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Preface

JOHN ROYCROFT

With one brief hiccup EG (pronounced
‘eejee’) has appeared four times a year since
July 1965. As an international magazine its
aim was to cover all aspects of the composed
chess endgame study for the widest possible
readership across the globe.

This was ambitious. In 1965 we didn’t know,
for example, how many tourneys for original
studies there might be. As contacts multiplied
— but subscribers did not — it became clear that
EG faced problems. In particular the commit-
ment to diagrams and to reprinting (always
with full acknowledgement and in their com-
plete and unabridged form) tourney awards of
every calibre, led to a cumulative falling be-
hind the clock. Even the occasional double
sized EG was not enough, and in any case
overstretched the resources.

So a backlog of tourney awards built up until
the dam was about to burst. Something had to
be done. The chief editor in 2005, the same
chief editor as in 1965, decided that a one-off
“catch-up” volume was the only solution. He
was fortunate to have the support of the Dutch
organisation ARVES and its chairman Jurgen
Stigter. ARVES has been EG’s proprietor since
its editor handed over ownership in 1987 on his
taking an early retirement from the computer
industry — but not from the (always unpaid) ed-
itorship. He has also received loyal support
from enormously hard-working individuals, es-
pecially fellow editor Harold van der Heijden,
production Stakhanovite Ed van der Gevel, and
most recently, layout specialist Luc Palmans.
However, two important regular features of EG
are missing from the present volume: “Spot-
light” (for analyses) and “Originals” (for first
publications), whose current editors are Jarl Ul-
richsen (Norway) and Gady Costeff (Israel/
USA). As you will see, Gady is nonetheless
represented by a typically off-beat essay.

What you hold is Volume XI of EG. Over the
decades a “volume” has never had a consistent

period or number of pages. EG/ appeared in
mid-year, but after EG50 a calendar year basis
for subscriptions has been in place, so since
then it has become possible to “think in
fours”. This is why this volume nominally
consists of EG/59 to EGI62, though you
won’t see the joins. Vol.XII of EG starts in
January 2006 with EG/63, page numbered 1.

In addition to updating EG’s lagging chroni-
cle of awards, Vol.XI proudly presents origi-
nal articles by contributors who responded to
the chief editor’s personal invitation, and to
whom he here publicly expresses his heartfelt
thanks. They include an established over-the-
board grandmaster and two rather less well-
known, but highly talented young composers.
GM John Nunn’s approach is typically inci-
sive, contrasting with Yochanan Afek’s enthu-
siastic account of the genesis of a little
masterpiece. A second over-the-board grand-
master features indirectly, courtesy of the vir-
tuoso performance by his electronic opponent
HYDRA in a 6-game match which took place
in mid-summer 2005 at Wembley. By design
these articles cover a wide range of topics and
styles, but they are far from exhaustive. In fu-
ture EGs we aim to cover: a comparison be-
tween checkmate studies and more-mover
problems; how to select (and how not to se-
lect) studies for live solving contests; the less
expert solver’s perspective; the book collec-
tor’s angle. We hope you will stay around long
enough to enjoy these after your appetite has
been whetted here. We confidently promise
surprises, especially if you look for them. For
instance, although EG doesn’t carry advertis-
ing (EG is in no one’s pocket), the serendipi-
tous chance to spread the word about Etude
Wines of P.O.Box 3382, Napa California
9458, U.S.A., was too good to miss. Like the
wines themselves.

For a wide variety of assistance (including
with translating) the volume editor gladly ac-
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knowledges special debts of gratitude to: Yo-
chanan Afek, Hillel Aloni, Alexander Baron,
John Beasley, Gordon Cadden, Vladimir
Chekarkov, Henk Chervet (Dutch Royal Li-
brary, The Hague), Michal Dragoun, Hew
Dundas, Monsieur Jean Fathi-Chelhod, Leo-
nid Finkelstein, Governor of Full Sutton
(maximum security prison), Hannu Harkola,
Harold van der Heijden, Marjan Kovacevic,
Rudolf Larin, The National Archives (Kew),
John Nunn, Axel Ornstein, Luc Palmans
(again!), Evzen Pavlovsky, Mike Prcic, Chris
Ravilious, J. ‘Ross’ Rosankiewicz, John Saun-
ders (British Chess Magazine), Mrs Sekowski,
Paul Valois, Emil Vlasak, Vladan Vuckovic,
Robert Weber (National Sporting Library, Vir-
ginia, USA) and Andrei Zhuravlev.

JOHN ROYCROFT

Finally, a coy self-acknowledgement for the
system of presenting solutions to studies. The
formula of lower case roman numeral se-
quences starting with /i and 1), for decades in
use in EG but barely noticed elsewhere, was a
brainwave that bequeathes a sign-posted boon
to all reader-solvers. Its value is perhaps most
readily appreciated when playing a study’s
lines through for the second or third time. It
achieves this with the utmost simplicity, ban-
ishing forever the brain-defuddling barrage of
brackets within brackets within brackets.... In
2006 all that is wanting is programming sup-
port (including the low-tech “extended” GBR
code) from a mainstream chess supplier with a
web-site.



AJR
ARVES
AT
BTM
*C*
CIS
EBUR
EG
EGTB

fp

FSU

GBR

H#2

Hew

HH, HvdH
JT
LeonidF
MT

mzug
odb

ocC
otb
S#3
SC
SPG
TT

WTM

77

abbreviations, etc.

Arthur John Roycroft (but I've never cared for the 'Arthur')

Alexander Rueb Vereniging voor EindspelStudie

anniversary tourney (commemorating an event or organisation)

Black to move

computer (usually odb) source

Commonwealth of Independent Stares

Dutch endgame magazine edited by Harold van der Heijden

international quarterly magazine for the endgame study, first issue July 1965
EndGame TableBase, a game-orientated, perhaps unverified, version of an odb
full point, eg 'fp mzg' signifying a position of reciprocal zugzwang where who-
ever moves first loses

former Soviet Union

Guy-Blandford-Roycroft. See Introduction

helpmate problem in two moves

Hew Dundas, frequent playthrough assistant to AJR, and commentator

Harold van der Heijden

jubilee tourney, to celebrate a living composer’s landmark birthday

Leonid Finkelstein, native Russian speaker (and chessplayer)

memorial tourney (commemorating a deceased composer or prominent person-
ality)

mutual (or reciprocal) zugzwang

oracle database, ie verified and published complete database for a specified 5-
man, 6-man, etc., endgame. See Introduction

opposite colour (usually referring to bishops)
over-the-board

selfmate problem in three moves

same colour (usually referring to bishops)
shortest proof game

thematic tourney, ie with a set theme

White

White to move

zugzwang (appended to a move)

reciprocal zugzwang (appended to a move)

The editor and publishers have acted in good faith and exercised their best efforts to find the
present copyright holders of the 1955 Picasso drawing Don Quixote and Sancho Panza, and of
other illustrations used in EG Volume XI. We apologise for any unwitting infringement. Any
claimant with a valid claim should contact ARVES in The Netherlands.






Introduction

JOHN ROYCROFT

For background, the reader is referred to the
preface. Here we broach more technical mat-
ters, pausing only to draw attention to the ‘ex-
perimental” website

http://www.gadycosteff.com/eg

where a quality image of every page of EG
from EG/ to EG/52 may be examined. This
great compliment to EG is the work of Lewis
Stiller and Gady Costeff. Guy Hayworth has
verified.

The present volume is bulky, to be dipped in-
to. Whatever the reader’s taste he or she
should find more than enough to suit, among
the diagrams and the articles. Unusually for a
normal EG, even a problem or two, and a
game, will be encountered. These are not to be
taken as precedents!

The reader will not fail to note many FSU
(‘Former Soviet Union’) awards. The talent in
that departed country, concentrated as it was
in the republics of Russia, Ukraine, Belarus,
Georgia and Armenia, was quite sufficient to
swamp the ‘Rest-of-the-World’ in a compos-
ing match for studies. Dreamt up in 1988 this
match took place with all deliberate speed.
But the contrast between East and West was
emphasised in another way, apart from the
mathematics of the outcome. Although the fi-
nal score — for Theme ‘A’ 1144 points to 210,
and for Theme ‘B’ 1080 to 287 — was gleeful-
ly reported in the Soviet and post-Soviet chess
composition press, nevertheless the complete
award has never been published there. Instead
it had to wait until EG/34 in October 1999, an
issue devoted exclusively to the match, with
72 original studies.

Ironically, that was the final chess ‘achieve-
ment’ of the USSR. Has that rich well of talent
disappeared along with the political transfor-
mation? Far from it. True, it has dispersed
among the several new nations, and hardly
surprisingly may have diminished in quantity,

but it still dominates numerically. What is a
surprise is that EG’s contacts with these
sources have deteriorated in the last ten years.
Letters and e-mails are sent, but no reply is re-
ceived. Exchanges carefully set up over dec-
ades in times of censorship (EG65 failed to
get through to many Soviet addressees be-
cause of its coverage of the recently emigrated
Aleksandr Herbstman, who was Jewish) be-
came endangered and in some cases collapsed.
The explanation is, unfortunately, economic,
perhaps reinforced by a suspected, but as yet
unproven, tendency on the part of the ruling
powers to revert to indirect, or ‘pressure’, cen-
sorship of the media. Although there are fewer
tourneys being announced in FSU-land, it is
becoming progressively less straightforward
to secure complete awards as they appear.

A second major influence on the art and sci-
ence of the composed chess endgame study
has come from the computer. This has been
both good news and bad news. The good news
is that chess-playing programs can help test
studies and improve, without guaranteeing,
their analytical soundness. It is also good that
storing thousands upon thousands of studies,
complete with their composers’ names, the
full sources, award honours included, and so-
lutions, is now only a matter of finding some-
one with the motivation to do the data entry
and maintenance. The main name in this en-
deavour is Harold van der Heijden, whose
compact disk anthology, widely distributed in
2005, is a quantum leap for us all. As a spin-
off Harold has been able to offer to composers
and judges an invaluable ‘anticipations identi-
fication’ service, widely used.

The bad computer news starts with good
news that has turned sour, though one hopes
the sourness is not incurable. In 1978 the 4-
man pawnless rook against knight endgame
(ie GBR class 0103) was solved by computer.
This did not change endgame theory, but de-
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finitively refined it. The same happened in the
following decade when a program by Ken
Thompson, then of Bell Laboratories, Murray
Hill, New Jersey, USA, not only solved the 5-
man pawnless endgame two bishops against
knight (GBR class 0023) but made the result-
ing ‘database’ available to anyone with the ca-
pacity to run it. An outcome — and we are still
with the good news — was an important and
permanent modification to accepted endgame
theory. It is not even bad news that a group of
extant studies, including some by the best ex-
ponents, was shown to be technically un-
sound. Progress, and it is fully justifiable to
use the term, did not stop there. All 5-man,
and now effectively all 6-man pawnless end-
game databases have been generated, and ei-
ther made available or marketed, world-wide.
And there is now access through the Internet
to all of the foregoing for those fortunate
enough to afford it or for those in empowered
academic institutions. Commercial versions of
these databases have come to be known as
endgame tablebases (EGTBs) which, com-
pressed in this way or that, enhance the capa-
bilities of many chessplaying computers. The
leading name here is Eugene Nalimov. When
one of these databases has been independently
corroborated for completeness and accuracy,
and has been made available to the public, it is
appropriate to deem it an academic and scien-
tific phenomenon, a repository of unimprova-
ble knowledge, meriting a special name, for
which we have proposed ‘oracle database’ or
odb for short. As a recent, and very intriguing,
development, 7-man pawnless endings have
been investigated. EG Vol.XI’s final paper, by
Marc Bourzutschky, is devoted to the state of
this, to a mere chessplayer, eyeball-popping
art (or science).

EG editorial ethics

At this juncture we feel prompted to make a
personal statement, which will not be short,
but we shall summarise when we conclude.

We are entering controversy country. What is
bad news to John Roycroft is not, apparently,
bad news to everyone.

JOHN ROYCROFT

Leaving aside for another occasion discus-
sion of aesthetics, endgame studies need to be
sound, need to be original, and need to have at
least one point or climax to some theme
(though there is still no satisfactory definition
of what constitutes a valid ‘theme’).

Since in its upper echelons the endgame
study is deemed to be an art (with the capacity
to excite and be beautiful) and a science (with
each manifestation an incontrovertible presen-
tation of an advance of some sort, not neces-
sarily on the grand scale), the behaviour
norms of academia apply.

On a memorable day in November 1985,
while a guest in Ken Thompson’s house, the
present writer had the fortunate insight to see
that by program one could identify and list all
the positions of reciprocal zugzwang in a
solved 5-man odb. Having listened in silence
Ken left the room. He returned 30 minutes lat-
er, with the result: just the one position of re-
ciprocal zugzwang in GBR class 0023 .

Since that date the provision of lists of recip-
rocal zugzwangs has become routine for who-
ever has generated a new database. This is still
good news. Our knowledge has been extend-
ed, and with it, at least potentially, our under-
standing of the endgame in question:
technology has provided the wherewithal, and
we are obliged to acknowledge the fact with
gratitude and good grace.

Positions of reciprocal zugzwang have inter-
est for study composers, if only because tour-
ney judges have not infrequently placed such
positions, when embroidered artistically, high
in their awards.

Where is the harm in this, it may be — and has
been — asked? Our firm contention is that this
is the thin end of a potentially undesirable
wedge. Only potentially. It is, for the first
time, not just a question of what, it is a ques-
tion of sow.

A few composers are also ingenious compu-
ter programmers. Using programs or ideas
taken from elsewhere, and with no holds
barred to the application of ingenuity, they
have ‘mined’ the databases for other interest-
ing ideas to add to the hoard of reciprocal
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zugzwangs. Such desirable positions include
eye-catching unique moves into a corner, and
positions with a pawn on its starting square
achieving an objective by a single step when
the double step fails.

Such positions can be interesting, difficult,
attractive, eyebrow-raising, and award-wor-
thy. This is even more good news. No one in
their right mind suggests discarding them.

The bad news starts when one attempts to an-
swer the question: to what extent has such a
position been composed?

There are two possible answers. The first is
that the database used is available to all, so
there can be no objection: the fact that the
computer has done something new does not
change this situation, which is simply an ex-
ample of normal technological progress. The
second answer is that the composer who places
his name with the diagram claims the latter to
be his own work. But in the given case this is
not so, for without the database he could hard-
ly have produced the position: the ‘discovery’
and with it the analytical soundness, both of
which have been the composer’s responsibility
for centuries, are no longer the achievement of
the name that accompanies the diagram. The
way out of this impasse is simple, say the pro-
ponents of the second answer: the composer
should acknowledge the use of the odb.

This second answer, together with the simple
solution, are what the present writer advo-
cates. It conforms with academic standards for
a topic that, at its higher levels, whither we all
aspire, deserves, we maintain, academic sta-
tus. The simple and straightforward and, let it
be frankly stated, honest solution, not only
helps judges perform their evaluations, but
cancels out the unfair advantage that users
able to ‘mine’ have over those unable to do so.

Proponents of the first answer will say that it
takes skill to find these positions, and that
such skill should not be unrewarded. It does
indeed take skill, but is computer program-
ming skill a composing skill?

If the reader has not already made up his
mind he is challenged to do so now. Neutrality
1s not an option.
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A succinct summary of our position might be
this. There can be no objection to a position
mined from a database being submitted to a
tourney. There is every objection to conceal-
ing (failing to declare) the fact. The computer
is indeed a tool for us to use: this does not
take precedence over morality.

*
sk

At the end of this volume a ‘diagram retriev-
al directory’ will be found. This is how it
works. To add to your ‘empowerment’, you
will need to master this little skill.

The "GBR" code to specify
and communicate force and position

Everybody travels. So, you could at any time
find yourself in Papua New Guinea wishing to
phone another EG addict who happens to be
in Peru. Would you know how to do this?
What if Papua New Guinea were replaced by
Venezuela and Peru by Vatican City? How
well are you prepared, here and now? In case
you’re unsure, all you need is a list of the 183
International Dialling Codes that includes
both ‘Access Code’ and ‘Destination Country
Code’. The former you need for the country
you are in and the latter you need for the coun-
try your friend is in. You are ready to dial.
Simple once you know.

It’s the same with chess force and chess posi-
tions. To communicate the former without er-
ror in a low-tech manner the 6-digit GBR code
is what you need. To do the same for the latter
the ‘extended” GBR code serves. Communica-
tor and communicatee do not — repeat, DO
NOT — need to know each other’s language.

The GBR code works like this. We start with
a diagram — any chess diagram — with assorted
force (orthodox, of course) present. In turn,
we consider the presence or absence of
queens, rooks, bishops and knights. We are
going to produce a single digit in the range
from 0 to 8 for each of the four piece types.
When, a few seconds later, we have finished
we shall have a 4-digit number.
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Without proceeding any further it is clear that
hundreds (or thousands) of 4-digit numbers
can be sorted to create a directory. Imagine we
have such a directory. Armed only with the
coded four digits representing chess force of
interest to us we can within seconds (or milli-
seconds using our computer) locate the de-
sired position or set of positions. The index
entry will supply either a diagram number or a
page number — or more than one if there are
several diagrams with that force.

So, how is this conjuring trick performed? I
hope to convince you that it is even easier than
the phoning poser we started with. Everything
will be done in your head.

What we do is this. We code each of the four
piece-types in the same way: count ‘1’ for a
white, count ‘3’ for a black, and sum (ie add
together) the 1s and 3s. Mental arithmetic
gives us a digit from O (for no pieces of the
type present) to 8 (for two white pieces and
two black: 1+1+3+3). That’s all there is to it.

To add pawns to the four digits count the
white pawns, count the black pawns, and ap-
pend the two totals (again, as it happens, digits
from 0 to 8) to the four we already have, and
separated from them by a ‘decimal point’, this
punctuation serving as a user-friendly visual
aid.

We now have a six-digit GBR code specify-
ing the force in our diagram. We can commu-
nicate with X, and X can communicate with
us.

Naturally enough we may want to communi-
cate not just force but a position. This is the
purpose of the ‘extended” GBR code. It uses
the familiar algebraic notation — a-h and 1-8 —
to denote the chessboard squares. First we
write down the squares of wK and bK. Next
we follow the (kings’ squares and) the six-dig-
it code which we already know with a list of
squares. The sequence of this list and the
number of squares in it is determined by that
now familiar GBR code: queens (if any) first,
then rooks, then bishops, and lastly knights.
For instance, if there’s both a white and a
black queen (ie code ‘1+3=4"), give the white
first. White moves first, as we learned at our

JOHN ROYCROFT

mother’s knee. At the conclusion of all the
squares of the pieces, repeat that ‘decimal
point’ punctuation and, to finish off, list the
squares of the pawns, again all the white be-
fore all the black.

An example:
h4e4 0104.23 h5f3b3.d5h3a2g7h6 5/5=

This is a study by N.Argunov of Barnaul,

taken at random from the pages of the contem-
porary Russian composition magazine Sha-
khmatnaya kompozitsia (issue 65 of June
2005), where it is diagram no.3752. Solution:
1.Re5+ Kxf3 2.Rel alQ 3.Rxal Sxal 4.d6
Sc2 5.d7 Sel!! (Se3? Kh5) 6.Kh5! (d8Q,
Sg2+;) Sd3! 7.d8Q (Kgb6, Se5+;) Sf4+ 8.Kh4
g5+ 9.Qxg5 draw. Unusually, Black has to
find the good moves.

To acquire the skill we learn the drill.

On the receiving end of a GBR code we can
decode a piece-digit either by eye (example:
7=1+3+3 — it can’t be anything else) or divide
it by 3, when the quotient (2 in the case of
GBR digit 7) is the number of black pieces
and the remainder (1 in the case of 7) is the
number of white pieces of the type. Pawn dig-
its need no decoding, as they are already ‘liter-
al’.

As well as being concise, cosmopolitan and
as computer-friendly as it is human-friendly,
the extended GBR code by its design incorpo-
rates self-consistency features. These fea-
tures are readily checked by a computer
routine. To make this practically foolproof it
is a good idea to append a piece-count and,
for good measure, a stipulation: + for a
(white) win and = for a draw. See the above
example. You may like to know that the con-
vention I use for a BTM position is to prefix
the ‘+’ or ‘=" with *-’.

Sophisticated use of a GBR directory is pos-
sible. Suppose we wish to retrieve from it all
positions with a full complement of knights.
This means code ‘8’ in the fourth position. A
visual scan down the directory entries
straightforwardly identifies what we wish. Or
positions without bishops? Scan for ‘0’ in the
third code position. Now try doing the same
for any other ‘system’.
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The ‘spare’ digit ‘9’ has a use. It draws atten-
tion (but without detail, which would have to
be added in some other way) to supernumer-
ary force of the type denoted by its place in
the code.

For what it’s worth the label ‘GBR’ is
formed from the initial letters of the surnames
Guy, Blandford, Roycroft. Richard Guy was
the inventor, Hugh Blandford continued it,
and the present writer’s contribution was
merely to introduce the user-friendly refine-
ment ‘1-for-white and 3-for-black’ — oh, and
to come up with the relatively recent ‘extend-
ed’ manifestation.

%
k%

Business is done. As I like to be taken seri-
ously, but not too seriously, here’s something
completely different.

Do you have a full set of teeth? Even if the
answer is ‘no’, it must have been ‘yes’ at some
time in the past.

15

Sixteen facing sixteen. It’s the number of
teeth in an adult upper jaw opposed by the
same number below. They come in pairs (or
pairs of pairs) and are of four kinds. The most
prominent, in-your-face pair are the incisors,
the royals if you like. Next to them, cheek by
jowl on either flank, are the canines, spectacu-
lar in elephants as tusks rather than the feeble
points of bishops’ mitres — and the chess piece
is still called ‘elephant’ in Slav languages.
Adjacent to the incisor is a pre-molar, bicus-
pid in shape, and resembling a horse’s head,
some may have thought. Beyond the pre-mo-
lars is the solidly-built book-end-tooth, the
molar, built like a castle, even to the crenellat-
ed top. Nothing gets past him. OK, that’s only
eight, so the duplicates are the ones to be filed
down into pawns, de-motion rather than pro-
motion. All sixteen have crowns.

So was our game conceived when a human,
long before Shakespeare’s Hamlet, contem-
plated another human’s skull?
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72 studies competed. Unfor-
tunately a couple of studies
arrived too late, and even
some composers sent their
studies directly to the judge.
It was decided that these
compositions could “only”
gain a special prize. Yuri
Averbakh was judge. The
provisional award was pub-
lished in EBUR no.4 xii/2004
with a three month confirma-
tion time.

/17 No 14599 E Iriarte
1st prize
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d1£7 0003.22 3/4 Draw

No 14599 Eduardo Iriarte
(Argentina). 1.Ke2/1 Sg3+/ii
2.Kel/iii ¢3 3.Kdl/iv Sf5
4Kc2 Se3+ 5.Kxc3 Sxg2
6.Kd4 Sf4/v 7.Ke5 Seb6/vi
8.Kd6/vii Sd4 9.a6 Ke8
10.Kc5 Se6+ 11.Kd6 draw.

i) l.a6? Se3+ 2.Kd2 Sd5
3.a7 Sc7 wins; 1.Kc2? Se3+
2.Kc3 Sxg2 3.a6 Sf4 4.a7
Sd5+ 5.Kxc4 Sc7 6.Kc5 Ke7,
or 3.Kxc4 Sf4 4Kc5 Ke7
5.Kc6 Seb6 6.a6 Kd8 wins.

i) ¢3 2.Kd3 ¢2 3.Kxc2 Se3+
4Kd3 Sd5 (Sxg2?; Ked)
5.Kd4 Sc7 6.Kc5 Ke7 7.Kcb
Kd8 8.Kb6 Kd7 9.Kb7 KdS8
10.a6 draws.

Averbakh-80JT (2004)

iii) 2.Ke3? Sf5+ 3.Ke4 Sd6+
4.Kd4 Ke6 5.a6 Kd7.

1v) 3.a6? Sfl 4.a7 c2 5.a8Q

c1Q+ 6.Ke2 Sg3+ 7.Kf3 Sf5.
v) Ke7 7.Ke4 Kd6 8.Kf5.

vi) Sd3+ 8.Kd6 Sb4 9.Kc5

Sa6+ 10.Kb6 Sb8 11.Kc7.

vii) 8. Kd5? Ke7 9.Kc6 Kd8,
or 8.Kf5? Sd4+ 9.Ked4 Sc6

10.a6 g6.

“Theoretical important end-
ing. In order to win Black is
trying to stop the opponent’s
passed pawn using ‘mines-
But by means of a
number of precise moves,
White succeeds to keep the

quares’.

balance.”

/27 No 14600 S.Osintsev
2nd prize
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No 14600 Sergei Osintsev
(Russia). 1.Se6/1 Sxc6/ii 2.g5
3.5xg5 d5 4.Sh3
Sb4/iv 5.d4 exd4/v 6.Kg3
(Kf1?; Sd3) Sd3/vi 7.Bh2 Sel

Bxg5/iii

8.Sf2 mate.

1) 1l.cxd7? Sxd7 2.Sd5 Sc5
3.Sf6 Sxd3+ 4.Kfl Bg5 5.Se4

Bh4 6.g5 Sf4 draws.

i1) dxc6 2.g5 Bxg5 3.Sxg5

Sd7 4.Se4 c5 5.Sg3 mate.

iii) dxe6 3.gxh6 Sd8 4.h7

Sf7 5. Kf1 wins.
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iv) e4 5.Kf1 e3 6.Bxe3 wins.
v) e4 6.Kfl e3 7.5f4 wins.
vi) d3 7.Bh2 d2 8.Sf2 mate.
“The black king is in a dan-
gerous position in a corner of
the board and the knight is in
a hurry to help him, but an
unexpected pawn sacrifice
puts Black in a disastrous
zugzwang.”

/31 No 14601 J. Pospisil
3rd prize
7 7 7 7
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d5b7 0003 22 3/4 Draw

No 14601 Jaroslav Pospisil
(Czech Republic). 1.Ked/i
Kc6 2.Kf3 Kd5 3.Kg3 Sgl/ii
4.Kf2 Ked 5. Kxgl Kf5 6. Kf2/
i1 Kf4 7.Ke2/iv Kg4 8.Ke3
Kxh4 9.Kf4 Kh3 10.Kf3 Kh2
11.Kf2 c¢6 12.d3/v Khl
13.Kfl ¢5 14.d4 c4 15.d5
draw.

i) 1.Ke6? Kc6 2.Kf6 Kd7
3.h5 Sf2 4. Kgb6 Ke7 5.h6 Sg4
6.h7 Se5+ 7.Kg7 Stf7 8.Kgb6
Ke6 9.Kg7 c5 wins.

i1) Ke5 4.Kxh3 Kf4 5.d3 c6
6.d4 Kf5 7.Kg3 draw.

i) 6.d3? Kf4 7.Kf2 Kg4
8Ke3 Kxh4 9.Kf4 Kh3
10.Kf3 c6 11.d4 d5 12.Kf4
Kg2 wins.

iv) 7.d3? Kg4 8.Ke3 Kxh4
wins.
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v) 12.d4? d5 13.Kf3 Kh3
wins.

“Fine and instructive ending.
White equalizes against the
predominant opponent’s for-
ces finally blocking the black
king at the edge of the board.”

/41 No 14602 R.Staudte
1st honourable mention
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No 14602 Rainer Staudte
(Germany). 1.h7/1 Qd5 2.Sf5/
it Qf7 3.Sh6/iii Qf6+ 4.Kg8
Qg6+ 5.Kh8 Kb4 6.Sf7 Kc5
7.5e5 Qg5 8.Sg6 Kd5 9.Kg7
draw.

i) 1.Sh5? Qg6 2.h7 Qf7
3.5f6 Kb4 4.Sg8 Kc5 5.Shé6
Qf6+ 6.Kg8 Qg6+ 7.Kh8 Kd6
wins, or 1.Sf5? Qg6 2.h7
Kb4/iv 3.Se7 Qf7 4.Sg8 Kc5
5.8h6 Qf6+ 6.Kg8 Qg6+
7.Kh8 Kd6 wins.

i) 2.Kg7? Qg5+ 3.Kh8
Qf6+ 4.Kg8 Qg6+ 5.Kh8 Qf7
6.Se4 Qf8 mate.

ii1) 3.Se7? looses a tempo:
Kb4 4.Sg8 Kc5 5.Sh6 Qfo+
6.Kg8 Qg6+ wins.

iv) But not Qf7? 3.Sh6 Qf6+
4.Kg8 Qg6+ 5.Kh8 draw.

“The fine manoeuvre of the
knight enables White to keep
the draw.”

/57 No 14603 H.van der Velde
2nd honourable mention

0% 7
A2 ) 5

% U
"y

,,,,,

,//”?/%f/
0, 7 ) %
a7, 0 7
2 E e

g7c¢8 4141.02 5/5 Win

No 14603 Henk van der Vel-
de (Netherlands). 1.Rb3/i
Qxe5+/ii 2.Qxe5 alQ 3.Rb8&+
Kd7 4.Rb7+ Kc8/iii 5.Rc7+
Kb8 6.Rc3+ Bxe5+ 7.Bxe5+
Ka8 (Kb7; Rb3+) 8.Rc8+
Kb7 9.Rb8+ (Bxal?; Kxc8)
Kc6 10.Bxal wins.

i) L.Rb5? Bxe5+ 2.Qxe5
alQ 3.Qxal Qd7+, or 1.Rf7?
alQ 2.Qg4+ Kb8 3.Kh7
Qhl+ 4.Kg8 Qd8+ 5.Rf8
Qh8+ 6.Kxh8 Qxf8+.

i) alQ 2.Qf5+ Kc7 3.Qf7+
Kc8 4.Qb7+ Kd8 5.Bh4+
wins.

iii) Kc6 5.Rc7+ Kb6 6.Bf2
wins, or Kd8 5.Bh4+ Kc8
6.Rb8+ Kd7 7.Rd8+ wins.

“The first move allows
White to profitably transform
the pin along the long diago-
nal into the battery which
gives the decisive blow.”

No 14604 D.V. Voronov
(Russia). 1.Bc4+ b5/i 2.Bxh4
Re8 3.Se6 Rh8 4.Bf6 Rh3+
5Kd4 bxcd 6.Sc5+ Kas
7.Kxc4 Rd3 8.Be5 Kb6 9.a5+
Kxa5 10.Bc7 mate.

i) Kb6 2.a5+ Kc5 3.Bxh4
Re8 4.Bf7 Rxf8 5.Be7+ wins.

AVERBAKH-80JT (2004)

“The sharp fight is crowned
with an ideal mate.”

/6] No 14604 D.V.Voronov
3rd honourable mention
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/771 No 14605 P.Rossi
commendation
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h8d3 0041 32 6/4 Draw

No 14605 Pietro Rossi (Ita-
ly). 1.Bd4/i Kxd4 2.c6/i1 alQ
3.7 Qa8+ 4.Sd8 BxdS8/iii
5.b7 Qxb7 6.cxd8Q+ Kxc4
7.Qg8+ draws.

i) 1.c6? alQ 2.c7 Qa8+
3.Sd8 Qc8 4.Bh2 Bxd8 5.b7
Qh3+ 6.Kg8 Qe6+ 7.Kh8
Qe8+ 8.Kh7 Bxc7 9.Bxc7
Qe4+ 10.Kh8 Qxb7 wins.

1) 2.Sa5? Ke3 3.b7 Bg3
wins.

i11) Qc8 5.b7 Qxc7 6.Se6+
wins.

“With a bishop’s sacrifice
White is able to queen his
pawn and to save the game.”



AVERBAKH-80JT (2004)

/87 No 14606 1.Vandecasteele

commendation
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No 14606 Ignace Vandecas-

teele (Belgium). 1.e7+/i Ke8/
it 2.Bxf3 Bd4+ 3.Kg8/iii
glQ+ 4.Rg2 Qe3 5.Bh5+
Kxe7 6.Re2 draws.

i) 1.Bxf3? Bdd+ 2Kg8

glQ+ 3.Rg2 Qe3 4.7+ QxeT.
i1) Kxe7 2.Bxf3 Bd4+ 3.Kg8
g1Q+4.Rg2 Qe3 5.Re2 draws,
or Kc7 2.Rh4 Bd4+ 3.Rxd4
g1Q 4.Rc4+ Kd7 5.Red Qg6
6.Bb5+ Kc7 7.e8Q, or here
Qh2+ 6.Kg7 Qb8 7.e8Q+

Qxe8 8.Bb5+ win.

iii) 3.Kh7? g1Q 4.Rg2 Qhl+

and wins.

“Here White cannot prevent
queening, but using a pawn
he succesfully traps the new

queen.”

/97 No 14607 P.Rossi
commendation
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No 14607 Pietro Rossi (Ita-
ly). 1..Kd6 2.Se6 (Se8+7;
Kc5) 541 3.Sf5+/i1  Kcb6
4.Sxc5 Kxc5 5.5d4 wins.

1) Kd7 3.Sc5+ Ke8 4.Kcl
wins.

iii) 3.a6? Kc6 4.Sf5 Kbo6
5.Sxc5 Sb3 draws.

“An elegant miniature with
repeated knight’s sacrifices
and a curious final position.”

/100 No 14608 O.Pervakov
1st special prize
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No 14608 Oleg Pervakov
(Russia). 1.d3/i Bxd3/ii 2.g7
Rg4 3.c7 Bf5 4.6 Bxe6/iii
5.Bxd5 Bxd5 6.c8Q Rxg7/iv
7.Qh3+ Kg5 8.Qc3 Rf7
9.Qd2+ Kg6 10.Qxd5 wins.
1) 1.g7? Rg4 2.c7 Bf5 3.e6
Bxe6 4.Bxd5 Bxd5 5.c8Q
Rxg7 6.Qh3+ Kg5 7.f4+ Kf6
8.Qxh6+ Rgb6 9.Qh8+ Keb
10.Qc8+ Kf6, or here 7.Qg3+
Kf6 8.Qf4+ Ke6 9.Qxh6+
Kf7 10.Qh5+ Ke6.

i1) Kxg6 2.c7 Rc4 3.dxc4
Bf5 4.exd6 exd6 5.Bb7 h5
6.cxd5 h4 7.Bxa6, or here
Bxd3 3.¢8Q Rxe5 4.BxdS5.
iii) Rxg7 5.c8Q d4 6.Bd5
Kg6 7.Qxa6 h5 8.Qa4.

iv) e5 7.Qf5+ Rg5 8.Qh3+
Kg6 9.Qd3+ Kxg7 10.Qxd5
Rg6 11.Qb7+ Kf6 12.Qxa6
Kg5 13.Kxb3.
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“A good logical study. The
idea of the first move comes
to light only after 9 moves.”

(117 No 14609 K.Sumbatyan
& N.Elkies
2nd special prize
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No 14609 Karen Sumbatyan

(Russia) & Noam Elkies
(USA). 1.Se2 d5 2.f3/i d4/ii
3.f4 d3 4.Sac3 dxe2 5.Sxe2
g1Q+ 6.Sxgl Kxgl 7.f5 Kg2
8.Kxg7 h5 9.f6 h4 10.f7 h3
11.f8Q h2 12.Qe7 hl1Q
13.Qxb7+ wins.

1) 2.f4?7 d4 3.f5 d3 4.Sac3
dxe2 5.Sxe2 glQ+ 6.Sxgl
Kxgl 7.Kxg7 h5 8.f6 h4 9.f7
h3 10.8Q h2 11.Qf3 hlQ
12.Qxh1+ Kxhl 13.Kf6 Kg2,
or 2.b3?7 c3 3.Saxc3 d4 4.Se4
d3 5.S4c3 dxe2 6.Sxe2 glQ+
7.5xgl Kxgl 8.f4 Kg2 9.f5
h5 10.Kxh5 Kg3 11.Kg6 Kg4
12.16 gxf6 13.Kxf6 Kf4.

i1) Kh2 3.Kxg7 h5 4.Kg6 h4
5Kg5 h3 6.Kg4 d4 7.4 d3
&.Sac3 dxe2 9.Sxe?2.

“A clear demonstration of
mutual zugzwang, but 4 duals
on move 12 slightly spoil the
impression.”
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Novo-Voronezh Nuclear Power Station 40AT (2004)

The award of this formal in-
ternational tourney was pub-
lished in  Shakhmatnaya
kompozitsia 62, 2004. Oleg
Pervakov (Moscow) acted as
judge.

A brief report accompanied
the  more-mover  section
award in Shakhmatnaya kom-
pozitsia 61. 88 entries by 38
composers from 7 countries.
There were no general com-
ments printed relating to the
studies section.

/12 No 14610 N.Ryabinin
1st/2nd prize
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No 14610 Nikolai Ryabinin

(Tambov  region). 1.a8Q?
R7xc4+ 2.Kb5 Rc5+ 3.Kb6
Rc6+.  1.Ka5/i  R3xc4/ii
2.Re8+ Kf5 3.a8Q with:
—R4c5+  4.Kb6  R7c6+
5.Ka7 Ra5+ 6.Kb8 cRa6
7.Kc7 Rxa8 8.Rxa8 RbS
9.Ra5 wins, or

—R7c5+ 4 Kb6 Rc6+ 5.Ka7
Ra4+ 6.Kb8 cRa6 7.Kc7
Rxa8 &8.Rxa8 Rb4 9.Ra5+
Kg4/iii 10.Ra4 wins.

1) The 1.a8Q? try might sug-
gest: 1.Re8+?, but this is no
more than a thematic try —
Kf5 2.a8Q R7xc4+ 3.Kb5
Rc5+ 4. Kb6 Rc6+ 5.Ka7

Ra3+ 6.Kb8 cRa6/iv 7.Kc7
Rxa8 &.Rxa8 Rb3 9.Ras5+
Kg4 10.Rad4+ Kg5, drawing.

11) R7xc4 2.Re8+ Kf5
3.b8Q.

i) Kg6 10.Ra6+ Kg5
11.Kbé.
iv) 6... aRa6? 7.Rel h4

8.Ral wins.
“Superb ‘logical’ study.”

/137 No 14611 S.N.Tkachenko

1st/2nd prize
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No 14611 Sergei N.Tka-

chenko (Odessa). It’s themat-
ic to try: 1.Ke2? Be3 2.Rxf7/i
a2 3.Ra7 alQ 4.Rxal Bxal
5.Kd3 Kd5 6.Be3 f5 7.Bd2
Ke6 8.Bc3 Bxc3 9.Kxc3 Kf7
10.h7 Kg7 draw. 1.Kf3 Bc3
2.Rh8/ii a2 3.Ra8 alQ 4.Rxal
Bxal 5.Bd4 Bxd4 6.Ke4 Ke7
(Ke6; Kxd4) 7.h7 Bal 8.Kf5
wins.

i) 2.Rh8 a2 3.Ra8 alQ
4 Rxal Bxal 5.Kd3 Kd5
6.Be3 5 7.Bd2 Bh8 8.Bc3 {6,
and this time bPf7 is the sav-
iour.

1) And here’s a/the second
thematic try: 2.Rxf7? a2
3.Ra7 alQ 4.Rxal Bxal
5.Bd4 Bxd4 6.Ke4 Keb
7.Kxd4 Kf7 draws.

“Another great ‘logical’, and
with a non-capture included
in the price.”

/141 No 14612 V.Smyslov
3rd prize
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No 14612 Vasily Smyslov
(Moscow). 1.Rd8+ Kb7 2.14/i
gxf4 3.Rg8 a5 4.Rg7+ Kbb6
5.Rg6+ Kc5 6.Rg7/ii Rab
7.Rg5+ Kc4 8.Rg6 KbS5
9.Rg5+ Kc6 10.Rg6+ Kb7
11.Rg7+ Kc8 12.Rg6 (Rg8+?
Kd7;) Ra8 13.Rg8+ Kb7
14.Rg7+ Kc6 15.Rg8 Ra7
16.Rg6+ Kd5 17.Rg7 Rab
18.Rg5+ positional draw.

1) There would be a loss af-
ter: 2.Rh8? a5 3.Rxh5 a4
4.Rxh3 a3 5.Rb3+ Kc6 6.Rbl
a2 7.Ral Kd5 8.Kg2 Ra3 9.13
Ke5 10.Kg3 Kf5 11.Kf2 Kf4
12.Ke2 Ra4 13.Kf2 Ras
14Kg2 Ra3 15h3 Ras
16.Kf2 Ra4 17.Kg2 Ra3, as
after 2.Rg8? g4 3.13 a5 4.fxg4
hxg4 5.Rxg4 a4 6.Rg7+ Kbb6
7.Rg6+ Kc5 8.Rg7 Ras
9.Rg5+ Kb6 10.Rg6+ Kc7
11.Rg5 Ra8 12.Rg7+ Kdo6
13.Rg8 Ra7 14.Rg6+ Ke5
15.Rg7 Ra6 16.Rg5+ Kf4
17.Rg6 Ras.

i1) 6.Rg5+? Kd6 7.Rg6+
Ke5 8.Rg7 Ra6 9.Rg5+ Kf6

§
\




NOVO-VORONEZH-40AT (2004)

10.Rxh5 Rd6 11.Kgl RdI1+
12Kf2 a4 13.Rxh3 Ral
14.Rh6+ Ke5 15.Ra6 a3
16.Ra5+ Kf6 17.Ra6+ Kf5
18.Ra5+ Kg4 19.h3+ Kxh3
20.Kf3 Kh4 21.Kxf4 a2 wins.

“Vasily  Vasilevich  still
knows how to tickle our fan-

Cy!”

/157 No 14613 A.Visokosov
4th prize
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“Not exactly choc-a-bloc
with rich moments, but ex-
tremely subtle.”

/167 No 14614 Tu.Akobia
5th prize
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No 14614 Turi Akobia (Tbi-
lisi). 1.axb7 Rb8 2.Rxb8 Bg2

h1la5 0010.23 4/4 Win

No 14613 Andrei Visoko-
sov (Moscow). 1.h5? Kb6

3.Sg3+ Kgl 4.Se2+ Kfl/i
5.Rh8 Bxb7 6.Rxh2 f4
7.5xt4 g3 8.Rc2/ii g2 9.Kd2
Kf2/iii 10.Sh3+ Kg3

2.h6 e4 3.Bc4 Kc5 4.Bxab
Kd6 5.Be2 Ke7 6.h4 Kf7
7.Bh5+ Kg8 draw. So: [.Kg2
Kb4 2.Kf3 a5 3.Ba6/i a4
4Bb7/ii Kc5 5.Ked4 Kdb6
6.Bd5 Ke7 7.Kxe5 Kf8 8. Kf6
with a win.

1) Thematic try: 3.Bd3? a4
4.Bbl/iii Kc3 5.Bxh7/iv Kd4
6.h5 e4+ 7.Kf4 e3 8.Kf3 Ke5
9.h6 Kf6 10.h4 a3 11.Bbl a2
12.Bxa2 Kg6 draws.

i1) 4.Bc8? Kc5 5.Ke4 Kdo6
6.Ba6 Ke6 7.Bcd+ Kf6 draw.

i11) 4.Bxh7 Kc5 5.Ke4 Kd6
6.Bg8 Ke7 7.Kxe5 Kif8
draws.

1v) 5.Ke3? a3 6.Ba2 Kb2.

11.Rc3+ Kh2 12.Ke2 glQ
13.Sxgl Kxgl 14.Rg3+ Kh2

15.Kf2 wins.

i) Kf2 5.Rh8 h1Q+ 6.Rxhl
Bxb7 7.Rh2+ Ke3 8.Kel Be4
9Rh8 Kf3 10.Rf8 Bd3

11.Ra8 Be4 12.Ra3+ wins.

i1) 8.Rb2? g2 9.Sh3 glQ
10.Sxgl Bf3+ 11.Se2 Kf2,
with a familiar fortress. An-
other try: 8.Ra2? g2 9.Kd2
(Sh3, Bc§;) Kf2 10.Sh3+ Kg3
11.Ra3+ Kh2 12.Sf4 gl1S

draws.

iii) glQ 10.Rcl+ Kf2

11.Sh3+.

“The cunning in White’s

choices is impressive stuff.”
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/171 No 14615 A.Vostroknutov
1st honourable mention
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No 14615 Anatoly Vostrok-
nutov. 1.Se5? Rd8 2.Be4 Sh8
3.c6 Ke7, or 1.Sd6? Rxd6
2.cxd6 Kg7 3.d7 Kxh7 4.Kc2
Kg7 5.Kc3 Kf6 6.Kd4 Ke7
7.Bh3 Kd6. Drawn positions
both. Il.c6 Kg7/i 2h8Q+
Kxh8 3.c7 Rdl+ 4.Kb2/ii
Rd8 5.Sd6 Kg7/iii 6.Sxf7/iv
Rc8 7.Sd6 Rxc7 8.Se8+ win-
ning.

1) Ke7 2.¢7 Kd7 3.Se5+. Or
Rd8 2.c7 Rc8 3.Sd6 Rxc7
4.Sxf7.

i1) The commentary runs:
“With radiation it’s hazardous
moving off the straight and
narrow. The delayed effect of
straying onto a2 or c2 will
show itself...”

iii) Kg8 6.Bd5 Kf8 7.Bxf7
Ke7 8.cxd8Q+, but had wkK
stood on a2 there would fol-
low instead: 7..Ra8+ 8.Kb2
Ke7 with a draw.

iv) 6.Bd5? Rd6 7.c8Q Rxd5
draw. 6.Bc6? Kf8 7.Be8 Ke7
8.Bxf7 Ra8 draw.

“Had wK stepped to the
right, onto the ‘hot’ square
c2, wP would be taken with
check.”
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/18 No 14616 A.Golubev
2nd honourable mention
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No 14616 Aleksandr Gol-
ubev  (Yaroslavl region).
1.Ra4+ Kh5/1 2.g6 fxgb
(Kxg6; Rgd+) 3.Kf2 Sh3+
4.Kg3 Sg5 (Sgl; Ra2) 5.Rh4
mate.

1) Kxg5 2.Kf2 Sh3+ 3.Kg3
Sgl 4.Ra2. Or Kg3 2.Ke4
Kg4 3.Ra2 Sh3 4.Rg2+ Kh5
5Kf5 Kh4 6.Rgdt+ Kh5
7.Rg3 Kh4 8.Rg2zz KhS
9.Rh2 Kh4 10Kf6 Kg4
11.Rxh3 Kxh3 12.Kxf7 wins.

“Obstruction conjoined to P-
sac for square-block and sub-
sequent mating purposes.”

/197 No 14617 Tu.Akobia
3rd honourable mention
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NOVO-VORONEZH-40AT (2004)

No 14617 Iuri Akobia (Tbi-
lisi). 1.Rd3 Sc4+ 2.Kxd5
Sxd6 3.Kxd6 Bg4 4.Sc3 Sf7+
5Kc7 Kf8/i 6.Re3/ii Bxh5
7.Rg3zz Ke7 8.Sd5+, and

21 No 14619 V.Kondratev
commendation

Ke6 9.Sf4+, or Kf8 9.Sf6,
winning.

i) Bxh5 6.Re3+ Kf8 7.Rg3
Ke7 8.Sd5+ — similar play.

i1) 6.Rg3? Bxh5zz 7.Se4
Ke7.

