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EDITORIAL

HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

ARVES has issued two magazines about
endgame studies; EG, originally founded by
John Roycroft in 1965, and EBUR since the
foundation of ARVES in 1989. The main ob-
jective for EG (in English) was to publish all
endgame study awards, while it was EBUR’s
(in Dutch, English and German) intention to
have entertaining articles about endgame stud-
ies. 

Now that the ARVES board has taken the
decision to fuse both magazines, AJR has
stepped back as main editor. The endgame
study world should be very grateful to John.
Not only for his more than 40 years of editor-
ship of the most important endgame study
magazine of the world, but also for numerous
other endgame study related activities, e.g.
books (Test Tube Chess attracted many to the
endgame studies), chairmanship of endgame
study committee of PCCC, endgame study
section director of FIDE Albums. Thank you
John! During the last PCCC meeting in Wage-
ningen, AJR was promoted to honourable
member of ARVES. 

After fusion, the new magazine will com-
bine the strong points of both EG and EBUR,
i.e. the name, the awards, originals and spot-
light of EG in formal style, and articles/col-
umns in more liberal EBUR style. The whole
magazine will be written in English, mainly
because that is an international language.

It is good news that the editorial team hard-
ly changes. I will take over as main editor, but
AJR will continue to produce the awards from
former Soviet countries. It was also very good
news to me that the other EG editors, Gady
Costeff, Jarl Ulrichsen, Ed van de Gevel and
Luc Palmans also want to continue their work.
Luc has done a great job restyling the whole
magazine!

A new thing is that we will have columns,
with “contributors” each being responsible for
their column appearing regularly (they’re free
to write the articles themselves or to invite
others to write on a certain topic), but not nec-
essarily every issue. The first EG contributors
are: Yochanan Afek (Prize Winners Ex-
plained), Emil Vlasák (Computer News) and
Oleg Pervakov (Themes & Tasks). And proba-
bly we will have more columns and contribu-
tors during 2007 (e.g. History: there is already
an article in the present issue, but the position
of contributor is still vacant).

I became increasingly unhappy seeing so
many incorrect studies being published in EG.
Not only this is very disturbing to our readers
(cf. John Nunn’s article in EG159-162), but
also Spotlight is becoming far too long. There-
fore I decided that it is necessary to introduce
a correctness check, especially for the awards
section. Marco Campioli (Italy) has agreed to
do the work. We will see how this works out,
and if it is succesful we could perhaps trans-
form Spotlight into a column where we also
publish feedback (letters) of readers.

And finally Hew Dundas (Scotland) has
agreed to join the EG team taking care of
English proofreading of the articles.

All of us are volunteer workers, and our on-
ly payment is having the honour to contribute
to such a famous magazine and the satisfac-
tion to produce something worthwhile. With
so many people involved and so many chanc-
es it is almost inevitable that not everything
will run smoothly from scratch. I hope that
you, dear EG reader, are patient with us. Your
suggestions and comments will be very wel-
come and will be carefully considered.
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ORIGINALS (16)

Editor :
GADY COSTEFF

Editor: Gady Costeff – “email submissions are preferred.”
Judge 2006-07: GM J. Mestel – “all studies welcome, including database mined.”

37 years ago De Feijter published the fol-
lowing study:

No 16218 De Feijter, 1970XIIIIIIIIY
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+-+-+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+-+-+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+K+-+-+-0
9PtR-+-+-+0
9+-mk-+lsn-0

b3c1 0133.10 3/3 Win

No 16218 Cor De Feijter (Netherlands).
1.Rh2 Sf3 2.Rh1 Sd2+ 3.Kc3 Kd1/i 4.a4 Ke1
5.Rxf1+ Sxf1 6.a5 Se3 7.a6 Sd5+ 8.Kb3! wins.

i) Se4+ 4.Kb4 Kb2 5.Rxf1 Kxa2 6.Rf4
wins.

