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do.



ORIGINALS - 8
editor: Noam Elkies

eh

As promised in our last column,
several programmers have em-
barked on exhaustive computer
analyses of 6-man endgames, at last
continuing Lewis Stiller’s 1992
research. Ken Thompson, who
created most of the 5-man
databases, once more takes the
leading role, and is posting his
results on the Web as they emerge.
A table at

http://cm.bell-labs.com/cm/cs/who/k
en/chesseg.html

contains longest wins, deepest
mutual Zugzwangs, and statistics
for a growing list of pawnless
6-man endgames. (Some of the
more lopsided endgames, such as
2330, were compiled to set the
stage for an assault on 6-man
endgames containing one pawn.)
This is relevant to us because
Thompson’s online database finally
resolves the status of the mutual
Zugzwang
Kd1,Ra2,Sc2/Kf1,Sb3,Sc4 from our
first column.

Pointing a Web browser at

http://plan9.bell-labs.com/magic/eg/
wkd1wra2wnc2bkf1bnb3bnc4

(Ken naturally uses ‘‘n’’ rather
than ‘s’ for Knight), we learn that
only a half-point is at stake here,
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though BTM must defend precisely
for a few moves, starting with
1...Sc5! This is the only move to
draw; the next-best move, 1...Sbd2,
loses in 105. White can force a
few more unique moves, e.g. 2.Sd4
Se3+!/i 3.Kd2 Kf2!/ii 4.Kc3+
Kg3!/iii 5.Ra3 Kf5! "and draws"/iv.
The following notes list in each
case Black’s longest lasting alter-
native and all moves that last at
least 100 moves:

i) Se4 and Sb6 lose in 149 and 127
moves respectively

ii) and here Sd5(g4) loses in 149
(136)

i) Kf1? loses in 28

iv) while 5...Kf2 loses in 130.

So, it seems that an aristocratic
full-point Zugzwang must use at
least seven men.

Our one original this time is a gem
contributed by the great Jan
Rusinek:

No 11489 Jan Rusinek, 1999
 ER

A =
ele4 1350.23
No 11489 Jan Rusinek 1.Kf2/i
Rbl/ii 2.Bxd3+!/iii Kxd3/iv 3.Qxh2
Rfl+!/v 4 Kxfl c1Q+ 5.Bel!/vi
Be2+ 6.Kf2 Qc5+ 7.Kg3 Qe5+/vii

6/6 Win



8.Kf2/viii Qxh2, and we have a
midboard pin-stalmate with wB
incarcerated on el during play!

i) 1.Bxd3+? Rxd3 2.Kf2 Rxd2+
wins. 1.Bf4!? c1Q+ 2.Kf2 is not
good enough; HvdH points out the
amusing continuation Rbl 3.g3+
Kd4! 4.Be3+ Ke5! 5.Bf4+ Kf6!
6.Bg5+ Kg7! 7.Bh6+ Kxh6
8.Qxh2+ Kg7

winning.

ii) 1...Bd1l 2.Qxh2 c1Q 3.Qh4+ and
White does not lose. Likewise 1...
Be2 2.Qxh2 c1Q 3.Qh7+, or even
2.Bxe2. 1...Rb7 2.Bxd3+ Kxd3
3.Qf1+ draws. After 1...Kd5!?
HvdH gives either 2.Bxd3 Rxd3
3.Qal Rxd2+ 4.Ke3 h1Q 5.Qa5+
(Qxh1? Rd1 -/+) with perpetual
check, or 2.Qxh2 c1Q 3.Qh6! Qc5+
4.Qe3 Qxe3+ 5.Kxe3, when Be2
6.Bxe2 dxe2+ 7.d3 holds and
White also looks safe against
"normal" play. '

iii) 2.Qxh2? Rxfl+! 3.Kxfl c1Q+
and 4.Kf2 Qxd2+ 5.Kgl Qcl+
6.Kf2 Qe3+ 7.Kfl Be2+, or here
5.Kfl Be2+ 6.Kgl Qcl+, ends in
mate, while the thematic try 4.Bel
Be2+ 5.Kf2 Qc5+ 6.Kg3 Qe5+
7.Kf2 (Kh3 Bg4+) loses to
Qf5(f6)+! 8.Kg3 Qf4+.