/201 No 14618 A.Goncharov
commendation
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No 14618 A.Goncharov.
1.Rg2+ Kb3 2.Rb8+ Ka4

3.Rg4+ Ka5 4.Kc5, with:

— Ra7 5.Rb5+ Ka6 6.Rxg6
mate, or (‘more stubbornly’,

we read)

—Re6 5.Re4 Rf6/1 6.Rf4 Reb6
7.Rf7 Re5+/i1 8.Kd4 Rb5/iii
9.Ra7+ Kb4 10.Rxb5+ Kxb5

11.Rxa3 wins.

1) ¢2 6.Rb5+ Ka6 7.Rxe6+
Ka7 8.Re7+ Ka8 9.Kb6 wins.

ii) ¢2 8.Ra7+ Ra6 9.Rb5+

Ka4 10.Rxa6+ wins.

iii) Rad4+ 9.Kxe5 Kab
10.Ra&+ Kb5 11.Rb7+ Kcb6

12.Rxa4 wins.
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No 14619 Vladimir Kon-
dratev. 1.Se4+ Kc2 2.Rd2+
Kecl 3.Rd1+ Kxdl 4.Sc3+
Kc2 5.Sxbl Sc6 6.Sa3+ Kb2
7.6 Bxe6 8.Kb5 Se5 9.Kc5
Kxa3 10.Kd6 draw.

/221 No 14620 A.Golubev
commendation
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No 14620 Aleksandr Gol-
ubev  (Yaroslavl region).
1.Ka6 Sf6/i 2.Rxf6 Rxad+/ii
3.Sxa4 Qxf6 4.Sb6+ cxb6
(Kb8; Sd7+) 5.7 Qeb
6.Bd5+ Qxd5 7.¢8Q mate.

1) Rxa4 2.Sxa4 Qg7 3.Sb6+
cxb6 4.¢7 Qxc7 5.Rf8+ wins.

i1) Rg8 3.Bxg8, after which

White wins on material.




This formal (but clearly not
anonymous!) tourney was
judged by A.Belyavsky (St
Petersburg). Award in Za-
dachy i etyudy 36 of
19viii2005. 34 studies by 28
composers. “The first and
special prizes make a formi-
dable pair. I am fully in agree-
ment with the composer’s
comments. The compactness
of the playing logic is aston-
ishing. Comments: This was
Albert Belyavsky’s first ven-
ture into judging a studies
tourney.”

23] No 14621 A.Sochnev
Ist prize
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No 14621 Aleksei Sochnev
(St Petersburg). 1.Rxa4?
Rd2+ 2.Kf3 Rxc2 3.Ra8 Be5
4.h7 Rh2 wins. /.Ra7+ Keb6/i
2.Ra6+ Kf7 3.Ra7+ Kgb6
4 Ra6+ Kh7/ii 5.Ra7+/iii
Kxh6/iv  6.Rxad/v  Rd2+
7.Kel Rxc2 8.Kdl/vi Ra2
9.Rb4/vii, with:

—Sd3 10.Rh4+ Kg5 11.Rxh2
Rxh2 stalemate no.1,

—Se2 10.Rh4+ Kg5 11.Rxh2
Sc3+ 12.Kcl Rxh2 stalemate
no.2,

A.Belyavsky-70JT (2004)

—Ral 10.Rh4+ Kg5
11.Rxh2 Sb3+ 12.Kc2 Ra2+
13.Kb1 Rxh2 stalemate no.3.

1) The c-file is taboo for bK:
Kc6 2.Rxa4 Rd2+ 3.Kel
Rxc2 4.Kdl Rc5 5.h7 Be5
6.Ra8 draws. Or Kd6 2.Ra6+
Kc7 3.Rxa4 Rd2+ 4.Kel
Rxc2 5.Kdl Rc6 6.h7 BeS
7.Ra8 draw.

11) And there’s no way on the
fifth either: Kg5 5.Rxa4 Rd2+
6.Kf3 Rxc2 7.h7 Be5 (RcS;
Rg4+) 8.Re5 draw.

ii1) “Only by sacrificing can
White reach a draw.”

v) “It’ll be perpetual check
if the P is not taken.”

v) “Only at the moment
when bK has been persuaded
to tread the h-file.”

vi) “The logic of bK occupy-
ing the h-file is that bR can-
not tread the c-file (because
of Rh4+) but there is...”

vii) 9...Sb3 was threatened.

“This study is very good in-
deed by all classic criteria.”

*C* Marc Bourzutschky has
shown a win for Black in 67
moves by 6...Kg5 instead of
6..Rd2+. A subsequent EG
will supply details and com-
mentary on this pawnless 7-
man endgame. AJR (Feb.
20006)

No 14622 Aleksei Sochnev
(St Petersburg). 1.b7 Ra6+

2. Kb8 Sf6  3.Kc8/i Rc6+
4 Kd8, with:
—Rd6+  5Kc7/ii Se8+

6.Kb8/i1i Ra6 7.c5 Ke7 8.c6
Sf6 9.Kc7/iv Sd5+ 10.Kb8

/241 No 14622 A.Sochnev
special prize
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Sb6 11.Kc7 Sa8+ 12.Kb8 Sb6
13.Kc7 Sd5+ 14.Kb8 posi-
tional draw, Rxc6 15.Ka7 Rc7
16.Ka6 Sb4+ 17 Kb6 Sd5+
18 Ka6 Rc6+ 19.Ka7 Rc7
20.Ka6, or

—Rb6 5.Kc7 Sd7 6.c5 Rb3
7.c6 Sc5 8.Kb8/v Rb6 9.Kc7
Rb3 10.Kb8 Ke7/vi 11.Ka7
Ra3+ 12.Kb6 Rb3+ 13.Ka7/
vii Sa6 14.c7 (Kxa6? Kdé6
(KdS8);), and the pawn gives
his life for the cause. It’s the
final moment of precision:
the draw is an accomplished
fact.”

i) 3.Kc7? Se8+ 4.Kd7 Rb6
5.Kc8 Sd6+, Black wins.

i1) 5.Kc8? Sd7 6.c5 Rd1 7.c6
Ke7, and 8.cxd7 Rcl+ 9.Kb8
Kxd7, or 10. 8.c7 Rfl 9.b8Q
Sc5 wins.

iii) 6.Kc8?
Rd6+.

iv) 9.c7? Sd7+ 10.Kc8 Rf6
11.b8Q Scs.

v) “Avoiding the trap:
8.Kc8? Sa6 9.c7 Sc5 10.b8Q
Rg3, and 11.Qb3+ is met by
Rxb3. This explains why wR

x&
%

Rc6+ 7.Kd8
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hit on b3 for its move 6 desti-
nation.”

vi) Otherwise it’s a position-
al draw.

vil) “wK walks the tightrope
— without falling off!”

/257 No 14623 Tu.Akobia
& D.Gurgenidze
2nd prize
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No 14623 Iuri Akobia & Da-

vid Gurgenidze (Georgia).
1.Sb3? axb2. [.Sc2 axb2/i
2.Sb4+ Kb5/ii1 3.Sd6+ Ka4
4 Rxa7+/111 Kb3 5.Ra3+/iv
Kxa3 6.Sb5+ Kb3 7.Sxa2
blQ+ 8.Scl+ Kb2 9.Bc3
mate.

i) alQ+ 2.Sxal axb2 3.Rel.

ii) Kb6 3.Bf2+ Ka5 4.bSc6+
Ka4 5.Rxa7+ Kb3 6.Sd4+
Kb4 7.Sc2+ Kc4 8.Kd2 b1Q
9.Sc7 wins.

1i1) 4.Sxa2? b1Q 5.Scl Be3

6.Rc4+ Ka3 7.Rc3+ Kad
8.Sc4 Bxcl 9.Rxcl Qd3+
wins.

v) 5.Rxa2? blQ+ 6.Ke2
Qd1+ draws. There is a the-
matic try at this point:
5.Sxa2? blQ+, with either
6.Scl+ Qxcl+ 7.Kxcl stale-
mate, or 6.Ke2 Qc2+ 7.Bd2
Qc6 8.Scl+ Kc2 9.Ra2+ Kbl
draw.

“Masterly execution! The
mate of Kasparyan and Van-

diest is miraculously enriched
by the point 5.Ra3+!! and the
stalemate blunder 5.Sxa2?
The study has everything go-
ing for it.”

126 No 14624 S.Zakharov
3rd prize
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No 14624 Sergei Zakharov
(St Petersburg). 1.Sg6+ Kh7
2.5f8+ Kh8 3.Bc3+ Sf6
4.Sxf6/i el1Q/ii 5.Bxel f2
6.Bc3 (Bxf2? a2;) f1Q 7.Ke7
Qe2+/iii 8.Kf7 Qcd+ 9.Sd5+
Qxc3 10.Sxc3 a2/iv 11.Sxa2
g3 12.Sg6+/v Kh7 13.Sf4/vi
c4 14.Sc3, and to win this
White has to block bPc4,
eliminate bPg3 and keep bK
out of the al square: Kh8
15.Sg2 Kh7 16.Se3 Kh8
17.Kf6 Kg8 18.Kg5 Kf7
19.Kg4 Kf6 20.Kxg3 Ke5
21.Sc2.

i) f2 5.Ke7/vii elQ+/viii
6.Kf7 Qe6+ 7.Kxe6 f1Q
8.Kf7 leads into the main
line.i) 4.Bxf6? Kg8. 4.Ke6?
elQ+.

i) Kg7 8.Sxgd+.
8.BeS.

iv) g3 11.Se4 g2 12.Sg5
wins.

v) 12.Sc3? g2 13.Se2 c4
draw.

vi) 13.Sh4? Kh6 14.Kf6 Kh5
15.Sg2 Kg4 draw.

Qc4

A.BELYAVSKY-70JT (2004)

vii) 5.Sxg4+ Kg8 6.Sxf2 c4
draw.

viii) 5..f1Q 6.Sxgd+ Kg8
7.Sh6 mate.

“En route for a draw Black
abandons  four  potential
queens (two of them actual
queens) but fails with the
fifth. The end of it all is an
outstanding illustration of the
Troitzky 0002.01 endgame.”

/2771 No 14625 N.Ryabinin

4th prize
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No 14625 Nikolai Ryabinin

(Tambov region). 1.f6 Sh6/i
2.7 Sxf7 3.Sfo+/ii  Ke6
4.Sd5/11 SeS 5.Sf4+ Kf6/iv
6.Bxd3 elQ+ 7.Kxel Kg5
8.Bb1 Sc3 9.Sd3 Sf3+ 10.Kf2
Sd4 11.Ke3 Sf5+ 12.Kd2
Sxbl+ 13.Kc2 Sa3+ 14.Kb3
Sbl 15.Kc2, with:

— Sd4+ 16.Kxb1 Bf5 17.Kb2
Bxd3 18.Kc3 draw, or.

— Se3+ 16.Kxbl Bf5 17.Kcl
Bxd3 18.Kd2 draw.

1) Sb4 2.7 Sc2 3.fxg8Q
elQ+ 4.Kxd3 Sb4+ 5Kd4
draw.

i1) 3.Bxf7? Sb4 4.Sf6+ Ke7
5.8d5+ Sxd5 6.Bxd5 Beb6
wins.

111) 4.Se4? Se5. 4.Sh5? Ke5

5.Bxd3 Scl 6.Bxe2 Sxe2
7.Kxe2 Bg4+ wins.



A.BELYAVSKY-70JT (2004)

1v) Kd6 6.Bxd3 Sxd3 7.Sxd3
Bg4 8.c5+ Kc7 9.Se5 BhS
10.Sd3 Kc6 11.S14 draw.

“The author’s comments are
convincing. The struggle is
sharp with assorted devices in-
voked by both sides demonstrat-
ing the composer’s mastery.”

/28] No 14626 N.Ryabinin
5th prize
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No 14626 Nikolai Ryabinin
(Tambov region). 1.Kg1? Se4
draw. .52+ Kg3 2.Kgl Sh2
3.Bf4+ Kf3 4.Bxh2 Se2+
5.Kfl Sg3+ 6.Kel Kg2 7.Sg4
Kh3 (Kf3;Se3) 8.Kf2 Sf5
9.Kf3 Sh4+ 10.Kf4 Sg2+
11.Kg5 Se3 12.Sf4 mate.

“A classic sample of the
composer’s filigree tech-
nique! It’s a miniature redo-
lent of Troitzky, Kubbel,
Bron, Liburkin, Birnov and
the like. Remarkably, the
mate pattern is missing from
the Nadareishvili-Akobia an-
thology. Practically without
variations it’s nevertheless
top-notch.”

“The bright engagement of
minor pieces in both the fore-
going studies is the Ryabinin
trademark.”

291 No 14627 V. Kalyagin,
B.Olimpiev & S.Osintsev
6/7th prize
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No 14627 Viktor Kalyagin,

Bronislav Olimpiev & Sergei
Osintsev (Ekaterinburg).
1.Sd5? Kxh8 2.Sb4 (Sxc7,
Ra2;) Rfl 3.a7 Ral 4.Sc6
Ra6 5.Kg5 Kg7 draws. 1.5f7
Rxf7/i 2.S£5/ii Rf8/iii 3.Sh6+/
iv Kh8 4.Sf7+ (a7? Re8;) Kg8
5.h6 Rxf7 6.h7+ Rxh7 7.a7
Rg7+ 8.Kh5/v Rh7+ 9.Kg4
Rg7+ 10.Kh3 Rh7+ 11.Kg2
Rg7 12.Kh1 wins.

1) Ra2 2.Sd5 Rxa6+ 3.Sfo+
wins.

i1) 2.a7? Rf8, and 3.Sf5 Kh8
4.Se7 ¢5, or 3.Sd5 ¢5 4.Sb6
c4 5.Sxc4 Ra8 draw.

iii) Rd7 3.a7 Rd8 4.h6, and
Ra8 5.h7+ Kh8 6.Sh6, or c5
5.h7+ Kh8 6.Kh6 c4 7.Se7.

iv) 3.Se7+? Kh8 4.Sc6 Rfl
5.a7 Ral draw.

v) 8.Kf5? Rf7+ 9.Ke6 Rf8
wins.

“A well-prepared piece with
double S-sacs on f7 foresee-
ing aP’s progress.”
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/300 No 14628 L.Katsnelson
6/7th prize
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No 14628 Leonard Katsnel-
son (St Petersburg). “A multi-
phase study with a logical
component and combinative
motifs.”  1.Sxg6+? Kxeb
2.Re8+ Kf7 will draw, but not
2..Kf6? 3.Rxbl Rcl+ 4.Rel,
winning.  [.Sc6+/i  Rxc6
(Kxe6; Rxbl) 2.Rxbl Rcl+
3.Kg2/ii Rxbl 4.7 Rgl+
5.Kh2/iii Rhl1+ 6.Kg3 Rgl+
7.Kh4 Rh1+ 8.Kxg4/iv Rgl+
9.Kh3 Rhl+ 10.Kg2 Rgl+
11.Kxgl/v  blQ+ 12.Rfl
Qb6+ 13.Rf2 Qbl+ 14.Kh2
Qb8 (Qb5) 15.e8Q+ Qxed
16.Re2+ wins.

1) “The study’s most pro-
found move, to block the c-
file.”

i1) 3.Kf2? Rxbl 4.e7 Rfl+
5.Kg2 Rxf8. Or 3.Ke2? Rxbl
4.e7 Rel+ 5.Kd2 Kdé6.

1) 5.Kxgl? blQ+, *“be-
cause in the ensuing endgame
bPg4 can check on g3.”

iv) 8.Kg5(?) h6+ 9.Kxg4 is
an artificial prolongation, ie
“waste-of-time”. Note, here,
9.Kxg6? b1Q+.

v) “With bPg4 gone this has
become feasible.”

NN
\*
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\
&\
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“Plenty of depth. Maybe just
a teeny bit short on bril-
liance!”

/317 No 14629 V.Katsnelson
honourable mention
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No 14629 Vladimir Katsnel-
son (St Petersburg). 1.Kb2?
Kb6 2.Rg7 Rh4 3.h7 {5 wins.
1.Rh8? Rh4 2.Rf8 Kbb6
3.Rb&8+ Kc6 4.Rc8+ Kd7
wins. /.Rg7 Kb6/i 2.h7 Rf3+
3.Kb2/ii Rxh3 4.Rxf7/iii Kc5
5.Kc2/iv Rh2+/v 6.Kc3 b4+
7.Kd3 Rh3+/vi 8.Kc2 a3/vii
9.Rf3 Rxh7 10.Kb3 Rh5/viii
11.Rg3/ix Rf5 12.Rh3 Rg5
13.Rf3 Rh5 14.Rg3/x Rh2
15.Rg5+ Kd6 16.Kxb4 draw.

1) Rf3+ 2.Kb2 b4 3.h7 Rxh3
4. Rxf7+ Kc6 5.Kc2/xi a3
(Rh2+; Kd3) and now not
6.h8Q? b3+, but 6.Rf3 Rxh7
7.Kb3, with an extra tempo
compared to the main line.

i1) 3.Kb4? Rb3 mate. For
3.Ka2? see White’s 5th.

1) “Now after 4..Ka5 we
have position ‘A’ where BTM
gives 5...a3+ 6.Ka2 Ka4 win-
ning, but WTM there is 5.Kc2
Rh2+ (a3; Rf3) 6.Kc3 b4+
7.Kc4 Rh4+ 8.Kc5, with a
draw. So Black adopts a more
cunning plan.”

1v) “Not possible had White
chosen 3.Ka2. If 5.Rf5+? Kb4

6.Rf4+ Ka5 7.Rf7, with posi-
tion ‘A’ BTM.”

v) Kb4 6.Rf4+ Ka3 7.Rf3+
draws.

vi) b3 8.Kc3. Or a3 8.Rf5+
Kb6 9.Kc4 draw.

vii) b3+ 9.Kb2 Rh2+ 10.Kc3
draw.

viii) Rhl 11.Rf5+ Kdé6
12.Rf2 Rbl+ 13.Ka2 Rdl
14.Kb3 draw.

1x) Proposing a kind of do-
nothing R-manoeuvre. The
word surplace seems to de-
rive from cycle-racing when
one sprinter psychs out his
opponent by practically stop-
ping.

x) “All the R-moves up to
now have been unique.”

xi) 5.Rf4? a3+ 6.Kc2 Kb5
7.Rf7 Rh2+ wins. Or 5.Rf6+?
Kd5 6.Rf5+ Ke4 7.Rb5 Rh2+
8Kbl b3 O9.Rb4+ Kd3
10.Rxa4 Kc3 wins.

“A compound of known ide-
as from theory, with the add-
ed sauce of a special R-
manoeuvre. The position is a
natural one and the subtle
play will interest the player
more than the studies addict.”

/327 No 14630 V.Kichigin
& V.Kovalenko
honourable mention
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No 14630 Viktor Kichigin
(Perm) & Vitaly Kovalenko
(Primorsky  krai). 1.Rd8+
Kh7 2.Rd7+ Kxh6/i 3.Qcl+
Kg6 4.Sd5 e5 (c4+;Kb4)
5.Re7/i1 elQ 6.Sf4+ Kg5
7.8d3+ (Sg2+? Qxcl;) and
White wins.

i) Kh8 3.Sd5 elQ 4.Sxf6
Qbl+ 5.Ka4 wins.

1) 5.Sf4+? exf4 6.Re7 {3,
when Black wins.

“A good example of the
fight against passed pawns.”

/337 No 14631 V.Kovalenko
honourable mention
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No 14631 Vitaly Kovalenko

(Primorsky krai). 1.Sg1? Sd4
2.Ke4 b3 wins. 1.Sb3+? Ka4
2.Scl b3 3.8d3 e2 wins. 1.5f4
Sd4 2.Ke4d/i e2 3.Sxe2 Sxe2
4.Sb3+ Ka4 5.Sxc5+ bxc5/ii
6.b6 b3 7.b7 b2 8.b8Q b1Q+
9.Qxbl Sc3+ 10.Kd3 Sxbl
11.Kc2 Sa3+/iii 12.Kc3 Sbl+
13.Kc2 Sa3+ 14.Kc3 Kas
15.Kb3 Sbl 16.Kc2 Sa3+
17.Kb3 positional draw.

1) 2.Sd3? Ka4 3.Ked4 e2
4 Ke3 Ka3 5.Kd2 Ka2 6.Sc2
Sxc2 7.Scl+ Kal 8.Kxe2
Sd4+ wins.

1) Ka3 6.Kd5 Sc3+ 7.Kc6
draw.

1)) Kb4 12.Kxbl Kb3
13.Kc1 draw.
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“Not bad! But cf. the 5th
prize, which is similar, but the
negotiated positional draw
there is more sympathetic.”

/347 No 14632 V.Kovalenko
honourable mention
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No 14632 Vitaly Kovalenko
(Primorsky krai). “The judge
has modified the composer’s
submission, which was an 1l-
legal position. All men have
been shifted one file to the
left.” 1.exd5? Kxd5 2.Kb4
Kd4 3.Kb3 e4 4.Kb4 Kd5
5.Kxe3 Ke5 6.Kb3 Kb5 7.c3
Kc5 8.¢4 €6 9.Kc3 e5 10.Kb3
Kd4 11.Kb4 stalemate. /.Kb4
Kxe4/1 2.Kxc3, with:

— d4+ 3.Kc4 e6 4.Kc5 d3
5.cxd3 mate, or

— ¢6 3.Kb3 (Kb4? Kd4;zz)
Kd4 4.Kb4zz e4 5.c3+ Ke5
6.Kc5 d4 7.cxd4 mate.

1) dxe4 2.Kb3 e¢6 3.Kb4 Kd5
4 Kxc3 Kc5 5.Kb3 Kb5 6.c4+
Kc5 7.Ke3 Kc6 8. Kb4 Kbb6
9.c5+ Kc6 10.Kc4 Kc7
11. Kb5 Kb7 12.c6+ Kc7
(Kc8;Kc4) 13.Ke5  Kc8
14.Kd6 wins.

“A good study. We recognise
the motifs but the execution
holds our interest.”

/357 No 14633 P.Rossi
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No 14633 Pietro Rossi &
Marco Campioli (Italy). “I
don’t care for it when Black
starts. It spoils the lip-smack-
ing satisfaction of finding
White’s main line.” 1...c4+
2.Kxc4/i Bxd5+ 3.Sxd5 Sb6+
4.Sxb6+ (Qxb6? Qxd5+;)
Qxb6/ii 5.Qf3+ Qb7 6.Qa3+
Qa7 7.Qf8+ Kb7 8.Qe7+
(Qf7+?) Ka6 9.Qa3+ Kb7
10.Qf3+/iii Ka6 11.Be3 Qc7+
12.Bc5 Qb8/iv 13.Qf6+ Kb7
14.Qb6+ Kc8/v 15.Qe6+ Kb7
16.Kb5 Ka8+ 17.Bb6 wins —
“Cf. the position at move 12
WTM. An almost systematic
manoeuvre inflicts Black
with utter constipation. White
herds bK out of the corner
and back again after leaving
bQ as a blockage.”

1) Of course! 2.Qxc4?
Qxd5+ 3.Sxd5 Sb2+.

i1) “Now that the husk of the
introduction has been discard-
ed we have a grand deepening
of a position of the compos-
ers’ compatriot Centurini.”

i)  “Subtle  manoeuvre,
this!”

iv) Qc8 13.Qa3+ Kb7
14.Qa7+ Kc6 15.Qb6+.
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v) “This is now the Cen-
turini.”

/367 No 14634 G.Amirian
commendation
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No 14634 Gamlet Amirian
(Armenia). 1..Qd5+ 2.Kxa7
Qa5+ 3.Kb7 Qb4+ 4.Ka6
(Ka7? Kc7;) Qa4+ 5.Kb7
Qb5+ 6.Ka7 Kc7 7.Qc8+
Kxc8 8.Sd6+ draw.

1..Qb2+ 2.Sb3  (Kxa7?
Kc7;) Qxb3+ 3.Kxa7 Kc7
4.Qc6+ Kxc6 5.Sd4+ draw.
“Schematic, yes, but, one
has to say, it’s got some-
thing!”

1371 No 14635 A.Bezgodkov
& V.Samilo
commendation

%%7///// % / %7 %7

22 .00 0
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No 14635 Anatoly Bezgod-
kov & Vladimir Samilo
(Ukraine). 1..Ra7+ 2.Bb7
Rxb7+ 3.Kc8 Ba4/i 4.Bxb4+
Rxb4 5.Re8 Bxd7+ 6.Kxd7
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Rd4+ 7.Ke7/ii Re4+ 8.dxed
e2 9.e5 draws, as el Q 10.e6 is
known to theory.

i) Bg4 4.Bxb4+ Rxb4 5.Kc7
Rd4 6.Ra8+ draw.

i1) Thematic try: 7.Ke6?
Red+/i11 8.dxe4 e2 9.Ra8&+
(e5? elQ+;) Kb2 10.Rb8+
Kc2 11.Rc8+ Kd2 12.Rd8+
Ke3 wins.

i) 7..Rxd3? 8.Kf5
9.Kf4 draw.

“The choice between 7.Ke7!
and 7.Ke6? is paradoxical —
why choose the former?
That’s very good, but the in-
troduction... And, as I’ve said
before, I don’t care for
BTM.”

Kb3

/381 No 14636 F.Bertoli
commendation
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No 14636 Franco Bertoli
(Italy). 1.Rh8+ Ka7 2.Bc6
Bc8 3.Rxc8/i Rh7+ 4.Kg3
Se4+ 5.Kg4 Rg7+ 6.Kh4/ii
Rh7+ 7.Kg4 Sfo+ 8.Kg3
Sxd5 9.Kxf2 Re7 10.Kel/iii
Sb4 11.b6+ Kxb6 12.Rb8+
Kxc6 13.Rxb4 draw.

1) 3.b6+? Ka6 4.Rxc8 Kas
5.Ra8+ Sa6 wins.

i1) 6.Kh5? Rg5+ 7.K- Rxd5
wins.

iii) 10.Ra8+? Kb6 11.Ra6+
Kc5 12.Ral Sb4 13.Rcl+
Kb6 14.Ral elQ 15.Rxel
Sd3+ wins.

“Sharp fighting leads into
well-trodden paths unsuited
to a high placing.”

/397 No 14637 V.Razumenko
special commendation
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A.BELYAVSKY-70JT (2004)

No 14637 Viktor Razu-
menko (St Petersburg).
1.Ba6+ Ka5 2.Bd3/i Qcl
(Qf2/Qg2+; Ka3) 3.Qa6+
Kb4 4.Qb6 (Qb5)+/i1 Kc3
5.Qc6+ Kd2 6.Qxh6+ Kdl
7.Qh5+ Kd2 8.Qg5+ Kdl
9.Qg4+ Kd2 10.Qf4+ Kdl
11.Be2+ Kc2 12.Qb4dzz Qd2
13.Qb2 mate.

1) This threatens 3.Qa6+.
Thematic try: 2.Be2? Qa7
3 Ka3 Qe3+ 4.Bd3 Qcl+
5.Kb3 Qd1+ draws.

1) “The following is the
shortest way to bring about
the desired reci-zug.”

“Many, many anticipations,
but the thematic try is distinc-
tive.”



The tourney was announced
in Ceskoslovenky Sach 1/2003
and attracted 50 (!) studies by
39 composers from 14 coun-
tries. Ladislav Salai acted as
tourney director, Ceskoslov-
ensky Sach and the chess club
Hydina ZK Kosice spon-
sored the event with prizes.
The jubilee judge Michal
Hlinka informs us that it
wasn’t a formal tourney (i.e.
the studies were not presented
anonymously). The official
provisional award was pub-
lished on the internet (http://
web/telecom.cz/pansach/page
10.html) and in Ceskoloven-
sky Sach 1x/2004 and x/2004.
19 studies were cooked or too
weak. “There are a lot of
beautiful ideas in miniature
form or in studies with fewer
than 10 men. It was a very
difficult task to evaluate the
high quality entries. The final
standing is given by my taste;
similar ideas occur in my own
studies.”

/40) No 14638 S.Osintsev
1st prize
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No 14638 Sergei Osintsev
(Russia). 1.Bfl+/i Kg3/ii
2.Ra3+ (Ral?; Rel) Kf2

N

Hlinka-50JT (2004)

3.Ra2/iii Kel 4.Ral+/iv d1Q
5.Rxd1+ Kxd1 6.Kb8, and:

—Sd6 7.Ba6 Re3/v 8.Kc7/vi

Se8+ 9.Kb7/vii Re7+/viii
10.Kb8 Rxa7/ix 11.Kxa7 Kd2
12.Kb6/x Kc3 13.Bc8 (Kc57;
Sc7) Kd4/xi 14.Be6 ZZ Ke5
15.Bf7 Sd6 16.¢7 wins, or:

—Rd5  7.a8Q/xii  Rd8+

8.Ka7/xiii Rxa&+ 9.Kxa8
Kel/xiv  10.Bh3/xv  Kf2
11.Kb7 Ke3 12.Kb6/xvi Kd4
13.Be6 ZZ Ke5 14.Bf7 Sd6
15.c8 wins.

i) 1.Ra3+? Kh4 2.Rad+ Kg5
3.Be2 d1Q 4.Bxdl RbS5.

i) Kh4 2.Rad4+ Kg5 3.Rd4
Rel 4.Rxd2 Rb1 5.Rd7.

ii1) 3.Rd3? Kel 4.Rd7 Ra5
5.Kb7 Sc7 draws.

iv) Only move — 4.Rxd2?
Kxd2 5.Kb& Ra5 draw.

v) Re8+ 8.Kc7 Ra8 9.Kxd6
Rxa7 10.Bb7.

vi) 8.a8Q? Re8+ 9.Ka7
Rxa8+ 10.Kxa8 Sf5.

vii) 9.Kb6? Rb3+; 9.Kc8?
Sf6.

viii) Sd6+ 10.Kb6 Re8
11.Kc7.

ix) Sc7 11.Bc8 and 12.Bd7.

x) 12.Bc4? Kc3 13.Be6 Kd3
14.Kb6 Kd4 ZZ drawing.

xi) Kc4 14.Bd7 Sdé6
15.Be6+.

xil) Bad is 7.Ba6? Rd8+
8.Bc8 Sd6 9.Kc7 Sb5+
10.Kxd8 Sxa7 11.c7 Kd2.

xiii) 8.Kb7? Sd6+ 9.Ka7
Rxa8+ 10.Kxa8 Sf5 draws.

xiv) Kd2 10.Kb8 Kc3
11.Kec8 Kb4 12.Kd8 Kc5
13.Bg2 Sd6 14.c7 wins.
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xv) Only move again, e.g.
10.Bc4? Kd2 draws, because
after 11.Kb7 Kc3 12.Be6 Kd3
13.Kb6 Kd4 White is in
zugzwang.

xvi) 12.Bd7? Sd6+ 13.Kb6
Kd4 14.¢7 Kd5 draws.

“Rich and difficult play with
some tries and mutual
zugzwang as the main idea.
The introduction is fine
(4.Ral+!, not 4.Rxd2). All
top ranked studies of this
tourney finish with 5 men da-
tabase positions — an interest-
ing coincidence, but no more
than that.”

/411 No 14639 D.Gurgenidze

& 1.Akobia
2nd prize
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ala3 4301.41 7/4 Win

No 14639 David Gurge-
nidze & Iuri Akobia (Geor-
gia). 1.Qg3+ Ka4/i 2.Qxh2
Qh8+  3.Ka2/ii  Rxh7/ii
4.Qxh7 (Qc2+; KaS) Qxh7
5.a8Q Qh2+ 6.Kal/iv Qxf4d/v
7.Qc6+ Ka5 8.a7 Qf1+ 9.Kb2/
vi Qf2+ 10.Kc3 Qxa7 (Qe3+;
Kc4) 11.Sd4 Qb6 12.Qc4/vii
Qbl/viii  13.Qd5+/ix Kbb6
14.Qc6+ (Qd6+?; Kb7) Kas
15.Qa8+ wins.

i) Kb4 2.Qxh2 Rf8 3.Se7
Qf3 4.Qb2+ Kc5 5.Qe5+ Kcd
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6.Qc7+ Kd3 7.Sg6 Qhl+
8.Kb2 Qg2+ 9.Kb3 Qd5+
10.Ka3 wins.

i) 3.Kb1? Rxa7 4.Qc2+ Kb4
5.Qe4+ Ka5 6.Se7 Rxa6
7.Qf5+ Ka4.

ii1) Rxa7 4.Qc2+ Ka5 5.Se7
Ra8 6.a7 Qg7 7.QeA4.

iv) Try: 6Kbl? Qxf4
7.Qc6+ Ka5 8.a7 Qxf5+
9.Ka2 Qf7+, or 9.Kb2 Qf2+.

v) Qgl+ 7.Kb2 Qf2+ 8.Kc3
Qxf4 9.a7 wins.

vi) 9.Ka2? Qf2+ 10.Kb3
Qxa7 draws.

vii) 12.Sb3+?  Qxb3+,
12.Qa8+? is only waste of
time: Qa6 13.Qd8+ Ka4
14.Qd7+ Ka5 15.Qc7+ Qb6
16.Qc4 etc.

viii)) Qb7 13.Sb3+ Kbb6
14.Qc5+ Kab6 15.Qa5 mate.

1x) 13.Qc5+? Ka6 14.Qc6+
Qb6 15.Qa8+ Qa7.

“White has to take on h2 at
the start, giving Black strong
counter-play. It seems that af-
ter 6...Qxf4 Black has suc-
ceeded but the last pawn sac
followed by a fine king ma-
noeuvre creates the finishing
domination. L.Morozov (EG
151.8884) has the same finish
(mirrored 4.Se4), but with on-
ly a small introduction. The
new introduction (11.Sd4) is a
delight.”

No 14640 Harold van der
Heijden (Netherlands).
1.Ra3+/1 Kb4 2.Bxc3+ Kxa3
3.Bxa5 Sxg2+/ii 4.Kf3 Sb7/iii
5.Kxg2/iv Sxa5 6.g4/v Scé/vi
7.Kh1/vii Kb4 8.g5 Se5 9.d6
Kc5 10.g6 Sd7 11.g7 wins.

/42] No 14640
H.van der Heijden
3rd prize
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i) 1.Bxc3? Kxb3 2.Bxas
Sxg2+ 3.Kf3 Sb7 4.Kxg2
Sxa5 5.g4 Kc4 draws, be-
cause the bK is one move fur-
ther away (see move 3).

i1) Sd3+ 4.Ke3 Sb7 5.Kxd3
Sxa5 6.g4 Kb4 7.g5 Sc4 8.d6
Sxd6 9.Kd4 Sf7 10.g6 Shé
11.Ke5 Kc4 12.g7 Kd3
13.Kf6  Ke4 14.g4 Sg8+
15.Ke6 Kf4 16.Kf7 Sho+
17.Kg6 Sg8 18.g5 Kg4
19.Kf7, or Sb7 4.Bxel

1) Sf7 5.Kxg2 Kb3 6.Kf3
Kc4 7Ke4 Kc5 8.g4 Sgs5+
9.Kf5 Sf3 10.Kf4 Sg1 11.Ke4
Sh3 12.Bb4+.

1v) 5.Bd2? Kb3 6.Kxg2 Kc4,

or 5.Bc7? Sel+ 6.Ke2 Kb4
7.d6 Kc5 8.d7 Kc6 9.d8Q
Sxd8 10.Bxd8 Sc2.

v) 6.d6? Kb4 7.d7 Sc6 8.g4
Kc5 9.g5 Kd6 10.g6 Kxd7
11.g7 SeT.

vi) Kb4 7.g5 Sc4 8.Khl.

vii)) A great study move,
which would be a pride and
joy for every grandmaster.
White doesn’t need his king,
the king even hinders: 7.g5?
Se3+; 7.Kf3? Sb6 8.d6 Sc4
9.d7 Se5+; 7.Kg3? Kb4 8.g5
Kc5 9.g6 Sd6 10.g7 Sf5+;

HLINKA-50JT (2004)

7.Kh3? Kb4 8.g5 Se5 9.d6
Kc5 10.g6 Sxg6 11.d7 Sf4+;
7.Kh2? Se3 8.d6 Sxgi+;
7.Kgl? Se5 8.d6 Kb4 9.g5
Sf3+ draw.

“A cavorting by the black
knight ends with his taming
after 7.Kh1!.”

/43 No 14641 D.Gurgenidze
& I.Akobia

4th prize
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No 14641 David Gurgenidze

& Turi Akobia (Georgia).
1.Rc7/i Rh3+ 2.Kg7 Rg3+
3. Kh6 Rh3+ 4.Kg5 Rg3+
5.Kh4 Rh3+ 6.Kg4 (Kxh3?;
f1Q+) Rg3+/ii 7.Kxg3 f1S+
8. Kf2(Kf4) Sxd2 9.Ke3 Sb3/
i1 10.Rc3/iv Sa5 11.Rc5 Sb7/
v 12.Rc8 mate.

1) 1.Rc8+? Kb7 2.Rcl e3
3. Rb2+ Ka6 draws. The
threats now are mate and
Rxf2, but Black has a strong
counter-chance.

i1) Perpetual? No. White can
accept the sacrifice now...

ii1) ... because the knight is
trapped. Sbl 10.Kxe4 Sa3
11.Kd5; Sf1+ 10.Kxe4 Sd2+
11.Ke3 Sb1 12.Kd4 win.

iv) 10.Kxe4? a6 11.Kd5
Kb8.

v) Sb3 12.Rb5 Scl 13.Kxe4
wins.
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“A  well-known 1dea, see
Shupletsov and Maksimov-
skikh (EG85.6112). But this
new study is a great progress.
The introduction is elegant
and long enough, 8 halfmoves
are added and 2 pieces
saved.”

[44] No 14642 G.Costeff
special prize
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No 14642 Gady Costeff
(USA/Israel). 1.Rc8 Be5/i
2.Rf8/ii Ke7 3.Rg8 ZZ Sb8
4.Rxb8 Bxb8 5.a6 Kf8 6.a7
Kg8 7.a8B/iii Bd6/iv 8.b8Q+
Kh7 9.Qh8+ Kxh8 10.Bd5/v
Kg8/vi 11.b7 K8 12.Bxe4/vii
draws/viii.

i) Bxg3 2.Ra8 Sxb4 3.Rg8
Kc6 4.Rxg7 f6 5.Re7 Sd5
6.Rxe4 Kxb7 7.Re8 b4 8.Rd8
Sxe3 9.Rd7+ Ka6 10.Ra7+
Kb5 11.b7 Kc6 12.a6 BbS
13.Ra8 Kc7 14.a7 Bxa7
15.Rxa7, drawing; Ke7
2.Re8+/ix Kxe8 stalemate.

i1) 2.Rg8? Ke7 ZZ.

ii1) 7.axb8Q+? Kh7 8.Qf8 g6
mate.

1v) Kh7 stalemate.

v) 10.Bxe4? Bxb4 11.b7
Bd6 12.Bd5 Kg8 13.Be4
Bxg3 14.Bd5 b4 15.Bb3 Be5

16.e4 Kh7 17.Bxf7 b3
18.Bxb3 g6 mate.

vi) White is a tempo ahead
in comparison with the try.

vii) 12.b8Q+? Bxb8 13.Bxt7
Bd6 14.Bd5 Bxb4 15.Kgb6
Bd2 wins.

viii) Ke7 13.Bd3 Kf6 14.e4
Ke6 15.Bc2 Kd7 16.Bb3 Ke8
17.Bc2 Kf8 18.Bb3 Kg8
19.e5 Bxe5 20.b8Q+ BxbS8
21.Bxf7+ Kif8 (Kxf7 stale-
mate) 22.Kg6 Ke7 23.Bd5.

ix) But not 2.Rg8? Be5 ZZ;
2.Rh8? Bxg3 wins.

“A heavy position with a
locked-in white king, allow-
ing stalemate motifs. After
some recizugs White reaches
through error-free play an
equal endgame.”

/457 No 14643 V.Kondratev
1st honourable mention
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No 14643 Viktor Kondratev
(Russia). 1.a7/i Qxa7 2.Ra3+
Kb6 3.c5+/iit Kb7 4.c6+ Kb8
5.Rxa7 Kxa7 6.c7 Kb7 7.Se8/
i1 e3 8.Kxe7 e2/iv 9.Kd7 el1Q
10.c8Q+ Kb6 11.Sd6 Qe2/v
12.Qc7+ Ka6 13.Qc3 Kbb6
14 Kd8 ZZ Qh5 15.Sc4+ Kc6
16.Se5++ Kb5 17.Qb3+ Kc5
18.Qc4+ Kb6 19.Qb4+ Kab
20.Qad+ wins/vi.

1) 1.Ra3+? Kb4 2.a7 Kxa3
3.a8Q+ Kb4 draws.

i1) 3.Rxa7? Kxa7 4.Sf5 Kb6
5.Kxe7 Kc5 draws.
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i11) 7.Se6? €3 8.Kxe7 Kc8.

iv) Ke8 9.Kd6 €2 10.Kc6
elQ 11.Sd6 mate.

v) The threat was 12.Qc7+

Ka7 13.Qb7+ Ka5 15.Qb5
mate; Qfl 12.Sc4+ KbS5
13.Qb7+ Ka4 14.Qa6+ Kb4
15.Qa5+ Kb3 16.Sd2+ wins.

vi) e.g. Kb6 21.Sd7+ Kb7
22.Qb4+ Kc6 23.Qb6+, or
21.Sc4+ Kb7 22.Qd7+ Kab
23.Qc6+ Ka7 24.Qc7+.

“The 1idea 13.Qc3! Kbb6
14.Kd8!! was published in
1991 by J.Nunn — in a five
men setting. The new author
gracefully added 12 half-
moves with a queen promo-
tion for both sides. After the
77, it’s more like analysis
than an endgame study.”
J.Nunn, special honourable
mention Schakend Neder-
land 1991; d7b7 4001.00
h7e2e4. 3/2 Win: 1.Sd6+ Ka6
2.Qh3 Ka7 3.Sc8+ Kab
4.Qa3+ Kb5 5.Sd6+ Kbb6
6.Qb4+ Ka6 7.Qc3 Kbb6
8.Kd8 etc.

[46] No 14644 ] .Polasek
2nd honourable mention
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No 14644 Jaroslav Polasek
(Czech Republic). 1.Kd2/4,
and:

—c5 2.Ke3 (Kd3?; c4+) Kg7
3.Ke4 a6/i1 4.b3 Kf6 5.Kd5 c4
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6.bxc4 b4 7.Kd4 Ke6 8.Kd3
Kd6 9.Kc2 Kc5 10.Kb3 h3
11.Ka4 Kxc4 stalemate, or:

—Kg7 2.Ke3(Kd3) Kf6
3.Kd4 Ke6 4.Kc5 Kd7 5.h3/
11 Kc7 6.a6 Kd7 7.Kb4 Kc7
8.Kc5/iv. Kd7 9.Kb4 Kdb6
10.Ka5 Kd5/v 11.b4 c5
12.bxc5 Kxc5 stalemate.

1) 1.Kc2? c¢5 2.Kd3 c4+
3.Kd4 a6 wins.

i1) c4 4.a6 Kf6 5.Kd5 Kf5
6.Kc5 Kg4 7.Kxb5 Kh3
8.Kxc4 Kxh2 9.b4 h3 10.b5
Kgl 11.b6 draw.

i) 5.Kb4? Kd6 6.a6 Kc7
wins.

1v) 8.Ka5? b4 9.b3 c5 wins.

v) b4 11. Kxb4 Kd5 12.Kc3;
c5 11.Kxb5 Kd5 12.Ka4
draws.

“Both stalemates are known
from Gorgiev in 1936. This
new version is a synthesis
with chameleon echo.”

T.Gorgiev, La Stratégie vii/
1936; c2f2 0000.12 a3a6b5 2/
3 BTM, Draw: 1..Ke3 2.a4
b4 3.a5 Kd4 4.Kb3 Kc5
5.Ka4 Kc4 stalemate.

/471 No 14645 A Pallier
3rd honourable mention
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No 14645 Alain Pallier
(France). 1.Sf3+  (Kf17?;
Bxd5) Sxf3 2.Qxf3 Qa2+/i

3.Kxe3 Bxd5 4.Qe2/ii
Qxe2+/iii 5.Kxe2 Bcd+/iv
6.Kf3/v Bd5+/vi 7.Ke2 Bc4+
8.Kf3 positional draw.

1) Qdl+ 3.Kxe3 Qxf3+
4 Kxf3 Bxd5+ 5.Ke2 Bc4+
6.Kf3 Bd5+ 7.Ke2 draws.

1) Excellent. The thematic
try: 4.Qxf2+? Qxf2+ 5.Kxf2
Bxe6 Z7; 4.Qf4+? Kg2
5.Rg6o+ Kfl 6.Sg4 Qe2+
7.Kd4 Qc4+ 8.Ke3 Qd3 mate.

1) Qb3+ 5.Kd4; Bxe6
5.Qxf2+/vii Qxf2+  6.Kxf2
77, draw.

iv) Bxe6 6.Kxf2 ZZ; Kgl
6.Rg6+ Bg2 7.515.

v) The WCCT6-theme.
6.Kxf2? Bxe6 ZZ.

vi) Bxe6 7.Kxf2 ZZ

vil) Not 5.Qxa2?
6.Kxf2 Be6 ZZ.

“The WCCT theme (non
capture) is enhanced to a mu-
tual perpetual version. Unfor-
tunately, the construction is
heavy.”

Bxa2

/48 No 14646 E.Vlasak
4th honourable mention
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No 14646 Emil Vlasak
(Czech Republic). 1.Ra3+
Kb7/i 2.Re7+ Kc6/ii 3.Rc3+/
i1 Kdé6/iv 4.Rc4/v  Rxb4
5.Reed/vi and:

HLINKA-50JT (2004)

— Rxc4 6.Sxc4+ Kd5 7.Rxf4
wins, or:

— Rxe4 6.Sxe4+ Kd5 7.Rxb4
wins.

1) Kb5 2.Re5+ saving the
pawn.

i1) Bad is Kb8 3.Rh3 Rf8
4.Rh4.

iii) 3.Se4? Rxb4 4.Ra6+
Kb5 5.Rae6 Kad 6.Kc2 Ka3
7.8d2 Rb5 8.Re3+ Kb4
9.Rb3+ Ka5.

iv) Kb5 4.Re5+ Ka4 5.Ra5+
Kxb4 6.Rca3; Kd5 4.Rc5+ or
4 Rd3+ wins.

v) 4.Re4? Rxed4 5.Sxed+
Kd5 draw.

vi) A beautiful “grip” theme,
Black loses a whole rook.

“The grip theme was found

by Vlasdk and Hlinka in
1989, but the best version
(3rd prize Bent JT 1989,
EG100.7867) was cooked by
J.Nunn’s computer. Emil sur-
prised me with a very eco-
nomical form in a ‘position
from a game’. A small con-
struction miracle, but some
pieces stay passive.”