Siegfried provides perhaps a more natural
setting for the same idea:

No 16219 S. Hornecker
version of De Feijter 1970XIIIIIIIIY
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+-+-+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+-+-+-0
9-+-mK-+-+0
9+-+-+-+-0
9P+-+-+-+0
9sn-+-mk-+-0

d4e1 0003.10 2/2 Win

No 16219 Siegfried Hornecker (Germany).
1.Kc3!/i Kd1 2.a4 Sc2 3.a5 Se3 4.a6 Sd5+
5.Kb3!/ii Kd2 6.a7 Sb6 7.Kb4 Kd3 8.Kb5 (or
Ka5/Kc5) Sa8 9.Kc6 (Ka6) Kc4 10.Kb7 Kb5
11.Kxa8 Kb6 12.Kb8 wins.

i) 1.a4? Sb3+ draws.
ii) 5.Kd4?/iii Sc7 6.a7 Sb5+ draw.
iii) 5.Kc4? Sb6+ 6.Kb5 Sc8 draw.
Thematic tries are especially effective if

they are the more natural move compared with
the solution. Eligiusz provides an excellent
example of this in the following study:

No 16220 E. ZimmerXIIIIIIIIY
9-+-+-+-+0
9+lsN-+-+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+p+-+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-zP-+-+n0
9-+-+-+PzP0
9+-vL-mk-+K0

h1e1 0044 6/4 Draw

No 16220 Eligiusz Zimmer (Poland).
1.Be3! d4 2.cxd4 Be4 3.Se6 Kf1 4.Sf4 Sxf4
5.h3!!/i Sxg2 6.Bg5! Se1+ 7.Kh2 Sf3+ /ii
8.Kg3 Sxg5 9.Kf4! draw.

i) The thematic try is 5.h4? see next com-
ment!

ii) 7...Kf2 8.Bh4+! the point of 5.h3! keep-
ing h4 available to the bishop.

Yochanan Afek relates the story of our next
study: ”Karel van Delft is the main engine be-
hind chess life in the city of Apeldoorn
(Netherlands). When I showed the study in
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front of many guests there, the quiz was not
the solution but rather what is the last move of
the solution and GM Erwin L'Ami was the
first one to shout 7.c8S+! (in less than 2 min-
utes ).”

No 16221 Y. Afek
composed for Karel van Delft

50th birthday, 2006YIIIIIIIIY
9-+-+-tRLtR0
9mk-+-+P+-0
9-+P+P+-+0
9mK-+-+-+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+-+q+-0
9-+-+-+-+0
9+-+-+-+-0

a5a7 3210.30 7/2 Win

No 16218 Yochanan Afek (Israel/Nether-
lands). 1.Ra8+!/i Kxa8 2.f8Q+!/iii Qxf8 3.e7!
Qxe7 4.Bd5+! Ka7 5.Ra8+! Kxa8 6.c7+ Ka7
7.c8S+! wins.

i) 1.Rd8!? Qh5+! 2.Kb4 Qb5+! 3.Kc3
Qxc6+ 4.Kd2 Qg2+ 5.Kd3 Qf3+ 6.Kd4 Qf4+
7.Kd5 Qg5+ 8.Kc4 Qc1+ 9.Kd5/ii Qg5+
10.Kc6 Qxd8 draws.

ii) 9.Kd3 Qd1+ 10.Ke3 Qxd8 11.Rh4 Qb6+
12.Kf3 Qb3+ 13.Kf4 Qc4+ 14.Ke5 Qc5+
15.Kf6 Qf2+ 16.Kg5 Qg3+ 17.Rg4 Qe5+
18.Kh6 Qxe6+ 19.Rg6 Qf5 draws.

iii) 2.Rh4? Qd5+ 3.Kb6 Qd8+ 4.c7 Qd6+
5.Kb5 Qd5+ draws; 2.Bh7+? Ka7 3.f8Q Qxf8
4.Rxf8 draws.

iv) Qc8/v 4.Bf7 Ka7 5.e8Q wins.
v) Qf5+ 4.Bd5+ Ka7 5.Ra8+ wins.

Corus Endgame Study Composing Tourney

The organizing board of Corus Chess Tournament announces an international
composing tourney for endgame studies.
No set theme.
Five money prizes will be awarded:
1st: 750 Euros 2nd: 500 Euros; 3rd: 250 Euros; 4th: 150 Euros; 5th: 100 Euros.
Book prizes are offered to the other studies in the final judge’s award.
The award will be published in January 2008 towards the next edition of Corus Chess
Tournament and will be sent to all participants.

