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Editorial

HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

On behalf of EG’s editorial team I wish all
readers a healthy and prosperous 2013. This
year, on 15x2013 to be exact will be the 25th
anniversary of the founding of ARVES. I can
still remember travelling to the founding
meeting in Amsterdam with excitement about
the fact that there would be a real association
of people who had the same eccentricity as |
had had all my chess life. Probably, in 2013,
one or the other festivity will be organized.

During the recent WFCC meeting in Kobe,
Japan, several decisions were taken. President
Harry Fougiaxis has kindly sent me the min-
utes of the meeting, which also can be down-
loaded from www.saunalahti.fi/~stniekat/pc-
cc/, from which I extract some study-related
topics.

Submissions for the FIDE Album (starting
with the 2010-12 Album) should be send as
PDF-files by e-mail (the Studies Committee
proposed that additional PGN files would be
welcomed). Another important change is that
the number of entries that a composer may
submit to a section will be restricted. The
maximum number per section will be 30, ex-
cept for composers who have previously been
very successful; they can submit up to 3 times
as many entries as the number of points they
had in that section the last time they partici-
pated.

Several endgame study composers were
awarded a composition title: the GM title to:
Miroslav Havel/Kostal (CZE) and Artur Man-
dler (CZE); both posthumously, the IM title
to: Pavel Arestov (RUS), Richard Becker
(USA), Evgeny Fomichev (RUS), Michal
Hlinka (SVK), Sergey Osintsev (RUS), Ladis-
lav Salai Jr. (SVK), and Sergey Zakharov
(RUS), and the FM title to Iuri Akobia
(GEO), Eduard Eilazyan (UKR), Martin Min-

ski (GER), Viktor Razumenko (RUS), and
Harold van der Heijden (NED), FIDE judge
for endgame studies: Jaroslav Polasek (CZE).

Regarding the Study of the Year 2011, no
decision was taken, as no candidate list had
been prepared (I forgot...). David Gurgenidze
replaced me as spokesman for the Studies
Committee and found an excellent way out:
on Iuri Akobia’s website akobia.geoweb.ge/
study 2011.html everybody could suggest
candidates until December 1% after which the
committee members would submit their
scores. Just before this issue went to press, the
winner was elected. It is unfortunate that it is
still not clear to “everybody” that the Study of
the Year is not per se the best study of the
year, but the one that qualifies best to propa-
gandize our art among the general chess pub-
lic. Many of the candidates are really excellent
studies but are overly complicated or have a
lot of material or an unusual material balance
(or all of these features). Perhaps it would be a
nice idea to extend this annual election to
three categories: 1) the study of the year (gen-
eral chess public), 2) the best study of the year
(study experts), 3) the best endgame tourney
of the year (level, organization, etc).

I draw attention to some traditional study
events: the fourth international Tata Steel
Chess and Studies Day will be held on Satur-
day 2612013 in hotel Zeeduin in Wijk aan Zee
(the Netherlands) as part of the 75th Tata Steel
chess tournament. Chief Arbiter will be Luc
Palmans. Please contact Yochanan Afek
afekchess@gmail.com for details. At the same
location on Sunday 2712013 the ISC solving
event will take place. See www.probleem-
blad.nl/Agenda.html Finally, the Nunspeet
weekend (22-241112013) will probably have an
ARVES meeting on the Sunday.



Originals (39)

EDITOR : ED VAN DE GEVEL

email submissions are preferred
Judge 2012-2013: Oleg Pervakov

We start this column with a study by Mario
Guido Garcia where the big question is: can
White block the path for the bS which is on its
way to stop the White h-pawn.

No 18657 M.G. Garcia
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No 18657 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).
1.b5/1 axb5 2.e4 Sb4/ii 3.e5 Sc6 4.e6 (exf6?
Se5;) a5 5.Kel a4 6.Kd1 a3 7.Kcl dxe6 8.fxe6
Kg2 (a2; Kb2) 9.h4 and White wins.

1) 1.e4? dxe4/iii 2.c6 dxc6 3.h4 Sc3 4.h5
Sb5 5.h6 Sd6 6.h7 St7 and Black wins.

i1) dxe4 3.c6 dxc6 4.h4 or Sc3 3.e5 Se4d
4.e6 dxe6 5.fxe6 and White wins.

111) Not Sxb4? 2.e5 Sc6 3.e6 and White
wins.

In the second study Ignace Vandecasteele
returns to the discussion from the last Spot-
light column. First he points out that there is
an earlier Missiaen (HHdbIV#53221) with the
same idea. He also agrees with Jarl’s remark
that in U.5. the king does not have to find the
right square b5 (instead of c5). So Ignace of-
fers this new version:

No 18658 Ignace Vandecasteele (Belgium).
1.Sc6+ Ka8 2.Be4 Kb7 3.Kb5 Kc8 4.Bf5+
Kb7 5.Kc5 Bg8 6.Bbl Ka6 7.Be4 Be6 8.Bd3+
Kb7 9.Sd8+ Kc8 10.Sxe6 wins.

_4_

No 18658 A. Kuryatnikov 1998
Correction 1. Vandecasteele, original
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Still one question remains unanswered by
Ignace: how can a correction that reaches the
same position as the uncorrected one and be-
fore the alleged dual not have the same dual?
Your editor thinks that the answer to this ques-
tion lies in the Black play from this shared po-
sition. Assume we have a study that ends with
the following position: h6h8 0001.44 c4.d5f6
g5h7b3d7t7g6 BTM, Win. If the original solu-
tion now runs: b2, Sd6 (Sxb2? stalemate)
b1Q, Sxf7 mate then there is a dual because
the knight can also use €5 to reach f7. The cor-
rection would be d6, Sxd6 b1Q, Sxf7 mate
which has no dual, but of course loses the
stalemate try. I (gladly) leave it to the judge to
decide what the value of these types of correc-
tions are.

0

Y,

After this excursion into the realm of cor-
rections it is now time to welcome a new com-
poser who was a close friend of the famous
Dutch composer Cor de Feijter:

No 18659 Hans Mudde (the Netherlands).
1...£2 2.b8S+/i Ka7 3.Sc6+ Ka6 (Ka8?; Rb§
mate) 4.Sb8+ Ka5 5.Sc6+ Kxa4 6.Ral+ Kb3
7.5d4+ Kb2 8.Sc2 draws.
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No 18659 H. Mudde
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i) 2.Rb6+? Ka5 3.Rb5+ Kxa4 4. Rb4+ Rxb4
wins.

Siegfried Hornecker realised when analys-
ing an otb game that he had reached a study
known by Bihr. Still the introdcution is in his
eyes fresh enough to be made into a new
study:

No 18660 S. Hornecker
after Walter Bahr
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No 18660 Siegfried Hornecker (Germany).
1.Kd3/1 3 2.a5/i1 £2 3.Ke2 Kd4 4.a6 bxa6 5.c5
Kd5 6.Kxf2 a5 7.bxa5 Kxc5 8.Ke3 Kb4 9.Kd4
Kxa5 10.Kc5 Ka4 11.Kc4 h5 12.h4 Ka5s
13.Kc5 a6 14.Kc4 Kb6 15.Kb4 Kc6 16.Ka5
Kd5 17.Kxa6 Ke4 18.Kb5 Kf4 19.Kc4 Kg4
20.Kd3 Kxh4 21.Ke2 Kg3 22.Kf1 Kh2 23.Kf2
draws.

1) Not 1.Ke2? Kd4 wins, nor 1.a5? Kd4
wins.

i1) 2.Ke3? 12 3. Kxf2 Kd4 wins.

We end with a second study by Mario Gui-
do Garcia. The question is: which white pawn
compensates for the bR?

No 18661 M.G. Garcia
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h4b4 0331.74 9/7 Draw

No 18661 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).
1.Sc2+ (1.e7? Re8;) Kxb3/i 2.d5 Rxd5 3.e7
Re5 4.Sd4+/ii Kxb2 5.Sxe2 Rxe7 6.axb5 Rxe2
7.b6 15 8.g7/iii f4 9. Kh5 f3/iv 10.g8Q (g8R)
Rh2+ 11.Kg6 Rg2+ 12.Kh7 (Kf7) Rxg8
13.Kxg8 draws/v.

1) Ka5 2.d5 Rxd5 3.e7 Re5 4.g7 Rh5+
5.Kg3 Rg5+ 6.Kh4 (Kf4? Bh5;) draws, but not
2.e7? Re8 3.g7 Bd3 4.Se3 Bh7 5.Sd5 Bg8
6.Sxt6 Rxe7 7.Sxg8 Rxg7 8.Sxh6 Kxa6 9.Sf5
Rg2 wins.

i1) Try: 4.g7? Bc4 5.Sd4+ Kxb2 6.Se6 Rxe6
7.28Q Red+ 8.Qg4 Rxgd+ 9.Kxg4 Be6+
10.Kf4 Bd7 11.axb5 Bxb5 wins.

ii1) 8.bxa7? Re8 9.Kh5 f4 10.Kg4 Kc3
wins.

iv) Or by the other road Re8 10.Kg6 {3
11.Kf7 Rd8 12.g8Q Rxg8 13.Kxg8 draws.

v) e.g. axb6 14.a7 f2 15.a8Q.
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EDITOR : JARL ULRICHSEN

I always feel sorry when nice endgame
studies are cooked. In EG/90 on p. 11 1
showed a very attractive work by V. Kova-
lenko and Y. Bazlov, but had to inform the
readers about a second solution. KRB vs.
KBB is nowadays known to be dangerous ma-
terial and I was not surprised to find a cook.
My relief was great when I some time ago re-
ceived a correction from the fine Belgian
composer Roger Missiaen.

S.1. V. Kovalenko & Y. Bazlov
3rd hon. ment. Vserossiski Ty 1971
Correction R. Missiaen
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Roger has simply moved the wR from ¢5 to
d5. Now the cook 2.Bd5+ is gone and after
1.Rd2 Bc7 2.Ra2 everything functions
smoothly: 2...Bc4 3.Ra8+ Kf7 4.Ra7 Ke6
5.Rxc7 Kd6 6.Rc8 Ba6 7.Ra8 Bfl 8.Bd5S
Bg2+ 9.Kd4 Bxd5 10.Rd8+ wins.

This correction is exemplary. The position
and the play are intact and this excellent mini-
ature by the well-known Russian duo is saved.

In EG/89 Supplement p. 290 M.G. Garcia
cast doubt on the correctness of no. 18576 by
S. Hornecker and M. Minski. Mario has pro-
posed adding a black pawn on h7. The com-
posers accept this correction and include
Mario as co-composer.

In the line 2.Kb3 Black is no longer forced
to exchange queens after 5...Qg6+ 6.Qf6 as

S.2. Hornecker, M. Minski & M.G. Garcia
Ist Hon. mention Tolush-100 MT 2011,
correction
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a3b6 3023.45 7/8 Win

his queen is protected. He can therefore play
6...Kb7, and the draw seems to be secured.

1.f8Q b1S+ 2.Kxa4 (2.Kb3? Qg3+ 3.Kc4
Sd2+ 4.Kd5 Sc3+ 5.Ke6 Qg6+ 6.Qf6 Kb7)
2...e3+ 3.c4 Qxc4+ 4.Qbd+ Qxb4+ 5.Kxb4
e2 6.a8S+ Ka6 7.Sc7+ Kbé6 8.Sd5+ Kab6
9.Kc5 e1Q 10.Sb4+ Ka5 11.Bc7+ Ka4
12.Bc6+ Ka3 and because of 3.c4! square c2
is available: 13.S¢2+ Kb2 14.Sxel wins.

S.3. L. Gonzalez
2nd prize Kalashnikov 50 JT 2011

Correction
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EG/90 p. 340-342 included the Kalashni-
kov 50 JT 2011. The corrected 2nd prize by
L.Gonzalez turns out to be incorrect. This is
no. 18634 and in addition to the intended solu-
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tion 3.fxe6 Mario G. Garcia has found a sec-
ond solution: 3.Re4 Kb7 4.b6! Bf7 5.Rd4! d5
6.Rd3 exf5 (6...Sf4 7.Rc3 / Rg3) 7.Rg3! and
White wins.

The composer makes a new attempt (S.3).

After 1.Rel Sxg2 2.hS Bxh5 3.Rxe4 we
are in the solution. The composer gives de-
tailed analyses of different tries that we cannot
show here. He has informed Kalashnikov
about the correction, and he has accepted it.

Daniel Keith contributes once more with
some corrections of French endgame studies.
The first one is a work by the naturalized
Frenchman Vitaly Halberstadt who was born
in Odessa but moved to France at an early age.
Halberstadt was a strong player, but he is first
and foremost remembered for his many mas-
terpieces as a composer.

S.4. V. Halberstadt
Le soleil de Marseille 1925
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The composer’s solution runs 1.Se5 bxceS
2.Kg6 Bf4 3.Kf5 Bd6 4.Ke6 Bf8 5.Kf7 Bhé6
6.Kg6 (HHdbIV#10439). The cook 2...Bf8
3.Kf7 Kb6 was found by me and should have
been seen by Halberstadt himself. Black is
simply too close to the white pawns and will
capture them in a few moves.

This 1s Daniel’s correction (S.5):

Now the intended solution works. Daniel
also refers to the following sub line proposed
by Hiarchs 14 for MAC: 1.Sc5 bxc5 2.Kgb6
Bf8 3.Kf7 Kb6 4. Kxf8 Ka5 5.Ke7 Kb4 6.Kd6
Kc3 7.Kxc5 Kd2 8.d4 Kxe2 9.d5 Kf1 10.dxc6
draws, but not 10.d6? 2 11.d7 e1Q 12.d8Q

S.5. V. Halberstadt
Le soleil de Marseille 1925
Correction D. Keith
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t6c7 0031.44 6/6 Draw

Qf2+ 13.Kxc6 Qxg2+ 14.Kc7 Qf3!, and it is a
database win for Black.

Many composers have shown the theme of
perpetual pursuit. One of the best settings is
the following little gem by Alexey Selezniev.
Halberstadt may have known it.

S.6. A. Selezniev
Tidskrift for Schack 1920
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£7b3 0040.12 3/4 Draw

1.Kg6 Bf4 2.Bf7 Kb4 3.Bxc4 Kxc4 4.Kf5
Bdé6 5.Ke6 Bf8 6.Kf7 Bh6 7.Kg6 Bf4 8.Kf5.
(HHdbIV#07980).

We come to the next correction and acci-
dentally I also found this cook. This is the
original version (S.7):

1.Rb7 b2 2.Kh2 b1Q 3.BcS (threatening
mate on ¢7) Qxe4 4.Re7+ Kd5 5.Rxe4 Kxe4
6.Bxb4 axb4 7.h6, and White wins. Black
will lose his new Queen on bl after 10.Qh7+.
The cook is not difficult to spot. White can
play 6.h6 as 6...Bc3 is met by 7.e3 and 8.Bd4
(HHdbIV#13661).
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S.7. F. Lazard
Zadachy i Etyudy 1929
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And this is the correction:

S.8. F. Lazard
Zadachy i Etyudy 1929
Correction D. Keith
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hle6 0140.45 7/7 Win

1.Bf8 Bb4 2.Bc5 (Kh2? £3;) b1Q+ 3.Kh2
Qxe4 4.Re7+ Kd5 5.Rxe4 Kxe4 6.Bxb4 (h6?
Bc3;) axb4 7.h6 wins.

Each time I open Harold’s database I find
new cooks. I have no idea how many cooks |
have found in the past. Some of them are easy
to spot: a glance at the position is enough. I
hardly dare to think of the consequences if I
sit down and use some time on each position.

Here is a typical example:

1.g5 a2 2.g6 a1Q 3.g7 Qf6 4.Kh7 Qf5+
5.Kh6 Qf7 6.g8Q Qxg8 stalemate (HHdbIV
#00152). As White sooner or later must move
his king the alternatives 1.Kh7, 2.Kh7 and
3.Kh7 are as good as the moves of the solu-
tion. The position of the bK also allows 6.g8B
[HH: these are all duals rather than cooks].

S.9. C. Tattersall
Source unknown (but pre-1914)
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h8b3 0000.21 3/2 Draw

The same final dual also occurs in HHdbIV
#69526 by Michael Roxlau.

An endgame study by Noam Elkies shows
the same finale, but the introductory play is
dualistic.

S.10. N. Elkies
Variantim 1989
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The composer gives the following solution:
1.g6 hxg6 2.g4 bS 3.Kg5 b4 4.Kxg6 b3
5.Kxg7 b2 6.g5 b1Q 7.g6 Qb7+ 8.Kh6 Ke2
9.7 Qf7 10.g8Q Qxg8 stalemate (HHdbIV#
58071). The transposition 5.g5 b2 6.Kxg7
b1Q however leads to the same position as in
the solution.

There are several other studies featuring
this theme. Some are correct and some are in-
correct. This is my favourite:

1.Kf3 ¢3 2.g6 h2 3.Kg2 c2 4.g7 h1Q+
5.Kxh1 ¢c1Q 6.g8Q Kf2+ 7.Kh2 Qf4+ 8.Kh3
Qf3+ 9.Kh4 Qhl+ 10.Kg5 Qg2+ 11.Kh6
Qxg8 stalemate (HHdbIV#15617).

8-
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S.11. Z. Birnov
Shakhmaty v SSSR 1933
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HHdbIV contains numerous endings taken
from chess manuals. I am not convinced that
they are meant to be endgame studies. They
are rather meant to be theoretical or didactic
endgames. | am quite sure that the authors did
not claim that these positions could be won
only in a single way. Here are some examples
taken from one of Ramoén Rey Ardid’s books
(published in Saragossa 1944).

///,

S.12. Ramoén Rey Ardid
Finales de Ajedrez: Reyes y peones 1944
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1.Kd4 Kd7 2.Kc4 Kc8 3.Kb4 Kb8 4.Ka5
Kb7 5.d7 Kc7 6.Ka6 Kxd7 7.Kb7 (HHdbIV
#21522). There are many cooks. HH gives
1.Kf4 Kd7 2.Ke5 Kd8 3.d7 Kxd7 4.Kf6 [HH:
as clearly indicated in my database, this alter-
native was supplied by the author in his book].
As White always wins if he can capture bPc6
the alternative 1.d7 Kxd7 2.Kf5 is another

way to succeed. And in the author's solution
White can play 6.d8Q+ Kxd8 7.Kb6.

If we move the position one file to the left
we get HHdbIV#21526. Here Ardid gives
1.Ke4 Kc7 2.Kd5 Kc8 3.¢7, and White wins
after a few moves. 1.c7 Kxc7 2.Ke5 is a sim-
ple alternative.

Surprising is the following position and its
solution:

S.13. Ramoén Rey Ardid
Finales de Ajedrez: Reyes y peones 1944
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e5e7 0000.21 Black to move

1...Kf7 2.Kd6 Kf8 3.Ke6 Kg8 4.Kf6 Kh7
5.Kf7 Kh8 6.Kxg6 (HHdbIV#21531). You do
not need wPh6 to win this position with Black
to move. So you may as well play 2.h7 Kg7
3.h8Q+ Kxh8 4.Kf6.

There are several other positions by the
same author showing second solutions and du-
als. When we know that Ramén Rey Ardid
was a very strong player and Spanish champi-
on from 1929 to 1943 we understand that he
would have seen all these simple alternatives.
I suspect that these positions are meant as di-
dactic endings, and I am not sure that they
should be included in Harold’s database with-
out this comment [HH: most didactic endings
in my database are labelled with the {te} —
theoretic ending — tag. Sure, many of them
have alternative solutions (cooks!?). Perhaps,
in the cases presented above, the didactic abil-
ities of Rey Ardid should be questioned...].

.
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75 ANIVERSARIO DE ].A APERTURA ZAEAGOZANA (9-5- 1992}

+ El gran jugador y puhhcma -
JOSEJU N(0§A MOLINS (Zaragoza 20-3- 158? 10-6-1972), .

qu el creador de esta apertura derfominada «La Zaragozanas (1. P#AD), y cuyo origen acaecid en I’.‘irls
el dia 9 de mayo del afio 1917, en una partida entre luncn&a y el griego E. Antoniadis.  »
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Triple-Pin Stalemate

Prizewinners
explained

Pin mates and stalemate in an endgame
study have special aesthetic charm, a charm
kept to motifs that over the board players
would hardly ever see. It’s not an easy task to
compose an original study displaying a pin
stalemate with eventful introductory play. To
show double pinning in the final stalemate po-
sition already presents a real challenge. The
theme has been especially popular among
Polish composers, most notably Andrze;j
Lewandowsky who later even astonished us
more than once with a magnificent triple pin:

A.1. Andrzej Lewandowski
3rd prize The Problemist 1990-1991
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h3f1 4735.10 6/6 Draw

1.Rf4+ (1.Rxd4? allows Qhl+ 2.Kg4 Red+
3.Rxe4 Qxed4+ 4.Kg5 Rc5+ mating soon)
1...Kel 2.Qxd4 (Not 2.Sd3+? Ke2 3.Qxd4
Qhl+ 4.Kg4 Rg6+ 5.sg5 Be6+ 6.Rf5 Qf3+)
Now Black should play vigorously or else his
own king is in jeopardy. 2...Qh1+ 3.Kg4
Rg6+ 4.Sg5! First self pin (The king won't
find refuge following 4.Kf5?? Rxf7+ 5.Kxg6
Qh7+ 6.Kg5 Qg8+ etc.) 4...Be6+ 5.Rf5 and a
second one! 5...Rc4 A temporary pin. 6.Sd3+
Creates a battery. 6...Kd2 7.Sf4+! To unpin
her majesty 7...Rxd4 and eventually pin itself.
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What a picturesque vision!

Lewandowsky’s name hasn’t been seen
again since the late nineties with the exception
of a rare appearance in The Problemist two
years ago. His multiple pin stalemates
schemes seemed to be somehow exhausted
and, if [ am not terribly mistaken, had not
been seriously challenged thereafter for a dec-
ade or so until they were granted a late bloom-
ing a few years ago at the hands of the gifted
Slovak composer and columnist Michal Hlin-
ka with or without partners:

A.2. Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
2nd prize Olympiya Dunyasi 2009

z///a%

/7 /7 7 / /7
_ %.2./ B i

.
L

w Tan
7 /// 4/ /%

Z //7// %7 %7
_ AX

/////

. . ¥

g6bh8 1645.12 6/7 BTM, Draw
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Yochanan Afek — Triple-Pin Stalemate

1...Sf4+! 2.exf4 Bed4+! (Not 2...Bxh1??
3.Sef7 mate) 3.Kh5! (3.Qxe4? Ra6+!, or 3.f5?
Ra6+! remove the mate threat) 3...g6+! (Bxhl
4.Sef7+ Kh7 5.Sg5+ Kh8 6.Sgf7+ with per-
petual check) 4.Sxg6+ Kh7! (After 4...Kg7
5.Bf6+ Kh7 6.Qgl Rh2+ 7.Qxh2 d1Q+ 8.Sg4
Qhl 9.Qxh1 Bxh1 White is doing fine) 5.Qf1!
(The only way: 5.Qd1? Bf3+ 6.Sg4 Re5+!, or
5.Qgl1? Rg2 are both decisive) 5...d1Q!
(Bxg6+ 6.Kg5 Rel 7.Qxel! draws) 6.Qxd1
Bf3+ 7.Sg4 RaS+ 8.f5! getting rid from the
last pawn (8.Bg5? Rh2+ 9.Sh4 Bxdl1)
8...Rxf5+ 9.Bg5 Rh2+ 10.Sh4 Bxd1 stale-
mate!

7%7
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An aristocratic conclusion!

When we thought we had seen it all we
suddenly got a reminder from as far as Vladi-
vostok that the best is yet to come (A.3):

1.Re4 (1.Sc3? Qc4+ 2.Kc2 Rg3 3.Bel Qf4
is hopeless for White) 1...f2 (After Qf5 2.Sf4+
Kg4 3.Sd5+ Kh5 4.Be3 2 5.Rxf2 Qxf2
6.Bxf2 White is even better) 2.Sf4+ Kh2 (Kg3
3.Sce2+ Kh2 4.Ral Ra6 5.Rfl Qf3+ 6.Re3
Ra3+ 7.Kd4 draws) 3.Re2 Kg3 (Qf5+ 4.Kd4
Kg3 5.Rxf2 Kxf2 6.Be3+) 4.Rxf2 Kxf2

A.3. Yuri Bazlov
Ist prize Fritz 100 MT 2012

¥ F R
mom mw
%;%;%;%

_
/!%

\

/////

d3h3 3812.12 7/6 Draw

5.Be3+ Kel 6.Sb3! (6.Sxg6? Qc4 mate)
6...Qd1+ 7.Ke4 Rc4+ 8.Sd4 Threatening at
least a perpetual rook check 8...Rg4 (since
Rxd4+ 9.Bxd4 Qg4 10.Be3 Qf5+ 11.Kd4 Kdl
12.Rd2+ Kel 13.Sd3+ Kfl 14.Rf2+ Qxf2
15.Bxf2 again even favours White) 9.Re2+!
Kf1 10.Rf2+ Kel 11.Re2+! Qxe2 stalemate!

5y

.

H_EVE 5
E =% =

The symmetrical final position is a piece of
art and resembles an image of a quality Per-
sian carpet. It was a pleasure to lose to maes-
tro Yuri in this event!
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History

Study tourneys from the past -
La Stratégie (part 1)

In 2012 alone, no fewer than 20 formal
study tourneys have been announced. More
than one century ago, things were quite differ-
ent. Before 1900, there was only a handful of
study tourneys. French magazine La Stratégie
organized only five study tourneys from 1900
till 1936 but two ended up in the history
books: the second one (1912-14) was one of
the most fascinating study tourney ever with
some amazing developments that kept the
readers in suspense, and the 1936 thematic
pawn tourney marked by Nikolai Grigoriev's
great achievement (10 studies honoured). But
let us start with the 1900-1902 tourney.

John Roycroft has outlined the history of
the early study composing tourneys in Test
Tube Chess. The first composition tourney, for
various genres, goes back to 1854 and the very
first that included a study section dates from
1862. It is only in 1882 that a tourney solely
for studies was held, in Great Britain, as the
1854 and 1862 events. A table of these tour-
neys (TTC, p. 121) shows that from 1862 to
1901 (fifty years!), only nine were announced
or organized, among which two mixed tour-
neys that remained unfinished (Le Palamede
1865 and La Stratégie 1879) since no award
was made.

The first chess magazine that successfully
ran a study tourney, in 1884-1885, was the
British Chess Magazine (first published in
January 1881). La Stratégie appeared from
1867 to 1940: from the first year of publica-
tion, ‘études’ were regularly reproduced in the
magazine. Its founder, Jean-Louis (or Jean)
Preti (1798-1881), born in Mantua (Italy), was
a musician who had left his country for politi-
cal reasons (according to some sources, for in-

ALAIN PALLIER

stance Caputto) or after floodings, according
to others. He wrote several chess books,
among which the Recueil d’études progres-
sives sur les fins de parties au jeu des échecs
(Paris, 1856), devoted to pawn endgames or
La Stratégie raisonnée des fins de parties (2
volumes, 1871-1873), written with the priest
Philippe Ambroise Durand. He was succeeded
by his son, Numa (1841-1908) who also wrote
chess books: his Traité complet du jeu des
échecs (3rd edition of 4.B.C des échecs), pub-
lished in 1906, was considered as a reference
book at that time. Both had great interest in
the endgame and in chess composition. Henri
Delaire (1860-1941) was the third and last ed-
itor, who took over from Numa in 1908. The
magazine ceased publication in 1940, when
France was occupied by German troops.

The first study tourney by La Stratégie was
announced in 1900: it was the F section (for
‘¢tudes et fins de partie’) of a multi-genre
composing tourney. Its announcement was
linked with the ‘Exposition Universelle’, a
world fair held in Paris from April to Novem-
ber 1900. Composers had to submit their
works before 25th December 1900, ‘chez Nu-
ma Préti, 74 rue Saint-Sauveur, Paris’. For
each study a motto was required. The judge of
the study section was Dr. Tolosa y Carreras
(1826-1916), from Barcelona, who was the
author of a book about problem composition,
Traité analytique du probléeme d’échecs
(1892), published in Paris by Numa Preti.

The entries were published in La Stratégie
from March to September 1901. We read that
29 studies were received but only 23, consid-
ered as sound or not anticipated, were pub-
lished. When you examine the list of partici-
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Alain Pallier — Study tourneys from the past — La Stratégie (part 1)

pants, you see first the names of famous
problemists of the last quarter of XIX century.
After the death of Josef Kling (1876) and Ber-
nard Horrwitz (1885), there were no more
study ‘specialists’, with the exception of some
names like Amelung, Berger, the Behting
brothers and Karstedt. It means that most of
the composers who took part in these early
tourneys, in the 80’s and in the 90’s, were
problemists; as study composers, most of
them fell into oblivion since they were only
occasional study composers. This is quite nor-
mal since, in these years, the endgame study
as a specific genre was not well-defined. Re-
member that Troitzky began his chess career
in 1895 and that, in 1900-1901, he had already
more or less interrupted it. His innovative ide-
as about the endgame needed some years be-
fore emerging as the reference and he himself
didn’t fully define his ideas before 1910, in his
Niva article, reproduced in EG11.

Arthur Ford Mackenzie

Among these renowned problemists, we
find Arthur Ford Mackenzie (1861-1905), the
famous problem genius from Jamaica, who
became blind in 1896 and nevertheless went

on composing successfully (Zoilo Caputto has
counted more than 100 prize-winners, mainly
2 and 3-movers): two of his very rare studies
were awarded with a first prize: in the Croy-
don Guardian 1884-1885 tourney and in the
British Chess Magazine 1901 tourney (HHd-
bIV#02889 and #04010). These compositions,
unfortunately both incorrect, bear the trade-
mark of a problemist, with a difficult key-
move. Another great name was Konrad Erlin
(1856—1944, pseudonym for Konrad Erlin-
ger), from Austria: his first study was a mas-
terpiece since it was awarded with first prize
in the Rigaer Tageblatt 1895 tourney (HHd-
bIV#03402). Almost all his studies (fewer
than between 1895 and 1922) were composed
for tourneys. The same goes for Maximilian
Feigl (1871-1942), another figure of the Vien-
nese school of problemists: his (unsuccessful)
entry for the same Rigaer Tageblatt 1895 tour-
ney was described as a ‘forgotten chef d’ceu-
vre’ by André Chéron, in his column in the
Journal de Geneve (HHdbIV#03398 and
#03399). Ottmar Nemo (1861-1942, pseudo-
nym for Weiss), also from Vienna, is said to
have composed around 1,000 problems but his
studies can be counted on the fingers of one
hand. We also find two composers from Den-
mark: Otto Simon Meisling (1853-1927) and
Karl Lorenz Jesper Jespersen (1848-1914), a
clergyman. As far as we know, the latter com-
posed about 40 studies but his overall output
is much more impressive: 3,000 compositions.
Many of his problems were prizewinners. He
took part in most study tourneys of that era
(Croydon Guardian 1884-1885, British Chess
Magazine 1885, Rigaer Tageblatt 1895 and
1909, Leader of Melbourne 1903-1905) with
some good results since he won three prizes in
the first three tourneys he took part. He was
one of the very few problemists of that time
who also composed studies for publication in
magazines.

The other contenders who managed to
carve out a place in the awards were true ama-
teurs, such as John Burt (1833-1888), from the
Bristol Chess Club, winner of the 1885 British
Chess Magazine tourney, Edward Marks or,
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the most famous of all, Heinrich Cordes
(1852-1917) who remains famous today for a
single successful study! (HHdbIV#03404).

3
/%‘/”/ Stk

Therefore, it is no surprise that we find, in
the field of the 15 composers who sent entries
to the first La Stratégie study tourney, most of
these were problemists (Jespersen, Erlin,
Feigl, Nemo) as well as some other names:
O. Evetsky (sometimes spelled Jewetzky)
from Russia, or Emil Palkoska (1871-1955),
the famous Czech problemist. Two other par-
ticipants, the young Frédéric Lazard (1883-
1948) and Johann Sehwers (1868-1940) were
near beginners in chess composition. Max
Karstedt (1868-1945), who remains famous
today for some theoretical discoveries in the
endgame, was also among the contenders, as
was Dr. Harry Keidanz (1865-1938; born Her-
mann Keidanski in Poland and had settled in
New-York in the late 90°’s). Add some un-
known amateurs and occasional ‘composers’
(Dagnino, Dr. Goubeau, Dr. Herschen, Dr.

Kirschner and Delimbourg) and the field is
complete (or almost since we don’t have any
information about the names of the composers
of the six studies that were rejected, for vari-
ous reasons, before publication).

Jespersen entered two studies in the tour-
ney. For the judge, there was no doubt that he
deserved first prize for the entry reproduced
below (the other one was dualistic). His first
prize fulfils the requirements of ‘modern’
studies and is radically different from Jes-
persen’s style in his previous awarded studies
(i.e. brutal stalemate combinations in heavy
positions). But here the position is natural and
the foreplay elegant, and the solution has a
quiet key move.

P.1. Jespersen
Ist prize La Stratégie 1900-1902

/;/// _
PP
NP P

. %//
1/24 >
% . /,/
K & @
R E R

b6d2 0110.04 3/5 Win

1.Ke5! (1.Rxb2+? Kc3 2.Ra2 Kxc4)
1...Kcl 2.Bd3 b1Q 3.Bxb1 Kxb1 4.Rh2!! a3
5.Kxd4 a2 6.Kc3 alQ+ (6...alS 7.Rg2! was
given by the author but several Rook moves
win) 7.Kb3 Qa8 8.Rh1 mate.

The only problem is that, after move 4, we
recognize a position from a composition by J.
Behting, Rigaer Tageblatt 1893 (HHd-
bIV#03351) that should have been well-
known at that time (for instance, it had been
reproduced in La Stratégie in 1894). In the
1912-1914 tourney of La Stratégie, Marcel
Lamare, the director of the tourney, examined
all the entries and wrote a report about his an-
ticipation search. Considering the famous
Moravec study that got the 9th prize (HHd-
bIV#06091), he wrote that the studies after
Behting (Jespersen’s study included) were just
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‘imitations’. But Dr Tolosa y Carreras didn’t
mention the Behting study in his award. He
only conceded that that the study was based
on ‘a well-known theoretical principle’. The
Jespersen study adds a nice rook move, cross-
ing the board from a2 to h2 (in Behting, the
Rook already stands on h2 in initial position,
the key move being 1.c6!) but was it enough
to justify a first prize, even in 1902?

In the March 1902 issue of the German
magazine Deutsche Schachzeitung, doubts
about the originality of this study were raised:
it was noted that among the studies published
in the British Chess Magazine in 1900, there
was this one (eliminated from the BCM 1900-
01 tourney due to a second solution):

c5d2 0111.04 b2a2cl.ad4c2c6d4 4/5 Win.
Intended solution: 1.Bb1l Kxc1 2.Rxc2+ Kxbl
3.Rh2 etc. but 1.Kxd4! also wins (1...c5+
2.Kc4 a3 3.Rxc2+ Kxc2 4.Sd3). Jespersen,
who had sent several studies to the British
magazine, had managed to amend this one
with an improved introduction. There was no
Codex then and the editor of the composition
section of DSZ had the right to ask the ques-
tion.

The second prize was for a study composed
by Henri Delimbourg (as spelled in the award
and in the list of participants) from Brussels.
There was only one entry from this unknown
composer. Jan van Reek and Henk van Donk,
in their book ‘Endgame Study Composing in
the Netherlands and Flanders’ shortly men-
tion a “count Delimburg-Stirum from Brus-
sels”, without any biographical information. A
quick search reveals that the family De Lim-
burg-Stirum is one of the most ancient fami-
lies of European nobility and probably the
oldest in Belgium, since its origin goes back to
866 AD, even if the actual name De Limburg-
Stirum appeared only in the 13th century. In
October 1900, Henri, count De Limburg-
Stirum (1864-1953) is presented in the first is-
sue of the ‘Revue d’Echecs’, the magazine of
the Cercle Royal des Echecs de Bruxelles as
one the best players of the circle, in a list of
twenty players. In the same issue a game the
count won against Asch is annotated.

It was probably a coincidence that the pres-
ident of the same Belgian chess circle from
1891 to 1907 was another count, Schaff-
gotsch, of higher nobility, who also composed
a handful of studies (all published in La Revue
d’Echecs in 1901 and 1902). And since things
always seem to go in threes, in neighbouring
France, there was another count Jean de Ville-
neuve-Esclapon who learned the moves in
1900 and began composing in 1906!

De Limburg-Stirum’s entry was inspired by
a correspondence game, played in 1899-1900
between the ‘Cercle Philidor’ (Paris) and the
‘Cercle des Echecs’ (Brussels), from January
1899 to December 1900, known as the ‘Paris-
Brussels game’. It can be found in the maga-
zine issue n°5 of La Revue d’Echecs (Febru-
ary 1901). The comment by Tolosas y Carre-
ras shows that he was a little bit embarrassed
by the origin of De Limburg-Stirum study:
“the objection that the study was inspired by a
drawing game is not enough, to our opinion,
for diminishing its value, because having a
drawn position in front of you, thinking about
transforming it in a winning position, and
then, giving birth to a nice 8-move combina-
tion, is almost as meritorious as creating a full
work”.

Unfortunately, the study was cooked by Jarl
Ulrichsen ten years ago:

P.2. H. de Limburg-Stirum
2nd prize La Stratégie 1900-1902
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g6e7 0040.53 7/5 Win

Intended solution :

1.g4! (1.Bc4? Bf6 2.g4 hxg3 3.Bd5 g2
4.Bxg2 Kxe6 5.Bc6 Ke7 6.h4 K8 7.h5 BdS)
1...hxg3 2.h4 Bf6 3.h5 g2 4.Bxg2 Kxeb6
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5.Bh3+ Ke7 6.h6 gxh6 7.d8Q+ Kxd8 8.Kxf6
wins.

But both 5.Bc6! and 5.Bd5! also work.

Frédéric Lazard won the third prize with a
miniature — he was almost a beginner as his
first study had been published only in June
1900.

P.3. F. Lazard
3rd prize La Stratégie 1900-1902
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e4hl 1000.13 3/4 Win

1.Kf3! f1Q (1...Kgl 2.Qg8+ Kfl 3.Qg2+
etc.) 2.Kg3 + Kg1 3.Qa7+ Kh1l 4.Qb7+ Kgl
5.Qb6+ Kh1l 6.Qc6+ Kgl1 7.Qc5+ Khl
8.Qd5+ Kg1 9.Qd4+ Khl 10.Qh4+ Kgl
11.Qh2 mate.

