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Initial Position

1 2f8 Hg3 2 Qdét Hf3 3 a7 B2 4 gh2
D1 5 Hb7 B2 6 Hcb Bl 7 Bd6 B 8
Peb B3 9 BHf5 Hf2 10 Dg4 He3t 11 ®h3
Dcd 12 Qg2 £a3 13 Qf4 Hed 14 Qed He2
15 dhd Dd2 16 Qgb H¥fl 17 g5 Hf3 18
Ld6 Pe3 19 Qc5+ HI3 20 S5 Hedt 21
Le5 Hg2 22 Qhs5t g3 23 Qb6 £Nf4 24
f2d1 Hg2 25 Hd4 Nel 26 el gt 27
Dd2 B4 28 He2 H5 29 A2t Heb 30
Ab3t ®d6 31 Q2 &vf4t 32 Pe3 Heb 33
g3t de7 34 Qe5 £S5 35 2d5 Hes 36
Ded £S5t 37 &5 £Hd7 38 Q4 Mb6 39 {f3
Dcd 40 Ped Hdét 41 Hd5 L7 42 4d1
D6 43 Rc2 g5 4 Qe5t Fe7 45 Qg3 Heb
46 Pe5 A8 47 Qel &7+ 48 A5 H\h8 49
Qhdt H7 50 Hd6 Hgb 51 Qb3+ B8 52
L6 Pe8 53 Qc3 LHNf4 54 §d4 &Hgb 55 Qdi
D18 56 L¢3 £e7 57 Qh5 N5t 58 Pe5 Nhé
59 deb g8 60 Rd4 HHhe 61 Hf6 Hgdt 62
Dgb He7t 63 Hh7 Hd5 64 Qc5t De7 65
Hh6 g8 66 Qxe7 Hh8 67 fgt g8 68
Le6t Hh8 69 Qf6#
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A PROPHECY FULFILLED

T1 on EG’s front page is the evidence
that the computer can change end-
game theory. The diagram, with its
date, caption ’’Chess Games’’ and
accompanying figurine notation mo-
ves are precisely as produced by the
World Champion Computer BELLE
programmed by Ken Thompson of
Bell Laboratories, Murray Hill, New
Jersey, USA. Ken also designed the
special purpose chess hardware. In
computer software circles Ken is well
known as the original designer of the
UNIX operating system.

T2 Kling and Horwitz

No analysis in original 3+2

It was in April 1981, in London, that
Ken showed interest in using his uni-
que creation for endgame research,
but it was not until two years later
that he wrote to me enquiring which
S-man ending 1| recommended for
examination. There was no doubt in
my mind: the GBR (see back page)
class 0023. Since 185! every authority
has agreed with Kling and Horwitz’
verdict that the stronger torce in T2
cannot win it the weaker side can
obtain a position like it, ’but they
win in most cases’’. In 1972 (in
TTC) 1 showed that T2 is not a for-
tress, since Bl can be prised out of
the corner, but 1 was forced to add
that it “’leaves the question open
whether BI can take up a comparable
position in another corner, though it

3 9y

looks as it he can’.

Now Ken Thompson’s BELLE has
shown convinsingly: that the Kling
and Horwitz position is a win (see the
solution to T1 after Bl’s 21st move);
that the whole ending (except for ex-
ceptional short draws) is also a win;
and that the win can take as many as
66 (pawnless, of course) moves with-
out captures, thus qualifying as
another endgame requiring aimend-

ment to the ’’50-move rule” in the
FIDE Laws of Chess. (But the correct
maximum may be 67 - see EGT75.)
EG readers will recollect that the
GBR class 0103 has 2 positions of
maximum length win (27 moves). Ac-
cording to BELLE T1 is the only
comparable position in the class
0023. In order to learn more, 1 asked
Ken to supply ’annotated’ output,
where each move, of W and of Bl, is
preceded by a list, in parentheses, ol
all the moves that lead to a solution
of the same length. Where there is no
alternative move the solution pro-
ceeds with continuous moves. krom
the 10 ditfering output listings (of
which T3, no diagram, is a good
example) it is possible to see the tol-
lowing S-phase pattern to the play.

1 After 11 or 12 moves wK arrives at
f1 or h3 to secure release of wBhl
and wB (gl or h2). There was al-
most no variation in this phase.

2 Atfter a turther 14 or 15 moves Bl
seeks refuge in the Kling and Hor-
witz position. This may be in any
corner.

3 A manoeuvre similar to that in
TTC (diagram 298) forces Bl out
into the open. There is some varie-
ty here in the actual squares occu-
pied by wBB to achieve this.

4 The next stage is complex, !luid,
lengthy and ditticult. Bl strives for
maximum freedom, and frequently
seems on the verge of achieving it.
It takes W some 23 moves, not Lo
be found in any book and charac-
terised at times by excruciating
slowness and mystery, betore bk,
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having tailed time and again to re-
peat the Kling and Horwitz posi-
tion, ends up on the board’s edge
near a corner and accompanied by
S.

S The remaining 12 or so moves
shows bS being lost, whether he
stays close to bK or runs away.

Computers working in relatively un-
explored territory should not be trus-
ted blindly. But 1 tind the demonstra-
tion convincing, and I think that EG-
readers will also.

Ken Thompson has agreed to provide
tabulated statistical data listing, for
instance, the numbers of distinct posi-
tions at each ’optimal play’ solution
length (see EGS56), and we shall give
these results as soon as available. As
regards computer programming tech-
niques and innovations, these will
have to appear in the International
Computer Chess Journal, if and
when Ken chooses 10 disclose them.
(See back page for address).

Footnote. If the complete set of posi-
tions and moves, best moves, are sLo-
red on some medium readily acces-
sible by computer, it is generally
agreed in artificial intelligence circles
that this can be considered as a data
base of ’knowledge’ amounting to
skill’ in some sense. Efforts are
being exerted to derive ’expert Sy-
stems’ trom such stored knowledge,
not only in chess. Such an expert
system would ultimately exercise skill
to the same effect as the data base,
but without that data base. If a chess
expert system can be developed it may
then be possible to use similar
methods on other computer-stored
knowledge that is less readily detined
but of more ’practical value’ than the
attributes of bishops and knights,
queens and rooks, kings and pawns.
The prophecy? See p.222 of TTC.

AJR

Obituaries

Dr. J.N. Baxter, who worked in the
Chemistry Department of the Univer-
sity of Tasmania, died xi1.79. He won
Ist Prize in an early New Statesman
composing tourney with a complex B-
ending study that has entered the
textbooks (eg, Averbakh).

Dr. E.1.0. Slater (29.vii1.04 - 15.v.
83), sometime editor of the British
Journal of Psychiatry, was an early
EG supporter and enthusiast, though
not, | think, a composer.

Kjell Runquist (1898/ii/83): From TfS
(v.83) we learn of the passing of this
fine Swedish study composer. TIS re-
produces 9 of his studies, 4 of them
with Ist Prizes in TES itself, of his
total of around 50. It more of his
output had been sent abroad he
would better known internationally.

EG notes:

No. 4854. Kjell Widlert, brilliant Swe-
dish problemist, told me at Bat Yam
that there are several ’anticipations’
of  father-son joint composing,
though none, apparently, in the stu-
dies world.

No. 4955: wK should be in bl, and
wR on b2 (not a2).

In some countries certain issues (cg
65/71/72) may not have generally
been received, due, apparently, to
’local customs’.

1984: your EG subscription -- £4 or
$ 10.00 -- may be due. Please pay
now, to receive the first issue of 1984,
ECT75, due out at the end of February.
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*C-A-

I3 (for diagram, see T1)

(Qg7 L£6)
1018
($g3 H12)
1.. &g32adét B3

(b7 Hb8 Ha7 Hc7 Qb8 Qc5 Qed Qh2)

3 Qb8 Df24 Hh2
(D3 &A1)
4. Df3
(&b7 Hb3)
5 BHb7 Hf2
(&8 Hcb Bc7)
6 Dc7
(D13 Hf1)
6.. 1
(&d6 Hd7)
7 &d5 BHf2 8 Peb
(Hf3 Hf1)
8 ... ®fl 9 Df5 B2 10 Hgd
et
(&3 Hhs)
11 bhd &2t 12 Hh3 Hed
(24 Qed £17)
13 ob7
(Dc4 Fe2)
3..
(D4 d3)
14... Hcd
(Rab Fgé &g2 &g3)

15 ©g2
(De3t &d3 Hd2)

15... &d3
(Rab Hf3)

16 D3
(&Dds &e5t Hd2t Hc3)

16 ... Ded¥ 17 Hfd ik
(Rab Qedi)

18 fedt D3
(286 Lh7)

19 Qh7
(Dd6 &Hd2)

19 ..
Sd5

@22 14 fgl

Dd6 20 Fe5 Hcst 21
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(D2 Hb3)
21... &b3
(Rg6 Ded Hdd Q2 2d4)
22 Ged £Hb2 23 Qd4
(D2 1 £4)
23 .. Ha2
(Lgb He3t)
24 Qe3t Hb3 25 Qg6
(D4t Dad)
25 ... &cdt 26 He2
(&Yb2 £a5)
26 ... £Yb2 27 Qf7t P2 28 Qe5
Had 29 Hgbt Hb3 30 Hd2 Dt
(L7t Qg3 Qh2)
31 Qg3 &b6 32 Qf7t D5 33
St &Hcb 34 Qe8t &c7 35 Hd3
&d7 36 &g3t Sd8 37 Qf7 He7
38 Qcd D6 39 Hed Ge?
(Qa2 Qel)
40 Qa2 &5t 41 Bd5 Heb 42
$£b3 Hf6 43 LeSt o7 4 Q3
Qgsl
(Qad Qcd L2 adl)
45 Qc2 HHf3
(La5 Qd3)

46 825 g5
(fel 0d3)

47 £d3 37 48 Qel
(D8 h6)

48 ... &h8 49 Qhat B 50
ds Dgb 51 Lcat IS
(285 26 0d8 Qg3 Af2 Qel)
52 852 Sed
(4b3 Qe3 Qd4 Qc5 Qb6)
53 Qdd4 D4 54 b3 gb 55
Qd1 Hi3
(Fe6 ac3 0gd)
56 &c3
(Df4 £e?)
56 ... &Yf4 57 02 Hg6.58 Beb
@g7 59 Ac3t I8 60 A f3
(T8 D4t
60 ... &4t 61 ©f5 Hd3 62 He2
af
(4dd Qel)
63 Se1 O3 64 Hgt Hgl 65 42
(He7 Hg7 Fe8 Hg8 D7 Hh3 De2 £)3)
65 ... QM3 66 Sxf3



Theoretical articles on the endgame
are not common in chess magazines,
but they are not as rare as they were 10
years ago. They are now indeed suf-
ficiently frequent that it is not
possible for EG to report them all, let
alone summarise them. But the trend
is one that EG heartily endorses. We
have great pleasure in publishing in
our pages a significant original contri-
bution of this kind from the pen of
FIDE International Master of Com-
position Aleksey Grigoryevich KOP-
NIN, of Chelyabinsk in the USSR.

THE EXPLOITATION OF SPE-
CIAL POSITIONAL FEATURES
IN ENDINGS WITH THE MATE-
RIAL: ROOK AND KNIGHT
AGAINST BISHOP AND KNIGHT
- GBR Class 0134

by A.G. Kopnin

Part 1

The distribution of force which we
shall examine belongs to the general
type: R and minor piece against 2
minor pieces, without pawns.

As indicated in a previous article (see
EG70) on the GBR class 0107 the
advantage of the exchange does not
offer a superiority that is decisive.
Therefore for purposes of winning
there must be in addition specific
peculiarities of a positional nature to
be exploited by the stronger side. For
winning purposes in the GBR class
0134 (as indeed in the GBR class
0107, 0161, 0116, 0143, 0170) we may
list the following special features or
motifs.

1 Dislocation of the forces of the
weaker side.

2 The possibility of pinning one of
the weaker side’s pieces.

3 The binding of one of the weaker
side’s pieces to the defence of the
other piece or of squares or lines.

4 The possibility of a double attack
or fork.

5 The possibility of initiating a ma-
ting attack.

6 Blockade (ie, domination) of one
or other or both pieces of the
weaker side.

Studies composed with the GBR class
0134 force reflect not only the motifs
of the struggle, and the methods of
exploitation ot these motifs, but in
contrast to theoretical endgames, stu-
dies have great potential for expressi-
veness, because in one and the same
composition we may find several
different motifs, or the repetition of
a motit, or both the one and the
other - studies, in a phrase, may show
a complex amalgam of repeated
motifs.