Judge: Yochanan Afek

Entries (not more than three per composer) should be sent to the neutral judge
Harold van der Heijden, Michel de Klerkstraat 28, 7425 DG Deventer, The Nether-
lands. E-mail: heijdenh@studieaccess.nl before November 1st, 2007.
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SPOTLIGHT (12)

Editor :
JARL ULRICHSEN

Contributors: Iuri Akobia (Georgia), Ilham Aliev (Azerbaijan), Mario García (Argentina), Sieg-
fried Hornecker (Germany), Fernand Joseph (Belgium), Daniel Keith (France), Alain Pallier
(France), Vladimir Persiyanov (Russia), Harold van der Heijden (The Netherlands), Emil Vlasák
(Czech Republic).

I receive many comments from readers and
it is easy to overlook something. If you think
that your message has been neglected then
please contact me! I am always prepared to
correct my mistakes.

I would like to emphasize that van der Heij-
den often helps in checking and correcting the
claims of our contributors. This assistance
makes my task easier.

Van der Heijden tells us that two endgame
studies were eliminated from the final award
in Szachy 1977:

59.3945, M. Bordenyuk, A.P. Kuznetsov.
Dual 2.Rf7 (threatening 3.Bf2+ Kf1 4.Be3+
Ke1 5.Bd2 mate) 2...Rd8+ 3.Ke4 Re8 4.Bc4
winning. (In my email to van der Heijden
30v2006 I pointed out that 11.Be7 mates.)

59.3948, J. Rusinek. Second solution:
3.Bxc4 Rc5 4.c8Q Be4+ 5.Bd3 Bxd3+ 6.Ka1
Rxc8 stalemate!

60.3950, Y.N. Dorogov in the same tourney
was cooked by Staudte 28 years later: 2...Qf2
3.Qxh6+ Kc2 4.Qh2 Qxh2 5.d8Q Qg1+ 6.Ka2
Qb1 mate, and also 2...Qf6 3.Qxh6+ Qxh6
4.d8Q Qa6+ (email to van der Heijden
5v2005).

Pallier continues his investigation of end-
game studies that can be checked by EGTB (6
men or less in the initial position or during the
solution).

EG41
2327, A. Kakovin, A. Motor. Duals after

1…Kxh1: 3.Kh3 b1Q 4.Bxb1 g2 and now not
5.Sh4? but 5.Sd2, 5.Se5 or 5.Sg5.

2330, A. Kakovin, A. Motor. Black wins
after 6…Sd6+; in authors’s line 8…Bc1 9.Kf7
Sg5+ 10.Kf8 Ba3 wins.

2333, J. Vandiest. No solution after
2…Kxd3; 8…Ka2 draws.

2336, J. Vandiest. Dual/Second solution
10.Qd4+ Kb1 11.Qd1+ Ka2 12.Qa4+ Kb2
13.Sc4+ Kb1 14.Qd1+ Ka2 15.Qc2+.

2343, Yu. Bazlov. Minor dual 9.Ke6.
2355, B. Olympiev. In the line 9…Rd7,

10.Sd3 and 10.Ke5 also draw.
2375, B. Belenky. Second solution 2.Kc6.
2389, A. Kuznetsov, A. Motor. Duals.

8.Kg2 and 8.Sg5 win quicker than 8.Sf4.
EG42
2410, C. Jonsson. Second solution. 7.Se5

(instead of 7.Sh6).
2423, B. Dutsa. Numerous alternatives at

move 5 although some of them are time loss
duals.

2449, A. Koranyi. I. Dual 3.Rf4; II. Minor
dual 7.Kg7.

2453, G. Zakhodyakin. Cook 5.Sd4. This
was found many years ago.

EG43
G3 p. 275, D. Gurgenidze. Minor dual

3.Ka4 in the line 1…Qh2+.
2469, V. Bratsev. Dual 11.Kd2
2471, R. Tavariani, V. Kalandadze. After

5…Rb8+ White can reach the safe square a8
in many diferent ways.