A nice key move but the rest of the solution
is prosaic. One might prefer Lazard’s second
entry in a similar style, which was awarded an
honourable mention:

P.4. F. Lazard
2nd hon. mention La Stratégie 1900-1902
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f6h8 3110.04 3/6 Win

/////

N

1.Be6+ Kh7 2.Bg8+ Kh8 3.Bb3+ (3.Ba2+?
Kh7 4.Bg8+ is waste of time since 4.Bxb1?
g1Q 5.Rxb7+ Kh8 is a draw) 3...Kh7

4.Rxb7+ Kh8 5.Rb8+ Kh7 6.Bg8+ Kh8
7.Rxb1 wins.

IGM Savielly Tartakower called this study
the ‘automatic razor’ !

The Frenchman Dr. Goubeau obtained the
first honourable mention. He had sent no less
than 17 compositions in various sections: the
other 16 didn’t make to the awards! Max Feigl
won the 3rd Hon. Mention. And, finally, two
commendations were given (Sehwers and Kir-
schner).

The overall impression is that the level of
this tourney was rather low. This is true: the
studies that were retained in the award of the
1895 Rigaer Tageblatt clearly were of better
quality. But the French tourney, and, more or
less at the same time, the BCM 1901 tourney,
were the last in which problemists and ama-
teurs could be at the top of the award. It is on-
ly after these tourneys that ‘true’ study com-
posers emerged: first of all, Henri Rinck, who
began intensive composing in November 1901
and got his first prize in the Australian tourney
of the Leader of Melbourne (1903-1905), then
the Platov brothers who began composing in
1903 and were awarded for the first time in
the Rigaer Tageblatt ty in 1905 (third prize),
and, of course, the pioneer Alexei Troitzky
who resumed composing in 1905-6 and took
part in his first tourney (Bohemia 1906-1907).

(to be continued)
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News in Endgame
Databases (part 5 - end)

News

In part 5 we will discuss the 7-man end-
games KRPKPPP, KBPKPPP and KSPKPPP.

KRPKPPP
(only Queen promotions)

Let us start with records: for the KRP-
KPPP endgame the longest win is 30 moves
and there are 7 similar record positions. We
give one example:

BK.1. M. Bourzutschky & Y. Konoval
the record position

¥ 7 //%
%/A/ @

%

%/ /
% / / /

alb4 0100.13 3/4 White wins in 30 moves

(BK.1) 1.Rb8+!! Kc4 2.Rc8+!! Kb4 3.Rcl!
Kb3 4 Kbl! Ka3 5.Rel Kb3 6.Rgl Ka3 7.Rcl
Kb3 8.Kal! d6 9.Kbl! Ka3 10.Rel Kb3
11.Rgl Ka3 12.Rc1 Kb3 13.Kal! d5 14.Kb1!
Ka3 15.Rel Kb3 16.Rgl Ka3 17.Rcl Kb3
18.Kal! d4 19.Kb1!! Ka3 20.Rel Kb3 21.Rgl
Ka3 22.Rcl Kb3 23.Kal! Ka4 (Ka3; Rbl)
24.Kb2! Kb4 25.Ka2! Ka4 26.Rb1! Ka5
27.Kb3 Kb5 28 .Rcl! Kb6 29.Kc4! Ka5
30.Kxd4 wins.

For the reverse constellation KPPP-KRP
the longest win is 36 moves and there is a
unique record position:

(1) Translated from Russian and edited by Emil Vlasak.

MARC BOURZUTSCHKY AND YAKOV KoNovaL (D

BK.2. M. Bourzutschky & Y. Konoval
the record position

T E W
BAE B B

. n /;@/ [
. %2
cle2 0300.31 4/3 White wins in 36 moves

(BK.2) 1.a6!! Kd3 2.a7!! Kc3 3.Kd1!! Kd3
4 Kel! Ke3 5.Kf1! Rf4+ 6.Kg2! Rg4+ 7.Kh3!
Rg8 8.Kh4!! Kf4 9. Kh5!! Kf5 10.Kh6! Rh8+
11.Kg7 Ra8 12.b6!! Ke6 13.Kg6! Rg8+
14.Kh5! Kf5 15.Kh6! Rh8+ 16.Kg7 Ra8
17.b4! Ke6 18.b5 Kf5 19.Kf7! Ke5 20.Kg6!
Rg8+ 21.Kh6! Rh8+ 22.Kg7! Ra8 23.Kf7! 5
24 Kgb6!! Rg8+ 25.Kh5! Rh8+ 26.Kg5! Rg8+
27.Kh4! Kf4 28.Kh5! Rh8+ 29.Kg6 Rg8+
30.Kf7 Ra8 31.Ke6! Re8+ 32.Kd7 Rg8 33.b7
Rg7+ 34.Ke8 Rg8+ 35.Kf7! Ra8 36.bxa8Q
wins.

N

The next three interesting examples are
from O.T.B. games.

(BK.3) 52.h6? Correct was 52.Kg5!! Ra8
53.Kf6!!. 52...Ra8! Or Ra6 53.Kh5 Ra5+
54.Kg4 Ra8. 53.Kf5 53.Kg5 Rh8!! 54 Kf6
Rh7!!. 53...Ra6! (Rh8 also wins) 54.Kg5
Rg6+ 55.Kh5 Rgl 0-1.

(BK.4) 55...b3 56.Rf1 Kb6 57.Kd7 a4
58.Rb1? After 58.Rf8!! White could have
held the draw, for example Kb5 59.Rb8+ Kc4
60.Ra8!! or Kb7 59.Rf2 (Rf5) 59...Kb6 (a3?;
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BK.3. Turn — Keres

BK.4. Karpov — Anand

BK.5. Hoffmann — Wintzer

Tallinn, 1940 Cap d’Agde 2003 Bundesliga Germany 2006
nr 7.0 BT |7 7 7 B
BB Y ‘B %////
B E e B e e s B
o e EA N E | K BB
By =B iy » //&%
o AR | EE O E ] EAE
2. 0 VT ] 5y
B B B Nl B BN Bl EEN
g4c2 0300.31 4/3 White to e7a7 0100.13 Black to move, g6d6 0100.13 Black to move,

move, draw draw White wins

Rf3!) 60.Rf8!! 58...c6 59.Ke6 Kb5 60.Kd6
Kb4 61.Kxc6 a3 62.d5 a2 63.Ral b2
64.Rxa2 b1Q 65.Ra6 Qc2+ 66.Kb7 Qh7+
67.Kc6 Qc2+ 68.Kb7 Qed4 69.Rd6 Kc5
70.Rd7 Qe8 71.Kc7 Qa8 72.Rd8 Qa6
73.Rd7 Qb6+ 74.Kc8 Kd4 75.Rd8 Qc5+
76.Kb7 Qb5+ 77.Kc7 Kc5 78.Rd7 Qa6
79.Rd8 Qa7+ 80.Kc8 Qe7 81.Rd7 QeS8+
82.Kc7 Qe5+ 83.Kb7 Qf4 84.Kc8 Qg4
85.Kc7 Qf5 86.Kd8 Qe5 87.Kc8 Kb6
88.Rb7+ Ka6 89.Rd7 Ka5 90.Ra7+ Kb5
91.Rb7+ Ka6 92.Rd7 Qf4 93.Kd8 Kbé6
94.Ke7 Qf5 95.Rd6+ Kb7 96.Kd8 Qe5
97.Rd7+ Kb8 98.d6 Qe6 0-1.

(BK.5) The position is very complicated;
50...KeS 51.g5? The only way to win was
51.Kg5!! Ke4 52.Re8+!! Kf3 53.Kf5! c4
54.Rd8!! Ke2 55.g5! ¢3 56.g6! c¢2 57.Rc8!.
51...c4 52.Re8+ Or 52.Rd8 Ke4 53.Kf6 c3

BK.6. E. Asaba

BK.7. A. Ibragimov

54.g6 c2 55.g7 c1Q 56.g8Q Qf4+. 52...Kd4?
After this mistake the position is lost again.
The correct way was 52...Kf4!!, and 53.Rd8
Ke4!! or 53.Rc8 Ke5 54.Rxc4 d2!!. 53.Kf5 ¢3
54.Re4+? Karsten Miiller: 54.g6 probably still
wins, e.g. c¢2 55.g7 c1Q 56.Red4+ Kc3 57.g8Q
Qf1+ 58.Ke5 Qal 59.Qc4+ Kd2+ 60.Rd4
Qel+ 61.Kd5 Qhl+ 62.Kc5 wins. YKMB yes,
White wins here. 54...Kc5 55.g6 d2 56.g7
d1Q 57.¢g8Q Qd7+ 58.Kf4 Qd2+ 59.Ke5
Qdé6+ 60.Kf5 Qd7+ 61.Kf4 Qd2+ 62.Kf3
Qd3+ 63.Re3 Qf1+ 64.Ke4 Qc4+ 65.Qxc4+
Kxc4 66.Re2 a5 67.Rh2 a4 68.Ke3 a3
69.Rh8 a2 70.Ra8 Kb3 71.Kd3 Kb2
72.Rb8+ Kal (Kcl) 73.Ra8 Kb2 draw.

Now we show five cooked endgame stud-
ies. In the first three the motif — and also the
refutation — 1s very similar.

BK.8. H. Forsberg

4th commendation 4th prize Shakhmatnaya hon. mention

Shakhmaty v SSSR 1974 kompozitsia 1995 Springaren 1988

EEER [FEER [

JEEE A S R A EE
mom o e e e K [ s
oA m | @ m mam | W Eam
ol m oW e maE o e
B Sen m | EAS @ | W Eam
Bl e B . | KA e
BB A EE S N EEN

d3d1 0300.31 4/3 draw?

g3el 0300.51 6/3 draw?
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(BK.6) 1.c5 Re4 2.¢6 Rc4 3.e4! Rxe4 4.¢7
Rc4 5.e4! Rxc7 6.exd5 draw.

But 2...Re6! 3.c7 Rc6 wins.

(BK.7) 1.e5! Bad is 1.Kf4? for 1...Rh2!, but
not the author’s Rh4+? 2.Ke3 Rh3+ 3.Kf4
Rxd3 4.e5 Rd4+ 5.Ke3 fxe5 6.f6 Rf4 7.b4
Rxf6 8.d4 Rf4! 9.dxe5 Rxb4 because of
3.Kd4! Kxd2 4.Kd5 Ke3 (Kxd3; e5) 5.Ke6
Rh6 6.b4 Kf4 7.b5 Kg5 8.d4 Rh4 9.e5 Rh6
10.d5 fxe5+ 11.Kxe5. Or 1.d4? Kxd2 2.e5
Ke3 3.Kg4 Ke4 4.exf6 Rxf6. 1...fxeS 2.Kf3!
Rh4! 3.Ke3 Rf4! 4.b4! 4.f6? Rxf6 5.d4 (Ke4
Rd6!;) exd4+ 6. Kxd4 Kxd2 7.b4 Kc2 8.Kc5
Kb3 9.b5 Ka4 10.b6 Ka5 11.b7 Rbb6. 4...Rxb4
Insufficient 1s Rxf5 5.d4 exd4+ 6. Kxd4 Kxd2
7.Kc4 Rf4+ 8.Kc5 Ke3 9.b5 Rf5+ 10.Kc6.
5.f6 Rf4 6.d4! Rxd4 7.f7 Rf4 8.d4! Rxf7
9.dxe5 draw.

But 5...Rb6! wins.

(BK.8) 1.Rg8+ Bad is 1.fxe6? e1 Q+ 2.Kxf4
Qf1+! 1...Kf1 2.Rg1+! Not 2.fxe6? Rf2!
2...Kxgl 3.Kxe2+ Sd4+! Kg2 4.fxe6 Rf6
5.Be3. 4.Ke3 e5! 5.Bxd4! Bad are both 5.Bc7?
Sxf5+ 6.Ke2 Rf2+ 7.Kd1 Sd4 8.Kcl Re2 or
5.fxe6? Sxe6 6.d4 Rh4 7.d5 (7.Bc5 Kg2 8.Kd3
Kf3 9.Kc4 Ke4 10.d3+ Kf5 11.Kd5 Sf4+
12.Kc6 Ke6) S8 8.d4 Kg2 9.Kd3 Sd7 10.Bc5
Kf3 11.Kc4 Ke4 12.d6 Rh5. 5...Rxd4 6.f6 Rf4
7.d4! Rxd4 8.f7 Rf4 9.d4! draw.

Cook 6...Kg2 7.f7 Rf4 8.d4 Rf3+.

BK.9. A. Maksakov
Sovyetskaya Moldavia 1975
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f8a5 0400.32 6/5 5/4 Whlte wins?

(BK.9) 1.Re5+ Rxe5 2.bxa7 Rf5+ 3.Ke7
Re5+ 4.Kd7 Rd5+ 5.Kc¢7 Re5+ 6.Kb7 Rb5+
7.Kc6 Rb6+ 8.Kc5 Rxa6 9.b4 mate.

But the simple 8...axb3! draws.

BK.10. Z. Maricic
MSSZ-2000 AT, 2000
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e6g5 0100.13 3/4 White wins?

(BK.10) 1.b7! 1.Rh1? e2 2.b7 2 3.b8Q
elQ+ 4.Qe5+ Qxe5+ 5.Kxe5 Kg4 6.Ke4 Kg3
7.Ke3 Kg2. 1...e2 Kxh6 2.b8Q 12 3.Qf4+, or
2 2.b8Q f1Q 3.Rh8! Qc4+ (e2; Qg3 mate)
4.Ke5 and White is able to escape from per-
petual check, for example Qc3+ 5.Ke4 Qc4+
6.Kxe3 Qc3+ 7.Ke4 Qcd+ 8.Ke5 Qc5+ 9.Keb
Qc4+ 10.Kd6 Qd4+ 11.Kc6 Qed+ 12.Kb6
Qb4+ 13.Kab or Qf4+ 5.Kd5 Qxb8 6.Rxb8
Kf4 7.Kd4 e2 8.Rb1 Kf3 9.Kd3 Kf2 10.Kd2
a4 11.Rel. 2.Rh5+! Kg4! Kgb6 3.Re5 2 4.b8Q
elQ 5.Qg8+ Kho6 6.Qg5+ Kh7 7.Qh4+, or
Kxh5 (Kf4; b8Q+) 3.b8Q elQ+ 4.Kf5! see
main line. 3.b8Q! 3.Re5? 2 4.b8Q e¢l1Q
5.Qg8+ Kh3 6.Qh7+ Kg3 7.Qg6+ Kh3 8.Qf5+
Kg3 9.Qd3+ Kg2 10.Qc2 Kg3. 3...e1Q+
4.Kf6! (Re5? 12;) 4...Kxh5 + 5.Kf5! Qd2
(Kh6; Qh8 mate, or Kh4 6.Qh2 mate) 6.Qh8+
Qh6 7.Qg8! 2 8.Qg4 mate.

Surprisingly, Black can hold in the compli-
cated line 4...Qc3+ 5.Re5 12 6.Qb5 Kg3
7.Qe2 a4 8.Kg6 Qc6+ 9.Kg5 a3 (Kg2; Kh4!)
10.Re3+ Kg2 11.Qg4+ Kf1 12.Kh4 Qhl+
13.Rh3, and now: Qd5 14.Rxa3 Qd8+
15.Kh3 Qh8+ 16.Kg3 Qe5.

KBPKPPP
(only Queen promotions)

In the KBP-KPPP endgame the record win
has 64 moves. There are 6 record positions
differing only slightly — we will show one of
them:
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BK.11. M. Bourzutschky & Y. Konoval
the record position
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ala8 0010.13 3/4 White wins in 64 moves

(BK.11) 1.Kb2!! h4 2.Kc3!! Kb7 3.Kd4!!
Kc6 4.Ke5!! Kc5 5.Bd1!! Ke4 6.Ke4!! Kc3
7.Ke3!! Kc4 8.Bf3! zz Kc5 9.Ke4!! Kc4
10.Be2+! Kc3 11.Ke3!! Kc2 12.Bf3 Kc3
13.Bd5! Kc2 14.Be4+! Kc3 15.Bd3! Kb3
16.Kd4! Kb2 17.Be4 Kcl 18.Ke3!! Kdl
19.Bd3! Kcl1 20.Ke2! Kb2 21.Kd2! Kb3
22.Be2! Kb4 23.Kd3! Kc5 24.Ke4!! Kb4
25.Kd4! Kb3 26.Kd3! Kb4 27.Bg4! Kb3
28.Bd1+! Kb4 29.Kd4! Kb5 30.Be2+! Kb4
31.Bc4! Ka5 32.Kc5! Ka4 33.Be6! Ka3
34.Kc4! Kb2 35.Kd3! Kcl 36.Bg4 Kb2
37.Bd1! Kbl 38.Kd2! Kal 39.Kc2 Ka2
40.Bf3 Ka3 41.Kc3! Ka2 42.Be4! Ka3
43 .Bd3! Ka4 44.Be2! Ka5 45.Kc4! Kb6
46.Bf3 Ka5 47.Bg4! Ka4 48.Bd1+! Ka3
49.Kc3! Ka2 50.Bc2! Ka3 51.Bb3! g4
52.Bc4! h3 53.g3!! h5 54.Bfl Ka4 55.Kd4
Kb3 56.Ba6 Kb4 57.Bd3! Ka5 58.Ke3! Kb6

BK.13. Charousek — Caro

BK.14. Denker — Owens

59.Kf4! Kc5 60.Kg5! Kd5 61.Ba6! Kcb6
62.Bf1! h2 63.Bg2+!! Kb5 64.Kxh5 wins.

Note that Black would need only one extra
move here to reach the 50-move-rule draw.

The longest KPPP-KBP endgame has 39
moves (4 similar positions):
BK.12. M. Bourzutschky & Y. Konoval
the record position
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a5h7 0030.31 4/3 White wins in 39 moves

(BK.12) 1.Kb4!! Kh6 2.a4!! Bh7 3.Kc4!!
Bf5 4.a5!! Kg5 5.a6!! Be8 6.a7!! Bb7 7.Kd3!
Kf4 8.Ke2 Ba6+ 9.Kf2! Bb7 10.g3+! Ke4
11.h3 Ba8 12.h4! Bb7 13.g4! Kf4 14.g5!! Kf5
15.Ke3! Ba8 16.Kd4! Bb7 17.Kc5! Ba8
18.Kd6! Kg6 19.Ke5! Bb7 20.Kf4! Ba8
21.Kg4! Bb7 22.h5+! Kg7 23.h6+ Kgb6
24 . Kf4! Ba8 25.Ke5! Bb7 26.Ke6! c5
27.Ke5!! Ba8 28 . Kf4!! Bb7 29.Ke3! Ba8
30.Kd3 Bd5 31.Kc¢3 Kh7 32.Kb2! Kh8
33.Ka3! Bc6 34.Kb3! Bd5+ 35.Ka4! Bc6+
36.Ka5! ¢4 37.Kb4!! Bd5 38.Kc5! Bhl
39 Kxc4! wins.

BK.15. Motylev — Morozevich

Berlin 1897 Manhattan CC- New York 1955 Spain 2007
/i/ @ //////% /K%////%
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d4g8 0030.31 4/3 White wins  g4e6 0010.13 3/4 White wins a7g4 0010.13 3/4 Black to
move, draw
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Now we show three examples from O.T.B.
games.

(BK.13) 53.Ke5 Kf7 54.Kd6 Ke8 55.a4?
This inaccurate move could have spoiled the
win. All other normal moves win, for example
55.Kc6, 55.a3, 55.b5. 55...Kf7? Correct was
55...Bb7!! with a mutual zugzwang. For ex-
ample 56.b5 a6! 57.b6 a5. 56.b5 Ke8 57.a5
Bb7 58.26 Bc8 59.b6 axb6 60.a7 wins.

(BK.14) 54.Kf4 Kd5 a3 55.Ke4 a2 56.Be5.
55.Ke3? The only way to win was 55.Bb2!!.
55...a3!! 56.Bb4 a2 57.Bc3 and Black re-
signed.

But after 57... Kd6 (Ke6) the position
would have been a draw!

(BK.15) 56...h4 57.a6 h3 and White re-
signed, probably because of the line 58.Kb8&
g2 59.Bxg2 hxg2 60.a7 g1Q 61.a8Q Qh2+
62.Kc8 Qh8+ wins.

But White could have drawn after
58.Bxh3+!! Kxh3 59.Kb8! g2 60.a7! g1Q
61.a8Q! Qh2+ 62.Kc8! There is no way for
Black to exchange queens.

Now we show four cooked endgame stud-
ies.
BK.16. P. Larsen
Tidskrift for Schack 1897,
version P. Michelet, 2005
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b4c6 0010.13 3/4 Draw?

(BK.16) 1.d5+ 1.Bb1? Kd5 2.Bf5 h2 3.Bc8
Kc6. 1...Kd6 2.Bb1 KxdS 3.Bf5 h2 4.Bc8
Kc6 5.Bg4! h1Q 6.Bf3+ Qxf3 stalemate.

Nice, but after 2...Ke5! 3.d6 h2 4.d7 h1Q
5.d8Q Qxb1+ Black wins the ending.

BK.17. F. Bondarenko and A. P. Kuznetsov
Szachy 1969
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c¢7h1 0010.13 3/4 White wins?

(BK.17) 1.Bb5! Kg2 2.Bc6 Kf3 3.d4! b5
h5 4.d5 h4 5.d6 h3 6.d7 h2 7.d8Q h1Q
8.Bxed+ Kxe4 9.Qa8+. 4.Bxb5 h5 5.d5! h4
6.Bf1 Kf2 7.d6 wins.

But 2...Kg3! 3.Bxe4 Kf4 is a draw.

BK.18. A. Kakovin and A. Motor
Szachy 1973
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cl1c3 0033.31 3/4 Draw?

(BK.18) 1.g6 1.gxf6? Kd4 2.f7 BcS.
1...Sf5! Sg4 2.hxg4 Be3+ 3.Kd1l Bho6 4.g5!
2.exf5 Be3+ 3.Kd1 Bh6 4.Ke2 Kd4 5.Kf3
Ke5 6.Kg4 Bg7 7.h4 Bf8 8.Kh5 Kxf5 9.g7
Bxg7 stalemate.

But 8...Bg7! wins, for example 9.Kg4 Ke4
10.Kh5 Ke3 11.Kg4 K2 12.Kh5 Kg2 13.Kg4
Bf8 14.h5 Bh6 15.Kh4 Kf3 16.Kh3 Kf4 or
14.Kh5 Kh3 15.g7 Bxg7 16.Kg6 Kxh4
17.Kxg7 Kg5.

(BK.19) 1.Kh2! Bg4! 2.e6! Bxe6 3.g4!
Bxg4 4.Kg3! BfS! 5.Kh4! Kb7 6.Kg5! Bd7
7.f5! Kxb6 8.f6 Be6 9.Kf4 a4 10.Ke5! Ac-
cording to Réti! 10...Bf7 11.Kd4 draw.
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BK.19. V. Prigunov
spec.hm Shakhmaty v SSSR 1991
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g1a8 0030.51 6/3 Draw?

But 6...B¢8! wins here, the main point is
7.f5 Kc6!

KSPKPPP
(only Queen promotions)

For the KSP-KPPP endgame the longest
win is 55 moves (there are 3 very similar
record positions). We show one of them.

BK.20. M. Bourzutschky & Y. Konoval
the record position
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alad4 0001.13 3/4 White wins in 55 moves

(BK.20) 1.Sf3!! Ka3 2.Kb1!! Kb3 3.Kcl1!!
Kc4 4.Kc2!! Ke5 5.Kd3 Kd5 6.Ke3!! d6
7.Kd3!! Ke6 8.Ke4!! Kf6 9.Sh2!! Kg5 10.Sf1!
Kg6 11.Se3 Kf6 12.Sd5+ Ke6 13.Kd4! Kf7
14 Ke3 Keb6 15.Ke4! Kf7 16.Kf4! Ke6 17.Se3
Kf6 18.Sg4+ Kgb6 19.5f2! Kf6 20.Ke4! Kgb
21.Sh3! Kf6 22.Sf4! e6 23.Sh5+!! Kf7
24.Sg3! Kf6 25.Kd3! Kf7 26.Kd4! Ke7
27.Ke3! Kf6 28.Ke4! Kg5 29.Se2! Kgb6
30.Sc3 Kf6 31. Kf4!! Ke7 32.Sb5 Kd7 33.Sa3!
Kc7 34.Sc2 Kc6 35.Ke4!! Kd7 36.Se3! Ke8
37.Kf4! Kd7 38.Sg2! Kc6 39.Ke4d! Kd7

40.Ke3! e5 41.Ke4!! Kc6 42.Sh4 Kc5 43.S15
g6 44.Sg7!! Kc6 45.Se6!! Kb5 46.Sd8 Kc4
47.S£7! Ke5 48.Kd3! Kd5 49.Sh8! g5 50.S£7!!
g4 51.Shé6!! g3 52.Sf5!! e4+ 53.Ke2! g2
54.Se3+!! Kd4 55.Sxg2! wins.

And for KPPP-KSP the longest win con-
tains 40 moves, there are 5 similar positions.

BK.21. Bourzutschky & Konoval
the record position
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blg7 0003.31 4/3 White wins in 40 moves

(BK.21) 1.a4!! Kg6 2.a5!! Kf5 3.Kc2!!
Kg4 4.Kd3!! Kf3 5.Kd4!! Sa7 6.a6!! Sc8
7.Ke5! Sa7 8.Kd5! Kg4 9.Ke4! Sc6 10.Ke3!!
Kh3 11.Kf4 e6 12.Kf3! Se5+ 13.Ke4 Scb6
14.Kf4! Sa7 15.Kf3! Sc8 16.g4! Kh4 17.h3!!
Sa7 18.Kf4 Sc6 19.Ke4 Kg5 20.Kf3! Sa7
21.Kg3! Sc6 22.h4+! Kh6 23.Kf3! Kg6
24.h5+ Kg5 25.Ke4 Kh6 26.Kf4! Kh7 27.g5!
Kg7 28.h6+ Kh7 29.Ke4 Kgb6 30.Ke3! Kh7
31.Kd2! Sa7 32.Kd3 Sc6 33.Kc4! Sa7
34.Kc5! Kgb6 35.Kd6 Sb5+ 36.Ke5! Sc7
37.a7!! Kf7 38.h7! Kg7 39.g6!! Sb5 40.a8Q
wins.

BK.22. Hecht — Hurme
Nice Olympiad 1974
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d2h3 0001.13 3/4 Black to move, White wins
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Now four examples from O.T.B. games.

(BK.22) The basic comments are from
Hecht in Chess Informant. The position is
very complicated, but according to the EGTB
Black loses in 16 moves. 57...Kg4! {57 58.Se3
f4 59.d5, Kg3 (g5; Sxf6+) 58.Ke3 5 59.5f4
h4 60.d5 g5 61.Se2+ Kg2 62.d6 f4+ 63.Sxf4+
gxfd+ 64.Kxf4 h3 65.d7 h2 66.d8Q h1Q
67.Qd2+ Kh3 68.Qe3+ wins. 58.Ke3?
YKMB: both 58.Se3+ and 58.Kd3 win in 16
moves. 58...h4? YKMB: the only move to
draw was 58...f5!! Hecht gives 59.Sf6+
(59.Sf4 g5 60.Sd3 h4 61.d5 Kg3, or 59.Se7
Kg5!) Kg3! 60.d5 h4 61.d6 h3 62.d7 h2
63.Sh5+ gxh5 64.d8Q f4+! 65.Ke2 f3+!
66.Ke3 h1Q draws. 59.Sxf6+ YKMB: in this
6-man endgame White wins in 25 moves.
59...Kf5 60.Se4 g5 61.Sc3 g4 62.Se2 Kg5!
The best defence. 62...g3? leads to a
zugzwang: 63.K1f3 Kg5 64.5f4 Kf5 65.Sh3.
63.Sf4 h3? Time pressure and according to
Hecht the decisive mistake. Hecht gives the
line Kf5! 64.Se2 Kg5! 65.d5 Kf5! 66.Kd4 h3!
67.d6 h2 68.d7 h1Q! (Ke6? 69.d8Q h1Q
70.Sf4+ wins) 69.Sg3+ Ke6. But 65.Ke4!!
wins in 19 moves: 65...g3 66.Kf3 Kf5 67.Sc3
Kg5 68.Sd1 Kf5 69.Se3+ Kf6 (Kg5 70.d5 Kf6
71.Kf4 mutual zugzwang) 70.Sg2 Kg5 71.Sf4
Kf5 72.Sh3 Kf6 73.Ke4 Ke6 74.d5+ Kd6
75.Kd4. 64.Se2 Kh4 65.Kf4 h2 66.Sg3 1-0.

BK.23. Knaak — Kiril Georgiev
Nordhausen 1987

7

A o

/////

o @
B A
"
mam

‘"
B e e e

doh6 0001.13 3/4 Black to move, draw

(BK.23) A small comedy of errors for fun
50...Kg5 51.Ke5 Kg4 52.Ke4 h4 53.Ke3 h3
54.Kf2 a5 55.SdS b5 56.Sc3 a4? Of course

there were many ways to draw. 57.bxa4?
bxa4 58.Sxa4 draw.

White had an easy win after 57.Sxa4!

BK.24. Tseshkovsky — Ivanovic
Niksic 1997
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d3h5 0001.13 3/4 Black to move, draw

(BK.24) 67...Kg4?? This loses in 14
moves, correct was 67...g4!!. 68.Ke2? The
correct plan was 68.Sg8!! Kh5 69.Ke4! Kgb6
70.Se7+! Kf6 71.Sd5+! Ke6 72.b4! Kd6
73.Sc3 Kc6 74.Se2! h5 75.Sd4+! Kb6
76.Kd5! h4 77.S£3! h3 78.Sh2! 68...h5 69.Kf2
Kf4 70.Sd5+ Ke4 71.Sc¢3+ draw because of
71...Kd3 72.Sxb5 Kc2.

BK.25. Bruk — Tsesarsky
Ramat Aviv 2000
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c4f4 0003.31 4/3 Draw

(BK.25) The original comments are form
Tsesarsky. 53.d6 Sa5+? 53.. Kg4!!=. 54.Kb5
Sb7 55.d7? 55.Kc6!! Sd8+ 56.Kd7! and
White wins. 55...Kg4 A study-like position.
56.Kb6 56.Kxa4 Sc5+ 57.Kb5 Sxd7 58.a4
Sb8 59.a5 Kh3 60.Kb6 Kxh2 61.Kb7 Sd7
62.Kc6 Sb8+. 56...Sd8 57.Kc7 Se6+ 58.Kd6
Sd8 59.Kc7 Se6+ draw.
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And finally we show four cooked endgame
studies.

BK.26. J. Jespersen
British Chess Magazine 1885
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a4c3 0002.13 4/4 White wins?
(B.26) 1.Sd4 Kxd4 2.Sc¢5 Kxc5 3.¢7 ¢1Q
4.¢8Q+ wins.

But there is a simple draw 2...Ke5!! 3.¢7
c1Q 4.Sd3+ Kde.

BK.27. E. Somov-Nasimovich
Shakhmaty 1927
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h&f5 6004.23 5/6 Whlte wms?

(B.27) 1.Qh3+ Ke5 2.Sc6+ Kd5 3.Qg2+
Qed! 4.Qg8+! (Qa2+? Sb3!;) 4...Qe6 5.Se7+!
Ke5 6.Sg6+ Kf5! 7.Sh4+ Ke5 8.Sf3+ Kd5!
9.Qa8+ Kc4 10.Qa2+ Sb3 11.Qxb3+ Kxb3
12.Sd4+ Kxb4 13.Sxe6 c¢5 14.Kg7 d5
15.Kxf6 d4 16.Sf4 c4 17.Ke5 d3 18.Sd5+
Kb3 19.Kd4 wins.

But 14...c4! draws: 15.h4 ¢3 16.Sf4 c2
17.h5 £5 18.h6 Kc4 19.Se2 4 20.h7 £3 21.h8Q
fxe2.

(B.28) 1.Kf2 1.gxf7+? Kxf7 2.Kf2 Sd6
3.Kxg2 Ke7 4.Kh3 Sf5. 1...Sd6 2.g7 Sed4+

BK.28. Y. Afek
2nd special prize Dvoretsky 60 JT 2007
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3.Kxg2 Sf6 4.Kh3! 4.a4? Kd8 5.Kg3 Kc7
6.Kh4 Kxc6 7.Kg5 Sg8 8.Kxh5 Kb6 9.Kg5
Ka5 10.Kf5 Kxa4 11.Ke5 Kb3! (Kb4?; Kd4!),
and 12.Kd6 Kc4 13.Kd7 Kd5 14.Ke8 Ke6, or
12.Kd5 Kc3 13.Kc5 Kd3 14.Kd5 Ke3 15.Ke5
Kf3 16.Kf5 Kg3 17.Kg5 Kh2! 18.Kh4 {6!
19.Kg4 Se7. 4.Kg3? gives Black an extra fork
tempo 4...Sg8! 5.a4 Se7! 6.a5 Sf5+ 7.Kf4
Sxg7 8.a6 Se6+. 4...Sg8! Kd8 5.Kh4 Kc7
6.Kg5 Sg8 7.Kxh5 Kxc6 8.Kg5 Kb5 9.Kf5
Ka4 10.Ke5 Kxa3 11.Kd6 Kb4 12.Kd7 {5
13.Ke6 f4 14.Kf7 Sh6+ 15.Kg6 Sg8 16.Kf7 or
Ke7 5.Kh4 Kd6 6. Kg5 Sg8 7.Kxh5 Kxc6
8.Kg5. 5.a4! 5.Kh4? f6! 6.Kxh5 Se7! 7.a4
Kf7! 8.Kh6 Ke6! 5...Kd8 6.Kh4 f6! Kc7
7.Kxh5 Kxc6 8.Kg5 Kc5 9.Kf5 Kb4 10.Ke5
Kxa4 11.Kd6 Kb5 12.Kd7 f5 13.Ke6 f4
14.Kf7 Sh6+ 15.Kg6 Sg8 16.Kf7. 7.Kxh5
Se7! 8.Kg4 Kc7 9.Kf3! But not 9.Kf4? Kxc6
10.Ke4 Kc5 11.Kd3 Kb4 12.Kd4 Sf5+.
9...Kxc6 10.Ke2! The point, 10.Kf2? Kb6!
11.Ke2 Ka5 12.Kd3 Kb4 10...Kc5 Kd5
11.Kd3 Ke6 12.Kc4 Kf7 13.a5 Kxg7 14.a6
Sc8 15.Kc5. 11.Kd2! Kb4 12.Kd3 Kxa4
13.Kc4 KaS 14.Kc5 Ka6 15.Kdé6 draw.

The whole analysis is very tiring and hard
to understand, but even the experienced author
didn’t see all the nuances — 8...Ke8! wins:
9.a5 Kf7 10.a6 Sd5 [HH: this cook was first
reported by Iuri Akobia in EG185].

(B.29) 1.c5! 1.b7? £3 2.Sc6 Bg3. 1...Bxc5
aS (axb6; c6) 2.8d7 13 3.c6. 2.b7 {3 3.Sa6 2
4.Sxc5+ KaS! Ka3 5.b8Q f1Q 6.Qb3 mate.
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BK.29. V. Novikov
Shakhmaly v SSSR 1981
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5.Sb3+ Ka6! (Ka4; Sd2) 6.Kc6! f1Q 7.b8S
mate.

The main line is nice, but besides the dual
3.Sd7 (known from Shakhmaty v SSSR
viii1981) there is also a side-solution: 6.b8Q
wins: 6...f1Q 7.Qd6+ Kb5 8.Sd4+! Ka4
9.Qc6+! Ka5 10.Qc2 Ka6 11.Kc6 Qhl+
12.Kc5 Qel 13.Qc4+ Kb7 14.Qd5+ Kc7
(Kc8; Qxf5+) 15.Sb5+ Kc8 16.Qc6+ Kd8
17.Qc7+ Ke8 18.Sd6+.

This interesting series is now finished. We
wish both authors many new interesting re-
sults in their difficult research. Maybe we will
soon see some first non-trivial 8-man posi-
tions?

Obituary
T Oscar Bonivento (27xi1914 - 1x2012)

Oscar Bonivento was born in San Lorenzo
di Daila, Umago, Istria, Italy and passed away
in Bologna aged 97. He was an Italian prob-
lemist and also composed studies. He was a
very prolific writer, especially in recent years:
Antologia Problemisti Italiani (1964), Ettore
Volta Problemista (1964), Nuova Antologia
Problemisti Italiani (1992), Raccolta com-
pleta dei 933 problemi di Ottavio Stocchi
(1995), L'opera compositiva di Alberto Mari
(1999), Opera Omnia - Oscar Bonivento
(2001), La genialita compositiva di Giorgio
Guidelli (2004), Realismo e romanticismo
nell'arte compositiva di Antonio Bottacchi
(2005), Una meteora splendente Guido Crist-
offanini (2006) with 1. Fasiori, Compositori

scacchisti italiani 2“ meta Ottocento fino al
1900 (2007) (with 1. Fasiori), Compositori
scacchisti emiliani 2“ meta Novecento ad oggi
(2008) with 1. Fasiori, Compositori italiani in
attivita fine Novecento — 2000 (2009) with 1.
Fasiori, Raccolta antologica composizioni di
autori scacchistici italiani non viventi 1921-
2006 (2010) with I. Fasiori.

Prof. Oscar Bonivento edited the endgame

study column of L'Italia Scacchistica between
1965 and 1972.

In recognition of his chess activities he re-
ceived the “Gioacchino Greco Prize" in 1988
and the “Paolo Bertellini Prize" in 2009.

Marco Campioli
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The Data-mining
of Studies Database HHdbIV

BY GUuY HAWORTH, HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN
& EIKO BLEICHER

In his recent Spotlight columns, Jarl Ulrich-
sen (2012a/b) made and later revisited a note
that, to his surprise, it was still possible to find
sub-7-man (s7m) positions in the studies of
HHdbIV which signal cooks and/or duals. Par-
ticularly for those readers of EG who are sim-
ilarly and in fact unnecessarily surprised, we
explain here what exactly was done with the
s7m-positions in creating HHdbIV.

The first author decided to examine the s7m
positions in the mainlines of the studies in
HHdbIII. The two goals, in priority order,
were to examine the correctness and unique-
ness of White’s move, that is, to identify:

— those mainline positions with values in-
compatible with the stipulation of the study,
and

— those mainline positions where there were
alternative moves which pre-served value.