To illustrate multiple repetition of the
double attack, or forking motif, let
us looks at K1. (No. 4670 in EG, but
with no analysis).

K1 A.G. Kopnin
Commended, ’64”’, 1979

1. Ke4. The primary motif of the
struggle is, here as in the majority of
studies of this type, the dislocation
(isolation, separation) of the Bl
forces. W threatens 2. Kf3. The
attempt to carry out the motif of
double attack immediately, by 1.
Rd7+7 Kc¢6 2. Rh7, fails to 2. ...,
Sf2. There now arise 2 variations: 1.
ey Sg3+ and 1. ..., Sf2+. 1. ...,
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Sg3+. If 1. ..., Kc6 2. Se7+ Kbé6 3.
Kf3 Bf8 4. Re5. 2. Kf3 Sf1 3. Rh5.
The try 3. Kf2? allows a demonstra-
tion of drawing motifs for the weaker
side: 3. ..., Sd2 4. Rh5 Bg5 5. Ke2
Se4 6. Kf3 Sd2+ 7. Ke2 Sed, with a
positional draw. 3. ..., Bel. If 3. ...,
Bd2 4. Rh7+ K- 5. Ke2, a double
attack. 4. Rh1. Also a double attack,
but Bl can survive it. 4. ..., Sd2+ 5.
Ke2 Sb3 6. Kd1. Not 6. Kd3? Sc5+
(B-?; Rbl) 7. Kc4 Be3, drawn. 6. ...,
Bg5. B1 avoids the double attacks 6.
..., Bd2(b2) 7. Kc2, and 6. ...,
Be3(a3) 7. Rh3, but... 7. Rh5 B- 8.
Rb5 +, and a fork after all!
, Sf2+ 2. Kf3 Sh3 3. Rh5. A
double attack, but Bl slips out... 3.
o 5g5+.0r 3. ..., Sgl+ 4. Ki2 4.
Kg2[gd] Sf7 5. Sh8. One of the
typical recipes for conducting these
endings -- the profitable exchange of
pieces. 5. ..., Sxh8 6. Rxh6é Sf7 7.
Rh7, and once again the motif of the
pin.
A.G. Kopnin
Ist Prwe New Statesman 1959

Win 3+3

As an illustration of complex and
multiple exploitation of assorted mo-
tifs for winning purposes, K2 may
serve. In it we find other motifs suc-
cessively incorporated into Motif No.
1 -- Namely the separation or disloca-
tion of the B1 force, with particular
emphasis on the isolation of bK.
1. Rb4+ Ka5 2. Rf4. Setting up a
threat of double attack (Rf5+) and
using the motif of tying up, or
binding, bS to the defence of bB. 2.
., Be6. In the event of 2. ..., Bgé6; a

second double attack occurs with 3.
Rg4, while on 2. ..., Ka6(b6); the bin-
ding motif wins (3. RfS). 3. Rf6.
Threatening another binding expe-
dient - Rg6. 3. ..., Bd7. The only
reply, since bB is tied to defend the f5
square, and other retreats along the
c8-h3 diagonal lose quickly: 3.
Bce8 4. Rc6 B- 5. ReS+, 0or 3. ...,
4. Rh6, when after 4. ..., B- wR pins
bS (5. RhS), and a double attack
defeats 4. ..., Bg4 (ie, 5. Rg6). 4. Rd6
Be6. Again there is but one defence
against the threatened check on dS. 5.
Rc6. An error would be 5. Sd4? Bc4
6. Rc6 Kb4 7. Sc2 + KbS. But now W
intends a double attack for the 3rd
time on the 5th rank, by dint of the
binding motif. 5. ..., Kad. There is
the 6. Sd4 + fork after 5. ..., KbS. 6.
Sd4 Bf7. Now bB is tied to cover the
c4 square, as shown by 6. ..., Bd7 7.
Rc4+ Ka5 8. Rc5+, and 6. ..., Bg8
is met by the fork 7. Rg6. 7. Rb6.
For mate, via 8. Sc6 and 9. Rb4 mate
-- our first mating position. 7. Rf6?
Be§ would be an artificial prolonga-
tion of the solution (loss of time)
after 8. Rf8 Bd7 9. Rd8 Be6 10. Rb8
(the line 7. ..., Bc4 8. Rf4 Sh3 9. Rh4
Bfl 10. Sc2+ K- 11. Se3 loses
quickly) and wR has reached the b8
square in 4 moves, while with 7. Rb6
the aim is achieved immediately. 7.

., Be8. Worse is 7. ..., Bc4 8. Rb8
Se4 (KaS; Rc8, Kb4; Sc2+, KbS5;
Sa3+) 9. Sc6 Bbs 10. Ra8+ Ba6 11.
Rxa6+ Kb5 12. Sb8. 8. Rb8 Bd7 9.
Rb7. W achieves nothing with 9.
Rd8? Be6 10. Rd6 Bf7 and we have
to come back to 11. Rb6. Or here 10.

., Bc4 11. Rc6 Kb4 12. Sc2+ KbS5
draws. 9. ..., Bc8. It becomes clear
that bB cannot return to the square
e8: 9. ..., Be8 10. Re7 Bf7 11. ReS
Sh3(h7) 12. Sc6 and 13. Ra5 mate,
our 2nd mating position. 10. Rc7.
Threat: 11. Rc4+ Ka5 12. Rc5+. 10.

., Ba6. If 10. ..., Be6 11. Rc5 Se4
12. Re5, or 11. ..., Sf7 12. Sc6 and
13. Ra$5 mate. 11. Rc6. bB is now tied
down to the c4 square. 11. ..., Bd3

ceen
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12. Rc3 Bf1. bB cannot return to a6
on account of 13. Ra3+. 13. Rel. A
systematic assault on bB up the c-file.
13. ..., Bd3. Still not 13. ..., Ba6 14.
Ral +. 14. K¢3, and W wins, because
along with the attack on bB wK has
set up a 3rd position of mate (14. ...,
B- 15. Ral mate).

Adducing examples in sufficient
quantity will show not only the
diversity (as regards the given distri-
bution of force) of positional special
features but also the character of the
play exploiting these features.

We may observe that these positional
features, or motifs, display varying
significance in the course of the
struggle: one will be subsidiary, while
others will be principal, or even
decisive. In particular, in K1 it is the
double attack that is the decisive
motif, while in K2 is it the threat of
mate. However, whether a motif be
decisive or subsidiary, it may at a
particular moment of the struggle
change its value, the subsidiary tur-
ning into principal and the principal
into subsidiary, as in the solution of
K2.

Part II

In the present article we draw atten-
tion to specific motifs that may arise
in the ending with GBR class 0134.
Specific motifs we shall define as
those principal or decisive motifs
which are characteristic for the out-
come in the distribution of force to
be found in this type of ending (R
and minor piece vs. 2 minor pieces),
the method for the exploitation of
which is distinct.

In the GBR class 0107 (R+S vs.
S +9S) a specific motif of the struggle
to win is to be found in the possibility
of wK tying down (paralysing) bSS
that protect each other, but the
method of exploiting this has the
specific characteristic of driving bK
to the edge of the board and
stalemating him. (See EG70).

In the GBR class 0134 ending the
specific winning motif lies in the
blockade of bS.

In the simplest example of blockade
of S of the weaker side, that S is
stationed either in the corner or on
the board’s edge, where the number
of his escape squares is small. We
shall examine those positions where
bS has just 3 exit squares, in other
words when bS occupies a2, a7, bl,
b8, gl, g8, h2, h7.

A.G. kopnin
=1/2 Prize, Bron Jubilee
Tourney, 1980
(position after W’s move 6)

Let us turn to K3. It is the position
after W’s move 6 of EG66. 4403. The
blockade of bSgl is carried out here
by wK, which covers the squares h3
and f3, and wR, covering e2. We
shall call this type of blockade Type
1.

The winning method here seems
simple: wS will cut off the line of
defence of bB to bring about an °
advantageous exchange (...BxS;),
upon which the isolated bS will
perish. We can remark that the dispo-
sition of W’s pieces is optimal for the
purpose of carrying out this plan,
since wSg4 can interpose on either e3
or 2. But this presumed ’’simple”’
method of applying the specific motif
of blockade of bS (our ’type 1°°)
proves not to be so simple, if we take
into account the placing of bK and
bB! In the given situation the Bl
pieces are likewise effectively placed,
so that in the event of 7. Sf2? Bxf2 8.
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Kxf2 Sh3+ and bS gleefully runs to
his K, with a draw! No good either is
7. Se3? Se2, while after 7. Rel (an
’anticritical’”’ move over the square
e3) 7. ..., KdS 8. Se3+? Ke4 it is
again a draw.

But in our K3 diagram it is Bl to

move, due to W’s 5. Kf2!, and under

pressure of zugzwang Bl has to

loosen the solid placing of bK and

bB, for instance:

6. ..., Kd5 7. Se3 + Bxe3 (K-; Kxgl)

8. Rxe3, or

6. ..., Kb5 7. Sf2 8. Kxf2 Sh3+ 9.

Kg3 Sg5 (Sgl; Rel) 10. Re5+ or

6. ..., Kd7 (Kd6; Rd8+) 7. Rel Kd6

(Kc6; Se3) 8. Rdl + (Se3? KeS; Kxgl,

Ke4;) 8. ..., Ke6 9. Rd2 Kf5 11. Sf2

Bxf2 12. Rxf2 +, or

6. ..., Bd4 7. Rel KdS 8. Se3+ Ke4

9. Sc2+ K- 10. Sxd4, or

6. ..., Ba7 (Bb6; is worse) 7. Rc8+

(Rel? Kd5; Se3+, Ked) 7. ..., KbS

(KdS; Rc2, Ke4; Sf2+, Bxf2; Rxf2)

8. Rc2 Kb4 (with bBb6 W has now

Rb2+)9. St2 Kb3 10. Rd2 Kc3 (Be3;

Rd3 +) 11. Ra2 Bxt2 12. Rxf2 wins.

It is clear from these lines that to

exploit the *’type 1’’ blockade of bS

the required method relies on trans-

ferring wR from e-file to 2nd rank

(see the 6. ..., Kd7 and 6. ..., Ba7

variations above).

Let us now give an answer to the

question hinted at already: can W

win the K3 position with the move?

We can answer the question in the

following three-fold way:

1 It is only the diagrammed configu-
ration of W pieces that will win

2 K3 is a position of zugzwang for
B1, and

3 With the move W wins only by re-
peating the position of his pieces
and transferring the move to B1*,
achieved by this manoeuvre:

7. Rel Kd5 8. Sf6 + Kc6. This is the

best move. W has a very subtle win

after 8. ..., Kc4 9. Rcl+ and 2 lines

Footnote:

* Alert EG-acolytes will recall EG66.
4403, where the original of the present
K3 was first published. There AJR
commented that the study had been
entered for the ’’Roycroft Jubilee”
tourney, but eliminated due to refu-
tation (by IGM John Nunn) of the
composer’s claim of a reciprocal zug-
zwang. The composer no longer ma-
kes this claim, but makes another, on
which John Nunn comments:

»’W certainly repeats the position of
his pieces, but Bl does not, so I see no
Jjustification for the statement that W
wins ’by transferring the move to BI’.
In fact the position after 11. Sg4 is
quite different from the initial posi-
tion, not only in the location of Bl’s
pieces, but also in the content. For
example, the initial position is one of
zugzwang when Bl is to move (ie, W
has no threat), while after 11. Sg4 W
has the threat of 12. Ra8 B- 13. Ra2
and 14. St2 winning at once. The BI
moves 11. ..., Kc6 and 11. ..., BcS
(each after 11. Sg4) are not weakening
moves trom a zugzwang position, but
simply detences against the threat of
Ras. There are, of course, many posi-
tions in which the winning method
with W to move consists in repeating
the whole position with loss ot tempo.
For instance: wKe7 wRa7 wPe6; bKg7
bRb8. 1. Kd6+ Kit6 2. Kd7 Kg7 3.
Ke7 is the only way to win.”’ Several
of the K3 variations in the present
article are lines supplied by John
Nunn to AJR and forwarded to Mr.
Kopnin, while still other lines have
beek omitted. In the analysis supplied
by the composer in support of his
AJR Jubilee entry the central move 8.
Sf6 + was not mentioned.