2475, M. Gorbman. Dual 5.Re6+ Kc5
6.Re5+ or 6.Rc6+.
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2477, V. Evreinov. Dual 6.Re7 (instead of
the well-known stalemate after 6.Rg2).

2504, V. Gorgiev. Dual 4.Rb2 Qd1+ 5.Ke7
Qe1+ 6.Kf7 Qe4 7.Ra8+. This is the same fi-
nale as in the solution but three moves quick-
er.

2518, R. Margalatidze. Minor duals
10.Bg6 and 10.Bh5.

2520, I. Kovalenko. Duals. 4.Sf7 (solu-
tion) wins in 35 moves and 4.Sc4 wins in 42
moves; other duals 5.Bc3; 7.Kg2.

2525, A. Grin. No solution. 3…Bd6 or
3…Bc5+ wins for Black.

EG44
2526, G. Nadareishvili. Dual win 7.Rd1

Ra7 8.Be5+ Kc4 9.Rd4+.
2592, A.C. Miller. Not only 6.Bd2 but also

6.Bf2 and 6.Bh4 lead to mate.
2627, E. Kudevich (misprint for Kude-

lich). Several solutions. 1.Sd5 and 1.Sc2 win
in 35 moves, 1.Sa2 wins in 36 moves, 1.Sc6
wins in 37 moves and 1.Sd3 (author’s solu-
tion) wins in 38 moves.

EG45
2637, C.M. Bent, A.J. Roycroft. No solu-

tion. The cook 7…Sd5 (or 7…Sg6) has been
known for many years.

2666, D. Gurgenidze, E. Pogosyants.
Cook 4.Kc5.

2672, V.N. Dolgov. No solution. 5.Sb5 los-
es in 31 moves.

2673, Belenky. Second solution 3.Rg1.
2692, Yu. Bazlov. The moves 4.Kg8 and

5.Bc6 can be transposed. The line 8.Bg4 Kg6
9.Be6 Kf6 10.Bf7 seems to be a dual.

2698, Zh. Byuzandyan. The cook Sc2 has
been known for many years.

2700, N. Svetuchin (misprint for Svetu-
kin). No solution. Black draws by playing
3…Ke2. This cook has been known for many
years; cf. J. Nunn in EG61 p. 323.

2707, J. Fritz. Another well known cook.
Black wins after 3…Kf2 4.d7 Rd8.

2726, E. Dobrescu. There is a dual at the
end of the solution, but this is unimportant

compared to the cook 1…Se8 found some
years ago by van der Heijden.

EG46
2742, A. Belenky. No solution. Black wins

after 4…Bh7+.
2750, O. Mazur. No solution. 2…Sf3

draws for Black.
2754, A. Tulyev. No solution. 2…Bg1 wins

for Black.
2770, A.C. Miller. No solution. 4…Kf6 is

the quickest win for Black.
2777, E. Pogosyants. Duals 10.Kc5,

12.Kc4, 13.Sh6 and others.
2780, J. Mugnos, O.J. Carlsson. No solu-

tion. 1…Kc3 and 1…Bh5 draw. 
2781, J. Mugnos, O.J. Carlsson. 3.Kf6

Kg1 4.Be4(c8) draws; 7…Bc6 draws; 8.Bd3
draws; at move 9 nine moves draw.

2783, J. Roche. No solution. 2…Kd6
3.Sxe7 Kxe7 wins for Black.

2787, G. Nadareishvili. Dual 3.Bg4.
2804, Yu. Bazlov. The cooks 5.Se1 and

5.Sh4 have been known for years. 4.Sg5+ pro-
posed by V. Vlasenko in EG137 p.190 leads to
a draw.

EG47
2883, F. Aitov. The solution should stop at

move 8 as not only 9.Kf2 but also 9.Sf7,
9.Sc6, 9.Sb7, 9.Se6 and 9.Bg4 win.

2897, T. Gorgiev. In the line 5…Sc3 many
moves draw.

2900, A. Kopnin. No solution. 1…Kc5
draws. This cook is also well-known.

2902, E. Pogosyants. No solution. The eas-
iest win for Black is 4…Ka6, 4…Sd8 or
4…Sa5.