The set of win studies with s7m positions in
the mainline was identified using CQL (Cost-
eff, 2003) and the lines were converted into
lists of positions using the utility PGN2FEN
(Foden, 2010). These positions were re-
grouped in line with the studies they came
from and the now-redundant positions with at
least 7 men were discarded. The same process
also created a set of mainline positions from
draw studies.

Both sets of positions were evaluated using
Nalimov’s DTM Endgame tables by Eiko
Bleicher (2012), both with the side-to-move
and, because the frequency of zugzwangs was
also of interest (Haworth et al, 2011b), with
the opposite side-to-move. The information
was sent to Harold van der Heijden who, it
transpired, was in the final stages of publish-
ing HHdbIV. He asked for the ‘HHdbIV stud-
ies’ that were not in HHdbIII to be evaluated

as well. It was then clear that 3,068 studies
contained between them some 18,741 s7m
mainline positions whose value was incom-
patible with the stipulation of the study. In
some cases, it was the stipulation that was
wrong (i.e. data entry error).

Details of the data-mining exercises have
been published (Bleicher et al, 2010; Haworth
et al, 2011a). In a few months, Harold trans-
formed almost all the ‘wrong position value’
information into ‘@-indicators’ in HHdbIV
with comments on a selection of moves as to
what would have been the right move for
White. The first author would therefore like to
suggest that the attributions to cook-authors
‘GH/EB’, over 5,100 of them, should be
changed in HHdbV to ‘GH/EB/HH’. Harold
also led in the publication of two articles in
EG (Van der Heijden et al, 2010a/b) which fo-
cused on the chess aspects of some chosen
cooked studies.

To emphasise the status of the work prior to
the publication of HHdbIV, the first author did
not examine the values of s7m positions in
studies’ sidelines. This was because no auto-
matic method was known for determining
whether a position was meant to be won or
drawn. Further, there was no time before the
publication of HHdbIV to process the data
about alternative value-preserving moves as
this requires a mix of difficult, automatable
but not yet automated, technical assessment
(Haworth and Rusz, 2012) as well as artistic,
chessic judgement.

It is worth putting the incidence of equi-
optimal and suboptimal moves into context by
distinguishing four types of mainline position.
In 150,649 of 234,634 s7m positions, the val-
ue-preserving move is absolutely unique. In
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59,409 positions, the DTM-optimal move is
unique but there are DTM-suboptimal moves,
and one of the latter was played in 8,167 posi-
tions. In 13,186 positions, there are only alter-
native equi-optimal moves. In 11,390 posi-
tions there are both equi-optimal moves and
DTM-suboptimal moves, and one of the latter
was played in 1,665 cases.

There were 320,579 DTM-suboptimal
moves available, and 9,832 cases of one being
chosen, indicating a dual of some sort if not a
chessic or data entry error. These include
missed mates in 1 (25), in 2 (67), in 3 (90), in
4 (129) and in 5 (172), many not remarked on
to date. One might conjecture that the shal-
lower the DTM-depth and the greater the
DTM-concession, the greater is the error like-
ly to be. Many DTM-suboptimal moves will
in future be proved to be merely time-wasting

moves, allowing repetition of position or no
better progress to the next mainline position.

There are 24,576 positions involving
44,227 equi-optimal moves where the down-
stream-convergence (or lack of it) of those
equi-optimal moves should be examined.

When the technical assessment aspect has
been automated in a relatively small produc-
tion process (Haworth and Rusz, 2012), there
will be an increased opportunity for the end-
game community to make both technical com-
ments and artistic judgements, particularly
about the seriousness of duals.

The endgame scenario is likely to take one
step forward soon as a set of, as yet unveri-
fied, DTM EGTs for 7-man chess has been

created (Haworth, 2012; MVL, 2012). Lists of
7-man positions are to hand.

04 05118 Hatheway
05 05414 Amelung
06 05701 Troitzky
07 00870 Cozio

08 17800 Dedrle

09 69962 Bonsenko
10 03341 Meyer

11 19331 Dedtle

12 21450 unknown

HHdbIV DTM- conc/ DTM-opt.
# = Author GBR Year FEN DTM conc. DTM move
01 21861  Ehatchaturov  +0041.00c6c8d 1845 Zkd/&2EN4/b3BH&B/8Bw --64 1 22 22.00 4. Bf6#
02 23282  Bron H)052.12d3c1  1M8  &8/8/8b3B32EIN4/& 3kd w --4 10 22 22.00 10. Bf3#
03 70034 Borsenko +4010.01c2b4 2003 4B32Q5/E 1kSq/dp 3/2K58 w - - 26 14 15 15.00 14. Qe 3#

+0041.00(6f8 1908 5k2/5B2/b IN2K 2/8/8/8/8/8 w - -6 4
+H0133.00b3al 1909 &8B3nd/82KS & TR/K? w--34
+0002.02d4f3 1910 &8/ 7p/6pl 7/ 6MN1/EK /8w --169
+1300.01a5b8 1766 KN p2QA/ Ir6/KT&B/8I8w --64
+1300.01h3h1 1937 &8/B/EE5Q1K M r2p/tkl w--22
+0014.00b6b8 2003  1k&/&/&TNEKZB2 &/8m 8w -- 30 16
+0002.02f6hé 1857 &7/ SK2dp 3dp 2N/4N3/8/8 w -- 127
+1060.00f5c2 1939  &bUARENQH 1b6/2k1IK3 8w --64
+0116.00g3c5 1984  §4n34R1In /2S5 BBBIK2Ew --43 3
13 20833  Salc & Kopac +0134.00d4eé 1942 &ML INGm2KAH R 2058w --64 5

1

1

2 24 12.00 4 Ne5
2 20 10.00 4 Kb3
3 20 6.67 9. NEg"
4 18 4.50 4, Qe+
5 32 640 2. Que2"
6 31 517 16. Kbg"
7 28 4.00 7. NE5"
8 43 5.38 4. Qdz"
0 108 3.60 3. Kf1"
0 87 174 4. Ral"

Most of the duals spotted (see Table) are
boring from an artistic point of view, but there
are some exceptions:

(D.1) Intended: 1.Qc3+ Kb5 2.Bd7+ Kb6
3.Qc6+ Ka7 4.Qc5+ Kb7 5.Bc6+ Kc7
6.Bb5+ Kb8 7.Qd6+ Kb7 8.Bc6+ Kb6
9.Bd5+ Kb5 10.Qc6+ Ka5 11.Qc7+ Kb5
12.Bc6+ Kc5 13.Be8+ Kb4 14.Qd6+ Kc4
15.Qc6+ Kd4 16.Qad4+, overlooking 14.Qc3
mate!

Not all sub- (and equi-) optimal moves
spoil an endgame study. The following illus-
trative example (D.2) has been used before,
but it does no harm to examine it again:

D.1. I. Borisenko
3rd prize Narodnaya Tribuna 2003

F E_ BT
B Eow m
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c2b4 4010.01 3/3 Win
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D.2. H. Aloni
2nd commendation Szachy 1960
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h5g3 0001.13 3/4 Win

(D.2) We concentrate on the main line: 1.a7
g1Q 2.Se2+ Kf2 3.Sxg1 h2 4.Sh3+ Kg3 5.Sf2
Kxf2 6.a8Q Kgl 7.Qal+ Kg2 8.Qb2+ Kgl
9.Kxh4 h1Q+ 10.Kg3 wins.

This is the position after move 6:

@///%

///%
. %

The EGTB indicates three winning moves:
7.Qal+ (solution) with a DTM of 14 moves,
7.Qa7+ DTM: 14 and 7.Qg8+ DTM: 13
moves. Many people now jump to conclu-
sions: 7.Qg8+ must be a cook as the EGTB in-
dicates a shorter DTM.

Let’s examine the optimal moves: 7.Qg8+
Kf2 8.Qd5 Kgl1 9.Qg5+ Kf1 10.Qxh4, and
now we are in a very interesting critical posi-
tion: (see diagram next column)

Now the EGTB indicates that 10...Ke2!? is
the optimal move for Black with a DTM of 9
moves. Of course, an o.t.b. player would never
consider this move since 11.Qxh2 is an imme-
diate win. The more natural move is 10...Kg2
(DTM 8) 11.Qe4+ Kgl1 12.Qel+ Kg2 13.Kg4
h1Q 14.Qe2+ Kg1 15.Kg3 This final position

7y
g,

e w ces

(at move 15) is almost identical to the main
line (at move 10!) and has the same idea. So
8.Qg8+ is merely a time wasting dual. That
seems to be strange, because Black did not
play DTM-optimally in this line. The explana-
tion is that, in the solution, Black plays the
natural 8...Kgl (DTM 8), while 8...Kg3 (DTM
12) 1s optimal. But this also is a weak move to
an o.t.b. player who would quickly find 9.Qb7
followed by 10.Qhl leaving Black without
any chance.

In conclusion, one should keep in mind that
a DTM-optimal defence may be a very stupid
move for a player or endgame study compos-
er. Every claim based on an EGTB needs to be
thoroughly examined, even if the EGTB indi-
cates that the alternative has a shorter DTM.
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Tata Steel Chess and Studies Day

The fourth international Tata Steel Chess
and Studies Day will be held on Saturday,
January 26th, 2013 in De Moriaan in Wijk aan
Zee (Netherlands) as part of the 75th edition
of Tata Steel chess tournament and in collabo-
ration with ARVES.

Chief Arbiter: Luc Palmans.

Time-table:

10:00 — 10.30: Registration

10.45: Official opening

11.00 — 14.00: International Open Solving
Competition of studies with a prize fund of
750 Euros and book prizes. Special prizes will
be awarded to the best newcomers and youth
solvers.

14.00 — 17.00: Watching live the penulti-
mate round of the world’s most famous chess
tournaments with GM commentary.

17.30: Prize giving and presentation of the
solutions.

Entry fee: 15 €; juniors (under 20) 10 €;
GMs and IMs — free.

Winners of 2009 edition: 1. IM Twan Burg
2. GM John Nunn 3. GM Eddy van Beers

Winners of 2011 edition: 1. GM John Nunn
2. GM Eddy van Beers 3. WGM Alina L’ami

Winners of 2012 edition: 1. FM David
Klein 2. IM Joost Michielsen 3. GM John
Nunn

For further details and registration (in ad-
vance as the number of participants is limit-
ed!) Please write to the organizer Yochanan
Afek (afek26@gmail.com) before January
20th 2013. Join an enjoyable chess and chess
composition weekend with the special atmos-
phere of the great Wijk aan Zee festival and
help us to create a successful event again!
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George Teodoru 80

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

On September 8, 2012, the well-known
Romanian composer Dr. George Teodoru cel-
ebrated his 80™ birthday. At a party organized
by the Romanian Chess Federation, many fa-
mous Romanian chess friends attended. Teo-
doru received a diploma for his contribution to
the development of chess composition in Ro-
mania and the “title of excellence”.

Teodoru’s chess composition career started
in the 1950’s. At the age of 18 one of his stud-
ies won first prize in Suomen Shakki [HH
knows of no younger first prize winner but
hasn’t checked this — can anyone verify this?].
Teodoru was a pupil of Faragd and knew Ko-
rolkov and Petrovi personally. After obtaining
the title Romanian master for endgame stud-
ies, he became President of the Central Chess
Composition Committee of Romania and
board member of the Romanian Chess Federa-
tion. Together with A.F.I. Ianovcic and
O.Costachel he founded Buletin Problemistic
which appeared for 35 years. Teodoru was al-
so a strong o.t.b. player and regularly compet-
ed in the Romanian championship.

He moved to Germany in 1971 and is now
living in Kd6In, for professional reasons (he
holds the doctor title and is an international
expert in concrete construction of bridges) he
ceased all chess activities, but resumed chess
composition in 2007 in an endgame study
tourney commemorating his old friend
Korolkov (see below). Six years ago he found-
ed the composition magazine Euxinus Pontus
together with S. Lamba.

We congratulate George Teodoru with this
milestone and thank him for supplying photo
material for publication in EG.

H.1. G. Teodoru
5th Korolkov MT 2008
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e5e3 0004.34 5/6 Win

1.f6 Sc4+ 2.KdS5 Sd6 (d3 3.7 d2 4.£8Q
d1Q+ 5.Kxc4 draws) 3.Se5 d3 4.Sxd3 Kxd3
5.bS Sf7 6.b6 cxb6 stalemate (EG#17041).
H.2. G Teodoru
8th prize The Problemist 2010-2011
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a8h4 0313.37 5/10 Win

1.f3 Se8 2.Bd4 Rb2 (only move to prevent
immediate mate) 3.Bxb2 d2 4.Bd4 d1S 5.Ka7
a4 6.Kb8 (6.Kb6? a3 7.Bc5 Sd6 8.Bxd6 Se3
9.Bc5 Sd5+ 10.Kxb7 Sxf4) 6...b6 7.Ka7 a3
8.Kxb6 a2 9.Kc6 alQ (for esthetic reasons
9...alS should be preferred, as White must
capture any promoted piece!) 10.Bxal Sf2
11.Kd7 Sd3 12.Kxe8 Sxf4 13.Bxf6 mate.
This reminds HH of the famous “tractor”
study (HHdbIV#58905).

\
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Constantin lonescu and lon Dobrondueanu honour IM Mircea Pavlov shows a photo album that Teodoru
Dr. George Teodoru with his diploma. gave him in 1963 (!) as a souvenir of a simultaneous
display Paviov gave in INCERC (National Research

Institute for Constructions).

Standing (left to right): GM Constantin lonescu, GM Mihai uba, Marian Stere, Dr. I. Facdaoaru, Neculai Chivu,
IM Bebe Botez, Prof. Cr. Palamar, lon Dobrondueanu (president of Rumanian Chess Federation). Sitting:
Dr. George Teodoru, Valeriu Petrovici (President of the Chess Composition Committee), and Prof. Niculae Badia.
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Russian Studies, ed. Ya. VLADIMIROV & Oleg
PERVAKOV. 2012.
282 pages. In Russian. No ISBN. 778 + 53
= 831 diagrams. Illustrated. Edition: 300.
Part VI in the anthology series ‘Russian
Chess Composition in the XIX and XX
Centuries’.

The test of a new anthology is its up-to-
date-ness. The volume includes no study with
a publication date later than 2000, and we are
now in 2012. This is consistent with the series
plan, but the restriction could have been cir-
cumvented by the provision of a supplement.

With a groan we observed yet again on the
front cover the 1908 Platovs study (g3e3
0011.23) that was Lenin’s favourite. This im-
mediately set us on the qui vive for a political
slant in these days of resurgent indirect cen-
sorship. Zalkind’s ‘repression’ is noted,
though not as ‘illegal’, but Herbstman’s emi-
gration to Sweden to escape anti-semitism is
not. One has to admit that the USSR vs. Rest-
of-the-World composing match is well han-
dled, with good reasons given for the over-
whelming Soviet victory on both boards,
while analytical research is evident in the cit-
ed doubt thrown by Fritz on both first places
in that match. On the other side, Alexandrov
(who found safety in Germany in WW 1I) is
omitted. I wondered how Baltic and Cauca-
sian composers would be treated. Well, the
former (eg Mattison) are omitted entirely (RR:
Mattison is in the Latin name index) and the
latter included inconsistently (Nadareishvili
with just one — in the introduction, Gurgenidze
with five, Kasparyan with four, Sumbatyan
with seven, and Kalandadze, Neidze and Gog-
berashvili not at all). Ukraine is effectively
side-lined, Gorgiev’s one example being in the
introduction. My personal touchstone for gen-
uine Russian ‘research + glasnost’ is the pres-
ence of any photo, or evidence for the demise
in 1942, of Somov-Nasimovich: result — zilch.
Lastly, though of no direct relevance, is the
edition size of 300, identical with that of each

Russian composition magazine, ie and — we
suspect the same subsidising source.

The content and format are (almost) pre-
dictable. 30 pages of history introduce the
study. Thereafter it is Russia only. Nine stud-
ies represent the 19th century, ten the pre-Rev-
olution decade, 69 take the story up to 1941,
and 49 to 1960. A heading The new genera-
tion (1961-1970) sets the scene for the artifi-
cial decade-by-decade sequence, the final dia-
gram being no. 410. The remaining 367 are
studies by 13 leading composers over the
whole period, from Troitzky to Pervakov.

Much purely factual historical material is
listed, presumably the compilation work of
Vladimirov. While this is time-saving to have,
from the objective standpoint of suspected po-
litical slant it would have been reassuring to
have been told what serious topics were not
covered in all those articles in 64 and Sha-
khmaty v SSSR. (AJR)

Mastering Complex Endgames, by Daniel
NARODITSKY. New in Chess, 2012.
304 pages. In English. ISBN 978-90-5691-
405-9.

The author is a 17-year-old American play-
er with a grandmaster norm. Complex end-
ings, he writes, are ‘positions in which neither
side can depend entirely on endgame theory
and common themes in order to find ideas’. A
brilliant beginning. And he maintains this
standard of originality, pithiness and relevance
throughout. Just as remarkable — in the eyes of
any EG devotee — is the fact that the name in-
dex — your reviewer always consults the index
of a new book, and commends this practice —
reveals not a single study composer.

The introductory chapter is followed by
five others, headed: Rook Endgames; Rook +
Minor Piece(s) vs Rook + Minor Piece(s);
Queen Endgames; Queen + Minor Piece(s) vs
Queen + Minor Piece(s); Conclusion. So,
where are minor piece endgames covered?
They are covered after exchange of heavier
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pieces. The only omissions are pawns only,
and pawnless, types, presumably because end-
game theory can be said to apply.

Like any youngster of the 21st century, the
author knows his computers, without force-
feeding his reader with Deep Fritz or Deep
Rybka output. The sheer quantity of illuminat-
ing text, when contrasted with the minor role
taken by supporting analysis, sets an example
to his seniors. Opening the book at random in-
variably confirms this. It couldn’t be more
reader-friendly.

No Botvinnik, no Bronstein, no Keres rep-
resentation. The plentiful Naroditsky exam-
ples include a loss or two. Many a player’s
name is new to me, and, [ guess, to most read-
ers: Reprintsev, Riediger, Rudyak — and those
are just from the R’s. Only Capablanca’s win
from Tartakower by wK journey up the king-
side is ‘old hat’, but even here the commen-
tary adds value. Anything else? Well, plenty,
so we choose: in the concluding chapter
Naroditsky may repeat a position, the second
time with developed observations pressing an
earlier point home. Yes, there are exercises,
ranging from the trivial to the advanced, and
usually with a helping — or admonitory — hand.

Studies, then? This is curious. GM Yasser
Seirawan’s preface relates his early learning
experience: ‘Jeffrey Parsons ... would sit me
down ... and show me a large number of end-
game studies, [Seirawan’s italics] some of
which he had composed himself ...". Jeffrey
who?! And many a diagram is captioned
‘Naroditsky — Study position’, when what is
meant is a position for study. If we are reading
this young genius’ book to learn more about,
and to deepen our understanding of, what the
author defines as his ‘complex endings’,
which have so much in common with ‘our’
studies, should we complain?

With all the exciting plusses, which we
have been unable to do more than hint at, we
should not point a finger: either, at superflu-
ous adverbs (New in Chess contributors, who
should know better, are worse offenders!); or,
even less, at two diagrams on p. 138 that are
printed topsy-turvy. (AJR)

The definitive book — Encyclopedia of Chess
Problems — Themes and Themes, by Milan
VELIMIROVIC & Kari VALTONEN. Chess In-
formant, 2012.

520 pages. In English. ISBN 978-86-7297-
064-7.

During the WFCC meeting in Jési (2011) I
suggested to the endgame study committee
that a handbook with endgame study themes
would be very welcome. Everybody agreed,
but most were sceptical. Since then nothing
had happened... until recently when the Ser-
bian chess publisher Chess Informant, best
known from their game anthologies, published
an encyclopaedia on chess composition
themes. The overly ambitious title (“definitive
book”) probably does not come from the au-
thors (GM Milan Velimirovic and GM solver
Kari Valtonen), both international judges...
The endgame study composers sometimes en-
vy the problem composers for their more sys-
tematic approach to themes, and therefore it is
no surprise that the vast majority of the thou-
sands of themes (often with examples) in the
book are problem themes. But, despite this, it
is also a must-have for endgame study com-
posers. Sometimes endgame study composers
borrow themes from problem composition,
mention that with their submission (“this is a
first example of the XYZ theme in an end-
game study”) and leave me often without any
clue about which manoeuvre/move that is
about. When I do know or can find the theme
definition, by the way, often such claims
prove to be wrong. Every theme in the book is
accompanied with a definition and often an il-
lustrative example is given. For instance the
Dentist theme (selfmates): “A pinned white
piece x is unpinned when a black piece y plays
on the pin-line. Piece x leaves the line and
forces piece y (usually by means of a check)
to leave the line as well, thus giving check or
mate to the wK”. The theme (unfortunately,
not the dentist) was new to me. There are also
quite a few typical endgame study themes in
the book, e.g. Skewer (Van Vliet HHdbIV
#03014 as a most appropriate example), Réti,
Saavedra, Fortress, Zugzwang.
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In my opinion the Réti manoeuvre (called
“Réti’s square”) is poorly defined: “By threat-
ening to support the advance of his own pawn,
King manages to gain the necessary tempi and
catches the advanced black pawn moving
down along the diagonal firstly away from the
pawn’s line, and then towards the pawn’s
line”. This is merely a (sort of) description of
the famous Réti study (HHdbIV#08064), but
another famous example of the Réti manoeu-
vre by the same author (HHdbIV#12592)
would not qualify according to this definition.
I’'m glad I did not have to define these themes
(as a mental exercise I ask the reader to define
a chair, and then look it up in a dictionary), but
as we all know, the Réti manoeuvre has some-
thing to do with a king winning one or more
tempi by playing a move with a double threat.
There are also endgame study themes I have
never heard of, e.g. the Fusion theme (“White
and Black simultaneously conduct different
manoeuvres and at some point the two ma-
noeuvres overlay with each other — their fu-
sion occurs”). I leave it up to the composing
readers to check their output for this theme oc-
curring. I spotted one mistake in the book. The
Dedrle manoeuvre is given as an endgame
study theme (also new to me as a theme) with
this example: F. Dedrle, Deutsches Wochen-
schach 1921, ¢2f6 0000.11 .b2a4 2/2 Win:
1.Kbl! a3 2.b3! Ke5 3.Ka2 Kd5 4.Kxa3 Kc5
5.Ka4 Kb6 6.Kb4 wins. Although indeed
many sources give this as a study from Dedrle,
it originates from F. Cassidy (version of a
1884 study, already appeared in Tattersall in
1910), while Dedrle probably published a sim-

ilar study (c1f8 0000.11 .b2a5) in 1921
(source unknown). My conclusion: very use-
ful reference book, but there is still need for a
dedicated endgame study theme book. Who
will volunteer? (HH)

Het Paard, by Hans BOHM & Yochanan AFEK.
Tirion Sport, 2012.
144 pages. In Dutch. ISBN 978-90-4391-
539-7.

This is the third book (Het Paard — The
Knight) after De Pion (The Pawn) and De
Toren (The Rook) by Mr. Dutch Chess O.T.B.
IM Hans Bohm and multiple-IM Yochanan
Afek (needing no further introduction). In ad-
dition to an introduction, the book has
60 chapters each with 4 diagrams on the left
hand page and solutions and explanations on
the right hand page. As a service to the reader,
a black card is supplied with the book, which
can be used to hide the solutions from enthusi-
astic solvers. The diagrammed positions and
solutions are a nice blend of 0.T.B. game frag-
ments, endgame studies and problems in
which one or more knights play a prominent
role. The authors make a good team —
Yochanan Afek probably supplied most of the
examples, while Hans Bohm has written the
often entertaining — chapter 60 is entitled
“Lachende paarden” (laughing knights/hors-
es) — and always crisp text. HH was consulted
to check soundness (several studies and com-
binations in game fragments had to be re-
placed/corrected) and source accuracy. An en-
joyable book, probably also for those who
“forgot” to learn Dutch. (HH)
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Oleg Pervakov
Ist prize Harold van der Heijden 50 JT
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White has to make a choice between two
possible checking moves by the white rook on
e4. Wrong is /.Re5+? Kxe5 2.Bxh6 alQ
3.Bg7+ Ke4 4.Bxal Rcl 5.Rf4+ Ke3
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and White 1s unable to save all of his three
threatened pieces. So 1.Rd4+! Kxd4 2.Bb2+

Ke3
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and White again has to decide between two
possible checking moves by the white rook.

Wrong is 3.Re2+? Kd3 4.Kxc5 Rh5+ 5.Kb4
alQ 6.Bxal Rb5+ 7.Kxb5
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Can you believe your eyes? The black king
1s stalemate in the middle of the board. So, the
solution is the other checking move: 3.Rf3+!
Ke4 4.Kxc5 al1Q 5.Bxal Rc6+. Now after the
greedy 6.Kxc6? the black king is again stale-
mated in the middle of the board in a similar
but still different position:

%/
%///
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The right way is 6.Kb5 Rcl 7.Rf4+ Ke3

In comparison with the first diagram there
is a tiny difference: the white king is now at
b5 instead of b4. This allows the decisive
8.Ra4! Rxgl 9.Bd4+ with a skewer check
win.
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Yochanan Afek took initiative for this formal tourney celebrating the 25th Anniversary of the
famous chess company. As the announcement, provisional award and final award were published
on their popular website, this meant great publicity for our art. Despite this, there were few new
names; the composers that figured in the award were the usual suspects. The tourney attracted no

less than 73 participants.

Luc Palmans acted as tourney director, and the judge was IGM John Nunn. HH was consulted
for anticipation vetting. The judge considered the level variable, but the average standard as high.

“Practically every award gives me reason to
think about particular aspects of study compo-
sition, and in this case several studies caused
me to think about the question of introductory
play. Why do studies have introductory play at
all? If the composer has a particular idea in
mind, why not just show it without adding any
preceding play?”.

“Several of the studies entered for this tour-
ney suffered from poor introductory play in-
volving crude tactics and wood-chopping un-
related to the main point of the study. If a
composer has a neat idea in a simple position,
it’s often better to leave it like that, resulting in
a straightforward but memorable study. The
advent of strong playing programs makes add-
ing some preliminary tactics rather easy, but
the effect is not always positive”.

“One other point struck me while making
this award. A study should be more than a se-
quence of unique White moves; there should
be some overall point or theme to the study. A
number of studies entered for this tourney had
long and complex play derived either from ta-
blebases or playing programs, but without any
real structure. These studies were completely
insoluble, very difficult to understand even
with computer assistance, and failed to create
any artistic impact at all. I did not include any
of them in the award”.

The award of the ChessBase-25 AT was
published on their website in five parts:
30iv2012, 3v2012, 9v2012, 15v2012 and
19v2012, and became final (without changes)
on 10vii2012.

No 18662 Gilinter Amann (Austria). 1.Kf3
Rxd3+ 2.Kg4 Sh6+ 3.Kh5 Rxg3/i 4.Se6 Qxd8

No 18662 G. Amann
Ist prize
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f2h7 4404.53 9/7 Draw
5.Sg5+/i1 Rxg5+ 6.fxg5 Qf8/iii 7.g6+ Kg8
8.Qe6+ Kh8 9.Qf6 Qe8/iv 10.Qd8 Qg8
11.Qg5/v zz Qe6 12.Qxh6+ gxh6 13.g7+ Kh7
14.g8Q+ (g8B+) Kxg8 stalemate.

1) Qd2 4.g4 Qxf4 5.Qxg7+/xv Kxg7 6.Se6+.

i1) 5.Sxd8? Sg8 6.Qf7 Sfo+ 7.Qxf6 gxf6
wins. 5.Qxd8? g6 mate.

111) Qxe7 7.g6+ Kg8 stalemate. Qc8 7.g6+
Kh8 8.Qd8+ Qxd8 stalemate.

1v) Qxf6 stalemate, or gxf6 10.g7+ Qxg7
stalemate.

v) 11.Qxd6? S5 12.Qe5 Qc8 13.Qxd5 Sxd4
14.Qxd4 Qf5 mate.

“A superb study which I had no hesitation in
awarding First Prize. It benefits from a very
natural initial position and dynamic play by
both sides throughout. Although it looks un-
likely from the starting position, White’s main
drawing idea is to force stalemate, and he sev-
eral times tries to sacrifice his queen to
achieve this aim. Black’s play is scarcely less
interesting, as he too is prepared to offer his
queen in an attempt to deliver mate. All the
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pieces move into position during the course of
the play. This study brings us back to the earli-
er discussion on introductory play. The main
part of the study begins with bQ’s sacrifice on
move 4, so is the addition of the preceding
moves justified? Here the answer is definitely
yes. Firstly, in the main part of the study, the
wK occupies an unnatural post at hS5, and if it
started there, the solver might well wonder
how the king could have arrived in such a po-
sition. The composer has provided a very
plausible answer to this question by providing
introductory play involving the addition of
just two pawns. The position after 11.Qg5 is in
fact reciprocal zugzwang, but this plays no re-
al part in the play and there is no related the-
matic try. However, in my view this doesn’t
matter at all thanks to the overall richness of
the play”.
No 18663 R. Becker
2nd prize
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No 18663 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Sf4+
Kd6 2.Qd3+ Kc6 3.Qa6+ Kd7 4.Qxa7+/i Ke8
5.Qa8+/ii Kf7 6.Qd5+ Ke8 7.Qc6+ Kf7
8.Qe6+ Kg7 9.Sh5+ Kh8 10.Qe5+ Kg8
11.Sf6+ Kf7 12.Qd5+ Kg7 13.Sh5+ Kh8
14.Qd4+ Kg8 15.Sf6+ Kf7 16.Qc4+ Kg7
17.Sh5+ Kh8 18.Qc3+ Kg8 19.Sf6+ Kf7
20.Kf5 Qd8 21.Qc4+ Kg7 22.Qg4+ Kf7
23.Qh5+ Kf8 24.Qh6+ Ke7 25.Qe3+ Kf7
26.Qc3/iii Ke7 27.Qb4+ Kf7 28.Qb7+ Kf8
29.Ke6 wins.

1) Thematic try: 4.Qb7+? Ke8 5.Qc6+ Kf7
6.Qc4+ Ke8 7.Qxad+ Kf7 8.Qc4+ KeS8
9.Qc6+ Kf7 10.Qe6+ Kg7 11.Sh5+ Kh7
12.Qd7+ Kh8 13.Qd4+ Kg8 14.Sf6+ Kf7

15.Qc4+ Kg7 16.Sh5+ Kh8 17.Qc3+ Kg8
18.Sf6+ Kf7 19.Kf5 Qd8 20.Qb3+ Kg7
21.Qg3+ Kf7 22.Qb3+ Kg7 23.Qb7+ Kf8
24.Ke6 Qb6+ draws.

i1) Thematic try: 5.Qxa4+? Kf7 6.Qc4+ Ke8
7.Qc6+ Kf7 8.Qe6+ Kg7 9.Sh5+ Kh7
10.Qd7+ Kh8 11.Qd4+ Kg8 12.Sf6+ Kf7
13.Qc4+ Kg7 14.Sh5+ Kh8 15.Qc3+ Kg8
16.Sf6+ Kf7 17.Kf5 Qd8 18.Qb3+ Kg7
19.Qg3+ Kf7 20.Qb3+ Kg7 21.Qb7+ Kf8
22 Keb6 Qd6+ 23.Kxd6 stalemate.

ii1) Repeating the position but with BTM.

“I don’t like normally studies with this type
of material. These days it is often a signal for a
long and complicated study which is hard to
understand without computer assistance.
However, this study won me over with its un-
usual content. It is in fact an amalgamation of
the old-style studies of Rinck, Troitzky and
Vandiest with the modern try-play study. After
three introductory moves, White has a long
and admittedly fairly complicated winning at-
tempt, but before embarking on it he has the
option of taking the a4-pawn, the a7-pawn or
both by a series of checks. Which choice is
correct only becomes clear round about move
23. It turns out that White has to remove the
a7-pawn, otherwise the bQ will be able to
move to b6 later, but he must preserve the a4-
pawn in order to deprive Black of a possible
stalemate defence. This study has one feature
which I regard as very important in such
‘long-range try’ studies, namely that the play
in the try and the main line should be essen-
tially identical up to the point where the cru-
cial difference between try and main line is
highlighted. If this is not the case, the contrast
between the two lines is no longer ‘pure’.
Here the main line and two tries both follow
the same path up to the key moment. Other
highlights of the study include an unusual
staircase on moves 13-19 and a tempo-losing
manoeuvre on moves 21-26. This miniature
study is analytically quite difficult, but the
lines are surprisingly clear-cut considering
their length, and the overall impact of the
work is profound”.
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No 18664 G. Amann
3rd prize
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e8h8 3114.46 8/9 Win
No 18664 Gilinter Amann (Austria). 1.Sg4
fxg4 2.Be5+ Sf6+ 3.Rxf6 Kg8 4.hxg4 g5
5.Bxd4 Qg7 6.Be5 h6 7.Bd4/i hS 8.gxh5 g4
9.Bal/ii d4 10.Rg6 Qxg6+ 11.hxgb wins.

1) 7.d4? h5 8.gxh5 g4, and 9.Rg6 Qxgb+
10.hxg6 stalemate, or 9.h6 Qxh6 10.Rxh6
stalemate.

i1) 9.Bc3? d4 10.Bxd4 Qf7+ 11.Rxf7 stalemate.

“Some good introductory play leads to a po-
sition in which Black is on the verge of defeat,
but has a variety of ingenious stalemate de-
fences which place unexpected obstacles in
White’s path. The bishop and rook line-up on
the long diagonal is in itself familiar, but here
White has to manoeuvre his bishop with re-
markable subtlety in order to achieve success.
The climax arrives with the final retreat of the
bishop to al which, although rather signalled
by the pawns on the a-file, nevertheless cre-
ates a splendid impression”.

No 18665 J. Polasek
4th prize
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No 18665 Jaroslav Polasek (Czech Repub-
lic). 1.Rh7 a6/i 2.Ke3/ii Rg4/iii 3.Kd3, and:

— Rgl 4.Kc4 Rg5 5Kd4 Kxb4 6.Ke3 Rgl
7.Kf2 Rg6 8.Kf3 Kxa5 9.Rh5+ (Kf4) wins,
or:

— Kb5 4.Ke2/iv Ka4 5.Ke3/v zz Rgl 6.Kf3 zz
Kb5 7.Rh5+ Ka4 8.b5 Rxg7 9.b6 Kb4
10.Ke4 Rg8/vii 11.KdS5 wins.

i) Kb5 2.Kf4 Kxb4 3.a6 Ka4 4.Kf5 Kb5
5.Kf6 Rfl1+ 6.Ke7 Rgl 7.Kf7 Rfl1+ 8.Kg8&
Kxa6 9.Kh8 Rgl 10.g8Q Rxg8+ 11.Kxg8 Kb6
12.Rh5 wins.

i1) 2.Kf2? Rg6 3.Ke3 Rg4 loss of time. 2.b5?
Kxb5 3.Kf4 Kb4 4.Kf5 Kxa5 5.Kf6 Kb4
6.Rh4+ Kb3 7.Rh5 Rxg7 8.Kxg7 Kb4.

iii) Kxb4 3.Kf2 Rg6 4.Kf3 Kxa5 5.Kf4 Kb4
6.Kf5 Rgl 7.Rh4+ Kb3 8.Rg4 wins.

iv) 4.Rh5+? Ka4 5.b5 Rg3+ 6.Ke4 axb5
7.Rh7 Kxa5 draws.

V) see position after 2...Rg4.
vi) see position after 1...a6.

“Despite the limited material, this is a com-
plex study. The key point is that White would
like to arrive at the position after 1...a6 with
Black to move. In that case Black would lose,
since ...Kxb4 would allow Rh4+ followed by
Rg4, ...Kb5 would allow Rh5+ followed by
b5, while ...Rg6 would allow the white king to
gain a tempo when it arrives at f5. However,
to lose this tempo requires an exquisitely sub-
tle king manoeuvre via e3, d3, €2, 3 and back
to £3. What’s special about this manoeuvre is
that in similar cases of king triangulation in
rook endings, the king is often constrained in
its movements by the edge of the board or
some other limiting factor. Here, on the other
hand, the king is in the middle of the board
and can apparently move anywhere, so it’s as-
tonishing that there is only one way to lose a
tempo. Working out why is an entertaining
and instructive process”.

No 18666 Alexey Gasparyan (Armenia).
1.Rg4 Seg5+ 2.Sxg5 Qd7+ 3.Kh8 Qxg4 4.d7
Qxd7 5.Sh7+ Ke8 6.Bg6+ Qf7/i 7.S£8/ii Kxf8
8.Bxf7 Kxf7 9.h7 Kf8 10.f7 draws.

-39 —



ChessBase 25 AT 2012

No 18666 A. Gasparyan
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h7f8 3117.30 7/4 Draw

1) Kd8 7.f7 Qd4+ 8.Kg8 Qc4 9.Kg7 Qc7
10.Kg8

1) 7.Bxf7+? Kxf7 8.Sf8 Kxf8 9.Kh7 Kf7
10.Kh8 Sg5 11.h7 Kf8 12.£7 Sxf7 mate.

“A study with player and solver appeal. Af-
ter some interesting introductory play, the key
position arises with a surprising queen sacri-
fice by Black. White has the opportunity to
take th bQ with check, but incredibly this los-
es and the only way to draw is for White to
first sacrifice his own knight. The effect of the
knight’s self-destruction is that White can
stalemate himself one move more quickly, and
this saves the day”.

No 18667 L. Martin
special prize
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No 18667 Luis Miguel Martin (Spain). 1.f6/1
Re8 2.Kh1/ii Rf8/iii 3.Rgl Sd8/iv 4.Kh2 e4
5.Kh3 e3 6.Kh4 ¢2 7.Kh5 ¢1Q 8.Rxel Rxf6/v
9.Re8+ Kg7 10.Rg8+

1) 1.Ra6? Sb8 2.Rb6 Sd7 3.f6 Sxf6, or
1.Rc1? Sd4 2.f6 Re8 3.Ral Rf8 4.Ra6 Sb3

§

5.5f7+ Kg8 6.Sxe5 Sc5 7.Ra5 Sb7 8.Ra7 Sd6
9.5d7 Re8 10.Kg2 Kf7

i1) 2.Ra6? Sd4 3.Kh2 ¢4 4.Rd6 Rf8 5.Rxd4
Rxf6, or 2.Kh2? Rf8 3.Rgl Sd8 4.Kh3 e4
5.Kh4 ¢3 6.Kh5 e2 7.Kh4/vi e1Q+ 8.Rxel
Rxf6

iii) Sd8 3.Ra8

iv) e4 4. Rg8+ Rxg8 5.5f7+
v) Sc6 9.Re6 Re8 10.f7

vi) 7.Kg5 Sf7+ 8.Sxf7+ Rxf7

“This lightweight study placed me in a di-
lemma. It has a simple idea, but one which is
presented with utmost clarity and in wonder-
fully elegant style. There’s a reciprocal
zugzwang and in order to reach it with Black
to move, White has to play an anticipatory
tempo-losing move with his king. As a final
flourish, the study ends with an attractive
mate.