iv) Kd4(d5) 3.Bxc2! Rxhl 4.Bxh2
Rxh2 5.Kg3 draws.

v) 3...c1Q 4.Qh7+ and either per-
petual check or a draw on material
after Kc4 4.Qc7+ Kb3 5.Qb6+ Ka2
6.Qa6+ Qa3 7.Qc4+ Q(R)b3
8.Qxg4.

vi) 5.Kf2? Qxd2+ still ends in
mate, e.g. 6.Kgl Qcl+ 7.Kf2 Qe3+
8.Kfl Be2+ 9.Kel Qcl+ 10.Kf2
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Qfl#.

vii) The White King will also
shuttle between g3 and f2 after
Qg5+ 8.Kf2 Qf5+ 9.Kg3 etc.,
avoiding 8.Kh3? Qg4# or 9.Kg1?
Qf1#. With the Black King on d3
instead of e4 Black cannot stop this
with ...Qf4+.

viii) Kh3? Bg4+

Readers of Strategems will be
reminded of the finale of another
recent Rusinek study (1998, #0011)
where even sharper play -- though
without a thematic try -- ends in a
similar pin-stalemate with wSf3
pinned by bQf4 instead of

wPg2/bQh2.

Many thanks to Spotlight’s
contributors Marco Campioli
(Italy), Harold van der Heijden,
W.G.Sanderse (both Netherlands),
Michael Roxlau (Germany) and
Ignace Vandecasteele (Belgium).

SPOTLIGHT
editor: Jiirgen Fleck

EG 131

No 11213, L.Katsnelson. The
correction of this study given on
p-15 in EG 135 is unsound, too:
1.... Kb4 2.Sa6+ Ka4 3.Rcl (3.Kh2
g3+ 4.Kgl Bb6) Kb5 4.Ral Bb6
wins for Black.

EG 132

No 11268, J.Vandiest. According

to the notes on p.15 in EG 135 this /

study can be saved by choosing
13.... BhS as the main line.
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However, there is the dual 15.Qg4+
Kh7 16.Qh4+ Kg7 17.Qg3+ Kh8
(17.... Kh7 18.Kf6) 18.Qxe5+,
which even saves three moves over
the intended 15.Qf6+.

EG 135

No 11446, B.Sidorov. A dual win:
3.BesS.

No 11447, V.Kovalenko. Unsound:
not only does 3.... f5 draw (as
mentioned in EG 135), but also
4.... Ke3 5.Kg4 (5.h5 f5 6.h6 f4+
7.Kg2 Ke2 draw) Ke4 6.h5 f5+
7.Kh3 Ke5 draw.

No 11449, V.Kovalenko. An-
ticipated by EG 92.6863 (Da-
vranyan and Zinar), which had
even three echo stalemates.

No 11452, Y.Lubkin. Auto-an-
ticipation: Die Schwalbe 1996. In
Die Schwalbe Spotlight’s editor
suggested the following setting:
cla5 0000.44 b3d2f5h4b4d5f7g7
5/5+, 1.t6 g6 2.d4 (2.Kc2 KbS
3.Kd3 Kc5 4.Ke3 Kdé6 5.Kd4 Ke6
6.Kc5 Kxf6 and now 7.Kxd5 g5
and 7.Kxb4 g5 only lead to a draw)
Kb5 3.Kd2 Kc6 4.Ke3 Kd7 5.Kf4
Kd6 6.Kg4 Kd7 7.h5 Ke6 8.h6 etc.
No 11455, E.Markov. No solution:
9.... Kdé6.