/491 No 14647 M.Matous
5th honourable mention
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No 14647 Mario Matous

(Czech Republic). 1.Bxd6/i
Bf6+/ii 2. Kxfo/iii  d1Q
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3.Qd8+/iv Bg8 4.Be5 Qgd/v
5.Qb8/vi ZZ Kh7/vii 6.Qbl+
(Qb7+? Bf7) Kh6 7.Qhl+
QhS5 8.Bf4+ wins.

1) 1.Qg1? Bb3 2.Bxd6 d1Q.

i1) The best move; d1Q
2.Bxe5+ Kg8 3.Qg6+ KI8
4.Bdo6+.

iii) 2.Kg6? d1Q 3.Qb8+ Bg8
4Be5 Qgl+ 5Kxf6 Qg4
6.Bb2 Qg2 7.Qb5 Qg4 ZZ,
e.g. 6.Bb2 Qg2 7.Qb5 Qg4,
but also possible is Qbl+
5.Qxbl Bh7+.

iv) But not 3.Qb8+? Bg8
4.Be5 Qg4 727, draw.

v) Qxd8+ 5Kgb6+ Qfo+
6.Bxf6+, or QhS5 5.Qf8 Qf7+
6.Kg5+ Kh7 7.Qh6+

vi) 5.Qc8? Qe6+; 5.Qe8?
Kh7; 5.Bd4? Qe6+ 6.Kg5+
Kh7 7.Qc7+ Bf7 8.Qh2+
BhS.

vii) Qg2 6.Qa8 or 6.QcS8.

“A sharp pointed study with
mutual zugzwangs. Typical
Matous, with surprising bat-
tery-based moments. Unfor-
tunately the try has a double
refutation.”

/50 No 14648 L.Kekely
6th honourable mention
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No 14648 LuboS Kekely
(Czech Republic). 1.7 Sg4+
2. Kg3 Sf6 3.e8Q+/1 Sxe8

4.Se7 Sd6 5.Kf4/i1 a6 6.Ke5
Sc4+ 7.Kd4/iii Sd6 8.Kd3/iv
a5 9.Kc2 (Kd2?; Se4+) a4
10Kcl/v a3 11.Kbl a2+
12.Kal ZZ, and 13.Sf7 mate
or 13.Sxg6 mate.

1) The pawn sacrifice vacates
e7 for the knight - White pre-
pares a mate.

i1) 5.Kf2? Sed4+ 6.Sxed g5;
5.Kf3? a5 6.Ke2 a4 7.Kd1 a3
8.Kc2 a2 9Kb2 Sc4+
10.Kxa2 Se5 11.Kb2 Bg8
draw.

1) 7.Ke4? d5+; 7.Kd5?
Bg8+.

iv) 8.Kc3(Kc5)? Sed-+.

v) 10.Kb1? a3 11.Kal a2
77Z; 10.Kb2? Sc4+ 11.Ka2
Ses.

“An elegant and economical
construction. The fine king
travel succeeds, Black is in
77 and is mated. Troitzky
(1933) is somewhat similar,
but that is a bishop domina-
tion”.

A.Troitzky, Basler Nach-
richten 2811933; aSg8
0032.02 h7a6g5.g6g7 3/4
Win: 1.Kb4 Kh8 2.Kc3 Bg8
3.Sb4 Bh7! 4.Sc6 Bg8 5.Se5
Ba2 6.Kb2, and Bg8 7.Sxg6
mate, or Bd5 7.Sxg6+ Kg8
8.Se7+ winning.

No 14649 Harold van der
Heijden (Netherlands).
1.Ke3/i Bbo+/ii  2.d4/iii
exd4+ 3.Kf2/iv Be5 4.Kgl
a5/v 5.Khl a4/vi 6.Rxd4 a3
(Bxd4 stalemate) 7.Ra4+ Kb7
8.Ra6/vii Bb4/viii 9.Rad/ix
Bce5 10.Ra6, positional draw
or d5 11.Rb6+ Kc7 12.Rc6+
(Rb7+?; Kd6) Kxc6 stale-
mate.

/517 No 14649
H.van der Heijden
7th honourable mention
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i) 1.d4? e4 2Ke3 Kb7
3. Kxed4 Kc6; 1.Ke2? Kb7
2.Kf3 Kc6 3.Ked4 Bb6 (as5?;
d4) wins.

i1) Kb7 2.Ke4 Kc6 3.d4 a5
4.dxes.

111) A necessary pawn sacri-
fice. Bad is 2.Ke4? Bc5 e.g.
3.Rxc5 dxc5 4.Kd5 Kb7
5Kxe5 Kc7 6.Kd5 Kd7
7.Kc5 a5 8.Kb5 Kdé.

iv) This beautiful move pre-
pares a future stalemate point.

v) Kb7 5.Khl Kc6 6.Rxd4
Bxd4

vi) Kb7 6.Rxd4 Kc6 7.Re4
Kd7 8Rh4 d5 9.Rh7 Bf8
10.Rh8 Ke8 11.Rxh3 Kd7
12.Rb3.

vii) 8.Ra7+? Kc6(Kbb6) e.g.
9.Rxg7 a2 10.Ra7 Bxa7 11.g7
alQ mate.

viil) Kxa6 stalemate. Black
tries to avoid the stalemate.

ix) But now the bishop has
to return.

“The idea is known from a

cooked study of F.Simkho-
vich (1946). The new author
added only two pawns and
reached a nice introduction
and a new positional draw.”
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F.Simkhovich, Shakhmaty v

SSSR 11/1946; f4h8 0130.35
d5a7.a5g5h2a6d4d6g6h3 5/7
Draw: 1.Kf3 Bce5 2.Kf2 Kg7
3.Kgl Kf7 4.Kh1 Ke6 5.Rxd4
Bxd4 stalemate. However:
1.Ke4 and White even wins
(Shakhmaty v SSSR viii-ix/
1946).

/521 No 14650 J.Pospisil
special honourable mention
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No 14650 Jaroslav Pospisil
(Czech Republic). 1.Be5 Ra6
2.Kf3 Ba7/i 3.Rg8+ Rgb6
4.Ra8 Ra6 5.Bb2/ii Kgb
6.Bd4 Ra3+ 7.Kf4 Bc5
8.Rg8+ Kf7 9.Bxc5 wins.

i) Bgl 3.Rg8+ Rg6 4.Rf8
Re6 5.Bf4+ Kg6 6.Rg8+; Bc5
3.Rg8+ Rg6 4.Rc8 Bd6 5.Bd4
Re6 6.Rc6; Bcl 3.Rg8+ Rgb
4.Rc8 Re6 5.Bh8 Ba3 6.Rg8+
Rg6 7.Ra8 win.

i1) But not 5.Bd4? Ra3+
6.Ke2 Bc5 7.Rg8+ Kf4
8.Bxc5 Rxh3, and White
can’t win this ending.

“The black king is under at-
tack from the starting posi-
tion. But White has to refute a
promising defence in a re-
fined manner (5.Bb2 and not
Bd4?)”.

/531 No 14651 S.Nosek
1st commendation
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h4d2 0013.21 4/3 Draw

No 14651 Stanislav Nosek
(Czech Republic). 1.Bg5+
Kc3/i 2.h7 Se7 3.Kh5/ii b1Q
4h8Q Qdl+ 5XKh6 Qhl+
6.Bh4/iii Qxh4+ 7.Kg7 Sf5+
8.Kg8 Qd8+ 9.Kh7 Qd7+
10.Kg6 Se7+ 11.Kh7/iv Qf5+
(Sd5+; Qg7) 12.Kg7 draws/v.

1) Ke2 2.h7 Se7 3.Kh5 b1Q
4h8Q Qg6+ 5.Kh4 Qed+
6.Kg3 Sf5+ 7Kh2 Kf2
8.Qh3, and Black doesn’t
have the killing check on e5.

ii) 3.Bxe7? blQ 4.h8Q
Qhl+; 3.d5? Sgb6+ win.

iii) The natural 6.Kg7? is a
mistake: Sf5+ 7.Kg8 Qd5+
8.Kh7 Qf7+.

iv) A nice finish — only
move, e.g. 11.Kf7? Sd5+
12.Kg6 Qg4+ 13.Kf7 Qf5+
14.Kg8 Qe6+ 15.Kg7 Qfo+
16.Kh7 Qf7+ 17.Kh6 Se7
18.Kg5 Qf5+.

v) Again Black doesn’t have
the e5 check.

“A bishop sacrifice has lured
bQ onto a bad square, where
Pd4 prevents the e5 check.
It’s impossible to remove this
pawn (7..Qxd4 8.Kh7) and
the black queen is pinned — so
the best 1...Kc3 has a minus
too. An interesting study but

HLINKA-50JT (2004)

the theme 1s somewhat hack-
neyed.”

/541 No 14652 Y.Chervoniuk
2nd commendation
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I: diagram, I wKh4
No 14652 Yuri Chervoniuk
(Ukraine).

I: 1.Bed4/i Sc3/ii 2.Bf5S Kf6
3.g4/iii Ke5 4.d4+ Kfd/iv
5.d5 Sxd5 6.Bd3 Ke3 7.Bbl
(Bh7?; Sc3) Sc3 8.g5 Sxbl
9.g6 draws.

II: 1.Be4 Sc3 2.Bf5 Kf6
3.Bh7/v Ke5 4.d4+ Kf4 5.d5
(g4?; Sed4) Sxd5 6.Bg8 b2
7.Bh7 Sc3 8.Bc2 Ke3 9.g4
Kd2 10.Bf5 (Bh7?; Sbj5)
draws.

1) 1.Bd1? b2 2.Bc2 Sa3;
1.Bd5? b2 2.Ba2 Sc3; 1.d4?
Sc3 2.Bg4 Kf6 win.

11) Sd4 2.Bd5 b2 3.Ba2 Sb5
4.Bbl.

iii) 3.Bh7? Ke5 4.d4+ Kf4
5.d5 Sxd5 6.Bg8 b2 7.Bh7
Ke3 wins.

1v) Kxd4 5.Kg2 Se4 6.Kf3,
or Ke3 6.g5.

v) 3.g4? Ke5 4.d4+ Kxd4
5.Kg5 Ke5 6.Bd3 Se4+ 7.Kh4
Kf4 8. Bbl Sd2 wins.

“An interesting analytical

study as if taken from a game.
Some tries, twin with differ-
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ent solutions 3.g4! (3.Bh7?)
and 3.Bh7! (3.g4?).”

/551 No 14653 K.Husak
3rd commendation
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No 14653 Karel Husak
(Czech Republic). 1.5+
Bxf5/ii 2.b6 Kd6 3.Se8+ Kc6
4b7 Kxb7 5.8d6+ Kcb6
6.Sxf5 Kc5 7.Sh4 Kb4 8.Sxf3
Ke3 9.Se5/4i1 Kd2 10.Kxg2
wins.

1) The only winning move.
1.b6? Kd6 2.Se8+ Kc6 3.f5
Kxb6 4.f6 Be6 5.Sd6 Kc5
6.f7 Bxf7 7.Sxf7 Kb4; 1.Se8?
Kf5 2.b6 Kxf4 3.b7 glQ+
4. Kxgl Ke3; 1.Se4? Kd5
2.8d2 Bg4 3.Sc4 Bf5 4.Se5
Kc5 draw.

i1) Kd6 2.Se8+ Kc5 3.Sg7
Kd5 4.b6.

ii1) 9.Ke2? Kb2 10.Kd2 Kbl
11.Sgl Kb2 12.Se2 Kbl
draw.

“Taking its theme from a
fine game, this study shows
how Leko could have beaten
Kasparov, Chess Olympiad
Bled 2002. The game position
e2e6 0031.22 g5g6. a2c6a3f4
4/4 WTM, was won after
53.8f8+! Kd6 54.c7 Kxc7
55.Se6+. But the game ended
in a draw after 53.Se5?7”

/56 No 14654 E.Markov
4th commendation
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No 14654 Evgeny Markov
(Russia). 1.Se2 b2 2.Rc4+
Ka3 3.Rc3+/i Kb4 4.Rcé+
Ka5 5.Rad4+ (Rc5+?; Kbb6)
Kxa4 6.Sc3+ Kb3 7.Sbl Ka2
8.5c3+ Kb3 9.Sbl Kec2
10.Sa3+ Kb3 11.Sb1 draw.

1) 3.Ra4+? Kb3 4.Kc5 Kxa4
5.Sc3+ Kb3 6.Sb1 €3 wins.

“An elegant miniature with
two fine differentiated rook
sacrifices.”

/571 No 14655 J.Pospisil
5th commendation
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No 14655 Jaroslav Pospisil
(Czech Republic). 1.Ke7 Ke5
2.c4/1 Bxc4 3.Kd8 Kd6 4.Kc8
Bc7 5.Kb7 Bd5 6.a7 Bxco+
7Kc8 Bb6 8.Kb8 Bce7+
9.Kc8 Bd5 10.a8Q Bxa8
stalemate.
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i) 2.Kd8? Kd6 3.Kc8 Bc7
4 Kb7 Bf3 5.a7 Bxc6+ 6.Kc8
Ba8; 2.Kd7? Bg4+ 3.Ke7
Ba7.

“A very well worked-out
idea of Havel (1930).”

M.Havel, Ceskoslovenky
Sach xi/1930; h5f7 0060.41
ale8.f6g7h4h6c3 5/4 Draw:
1.h7 Kxf6+ 2.Kh6 c2 3.g8Q
clQ+ 4.Qg5+ Qxgs5+
5.hxg5+, and Kf5 6.g6 Bxgb
7.h8Q Bxh8 stalemate, or Kf7
6.g6+ Kf8 7.h8Q+ Bxh8
8.Kh7 Bal 9.g7+ Bxg7 stale-
mate.

/58 No 14656 J.Polasek
6th commendation
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No 14656 Jaroslav Polasek
(Czech Republic). 1.Re3,
and:

—Bxd3 2.Re5 Ral 3.Rd5/4
Be4/ii 4.Kb2 Ra4 5.Kb3 Ral
6.Kb2 Ra4 7.Kb3 Rb4+
8.Ka3 Bxd5 stalemate, or:

—Bh5 2.Re5 Bf7+ 3.Kb2
Rd2+ 4.Kbl Ra2 5.Re8+ Kb7
6.Re7 draws.

1) The rook moves to the d-
file with tempo. Bad is
3. Kb2? Ra4 4.Kb3 (Rd57;
Bc4) Rb4+ and Bb5 winning.
ii) Bfl (Ba6) 4.Kb2 Ra4
5.Kb3 Rb4+ 6.Kc3 Rcd+
7.Kb3 Rb4+ 8.Kc3 BbS
9.Rd4, which is the point of
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the 3.Rd5 defence, or here
a4+ 8. Ka3 Kb7 9.Ra5.

“White shows by fine play in
two lines that the black ad-
vantage is only fiction.”

/591 No 14657 S.Kasparyan
7th commendation
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No 14657 Sergei Kasparyan
(Armenia). 1.Bf6 Qhl 2.Se2
Qh2 3.Sf4+/i Kgd/ii 4.Se6+

Kf3 5.Sg5+ Kf2 6.Bd4+ Kfl
7. Rel+ Kxel 8.Sf3+ wins.

1) 3.Rc4? Qf2 4.Sf4+ Kh6
5.Se6 Qa7+ 6.Be7 Qf2+
7.Rf4 Qxf4+ 8.Sxf4 stale-
mate.

i1) Kh6 4.Re3 Qg3 5.Bg5+
Qxg5 6.Rh3+ Qh5+ 7.Rxh5
mate.

“Thanks to a pawn Black
can save himself by a stale-
mate in the try, but the same
pawn kills him in the solu-
tion.”

No 14658 A.Skripnik &
Evgeny Fomichev (Russia)
1.Bb4+ c¢5 2.Bxc5+ Kxc5
3.Se4+ Kxb5 4.Sd4+ Ka5s
5.8d6 ZZ h6 6.h3/i h5 7.h4
ZZ, and R- 8.Sb7 mate, or Sb-
8.Sxc4 mate, or Se- 8.Sc6
mate, or ¢3 8.Sb3 mate.

HLINKA-50JT (2004)

/60 No 14658 A.Skripnik
& E.Fomichev
special commendation
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a3d6 0458.15 7/10 Win
i) 6.h42 h5 7Z.

“After starting sacrifices and
5.8d6! we face four problem
mates. The theme is better
suited for a problem.”
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Yamalo-Nenets autonomous region (“okrug”) 60AT (1990)

This formal tourney was
judged by An.GKuznetsov
(Moscow). The award was

published in Krasny sever
12x11992.

/617 No 14659 S.N.Tkachenko
Ist prize
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No 14659 Sergei N.Tkac-
henko (Odessa). 1.c7? Rg8
2.Bf3 Rc8 3.b6 Sg8 4.Sc5
axb6 5.Bxb7+ Ka7 6.Bxc8
bxcS and 7...Se7. 1.Bf3 Rxf3
2.c7 Rf2+ 3.Kxb3 Rf3+ 4.Kc4
Rf4+ 5Kd5 Rd4+ 6.Kxd4
(Ke5? bo+;) Sf5+ 7.KeS/i Se7
8.Sb6+ axb6 9.Kd6/ii Sc8+
10.Kd5/i  Se7+/iv 11.KeS
Ka7/v 12.Kd6 Sc8+ 13.Kd7
wins, as a7 where bK stands is
where he would like to plonk
his knight.

1) 7.Ke4? Sd6+ and 8...Sc8
and 9...b6.

i1) Otherwise Black plays f6;
and has constructed a fortress.

i) 10.Kd7? Sa7 11.Kd6
(else f7-15;) Sc8+.

iv) f5 11.Ke5 Se7 12.Keb6
Sc8 13.Kxf5 wins.

v) f6+ 12 Ke6 (Kxf6?
Sd5+;), or Sc8 12.Kf6 Sdo6
13.Ke7 and fP will disappear.

“The composer: wK has a
hard row to hoe, all the way
from b2-b3-c4-d5-d4-e5-do6-
d7, during which Black has
achieved just a solitary move
— and wishes he hadn’t! An
effective introductory inspira-
tion merges imperceptibly in-
to zugzwang nuances — some
plot!”

/621 No 14660 Yu.Roslov
2nd prize
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No 14660 Yuri Roslov (St
Petersburg). 1.Se4 h3 2.e7
c6+ 3.Kd6 h2 4.e8Q hlQ
5.8d2+ (Sg3+? Kg2;) Kgl/i
6.Qg6+ Kh2 (Qg2;Sxf3+)
7.Qh5+ Kgl 8.Qgd+ Qg2/ii
9.Sxf3+ Kf1 10.Qc4 mate/iii.
i) Had White played
3.Ke5(Ke6)? then 5..Kg2
would now be an option.

i) Kh2 9.Sxf3+ Qxf3
10.Qxf3 Kgl 11.Qg3+ wins.
i) Had White chosen
3.Kc4? Kxd4, and the block-
ing of c4 works against
White.

“A real puzzle in the best
classical tradition.”

/631 No 14661 A .Pankratov
3rd prize
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No 14661 A .Pankratov
(Moscow). 1.e4 (Rd1? Scl;)
blQ 2.Se2 Qxe4 (Sd4/Scs;
Rd5+) 3.Re6+ Kf5 (Kd5;
Sc3+) 4.Sg3+ Kf4 5.Rxed+
(Sxe4? Sd4;) Kxg3 6.Re3+
and 7.Rxb3 wins.

“Not easily forgotten! What
a shame that bS is so static in
the main line.”

(64 No 14662 V.Dolgov
special prize
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I: diagram

1I: remove wBc3, add wSc3
No 14662 Vasily Dolgov
(Dmitrievskaya,  Krasnodar
province).

I: 1.Rh1 Sg2+/i 2.Kf2 Sf4
3.Bd2 Sd3+ 4.Ke3 Bg6 5.Rgl
Se5 6.Bc3 Sc4+ 7.Kd4 Bf7
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8.Rg7/ii Sd6 9.Kc5 Sed+
10.Kb4 Sd6 11.Be5 wins.

1) Sf5+ 2.Kf4 Bg6 3.Kg5
Se7 4.Bf6 Be4 5.Rel.

ii) 8.Rf1? Sd6 9.Bb4 Sb5+
10.Kc5 BhS.

II: 1.Rh1 Sg2+/i 2. Kf2 St4
3.Rh4 Sd3+ 4.Ke3 Bg6 5.Rg4
Se5 6.Rg5 Sc5+ 7.Kd4 Bf7
8.Rg7/ii Sd6 9.Kc5 Kc7
10.Sb5+ wins.

1) S5+ 2.Kf4 Sg7 3.Kg5 and
4.Kf6 Se8+ (B-;Rh7) 5.Ke7
Bg6 6.Rh6.

ii) 8.Rf5? Sd6 9.Rf6 Kc7
10.Se4 Sb5+ 11.Kc5 Be8.

“Systematic manoeuvres of
this kind have been shown
before by several composers,
but presentation in ‘twin’
(and miniature) form is a
first.” AJR: the online 6-man
Ken Thompson database
scythes a swathe through any
claim of uniqueness of the au-
thor’s two solutions repro-
duced above — but that is
today, not ten years ago.

/651 No 14663 B.Sidorov
& V.Shanshin
1st honourable mention
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No 14663 Boris Sidorov
(Apsheronsk region) & Valeri
Shanshin (Kyrgyzstan).
1.Rh5 Sg3 2.Rb5+ Ka4
3.Rxb7 a2 4.Sb5 Bc5+ 5.Kd3

YAMALO-NENETS OKRUG-60AT (1990)

alQ 6.Sc3+ Ka5 7.Rbl Qa3
8.Rb3 Qxb3 stalemate.
but 1.Rh5! is special.”
/66] No 14664 V.Shkril
5 /@/
.. Kk
>
s /@/
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BN\
g4g8 4301.22 5/5 Win
(Belgorod). 1.Qa8+ Qf8
2.Qa2+ Kh8 3.Sf7+ Kg8&
6.5f7+ Qxf7 7.gxf7 Rc4+
8.Kg5/i Rf4/it 9.Kxf4 g5+
12.Kf6 wins.
1) 8.Kf3? Re3+ 9.Ke4 Rxc2.
10.Qf5+.

“A juicy synthesis!” Hew
/671 No 14665
N.Grechishnikov
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c4b6 4010.02 3/4 Win
No 14665 Nikolai Grechish-

“We’ve seen similar before,
2nd honourable mention
A T A
w7 //
5
057, 7 7
No 14664 Vladimir Shkril
4.Sh6+ Kh8 5.Qg8+ Qxg8
10.Kxg5 Kg7 11.8Q+ Kxf8
11) Rxc2 9.8Q+ and
Dundas: of what?!
3rd honourable mention
“ 7 Uy
Y
B n N
nikov (Novosibirsk). 1.Qbl+

Ka7 2.Bc5+ Ka8 3.Qh1+ Qb7
4.Qh8+ Qb8 5.Qg7 a4
6.Qg2+ Qb7 7.Qg8+ Qb8
8.Qd5+ Qb7 9.Qd8+ Qbs
10.Qa5+ Kb7 11.Qb6+ Kc8
12.Qe6+ Kb7 13.Kb5 Ka8+
14.Bb6, with:

- Qb7 15.Kc5 Kb8
16.Qxe5+ Ka8 17.Qe8+ Qbs
18.Qxad4+ Kb7 19.Qc6+ Kab
20.Bc7+, or

—e4 15.Qxe4+ Qb7
16.Qxad4+ Kb8 17.Qf4+ Ka8
18.Qf8+ Qb8 19.Qa3+ Kb7
20.Qab6 mate.

“In classic style.”

/68 No 14666 A .Khlebin
4th honourable mention
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No 14666 A.Khlebin. 1.a6
Bd5 2.a7 Rxb7 3.a8Q Rf7+
4.Bxf7 Bxa8 5.Bg6+ Kcl
6.Be4 Bd5 7.Bxd5 exd5
8.Ke5 Kd2 9.Kd4 wins.

“Lively, well knotted.”

No 14667 Viktor Kalyagin
(Sverdlovsk) &  Leopold
Mitrofanov (St Petersburg).
1.a8Q+ Kxa8 2.Kb6 Rh2
3.Rxh2 Bf2+ 4.Rxf2 blQ
5.Rg2 Qh7 6.Kc7 Qbl 7.Kb6
Qh7, drawing — almost as if
wK dominates bQ from a dis-
tance.... well, he pulls the
strings.
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/691 No 14667 V.Kalyagin
& L.Mitrofanov
5th honourable mention
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/70 No 14668 V.Shkril
special honourable mention
(malyutka)
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No 14668 Vladimir Shkril
(Belgorod). 1.d4 b5 2.d5 b4
3.Kg8 Kxh6 4.d6 b3 5.d7 b2

6.d8Q blQ 7.Qhd4+ Kgb

8.Qh7+ and 9.Qxb1 wins.

/711 No 14669 P.Arestov
commendation
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No 14669 Pavel Arestov
(Moscow region). 1.bSd5+
Kd8 2.f7 Bb4 3.Sxb4 Rdo6+
4.Se6 Rxe6+ 5.Kg7 Re8
6.Sd5 Kd7 7.5f6+ wins.

/721 No 14670 V.Kondratev
commendation
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a5e5 0062.10 4/3 Win

No 14670 V.Kondratev.
1.Sd3+ Kd4 2.Sxdl Bd2+
3.Sb4 Kc4 4. Ka4 Bxb4 5.b3+
Kc5 6.Sf2, winning by domi-
nation.

/731 No 14671 L.Orlov
commendation
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e7h8 0011.22 5/3 Win

No 14671 L.Orlov. 1.Kf8
Kh7 2.Bf5+ Kh6 3.g4 Kg5
4.Se6+ Kf6 5.5d4 elQ 6.g5+
Kxg5 7.Sf3+ and 8.Sxel,
winning.
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/741 No 14672 B.Sidorov
commendation
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h8d3 3103.20 4/3 Draw

No 14672 Boris Sidorov
(Apsheronsk). 1.g7  Qf7
2.Kh7 Ke4 3.Rfl Ke5 4.Rel+
Kf5 5.Rfl1+ Kg5 6.Rgl+ Kh5
7.Rh1+ Kg5 8.Rgl+ Kf4
9.Rfl+ Kg3 10.RfS Se7
11.Rg5+ Kf4 12.fxe7 Kxg5
13.e8Q draw.

(751 No 14673 A.Stavrietsky
commendation
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No 14673 Aleksandr Stavri-
etsky (Tambov). 1..Sg2
2.Bxg2 Bd5 3.Bh3 Be6 4.Bg4
Bxg4 5Kxg4 Kxh6 6.g8R
wins.
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No 14674 Nikolai Bantish
(Belarus). 1.Kd3/i Be5 2.Ke4
Bc3 3.Kd5 Sb4+ 4. Kc4 Bel
5.Sf6+ Kd8 6.Kb5 Be3 7.Se4
Bel 8Rh2 Sd5 9.Rh3 Sf4
10.Rh1 Sd3 11.Kc4, and:
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/761 No 14674 N.Bantish
special commendation
for an analytical study

.., =8
a7 77 7

e2e8 0134.00 3/3 Win

YAMALO-NENETS OKRUG-60AT (1990)

—Se5+ 12.Kd5 Sd3 13.Kd4
Sb4 14.Kc4 Sc2 15.Kd3 Sb4+
16.Ke2 Sc2 17.Kdl, or

—Sb2+ 12.Kb3 Sd3 13.Kc2
Sb4+ 14.Kdl Sd3 15.Ke2
wins.

“Subtle, yes — exciting, no.”
Hew Dundas wants to know
the Russian equivalent of
“watching paint dry”.

1) *C* (Ken Thompson site)
demolishes: 1.Ke3, 1.Kf{3,
1.Rb7, are all valid winning

alternatives, but quickest of
all is 1.Sf4. AJR

H llepxoros
Pauli Perkonoja (Finland)
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Yamalo-Nenets autonomous region (“okrug”) 70AT (2000)

This tourney was an-
nounced as formal all-Rus-
sian, but turned into formal
international — at any rate in
the FSU sense! The award

was published on 28xii2000
in Krasny Sever.

A.P.Maksimovskikh acted as
judge. 55 entries, but not only
from Russia but Ukraine, Ar-
menia and Belarus. The judge
regretted not having more
than the nine honours to dis-
pose of.

AJR: Announced as a na-
tional (“All-Russian) tour-
ney it attracted entries from
adjacent countries and so be-
came international. No entries
were rejected by reason of
country of origin.

;771 No 14675 V.Kozirev
Ist prize
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a6bal 4043.23 5/7 Draw

No 14675 Vasily Kozirev
(Morozovsk, Rostov region).
1.Qxh1+? Kb2 2.Bxb4 Qc8+
3. Ka5 Qc7+ 4.Kxb5 Qb8+
5Kxc4 Qxb4d+ 6.Kd3 Qc3+
7Ke2 Qe3+ 8.Kfl Qel+
9.Kg2 Qed4+ 10.Kfl (Kh2)
Be3+ 11.Kh2 Qxh4+ 12.Kg2

Qg4+ 13.Kf1 Kcl 14.c3 Bces,
but now it’s WTM in a posi-
tion of reciprocal zugzwang:
15.c4 Kd1 16.Qd5+ Bc5, and
Black wins. [1.Bxb4 Bxb4/i
2.Qxh1+ Kb2 3.Kxb5 Qa5+
4 Kxc4 Qc5+ 5Kd3 Qc3+
6.Ke2 Qd2+ 7.Kfl Qel+
8.Kg2 Qed+ 9.Kgl/ii Be5+
10.Kh2 Qxh4+ 11.Kg2 Qg4+
12.Kfl Kel 13.c3/iii Be3
14.Qc6/iv Ba7 15.Qh6+ Kdl
16.Qd6+ Kc2 17.Qh2+ Kdl
18.Qd6+ draw.

1) Sg3 2.Kxb5 c3 3.Qa7+
Kb2 4.Qa3+ Kxc2 5.Qa2+
Kd3 6.Qc4+ Kc2 7.Qa2+ Kdl
8.Qal+ and 9.Bxc3 draw.

ii) 9.Kh2? Qxh6+ — cf. the
try.

ii1) The recizug is here.
Black has to weaken his posi-
tion.

iv) 14.Qa8? Qgl+ 15.Ke2
Ba7 16.Kd3 Qfl+ 17.Ke4
Qhl1+. Also not 14.Qd5? Bb6
15.Qhl Bc5, when White is
in the zugzwang toils.

“The composer shows off
his favourite force with play
centring on reciprocal
zugzwang. The main thing to
admire here is the accuracy of
moves 1 and 2. This is the
composer’s latest imagina-
tive tour de force with play
across all of the chessboard.”

No 14676 Yuri Zemlyansky
(Gavrilov posad, Ivanovsk re-
gion). 1.c6/i Kc5/ii 2.b4+
Kxc6/iii 3.Kb8 Rb5+ 4.axb5

Kb6 5.Bd3/iv Re8+ 6.c8S+
wins.

(781 No 14676 Yu.Zemlyansky
2nd prize
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1) 1.Bf7+? Kb4 2.c6 Kxa4
3.Kb7 Rb5+ draws.

i1) Re7 2.Kd8 Rg7 3.c8Q
Rg8+ 4.Kc7. Or Re5 2.Bf7+
Kb4 3.Kb7 Re7 4.Kb6 Rxc7
5.Kxc7 Kxa4 6.Kd7 wins.

ii1) Kd6 3.Kb8 Rb3 4.c8Q
Rxb4+ 5.Qb7 Rxb7+ 6.cxb7
Kd7 7.Ka7 Ra5+ 8 Kb6 Rxa4
9.Be8+ wins.

iv) 5.c8Q? Re8 6.Bd3 Rf8
7.Bc4 Re8, and the outcome
will be either stalemate or
perpetual check.

“....play on both sides of the
board in a ‘sprint’ solution
study.”

No 14677 Gennadi Polin
(Saratov). 1.Kb6 Sd7+ 2.Kb7
Kg6/i 3.Bc3/ii Sb5 4.Bb4/iii
Sd4 5.Kc8 Sc6 6.Bd6 Sbo+
7.Ka7 Bxd6 8.Kxc6, when
White will pocket yet anoth-
er piece.
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/79 No 14677 G.Polin
3rd prize
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Sd6+ 5.Kc6 draw.

i1) 3.Bd4? Sb5 4.Bal Sd6+
5.Kc6 St6 6.Be5 Sed(fSe8),
and Black wins.

111) 4.Bb2? Sd6+ 5.Kc6 Sc4.
4.Bh8? Sd6+ 5.Kc6 Sf7 wins.

“A real picture! Black has
three minors against the for-
lorn wK — but it’s only for a
moment: 8.Kxc6 and one of
the others will go.”

AJR: pawnless studies,
though rarely in the top flight,
are very much to my taste
when stitched together with
neat by-play and moves such
as 6.Bd6!

/807 No 14678 S.N.Tkachenko
1st honourable mention
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YAMALO-NENETS-70AT (2000)

No 14678 Sergei N.Tka-
chenko  (Odessa). 1.Se2
clQ+/i 2.Sxcl Sc2+ 3.Kb3
Sc5+ 4.Kc3/ii Sxd7 5.Kxc2
c5 6.5d2 c4 7.Sxc4 Sc5 8.Sd2
(or Sa5) S- 9.dSb3 mate.

i) Sc5 2.Scl Sxd7 3.Sb3+
Kbl 4.Sd2 mate.

i1) 4. Kxc2? Sxd7 5.Sd2 Sc5,
and White finds himself with-
out a waiting move.

“Theme: non-capture in con-
junction  with  reciprocal
zugzwang.”

/8171 No 14679 G.Amirian
2nd honourable mention
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No 14679 Gamlet Amirian

(Erevan). 1.Bf6 Bed/i 2.g7
Bg6+ 3.Ke7/ii Bh7 4.Bg2,
with:

—Bg8 5.Kf8 Be6 6.Bh3
Bxh3 7.g8Q wins, or
—Kc6 5Kf8 Kd6 6.Bed
Bxe4 7.g8Q.

1) Rc5 2.g7 Rc8+ 3.BdS8
Bc6+ 4.Ke7 BdS 5.Bg2, an-
other sacrifice of wB.

i1) 3.Kf8? Rc5 4.Bh3 Bh7
draw.

“3 sacs of wB with vis-a-vis
effect.”

/821 No 14680 D.Korovyansky
3rd honourable mention
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No 14680 Dmitri Korovyan-
sky (Belgorod). 1.Rxd3/i b3+
2.Ka6 bxc2 3.Rb3+ Sbé6
4 Rxb6+, with:

—Kc8 5Ka7 Bf2 6.Ka8
Bxb6 stalemate, or

—Ka8 5.Rc6 dxc6 6.d7 Bh4
7.d8Q+ BxdS8 stalemate.

i) 1.Rd1? b3+ 2.Ka6 bxc2
3.Rxel Sc7+ 4.Kb6 Seb6
5.Rh1 Sd8 wins.

“Off the beaten track intro to
two familiar stalemates.”

/837 No 14681 1.Bondar
& G.Nekhaev
1st commendation
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I: diagram
II: remove wRg6, add wRh3
No 14681 Ivan Bondar (Be-

larus) & Gennadi Nekhaev
(Kursk).
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I: 1.d8Q+? Kxd8 2.Rh8+
Ke7 3.Rh7+ Kf8 4.hRg7
dl1Q+, and Black wins.
I.Rc6+ Kb7 2.d8S+ Kb8
3.Rb6+ Ka7 4.Kc5 (Kc6?
Rxhl;) Rcl+ 5.Kb5 Rbl+
6.Kc5 Rxb6 7.Sc6+ Kab
8.Sb4+ Ka5 9.Sxa2 draw.

II: 1.d8Q Kxd8 2.Rh&8+ Ke7

3.R8h7+ Kf6 4.R7h6+ Kg5
5.R6h5+ Kf4 6.R5h4+ Ke3
7.R4h3+ Ke2 8.R1h2+ Kdl
9.Ra3 Kcl 10.Rxd2 Kxd2
11.Rxa2+ Ke3 12.Ke5 f4
13.Ra3+ and 14.Kxf4 draw.

“Despite bK’s heroic march
to support his pawn, wRR are
inebranlables.”

[AJR: the Krasny Sever
award does not explicitly
state that these are twins, but
both above lines are sup-

plied.]

No 14682 Aleksandr Biryu-
kov & Evgeny Markov (Sara-
tov). 1.Bg7? Ke6 2.h7 a2
3.h8Q alQ+ 4.Kg2 Qc2+
5Kg3 Qd3+ 6.Kh4 Qed+

7.Kh5 Qf5+ 8Kh6 Qh3+
9.Kg6 Qf5+, and Black has
perpetual check. 1.f7 Ke6
2.Ke2/i Kxf7 3.h7 b2 4.h8Q
blQ 5.Qg7+ Ke6 6.Qe7+
Kd5 7.Qd6+ Kc4 8.Qc5+
Kb3 9.Qb4+ Kc2 10.Qed+
Kb2 11.Bg7+ Kcl 12.Qf4
(Qe3)+ winning.

/841 No 14682 A .Biryukov
& E.Markov
2nd commendation
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1) 2.Bg7? Kxf7 3.Ke2 Kgb6
4Kdl a5 5Kcl a4 6.Kb2
Kh7 draw.

“At the end we grasp why
2.Ke2! was the right move

43

and why the study deserves
its place.”

/857 No 14683 V1.Kondratev
3rd commendation
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No 14683 Vladimir Kon-
dratev  (Gavrilov  posad,
Ivanovsk region). 1.Be2+
Rg4 2.Rxg4 Se3+ 3.Kd4
Sxg4 4.f7 c¢5+ 5.Kd5 Rfl
6.Bxfl Bg8 7.Sf4+/i Kh4
8.5Sg2+ Kh3 9.Se3+ Kh4
10.Sf5+ Kh5 11.fxg8S wins.

1) 7.fxg8Q? Sfo+. 7.fxg8S?
Se3+.

“The clumsy intro blocked a
higher placing.”
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This formal international
tourney was organized to cel-
ebrate the 64th birthday of
Leonard Katsnelson (St Pe-
tersburg), born in 1936, who
acted as judge. Award in Za-
dachy i etyudy 22 of 3012001.

50 studies by 48 composers
from several countries were
entered. There were separate
sections for draws and wins

Section for draws

/86 No 14684 A.Sochnev

1st prize
ST NK
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No 14684 Aleksei Sochnev
(St Petersburg). White is
threatened with mate in 2.
1.Ral+ Kb5 2.Sa7+ Bxa7
3.Rbl+ Ka6 4.Ral+ Kbb6
5.Rbl+ Kc7 6.Rb7+ Sxb7
7.8Q Sd6/i 8.Qb8+/ii Kcb6
9.Qc8+ Kd5 10.Qg8+ Kc5
11.Qh7 Qg2+ 12.Kxa7 Qa2+
13.Kb8 Qb3+ 14.Kc7/ii
Qb6+ 15.Kd7 Qb7+ 16.Kd8
Qc8+ 17.Ke7 Qc7+ 18.K{8
Qxh7 stalemate. This is the
fifth  stalemate, counting
8...Bxb8& as the first, 9...Sxc8
as the second, 11...Qxh7 as
the third, and 16...Qxh7 as the
fourth.

Katsnelson-64JT (2000)

i) Sd8 8.Qc5+ Sc6 9.Qb6+
Kd7 10.Qc7+ and stalemate.

i1) 8.Qe7+? Kc6 9.Qxa7 Qhl
wins.

iii) 14.Ka8? Kc6 15.Qhl+
Kd7 16.Qh7+ Kc8 17.Qh8+
Kc7 18.Qh7+ Sf7 19.Qh2+
Kc8 wins.

“A splendid bouquet of the-
matic and additional stale-
mates is painted on a canvas
of interesting play and all
with great economy of force.”

/871 No 14685 A.Ornstein
2nd prize
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No 14685 Axel Ornstein
(Sweden). 1.Kb2 Sc6/1 2.dxc6
alQ+ 3.Kxal Kc2 4.c7 Rxc7
5.Ra8/i1 b3 6.Bc3 Rxc3 7.Rb8
Rc7 8.Rb7 Rc6 9.Rb6 Rc5
10.Rb5 Rc4 11.Rb4 Rh4
12.Rc4+ Rxc4 stalemate.

1) Rh2 2.Rxb4 Rxd2+ 3.Kal
Kc3 4.Rb8 Sf5 5.Rc8+ Kd3
6.d6 1s a draw.

ii) 5.Bc3? Rxc3 6.Ra8 Re3
wins.

“Harmonious play binds a
whole raft of struggle ele-
ments: sacrifices by both
sides; piece decoys; the con-
struction of a mating/stale-
mating net; not to mention a

systematic movement of wR/
bR which is topped off with
lurking stalemate.”

/881 No 14686 G.Amirian
3rd prize
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No 14686 Gamlet Amirian
(Armenia). 1.Rh5+/i Kb4
2.Rh4+ Kb3 3.Rh3 a2
4 Rxf3+ Kc2 5.Rf2+/ii Kb3
6.Rf3+ Kb4 7.Rf4+ Kas
8.Rf5+ Kb4 9.Rf4+ Ka3
10.Rf3+ Rxf3/iii  11.h8Q
Rfl+ 12.Kg2 alQ 13.Qh3+
Kb4 14.Qgd+/iv Ka5s
15.Qh5+ Kb4 16.Qgd+ with
perpetual check, or 13...Kb2
14.Qh8+ Kc2 15.Qh7+ Kd2
16.Qh6+, again with perpetu-
al check.

1) 1.Rh2? 2 2.Rxf2 Rxa8
wins.

i1) S5.Rxf8? alQ+ 6.Kh2
Qe5+ and picks up the pawn.

ii1) Otherwise there is a clear
perpetual check draw.

iv) 14.Qh4+? Kc5 15.Qg5+
Kc6 wins.

“A great systematic move-
ment by wR on the line of bR
1s the fulcrum here, embel-
lished when both sides sacri-
fice — and decline to capture.
Black side-steps all this and



KATSNELSON-64JT (2000)

even wins wR, but to escape
the attentions of wQ proves
eventually to be beyond him.”

/897 No 14687 V.Kondratev
4th prize
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No 14687 Vladimir Kon-
dratev  (Ivanovsk region).
1.Sc4+ Kb4 (Kb5; Sdé6+)
2.c3+ Kxc4 3.Ba6+ BbS
4.Bb7 Bc6 5.Ba6+ Bb5 6.Bb7
Qe5/4 7.Bd5+ Qxd5 8.Sxd5
Kxd5 9.c4+ Bxc4 (Kxc4; ho6)
10.Kc3 Ba2 11.Kb2 Bc4
12.Kc3/ii draw.

1) The first positional draw is
avoided...

i1) ... but the second takes its
place.

“Unforced synthesis of a
pair of positional draws with
different material. It is curi-
ous how both draws arise
from the sacrifice of a differ-
ent piece on the same
square.”
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No 14688 Sergei Zakharov
(St Petersburg). 1.b7 g3
2.b8Q Rb4/i 3.Qxb4 gxh2+
4Kf2/ii h1Q 5.Qb3(Qc3/
Qa3)+ Kg4 6.Qg3+ KI5
7.Qf3+ Qxf3+ 8.Kxf3 Keb6
draw, seeing that wP, though
not beyond the critical
“Troitzky” square, is blocked

by the king and not by a
knight.

/90 No 14688 S.Zakharov
special prize (for originality)
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1) gxh2+ 3.Khl Rb4 4.e6
Rxb8 stalemate!

1) 4. Kh1? Sf5 5.Qg4+ Kxg4
6.Kxh2 Se3 7.e6 Se7, win-
ning, despite the advanced lo-
cation of wP: 8.Khl Kh3
9Kgl Kg3 10.Khl Kf2
11.Kh2 Sg2 12.Khl Sf4
13.Kh2 Kf3 14.Khl Ke2
15.Kgl Kel 16.Khl Kfl
17.Kh2 Kf2 18.Kh1 Sf5 wins.

“The study stands on its own
feet, despite being based on
Troitzky. The moves are ef-
fective and the try is a subtle

2

one.

/917 No 14689 E.Kudelich
1st/2nd honourable mention

y %7//// %/ %

z&? / /4 0
5
y/ ) // %
n %, A
4 L 7, A

/////

U B U

d2£5 0037.12 3/6 Draw

N
S\

45

No 14689 Eduard Kudelich
(Tyumen region). 1.b7 Sfl+
2.Ke2 Bc4+ 3.Kdl Se3+
4Kd2 Sfl+ 5Kdl Bb3+
6.Ke2 (Sc2? Bxc2;) Scl+
7.Kxfl Bced4+ 8.Kgl Se2+
9.Khl Bd5+ 10.Sg2 Bxb7
stalemate with pin of wS.
“The lead-in really turns us
on, but the finale is not all
that original.”

/921 No 14690 S.Matveev
1st/2nd honourable mention
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No 14690 S.Matveev (St Pe-
tersburg). 1.Be3 Kxe3 2.Sg4+
Rxg4 3.h7 (Kxgd4? d2;) d2
4.h8Q d1Q 5.Qc3+ Kf2 (Kf4;
Qc4+) 6.Qb2+ Kfl 7.Qf6+/i
Kgl 8.Qc3/11, with:

—Re4 9.Qg3+ Kf1 10.Qg2+,
or

—R- 9.Qel+ Qxel stale-
mate, or

—Qe2 9.Qcl+ Kf2 10.Qc5+
Kf1 11.Qcl+ draw.

1) 7.Qb5+? Kg1 8.Qb6+ Rd4
wins.

1) A position of reciprocal
zugzwang. Black, with an ex-
tra rook, cannot avoid the
draw!!

“It is only by sacrificing
both pieces can White
achieve the *C* reci-zug the
right way round.”
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/931 No 14691 V.Kalyagin
commendation
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No 14691 Viktor Kalyagin
(Ekaterinburg). I...Re4+
(Rxg2; Bxe3) 2.Qxe4d+
Qxed4+ 3.g4/i Qe7+ 4.Bg5
Qh7+ 5.Kg3 Qc7 6.Kf3/ii
Qe5 7.Rc8+/iii Kd5 8.Rd8+
Kc4 (Kc6; Rh6+) 9.Rc8+
Kb4 10.Rb8+ Ka4 11.Ra8+
Kb4 12.Rb8+ Qxb8 13.Kxe2
Qb5+ 14.Kf3 Qxg5 15.Rh5
and 16.Rf5, a fortress dating
back to Guretzky-Cornitz in
1864.

1) 3.Bf4? Qh7+ 4.Kg4 Qg6+
5Kf3 Qed4+ 6.Kgd Qeb+
7.Kf3 Ra2 wins.

i1) There is a try here:
6.Kh4? Rh2 7.Rh8 (Rxh2,
Qxh2 mate) Qe5 8.Rh5 Qel
mate.

111) The threat was 7...Qe4+
8.Kg3 Rg2+ 9.Kh4 Qg4 mate.

“The play does not lack in-
terest, but the intro needs at-
tention.”