2909, N. Svetukhin (= Svetukin). This re-
peats 45.2700.

2913, G. Kasparyan. No solution. Another
well-known cook. 4…Se6 wins for Black.

2918, B. Sivak. No solution. 7…Ke5 wins
for Black.

2922, E. Dobrescu. No solution 10…Rf1
and 10…Sf7 draw.
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2924, H. Aloni. Many duals. 3.Re8+;
3.Kd5; 4.Kd5, 4.Re7, 4.Kb5.

2957, G. Zakhodyakin. The dual 5.Sd5 has
been known for several years.

2958, G. Nadareishvili. Duals 10.Sd2 and
10.Sd4.

2963, J. Vandiest. Dual 5.Qe5.
2964, J. Vandiest. Second solution 4.Qc4+.

This confirms J. Nunn’s comment in EG61
p.363–364.

EG48 
2968, J. Kopelovich (Afek). Dual 10.Sg4+

Ke7 11.Kg6 or 11.Se5.
2974, L. Veretennikov. In the line 1…Be5,

2.Ke7 and 9.Ke4 also win, the latter in 121
moves.

2995, J. Hoch. I. Dual 5.Kf5
2997, C.M. Bent. Duals 7.Kb2, 7.Kb4; (af-

ter 7.Kb2) 8.Kc1, 9.Kd1, 9.Kd2.
3008, R. Missiaen. Duals 4.Bc7+ and

4.Kf5.
3009, J. Roche. No solution. The position

is lost for White.
3015, P. Monsky. No solution. 4…Kd6

wins for Black.
3025, A. Kopnin. Many duals from the

first move on.
3026, J. Pospisil. Dual 2.Qc5 e2 3.Qg1+

and 4.Qg4+ with perpetual check.
3053, E. Pogosyants, S. Tolstoy. In addi-

tion to the known cook 6.Rxb2+ Kxa4 7.Kd5,
Pallier mentions 6.Kc5 Kxa4 7.Rxb2.

3054, V. Nestorescu. II. 5.Bd6 or 5.Be7
wins quicker than the intended 5.Bb2. In his
book Miniaturi in alb si negru (2003) Nesto-
rescu has shortened the solution.

3056, E. Dobrescu. Second solution
2.Re4+ … 5.Bf5 draws; in author’s solution
5.Rc8, 5.Rb8, 5.Re6 and 6.Bb1 draw. This has
been known for some years.

3062, A. Motor, C. Petrescu. Dual 3.Sg3+
and 4.Se2.

3066, R. Voia. Duals. 6.Qf1+, 6.Qh1, Qd5+
and Qg6+; 12.Kd5 or 12.Ke5 is the quickest
as is 14.Kd5 or 14.Ke5.

EG49
3081, E. Pogosyants. No solution. 1…Be6

2.Bb3 Rd2 wins for Black.
3097, A. van Tets. Dual 7.Rf1+.
3098, E. Pogosyants. Minor dual 14.Kb3.
3102, J. Pospisil. Second solution 1.Qg3+

Kd7 2.Qg4+ Kd8 3.Qg8.
3106, D. Hooper. Minor dual 6.Sd8.
3118 E. Pogosyants, D. Gurgenidze. Not

only 1.Sf3 (solution) but also 1.Sd3, 1.fSg6+,
1.Kf7 draw; in addition to 3.Kf7, 3.Kf6 and
3.Kf5 draw.

3123, B. Atanasov. No solution. The posi-
tion is won for Black.

3124, L.A. Mitrofanov. Moves 2 and 3 can
be transposed.

3131, T.B. Gorgiev. 4.Ke4 Kd2 5.Ke5 Bc8
6.Kd4 is a serious dual.

3135, I. Kovalenko. Dual 1.Sf6 which
leads to the same play.

3140, V.N. Dolgov. Second solution 1.Ra4.
3141, L. Udanov (misprint for Ulanov).

2.g7 and 3.Kf7 can be transposed.
3145, V. Neidze. Also 6.Qd2+ Kf3 7.Qf4

mate, and 6…Kf1 7.Qe1 mate.
3149, F.A. Spinhoven. Pallier mentions the

duals 5.Rf4, 5.Rg4 and 5.Rh4. The cook 1.Kf4
was found soon after publication and was cor-
rected by moving wRa4 to a5. This correction
does not help against the duals 5.Re5, 5.Rf5,
5.Rg5 and 5.Rh5 (Ulrichsen).