No 11457, K.Tarnopolsky. Thanks
to his distant passed pawn White
can win by more mundane means,
e.g. 1.b5 Sxf2 2.b6 Sd3 3.Ke7 Sc5
(3...Sb4 4.b7 Sa6 5.Sd4+ followed
by Sxe6) 4.Kd6 Sb7+ 5.Kc7 Sc5
(5.... Sa5 6.8d2) 6.Kc6 Sa6 7.Sd4+
Kg4 (7.... Ke5 8.Kb5) 8.Sxe6 Kxg3
9.Kb7 Sb4 10.KcS8.

No 11459, A.Kasantsev. No
solution, Black wins by 1.... Bd7
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2.Be4 (2.Bb3 Bxf5) Ke7 3.Bc2 Kf6
4.Bd3 Bc8 5.Be4 Ba6 6.Kgl g3
7.Kh1 Bce4 8.Kgl Kes.

No 11462, V.Kovalenko. It is
interesting to note that without
bPb2 the position is only drawn. In
that case Black is saved by the
stalemate defence 3.... Qd7.

No 11467, A.Grin. No solution:
3.... Sf7.

No 11472, P,Arestov. A dual win:
3.Sdb5 c2 4.Rc8.

No 11473, Y.Lubkin. The forcing
introductory play leads straight to
G.Kasparyan, L’Italia Scacchistica
1963, 3rd prize.

No 11477, A.Belyavsky. The line
l.... Kf4 is marred by the dual
3.Ra8.

No 11486, A.Kotov. My computer
suggests the incredible 1.b6 b1Q
2.Kc7. However, it seems that
Black can hold the rook ending
arising after 2.... Rhl (not 2...c4
3.Rh3) 3.c4 Qxb6+ 4.Kxb6 Kb8.
No 11487, B.Sidorov. White even
wins after 3.Ke6 Kxe8 4.Be7 and
mate next move.

G4 p.43, T.Gorgiev. A few notes
would have been helpful. At first
sight 1.... Se6 2.Kd5 Sc7+ looks
like a cook, but 3.Kd6 Kb8 4.Kd7
Sf4 5.a4 SfdS 6.a5 Sa6 7.Kd8 Sdc7
8.Kd7 seems to lead to a positional
draw.

S8 p.47, G.Slepyan. According to
the database there is a dual win by
2.8d5 Kd7 3.Sd4 f4 4.Sf6+ Kdé6
5.5f3 followed by Sf6-g4-f2. Ig-
nace Vandecasteele suggests to
correct this by starting with wKh6
(now the solution is unique: 1.Sc6




f5 2.Kg7!), but this setting gives up
the good try 2.Nd5.

B1 p.51, I.Bondar. A dual win:
1.Bb4 Rxe3 2.Rg8+ Kd7 3.Bxc5
Re5 (else Bf5+) 4. Ba4+ Kc7
5.Rg7+.

B2 p.51, D.Petrov. The intended
solution fails: 2.... Ra3 3.Rd4+ KhS
4.Rb4 Sc7 (threatening Sd5+)
5.Ke2 (there is nothing better)
Rxb3 6.Rxb3 Kxh4 draw.
However, something else works:
2.Be7 Rxa2 3.Rg5+ Kh3 4.Kf3 and

mate in a few moves.

DIAGRAMS AND
SOLUTIONS

editors: John Roycroft
Harold v.d. Heijden

Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia, 1992

This informal tourney was judged
by Oleg Pervakov (Moscow). The
provisional award was published in
Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia 3(7)
1993 ppl7-19. 32 studies were
entered, 2 of which were excluded
because the judge was the
composer.
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No 11490 V.Kolpakov and
Yu.Seryozhkin

1st prize Shakhmatnaya W
kompozitsia, 1992

g2e2 4001 01 3/3 Win
No 11490 V Kolpakov and
Yu.Seryozhkin 1.Qa6+ Ke3
2.Qd3+/i Kf4 3.Qg6, with
domination of bQ:

- Qb2 4.Qgd+ Ke3 5.Qed+ Kd2
6.Qd3+ Kcl 7.Qdl, and the b2
square is blocked, or

-'Qal 4.Qgd4+ Ke3 5.Qed+ Kd2
6.Qd3+ Kcl 7.Qd1+ Kb2 8.Sd3+
Ka2 9.Qa4+ Kbl 10.Qb3+ wins, or