No 14692 Sergei Kasparyan
(Armenia). 1.e8Q?  Sf6+
2.Kxh8 Sxe8 3.g8Q Bxg8
4 Kxg8 Sf6+ 5.Kf7 SdS5. So:
1.gxh8Q Sf6+ 2.Kf8 Sd7+
3. Ke8 Kc8 4.Qe5 Sxed
5.dxe5 Sg7+ (Sh4;e6) 6.Kf8
Se6+ 7.Kf7 Sc7+ 8.Kf8 Kd7

9.e8Q+ Sxe8 10.e6 Bxeb6
stalemate.

194 No 14692 S.Kasparyan
commendation
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“White’s accurate defence
leads up to a pure stalemate.
Despite this the first move
grates.”

Section for wins

“Unlike the first section,
here no one study stood out
from the rest.”

/957 No 14693 N.Kralin
1st/4th prize
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No 14693 Nikolai Kralin
(Moscow). 1.Se3? h3 2.g5
h2+ 3. Kxh2 glQ+ 4.Kxgl
Bxf3 5.g6 Be4 draw. 7.Sg3
hxg3 2.g5 e4 3.fxe4 e5 4.g6
Ka8 5.g7 Ka7 6.g8B/i Kb8
7.Be6 Kc7 8.Bh3 Kd6 9.Bxg2
Bxg2 10.Kxg2 Ke6 11.Kxg3
Kf6 12.Kh4 Kg6 13.Kg4 Kf6

\
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14 Kh5 Kf7 15Kg5 Kg7
16.Kf5 Kf7 17.Kxe5 Ke7
18.Kd5 Kd7 19.e5 Kc7 20.e6
Kc8 21.Kd6 Kd8 22.e7+ Ke8
23.Kc7 wins.

1) 6.g85? Kb8 7.Se7 Kc7
8.8d5+ Kd7/ii 9.Sb6 Kd6
(Kd8) 10.Bc4 Kc7, reci-zug
against White, so a draw.

i) 8..Kc8? 9.Se3 and
10.Sxg2, while if 8...Kd6?
9.5xb6 Kc7 10.Scd4zz Kd7
11.Sxe5+ Kd6 12.Sc4+ Keb6
13.b6 wins.

“Subtle and deep. One of the
two underpromotions is hid-
den in a try which is a study
within a study.”

196 No 14694 A Manvelian
1st/4th prize
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No 14694 Aleksandr Man-
velian (Armenia). 1.Ra3 Rf7+
2.Kd6 Rxf8 3.Rxa4 Rh8/i
4.Bxg6/ii Rh6 5.g5+ Kxg5
6.Rg4+ Kf6 7.h4 Rxg6 8.Rf4
mate.

1) Kg5 4.Ke7 Rh8 5.Kf7
Rxh7 6.Ra5+ Kf4 7.g5 wins.

il) 4.g5+7? Kxg5 5.Rgd+ Kf6
6.Rxg6+ Kf7 draw.

“Sparingly and insidiously
the i1deal mating picture is put
together in mid-board. Aside
from bPg7 every man takes
up his due place in the course
of the play.”
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/971 No 14695 V.Razumenko
1st/4th prize
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No 14695 Viktor Razu-
menko (St Petersburg).
1.Bb5+? Kf8 2.Rb8+ Kg7
3.Rb7+ Kh8 (Kh6) does not
allow wB to reach the a2-g8
diagonal with gain of time,
which turns out to be the cru-
cial manoeuvre here. /.RbS+
Kf7 2.Rb7+ Kg8 3.Bc4+ Kh8
4 Rxh7+ Kxh7 5.Ke3, with:

—Kh6 6.Kf3 Kg5 7.Be2/i
Kh4 8.Bdl1/ii Sg3 9.Kf4 Sfl
10.g5 — the shortest route —
Se3 11.Bf3/iii Sg4 12.g6
(Kf5? Se5;) Sh6 13.g7 Sg8
14 Kf5 Se7+ 15.Ke6 (Kf6)
Sg8 16.Kf7 Sh6+ 17.Kgb Sg8
18.Bd5 Se7+ 19.Kf6 (Kf7?
Sf5;) Sxd5+ 20.Kf7 wins, or

—Sg3 6.Kf4 Sh5+ 7.Kg5
Sg7/iv 8.Bf7/v. Kh8 9.Kf6
(Kf4) (Kh6/Kg6?) Kh7 10.g5
Kh8 11.Ke5 Kh7 12.Ke4 Kh8
13.Kf4 Kh7 14.Kg4 Kh8
15.g6 wins.

i) 7.Be6? Kh4 8.Kf4 Sf2
9.g5 Se4.

i1) 8.Kf4? Sf2 9.g5 Sh3+.
ii1) 11.g6? Sd5+ 12.Ke5 Kg5
13.g7 Se7 draw.

iv) Sg3 8.Bd3+ Kg7 9.Kh4
Sh1 10.g5 Sf2 11.Bc2, trap-
ping bS.

v) This is the reci-zug on
which the a2-g8 feature al-
ready mentioned rests.

“A two-variation domination
study with a logical compo-
nent in the introduction. Both
variations — one of which is
‘after Zakhodyakin’ — slot to-
gether harmoniously.”

198 No 14696 Yu.Roslov
1st/4th prize
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No 14696 Yuri Roslov (St
Petersburg). 1.Be5+/1 Kgl
2.Bd4+/ii, with:

—Kg2 3.Bxc3 Rg5+ 4.Ka4
Rg4+ 5.Ka3 alQ+ 6.Bxal
Rg3+ 7.Ka2, and bK is in the
way of bR, so that there is no
perpetual check, or

—Kfl 3.Bxc3 Rg5+ 4.Ka4
Rg4+ 5.Ka3 alQ+ 6.Bxal
Rg3+/iii 7.Ka4 Rgd+ 8.Ka5
Rg5+ 9.Ka6 Rg6+ 10.Bf6
Rxfo+ 11.Ka5 Rf5+ 12.Ka4
Rf4+ 13.Ka3 Rf3+ 14.Ka2
Rf2+ 15.Kal, whereupon we
wake up to the fact that bK
again prevents perpetual
check, this time because he
occupies f1.

1) 1.Bxc3? alQ+ 2.Bxal
Rg5+, and there’s perpetual
check.

i1) Again not 2.Bxc3? be-
cause of perpetual check.
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i11) Now it is wK’s turn to
impede a piece (wWB) of his
own side, so resort must be
made to a more elaborate
ploy.

“With a simple and pendu-
lum-like systematic manoeu-
vre wK wins his duel against
bR in two variations. It comes
as a surprise that this study
took only ninth place in the
Russian team championship,
thereby missing out on the St
Petersburg set. There may be
some artificiality in the set-
ting, but the complex and en-
tertaining play amply makes
up for any such defect.”

/997 No 14697 D.Pikhurov

& A.Chernenko
Sth prize
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No 14697 Dmitri Pikhurov
& A.Chernenko (Stavropol).
1.d7 Rd2/i 2.Be5+ Kc2
3.Bxh8 Kd3 4.Bf6/ii Ke4
5.Bxe7 Kf5 6.Bd6 Rdé6/iii
7.7 Rxd7 8.e8Q wins.

1) Red4+ 2.Ka5 Rd4 3.Be5
wins.

i1) 4.d8Q? Kc4 5.Qxd2 stale-
mate

iii) Ra2+ 7.Kb3 Ra8 8.e7
wins.

&Q(Dgx&x

N\
N

N\
\

“A gem of a study with its
two B-sacrifices and paradox-
ical black counterplay.”
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(100 No 14698 V.Ryabtsev
1st honourable mention
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No 14698  V.Ryabtsev

(Ukraine). 1.f7, with:

—Sa2 2.Bf3+ Ke5 3.Sg6+
Ke6 4.Bd5+ Kd7 (Kxds;
Se7+) 5.Kxa2 Bb4 6.Bxg2
Ke6 7.08Q Bxf8 8.Sxf8+
wins, or

—Sd3 2.Bf5+ Kd5 3.Bxd3
Bg3/i 4.Bed+ Ke6 5.£8Q/ii
Bd6+ 6.Qxd6+ Kd6 7.Bxg2
wins.

1) Bf2 4.Bed4+ Kc4 5.8Q
BceS+ 6.Qxce5+ Kxe5 7.Bxg2
wins.

i) 5.Bxg2? Bd6+ 6.Ka4 Kf6
draw.

“Conjunction of wB sacri-
fice in two variations, with
similar support play.”

/101 No 14699 Gh.Umnov
2nd honourable mention
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No 14699 Gherman Umnov
(Moscow  region). 1.Bf8
Bd3+ 2.Rxd3 blS 3.Re3/i,
with:

— g5 4Re2 Bf4 5.Rb2 Sc3
6.Rb4+ Ka3 7.Rxf4+ wins, or

— Bc7/ii 4.Re4+ Kb3 5.Rb4+
Ka2 6.Bg7 Sa3 7.Rb2+ Kal
8.Rb7 (Rc2)+ wins.

1) “bB must be stopped from
controlling b2 from e5.”

i1) Bb8 4.Re4+ Kb3 5.Rb4+
wins.

“Win of bB in two varia-
tions, each by a precise move
of wR.”

[102] No 14700 A.Selivanov
3rd honourable mention
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No 14701 Andrei Selivanov
Kxd4
2.Sxd5 Kxd5 3.Sd2 a3 4.Sb3
c4 5.Sal Kd4. 1.5e3+ Kxd4
2.Sxd5 a3/i 3.aSc7 a2 4.Sb5+
Kc4/ii 5Ked alQ (Kxbs;

(Moscow). 1.Sb6+?

Sc3+) 6.Sd6 mate.

1) Kxd5 3.Sb6+ Kd4 4.Sxa4

Kc4 5.Ke5 wins.

i1) Kxd5 5.Sc3+ Kd4 6.Sxa2

wins.

“A pure midboard mate by

two knights.”

KATSNELSON-64JT (2000)

/1031 No 14701 V.Kalyagin
& 1 L.Mitrofanov
4th honourable mention
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No 14701 Viktor Kalyagin
(Ekaterinburg) & { Leopold
Mitrofanov (St Petersburg).
1.Ral+/i Sad4+ (Kb5;h8Q)
2.Rxad+ Kxa4 3.h8Q/ii Qa3+
4Kc4 Qxf3 5.Qal+ Qa3
6.Qbl (QdI+? Ka5;) c6
7.Qd1+ Ka5 8.Qd8+ Kab6
9.Qa8 Kb6 10.Qxa3 wins.

i) 1.h8Q? Qc5+. 1.Rf5+?
Ka6 2.Ral+ Kb7 3.h8Q Qe3+
4.Kb2 Qd2+ draw.

i) 3.Rf4+? Ka3 4.h8Q
Qe3+.

“White plans and brings
about the Herlin avoidance
manoeuvre, an import from
problemdom.”

[104] No 14702 E.Zimmer
commendation

// // o

h3h8 0040.22 4/4 Win



KATSNELSON-64JT (2000) 49

No 14702 Eligiusz Zimmer 1) 2.5d2? b1Q 3.Sxbl Kxbl, “Lively and witty, but
(Poland). 1.Kh4 b3 2.Kg5 and with bKbl Black will be = marred by the presence of
Kg7 3.h8Q+ (Bc4? Bc2;)  safe. spectator-pieces.”

Kxh8 4.Kf6 Bh5/i 5.g7+ Kg8 ii) Sh3 5.Bxg6 Sg5 6.Bf5

6.Bc4 Bgd  (Bf7;Bxb3)  wins. /1077 No 14705 B.Sidorov

: commendation
7.Bxb3 wins,” Bh3 8Bl iy ge3 6.9d3+ Kb3 7.Bf7+. s
(Ba4), reaching f7. Note that with bKbl (i) W77 77 756 s
1) Kg8 5.g7, or 5-BC.4- . 5...Sb2 would be available. //% % %/ ////
“A cameo of opposing bish- “Two pieces capture bS.” y// % %// %
OpS.” ' 9 47 /,,,,,A7 A% 757,
_ [106] No 14704 V.Prigunov i ) 7 7
[105/No 14703 A.Kuryatnikov commendation / 4 % . %
& E.Markov 7 7 » » ) P
commendation % / / % /% > //%% //%% /%ng
Y B X 0. %, O, e
7, 7,27, 7/ 4AA T 7 )0, 07,
/// %y/ %y/% 2w uam BB
» 4 A 7 ,,,,, » 7 _
/ /5& / /‘/ //// //ﬁag // f3h8 4011.05 4/7 Win
/ / % @ %ﬂ/ % ;\ %/ / % Ilzro 14:1705k Boris Sidorov
Y 2 ince).
NN € EOE W | (el
_ /l _ » _ . %; %% %% _ 3.Qg8+ Kf6 4.Qe6+ Kg5
/////// 0. 7 0 ) ¢ 5.Qe7+ Kh5 6.Be2, with:
<& 7 7, /4 h6esS 0047.33 6/7 Win — Qe5 7T.Kf2+HKg2), or
g5al 0015.02 4/4 Win No 14704 Vyacheslav Prigu- —c5 7.Ke3 wins.

No 14703 Anatoly Kuryat- nov (Kazan). 1.d7 Bel+ ) Kg7  2.0f8+ Kxgb
nikov & Evgeny Markov 2-Sfi Bxf4+ 3Kxg6 Bgs  3.Qxf7+ Kg54.Qe7+ wins.
(Saratov). 1.dSc4 (for Bxg6) 4-Kxg5 Sc5 5.d4+ Ked i1) 2.Bb3+? Kg7 3.Qg8+ Kt6
b2 2.Sxb2/i Kxb2 3. Kf4 Sf2 6.dxc5 Se5 7.d8S wins. 4.Qe6+ Kg5 5.Qe7+ Kh5
4XKe3 Sdl+/ii 5Kd2 Sf2/iii i) 2.Kxg6? Bg5 3.Kxg5 Sc5  0.Bdl Qhl+ 7.Ke2 Kg4 draw.
6.Bxg6 Sh3 7.Ke3 Sg5 8.Bf5  4.dxc4 Sxd7 5.c3 b5 draw, “The line is forcing with a
Kc3 9.Kf4 Kd4 10.Sc6+ Ke5  2.Se3? Bxe3+ 3.Kxg6b Bb6  try ending in a quiet move
11.Sd8 wins. draw. setting up a battery.”
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Nikolai Mansarliisky-50JT (2004)

This formal international
tourney was judged by
N.Mansarliisky  (Ukraine),
without assistance. 34 studies
by 26 composers from 6
countries were entered. Six
leading studies appeared in
Problemist Ukraini 2(4)2004,
but this was provisional, with
a note that the definitive
award would be in the Year
Book. There is one mention of
a computer-discovered recip-
rocal zugzwang, but other-
wise electronic adjuncts are
ignored. The addition of Vi-
sokosov’s name to the Tarasi-
uk honourable mention is
curious, because the new po-
sition is a significantly re-
worked antiform, being now a
draw instead of a win.

[108) No 14706 A.Visokosov
1st/2nd prize
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No 14706 Andrei Visokos-
ov (Moscow). 1.h7? c5+
2.Kd5 Kxh5 3.Bd6 Bh8
4.Bxc5 Rgb6 is a draw. I.c5
Ra5 2.¢3/i Bxc3/ii 3.Be5/iii
Bxe5/iv 4. Kxe5 Rxc5+ 5.Kf4
Rxh5/v 6.Be6 Rxh6 7.g3+
Kh5 8.Bf7+ Rg6 9.Kf5 Kho6
10.Bxg6 Kg7 11.Kg5 a3
12.Bbl c5 13.Ba2, winning,

but not 13.Kf4? c4 14.Ba2 c3
15.Ke3 Kf6 16Kd3 Kg5
17.Be6 a2 draw.

1) Yes, there’s a thematic try:
2.Be5? Bxe5 3.Kxe5 Rxc5+,
and 4.Kf6 Rxh5 5.Kg7 Rg5+
draws, while 4.Kf4? Rxh5
5.Be6 Rxh6 6.g3+ Kh5
7.Bf7+ Rg6 8.Kf5 Kho6
9.Bxg6 Kg7 10.Kg5 a3, when
Black wins.

i1) Bh8 3.Be5 Kxh5 4.Bxh8
Kxh6 5.Kd6 Rb5 6.Kxc6 Rb2
7.Bd5 a3 8.c4 wins.

ii1) 3.Kd6? Bd4 4.h7 Bxc5+
5.Kxc6 Bd4 6.h6 a3 draw.

1v) Rxc5 4.Bxc3 Rxh5 5.Bd2
Kg3 6.Kf6 Kxg2 7.Kg6 Rh3
8.h7 wins.

v) Rb5 6.g3+ Kh3 7.Be6+
Kg2 8.g4 Rb4+ 9.Kf5 wins.

“A superb ‘logical’ study
with a subtle thematic try
showing the look-ahead effect
at ten moves’ depth. Note the
net switchback journey by the
light wB, ending up where he
started after moving no fewer
than five times!”

/1097 No 14707 N.Rezvov
& S.N.Tkachenko

Ist/2nd prize

No 14707 Nikolai Rezvov &

Sergei N.Tkachenko (Odes-
sa). 1.f7 Sf6+ 2.Kd8 Sh7/i
3.Kc7 bxa6 4.Kxc8/11 Sf8/iii
5.3 (g4? Sh7;) Sh7 6.gxf4
exf4 7.Sd4 a4/iv 8.Se6/v a5
9.Sc7 mate.

1) Inviting what would be the
thematic try: 3.Kxc8? bxab
4.g3 fxg3? 5.Se3 g2 6.Sd5
g1Q 7.Sc7 mate, the flaw in
this being: 4...Sf8 5.gxf4 exf4
6.Sd4 a4 7.Sc6 a5 8.Sb8 a6,
opening the fanlight for bK.

ii) This is the moment! It’s
as in the try in (i) but now
BTM.

1i1) P-moves would be pun-
ished: e4 5.Sd4. Or a4 5.Sb4
aS 6.Sab6.

iv) Sf8 is met by 8-11.Sc6-
b8-a6-c7.

v) Now we know why bS
had to be sucked away from
the {8 square.

“A really wild non-capture of
bB by wK (3.Kc7!!) is the
overture to three consecutive
reci-zugs in White’s favour,
allowing wS to gain time to
deliver the deadly checkmate.”

/110 No 14708 N.Rezvov
3rd prize (correction)
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No 14708 Nikolai Rezvov
(Odessa). bPh2 lurks. 1.h6
Ke8 2.Sg5 (g7? Bxg7;) Kf8
3.Se6+ Ke8 4.Sg7+/i Kf8
5.16/11 exf6 6.Se6+ Ke7 7.5d8
Kf8/ii 8.Kd7 f5/iv 9.Se6+
Kg8 10.h7 mate. bPh2 still
lurks!

1) 4.f6? Bxt6 — cf. the main
line. 4.Sd8? Kf8 5.Kd7 Bf6
6.Se6+ Kg8 7.h7+ Kh8 8.Sd8
Kg7 9.5f7 Kf8 10.Sg5 Kg7
11.S£f7 K8 12.Sd8 Kg7, and
despite all the mating threats
he has White remains unable
to win.

i1) bBh8 is cut off from 6!

iii) Sf2 8.g7 Bxg7 9.hxg7
h1Q 10.g8Q Qh3 11.Qf7+
Kxd8 12.Qf8 mate.

iv) Kg8 9.Se6 Bg7 10.h7+
Kh8 11.Sd8, and 12.Sf7+.

“An original logical ma-
noeuvre by wS to block bB’s
access to f6. A superb crea-
tive achievement by the
maestro!” The three bPs on
the c- and d-files added in
confirmation time, and serv-
ing only to eliminate checks
from the bQh1 that never ap-
pears, are an eyesore.

/1117 No 14709 N.Ryabinin
4th prize
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No 14709 Nikolai Ryabinin
(Tambov region, Russia).

1.Qh5+/i Kg8 2.Qh6/ii Rd6+
3. Ke5 Rd5+ 4.Kc4 Rd4+
5.cxd4 Rxd4+ 6.Kc5/iii Rd5+
7.Kc6 Rd6+ 8.Kc7 RdA7+
9.Kb8 Rxb7+ 10.Kc8 Rb8+
11.Kc7 Rb7+ 12.Kc6 Rb6+
13.Kc5 Rb5+ 14.Kc4 Rb4+
15.Kc3 diS+ (b1S+;Kxb4)
16.Kd2 Rd4+ 17.Ke2 Re4d+
18.Kf3 Re3+ 19.Kg4 Sf2+
20.Kh5. Capisce?

1) The reason for not playing
1.Qxh4+? will eventually
emerge when the pointed pen-
ny drops.

i1) Simple threat! But isn’t
there a perpetual check de-
fence?

1) 6.Kc3? blS+ 7.Kb2
Rb4+ 8.Kal Ra4+.

“Long-distance look-ahead
in this composer’s best man-
ner. The sole drawback is that
some of the play is mechani-
cal.”

[112] No 14710 O.Pervakov
5th prize
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No 14710 Oleg Pervakov
(Moscow). Not 1.Qxa8+?
Kxa8 2.Rg8 Bd4+ 3.Kcb6
Rc2+ 4.Kd5 Rxh2 5.Kxd4
Ka7 “draw”, avoiding, in this,
3..Rxh2+? 4 Rxc8+ Ka7
5.Sb5+ Ka6 6.Ra8 mate. Also
not 1.Rb3? Qxd5 2.Sb5+ Be5
3.Bxe5+ Qxe5 4.a7+ Ka8
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5.Sc7+ Qxc7+ 6.Kxc7 draw.
In fact White begins with a
really cheeky move, placing
his knight on a square at-
tacked no fewer than three
times! 1.Sh7 Re6+/i 2.Qxeb
Bd4+ 3.Ka5 (Kb5?) Bxe6
4. Rg7+/i1 Ka7/ii 5.Sd6+/iv
Kb8 6.Sf7+/v Ka7 (Kcs;
Rg8+) 7.Se5+/vi Kb8 8.Sco6+/
vii Kc8 9.Rc7 mate.

i) Qa7+ 2.Ka5 Rxh2 3.Rb3
Rh3 4.Sd8+ — the first of
(how many?!) white batteries
— Rxb3 5.Sc6+ wins.

i1) Here’s the second.

iii) Kc8 5.Rc7+ Kb8 6.Re7+
—10.3 — Kc8 7.Re8+ wins.

iv) The fourth is triggered.

v) Is this really the fifth?

vi) No, not the sixth?!

vii) No.7, and you can stop
counting now.

“The layout [‘plan’] is ro-
mantic [An understatement if
ever I heard one. For sheer
bravura bravado this is where
the first prize belongs! AJR]
with its seven-fold white bat-

tery play!”

(1137 No 14711 V.Smyslov
special prize
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No 14711 Vassily Smyslov
(Moscow). “Is this taken from
a real game? It looks like it!”
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1.eSd5? Qe5 2.Sb4 Qxf5
3.Sc6 Qe5 (Qe6? SdS) 4.Sxe5
fxe5, and the suggested play
runs: 5.Bg5 Kg7 6.Sd5 Rc8
7.Bf6+ Kh6 8.Bxe5 ¢5 9.h4
g5, leaving White fighting to
draw. 1.¢Sd5 Qe5+ 2.c3 c6
3.Sg4 cxd5 4.Sxe5 fxe5 5.16/i
g5/i1 6.h4/ii1 gxh4 7.gxh4 a6
8.Kcl/iv b5 9.a5/v d4/vi
10.cxd4 exd4 11.Kc2 b4
12.h5/vii d3+ 13.Kxd3 b3
14Bg7 b2 15Kc2 ho6
16.Bxh8, when wPa5 guaran-
tees the win.

1) The key position: how is
White to prepare for Black
running out of pawn moves?

ii) e4 6.Kc2 a6 7.h4 b5
8.axb5 axb5 9.Kd2 g5 10.h5
g4 11.Ke3 b4 12.cxb4 d4+

13.Kd2 e3+ 14Kd3 e2
15.Kxe2 d3+ 16.Kdl d2
17.Bg7 wins.

i) 6.h3? a6 7.h4 gxh4
8.gxh4 b5 9.a5 e4 10.Kc2 e3
11.Kd3 d4 12.cxd4 b4
13.Kxe3 b3 14.Kd3 and stale-
mate follows.

iv) 8.Kc2? b5 9.a5 d4
10.cxd4 exd4 11.h5 b4z
12.Kd2 b3 13.Kd3 b2 14.Kc2
d3+ 15Kxb2 d2 16.Kc2
dlQ+ 17.Kxdl stalemate.
Another try is: 8.Kbl? b5
9.a5 e4 10.Kc2 e3 11.Kd3 d4
12.cxd4 b4 13.Kxe3 b3
14.Kd3 b2 draw.

v) 9.axb5? axb5 10.Kd1 d4
11.cxd4 exd4 12.Kc2 b4
13.h5 d3+ 14.Kxd3 b3
15Bg7 b2 16.Kc2 hé6
17.Bxh8 Kxh8 18.Kxb2 Kg8
19 Kc3 Kf8 20.Kd4 Ke8
21.Ke5 Kd7 22.Kd5 Kc7,
when White has no advan-
tage.

vi) e4 10.Kd2 e3+ 11.Kxe3
d4+ 12.cxd4 b4 13.d5 b3
14.d6 b2 15.d7 b1Q 16.d8Q
mate.

vil) This 1is
zugzwang, BTM.

reciprocal

“My goodness, this is hot —

even championship — spicy
stuff with its thematic try,
stalemate, and reci-zug. A
great effort by the seventh
world champion!”

/1141 No 14712 S.Osintsev
1st honourable mention
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No 14712 Sergei Osintsev
(Ekaterinburg, Russia). White
must act now to foil a gradual
“technique” black win: 1.d5+
Bxd5 (Kxd5; Sf6+) 2.Sc7+
Ke5/i 3.Sxd5 Kxd5 4.Bf5/ii
Ke5 5.Bc8/iii Sg5 6.Ke3 Se6
7.Bd7/iv Kf6 8.Bc8 Kf7/v
9Ke4 Kf6 10.Ke3 Ke5
11.Bd7 Kd6 12.Bc8 Ke7
13.Ke4 Kf6 14.Ke3 Ke5
15.Bd7, a remarkable posi-
tional draw!

1) Kf6 3.Sxd5+ Kxg6 4.Se3
S1f2+ 5.Ke2 Kf6 6.Kfl Kg5
7.Ke2 draw.

i1) White had a worrisome
choice: 4.Bh5? S3f2+ 5.Ke3
Ke5, yields R-Zug no.l;
4 Be8? S112 5.Ke3 Sed, and
Black has been allowed to re-
group; 4.Bf7+? Kd6 (Ke5?)

MANSARLIISKY-50JT (2004)

5Bh5 S3f2+ (Ke5? Ke2)
6.Kd4 Ke6 7.Ke3d KeS5zz
8.Be8 Se4 9.Bd7 Sf6 10.Bc8
Sd5+ 11.Kd2 Sf2 12.Kel Sb6
13.Ba6 Se4 14.Be2 Sf6, when
Black reaps his advantage.

i11) But not 5.Bd7? — see (i1).

1v) And this 1s zugzwang the
right way round!

v) This is Black’s attempt to
jockey White into losing the
move: 9.Bd7? Ke7 10.Bc8
Kdé6.

/1157 No 14713 S.I.Tkachenko
2nd honourable mention
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d8h2 3530.22 5/6 Draw

No 14713 Sergei 1.Tka-
chenko (Slavutich, Ukraine).
l.e4+ Khl (Bg2; cRxg2+)
2.Rcl+ Bfl 3.Rxfl+ Kh2
4Rf2+ Kh3 5Rf3+ Kh4
6.Rf4+ Kxh5 7.gRg4 Rd7+/i
8Kc8 Rc7+ 9.Kb8 Rb7+
10.Ka8 Qd7 11.Rh4+ Kg5
12.hRg4+ Qxg4 13.Rxgd+
Kxg4 14.Kxb7 aS5/ii 15.e5/iii
Kf5 16.Kxc6 Kxe5 17.Kb5
draw.

1) Rxe4 8.Rxed4 Qf5 9.Kc7
draw.

i) ¢5 15.e5 Kf5 16.Kc6 c4
17.Kd6 c3 18.e6 c2 19.e7
c1Q 20.e8Q draw.

iii) 15.Kxc6? a4 16.e5 a3
17.¢6 a2 18.e7 alQ 19.e8Q
Qa4+ wins.



MANSARLIISKY-50JT (2004)

“Nothing to flummox us
here, but the geometrical mo-
tifs by the otb master from
Slavutich are nice enough.”

Neither AJR nor Hew Dun-

das can explain the function
of wPh5.

[116) No 14714 D.Gurgenidze
& Tu.Akobia
3rd/4th honourable mention
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No 14714 David Gurgenidze
& Turi Akobia (Thilisi, Geor-
gia). 1.Qxe7 Sf7+/i 2.Kg8
Rg5+/ii 3.Kf8 d1Q 4.Qf6-+/iii
Rg6/iv  5.Qxf4+/v  Sg5/vi
6.Qh4+ Qh5 7.Qxh5+ Kxh5
8.Rh4 mate.

1) d1Q 2.Qg7+ Kh5 3.Kh7
Rg5 (Rf7; Ra5+) 4.Qho+ Kg4
S5.Rxf4+ Kxg3 6.Qh4+ Kg2
7.Qf2+.

i1) d1Q 3.Ra6+ Sd6 4.Rxd6+
wins.

i11) 4.Ra6+? Rg6 5.Qh4+
(Rxgb+, Kxg6;) QhS 6.Qxf4+
Qg5 7.Rxg6+ Kxgb draw.

iv) Kh7 5.Qxf7+ Kh8
6.Qf6+ wins.

v) 5.Qh4+? Qh5 6.Rxf4 Sd6
draw.

vi) Rg5 6.Qf6+ Rg6 7.Rh4+
Qh5 8.Rxh5+ Kxh5 9.Qxh4
mate.

“The mating finish sticks in
the mind with its two active
self-blocks, but one tut-tuts
over the first move.”

/11771 No 14715 V.Tarasiuk
& A.Visokosov
3rd/4th honourable mention
(correction)
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No 14715 Vladislav Tarasi-

uk (Kharkov region, Ukraine)
& Andrei Visokosov (Mos-
cow). 1..Bh7 2.Rxal b2
3.Ra5+ Kf6 4.Ra6+ Kf{7
5.Ra7+ Kg8 6.Ra8+ drawn
Or 1...Be4 2.Rxg4 Bf5 3.Rg5
b2 4.Rxf5+ Kxf5 5.h7 blQ
6.h8Q draw. [...Bc2 2.Rxal
b2 3.Ra5+ Kf6 4.Ra6+ Kf7
5.Ra7+ Kg8 6.Rb7/i blQ
7.Rxbl Bxbl 8Kf4 Bf5
9.Kxf5 g3 10.Kg6 g2 11.h7+
Kh8 12.Kh6 glQ(glR) stale-
mate.

i) 6.Ra8+? Kh7 7.Rb8 b1Q
8.Rxbl Bxbl 9.Kf4 Bf5
10.Kxf5 g3 11.Kgd g2
12.Kh3 g1R wins.

“What is there to say? You
have seen it with your own

'”

eyes!
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/1181 No 14716 V.Kondratev
1st commendation
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No 14716 Vladimir Kon-
dratev (Ivanov region, Rus-
sia). 1.Sa4+ Kf2 2.Rxb2+/i
Kgl 3.Rbl+ (Ral+?) Kxh2
(Kf2; f8Q+) 4.Rxhl+ Kxhl
5f8Q Sf3+ 6.Rxf3 Rxa4+
7.Kh5/ii Ra5+ 8.Kh6 Rab6+
9.Kh7 Ra7+ 10.Rf7/iii Rf2
11.Qh6+ wins.

) 2.f8Q+? Kgl 3.Qc5+
Kxh2, with the constant threat
of checkmate.

11) 7.Rf4? Rf2, though with a
“dual” 7...Rh2+.

1i1) 10.Kh8? Rh2+ 11.Kg8
Rg2+.

“The final systematic move-
ment is interesting for its
chase of bK across the the-
matically critical h6 square.”

No 14717 Pietro Rossi &
Marco  Campioli  (Italy).
1.Qxh7? Bxh7 2.Bxh7 Kxf3
wins. 1.Rg7? Rxg7 2.Qxg7
Kxe4 3.Qe5+ Kxf3 4.Qxf5+
Qf4+ wins. [.Rg4+ Kxg4
2.Bxf5+ Kxf3 3.Bed+/i Kxe4
4.Qxh7+ Kd4/ii 5.Qd7-+/iii
Ke3 6.Qc6+/iv Kb4d 7.Qb7+
Ka3 8.Qa8+/v Kb2 9.Qg2+/vi
Kc3 10.Qc6+ Kb2 11.Qg2+
Kbl 12.Qb7+ Kc2 13.Qg2+
drawn.
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/1197 No 14717 P.Rossi
& M.Campioli
2nd commendation
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1) 3.Qxh7? Qa7+ 4.K- Qxh7
5.Bxh7 g2 wins.

i) Kf3 5.Qh5+/vii Kf2
6.Qf5+ Ke2 7.Qd5/viii Qf4+
8Kc8 Qf8+ 9Kc7 Qf3
10.Qa2+ draw.

1) We read: 5.Qh4+?
5.Qg7+?

iv) We read: 6.Qg7+?
6.Qh3?

v) We read: 8.Qa6+? 8.Qg2?

vi) We read: 9.Qb7+?
9.Qb8+?

vi)) We read: 5.Qhl+?
5.Qh3?

viii) We read: 7.Qc2+?
7.Qg4+? 7.Qb5+?

“A bright sacrificial intro-
duction gives way to precise
choice of checking squares by
wQ. A pity that the whole
suffers from hackneyed anal-
ysis.”

AJR: The internal evidence
of the “?” moves in the “We
read” notes above allows of
just one interpretation: min-
ing of the relevant *C*
4000.01 database took place.
If the question is posed:

&\
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§
&

§
&

¥
&
Q

Q
&

should the composers be
proud of this, or ashamed?,
one thing is clear to us — in ei-
ther event, the odb usage
ought to have been declared.

[120) No 14718 V.Chernous
3rd commendation
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No 14718 Vladimir Cher-
nous (Odessa, Ukraine).
1..Bh2/i  2.8f4+  Kc3/ii
3.Rb3+ Kd2 4.Sxg2/iii g3+/iv
5.Kfl Sxg2 6.Rb2+ (Kxg2?
Kxdl;) Kcl 7.Rc2+ Kxdl
8.Rxg2/v Kcl 9.Kel Kbl
10.Kd1 Kal 11.Kcl wins.

i) After: Bg3+ 2.Kgl, bB
does not take the a7-g1 diago-
nal.

ii) Kd2 3.Rd4+ Kc3 4.Se2+
wins.

111) This eliminates Black’s
ace.

iv) Sxg2 5Kxg2 Kxdl
6.Kxh2. Or Sd3+ 5.Kfl Scl
6.Rb2+ Kxd1 7.Se3 mate.

v) This is a position of recip-
rocal zugzwang.

“A good rework of a *C* re-
cizug.”

No 14719 Valeri Kalashnik-
ov (Ekaterinburg) & Alek-

MANSARLIISKY-50JT (2004)

sandr N.Pankratev (Khaba-
rovsk province). 1.Sc3? Be6+
2.Kf8 Qa3+ 3.Ke8 dxe4.
1.h8Q+ Bxh8 2.Sc3/i Be6+/ii
3.Kxh8 Qxa7 4.Rhl+ Kg4
5.Rh4+ Kg5 6.f4+ Kgb
7.Rh6+ Kf7 8.Sd6+/iii Ke7/iv
9.Rxe6+/v Kxe6 10.Bf5+
Kf6/vi 11.Sxd5 mate.

/1217 No 14719 V.Kalashnikov
& A .Pankratev
4th commendation
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1) 2.Kxh8? dxe4 3.dSe3
Qxbl 4.a8Q Bxf5 5.Sxf5
Qb2+ 6.Kh7 Qxf2 draw.

i) Bxc3 3.Rhl+ Kg4
4.Rh4+ Kg5 5.f4+ Kf6 6.Rh6
mate.

iii) 8.Rh7+? Kf8 9.Bxd5
Bxd5 10.Sxd5 Qal+ 11.Sg7
b4 draw.

iv) Kf8 O9.Rxe6 Qd4+
10.Re5 Qxc3 11.Bg6 b4
12.Sxb7 Qh3+ 13.Bh5+ wins.
v) 9.Sc8+? Bxc8 10.Sxd5+
Kd7 11.Bf5+ Ke8 12.Bxc8
Qd4+ 13.Sf6+ Kf7 draw.

vi) Ke7 11.Sc8+ wins. Kxd6
11.Sxb5+ wins.

“Hard-hitting white aggres-
sion is tidied up in an unex-
pected mid-board model
mate.”




Interview
Questions from EG’s chief editor

MARTIN VAN ESSEN
JOHN ROYCROFT

This interview was conducted by e-mail.
New talent is by no means confined to coun-
tries of the former Soviet Union.

Your full name is Martin Cornelis van Essen,
from The Netherlands?

It is. My birthdate: 14th June 1980. I live in
Nijkerk, a small town close to Utrecht. I stud-
ied physics — and some courses on philosophy
— at the university there. Now I research mi-
cro-electronics at the University of Twente.

You caused a semsation by scoring most
points in the 10th ARVES Studies Solving
Contest in November 2004, and still not taking
the winner s prize. Can you comment?

It was even more exceptional than that, be-
cause, having composed one of the studies set
(see VEO), I was quite correctly given zero
points for it. But I’d prefer to deal with your
other questions before returning to this topic.

OK. Do please say something (a lot, if you
like) about your relationship to studies. How
did it all start?

It has been a slow process, spanning about
ten years. I learned the basic rules of chess at
the age of eleven. As a teenager I became ac-
quainted with some chess studies, but it took
quite some time before I gradually learned to
appreciate them. Positions were -’unrealistic’
and moves were absurd.Clearly I had difficul-
ty understanding endgame studies.

I think almost every chess player has occa-
sionally shuffled the pieces around in his spare
time, trying to set-up a nice combination. At
least I did: hunt down the black king for seven
moves or so while investing tons of wood --
and mate. No sidelines. Only once did I di-
verge from that scheme (VE1):

/1227 VE1 M.C.van Essen (1994)
94 a Kt s TG s 4
Ao ids AR

v s

f1e8 4778.08 6/16 Win

I imagine many chessplayers have made
something like this at least once in their lives.
Obviously the key must be 1.Re6. A quiet
move! Now Black is so paralysed that he can-
not ward off a swift attack on f7, for instance
1...b6 2.Qf5 Ba6+ 3.Kgl (or elsewhere) 3...d6
4. Bxf7+ Kd7 5.Rxd6 mate. A childhood pec-
cadillo that I show only to answer the ques-
tion.

But in the spring of 2001, and for no special
reason, | suddenly found myself concocting
something that resembled an endgame study.
During that summer I enlarged it until it bare-
ly fitted onto the chessboard. (For this reason
alone the correctness was already suspect, and
when it reached Harold van der Heijden, he
pulverised the whole introduction, only to fur-
ther vaporise every grain of the resulting dust.
I am deeply grateful for the time and energy
he invested in an opportunistic unknown com-
poser. By the way, I still like the smoking ru-
ins of that study. One day I may even try to get
it published.) By then I happened to have read
a column of Jan van Reek’s featuring a beauti-
ful study by Erkki Puhakka (VE2):
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/1231 VE2 E.Puhakka
Ist prize Finnish Chess Association 1965
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VE2: 1.Bf3 Kd4 2.Be2 Kc3 3.Sb5+ Kd2
4.Sd4 Kc3 5 SfS! On 5.Se6? Black draws
with: d4 6.Sf4 Kd2 7.Kb2 d3! 8.Bxd3 e2
9.Bxe2 Ke3. 5...Kd2. 5...d4 6.Bh5 Kd3 7.Sg3,
transposes. 6.Sg3 d4 7.BhS! To answer 7...d3
with 8.Sf1+. 7.Bg4? with the same objective,
is insufficient. 7...Kc2 8.Sf1! A nice move.
8..Kcl. Holding off White’s King, which
keeps trying to penetrate. 9.Ka2. Jan van Reek
mentions 9.Be2 as a dual, and unfortunately
he is right. Perhaps Puhakka had thought that
9..Kc2 followed by 10...d3 would draw, but
play might go: 10.Ba6 Kdl 11.Sg3,Kc2
12.S£5! Kc3 13.Kbl and already one pawn
falls. 9..Kc2 10.Ka3 Kc3 11.Kad4 Kc4
12.Ka5 Kd3. Black’s king cannot continue
this tango: 12...Kc5 13.Be2. 13.Kb4 e2. After
13...Ke4 14.Kc4 d3, the importance of having
the bishop at h5 rather than g4 emerges. For as
things are 15.Bg6+ Kf3 16.Kxd3, is possible.
But after the text, 14.Bgé mate completes a
gorgeous mating position.

The puncture on the ninth move can be
mended by placing wK on a5 in the initial po-
sition, when play is the same until after 8.Sf1!
there follows 8...Kd3 9.Kb4! e2 10.Bg6 mate.
Although an artistic pas de deux has been cut
and the solution is shortened, the major con-
tent is preserved.

I was thunderstruck by Puhakka’s study. It
was the defining moment that impelled me in-
to endgame studies. It also left me with a
weakness for the bishop-knight combination:
two totally different pieces, but of approxi-
mately equal strength; sometimes powerful,

JOHN ROYCROFT

sometimes weak; sometimes unpredictable,
but you never know when. Many early study
attempts see one side having this pair — bishop
and knight. Due partly to my moderate analyt-
ical competence, but also to the fickle, elusive
nature of the star pieces, all save a few col-
lapsed (a bitter consolation is that even gold-
plated winners like the one above have evaded
proper judgement). Along with that, I experi-
enced much joy and frustration. By its nature,
an endgame study constantly teeters on the
brink of an abyss: the composer envisages a
narrow path to success (win or draw), placing
extreme demands on completeness (absence
of ‘holes’) and quality of analysis. This is all
the more difficult, because a composer (at
least in my case) tends to lose objectivity
when intoxicated with the idea that he wants
to implement in his study. Furthermore, a
study is like a water-filled sack that has eleven
holes in it, but you’ve got only ten fingers to
seal them: the fixing of one problem unwit-
tingly causes a new one. White needs a certain
pawn to protect him from a dangerous enemy
check, but now his stalemate defence no long-
er works. Block that pawn with a black one.
However, now Black can liquidate into a won
ending because White no longer has Se5
available to him. You see, it is not always pos-
sible to ‘bring home the sack of treasure’
without the loss of crucial content.

When did you suspect that you had this com-
posing talent?

It is not easy to have an unbiased look at your
own work, but about four years ago some stud-
ies emerged that simply ‘felt good’. After all, 1
had seen less ambitious projects that had made
it into the books and magazines. But those
were from before WWII, and I had no idea if
mine were up to current standards. Then I de-
cided to give it a try and compete in a compos-
ing tourney. It came as an enormous surprise
when [ won the second prize in Tim Krabbé’s
60-JT. But it was with the very study that I
liked the most (having entered several, with a
wide spread in quality). And I still consider it
to be one of my best. It was no coincidence that
it ended with a midboard bishop-knight mate.



INTERVIEW WITH MARTIN VAN ESSEN

How strong a player are you — surely you are
strong because of your solving prowess?

It might be surprising, but I am not a strong
player at all. I have a national rating of about
1900 and I do not even have a FIDE rating. I
would like to suggest some other reasons for
my nice result in the ARVES-10 solving con-
test. In the first place, when solving a study
you look for something concrete. You know
beforehand that some favourable continuation
1s hidden in the position. One does not need to
be a very strong player to spot a tactic in a
newspaper diagram when the columnist tells
you to look for it. Playing a real chess game is
totally different. It involves developing strate-
gic schemes, knowing which pieces should be
swapped and which should be kept on the
board, weighing tempo losses against weak-
ness inducing, and finding tactics even when
you are not told that there must be something.
In any case, I wouldn’t be surprised if many
strong over-the-board players turn out to
achieve good solving results when put to the
task. Secondly, having played through hun-
dreds of endgame studies by now and having
made dozens (maybe a score of them are
worth preserving), I have come to recognise
several motifs. One example: it took me only
seconds to have the concluding position of the
Matous study on the board, just because I hap-
pened to spot the well-known stalemate pat-
tern. Almost all my time was spent finding the
proper moves that connected the start and end
positions. Last but not least: in fact two stud-
ies of mine were selected for the solving con-
test, so I was clearly hors concours. This
meant that at the very beginning I knew that
there were two diagrams that I did not have to
pay attention to. Of course anybody can scrub
two studies and focus on the remaining five,
but which ones? It so happened that many
solvers fruitlessly spent valuable time on one
of my studies that was admittedly not suitable
for a solving contest. (For me what was even
more disappointing was that immediately af-
terwards it was found that the study had large-
ly been anticipated by Jiirgen Fleck, but that is
another matter.) Combining these points can
explain why I attained a decent mark in that
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solving contest. Why it turned out to be suffi-
cient for distancing the whole field, with so
many experts, I cannot tell. On the next occa-
sion | expect at least some of them to leave me
in the dust.

Do you enjoy playing the game, and how do
you view the connection between the over-the-
board game and studies?

Yes, I certainly do, although I play only occa-
sionally at present. But I tend to get into time
trouble and spoil a promising position. After,
or even during, the opening I dive deep into
the position, to come up with a reasonable,
even obvious move. Perhaps it’s time for me
to learn that I cannot calculate everything up
to checkmate. The advantage of endgame
composing is that your time is virtually unlim-
ited. One logical, but not clear, connection lies
in the educational value that (certain types of)
endgame studies can have. That is how Kling
and Horwitz approached the material. They
described (more or less standard) situations
that could arise in practical endgames and
they pointed out how to act in a given posi-
tion, typical for that endgame. Hence they
spoke of ’endgame studies’ and this is where
the modern endgame study gained its name,
even in cases where a given study can hardly
be characterised as an ‘endgame’.

The practical value of an ’Allumwandlung’
is very limited in my opinion, but I think that
light, gamelike’ endgame studies can certain-
ly enrich the endgame ability of the practical
player. He will train in understanding and ap-
preciating subtle differences, drawing posi-
tions, promotion manoeuvres, but also in
creative, undogmatic thinking. One cannot
hope to encounter a study position in a game.
Even an utterly ‘natural’ position like Barbier-
Saavedra seems never to have occurred in
master practice. However, one develops an an-
tenna for unexpected possibilities. In any case,
the renowned chess trainer Dvoretzky must
have a reason for recommending you to in-
clude endgame studies in your homework.
Another relation is that many endgame studies
have been inspired by (the analysis of) chess
games. A good chess game has many beautiful
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and attractive aspects. Some of them can be
isolated, stylised, polished and perfected in
endgame studies. Countless players dream
about playing that magnificent combination,
performing that stunning underpromotion, es-
caping certain death via some hidden, out-of-
the-blue stalemate defence (cf. VE9), leaving
the opponent in a deplorable state of mind at
the unexpected turn of events. In this way end-
game studies could well be seen as daydream-
ing. Thirdly, out of all types of chess
composition, endgame studies are nearest to
the practical game. Their objectives (win or
draw) are similar, and hence the nature of play
1s comparable. “Mate in n” problems are more
remote from the practical game and with fairy
rules and pieces you actually step outside
(even if, as some might argue, ‘expand’) the
orthodox chess game altogether. Aesthetic
validation becomes more and more exotic and
inaccessible. I believe a goodly proportion of
all chess players can be interested, if only su-
perficially, in endgame studies, when given
sufficient and proper attention. A good end-
game study deserves to be told, not just indi-
cated. For instance, John Nunn, Jan Timman
and Tim Krabbé are good study-presenters
and their publications have stimulated and fed
the average club player’s enthusiasm. And it
would be a shame to keep so many treasures
locked in the restricted, almost sectarian world
of study fanatics.

