5.¢5 Axgb 6.c6 AET 7.¢7 Ac8 8. b4 é7 9. ¢4 Aa7! 10.2d3
€18 11.Lé4 €2é7 12.&xd4 Ab5 =

3...Axd3 4.¢5 Ax¢55.L%x¢5d3 6.2d6 d2 7.g7+ sexg7 8.L¢67 d1=W 9.f8=1Y+ dog6 10.Yf6+
10. 42 Wrd3=

10...%0h5 11. W5+ dehd (11...¥eh6 12. W {4+ deg6 13. 217+ deh7 14.Wh4+ +-)

12. %12+ <o h5
12... deg4 13. 266+ dogS 14,0075+ deh6 15 W4+ +- ; 12, deg5 13. 2c4 Wbl 14,963+ s pd
15. 282+ ¥ehd 16. 4+ +-

13. 287+ (134 £5+2 dehd 14,802+ deh5 15, & 7+ +)

13...80 04 (13... 405 14. 804 +-)

14. 2. 66+ +-

Studies excluded from the award (9)

- thematically flawed (either in the twinning mechanism or in the relation between the play in each
twin) : B1, B2, B3, B4, B9, B15.

- insufficient artistic content : B§, B12, B14.

In conclusion, we are grateful for the opportunity to judge these two tourneys, and thank all the com-
posers, whether successful or not, for making it so enjoyable a task.

(m Jonathan Mestel and Alain Pallier, March 2018)
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