- Qa3 4.Qf6+ Ke3 5.Qf3+, or

- Qc3 4.Qgd+ Ke3 (Ke5;Qg7+ )
5.8d1+, or

- Qcd 4.Qg4+, or

- Qc7 4.Qg3+, or

- Qc8 4.Qg3+ Kf5 5.Qgd+, or,
finally,

.- Ke3 4.Qed4+ Kd2 5.Qd3+ Kel
6.Kf3 (Se4? Qf4;) Qc6+ 7.Sed,
after which the stalemate try
7...Qf6+ is frustrated, so White
wins.

i) 2.Qd3+? Kf4 3.Qf3+ Kg5 4.Sed4+
Kg6 5.Qf6+ Kh7, and Sg5+ is
frustrated by the presence of bPho6.

"Therefore it is logical to eliminate

this pawn, but 2.Qxh6+? Ke2

— : )
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3.Qa6+ Kd2 4.Qd3+ Kel 5.Kf3,
allows the stalemate riposte Qc6+
6.Se4 Qf6+. So, with or without
bPh6 there is no win. How is
White to make headway?"

"The composers have added
something to the fund of this clas-

sic and much worked on material.

Memorable logic!"

No 11491 L.Mitrofanov and
V.Razumenko

2nd prize Shakhmatnaya
kompozitsia, 1992
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e6h8 0013 32
No 11491 L.Mitrofanov and
V.Razumenko (St Petersburg)
1.Bf4/i Sxc5+/ii 2.Kf7 Se6 3.Kxe6
(Bxe3? Sd8+;) e2/iii 4.c7 (Kf7?
clQ;) elQ+/iv 5.Kf7 Qxc3 6.Be5S+
Kh7 7.Bxc3 c1Q 8.c8Q Qf4(Qf1)+
9.Bf6 wins.

i) 1.Be5+? Kh7 2.¢7 Sxc5+ 3.K{7
c1Q 4.c8Q Qfl+ 5.Bf6 Qc4+ - on

. the c-file.

i 11) c1Q 2.c7 Qgl 3.c8Q+ Qg8+
4.Qxg8+ Kxg8 5.c6 €2 6.Bg3 wins.

m*) c1Q 4.c7 Qxc3 5.Be5+.

vy Kg7+s,Be5+ Kh6 6.c8Q elQ
7.Qh8+ Kg5 8.Qg7+ Kh5 9.Qh7+
and 10.Qxc2 with an easy win.

5/4 Win

No 11492 V.Prigunov (Kazan)
3rd prize Shakhmatnaya
kompozitsia, 1992
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a1f8 0034.22 4/5 Win
No 11492 V.Prigunov (Kazan) As
first published there was an ir-
relevant introduction, in this ver-
sion stripped by the composer, with
the judge nodding his approval.
l.a6 Ba2 2.Kxa2 Sc3+ 3.Ka3/i Ke7
4.Sed/ii Sb5+ 5.Kxa4 Sc7/iii 6.a7
Kxe6 7.Ka5 Kd7/iv 8.Kb6 Sa8+
9.Kb7 c4 10.Sc3 Kdé/v 11.8d5
Kxd5 12.Kxa8 ¢3 13.Kb8 c2
14.a8Q+ wins. -

i) 3.Kb2? Sb5 4.Sf5 Sc7 5.a7 c4
draw.

ii) 4.Se2? Sb5+ 5.Kxa4 Sc7 6.a7
Kxe6 7.Ka5 Kd6 8.Kb6 Sa8+
9.Kb7 c4 10.Sc3 Kd7 11.Sd5 Kd8
12.Kc6 Ke8 13.Sc7+ Kf7 14.Sb5
Ke7 15.Sc3 Kd8 16.Sd5 Ke8, and
Black is in control of the reci-zug.
"A remarkable positional draw in
which wS marks out the diamond
d5-c7-b5-c3-d5 while bK has his
own smaller version
e8-17-e7-d8-e8." )

iii) Sa7 6.Ka5 Sc8 7.Kb5; followed
by 8.Kc6 and 9.Kb7.

iv) "Wot, no d6 square?"

v) Sc7 11.8d5 Sa8 12.Sbo+.