The problem is that the mating idea has been
seen before, for example in Evreinov (EG
#1984), while another forerunner even in-
cludes the full march of the king up the h-file:
Kovalenko (HHdbIV#71088). The current
study adds an important element, namely the
triangulation of the white king, and the con-
struction is excellent, with a light and natural
position. However, I cannot ignore the fact
that the study is only an incremental advance
over what has gone before.

Studies such as this are favourites with over-
the-board players and they have an important
place in popularising studies in the wider
chess world. The position is easy to remember
and the solution involves no distracting side-
lines or complex analysis, so it’s perfect for
showing off at the local chess club or for use
in solving competitions. For these purposes,
the fact that there are forerunners isn’t impor-
tant, and if the study was buried somewhere in
the Honourable Mentions it might not attract
the attention it deserves. Therefore, I have de-
cided on the traditional judge’s cop-out: a
Special Prize”.

No 18668 Yochanan Afek (Israel/the Neth-
erlands). 1.Rf3+ Ke4 2.Rxc3 Kf4 3.Rc4+ e4
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No 18668 Y. Afek
1st honourable mention
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d8d3 0103.24 4/6 Win

4 Rxed+/1 Kxe4 5.g5 Kf5 6.gxh6 Kf6 7.Kd7/ii
Sb6+ 8.Ke8 zz Sd5 9.Kf8 Se7 10.h7 wins.

1) 4. Ke7? Kxg4 5.Rxed4+ Kxh5 6. Kxf7 Kg5
draws.

ii) 7.Ke8? Sb6 zz 8. Kf8 Sd7+ 9.Kg8 Kg5
draws.
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“In a really natural position, White’s only
winning hope is to create a passed h-pawn and
promote it. In order to achieve this, he not on-
ly has to sacrifice his rook, but also to under-
take a simple but attractive triangulation with
his king in order to put Black in an unexpected
zugzwang’.

No 18669 G. Amann
2nd honourable mention
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22d5 0431.52 8/5 Draw

No 18669 Giinter Amann (Austria). 1.Ra6
alQ/i 2.c4+ Kxc5/ii 3.Rxal Bxal 4.Kg3 Bf6
5.Sh6 Rxh5 6.Sf5 Rxf5 7.Kg4 Rxf4+ 8. Kxft4
draws.

1) Rxf4 2.c4+ Kxc4 3.Sd6+ Kb3 4.Rxa2
Kxa2 5.c6 draws.

i1) Kxc4 3.Rxal Bxal 4.c6 Rxh5 5.¢7 draws.

“A simple but very entertaining study. Based
on a rook’s pawn plus wrong bishop draw,
White sacrifices his knight to pull off an
amazing draw despite being a rook and bishop
down. Similar draws are known in which the
rook gets trapped in the corner of the board,
but this is unusual in that the rook is trapped in
mid-board”.

No 18670 S. Didukh
3rd honourable mention

HEE A
o om
U

///// o
@@ /&/ )
2 K

///////
/////

7, M S e
7 7 % 7////// %
/ @

| B

e2a4 0831.22 6/6 Draw

No 18670 Sergiy Didukh (Ukraine). 1.Rc2/i
g2/ii 2.Sxb2+ Ka3/iii 3.Sc4+/iv Rxc4 4.Rxg?2,
and:

— Rxg2+ 5.Kd3 Rgxc2 (Rexc2) stalemate, or:
— Rxc2+ 5.Kf3 Rexg2 (Rexc?2) stalemate.

1) Try: 1.Rc4? Rxc4 2.Sxb2+ Kb3 3.Sxc4
gxf2 4.Sd2+ Kc2 5.S13 Rh5 6.Kxf2 Kd3 wins.

i) gxf2 2.Rxb2 Rxb2+ 3.Sxb2+ Kb3 4.Sd3
Kc3 5.Sxf2 draws.

iii) Rxb2 3.Rxb2 gl1Q 4.Kd3 Rg8/vi 5.Ra2+
Kb5 6.Rfb2+ Kc6 7.Ra6+ Kd7 8.Ra7+ Kd6
9.Ra6+ perpetual check.

iv) 3.Kd3? g1Q 4.Sc4+ Rxc4 5.Kxc4 Qbl
wins.

“A short but pointed study in which the main
impact lies in the humorous position after
4 Rxg2!. Black can take either rook with
check, but then ends up with his rooks forked.
In each line, he then has two ways to capture
White’s remaining rook, but all four possibili-
ties end in stalemate. The sideline after
2...Rxb2 is also quite interesting”.

No 18671 Michael Prusikhin (Germany).
1.Rb6 e5 2.fxe5 g2/i 3.e6+ Kg7 4.Rb7+ K6
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No 18671 M. Prusikhin
4th honourable mention
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5.7 g1Q 6.e85+ Keo6/ii1 7.Sg7+ KeS 8.Rb5+
Ke4 9.Sxf5 draws.

1) Rg5 3.Rb1 Ke6 4.Rgl g2 5.Kb5 Rxe5+
6.Kb6 Rg5 7.e4 draws.

i1) Kh6 5.Rb1 Rfl 6.7 Rxbl 7.e8Q, and
g1Q 8.Qh8+ Kgb6 9.Qg8+ Kf6 10.Qf8+ Keb
11.Qe8+ Kf5 12.Qf7+ Kg4 13.Qg6+ Kf3
14.Qf5+ Kg3 15.Qf4+ Kg2 16.Qg4+ Kf2
17.Qf5+ Ke2 18.Qd3+, or Rcl+ 8.Kd3 glQ
9.Qh8+ Kg5 10.Qg7+ Kf5 11.Qf7+ Ke5
12.Qe7+ Kd5 13.Qd7+ perpetual check.

ii1) Ke5?? 7.Re7 mate.

“A game-like initial position leads to spec-
tacular play involving an underpromotion and
an unexpected mid-board mate. In order to
avoid perpetual check Black must surrender a
whole rook, allowing to White to accumulate
enough material to reach a safe draw. Unfortu-
nately, the finish comes as something of an an-
ti-climax after the earlier play”.

No 18672 P. Krug
5th honourable mention
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No 18672 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Be6+ Kh8
2.Rc5/1 Se7+ 3.Rxe7 Rxc5 4.Re8 Rf5 5.Bxf5/
i1 Ra6+ 6.Be6 Ra8 7.Bc8 Kg8 8.Rd8 RbS§
9.Be6+ Kh8 10.Rd5 wins.

1) 2.Rxc8? Se7+ 3.Kg5 Sxc8 4.Rxc8 Kh7
5.Rxt8 Ra5+ draws.

i1) 5.Kxf5? Kh7 6.Rxf8 Ra5+ 7.Kg4 Rad+
8.Kg3 Ra3+ 9.Kg2 Ra4 10.Kg3 Ra3+ 11.Kg4
Rad4+ 12.Kg5 Ra5+ 13.Bf5+ g6 14.Rf7+ Kg8
15.Kxgb Ra6+ 16.Rf6 Rxf6+ 17.Kxf6 KhS.

“White can force mate in 13 from the dia-
gram and apart from a minor dual at the end,
this position could have been a moremover.
The play is fairly entertaining with White aim-
ing to mate with his rook either on h5 or along
the back rank, while Black counters White’s
mating attempts by trying to force stalemate.
It looks as if zugzwang will arise, but in fact
White operates at all times with direct and
rather brutal threats. The move 8.RdS8 is sim-
ply to allow the rook to move to the fifth rank
after Be6+, and is not in any way a waiting
move. Another negative factor is the initial
position, in which most of the pieces on the
board are already en prise”.

No 18673 V. Kalashnikov & A. Skripnik
6th honourable mention
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No 18673 Valery Kalashnikov & Anatoly
Skripnik (Russia). 1.exd3/i g2 2.Rh4 Kgb6
3.Be3 g1Q 4.Bxgl f2 5.Rg4+/ii Kh5 6.Bxf2
Rxf2 7.a3/iii Rf3+ 8.Rg3 Rf2 9.a4 zz Re2
10.Rf3 Kg5 11.Kg3 Rd2 12.Re3 Kf5 13.Kf3
Ra2 14.Re4 wins.

1) l.exf3? d2 2.Rd4 Rxf3 3.Bxd2 Ra3 draws.
i1) 5.Bxf2? Rxf2 6.Rg4+ K15 draws.
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ii1) Thematic try: 7.a4? Rf3+ 8.Rg3 Rf2 zz
9.Rg2 Rf3+ 10.Rg3 Rf2 11.Re3 Rf4.

“It’s often hard to judge a study such as this,
in which a computer-generated reciprocal
zugzwang (or in this case a set of them) is
dressed up with some introductory play. A
thematic try leads to the first of the three
zugzwangs with the wrong player to move,
but the other two cannot arise with White to
play. While this type of composition has its
limits, there is no doubt that the hesitation
move of the white a-pawn is attractive, and at
least the motivation for the zugzwangs is rela-
tively easy to understand. The introductory
play is adequate without being really spectac-
ular”.

No 18674 H. van der Heijden
7th honourable mention
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No 18674 Harold van der Heijden (the Neth-
erlands). 1.g8Q+ (g8B+, g8R) Kxg8/ii 2.Qc5/
iii a2 3.Be5 d4 4.Bxd4 Rgl+ 5.Bxgl alQ+
6.Qcl, and:

— Qf6 7.Kel Qh4+ 8.Kfl Qh3+ 9.Kf2 Qf5+
10.Ke3 Qe6+ 11.Kxd3 wins, or:

~ Qg7 7.8e7+ Kh7 8.Sg6 Qf6/iv 9.Kel Qf3
10.Qd1 Qg3+ 11.Kfl Qh3+ 12.Kf2 wins.

1) 1.Qc5? a2 2.g8Q+ Rxg8 3.Be5 d4 4.Bxd4
Rgl+ 5.Bxgl alQ+ 6.Qcl Qg7 7.Qc5 Qal+
8.Qcl Qg7 positional draw.

1) Rxg8 2.Bh2 Rg2 3.Qxa3 Rxh2 4.Kcl
wins.

111) Too early is: 2.Se7+? Kh7 3.Qc5 a2
4.Be5 d4 5.Bxd4 Rgl+ 6.Bxgl alQ+ 7.Qcl

Qf6 8.Kel and now e5 is not covered, allow-
ing Qe5+ 9.Be3 Qg3+ 10.Kf1 Qf3+ 11.Bf2

Qhl+ 12.Bgl Qf3+ 13.Bf2 Qhl+ perpetual
check.

1v) Qxg6 9.QcS5, or Kxgb (fxg6) 9.Qc3 win.

“The key to this study is Black’s Plachutta
interference on d4. This can arise in various
different forms, but only one allows White to
win. In this regard, the timing of the check on
e7 is everything: White must wait until the bQ
is committed to g7 before giving the check, or
else White’s loss of control of e5 allows Black
to draw. The problem with the study is that
White wins not because of any positive action
by himself, but more because Black’s counter-
play happens to fail with one particular ar-
rangement of White’s pieces”.

No 18675 R. Becker
8th honourable mention
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No 18675 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Ba4 d5
2.Qe5 QdS8 3.Qc3+ Qc7 4.Qh8+ Qd8 5.Qe5
Qc7 6.Qe8+ Qd8 7.Qc6+ Qc7 8.Qa8+ QbS8
9.0Qxd5 Qc7 10.Qa8+ Qb8 11.Qc6+ Qc7
12.Qe8+ Qd8 13.Qe5 Qc7/i 14.Qh8+ QdS8
15.Qc3+ Qc7 16.Qb4 f6 17.Qf8+/i1 QdS8
18.Qc5+ Qc7 19.Qf5+ Kd8 20.Qd3+ Kc8
21.Qh3+ Kd8 22.Qh8+ Ke7 23.Qg7+ Kd6
24.Qg3+ wins.

1) Qd3+ 14.Ka7, or Qd2 14.Qc5+ Kb8
15.Qb6+ Kc8 16.Ka7 win.

11) 17.Qg4+? Kb8 18.Qb4+ Kc8 loss of time.

“In material terms this is somewhat similar
to the 2nd Prize, but this study is markedly in-
ferior: there are no thematic tries, and after the
first move the bishop stands immobile for the
remainder of the solution. Nevertheless, the
systematic manoeuvres by the white queen are
interesting, first of all to remove the d5-pawn
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with gain of tempo, and then to put Black in
zugzwang after 16 Qb4!”.

No 18676 A. Rusz
9th honourable mention
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No 18676 Arpad Rusz (Hungary). 1.b6 f3
2.b7 Qxd3+ 3.Qc3 Qbl+ 4.Qb2 Qxb2+
5.Kxb2 f2 6.b8Q f1Q 7.Qc8+ Kh4 8.Qxc6
Qd3 9.Qb5 Kg4 10.Qc5 Kf4 11.Qe7 Qxc4
12.Qh4+ wins

“This study appears to be a correction: Rusz,
EBUR 2003 (HHdbIV#70294). The study in-
volves a tablebase-derived reciprocal zug-
zwang with added introductory play. Some
features operate in the study’s favour: the ini-
tial position is extremely natural, the recipro-
cal zugzwang is truly amazing (even if hard to
understand) and there is the almost obligatory
thematic try. However, the question arises as
to why Black should commit suicide by taking
the c4-pawn (as given in the composer’s main
line) when by playing 11...Qd4+ he could
postpone defeat by 64 moves and present
White with a technical task which, dare I say
it, would probably defeat Vishy Anand (sorry,
Vishy). Naturally composers choose attractive
finishes as their main lines, but normally it’s a
case of (for example) allowing mate or facing
a possibly lengthy but nevertheless clear-cut
loss on material. That isn’t the case here and
in my view it lessens the impact of the study.
In this respect it compares unfavourably with
the 5th Honourable Mention, in which the
zugzwang is far more amenable to human un-
derstanding”.

No 18677 Jarl Ulrichsen (Norway). 1.Be4/i
Kf4 2.Bg6 Ke3 3.a4 Kd2 4.Bh5 d3 5.Kg6 Kc2

No 18677 J. Ulrichsen
1st commendation
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6.Kf5 d2 7.Ke4 d1Q 8.Bxd1+ Kxd1 9.Kd3/ii
Kel 10.Kc4 Ke2 11.Kb5 Kd3 12.Kxa5 Kc4
13.Kb6 wins.

1) 1.a4? d3 2.Be4 d2 3.Bc2 Kf3 4. Kgb6 Ke2
5.Kf5 d1Q 6.Bxd1+ Kxdl, or 1.Kg6? d3
2.Be4 d2 3.Bc2 Kf3 4.Kf5 Ke2 5.Ke4 d1Q
6.Bxd1+ Kxd1 7.Kd3 Kel, or 1.Bd5? d3
2.Kg6 d2 3.Bb3 Kf3 4.Kf5 Ke2 5.Ke4 d1Q
6.Bxd1+ Kxd1 7.Kd3 Kel.

1) 9.Kd4? Ke2 10.Kc4 Ke3 11.Kb5 Kd4
12.Kxa5 Kc5, or 9.Kd5? Ke2 10.Kc4 Ke3
11.Kb5 Kd4 12.Kxa5 Kc5 draws.

“This is of course already a tablebase posi-
tion, but it makes a simple but neat study like-
ly to appeal to players. It’s paradoxical that
White must block the g6-square with his bish-
op, when it appears that he will need precisely
this square to bring his king to the queenside”.

No 18678 M. Minski
2nd commendation
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No 18678 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.Rc6/
1 a2 2.Ra8 Qal/ii 3.Qxe3/iii b2 4.Rxa2/v
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Kxa2+ 5.Kxd2 b1S+ 6.Kel Sc3+ 7.Kf2 Sd1+
8.Kg3 Qg7+ 9.Rg6 Qc7+ 10.Qf4 wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.Rc8? a2 2.Ra6 Qal
3.Qxe3 b2 4.Rxa2 Kxa2+ 5.Kxd2 b1S+ 6.Kel
Sc3+ 7.Kd2 Sbl+ draws. White cannot play
7.Kf2 Sd1+ 8.Kg3 Qg7+ and 9.Rg6 is impos-
sible, Black wins.

i1) b2 3.Rc2 alQ 4.Rxal+ and bxalQ
5.Qb5+, or Kxal 5.Qa5+ win.

i11) 3.Qf6? b2 4.Qc3 stalemate.
v) 4. Kxd2? stalemate.

“Thematic try studies based on the ‘which
rook to move’ idea have been seen quite a bit
recently, and this one is enlivened by Black at-
tempting stalemate by self-incarceration of the
queen and an underpromotion by Black. Nev-
ertheless, the play simply isn’t interesting
enough considering the heavy and unnatural
initial position, and in the end the motivation
for the choice of initial rook move turns out to
be rather mundane”.

No 18679 Y. Robinson
3rd commendation
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No 18679 Yechiel Robinson (USA). 1.Kd4
Rd7+/1 2.Sd6 Ka5/ii 3.Kd5 Kxa6 4.Kc6 wins.

1) Kb5 2.Re6, and Rd7+ 3.Kc3 Ra7 4.Rb6+
Kc5 5.Rh6 Kb5 6.Sd6+ Kc5 7.Sf5 Kb5
8.Sd4+ Kc5 9.Kd3 or Rg4+ 3.Kd3 Rg3+
4.Se3 Rg7 5.5f5 Ra7 6.Sd4+ Kc5 7.Rh6 draw.

i1) Rxd6+ 3.Ke5+ Kc5 4.Rc4+ Kxc4 5.Kxd6
wins.

“A simple but neat tablebase position in
which considerable content is condensed into
just a few moves. The first move, blocking the
rook and knight battery, is already unexpect-

ed, and on the second move White allows
Black to take his knight with check. If the
knight 1s taken, White’s king performs a
switchback, firing the battery which was set
up in a masked form by his first move”.

No 18680 L. Gomez
4th commendation
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No 18680 Luis Gomez (Spain). 1.Rc2 Kal
2.Rxb2 Kxb2/i 3.Be5+ Kbl/ii 4.Bg6+ Ka2
5.Kc1 b2+ 6.Bxb2 Kb3 7.Be8 Kb4 (b4; Bf7
mate) 8.Bxa3+ Kxa3 9.Bxb5 Kb3 10.Kb1
wins.

1) Ra2 3.Kcl Rxb2 4.Be5 g4 5.g3, and Ka2
6.Bxb2 g6 7.Bxg6 a3 8.Bbl mate, or a3
6.Bxb3 g6 7.Bg7 g5 8.Bg8 b4 9.Bb3 a2
10.Bxb2 mate.

i1) Ka2 4.Kc1 g4 5.Bb2 b4 6.Bg6 g3 7.Bbl
mate.

“The sacrifice of White’s rook leads to a bat-
tle in which his bishop-pair overcomes the nu-
merically superior enemy force. The accurate
move 7.Be8 leads either to a technical win on
material or to a neat mate. The numerous
black pawns mar the initial position”.

No 18681 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Be3+
Kc2 2.Bd4 Kxb3 3.Bxb2 Kxb2 4.c6 Be4 5.c7
Bxc7 6.Sxc7 Bxb7 7.Sxb5 Ba6 8.Sc7 Bc4
9.Sa8 a4 10.Sb6 draws.

“The main point of this study is the surpris-
ing switchback of the wS to a8. It’s rather un-
fortunate that White’s kingside pawns are only
there to make some sidelines work and play
no real part in the main line”.

No 18682 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).
1.Rel/i Qe5+/i1 2.Kg7 Qc3 3.Rgl/iii Kb7
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No 18681
A. Pallier
5th commendation

No 18682
M. Garcia
6th commendation

No 18683 1. Akobia
& J. Mikitovics
7th commendation
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4.Kg6 3 5.f7 Qd3+ 6.Kh6 2/iv 7.Rh1 Qf3
8.Rbl+ Kc7 9.Kg7 Qc3+ 10.Kg8 Qg3+
11.Kh8 Qe5+ 12.Kg8 draws.

i) 1.Re7+? Kb6 2.Kg7 Qd4 3.Kgb6 Qd6
4.Kg7 3 5.Re3 Qd7+ 6.f7 Qd4+ 7.Kg8 (Kgb)
Qxe3 wins.

i1) f3 2.Kg7 f2 3.Ral+ Kb6 4.Rb1+ Kc7 5.7
Qe5+ 6.Kg8 Qg3+ 7.Kh8 draws.

ii1) 3.Re7+? Kb6 4.Kg6 Qd3+ 5.Kg7 Qd4, or
3.Rf1? Qg3+ e.g. 4. Kf8 Qxh4 5.f7 Qxh3
6.Kg7 Qxfl 7.£8Q Qf3 8.Kg6 h4 9.Qe7+ Kab
10.Qxh4 Qg3+ 11.Kh5 Kb5 12.Qg4 Kc4 wins.

iv) Qd6+ 7.Kh7 2 8 Rb1+ Kc7 9.Kg7 Qe5+
10.Kg8 Qg3+ 11.Kh8 Qc3+ 12.Kg8, or Qe3+
7.Rg5 Qf4 8.Kg6 2 9.Rf5 f1Q 10.Rxf4 Qxf4
11.Kg7 draw.

“A complicated study in which White at-
tempts to reach a positional draw by giving up
his rook for Black’s f-pawn. It’s amazing that
White has to play his rook to hl in order to
draw, but the play is rather difficult and hard
to understand”.

f8a7 3100.32 5/4 Draw

h1f1 0043.50 7/3 Win

No 18683 Iuri Akobia (Georgia) & Janos
Mikitovics (Hungary). 1.g7/i Sf6 2.Kh2 Bxg?2
3.g4 Sxg4+ 4.Kg3 Sf6 5.Bd4 Sh5+ 6.Kg4
Sxg7 7.Bxg7 Ke2 8.Kf4/i1 Kd3 9.h5 Bd5
10.a4/iii Kc4 11.Bf8 Bf7 12.h6 Bg6 13.Ke5
wins.

1) 1.Bd4? Bxg6 2.g4 Bb1 3.a3 Sf4 4.h5 Sxg2
5.Kh2 Sf4 6.a4 Ke2 7.Kg3 Sxh5+ 8.gxh5 Kd3
9.a5 Kxd4 10.a6 Ke5 11.h6 Be4 12.a7 Kf6
draws.

i1) Thematic try: 8.a4? Kd3 9.Kf4 Kc4 10.h5
Kd5 11.a5 Bfl 12.Ke3 Bh3 13.a6 Kc6 14.h6
Bf5 draws.

i11) Thematic try: 10.h6? Bg8 11.Ke5 Kc4
12.Bf8 Kb5 13.Kf6 Bh7 draws.

“After some introductory play the play re-
duces to a tablebase position of B+2P v B with
opposite-coloured bishops. In order to win this
White must play with great accuracy, and
while it’s an instructive position, the play is
rather dry and technical”.
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The tourney was originally intended as Kariouch Boujema’s 50 JT, but the Moroccan composer

unfortunately passed away (2x11956 — 31x2011).

Tourney director Abedelaziz Onkoud (Morocco) received 25 entries “of which one was impos-
sible for us to decipher”. Siegfried Hornecker (Germany) was judge. The final award appeared in
January 2011, with the 2nd prize (by E. Melnichenko) eliminated because it was also in the award

of the Tolush 100 MT.

The overall level was not very high; e.g. many studies did not even have a sufficient point.

No 18684 P. Krug
prize
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No 18684 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Se4+ Kbl
2.Sc3+ Kal 3.Sxa4+ Kbl 4.Sc3+ Kc2 5.Qh7+
Kb2 6.Sa4+ Kal 7.Qg7+ Kbl 8.Sc3+ Kc2
9.Qg6+ Kb2 10.Sa4+ Kal 11.Qf6+ Kbl
12.Sc3+ Kal 13.Qh8 Sxb6 14.cxb6 c5+
15.Kb5 Qa3 16.Sd5+ Ka2 17.Qg7 g3 18.Qxb7
Qd3+ 19.Kxc5 Qc2+ 20.Kd4 Qd2+ 21.Ke4 g2
22.Qa7+/i Kbl 23.b7 Qe2+ 24.Se3 glQ
25.b8Q+ Qb2 26.Qxb2+ Kxb2 27.Sc4+ wins.

1) 22.Qa6+? Kb2 23.Qb5+ Kal 24.Qad+
Kb2 25.b7 Qe2+ 26.Kf5 Qh5+ 27.Keb6 Qgod+
28.516 Qg3 draws.

“After a highly geometrical introduction, in-
cluding a logical foreplan to remove the Pa4,
the seemingly paradoxical switchback
13.Qh8, when the position after the second
move is reached without Pa4 — but with Black
to move — forces said Black to sacrifice his
knight. The White play has to remain very ex-
act, in the end allowing Black counterplay that
succeeds in the promotion of his pawn to a
queen. However, White manages to quickly

win this queen. The study overall maintains an
excellent flow, with the exception of the deep-
er moves like 17.Qg7. In conclusion, I find
this the best study of the tourney and in the
complete view of the composition find award-
ing a prize acceptable”.
No 18685 Y. Afek
1st honourable mention
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No 18685 Yochanan Afek (Israel/the Neth-
erlands). 1.b7 Bxe3+/i 2.Bxe3 Rb5 3.Bf2+
Kf3 4.hxg6 g3 5.Bxg3/ii Kxg3 6.Rh3+/iii
Kxh3 7.g7 zz Rg5+ 8. Kh1l Rb5 9.g8Q Rbl+
10.Qgl wins.

1) Rxc5 2.b8Q+ Kxh4 3.hxg6 Bxe3+ 4.Kg2
Rc2+ 5.Kf1 Bh6 6.Qh8 Kg5 7.g7 wins.

i1) 5.Rf4+? Kxf4 6.g7 gxf2+ 7.Kxf2 Rb2+
8.Kgl Rbl+ 9.Kg2 Rb2+ 10.Kfl Kf3 11.Kgl
Rb1+ 12.Kh2 Rb2+ wins.

111) Thematic try: 6.Rg4+? Kxg4 7.g7 Kh3
zz 8.Kf2 Rf5+ 9.Kgl Rb5 10.g8Q Rg5+
11.Qxg5 stalemate.

//////

“The average, and forced, introduction leads
to a mutual zugzwang, set up by two sacrifices
that is the main point in this study. Behind the
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zugzwang, a famous stalemate is shining out
(for example E.B. Cook 1853). The position
after 4...g3 shows White with material superi-
ority but he is left with no choice but to sacri-
fice bishop and rook in order to win, adding a
slight paradox. Still, the author managed to
avoid difficult analysis that often comes with
zugzwang studies, so while in our (the judge’s
and his helper’s) opinion, it is of average artis-
tic value, the study is of great value for the
presentation of studies to the public. On a
comprehensive view, an honourable mention
can be awarded”.

No 18686 S. Didukh
2nd honourable mention
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No 18686 Sergiy Didukh (Ukraine). 1.g4,
and:

— b5 2.g5 b4 3.Ke4 b3 4.Kd3, with:
» Kb4 5.g6 Ka3 6.g7 b2 7.Kc2 Ka2 8.g8Q+
wins, or:

« Kd5 5.g6 Ke6 6.Kd2 c5 7.Kcl c4 8.Kb2
b6 9.Ka3 b5 10.Kb2 b4 11.Kb1 d3
12.exd3 cxd3 13.Kcl zz wins, or:

— Kc6 2.g5 Kd7 3.Kf5 b5 4.e6+ Ke8 5.Kgb6 b4
6.Kh6/1 b3 7.g6 K8 8.Kh7 wins.

i) Not 6.Kh7? b3 7.g6 b2 8.g7 b1Q+ and
now Black promotes with check.

“This pawn endgame shows the symbiosis of
three pawn endgame ideas that are, however,
well known. I believe this high distinction can
be awarded for the good symbiosis, even if the
play is without any other specific points”.

No 18687 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Kd4/i
Kdé6/ii 2.Kc4 e5 3.Kxb4 Kd5 4.Kb5 e4 5.Kb6
Kd4 6.Kxb7 e3 7.dxe3+ Kxe3 8.Kb&/iii zz g5

No 18687 R. Becker
special honourable mention
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9.Kb7 Kd4 10.Kc6 Kc3 11.Kd5 Kxc2 12.Ke4d
Kd2 13.Kf3 draws.

1) 1.Ke5? g5 zz 2.Kd4 Kd6/vi 3.Kc4 e5
4.Kxb4 Kd5 5.Kb5 e4 6.Kb6 Kd4 7.Kxb7 €3
8.dxe3+ Kxe3 zz 9.Kb8 Kd4 10.Kc7 Kc3
11.Kd6 Kxc2 12.Ke5 Kd2 13.Kf5 Ke2 14.Kg4
Kf2 15.Kh3 g4+ wins, or 1.Kf4? Kf6 2.Kxg3
Kg5 zz 3.Kf3 Kf5 zz 4 Ke3 e5 5.g4+ Kxg4
6.Ke4 g5 7.Kxe5 Kf3 8.d4 g4 9.d5 g3 10.d6
g2 11.d7 g1Q 12.d8Q Qh2+ 13.Ke6 Qh6+
14.Ke5 Qf4+ 15.Ke6 Qed+ 16.Kf7 Qh7+
17.Ke6 Qg6+ 18.Kd5 Qc6+ 19.Ke5 Qed+
wins.

i1) b3 2.cxb3 Kd6 3.Ke4 (b4) e5 4.b4 Keb
5.b5 b6 6.Kf3 (Kd3) Kd5 7.Ke3 zz g5 8.Kf3
Kc5 9.Ke4 Ke4 10.Kxe5 Kd3 11.Kf6 Ke2
12.d4 K2 13.d5 Kxg2 14.d6 Kf3 15.d7 draws

i11) 8.Kc6? (Kb6?) Kf2 9.c4 Kxg2, or 8.Ka6?
Kd4 9.Kb5 Kc3 10.Ke5 Kxc2 11.Kd4 Kd2
12.Ke4 Ke2 13.Kf4 Kf2 win.

“Another pawn endgame I liked. Here, there
is an interesting mutual zugzwang, in combi-
nation with the highly paradoxical move
8.Kb8, that still can be deduced by strong
players; this allows me to give this high dis-
tinction. Since the study is, in my opinion, not
comparable to other studies, but still of high
quality, a special honourable mention is
awarded. Of course, such studies are always a
matter of personal taste, and mine says this
one is a very good and presentable study, but
not in the prize range. As a comparison for the
distinction — but by no means for this original
study — see also Zinar, st special prize Shakh-
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maty v SSSR 1981 (HHdbIV#49057). Here,
like there, we have a highly paradoxical mutu-
al zugzwang king move, on the other side of
the board, but with very different mecha-
nisms”.
No 18688 J. Mikitovics
st commendation
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No 18688 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1.Kc1 Be2 2.Rb6+ Kc4 3.Rxb7 d2+ 4.Kc2
Bd3+ 5.Kd1 Bf5 6.Ra4+ Kd3 7.Rb3/i Be6
8.Rba3 Bd5 9.Rf4 Bc6 10.Ra2 Bd5 11.Rc2
Bb3 12.Rf3+ wins.

1) Thematic try: 7.Rc7? Be6 8.Rb4 Bd5
9 Rxc3+/x1 Kxc3 10.Rc4+ Bxc4 ideal stalemate.

“After the introduction, an interesting battle
between bishop and two rooks unfolds that, in
the end, is won by the rooks, with precise but
interesting play. Had the author managed to
show a positional draw here, in the main line
(then with switched colours, obviously), a
much higher distinction might have come
within reach”.

No 18689 1. Akobia

2nd commendation
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No 18689 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1.Re7+
Ka8 2.Re8+ Kxa7 3.Se7, and:

— Qf2 4 Kb3+ Kb7 5.c6+ Kc7 6.Sd5+ Kxc6
7.Sb4+ Kd7 8.Reel Qb6 9.Re4d/i Sd3
10.Rd1 Kc8 11.Rxd3 wins, or:

— Qxc5 4.Kxb2+ Kb7 5.Rb1 Ka7 6.Sc8+ Kb7
7.Rg8 Qa5/11 8.Se7 Kc7/iii 9.Rc1+ Kd7
10.Sc6, with:

Qb5+ 11.Ka3 Qd3+ 12.Kad/ii Qa6+
13.Sa5 wins, or:

* Qb6+ 11.Ka2/ii Qf2+ 12.Kal Qf6+
13. Kbl Qf5+ 14.Kb2 Qf2+ 15.Rc2 Qb6+
16.Ka3 Qa6+ 17.Kb4 Qb6+ 18.Kad Qa6+
19.Sa5 wins.

i) Thematic try: 9.Ra6? Qc5 10.Rh1 Qc4+
11.Ka3 Qe4 12.Rhh6 Sc4+ 13.Kb3 Sa5+
14.Ka4 Sb7 draws.

1) Thematic try: 12.Kb4? Qd2+ 13.Rc3
Qb2+ 14.Rb3 Qd2+ 15.Rc3 Qb2+ positional
draw.

111) Thematic try: 11.Ka3? Qe3+ 12.Kb2
Qe2+ 13.Rc2 Qb5+ 14.Kcl Qfl+ 15.Kb2
Qb5+ 16.Ka3 Qd3+ 17.Kb2 Qb5+ positional
draw.

“The study shows an interesting battle of
White pieces against Black pieces. To conquer
the Black knight, White must sacrifice both
pawns. However, one has the impression that
the ideas below the actual play would have
been also interesting to show, for example, the
variations after 3...Qd2 are very difficult.
White needs to play 4.Rd8!! with 4...Qc2
5.Sc6+ Kb7 6.Sd4! Qxc5 7.Sb3! eventually
winning the knight. The rather sterile main
variation also has its small points, and the
whole construction is very economical, so a
commendation can be awarded”.

No 18690 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Bg7 Rd7
2.Bf6 Rd6 3.Bh8 Rh6 4.Bg7 Rh3+ 5.Kb4
Rh4+ 6.Kb5 Kb3 7.a5 Rh5+ 8.Kb6 Kc4 9.Sc6
Rb5+ 10.Ka6 Rh5 11.Sa7 Rh7 12.Bf8 Rf7
13.Bd6 Kd5 14.Ba3 wins.

“The interesting battle between rook and
bishop is short, but repeated once more in the
study. However, apart from this, the study has
no particular highlights. In view of the study
as a whole, a commendation is in my opinion
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No 18690 A. Pallier
3rd commendation
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justified for the repetition of the rook-bishop-
battle. No other artistic value was found in this
endgame; although it is certainly interesting
for players”.

No 18691 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Kd2 e3+
2.Kxe3 Se4 3.Qc7 Rel+ 4.Kf4/i Rfl1+ 5.Ke5
d6+ 6.Kd4 Rd1+ 7.Ke3 Rel+ 8.Kd3 Sg5+
9.Kc3 Sed4+ 10.Kc2 Sg5+ 11.Kb3, and:

— Be6+ 12.Kc3 wins, or:
— Re3+ 12.Ka4 Bc2+ 13.b3 wins.

i) 4.Kd4? Rd1+ 5.Ke5 Rd5+ 6.Kf4 g5+
7.Kf3 Sd6, or 4.Kd3? Sd6+ 5.Kd2 Res.

“The study shows an interesting Rundlauf
and flight of the White king. However, it is
bought for a very high price, as the huge
amount of material shows. Here, I feel the

No 18691 A. Pallier
special commendation
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study can’t be compared to normal studies, be-
cause it is too special in its theme and setting.
Therefore, it is impossible to give a normal
distinction. Note, that to give this distinction,
the economy can’t be valued too high. The
study is special, because it shows — behind its
bland execution — a fine logical manoeuvre,
where 4.Kd3? fails to 4...Sd6+, so a foreplan
blocks d6 by the provocative 5...d6+, now al-
lowing 8.Kd3 so the White king can flee. Re-
cently, a good elaboration on logical studies
has appeared in Die Schwalbe, so we would
like to encourage the composition of more
logical studies. However, in view of the heavy
construction, and the mainly unsatisfying
play, only a commendation can be awarded”.
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Suomen Shakki
& Suomen Tehtavaniekat 2009-2010

Peter Gyarmati (Hungary) judged the combined informal tourney of the two Finnish magazines.
The award appeared in Suomen Tehtdivdniekat no. 3, 1x2011, with the usual three month confirma-
tion time. 20 studies by 13 composers of 6 countries participated. The judge explained that a study
should have tactical motifs, such as double attacks, discovered checks, deflection, pinning, etce-

tera, i.e. should be a tactical ending.

No 18692 A. Jasik & S. Parzuch

Ist prize
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No 18692 Andrzej Jasik & Stefan Parzuch
(Poland). 1.Qe3/1 Qa4 2.Bg5 f2/i1 3.Qxf2/iii
c1Q 4.Bxcl Sf6 5.Qxf6 gxf6 6.Bh6 Qg4
7.Bg7+ Qxg7+ 8.Ke7 Qg4 (Qg8; a7) 9.a8Q+
Kg7 10.Qf8+ and e.g. 10...Kg6 11.Qg8+ with
exchange of queens and promotion of the b-
pawn.

1) Try: 1.Qel? Qa4 2.Bg5 h6 and now 3.b7
fails because Black has 3...Qxa7.

i1) h6 3.b7 c1Q 4.b8Q wins.

111) 3.b7? c1Q 4.b8Q Qxe3 5.Bxe3 Qd7
6.Bxf2 Sf4 7.Qxf4 Qd8+ 8.Kxf7 Qd7+ wit
perpetual check.

“This is a 100% tactical study. The quiet key
move is very nice in a game-like initial posi-
tion. White first prepares simple threats: a di-
rect attack on the bK, and a queen promotion.
Black sacrifices his passed pawns and pre-
vents White’s threats. Then comes a beautiful
point: White sacrifices his queen and threatens
mate. Although the bQ prevents this, the sacri-
fice 7.Bg7+! deflects the bQ from protecting
c8. Afterwards, White does not have much

material left, and it is very surprising that the
bQ is helpless against the connected passed
pawns”.
No 18693 V. Gerasimov
2nd prize
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No 18693 Vladimir Gerasimov (Russia).
1.Qh1 Bxb3+ 2.Kb5 Qd3+ 3.Kb6 Qg6+ 4.Bco
Qxg7 5.Qh2+ Kc8 6.Qd6 dxc3 7.Bg2 Qd7
8.Bh3 Qxh3 9.Qc7 mate.