How do you react when you read the word
‘study-like’ in the annotation to a move in a
game? The comment is usually by someone
only superficially familiar with studies.

I tend to feel flattered. The remark ‘study-
like’ (eg IGM Topalov’s note to 18.Sg5 in his
annotations to his win over Ponomariov, Sofia
2005, to be found in New In Chess 2005/5,
page 19) indicates that endgame studies are
widely understood to stand for beauty, sur-
prise — and genius. Your hobby could do
worse. To give your game a favourable turn
with an improbable move, and even more
when it is also the only way to do so, is every
chessplayer’s dream. Well, endgame studies
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are just about that: improbable and ‘only’
moves. Thus the comment ‘study-like’ is like-
ly to make me ‘zoom in’ on that game frag-
ment, because something interesting must be
happening, even though strict study standards
are not always met. It is pleasant in general to
peruse a game that is enthusiastically annotat-
ed. Of course, good taste puts limits on the use
of such comments. For example, Emil Joseph
Diemer’s typewriter must have had extra keys
for the double question mark and the triple ex-
clamation mark when he wrote Vom ersten
Zug an auf Matt!. Even though I regularly
play 1.d4 d5 2.e4!!!! myself (see the game be-
low), Diemer’s elaborate worshipping of eve-
ry move puts him, well, beyond the pale.

However, I am curious to learn how over-the-
board grandmasters would react when they
read the word ‘game-like’ in the annotation to
a study. The comment is usually made by
someone familiar, but only superficially, with
grandmaster chess. Do they feel flattered? The
remark ‘game-like’ indicates that practical
chess can be seen as standing for beauty and
genius. To give your study a flavour of practi-
cal chess by letting it start with a natural,
‘game-like’ position, have play and counter-
play, is every study composer’s dream. Well,
practical chess is just about that: play and
counterplay starting from a game-like posi-
tion.

Would the comment ‘game-like’ make a
grandmaster zoom in on the diagram, even
though strict game standards are not always
met? Is it pleasant to play through an enthusi-
astically annotated study? What does good
taste allow in the presentation of a study? Let
us just say that, personally, I like a study to be
unbelievable. Clearly Diemer annotated the
wrong kind of chess.

A game

May 2005 saw a 32-board match between the
(Dutch) clubs Paul Keres (Utrecht) and Euwe
(Amsterdam), which was won by the former
by a statistically impossible margin: 24'5-7',
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without any significant ELO preponderance.
In this event I played the following game, with
my pet opening. Study-like elements are
present, both in actual play and analysis.

White: M. van Essen
Black: M. Ordodi
1.d4 d5

“The primary cause of all Black’s subsequent
difficulties!”, for it allows the BDG. (The quo-
tation is ‘after’ Samuel Beckett’s novel “Mur-

phy”.)
2.Sc3 Sf6 3.e4!!!

This transposition avoids the Lemberger
(2.4 dxe4 3.Sc3 e5), but allows the Hiibsch
Gambit (3...Sxe4).

3...dxe4 4.f3 exf3 5.5xf3 e6 6.Bg5 c¢5 7.d5
exd5? 8. Bxf6 gxf6 9.Qxd5?! Qb6?

Exchanging queens would have been more
prudent.

10.Bb5+ Sc6 (VE3).

/1241 VE3 WTM

w7 a7 w8 &
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ele8 4875.56 12/13

11.SeS.

Irresistible. A ‘dual’ (and preferable) is 11.0-
0.

11...fxeS!

The intended main line runs 11...Be6
12.Sxc6! Bxd5 13.Sxd5 (VE4).
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(1251 VE4 analysis — BTM
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ele8 3842.56 11/11

Black is helpless: 13...Qxb5 14.Sxf6, gives a
nice checkmate. In this variation, with the ab-
surd 12...a6!! Black could still have resisted,
after which only 13.Se4!! keeps White firmly
on top. Back to the game, which sees Black
seizing an excellent practical chance.

12.Qxe5+ Beb6

The Zwischenziige 13.Sd5 and 13.Rd1 meet
with 13...Qxb5, of course.

13.Qxh8?
And yet a Zwischenzug was called for: 13.
Bxc6+! Qxc6 14.Qxh8, Qxg2 15.0-0-0

Qg7(!), and White faces a long evening.
13...0-0-0 14.Bxc6

In the very act of making this move I spotted

the horrifying 14...Bh6!!, which is far from
comfortable for White, even if a laborious
computer-aided session might still demon-
strate advantage for White.

14...Qxc6(?)

Relief!

15.0-0 Bh6 16.Qe5

16. Qxh7, seems no worse.

16...Rg8 17.Qe4 Bh3 18.Sd5

Much simpler was: 18.Qxc6+ bxc6 19.Rf3!
18...Kb8!

Soberly — and well — played. 18...Be3+?
19.Qxe3 Rxg2+ 20.Khl Qxd5 21.Qxh3+
Rg4+ 22.Qf3 does not work for Black.

19.Qe5+2?

The double question mark indicates my as-
tonishment that such a natural move can ne-
gate all the advantage. 19.Rf2 or 19.Rf6, were
much better.
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19...Ka8 20.Sc7+ Kb8

After 20..Qxc7!? 21.Qxc7 Be3+, not
22. Kh1?? Bxg2 mate, but 22.Rf2! Rxg2+
23.Kh1 Rxf2 24.Qd8 mate.

21.Sb5+ Ka8 22.Sc7+ Kb8 23 Sd5+ Ka8

Time for White to strike. Note that 24.Rf2 in-
vites Bg7, then Bd4 with a draw!

24.Rf6
I thought Black could resign after this (VES).

/126 VES BTM
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However, also here Black can play the highly
improbable 24...Bg7!! The exchange behind,
backwards moving, blocking the attacking
rook, leaving the queen and putting Bh3 en
prise! White’s only attempt 1s 25.Qg5!, but af-
ter 25..h6!! 26.Rxc6 Bd4+ 27.Khl (Qe3?!
bxc6!) 27...Rxg5 White has to take a draw by:
28.Sc7+ Kb8 29 Sa6+! Ka8! drawn. How, in
this line, 1s 26.Qxg7!? Rxg7 27.Rxc6 Rxg2+!
28.Khl1 bxc6 29.Sf4! Rxc2 30.Sxh3 Rxb2, to
be evaluated? Instead of all this, Black played:

24...Be3+?? 25.Qxe3,

...saw that 25...Rxg2+ 26.Kh1 Qxd5 27.Qe8+
results in mate, and resigned.

Two studies

The Santa Claus character in English-speak-
ing and many other countries is Sinterklaas in
Holland and Belgium. He is a bishop from
Spain (according to folklore. In fact, he lived
in Myra, Turkey) who gives presents to all
people, notably children, on December 5th

JOHN ROYCROFT

(the evening before his birthday. In fact De-
cember 6th was the day of his death). The
ARVES solving championship (November
20th 2004) more or less coincided with the
start of Sinterklaastijd so a study featuring
four bishops would be fitting. See VE6.

/12771 VE6 M.C.van Essen
10th ARVES Solving Contest, 2004

» _ / Be
5 //%7
’
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... 7
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c7h7 0080.10 4/3 Win

1.Bd3+ Kg7 2.Bc3+ Kf7

White can win a bishop now, but only at the
cost of his pawn: 3.Bc4+? Kg6 4.Bxg8 Kxg5,
or 3.g6+? Ke6! 4.Bcd4+ Kf5 5.Bxg8 Kxgb.
However:

3.Kd7!

.. leaves Black with few sensible moves.
Mate with g5-g6 is not really threatened, for
every legal Black move lifts that, although
3..Bg7 4.g6+ Kf8 5.Bb4 mate does little to
help. Black clings to life with:

3...Be7! 4. g6+ Kf8

The point is revealed if White now indulges
in 5.g7+? Kf7 6. Bed+ Kg6 7.Bxg8 Bf6! and
White’s pawn is snapped off at the brink of
promotion. The solution lies in:

5. Be2!

This sudden change of orientation proved far
from easy for the solvers. Black has nothing
better than:

5..Bg5

... to shake off the grip of wK. Disaster lies in
wait:

6.g7+ Kf7 7.Bh5 mate.
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/128 VET7 M.C.van Essen
first publication
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g7¢4 0112.04 5/5 Win

Four pieces against only four pawns. Neither
1.Sxb3? el1Q, nor 1.Rxb3? e1Q 2.Ra3 d3, will
suffice. Try: 1.Bh4 b2 2.Sb3! This intends
2...b1Q? 3.Sd2+, but.. 2...Kb4! interferes with
that plan, for if now: 3.Sd2 Kxa3 4.Sf4 Ka2
5.Sxe2 b1Q 6.Sxb1 Kxbl, and in comparison
with the main line Black’s pawns are much
less advanced, but due to the good support of
the his king Black nevertheless still draws.

1.Ra4+ Kb5

Alternatives likewise fail: 1...Kc3 2.Bh4 b2
3.Bel+ Kd3 4.Ra3+ Kc4 5.Sb3, or 1...Kd3
2.514! etc., or 1..Kd5 2.Sf4+ Kc6 3. Ra6+
Kb7 4.Re6 b2 5.Sb3 b1Q 6.Sxc5+, and mate
shortly.

2.Ra5+! Kxa5s

After 2..Kb6 3.Bd8+ Kc6 4.Ra6+ Kb7
5.Rb6+ Ka7 6.Bh4 Kxb6 7.Sxb3 d3. &...Bel
White has no worries.

3.Sxb3+ Kb4 4.Sxc5!

With tactical means the black e-pawn is pre-
vented from queening. That can be done via
cl too, but then: 4.Sc1? e1S(!), the first knight
promotion: 5.Sg3 Kc3 6.Se4+ Kc2 7.Se2 d3
8.52¢3 d2 9.Sf2 Sd3 10.Sg4 (Sd1,Sb2;) and
now 10...d1S! (the second knight promotion)
draw (but 10...Sb2 would do as well). 4.Sxd4,
is a third way to aim for a knight fork after
queen promotion, but 4...cxd4 easily draws.
There is even a fourth forking possibility:
4.Sf4, but 4... Kxb3 5.Sxe2 d3 is an easy draw
too.
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4...Kxc5

4...e1Q 5.Sd3+ and 4...e1S 5.Bxd4, are hard-
ly better.

5.Bh4

5.5f4 elS draws.

5..Kc4

5..d3 6.Bel Kd4 intending 7.Bd2? elQ!
8.Bxel Ke3 drawing, or 7.5f6? Ke3 8.Sd5+
Kf3 9.Kf6 d2! 10.Bxd2 Kf2 draw, a variation
due to H. van der Heijden. But 7.Sg3! Ke3
8.5f5+, keeps the blockade closed.

6.514!

6.Kg6? d3! (now this draws) 7.Bel Kb3
draw.

6...Kb3!

Based on: 7.Sxe2? d3 8.Sd4+ Kc3 9.Sf5 d2
10.Se3 Kd3, with a draw. But now if 6...d3
then 7.Bel wins! And after 6...Kc3 White cap-

tures €2 with check and is just in time to con-
trol d2.

7.Kg6!

White had the opportunity to gain full control
of the black squares: 7.Sd3 Kc2 8.Sel+ Kdl
9.Sf3 d3 10.Bel, but Black sacrifices both
pawns: 10...d2! 11.Bxd2 el1Q! 12.Bxel Ke2
with a fork. 7.Kf6? will turn out to be an error.
Note that after the text (7.Kg6) each chessman
is in a knight’s leap relationship with another.
Black’s next move prolongs that curious situa-
tion.

7..Kc2

White still cannot take on e2. But now the d-
pawn is ready to march.

8.Sg2! d3 9. Sel+ Kc3

9..Kd2 is too slow, so that White has time
for 10.Kf5. The text threatens 10...d2. White
invokes a bishop switch:

10.Bd8!

With 7.Kf6 this move would not have been
possible.

10...Kd2
10...d2 11.Ba5+, snatches the d-pawn.
11.Ba5+ Ke3
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Now 12...d2 is again threatened. This time
there is no need to do something about it.
12.Kf5! d2

Otherwise 13.Bd2.

13. Bb6 mate.

VE7 had been entered for several tourneys.

Unsuccessfully, no doubt on account of VES,
whose existence I learned of only recently.

/1291 VE8 A.Chéron
Journal de Geneve 1964
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[Scholiastic footnote by AJR: Chéron him-
self deconstructed his study in EG58 in 1979.]

1301 VE9 R.Vedder vs. M.Gagunashvili
Vlissingen 2004
position after 66.Be5 — BTM

7/ »r
%,/ >
/y/// _
25 >
7/ A%
5 5 %
.// >
. . 0

f5h4 0410.11 4/3
66...Kh3 67.Rd3+ Kh4 68.Rg3 Ra4 69.h3

Ra2 70.hxg4 Rf2+ 71.Ke6 Kg5 72.Kd5 Rh2
73.Bd6 Rh4 74.Be7+ Kf4 75.Bxh4 stalemate.

h7b1 0011.02 3/3 Win Nijkerk and London
November 2005
1.Sf4 d4 2.Bf6 e2 3.Sd3 Kc2 4.Sel+ Kd2
5.Bh4 d3 6 Kg6 Kc3. The two studies link at
this point. 7.Bd8, etc.
a )
VINTAGE 2003
Dot Novr
CARNEROS
- 4

THIS WINE WAS PRODUCED AND BOTTLED BY ETUDE WINES
NAPA, CALIFORNIA ¢ ALCOHOL 14.1% BY VOLUME



Stalemate in positional draw mechanisms

SERGEI DIDUKH

“The creation of high quality artistic productions is a challenging but
rewarding task. Only he can carry it out who acquires complete com-
mand of the ‘secrets’ of technique. To this end familiarity with the the-
ory and practical application of all the devices employed in
composition is — nothing less than essential.”

V. KOorROLKOV “The technology of the chess study” (Problem, 1968)

The motivations for the repetition of moves
in the finale of a positional draw study may be
such that they lead to puzzlement, or even to
confusion. Full understanding calls for close
examination, as under a microscope. This es-
say explores the content and structure of com-
plex mechanisms that charm us with their
touch of stalemate. It also hopes to shed light
on some difficulties encountered in the classi-
fication of positional draw studies.

1317 D1 F.Prokop
2nd prize All-Union Chess Section 1925
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1.Sf8+ Kh8 2.Sg6+ Qxg6 3.f8Q+ Kh7
4.Bb1! Be3+

4...Qxbl 5.Qf5+ Qxf5 stalemate.
5.Ke3! Bd4+

5...Qxbl 6.Qf5+ Qxf5 stalemate.
6.Kd2 Be3+

6...Qxb1 7.Qh8+ Kxh8 stalemate.
7.Kc3 Bd2+

7...Qxbl 8.Qxg7+ Kxg7 stalemate.
8.Kd4 draw.

Multiple threats (moves that win or draw)
prompt black replies (checks) and the perpetu-
al motion starts. It hinges on other construc-
tional elements as well. The pinning of the
queen curtails Black’s defensive possibilities
and the capture of wB leads to stalemate. It’s
important to understand that stalemate be-
comes a threat only after black tries. It is a
motif but not a threat in this construction.

4.Bbl (multiple threats > 4...Q~? pinning

7...Bd2+ (check)

f

7...Q~ pinning 7.Kc3

7...Qxb1l stalemate <€—— (multiple threats)

o
6...Be3+ (check)
V\

T 4. .Qxb1 stalemate

4 .Bc3+ (check)

\

5.Ke3 5...Q~? pinning
(multiplAe/threats) —» 5... Qxb1 stalemate

S...Bd4+ (check)

6.Rh2 (multiple threats) T: 6...Q~? pinning

6... Qxb1l stalemate
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[.Akobia's thorough work on the positional
draw (The positional draw, 1995) lists the fol-
lowing classes:

1. Blockade and fortress.

Perpetual binding and pinning.
Perpetual attack (pursuit).
Perpetual check (also forced).
Ideas of perpetual threat.

Ideas of perpetual prevention.
Perpetual alternation.

Synthesis of two positional draws.

Difficulties will always arise in classifying
studies that combine multiple ideas. Since
some of them are less important than others,
classification can’t be based on cataloging a
wide spectrum of possible combinations. In a
perfect system the strongest (or most piquant)
idea will determine the group. Undoubtedly it
1s stalemate that is the over-riding effect in the
mechanism of D1. That’s why the omission of
a perpetual stalemate class in Akobia’s list
of eight leads to a mis-classification: the stale-
mate element is ignored, which is unaccept-
able.

Complex mechanisms tend to acquire theme
names highlighting the most significant
point(s). So, it’s not surprising at all that
F.Prokop gave the name perpetual stalemate
to this theme.

X NNk WD

I am certain that the classification of chess
studies should be based on the relevant mo-
ments in White play. This is necessary so as to
handle dubious or borderline cases. Black play
is often deeply subtle too, with its own tactical
picture. This can be mentioned in the full ex-
position but may legitimately be overlooked
in the general classification. The ‘forced per-
petual’ and ‘perpetual prevention’ groups
should include final positions where only
black ideas are well discernible.

Perpetual stalemate motif is a powerful
weapon in White’s arsenal. In D2 it hangs

SERGEI DIDUKH

over Black like a sword of Damocles. Stale-
mate appears immediately after wQ is cap-
tured. We have a complete ‘knight wheel” and
six different stalemates.

/1321 D2 S.Didukh
1st honourable mention P.Benko-75JT 2004

o7 & T 7
& 7 2.0 |

a8a5 0306.32 4/6 Draw

1.b8Q Rh8! 2.Qa7+!

2.Ka7? ¢5 3.Qc8 (3.Qg3 Sc6+ 4.Kb7 fSeS!)
Sd6! 4.Qa6+ Kb4 wins.

2...Kb5 3.b7!

3.Qa3? Kxb6 4.Qb4+ Kc7 5.Qe7+ Kc8
6.Qxf6 Re8 wins.

3...Sxb7+ 4.Kxb7 Sd8+

4...Sd6+ 5.Kc7 Rh7+ 6.Kd8! Rxa7 stalemate.

5.Kc7!

5.Kc8? Se6+! 6. Kd7 Rh7+ 7.Ke8 Rxa7 wins.

5...Rh7+ 6.Kd6! Sb7+ [6...Rxa7 stalemate]
7.Keb6 Sc5+ 8. Kd6! Sed+

8...Rxa7 stalemate, or 8...Rd7+ 9.Qxd7 Sxd7
10.Kxd7 ¢5 11.Keb6 c4 12.Kxf6 ¢3 13.Kg7 c2
14.f6 c1Q 15.f7, with stalemate in the corner.

9.Ke6 Sg5+ [9...Rxa7 stalemate] 10.Kd6!
Sf7+ [10..Rxa7 stalemate] 11.Ke6! [Ke7?
Sh6+;] Sd8+ 12.Kd6! draw.

In 1935 G.Kasparyan found the possibility to
add a pinned white piece to the stalemate pic-
ture. He called his discovery perpetual pin. I
suggest ‘perpetual self-pinning’ so as to avoid
any confusions.
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(133 D3 G.Kasparyan
3rd prize Shakhmaty v SSSR 1936
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g8a4 0040.32 5/4 Draw

1.Kh8 b1Q 2.g8Q Bxf6+

2...d1Q 3.Qa8+ Kb4 4.g7 draw.

3.g7 Bxg7+ 4.Qxg7 Qb8+ 5.Bg8 Qh2+
5...d1Q 6.Qd7+! Qxd7 stalemate.
6.Bh7 Qb8+

6...d1Q 7.Qgd+! Qxg4 stalemate.

7.Bg8 draw.

In D4 L.Katsnelson shows a marvellous
dance of unprotected queens, which continues
into the final position. Black doesn’t take per-
petual check here. He quietly pins wQ to f1.
It’s not enough for a win as she always has a
safe retreat to d3 or e2 — a drawing move with-
out a distinct threat.

Tactical motifs are determining features in
mechanisms with prosaic or empty threat(s).

/1347 D4 L.Katsnelson
2nd place USSR team championship1979
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ala3 3031.32 5/5 Draw

1.b8Q! [f8Q? Bc3;] Qxb8 2.8Q Qxf8

3.h8Q Bc3 4.Qf6! Qd6 5.Qd4! Qa6 6.Qd3!
Qb5 7.Qe2! Qc4 8.Qd3 Qb5 9.Qe2 draw.
The structure of D5 is different: the core

moves make no threat but Black is forever in
zugzwang.

(1351 DS D.Gurgenidze
Ist prize Problem 1972

N@ %v%ﬁ%l
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dla2 4401.02 4/5 Draw

7.Qc4 (zugzwang)<: 7...Q~? binding
A R 7...R~? blockade

10...Ral

(attack)
10...Q~ pinning 10.Qb4
10...Qxb4 stalemate47 (zugzwang)
10...R~? blockade w

9...Kbl

(mate threat)

9.Qc3 (zugzwang)

7...Ra2

(mate threat)

\

8.Qb4 _¥ 8...Q~? pinning
(zugzwang) <» 8... Qxb4 stalemate
g ™ 8...R~? blockade
8...Kal
(mate threat)

ﬁ 9...Q~? pinning
9... Qxc3 stalemate
9...R~? blockade
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1.Qf7+ Kb2 2.Rg2+! Qxg2 3.Qf2+! Kb3
4.Qxb6+ Ka2 5.Qe6+ Kxbl 6.Qb3+ Qb2
7.Qc4! Ra2 8.Qb4! Kal [8...Qxb4 stalemate]
9.Qc3 Kbl [9...Qxc3 stalemate] 10.Qb4 Ral
11.Qc4 draw.

This construction is truly an “apple of dis-
cord”. Some commentators call it ‘perpetual
avoidance of checkmate’ and place the study
in the ‘perpetual prevention’ category. Others
are impressed by pinning motifs and send D5
to the corresponding group. Somebody else
may assert it’s a case of blockade though only
black pieces impede bR’s moves and the idea
of blockade is unclear. My statement that it’s
an example of ‘perpetual stalemate’ mustn’t
necessarily complicate the situation. Stale-
mate motifs give the study particular flavour
and can be considered as more important than
others. The presence of zugzwang in the cen-
tre of the construction is also a nice point.
However, the fact that we see all the other ide-
as before identifying its presence is eloquent
enough.

Tactical motifs are determining features in
mechanisms with mutual zugzwang.

‘Perpetual stalemate’ group is rich in sophis-
ticated and witty compositions. D6 alternates
checks with zugzwang positions. This time it’s
wR that pins bQ and stubbornly refuses to
capture it. Besides, the study satisfies all the
requirements of ‘perpetual self-pinning’.

[136) D6 N.Kralin
1st prize F.Bondarenko JT 1975

/z //// %% //% _
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Z % &
hle5 3230.57 8/10 Draw

1.Re2+ K16 2.Rf8+ Kg7 3.R{3!

3.Rf4? Qbl 4.Re7+ Kh6 5Re6+ Qg6
6.Rxg6+ Kxg6 7.Rf3 Kh6 8.Rf6+ Kg7 9.Rf3

N
N\
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Kg6 zz 10.Rg3+ Kf5 11.Rxh3 Bxf2 12.Rf3+
Ke4 13.Rxf2 ¢3! 14.bxc3 Kd3 wins.

3...Qb1 4.Re7+ Kg8 5.Re8+ Kh7 6.Re7+
Kh6 7.Re6+! Qg6 8.Rc6! Kh7 [8...Qxc6
stalemate] 9.Rc7+ Qg7 10.Rb7! Kh8
11.Rb8+ Qg8 12.Ra8! Kh7 13.Ra7+ Qg7
14.Rb7 Kh6 15.Rb6+ Qg6 16.Rc6! draw.

In 1938 G.Kasparyan discovered a rare theme
of passive domination. Somehow these two
words fully describe the intricate blend of
ideas in D7. ‘Passive’ stands for the absence
of a threat (WR doesn’t attack bB); and the
idea of domination comprises stalemate and
blockade motifs.

(13771 D7 G.Kasparyan
3rd prize Shakhmaty v SSSR 1962
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clal 0160.35 5/8 Draw
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1.Rg7

1.Ra6? a2 2.Rg6 Be7 3.Rd6 Bh4 4.Rf6 Bg5
5.Rd6 Bf4 wins.

1...a2

1...Ka2 2.Rb7 Bd6 3.Rb3 Be5 4. Rxa3+ Kxa3
stalemate.

1...Ba2 2.Ra7 Bxc4 3.Rxa3+ Ba2 4.Kxc2 c4
5.Ra7 draw.

2.Rh7!

2.Rd7? Bh6 3.Rg7 Bf4 4.Rg5 Bc7 wins.

2...Bd6 3.Re7! Bf4 [Bb8; Rc7] 4.Re5 Bho6
5.Rg5 Bf8 6.Rg7 Bd6 7.Re7 draw.

This same year V.Smyslov introduced the
new term bogging down. This theme refers to
a badly placed black piece that can’t get out of
the “swamp” because of stalemate and block-
ade that is organized by wK. The usual prison-
er is bR. D8 by V.Yakimchik shows that the
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thematic piece can be bB as well. The solitary
wK blockades two black men.

/1381 D8 V.Yakimchik
Ist prize Shakhmatnaya Moskva 1966

o AR
wrw 5w
5 5
TE om oo
oo E
e v v o

h4f8 1360.23 4/7 Draw

1.Qal Bh8 2.Qa3+!

2.Qa8+? Kg7 3.Qg2+ Kh7 4.Qc2+ f5 wins.

2..Kg7 3.Qg3+ Kh7 4.Qd3+ Rf5 5.Qxf5+!
exf5 6.KhS (threatens 7.h4 with stalemate)
Kg7 7.h4 Kf8 8.Kh6 Bg7+ [stalemate motif
Ke7; h5!]19.KhS Bh8 10.Kh6 Ke7

10...Bh7 11.Kxh7 Bg7 12.h5 Bh6 13.Kxh6
Kg8, stalemate to wk.

11.h5 Ke6 stalemate.

In D9 we find binding instead of blockade.
The mutual zugzwang in the mechanism ap-
pears in its entire beauty thanks to a thematic

try.

\
N\

\

/1397 D9 V.Kovalenko
Ist prize Pat a Mat 1991-1992
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b1f1 0714.02 4/6 Draw

1.Se3+ Kel 2.BaS d4 3.Rg2+

Thematic try 3.Rh2+ Sc3+ 4.Bxc3+ dxc3
5.Sc2+ bxc2+ 6.Kcl Kfl, White is in zug-
zwang!

3...S¢3+ 4.Bxc3+ dxc3 5.Sc2+ Kfl 6.Se3+
Kel 7.Sc2+ bxc2+ 8.Kcl Kfl 9.Rh2 Kel
10.Rg2 Rfl 11.Rh2 zz Rhgl 12.Rg2 Rhl
13.Rh2 Rfgl 14.Rg2 Kf1 15.Rh2 draw.

D10 combines pins and binds. The compari-
son of two stalemate pictures brings about an
exquisite kaleidoscopic effect: bQ perpetually
swaps with bR the guard of g6 and g7.

bPh7 is added to the original version because
after 1.d7 Rd6 2.b6! Qxd7 3.Rf8 Qe7 4.Se6+
Qxf8+ 5.Sxf8 Rxb6 6.Kxg7, a win for Black
is very problematical.

/1407 D10 1. Krikheli
3rd prize Merani 1970

e 7 B O

7 /////
.

A7 7 Ka

,,,,,

= . A
.5, A7 74
w7 0.
. ) T8

h8a8 3401.55 8/8 Draw

1.Sc6! Rxc6 [bxc6; d7] 2.d7 Rd6 3.b6 Qxd7
4.Rf8+ Qd8 5.Kh7! Rd7 [5...Qx{8 stalemate]
6.Re8! Rd6 [6...Qxe8 stalemate] 7.Rf8! draw.

In D11 I used blockade combined with pin to
spread the stalemate web over the whole
chessboard. The game-like starting position
masks the unexpected finale.

/1417 D11 S.Didukh
Suomen Tehtdvdiniekat 2005
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e418 4031.44 7/7 BTM, Draw

1...Qel+!
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1...Qe3+ 2.Kf5 Bxe6+ 3.Kf6 Qb3 4.Qxb3
Bxb3 5.g6 draw.

l...dxe6 2. Kxf4 Kg7 3.Qd2 Bf7 4.Qe3 Qh2+
5.Kg4 c4 6.4 Qc2 7.5 draws.

2.Kf5!
2.Kd5? Bxe6+ 3.Kd6 ¢4 wins.
2...dxe6+

An interesting Q-sac variation is 2...Bxe6+
3.Kf6 Qb4 4.g6!! (4.Qal? Qb8 5.Qa5 c4
6.0c5+ Kg8 7.0e7 Of8+ 8.0xf8+ Kxf8 9.8g2
c3 10.Sel Bg4!) Qxb2 5.gxh7 Qxe5+ 6.Kxe5
Kg7 7.Sg6 draw.

No victory after 2...Ke7 3.Sg2 Bxe6+ 4.Kxf4
Qb4+ 5.Qxb4 cxb4 6.Se3! d5 7.exd6+ Kxd6
8.Ke4 b3 9.Sd1 Bd5+ 10.Ke3 Bc6 11.f4 KdS
12.Sc3+ Kc4 13.Sb1 b2 14.15.

3.Kf6 Qb4 4.Sg6+!! hxgé 5.Qb1! Bh7
(5...Qxbl stalemate) 6.Qb3! (The threat

7.Qxe6 1s too prosaic to be called ‘attack’)
Bg8 (6...Qxb3 stalemate) 7.Qb1! draw.

To my mind stalemate motifs sound louder
than other ideas in DI1-D11. That’s why I
place these studies in one separate class.

The study by M.Liburkin has an evident
threat of promotion and belongs to the group
of perpetual threat.

6.Sc6
(threat of promotlon

9...0b5

f

9.5e5
9...0Qxed stalemate <—— (multiple threats)

w
8...Qe2

8.5gb6
(threat of promotion)

In D13 V.Bron brought together a variety of

tactical motifs: pinning of the knight, binding
of the rook, blockade of the bishop and stale-

SERGEI DIDUKH

Tactical motifs are not determining features
in mechanisms with a distinct threat.

/1427 D12 M.Liburkin
Ist prize Dagestan Sports Committee 1950

T 35 T 7
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c3h7 3005.33 6/6 Draw

1.e7 b4+ [Qxd6; g8Q+] 2.Kb3 a4+

2...Qd3+ 3.Ka4 Qd1+ 4.Kxa5 draw.

3.Ka2 b3+ 4.Ka3 Sb5+ 5.Sxb5 Qxb5 6.Sc6!
Qe2

6...Qxc6 7.g8Q+ Kxg8 8.e8Q+ Qxe8 stale-
mate.

7.Se5 Qh5

7...Qxe5 8.g8Q+ Kxg8 9.e8Q+ Qxe8 stale-
mate.

8.Sg6!
8.Sf7? Qg4 9.g8Q+ Qxg8 10.Sd6 Qb8 wins.
8...Qe2 9.Se5 Qb5 10.Sc6 draw.

T 6. .Qxc6 stalemate

6 .Qe2

Y
7.5e5

(threat of g&motion)—V 7... Qxe5 stalemate

7...Qh5

8... Qxgb stalemate

mate. However, the presence of attack in the
core of the mechanism automatically places it
in the category of perpetual attack.



STALEMATE IN POSITIONAL DRAW MECHANISMS 69

/1431 D13 V.Bron
11th place I USSR individual champ. 1948

\@% 25
7 K 7|
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57 //%/@ |
7 & 757
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0.7 T 7
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a5a8 0344.52 8/6 Draw

1.Ka6 Sxf4 2.Se3 dS

2...Rh5 3.Be4+ d5 4.Sxd5 Sxd5 5.g7, trans-
poses.

3.Sxd5! Sxd5 4.Be4 RhS5 5.g7! Bxg7 6.d4!
Bf6

6...Bxd4 7.Bxd5+ Rxd5 stalemate.

7.Bf3! Rf5

7...Bxd4 8. Bxd5+! Rxd5 stalemate.
8.Be4! Rh5 9.Bf3 Rg5 10.Bh1(Be4) draw.

An attentive reader understands that judges’
claims of the presence of perpetual threat of
stalemate in some of these studies are errone-
ous. We should rather ask ourselves if it exists
at all? I.Akobia could find no examples and
believes achieving this theme to be impossi-
ble. Indeed, in most cases it is mistaken with
perpetual alternation.

144 D14 N.Popkov
Ist prize Vecherny Novosibirsk 1981

T U, = 7
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a2f8 0103.03 2/5 Draw

1.Rel Sb4+ 2.Kal! Sd3 3.Rc1 Sb4 4.Rel!
[Rf1+? Ke7] Sd3 5.Rcl draw.

3.Rcl (attack)

Vol Y
4...8d3 3...Sb4
A 4
4 .Rel

(threat of stalemate)

There’s only one threat of stalemate in the
construction and it alternates with the attack
on the pawn. Certainly it has the quality of
perpetuity because it is present in the “wheel”
and reappears after its complete rotation. Even
S0, the term perpetual threat should be used
only when we have at least two threats of the
same nature. Is it possible to combine two
perpetual stalemate threats?

The enormous difficulties are obvious:

1. White has to be considerably behind on
material, if not, more powerful threats will
come up. Compensation can be found in the
passivity of black pieces (blockade, pinning,
binding) and in White’s hidden potential (a
pawn about to promote).

2. Black’s reply that thwarts the impending
stalemate mustn’t radically improve Black’s
position. White must have adequate resources
to cope with it. So, the play needs to be deli-
cate.

3. It seems impossible to juggle with two
short threats of stalemate in a single move.
White has more freedom and possibilities with
a two/three-move threat.

In V. Korolkov’s study D15 the king is al-
ready in a stalemate situation after his every
move. However, it’s not a threat, it’s a stale-
mate motif. The study should be incorporated
in the missing ‘perpetual stalemate’ group.

1.a7
1.e6+? Kg7 2.a7 Rf2+ wins.

1...h6 2.6+ Rxe6 3.a8Q Re2 4.Qc8 e6+
5.Qxe6+ Rxe6 6.d4! Rf6+

6...Rd6 7.cxd6 cxd6 stalemate.
7.KeS Re6+ [7...Rf1 stalemate] 8. Kf5 draw.
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/1451 D15 V.Korolkov
3rd prize Trud 1950
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£5£7 0300.76 8/8 Draw
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It was until 1970 that G.Nadareishvili suc-
ceeded in achieving the necessary refinement
of play against major Black advantage in force
to express the perpetual threat of stalemate.
Note that he uses the bind technique and the
potential of wPg7.

4.Rab

SERGEI DIDUKH

[146) D16 G.Nadareishvili
New Statesman 1970

@,%7%@%
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mE Ty
7, /Al 7
7%74/7/@
0.0 0
,@ =
7 7 U

h6g8 3110.33 6/5 Draw

\

1.Bg4 Qe7 2.Be6+! Qxe6 3.Ra3 [Rf3? Qe7;]
Qe8 4.Ra6! (The only threat is Re6-e8+ with
stalemate) Qb8 5.Ra2! (Threatens 6.Re2-e8+)
Qc8 6.Ra3! Qe8 7.Ra6 draw.

> 4...Q~ binding

(threat of stalemate)

6...Qe8

-1

(threat of stalemate) 6.Ra3

6...Q~ binding

It seems that this wonderful study didn’t re-
ceive any award. I do not know the reasons of
this. The lack of outer dynamism is hardly
avoidable when treating a complex theme of
perpetual threat. Unfortunately the richness of
motifs doesn’t lie on the surface. So, if the
judge doesn’t take a deep plunge, he fails to
see the magnificence of the composer’s idea.

The absence of any award urges me to re-
mark that we need to be aware that the lack of
dynamism is hardly avoidable when treating a
complex theme of perpetual threat. The inten-
sity of the struggle makes up for it.

In my study two White pieces threaten to
commit hara-kiri for stalemate.

5...Qc8

Y
4...Qb8

\

5.Ra2 (threat of stalemate)
A X

5...Q~ binding

(1477 D17 S.Didukh
2nd honourable mention Nona JT 2005

”/”/@/g%
A Aa A

0.0 &
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W wx
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= 2 8 B

f6e8 0344.46 7/10 Draw

White is a rook and two pawns down. Any
solver would start thinking about mounting a
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desperate attack. Indeed Sd3-c5-e6-c7 looks
appealing. 1.Sc5? g4! 2.hxg4 Rg5? 3.Se6! and
White mates, but after 2...Se5! 3.Bxg8 Sxg4+,
Black wins.

The expert eye observes that the black pieces
are effectively paralyzed. The only sensible
move is 1...g4. White can’t prevent it but he
has time to move his knight to e4 so as to
threaten with stalemate that becomes visible
as soon as bR moves to g5 and with exquisite
generosity deprives wK of the retreat squares
g6 and g7. It’s surprising that the path to e4
goes via f2 and not c5. The explanation lies in
2...SeS5!

1.Sf2! g4

1..Sd6 2.Bxg8 g4 3.hxg4 Rg5 4.Bh7 Sc8
5.Bg6+ Rxg6+ 6.Kxgb Sxe7+ 7.Kg7 draws.

2.hxg4 Rg5

2...Se5 3.Bxg8 Rg5 (3...Sxg4? — that’s why
1.Sf2!) 4.Bb3 Rxg4 5.Bd1! Rg5 6.Se4 Rxf5+!

7.Kxf5 Sc6 8. Kg4 Kxe7 9.Sc3 Sb4 10.Sb5!
Sxa6 11.Sxa7draws.

3.Se4 Threat of stalemate in 2 moves:
4 Bxf7+ Bxf7 5.Sd6+ cxd6.

3...8d8! Excellent reply! 4.Ba4! Threat of
stalemate in 3 moves: 5.Sd6+! cxd6 6.Bxd7+
Kxd7 7.edQ (e8Q) KxQ.

4...Sf7 5.Bb3! Perpetual threat of stalemate
5...Rxf5+

Another possibility to prevent stalemate is
5..h5 6.Sxg5! Sxg5 7.Bxg8 Sed4+ 8.Kg7!
Kxe7 9.Bd5! Sf6 10.g5! Se8+ 11.Kg6, after a
couple of precise moves White reached a
drawn endgame, for example 11...h3 12.f6+
K18 13.Kxh5 c5 14.Kg4 h2 15.Bf3 c4 16.Kf4!
c3 17.Ke3 d5 18.Bxds.

6.gxf5 Sg5 7.Sxg5! Bxb3 8.Sh3! Be4 9.S14!
Bf7 10.Sh3 — another positional draw based
on the binding of three black pieces: black
pawns c7 and d7 can’t weaken d6 and c6, and

the black bishop has to keep control over h5
and dS.

Perpetual threat of stalemate with self-
pinning is not something of an impossible
dream.

/1481 D18 S.Didukh
G.Kasparian-95MT 2005

7. 2757
. aih
7 A7
o A 3
. ¢ A
258 0165.34 7/8 draw

1.Sd3 Sh3+ 2.Khé6!
2.Kh4? Sf4 3.Sc1 Sxe6 4.fxe6 Bc7 wins.

2...514! 3.Sxf4 c1Q 4.gSh5 Ba4 (threatened
5.5f6+) 5.b5! Bxb5 (Qhl; {6!) 6.g7 The threat
of stalemate in two.

6...Qc2
6...c2 7.Sf6+! exf6 8.Re8+! Bxe&, with a
pinned knight.

6...Qxf4+ 7.Sxt4 c2 8.Rel Ba5 9.f6! Bxel
(exf6,; Sd5) 10.£7+ Kxf7 11.Kh7 draws.

7.8d5! Intending to sacrifice all three pieces
for stalemate.

7...Qd2+

7...Qxt5 8.hSt6+ exf6 9.Re8+ Bxe8 10.Se7+
Kf7 11.Sxf5 Bd7 12.Se7 Bxe7 13.Kh7 Ke6
14.g8Q+ Ke5 15.Qf7 Bf5+ 16.Kg7 Kd6
17.Qc4 c2 18.Kf7 draws.

No progress after 7...Kf7 8.Rg6 Kg8 9.Re6.

8.hSf4! Threatening to stalemate himself
with another knight pinned.

8.dSf4? Qd7! 9.Sd5 Qxe6+ wins.

8...Qh2+ 9.Sh5 Qd2+ 10.hSf4 Qd4 11.Sh5!

¢2, a firework of sacrifices starts 12.hSf6+!
exf6 13.Re8+! Bxe8 14.Se7+! Kf7 15.g8Q+
Kxe7 16.Qe6+ Kf8 17.Qg8+! Kxg8 stale-
mate.

I don’t know of any other study with the per-
petual threat of stalemate except for these
three. Do you?



Y benr

Charles Michael Bent (Great Brittain)
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Pavlovsky & Pospisil-70JT (2004)

Evzen Pavlovsky acted as
tourney director and Jaroslav
Pospisil as judge. They re-
ceived 56 entries from 35 par-
ticipants from 14 countries.
The tourney was formal; i.e.
Pavlovsky presented all en-
tries anonymously to the
judge. The provisional award
as well as the final award was
published on the internet. The
award has some interesting
statistics  (34% miniatures
among the entries, 40% of the
submissions by e-mail and
60% by post).

Some original studies from

the deceased Vratislav Milt-
ner were submitted by a
friend and accepted for the
tourney (and one was hon-
oured).

During the confirmation
time a study by Richard
Becker (USA) originally
awarded 3rd honourable men-
tion was cooked by the author
(there is a curious statement
in the award about the 50-
move o.t.b. rule that of course
doesn’t apply to studies). Al-
so a claim about use of an
EGTB-position was rejected:
“neither the ‘study tourney
guidelines’ for formal tour-
neys nor any other rules
oblige the judge to consider
this kind of objection.”

No 14720 Marco Campioli
(Italy). 1...c5/1 2.d4/ii cxd4/iii
3.cxd4 bd/iv 4.Sa6/v b3/vi
5.8Sxb3 Kxb3/vii 6.Sc5+/viii
Kc4(c3)/ix 7.Sxa4 Kxd4
8.Sb2/x Ke3 9.Sd1+/xi Kf4/
x11 10.Kd7, and:

1491 No 14720 M.Campioli
Ist prize
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c8a2 0002.34 6/5 BTM, Win

— g4 11.Ke6 Kg3 12.Se3 Kf2
(Kf4; Sfl) 13.Kf5 Kxe3
14.Kxg4 wins, or:

—Kg3 11.Se3 Kf2 (g4; Keb)
12.Ke6 Kxe3d 13.Kf5 Kf2
14.g4 wins.

1) Kxal 2.Sc6 Kb2 3.Kxc7
Kc2 (a3; Sb4) 4.d4 a3 5.d5
Kxc3 6.d6 a2 7.d7 a1Q 8.d8Q
Qcl (Qgl; Qxg5) 9.Qd4+
Kb3/xiii 10.Qb4+  Ka2
11.Qxb5, or b4 2.cxb4 Kxal
3.b5 a3 4.Sc6 Kb2 5.Kxc7 a2
6.b6 al1Q 7.b7 Kc2 8.d4 wins.

i1) 2.Sa6? Kxal 3.Sxc5 Kbl

4.Sa6 Kc2 5.d4 a3 6.d5 Kxc3
7.d6 a2 8.d7 alQ 9.Sc7 Qgl
10.d8Q Qxg2 draw; 2.Sc6?
Kxal 3.d4 a3 4.d5 a2 5.d6
Kb2 6.d7 alQ 7.d8Q Qa8+
8.Sb8 Qxg2 draw; 2.Sc2?
Kb2 3.d4 (Se3; a3) Kxc2
4.dxc5 a3 5.c6 a2 6.c7 alQ
7.Kb7 Qxc3 8.Sc6 Qg3 9.¢8Q
Qxg2, or here 4.d5 a3 5.d6 a2
6.d7 alQ 7.d8Q Qxc3 8.Qxg5
b4.

111) Kxal 3.dxc5 a3 4.c6 a2
5.c7 Kb2 6. Kb7 alQ 7.c8Q
Qfl 8.Qc6 Qcd/xiv 9.Kb6
Kxc3 10.Qxb5 wins; b4
3.cxb4 cxd4 (cxb4; Sa6)

4.Sa6 Kxal/xv 5.Sc5 a3 6.b5
a2 7.b6 Kb2 8.b7 alQ 9.b8Q+
Kc2 10.Qb3+ Kcl (Kd2;
Sed4+) 11.Qcd4+ Qc3 (Kbl;
Qd3+) 12.Qxd4 Qxd4
13.Sb3+ wins.

iv) Kxal 4.d5 a3 5.d6 a2
6.d7 Kbl 7.d8Q alQ 8.Qd3+
Ka2 9.Qxb5 wins, or here
Kb2 7.d8Q alQ 8.Qd4+ Kbl
9.Qxal+ Kxal 10.Sa6 wins.

v) 4.Sc6? b3 5.Sxb3 axb3
(Kxb3; d5) 6.Sb4+ Kb2/xvi
7.d5 Kc3 8.d6 b2/xvii draws;
4.d5? b3 5.Sxb3 axb3 (Kxb3;
d6) 6.d6 b2 7.d7 b1Q 8.d8Q
Qc2+ and Qxg2 draw; 4.Sd7?
Kxal/xviii 5.Sb6 a3 6.d5 b3
7.d6 b2.

vi) Kxal 5.Sxb4 Kb2 6.d5
Kb3 7.d6 Kxb4 8.d7 wins.

vil) axb3 6.Sc5 b2 7.Sa4
b1Q (b1S; d5) 8.Sc3+ wins.

viil) 6.d5? a3 7.d6 a2 8.d7
alQ 9.Sc7 Qgl 10.d8Q Qxg2,
or here 9.Sc5+ Kb4 10.d8Q
Kxc5 11.Qxg5+ Kdé.

ix) Kb4 7.Sxa4 Kxa4 8.d5.

x) 8.Kd7? (Sb6?; Ke3) Ke3/
xix 9.Sc3 Kf2 10.g4 Kf3
draws.

xi) 9.Sc4+? (Kd77?; Kf2) Kf2
10.g4 Kf3 11.Se5+ Kf4.

xii) Ke2 10.Kd7 Kxdl1 11.g4
wins.

xiil) Kc2 10.Qc5+ Kdl
11.Qxcl+ wins.

xiv) g4 9.Kb6 g3 10.Qxb5+
wins.

xv) a3 5.b5 Kxal 6.Sb4 Kbl
7.b6 d3 8.Sxd3 a2 9.b7 alQ
10.b8Q+ Kc2 11.Qb2+ wins.

xvi) Ka3(al) 7.Sd3; Kbl
7.d5.
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xvii) But not Kxb4? 9.d7 b2
10.d8Q b1Q 11.Qb6+ wins.
xviii) But not b3? 5.Sxb3
axb3 6.Sc5 b2 7.Sad4 blQ
(b1S; d5) 8.Sc3+.

xix) But not Ke4? 9.Sc3+
Ke3 10.Sd5+ Kf2 11.g4 Kf3
12.5f6 wins.