(AJR)
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7. Sf7. Not 7. Sg4 Bd4 8. Sf2? Bxf2
10. Kxf2 Se2 and draws. But now bB
cannot hold onto both dé and g5
squares. 7. ..., Kd3. B1 tries his last
chance, ason 7. ..., Bc5 8. Sg5 and 9.
Se4 and 10. St2. 8. Se5+ Ked 9. Sgd
9. Sc4? BcS. 9. ..., Sf3. Despair. 9.
.., Bc5 10. Sf2+, or 9. ..., Kf4 10.
Rxe3. 10. Sxe3 Kxe3 11. Kg2. The
solution to K4 shows that a >’type 2"’
blockade implies different winning
methods from *’type 1°°.

Part 111

There are some positions of blockade
of bS that require a combination of
methods to secure a win, namely the
conversion of a ’type 1’ blockade
into a “’type 2”. In one of the
variations in K5 the method of
achieving this can be demonstrated.
In the initial position bS finds itself
in a ’type 1’’ blockade, but compa-
red with K3 the position of wS is less
promising, so the winning method is
different too. From K5, then:

A.G. Kopnm
2 Hon Men., §achove Umenl xi.81

1. Rd4. bK must be stopped from
approaching bS. 1. Rd1? Kt4 2. Sd3 +
Ke3. 1. Sd3? Sd2. Now, after 1. Rd4,
Bl has 2 replies:

1. ..., Kf6 and 1. ..., Bh7. For after
1. ..., Kg6 (h5, h6) there already
follows 2. Rd1 and 3. Sd3. The move
1. ..., Bg6 is weak, allowing W no
fewer than 3 winning devices: 2. Sg4
or 2. Sh3+ or 2. Sdl, among which
the most effective is 2. Sg4 Sd2 3. Se5
Sf1 4. Rd1 Sg3 5. Sxg6 Kxgb6 6. Rgl.

. ooy Kf6 2. Sgd+. 2. Rd1? Ke5 3.
Sd3 + Kd4 draws, while after 2. Rd8
(d5)(?) bK simply returns to g5 and
W has to play 3. Rd4 again.

2...., keo.

There is a quick loss after 2. ..., Bxg4
3. Rxg4 Sd2 4. Rd4 Sf3(f1) 5. Rf4+.
Bad too is 2. ..., Kg5 3. Se3 B- 4. Sc2
(simplest) Bxc2 5. Kxc2 Sa3 + 6. Kb2
SbS 7. Rd5+. 3. Se3 Bh7 (g6) 4. Rh4
[g4] Bd3 5. Rh2 [g2] Ke5 6. Sc2 Bxc2
7. Rxc2 wins. The winning method in
this line is characteristic of a >’type
1’ blockade.

1. Bh7 2. Sd1. 2. Sg4? does not
win, , Sd2. Nor does 2. Sh3+?
Kf6 3 Rd5 BfS 4. Sf4 (Sf2 gives us
K8 with reversed colours!) 4. ..., Bh7
5. Rd8 Bf5 drawing, with the same
after 5. Rh5 Be4 6. Rh2 Ke5 7. Sh3
Kd4 or 5. Rdl KeS 6. Sd3+ Kd4.
After 2. Sd1 B1 has 2 possibilities, 2.
..., Kf5 and 2. ..., Kf6, for if 2. ...,
Kh5 (h6) 3. Se3 and 4. Sc2, while no
better is 2. ..., Bg6 3. Se3 Kf6 4.
Rd6+ Kf7 (g5) 5. Sc2.

2. ..., Kf5 3. Rh4. No good is 3.
Kxb1? Ke5 +, nor is 3. Se3 +? Ke5 4.
Rh4 Bed4 5. Rh2 Kf4 6. Sc2 Kg3 7.
Re2 Bf3. 3. ..., Bg6 4. Se3+. 4.
Kxbl1? Kg5 draws. 4. Rh2? Kf4
draws. 4. ..., Ke5 [g5] 5. Rh2 Kf4 6.
Sc2 Kg3 7. Rh6 Bxc2 8. Kxc2 Sa3 +
9. Kd3 Sb5 10. Rb6. Transposition
into a famous Réti position by 10.
Rc6 would be a loss of time, leading
to win of bS on the 23rd move. 10.
veey S¢7. Or 10. ..., Sa7 11. Kd4 Sc8
12. Re6 and 13. KcS. 11. Ke4 Se8 12.
Ke5 Kgd. Or 12. ..., Sc7 13. ..., Rb7
Sa6 14. Kd6. 13. Rb7 Kg5 14. Re7
Sf6 15. Rg7+. Here we have the
successful exchange of pieces and
subsequent capture of bS. Back to
B1’s 2nd move: , Kf6 3. Rh4. 3.
Se3? Ke5 will draw

3....,Bd3. 3. ..., Bg6 4. Rh2, see the
previous variation. 3. ..., BfS 4. Rh2
Ke5 5. Se3 B- 6. Sc2. 4. Rh3. 4. Rh2?
Ke5 5. Se3 Kf4 6. Sc2 Kg3 draws. 4.
..., Bed. 4. ..., Bf5 (g6) 5. Rh2 as we
have already seen.
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5. Re3. W commences a metamor-
phosis of the blockade of bS, for
otherwise there is no win. 5. Rh2?
Kes. 5. ..., Bh7. 5. ..., Sd2 6. Kcl.
Or 5. ..., Ke5 (f5) 6. Sf2 Sd2 7. Kcl.
6. Kcl. 6. Re2? may be craving
attention, but it does not win: 6. ...,
Kg5 7. Rf2 (Se3, Kf4; Sc2, Bd3; Rg2
Bed4; Rh2, Kg3, Rd2, Bf3; draws, and
it is the same after Rh2, Be4, Se3,
Kf4;) 7. ..., Kg4 8. Se3 + Kg3 8. Rf7
Bed 10. Rd7 Kf4 11. Sc2, and how Bl
manages to draw will be shown in
K8. After 6. Kc1 W has achieved the
’type-1-into-type-2’’ change, and the
decisive manoeuvre follows. 6. ...,
Bg6. Bl really has no useful move. 7.
Rb3. This is the necessary position of
wR for winning a *’type 2’ blockade
set-up. 7. ..., Ke5 8. Se3 Kd4 9.
Sc2 +. All with gain of tempo. 9. ...,
Bxc2. The only alternative: 9. ..., Kc4
10. Rxb1 Kc3 11. Rb2 (b8). 10. Kxc2,
and bS finally succumbs to the
blockade. All that remains to add is
that after 4. ..., Be2 W easily wins by
changing the blockade: 5. Kcl Bg4 6.
Rb3 Bf5 7. Se3 B- 8. Sc2.
The examples we have seen exhibit
the methods of taking advantage of
positional features (both general and
special) for winning purposes in the
GBR class 0134 endings.
Examination of the methods of
exploiting positional features (both
general and special) for drawing
purposes also has its interest. (Natu-
rally, the GBR code for these endings
may change, tor instance 0134 beco-
mes 0314, but the relationship of the
forces is constant.)

A draw in the ending 0314 (as in the

endings 0305, 0332, 0341, 0323, 0350)

is the inevitable result in any of these

circumstances:

1 After the exchanging of a minor
piece and the appearance of a
drawn position of the type S vs. R
or B vs. R.

2 After the exchange of both minor
pieces for the R.

3 Stalemate.

4 As a consequence of a positional
draw due to pinning, binding, per-
petual attack, perpetual check, per-
petual threat of mate or of stale-
mate, and so on, with, as a normal
case, the maintenance of all the
material, or, an abnormal one, a
sacrifice of a minor piece.

From the viewpoint of studies cases 3
and 4 are of the greatest interest. But
in this article we wish to examine
only the sub-category of 4 where
material balance is preserved: the
other sub-category involving a sacri-
fice deserves an article to itself.
The drawing possibility by means of
alternating checking with defence of
an attacked piece was seen in a rudi-
mentary form in K1 in the try (3.
Kf2? Sd2 4. Rh5 Bg5 5. Ke2 Se4 6.
Kf3 Sd2+ 7. Ke2 Sed4, a positional
draw), but it occurs in K6 in a
developed form. The initial position:

K6 A.G. Kopnin

2 Hon. Men., Korolkov Jubilee

Tourney, 1977
(position after W’s move 10)
2 7

3+3

Black to Move. Draw

wKe2 wBal, e8 wSc8 wPf6 - bKcé6
bRg3 bBd7 bSg8, h7: draw. K6 is the
position after 1. f7 Shé 2. Be5 Rg4 3.
Se7+ Kc5 4. Bxd7 Red4+ 5. Kf2
RxeS 6. Sg6 RgS (Red; f8Q +, Sxf8;
Kf3, Rel; Kf2, Red4; Kf3, with a
positional draw) 7. f8Q+ Sxf8 8.
Sxf8 Rg8 9. Se6 + Kd6 10. Bad. Play
now proceeds with Bl to move. 10.
..., Ra8. 10. ..., Rg4 11. Bdl, but not
11. Bb3? Rb4 11. Ba2 Rb2+. 11.
Bb3 Rb8. 11. ..., Ra3 12. Sd4 draws.
12. Sd4 Kc5 13. Sd6+. 13. Ke3?
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Sgd+ Sg4+ 14. Kd3 (e4) Rd8 (b4).
13. ..., Kd6 14. Sd4 Kc5 (Ke5; Sc6+)
15. Se6+ Kd6 16. Sd4 Rb4. Bl’s last
fling. 17. Ke3. Now this move is not
only possible, but necessary. 17.
Kc5. Again if 17. ..., Ke5 18. Sc6+
18. Se6+ Kd6 19 Sd4 a positional
draw. Bl achieves nothing by trying
19. ..., Sg4+ 20. Kd3. On the other
hand W would lose by playing 19.
Ba2? Sgd4+ 20. Kd3 Rb2 21. Bc4
Se5+ 22. Kc3 Sxc4 23. Sf4 Rh2.
Now, what drawing possibilities does
the weaker side have, with respect to
specific positional features, namely
where the ’’defending’’ S is blocka-
ded?

K7

Position after W’s
move 5, in K4

Black to Move. Draw

Let us revert to K7, which can arise
from K4 after 5. Se8.

5. ..., Kc2. Now it emerges that it is
not only bS that is blockaded, but wS
also. 6. Sd6 (c7) BeS 7. Rg2+ Kd3 8.
Sf7 Bd4 9. Rg3+ (Sg5, Be3; Rg3,
Se2; is a draw) 9. .... Ke4 10. Rg4 +
(or Sg5+, Kf4;) 10. ..., Kd3 11.
Rg3+ Ked, with a positional draw.
After 5. ..., Kc2 we have a position of
reciprocal zugzwang. 6. Ra3 BcS
7. Ra5 Bd4 8. Ra3 Bc5 9. Rg3 Bd4
10. Kel. W counts on a triangulation
to give B1 the move. 10. ..., Be3+
11. Kf2 BeS. W counted on 11. ...,
Bd4+? 12. Kfl and Bl is in
zugzwang: 12. ..., Kd2 (Kd1; Rd3 +,
or BcS; Sf6 for Se4 and Sf2) 13. Sdé6
BeS 14. Sc4+. 12. Ra3. 12. Rg4
Sh3+ 13. Kf3 Sf4 14. Ked4 Sd3. 12.
.., Bd4+ 13. Kf1 Bc5 14. Ra5 Bd4

15. Ra3 Bc5 16. Rg3 Bdd4, and it is a
positional draw.

Thus in K7 there is a straightforward
case of the specific motif (blockade
of bS as motif for a W win) and its
antiform (blockade of wS as a motif
for Bl obtaining a draw).