_ ///%
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"A shame that the try 4.Se2? is a_
less natural move than the
solution’s 4.Se4!"

No 11493 A.Skrinnik
=4th/5th prize Shakhmatnaya
kompozitsia 1992
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a5e5 0403.42 6/5 Win
No 11493 A.Skrinnik (Krivoi Rog,
Ukraine) 1.a7 Rxh2 2.Rd5+/i Ke4
3.Re5+/ii Kf4 4.Red+/iii Kf3
5.Rf4+ Kg3 (Ke3;Rf3+) 6.Rf3+
Kxg4 7.Rg3+ Kh4 8.axb8Q (Ka4?
Sd7;) Ra2+ 9.Kb6 Rb2+ 10.Kc7
Rxb8 11.Kxb8 Kxg3 12.g6 and will
promote with check.
i) 2.Ra6? Ra2+, and 3.Kb5 Sxa6,
or 3.Kb6 Rxa6+.
ii) 3.axb8Q? Ra2+ 4.Kb6 Rb2+
5.Kc7 Rxb8 6.Kxb8 Kxd5 draw.
iii) 4.Re2? Sc6+ 5.Kb6 Sxa7 (or
Rh8) 6.Rxh2 Sc8&+ 7.Kxc5 Kxg5
8.Rg2 d3 draw.
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No 11494 N.Kralin
=4th/Sth prize Shakhmatnaya
kompozitsia 1992

d7e4 0001.13 3/4 Win
No 11494 N.Kralin (Moscow)
1.Sd6+/i Kf4/ii 2.16, with:

- e4 3.Sxf7 e3/iii 4.Se5 Kxe5/iv
5.f7 €2 6.£8Q elQ 7.Qe8(Qe7)+
wins, or

- g4 3.Sxf7 g3 4.Sg5 (symmetry!)
Kxg5/v 5.f7 g2 6.£8Q glQ
7.Qg8(Qg7)+ wins.

i) 1.£67 Kf5 2.Ke7 e4 3.Sd6+ Kf4
4.Sxf7 €3, and 5.Se5 is not
available.

i) Kd4 2.6 (Ke7? 16;) e4 3.Ke7/vi
e3 4.5f5+ Kd3 5.Sxe3 Kxe3 6.Kxf7
g4 7.Ke8(Keo6) g3 8.7 g2 9.f8Q
g1Q 10.Qc5+ wins.

iii) Kf5 4.Ke7 e3 5.Sd6+ Kg4(Kgb)
6.Sc4 e2 7.Se5+ wins.

wins.

v) Kg4 5.f7 g2 6.Sf3 wins.

vi) 3.Sxf7? g4 4.Sd6 g3 5.Sf5+
KeS 6.f7 g2 7.8Q glQ 8.Qd6+ ,,«
Kxf5 9.Qe6+ Kf4 draw. s
"Both the foregoing’s ideas are/
known, but the originalit¥ is niever-
theless plain enough. The lightness
of Skrinnik’s is a surprise, and the
elegance of the 6-octave melody of

9

iv) Ked 5.f7 2 6.8f3 Kxf3 7.£8Q+ /
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rook sacrifices, while in Kralin’s
there is harmony and cooperation
in White’s play."

No 11495 V.Razumenko
1st honourable mention
Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia 1992
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a5a7 4004.11 4/4 Draw
No 11495 V.Razumenko (St
Petersburg) 1.c7 SdS 2.Sd3/i Qa3+
3.Kb5 Qxd3+ 4.Kc5 Sb6/ii 5.c85+
Sxc8 6.Qc7+ Kab 7.Qxc8+ Kas
8.Qa8+ Qa6 9.Qb8 e1Q 10.Qd8+
Ka4 11.Qd1+ Qxdl stalemate.

i) 2.c8S+? Ka8 3.Sd3 Qa3+ 4.Kb5
Qxd3+ 5.Ka4 Qc2+ 6.Kb5 Qb3+
7.Kc5 Qc3+ wins.

i1) Kb7 5.c8Q+ Kxc8 6.Qe8+ Kc7
7.Qd7+ draw.