“A challenging composition:
struggle of two knights
against a tight formation of
three black pawns and a king
leads into a 5-man ending in a
natural way. The distinctions
between some 4th moves is
also interesting, especially
between 6.Sa6! and 4.Sd7?7”

/1500 No 14721 M.Hlinka
& J.Polasek
2nd prize
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No 14720 Michal Hlinka
(Slovakia) & Jaroslav
Polasek (Czech Republic).
1.b7/i Rad4+ 2Kxf3 Rb4
3.Be5 Rxb7 4.Kf2 Rb4
5.Bh5/ii Rb3 6.Be2 Ra3/iii
7.Bb5 Ra2+ 8.Kf1 Rc2 9.Bd3
Rcl+ 10.Kf2 wins

i) 1.Be5? f2 2.Bd3 Ra4+
3.Kf5 Rb4 draws.

ii) 5.Be8? Rb6 6.Bh5 Rf6-+.

i) g5 7.Bc4; Rh3 7.Ba6
Rh2+ 8.Kf1.

“Tastefully arranged duel: a
rook against two bishops; it’s
a real titbit even for experi-

PAVLOVSKY & POSPISIL-70JT (2004)

enced solvers. Spiced with
temptations on moves 1 and
5.’9

/1517 No 14722 R.Becker

3rd prize
BBy
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c5h1 0013.11 3/3 Win

No 14722 Richard Becker
(USA). 1.Kd6/i Sa6/ii 2.Bc4
Sb4 3.Kc5 Sc2 4.Bd3 Se3/iii
5Kxd4 Sdl/iv 6.Be2 Sb2/v
7.Kc3 Sad4+ 8.Kb4(c4) Sbo6
9.Kc5 Sd7+/vi 10.Kd6 Sf6
11.Ke6 Se8/vii 12.Bf3+(dl)
Kgl 13.Bc6(ad) Sc7+ 14.Kd6
Sa6 15.Bb5 Sb4 16.Kc5 Sc2
17.Bd3 Sel 18.Bed4 Kf2
19.Kc4 Ke2 20.Kc3 wins.

1) 1.Kb6? d3 2.Kb7 Kg2
draw.

11) Kg2 2.Bc4 Kf2 (d3;
Bxd3) 3.d3.

iii) Sel 5.Bed4+ Kgl 6.Kxd4;
Sal 5.Kb4 Kg2 6.Bbl Kf2
7.d3 Ke2 8.Ka3 Kd2 9.Kb2.

iv) Sg4 6.Be2 and now Sf6
7.Ke5 Sd7+/viii 8.Kd6 Sb6
(St6; Ke6) 9.Ba6 Kg2 10.Kc6
Sa4 11.Bb5 Sb2 12.d4, or Sh6
7.Bc4 and now: Sf5+ 8.Ke5
Se7 (Sh4; Bd5+ (Kf6)) 9.Ke6
Sg6 (Sc8; Ba6(b3)) 10.Kf6
St8 (Sf4; Kf5(g5)) 11.Be6, or
Sg4 8.Be6 Sh2/ix 9.Ke4 Kg2
10.d4 Sf3 11.d5 Sd2+ 12.Kd3
Sb3 13.Ke3(Bcg).

v) Sf2 7.Ke5 (Sh3; Bc4) Sh3
8.Kf5.

vi) Sc8 10.Bg4 Se7 11.Kd6
Sg6 12.BfS Sf4 13.Ke5 Se2
14.Bd3 Scl 15.Bc4.

vii) Sh7 12.Bd3
13.Kf6.

viii) Sh7 8.Bd3 Sg5 9.Kf6
Sh3 10.Bf5 Sf4 11.Ke5 Se2
12.Bd3 Scl 13.Bc4, or here
Sgl 13.Bed4+ Kh2 14.d4.

ix) Sf2 9.Ke3 Kg2 10.d4
Sd1+ 11.Kd2 Sb2 12.Bb3.
“Remarkable chase for the
black knight in a fox-hunting
style with only one minor du-
al at move 12. After five
moves the game proceeds in-
to a 5-man ending where
Black has no counterplay.”

/152 No 14723 P.Rossi
& M.Campioli
1st honourable mention
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No 14722 Pietro Rossi &
Marco  Campioli  (Italy).
1...Se3+/i 2.Kg5 Sxg2 3.h6/ii
Sxel 4.h7 {3 5h8Q f2
6.Qh4+/iii Kf3 (Ke3; Qf4+)
7.Qgd+/iv Ke3  8.Qf4+/vi
Ke2  9.Qed4+/vi  Kdl/vii
10.Qg4+/viii Kd2 11.Qc4/ix
Sd3/x  12.Qf7/xi  Ke2/xii
13.Qe6+/xiii Kd2 14.Qf5/xiv
Kel/xv 15.Qed+/xvi Kd2/xvii
16.Qf3/xviii Kel 17.Qe3+/
xix Kfl 18.Kg4(h4) Kg2
19.Qg3+/xx  Khl (Kf1;
Qxd3+) 20.Qxd3/xxi wins.
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1) Sxel 2.h6 {3 3.gxf3+ Sxf3
4.h7 Se5+ 5.Kh5 Sf7 6.Kg6
Sh8+ 7.Kg7 wins.

i) 3.S3? (Sxg2?; 13) Kxf3
4.h6 Kg3 5.h7 13 6.h8Q f2
7.Qe5+ Kf3 8.Qd5+ Kg3
9.Qd6+ Sf4 10.Qxf4+ Kg2
draw.

iii) 6.Qa8+? Ke3 7.Qa3+
Ke2 8.Qa6+ Kf3 9.Qf1 Sg2
10.Qd1+ Kg3 11.Qd6+ Sf4
12.Qxf4+ Kg2; 6.Qe8+? Kf3
7.Qc6+ Kg3 8.Qd6+ Kg2.

1v) 7.Qh3+? wastes time
Ke2 8.Qe6+ Kf3 9.Qgd+;
7.Qh1+? Kg3 8.Kf5 Sf3
9.Qf1 Sd2 10.Qd3+ Sf3 draw.

v) 8.Qc4? Sf3+ 9.Kf5 Sd2;
8.Qe6+? wastes time: Kf3
9.Qg4+ (Qf5+; Kg2) Ke3
10.Qf4+.

vi) 9.Qc4+? wastes time:
Kf3 10.Qg4d+ Ke3 11.Qf4+ or
here 10.Kh4 Sg2+ 11.Kh3
Se3; 9.Qg4+? Sf3+.

vii) Kd2 10.Qc4 Sd3 11.Qf7
wins.

viii) 10.Qc4? Sf3+ 11.Kf4
Sd2, or 10.Qd4+? wastes
time: Ke2 11.Qed+ (Qcd+?;
Kf3).

ix) 11.Qd4(f4)+? wastes
time: Ke2 12.Qed4+ Kdl
13.Qg4+.

x) Ke3 12.Kh4 Sd3 13.Qe6+
Kf3 14.Qf5+ Ke2 15.Qed+
Kd2 16.Qf3 Kel 17.Qe3+, or
here Kd2 14.Qf5 Ke2
15.Qe4+ win.

xi) 12.Qa2+? wastes time:

Kdl 13.Qf7 Ke2 14.Qe6+; if
Kel 13.Qe6+ Kd2 14.Qf5.

xil) Kel 13.Qe6+ Kd2
14.Qf5

xii1) 13.Qh5+? wastes time:
Kel 14.Qh4 Kdl 15.Qg4+
Kel 16.Qe4+.

xiv) 14.Qh3? wastes times
Ke2 15.Qe6+.

xv) Ke3 15Kg4 Ke2
16.Qf3+ Kel 17.Qe3+.

xvi) 15.Qe6+? wastes time:
Kd2 16.Qf5.

xvii) Kfl 16.Kg4(h4) Kgl
17.Qe3 Kg2 18.Qg3+ wins.
xviil) 16.Qg2? Kel 17.Qg3
Ke2, or 16.Qh1? Ke2 17.Qg2
(Qh5+; Kel) Sel.

xix) 17.Qg3? wastes time:
Ke2 18.Qg4+ Kd2 19.Qf3.

xx) 19.Qf3(h3)+? wastes
time: Kgl 20.Qg3+ Khl
21.Qxd3.

xxi) 20.Qf3(h3)+? wastes
time: Kgl 21.Qg3+ Khl
22.Qxd3.

“Also in this composition
the greater part of the solution
constitutes a five men ending
without any counterplay. The
study is significant for the
theory of the ending where a
queen tries to get the better of
a knight and pawn holding
out.”

/1537 No 14724 S.Didukh
2nd honourable mention
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e5¢6 0047.10 4/4 Draw
No 14724 Sergei Didukh
(Ukraine) 1.Bd8/i Sf7+ 2.Ke6

Sxd8+/i1 3.Ke7 Bgb 4.Kxd8
Bxc2 5.Sc¢3 (Sb2?; KbS5) St4/
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1 6.Ke7 Kc5 7.Kf6 Kc4
8.Sed/iv Bxe4 9.Ke5 draws.

1) 1.Ba5? Kb5 double attack;
1.Bb8? Kb7.

i1) Sf4+ 3.Kf5 but not
3.Ke7? Sgb6+ 4.Kxe8 Sd6
mate.

iii) Sg3 6.Ke7 Kc5 7.Keb6
Kc4 8.Sd5 draws.

iv) 8.Kg5? Se6+ 9.Kf6 Sd4
10.Sa2 Se2 wins.

“From the thematic and con-
structional point the study
brings nothing new, but the
solution is tasteful and deftly
arranged. A certain affinity
with a study by Novikov is
undeniable.”

V. Novikov, Schach 1977
(correction  1978);  c4d7
0074.01 elb2e8d2.g5 3/5
draw: 1.Kb3 Scl+ 2.Kxb2
Sd3+ 3.Kc2 Sxel+ 4.Kdl
Sg2 5.Se4 g4 6.Sfo+ Ke7
7.Sxg4 BhS 8.Ke2 Bxgd+
9.Kf2 St4 10.Kg3 draw.

/154 No 14725 J Kratz
3rd honourable mention
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No 14724 Jirgen Kratz
(Germany). 1.Kc¢7 (Bxd5?;
Kb6) a4/i 2.Bxd5 Ka5/ii
3.Kb7/iii a6/iv 4.Be6(f7,g8)/v
b4/vi 5.Bc4/vii b3/viii 6.a3 b2
7.Bd3 (Ba2?; Kb5) blQ+
8.Bxbl Kb5 9.Ba2(c2)/ix
Ka5 10.Kc7 Kb5 11.Kd6 Ka5
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12.Kd5 Kb5 13.Bbl Ka5s
14.Kc4 Kb6 15.Kb4 wins.

i) b4 2.Ba4 b3 3.Kc6 b2
4.Bb5 mate, d4 2.a4 d3 3.Kc6
d2 4.axb5 mate.

i1) b4 3.Kc6 Ka5 4.Kc5 a6
5.Kc4 b3 6.a3 b2 7.Be4.

iii) 3.Kc6? Kb4 4.Be6 a6
5.Kb6 Ka3 6.Kxa6 b4 draw.

iv) Kb4 4.Ka6/x K5 5.Bf7/
xi b4 (Kb4; Be6) 6.Ka5 b3
7.a3 b2 8.Ba2 Kd4 9.Kxa4
Kc3 10.Kb5 a6+ 11.Ka5 b1Q
12.Bxbl Kb2 13.a4 wins, or
b4 4.Kc6 a6 5.Be4 b3 6.a3 b2
7.Kd5 wins.

v) 4.Be4? Kb4 5.Kxa6 Ka3
6.Bbl b4 draw.

vi) Kb4? 5.Kxa6; a3? 5.Bb3
b4 6.Bc4.

vii) 5.Kc6? b3 6.a3 b2 7.Ba2

bl1Q  8.Bxbl stalemate;
5.Kc7? b3 6.a3 b2 7.Ba2 Kb5
8Kd6 blQ 9.Bxbl Kc4
10.Ba2+ Kc3 11.Kc5 Kb2
12.Kb4 Kxa2 13.Kxa4 a5
draw; 5.Bd7? b3 6.a3 b2
7.BfS Kb5 8Bd3+ Kc5
9.Kxa6 Kd4 10.Bbl Kc3
11.Ba2 blQ 12.Bxbl Kb3
draw; 5.Bf7? b3 6.a3 b2
7.Ba2 Kb5 8Ka7 blQ
9.Bxbl Kc4 10.Ba2+ Kc3
11. Kxa6 Kb2 12.Ka5 Kxa3
draw; 5.Bf5? a3/xiii 6.Be6/
xiv Kb5 7.Bf7/xv a5 8.Be&+
Kc4 9.Kb6 K3 10.Ba4 (Bf7;
a4) Kb2 11.Kxa5 (Bb3?; a4)
Kxa2.

viii) a3 6.Kc6 Ka4 7.Kc5, or
here b3 7.Bxb3.

ix) 9.Bd3+? Ka5 10.Bxa6?
stalemate.

x) Not 4.Kxa7? Ka3, or
4.Kc6? a6 draw.

PAVLOVSKY & POSPISIL-70JT (2004)

xi) Not 5.Be4? Kb4 6.Bd5
Kc5, or here 6.Bbl? Ka3
7.Kxb5 Kb2 draw.

xiii) But not b3? 6.a3 Kb5
7.Bd3+ Kc5 8.Kxa6, or Kb5
6.Bd3+ Kc5 7.Kxa6 Kd4
8.Bbl win.

xiv) 6.Bc2 Kb5 7.Bd3+ Kc5
8.Bc2 Kbs.

xv) 7.Bd7+ Ka$5 8.Be6 Kb5.

“A subtle struggle for the
survival of wPa2 broken into
several options. Only the first
8 moves of the solution
proves to be unique.”

/1551 No 14726 N.Mironenko
1st commendation
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No 14726 Nikolai Miro-
nenko  (Ukraine) 1.Sed+
Kxe3/i 2.Bfl+ Kd4 3.Rc4+
Ke5 4.Rc5+ Ke6 5.Rc8 Bb8
(Qxc8; Bh3+) 6.Bg2 Ke5/ii
7.Rc5+ Kf4 8.Rc4 Ke3
9.Rc3+ Kd4 10.Rc4+ Ke5
I1.Rc5+ Kf4 12.Rc4 posi-
tional draw.

1) Kdl 2.exf4 Qh8 3.Rb3
Qal+ 4.Kb5 Sd6+ 5.Sxd6
Kd2 6.Sc4+ wins.

i1) Ke7 7.Re8+ Kxe8 8.Sfo+
Ke7 9.Sg8+ Kf8 10.Bxa8
draws.

“A  board-minded content
[HH: ?] but of the use of the
employed material is poor. A
sequence of forced moves

\\ S

where the black queen stays
inactive in the corner.”

[156] No 14727 M.Matous
2nd commendation
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No 14727 Mario Matous
(Czech Republic). 1.b7 Sc7+
2.Kxd4 Sge6+/i 3.Ke5 (Kcd?;
Sa6) Sd8 4.Scd6+ (Sed6+;
Kf8) Kd7/ii 5.Sf6+ Ke7
6.Sg8+ Kd7 7.b8S mate.

1) Sa6 3.Sxg5 Kd7 4.Kd5
wins; e.g. Sa6 3.Sxg5 Kd7
4.Kd5 Sb4+

5Ke5 Kce7 6.Sd6 Sa6+
7.Kb5 Sb8 8.Sge4 Sc6 9.Sc5
Kxd6 10.Kb6 Sb8 11.Sa6
Sd7+ 12.Ka7 Kd5 13.Sb4+
Kd6 14.Sd3 Kd5 15.Sf4+
Kd6 16.Sg6 Kd5 17.S£8 Se5
18 Ka8 Sc6 19.Sg6 Kdo6
20.Sf4 Kc7 21.Sd5+ Kdé6
22.Sb4 wins, or Sf3+ 3.Kc5
Se5 4.Kd6 Sa6 5.Kxe5 Kd7
6.Kd5. or here Sa6+ 4.Kb6
Sb8 5.Ka7 Sc6+ 6.Ka8 Sce5
7.Sa7.

i1) Ke7 5.Sf5+ Kd7 6.Sfo+
Kc6 7.b8Q, or Kf7 6.Sed6+
Kgb6 7.Se7+.

“A fine study with a perfect-
ly and economically treated
theme: an effective mate by
the emergent knight where
the black king is blocked by
two knights of his own, lured
to these squares. This theme

Y
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was previously elaborated in
a similar way by Arestov.”

P.Arestov,  Tidskrift  for
Schack 1990; d5h6 0038.24
b1f4h2e4£8.c6f6b5b6c5h7 5/
8 Win: 1.c7 Sxf6+ 2.Ke5
S8d7+ 3.Ke6 Bf5+ 4.Kxf5
Se8 5.Sg4+ Kg7 6.Se6+ Kf7
7.Sh6+ Ke7 8.¢8S mate.

/1571 No 14728 S.Didukh
3rd commendation
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No 14728 Sergei Didukh
(Ukraine). 1.b6/i Sd3 2.b7
Ral+ (Se5; b8S+) 3.Kbb6

(Kb8?;
and:

— Sa4+ 5.Ka5, and:

—Sc5+  6.Kb5(b6) RbI+
7.Ka5 Rxb8 stalemate no.l,
or

—Sc3+ 6.Kb4 Rbl+ 7.Ka3
Rxb8 stalemate no.2, or:

— Sc4+ 5.Kb5, and:

—Rbl+ 6.Ka4 Rxb8 stale-
mate no.3, or:

—Sa3+ 6.Ka4 Sc2+ 7.Kb3
Rbl+ 8.Ka2 Rxb8 stalemate
no. 4

i) 1.Rb1? Sd3 2.Rxel Sxel
3.b6 Sd3 4.b7 Sb4 5.b8S+
Kc7, or 5.b8Q Sc6+ wins.

“An attractive miniature
with a record amplification of
the well-known stalemate.

Se5) Sxb2 4.b8Q,

This theme has been com-
piled in the past too often and
therefore it is not possible to
give it a higher appreciation.”

77

(158 No 14729 1 V.Miltner
4th commendation
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No 14729 Vratislav Miltner
(Czech Republic). 1.Kb7
(Kb8?; Bxd7) Bg2+ 2.Ka6
Bel 3.Rb7 Bfl+ 4.Rb5 Bg2
5.Rb8+ Kg7 (Ke7; Rb7+)
6.Rb7 Bfl+ 7.Rb5 Bg2
8.Rg5+ wins.

“A well arranged logical
study with an easy solution.”

Vratislav Miltner (Czech Republic) (1911-1994)
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Rishon-Letzion Chess Club-60AT (1998)

The famous Rishon-Letzion
Chess Club of Tel Aviv or-
ganized composition tourneys
(problems and endgame stud-
ies) commemorating their
60th  Anniversary (1938-
1998). The team consisted of
Yoel Aloni (director), Uri
Avner (judge for the problem
sections), Yehuda Hoch (end-
game study judge), and Am-
atzia Avni (editor of award).
An undated definitive award
in Hebrew and English was

sent to all participants during
2002.

There were two separate
endgame study sections: a
“regular” section (34 entries)
and a miniature section (46
entries).

The judge Hoch considered
the overall level reasonable
when he initially had select-
ed 38 studies for inclusion in
both awards. Harold van der
Heijden (Netherlands) was
consulted for anticipation and
correctness checking. Unfor-
tunately, several studies ini-
tially selected for top honours
proved incorrect or largely
anticipated. Only 14 studies
survived.

“Regular” section

No 14730 Sergei Zakharov
(Russia). 1.a7 Sd5/1 2.a8Q
Bh4+ 3.g5 Bxg5+ 4.Kc8
Sb6+ 5.Kb7 Sxa8 6.Sd6+
Ka5 7.Sc4+ Kb5 8.Sd6+ Kc5
9.Se4+ Kd5 10.Sc3+ (Sxg5;
Bc6+) Kd6 11.Sed4+ Kd7
12.Sc5+ (Sxg5; Sc7) Kd8
13.Se6+ Kd7 14.Sc5+ Kdé6
15.Se4+ Ke5 16.Sxg5 Kf5

17.Sh3/iii
draws.

Bc2  18.Sf2/iv

/1597 No 14730 S.Zakharov
Ist prize
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1) Bh4+ 2.Kc8 Sd5 3.Sc7+.
i1) Kd(c)4 10.Sxg5 and
11.Kxa8.

iii) Only this way. 17.Sf7?,
17.Sh7?, or Sf3 lose.

iv) followed by 19.d3 and
20.Se4.

“An excellent study, a candi-
date for a prize from the very
beginning of the adjudication
process. Good structure,
flowing play and a remarka-
ble, long positional draw,
demonstrating control by the
white knight. Despite the long
journey of the black king, he
is unable to evade knight
forks.”

No 14731 Aleksei Gasparian
& Aleksandr Manvelian (Ar-
menia). 1.Rel/i cxd6 2.Rh1+
Bh7/ii 3.Sf6/iii Rxg3+ 4.Ka4
Rg7 (Kg7; Sh5+) 5.Rh2/iv
77 d5 6.Kxa5 d4 7.Kb4 d3
8Ke3 d2 9.Kxd2 Rgl
10.Rxh7 mate.

/160 No 14731 A.Gasparian
& A .Manvelian

2nd prize
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1) 1.Bxc7?, 1.Sxc7?, or
1.Bc5? will be met with

1...Rxg3+, drawing. The folly
of 1.Re2? will be seen later.

11) Forced.

iii) 3.Rxh7+? Kxh7 4.Sf6+
Kg6 5.Sxg4 Kf5 6.Sf2 Ke5
7.Ka4 Kd4 8.Kxa5 Ke3 draw.

iv) Had White played
1.Re2? the play would have
been: cxd6 2.Rh2+ Bh7 3.Sf6
Rxg3+ 4.Ka4 Rg7 and it is
White who finds himself in
zugzwang: 5.Rh1 d5 6.Kxa5
d4 7.Kb4 d3 8.Kc3 d2 9.Kxd2
Rg2+ 10.K- Kg7 draws.

“The study revolves around
the first move: 1.Rel!! (in
contrast to the try 1.Re2?).
The choice of the first move
is revealed only at the end of
the solution. Originality is on-
ly partial and the zugzwang
position in which Black finds
himself, 1s known. Neverthe-
less, the overall impression is
that of a delicate, high-quality
study, especially because of
the aforementioned try.”
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(1617 No 14732 1.Bondar more fighting spirit and not
3rd prize be led passively to his bitter
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No 14732 Ivan Bondar (Be-
larus). 1.Sg6+ Ke8/i 2.f7+
Kd7 3.Sf8+/ii Kd6 4.Rd3+
Ke5 5.b8Q d1Q++ 6.Kxdl
Qxb8 7.Sd7+ Ke4 8.Sc5+
Kf4 9.£8Q+ Qxf8 10.Se6+

77 7 end (as is the case here).”
o

/162 No 14733 A.van Tets
honourable mention
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No 14733 Albert van Tets

Ked 11.Sc5+ Ke5 12.8d7+ (South Africa). 1.Bd7+/1 Kc4/
Ke4 13.Sc5+ Kf4 14.Se6+ 1 2.Rh6 BxB3tiii 3Kel

draws.

i) Kg8 2.f7+ Kh7 3.Sf8+
Kh6 4.Rh3+ Kg5 5.Se6+; Kf7
2.fxe7+ Kg7 3.e8S+ draws.

i1) 3.Rd3+? Ke6 4.Re3+ Kd5

h1Q+ 4.Rxh1 Bxhl 5.b7 d2+
6. Kxd2 e3+ 7.Ke2 Bxb7
&.Be6+ Bd5/iv 9.Kxe3 wins.

i) 1.b72 h1Q+ 2.Kd2 Qh6+.
ii) Kas 2.Rh6 h1Q+ 3.Rxhl

5Sxe7+ Kc4 6.Rc3+ Kxc3 Bxf3+ 4.Kd2 Bxhl 5.f6; Ka6

7.8d5+ Kc2 8.Sb4+ Kb3  2:Be8t Kas 3.Rh6  exil
9.Sxa2 Qds. 4Bb7 h1Q+ 5Rxhl Bxhl

“With his rook and knight
White controls the move-
ments of the opposing wan-
dering king, and forces a
positional  draw, despite
Black’s material advantage.
The final position is not origi-
nal — in fact it is anticipated
by a study of mine (!) — but
the play which leads to this
position is quite different and

6.Kel Kb4 7.f6 Kc3 8.f7;
Kb4 2.Rh6 Kc3 3.Rxh2
Bxf3+ 4.Kel €3 5.Bad4 d2+
6.Rxd2 exd2+ 7.Kf2 Be4
8.Bd1 Bc2 9.BhS.

1) Kc3 3.Rxh2; hl1Q+

3.Rxhl exf3 (Bxhl; fxe4)
4Rel f2 5Kd2 fxelQ+
6.Kxel Kd4 7.6 Ke3 8.Bg4
d2+ 9.Kd1 Bc6 10.Kc2.

iv) else White’s pawn

White’s control is impressive. ~ queens.

Still, I must point out the fol-

“White succeeds in forcing a

lowing observation: every-  zugzwang position in an in-
body who ever looked at  teresting way. Originality is,
studies knows that White is  again, only partial, and the
much more ‘clever’ then  study is based on a previous
Black; nevertheless, we  work that had been found
would expect Black to show  faulty.”

~
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/1637 No 14734 Y.Afek
commendation
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No 14734 Yochanan Afek
(Israel). 1.Bc2/1 d1Q+ 2.Bxd1
Sb6+ 3.Sxb6 Rd2+ 4.Kc6
Rxdl 5.Sa4 Kb3 (Rd3; Rc3)
6.Rc3+/i1 Kxa4 7.Kc5 Ral
(Rd3; b3+) 8.Kc4 Ra2 9.Rcl
and wins.

i) 1.Bg8? d1Q+ 2.Rd4+ Qb3
3.Bxb3+ Kxb3 4.Kxc8 Rh3
draws.

i1) 6.Kc5? Rd3 7.Rh4 Rg3;
6.Kb5? Rd5+ =.

“A nice ending, in which
Black is caught in a
zugzwang trap, and is mat-
ed.”

Section for miniatures

/1647 No 14735 I.Bondar

Ist prize
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No 14735 Ivan Bondar (Be-
larus). 1.d6 Bg4 2.d7 Sg5
3.Sf4+ Kh6/i 4.d8S Bf5 5.Se5

_
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Be6 6.Sdxe6 Sxe6 7.Sf7
mate.

1) Kh4 4.d8Q and the knight
is pinned.

“A nice and elegant ending,
although not very deep.
Black’s attempt to prevent
promotion fails against a mi-
nor promotion and a mate
trap on White’s part. Overall,
the study leaves a good im-
pression.”

/1657 No 14736
[.Vandecasteele

2nd prize
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No 14736 Ignace Vandecas-
teele (Belgium). 1.Sf6 Ke7
2.5d5+ Kd8/i 3.Bg5+ Kc8
4.Sf6 Kd8 5.Kf8 Bg6 6.Sd5+
Kc8 7.Se7+ and 8.Sxg6.

i) Kd6 3.Sf4 Ke7 4.Bg5+
Kd6 5.Kf8; Ke6 3.Sc7+ Ke7
4.Bg5+.

“White, with two light piec-
es, captures the black bishop
after a precise and long ma-
noeuvre. The study is based
upon another work, which

had been found faulty (Top-

ko, EG130.11120).”

/166 No 14737 A.van Tets
& D.Walker
1st honourable mention
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“White attains victory with a
long, technical manoeuvre.
The study’s originality is un-
deniable.”

/1677 No 14738 A.van Tets
2nd honourable mention
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No 14737 Albert van Tets &

David Walker (South Afri-
ca). 1.Kh6/1 Se5 2.g7 St7+
3. Kh7 Sg5+ 4.Kh8 Sf7+

5.Kg8 Sg5/i1 6.Sc3 Seb/ii
7.5d5+

Sg6+ 12.Kg8 Ses

and wins.

1) 1.Sc3? Se5 2.Sd5+ Kg7
3.514 Kf6 4. Kh6 Sxg6 5.Sxg6
Kf5 6.Se7+ Ke4 7.Sc8 Kd3
8.Sxb6 Kc2, or 8.Sa7 Kc4

draw.
i1) Sh6+ 6.Kh7 Kg5 7.Sc3.

iii) Ke5 7.Kh8 Sf7+ 8.Kh7;
Kg6 7.8d5 b5 8.8f4+ Kf5
(Kf6/h6; b4 ZZ) 9.Kh8 Sf7+
10.Kh7 Sg5+ 11.Kh6 Sf7+

12.KhS.
iv) 10.g8Q? Sg6+:
bs.

Kg6 8.Sf4+ Sxf4
9.Kh8 Kh6 10.b3/iv b5 11.b4
13.Kf8
Sgb+ 14.Kf7 Se5+ 15.Keb

10.b4?

No 14738 Albert van Tets
(South  Africa). 1.Qed+/i
Kh2/ii 2.b8B/iii Ba6+ 3.Qb7
1 Kh3 4.Bxg3 and wins.

i) 1.b8Q? Bh3+ 2.Kb7 Bg2+
3. Ka7 Qa3+ 4.Kb6 Qe3+
5Kc7 Qg3+ 6.Kc8 Bh3+
draws.

il) Bg2 2.Qbl+ Kh2 3.b8Q;
Kgl 2.Qd4+ Khl 3.Qd5+
Bg2 (Kgl; Qg5) 4.Qd1+ Kh2
5.b8Q Bh3+ 6.Kb7 Bg2+
7.Ka7.

i) 2.b8Q? Ba6+ 3.Qeb7
Bxb7+ 4.Kxb7 Khl 5.Qxg3
stalemate.

“The solution is short, but
this is compensated by rich
and thematic analysis, includ-
ing a minor promotion, stale-
mate  defences and a
positional draw.”
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[168] No 14739 G.Melnikov
3rd honourable mention
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No 14739 Grigor Melnikov
(Ukraine). 1.g7 Ral/i 2.Kh3
Rgl 3.Bg6 Sxgb 4.g8Q Sf4+
5.Kh4 Rxg8 stalemate.

1) Sg6b+ 2.Bxg6b Ra8
3.Bf(h)7 draws. The text
move protects against both
2.g8Q and 2.gxh8Q, which
will be countered by 2...Rhl.

“A pleasant, not-too-difficult
study. The final position is, of
course, one of the most com-
mon in chess, but the overall
impression is good.”

No 14740 Ignace Vandecas-
teele (Belgium). 1.d7 Be7+
2.Ka4 Sf6 3.Bc5 Bd8 4.Kb5
Se6 (Sxd7; Bd4+) 5.Bb6, and
now:

—Be7 6.d8Q Sxd8 7.Bc5
draws, or:

—Sc7+ 6.Kc6 Sfd5 7.Bas
Se7+ 8.Kb7 Ka2 9.Bxc7
draws.

/169 No 14740
I.Vandecasteele
commendation
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“A correction of a study by
E.Paoli, Schach-Echo 1966.”

[170) No 14741 A.Ornstein
commendation

,/ 3
" 5 v
AS "~ T
" 5 v
/%/@/@/
0. 0 7, e
,/ >y
s

c4g4 0073.10 3/4 Draw

No 14741 Axel Ornstein
(Sweden). 1.KbS Sc5 2.c7
Kg3 (Kf4; Bg2) 3.c8Q Bxc8
4.Bb7 Sxb7 5Kxb6 Kf4
6.Kc7 draws.

“The move 5.Bb7 shines in a
study by Ulrichsen & Hilde-
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brand, 1st Honourable men-
tion, Tidskrift for Schack
1997.”

/1711 No 14742 V.Sivak
commendation
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No 14742 Bohuslav Sivak
(Russia). 1.g6 Sfg3 2.g7 Sh5/i
3.28S/ii Shf6+ 4.Sxf6 Sxfo+
5.Kf7 Sed4 6.Kg6 Ke2 7.Kh5
Kf3 8.Kh4 Kf4 9.Sg3 Sxg3
stalemate.

1) Sfo+ 3.Kf7 Sge4 4.Sf2+
draws.

i1) 3.g8Q? Shf6+ 4 Kf7 Sxg8
5Kxg8 Ke2 6.Kg7 Ki3;
3.Kf7? Sxg7 4.Kxg7 Ke2
5.Kg6 Kf3 6.Kh5 Sg3+.

“Commendations: all studies
in this list suffer from a lack
of originality — which ex-
plains their lower ranking.”
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Roslov-40JT of Zadachy i etyudy (2003)

The award of this formal in-
ternational tourney was pub-
lished in Zadachy i etyudy
no.31 18xii2003. Yuri Roslov
acted as judge. 41 studies
were entered. Judge’s report:
The overall level was both
high and consistent, with no
fewer than 20 vying for hon-
ours. The judge finally decid-
ed to classify candidates in
the three traditional group-
ings of prizes, honourable
mentions and commenda-
tions, but not to differentiate
further. The presentation or-
der within each group is that
of the FIDE Albums, that is,
by numbers of chessmen.

/1727 No 14743
H.van der Heijden
prize
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No 14743 Harold van der
Heijden (Netherlands). Not
1.h4? Rh3 2.Kg5 Kb3 3.h5
Kc4 4.h6 Kd5 5.Kg6 Keb6
6.Kg7 Ke7 7.h7 Rg3+ 8 Kh8
Kf7, and wdP is White’s un-
doing. Nor 1.Kg4? Rbl 2.h4
Kb3 3.h5 Kc4 4.h6 Kd5 wins.
Nor, presumably, 1.d4? but no
line is supplied in the award.
So, what is the first move?
It’s the remarkable [.d3/1

Rxd3/ii 2.h4 (Kg4? Kb3;)
Kb3 3.h5 Kc4 4.h6 Kd5
S5Kf5 (Kg5? Ke6;) Kh3/iii
6.Kgb Ke6 7.Kg7 Rg3+
8.Kf8 Rh3 9.Kg7 Ke7 10.h7
Rg3+ 11.Kh8 draw by stale-
mate.

1) What this does is combine

sacrifice of a pawn, so that
stalemate will eventually be
possible, with not-losing-a-
tempo because it takes away
the use of the square c4 from
bK’s desired diagonal a2-f7
trajectory. Remarkable in-
deed.

ii) Rbl 2.h4 Kb3 3.h5 Rhl
4.Kg5 —see (1). One feels that
both 1..Rb4+ and 1..Ka3
(eyeing f8 and taking advan-
tage of White’s “wasted” first
move!) call for analysis.

iil) Rf3+ 6.Kg6 Ke6 7.Kg7
draws.

“A malyutka with an origi-
nal first move — a surprise
that such minimal material

still conceals a godsent wind-
fall.”

1731 No 14744 L.Palguev

prize
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No 14744 Leonid Palguev
(Belarus). A tough nut to
crack, not just for the solver

but for the impresario! White
wins if he can promote while
retaining wB and wS — or al-
so, naturally, if the pawn costs
Black his queen. Therefore
Black defends by pinning
wPf7 against wK, either on
the rank or on the diagonal.
Black may also be able to
check to get himself out of a
hole. Can White manoeuvre
to overcome these devices?
1.Be5+? Kgl 2.Bd4+ Kfl,
and it takes some perspicuity
to see that bK is on a good
square because it does not ob-
struct a check by bQ on the h-
file! Are things getting clear-
er? 1.f7 Qa6 2.Be5+ Kgl
3.Bd4+ Khl/i 4Kg7 Qb7
5.Be5 (Bf6? Kgl;) Qd7
6.Bf6/ii Qb7 7.Be7 Qb2+
8.Kh6 Qd2+ 9.Bg5 Qh2+/iii
10.Bh4  Qd2+ 11.Kg7/iv
Qc3+ 12.Bf6 Qc7 13.Se5/v
Qb7 14.Kh6/vi Qb4 15.Sgb
Qd2+ 16.Kg7 Qd7/vii 17.Be7
Qd4+ 18.Kh7. White wins.

1) And not 3...Kf1 because of
promotion on f8 with check.

11) “The critical position [we
read] which is won WTM.
Changing the move takes no
fewer than ten.” But there are
three relatively clumsy white
pieces to shift while Black
has a highly mobile, if con-
strained, queen.

1i1) “This is the time-gaining
saviour check on the h-file.”

iv) 11.Kh7 is OK too, just
lengthening the solution, so
it’s no more than a waste-of-
time pseudo-dual.

v) This now threatens to play
14 Kg8, seeing that the pin
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courtesy of the c4 square is
unavailable.

vi) “The royal melodrama is
at its height, the square h1 be-
ing blocked by bK to the det-
riment of his consort.”

vil) And so we arrive at the
critical position again, now as
engineered by White.

We read: “Crystal clarity, a
deep counterplan to under-
mine the defence. There is ac-
tive play by every chessman
over the board’s length and
breadth. An absolute mini-
mum of material. And not a
single capture.”

[174] No 14745 V.Razumenko
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No 14745 Viktor Razu-
menko (St  Petersburg).
[.Rh2+? Kdl 2.Bb2 Kel
3. Kgl g5 4Rf2 Kdl 5.Kh2
Kel 6.Kg3 g4zz 7.Rh2 Rdl
8.Bc3+ Kfl 9.Bd2 Kglzz
10.Be3+ (Rf2, Rfl;) Kfl
11.Rf2+ Kel, is a draw, so the
win, we rightly surmise, will
hinge on White being able to
swing the reci-zug his way.
1.Rf2 Kd1 2.Bb2 g5/i 3.Kgl/
i1 g4 4Kh2 Kel 5Kg3 h2
6.Rxh2 Rdl 7.Bc3+ Kfl

8.Bd2 Kgl 9.Rg2+ Kfl
10.Rf2+ Kgl 11.Be3 Rd3
12.Rf3+ Khl 13.Rfl mate.
Note the tempo-tricks by
White on his moves 2 and 8.
1) Kel 3.Kgl Kdl 4.Kfl
(Kh2), with a win as in the
main line.

11) 3.Kh2? is too soon, on ac-
count of 3...g4, and 4...Kel
and the “wrong” zugzwang.

“A miniature that sparkles
with its fine try and solution
based on reciprocal zug-
zwang, a systematic move-
ment, and a sudden check-
mate.”

/1751 No 14746 S.Zakharov

prize
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No 14746 Sergei Zakharov
(St Petersburg). 1.Se6+ Kg4/i
2.Sh6+ gxh6/ii 3.Sd4 gl1Q
4.Be6+/iii, with:

—Kf4 5.Se2+ Ke5 6.Sxgl
Kxe6 7.Se2/iv Ke5 8.Kb5 b3
9.Scl b2 10.Sd3+ Ke4
11.Sxb2 h5 12.Sc4 drawn, or

—Kh5 5.Bf7+ Kg5 6.Sf3+
Kf6 7.Sxgl Kxf7 8.Sf3/v b3
9.Se5+ Ke6 10.Sd3 (Sc4?
h5;) Kd5 (h5; Sc5+) 11.Kb5
Kd4 12.Sb2 Kc3/vi 13.Sad+
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Kd3 (Kd2;Kc4) 14.Sc5+ Ke3
15.Sxb3 h5 16.Sa5 h4
17.Sc4+ Kf3 18.Se5+ Kg3
19.Sc4, and now Kf3 20.Se5,
or Kf4 20.Sd2, or h3 20.Se3,
all drawing.

1) On other bK-moves W
plays Sd4 to set up forks.

ii) Kf3 3.Sg5+ Kf4 4.Se6+
K13, and it’ll be drawn.

iii) “What we now have is an
airy, dynamic positional draw
based on forks and a small
number of chessmen. Black
has two ways to try to frac-
ture the draw.”

iv) 7.8f3? Kd5 8.Kb5 b3
9.Kb4 b2 10.Sd2 Kd4 11.Kb3
Kd3 12.Sb1 h5 wins.

v) 8.Kb5? b3 9.Se2 b2
10.Sc3 h5 wins.

vi) h5 13.Kb4 h4 14.Kxb3
h3 (Ke4;Sc4) 15.8d1 h2
16.Sf2 Ke3 17.Sg4+ draw.

“A busy introduction gives
way to a level position in
which Black can choose be-
tween two endings of knight
against two passed pawns, in
each of which White finds a
way to draw. I have always
had a soft spot for the study to
draw in which the weaker
side digs deep to scrape up a
last resource to maintain pari-
ty, as against the win case
where White always tri-
umphs. The high point of a
draw, in my view, is when
there is a dynamic equality of
the forces setting up a posi-
tional draw. Such is the case
here.”
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[176] No 14747 A .Belyavsky

prize
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No 14747 Albert Belyavsky
(St Petersburg). 1.Ra7 Rxa7/i
2. Kf6 Ra6+ 3.Kf7 Rh6 4.g6
Rh7+ 5.Kf6/ii Rg7 6.Rh2+
Kg8 7.Rxa2 Kh8 8 Rh2+ Kg8
9Rb2 Kh8 10.Rxbl dé/iii
12.Rb1 d3
13.Rh1+ Kg8 14.Rel Kh8
15.Re5/v d2 16.Rxd5 dIQ

11.Rb3  d5/iv

17.Rxd1 wins.

1) Re8+ 2.Kf6 Rxe2 3.Ra8+
Kh7 4.g6+ wins. alQ 2.Rxal

Rxal 3. Kf6 Ra® 4. Kf7 wins.

i1) 5.Kf8? the threat of 6.Rh2
1s met, if uniquely, by 5...a1Q.
ii1) d5; only makes life easier

for White.

iv) d3 12.Rxd3 Ra7 13.Re3,
and Ra8 14.g7+ Kg8 15.Rh3,
or Rg7 14.Rel Kh8 15.Re5

d4 16.Rd5 d3 17.Rxd3 wins.

v) “Now we twig that if wR
were now on the Q-wing
there
would no longer be access to
the h-file, so that Black could
unscathed  with

then, after 15.Rc5?,

emerge
15..Rg8.”

“Imaginative play by both
sides covering the board from
al to h8. The outset position
is natural and White’s play

throughout is precise.”

/1771 No 14748 N.Kralin
& O.Pervakov

prize
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No 14748 Nikolai Kralin &
Oleg Pervakov (Moscow).
1.Sf7+/i Sxf7 2.Ra8+ Sd8/ii
3.Rxd8+ Kh7 4.Sfo+ Kg7
5.Rg8+ Kf7 6.g6+ Keb6
8.Rd&+/iv
Kc6 9.Rd6+/v Kxd6 10.g7
Qa2+
12.Kb4 Qb2+ 13.Kad/vii Se2

7.Re8+ Kd6/iii
Qbl+  11.Kxa4/vi

14.Se4+ and 15.g8Q draw.

1) 1.Ra8+? Sc8 2.g6
(Sg6+,Kh7;) Kg8 3.Sf6+ Kg7
4.Se8+ K18 5.g7+ Kg8 wins.
1.Sg6b+ Qxgb6 2.Ra8+ Se8

wins.

ii) Kh7 3.8f6+ Kg6? 4.Rg8

mate.

i) “The position holds a
wRe8 is in

critical factor:
White’s way.”
iv) 8.g7?

Ke5 wins.

v) 9.¢7? Qf4+ 10.Ka5 Qc7+
Qe7+ (Qxg7?
Rd6+) 12.Kc4 Qc5+ 13.Qd3
Qf5+ 14.Kc4 Qf4+ 15.Rd4
(Kd3, Qfl+;) Qcl+ 16.Kd3

11.Kb4/viii

Qfl+ 17.Ke4 Qg2+ wins.

vi) 11.Ka5? Kc6. 11.Kc3?
Qb3+ 12.Kd2 Sf3+ 13.Ke2

Sd4+ 14.Kd2 Ke5 wins.

Qc5+ 9.Kxad
Qa7+ 10.Kb4 Qxg7 11.Rd8+

ROSLOV-40JT (2003)

vii) 13.Kc4? Sf3 14.Kd3
(g8Q, Se5 mate) Se5+ 15.Ke3
(Ke4, Qe2+;) Sg4+ wins.

viii) 11.Kxa4 Qxg7 12.Rd6+
Kc5 13.Sed4+ Kce4 14.Sd2+
Ke3 15.Sed4+ Kc2 16.Rd2+
Kcl wins.

“An effective logical sacri-
fice of wR in the spirit of Ko-
rolkov/Mitrofanov.”

(1781 No 14749 N.Ryabinin
prize
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No 14749 Nikolai Ryabinin

(Tambov region). 1.Bf6+ Ke8
2.Re7+ Kf8/i 3.Rc7 (Rd7?
Qc6;) Ke8 4.Rc8+ Kd7
5.Rd8+ Kc6 6.Re6+ Kc5 7.a3
b4/ii 8.d4+ Kb5 9.a4+ Kab
10.Rd7/iii Qg8+  11.RdS8
Qxd8+/iv  12.Rxd8 Sxf5/v
13.Rd7 b5 14.a5 Kxas
15Kb7 d1Q 16.Rd8 Qf3+
17.d5 Sd6+/vi 18.Rxd6 Qf6
19.Re6, and, totally out of the
blue, White wins.

i) Kd8 3.Re6+ Kd7 4.Rd6+
Ke& 5.Rd8 mate.

ii) Qd5 8.b4+ Kd4 9.e6+
wins.

1i1) “The bloodless 10-move
prelude, lively enough, is
done with. We’ve got a mat-
ing net.”

iv) “Black’s first sacrifice,
liberating further defensive
resources.”
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v) d1Q 13.Rd7 b5 14.Rd6+
Ka5 15.Ka7 bxa4 16.Rd5
mate.

vi) “This second black sacri-
fice is even more refined than
the first.”

“A really tense combat cen-
tred on mating threats to bK.
Black counters with a pair of
sacrifices but these lead only
to the sudden, explosive,
counter-sacrifice 19.Re6!!”

/1797 No 14750 M.Matous
honourable mention
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No 14750 Mario Matous
(Prague). 1.Bg2/i Rgl 2.a7/ii
Rxg2+/iii 3.Sg5  Rxgs+
4 Kh&/iv Bf3 5.d7 Rh5+
6.Kg7/v Rg5+ 7.Kf8 Rf5+
8.Ke7 Re5+ 9.Kf6 wins.

i) 1.d7? Rd1 2.a7 Bf3 3.Bg4
Rxd7 draw. 1.a7? Bf3 2.Bg4
Bd5+ 3.Kg7 Kb6 4.d7 Kc7
5.5f6 Ba8 6.Se8+ Kd8 7.Sd6
Rd1 8.Bxdl Kxd7 9.Sb5 Kc6
10.Ba4 (Bf3+,Kxb5;) Kbb6
11.Kf6 Bg2 12.Ke5 Kb7
13.Kd6 Bfl draw.

i) 2.d7? Rxg2+ 3.Sg5
Rxg5+ 4.Kh8 Kxa6 5.d8Q
Rc5 draw.

iii) Bf3 3.d7 Rxg2+ 4.Sg5
Rxg5+ 5.Kf8 wins.

iv) 4 Kf8? Rf5+ 5.Kg8 Bf7+
6.Kg7 Bd5 wins.

v) 6.Kg8? Bd5+ 7.Kg7
Rg5+ draw.