EG50
3150, S. Rumyantsev. Duals. 3.Kg5,

4.Kf4, 5.Ke3, 6.Kd3; in author’s solution also
8.Kd3 (Kd4).

3151, V. Kozirev. Minor dual 9.Kh7.
3152, P. Perkonoja, R. Heiskanen. No so-

lution. 7…f2 8.Sc4 Kf1, and Black draws. (In
the solution 13…Kh1 has been regarded as a
cook, but 14.Rh8 Bh2 15.Ke3 wins.)

3157, A. Koranyi. In II 2.h5 and 3.Kg2 can
be transposed.

3170, A.P. Kuznetsov. Minor dual 8.Kh4.
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3187a, J. Hannelius, V. Somerpuu. The
solution should end with move 5 as there are
numerous duals.

3207, J. Mugnos, O. Carlsson. 6.Rb3 (so-
lution) wins in 23 moves, but 6.Rg7 or 6.Rg8
wins in 131 moves.

3210, H. Källström. Minor dual 9.Kd4.
3215, I. Roebuck. Second solution 1.Kh4

a4 2.Sc1 Ke5 3.Kg5 h4 4.Sd3.
Vol.XI.14691, V. Kaljagin. Incorrect.

Black wins after 6…Re5 7.Bf4 Qxd8 8.Bxe5
Qd3+ 9.Kg2 Qe2+ 10.Kg3 Qxe5+ (Costeff;
email to van der Heijden).

Vol.XI.14758, A. Zlatanov. Incorrect.
Cook already in Zadachy i Etyudi no. 34
24xii2004 (van der Heijden). 

Vol.XI.14853, S. Hornecker. The compos-
er corrects his analysis. In the line 3.Rf5+
Black wins after 4…d1S+ instead of
4…Sd3+.

Vol.XI.14988, V. Razumenko. Dual 3.Kd3
(García; EGTB).

Vol.XI.14999, Yu. Roslov. García points
out that White also draws after 3.Kc3 Ke5
4.d4+ Rxd4 5.Rc8 Rxa7 6.f4+ Ke4 7.Re8+
Kf3 8.Kxd4. Van der Heijden adds the line
3...Rg4 4.d3+ Ke5 5.f4+ Ke6 6.f5+ Ke5 7.d4+
Ke4 8.f6 Rxg3+ 9.Kc4 Rc7+ 10.Kb5.

Vol.XI.15000, V. Razumenko. Incorrect.
Black draws in a surprising way: 5…b4
6.bxa8Q Re5+ 7.Kf6 Rb5 8.Se7 Kc7 9.Sd5+
Rxd5 10.Qb7+ Kd6 11.Qxb8+ Kc6 12.Qxb4
Rc5, and EGTB confirms the draw (García).

Vol.XI.15019, S. Borodavkin. The solu-
tion is not unique. 6.Kf6 is quicker than the
composer’s solution 6.Kg6 (EGTB), and
6.Ke6 also wins (García; EGTB).

Vol.XI.15021, S. Borodavkin. Incorrect.
Black wins after 6…c5 (A. Visokosov, Shakh-
matnaya Nedelya no. 22, 2003/5; information
sent me by van der Heijden)

Vol.XI.15029, S. Borodavkin. Incorrect.
Black draws after 1…Kd8 2.Kb7 b4 3.Ka8
Kc7 4.b3 Se3 (García).

Vol.XI.15031, V. Ribalka. Second solu-
tion: 3.Rd2 h2 4.Ra8+ Ke7 5.d6+ Ke6 6.Re8+
Kf6 7.Rh8 Rxd2 8.c8Q (García).

Vol.XI.15042, K. Tarnopolsky. Second so-
lution 4.Kh3 Kf5 5.Sg3 Kg5 6.Se4 Kh5 7.Sc3
(García; EGTB).

Vol.XI.15095, J. Vandiest, G. Bacqué. Cf.
the reference in EG165 p.108 no. 117.9924.