K8 A.G. Kopnin
64-Shakhmatnoe Obozrenie”,

343

Draw

K8 shows a different aspect of the
positional draw. Bl threatens to win
the blockaded wS, so W has to
guarantee its safety. 1. Bb3? is a try
that loses like this: 1. ..., Kg7 2. Kd4
(or Kb4, Sf7; Bxf7, Kxf7; Sh6+,
Kg6; or Kd3 (c3), Re8; and Se6;) 2.
, Sf3+ 3. Kd3 (best) 3. ..., Rel
and W is in zugzwang: 4. Ba2 Sg5
(see K3), or 4. Kc3 Re3+ 5. K- Sg5s.
There is only one road to draw.
1. Kd4 Red4+ . Bl wins a tempo with
this move in order to attack wS. Bad
is 1. ..., Re8 2. Bh5+. 2. Kc5. Every
other move loses. 2. ..., Re3. Bl is in
no hurry to play ..., Kg7; for he has
the possibility simply not to permit
wB to play to the square b3, so every
B1 move tests W’s alertness! 3. Kd4
Red + . W does not fall for the coarse
trap (3. Kd6? Rd3+) so Bl once
more wins a tempo with a check. 4.
Kc5 Kg7 5. Bb3 Sf7. Bl at once sets
about taking advantage of the poor
position of wK. 6. Bd5. Pointless is 6.
Bxf7? Kxf7 7. Sh6 + Ke6 (g6), or 7.
Kd5 Rh5. 6. ..., Re2. 6. - 7.
Bxf7 draws, or 6 , ReS 7 Kd4 and
8. Bxf7. 7. Bc4 Re4. bR returns to
this strong square because if 7. ...,
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Re8 (el) there follows 8. Bxf7. 8. BdS
Re2.

9. Bcd, with a positional draw by
perpetual attack by wB on bR, taking
away its best squares of retreat. We
may observe that after 9. ..., Re3?!
W cannot immediately bring about
the exchange of minor pieces (10.
Bxf7? Kxf7 11. Sh6+ Ke6 12. Sg4
Rf3, and after the best reply, 13. Kc6
we have Réti’s position with colours
reversed, in which Bl wins by
transferring the zugzwang to W: 13.
..., Kf5 14. Sh6 + K16 15. Sg4 + Ke6).
This is why, after 9. ..., Re3?! W
must first play 10. Kd4 Re- and only
now 11. Bxf7 Kxf7 14. Shé6+,
transposing into a drawn S vs. R
endgame.

Our final example shows the drawing
possibilities of the weaker side in
specific positions (ie blockade of S) in
2 variations ending in positional
draw.

K9 A.G. Kopnin
Ist Prize, Podolsk
Bicentenary Tourney, 1981
(position after W’s move 2)

Black to Move. Draw

K9 is from the following set-up:
wKf5 wBg4 wSeS - bKb2 bRa6 bSh3
bPd2: draw. After 1. Sc4+ Kc3 2.
Sxd2 we have the diagram. 2. ...,
Ra5+. Bl has nothing from 2. ...,
Sf2 3. Sed4+. 3. Kf6. 3. Ke6 (g6)?
Sf4 + 4. K- Kxd2. Or 3. Ked4 Sf2 + 4.
Kf3 Sxg4 5. Se4 + Kd4. 3. ..., Sf2. W
has 2 pieces en prise, so his next
move is the only one. 4. Sb1+. Now
B1 has 2 possible moves: 4. ..., Kc2
and 4. ..., Kb2. 4. ..., Kc2 5. Bf5+
Sd3. Bl relied on this move when

playing 4. ..., Kc2. wS is now
blockaded and Bl threatens 6. ...,
Ral and 7. ..., Rxbl. 6. Ke6 Ral 7.
Kd5 Ra5 +. It is clear that on 7. ...,
Rxbl there follows 8. Kd4 Rb3 9.
Ke3 and we have a known positional
draw where bS is pinned solid and W
has enough squares from h7 to e4.
This positional draw is one of the
special sacrificial cases under 4.

8. Ke6 Re5+ 9. Kf6 Ra5 10. Ke6
Ra6+ 11. Kd5 Ra5+ 12. Ke6 Ral
13. Kd5, and that is the first
positional draw.

4. ..., Kb2 5. Bf5. Not 5. Sd2? Sxg4 + .
5. ..., Rd5. wS is held by a ’type 17
blockade. 6. Ke6. Unique move to
draw. 6. Kg5? Rd4 and B1 will win,
see KS. 6. Bg6? Rd6+ 7. Kf7 (or
Kg5, Sh3+; and Sf4;) 7. ..., Sd3
(simplest) 8. Sd2 Sf4. 6. Bh7? Sg4 +
7. Ke6 RhS 8. Bg6 (Bf5, Se3; B-,
Rh2; or Be4, Rh5+; or Bd3, Se3;
Sd2, Rh6; KeS, Kc3;) 8. ..., Rh2 9.
Kf5 Se3 + 10. Kf4 Sc2 11. Kg3 Rh6,
see K5. 6. ..., Rd8. If 6. ..., Rdl (d4)
7. Ke5. 7. Kf6. Once again the only
move. 7. Ke5? Sd3 +. 7. Ke7? Rd4 8.
Kf6 (Ke6, Sd3; Sd2, Sc5+;) 8. ...,
Sgd+, as in K5. 7. Bg6? Sd3 8. Ke7
Rd4 9. Sd2 Sf4. 7. Bh7? Sd3 8. Ke7
Rd4 9. Sd2 Sc5 10. Sf3 Rd7+ and
11. ..., Rxh7. 7. ..., Rd5. The answer
to 7. ..., Rdl is the same as to 7. ...,
Sd1, namely 8. Ke5. 8. Ke6 Rd8 9.
Kf6, with a positional draw by virtue
of alternating attack by wK on bR
and departure of same for the
»’outpost of empire’’ f6!

‘Tourney

»’Walter Korn Jubilee”’, to celebrate
the 75th birthday of the Czech-born
American  player-author-composer.
Entries invited from: USA, Canada,
Central America, South America on-
ly. Send to: George Koltanowski,
’End  Game Competition’, 1200
Gough Street, Apt. 3-D, San Francis-
co, Calitfornia 94109, U.S.A.

Judges: Walter Korn + another. Clo-
sing date: 31.xii.83.
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XXV1 CONGRESS OF THE
PERMANENT COMMISSION OF
F.I.LD.E. FOR CHESS
COMPOSITIONS -- 29.viii.83
to S.ix.83.

‘The venue was Bat Yam, a few miles
south ot Tel Aviv on the coast ot the
Mediterranean. AJR attended, for
the first time since Canterbury (1978),
but Barry Barnes, Vice-President,
was delegate for Great Britain. Ro-
land Baier of Switzerland won the in-
dividual solving title (World Cham-
pion), and Finland, led by Pauli Per-
konoja, won the Team title. Jan Ru-
sinek (Poland) was awarded the utle
ot Judge (studies). On the private and
personal side 1 met many old friends
and made many new ones (with com-
puter associations, especially: Otfer
Comay* and Mika Korhonen). The
meeting was a considerable success,
with great hospitality and great weat-
her, but more countries may be ex-
pected Lo attend in Sarajevo in Yugo-
slavia in August 1984. In Bat Yam
countries represented by deligates
were: Austria, Great Britain, Finland,
krance, West Germany, lIsrael,
Netherlands, Romania, Spain, Swe-
den, Switzerland, USA, Yugoslavia --
and Belgium (new).

* Ofer Comay will figure in EG 75 in
a sequal to the 0023 story.

REVIEWS

Dr. Robert Hubner - 60 seiner
schonsten Partien’’, by Manfred von
Fondern and Peter Kleine, 2nd ed.,
1982, West Germany (Beyer Verlag).
”Die besten Partien deutscher
Schach-Grossmeister’’, edited by Hel-
mut Ptleger, 1983, West Germany
(Falken Verlag).

It is salutary for studies enthusiasts to
be reminded of the connection with
the game, and that ideas which we
applaud in studies occur quite often

in games of the leading players.
There are no studies in these books,
but some fine endings, and many a
composer would be delighted to have
discovered Pfleger’s winning move
against Larsen - 61. Sg2.

H. Pfleger vs. B. Larsen

Manila, 1974
Position after Bl’s 60th move

w
//////,%

0

White to Play

»“I'he Art of Israeli Chess Composi-
tion’’, edited by Yoel Aloni and Uri
Avner, 1983, 152 pages, 635 dia-
grams, photographs. There are 8 sec-
tions to this fine book, which appea-
red dramatically on time at the XXV1
FIDE Commission meeting, and the
studies section contains 130 composi-
tions, second in quantity only to the
2-ers. In inventiveness and in ac-
curracy the studies impress greatly.
I'he book may obtained by sending
$ 16.00 to Uri Avner, 16 Hazamir
Street, Ramat-Gan, 52-596 Israel. Uri
was also the organiser of the Con-
gress, and rightly received an ovation
trom all attendees. Since he had also
spent some time in hospital, even du-
ring the Congress, his achievement
and courage are beyond praise. (lhe
$ 16.00 includes postage. The book is
not available from AJR).

DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 4973: N. Kralin.

1. h4 (Kxh2? Ke2;) 1. ..., d3 2. h5 gh
3. g5/i Kg3 4. g6 Kh3 5. g7 h4 6.
g8S/ii Kg3 7. Sf6 Kf3 8. Kxh2 Ke2 9.
Se4 wins.
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No. 4973 N. Kralin

Hon.Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Win 4+4
i) The thematic try here is 3. gh? Ke2
4. h6 Kxd2 5. h7 Kel 6. h8Q d2, with
a known Troitzky draw. But in our
Bl tries another approach to stalema-
te.

ii) 6. g8Q? is stalemate. 6. g8B? Kg3
7. Bh7 Kf2 8. Bxd3 Kel and 9. ...,
Kxd2.

No. 4974 G. Slepyan
(.81)
Hon.Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

6+5

Draw

No. 4974: G. Slepyan.

1. b8Q Rh4+ 2. e4 Rxed+. This
removes W’s defence of the b3
square. 3. Sxe4 Bc2 +. What now? 4.
Kb4? Rb3+ 5. Kc4 d5+ 6. Kd4
Rxb8 7. Sc5+ Kb5 8. Kxd5 Rc8 9.
Se6 Bb3+. So... 4. Qb3 Bxb3+ 5.
Ka3 Re3 6. c¢d. And not 6. Sc5+7?
Kb6 7. cd Bd5+ and 8. ..., Kc7. 6.
..., Bad + 7. Kb2. If 7. Kxa4? Rxed +
and 8. ..., Rd4. 7. ..., Rxe2+ 7. ...,
Rb3+ 8. Ka2 Rb8 9. Sc5+ Ka5 10.
Sb7+ and 11. d8Q. 8. Kc3 Bxd7 9.
ScS5+. A fork, in spite of everything.
9. ..., Kb5 10. Sxd7 Re6. An attempt

to trap wS, but... 11. Sf8 Rd6 12.
Sh7, and wS eludes encirclement.

A study with a new and effective
sacrifice of wQ. Unfortunately the
sharpness of the struggle thereafter
drops off...”

V.1 Kalandadze
(vi.81)
Hon.Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

No. 4975

Win

No. 4975: V.1. Kalandadze.
1. Rb7+ Kc8. Or 1. ..., Ka8 2.
Ra7+ Kb7 3. ¢7+. 2. Kgl. The start
of a ”’yomp”’ along the first rank. 2.
...y Re2 3. Rc7+ Kb8 3. ..., Kd8 4.
Rd7+ Kc8 5. b7+. 4. Kfl Rb2 5.
Rb7+. wR gives remote support by
harassing the enemy HQ. 5. ..., Kc8
6. Kel Rc2 7. Rc7+ Kb8 8. Kd1 Rb2
9. Rb7+ Kc8 10. Kc1 RbS. The most
obstinate. The yomping continues up
and over. 11. Kd2 Rc5 12. Rc7+ Kb8
13. Kd3. From this point on there is
more than one winning move (13.
Ke3 also), but they all lead to Port
Stanley! 13. ..., Rb5 14. Rb7+ Kc8
15. Kd4 Rb1 16. Kd5 Rd1+ 17. Ke6
Rel+ 18. Kf7 Rel 19. Re7+ Kb8 20.
Ke8 Rb1 21. Kd8. Casualties cannot
be avoided. This one is instantly
decisive. 21. ..., Rxb6 22. Rc8+
wins. The topical ’’Falklands Is-
lands” notes are, of course, AJR’s.
Our apologies to non-British readers.
>’Yomp?’ is not in the dictionary...
»’An attractive 6-man R-ending mi-
niature, organically marred by duals
in the march of wk. I think that this
discovery will find a place in the
books.”’
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No. 4976 N. Rezvov
(vi.81)
Hon.M v SSSR, 1981

en., Shakhmaty

Draw

No. 4976: N. Rezvov.