“The ‘roman’ theme in prob-
lemists’ logic. Two pieces are
offered in the lead-in to a po-
sition where bR is lured onto
the interference square.”

[180) No 14751 V.Katsnelson
honourable mention
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No 14751 Vladimir Katsnel-

son (St Petersburg). 1.Scl+
Ke4/i 2.Se2 Rd&/ii 3.Sa5/iii
Sb2/iv 4.Re7+, with:

—Kd5 5.Sf4+ Kd6 6.Re2
Rb8/v 7.Rd2+ Kc7 8.Se6+
Kc8 9.Rd8 mate, or

—Kd3 5.Re3+ Kd2/vi
6.Sb3+ Kc2 7.eSd4+ Kbl
8.Rel+ Ka2 9.Ral mate.

1) Kc2 2.Se2, and Rh4
3.Se3+ Kbl 4.Rb7+, or Rd8
3.Se3+ Kd3 4.Rc4 Sb6
5.Sf4+ winning.

1) Rd1 3.Re7+. Rd5 3.Ra7.

Rd3 3.Se3 Ra3 4.Re7+ Kd3
5.Rd7+ Ke4 6.Rd4+ Ke5
7.Sc4+ wins.

ii1) “Like outstretched palms
of the hand wSS beckon to
embrace.” 3.Se3? Ke5
4 Re7+ Kd6.
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iv) Kd5 4.Rc4. Kd3 4.Rc4
Sb2 5.Sf4. Ke5 4.Rc4 Sb2
5.Sc6+ Kd5 6.Rd4+.

v) Sdl+ 7.Kel Ra8 8.Ra2
Se3 9.Sb7+ wins.

vi) Kc2 6.Rc3+, and Kdl
7.Sb3 Sd3+ 8.Ke3 f4+
9.Sxf4, or Kbl 7.Rcl+ Ka2
8.Sc3+ Ka3 9.Ral+ Kb4
10.Sc6+ wins.

“Black i1s checkmated in two
regions remote from one an-
other.”

/181 No 14752 L.M.Gonzalez
honourable mention
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No 14752 Luis Miguel
Gonzalez (Spain). 1.Kxf4/i
Bc7+/i1 2. Ke3 dxc2 3.Rd2+
Kg3 4.Rxc2 Bd3 5.Rc3 Bb6+
6.Kd2 Ba5 7.b4 Bxb4 8.Ke3
Bxc3 stalemate, or Bfl 9.Rcl
Bc5+ 10.Ke4 Bd3+ 11.Kd5
draw.

1) 1.Rxd8? dxc2 2.Rd2+ Kg3
3.Rxc2 Bd3+ wins. 1.cxd3?
f3 2.Rxd8& 2 will win.

i1) dxc2 2.Rd2+ Kgl 3.Rxc2

Bd3 4.Rc3 Ba5 5.Ra3 Bb4
6.Ra4 Bd6+ 7.Ke3 Be5 8.b3
draw.

“A  picture-postcard mid-
board stalemate supplies a fit-
ting end to lively play.”
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/182 No 14753 S.Zakharov
& A.Sochnev
honourable mention
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No 14753 Sergei Zakharov
& Aleksei Sochnev (St Pe-
tersburg). 1.a5/1 e4/ii 2.c6/iii
bxc6 3.a6 e3 4.a7 e2 5.a8Q
Kd2 6.Qa5+/iv Kdl 7.Qa4
Kel/v 8.Qxa3 Kf2 9.Qc5+/vi
Kfl 10.Qc4 Kf2 11.Qd4+/vii
Kfl 12.Qd3 Kf2 13.Qd2 Kfl
14.a4 elQ 15.Qxel+ Kxel
16.a5 g5 17.a6 g4/viii 18.a7
g3 19.a8Q g2/ix 20.Qal+ Kf2
21.Qa2+ Kfl 22.Qxf7 glQ
23.Qc4+ Kg2 24.Qg8+ Kfl
25.Qxgl+ Kxgl 26.Ke6/x
Kf2 27.Kxf5 Ke3 28.Kg4/xi
c5 29.15 ¢4 30.f6 c3 31.f7 c2
32.f8Q wins, for instance,
clQ 33.Qf4+, or Kd2; and
with wK in the winning zone,
thanks to the prescient choice
of square for wK on move 28,
when wQ reaches b2 with a
pin on bPc2 the forced reply
bKdl; is met by Kf3,c1Q;
Qe2 mate.

1) 1.c6? bxc6 2.a5 ext4
draws. Or 1.Kc7? exf4 ditto.

1) exf4 2.a6 {3 3.axb7 f2
4.b8Q f1Q 5.Qb3+ and 6.c6
wins.

111) 2.a6? bxa6 3.c6 e3 4.c7
e2 5.c8Q+ Kd2 is a draw.

iv) “White’s challenge is to
capture bPa3 with tempo and

after an exchange of queens
move into a P-ending with
passed wPa2.”

v) Kd2 8.Qd4+, transposes
into the main line. For exam-
ple: Kel 9.Qe3 Kd1 10.Qd3+
Kel 11.Qxa3.

vi) “To win W has to give up
wQ for bPe2, but also to win
another tempo.”

vii) 11.Qc2? Kf1? 12.Qd3,
but 11...g5 saves Black.

viil) “Another non-capture,
echoing the very first move.
After 17..gxf4, White wins
easily thanks to the check on
es5.”

ix) “Just as in the first phase
of the solution, Black has or-
ganised a defence. But here
too White plays analogously,
winning a tempo on the Q-
swap with the capture of
bPf7, switching into yet an-
other P-ending.”

x) “White’s turn not to cap-
ture.”

xi) 28.Ke5? c5 29.45 c4
30.6 ¢3 31.f7 c2 32.f8Q Kd2,
with a draw, wK being “out of
court”.

/183 No 14754 V.Razumenko
honourable mention
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No 14754 Viktor Razu-
menko (St Petersburg). This
is a re-work of the compos-

Q

ROSLOV-40JT (2003)

er’s earlier EG/47.13369 un-
der the “Spotlight” in EG/48
(p5). 1.Qb6+/1i Qd4 (Khl;
Qxh6+)  2.Qxd4+  (b8Q?
d1Q;) Khl 3.b8Q d1Q/ii
4.Qgl+ Kxgl 5.Qb6+ Qd4
6.Qxd4+ Khl 7.Qd5/iii h5/iv
8.Kf2 h4 9.Qf3/v Kh2 10.Qg4
a2 11.Qxg5 Kh3 12.Qf5+
Kh2 13.Qg4 alQ 14.Qxh4
mate.

1) 1.Qxal? Khl 2.b8Q
(Qd4,d1Q;) glQ  wins.
1.Qf2+? Khl 2.Qf3 Qel+
wins.

i1) “How should White em-
ploy his twin queens to great-
est effect?” 4.Qxd1? glQ+
5.Kf3Bg2+ 6.Ke2 Bf3+ wins.

i) 7.Qe4? h5 8.Kf2 g4
wins.

iv) a2 8.Qf3 g4 9.QdS5 wins.
v) 9.0Qxg5? h3 10.Qg3 h2
11.Qf3 a2 wins.

“Reciprocating Q-offers on
‘empty (?!) squares’, in the
Mitrofanov and Korolkov tra-
dition imbibed by all ‘Piter’
composers.”

[184] No 14755
H.van der Heijden
honourable mention

WA
. @/ /7 /%%)

‘3
’/&/ 7 K
%%&%&% Y
2 7, _
. 0T T

h7¢5 0455.10 7/4 Win

No 14755 Harold van der
Heijden (Netherlands).
1.Sa6+ Kxc4 2.Se3+ Kd3/i
3.Sb4+ Kxe3 4.Sxc2+ Ke4
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5.Rg4+ Rxg4 6.Bf6 (Bxgd?
Kxe5;) Rg2 (Kf5; BxdS8)
7.Bxd8 (Bg6+? Rxgb6;) Rh2
8.Kh6, and if Rxc2 9.Bg6+
wins, otherwise the book is
enough.

i) Kb5 3.Sc7+ Ka4 4.Kg7
Rxh5 5.Ra6+ Kb3 6.Rb6+
Ka4 7.¢Sd5 RxeS5 8.Sc3+ Ka5s
9.Sc4 mate.

“In essence, an ‘aristocrat’,
the sole pawn disappearing
on the first move. From the
standpoint of judging, aristo-
crats are not full-blooded
studies, invoking as they do
*C* analysis which lacks the
tang of freshness.”

/185 No 14756 S.Osintsev
honourable mention
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No 14756 Sergei Osintsev
(Ekaterinburg). 1.Rb8/i Ral+
2.Kb2 Rbl+ 3.Kxbl d1Q+
(g1Q; Ka2) 4.Ka2/ii Qad+/iii
5Kb2 Qa7 6.Sxg7+ Kf8
7.7+ Kxg7 8.Bc7/iv glQ/v
9.Be5+/vi Kh6 10.Bf4+/vii
Kh7 11.Rh8+ Kxh8 12.e8Q+
Kg7 13.Be5+ Kh6 14.Bf4+/
viiit  Kh7 15.Qh5+ Kg7
16.Be5+ Kf8 17.Bd6+/ix Kg8
18.Qe8+ Kh7  19.Qh5+
drawn.

%

i) 1.Bg5? Ral+ 2.Kb2 Ra8
3.Sxg7+ Kf8 wins

ii) 4.Kb2? Qbl+ 5.Kxbl
glQ+ 6.Ka2 Qh2+ 7.Rb2
Qxh5 wins.

1i1) Qc2+ 5.Ka3 Qd3+ 6.Ka2

Qe2+ 7.Ka3 Qxe6 8.Sxg7+
Kd7 9.Rb7+ Kc6 10.Rb6+
Kd7 11.Rb7+ Kc8 12.Rc7+
Kb8 13.Sxe6 glQ 14.Sc5
draw.

iv) 8.e8Q?7 Qxb8+ 9.Ka2
Qa7+ 10.Kb2 g1Q wins.

v) Qal+ 9Kxal glQ+
10.Ka2 Qf2+ 11.Rb2 Qel
12.Bd6 d3 13.Bb4 draw.

vi) 9.Rg8+? Kf6 10.e8S+
Kf7 wins.

vii) 10.Rh8+? Kg5
11.Rg8+Kf5 12.Rxgl Qxe7
13.Bxd4 Qb4 wins.

viii) 14.Qf8+? Kh5 15.Qh8+
Kg5 16.Qg8+ Kf5 17.Qxgl
Qb6+ 18.Ka2 Qa5+ 19.Kb3
Qc3+ 20.Ka2 Kxe5 21.Qg5+
Ke4 22.Qgd+ Kd3 23.Qf5+
Kd2 24.Qxd5 Kc2 25.Qf5+
d3 26.Qf2+ Qd2 27.Qb6
Kcl+ 28.Ka3 Qc3+ 29.Ka2
Qc2+ 30.Ka3 d2 31.Qgl+
d1R/x 32.Qe3+ Qd2 33.Qc5+
Kbl 34.Qb6+ Kal, “study-in-
a-study”.

ix) 17.Qh6+? Ke8 18.Qh8+
Kd7 19.Qh7+ Ke6 20.Qxa7
Qf2+ 21.Kb3 Qe3+ 22.Ka4
Qxe5 wins.

x) 31...d1Q? 32.Qe3+ cQd2
33.Qc5+ Kbl 34.Qb6+ Kal
35.Qd4+ Qxd4 stalemate.

“Lively pieces play gives
way to a positional draw with
Q+B pitted against Q+Q” — or
GBR class 7010.00.”
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(1861 No 14757 N.Ryabinin
honourable mention
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No 14757 Nikolai Ryabinin

(Tambov region). 1.Rb2+
Bf2/i 2.Se3+ Khl 3.Rbl+
Bgl 4.Sf3 h2 5.Sh4 Rxh7
6.eSf5 (hSf5? Rh3;) Rxh4
7.Sxh4 a4 (d4;Ka4) 8.Kb4/ii
a3 9.Kxa3/iii b2 10.Kb3/iv d4
11.Kc2 d3+ 12.Kd2 g2
13.Ke3 d2 14.Sf5 dIS+
15.Rxd1 b1Q 16.Sg3 mate.

i) Kfl 2.Sxg3+ Kel 3.Sd3+
Kdl 4.Sf1 wins.

ii) 8.Kxa4? d4 9.Kb4 b2
draw.

iii) 9.Kxb3? a2 10.Ral d4
11.Kc2 d3+ 12.Kd2 g2
13.Kc3 d2 14.Sf5 dIS+
15.Rxdl alQ+ 16.Rxal stale-
mate. The threat posed by
9.Kxa3 is to play 10.Kb2.

iv) 10.Kxb2? d4 11.Kc2 d3+
12.Kd2 g2 13.Kc3 d2 14.Sf5
d1S+ 15.Rxd1 stalemate.

“How the squashed corner
set-up with stalemated bK
arises so naturally and dy-
namically does the composer
great credit. The climactic
neutralising of bPP is logical-
ly as worrisome for Black as
it is uplifting for White.”
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/1871 No 14758 A.Zlatanov
commendation
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No 14758 Angel Zlatanov
(Bulgaria). 1.b7 Bg3 2.Rc8+
Kd4 3.Sc2+ Kd3 4.Kb2
(Sb4+? Kd2;) Rc4 5.Sel+
Kd4 6.Kb3 Rc5 7.Sc2+ Kd5
8.Kb4 Bd6 9.Rd8 wins.

“The systematic manoeuvre
in a miniature is interesting.”

/188 No 14759 V.Vlasenko
commendation
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No 14759 Valeri Vlasenko
(Ukraine). 1...Re6+ 2.Kb7
Ba6+ 3.Ka8 Re8+ 4.Qb8 Rc8
5.f4 h5 6.f5 h4 7.6 h3 8.7 h2
9.Qxc8+/i Bxc8 10.Kb8/ii
h1Q 11.f8S+ Kd8 12.Se6+/1ii
Bxe6 13.a8Q draw.

1) 9.8Q7 Rxf8 10.Qxf8
h1Q+ wins.

11) 10.f8S? Kc7 11.Se6+ Kb6
12.Kb8 Bb7 wins.

iii) 12.a8Q? Qh2+ 13.Ka7
Qc7+ wins.

/189 No 14760
Yu.Zemlyansky
commendation
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No 14760 Yuri Zemlyansky

(Krasnoyarsk). 1.Sb5+/i Kb6
2.a7 Kb7/ii 3.d6 DblQ+
4.Bxbl h2 5.Ke3 h1Q 6.Bed+
Qxed+ 7.Kxed Se8/iii 8.a8Q+
Kxa8 9.Sc7+ Sxc7 10.Ke5
Kb7 11.d7 wins, or (AJR)
10...Sa6 11.d7 Sb8 12.d8Q,
when bSb8 cannot wield his
fork.

1) 1.d6+? Kd7, but not Kb6
2.Sc8+ Kxab 3.d7 Se6 4.Kc2.
Now (after Kd7;) 2.Kc2 Sf5
3Kxb2 Se3 4.Bbl Sc4+
draw.

i1) h2 3.a8Q hl1Q 4.Qc6+
Ka5 5.Sc3 wins.

1) Now 8.Ke5? Sxd6
9. Kxd6 Kal& draw.

“The Vlasenko and Zemly-
ansky studies have spectacu-
lar sacrifices and worthy
finales in common, but they
will not leave an impression
on the history of chess com-
position.”

ROSLOV-40JT (2003)

[190] No 14761 D.Pikhurov
commendation
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No 14761 Dmitri Pikhurov
(Stavropol). 1.Bg8+ Kc5
2.8d7+ Kb4/i 3.Sb8/ii Rh7+
4Kb6 Rb7+ 5Kxb7 2+
6.Kb6 Bb7 7.Kxb7 Kc5
8Kc7 a3 9.Sa6+/iii  Kb5
10.Bc4+ Ka4 11.b3 mate.

1) Kb5; shortens matters.

ii) 3.Bc4? Rh7. 3.Kb6? f5
4.Sb8 Rh6+.

ii1) Move-order dual 9.Bc4.
(AJR)
“An attractive mate-forcing
study.”

(191 No 14762 B.Sidorov
commendation
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No 14762 Boris N.Sidorov
(Krasnodarsk province).
1.Sg5+ fxg5 2.Qxb2 13
3.Qg2+/1 fxg2+ 4.Kgl Se6
5.Bxb7 Sf4 6.Bf3, and either
6..gxf3 with stalemate of
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White, or 6...Se2+ 7.Bxe2
with stalemate of Black.

1) 3.Qh2+? gxh2 4.Bxb7
Kg3 wins.

/192 No 14763 D.Pikhurov
special commendation
for scaccography!
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No 14763 Dmitri Pikhurov
(Stavropol). The blocked
chessmen form the number
“40”, no doubt appreciated by
Yuri Roslov. 1.Rel/i ¢Sd6+/ii
2.Kxg7 Sxc4 3.Ral+ cSas
4.Bxa5 Kb8 5.Bc3/iii Qxal
6.Bxal, and if you can’t win
with two bishops against a
knight (after the pawn has
been gobbled) then let theory
do it for you, but don’t expect
help from IM Mark Dvoret-
sky! (See review in EG/52.)

1) 1.Re8? bSd6 2.Bxa8 Sxe8
draw.

i1) Sc5 2.Ral+ Sa6 3.Rxa6+
Kxa6 4.Bxa8 wins.
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1) 5.Bc7+? Kxc7 6.Rxa8
Kxc6 drawn.
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This formal international
tourney was judged by Alek-
sei Sochnev (St Petersburg).
57 studies by 44 composers
from 7 countries were en-
tered.

/193 No 14764 O.Pervakov
1st prize

.
LB AT
AW
' ' /

//////////

a2f3 4047.55 9/10 Win

No 14764 Oleg Pervakov
(Moscow). Wild is hardly the
word for this position. How to
find one’s bearings? We can
try 1.dxc4+? Kxf4 2.a7 Sxc4
3.b8Q Sxa3, but there is noth-
ing to follow. If 1.Qxb2?
Sxb7 and 2.axb7 Qb8 or
2.Qxb7+ Kxf4 3.Qed+ Kg5.
No dice. So: Il.a7 Qbb6/i
2.dxcd4+ Kxfd  3.Qg3+ii
Kxf5/iii 4.Qxg4+ Kf6
(Kxg4;f3+) 5.Qg5+ Keb
(Kxgs;f4+) 6.Qxe5+ Kd7
7.b8S+/iv. Kd8/v 8.Qf6+/vi
Ke8 9.Qh8+ Ke7 10.Qxh4+/
vii  Ke8 11.Qh8+ Ke7
12.Qf8+/viii Ke6/ix 13.Qh6+
Ke7/x 14.Qe3+ Qxe3
15.Sc6+ Kd7 16.fxe3 wins.

1) Sb5 2.a8Q b1Q+ 3.Kxbl
Sxa3+ 4.Ka2, wins all right.

i1) The fun begins. That pale
gl bish-in-the-bush is really
in am-bush. Getting bQ to
play to b6 — which hardly

A.Sochnev-40JT (2001)

seems to be a weak square for
bQ to occupy — must have
been one of the major con-
structional headaches.

1) hxg3 4.fxg3+ Kxg3
5.Bxb6 Bxc4+ 6.Kxb2 Sxb7
7.a8Q Bd5 8.Qa4, will win.

1v) 7.Qxd6+? Qxd6 8.b8Q
Bxc4+ 9.Kxb2 Qd2+ 10.Ka3
Qa5+ draws.

v) Kc8 8.Qh8+ Kc7 9.a8S+.
A second underpromotion to
knight.

vi) Even 8.Qg5+? is a mis-
take: Ke8 9.Qg8+ Ke7
10.Qf8+ Kxf8 11.8d7+ Kg7
12.Sxb6 Sxc4 13.a8Q Bd3
14.Qg2+ Kh7, and White has
no good continuation.

vii) This pawn had to be
eliminated.

viii) Chess is not supposed
be a ‘“counting” game, but
this is the fifth Q-sac.

ix) K8 13.Sd7+ Kg7
14.Sxb6 Sxc4 15.a8Q Bd3
16.Qg2+ Kh7 17.Qh3+. All
clear now?!

x) 6 14.Qxf6+/x1 — yes, it’s
number six — Kxf6 15.Sd7+.

xi) 14.Qe3+? Qxe3 15.fxe3
Bxc4+ 16.Kxb2 Bd5 17.Sa6

Sb5 18.Bh2 Ba8 19.Bb8 Kd5
1s a draw.

“An idea that rewarded the
composer with a first prize in
Uralskie skazy 2000 has here
its final form, with the six Q-
sacs (there were just three be-
fore) melded with two under-
promotions, an element of
logic, an attractive first move,
and manifold subtleties. The
fight never stops for breath

for a single moment. A heroic
study.”

(1947 No 14765 N.Ryabinin
2nd prize
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No 14765 Nikolai Ryabinin

(Tambov region). Somehow
or other White has to boost
the pressure to win a black
piece — any black piece will
do. 1.Bg3 Rhl 2.Bf5 (Be4?
St6+;) Sd5 (Sh6;Be4) 3.Be6
(Bxg4? Sfo+;) Kcd/i 4.Kdo6
Rh6 5.Bf4/ii Rg6/iii 6.d3+/iv
Kd4 7.Be5+ Kxd3/v 8.Kxd5
Se3+ 9.Kd6 Sc4+ 10.Ke7
(Kd5? Rg5;) Sxe5 11.Bf5+
draws.

i) Rh5 4.Kd6 gSf6 5.BeS.
gSto+ 4.Kd6 Sed+ 5.KeS
Sxg3 6.Bxd5+. Draws all
round.

i1) 5.d3? Kd4 6.Be5 Sxe5
stalemate, but Black plays
6..Kxd3 7.Kxd5 Se3+ 8.Kdo6
Sc4+ 9.Kd5 Rh5 and wins.
iiil) Rxe6+ 6.Kxe6 Sxf4+
7.Kf5 draw. Or Rf6 6.Be3
Sh6 7.d3+ Kxd3 8.Bxh6
draw.

iv) 6.Be3? gSf6 7.d3+ Kc3
8.Bxd5 Sg4 wins.

v) Out of the blue: 7...Sxe5
1s stalemate.
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“A  beautiful study. The
stalemate is set up with the
most natural play and yet is
incidental. And that point on
move 5!”

/1951 No 14766 S.Osintsev
3rd prize
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No 14766 Sergei Osintsev
(Ekaterinburg). How should
White proceed, given his ex-
tra rook? 1.hRe4+? Kf2 2.Se5
Rh7+ 3.Kg4 d2 4.Rf4+ Kg2

5.aRd4 Rhl draw. Or
l.aRe4+? Kf2 2.Se5 g2
3.Sxd3+ Kf3 4.Sel+ Kf2
5.8d3+ Kif3 6.Se5+ Kf2
7.Sg4+ Kfl 8Rh8 Rf7
9.Sh2+ Kf2 10.Sgd4+ Kfl

draw. In other words, depend-
ing on which rook checks
first Black pushes one pawn
or the other and gets away
with perpetual check at worst.
So — if we are to believe the
composer! — in this sharpest
of positions White makes a
‘quiet’” move to see which
way the black cat will jump!
1.Se5, with:

— g2 2.hRed4+ Kd2/i 3.Sf3+
Kc3 4.aRc4+ Kb2 5.Rb4+
Ka3 6.Kh2 d2 7.bRd4 Kb2
8.Kgl wins, or

—d2 2.aRe4+/ii Kf2 3.hRf4+
Kgl 4.Sf3+ Khl 5.Sxd2 g2
6.Rel+/iii  glQ  7.Rxgl+

Rxgl 8.Se4/iv Be3/v 9.Rf2/vi
Rg8/vii 10.Rf1+, and

—Bgl 11.Sf2 mate, or
—Rgl 11.Sg3 mate.
Both mates are pin-mates.

i) Kf2 3.Sxd3+ Kf3 4.Sel+
Kf2 5.Ra2+ wins.

i1) 2.hRe4+? Kf2 3.Rf4 Kgl
4.Sf3+ Kh1 5.Sd2 g2 draw.

1i1) Now 6.Sf3 draws only,
but with the aR now on e4
White magics something re-
markable from his gully-gully
bag.

iv) 8.Rf2? Rg8 9.Rfl1+ Rgl
10.Rf2 Rg8 draws. White’s
moves 8 to 11 are confirmed
unique by the Ken Thomp-
son online 6-man *C* data-
base. [AJR]

v) Bxf4 9.Sf2 mate. Rel
9.Rf2, and Rxe4 10.Rfl mate,
or Bxf4 10.Rxf4 Kgl 11.Sg3

Ral 12.Se2+ Khl 13.Rf2
mates.
vi) Some move! Bxf2

10.Sxf2 mate, while 10.Rh2
mate is threatened.

vii)) Ral 10.Sg3+ Kgl
11.Rg2 mate.

“A superb mating study. It is
fascinating to watch the
seamless interweaving of
mating net, tries, natural play
and artistic finale.”

No 14767 Leonard Katsnel-
son & Vladimir Katsnelson
(St Petersburg). To outward
appearance a straightforward
P-endgame in which wbP and
bcP will disappear and play
will move to the opposite
flank. But the introduction
has to tempt bK to the b5
square, otherwise White will
lose. 1.b4 Kc3 2.b5/1 Kb4

91

3.Kxc7 (Kc6? h4;) Kxb5
4.Kd6 Kc4 5.Ke5 Kd3 6.Kf4/
ii Ke2/iii 7.Kg3 g5 8.Kh2 Kf2
9Khl Kg3 10Kgl g4
11.Khl/iv Kf2 12.Kh2 g3+
13.Kh1 Kfl 14.h4 Kel (Kf2
stalemate)  15.Kgl  Ke2
16.Khl Ke3 17.Kgl Kf4
18.Kfl Kg4 19.Ke2 Kxh4
20.Kf3 h6 21.Kf4 stalemate,
this time Black.

[196] No 14767 L.Katsnelson
& V.Katsnelson
4th prize
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1) Thematic try: 2.Kxc7?
Kxb4 3.Kd6 Kc3 4.Ke5 Kd2
5.Kf4 h4/v 6.Kg4 (K13, Kel;)
Ke3 7.Kxh4 Kf4, and 8.g4 h6
9.g5 hxg5 mate, or 8.g3+ Kf5
9.g4+ Kf4 10.g5 Kf5 11.Kg3
Kxg5 12.Kf3 Kf5 13.Ke3 g5
14.Kf3 hS5 wins.

i1) 6.Kf6? Ke2 7.Kg7 Kf2
8.Kxh7 Kxg2 9.Kxgb6 h4
wins.

ii1) h4; is met, not by 7.Kg4?
(see (1)) but by 7.Kf3 Kd2
8.Kf2 g5 9.Kgl draw.

iv) 11.Kf1? Kh2 wins.
11.hxg4? hxg4 12.Khl Kf2
13.Kh2 h5 14.Kh1 h4 15.Kh2
h3 wins.

v) 5..Ke2? 6.Kg3 g5 7.Kh2
draw.

o N\

“In a simple P-ending seem-
ingly hiding nothing arcane
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there emerges the both-sides
stalemates built upon subtle
lead-in play and organically
merged with a thematic try.
The overall effect is more
than powerful, it’s useful, be-
longing to P-ending theory.”

/1971 No 14768 S.Zakharov

5th prize
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No 14768 Sergei Zakharov
(St Petersburg). 1.f6 gxf6
(g6;Ke7) 2.h4 £5/1 3.Kd5/ii
Kb3/iii 4.h5 f4 5.Kd4/iv Kc2
6.h6 f3/v 7.Ke3 12 8Kxf2
wins.

i) Kxb2 3.h5 Kc2 4.h6. Kb3
3.h5 Kc2 4.h6 Kxd2 5.h7 Kc2
6.h8Q d2 7.Qc8+ (Qh2? b4;)
Kbl 8.Qf5+ Kcl 9.Qc5+ Kbl
10.Qd4 Kc2 11.Qc3+ wins.

1) There are two thematic
tries at this juncture: 3.Ke5?
Kxb2 4.h5 Kc2 5.h6 Kxd2
6.h7 Ke2 7.h8Q d2 is a draw.
3.Kc5? Kxb2 4.h5 Kc2 5.h6
Kxd2 6.h7 Kc2 7.h8Q d2
8.Qh2 Kcl 9.Qf4 Kc2
10.Qxf5+ Kcl 11.Qf4 Kc2
draws likewise. In these lines
wK has blocked an important
square, either e5 or c5.

iii) Kxb2 4.h5, and f4 5.h6
f3 6.f7 2 7.h8Q+ wins, or
Kc2 5h6 Kxd2 6.h7 Kc2
7.h8Q d2 8.Qh2 Kcl/vi 9.Qf4
Kc2 10.Qxf5+ Kcl 11.Qf4

Kc2 12.Qed4+ Kcl 13.Qe3
Kc2 14.Qc5+ wins.

1v) Another thematic try is:
5.Ke4? Kc2 6.h6 Kxd2 7.h7
Ke2 8.h8Q d2 draw.

v) Kxd2 7.h7 Ke2 8.h8Q d2
9.Qe5+.

vi) 8.b4 9Kc4 Kcl
10.Qxf4 Kc2 11.Qf2 Kcl
12.Kb4 d1Q 13.Kc3 wins.

“A subtle P-ending of great
interest with multiple themat-
ic tries and hidden play.”

/1981 No 14769 O.Pervakov
6th prize
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No 14769 Oleg Pervakov
(Moscow). Not much of an
outlook for White, seeing
that 1.Rxe7? Bb8, doesn’t
help. 1.Ra7+ Ra6/i 2.Rxe7/ii
Bg3/iii 3.Rh7/iv h2 4.Rg7
Be5 5.Re7/v Bb8 6.Rb7 Bf4
7.Rf7 Bg3 8.Rg7 Be5 9.Re7
Bd6/vi 10.Re2 Kb4 11.Ra2
Rc6 12.Rc2 Ra6 13.Ra2, and
now it’s a genuine positional
draw.

1) Kb4 2.Kxh2 e5 3.Re7 Rb5
4Kxh3 Ke3 5Kg3 Kd4
6.Kf3 is a draw.

ii) 2.Rxa6+? Kxa6 3.Kxh2
Kb5 4.Kxh3 Kc4 5.Kg4 Kd4
wins.

SOCHNEV-40JT (2001)

i11) Bd6 3.Re3 h2 4.Re2, is a
transposition into the main
line.

iv) 3.Rg7? Bd6. 3.Re3? Rgb.

v) 5.Rg6? Ra7 6.Re6
(Rg5,Re7;) Bb8 7.Re2 Rh7
8.Ra2+ Kb6 9.Rb2+ Ka7
10.Ra2+ Kb7 11.Rb2+ Kc8
wins.

vi) Avoiding the strong hint
of a positional draw.

“An interesting find using
such utilitarian material.”

/1997 No 14770 V.Kovalenko
special prize (best miniature)
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No 14770 Vitaly Kovalenko
(Maritime province). Not
1.Rh1? Rxa8 2.h7 Kg7. And
not 1.Rgl? RhS5. 1.5h6 Rh5/i
2.8d7+ Ke7 3.Sf6 Kxf6
(Rxh6; Sg8+) 4.Kgd+ Kgb
5.Rf6 Kxf6 6.Kxh5/ii Ke7
7.h7, and Black can resign.

1) Kg8 2.Sd7 Kh7 3.Rh1 Ra6
4.Sf8+ Kh8 5.h7 Ra8 6.Sd7
Kg7 7.Kf5 Rh8 8.Sf6+. Can
White save his pawn?

i1) It transpires that Black is
in zugzwang.

“An excellent miniature with
an uncomplicated but work-
manlike solution.”
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200 No 14771 J.Pospisil
special prize
(best malyutka)
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12017 No 14772 N.Rezvov
& S.N.Tkachenko
1st honourable mention

c6e4 0001.11 3/2 Draw

No 14771 Jaroslav Pospisil
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(Prague). Concentrate! Warn-
ing! Thematic tries! 1.Sg4?
c2 2.Sf2+ Ke3 3.Sd3 Kxd3
4Kd7 clQ 5.c6 Kc4 6.c7
Qd2+ 7.Kc8 Kb5 8.Kb8 Qd6
9.Kb7 Qd7 wins. Or 1.Kb7?
c2 2.c6 clQ 3.c7 Qb2+ 4.Ka7
Qc3 5.Kb7 Qb4+ 6.Ka7 Qc5+
7Kb7 Qb5+ 8.Ka7 Qcb6
9.Kb8 Qb6+ 10.Kc8 Kd5, and
the knight is worse than sur-
plus to requirements. Or
1.Kd7? ¢2 2.c6 clQ 3.c7
Qd2+ 4Ke7 Qc3 5Kd7
Qd4+ 6.Ke7 Qc5+ 7.Kd7
Qd5+ 8.Kc8 Kd4 9.5f5+ Kc5
10.Se7 Qe6+ 11.Kb8 Qb3+
12.Kc8 Qbb.

1.5f5 ¢2 2.Sg3+ Kd3 3.Se2/i
Kxe2 4.XKd7 clQ 5.c6
Qd1+(Qd2+) 6.Kc8 draw, as
7.c7 will follow and the
standard draw of all the theo-
ry books.

1) 3.Kd7? ¢1Q 4.c6 Kc4 5.c7
Qd2+ wins. Or if 3.Kb7? c1Q
4.c6 Qb2+ wins.

“Full of sparkle. The
knight’s throw-away lines in
try and solution really im-
press.”

f8b3 3130.31 5/4 Draw

No 14772 Nikolai Rezvov,

Sergei Nikolaevich Tkachen-

ko (Ukraine). Surely White
has to push his eP? Well,
1.e7?7 Bg6 2.Rxf6 Qa8+
3.Kg7 Bd3 4.Rf3 Qe8 5.Rxd3
Qxe7+ 6.Kg8 Qg5+ 7.Kh7
Qf5+ 8.Kg7 Qxd3, and the
presence of wPc3 proves
White’s undoing. The attempt
to improve on move 2 with
the Zwischenschach 2.Rb6+,
is met by: Kc2 3.Rxf6 Qa8+
4. Kg7 Bd3 5.Rxf2 Kb3 6.h7
Bxh7, and if 7.Rf8 Qg2+
8.Kxh7 Qed+, or if 7.Kxh7
Qe8 8.Re2 Qh5+ 9.Kg7 Qe2.
The lesson we learn is to take
advantage of c2 being occu-
pied by bB. So: [I.Rb6+
Kxc3/12.e7 Bg6 3.Rxf6 Qa8+
4.Kg7 Bbl/ii 5.Rfl/iii Qg2/iv
6.Kh8 Bg6 7.Rf6 Qa8+ 8.Kg7
(Rf8? Qb7;) Bbl 9.Rfl Qg2
10.Kh8, draw.

1) Ka3 2.e7 Bg6 3.Rxf6
Qa8+ 4.Kg7 Bd3 5.h7 Bxh7
6.Ra6 Qxa6 7.e8Q. Or Kc4
2.e7 Bg6 3.Rxf6 Qa8+ 4.Kg7
Bd3 5.Kf7 Qa7 6.Kf8 draw.

ii) Be4 5.Re6. Bd3 5.Rf3.

iii) 5.Rxf3? Kd4 6.Rfl Qg2
7.Kh8 Bg6 8.Rf6 Qa8+ 9.Kg7
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Be4 10.Rf4 QeS8 11.Rxed+
Kxe4 12.h7 Qxe7+ 13.Kg8
Kf5 14.h8Q Kgb6 wins. If
5.Kf7? Ba2+. Or 5.h7? Bxh7
6.Kxh7 Qe8 7.Re6 Qf7+
wins.

iv) Qe8 6.Rxbl Qxe7+
7Kg8 Qg5+ 8.Kh7 Qf5+
9.Kg7 Qxbl 10.h7 is a draw,
because the Quisling wPc3
has been eliminated, under-
lining the choice of that move
1.Rb6+! But now Black will
find the positional draw una-
voidable.

“A great many subtleties, an
original positional draw, a
powerful try — all contribute
to the harmonious impres-
sion.”

12027 No 14773 S.Kasparyan
& S.Varov
2nd honourable mention
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No 14773 Sergei Kasparyan
& Sergei Varov (Armenia).
One would not suspect study
content from a cursory glance
at such a game-like position.
But 1.Kf2? Bf4 draws. 1.K{3?
Ke6 2.g6 Bgl draws, as will
be seen. 1.g6 Ke6 2.Kf2/i
Bc7/1i 3.K{13/iii, with:

—Bh2 4.Kg2 Bc7 5.g7 Kf7
6.5f6 Kxg7 7.Se8+ Kf{7
8.Sxc7 Ke7 9.b5 Kd6 10.b6
Kc6 11.Sa8 wins, or



94

—Bd8 4.Kg4 Be7 5.b5 Ba3
6.Kh5 Bb2 7.Sc5+ Kd5
8.Sxb7 Bh8 9.Kh6, with com-
plete domination of bB, for
instance: Bal(Bd4) 10.Sa5
Kc5 11.Sb3+, or Bc3(Bb2)
100b6 Kc6  11.Sc5, or
Bf6(Be5) 10.b6 Kc6 11.Sc5.

1) Thematic tries must be at-
tended to: 2.Kf1? Bf4, is not
quite a domination — 3.g7 Kf7
4.Sf6 Kxg7 5.Sh5+ Kgb6 6.5f4
Kf5 7.8d3 Ke4 8.Ke2 Kd4
9.Kd2 Kc4 10.Kc2 b6 — this
1s a reciprocal zugzwang —
11.Kd2 Kb3 12.Ke3 Kc3
13.Ke4 Kc4, drawn.

Another: 2.Kf3? Bgl, for
example 3.Kg4 b6 4.Se5 Kf6
5.Kh5 Kg7 6.b5 Be3 7.Sc6
Kf6 8.Sb4 Kg7 9.Sd5 Bd4
10.Se7 Be3 11.Sf5+ Kg8
12 Kg4 Bf6 13.Kf4 Bb2
14Ke4 Ba3 15Kd5 BcS
16. Kc6 Bf2 17.Se7+ Kg7
18.5c8 Kxg6 19.Sxb6 Kf7
20.Sd7 Ba7, and we are in-
clined to concede that it is a
draw.

i1) Bf4 3.g7 Kf7 4.Sf6 Kxg7
5.Sh5+ Kg6 6.Sf4 Kf5 7.Ke3,
from which we can better un-
derstand why White chose
2.K2!

i) 3.g7? Kf7 4.Sf6 Bbo+
draw.

“Complex to solve because
of the analysis. The hobbling
of the black bishop all over
the board is great.”

No 14774 Viktor Razu-
menko (St Petersburg). Nei-
ther 1.Bh4? Ke2, nor 1.Bd4?
Rh1+ help. It’s more promis-
ing to threaten instant check-

mate, a theme that will recur,
so look out for it. 1.Sd4 Kel
2.Sf3+ Kfl/i 3.Bh4 Rhl
4.Sd4+ Kgl 5.Se2+ Kh2
6.Bg3+ Kh3 7.Rg8 Rfl
8.Sf4+ Rxf4 9.Bxf4/i1 Se7
10.Rg5 Sf5hi 11.Kgb6/iv
Sh4+ 12.Kh5 Sf5/v 13.Rg4
b4 14.Kg5 b3 15.Kxf5/vi b2
16.Kg5/vii  blQ  17.Rh4
mate.

/203 No 14774 V.Razumenko
3rd honourable mention
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i) Kf2 3.Bh4+ Kfl 4.Sd4
mate.

i1) “The start of a new phase,
in which Black’s activity
waxes.”

ii1) Sd5 11.Be5 Se3 12.Kh5
Sf5 13.Rg4 wins.

iv) 11.Kh5? b4 12.Rg4 b3
13.Kg5 b2 14.Kf5 b1Q.

v) Sf3  13.Rg3+
14.Rxf3+.

vi) 15.Be5? b2 16.Bxb2 Se3
17.Rh4+ Kg3 18.Be5+ Kf2
drawn.

vii) 16.Rg3+? Kh4 17.Rg4+
Kh5 18.Rh5+ Kh4 draw, of
the positional persuasion.

“Right to the end there’s no
slackening of tension.”

Kh2

SOCHNEV-40JT (2001)

1204 No 14775 E.Markov
4th honourable mention
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No 14775 Evgeny Markov
(Saratov). The setting is both
natural and tense. Black’s
threatening pawns compen-
sate for his material shortfall.
1.Sf3 elQ+ 2.Sxel Ra7+/i
3. Kf8/ii Sg5 (Rc8+; Se8)
4 Rxg5 Rxfo+ 5.Kg8 (Ke8?
Rh6;) Rxg7+/iii  6.Kxg7/iv
Rf5 7.Rxf5/v glQ+ 8.Kf8/vi
Qxel 9.fRf2/vii Kgl
10.Rg2+Kf1 11.Rh2 Qe4/viii
12.Rb1+ Qxbl 13.Rh1+ wins.

1) Rc7+ 3.Kd8, and bRc7 is
en prise with no compensa-
tion.

i1) White’s threat: 3.Rh3+
Kgl 4.Rxg2+ Kfl 5.Rhl
mate.

iii) Ra8+ 6.Kh7. Or Rh6
6.Sf5 Rh3 7.Sxg2.

iv) 6.Rxg7? glQ 7.Rxgl
Kxgl draw.

v) 7.bRxg2? Rf7+ 8.Khé6
Rh7+ 9.Kg6 Rh6+ 10.Kf5
Rf6+ 11.Kg4 Rf4+, and the
desperado has the better of
the duel.

vi) 8.Kf7? Qa7+ 9.Kg8
Qa8+ 10.Kg7 Qa7+ 11.Kgb
Qgl+ [12.Kf7 Qa7+, “and
there is no way of escaping
the perpetual check from
bQ.” But *C* scuppers this
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with 12.Sg2, followed by, for
example, Qd4  13.bRf2,
though 13.fRf2 also suffices.
It is a surprise that St Peters-
burg-based computer special-
ist JT judge Sochnev failed
(for whatever reason) to con-
sult the online 6-man databas-
es (without pawns) “donated”
to the world by Ken Thomp-
son at the end of 2000. [AJR]
vil) A curious domination
has arisen, where 10.Rh2 and
11.bRg2 is the threat, bQ is
driven to the first rank, and if

9..Qgl 10.Kf7 sets up a
zugzwang.
viii) Kgl 12.bRg2+ Kfl

13.Rh1+ follows.

“Good play by both sides in
this domination study suf-
fused with subtleties.”

[205] No 14776 V.Vlasenko
5th honourable mention
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No 14776 Valeri Vlasenko
(Ukraine). 1.Kb2, with:

— g2 2.Rg5+/1 Kc6 3.Rh6+
Kd7 4.Rg7+ Ke8 5.Rh8+ii
Rf8 6.Rxh3 Rf2+ 7.Kal Rfl+
8.Kxa2 gl1Q 9.Rh8+ Rf8
10.Rxf8+ Kxf8 11.Rxgl
wins, or

—h2 2.Rh5+/iii Kc6 3.Rg6+
Kd7 4.Rh7+ Ke8 5.Rg8+/iv
Rf8 6.Rxg3 Rf2+ 7.Kal Rfl
8.Kxa2 hl1Q 9.Rg8+ Rf8

10.Rxf8+
wins.

1) 2.Rh5+? Kc6 3.Rg6+ Kd7
4 Rh7+ Ke8, and 5.Kxa2 K{8
6.Rb6 Kg8, or 5.Rg8+ Rf8
6.gRg7 Rf7 7.Rh8+ Ke7
draws.

i1) 5.Ra6? Kf8 6.Rc7 Rf7
draws. Or 5.Kxa2? Rf7
6.Rg8+ Rf8 7.Rg7 Rf7 8.Rg3
Rf1 9.hRg6 h2 draws.

iii) 2.Rg5+? Kc6 3.Rh6+
Kd7 4.Rg7+ Ke8 5.Rh8+ Rf8
6.hRh7 Rf7 7.Rxf7 alQ+
8.Kxal g2 draw.

iv) 5.Kxa2? Rf7 6.Rh8+ Rf8
7.Rh3 Rfl 8.Rh7 Rf7 draw.
Or 5.Ra6? Rf7 6.Ra8+ Ke7
7.Ra7+ Ke6 8.aRf7+ g2 draw.

“Curious echo-play. Ex-
tremely clear and lucid.”

/206 No 14777 S.Borodavkin
6th honourable mention

Kxf8 11.Rxhl
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No 14777 Sergei Boro-
davkin  (Ukraine). 1..f2
2.Rh1+ Ke2 3.Sg4 gSho+
4.Kf4 Sxg4 5.Sbl draws.

So Black tries something
else: 1..gSh6+ 2.Kf4 12
3.Rf3 Ke2/i 4.Sbl/ii dIS
5.8¢3+ Sxc3 6.Rxf2+ Kxf2,
and the mirror stalemate
sports a troika of knights!

Or, naturally, [1...fSh6+
2.Kf4/iii £2 3.Rf3 Ke2 4.Sb5/
iv Kel 5.Re3+ Kfl/v 6.Sc3
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Sf6 7.Rd3 Kgl 8.Se2+ Kg2
9.Sg3 Sh5+ 10.Ke5 Sgd+
11.Kd4 Sxg3 12.Rxd2 draw,
as Black loses his last pawn.
i) Kel 4.Sc2+ Ke2 5.Sd4+
Kfl 6.Rd3 Kgl 7.S{3+ draw.

ii) 4.Sb5? Kel 5.Re3+ Kdl
6.Sc3+ Kc2 7.Rf3 Sg4
8.Kxg4 Se5+ wins. However,
in the other line the move Sb5
does draw.

i) 2.Ke4? 2 3.Rf3 Ke2
4.Sb5 Kel 5.Re3+ Kfl 6.Sc3
Sg4 7.Rd3 Kgl 8.Rxd2 f1Q
9.Rd1 Sf2+, and the check is
fatal to White.

iv) If 4.Sb1? dIS is the win-
ning refutation.

v) Kdl 6.Sc3+ Kc2 7.Rf3
draws.

“Curious stuff, synthesising
two variations with a correct
choice to be made on move 4
in both cases.”

/2077 No 14778 V.Kondratev

commendation
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No 14778 Vladimir Kondra-

tev (Ivanov region). 1.Bf3+/i
Kh3/ii 2.Rxa4 ¢2 3.Rh4+
Kxh4 4.Bf6+ Kg3 5.Bg5 c1Q
(Kf3; b3) 6.Bxcl Sc2+ 7.Kbl
Sa3+ 8.bxa3 Kxf3 9.a4 Ke4
10.a5 Kd5 11.a6 Kc6 12.Be3
Kc7 13.Ba7 Kc6 14.a4, the
pawn sees to the result —
White wins.
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1) 1.Rxa4? c2 and 2.Bf3+
Kf1 or 2.Bh3+ Khl.

i) Kf1 2.Be2+. Kxf3 2.Rxa4
c2 3.Rxa3+ and 4.Rc3.