Vol.XI.15123, Y. Afek. 2.Sxc4 that was
meant to be a try is actually a cook (analyses
by N. Kralin, EBUR no. 4, 2006/12).

Vol.XI.15160, G. Amirian. Diagram error.
wPh5 should be wPg5.

Vol.XI.15188, V. Kalyagin, B. Olimpiev.
Second solution 2.Bxc3 Sg5 3.Rh4 Ka2 5.Rh1
(García, van der Heijden).

Vol.XI.15190, N. Argunov. Second solu-
tion. White wins easily after 2.Sd5+ Kc4
3.Bxb3+ Kxb3 4.Se3 Kc3 5.a6 (García).

Vol.XI.15191, S. Osintsev. Dubious.
2.Se6+ Kf6 3.Sd4 Be4 4.Kb8 Ke5 5.Sb3 Kd5
6.Kxa7 Kc4 7.Sc1 wins, and seems like a sec-
ond solution (García, van der Heijden).

Vol.XI.15198. B. Sidorov. Dubious. García
does not find any win after 1…Kf3, and this
line should be analysed.

Vol.XI.15203, N. Bantish. An attempt to
correct a cooked study from Koninklijke
Schaakfederatie van Antwerpen 1997. García
shows that Black wins by playing 1…Sf4+
2.Kg1 Kg5 3.Sf1 Sh3+ 4.Kg2 Rf8; and van
der Heijden adds the line 3.Kg3 Kg5 4.Sxg4
Sh5+ 5.Kf3 Rf8+. In the solution 7…Se4+
(instead of 7…Sxg4) wins (EGTB).

Vol.XI.15206, I. Starshov. Incorrect. Black
draws after 6…Sd4 7.Kc5 Se6 8.Kb5 Sd4
9.Kc4 Sc6 10.Kd5 Sd8 (García, van der Hei-
jden).

Vol.XI.15208, K. Mannatov. Dual 2.Ka5
Kg2 3.Se5 (García).

Vol.XI.15217, V. Katsnelson, L. Katsnel-
son. White also wins by playing 6.Qg5+ Kd4
7.Qd2+ Kc5 8.Qe3+ Kb4 9.Bc6 Rf5 10.Qd2+
Kc5 11.Bg2 Se7 12.Qa5+ Kd6 13.Qd8+ Ke6
14.Bh3 Bd5 15.Qf8 wins. If 9…Sb6 10.Qe8
Sa4 11.Bxb5 Bxb5 12.Qb8 Sc3 13.Kb2 wins
(García).



Spotlight (12)
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Vol.XI.15275, I. Bondar. Cook 3.Sd6 g3
4.Re3 Bd7 5.Re7 g1Q 7.Rg7+ Kf8 7.Rf7+
Kg8 8.Rg7+ with perpetual check (Campioli;
mail to van der Heijden 8ii2003).

In the next issue we shall finish our com-
ments on Vol.XI!

165.15937, A. Foguelman. The win after
1…Rxc4 is very nice, but García does not find
any win after 1…Rb8. 

165.15947, A. Strebkovs. Duals. 6.Kc4
(heading for f1) or 6.Kb6 (García; EGTB).

165.15962, M. Muradov. 6.Ke6 (instead of
6.Kc4) 6…Bg4+ 7.Ke5 Bd4+ 8.Kxd4 Be6
9.Bxa4 seems to be a second solution (García,
van der Heijden).

165.15968, A. Rzayev. Dual 2.Rc7+ which
either leads to the same perpetual checks or a
drawn position after 2…Kd6 3.Ra7 Rf4 4.Ra2
Re4 5.Re2 Kc6 6.Ka5 (García).

165.15990, E. Eilazyan. Second solution
1.Sxe7 Ra3+ 2.Kb4 Rg3 3.Sxd5 Rxg6 4.Rh4
Kd7 5.Rh8 Rg5 6.Kc5 Sa6 7.Kb5 (García).

165.15991, L. Katsnelson, V. Katsnelson.
Duals. The solution is not the only way to
reach the safe square b1. White can also play
8.Kd4 Rd5+ 9.Kc4 Rc5+ 10.Kb3 (García).