1. Sd5 Rdé6. Bl loses one of his
hanging pieces after 1. ..., Rb7 2.
Sg6. 2. Sxe7 Rf6+ 3. Sf5. The first
fine move. Not 3. Kg3? Se5 4. Sh7
Rf7 5. Sc8+ Kb8 6. Sg5 Rg7 7. Kf4
Kxc8 8. Se6 Re7 9. Kxe5 Kd7. Now
the play divides. Either: 3. ..., Sd4 4.
Se6. Very effective. Weak is 4. Sd7?
RxfS+ 5. Ke4 Rfl 6. Kxd4 Rdl+
and 7. ..., Rxd7. 4. ..., Sxe6 + 5. Ke5S
Rg6 6. Se7 6. Sh4? Rg4. 6. ..., Rh6 7.
Sf5 Rg6 8. Se7. Or: 3. ..., Shd 4. Sg6
Sxf5. If 4. ..., Sxg6+ 5. Kg5 Rbé6 6.
a5 Re6 7. Sg7 Rd6 8. SfS Re6 9. Sg7
Ra6 10. bS, explaining the presence
of wPPa4, b4. 5. Kg5 Rf7 6. Se5. But
not 6. Sh8? Rh7. 6. ..., Rf8 7. Sg6
Rf7 8. Se5. There is perpetual attack
by wS on bR in both echo-variations.
>’The 2 echo-variations with symme-
trical wS sacrifices are, true, not new
individually. The initial positions is
somewhat uncomfortable and clutte-
red, with wPP not fully justified.”

No. 4977: V. Razumenko.

1. Rf2. The only way. 1. Ra2? Kbl 2.
Rxa3 h2. Or 1. Rh2? Kbl 2. Kd2 a2
3.Kc3alQ+ 4. Kb3 Qa8. 1. ..., Kbl
2. Kd2. And not to the d3 square... If
now 2. ..., a2 3. Kc3 alQ+ 4. Kb3
and bQ has no move to cover the fl
square. But Bl has his own counter-
play. 2. ..., h2. Decoy of wR to the
inferior square h2. 3. Rxh2 a2 4.

No. 4977

Win 3+4

Rh1+ Kb2 5. Ral. W too finds
another resource. 5. ..., €5 6. Sc6 ed4.
Without check. See wK’s choice on
move 2. 7. Sd4 e3 + . To be sure, with
check, but too late. 8. Kd3 Kxal.
Else 9. Sc2. 9. Kc2 and 10. Sb3 mate.
>’Still another harmonious synthesis
of known ideas, chief among which
takes us back to the Arab mansuba,
this time executed with a series of
subtle, deep moves.”’

No. 4978 M. Bordenyuk
and ALP. Kuznetsov
(viii.81)

Hon.Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981
Wy 2 7

No. 4978: M. Bordenuyk and the late
Al.P. Kuznetsov.

1. Se5 + Kc5 2. Rd8 Sc8 3. Bb8 Qxb8
4. Sd7 + Kc6 5. Sxb8 Kc7. It looks as
if the Bl extra piece will be decisive.
6. Rd5 Kxb8 7. Rb5+ Ka8. There is
a sudden stalemate after 7. ..., Kc7 8.
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Rc5+ RxcS. 8. Re5 Sd6. Aha! Has
W overlooked this? 9. Re7 Kb8. No,
it is stalemate again afer 9. ..., Rxc7.
10. Rc5. And it is a zugzwang po-
sition. Bl must be satisfied with
repeating moves. 10. ..., Ka8 11. Rc7
Kb8 12. Rc5, positional draw.

» A so-called ’romantic’ study with a
remarkable finale, all Bl men para-
lysed.”

No. 4979 S. Rumyantsev
(xi.81 and viii.82)

Hon.Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Win

6+6

No. 4979: S. Rumyantsev.

1. Rc8 Re2 + 2. KxdS Sx3+ 3. Sxc3
Kxa7 4. Sb5+ Bxb5 5. Bb8+ Ka8 6.
Rxc2 ab 7. Rb2 Bd3 8. Kd6 Bc2 9.
Kc7. Zugzwang.

»The play is effective, but the star-
ting-out position is overloaded with
material that harmonises ill with the
pleasant and homely finale...”.

No. 4980

K. Sumbatyan
(ii.81)
Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Draw 5+5

No. 4980: Karen Sumbatyan.
1. a6. And the play now splits into 2

complex lines:

I: 1. ..., Sd3. There is clever play
after 1. ..., Rd7 2. Ra3+ Rd3 3. Ral
Sg4/i 4. Sgl+ Bxgl 5. Kxgl c3 6.
Kfl Sh2+ 7. Ke2 Rd2+ 8. Ke3
Sg4+ 9. Ked Sf6+ 10. Kf3 Rd3+
11. Kf4 Sd5 + 12. Ke4. 2. Sg1+ Bxgl
3. a7. Not 3. Kxgl? ¢3 4. a7 c2 5.
Rxc2 Rxc2 6. a8Q Rcl mate. 3. ...,
Rxa7 4. Rxa7 Bxf2 5. Rad. But not 5.
Rc7? Bc5 6. Rh7+ Kg3 7. Rh3+
Kgd. S. ..., Bb6. Better than §. ..., c3
6. Rd4 S- 7. Rd3 + Sxd3 stalemate. 6.
Rb4 Ba7 7. Rad Be3. And only when
bB is on the e3 square... 8. Rxcd4
Sf2+ 9. Kgl Sed4 + 10. Kfl. An im-
provement on 10. Kh1? Sg3 mate. 10.
veey Sd2+ 11, Ke2 Sxc4 12. Kd3

Im: 1. ..., Sg4 2. Sgl+. Not 2.
Ra3+7?¢3 3. Sgl + Bxgl 4. Kxgl Sh2
5. f4 Sf3+ 6. Kf2 c2 7. a7 cl1Q 8.
a8Q Qc2+ 9. Kxf3 Rc3+ 10. Rxc3
Qg2+. 2. ..., Bxgl 3. a7 Rxa7 4.
Rxa7 Bxf2 5. Re7. In this line 4.
Ra4? is wrong, due to 4. ..., c3 6.
Rc4 Bel. 5. ..., Bb6 6. Rc6 Ba7 7.
Rc7 Be3, and the rest is as before (8.
Rxcd Sf2+ 9. Kgl Sed+ 10. Kfl
Sd2 + 11. Ke2 Sxc4 12. Kd3).

i) 3. ..., Sc6 4. Rcl Sa7 5. f4 Re3 6.
Rc2 Rf3 7. Rcl Rf2 8. Rc3+ Kg4 9.
Sd4.

»»Two echo-pursuits of bB by wR,
but supporting analysis is irrelevant
to the central idea.”’

No. 4981

V.S. Kovalenko
and S. Makhno
(ii.81)
Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981
7 G % 2

7

Win 4+3

No. 4981:
Makhno.

V.S. Kovalenko and S.

233



1. €7+, with 2 lines. 1. ..., Kc¢7 2.
Bf4 Qxf4 3. Qc8+ Kxc8 4. e8Q+
Kc7 5. Qb8 +and 6. Qxf4. 1. ..., Sf5
2. Qc3 +. And not, definitely not, the
tempting 2. Qxf5+? Qxf5 3. e8Q+
Kc7 4. Bf4 + Kbé6, and no win. 2. ...,
Qxc3 3. e8Q+ Kc7 4. Qd8+ Kc6 5.
Qc8+ and 6. Qxc3.

’’Miniature on the small scale, with 2
wQ sacrifices -- excellent, even if not
deep.”’

No. 4982 A. Belyavsky
(iii.81)

Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Draw

No. 4982: A. Belyavsky.

1. de Ke3. Or 1. ..., Kxe2 2. Kgl. 2.
Kgl h2+ 3. Kh1 Kxed 4. d5. This P,
for if 4. £5? ef 5. d5 Ke3 6. d6 Kf2 7.
e3 Kfl1 8. e4 f4 9, e5 f3. 4. ..., ed S.
f5 Ke5. 5. ..., Kxf5 6. e4+ and 7. ed.
6. f6 Ke6. 6. ..., Kxf6 7. e4 d4 8. 5+
and 9. e6. 7. £7 Ke7. 7. ..., Kxf7 8. e4
d49.e5d310.e6+ and 11. ed. 8. e3.
What is wrong with 8. e4? Answer: 8.
..., d4 9. €5 d3 10. e6 d2 11. f8Q+
Kxf8 12. €7+ Kg7. After 8. e3! Bl
finds himself in zugzwang. 8. ..., Kf8
9. e4 d4 10. e5 d3 11. e6 d2 12, e7 +,
or 8. ..., d6 9. e4 d4 10. e5 d3 11.
ed+ Kxf7 12. d7, and the play
concludes with the expected stale-
mate.

»’Yet another P-study, with parallel
movement of bK and wP on the way
to promote, and a sudden zugzwang
in the tail-piece, at the price of some
artificiality and a clumsy first move.”’

No. 4983 M. Matous
(iv.81)

Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Win 3+3

No. 4983: M. Matous (Czechoslova-
kia).

1. Ke6 +, with branching lines. 1. ...,
Ke3 2. Re5+ Kf4 3. Rf8§ + Kgd4 4.
Rel a1Q 5. Rgl+ KhS 6. Rh8 mate,
or 5. ..., Qxgl 6. Rg8+ and 7. Rxgl.
1. ..., Ke3 2. Re5+. Avoiding 2.
Rf7? b1Q and bK escapes into the al
square. 2. ..., Kb4 3. Rc7 Kb5. Mate
by Rb8+ was threatened. 4. Rb7+
Kc5 5. Re8+ Kd4 6. Rb4+ Kd3 7.
Rb3+ Kd4 8. bRc3 b1Q 9. R8cd4
mate.

*’The study has branching play from
the first move, with mating attacks,
but they are of a forcing nature, and
with similarities to earlier studies.”’

No. 4984 1. Garayazdy
(iv.81)

Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Draw

No. 4984: 1. Garayazly.

1. b7 Bg3 2. f7 Rf5 3. ed. For future
purposes the long diagonal must be
closed off. 3. ..., Rf6. As one would
expect, 3. ..., Rfl is answered by 4.
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Bf4. 4. Be3 h2 5. Bd4. Target: bR. 5.
..., Ra6+ 6. Ba7 Rf6 7. Bd4 Rf1 8.
Be3. A difficult move, threatening
the Novotny move Bf4. 8. ..., Be7 9.
Bb6. Target: bB. 9. ..., Bd6 10. BcS
Be5 11. Bd4 Bg3 12. Be3. Repeating
the threat of Bf4, and making it plain
that we are faced with a positional
draw.

»Perpetual attacks plus perpetual
threats of a Novotny interference.
Certainly a hard nut for the begin-
ner.”’

No. 4985

N. Ryabinin
(ix.81)
Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Draw

No. 4985: N. Ryabinin.
1. h7+ Kh8 2. Rf6. 2. Rh4? has the
drastic drawback of 2. ..., Bfl mate.
2. ..., Bc8 3. Rh6. All the Bl pieces
are comically tied down. 3. ..., Bb7
4. Rf6. Neat, taking advantage of
bBb7 to maintain the freeze on bK.
But not 4. d5? Bc8 and W is in
zugzwang. 4. ..., Rc6 5. Rh6 Ba8.
What about this for a zugzwang,
though? 6. Re6 Kxh7 7. d5. This is
the right moment, with bB in the
corner. 7. ..., Re5+ 8. Kb6 RxdS 9.
Re8 Bc5+ 10. Kc7 Bd6+ 11. Kbé,
and it’s a draw. A note points out
that an inversion of moves by 6. d5?
fails 6. ..., Rc5+ 7. Kb6 RxdS 8. Re6
BcS+ 9. Kc7 RfS! 10. Re8 + Rf8.
»Technically an excellent piece of
work from a young composer, in
spite of the particular relationship of
forces being well known through the
studies of Kasparyan, Nadareishvili
and others.”’

4+4

No. 4986 Y. Bazov

(x.81)
Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Draw

No. 4986: Y. Bazlov.