“The key move is surprising. White puts his
king on a safe dark square, and exchanges his
material advantage into a decisive positional
advantage. Black’s counterplay is lively. The
bishop sacrifice enhances the content. White
does not accept the decoy black sacrifice,
while at the end of the solution White sacrific-
es his bishop twice: the first closes the g-file
and the second is a deflection with a pin”.

MG casts serious doubts on the study’s
soundness: 1.g8Q+ Bxg8 2.Qf1. MG provides
extensive analyses. A sample line: Kc7 3.c4
Be6 4.b4 Qe3 5.b5 Qd2 6.Be4 Kb6 7.c5+
Kxc5 8.Qf8+ Kc4 9.Qf3 Qe3 10.b6 Bd7+
11.Ka5 Qd2+ 12.Ka6 Bc8+ 13.Bb7 Bxb7+
14.Qxb7 wins.

54—



Suomen Shakki & Suomen Tehtdvaniekat

No 18694 P. Perkonoja
3rd prize
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No 18694 Pauli Perkonoja (Finland). 1.Rb7
Sb4 2.Sd4 Kb2 3.Rxb4+ Kc3 4.Ra4 Kxd4
5.Bb5+ Ke3 6.Ra3+ (Bxe8? g2;) Kf4 (Kf2;
g2) 7.Bxe8 g2 8.Ral Kg3 9.Bc6 4 10.Ra3+ 3
11.Rxf3+ Kh4 (Kg4; Rf5) 12.Bd7 gl1Q
13.Rh3 mate.

No 18695 O. Heimo
1st honourable mention

. & 5
2 5 D
//////%
. ///é@
Ak
'y //é}
///%/ )
5B

ele8 0001.13 3/4 Win

No 18695 Olli Heimo (Finland). 1.Kf1/1 Kf7
2.Sxh6+ Kg6 3.Sf5 Kg5 4.Se3 Kf4 5.Kf2 zz
h2 6.Kg2 wins.

i) Thematic try: 1.Kf2? Kf7 2.Sxh6+ Kg6
3.515 Kg5 4.Se3 Kf4 zz 5.Kgl Kxe3 6.g5 Kf4
7.26 Kg3 8.g7 h2+ 9.Kh1 Kh3 10.g8Q stale-
mate.

“The first move (1.Kfl!) is the right key
move, while the other possibility (1.Kf2?) is
the thematic try. In the main line, Black gets
into a zugzwang position, while in the themat-
ic try the roles are exchanged. Next the white
pawn manages to promote, but Black incarcer-
ates his king and escapes by a stalemate”.

No 18696 P. Rossi
2nd honourable mention
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No 18696 Pictro Rossi (Italy). 1.Sf7/1 Kg6b
2.Se5+ Kf5 3.Sf3 Kf4 4.Sxh4 Kg3 5.Sg2
Kxh3 6.Sf4+ Sxf4 7.Kxa7 Sd5 8.Kb7 wins.

1) 1.Kxa7? Sb4 2.Sf7 Kg6 3.Se5+ Kf5 4.S13
Kf4 5.Sxh4 Kg3 draws.

“This study presents a nice strategic plan:
White first obtains a passed pawn on the h-file
which Black is able to capture. Then White
deflects the bS away from the queenside by a
knight sacrifice and wins by the pawn on the
a-file”.

No 18697 G. Josten
1st commendation
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No 18697 Gerhard Josten (Germany).
1.Rb8+ Kxb8 2.d7 Be7 3.b3 Bd8 4.b4 Be7
5.b5 Bd8 6.b6 Be7 7.bxc7+ Sxc7+ 8.Kb6 BdS8
9.Bd6 (Kc6) wins.

“The key move is a nice rook sacrifice. The
tempo move (3.b3!) is also good, forcing
Black into zugzwang later. The only counter-
play for Black is to defend against the direct
white threats”.
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No 18698 B. Ilincic
2nd commendation
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No 18698 Bronislav Ilincic (Serbia). 1.Sf5
exf5/i 2.4 a3 3.Kh4 a2 4.Kh5 alQ 5.h4 and
stalemate/ii.

1) a3 2.Sxg7 a2 3.Se8 alQ 4.g7 draws.

i1) or Qe5 6.fxe5 fxeS 7.Kg5 e4 8.Kf4 Kd2
9.h5 e3 10.h6 gxh6 11.g7 €2 12.g8Q elQ
13.Qa2+ Kd3 14.Qd5+ Kc2 15.Qa2+ draws.

“White incarcerates his king. Black is able to
avoid the stalemate but then both sides queen
and the solution ends in perpetual check”.

No 18699 M. Doré
3rd commendation

A
o
M W
A o
Al m
o m m
o E
o oW o
c6el 0001.12 3/3 Win

No 18699 Marcel Doré¢ (France). 1.Sb6 c3
2.5d5 ¢2 3.Sb4, and:
— ¢1Q 4.Sd3+ Kd2 5.Sxcl h5 6.Kd5 wins, or:

— h5 4.Sxc2+ Kf2 5.Kd5 h4 6.Ke4/i h3 7.Se3
h2 8.Sg4+ wins.

i) Try: 6.Kd4? h3 7.Se3 Kf3 8.Sf1 Kg2
draws.

StrateGems 2010

Judge Iuri Akobia (Georgia) considered 19 studies that were published in the US problem mag-
azine. The award appeared in StrateGems no. 56, x/2011.

No 18700 F. Vrabec
Ist prize
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No 18700 Franjo Vrabec (Sweden). 1.Re3+/i
Kh2/ii 2.Re6 Sb4 3.Rd6 Rxa8 4.Rd8 Rc8
5.Rxc8 Sd5 6.Kgd/iii Kg2 7.Kh4 Kh2 8.Rf8

&

Sxc7 9.Rf2+ Kgl 10.Kg3 Sb5 11.Rf3 Sd4
12.Rd3 Sf5+ 13.Kg4 wins.

1) This is the key move. White must force the
bK to the 2nd rank. The reason for this will
soon become obvious. Thematic try: 1.Re6?
Sb4 2.Rd6 Rxa8 3.Rd8 Rc8 4.Rxc8 Sd5
5.Kg5 Kg3 6.Kh6 Kh4 7.Kg7 Kg5 8.Kf7 Kf5
9.Ke8 Ke6 10.Kd8 Kd6 draws.

ii) Kg2 2.Re6 Sb4 3.Rd6 Rxa8 4.Rd8 Sd5
5.Rxd5 Re8 6.Rc5 Kf3 7.Kg5 Ke4 8.Kt6 Kd4
9.Rc1 Kd5 10.Ke7 wins.

ii1) see line 1).

This seems to be unsound. MG proposes
2...Sa5 3.Rxa6 Sb7 4.Kg6 Re8 5.Rxa7 Sd6
6.Sb6 Rg8+ with a curious position in which
the wK cannot approach its pawn (7.Kf6 Se8+
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8.Kf7 Rh8 9.c8Q Sd6+ 10.Kg7 Sxc8 11.Ra2+
Kg3 12.Kxh8 Sxb6) 7.Kh5 Kg3 8.Ra5 Rh8+
9.Kg6 Rg8+ 10.Kh7 ReS.

No 18701 G. Amann & M. Minski
2nd prize
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No 18701 Giinter Amann (Austria) & Mar-
tin Minski (Germany). 1.Kfl+ Khl 2.Sf2+
Kh2 3.b8Q Qbl+ 4.Sd1+ Khl 5.Qxg3/i
Qxd1+ 6.Kf2 Rh2+/ii 7.Qxh2+ Kxh2 8.Re6/iii
Kh3 9.R6e5/iv zz Qf1+ 10.Kxf1 d1Q+ 11.Kf2
Kg4 12.Kg2 Kf4 13.R2e4 mate.

1) 5.Qxb1? Rgl+ 6.Kf2 Rg2+ 7.Kfl Rgl+
perpetual check.

i1) Rxg3 7.Rxg3 Qf1+ 8. Kxfl d1Q+ 9.Rel
Qd7 10.Kf2+ Kh2 11.Rg2+ Kh3 12.Rh1 mate.

111) A difficult move! Other white rook
moves fail. Thematic try 8.Re5? Kh3 zz, or
8.Re7? Qbl, or 8.Re8? Qal, or 8.Re4? Qgl+
9.Kf3+ Kh3 draw.

iv) 9.R6e4? Qf1+ 10.Kxfl d1Q+ 11.Kf2
Qd8 draws.

“An interesting struggle of heavy pieces
ends with a model mate. It is a pity that, in
both phases, the reciprocal zugzwangs arise
with 6 pieces. In spite of this, the study de-
serves a high placing”.

No 18702 Gerhard Josten (Germany). 1.d7+
Rc7+ 2.Kb5 Be7 3.Ka6 gxf5 4.b3/i zz BdS8
5.b4 Be7 6.b5 Bd8 7.b6 Be7 8.bxc7+ Sxc7+
9.Kb6 Bd8 10.Kc6 wins.

1) Thematic try: 4.b4? Bd8 zz 5.b5 Be7 6.b6
Sxb6 7.Kxb6 Bc5+ (Bd8) draws.

“An interesting struggle with mutual
zugzwang’.

No 18702 G. Josten
1st honourable mention
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No 18703 A. Pallier & M. Doré
2nd honourable mention
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No 18703 Alain Pallier & Marcel Doré
(France). 1.Ra2+/i Kxa2 2.Rc2+ Kbl 3.Rxf2
Sxg5 4.Kc4 Kcl 5.Kd3 Se6 6.Rf5/i1 Kb2
7.Re5 Sg5 8.Rb5+/iii Kcl 9.Rf5 Kb2 10.Rf6
h5 11.Rh6, and:

— Kb3 12.Rb6+/iv Ka4 13.Kc4 wins, or:

— Sf3 12.Rxh5 Sel+ 13.Kd2 Sf3+ 14.Ke2
Sd4+ 15.Kd3 Sc6 16.Kc4 wins.
1) 1.Rc2+? Kxc2 2.Ra2+ Kd3 3.Rxf2 Sxg5
draws.
i1) 6.Kc3? Kd1 7.Rf6 Sg5 8.Kd3 Kel 9.Ke3

Sh3 10.Rg6 Kf1, or 6.Rc2+? Kdl 7.Rf2 Sc5+
8.Kd4 Se6+ 9.Kd3 Sc5+ draw.

i11) moves 7 and 8 can be inverted.

iv) Thematic try: 12.Rxh5? Se6 13.Rb5+
Ka4 14.Rb6 Sc7 15.Kc4 Ka5 16.Rb7 Sa6
draws.

“A logical study with a choice of the first
move. Unfortunately, the play very quickly
passes into the territory of the EGTB and the
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struggle of R vs. S. It is difficult to consider
this part of the study as original”.

No 18704 J. Mikitovics
3rd honourable mention
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No 18704 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1.Kc7+ Ka7 2.Rxg5 Kaé6/i 3.Kc6/11 Kas
4.Kxd5 Kb4 5.Ke4/ii1 Sd2+ 6.Kd3 Sc4
7.Sd5+/iv Kb3 8.Rg3 12 9.Ke2+ wins.

1) Sc3 3.Kc6 Ka6 4.Rg8 Ka7 5.Rg4 Se2
6.Sxg2 fxg2 7.Rxg2 Sc3 8.Rgl d4 9.Ral+
Kb8 10.Ra3 wins.

ii) 3.Rg8? Kb5 4.Rb8+ Kc5 5.Rxbl Kd4
draws.

111) 5.Kd4? Sc3 6.Kd3 Kb3 7.Sc4 Sbl 8.Se3
Sc3 9.Sc4 Sbl draws.

iv) 7.Sc2+? Ka4 8.Se3 f2 9.Rxg2 Sxe3
10.Rxf2 Sd5 11.Kc4 Sb6+ 12.Kc5 Sd7+
13.Kc6 Se5+ 14.Kd5 Sd3, or 7.Kd4? {2
8.Rxg2 Sxe3 9.Rxf2 Sc4 draw.

“Despite the g2-pawn, White finds a way to

2

win”.
No 18705 R. Becker
Special prize
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No 18705 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Rd2/i
Sb7 2.Kb3 Sa5+ 3.Kb4 Sxc4 4.Rd7/ii Bb6
5.Kxc4 2 6.Rd1+ Kb2 7.Kd3 Sd6 8.Ke2 Se4
9.Rd3 Sc3+ 10.Kf1 Se4 11.Ke2 Be5 12.Rf3/iii
Kcl 13.Rd3 Kb2 14.Rf3 Kc2 15.Rh3 Sc3+
16.Kf1 Sb1l 17.Ke2 Sd2 18.Rhl zz Bb6
19.Rd1 Se4 20.Rd2+ Kec3 21.Rd3+ Kc2
22.Rd2+ Kb3 23.Rd3+ Kb2 24.Rh3/iv Sc3+
25.Kf1 Sbl 26.Ke2 Sd2 27.Rh1 Kc2 28.Rd1
Se4 29.Rd2+ Sxd2 stalemate.

i) 1.Rh2? Bgl 2.Rd2 f2 3.Rd1+ Kb2 4.Kxa5
Sd6 5.¢5 Sc4+ 6.Ka6 Se3 7.Rd2+ Kc3 8.Rxf2
Bxf2 9.b6 Sd5 10.b7 Sb4+ 11.Ka7 Sc6+
12.Ka8 Bg3 13.b8Q Sxb8 14.Kb7 Sd7 15.c6
Sc5+ 16.Kb6 Se6 wins.

i) 4. Kxc4? £2 5.Rd1+ Kb2 6.Kd3 Sd6 7.Ke2
Se4 8.Rd3 Kc2 9.Rf3 Bb6 10.Rh3 Sd2 11.Rhl
Bce5 zz 12.b6 Bxb6 13.Rd1 Se4 14.Rd2+ Kcl
15.Rd1+ Kb2 16.Rd3 Be5 17.Rh3 Sd2 18.Rh1
Kc2 19.Rd1 Se4 20.Rd2+ Kb3 21.Rd3+ Sc3+
22.Kf1 Kc2 23.Rf3 Se4 24.Ke2 Bd4 25.Rh3
Sc3+ 26.Kf1 Kd2 27.Rh4 Be3 wins.

iii) 12.Rh3? Sd2 13.Rh1 Kc2 zz.

v) 24.Rf3? Kc2 25.Rh3 Sd2 26.Rh1 Bc5 zz.

“The author frequently uses this idea, but he
always manages to find something new. De-
spite the complexity of some lines, the content
is very rich”.

No 18706 F. Vrabec
Special honourable mention
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No 18706 Franjo Vrabec (Sweden). 1.c7
Rh2+ 2.Kg4/i Rh4+/ii 3.Kf3 Rh8 4.cxb8Q+
Rxb8 5.Sxb8 Kxb8 6.Kxg3 Kb7 7.Kh3/iii zz
Kc6 8.Kg2 zz Kd5 9.Kf3 zz Ke6 10.Kg4 zz
Kd7 11.Kh3 zz Kc6 12.Kg2 zz Kd5 13.K13 zz
draws.
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1) 2.Kxg3? Rh8 3.cxb8Q+ Rxb8 4.Sxb8
Kxb8 wins.

ii) Rh8 3.cxb8Q+ Rxb8 4.Sxb8 Kxb§
5.Kxg3 draws.

111) 7.Kg2? Kc6 zz, or 7.Kf2? Kc7 zz wins.

“A rework of an earlier study from Strate-
Gems 2006”.

No 18707 M. Doré
Ist special commendation
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e4g2 0023.01 3/3 Draw
I. Diagram, II: wBb5 to €8

No 18707 Marcel Dor¢ (France).

I: 1.Kf4/1 Kgl 2.Bc6 Sg2+ 3.Kf3 h1Q
(Sxh4+; Kg3) 4.Bf2+ Kh2 5.Bg3+ Kgl
6.Bf2+ perpetual check.

IT: 1.Ke3/ii Kh3 2.Bd7+/iii Kxh4 3.Bc6 Kg3
4.Bhl Sg2+ 5.Ke2 draws.

i) 1.Ke3? Sc2+ 2.Kf4 Sb4 3.Be2 Sd5+
4.Kg4 Se3+ 5.Kf4 Kh3 6.Kxe3 h1Q wins.

i1) 1.Kf4? Sd3+ 2.Ke3 Se5 wins.

iii) 2.Bc6? Sg2+ 3.Kf2 h1Q 4.Bd7+ Kxh4
wins.

“A pleasant super miniature”.

No 18708 A. Pallier
2nd special commendation
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No 18708 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Kb5/i
Kb2 2.Kc4 Ka3/i1 3.Kd5/iv Kxb4 4. Kxd6 Kb5
5.Kxd7 Kxb6 6.Kd6 zz Ka5/vii 7.Kxe5 b5
8.Kd4/111 Kb6 9.Kd5 zz b4 10.Kc4 wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.Kb3? d5 2.exd5 d6 3.e4
Kbl draws.

i1) Kc2 3.Kd5 Kd3 4. Kxd6 Kxe4 5.b5 Kxe3
6.Kxe5 wins.

111) 8.Kd5? Kb6 zz 9.Kd6 b4 draws.

“ At first sight this study satisfies some mod-
ern requirements. It shows a reciprocal
zugzwang with a thematic try. However, the
thematic try is not enough for a higher plac-
ing, also, the zz position arises in a setting

'9,

with only six pieces. This is a pity!
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The Ukraine Chess Federation organized a theme tourney with a total prize fund of 600 USD.
Studies were requested with the rather difficult “change” theme. This theme has been propagated
by Eduard Eilazyan, for instance in EG181, and he also took the initiative for this tourney and act-
ed as judge. Despite the difficult theme, no fewer than 25 entries by 15 composers from 9 coun-
tries participated. The preliminary award appeared as a PDF brochure with the usual three month
confirmation time ending 311112012. Despite the title of the tourney, there were no changes in the

final award.

No 18709 H. van der Heijden
Ist prize
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No 18709 Harold van der Heijden (the Neth-
erlands). There are two main lines:
— Bg6/i 2.Bf3/ii, and:
+ Kd4 (Kxf3 stalemate) 3.Bg2 Bh5 4.572/iii

Ke3 5.Sd3 Bg6/iv 6.Bf1 Bh7 7.Be2 Kd2
8.Bfl Kd1 9.Be2+ Kxe2 stalemate, or:

» Bf5 3.Bg2 (Bhl) Bg4 4.Sd6 Kd4 5.Be4
Ke5 6.Se8 Bh5 7.Sg7 Bdl 8.Bh7 Kd4
9.5f5+ Kc3 10.Se3 draws, or:

— Bh5 2.8d6/v Kd4 3.5f5+/vi Ke5 4.Bfl Bg6
5.Bh3 Kf4 6.Bg4 Kg5 7.Bh3 KhS5 8.Bg4+
Kxg4 stalemate.

1) Bc6 2.Bhl Bb5 3.Sc5 Bce4 4.Be4 Kd4
5.Sb7 Kxe4 6.Sd6+ forking.

1) Try: 2.Bh1? Bh5 3.Sd6 Kd4 4.Be4 Ke5
5.5f5 Be2, see 204 main line.

i11) Thematic try: 4.5d6? Be2 5.Sf5+ Ke5
6.Bed4 Ba6 7.Sg3 Kf4 and wins a piece.

iv) Kxd3 6.Bf3 Bx{3 stalemate.
v) see line ii1).

vi) The thematic try is a study-within-a-
study: 3.Be4? Ke5 4.Sf5 Be2/vii 5.Sg3 Bc4

6.Bh7 Kf4 7.Sh5+ Kg5 since now 8.Be4 Kxh5
9.Bf3+ K- 10.Be2 Bg8 makes the difference.
The wB is now unable to oppose the bB be-
cause there is no 11.Bi6. So 11.Bd3 Kf4 and
the bK plays to d2, followed by Bc2+ win-
ning.

vii) A nice black try here is: Be8?
5.Sg3(Sg7) BbS 6.Bh7 Kf4 7.Sh5+ Kg5 8.Be4
Kxh5 9.Bf3+ Kg5 10.Be2 Bc6 11.Bf3 Bd7
12.Bg4 Be8 13.Bh5 Bxh5 (Kxh5) stalemate.

“This is a very nice study! The change of so-
lution theme is realized three times. The wS is
pinned on three different squares (e4, d3, f5).
Three echo stalemates. There are no difficult
sublines, everything is crystal clear. The un-
conditional winner of the competition!”.

No 18710 A. Pallier

2nd/3rd prize
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No 18710 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Bg3+
Sf4+ 2.Bxf4+ Rxf4 3.Qg3 Bg5 4.Kc6/i Sc3
5.Qh2/ii Sa4 6.Qh8+ Ka7 7.Qg7+ (Qh7+) Ka6
8.Qb7+ Ka5 9.Qb5 mate.

1) First thematic try: 4.Ke6? Sc3/iii 5.Qxc3
Rf6+ 6.Kd7 Rf7+ 7.Ke8 Re7+ 8.Kf8 Rc7
9.Qb4+ Rb7 draws, but not Sd2? 5.Qxg5 wins.
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Second thematic try: 4.Kc5? Sd2 5.Kc6 Sf3/iv
draws, but not Sc3? 5.Kc6 Ka8 6.Qxc3 Rf6+
7.Kb5 Rf5+ 8.Ka4 Rf4+ 9.Kb3 wins.

i1) Refusal of capture. 5.Qxc3? Rf6+ 6.Kb5
Rf5+ 7.Ka4 Rf4+ 8.Kb3 Bd8 9.Qe5+ Bc7
draws.

ii1) A study-within-a-study: Bh6? 5.Qh2/v
Kc7 6.Qxh6 Red+ 7.Kf5/vi wins.

iv) A study-within-a-study: Bh6? 6.Qh2 Sb3
7.Kb6/vii Kc8 8.Qh3+ (Kb8; Qc3) Kd8
9.Qxh6 wins, e.g. Rb4+ 10.Kc6 Sa5+ 11.Kc5
Rc4+ 12.KbS.

v) Not the hasty 5.Qb3+? Kc7 6.Qc2+ Kb6
7.Qxb1+ Ka5 (Kc5) draws.

vi) But not 7.Kd5? Sc3+ 8.Kc5 Sa4+ 9.Kb5
Sc3+ positional draw.

vii) But not 7.Qxh6? Rc4+ 8.Kb6 Rb4+
9.Ka6 Kc7 10.Qg7+ Kc6 11.Qf6+ Kd5S draws.

“A change of the refutation in parallel form.
Four refusals of capturing a minor piece by
the wQ. A godsend in 6 man material, with
exciting play”.

No 18711 R. Becker
2nd/3rd prize
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No 18711 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Kc3/i
zz, and:

— ab/ii 2.Kd4/iii Sh2 3.R2g3+ Ke2 4.Re4+
Kd1 5.Rd3+ Kel 6.Re3+ Kd2 7.Rc2+ Kxc2
8.Re2+ Kb3 9.Rxf2 Sg4 10.Rf3+/iv Kb4
(Kc2) 11.Rf4 Shé6 12.Rf6 wins, or:

— a5 2. Kb2/v zz a4 3.Ka3 zz Sh2 4.R2g3+
Ke2 5.Rh4 f1Q 6.Rxh2+ Kdl 7.Rb2 Qf8+
8.Ka2 Qf7+ 9.Kal wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.Kd4? Sh2 2.R2g3+ Ke2
3.Red4+ Kd1 4.Rd3+ Kcl 5.Re3+ Kd2 6.Rc2+

Kxc2 7.Re2+ Kb3 8.Rxf2 Sg4 9.Rf3+ Kb4
10.Rf4 Sh6 draws.

1) Se3 2.R2g3+ Ke2 3.Re4 f1Q 4.Rgxe3+
Kdl 5.Ra4 Qf6+ 6.Rd4+ Kcl 7.Rel mate.

ii1) Now this move works! Thematic try:
2.Kb2? a5 zz 3.Kc3 a4 4.Kb2 a3+ (Se3)
draws.

iv) 10.Rf5? Sh2 11.Kd3 Sg4 12.Kd4 Sh2
loss of time.

v) Thematic try: 2.Kd4? Sh2 3.R2g3+ Ke2
4.Re4+ Kdl 5.Rd3+ Kcl 6.Rf4 f1Q 7.Rxf1+
Sxf1 8.Kc3 a4 draws.

“A very good study. Synthesis of a logical
study and the change theme. A nice idea with
dynamic play in a miniature design!”.

No 18712 1. Akobia
4th prize
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No 18712 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1.h5 Bd3
2.Bg8 Kb2 3.h6/i b3 4.h7 Bxh7 5.Bxh7, and:

— Kcl 6.g4/ii b2 7.Kg3 (g5) Sd4 8.g5 Sc2
9.6 b1Q 10.g7 Qb8+ 11.Kh3 Qc8+ 12.Kh4
Qd8+ 13.Kh5 draws, or:

— K3 6.g3/iii zz Sa3 7.g4 b2 8.g5 Kd2 9.Bbl
Sxb1 10.g6 Sc3 11.g7 b1Q 12.g8Q draws.

1) Thematic try: 3.g4? Kc3 4.h6 b3 5.h7
Bxh7 6.Bxh7 Sa3 zz. See line iii).

1) Thematic try: 6.g3? b2 (Sd4) 7.g4 Sd4
(b2) 8.Kg2 Sc2 wins.

111) Thematic try: 6.g4? zz Sa3, and: 7.g5 b2
8.Bb1l Sxbl 9.g6 Sd2 10.g7 b1Q (Sf3+)
11.g8Q Sf3+ (b1Q) or: 7.Bg8 Sc4 8.g5 b2
9.Bh7 Sa3 10.Bb1 Sxbl 11.g6 Sd2 win.

“An interesting study in which the Change
theme reflects the internal logic of the strug-
gle”.
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No 18713 1. Akobia
1st honourable mention
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2nd honourable mention
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No 18715 M. Minski
3rd honourable mention
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h7h4 0310.22 4/4 Draw

No 18713 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1.Sd3 Ka7
2.Rd6 e4+ 3.Kxe4 b2 4.Sxb2 Sxb2 5.Rd2
Bbl+ 6.Kd5 Sa4 7.Kc4, and:

— Kb6 8.Rf2i zzl Ka6 9.Rh2 zz2 Bf5
10.Rh6+ Ka5 11.Rc6 Bd7 12.Rxc5+ draws,
or:

— Kab6 8.Rh2/ii1, and:

» Ka5 9.Re2 zz3 Bg6 10.Re7 Bh5 11.Ra7+
draws, or:

« Kb6 9.Rf2 zzl Bh7 10.Rf8 Be4 11.Rf4
Bc6 12.Rf6 Sb2+ 13.Kc3/iii Sd1+
14.Kd2/iv Sb2 15.Kc3 Sa4+ 16.Kc4
main: main:

1) Thematic try: 8. Rh2? Kab6 zz2 9.Re2 Ka5

zz3 10.Rg2 Bf5 11.Rg5 Be6+ wins.

1) Thematic try: 8.Rf2? Bh7 9.Rf6+ Ka5
10.Rf7 Bg8 wins. Thematic try: 8.Re2? Ka5
z73.

111) 13.Kb3? Sd3 14.Kc3 Se5 15.Re6 Sf7
(Sd7? Kc4; zz) 16.Kc4 Sd8 17.Rf6 Sb7 wins.

iv) 14.Kd3? Kb5 15.Rfl Sb2+ 16.Kc3 Sad+
wins.

“Original study, in which three related zz-
positions define three pairs of squares of con-
formity of the bK and wR: zz1 (Kb6, Rf2),
zz2 (Ka6, Rh2), zz3 (Ka5, Re2)”.

No 18714 Iuri Akobia (Ukraine) & Sergey
Didukh (Ukraine). 1.b5 e3 2.Sc5 e2 3.8d3
Kg5 4.Ked/i Kxg4 5.Kd4 zz , and:

— Kf5 6.Kc5 Rb8 7.b6 Rd8 8.Bd5 Rc8+
9.Kdo6/ii Rd8+ 10.Kc6 Rc8+ 11.Kd7 Rc3

12.Sel Rcl/iii 13.b7 Rxel 14.b8Q Rdl
15.Qf8+ Ke5 16.Qe7+ wins, or:

— Kg5 6.Kc5 Rb8 7.b6 Rd8 8.Bd5 Rc8+
9.Kb4/iv Rd8 10.b7 Rxd5 11.b8Q Rxd3
12.Qe5+ wins.

1) The main logical try: 4.Kd4? — Réti ma-
noeuvre, but after 4...Kxg4 White falls into an
unexpected mutual zugzwang: 5.Kc5 Rb8
6.b6 Rd8 7.Bd5 Rc8+ with 8. Kd6/vi RA8+
9.Kc6 Rc8+ 10.Kd7 Rc3 11.Sel Rel 12.b7
Rxel 13.b8Q Rdl 14.Qg8+ (Qb4+ Kh5;) Kf4
15.Qf7+ Ke3 16.Qf3+ Kd2, and Black has a
fortress, or: 8.Kb4 Rd8 9.b7 Rxd5 10.b8Q
Rxd3 draws.

i1) But not 9.Kb4? Rd8 10.b7 Rxd5 11.b8Q
Rxd3 12.Qe8 Rd4+ 13.Kc3 Re4 draws.

iii) Re4 13.Bf3 Rel 14.Bxe2 (b7) Rxel
15.b7 Rb1 16.Bd3+ wins.

iv) Thematic try: 9.Kd6? Rd8+ 10.Kc6 Rc8+
11.Kd7 Re3 12.Sel Rc5 13.Bf3 Rel draws.

“Successful implementation of the change
theme with the use of a very interesting 7 man
zz-position. But not all possibilities of this po-
sition are fully exploited”.

No 18715 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.6 d3
2.Be7 Rb7 3.exd3, and:

—exd3 4.Kg6/i d2 5.7+ Rxe7 6.f8Q Re6+
7.Kf5 (Kf7) draws, or:

—e3 4.Kh6/ii €2 5.7+ Rxe7 6.f8Q ¢clQ
7.Qf4+ (Qf6+) Kh3 8.Qf5+ Kh2 9.Qh5+
Kg2 10.Qg5+ Kfl 11.Qf6+ Kg2 12.Qg5+
Qg3 13.Qxe7 draws.
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1) Thematic try: 4. Kh6? d2 5.7+ Rxe7 6.f8Q
Re6+ 7.Kg7 d1Q wins.

i1) 4.Kg6? e2 5.7+ Rxe7 6.f8Q elQ 7.Qf4+
Kh3 8.Qf5+ Kg2 9.Qg4+ Qg3 wins.

“The change theme in both main lines”.

No 18716 A. Pallier
4th honourable mention
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No 18716 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Re5+
Kxe5 2.Sf3+ Kxd6 3.Sxh2, and:
— Rg8 4.g3, with:

» Ke6 5.Bf4/i Ra8 6.Kel Ral+ 7.Kf2 Ra2+
8.Kgl Kf5 9.Be3/ii Ke4 10.Bf2 (Bc5,
Bb6) wins, or:

« Kd5 5.5f1/ii1 Ke4 6.Ke2 wins, or:

— Ral 4.Sg4, with:

« Ke6 5.5/2/iv Kf5 6.g3 Kgb6 7.Sd3 Kf5
8.Ke2 Kg4 9.Kf2 Ra2+ 10.Bb2 Kh3
11.Kf3 wins, or:

* Kd5 5.Kc2, and now:

e« Ked/v 6.Sf2+ Kf5 7.Kdl Rbl 8.g4+
Kg6 9.Sd3 Kf6 10.Ke2 wins, or:

*eRa4 6.Sf2 Kd4 7.Sd1 Ra8 8.Kd2 Rg8
9.Se3 Rc8 10.Bb2+ Ke4 11.Ke2 wins.

1) Thematic try: 5.5f1? Kf5 6.Ke2 Kg4
draws.

ii) Not 9.Bc7? Rb2 10.Bd6 Rc2 11.Bb8 Ra2
12.Bd6 Rc2 positional draw, or 13.Bb4 Ke4
14.Ba5 Rb2 draws.

ii1) Thematic try: 5.Bf4? Rc8 6.Sf3 Ke4
7.Ke2 Rc3 8.Sd2+ Kf5 9.Kf2 Kg4 10.Se4
Rf3+ and Rxf4 draws.

1v) 5.Kc2? Kf5 6.Se3+ Ke4 (Kf4) draws.

v) Thematic try: 5.5/2? Kd4 6.Kd2 Ra2+
7.Kel Ral 8.Kd2 Ra2 positional draw.

“Consistent implementation of the change
theme/try in 6 man material”.

No 18717 J. Mikitovics
5th honourable mention
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No 18717 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary). 1.b6/
1 Sc6 2.Kb5 Sd8 3.Ka6 Kc5/ii 4.b7 Sc6 5.4,
and:

— 16 6.15/i11 Kd6 7.Kb6 Sb8 8.Ka7 Kd6 6.Kb6
Sb8 7.Ka7 draws, or:

— Kd6 6.Kb6/iv Sb8 7.Ka7 draws, or:
— 15 6.d4+/v, and:

* Kd6 7.d5 Kxd5 8.Kb5/vi Kd6 9.Kb6 Kd7
10.Kc5 draws, or:

» Kd5 7.Kb6/vit Kd6 8.d5 Sb8 9.Kb5 Kc7
10.Kc5/vii1 Sd7+ 11.Kb5 zz Kxb7/ix
12.d6 zz Sf6 13.Kc5 Kc8 14.Kd4 Sg4
15.Kc4/x Kd8 16.Kc5 zz Ke8/x1 17.Kc6
Sf6 18.Kc7 Sd5+ 19.Kc8 Sb6+ 20.Kc7
Sd7 21.Kc6 S8 22.d7+ Sxd7/xii 23.Kd6
S8 24 .Ke5 draws.

1) 1.Ka5? Sc8 2.b6 Sd6 wins.
i1) f5 4. Ka7 4 5. Kb8 draws.

i11) 6.d3? Sb8+ 7.Ka7 Sd7 wins. 6.d4+? Kd6
7.Kb6 Sb8 wins.

1v) Thematic try: 6.Kb5? Kc7 7.Kc5 Sb8
8.Kd5 Sd7 9.d4 Sf6+ wins.

v) 6.d3? Sb8+ 7.Ka5 Sd7 wins.

vi) Thematic try: 8. Kb6? Kd6 zz 9.Kb5 Kc7
10.Kc5 Kxb7 11.Kd5 Kb6 12.Ke6 Sd4+
13.Ke5 Kc5 wins.

vii) Thematic try: 7.Kb5? Kd6 8.Kb6 Sb8
9.Kb5 Sd7 10.Kc4 Kc6 11.d5+ Kxb7 12.d6
Kc6 wins.
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viii) Thematic try: 10.Kc4? Kxb7 11.Kc5
Kc7 12.d6+ Kd7 13.Kd5 Sc6 wins.

1x) Sb8 12.Kc5 Sd7+ 13.Kb5 zz, positional
draw.

x) Thematic try: /5.Kc5? Kd8 zz 16.Kc4
Ke8 wins.

x1) Sf6 17.Kd4 Sg4 18.Kc5 zz, positional
draw.

xi1) Ke7 23.d8Q+ excelsior.

“The change theme twice, opposition, mutu-
al zugzwangs, positional draws, excelsior”.

No 18718 M. Zinar
Special honourable mention
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No 18718 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.h6
Kg8 2.Kel, and:

— a6 3.Kdl a5 4Kcl a4 5Kbl a3 6.bxa3/i
bxa3 7.Kal b2+ 8.Kbl b4 9.Ka2 b3+
10.Kb1 Kf8 11.h7 Kf7 12.h8S+ wins, or:

— a5 3.Kdl a4 4.Kcl a3 5.Kbl/ii a2+ 6.Kal,
and:

o Kf8 7.h7 Kf7 8.h8S+ wins, or:
» Kh8 7.f7 Kh7 8.f8S+ wins.
1) 6.Kal? a2 draws.

i) 5.bxa3? bxa3 6.Kbl b2 7.Ka2 b4 8.Kbl
b3 draws.

“In an introduction to Selman 1939 (HHd-
bIV#19150) the change theme is realized: de-
pending on the move of the bP the way the
wK 1is stalemated changes”.

No 18719 Anatoly Skripnik (Russia). 1.Se7
Rf4+ 2.Kg5 Rg4+ 3.Kh5 Rxc4 4.Sxc8, and:

— Rxb4 5.a7 Ra4 6.Kg6 Kg8 7.Kf6 Kf8 8. Keb
Ke8 9.Kd6 Kd8 10.Se7 Ral 11.Sc6+ Kc8

No 18719 A. Skripnik
1st commendation
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foh8 0313.40 6/3 Win
12.¢6 Rd1+ 13.Sd4 Ral 14.¢7 Ra6+ 15.Sc6
Rxc6+ 16.Kd5 (Ke5) wins, or:

— Rxc8 5.b5 Ra8 6.Kh6/1 zz Kg8 7.Kgb6 Kf8
8.Kf6 Ke8 9.Ke6 Kd8 10.Kd6 Ra7 11.e6
Rd7+ 12.Kc5/ii Re7+ 13.Kb6 Re7 14.a7
wins.

1) Thematic try: 6.Kg6? Kg8 zz 7.Kf6 K8
8. Keb Ke8 9.Kd6 Kd8 10.e6 Ra7 11.Kc5 Kc8
draws.

i1) 12.exd7? stalemate.

“Two comfortable thematic variants are con-
nected by the change theme”.

No 18720 J. Mikitovics
2nd commendation
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No 18720 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).

1.Re6, and:

— Bd3 2.Re7/i Rg8+ 3.Kc7 Bxb5 4.d7 wins,
or:

— Rb7 2.d7/ii Bd3 3.Rb6+ Ka7 4.Kc8 Kxb6
5.d8Q+ wins, or:

— Kb8 2.d7 Kb7/iii 3.Ke8 Rg8+ 4.Ke7/iv
Rg7+ 5.Kd6 Rg8 6.Re5, and:
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» Rg6+ 7.Ke7/v wins, or:

» Bh3 (Bg4; Rg5) 7.Re8/vi Rgb+ 8.Reb/vii
Rg8 9.Ke7 Rg7+ 10.Ke8 Rg8+ 11.Kf7
Rh8 12.Rh6/viii wins.