165.15992, A. Sochnev. Dubious. White
loses after 5…Kd2 6.e5 Ke3 7.Bd7 Kd4 8.e6
Bh3 9.Bb5 Bxe6 or in this line 8.Kb6 Kxe5
(García; EGTB). Can White play better?

165.15997, A. Golubev. Dubious. White
loses after 1…Be2 2.Kb6 Kb4 3.Kc7 Kc5
4.Kd7 eSf5 or 4.Be6 Sxe6 5.Kd7 Kd5 (García;
EGTB). But is Black really forced to retreat
voluntarily? (asks van der Heijden). 

166.16050, M. Matouš. Second solution
1.Rb2 Rf8 2.Kf4 g5 3.fxg hxg 4.Rc2 Sd5
5.Kg5 Kg7 6.Rc6, and White draws (García).

166.16059, Y. Afek. Cook 5.Rh2 Qxh2
6.Qxh2+ Kg8 7.Qb8+ (García).

166.16086, V. Nestorescu. Incorrect. Black
draws after 2…Kxb2 3.b7 Sc3+ 4.Kd2 Se4+
(García).

166.16104, Yu. Akobia. García claims a
draw after 2…Kb7; e.g. 3.c8Q+ Rxc8 4.Rb4+

Rb6 5.Rxb6+ Kxb6, and EGTB confirms the
draw.

166.16107. The composer’s name is
S. Badalov (Aliev).

166.16109. The composer’s name is
A. Kalbiyev (Aliev).

166.16118, L. Gonzales. Second solution?
After 4.Rf6 Ba8 5.Ra6, Black finds himself in
a difficult position (García and Keith). We
challenge the composer to show us how Black
draws!

166.16121, D. Gurgenidze, Iu. Akobia.
The short solution does not do justice to the
thematic contents. Akobia would like to add
the following lines: 1...Qe1 2.Qa6+ Kb4
3.Qa5+; 1...Qe5 2.Qa5+; 1...Qe2 2.Qa6+;
1...Qh5 2.Qa5+; 1...Qe4 2.Sd6+; 1...Qc8
2.Sd6+; 1...Qd7 2.Qb3+ Kc6 3.Qc4 mate;
1...Qf7 2.Qa5+ Kc6 3.Qc5+ Kd7 4.Qd6+ Ke8
5.Qd8 mate; 6...Ke8 7.Qe6+ Kxd8 8.Qd6+
Ke8 9.Qb8 mate.

166.16124, D. Gurgenidze, Iu. Akobia.
The final phase should run 8...Ka5 9.Bd2+
Qb4 10.aSb3 mate; 8...Ka3 9.Bc1+ Qb2
10.Sc2 mate (Akobia), showing two mates
with pinned bQ. Keith doubts that it is sound.
He plays 2…Qa5+ 3.Bb6 Sf7+ 4.Kxe7 Qe5+
5.Kxf7 Qh5+ 6.Ke7 Qh7+ 7.Kd8 Kxc2. EGTB
confirms that all relevant endgames with Q vs
RBS in this position are drawn.

166.16127, V. Maksaev, V. Sidorov. Cook
4.Ke3 (García). White threatens to put his
king on g2. wK and wB easily prevent bK
from reaching f1 and 4…Kb2 leads nowhere.

167.16162, E. Melnichenko. Cook 11.Sd1
Bg2 12.Sb2 Be4 13.Bf8 (García).

167.16215, D. Gurgenidze. García claims
a win for Black after 1…Kd3 2.Rb3 Kd4
3.Ka2 Bf8 4.Kb1 Rc8 5.Rh4 S c4 6.Rb7 Bd6.

167.RA1 p. 266, R. Aleksandrov. Proba-
bly incorrect. García assumes that White also
wins after 1.Rd3 Kg2 2.Kb7 Bc5 3.Kc6 Bb4
4.Sf5 Kf2 5.Sd4, and Black is in serious trou-
ble; e.g. 5…f5 6.Sxf5 wins (EGTB).

167.RA5 p. 267, R. Aleksandrov. The
printed solution is actually a dual. 4.Kh4 leads
to the same kind of stalemate.














































