1. Kd3 Ba6 2. Sb5. Not, however, 2.
Sxd4 +? Kd5 3. dSbS Ra4 (though Bl
wins also after 3. ..., Kc5;) 4. Kc3
KcS; and wSS are paralysed and lost.
2. ..., Kd5 3. Sc3+ Ke5 4. f4+ Kxf4
5. Sxd4 Rb4 + 6. dSb5 Bxb5 + 7. Kc2
Bad4 + 8. Kd3, and another parting of
the ways: 8. ..., Rh3 9. Kc4 Rxa3 10.
Kb4 Rb3 + 11. Kc4 Ra3 12. Kb4, or
8. ..., Bb5+ 9. Kc2 Rc4 10. Kb3 Rc5
11. Kb4 Recd4 + 12. Kb3 and either 12.
..., Re5 13. Kb4, or 12. ..., Ba6 13.
Sd5 + K- 14. Sb4 Bb5 15. ad.
»Technically irreproachable, but
have we not seen similar echo-pro-
ductions, even by the same compo-
ser?”’

No. 4987 L. Topko
(xi.81 and v.82)

Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Draw 5+5

No. 4987: L. Topko.

1. Sg6+ Bxg6 2. Qxg6 Sf5+ 3. Kgl.
Bad is 3. Kg2? Sh4+. 3. ..., Rg7 4.
Rf6+ . Not 4. Rd8? Qh4. 4. ..., Kg8
5. Qxg7+ Sxg7 6. Bf7+ Kh8. Or 6.
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..., Kf8 7. Bg6. 7. Bg6 Qg8. Rather
than permit Rf8 mate. 8. Bf7 Qh7.
Rather than permit Rh6 mate. 9.
Bg6. Postional draw agreed?

’The positional draw is new and
sharp, but the introduction is clum-
sy.”

No. 4988 V. Viasenko

(v.81)
Commended, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1981

Win

5+4

No. 4988: V. Vlasenko.

1. Bel Kg3 2. Bhl f4. The beginning
of stalemate counterplay. 3. d6. Not
3. Bxf2+? Kxf2 4. d6 Kgl 5. d7
Bxhl 6. d8Q Kg2 7. Qg5+ Kf2 8.
Qh4+ Kg2 and a draw, because of
the presence of bPf4. 3. ..., Kh3 4.
d7. Stalemate is the consequence of
4. Bxf2. 4. ..., Re2+ 5. Kd1 RcS 6.
Ke2. If 6. d8Q? Rd5+ 7. Ke2 Rxd8
8. Kf1 Rg8. 6. ..., Rd5 7. Kfl. The
play for stalemate has led to... mate!
7. ..., Rxd7 8. Bg2 mate.

»All in all, not a bad study on the
theme of ’stalemate defence leads to
mate’, but the play lacks freshness.’’

No. 4989

M. Zinar

(vii.81)

1st Special Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR,
1981

3+2

No. 4989: M. Zinar.

This Special Prize was awarded for a
’P-ending malyutka’. I have found
no good word in English for *malyut-
ka’, which seems to have been accep-
ted as the word for a S-man study.
We have used ’baby’ previously, but
personally I prefer *malyutka’. (AJR)
1. Kg7. Why not 1. Kf7? Let us see:
1. ..., Kd5 puts W in zugzwang, as 2.
Kf6 blocks the d8-g5 diagonal, as is
shown by the continuation 2. ..., Kc4
3. e4 kxc3 4. e5¢c5 5. e6 c4 6. e7 Kd2
7. e8Q c3 8. Qd8+ Kcl and the win-
ning check on the g5 square is pre-
vented. We can see more easily why
1. Ke7? fails, as it blocks the e-file: 1.
..., Kc4 and neither 2. e4 Kxc3 3. e5
¢S (drawn on account of bPc2)
nor 2. Ke6 Kxc3 3. KdS Kb4 4. Kc6
Kc4 has any success. 1. ..., Kd§ 2.
Kf7. Now it is Bl’s move. 2. ..., Ke5.
Or 2. ..., c6 3. Ke7 Kc4 4. Kd6 Kxc3
5. Kc5. 3. Ke7(e8) Kd5 4. Kd7. The
square d8 is no good. 4. ..., Kcd4 §.
Kc6 Kxc3 6. Kc5 and 7. ed4, winning.
The solution comment observes that
none of the Shakhmaty solvers plum-
bed the depths of this study. A
P-ending pearl with a paradoxical
first move, complex and subtle moti-
vations, destined for the study and
endgame anthologies.”’

No. 4990

V.N. Dolgov

(xii.81)

2nd Special Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR,
1981

No. 4990: V.N. Dolgov.
1.Bf4= Kf5.1. ..., Kg4 2. Ra4

at once. 2. Be6+ Kf6 3. Bg5+ Kg6
decides
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4. Bf7+ Kg7 5. Bh6+ Kh7 6. Bg8+
Kh8. What might be called the ’or-
namental’”’ phase is over, though in
passing we may note that systematic
movements of BB vs. K are not new,
and there now comes the ’’battle’
phase. 7. Ra8. A battery is finally set
up. 7. ..., Rf2 8. Be3 Rh2 9. Bf4 Rf2
10. Bg3 Rd2 11. Bb3+ Kg7 12. Ra2
Rd3. And now the mopping-up
operation, clarifying what has gone
before. 13. Ra7+ Kf8 14. Ra8 + Kg7
15. Kxb2 Rxg3 16. Rg8+ and 17.
Rxg3. *’Once again we are reminded
of the meticulous technique of the
master from Krasnodar in systematic
movements in miniature settings.”’
This prize was for a known idea in
mini-form.

No. 4991 Em. Dobrescu
(vii.81 and viii.82)

3rd Special Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR,
1981

Win 3+2

No. 4991: Em. Dobrescu.

1.e7Qbl1+ 2. Kc8 Qf + 3. Kc7 Qf4+ .
In the manner of the ’’Roman”’
(ie, decoy) theme, bQ is lured to the
4th rank. 4. Kb7 Qb4+ 5. Kc8 Kd6.
There is no check on g4. 6. e8Q. Yes,
but the struggle is not over just
yet. 6. ..., Qc5+ 7. Kb7 QbS5+ 8.
Ka7. It’s stalemate if bQ is taken. 8.
veey Qc5+ 9. Ka6 Qcd+ 10. KaS.
Another stalemate avoided. 10. ...,
Qc3+ 11. Kad Qcd + 12. Ka3 Qc3 +
13. Ka2 Qc4+ 14. Kb2 Qb4+ 15.
Kc2 Qc4+ 16. Kd1 and wins. ’The
sprint by wK, combined with stale-
mates and sacrifices, leaves its im-
pression. Another boon position.”’

No. 4992 Axel Akerblom
(iv.79)

Ist Prize, Suomen Shakki, 1979
Award: 67", 1982

Win 4+4

No. 4992: A. Akerblom (Sweden).
Judge: A. Dunder of Finland, who
gave only 3 prizes.

1. Kbl/i Qh7 2. Sg4+ Khl 3.
Sf2+/ii kh2 4. Kal Qh8+ 5 Ka2
Qa8+ 6. Kbl Qf8 7. Sg4+ Khl 8.
eSf2 + Qxf2 9. Sxf2 wins, with just a
little care, as does W also after earlier
bQ sacrificial attempts.

i) 1. Kd1? Qd6+ 2. Sxd6 Kxg3, but
not 1. ..., Qh5+? 2. Sg4 + wins.

ii) The optimum square for the se-
cond wS, as it protects wSed, so that
it can if need be recapture there,
retaining guard of wR.

No. 4993

V. Nestorescu
(iii.79)
2nd Prize, Suomen Shakki, 1979

Draw

6+4

No. 4993: V. Nestorescu (Romania).
1. c6 b1Q 2. Se4+ Kd4 3. c7 QbS5+
4. Kd8 Qa5 5. Kd7 Qf5+ 6. Kd8
Qf8+ 7. Kd7 Qf7+ 8. Kd8 Bf8 9.
Kc8 Qe8+ 10. Kb7 Qb5+ 11. Ka7
Qa5+ 12. Kb7 Qb5+ 13. Ka7 Qd7
14. Kb8 Bg7 15. Sd2, and if 15. ...,
Ke3 16. Sc4+, or if 15. ..., BeS 16.
Sf3+.
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No. 4994 Y.M. Makletsov
(iii.79)
2nd Prize, Suomen Shakki, 1979

Draw 4+4

No. 4994: Y.M. Makletsov.

1. Kb7 Rc7+ 2. Kb8 Rxa7 3. Kxa7
Kc7 4. Ka8 Bf3+ 5. Sd5+ Kc8 6.
Bb6 Bxb6 stalemate.

The provisional result of the XIV
Composition Championship of the
USSR for studies was published in
issue No. 5 of 1982 of Bulletin of the
Central Chess Club of the USSR. It
covered compositions published in the
two-year period 1977-78. 121 studies
were entered, by 26 composers.
Presumably lesser composers did not
enter if they thought they had no
chance. The studies judge was Leo-
pold Mitrofanov, with A. Grin the
principal judge. The leading study
was awarded 15 points, and other
studies fewer points according to the
judge’s comparisons. In fact the
Bulletin published 43 studies, taking
the list down from the top to those
awarded 7 points. Totalling the
points gave the championship title to
N. Kralin of Moscow (48), closely
chased by the Georgians Gurgenidze
(47), Nadareishvili (42) and Kalan-
dadze (41). Thereafter: Kasparyan
(40), Katsnelson (39), Bazlov (38),
Pogosyants (37), Kozyrev (36), Neid-
ze (35), Khortov (35), Belokon (34),
G.A. Umnov (33), and G. Slepyan
22).

These intermittent soviet champion-

ship contests provide an interesting
opportunity to comment on the cove-
rage offered by EG (how many events
have escaped our radar?), and on the
quality of judging (what studies are
included in the championship award,
but excluded from the award of the
tourney, if any, for which they were
entered?). It turns out that 6 tourneys
eluded us, and that 4 studies were
originally unhonoured. In all, 16 of
43 have not previously appeared in
EG’s pages. They are now included,
along with the complete reference
list.

The 43: 1: EG56.3720 (Kozyrev -
GBR 0014.12). 2: No. 4995. 3: No.
4996. 4: EG56.3722 (Kralin - GBR
0334.30). 5: EG48.3023 (Kalandadze
- GBR 0500.13). 6: EG66.4390 (Baz-
lov - GBR 0317.10). 7: No. 4997. 8:
No. 4998. No. 9: EG48.3021 (Khor-
tov - GBR 0406.31). 10: EG56.3646
(Gurgenidze - GBR 0530.01). 11:
EGS55.3571 (Kasparyan - GBR 4361.
20). 12: No. 4999. 13: EG63.4123
(Slepyan - GBR 0013.45). 14: No.
5000. 15: EG56.3726 (Kalandadze -
GBR 0800.22). 16: EGS5.3573 (Kra-
lin - GBR 3041.40). 17: No. 5001. 18:
No. 5002. 19: EG51.3265 (Pogo-
syants - GBR 0243.02). 20: EGS6
3645 (G. Umnov - GBR 0423.01). 21:
EG55.3585 (Neidze - GBR 0435.22).

22. No. 5003. 23: EG66.4387 (Bazlov
- GBR 0420.01). 24: EG61.4080 (Na-
dareishvili - GBR 0700.10). 25: EGS56.
3744 (Katsnelson - GBR 0332.42). 26:
EG60.3984 (Kasparyan - GBR 0433.
10). 27: EG69.4616 (Kralin and Mak-
letsov - GBR 0010.76). 28: No. 5004.
29: EG56.3686 (Kasparyan - GBR
0016.01). 30: EG59.3947 (Kasparyan
- GBR 0326.00). 31: EG58.3876 (Na-
dareishvili - GBR 3102.03). 32: EG62.
4163 (Katsnelson - GBR 0.33). 33:
No. 5005. 34: EG56.3673 (Pogosy-
ants - GBR 0053.10). 35: No. 5006.
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36: No. 5007. 37: EG60.3971 (G.
Umnov - GBR 0700.34). 38: EGS6.
3683 (Bazlov - GBR 0323.01). 39:
No. 5008. 40: EG56.3671 (Katsnelson
- GBR 0410.11). 41: No. 5009. 42:
No. 5010. 43: No. 5011.

For readers not already overwhelmed
by digits, here are the awarded points
values:1-15 points. 2 to 5 - 14 points
each. 6 to 9 - 13 points each. 10 to 13
- 12 points each. 14 to 20 - 11 points
each. 21 to 28 - 10 points each. 29 to
34 - 9 points each. 35 to 38 - 8 points
each. 39 to 43 - 7 points each. Four
other studies also received 7 points,
and one study received 6 points.