1) 2.d7? Kb7 3.Ke8 Bxb5 draws.
i) 2.Re7? Rxb5 3.Re5 Rb8+ draws.

i11) Bg4 3.Rb6+ Ka7 4.Rd6 Kb7 5.Ke8, or
Rh7 3.Ke8 Rh8+ 4.Ke7 Rh7+ 5.Kd6 wins.

iv) 4.Kf7? Rh8 5.Ke7 Rh7+ 6.Kd6 Rh8
7.Ke7 Rh7+ 8.Kd6 Rh8 9.Re8 Rh6+ 10.Re6
Rh8 positional draw.

v) 7.Re6? Rg8 8.Ke7 Rg7+ 9.Ke8 Rg8+
10.Kf7 Rh8 11.Rh6 Rd8 draws.

vi) 7.Ke7? Rg7+ draws.
vii) 8.Ke7? Rg7+ draws.

viii) 12.Ke7? Rh7+ 13.Kd6 Rh8 14.Ke7
Rh7+ 15.Kd6 Rh8 positional draw.

No 18721 M. Zinar
3rd commendation
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No 18721 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.h6 b2+
2.Ka2/i b3+ 3.Kb1 zz K7 4.gxh8S+, and:

— Kf8 5.5xg6+/i1 hxg6 6.h7 Kf7 7.h8S+ wins,
or:

— Kg8 5./7+/i11 Kf8 6.Sxgb6+ hxg6 7.h7 Kxf7
8.h8R wins.

1) 2.Kb1? b3 zz 3.7+ Kxf7 4.gxh8R a2+
5.Kxb2 alQ+ 6.Kxal b2+ 7.Kxb2 stalemate.

i1) 5./77 a2+ 6.Kxb2 alQ+ 7.Kxal b2+
8.Kxb2
i1) 5.5xg6? hxg6 draws.
“The change theme in underpromotions”.
No 18722 A. Bezgodkov & V. Samilo
4th commendation
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No 18722 Anatoly Bezgodkov & Vladimir

Samilo (Ukraine). 1.Kh1/1 zz, and:

— Kd4 2.Bxa6 Kxe5 3.Bc8 Kd6 4.a6 Kc7 5.a7
wins, or:

— Kb4 2.Bxe6 Kxa5 3.Bf7/ii Kb6 4.e6 Kc7
5.7 wins.

1) 1.Bxe6+? Kd4/iii 2.Bc8 Kxe5 3.Bxa6 Kd6
4.Bc8 Kc7, or 1.Bxa6+? Kb4/iv 2.Bc8 Kxa$s
3.Bxe6 Kb6 draw.

i1) 3.Bc8? Kbb6 4.6 Sg8
i11) Kb4? 2.g8Q wins.
1v) Kd4? 2.Bc8 wins.

“A schematical study with a short solution in
the tries and main line”.
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Judge Michael Roxlau (Germany) considered 33 studies by 26 composers from 12 countries. In
the award in Problem-Forum no.48 x112011 he explains that apart from general criteria like origi-
nality, difficulty and artistic impression, he used the additional factors activity, pointed play and
use of material.

No 18723 No 18724 J. Mikitovics No 18725
S. Hornecker & 1. Akobia J. Mikitovics
Ist prize 2nd prize Ist honourable mention
EEER [EE R [E o E
B m AN | [ E NI e mes o
WoOE | mam W R
B omAman | N Bow m | om E E
s A7 A / _ By

/////
Ty B

/////

. | | &

_

//ya//y o
s
e E e o

/7 7/ ///7 7 - 7
B mal|
i
-

g1h4 0000.67 7/8 Win

d4g8 0144.12 5/5 Win

£8d7 0310.21 4/3 Draw

No 18723 Siegfried Hornecker (Germany).
1.f6/1 g6 2.c6 Kg3 3.¢7 2+ 4. Kf1 Kf3 5.c8B/ii
g3 6.Bh3 g2+ 7.Bxg2+ Kg3 8.Bhl/iii Kh2
9.Bf3 exf3 10.Kxf2 Kh3 11.Kxf3 Kh4 12.Kf4
Kh5 13.d3 Kh4 14.e4 Kh5 15.e5 dxe5+
16.dxe5 wins.

1) 1.cxd6? Kg3 2.d7 2+ 3. Kfl Kf3 4.d8Q g3
and Black mates.

i1) 5.c8Q? g3 6.Qh3 stalemate.

iii) 8.d3? exd3 9.Bxd5 d2 10.Bb3 Kf3 11.¢4
Kxe4 12.Kxf2 Kd3 13.d5 Ke4 14.Ke2 Kf5
15.Kxd2 Kxg5 16.Ke3 Kxf6 17.Kf4 g5+
18.Kg4 Kg6 19.Bc2+ Kf6 20.Bed Ke5 21.Bf3
Kf6 draws.

“After White has avoided a stalemate trap,
the play seems to head for a dead end, as the
natural escape try 8.d3 is refuted with finess-
es. So how should the trapped promoted bish-
op save itself? Not at all! With the surprising
manoeuvre §.Bh1!! Kh2 9.Bf3!! it simply
steals itself off the board again. The resulting
pawn play is an elementary win. A very unu-
sual, courageous construction!”.

No 18724 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary) & Tu-
r1 Akobia (Georgia). 1.Sf6+ Kf8 2.Sd7+ Kg8
3.Rxh6 Sb3+ 4.Kc3 a2 5.Bd5+ Kg7 6.Ra6
alQ+ 7.Rxal Sxal 8.Be4 Bdl 9.Sc5 Khé6
10.f4 Kh5 11.Bd3 Kg4 12.f5 Kg5 13.Sed4+
Kh6 (Kf5; Sxf2) 14.f6 Bb3 15.Kb2 Kgb6
16.Kxal Bd5 17.Sc3+ wins.

“Very soon White has to give up his extra
rook against the black passed pawn. Thereby
the bS gets into an apparently hopeless posi-
tion on al, where it only has to be picked up
by playing Kb2. But it is not that easy! White
first has to carefully strengthen its position be-
fore the wK comes into action. The final bat-
tery construction prevents the last black reac-
tion and rounds off the event in a successful

29

way’.

No 18725 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1.Ba3 Ral 2.Bb2 Rb1l 3.Ba3 Rhl 4.Kg7 Rbl
5.Bb2 Ke7 6.h7 Rgl+ 7.Kh6 Kf7 8. h8S+ Keb6
9.Sg6 Rbl (Kf5; Sh4+) 10.Ba3 Ral 11.Bb2
Kd5 12.Sf4+ Kc4 13.Se2 draws.

1) 1.Bd2? Rg2, but not Rh1? 2.Kg7 Ke7
3.Bg5+ Ke6 4.Be3 Rgl+ 5.Kf8 Rel 6.h7
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Rxe3 7.h8Q Rf3+ 8.Kg8 c1Q 9.Qh6+ Qxh6
stalemate.

“After an easily understood introduction,
White is forced into a knight promotion
8.h8S! The subsequent galloping of the pro-
moted knight toward the promotion square of
the passed black pawn secures the draw. Also
the stalemate line in the try-in-a-try 1.Bd2?
Rh7? ... 9.Qh6 Qxh6 stalemate deserved spe-
cial attention”.

No 18726 H. van der Heijden
2nd honourable mention
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No 18726 Harold van der Heijden (the Neth-
erlands). 1.Ba6+/i, and:

—e2 2.Se3+ Kxf2 3.Rxg2+ Kxe3 4.Rxe2+
Kf3 5.Rc2 Bd4 6.Rd2 Bal 7.Rd1 Bb2
8.Rd3+ Ke2 9.Rb3+ wins, or:

— Kgl 2.Bb7 Sxg4 3.Rxg2+ Kfl 4.Kxg4 e2
5.Kh3 g4+ 6.Kh2, with:

* h5 7.Ba6 Kel 8.Bxe2 Kxe2 9.f4+ Kfl

10.Rc2 Bb4 11.Rc4 Bel 12.Rcl wins, or:

» Kel 7.Ba6 Be5+ 8.Kh1 Kd2 9.Bxe2 Kxe2

10.f4+ wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.Sxe3+? Kxf2 2.Sxg2 Kg3
3.Rhl/xxii Kxg2 4.Rcl Bd4 5.Rd1/xxiii Bc3
6.Rd3 Bal 7.Ra3 Bd4 8.Ra4 Bc3 9.Rc4 Bal
draws.

“The play in the thematic try goes into a
dead end: the bB is too far off. A decisive im-
provement of the position is achieved by the
checking key 1.Ba6+! Now the rook-bishop
tango (in the 1...e2 main line) ends with con-
struction of a battery by 8.Rd3+ and resulting
discovered check. Completely different is the
play after 1...Kg1, although in this case also a
discovered check (10.f4+) decides”.

No 18727 G. Amann & M. Minski
special honourable mention
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No 18727 Giinter Amann (Austria) & Mar-
tin Minski (Germany). 1.g7 Rf5+ 2.Kg4 Rf4+
3.Kg5 Bh7 4.Rh6 Bg8 5.Rh8 Bd2 6.Rxg8+/i
Rf8+ 7.Kgb6 Rxg8 8.Kh7 Kf7 stalemate.

i) 6.Kg6? Rgd4+ 7.Kf6 Bc3+ 8.Kf5 Rxg7
wins.

“The final stalemate trick has already been
used before by Giinter Amann in a study that
won an honourable mention in the NONA
2008 tourney (HHdbIV#74482). In the present
version the idea is skilfully realized in a mini-
ature”.

No 18728 J. Mikitovics & M. Minski
commendation
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No 18728 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary) &
Martin Minski (Germany). 1.Bb3 Bd2+ 2.Ka3
Kc6 3.Bc4 Rf2 4.Rgl/i, and:

— Kd6 5.Ba6/ii Be3 6.Bb7 Bc5+ 7.Kb3 draws,
or:

— Be3 5.Bd3 Kd5 6.Ba6 Kc6 7.Bd3 BceS5+
8.Kb3 Kd5 9.Ba6 Rf3+ 10.Kc2 Bxgl
11.Bb7+ wins.

N
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1) Thematic try: 4. Kb3? Kd6 5.Ba6 Kc7
wins

i1) Thematic try: 5.Bd3? Bcl+ 6.Rxcl Rf3
7.Rgl Rxd3+ wins.

“A tense positional battle for the control of
the long diagonal a8-h1. The best points, how-
ever, are ‘hidden’ in thematic tries 4...Kd6!!
5...Bcl1+!!, which I naturally cannot value so
high”.

No 18729 P. Gyarmati
commendation
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No 18729 Peter Gyarmati (Hungary).
1.Rd6+/1 Kh7/i1 2.Rh6+ Kxh6 3.f5 c1Q
4.Bf4+ Kh5 5.Bxcl wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.f5? c1Q 2.Bf4+ Kh5
3.Bxcl stalemate.

1) Kg7 2.Rg6+ Kxg6 3.f5+ Kxf5 4.Bf4
wins.

“After the rook sacrifice we’re in the initial
position, albeit without the wR (WCCT7
theme). The stalemate try motif looks rather
simple, but is pleasantly implemented in the
present miniature”.

No 18730 H. van der Heijden
commendation
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No 18730 Harold van der Heijden (the Neth-
erlands). 1.Rc4 Kd3 2.Rxd4+ Kxc3 3.Rdl,
and:

— Sc5+ 4. Kxa3 Sd3 5.3 Kc2 6.Ral Kd2
7.Ka4 Ke3 8.Ra3 wins, or:
— Kc2 with

* 4 Ral Kb2 5.Rxa3 wins, or:

* 4Ka3 Sc5 5.Ral Se4 6.Rxa2 Kb2 4.Rd2

wins.

“With the surprising R-move to al, White
initiates the decisive regrouping of his piec-

2

€S .
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34 studies by 27 composers from 11 countries were submitted for the Viktor Kalyagin MT. The
judge was Sergey Osintsev. The award appeared in Uralski Problemist no. 68, 26x112011.

No 18731 D. Hlebec

Ist prize
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No 18731 Darko Hlebec (Serbia). 1.0-O
Bxb6 2.Qxb6 Qf3 3.Rh8+/i Kxh8 4.Qd8+

Kh7 5.Qg5 Qe4 6.Qg3 Rgb6 7.3 Qd4+ 8.Qf2
Bxf3 9.g3/i1 wins.

1) 3.gxf3? Rg6+ 4.Kh1 Bxf3 mate.

i1) 9.Qxd4? Rxg2+ 10.Kh1 Rf2+ 11.Kgl
Rg2+ draws.

“Bright fireworks!”.

No 18732 S. Zakharov
2nd prize
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No 18732 Sergey Zakharov (Russia). 1...b4
2.cxb4 Rxh5+ 3.Kxh5 Sd4+ 4.Kg6/i Bc2+
5.Kf7 Bb3+ 6.Ke8 Bad+ 7.b5 Bxb5+ 8.Kf7
Bce4+ 9.Kg6 Bd3+ 10.KhS5 Be2+ 11.f3 Bxf3+
12.Kg6 Bed4+ 13.Kf7 Bd5+ 14.Ke8 Bc6+
15.Kd8 (Kf8) Se6+ 16.Ke7 Sxg7 17.f7 St5+/ii

18.Kf6 3 19.f8Q 2 20.Qa3+ Kbl 21.Qd3+
wins.

1) 4. Kxh6? S5+ 5.Kg5 Sxg7 6.fxg7 Bb3
draws.

i1) Se6 18.Kxe6 Bd5+ 19.Kxd5 wins.

“A clear logical study”.

No 18733 1. Akobia
3rd prize
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No 18733 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1.Ka3/i e2
2.Bd4+ Rxd4 3.R3xd4/ii Rh1 4.Re4/iii e1Q
5.Rxel+ Rxel 6.g4/iv e6 7.Rd3 Rgl 8.Rc3/v
Kbl 9.Rc4 Rg3+ 10.Kb4 Kb2 11.Kc5 Rd3
12.Kc6 Kb3 13.Rc5 Kb4 14.Re5 Kc4 15.g5
wins.

i) 1.Kc3? Rxgl 2.Ra5+ Kbl 3.Rb5+ Kcl
4 Ra5 Kbl, or 1. Kb3? Rb1+ 2.Ka3 e¢2 3.Bf2
elQ 4.Bxel Rexel draw.

i1) Thematic try: 3.R5xd4? Rh1 4.Re4 e¢1Q
5.Rxel+ Rxel 6.Kb3 Kbl 7.g4 Rgl 8.Re3
Kcl 9.Kc3 Kdl draws.

i11) Thematic try: 4.Re5? e1Q 5.Rxel+ Rxel
6.Kb3 Kbl 7.Kc3 Re3+ 8.Rd3 Re4 9.Rd4
Re3+ 10.Rd3 Re4 positional draw.

iv) Thematic try: 6.Kb3? Rb1+ 7.Kc4 Rcl+
8.Kd4 Rgl 9.Rg5 Kb2 10.g4 Kc2 draws.

v) Thematic try: 8.Re3? Kbl 9.Kb3 Kcl
10.Kc3 KdI 11.Re4 Rg3+ (Rg2) draws.

“This kind of study has an abundance of
tries. White repeatedly has to take a fateful de-
cision. It might be worthwhile to remove the
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first move (the wK is in check), as the other
options are not thematic”.
No 18734 V. Kalashnikov
4th prize
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No 18734 Valery Kalashnikov (Russia).
1.Sd6+ Kb8 2.Sf5 Bxd5 3.¢7+/1 Kxc7 4.Sd4
Be4+ 5.Ke3 Sg3 6.Kf4 Sh5+ 7.Kg5 Sg3 8.Kf4
Sh5+ 9.Kg5 Sg7 10.Kf6 Se8+ 11.Kf7/ii Kd8
12.Se6+ Kd7 13.Sf8+ Kd8 14.Se6+ positional
draw.

i) 3.Sd4? Bed4+ 4.Ke3 Sg3 5.Kf4 Sh5+
6.Kg5 Sg7 7.Kf6 Se8+ 8.Ke7 Sc7, as ¢7 is not
blocked.

i1) 11.Ke7? Bg6 12.Se6+ Kc6 13.54 Sd5+ wins.

“An harmonious logical study”.

No 18735 M. Hlinka & L. Kekely
5th prize
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No 18735 Michal Hlinka & L’ubos§ Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.Bbl a1Q 2.Kc2/i g5 3.h3 Kb7 4.g3
Kc7 5.h4 gxh4/ii 6.gxh4 Kd6 7.h5 Ke5 8.h6
Kxf6 9.Kc3/iii ¢5 10.Kb3 ¢4+ 11.Kc3 zz, wins.

1) Thematic try: 2.Kc3? g5 3.h3 Kb7 4.g3
Kc7 5.h4 gxh4 6.gxh4 Kd6 7.h5 Ke6 8.h6
Kxf6 9.Kb3 ¢5 10.Kc3 ¢4 zz and Black wins.

i1) Kd6 6.h5 Ke5 7.h6 Kxt6 8.Kb3 zz wins.
111) 9.Kb3? ¢5 10.Kc3 c4 zz.
“Sequential mutual zugzwang”.
No 18736 1. Akobia & R. Becker
special prize
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No 18736 Iuri Akobia (Georgia) & Richard
Becker (USA). 1.Kb2 Se2 2.Rh1 Ba4 3.Ka3
Bc2 4.Kb2 Ba4 5.Ka3 Bce2 6.Kb2 Kf7 7.Rh6
Ke7 8.Ra6 zz Kd7 9.Rh6 zz Kc7 10.Ra6 Kd7
11.Rh6 positional draw, Ba4 12.Rh3 Bc2
13.Rh6 Ba4 14.Rh3 positional draw, Bb5
15.Kb3 Kd6 16.Kb4 Ba6 17.Ka5 Bc4 18.Kb4
Ba6 19.Ka5 positional draw.

“A nice find of a series of positional draws.
It is a pity that there are no points”.

No 18737 A. Pallier
special prize
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No 18737 Alain Pallier (France). 1.b8Q Se4
2.Kh7 Sg5+ 3.Kh6 Se6 4.Qh8+ Rg7 5.Qa8
Rg6+/i 6.Kh5 Be5 7.Qc6/ii Rg5+ §.Kh4
Bg3+/ii 9.Kh3 Be5 10.Kh4 Rg6 11.Kh5 Rg3

12.Kh4 Rg6 13.Kh5 Rg5+ 14.Kh4 positional
draw.

1) Be5 6.Qf3+ Sf4 7.Qc6+ draws.
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i1) 7.Qf3+? (Qa6+?) Kg7 8.Qb7+ Bc7
9.Qb2+ Kh7 10.Qb7 Rg5+ 11.Kh4 Kh6 wins.
“A discovery in 6 man material with mean-
ingful study play”.
No 18738 L. Kekely
1st honourable mention
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No 18738 L’ubos Kekely (Slovakia). 1.Kg2
h1Q+ 2.Kxhl ¢2 3.Bg5+ Kxg5 4.Qg7+/i Kh4
5.Qb2/ii c1Q+ 6.Qxcl Bxcl 7.b7 Kg3 8.b8Q
Be3 9.Qxc7+ 4 10.Qg7 Kh3 11.Qd7 Kg3/iii
12.Qg7 positional draw.

1) Thematic try: 4.Qe7+? Kf4 5.Qxc7+ Ke3
6.Qe5+ Kf3 7.Qb2 c1Q+ 8.Qxcl Bxcl 9.b7
Bf4 wins.

i1) Thematic try: 5.Qf6+? Kg3 6.Qe5+ f4
7.Qal c1Q+ 8.Qxcl Bxcl 9.b7 Be3 10.b8Q
Bf3 mate.

ii1) Bxd7 stalemate, or Bd4 12.Qxc6 f3
13.Qxc5 Bxc5 stalemate.

“A logical study, choosing the right plan”.

No 18739 S. Zakharov
2nd honourable mention

77

=
W m /7
BoE o om
o
W oEaw
Al B A
Mamzm &
E % @ =
h2c1 0100.34 5/5 Win

No 18739 Sergey Zakharov (Russia). 1.b4/1
Kd1l 2.Rf2 c1Q 3.Rfl+ Kc2 4.Rxcl+ Kxcl

5.Kxh3 Kb2 6.Kg4 Kc3 7.b5/i1 Kc4 8.Kf5
Kxb5 9.Kxe5 a5 10.Kd6 a4 11.e5 a3 12.e6 a2
13.e7 alQ 14.e8Q+ Kc4 15.Qed+ wins.

1) 1.Kxh3? a5 2.Kg4 Kbl 3.Rel+ cl1Q
4 Rxcl+ Kxcl 5.Kf5 Ke2 6. Kxe5 Kxb3 7.Kf5
a4 8.e5 a3 9.e6 a2 10.e7 alQ 11.e8Q Qfl+
draws.

i1) 7.Kf5? Kxb4 8.Kxe5 a5 9.Kd5 a4 10.e5
a3 11.e6 a2 12.¢7 alQ draws.

“And this study is soluble in a logical way,
but paradox is lacking”.

No 18740 R. Becker
3rd honourable mention
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No 18740 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Bb5
f1Q 2.Bxfl Rb4 3.Be2+ Kg6 4.Bd3+/i Kf6
5.Ba6 Rxb2 6.Kf8 Ke6 7.Ke8 zz Kd6 8.Kd8
zz Kc6 9.Kc8 Rxg2 10.Bb5+ Kc5 11.Kd8
Rg8+ 12.Be8 wins.

1) 4.Bf3? Rxb2 5.Kf8 Kf6 6.Ke8 Ke6 7.KdS8
Kd6 8.Kc8 Rc2+ draws, or 4.Ba6? Rxb2 zz
5.Kf8 Kf6 zz.

“A series of mutual zugzwangs”.

No 18741 V. Aberman
4th honourable mention
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No 18741 Victor Aberman (USA). 1.a5 Se8
2.f5 Sac7 3.Sg7 Sxg7 4.f6 Sge6 5.Kd6, and:

— Kf4 6.7 Kf5 7.48Q+ Sxf8 8.Kxc7 Se6+
9.Kc6 Sd8+ 10.Kb6 Sf7 11.Kc5 wins, or:

— Kd4 6.f7 Kc4 7.a6 Kb5 8.a7 Kb6 9.a8Q
Sxa& 10.Kxe6 wins.

“Two congruent lines with sacrifices of one
pawn and queen promotion of the other”.

No 18742 A. Pallier
5th honourable mention
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c2a6 1433.16 4/10 Win

No 18742 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Qe8/1
Rh2+ 2.Kcl Rh1+ 3.Kd2 e3+ 4.Kxe3 Rel+
5.Kf4 Re4+ 6.Kg5 Rgd+ 7.Kf6 Rf4+ 8.Ke5
Re4+ 9.Kd6 S5+ 10.Kc7 Sd4 11.Rb7 e.g.
Rg4 12.Rxa7+ wins.

i) 1.Qh7? Rh2+ 2.Kc1 Rh1+ 3.Kd2 Sfl+
4 Kel Sg3+ 5.Kf2 Rfl+ 6.Kg2 Rf7 draws.

“A raid of the wK deep into the rear is suc-
cessful”.

MG observes that the solution should be
shortened as not only the author’s 11.Rb7 Rg4
12.Rxa7! wins, but also 12.QhS.

No 18743 P. Arestov
special honourable mention
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g8g4 3003.20 3/3 Draw

No 18743 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.h8Q
Kg5 2.Kf8 Qb4+ 3.c5/i, and:

— Qxc5+ 4.Kf7 Qd5+ 5.Ke7 (Kf8) Qdé6+
6.Kf7 Qd7+ 7.Kf8 Kgb6 8.Qg8+ Sg7 9.Qh7+
Kxh7 stalemate, or:

— Qf4+ 4.Ke7 Qc7+ 5.Keb6 Qc8+ 6.Ke7 Qc7+
7.Ke6 positional draw.

i) Thematic try: 3.Kf7? Qb7+ 4.Ke6 Qc8+
5.Ke7 Qc7+ 6.Ke6 Qd6+ 7.Kf7 Qd7+ 8.Kf8
Kg6 9.Qg8+ Sg7 wins.

No 18744 M. Zinar
special honourable mention
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c3d8 0030.68 7/10 Win
No 18744 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.Kb2/i
a3+ 2.Kal Kd7 3.gxh8S, and:
— Kd8 4.Sxg6 hxg6 5.h7 Kd7 6.h8S wins, or:
— Ke8 4.Sxg6 hxg6 5.h7 Kf7 6.h8R wins.

“Two-phase study with serial and parallel
synthesis of two Duras knights and a Bondar-
enko rook (in the terminology of the author)”

No 18745 M. Doré
commendation
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h8g1 0101.15 4/6 Draw

No 18745 Marcel Doré (France). 1.Rb7,
and:
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— ¢4 2.Sb6 c3 3.Sxa4 c2 4.Rc7 Kf2 5Kg7
Kxe2 6.Kf6 e5 7.Sb2 e4 8.Ke6 Kd2 9.Sc4+
Kd3 10.Sb2+ Kd2 11.Sc4+ Kd3 12.Sb2+
positional draw, or:

No 18746 M. Garcia
commendation

No 18747 L. Gonzalez
commendation

— d5 2.Sc7 c4 3.Sb5 b2 4.Sa3 c3 5.Kg7 Kf2

6.Kf6 Kxe2 7.Ke5 Kd1 8.Rg7 (Rh7) c2
9.Rgl+ Kd2 10.Rg2+ Kc3 11.Rg3+ Kd2
12.Rg2+ positional draw.

No 18748 B. Ilini
commendation
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c6d2 0131.14 4/6 Draw

No 18746 Mario Garcia (Argentina). 1.b6,
and:

— Bxb6 2.Sxb6 c2 3.Sxc4+ K3 4.Sxe5 cl1Q
5.Kd6 Qdl1+ 6.Ke6 g4 7.Rc8+ Kb2 8.Rb8+
Kcl 9.Rc8+ Kbl 10.Rb8+ Ka2 11.Ra8+
Kb2 12.Rb8+ Ka3 13.Sc4+ Ka2 14.Rb2+
Kal 15.Rg2 Qel+ 16.Kd5 g3 17.Kd4 Qf1
18.Se3 Qf4+ 19.Kd3 draws, or:

—¢c2+ 2.b7 c1Q 3.Ra8 Qbl 4.b8Q Qxb8
5.Rxb8 c3 6.Rb1 Be3 7.Rd5 ¢2 8.Rhl g4
9.8Sd6 c1Q 10.Sed4+ Ke2 11.Rxcl Bxcl
12.Kxe5 Kf3 13.Kd4 (Kd5) draws.

“A concerted action in White’s fight against
a promoted queen”.

No 18747 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.Bg6 Sd2 2.Bxd3+ Kxd3 3.0-0-O Kc4
4.Kc2 Sf3 5.Rd7 (Rd8) Sel+ 6.Kdl c2+
7.Ke2/i Kb3 8.Rc7 Sg2 9.Kd2 Kxa3 10.Rc3+/
ii Kb4 11.Rg3 Sel 12.Re3 Sg2 13.Re2 with
domination.

1) 7.Kd2? Kb3 8.Re7 Sd3 draws.
i) Or 10.Rc4 Kb3 11.Rc3+.

No 18748 Borislav Ilini (Serbia). 1.d5 Bxd5
2.Re4+ Bxe4 3.Qxed4+ Kb3 4.Qxbl+ Ka3
5.Qal+ Kb4 6.Qbl+ Ka5 7.Qd3/i Qxd3 stale-
mate.

i) 7.Qb3? Qd3 zz

elc2 0113.12 4/4 Win

clcd 4133.22 5/6 Draw

“A sacrificial introduction and a witty fin-
ish”.
No 18749 J. Mikitovics
commendation
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£2b2 3540.13 5/7 Win

No 18749 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1.Rxb3+ Ka2 2.Ra8+/i Kxb3 3.b8Q+ Qb7
4.Qg3+ Bc3 5.Be6+ Kb4 6.Qd6+ KbS 7.Qd3+
Kb6 8.Qe3+ Kb5 9.Qxe2+ Kc5 10.Qc4+ Kdo
11.Rd8+ Ke7 12.Rd7+ wins.

1) Thematic try: 2.Ra3+? Kxa3 3.Ra8+ Kb2
4.b8Q+ Qb7 draws.

No 18750 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1...Rf6+
2.Kxf6 Sd7+ 3.Kf7 Qf2+ 4.Ke8 gxhl1Q
5.Qh8+ Kg6 6.Qxhl Sf6+ 7.Bxf6 Qxf6
8.Qxgl+ Kh6/1 9.Se7 Qxg7 10.Qh2+ Kg5
11.Qg3+ Kh6 12.Qh4 mate.
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No 18750 M. Campioli
special commendation
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f7h6 4328.02 6/7 BTM, Win

1) Kh7 9.Sh5 Qg6+ 10.Qxg6+ Kxg6 11.Sg3
with a Troitzky win.

No 18751 Christian Poisson (France). 1.Rh5
Qel 2.Bh8, and:
— Kd3+ 3.Kb6 Qe6+ 4.Ka5 Qe8 5.Rh7, and:
* Qb8 6.Ka6 Kc4 7.Bal Kc5 8.Rh5+ Kcb
9.Rh6+ Kc5 10.Rh5+ draws, or:
 Kd2 6.Rh2+ Kcl 7.Rh1+ Kd2 8.Rh2+
Kd1 9.Rh1+ Kc2 10.Rh6 Qd8+ 11.Ka6
Kb3 12.Be5 Qd3+ 13.Ka7 Qd7+ 14.Ka6

No 18751 C. Poisson
special commendation
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Qxad+ 15.Kb6 Qe8 16.Bf4 Qel 17.Ka7
Qe7+ 18.Ka6 Qe2+ 19.Ka7 Qf2+
20.Rb6+ draws, or:

— Kc2+ 3.Kb6 Qe6+ 4.Kc5 Qe7+ 5.Kbb6
Qd8+ 6.Kb7 Qd7+ 7.Kb6 Qd8+ 8.Kb7 Kb3
9.Rh7 Ka3 10.a5 Qd5+ 11.Kb6 Qg5
12.Bb2+ Kxb2 13.Rh2+ Ka3 14.a6 Qgl+
15.Kb7 Qxh2 16.a7 draws.

“Many moves are only understandable by a
machine”.

Kozatska Shakhivnistya 2006

Judge: Vitaly Sevchenko.

No 18752 1. Aliev
honourable mention
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elb6 0003.11 2/3 Draw

No 18752 Ilham Aliev (Azerbaijan). 1.Kf2
Sc3 2.Kg3 Sd5 3.Kh4 Sf6 4. Kg5 Kb7/i 5.d5
Kc8 6.Kxf6 h4 7.Ke7 h3 8.d6 draws.

1) Kc7 5. Kxf6 h4 6.Ke7 Kc6 7.Ke6 Kc7
8.Ke7 draws.

No 18753 V. Kichigin
commendation

B T T
B B B
D
5 5
////%
%//y
2
. 2

d8h4 0130.11 3/3 Draw

No 18753 Viktor Kichigin (Russia). 1.Rgb
Kh5 2.Rg8 h1Q 3.Bg6+ Kh6 4.Rh8+ Kxg6
5.Rxh1 draws.
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14th Ukraine Team Champ. 2008-2009

The theme of the tourney was: “Positional draw, motivated by the fact that White constantly
constructs a battery, threatening to win black pieces”. The award was published in a special 2009

issue of Problemist Ukraini.

No 18754 V. Gorbunov & E. Eilazyan
Ist place

0 W
%x///
2.0
'Y m

74

7 2
,,,,,

4 _
A U
a /}/ oA
A
. & &

dlgl 4017.35 7/9 Draw

No 18754 Valery Gorbunov & Eduard Eila-
zyan (Donetsk district). 1.a6/i bxa6 2.Kel
Qa5+ 3.Kd1 Kxf2 4.Qf8+ Ke3 5.Qc5+ Ke4
6.0e7 Kd5 7.0g5 Keb 8.Qe3 Kf5 9.0c5 Kgb
10.Qc6+ Kf5 11.Qc5/ii Ke4 12.Qe7 Kf5
13.0c5 Keb6 14.Qe3 KdS 15.0g5 Ked 16.Qe7
positional draw.

1) Thematic try: 1.Kel? Qxa5+ 2.Kd1 Kxf2
3.Qf8+ Ke3 4.Qc5+ Ke4 5.Qe7 constructs a
battery, but: Kf5 6.0c5 b6 7.Qd5 b4 8.Qxd3+
Kxe5 9.Qxe2+ Kd6 10.Qxe8 Qd5+ 11.Kcl
Qc6+ wins.

i1) 11.Qd5? Sf4 12.Bxf4+ Kxf4 13.Qd4+
Kf5 14.Qd5+ Kf6 15.Qd4+ Ke7 16.Qe5+ Kd7
17.Qf5+ Kc7 18.Qf7+ Kd8 19.Qd5+ Kc8
20.Qe6+ Kb7 21.Qed+ Ka7 22.Qxe8 Qc7
wins.

“White constantly builds a bishop battery
threatening to win the queen when the battery
fires”.

Highly suspect: 1.Qf8!? Qd5 2.Sxd3 Qxd3+
3.Kel Qbl+ 4.Kd2 h4 and now not the au-
thor’s 5.Qxe8 Sg3 6.Bxg3 hxg3 7.Qe3+ Kh2
8.Qe5 b4 9.axb4 a3, but 5.Qf3! (MG) Qa2+
6.Kd1, e.g. b4 7.axb4 Sg3 8.Bxg3 Qbl+
9.Kd2 Qxb4+ 10.Kcl Qc5+ 11.Kb2 Qb5+
12.Ka3 hxg3 13.Qxg3+ Khl 14.h4 Qf1

15.Kxad Sf6 16.Qc3 Qdl+ 17.Ka3 Sed
18.Qh3+ Kgl 19.Qe3+ Sf2 20.Kb4.

No 18755 V. Kopyl & V. Pogorelov
2nd place
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c8c6 3318.52 8/7 Draw

No 18755 Valery Kopyl & V. Pogorelov
(Poltava district). 1.g8Q Rd8+ 2.Qxd8 Sd6+
3.Qxd6+ Kxd6/i 4.Sxf5+ Keb6 5.Se4 Qxc4+
6.Kd8 Kd5 7.Bg2 Ke6 8.Bh3 Kd5 9.Bg2 posi-
tional draw.

1) exd6 4.Bg2+ d5 5.Bxd5+ Kb6 6.Sxf5
Sxd4 7.Sd7+ Ka5 8.Sxd4 Qxd4 9.Kc7 Ka4
10.Kc8 draws.

“Positional draw created by knight batteries
threatening to win the bQ. There are up to 11
free squares for the bQ where she is caught by
a knight fork”.

No 18756 Sergiy Didukh (Lvov district).
1.e8Q+ Bxe8 2.Se7+ Kd8 3.Bg5 Kc7 4.Bf4
Kb6/i 5.Be3+ d4 6.Bxd4+ Kc7 7.h6 Qf8 8.BcS
Qh8 9.Bd4 Qf8 10.Bc5 2nd positional draw
with a battery aimed at the bQ.

1) Kd8 5.Bg5 1st positional draw with a bat-
tery aimed at the bK.

/////

No 18757 Sergey Borodavkin (Dnepropetro-
vsk district). 1.Sc5+/i Kc8 2.Sd6+ Kxc7 3.Bg3
Kd8 4.Bh4+ Kc7 5.Bg3 Kb6 6.Bf2 Kc7 7.Bg3
Kb6 8.Bf2 positional draw.
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No 18756 S. Didukh

No 18757 S. Borodavkin

No 18758 S.N. Tkachenko

3rd place 4th place 5th place
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g1c8 3042.55 9/8 Draw

1) 1.Sb8+? Kc8 2.Sd6+ Kxc7 3.Bg3 Kbb6
4.8d7+ Ka7 5.Bf2+ Ka8 6.Sb6+ Kb8 7.Bg3
Ka7 wins.

No 18758 Sergey N. Tkachenko (Odessa re-
gion). 1.Ra7+ Kxa7 2.Rg7+ Ka6 3.Sd4 d1Q+
4.Sb3 Qxb3+ 5.Kxb3 {2 6.7 Rbl+ 7.Ka4 f1Q
8.Rg6+ Kb7 9.Rg7 Qd1+ 10.Kb5 Qd3+
11.Ka4 Qd1+ 12.Kb5 Qfl+ 13.Ka4 Ka6
14.Rg6+ Ka7 15.Rg7 positional draw.

No 18759 V. Tarasiuk & V. Samilo
6th/7th place
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c4c8 0700.32 5/5 Draw
No 18759 Vladislav Tarasiuk & Volodimir
Samilo (Kharkov district). 1.h7/1 R2d4+
2.Kxc3 Rh4 3.h8Q+ Rxh8 4.Kc4 Rd2 5.Kc3
RdS5 6.Kc4 positional draw.
1) Thematic try: 1.Kxc3? R2d4? 2.h7 Rh4
3.h8Q+ Rxh8 4.Kc4 Rd2 5.Kc3 Rd5 6.Kc4
positional draw, but: 1...Rd1 wins.

No 18760 Igor Yarmonov & Eduard Eilazy-
an (Donetsk district). 1.b6 Bd5+ 2.Kgl e2
3.Sxe2 Be3+ 4.Kfl g2+ 5.Kel Bxb6 6.7 Bxf7

h1d7 0045.33 7/6 Draw

a4a6 0501.64 10/6 Draw

No 18760 1. Yarmonov & E. Eilazyan
6th/7th place
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h1h8 0075.54 9/8 Draw

7.Be5+ Kh7 8.Sf6+ Kh6 9.Bf4+ Kg7 10.Be5
Kho6 11.Bf4+ Kg7 12.Be5 positional draw, or
g1Q+ 13.Sxgl Bxgl 14.Kf1 Bxh2 15.Bb2 K18
16.Ba3+ Kg7 17.Bb2 Kh6 18.Bcl+ Kg7
19.Bb2 positional draw.

“Two thematic lines. White builds a knight
battery, threatening to win the bB when the
battery fires”.

The 8th place was cooked: V. Kopyl & V.
Pogorelov, h2c8 0751.66 h3b8claSh7d6g6.a3a4
dSe6f3g2a6a7c2d4e4f4 11/10 Draw: 1.Se7+
Bxe7 2.Bxe4 Rh1+ 3.Kxhl c1Q+ 4.Kh2 Qxa3
5.Rh8+ Bf8 6.Bf5/i Kb7 7.Rh7+ Be7 8.Be4 Kc8
9.Rh8+ Bf8 10.Bf5 positional draw, but S.
Didukh cooks: 6.Rh7, and Rb7 7.Rxb7 Kxb7
8.d6+ Kb8 9.Bc7+ Kc8 10.e7 Bxe7 11.Bf5+ Kb7
12.Be4+ Kc8 13.Bf5+ or Be7 7.Rh8+ Bf8
8.Rh7, or Qc5 7.Bf5, or Rb2 7.Rc7+ Kb8 8.Rh7
Qc5 9.Bd8 Rb7 10.Rxb7+ Kxb7 11.d6+ Kc8
12.7 Qh5+ 13.Kgl Bxe7 14.dxe7 Kd7 15.Kf1.