"Lively play embellished by
sacrifices and a minor promotion
ends up with stalemate involving
two black queens."
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No 11496 V.Anufriev
2nd honourable mention
Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia, 1992
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f1a4 0016.12 3/5 Draw
No 11496 V.Anufriev (Tula)
1.BdS/i Se6 2.Bxb7/ii ScS5 3.Bed/iii
d2 4.Ke2 Sxe4 5.b7 Sb3 6.b8Q
Sc3+ 7.Ke3 d1Q 8.Qf4+ Ka$s
9.Qc7+ Kb4 10.Qf4+ Ka3 11.Qf8+
Ka2 12.Qf2+ Kal 13.Qf1 Qxfl
stalemate.
i) 1.Bc4? d2 2.Ke2 Sb3 3.Bd5 Sf5
4.Bxb7 fSd4+ 5.Kd1 Ka5 wins.
ii) 2.Bxe6? Sb3 3.BdS Sc5 4.Kel
KbS wins.
iii) 3.Bc6+? Kb4 4.b7 Sa6 wins.
"Inventive play by both sides yields
a stalemate due to precise play by
wK".

No 11497 V.Kondratev
(Gavrilov-Posad) 1.Sd3 Sf2 2.Sxf2
a3 3.Sd1 a2 4.Kd2 Kbl 5.Bd6 alQ
6.Ba3 Qa2 7.Sc3+ Kal 8.Kcl wins.
"A good introduction leads to a
curious final position where Black
is in complete zugzwang."



No 11497 V.Kondratev
3rd honourable mention ‘
Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia, 1992
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No 11498 V.Anufriev
4th honourable mention
Shakhmatnaya komp021t51a 1992

/

h3h1 3102 02 4/4 Win
No 11498 V.Anufriev 1.Se2, with:
- Qa3+ 2.Sf3/i Qxf3+ 3.Sg3+
Kgl 4.Rb2z e3 (Qd3;Rg2 mate)
5.Rbl+ Kf2 6.Rfl mate, or
- Qd1 2.Sg2/ii Qd3+ 3.Se3
Qd7+/iii 4.Sg4 Qxb7 5.Sf2 mate.
1) 2.Sg3+? Kgl 3.Rbl+ Kf2 4.Sf5
Qd3 draw.
i) 2.5g3+? Kgl 3.Rb2 Qd7+
4.hSf5 Qh7+ draw.
iii) Qxe3+ 4.Sg3+ Kgl 5.Rbl+ Kf2
6.Rfl mate.
"Echo-sacrifices, zugzwang, mates

and a stalemate defence with
non-capture - it may be short but
it’s capacious and memorable."

No 11499 B.Gusev
5th honourable mention
Shakhmatnaya kompozitsia 1992

/

d2h5 0401. 11 4/3 Win
No 11499 B.Gusev (Moscow)
1.Rh&+ Kgb6/i 2.g4 Rg3 3.8d5
Kg7/ii 4.Rh4 Kgb6 5.Ke2 Kg5
6.Rh5+ Kxg4 7.Sf6 mate.
i) Kg4 2.Rg8+ Kh3 3.g4 wins.
ii) Rxg4 4.Rg8+ Kh5 (Kf5;Se7+)
5.8f6+. Or Kg5 4.Rg8+ Kh4 5.S16
Rg2+ 6.Kd3 f3 7.Se4 (also: Ke3)
f2 8.Ke2 f1Q+ 9.Kxfl Rxg4
10.Rh8 mate.
"A subtle and harmonious
miniature with a pure mating finale
- the side-variation is a
not-compulsory bit of added
interest."

s

66