No. 4995 S. Belokon
Ist Prize, Birnov Memorial, 1977

Draw

No. 4995: S. Belokon.

The exchange of wR against bPg2 is
unavoidable, so W’s only possible
salvation lies in forcing Bl to capture
wPf2. 1. Rh7+ Kd8 2. Rg7 dSf3+ 3.
Kdl. A magnificent move, with
moves 5, accomplishing not only the
”’book draw’’ requirement of the
»’Troitzky”’ ending 0002.01. namely
advancing fP beyond 5th rank (or
winning a knight!), but the artistic
requirement of doing it in echo...
Consider: 3. ..., Sh4 4. Rxg2 Sxg2 5.
f4 Sxd7 6. Ke2 Sf6 7. Kf2 Shd 8. f5
and 9. Kg3. Or: 3. ..., g1Q+ 4. Rxgl
Sxgl 5. £3. Not 5. f4? Sxd7 6. Kd2
Sf3+ 7. Ke3 Sh2 and wins. 5. ...,
Sxd7 6. Kel Sf6 7. Kf1 Sh3 8. f4, and
the Kg2 threat (echo of Kg3) draws.

No. 4996
1st Prize, Thematic Tourney
of Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1977

D. Gurgenidze

Win 5+5

No. 4996: D. Gurgenidze.

Which wP to push?

1. f77 Ra8+ 2. Ra7/i ¢2 3. Kb2
Rb8+ 4. Rb7 Rc8 5. Rc7 Rb8+ 6.
Rb7 Rc8, with a positional draw.
Correct is: 1. g7 Ra8+ 2. Ra7 ¢2 3.
Kb2 Rb8 + 4. Rb7 Rc8. After 4. ...,
clQ+ 5. Kxcl Rc8+ 6. Rc7, the
struggle’s outcome is clear. . g8Q+
Rxg8 6. Rg7+ Rxg7 7. fg Kh6 8. g8R
-- the final subtlety.

i) 2. Kb1? c2+ 3. Kxc2 Kxg6 4. Re8
Ra2+ 5. Kb3 Kxf7.

No. 4997 L. Katsnelson
d A. Sochniev
d, 1

an
Schakend Nederland, 1977

6+4

No. 4997: L. Katsnelson and A.
Sochniev.

Both sides’ Ps promote at the same
time, but bQhl will give mate. W
could play 1. a3? with the threat of 2.
c4 and 3. Ka2, but the reply 1. ...,
KbS holds back wPP. Nevertheless:
1. e6 h3 2. a3 de 3. de h2 4. Ka2 h1Q
5. c4. Threatening b3 mate and also
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2+6

No. 5001: G.A. Nadareishvili.

1. Qh8+ Kg5 2. Qe5+ Khd4 3.
Qf6 + . But not 3. Qe7 +? Kh3 4. Qel
gRf3. 3. ..., Kh3 4. Qfl+ Kh4 5,
Qf6 + . This forces: 5. ..., g5. Now a
new phase of the struggle begins. 6.
Qf2 Rd1+ 7. Kh2 Rgl 8. Qel Rg2 +
9. Kh1 Ra2 10. Qf2 Ral+ 11. Kh2
Rgl 12. Qel Rg2+ 13. Kh1, with a
new-look positional draw.

No. 5002

V. Neidze
Thémes-64, 1978

7

Win 4+3

No. 5002: V. Neidze.

1. Sb3+ Kb5 2. Qb4 + Ka6 3. Qxed.
BI cannot afford to accept this sacri-
fice: 3. ..., Qxe4 4. Sc5+ and 5.
Sxe4, but on the other hand he can
win wS. 3. ..., Qf7+ 4. Ke2 Qxb3.
And now we have an elegant finale.
5. Qa8+ Kb5 6. Qb7+ Kcd 7. Qc6
mate, or 6. ..., Kad 7. Qa6 mate.
Peter Kings coolly indicates the pro-
saic alternative to the mates, namely
the exchange of Qq, with a winning
K +P vs. K ending.

No. 5003 D. Gurgenidze
Ist Prize, "’Soplis Tskhovreba’’, 1977

Draw

No. 5003: D. Gurgenidze.

1. Rf3+ Sf4+ 2. Rxfd+ Ke5 3.
fRxd4 Rg5+ 4. Kh4 Rg8 5. R8d5+
Ke6 6. Rd6+ Kf7 7. Rd7+ Kg6 8.
R7d6+ Kh7 9. Rd7+ Rg7 10. Rd8
Rg8 11. R8d7+, positional draw.
The other main variation runs: 4. ...,
Qg7 5. R8d5+ Ke6 6. Rd6+ Kf5 7.
R6d5+ Kg6 8. Rd6+ Kh7 9. Rd7
Rgd+ 10. Kh5 Rxd4 11. Rxg7+
Kxg7 stalemate.

No. 5004 G. Slepyan
Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1978

No. 5004: G. Slepyan (Minsk).

1. Kb8 h1Q 2. Be3+ Ka 3. a8S
Qh8+ 4. Kb7 Qxa8+ 5. Kc7 Qb8+
6. Kxb8 a1Q 7. Kc7 Qd4 8. f4, and Bl
loses to zugzwang.
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No. 5005: E.L. Pogosyants.

1. Bg3? d6+ 2. Kc6 elQ 3. Bxel f2.
Correct is: 1. b7+ Ka7 2. Bg3 d6+
3. Kc6 h1S 4. Bhd e1Q 5. Bxel f2 6.
Bd2 f1S 7. Bg5 a2 8. Bd8 alQ 9.
Bd6 + Kxa6 10. b8S mate.

Win 6+4

No. 5006: V.I. Kalandadze.

1. b7 Rxd3 + 2. Ke8. But not 2. Ke7?
because of 2. ..., Rb3 3. b8Q Rxb8 4.
Rxb8+ Kc3 5. h7 Rg7+. 2. ..., Rb3
3. b8Q Rxb8 4. Rxb8+ Ka3 5. h7
Rxg2 6. h8R Rh2 7. Rf8 Rf2 8. Rf7
Rxf7 9. Kxf7 Ka2 10. Ke6 a3 11. Kd5
Kal 12. Kc4 a2 13. Kb3 Kbl 14.
Ka3 +.

No0.5007: V.L. Kalandadze.

»’Study Ideas’’ is the English transla-
tion of the title of the composer’s
small book of his own studies.

1. Rgd Rf5+ 2. Ke8 Re5+ 3. Kd8
Rd5+ 4. Kc8 Re5+ 5. Kb8 g1Q 6.
Rxgl Rxgl 7. a8R. A mistake would
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V.1 Kalandadze
»Study Ideas”’, 197

Win 6+5

be 7. a8Q? on account of 7. ..., Ral
8. Ra7 Rbl+ 9. Rb7 Ral 10. Qxal
Rc8+ 11. Ka7 Ra8+ 12. Kxa8 stale-
mate. 7. ..., Ral 8. Rxal ¢2 9. Rcl
Rc8+ 10. Ka7 Ra8+ 11. Kb6 Ra6 +
12. Kc5 Rc6 + 13. Kb4.

No. 5008 S. Belokon
1st Prize, Krasnoye Znamya, 1977

Win 4+8

No. 5008: S. Belokon.

1. Rb8+ Sd8 2. Rxd8 + Kh7 3. Rg8
Rh1+ 4. Kg5 Rgl+ 5. Kf6 Rxg8 6.
d8S+ Kh6 7. Sf7+ Kh7 8. Sg5+
Kh6 9. Rh7+ Bxh7 10. Sf7 mate.

No. 5009 V. Neidze

Magyar Sakkélet, 1978

Black to Move 3+5
White Draws



No. 5009: V. Neidze.

1. ..., Rgd+ 2. Kh3 Rhd4+ 3. Kxh4
g5+ 4. Kg3 hd+ 5. Kf3 Qxe6 6.
Rg2+ Khl 7. Rgl+, and either 7.
..., Kxg1 stalemate, or 7. ..., Kh2 8.
Rg2 + Kh3 9. Rg3 + hg stalemate.

No. 5010 V. Kozyrev
3rd Hon.Men.,

**Soplis Tskhovreba’’, 1977

No. 5010: V. Kozyrev (Gorky Re-
gion).

1. Qc4 + Ka7 2. Bed SdS. 2. ..., Qd8
3. Qf7+ Kb6 4. Qb7+. Or 2. ...,
Qe7 3. Qc6 Kb8 4. Qb6+. 3. BxdS
Qd8 4. Qc6 Qb8 5. Be4 b3 6. QdS
Qc8 7. Qd4+ Ka6 8. Qd6+ Ka7 9.
Ka5 Qc3 + 10. KbS.

No. 5011 V. Kozyrev
1st Hon.Men.,
*"Soplis Tskhovreba’’, 1977

Black to Move
White Draws

3+5

No. 5011: V. Kozyrev.

1. ..., Sh7+ 2. Bxh7 Bg7+ 3. Kxg7
g2 4. Rc8+ Kb3 5. Bg8+ Kb2 6.
Rb8+ Kcl 7. Rc8+ Kb2 8. Rb8+
Kal9. Ra8 g1Q+ 10. Kf6 Qd4 + 11.

Kf5 Qf2+ 12. Ke5 Qe3+ 13. Kd6
Qb6+ 14. Ke5 Qe3+ 15. Kd6, or
13. ..., Qfd + 14. Kc5 Qc7+ 15. Kd4
Qf4+ 16. Kc5, draw.

No. 5012

G.M. Kasparyan

(iv.81)
Ist Prize, Szachy, 1981
Award: x.82

Win 443

No. 5012: G.M. Kasparyan.

Judge: Jan Rusinek, Szachy’s studies
editor, who had 25 entries to consi-
der, published in the 9 issues that
appeared in 1981.

1. Re2+ Kb3. 1. ..., Bd2 2. Sc4 b1Q
3. Sa3+. 1. ..., Kc3 2. Rel Bcl 3.
Ba3 b1Q (Kc2; Bxb2, for instance) 4.
Rxcl+. 2. Rel Ka2 3. Sf3. Not 3.
Sd3? Bd2, followed by ..., blQ; but
avoiding 3. ..., b1Q? 4. Sb4+ Kb2 S.
Bg7+. 3. ..., Bcl 4. Re2 Kb3 5.
Sd4+ Ke3. Or 5. ..., Ka4 6. Re8. 6.
Rc2+ Kd3 7. Bb4 b1Q 8. Re3 + Kd2.
Setting the stalemate snare 9. Rb3 +?
Kdl 10. Rxbl. 9. Kc5. And not 9.
Kc4? Kd1 10. Rf3 Qa2+. 9. ..., Kdl
10. Rf3 and W wins.

No. 5013 A. Koranyi
(vi.81)

2nd Prize, Szachy, 1981

Win 4+2
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No. 5013: A. Koranyi (Hungary).

1. g4 Kf3 2. g5 Kgd4 3. Bf6. 3. Bh6?
Bd2 4. Sf2+ Kf5 5. Se4 Be3, with
Positional Draw No. 1. 3. ..., Kh5 4.
Ked4 Bd2 5. Se3 Kg6 6. Kf4 Bcl 7.
Bd4 Bd2 8. Kg4 Bcel 9. Scd4 Bxg5 10.
Se5+ Kf6 11. Sf3+.

There is a second ’’main line”’ after
2. ..., Kf4 3. Bh6. And, this time, not
3. Bf6? Bh4 4. Sf2 Bxg5 5. Sh3+ Kf5
6. Bxg5 Kg4. 3. ..., Kf5 4. Se3 + Kg6
5. Sc4. A mistake would be 5. Ke4?
Bd2 6. Kf4 Bcl, with Positional
Draw No. 2, while 5. Sg4? Bd2 6.
Se5+Kf5 7.Sf3 Be3 8. Sd4+Kg6 9.
Se6 KfS 10.Kdé6 Bcl 11. Ke7 Kgé
Positional Draw No. 3. 5. ..., Kf5 6.
Sd6+ Kg6 7. Sed KfS5 8. Kdd,
winning (eg by wK jaunt to g4).

No. 5014 A. Melnikov
(viii.81)

3rd Prize, Szachy, 1981

Draw

No. 5014: A. Melnikov.