\
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FIDE Olympic Ty 2012

Oleg Pervakov (Russia) was the judge of the study section of the FIDE Olympic tourney, which
was dedicated to the World Chess Olympiad 2012 in Istanbul (Turkey). The tourney director Petko
Petkov (Bulgaria) received 44 studies, including one from Turkey.

No 18761 S. Didukh
Ist prize (Gold Medal)
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a&c8 0030.42 5/4 Draw

No 18761 Sergiy Didukh (Ukraine). The
plan is clear: stalemate by sacrificing all white
pawns. But Black has counterplay trying to
sacrifice the bB for wPa7. A study-within-a-
study is the try: 1.c3? cxb4/i 2.cxb4 b5 3.g4
Bg7/ii 4.g5 Kc7 5.g6 Kb6 6.Kb8 Be5+ 7.Ka8
Ka6 8.g7 Bxg7 9.Kb8 Be5+ 10.Ka8 Bd4
11.Kb8 Bxa7+ wins. So 1.b5 (bxc5? b5) Be3
2.g3/ii1 zz Kc7 3.g4 Kc8 4.g5 Kc7 5.g6 c4
6.g7 Bxg7 7.c3 Bd4 8.cxd4 ¢3 9.d5 ¢2 10.d6+/
iv Kxd6 11.Kb7 ¢1Q 12.a8Q Qhl+ 13.Kxb6
Qxa8 stalemate.

1) Thematic try: b5? 2.g4 Bcl/v 3.g5 Bxg5
4.c4 cxb4 5.cxb5 Kc7 6.b6+ Kxb6 7.Kb8
Bf4+ 8.Ka8 Be3 9.Kb8 positional draw.

i1) Blocking the g-pawn beforehand. The-
matic try: Kc7? 4.g5 Kb6 5.Kb8 Be5+ 6.Ka8
zz Ka6 7.g6 Kb6 8.g7 Bxg7 9.Kb8 Be5+
10.Ka8 Bd4 11.Kb8 positional draw.

iii) Thematic try: 2.g4? Kc7 3.g5 Kc8 4.g6
c4 5.g7 Bxg7 6.c3 Bd4 7.cxd4 ¢3 8.d5 c2 9.d6
c1Q with mate.

1v) with check!

v) Bxc3 3.g5 cxb4 4.g6 Bd4 5.g7 Bxg7
stalemate.

“A logical study — both for Black and White.
Very original, harmonious and crystal clear.

How slight were the chances for the author to
connect everything? Bravo!”
No 18762 A. Pallier
2nd prize (Silver Medal)
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c6a7 0061.40 6/3 Win

No 18762 Alain Pallier (France). 1.g5/i
Bxg5 2.Sb4/ii Bb7+ 3.Kd7 Bg2/iii 4.Sd5/iv
Bh3+ 5.Kc6 Bc8 6.¢3/v Ka6 7.c4 zz Ka7/vi
8.c5/vii Ka6 9.Sb6 Bb7+ 10.Kd7 Kb5 11.Sc4
Kxc5 12.5d6 Ba6 13.Se4+ wins.

1) 1.Sb4? at once is bad: Bxb4 2.h6 Bc8 3.g5
Bd2 4.h7 Bc3 5.Kd6 Kb7 6.Ke7 Kxc7 7.g6
Bf5 draws.

1) 2.Sc3? Bb7+ 3.Kd7 Bf3 4.Sd5 Bxh5
5.¢8Q Bg4+ 6.Kc7 Bxc8 draws.

ii1) Bf3 4.Sc6+ Kb6 5.Se5 wins a tempo Bg2
6.Sc4+ Ka7 7.Sd6 Bh3+ 8.Ke8 Kb6 9.¢8Q
Bxc8 10.Sxc8+ wins.

1v) Now 4.Sc6+7? is bad: Kb6 5.¢c8Q Bh3+
6.Ke8 Bxc8 draws. Too early is: 4.c3? Bh3+
5.Kc6 Bg2+ 6.Sd5 Bxd5+ 7.Kxd5 Kb7 draws.

v) Thematic try: 6.c4? Ka6 7.c5 Bg4 8.Sb6
Bf3+ 9.Sd5 Bg4 - now ¢S5 is blocked - 10.Kd6
Bh6 draws.

vi) Bg4 8.Sb6 Bf3+ —now c5 is free — 9.Kc5
Be3+ 10.Kb4 wins.

vii) 8.Sb4? Bg4 9.5d5 Bc8 waste of time.

“A very non-standard fight with rare materi-
al. Beautiful, economical, albeit dryish study”.
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MG cooks: 7.Sb4+, and Ka7 8.c4 Be7 9.Sd5
Bg5 10.c5 Bf5 11.Sb6 Bed+ 12.Kb5 Bd3+
13.Kb4, or Ka5 8.Sd3 Bf5 (Ka6; Se5) 9.Se5
Bf4 10.Sf7 Be4+ 11.Kd7 Bf5+ 12.Kd8 Kb6
13.¢8Q Bxc8 14.Kxc8 wins.

No 18763 V. Aberman
3rd prize (Bronze Medal)
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No 18763 Victor Aberman (Russia). 1.a8Q/i
Qxa8/ii 2.Sc5 Be4/iii 3.Ra7 Qxa7 4.f8Q Qb6
5.Bb3 (Qxf6+? Qb2+;) Bf7 6.Qd6 Bxb3
7.Qxf6+ Ka2 8.Qf2+ Kal/iv 9.Qd4+ Ka2
10.Qd2+ Kal 11.Qa5 Qxa5/v 12.Sxb3+ Ka2
13.Sxa5 ¢5 14.Kc2 and Black is mated in the
corner.

1) This sacrifice only works with the bB at
f1: 1.S¢5? Be4 2.a8Q Qh6+ 3.Kd1 QhS.

ii) Qh6+ 2.Kd1 QhS+ 3.Kel wins.

111) Qf8 3.Sb3+ Ka2 4.Re3 Bd3/x 5.Rxd3
Qh6+ 6.Sd2 Qhl+ 7.Bd1 wins.

iv) Bc2 9.Qxc2+ Qb2+ 10.Kd2 Kal 11.Sb3+
Ka2 12.Kd1 ¢5 13.Sd2 Kal 14.Qc4 wins.

v) White sacrificed all his pieces by quiet
moves — except for a knight.

“Hot fight! Yes — the final sacrifice is ac-
cording to the WCCT9 theme, but as that tour-
ney’s brochure has already been published, the
judge believes he has the right to recognize
this cheerful study”.

No 18764 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Kf7
Sxh5 2.Rc¢5+ Ka4/i 3.Rxh5 Sh6+ 4. Kxg7
Rg8+ 5.Kh7/ii Rxg4 6.Kxh6 zz Rg8 7.h3 Rg3
8.Kh7 Kb4/iii 9.h4/iv Rg4 10.Kh8 Ka4 11.a3
zz Kxa3 12.Rh7 Kb4 13.h5 wins.

1) Any other retreat makes it easier: K-
3.Rxh5 Sh6+ 4. Kxg7 Rg8+ 5.Kxh6 wins.

No 18764 P. Arestov
4th prize
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1) Thematic try: 5.Kxh6? Rxg4 zz 6.Kh7
Rg2 zz 7.Kh8 Kb4 zz 8.a3+ Ka4 zz 9.h3 Rg3
zz 10.h4 Rg4 zz 11.Rh7 Ka5 12.h5 Rg5 13.h6
Rg6 14.Ra7+ Kb6 draws.

iii) Ka3 9.Rh4 Kxa2 10.Rh6 Kb3 11.h4 Kc4
12.Rg6 Rh3 13.Rg4+ Kd5 14.Kg6 wins.

iv) 9.Kh8? Rg6 10.Kh7 Rg3 waste of time.

“A whole mutual zugzwang train in a 6 men
rook ending with the pleasant refusal of cap-
ture so as not to get into a mess. The end of
the study has theoretical value”.

MG finds this suspect: 4.Kg6, e.g. Rb8 5.g5
Rb6+ 6.Kxg7 St5+ 7.Kh7 Rb7+ 8.Kgb Se7+
9.Kf6 Sd5+ 10.Ke5 Se7 11.Rh6 Rb5+ 12.Ke6
Sf5 13.Rh7 Sd4+ 14.Kf6 Rf5+ 15.Kg6.

No 18765 A. Rusz
5th prize
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No 18765 Arpad Rusz (Hungary). 1.Sc5+
Sxc5 2.Kd4+/1 Rb3/i1 3.Kxc5, and:

— Qh3 4.Qa6+ Ke7 5.Rel+ Re3 6.Qa3 with a
first crosspin, or:
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— Qf3 4.Qa6+ Kd7 5.Qd6+ Ke8 6.Rel+ Re3
7.Qd3/ii1 Qf8+ 8. Kc6 Rxel 9.Qd7 mate.

1) White’s attack chokes after the immediate
capture of the knight: 2.Kxc5+? Ke7 3.Qa7+
Kf8 4. Rf1+ Kg8 5.Qa2+ Kg7 6.Qb2+ Kg8.

i1) Ke7 3.Qa7+ Ke6 4.Qb6+ Kd7 5.Qb5+
Kd8 6.Qb8+ Kd7 7.Kxe3, or Sb3+ 3.Kxe3
Qh3+ 4.Kf2 Qh2+ 5.Rg2 Qf4+ 6.Kgl Qd4+
7.Qf2 Qd1+ 8.Qf1 Qd4+ 9.Rf2 Sc5 10.Qh3+
Ke7 11.Qh7+ win.
i11) Second cross-pin.
No 18766 M. Pastalaka

special prize
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No 18766 Mike Pastalaka (Ukraine). 1.fxg3/
1 exd4 2.bxc7 Kb7 3.c6+ Kxc7 4.exd4 Kxc6
5.gxt4 Kd5 6.f5 wins.

1) Our hand reaches for: 1.bxc7? but after

Kb7 2.cxd6 gxf2 3.Kg2 f3+ 4. Kxf2 e4 the wK
cannot assist the pawns.

“A special prize for the most ridiculous
study of the tourney”.

No 18767 M. Zinar
special prize
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No 18767 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.d6/1
cxd6 2.g4/ii d5 3.g5 d4 4.g6 d3 5.g7 d2+
6.Kxd2 Kb2 7.g8Q alQ 8.Qg7+ (Qh8+) Ka2
9.Qxal+ Kxal 10.Kcl a2 11.h4 c5 12.h5 c4
13.h6 ¢3 14.h7 c2 15.h8Q (h8B) mate.

1) Thematic try: 1.g4? cxd5 2.g5 d4 3.g6 d3
4.g7 d2+ 5.Kxd2 Kb2 6.g8Q alQ 7.Qg7+ Ka2
8.Qxal+ Kxal 9.Kcl a2 10.h4 (h3 c5;) c6
11.h5 ¢5 12.h6 c4 13.h7 c3 zz 14.h8Q stale-
mate.

11) 2.h4? d5 3.h5 d4 4.h6 d3 5.h7 d2+ 6.Kxd2
Kbl 7.h8Q alQ 8.Qxal+ Kxal 9.Kcl a2
10.g4 ¢5 11.g5 ¢4 12.g6 ¢3 13.g7 c2 14.g8Q
stalemate.

“The thematic try reminds us of the study of
the year 2010 (EG#18285). A special prize for
a pawn study!”.

No 18768 R. Becker
Special prize
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No 18768 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Ke6/i
Qa7 2.Kf6 Qe7+ 3.Kgb Qe8+ 4.Kg7 Qe7+
5.Kh6 Ke8 6.Kg6/ii c4/iii 7.Qb8+ Qd8
8.Qe5+ Qe7 9.Be6/iv Qh4/v 10.Bxcd+ Qe7
11.Be6 Qh4 12.Bg4+/vi Qe7 13.Qf4 Qb7/vii
14.Qe4+ (Qf5) Kd8 15.Qe5 Qbl+ 16.Bf5 Qb4
17.Kf7 Qb7+ 18.Kf6 Qb4 19.Kg6 zz Qd2
20.Qb8+ Ke7 21.Qc7+ Ke8 22.Be4 wins.

1) The wK should not go immediately to g6:
1.Kg6? Qd4 (Qd1) draws.

i1) Now the wK has arrived at its destination!

iii) Qb7 7.Qed+ Kd8 8.Qe5 Qc7 9.Qh8+
Ke7 10.Qf6+ Ke8 11.Bg4 c4 12.Qh8+ Ke7
13.Qh7+ Kd8 14.Qg8+ Ke7 15.Qf7+ Kd6
16.Qf4+ wins.
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iv) This move is known from studies by J.
Vandiest.

v) ¢3 10.Qh8+ Qf8 11.Bf7+ Ke7 12.Qf6+
Kd7 13.Be6+ wins.

vi) 12.Bh3+? Qe7 13.Qf4 Qb7 14.Qe5+ Qe7
15.Be6 Qh4 waste of time.

vii) ¢5 14.Qb8+ Qd8 15.Qe5+ Qe7 16.Qd5
c4 17.Qa8+ Qd8 18.Qc6+, or Qa7 14.Qf6 Qc7
15.Qh8+ Ke7 16.Qh7+ Kd8 17.Qg8+ Ke7
18.Qf7+ win.

“A special prize for a miniature!”.

No 18769 E. Eilazyan
1st honourable mention
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No 18769 Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine).
1.Sd2/i 2+ 2.Kf1/ii Rxd2 3.Se4+ Bxe4
4.Qh6+/iii Kxh6 5.h8Q+ Kg5/iv 6.Qh5+ Kf4
7.Qh6+ Kg3 8.Qe3+ Kh4 9.Qh6+/v Kxg4
10.Qxd2 Qd1+ 11.Qxd1+ Kg3 12.Qg4+ Kxg4
13.Kxf2 draws.

i) Premature is 1.Se4+? Bxe4, and 2.Qh6+
Kxh6 3.h8Q+ Kgb6 4.Qe8+ Kg7 5.Qe7+ Qf7
6.Qxe4 Re2+, or 2.Sd2 f2+ 3.Kfl Rcl+
4 Kxf2 Qf7+ 5.Ke2 Qxh7 and Black wins.

i1) 2.Kd1? Ra2+ 3.Sxb3 Bxb3+ 4.Kc1 Rxa6
5.Se4+ Kgb6 6.Sxf2 Kxh7 loses.

111) The other sacrifice is wrong: 4.Qf6+?
Kxf6 5.h8Q+ Kf7 6.Qh5+ Bgb wins.

iv) Kg6 6.Qh5+ Kg7 7.Qg5+ Bg6 8.Qxd2
draws.

v) Thematic try: 9.Qxd2? Qd1+ 10.Qxd1
Kg3, and 11.Qel Bd3+ 12.Qe2 Bxe2+

13.Kxe2 Kg2 wins, or 11.Qd2 Bg2+ 12.Ke2
f1Q+ 13.Ke3 Qf3 mate.

“A classical study with double-edged play”.

No 18770 V. Vlasenko
2nd honourable mention
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No 18770 Valery Vlasenko (Ukraine). 1.a6
Kc6/i 2.Bf4/ii e5 3.Be3 Kc7 4.g7 Bxg7+
5.Kxg7 Kb8 6.Kf6 Ka7 7.Kxe5 Kxa6 8.Kd4
Ka5 9.Kxc3 Ka4 10.Bcl zz wins.

i) c2 2.Bf4 Be5 3.Bcl Kc6 4.g7 Bxg7+
5.Kxg7 Kc7 6.Bf4+ Kc8 7.Kgb e5 8.Bd2 Kb8
9.Kf5 Ka7 10.Kxe5 Kxa6 11.Kd4 c1Q
12.Bxc1 Ka5 13.Bd2+ Ka4 14.Bb4 wins.

11) Thematic try: 3.Bc1? Kc7 4.g7 Bxg7+
5.Kxg7 Kb8 6.Kf6 Ka7 7.Kxe5 Kxa6 8.Kd4
Ka5 9.Kxc3 Ka4 zz 10.Bb2 b4+ 11.axb4 b5
12.Bal Ka3 13.Bb2+ Ka4 positional draw, or
14.Bcl stalemate.

“One more classic — now with a mutual
zugzwang’.

No 18771 Y. Bazlov
3rd honourable mention

@///g/ A
%// N
"’
. &
A /z/ }
| B //

7 7 K
. 7

g3a8 3105.21 6/4 Draw

No 18771 Yuri Bazlov (Russia). 1.Sg6 fxg6b
2.Sd5 Qb8 3.f4 Sf7 4.Re8 Sd8 5.Re7 g5 6.Kf2
zz gxt4 7.Kf3 zz Qd6 8.Rd7 Qb8 9.Re7 Sc6
10.Re8 Sd8 11.Re7 Qd6 12.Rd7 Qf8 13.Sc7+
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Kb8 14.Sa6+ Ka8 15.Sc7+ perpetual check,
draw.

“An interesting synthesis of domination and
mutual zugzwang”.

No 18772 1. Akobia
4th honourable mention
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No 18772 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1.Ra6+/1
Qa7 2.d7 Rcl+ 3.Kd5/ii Kb7 4.Rxa7+ Kxa7
5.d8Q d2 6.Qa5+ Kb7 7.Qxd2 Rdl/iv 8.Qd4
Rxd4+ 9.Kxd4 Kb6 10.Kc4 wins.

i) The obvious 1.Rxb8+? Kxb8 2.d7 Rcl+
3.Kb6 Rc8 only draws.

i1) Thematic try: 3.Kd6? Kb7 4.Rxa7+ Kxa7
5.d8Q d2 6.Qa5+ Kb7/iii 7.Qxd2 Rdl 8.Qd5+
Kb6 9.Sd4 ¢1Q 10.Qc6+ Ka7 11.b6+ Kab6
12.b7+ Ka7 13.Qb6+ Kxb6 14.b8Q+ Ka6
15.Qa8+ Kb6 16.Qb8+ Kab

ii1) But not Kb8? 7.Qxd2 Rd1 8.QdS5 wins.

iv) We recognize this position from the the-
matic try, except that now the wK is at d5,
making the next move possible.

No 18773 J. Mikitovics
5th honourable mention
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No 18773 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1.e4+ fxed 2.Sd2 exd3 3.Kf3 Re2 4.Sb1 Rc2
5.Rg5+ Kc4 6.Bf4 Kb3 7.Ra5 Rcl 8.Sd2+
Kc2 9.Rc5+ Kdl 10.Rb5 Kc2 11.Sc4 Rfl1+
12.Kg3/i Ral/ii 13.Se3+ Kcl 14.Rc5+ Kd2
15.Sd5+ Kel 16.Sc3 b1Q 17.Re5+ Kfl
18.Sxbl Rxbl 19.Bd2 Rd1 20.Rf5+ Ke2
21.Rf2 mate.

1) An unexpected withdrawal of the wk.
12.Ke4? Kc3 13.Sxb2 d2 14.Sad4+ Kc4 draws.

ii) Kc3 13.Sd2 Rd1 14.Rc5+ Kb4 15.Rc4+
Ka3 16.Bd6+ Ka2 17.Ra4 mate.

“I wipe the sweat off my brow. A big fight
(or fuss if you please) comes to an end with a
mid-board mate”.

No 18774 M. Hlinka
commendation
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No 18774 Michal Hlinka (Slovakia).
1.Rh2+/i Kc3 2.Bb&/ii d5 3.Be5+ d4 4.Bxd4+
Kxd4 5.¢3+ Kxc3 6.Rxa2 Bc2+ 7.Kxa3 e2
8.Ral Bd1 9.Se5 elQ 10.Rcl1+ Kd2 11.Sf3+
draws.

i) 1.Bxe3+? Kxe3 2.Rh3+ Bf3 3.Sg5 alQ
4 Rxf3+ Kd2 5.Se4+ Ke2 6.Rxa3 Qd4+ 7.Kb3
Qxe4 wins.

i1) 2.Bd4+? Kxd4 3.c¢3+ Kxc3 4.Rxa2 Be2+
5.Kxa3 e2 6.Ral Bdl 7.Se5 e1Q 8. Rcl+ Kd2
9.Sf3+ Bxf3 10.Rxel Kxel. White’s main
headache is pawn ... d7!

“A pleasant study with the foresight theme”.

No 18775 Anatoly Skripnik (Russia).
1...Ral+ 2.Kg2/i Ra2+ 3.Kgl Ral+/ii 4.Rbl
Rxbl+ 5.Qxb1 Rg8 6.Qb5/iii Rg5/iv 7.Qe2+
Kh4+ 8.Kh2 Bg4 9.Qe7 Bxh5 (Kxh5; Qh7
mate) 10.Qel+ Kg4 11.Qe4 ideal mate.
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No 18775 A. Skripnik
commendation
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i) 2.Rb1? Bd5+ 3.Qxd5 Rxb1+.

i1) The first pin we see after: Raf2 4.Qe4+
Kg3 5.Qel.

iii) 6.Qh7? Rg5 7.Kf2 Bf5S 8.Qc7 Kxh5
draws, but not Rxh5? 9.Qg3 mate.

iv) We see more pins after Kh4+ 7.Kf2 Rg5
8.Qe8 Bf7 9.Qe7/v Bxh5 10.Ke3 Kg4
11.Qe4+ Kh3 12.Qhl+ Kg4 13.Qf3+ Kh4
14.Qf6 Kg4 15.Qf4+ wins.

v) But not 9.Qxf7? Rf5+ 10.Qx{f5 stalemate.

“An entertaining finale with two mates (I
was unable to find a predecessor). Unfortu-
nately, the introductory play is unintelligible”.
HH also finds no forerunner!

No 18776 V. Tarasiuk
commendation
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No 18776 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Sd3+ Ka2 2.Sc1+ Qxcl+ 3.Kxcl h2 4.Bg2
Rxg2 5.Qb4/i Rgl+/ii 6.Kc2 Rcl+ 7.Kxcl
h1Q+ 8.Kc2 Qed+ 9.Qxe4 dxe4 10.h6 e3
11.£3/iii h3 12.h7 h2 13.h8Q h1Q 14.Qg8+
(Qxhl stalemate) Kal 15.Qg7+ Ka2 16.Qf7+

Kal 17.Qf6+ Ka2 18.Qe6+ Kal 19.Qe5+ Ka2
20.Qd5+/iv Kal 21.Qd4+ Ka2 22.Qc4+ Kal
23.Qc3+ Ka2 24.Qb3+ Kal 25.Qxa3 mate.

1) 5.Qb7? Rgl+ 6.Kc2 Rcl+ 7.Kxcl h1Q+
8.Kc2 (Kd2) Qed(+).

i1) It is necessary to open the a8-h1 diagonal.

ii1) White must shut down the a8-h1 diago-
nal.

iv) Here the exact 11.f3! pays out.

“Large-scale fight for the possession of the
large diagonal, however, the ideas are know”.

No 18777 M. Minski
commendation
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No 18777 Martin Minski (Germany).
1.Sg8+ Kh7/i 2.Sf6+ Kh8 (Kh6; Se6 mate)
3.Se6/ii Rc7 4.Rcl Rxcl+/iii 5.Ka2 Rc2+/iv
6.Kb3 Rc3+ 7.Ka4 Rc4+ 8.Kb5 Rc5+ 9.Kb6
Rg5 10.h6 Bc3 11.Bg7+ Rxg7 12.hxg7 mate.

1) Kg5 2.Be7+ Kg4 3.Sh6 mate.

i1) Tries: 3.Sge8? Rc7 4.Rcl Rf7 5.Bg7+
Rxg7 and no 6.Rc8+, or 3.Sf5? Rc7 4.Rcl
Rxcl+ 5.Ka2 Re2+ 6.Kb3 Rc3+ 7.Ka4 Rc4+
8.Kb5 Rc5+ 9.Kb6 Rxf5.

111) After Bxcl 5.h6 the bB cannot win a
tempo on the al-h8 diagonal: Bb2+ 6.Kxb2
(according to the author this is the Roman
theme) Rf7 7.Bg7+ Rxg7 8.hxg7 mate.

iv) Rc7 6.h6 Bc3 — without check, according
to the author the Lepushutz theme - 7.Bg7+
Rxg7 8.hxg7 mate.

“Choosing the right square for the knight, a
pair of problem themes, and the beautiful sac-
rifice 4.Rc1! Unfortunately, the technical
black pieces at the king side that do not play
during the solution, are unpleasant”.
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No 18778 M. Croitor
commendation
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No 18778 Mihail Croitor (Moldova). 1.d7
Qa8 2.Bb5 Kf7 3.Re8 Qd5 4.Bc4 Qxc4
5.Rf8+ Kxf8 6.d8Q+ Kf7 7.Qg8+ wins.

“Lovely and with taste!”.

Hornecker 25 JT 2012

Tourney director Youness Ben Jelloun (Morocco) received 54 entries (endgame studies and di-
rect mates) for the JT of the young German composer. There were 3 sections: Tasks and Themes
(studies), Kings and pawns (studies) and Kings and pawns (direct mates).

The preliminary award, dated 19xi12011 was published as a PDF brochure on the internet, and
became final on 19i11i2012. You can download it here: http://sh-kunstschach.eu/sh25jtfinal.pdf.

There were only some textual changes.

Section 1: Tasks and Themes

The judge considered the level mediocre and
awarded no prizes. “Several entries were not
understandable for a human, therefore being
of inferior artistic value”.

No 18779 A. Skripnik
honourable mention
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No 18779 Anatoly Skripnik (Russia). 1.d4+
Kxd4 2.Rd7+ Sd5 3.Kb2 Bd3 4.Qgl+ e3

5.Qg4d+ e4 6.Qg7+ Re5 7.Rxd5+ cxd5 8.Sc6+
Qxc6 9.Qa7+ Qc5 10.c3 mate.

“Ideal midboard checkmate with six active
selfblocks. While the construction is economi-
cal, the play is very forced and there are no
surprises. Still all pieces except Pb3 moving
into their final position deserves respect. This
is one of the two outstanding studies of this
section, although not outstanding in the pano-
ply of existing studies, so in view of the over-
all quality of the section this high distinction
is given while under other circumstances a
different rating might have applied”.

No 18780 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1.Sg5,
and:

— Rgl 2.Sf3+ Kfl 3.Sf5 Be5S+ 4.Kxc5 elQ
5.Sh2+ Ke2 6.Kc4, with:

« f1Q 7.Bd41 Rxg8 8.Re7 mate, or:

* f1S 7.Sd4+ Ke3 8.Re7+, with:
o« Kf4 9 Rf7+ Ke4 10.Re8 mate, or:
e« K12 9. Rf7+ Bf3 10.Rxf3 mate, or:
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No 18780 M. Campioli
honourable mention
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No 18781 J. Timman
1st commendation

No 18782 A. Pallier
2nd commendation

— Bxc3+ 2.Kc4 Rhl 3.Sf3+ Kfl 4.Sf5 elQ
5.Sg3+ Kg2 6.Sxh1+ Kxf3 (Kxhl; Rh7
mate) 7.Rf7+ Ke4 8.Re8+ Be5 9.Sg3+ Ke3
10.Rxe5 mate.

“An interesting battle between the white and
black forces that ends with the bK being
checkmated on €2, €3, e4, f2 and hl. While
the battle here has a higher tension than Skrip-
nik’s study, the overall construction is worse
with several Black pieces never getting an ac-
tive role. I personally like this study, although
I see no justification to place it higher than its
present placing. An honourable mention ex
aequo therefore is in my opinion the fairest
measure”.

No 18783 L. Gonzalez
3rd commendation
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No 18781 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).
1.hxg8S d5 2.Bf3 d4+ 3.Kb4 d3 4.Sh6 gxh6
5.g7 h5 6.g8S h4 7.S516 exf6 8.e7 5 9.e8S {4
10.Sd6 cxd6 11.¢7 d5 12.¢8S d4 13.Sb6 axb6
14.a7 b5 15.a8B bxc4 16.Bae4 ¢3 17.Bxd3 c2
18.Bf1 d3 19.Ka4 (Kb3, Kc4, Kb5) c1Q
20.Rxc1 and 21.B1xg2 mate.

“The study shows for the first time in this
well known matrix four promotions to knight
and one promotion to bishop. I found instanc-
es of only knight promotions or of bishop pro-
motions when fewer knight promotions had
happened, for example Yochanan Afek, 3rd
prize, MatPlus 2007 (EG#18082) showed a
very similar bishop promotion but not any
knight promotions. In spite of the minor dual
in the 19th move and the difficult yet econom-
ic construction I feel that the novelty is worth
a commendation. However, the achievement

a3a8 0457.66 11/11 Draw

28g5 0775.30 8/7 Draw

of combining the several promotions cannot
be underestimated so this is clearly the best of
the commended studies. Were the promotion
matrices not yet known — their combination
was not — then this study could breathe with
enough originality even for a prize”.

No 18782 Alain Pallier (France). 1.e8Q+
Sxe8 2.Rxe8+ Kb7 3.Rb8+ Kxa6 4.f4 gl1S
5.Bf7 c1R 6.Bxg8 Rxh6 7.Bc4+ Rxc4 8.g8Q
Rcl 9.Re8 Bc2 10.Rel Rxel 11.Qc8+ draws.

“The theme of the study is the manoeuvre of
the white rook. At least that is what the author
said. Three promotions are adding to the oth-
erwise mediocre play. The study is in my
opinion not very good with its forced play and
huge amount of material but as a whole I think
a low commendation can be given”.
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No 18783 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.7 Sxf7 2.Rd5+ Se5 3.Sf3+ Kf6 4.7 Rb8+
5.e8S+ Ke7 6.Sxe5 Rxe8+ 7.Sxe8 Rgd+
8.Sg6+ Kxe8 stalemate.

“A nice stalemate with two pinned and one
incarcerated piece but the difficulties of the
construction are clearly visible. The play is ac-
ceptable but the wK and wB as well as the two
black bishops never move at all, taking away a
lot of the appeal of this study. A commenda-
tion however surely is the correct distinction
for this study, but it must be a low one in view
of the setbacks”.

Section 2: King and Pawns

The judge considered the level of the entries
as “mostly good”, with four outstanding stud-
1es.

No 18784 M. Campioli
1st prize
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I: Diagram, II: wpe3 to d3

No 18784 Marco Campioli (Italy).

I: 1..Kg5 2.Kg2 Kxh5 3.Kf3 Kg5 4.Ke4
Kg4 5.Kd5 Kxg3 6.Kc6 g5 7.Kd7 g4 8.Kxe7
Kf2 9.K1f8 g3 10.e7 g2 11.e8Q glQ 12.Qf7+
Kxe3 13.Qa7+ wins.

IT: 1...Kg5 2.Kg2 Kxh5 3.Kf3 Kg5 4.Ke4
Kf6 5.Kd5 zz Kf5 6.g4+ Kf6 7.g5+ Kf5 8.26
Kxg6 9.Ke5 Kh7 10.d4 g6 11.d5 Kg7 12.d6
exd6+ 13.Kxd6 Kf8 14.Kd7 wins.

“The study leaves a very nice overall im-
pression. The first setting shows a very nice
skewer, while the second setting shows a mu-
tual zugzwang, sadly without a proper try, that
leads to a — admittedly well known — body-

check situation winning the game. The good
flow, as well as the higher originality than in
the second prized study, enables this work to
become the surprise winner”.

No 18785 1. Akobia
2nd prize
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d1bl 0000.34 4/5 Draw

No 18785 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1.d3 exd3
2.Kd2 h5 3.h4 e6 4. Kc3/1, and:

— Kcl 5.Kxd3 zz Kd1 6.4 zz Kcl 7.Kc3 Kd1l
8.Kd3 Kel 9.Ke3 Kfl 10.Kf3 Kgl 11.Kg3
Khl1 12.Kh3 draws, or:

—e5 5.Kxd3 Kcl 6.Kc4 Kd2 7.Kd5 e4 8.Ke5
Ke2 9.Kxf5 Kf3 10.Ke5 draws.

1) 4. Kxc3? Kcl zz 5.4 Kd1 zz wins.

“I am well aware that another judge could
have made this the tourney winner. There is no
flaw in this study, the zugzwang also has a try
that is much more easy to see than the solu-
tion. The move 4.Kc3 is probably the most
surprising move in the tourney. Why only the
second prize then? Well, maybe only for the
same reason why the famous masterpiece by
Gurgenidze and Kalandadze of Shakhmaty v
SSSR 1975 (EG#02970) won only the second
prize: Bad luck that there was a study of
equally high quality in the tourney and the
judge liked it more. At first I was not very im-
pressed by the content, but then I never could
have forgiven myself for rating this lower than
it deserves to be. In a world where Oleg Per-
vakov’s idea in 64-Shakhmatnoe Obozrenye
2000 (EG#13163) wins a first prize only for
one surprise move — in a regular tourney —
there is no reason to give a similarly surpris-
ing move, with some not too bad foreplay, not
a prize”.

\
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No 18786 R. Becker
3rd prize
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No 18786 Richard Becker (USA). 1...d1Q
2.c8S+ Kab6 3.d8S Qxf3+ 4.Kb8 Qf4+ 5.5d6
Qxd6+ 6.Kc8 Kbb 7.e8S Qd3 8.7 Qf5+ 9.Se6
Qxe6+ 10.Kd8 Kc6 11.f8S Qa2 12.Ke7 Qa3+
13.Kf7 Qa7+ 14.Kf6 Qf2+ 15.Ke7 Qc5+
16.Kf7 Qd5+ 17.Ke7 g4 18.g7 g3 19.hxg3
hxg3 20.Sf6 draws.

“It 1s impossible not to give this study a
prize, showing for the first time a fourfold
knight promotion in a pawn endgame. Howev-
er, the partial anticipation, consisting of the
first seven moves and most of the setting, has
to be considered. It is apparent that Richard
Becker’s study in ChessStar of April 2010 and
my study of Problem-Forum 2011 (composed
after Becker’s study was published but with-
out knowing it) were either known to the au-
thor or rediscovered. In any case, the ranking
of this study has to be lowered significantly
because of this. However, in this special case
the study still deserves a prize for the huge im-
provement. In a completely original setting |
would not have hesitated to give the first prize
to the study”.

No 18787 Yochanan Afek (Israel/the Neth-
erlands). 1.g3 Kxg3 2.a7, and h2 3.a8B, or e4
3.a8R Kh2 4.Ra7 Kg2 5.Kxe4 g3 6.Kf4 h2
7.Ral Kh3 8.Kf3 g2 9.Ra5 g1S+ 10.Kf2 Sf3
11.Ral Se5 12.Rd1 Sg4+ 13.Kf3 Sxh6 14.b4
Sg4 15.b5 Se5+ 16.Kf4 Sc4 17.b3/i wins.

i) “This emerged from a pawn endgame by
both sides playing their best moves!”.

“The author wrote ‘In 1974 I published the
following study in the Polish monthly Szachy

/////

No 18787 Y. Afek
special prize
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e3h2 0000.54 6/5 Win
The study initially won the first prize and
later was disqualified due to a non original
stalemate position!! At the time it was a blow
for a young composer to see a famous com-
poser sending a false appeal in an attempt to
improve his position in the final award. Some
famous composers are still doing it but I care
a bit less. Recently I discovered that I can im-
prove on that youth effort by adding just one
pawn. The result: All four underpromotions
are now displayed in a king and pawns end-
ing. Moreover, the 2 underpromoted pieces
continue their accurate fight for another
(record?) 8§ more moves’. While I have to
agree with the author that — let me say it in my
own words — the judge must have been not
very competent for excluding the study from
the award due to an anticipated stalemate po-
sition (a claim that indeed is correct, by the
way) there of course is no way to revise that
judgment after such a long time”.

No 18788 M. Campioli
1st honourable mention
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No 18788 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1...Kb8
2.bxa7+ Kxa7 3.dxc3 b5 4.Kd6 a4 5.Kc5
Kxa6 6. Kb4 Kb6 7.Ka3 Kc5 8.Ka2 Kd5
9.Ka3 Ke4 10.Kb4 Kd3 11.Kxb5 a3 12.bxa3
Kxc3 13.a4, and:

— Kd4 14.a5 ¢3 15.a6 c2 16.a7 c1Q 17.a8Q

Qbl+ 18.Ka6 draws, or:

— Kb3 14.a5 ¢3 15.a6 c2 16.a7 c1Q 17.a8Q

Qc4+ 18.Kb6 draws.

“The very nice flow makes this study a good
one, as well as the interesting ending where
White has to avoid getting skewered, although
that reply is very easy to find. The wK ma-
noeuvre from e7 to a2 to a6 or b6 makes a
good impression as well”.

No 18789 A. Pallier
2nd honourable mention
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a7e2 0000.54 6/5 Draw

No 18789 Alain Pallier (France). 1.b6 c1Q
2.b7 Qc7 3.d5 Qc5+ 4.Ka6 Qc7 5.Ka7 Kd3
6.Ka8 Kd4 7.b8Q Qxb8+ 8.Kxb8 Kxd5 9.Kc7
Ke5 10.Kb6 Kd4 11.Kc6 (Kc7) Ke5 12.Kb6
Kd4 13.Kc6 (Kc7) Ke5 14.Kb6 draws.

“A nice symbiosis of two positional draws,
with an interesting and highly paradoxical
move 3.d5”.

No 18790 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1.b4 Kg3
2.Kb3 Kxg2 3.h4 Kf3 4.h5 Ke4 5.Kxc3 Kf5
6.Kd3 Kg5 7.Ke4 d6 8.h6 Kxh6 9.Kf5 Kh5

No 18790 M. Campioli
3rd honourable mention
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a3h4 0000.55 6/6 Win

10.Ke6 Kg4 11.Kd7 Kf4 12.Kxc7 Ke4
13.Kxd6 Kxd4 14.Ke6 Ke4 15.d6 wins.

\

“A nice play on the famous Réti theme, with
excellent flow”.

No 18791 M. Campioli
commendation
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d3b2 0000.66 7/7 Win

No 18791 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1.4 c4+
2.Kxe3 Kxc2 3.e5 dxe5 4.fxe5 b4 5.6 b3 6.7
b2 7.¢8B b1Q 8.Bg6+ Kb2 9.Bxbl Kxbl
10.Kd4 Kc2 11.Kxc4 Kd2 12.Kd5 Kxc3
13.Kc6 wins.