1. Kd2 Kd4 2. Bc6 Bg4 3. Bb7 BhS5 4.
Bc8. 4. Bc6? 2 5. Bg2 Bg4 6. Bf1 Bf5
and Bl wins. 4. ..., f2 5. Bh3 Bg4 6.
Bg2 Bf3 7. Bf1 drawn.

No. 5015: M. Halski, a regular mem-
ber of the Polish WCSC solving
team.

No. 5015

M. Halski
(ii.81 and x.82)
1 Hon.Men., Szachy, 1981

1. f7 Rf4 2. fgR. 2. fgQ? Rgd4+ 3.
Qxg4 stalemate. 2. ..., Kxd1 3. Rc8
Rf7 4. Rc1+ Ke2 5. Rb1. 5. Kg3?
Rb7 6. Rbl Rxb3. 5. ..., Re7 6. Kg3
Rc2 7. Rh1 (g1) Rb2 8. Rh2(g2)+
Kd19. Sxd4 Rxd2 10. R mates.

No. 5016 E. Melnichenko
(iv.81)

2 Hon.Men., Szachy, 1981

Draw 11410

No. 5016: E. Melnichenko (New
Zealand).

1. Rf6. 1. Qf6? 0-0-0+ 2. Qf8 hg
wins. 1. ..., 0-0-0+ 2. Rf8 eRe8 3.
Rxe8 Rxe8+ 4. Kf7. And not 4.
Kg7? Rxh8 5. g3 Re8 6. Kf7 Kd8 and
W finds himself in zugzwang. 4. ...,
Rxh8 5. g3 Kd8 6. Kg7 Re8 7. Kf7.
Now Bl is in the grip of zugzwang. 7.
..., Re7+ 8. Kf8 Rh7 9. Kg8 drawn.

This study was also published in
Schakend Nederland (x.81).
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M. Kacewicz
(vv.81)
Commended, Szachy, 1981

No. 5017

3+4

Draw

No. 5017: M. Kacewicz (Poland).

1. a7 Sb5 2. a8B. 2. a8Q? Sb4; follo-
wed by ..., Sc6+ and ..., Sc7 mate.
2. a8S+? Kc6 3. Sc7 Sdé6. 2. ..., Bc6
3. Kc8 Sd6+ 4. Kb8 Sxb7 5. Bxb7
Bxb7 stalemate. Also valuable is 1.
vees Sb4 2. 28S+.

No. 5018

G.M. Kasparyan

5+4

No. 5018: G.M. Kasparyan.

1. Ra2+ Kecl 2. Ral+ Bbl 3.
Rxb1l+ Kxbl 4. Ral+ Kxal 5. g8Q
Qh2+ 6. Ka8 Rc7 7. Sd6 Qxdé 8.
Qg7+ Ka2. 8. ..., Qxg7 is stalemate.
9. Qxc7 Qxc7 stalemate.

Draw

No. 5019: Y. Makletsov.
1. Be2+ Ka5 2. Bxfl Rdl 3. Bg2
Rxb1+ 4. Kc2 Sd2 5. Bf3. Not 5.

Bh3? Rhl 6. Bg2 Rh2. 5. ..., Rf1 6.
Be2 Rf2 7. Kxd2.
No. 5020 P. Benko

Ist and Special Prize
Joseph Szen Memorial
Ty, 1982
Award: Magyar Sakkelet, iii.83

Q7 ¢ K

_
/////

////7

///7//
%////

No. 5020: IGM Pal Benko (New
York and Budapest). Judge: Laszlo
Navarovsky. Note that Bl cannot
castle, having moved bK or bR on his
previous move. 1. Bgd Kf8. If 1. ...,
Rf8 2. Bh5 + Kd8 3. Bf7 wins. 2. Bh§
Rg8 3. Rf7+ Ke8 4. Kc5 Kd8 5. Kd6
Kc8 6. Kc6 Kd8 7. Rd7+ Kc8 8. Ra7
Kb8 9. Rb7+ Ka8. If 9. ..., Kc8 10.
Bf7 Rg2 11. Be6+ Kd8 12. Kdé
Rd2+ 13. BdS Kc8 14. Ra7 Rb2 15.
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Rf7 Kb8 16. Rf8+ Ka7 17. Ra8+
Kb6 18. Rb8+ wins. 10. Bf3 Rg6+.
Or 10. ..., Rc8+ 11. Kd6 h5 12. Bc6
h4 13. Kc5 (or Rbl+ first). Or 10.
..., Rg3 11. Be4 Rc3+ 12. Kd6 Re3
13. Bd5 wins, but:not here 13.
Rb4+? Ka7 14. Kc7 Ka6é 15. Bc6
Re5, with a drawn position due to the
same Joseph Szen. 11. Kc5. Not 11.
Kb5? Rg3 12. Rf7+ (Bd5, Rb3+;)
12. ..., Kb8 13. Kb6 Kc8 14. Bc6
Rd3, and a Szen draw again. 11. ...,
Ra6 12. Bc6 h5 13. Kd6 (also
Re/f/g/h7+) h4 14. Re7+ Kb8 15.
Re8 + Ka7 16. Kc7.

No. 5021

L. Katsnelson
and A. Koranyi
2nd Prize,
Szen Memorial Ty, 1982

Win 3+3

No. 5021: L. Katsnelson (Leningrad)
and A. Koranyi (Budapest). 1. Sg3?
Kg5 2. Se2 Kf6 3. Kg3 Kf5 4. Sf4 Kg5
draws. 1. Sf2 Kg5 2. Kg3 Kf5 3. Sd3
Ked 4. Sf4 Kf5 5. Se6 Ke5 6. Sc7 Kf5
7. Sa8 Ke5S 8. Sb6 Kf5 9. Sc8 KeS 10.
Se7 Kf6 11. Kxg4 Kxe7 12. Kg5 wins.

No. 5022 J. Vandiest
3rd Prize,

Szen Memorial Ty, 1982

No. 5022: J. Vandiest (Belgium). 1.
Sd6+ Ka5 2. Qd8+ Kb4 3. Qb6+
Kc3 4. Qc5+ Kd2 5. Sed+ Kd1 6.
Qxd4+ Ke2 7. Sg3+ Kel 8. Qgl+
Kd2 9. Sed + Kc2 10. Qc5+ Kd1 11.
Sc3+ Kel 12. Qg1+ Kd2 13. Sb1+
Kc2 14. Sxa3+ Kd2 15. Sb1+ Kc2
16. Qc5+ Kdl 17. Sc3+ Kel 18.
Qgl+ Kd2 19. Sed + Kc2 20. Qc5+
Kd1 21. Sf2 + Kd2 22. Qg5+ Kc2 23.
QfS+ Kc3 24. Qe5+ Kc2 25. Qc7+
Kd2 26. Qf4+ Kc2 27. Qb4 d6 28.
Qcd + Kd2 29. Qf4+ Kc2 30. Qb4 d5
31. Qb8 Kc3 32. Qc7+ Kd2 33.
Qf4 + Kc2 34. Qb4 d4 35. Qcd + Kd2
36. Sed + Kd1 37. Qxd4+ Ke2 38.
Sg3+ Kel 39. Qgl+ Kd2 40. Sed +
Kc2 41. Qc5 + Kd1 42. Sf2 + Kd2 43.
Qg5+ Kc2 44. Qf5+ Kc3 45. Qe5+
Kc2 46. Qc7+ Kd2 47. Qfd+ Kc2
48. Qb4 and wins.

No. 5023

J. Vandiest
1 Hon. Men.,
Szen Memorial Ty, 1982

3+5

No. 5023: J. Vandiest. 1. e6 Kb7 2.
e7 Kc6 3. e8Q + Sxe8 4. Bxe8 + Kc5
5. Bxb5 £3 6. Ba6 h5 7. Bb7 f2 8. Ba6
h4 9. Bf1 Kd4 10. Kb4 Ke3 11. Kc3
drawn.

Tourney announcement TIPOGRA-
FIA 25th Anniversary. Closing date:
31.iii.84. Send (max. 3 per composer)
to: T. Kardos, Janiscar utca 5.1.1,
Budapest, H-1134 HUNGARY.
Judge: E. Janosi (Romania).
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Reviews

»’Putyami Shakhmatnovo Tvorchest-
va’’ (The Many Ways to Chess
Creativity’, translating the intention
rather than the words), by Evgeny
Umnov, Moscow, 1983, 320 pages,
569 diagrams, hard cover.

Suppose that apart from K and P’s
the only chess pieces were R and S,
and that neither side was allowed two
R’s or two S’s, would it be possible
to convey the complete spectrum of
chess with this restricted material?
Well, this is what the author has
attempted. An original idea, for sure,
though whether it requires the bulk
of the supplied examples may be
arguable. Some of the material has
appeared before, including in EG,
but there is no shortage of research
and care. An advanced knowledge of
Russian is needed to appreciate the
argument, but much can be gained
from the juxtaposition of diagrams
alone. The readership aimed at is
described as ’chessplayers of high
standard’, and the size of the edition
is 100,000. Oh yes, the majority of
the diagrams are studies.

»’Capablanca’s Best Chess Endings’’,
by the late Irving Chernev, a ’’Do-
ver’’ reprint of a 1978 original, 288
pages, 60 games. Although almost
one-third of the games selected were
against inferior opposition, and al-
though one of my personal favourites
(Capa’s win as Bl against Mieses
after the latter had ’’won’’ the
exchange) is missing, I could not fail
to enjoy this popular-style book.

"’Meine Neuen Ideen zur Schachpro-
grammierung’’, by M. Botvinnik,
Julius Springer Verlag, Heidelberg,
1982, 177 pages. This is a computer
book, a German translation (with an
update postscript) of a Russian 1979

book (title unclear). Botvinnik has
long held the minority view (which I
share) among computer chess resear-
chers, namely the opinion that top-
class computer chess should be possi-
ble using ’low branching factor”
techniques instead of ’’high”’, the
latter requiring more and more com-
puter power (’brute force’’) to gain
just a little more depth of analysis of
the move ’’tree’’. As regards the
endgame there is here a 31-page
appendix by A.D. Yudin describing
how the ’library’’ of endgame posi-
tions is used, not only when a
position is identical with one in the
library, but when it is *’similar’’. In
the latter case the program attempts
to bring about the position (if it is
advantageous) by means of the prin-
ciple fundamental to Botvinnik’s
theory, that is the ’trajectory’’ of
each piece. As a ’’trajectory’ is a
potential move or series of moves of
a piece, the principle can be applied
to reduce the number of candidate
moves quite drastically. However, we
are still awaiting the emergence of
PIONEER as a fighting force from
the Botvinnik stable.

”’De Strijd tussen Loper en Toren”’,
by F.A. Spinhoven and F.S. Bonda-
renko, Venlo (van Spijk), 1983, 126
pages, 383 diagrams, hard cover, in
Dutch. The wR vs. bB struggle is
illustrated by studies and game posi-
tions, with and without pawns, but
chiefly by studies. Beautifully produ-
ced. Considered as a compendium of
tactics with this force the book could
well be useful to practical players,
especially as nearly all the positions
are natural. Are we, one wonders,
entering an era where specialist-ma-
terial books on the endgame will be
published to parallel books on specia-
list opening variations? Let us hope
so.

(AJR)
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GBR

Guy-Blandford-Roycroft (GBR) code for completely representing chessboard
force. Class 1032 is the code for wQ, no rooks, bB and 2wS. 4870 is the code
for wQ, bQ, 2wR, 2bR, wB, 2bB, no knights. 0005 is the code for 2wS, bS. In
other words, the digit position denotes, from left to right, Q, R, B, S; the digit
value is the sum of ’1’ for each W piece and ’3’ for each B1 piece. ’9’ is
reserved for additional (promoted) force, in the appropriate position. Pawns
are denoted by uncoded decimal place digits: 0000.35 would denote no pieces
of any kind, 3wP and 5bP. It is often useful to call the force so coded a
’class’, especially when discussing endgame theory. The GBR code is
convenient for indexed retrieval of chess positions and for representation in
computer systems.

*C* denotes either a position generated by computer, or an article on compu-
ters.

ICCJ = International Computer Chess Journal, H. Jaap van den Herik, Delft
University of Technology, Dept. of Mathematics and Informatics, Julianalaan
132, Room 2.126, 2683 BL Delft, Netherlands.

TTC = Test Tube Chess, 1972.
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