“Another study with a nice flow. Of course
the underpromotion is well known, but the in-
teresting overall play deserves a distinction”.
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Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine) judged the tourney on the occasion of the centenary of Dmitri

Dmitrievic Vorobyov. 19 studies participated.

No 18792 R. Becker

1st prize
/ 7 /@% 7

%/;@%}/// 1)

/////

5K B
o //a/ -
E s i =

c1b5 4001.14 4/6 Win

No 18792 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Qe8+/i
Kc5 2.Qf8+ Kd4 3.Qb4+/ii Ke3 4.Qxc3+ Kf2
5.Qxf3+ Kxf3 6.Se5+ Ke3 7.Sg4+ Kd3 8.Sf2+
Ke3 9.Sd1+ Kd3 10.a8Q e1Q 11.Qxd5+ Ke2
12.Qe5+ Kf1l 13.Qh2 g6 14.Qhl1+ Ke2
15.Qg2+ Kd3 16.Qd5+ Ke2 17.Qe5+ Kfl
18.Qh2 g5 19.Qhl1+ Ke2 20.Qg2+ Kd3
21.Qd5+ Ke2 22.Qe5+ Kfl 23.Qh2 g4
24.Qhl+ Ke2 25.Qg2+ Kd3 26.Qd5+ Ke2
27.Qe5+ Kfl 28.Qh2 g3 29.Qhl+ Ke2
30.Qg2+ Kd3 31.Qd5+ Ke2 32.Kc2 Kfl
33.Qh1+ wins.

1) 1.Qd7+? Kb6 2.a8S+ Ka5 draws.

1) Thematic try: 3.Qxg7+? Ke3 4.Qxc3+
Kf2 5.Qxf3+ Kxf3 6.Se5+ Ke3 7.Sg4+ Kd3
8.Sf2+ Ke3 9.Sd1+ Kd3 10.a8Q ¢lQ
11.Qxd5+ Ke2 12.Qed+ Kf1 13.Qhl1+ Ke2
14.Qg2+ Kd3 15.Qd5+ Ke2 16.Qe5+ Kfl
17.Qh2 Qxd1+ 18.Kxd1 stalemate.

“A study with the popular theme of ‘far fore-
sight’. Not everything is perfect in this study:
e.g. a static black queen. But this is a case
where a completely dogmatic approach is out
of place! Here, the bQ is not a prey, and the
exchange of queens is consistent with the na-
ture of the position and fits into the very logic
of the struggle of both parties”.

No 18793 Y. Afek
2nd prize
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c5b8 0130.12 3/4 Draw
No 18793 Yochanan Afek (Israel/the Neth-
erlands). 1.Re7/i f3 2.Kb6 Bc¢7+ 3.Rxc7, and:

— e2 4.Re7 Kc8 5.b4/ii 2 6.Re8+ Kd7 7.Rxe2
f1Q 8.Rc2 draws/iii, or:

— 12 4Rf7 Kc8 5Kb5/iv e2 6.Rxf2 elQ
7.Rc2+ Kb7 8.Rc3 Qal 9.Kc4 Qad+ 10.Kd3
Qb4 11.Kc2 draws.

1) 1. Kb6? €2 2.Re7 Bgl+ 3.Kc6 Be3 4.Re8+

Ka7 5.Re7+ Kab6 6.Re4 ¢1Q 7.Rad+ Qa5 draws.
i1) Change theme: 5.Kb5? f2 6.Rxe2 f1Q.

Compare with second main line.

ii1) with a theoretical drawing position due
to Guretzky-Cornitz.

1v) Thematic try: 5.b4? e2 6.Rf8+ Kd7
7.Rxf2 e1Q 8.Rc2 Qxb4+. Compare this with
the first main line where the queen appeared
on fl. If here 6.Rxf2 e1Q 7.Rc2+ Kb8, Black
wins. If 5.Kc6? Kd8 6.Kd6 Ke8 7.Re7+ K{8
8.Rxe3 f1Q wins.

“The author has succeeded in connecting
two positional draws in an elegant form at low
cost. The logical connection between the two
thematic main lines shows the change theme”.

No 18794 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). Two
lines:
— b6 2.axb6/1 axb6 3.Kxd4 Kxc2 4.Ke5 Kd3
5.Kf6 Ke3 6.Kxg6 Kf2 7.Kh5 Kxg2 8.g6
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No 18794 M. Zinar
3rd prize
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d3b1 0000.66 7/7 BTM, Win

Kxh3 9.g7 g2 10.g8R Kh2 11.Kxh4 g1Q
12.Rxgl wins, or:

— a6 2.b6/ii Kcl 3.Kxd4 Kxc2 4.Ke5 Kd3
5.Kf6 Ke3 6.Kxg6 Kf2 7.Kh5 (Kh6) Kxg2
8.g6 Kxh3 9.g7 g2 10.g8R wins.

1) Thematic try: 2.a6? Kcl 3.Kxd4 Kxc2
4. Ke5 Kd3 5.Kf6 Ke3 6.Kxg6 Kf2 7.Kh5
Kxg2 8.g6 Kxh3 9.g7 g2 10.g8R Kh2
11.Kxh4 g1Q 12.Rxgl Kxgl 13.Kg3 Khl
14.Kf3 Kh2 15.Ke4 Kg3 16.Kd5 Kf4 17.Kc6
Ke5 18.Kb7 Kd6 19.Kxa7 Kc7 draws.

i1) Thematic try: 2.bxa6? bxa6 3.Kxd4 Kxc2
4. Ke5 Kd3 5.Kf6 Ke3 6.Kxg6 Kf2 7.Kh5
Kxg2 8.g6 Kxh3 9.g7 g2 10.g8R Kh2
11.Kxh4 g1Q 12.Rxgl Kxgl draws.

“This study does not feature a ‘pure’ Change
theme, but certainly change of motifs! It is not
so important. Interestingly, the event occurs in
different parts of the board and at different

",

times, but are closely related!

§

\

No 18795 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.g7 Sg6/i 2.Rc7/ii Kh1 3.g8Q gl1Q 4.Qd5+
Qg2 5.Rcl+ Kh2 6.Qd6+ Qg3 7.Rc2+ Khl
8.Qc6+ Qg2 9.Rcl1+ Kh2 10.Qc7+ Qg3
11.Rc2+ Khl 12.Qb7+ Qg2 13.Rcl1+ Kh2
14.Qb8+ Qg3 15.Rc2+ Khl 16.Qbl+ Qgl
17.Rcl wins.

1) Khl 2.gxf8Q g1Q 3.Qf3+ Kh2 4.Re2+
Qg2 5.Qf4+ Kh1 6.Rel+ wins.

i1) Thematic try: 2.Rb7? Khl 3.g8Q gl1Q
4.Qd5+ Qg2 5.Rb1+ Kh2 6.Qd6+ Qg3 7.Rb2+
Kh1 8.Qc6+ Qg2 9.Rb1+ Kh2 10.Qc7+ Qg3

No 18795 L. Gonzalez
1st honourable mention
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c8g1 0103.13 3/5 Win

11.Rb2+ Khl 12.Qb7+ Qg2 13.Rb1+ Kh2
14.Qb8+ Qg3 15.Rb2+ Khl 16.Qa8+ Qg2
17.Qal+ Kh2 18.Qcl Kg3 draws, e.g. 19.Kb8
Se5 20.Qel+ Kf3 21.Qxe5 Qg3 22.Rb3+ Kg2
23.Rxg3+ hxg3.

“Interesting study with a systematic ma-
noeuvre of four pieces and a thematic try. The
fact that no extensive analyses are needed to
prove the study’s correctness, enhances the
impression”.

No 18796 1. Akobia
2nd honourable mention
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d1c8 0163.21 4/5 BTM, Draw

No 18796 Iuri Akobia (Georgia). 1...Sd3
2.Rxd5, and:

— Sf4 3 Rf5 Bxe2+ 4.Kel/i Be3+ 5.Kf2 Bd4+
6.Kel Bc3+ 7.Kf2 draws, or:

— Bxe2+ 3.Kd2/ii Sf4 4.Rc5+/ii1 Kb8 5.Ra5,
with:

« Kb7 6.Rf5 Se6 7.Rf7+ Kc6 8.Kxe2
draws, or:
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» Bg7 6.Rg5 Bh6 7.Rg8+ Kc7 8.Rh8 Bg5
9.Rg8 Bh6 10.Rh8 positional draw.
1) Thematic try: 4.Kd2? Se6 5.Kxe2 Sd4+
fork.

ii1) Thematic try: 4.Ra5? Bg4 5.Ra4 Be5
6.Ke3 Sd5+ wins.

“The author claimed no less than 15 occur-
rences of the Change theme”. The judge disa-

i1) 3.Kxe2? Sf4+ forking.

No 18797 V. Ryabtsev
3rd honourable mention

greed.

No 18798 P. Arestov
4th honourable mention

No 18799 P. Arestov
5th honourable mention
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c1f8 0133.24 4/7 Draw

b7a4 0614.33 6/7 Win

cde5 0408.21 6/5 Draw

No 18797 Vladimir Ryabtsev (Ukraine).
1.Rb8+/i Kxf7 2.Rxb6 Sb3+ 3. Kbl Sd2+
4 Kal b3 5.Rf6+ Kg8/ii 6.Rf8+ Kh7 7.Rh8+
Kgb6 8.Rh6+ Kf7 9.Rf6+ Kg8 10.Rf8+ draws.

1) Thematic try: 1.Rxb6? Sb3+ 2.Kb1 Sd2+
3.Kal b3 4.Rb8+ Kxf7, and: 5.Rf8+ Kgb6
6.Rf6+ Kh5 7.Rh6+ Kg4 8 Rh4+ Kf3 9.Rh3+
Ke4 10.Re3+ Kxf4 wins, 5.Rb7+ Kgé6
6.Rxg7+ Kh5 7.Rg5+ Kh4 8 Rh5+ Kg4 (Kg3)
wins.

i1) gxf6, or Kxf6 stalemate.

“Anticipating on a rabid rook ending, before
taking the bB, White first forces the bK to f7.
It is a pity that the main solution’s wheel does
not turn the other way around in the thematic

b

try”.

No 18798 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.a8Q/i
Rb4+ 2.Kc6/11 Red4+ 3.Sc5+ Rxe5+ 4.Kxc5
Rc4+ 5.Kxc4 Sb6+ 6.Kc3 Sxa8 7.f4 Sb6
8.Bc6+ Kas 9.b4 mate.

1) 1.fxg4? Sxa7 2.Kxa7 Rcl 3.Bf3 Ka5
4.Be2 Rc2 5.Bxa6 Rxb2 6.Bb7 Rb5 draws.

11) Thematic try: 2.Kxc7? Rc4+ 3.Kb7 Rb4+
4 Kc6 Rc4+ 5.Sc5+ Rxe5+ 6.Kxc5 Rcd+
7.Kxc4 Sb6+ 8.Kc3 Sxa8 9.f4 Sc7 draws.

“The theme of the study is far foresight in
the refusal of capturing a pawn”.

No 18799 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Sth4/i
Sxg5 2.Rxg5+ Rxg5 3.Sf3+ Kf6 4.Sxg5 Kxg5
5.d6 Kf6 6.Kd5 Sc3+ 7.Kc6 Se4 8.d7 Ke7
9.Kc7 wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.Sh6? Sxg5 2.Rxg5+ Rxg5
3.Sxf7+ Kf6 4.Sxg5 Kxg5 5.d6 Kf6 6.Kd5
Kf7 — no pawn - 7.Kc6 Sd4+ draws.

“Another study on the far foresight in the re-
fusal of capturing a pawn”.

The 6th Hon. Mention was cooked by MG:
Vladimir Pogorelov (Ukraine) d7d1 0400.35
a2g2.c3d2d6b7d4g3 5/5 Win: 1.Kc8 Rxd2
2.Rxd2+ Kxd2 3.d7 g2 4.d8Q gl1Q 5.Qxd4+
Qxd4 6.cxd4 b5 7.d5 b4 8.d6 b3 9.d7 b2
10.d8Q+ Kc2 11.Qc7+ wins.

However: 3...d3! 4.d8Q Kc2 5.Q¢e8 d2 6.Qc2
Kcl draws.

No 18800 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1...a2 2.g4 Rg3 3.Bd1l/i Rxg4 4.Se3 Rg2
5.Ra5 Re2 6.Bb3 Rxe3 (Rc2+; Sxc2 mate)
7.Rxa2 mate.

1) Thematic try: 3.Ba4? Rgl+ 4.Kc2 Rxg4
5.Rh5 Rd4 6.Re5 Re4 7.Rg5 Rg4 positional
draw, or 8.Rxg4 stalemate.

No 18801 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.g8S/i
c3 2.516 ext6 3.exf6 e5 4.f7 e4 5.£8S €3 6.Sg6
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No 18800 J. Mikitovics
1st commendation

No 18801 M. Zinar
2nd commendation

No 18802 I. Yarmonov
3rd commendation
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clal 0411.11 5/3 BTM, Win

hxg6 7.hxg6 h5 8.g7 h4 9.g8Q h3 10.Kd1 Kbl
11.Qb3+ wins.

1) Thematic try: 1.g8Q7? c3 2.Qg6 hxgb
3.hxg6 h5 4.g7 h4 5.g8S h3 6.S16 ext6 7.exf6
e5 8.f7 e4 9.18Q e3 and stalemate.

“A simple study with the far foresight
theme, based on the critical difference be-
tween a promotion on g8 or 8.

clal 0000.77 8/8 Win

d1b2 0110.15 4/6 Draw

No 18802 Igor Yarmonov (Ukraine). 1.Rc2+
Kal 2.Bxc4 d3 3.Rcl+ Kb2 4.Bxd3 exd3
5.Rb1+ Ka2 6.Rb2+ Kal 7.Rb1+ Ka2 8.Rb2+
axb2 stalemate.

“A stalemate study without great ambitions.
Suitable for ‘blitz’ solving events”.

7th Belarus Team Champ. 2009

The multigenre competition was won by the team of Mogilev (76 points), just ahead of Grodno
(74) with Minsk (58.5) in third place. The theme was: self-incarceration.

The award appeared in A/bino no. 87-88, 2009.

The first prize is unsound: V. Bartosh, a5c8
3204.43 b7a6a8b8g8.a7b5d3e3b3c2c3 8/6
Win: 1.Sd7+ Qxa8 2.5h6+ Kb7 3.Sxa8 ¢1Q
4.5b6 Qa3+ 5.Sa4 Ka8 6.h6 Qe7 7.b7+ Qxb7
8.8Sb6+ Qxb6+ 9.Rxb6 b2 10.Kab6 wins.

However (MQG): 6...Qf8 7.b7+ Kxb7 8.a8Q+
Qxa8 9.Rxa8 and now not the composer’s c2
10.Sc5+ Kxa8 11.Sxb3 Nf6 12.Ka4 Kb7
13.Scl Kc6 14.Kb3 Sg4 15.e4 Kd6 16.Kxc2
Ke5 17.Kd2 Sf2 18.Ke3 Sd1+ 19.Ke2 Sc3+
20.Kf3 Kd4 21.Se2+, but 9...b2 10.Sxc3 Kxa8
11.Ka4 Sf6 12.e4 Sd7 13.Kb3 Se5 14.Kc2
Kb7 15.d4 Sf3 16.d5 Kg7.

Also the second prize is unsound: I. Bondar,
d1f3 0313.41 a2c3h2.a7b2e6f4b3 6/4 Win:
1.e7 Sfl 2.Bd2 Ral+ 3.Bcl Se3+ 4.Kd2 Sc4+
5.Kd3 Sd6 6.Be3 Se8 7.f5 Kg4 8.Ke4 Sfo+
9.Ke5 Ra6 10.Bb6 Kg5 11.a8Q Rxa8 12.Be3+
Kg4 13.Kxf6 wins.

However (MG): 8...Ra5 9.Bb6 Ra6 10.Ke5
Kg5 draws.

And one of the shared 3rd prize winner is
unsound: M. Khramtsevich, h3h5 0014.24
h4e2f1. d2f4c5d3f5g5 5/6 Win: 1.Sg3+ Sxg3
2.Bxg3 c4 3.Bel gxf4 4 Kg2 Kg4 5.Kf2 3
6.Ke3 f4+ 7.Kf2 Kg5 8.Kxf3 wins.
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However (MG): either 6...f2 7.Bxf2 f4+
8.Kd4 Kf3 9.Bh4 Ke2 10.Kc3 {3 11.Bg3 Kdl

or 5...Kh3 6.Kf3 Kh2 7.Kxf4 Kg2 8.Ke3 f4+
9.Kd4 Kf1 10.Bh4 Ke2 draw.

No 18803 A. Rushlevich No 18804 A. Rushlevich No 18805

& A. Symanovich & A. Symanovich I. Bondar

3/4th place 5th place 6th place
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h8h6 3410.61 9/4 BTM, Win

No 18803 A. Rushlevich & A. Symanovich
(Grodno). 1...Qa8+ 2.Bg8 Qb7 3.f6 Kxg6 4.17,
and:

— Qxd5 5.f85+ Kh6 6.Bxd5 wins, or:
— Rxh7+ 5.Bxh7+ Kxf7 6.Rd7+ Qxd7 7.e6+,
with
* Qxe6 8.Bg8+ K6 9.Bxe6 wins, or:
» Kxe6 8.Bf5+ Ke7 9.Bxd5 wins.
“Mogilev: a study with good play and a
bright finish. But the thematic part is weak”.

No 18804 A. Rushlevich & A. Symanovich
(Grodno). 1.g3+ Ke4/i 2.£3+ Kd3 3.Bc4+,
and:

g1f4 0011.34 6/5 Win

d1d4 0121.66 11/7 Win

— Kxc4 4.Kf2 Kd3 5.Kel wins, or:
— Kxd2 4.Bxe2 Kxe2 5.Kg2 g4 6.f4/ii Kel
7.5f2 Ke2 8.Sh3/iii gxh3+ 9.Kxh3 wins.
1) Kg4 2.3+ Kxf3 3.Bd5+ Kg4 4.Kf2 wins.
1) 6.fxg4? hxgd4 7.5f2 Kd2 8.Kh2 Ke3
9.Kg2 Ke2 10.Sh1 Kel 11.Sf2 Ke2 draws.
iii) 8.Se4? fxe4 9.5 €3 10.f6 Kd1 11.f7 e2
12.f8Q el1Q draws.
“Mogilev: a double expression of the theme,
but with forced play”.

No 18805 Ivan Bondar (Minsk). /.c3+ Ke5
2.Be2 Kf6 3.g7 Kf7 4.Bf1 Kg8 5.Bh3 Kh7
6.Bg2 f4 7.Bfl1 Kg8 8.Bh3 Kh7 9.Bg2 f3
10.Bh3 Kg8 11.Be6+ wins.
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No 18806 V. Razumenko
Ist/3rd prize
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alh4 0040.32 5/4 Win.
[: Diagram, II: bpb5 to g4.
No 18806 Viktor Razumenko (Russia).

I 1.t6 gxf6 2.h6 Bd4+ 3.Kbl/i fxe5 4.Bgl
Bc3 5.Kc2 b4 6.Bd4 Bxd4 7.Kd3 Bc3 8.Ked
draws.

II: 1.f6 gxf6 2.h6 Bd4+ 3.Ka2/ii fxe5 4.Bgl
Bc3 5.Kb3 Bal 6.Kc4/iii e4 7.Bd4 Kg5 8.h7
Bxd4 9.Kxd4 wins.

1) 3.Ka2? fxe5 4.Bgl Bc3 5.Kb3 Bal 6.Kb4
e4 7.Kc5 Kh5 8.h7 Kg6 draws.

i) 3.Kb1? fxe5 4.Bgl Bc3 5.Kc2 Bal 6.Bd4
Bxd4 7.Kd3 g3 8.h7 g2 9.h8Q+ Kg3 draws.

iii) 6.h7? e4 7.Kc4 Bh8 8.Bd4 Kh5 9.Bxh8
Kh6 draws.

No 18807 V. Vlasenko
Ist/3rd prize
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f2e4 0160.11 3/4 Draw

No 18807 Valery Vlasenko (Russia). 1.Rh7/i
Be3+ 2.Kf1/ii Bf4 3.Rg7 Kd4 4.Rg2 Ke3

\

5.Rg3+ Kd2 6.Rg2 Kc3 7.Kf2 Kd2 8. Kfl Ke3
9.Rg3+ Bxg3 stalemate.

i) 1.Kg3? Bf4+ 2.Kf2 Kf5 3.Rf7+ Kg4
4.Rg7+ Kh5 5.Rg2 Kh4 and 6...Kh3 wins, or
1.Rg7? Bh4+ 2. Kf1 Kf4 3.Rg2 Bg3 wins.

i1) 2.Kg3? Bf4+ 3.Kh3 Bf3 4.exf3+ Kxf3
wins.

No 18808 E. Eilazyan
Ist/3rd prize
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a4d1 0005.03 3/5 Draw

No 18808 Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine).
1.Scd3/1 e4 2.5£2+ Kxel 3.Sxe4 Ke2 4.Kb5/11
Kd3 5.Sf2+ Kd4 6.Ka6/iii Se3 7.Sh1 Sd5
8.Sg3 Sc7+ 9.Kxa7 b5 10.Sf5+ Kd3 11.Sd6 b4
12.Sb7 b3 13.Sc5+ Kc2 14.Sxb3 draws.

1) 1.Sed3? e4 2.Sf2+ Kxcl 3.Sxe4 Kc2
4.Kb5 a5 5.Ka4 Se3 6.Sf6 Sd1 7.Sd5 Sc3+
&.Sxc3 Kxc3 wins.

i1) 4.Sc3+? Kd3 5.Sb5 a5 6.Sa7 Sd6 7.Sc6
Kc3 8.Sxa5 b5+ 9.Ka3 Sc4+ wins.

i11) 6.Sd1? Sd6+ 7.Ka6 b5 8.Kxa7 Kd3
9.Kb6 Kd2 10.Sb2 Kc2 wins.

No 18809 Ilham Aliev (Azerbaijan). 1.Ke3
Sh3/i 2.Kf3 Kh5 3.Kg3 Sgl 4.Kf4/ii Kgb6
5.Ke3/iii Kh5 6.Kf4 Kg6 7.Ke3 Sh3 8.Kf3
Kh5 9.Kg3 Sgl1 10.Kf4 Kg6 11.Ke3 Kf6
12.Kf2 Sh3+ 13.Kg3 Sgl 14.Kf2 positional
draw.

1) Kf6 2.Kf2 Sh3+ 3.Kg3 Sgl 4.Kf2 Sh3+
5.Kg3 Sgl 6.Kf2 positional draw.

i) 4. Kf2? Kxh4 5. Kxgl Kg3 wins.
ii1) 5.h5+? Kf6 6.h6 Sh3+ 7.Kg3 Sg5 wins.
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No 18809 I. Aliev
special prize

No 18810 Mikhail Zinar
1st/3rd honourable mention

No 18811 S. Kasparyan
1st/3rd honourable mention
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d4g6 0003.11 2/3 Draw

ald8 0000.68 7/9 Win

d4d6 0034.31 5/4 BTM, Draw

No 18810 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.Kb2
c¢3+ 2.Kcl, and:

— h6 3.g7 Kd7 4.g8B wins, or:
— hxg6 3.h6 Ke8 4.h7, with:

» Kd7 5.h8B wins, or:

» Kf7 5.h8R wins.

No 18812 O. Ostapenko
1st/3rd honourable mention

No 18813 A. Bezgodkov
special honourable mention

No 18811 Sergey Kasparyan (Armenia).
1...Sxf4/i 2.Sb5+ Kc6 3.Sxc7 Kxc7 4.Ke5
Sxg6+ 5.Kf6 S8 6.Ke7 Sgo+ 7.K16 S8 8.Ke7
Sh7 stalemate.

i) Bxg6 2.Sb5+ Kc6 3.f5 Bxf5 4.¢7 Kd7
5.Sxc7 draws.

No 18814 O. Skrinnik
1st/3rd commendation
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h3g8 4834.44 9/10 Draw

No 18812 O. Ostapenko. 1.cxd7 Sg5+
2.Qxg5 fxg5 3.dxc8Q Qxc8 4.Sgb hxgb
5.Rxf8+ Qxf8 6.Rxb2 Qfl+ 7.Rg2 Kf7 stale-
mate.

No 18813 Anatoly Bezgodkov (Ukraine).
1.Qf4+ Kh5 2.Kh7/i Be3 3.Qxe3 Qd2 4.Qxe4
Qd6 5.Qe3 Qd2/ii 6.Qxe7 Qg5 7.Qed Qf6
8.Qd5+ Qf5 9.Qh1+ Kg5 10.Qh4 mate.

1) Thematic try: 2.Kg7? Bd4+ 3.Kh7 Bg7
and Black wins.

28g5 4060.15 3/9 Win

c6b8 0100.05 2/6 Draw

1) g5 6.Qe4 Qxg3 7.Qg6+ Kh4 8.Qxh6
mate.

No 18814 Oleksandr Skrinnik (Ukraine).
1.Rb4+, and:

— Ka8 2.Kc7 a5 3.Rb8+ Ka7 4.Rb7+ Kab6
5.Rb6+ Ka7 6.Rb7+ perpetual check, or:

— Kc8 2.Rg4 Kd8 3.Kd6 Ke8 4.Ke6 Kf8
5.Rf4+ Kg7 6.Rg4+ Kh8 7.Kf7 h5 8.Rg8+
Kh7 9.Rg7+ Kh6 10.Rg6+ Kh7 11.Rg7+
perpetual check.
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No 18815 V. Samilo
1st/3rd commendation
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b2a8 0536.21 5/6 Draw

No 18815 Volodimir Samilo (Ukraine).
1.Rg8+ Ka7 2.Rxh5 Sa4+ 3.Kb3 Bc4+ 4.Kxa4
Bxg8 5.Rg5 Be6 6.Rxg3 Kxa6 7.Rd3 Rbb6/1
8.Rd5 Bxd5 stalemate.

1) Rc4+ 8. Kb3 Rd4+ 9.Kc3 draws.

Another study, by M. Campioli & P. Rossi,

won a 1st/3rd commendation but also ap-

peared as an original in EG/77.16773.

No 18816 V. Shamraj
special commendation
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a8d4 0100.02 2/3 Wm

No 18816 V. Shamraj. 1.Rgl g6 2.Rel, and:
— h5 3.Kb7 Kd5 4.Kc7 h4 5.Kd7 h3 6.Ke7 h2
7.Kf6 wins, or:

— g5 3. Kb7 g4 4.Kc6 h5 5.Kd6 g3 6.Ke6 h4
7.Kf5 h3 8.Kg4 wins.
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No 18817 S. Osintsev

No 18818 A. Zhukov

No 18819 E. Eilazyan

Ist prize 2nd prize 3rd prize
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f8c4 0048.21 6/5 Draw

No 18817 Sergey Osintsev (Russia). 1.Sb6+
Kc5 2.Sa4+ Kb4 3.Sc3 Sed7+ 4.Ke7/i Kxc3
5.Sb5+ Kb4 6.Sxa3 Kxa3 7.Bd6+ Ka4 8.c4
Ka5 9.¢5 Kb5 10.Kf7 zz Kc6 11.Bf4 zz Kd5
12.c6 Kxc6 13.Bh6 Se5+ 14.Kf8, and:

— Sh5 15Kg8 Sgb6 16.Kf7 Se5+ 17.Kg8
draws, or:

— Kd6 15.Bg7 Sxh7+ 16.Kg8 Sfo+ 17.Kf8/vi
Sfd7+ 18.Kg8 Sf6+ 19.K{8 draws.

1) Thematic try: 4.Kf7? Kxc3 5.Sb5+ Kb2
6.Sxa3 Kxa3 7.Bd6+ Ka4 8.c4 Ka5 9.c5 Kb5
zz 10.Bf4 Kc6 zz 11.Bh6 Se5+ 12.Kf8 Kd7
13.Bg7 Sxh7+ 14.Kg8 Sf6+ 15.Kf8 Bxg7+
16.Kxg7 Se8+ 17.Kh6 Sc6 wins.

No 18818 Aleksandr Zhukov (Ukraine).
1.Rf8+ Be8 2.Rxe8+ Kd7 3.Qd3 Rb3 4.Qxb3
Rxed+/i 5.Bxe4 Qg7+ 6.Kc5 Kxe8 7.Qg8+
Qxg8 8.Kd6 Qg7 9.Bc6+ Kf7 10.e8Q+ wins.

1) Qg7+ 5.Kd3 Kxe8 6.Bh5+ Kxe7 7.Qb7+
K18 8.Qc8+ wins.

No 18819 Eduard Eilazyan (Russia). 1.e3+/i
Ke5 2.Kcl b3 3.Rxa5 b2+ 4.Kxb2 c1Q+/i1
5.Kxcl Sb3+ 6.Kd1 Sxa5 7.Bc8 Kxe4 8.c6
Bg4+ 9.Kel/iii Sxc6 10.Bb7 Kd5 11.e4+ fxed
12.Kd2 Bd7 13.Ke3 draws.

1) Thematic try: 1.Kc1? b3 2.Rxa5 b2+
3.Kxb2 Sb3 4.Kxc2 Sxa5 5.Bc8 Kxed 6.c6
Sxc6 7.Bb7 Kd5 8.e4+ fxed 9.Kd2 Bfl

d4c8 4740.21 6/6 Win

d2f4 0173.33 6/7 Draw

10.Ke3 Bb5 11.Ba8 Ke5 12.Bb7 Sa5 13.Bxe4
Sc4+ 14.Kd3 Sd6+ 15.Ke3 Sxe4 wins.

11) Sb3 5.c6+ Sxa5 6.c7 fxe4 7.c8Q draws.

ii1) 9.Kc2? Sxc6 10.Bb7 Kxe3 11.Bxc6 f4
12.Kel Kf2 13.Kd2 Kg3 14.Kel Bh3 15.Ke2
Bg2 wins.

No 18820 O. Pervakov
4th prize
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h5e8 3015.52 9/5 Win

No 18820 Oleg Pervakov (Russia). 1.Sd7
Kxd7 2.e6+ Ke8/i 3.Bc3 Se5 4.Kho6/ii a4
5.Kh5/iii Qg7 6.Sc7+ Kxe7 7.Bb4+ Kd8
8.e7+ Kxc7 9.e8S+ wins.

1) Kc8 3.ext7 Qe5+ 4.Kh4 Qed+ 5.g4 Qxel+
6.Kh5 Qe5+ 7.g5 Qe2+ 8.Kh6 Qe6+ 9.Kg7
Qg6+ 10.Kf8 wins.

i1) Thematic try: 4.Bd4? Qg7 5.Sc7+ Kxe7
6.Bc5+ Kd8 7.7+ Kxc7 8.e8S+ Kcb6 9.Sxg7
Kxc5 10.Kh6 a4 11.Kxh7 Sd3 12.g4 Sxb2
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13.Se6+ Kd6 14.g5 a3 15.g6 a2 16.g7 alQ
17.g8Q Qbl+ 18.Kh6 Qf5 19.Sg5 Sd3 20.h4
Sf4 draws.

i) 5.g4? a3 6.bxa3 Sxg4+ 7.hxg4 Qe5
8.5f6+ Qxfo+ 9.Bxf6 stalemate.

No 18821 E. Eilazyan
1st honourable mention
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d513 0436.44 6/9 Draw

No 18821 Eduard Eilazyan (Ukraine).
1.Rf8+ S5 2.Rxf5+, and:

— Bxf5 3.hxg6 c6+ 4.Ke5 Bd7 5.a8Q Ke3
6.Qg8 draws, or:

— Ke3 3.Rf3+/i Kxf3 4.hxg6 c6+ 5.Kd4/ii
Sb5+ 6.Ke5 Sxa7 7.axb6 Sb5 8.d7 Bxd7
stalemate.

1) 3.hxg6? c6+ 4.Ke5 Sc4 mate.

1) 5.Ke5? Ke3 6.d7 Bxd7 7.Kd6 Sb5+
8.Ke5 Sc7/ix 9.Kd6 Sa8 10.Kxd7 bxa5 wins.

No 18822 A. Sochnev
2nd honourable mention
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e7¢3 0400.21 4/3 Win

No 18822 Aleksey Sochnev (Russia). 1.d6/1
Kd4 2.d7 Ra8 3.Ral Rb8 4.Rfl Ke3 5.Rxf2
Kxf2 6.e4 Ke3 7.e5 Ke4 8.Kd6 Kf5 9.e6 Kf6
10.e7 Rb6+ 11.Kc7 wins.
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1) Thematic try: 1.Rf1? Kd4 2.d6 Ke3
3.Rxf2 Kxf2 4.d7 Ra8 5.e4 Ke3 6.e5 Ke4d
7.Kd6 Kf5 8.6 Kf6 9.7 Ra6+ 10.Kc7 Ra7+
11.Kb6 Kxe7 draws.

No 18823 V. Kozirev
3rd honourable mention
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e5g7 4431.12 5/6 Draw

No 18823 V. Kozirev (Russia). 1.Rc7+ Be7
2.a8Q), and:

— Rxa8 3.Qxa8 Qf4+ 4.Ke6 Qxc7 5.Sxg5
Bxg5 6. Kxf5 Qf4+ 7.Ke6 Qfo+ 8.Kd7 Qe7+
9.Kc8 Qd8+ 10.Kb7 Qd5+ 11.Kb8 Bf4+
12.Ka7 Qa5+ 13.Kb7 Qb5+ 14.Kc8 Kf8
15.Qa3+ Ke8 16.Qe7+ Kxe7 stalemate, or:

— Ra5+ 3.0Qxa5 Qxa5+ 4.Ke6 Qxc7 5.Sxg5
Qdo6+ 6. Kxf5 Qf6+ 7.Kg4 Qxg5+ 8.Kh3
Qh4+ 9.Kg2 Qed4+ 10.Kh2 Bd6+ 11.Kgl
Qel+ 12.Kg2 Qe2+ 13.Kh3 Kh6 14.Qcl+
Kh5 15.Qg5+ Kxg5 stalemate.

No 18824 S. Osintsev
4th honourable mention
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a4d4 0106.20 4/3 Win

No 18824 Sergey Osintsev (Russia). 1.c6
Sc5+ 2.Ka5/i Se6 3.Rd1+ Ke3 4.Rd7 Sht4
5.Re7 Kd4 6.Kb5 Kd3 7.Ka6/ii Kd4 8.Kb7
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Sc5+ 9.Ka7 Sfe6 10.Kb6 Sa4+ 11.Ka5 Sac5
12.Kb5 Kd3 13.¢7 Sxc7+ 14.Kxc5 wins.

1) Thematic try: 2.Kb5? Se6 3.Rd1+ Ke3
4.Rd7 Shf4 5.Re7 Kd4 6.Ka6/xi Kc5 7.c7
Sxc7+ 8.Rxc7+ Kd4 9.Re7 Sd3 draws.

i1) 7.Kb6? Kxe4 8.c7 Sd5+ wins.

No 18825 N. Ryabinin
commendation
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No 18825 Nikolai Ryabinin (Russia). 1.Rf5/1
Re5 2.d4 Rxd4 3.Rf6 Kh7 4.Rgl Rh5 5.Rg7+
Kh8 6.Rg5 Rh7+ 7.Kf8 Rc7 8.Rh6+ Rh7
9.Rg8 mate.

1) Thematic try: 1.Rf6? Kh7 2.Rgl Rh5
3.Rg7+ Kh8 4.Rg5 Rh7+ 5.Kf8 Ra8 mate.

No 18826 O. Pervakov
dedicated to V. Kramnik
commendation
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h2fl 4332.21 6/5 Win

No 18826 Oleg Pervakov (Russia). 1.Qcl+/1
Bd1 2.Sxd1/ii Rxd2+ 3.Sf2+/iii Rd1 4.Sd3/iv
Rxcl 5.Se2 Kxe2/v 6.Sxcl+ Kd2 7.Sxa2
wins.

1) 1.Qxa2? ¢1Q 2.Sxd3 Qc7+ 3.Kh3 Qd7+
4.Kh2 Qd6+ 5.Kh3 Bd1 draws.

ii) 2.5xd3? Qa7 3.Sh3 Qgl+ 4.Sxgl 1%
stalemate.

iii) 3.Qxd2? exd1Q 4.Qxa2 Qd2+ 5.Qxd2
21 gtalemate.

1v) 4.Qg5?7 c1Q 5.Qg2+ Kel 6.Sf3+ Ke2
7.Sxd1+ Kxd1 8.Qxa2 Qb2+ 9.Qxb2 3" stale-
mate.
v) Qxb3 6.Sg3 mate.
No 18827 V. Smyslov +,
dedicated to P.Keres
commendation
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h2b8 0000.35 4/6 Draw

No 18827 Vasily Smyslov (Russia). 1.Kg3,
and:

— Kc7 2.Kf4 e6 3.Ke5 Kd7 4.¢c3 Ke7 5.3 Kd7
6.f4 Ke7 stalemate, or:

—e52.Kh4 Kc7 3.Kg5 f4 4 Kf5 Kd6 5.¢3 Kd5
6.3 Kd6 7.Ke4 Ke7 stalemate.

No 18828 I. Zamotaev & V. Kovalenko
commendation
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e6el 0015.03 4/5 Win

No 18828 1. Zamotaev & Valery Kovalenko
(Russia). 1.Bb2 Sc4 2.Bal b3 3.Sxc5 b2
4.8d3+ Kd2 5.Sxb2 Sb6 6.Sxd5 Kc2 7.Sc3
Kxc3 8.Sa4++ Kb3 9.Sxb6 wins.
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No 18829 M. Bourzutshky, A. Zhuralyov

& Y. Konoval
commendation

d7a8 0004.10 3/2 Win

No 18829 Mark Bourzutshky (USA), An-
drey Zhuralyov & Yakov Konoval (Russia).
1.c4 Sh5/i 2.c5 Sfo+ 3.Ke6 Sh5 4.c6 Sfa4+
5.Kd7 Sd5 6.Sb5 Sb4 7.c7 Sa6 8.c8R+/ii

wins.

i) Ka7 2.¢c5 Sh5 3.Sb5+ Kb8 4.c6 Sfo+
5.Ke7 Sd5+ 6.Kd8 zz, wins.

i1) 8.c8Q+? Sb8+ 9.K- stalemate, or 8.c8B?
Sb4 9.Kd6 Kb8 10.Bf5 Kb7 11.Kc5 Sa6+
draws.
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