“All quite sparkling.”

[208) No 14779
Yu.Zemlyansky
commendation
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No 14779 Yuri Zemlyansky
(Krasnoyarsk province).
1.h7+ Kh8 2.Ra4 Bc8 3.Ra8/i
Bb8/ii 4.Kf2/iii Bg3+ 5.Ke3
Bb8 6.Kd4 Be5+ 7.Kc5 Bb8
8.Kb6 Bc7+ 9.Ka7 Bb6+
(Bd8; Rb8) 10.Kb8, and the
win is there for all to see.

1) 3.Kf2? Bb7 (for Bb6;),
and further attempts to win
might be dealt with like this:
4.Rc4 Bf8 5.Kg3 Ba6b 6.Rd4
Bb5 7.Kf4 Be8 8.Kf5 BbS
9.Ke6 Be8, draw.

i1) Bf§ 4.Kfl Bh3+ 5.Kel
Bc8 6.Rb8 wins.

ii1) “The fast route to win.
Other moves lengthen the so-
lution.” One presumes that
these “other moves” are
“wastes of time” and not gen-
uine duals.

“The intrepid raid by wkK
dislocates the fortress. The try
raises an eyebrow: Black de-
fends himself with a look-
alike fortress, this time un-
breakable.”
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12091 No 14780 E.Markov
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No 14780 Evgeny Markov
(Saratov). Moves in this mazy
position that lead nowhere
are: 1.Qxc8+? Rxc8 2.Sxc6
Bf4+. Or 1.Qh7? Qg6
2.Qxgb6+ Kxg6. In these lines
bK is on “the wrong square”.
1.0f7+ Qf6 2.Qxf6+ Kxf6
3.Sc7 aRb8 4.Ba7/i Rxc7
5.Bxb8 Rc5 6.Sb3 (Sb7?
Rb5;) Rb5 7.Bd6 Rxb3 8.Bb4
Se6(Sf5) 9.Kc2 Sd4+ 10.Kd3
Sc6 11.Kc2 Sd4+ 12.Kd3
Ke5 13.Kc4 draw.

1) 4.Bd4+? Kg6 5.Ba7 Rb7
6.Sxb7 Rxc7, and Black wins.

“Interesting indeed, with its
subtleties and finale.”

12101 No 14781 V.Kalyagin
& 1 L.Mitrofanov
commendation
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No 14781 Viktor Kalyagin
(Ekaterinburg) & 1 Leopold

SOCHNEV-40JT (2001)

Mitrofanov (St Petersburg).
1.f7 Bd3+/i 2.Kxb4/ii h2
3.f8Q h1Q 4.Rxf4+ (Rxd3?
Qed+;) Qf3/iii 5.Ka5 Rg5+
6.Kb4/iv Rg4 7.Ka5 Rxf4
8.Qxf4 Qxf4 stalemate.

i) Bd7+ 2.Kxb4 h2 3.f8Q
h1Q 4.Rdl1+. Or h2 2.f8Q
h1Q 3.Rd1+.

ii) 2.Ka4? Bc2+. 2.Rxd3?
Rg5+.

iii) Rxf4+ 5.Qxf4 Ke2
6.Qe5, is an easy draw in
view of al’s colour in the
event of queens being ex-
changed, combined with the
only escape from perpetual
check being at the expense of
a pawn.

iv) 6.Ka4? Bc2+ 7.Kb4 Rg4
wins.

“A happy correction of a
1993 study: the original final

point takes on a new lease of
life.”

/211 No 14782 V.Kovalenko
commendation
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No 14782 Vitaly Kovalenko

(Maritime province). 1.Kb2
b3 2.g4/i Kg6 3.g5/ii Kf5
4.g6 Kxg6 5.Kal Kf5 6.Kb2
Ke4 7.Kal Kd3 8.Kb2 alQ+
(Kd2; Kal) 9.Kxal Kc3
10.Kb1 b2 11.Ka2 a6 12.Kbl
Kb3 stalemate.



SOCHNEV-40JT (2001)

1) 2.g3? Kf6 3.g¢4 Ke5 4.g5
Kd4 5.g6 Kd3 6.g7 alQ+
7.Kxal Kc2 8.g8Q b2+ 9.Ka2
b1Q mate.

i1) 3.Kal? Kg5 4.Kb2 Kf4
wins.

“No fewer than four consec-
utive stalemate positions, but
nevertheless somewhat sche-
matic.”

2127 No 14783 V.Sizonenko
commendation
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g4e3 3101.10 4/2 Draw

No 14783 Viktor Sizonenko
(Ukraine).  1.Rc2?  Qa4.
1.Rg3+ Kd2 2.Rg2+/i Kd3/ii
3.Rg3+ Ke4 4.Rc3 Qxb2
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5.Rc4+ Kd5/iii 6.Rc2 Qa3
7Kf4 Qa4+ 8.Ke3 Qb3+
9.Kd2 (Kf4? Qa3;) and now
that the zugzwang is the right
way round White has the
draw.

1) 2.Rc3? Qxb2 3.Rc5 Qg7+
4. K4 Qf8+ 5.Rf5 Qh6+ wins.

i1) Kel 3.Sd4 Qc4 4.Re2
Kdl 5.Re4, is a draw, as 1is
Kcl 3.Rc2(Rg3).

iii) Kd3 6.Rd4+ Ke3 7.Rd6
Qg2+ 8.Kf5 Qed4+ 9.Kf6
draw.

“A very likeable study with
interesting reci-zug.”

B.Crbicsros

Vassily Smyslov (Russia)
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Leonid Topko-65JT

(5th TT of Mistetski shakhi) (2004)

This thematic jubilee tour-
ney was judged by Viktor
Sizonenko  (Krivoi  rog,
Ukraine). The award was
published in Mistetski shakhi
(Ukraine) “2004”.

The set theme: On any move
of the solution White refuses
capture of bQ. The motiva-
tion must not be stalemate.

/2137 No 14784 V.Samilo

1st/3rd prize
%@7 @7 @7 -
& W
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. /4& n

% % % %
0 T,

d4a8 1333.12 3/6 Draw

No 14784 Vladimir Samilo
(Kharkov). 1.Qe8+ Ka7
2.Qxh5 hl1Q 3.Qc5+/i Kb8
4.Qd6+ Kc8 5.Qe6+ Kd8
6.Qd6+ Ke8 7.Qb8+ Kf7
8.Qxb7+ Kgb6 9.Qxc6+/ii
Qxc6 stalemate.

1) Thematic: 3.Qxh1? c5+
4Kxc5 Bxhl wins. Or
3.Qa5+? Kb8 4.Qd8+ Bc8
5.Qb6+ Ka8 6.Qxc6+ Bb7
(Qxc6?) 7.Qe8+ Ka7 8.Qad+
Ba6 9.Qd7+ Qb7 10.Qxg4
Qb4+ 11.K- Qxgd+ wins.

i) 9.Kc5? Qd5+ 10.Kb6 Sc5
wins.

“A single thematic element
with inversion. Thematic
clarity and neat. .... stalemate
motif....

12147 No 14785 S.Didukh
Ist/3rd prize
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No 14785 Sergei Didukh
(Lvov region). Thematic try:
1.Qxf8? Sf2+ 2.Kg2 hlQ
mate. /.Qa5+ Kh4 2.Sxg3/i
fxg3 3.Be7+/ii Qxe7 4.Qad+
Qb4/iii  5.Qxb4+  Kxh3
6.Qb2(Qd2) Sf2+ 7.Qxf2
gxf2 stalemate.

1) Thematic: 2.Bxf8?

1) Thematic: 3.Bxf8? Sf2+.
3.Qa4+? Qb4 4.Qxb4+ Kxh3,
Black wins.

i) Kxh3 5.Qd7+ Qxd7
stalemate.

“Two thematic elements
with inversion. Witty play:
two active sacrifices of wQ,
one of bQ.”

12157 No 14786 O.Pervakov
& S.N.Tkachenko
Ist-3rd prize
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N

a1d6 0007.23 4/6 Draw

No 14786 Oleg Pervakov
(Moscow) & Sergei N.Tka-
chenko (Odessa). 1.d8Q+
Ke5 2.Qa5+ Sb5 3.Qxd2
Sc2+ 4.Kb2/i elQ 5.Qd5+
(Qxel? Sxel;) Kb4 6.Qxc4+
Kxc4 7.Se5+ Kb4 8.Sd3+
Kcé/ii 9.Se5+/1ii Kd4
10.Sf3+ Ke3 11.Sxel Sxel
12.e5 Sd3+ 13.Kal Kd2
14.e6 Kc2 15.e7 draw.

i) 4.Qxc2? e1Q+ 5.Qbl Qg3
6.5f8 Qg7+ 7.Qb2 Qxf8,
Black wins.

i1) Kc5 9.Sxel Sxel 10.e5.

iii) Thematic: 9.Sxel? Sxel
10.e5 Sd3+ 11.Kbl Kb3

mates.

“The thematic element....”

Originally awarded “spe-
cial” status the study was
“promoted” (as notified by a
manual emendation from the
judge) when its thematicity
was demonstrated — see (iii).
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12161 No 14787 O.Ostapenko
1st/2nd honourable mention
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22h8 3144.34 7/8 Draw

No 14787 Oleg Ostapenko
(Krivoi  rog). 1.Se7 b2
2.Rxa8/1 Qxa8 3.Sxgb+/ii
hxg6 4.Bxa8 b1Q 5.Bd5 Qd3

6.Kh3 Qxd5 stalemate.
1) Thematic: 2.Sxg8?
i1) Thematic: 3.Bxa8?

“Two thematic elements,
pseudo-inversion and a for-

tress.”

/2171 No 14788 M.Mironenko
1st-2nd honourable mention

”’%/ 5
), AA
,/&/}/ _
//ﬁy/y/
» /y/
//,/5/y@/
$7 5K 7,

. <7 T

d1b8 3141.25 6/8 Draw

No 14788 Mikola Miro-
nenko (Kharkov). 1.Rb2+
Kxa8 2.Bxe6 dxe6 3.Ra2+
Kb8 4 Rb2+ Ka7 5.Ra2+ Qa6
6.Ra5/1 e5/1ii 7.Ra2/ii ed/iv
8.Ra5/v e3/vi 9.Rxa6+ Kxab

stalemate.
1) Thematic: 6.Rxa6+
11) Qxa3; is a draw.
111) Thematic: 7.Rxa6+?

1v) Qxa2; is a draw.

v) Thematic 8.Rxa6+?

vi) Qxa2; is a draw.

“There i1s a Didukh study in
Shakhmatnaya poezia 1-2/
2004, with a thematic element

shown no fewer than four
times!”

12181 No 14789 A.Strebkovs
1st commendation
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d2g8 0031.55 7/7 Win

No 14789 Andrei Strebkovs
(Riga). 1.c7 clQ+ 2.Kd3/
Qa3 3.c8Q+ Qf8 4.Qg4+ Kh8
5.Qg7+ Qxg7 6.hxg7+ Kg8
7.8d5 Bxf6 8.Sxf6+ Kxg7
9.Sh5+ Kg6 10.Sxg3+ wins.

i) 2. Kxcl1? f1Q+ 3.Kc2Qh3,
Black wins.

N
SN
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“A single thematic element.”

12197 No 14790 G.Josten
2nd commendation
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f3h8 3244.45 9/9 Win

99

No 14790 Gerhard Josten
(Cologne). 1.Rxdl Qxd4
2.Rel/i g1 S+/i1 3.Rxgl Qd3+
4Kf2 elQ+ 5Rxel Qd2+
6.Kf3 Qg2+ 7.Kf4 Qd2+
8. Kf5 Sd6+/iii 9.Ke6 Qxel+
10.Be5 wins.

1) Thematic: 2.Bxd4? The-
matic: 2.Rxd4? glQ 3.Kxe2
Qg2+ 4.Ke3 Qg3+. Thematic:
2.Sxd4?

ii) Qd5+ 3.Kg3 Qd3+ 4.Kh2.
iii)) Qd5+ 9.Re5 Qd3+
10.Kg5 Qd2+ 11.Kh4 Qf2+
12.Kh5 Sxf6+ 13.Kg5 Sh7+
14.gxh7.

“Three thematic elements.”

/2200 No 14791 G.Josten
3rd commendation
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No 14791 Gerhard Josten
(Cologne). 1.Rxd3 Se5+
2.Kd4 Sxd3 3.Kxd3 h2 (g2;
Be8) 4.Be3 g2 5.Be8 glQ
6.Bxc6+/i Qg2 7.Bb7/ii b3
8.Bf2/iii b2 9.Kc2/iv bl1Q+
10.Kxbl Qxb7+ 11.axb7 Kg2
draw.

1) Thematic: 6.Bxgl?

i1) Thematic: 7.Bxg2+?
iii) Thematic: 8.Bxg2+?
1v) Thematic: 9.Bxg2+?
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/2217 No 14792 V.Samilo
special commendation

oY) 7. 7.
= »

. 0, 7, 0

g2a8 4000.10 3/2 Win

No 14791 Vladimir Samilo
(Kharkov).  Thematic try
1.Qxb7+? Kxb7. 1.Kg3 Kb8
2.Qxb7+ Kxb7 3.Kf4 Kcb6
4 Ke5 Kd7 5.Kd5 wins.

“Declining to exchange with
the aim of winning a tempo.

A. Xurogesronar

Alexander Hildebrand (Sweden)

TOPKO-65]T (2004)
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Peremozi/Pobeda “Victory”’-45AT (Ukraine) (1991)

The award of this tourney
was published in Sportivna
gazeta (No.32) 141111991 in
Ukrainian. Ivan Melnichenko
(Chernigov region) acted as
judge. 15 studies were en-
tered. There were separate
sections for different genres.

2227 No 14793 A.Zinchuk
1st prize
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h4e8 3051.10 5/3 Win

No 14793 Anatoli Zinchuk
(Kiev). 1.Sf6+/1 Kd8 2.e7+
Kc8 3.e8Q+ (e8R+? BdS;)
Qxe8 4.Sxe8 Bd8+ 5.Kh5
Kd7 6. Kg6 Kxe8 7.Bc6 mate.
1) 1.Sg7+? Kd8 2.e7+ Kc8
3.e8Q+ Qxe8? 4.Sxe8 wins,
but 3...Bd8+ with a draw.

%
-

/223 No 14794 V.Tarasiuk
2nd prize
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No 14794 Vladislav Tarasi-

uk (Kharkov region) 1.Sf8+
Kf7 2.Sxg6 Sd8 3.Sh8+ Kg7
4.Sh5+ (Bd5? hS;) Kxh8
5.Bd5 h6 6.Ke2 Kh7 7.Kf3
Kgb6 8.Kg4 Sf7 9.Be4 mate.

2241 No 14795 L.Topko
3rd prize
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No 14795 Leonid Topko
(Krivoi rog). 1.Se6+ Ke8
2.Sc7+ Kd8 3.Kd6 (Bb6?
Rxc8;) Kxc8 4.Bb6 Kd8
5Ke6 Rc8 6.Sb5+ Ke8
7.5d6+ and 8.Sxc8 wins.

/2251 No 14796 A.Zinchuk
special prize
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No 14796 Anatoli Zinchuk
(Kiev). 1.Bg2 Kc7+ 2.Kab6
Kb8 3.d4 Bh5 4.d5 Be2+
5.Kb6 Bf3 6.d6 h1Q 7.Bxhl
Bxb7 8.d7 Bc8 9.d8B (d8S?

Bg4/Bh3;) Bh3 10.Bb7 Bc8
11.Bc7 mate.

/226 No 14797 V.Kuzmin
1st honourable mention
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No 14797 Valentin Kuzmin
(Makeevka). l.g4+ Kg5
2.Sed4+ Kxg4 3.Qg3+ Kh5
4.Qg5+ Rxg5 5.Sf6+ Khé6
6.d8S Qa8 7.Sgd+ Rxg4
stalemate.

/2271 No 14798 N.Rezvov
2nd honourable mention
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b7a5 1604 41 7/5 Draw

No 14798 Nikolai Rezvov
(Odessa). 1.Sd6 R2c7+ 2.Ka8
Kb6 3.Sxc8+ Rxc8 4.Qg8
Rxg8 5.h7 Rc8 6.h8Q Rxh§
7.27 Rc8 8.g8Q Rxg8 9.f7
Rc8 10.f8Q Rxf8 11.e7 Rf3
12.e8Q Sc6 13.Qe3+ Rxe3
stalemate.
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[228) No 14799 A Krochek
3rd honourable mention
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No 14799 Aleksandr Kro-
chek (Khmelnitsky). 1.Kg6
Kc7 2.Kf7 Sd4 3.Ke8 Sb5
4.Sd8 Sd6+ 5.Ke7 Sb7+
6.Ke8 Sxd8 stalemate.

/229 No 14800 M.Zinar
special honourable mention
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No 14800 Mikhail Zinar
(Odessa). 1.h7 a3 2.h8Q a2
3.Qal+ Kxal 4.Kcl c3 5.d6
b5 6.axb6 a5 7.b7 a4 8.b8S a3
9.Sc6 dxc6 10.d7 ¢5 11.d8Q
c4 12.Kd1 wins.

The 1st commendation was
awarded to Aleksandr Kro-
chek (Khmelnitsky) for a
study that “just happens” to
be identical with M.Grush-
ko’s 1979 study (EGI/27.
10870). HvdH further points

PEREMOZI/POBEDA "VICTORY"-45AT (UKRAINE) (1991)

out that the latter is itself an
expression of a demolition of
a 1971 study by V.Kovalenko
in Shakhmaty v SSSR! (Cf.
No.4240 in Akobia’s World
Anthology Vol.3).

/2301 No 14801 N.Rezvov
2nd commendation
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No 14801 Nikolai Rezvov
(Odessa). 1.Ra8+ Re8
2.Rxe8+ Kxe8 3.f6 Rg8
4 Kh7, with:

— Kf8 5.g5 5 6.e4, or

—Rf8 5.Kg7 g5 6.e3 e5 7.4
Kd7 8.Kxf8 Ke6 9.Kg7 wins.

/2317 No 14802 A.Novichenko
3rd commendation
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No 14802 Aleksandr Novi-
chenko (Kiev region). 1.Sb2
axb2 2.h7 b1Q 3.h8Q Qc2
4.Qd4 Qc5 5.Qd3+ Kbb

6.Qxb3+ Qb4 7.Qd5 Ka6+
8.Qb5+ wins.

/2327 No 14803 V.Kuzmin
4th commendation
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No 14803 Valentin Kuzmin

(Makeevka). 1.g7 Rc8
2.Bc7+ Kd5 3.b6 Kc6 4.b7
Kxb7 5.Bf4 Bb2 6.Be5 Ba3
7.Bd6 Bxd6 8.g8Q Rxg8
stalemate.

&

/233] No 14804 V.Tarasiuk
5th commendation
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No 14804 Vladislav Tarasi-

uk (Kharkov region). 1.Bc6
Qc8+ 2.Ka7 Qxc6 3.g8Q+
Kxg8 4.Rb8&+ Kf7 5.Rb7+
Ke8 6.Rb8+ Kd7 7.Rb7+ Kc8
8.Rb&+ Kc7 9.Rc8+ Kxc8
stalemate.
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All-Russian Study-Composing Tourney —

The award was published in
Shakhmatisty Rossii, 1990(?)
and had a confirmation period
of two months. The judge was
Gh.Umnov.

/2347 No 14805 A.Ivanov
Ist prize
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Victory-45AT (1990)

/2351 No 14806 V.Kozirev
2nd prize
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No 14806 Vasily Kozirev
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No 14805 A.lvanov (Chu-
vash autonomous republic).
With bPb2 ready to don the
queen’s mantle, White has no
1.f4+
Khé6/i 2.Rf8 b1Q 3.Rh&8+ Qh7
Kh6
6.Sg8+ Kgb6 7.f5+ Kf7
8.Rxh7 Kxg8/ii 9.f6 c5/iii
10.Rh&+ Kxh8 11.f7 wins.
Excelsior! All in the best pos-
sible taste and without weari-

time to mess about.

4.8f5+ Kg6 5.Se7+

some analyses.

i) gxf3 2.8xf3+ Kgb 3.Se5+

and 4.Rf1 wins.

1) “So bQ has disappeared,
but what now? bB has only to
emerge from its incarceration
and White’s chances of victo-

ry will evaporate.”

111) “All the white force is en
prise but nothing can be tak-
en!” If gxf6 10.Ra7, or if
Kxh7 10.f7. Brilliant simplic-

ity.

(Rostov region). Materially
speaking White is well off —
but everything hangs. 1.Qgl+
Qf1/i  2.Rc6/ii  Qxgl/iii
3.cSd4+ Kdl 4.Sc3+ Kel
5.513+ Kf2 6.Sxgl Kxgl
7.Se2+, with:

—Khl/iv 8.Rg6 Bh2 9.Kh3
g1lQ 10.Rxgl Bxgl 11.Sg3
mate, or

—Kh2 8.Kg4 Be3 9.Kf3 glQ
10.Sxg1 Bxgl 11.Rh6 mate.

i) Kb2 2.Qal+ Kb3 3.bSd4+.
Or Kd2 2.Qel+ Kd3 3.Sb4+.

11) “Giving up wQ but creat-
ing a white battery.”

iii) Kb2 3.Qd4+. Or Kdl
3.Qd4+ Bd2 4.Se3+.

iv) Kfl 8.Sxf4 g1Q 9.Rcl+
Kf2 10.Sh3+.

“A well-engineered rework
of an earlier study by the
composer.”

No 14807 Aleksei Kopnin
(Chelyabinsk). Black threat-
ens to play Rc8+; or Rb8&; and
1.Kb5? won’t do because of
Kf7; and 2.Be4 Re8 3.Bc6

Re5+ 4.Ka4 Ke6 5.Bb5 Kd6,
or 2.Ba4 Ke6 3.Kb6 Kd6
4.Bc6 RbS+, or 2.Kb6 Kf6
3.Be4 (Ba4,Ke5;) Re8 4.Bc2
Re5 5.Ba4 Ke6 6.Bb5 Kdo6
7.Kxa5 Kc5. So, 1.Kb6, with
two main possibilities:

—a4 2.Kb7 Ra5 3.Kb6 Ra8
4 Kb7, and

— Kf7 2.Ba4 (Be4? Re8;) Keb
3.Bc6 (Kb7? Rh8;) Rc8/
4Bb5/ii and Ra8 5.Bc6 Rc8
6.Bb5/i1, or Kd6/iv 5.Kxas
Kc5/v 6.Ka6 Rb8/vi 7.Bd7 with
a draw, and not 7.Bd3 (Be2/
Bf1)? Rb6 8.Ka7 Kc6 9.Bed

(Bf3/Bg2) Kc7 wins.
236/ No 14807 A.Kopnin
3rd prize
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c5g8 0310.01 2/3 Draw

1) a4 4.Bxa8 a3 5.KcS5 draw.

i1) 4.Bf3? a4 5.Bgd+ Ke5
6.Bxc8 a3. Or 4.Ba4? Kd6
5.Bb5 Rh8.

ii1) “Positional draw by alter-
nating threats to bR and bP.”

iv) “Abandoning the pawn in
the hope of winning by taking
the opposition.”
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v) “There follows a unique
position in which what saves
White is bR’s occupation of
the c8 square.”
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vi) “6...Rc6 is not on, while
if Ra8+ 7.Kb7.”

“The Russian veteran’s per-
sistence in searching out new
nuggets in the endgame of
bishop against rook and pawn
never fails to surprise us and
stir our admiration. Again we
have something of interest to
theory, bringing together two
previously unrecorded posi-
tional draws and a unique ex-
ception to the ‘always lost’
case of the opposition.”

2371 No 14808 D.Gurgenidze
1st honourable mention
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No 14808 David Gurgenidze
(Thbilisi). 1.Sg5+ (Bc2? Sd4;)
Kd5/i 2.Be2/ii Scl 3.Se3+
Kd4 4.Sc2+ Kc3/ii 5.Bdl
Kd2 6.Sxed4+ Kxdl 7.Se3
mate, a lovely mate with ac-
tive self-blocks.

1) Kf5 2.Sxe4 Scl 3.Bc2
wins.

i) 2.Sxe4? Scl 3.Sb6+ Kc6
4.Bc4 Kxb6 5Kel Kas
6.Kd2 Kb4 draw.

ii1) “It is far from clear how
escape from the importunate
pursuit can be managed.”

The 2nd honourable men-
tion, by S.Abramenko (Vol-

gograd region), has appeared
as EG/34.11433.

12387 No 14809 V.Shkril
3rd honourable mention

./ 5
. ), ), %=a
22,48, 7

,,,,,,

.0 A P

70 U
.0 0 L

Al U U
- 7 7 7

,,,,,,

h5g7 0400.34 5/6 Win

No 14809 Vladimir Shkril
(Belgorod). 1.c7/i Rc6 2.Ra7
Kf6 3.g5+ Kf5 4.Rad4 ¢4
5.Ra5+ e5 6.Ra6 c1Q 7.c8Q+
(7.c8B will also suffice) Rxc8
8.Rf6.

i) 1.Ra7+? Kf6 2.g5+ Kf5
3.Ra4 e4 4.Rc4 Rb8 5.c7 Rc8
6.Rxc2 e3 draw.

/239] No 14810 A.Ivanov
1st commendation
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c4g5 0113.03 3/5 Win
No 14810 A.lvanov (Chu-
vash republic). 1.Be7+ KhS5
2.Bc5 Sd2+ 3.Kd3 Sf3 4.Ke2

glQ 5.Bxgl Sxgl+ 6.Kf2
Sh3+ 7.Kg3 Sg5 8.Re7 wins.

VICTORY-45AT (1990)

240) No 14811 A.Selivanov
2nd commendation

V. / /7 @/ /

a4 7
>y
3 %,
,/x/ © 7
U Uy

£8f2 0003.21 3/3 Draw

No 14811 Andrei Selivanov
(Sverdlovsk region). 1.Kg7
clQ 2.f8Q Qg5+ 3.Kf7/i
Qxf6+ 4.Kg8 Se7+ 5.Kh7
Qxf8 stalemate.

1) 3.Kh8? Sxf6 and White is
in zugzwang. Or 3.Kh7?
Sxf6+ 4.Kh8 Kfl, and White
is in another quandary.

/2417 No 14812 Yu.Makletsov
3rd commendation
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No 14812 Yuri Makletsov
(Rostov region). 1.Bc3 Qd8+
2.Ka6 Qxd7/i 3.Be5+ (h8Q?
Qc8+;) Kc8 4.h8Q+ QdS8
5.Qh7 (Qg7? Qd3+;) Qd7
6.Qg8 Qd8 7.Qe6+ Qd7
8.Qc4+ Kd8 9.Bfe+ Ke8
10.Qg8 mate.

i) h4 3.Be5+ Ka8 4.h8Q
wins.

\




Review :
Endgame Study Database 111, 2005

RAINER STAUDTE

“From the chess study world” is how I would
with great enthusiasm refer to the appearance
of the third edition of the most comprehensive
collection ever of studies and endgames. It
was available on CD as from June 2005. Its
compiler, Harold van der Heijden, calls it drily
“Endgame Study Database I11”.

It is worth recalling that in 2000 van der Hei-
jden published the second edition of his pri-
vate collection, for the first time on CD. At
that time the collection needed explanation.
But that is history. The Dutch compiler now
includes a 3-page English language PDF file
listing the main load-bearing columns of the
impressive new edifice:

— story of the collection

— list of files included

— sources codes

— markers for studies found to be defective

— remarks on the origins of the endgame study
— GBR code.

So, what is new? First and foremost, the
number of entries has risen from 58,801 in
2000 to 67,691 1n 2005. Strictly speaking this
is not the total of studies, seeing that some are
twins, defective, modified, corrected, plagia-
rised or repeated by another composer, and
about 1300 are endgames rather than studies
(identified by the coding “te”).

But these facts do not make the end-result
anything less than a giant fund, a super-an-
thology, whether for study connoisseurs or for
ordinary study enthusiasts. It can be used for
research, for analysis, for enjoyment — even
for systematic endgame training of over-the-
board players.

More significant than the quantitative growth
is undoubtedly the emphatic improvement in
data quality. To take an example: the first
prize in SCHACH 1971, the only study under
the name of Heinz Schwind, is now there with

the name correct, having been incorporated
before only via interpolated Russian second-
ary sources and hence garbled. Moreover it is
now possible to track that study’s three ver-
sions, and hence its development by the com-
poser.

The never-ending forward march of technol-
ogy-cum-software has facilitated the identifi-
cation of many analytical flaws, here and there
giving rise to corrected versions. Van der Heij-
den has also been assisted in the maintenance
of his collection by an impressive number of
more or less active associates.

The use of the popular player- and game-ori-
entated PGN format was a logical decision. It
opens the door to many, and wider, uses of the
collection. If you can program, you can store
and work with the material to your heart’s
content, seeing that the limitations of earlier
software (for example with the number of
pieces, length of “game”, number of charac-
ters in source or composer detail — we know
that there can be three or more composers of a
study) are simply no longer there.

An idea of Emil Vlasak of Usti nad Labem
(or Usti-on-Elbe) has been incorporated, and
this, together with the ready availability of the
Chess Query Language of Lewis Stiller and
Gady Costeff (see EG/51, p199), means that it
is hard to put one’s finger on what cannot be
done — provided only that you have a talent for
programming, and the inclination to program.

An EXCEL file is included with a “cross-ref-
erence” facility to compare the entries — and
the sources — in the CD's second and third ver-
sions.

The collection incorporates an option to
show coded sources or not to show them. It
will be interesting to learn which choice most
users take. Something similar for composers'
first names would have been welcome, as they
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are at present restricted to a single initial.
True, we don’t always know the full name, but
sources are no different in this respect.

We should also like to see Vlasak’s sugges-
tion of including biographical material and
photos extended to the van der Heijden CD.
The late F.S.Bondarenko's books initiated this
in the studies field, followed by the ARVES

Moscow 2003:

RAINER STAUDTE

volume on composers in Flanders and The
Netherlands. To do this would surely be too
much work for one person, but today we do at
least have world-wide networks offering a
technical vehicle.

Chemnitz, Germany

R e

Rainer Staudte
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Vecherny Krasnoturinsk-10AT (2003)

The award of this formal in-
ternational tourney was pub-
lished in Uralsky problemist
34, vii2003. Andrei Se-
livanov (Moscow and Kras-
noturinsk) acted as judge. The
first issue of this local Urals
newspaper  appeared  on
131111993. The anniversary
(called “jubilee”, but it was
not for an individual) was cel-
ebrated in a number of ways,
only one of which was this
tourney. The newspaper’s
founder was Aleksandr Artsi-
bashev, a friend of the judge.
There were 73 entries by 46
composers from 12 coun-
tries, among them Belgium,
Israel, Italy, Poland and
Spain. There was a US dollar
prize fund with a first prize of
$170.

1242 No 14813 A.Visokosov

1st prize
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a8h7 0304.53 7/6 Draw

No 14813 Andrei Visokos-
ov (Moscow). 1.Sxe6? Rd3
2.5f4/1 h2 3.Sxd3 h1Q+ 4.b7
Qd5 5.Sc5 Sa4 6.Sxad4 Qxd7
7.Sb6 Qc6 8.Ka7 Qc7 9.Sa8
Qa5+ 10.Kb8 Qc5 11.Sc7 e5

wins. So: 1.b7 Sc4/it 2.S5f7
Sb6+ 3.Ka7 Sxd7 4.Sg5+
Kxh6 5.Sxf3 Kxh5 6.Kad/iii
eS 7.Sxe5 h2 8.Sxd7 hlQ
9.Ka7/iv Qal+ 10.Kb6 Qd4+
11.Kc7 Qd6+ 12.Kd8, and,
rather suddenly, it’s a draw.

1) 2.Sg5+ Kxh6 3.Sxh3 Sa4.
Or 2.Sf8+ Kxh6 3.b7 h2
4b8Q Ra3+ 5Kb7 hlQ+
6.Kc8 Qc6+ 7.Kd8 Ra8 wins.

i1) Ra3+ 2.Kb8 h2 3.Sc6
Rd3 4.Kc7 h1Q 5.b8Q Qh2+
6.Kc8 Qxb8+ 7.Sxb8 e5
8.d8Q Rxd8+ 9.Kxd8 e4
10.Sc6 e3 11.Sd4 e5 12.Sc2
Sc4 13.Ke7 and White is OK.
Or h2 2.b8Q Ra3+ 3.Qa7
h1Q+ 4.Sb7 Qal 5.Qxa3
Qxa5+ 6.KbS.

ii1) It’s the presence of bPe6
that puts its proprietor in
zugzwang, by physically pre-
venting the otherwise win-
ning tempo-move e7-¢6.

iv) This position also oc-
curred in the try 1.Sxe6? apart
from the bPe6. If Black could
capture wSd7 then 9...Qd5
10.b8Q Qxd7+ 11.Kb6 Qd4+
12.Kc6 Kxh4 13.Qh2+, with
a “Ken Thompson” position.
This is why Black tries to
make good use of the e7
pawn.

“A synthesis of a paradoxi-
cal logical idea (non-capture
of a pawn blocking a tempo-
move) with a complex reci-

'9’

zug. Great stuff!

No 14814 Nikolai Kralin
(Moscow). 1.Sh8+ Kh5/i

2.Be8+/ii Kh4 3.Sg6+ Kh3
4 Rh8+ Bh4 5.Rxh4+ gxh4
6.5f4+ Kg3 7.Se2+ Kxf3
8.Bco+ Qxc6 9.Sd4+ Kg3
10.Se2+/iii Kh3 11.Sf4+ Kg3
12.Se2+ Kf3 13.Sd4+ Kf4
14.Sxc6 Kg3 15.Sd4/iv h3
16.Khl, and (surprise? Or
not?) it’s a reci-zug in
White’s favour. Draw.

/243 No 14814 N.Kralin
2nd prize
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i) Kh6 2.Rf6+ Kg7 3.Rf7+
Qxf7 4.Sxf7 Bxf3 5.Sxg5
draw.

i) 2.fxgd+? Kxg4 3.Be2+
Kh3 4.Bf1+ Kh4 5.Sg6+ Kh5
and Black wins, which he
would not have done had he
played 2...Kh4? 3.Sg6+ Kh3
4.Bfl+ Kxg4 5.Be2+ Kh3

6.Bf1+ perpetual check.

i) 10.Sxc6? h3 11.Sd4 h2+
12Khl Kh3 leads to
zugzwang.

iv) 15.Se5? Be6 16.Sd3 h3
17.8f2 h2+ 18.Kfl Bc4+
19.Kel Kg2 wins.

“Still another mix of ideas
and top-notch technique.”
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/244 No 14815 S.Osintsev
3rd prize
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g7e7 1343.13 4/7 Win

No 14815 Sergei Osintsev
(Ekaterinburg). 1.Bb4+? Ke6
2.Qfl Rg8+ 3.Kh7 Rg5. Or
1.Bg5+? Ke6 2.Bxd8 Sf2
3.0xf2 h1Q 4.Qf6+ Kd5
5.Kxf7 Qdl 6.Qf5 h2 7.e6+
Kc4 8.7 h1Q draw.

So: 1.0h4+ Ke8/1 2.Bb4/ii
Rd7/iii 3.Qh8+ Bg8+ 4.Kgb
(Kxg8? h1Q;) Shé/iv 5.Qxh6/
v Rd6+/vi 6.exd6, with:

—h1Q 7.Qf8+ Kxf8/vii 8.d7
mate, or

—Bf7+ 7.Kh7 h1Q 8.Qf8+
Kxf8 9.d7 mate.

i) Kd7 2.Qxg4+ Be6 3.Qe4
Rg8+ 4.Kh7 Rgl 5.Qb7+
wins, Ke8 6.Bb4 Bf5+ 7.Kh8
Kd8 8.Be7+ Ke8 9.Bf6 Bd7
10.Qc7 hl1Q 11.Qd8+ Kf7
12.Qd7+ Kg6 13.Qh7 mate.

i) 2.e6? Bxe6 3.Qh5+ Kd7

4.Qb5+ Kc8 5.Qc6+ KbS8
6.Qb6+ Kc8 7.Qe6+ Kd7
draw. Or 2.Qxh3? Bd5
3.Qh5+ Kd7 4.Qxgd+ Kcb6
5.Qg6+ Kb7 6.Qbl+ Ka7
7.Qal+ Kb8 draw. Or
2.Qh8+? Kd7 3.Qxh3 Beb6
4.Qf3 Rg8+ 5.Kh7 Rb8 6.Bf4
Rb1 draw.

VECHERNY KRASNOTURINSK-10AT (2003)

1) Kd7 3.Qxgd+ Kc7
4.Qxh3 wins.

iv) Kd8 5.Qxg8+ Kc7
6.Bd6+ Rxd6 7.exd6+ Kxd6
8.Qf8+ Ke6 9.Qf5+ Kdob
10.Qe4 Kc5 11.Kg5 Sf2
12.Qe5+ Kc4 13.Qxh2 wins.

v) 5.Qf6? Sf7 6.Qg7 KdS8
7.Qf8+ Kc7 8.Qc5+ Kd8
9.Ba5+ Ke8 10.Qc8+ Sd8
11.Bxd8 Rxd8 12.Qxh3 d3
13.Qf6 d2 14.Qc6+ Rd7
15.Qa8+ Rd8 16.Qc6+ Rd7
draw.

vi) Re7 6.Bxe7 h1Q 7.Qf8+
Kd7 8.Qd8+ Kc6 9.Qad+
wins.

vil) Kd7 8.Qe7+ Kcb
9.Qe8+ Kb6 10.d7 Qg2+
11.Kh6 Qc6+ 12.Kg7 Qg2+
13.Kh8 wins.

”A beautiful Q-sac and ef-
fective P-mate.”

2451 No 14816 D.Gurgenidze
4th prize
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No 14816 David Gurgenidze
(Georgia).  1.Rh2+  Kg8
2.Qf1, with:

—Qd3 3.Qxd3 alQ 4.Rh8+
Qxh8 (Kxh8; Qh3+) 5.Qd7
Sd8 6.Qe8+ Bf8 7.Qf7+ Sxf7
8.exf7 mate, or

_ Bf2 3.Rh8+ Kxh8 4.Qal+

Qd4 5.7 Sd6 6.Qhl+ Bh4
7.Qa8 mate.

“This time an ideal mate

with four men appearing in
bK’s entourage.”

/2467 No 14817 N.Kralin
Sth prize
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c6d8 3162.20 6/4 Draw
No 14817 Nikolai Kralin

(Moscow). 1.Sg6  Bxg6/i
2.7+ Kc8 3.Sd6+/ii Kb8
4.a7+, with:

—Ka8 5.e8Q+ Bxe8+

6.Rxe8+ Bd8 7.Kd7 Qc7+
8.Ke6z Qb6 9.Kd7 Qc7+
10.Ke6 positional draw, or

—Kxa7 5.Ra3 Be&+ 6.Sxel

Qxa3 7.8d6 Qf3+ 8.Kd7
Qg4+ 9.Kc6 Qg2+ (Qad+;
Kd5) 10.Kd7 Qh3+ 11.Kc6,
likewise positional draw.

1) Bxe3 2.e7+ and 3.Sd6+.
ii) 3.e8Q+? Bxe8 4.Rxe8+

BdS8 5.Sd6+ Kb8 6.Kd7 Qc7+
7.Ke6 Qb6+ 8.Kd7 Qa7+
9.Ke6 Qc7 10.a7+ Ka8, and
White will be unhappy with
the zugzwang.

“In one line wK draws with

d7-e6-d7, and in the other
with c6-d7-c6.”
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/2471 No 14818 S.Borodavkin
1st honourable mention
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do6f5 0034.43 6/6 Win

No 14818 Sergei Boro-
davkin (Ukraine). 1.h7 Bxh7
2.f7 Sg6 3.Sd7 Ked/i 4.e3zz

Kf5
7.K

5.Kd5 Se7+/ii 6.Kc5 Sgb
d6 Ke4 8.Ke6 Kxe3

9.Sxe5 Sf8+ 10.Ke7 Bgb
11.Kxf8 Bxf7 12.Kxf7 Ke4
13. Ke6 g5 14Kf6 Kf4
15.Sg6+ wins.

1) e4 4.3 Kg5 5.Se5 wins.

ii)

e4 6.Kc4 Kg4 7.Kxb3

Kg3 8.Kc3 Kf2 9.Kd4 wins.

C‘E

legant play and an unex-

pected fourth move (4.e3!)
plus 6.Kc5! and 7.Kd6!”
Hew Dundas: Seems better
than 1st honourable mention
to me!

1248 No 14819 Tu.Akobia
2nd honourable mention
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No 14819 Turi Akobia (Tbi-

lisi).

1.Rg5 Sxh4/i 2.Sad+

Kc6/ii 3.Rh5 Sg6/iii 4.Ka8/iv
Bd4/v 5.Rh6 Kb5 6.Rxg6
Kxa4 7.Rg4 wins.

1) Bxc3 2.Rxg2 Be5+ 3.Kc8
Kc5 4Rg6 Kd5 5.h5 Ked
6.h6 Kf5 7.Rg8 Kf6 8.h7 Kf7
9.h8Q Bxh8 10.Rxh8 wins.

i1) Ka6 3.Sc5+ Kb6 4.Rh5
Sg6 5.Sd3 wins.

ii1) Bf6 4.Rh6 Kb5 5.Rxf6
Kxa4 6.Rf4+ wins.

1v) 4.Rh6? Kb5 draw. Or
4. Kc8? Se7+ 5.Kd8 Bf6.

v) Bf6 5.Rh6. Be5 5.RgS.
Bal 5.Rh6 Kb5 6.Rxg6 Kxa4
7.Ra6+.

“Chase of black pieces com-
bined with the great move
4.Ka8!”

Looks suspiciously like a
*C* excerpt with wP one-
move preamble. AJR

/249 No 14820 V1.Kondratev
3rd honourable mention
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No 14820 Vladimir Kon-
dratev  (Ivanov  region).
1.Qxf2? Qh6+ 2.Kg8 Qg6+
3. K8 Qfe+ 4.Qxt6 exf6.
1.Qd5+? Kc7 2.Qe5+ Kb7
3.Qxe7+ Qc7 wins. So:
1.0d3+ Kc8 2.Qh3+ Kc7
3.Qg3+/i Kb7 4.Qf3(Qg2)+
Ka7 5.Qxf2 Qh6+ 6.Kg8
Qg6+ 7.KIf8 Qfe+ 8.Qxf6
exf6 9.Ke7 f5 10.Kd6 f4
11.Kc7 13 12.24 £2 13.a5 bxas
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14.b6+ Ka6 15.b5+/ii Kxb5
16.b7 f1Q 17.b8Q+ drawing
by perpetual check.

1) 3.Qh2+? Kd8 4.Qb8+ Qc8
5.Qxb6+ Kd7 6.Kh7 f1Q
wins.

i) 15.b7? f1Q 16.b8Q Qf4+
17.Kc8 Qxb8+ 18.Kxb8 axb4
wins.

/2507 No 14821 S.I.Tkachenko
4th honourable mention
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No 14821 Sergei [.Tka-
chenko (Slavutich, Ukraine).
1.Be6+? Kb8 2.Qg8 blQ
3.Qxf8+ Ka7 wins. So: l.a7
Sb6/i 2.Be6+ Qxe6+ (KdS;
Qg8) 3.fxe6 blQ+ 4.Kf7
Qxh7/i1 5.g6 Qh8/iii 6.Ke8§,
with:

— Qg8 7.a8Q+ Sxa8 stale-
mate, or

—Sa8 7.Kf7 Kd8 stalemate,
or 7..Sb6 8.Ke8 Sa8 9.Kf7
Sb6 10.Ke8 positional draw.

i) Qxf5+ 2.Kxf5 blQ+
3.Kgd4 Qgl+ 4Kh3 Qfl+
5.Kg3 Sb6 6.Qe4 draw.

i1) Qf1+ 5.Ke8 Qb5/iv 6.Qe4
hxg5 7.Kxf8 g4 8.Kxe7 Qg5+
(g3; Kf8) 9.Kf7 Qf6+ 10.Kg8
Kd8 11.a8Q+ Sxa8 12.Qd5+
Kc8 13.Qd7+ Kb8 14.¢7.

iii) Qxg6+ 6.hg+ hS 7.Kx{f8
h4 8.Kxg7 h3 9.Kf7 h2 10.g7.
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v) 5..Qc4 6.Qf5 Qxc6+
7Kxf8 Sd5 8Kxg7 Kb7
9.gxh6 Sf6 10.h7. Or 5...Qf3
6.Qc2 hxg5 7.Qa4 Qxh5+
8. Kxf8.

“First bQ 1is corralled, then
wK self-stalemates.”

/2517 No 14822 V.Samilo
1st commendation
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No 14822 Vladimir Samilo
(Kharkov). 1.Rxc4+? Bxg2+
2.Kxg2 Rxbl wins. So:
I.Re§+ Ka7 2.Ra8+ Kb6
3.Rxal Bxg2+/i 4.Kxg2/ii
Re2+ 5.Kf3/iii Ra2 6.Sd2
Rxal/iv 7.Ke4 (Sxb3? Ra3;)
b2(Ra3) 8.Sc4+ draws.

i) Rcl 4.Bxfl Rxfl+ 5.Kg2
Rdl 6.Kf2 b2 7.Ra3 Rxbl
8.Rb3+ draw.

11) 4.Kgl? Rcl+ 5.Kxg2
Kcs.

iii) 5.8d2? Rxd2+ 6.Kf3 b2
7.Rb1 Kb5 8.Ke3 Rh2 9.Kd3
Kb4 wins.

iv) Rxd2+ 7.Ke3 b2 8.Rbl
Rh2 9.Kd3.

“Leaves a good impression
despite the capture of two
‘wallflowers’.”

VECHERNY KRASNOTURINSK-10AT (2003)

1252 No 14823 A.Golubev
2nd commendation
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No 14823 Aleksandr Gol-
ubev (Ukraine). 1.c7 Bxd6+
2.Bxd6 Qxf6 3.c8S+/1 Ka8
4.Sb6+ Ka7 5.Bb8+ Kxb6
(Kxb8;Sd7+) 6.c5 mate.

1) 3.c8Q? Qb2+ 4.Kc5 Qe5+
5.Bxe5 b6+ 6.K- stalemate.

“Phoenix theme is among
the interesting play (a fork by
a promoted knight) leading
up to a familiar finale.”

12537 No 14824 1.Bondar
3rd commendation
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No 14824 Ivan Bondar (Be-
larus). 1..Bc5 2.Sd3+ Kdé6
3.Ra6+ Kd5 4.Ra5 Sc4
5.Rb5zz/i Sd2 6.Sxc5 Kcb6
7.Rb2 Sc4 8.Rc2 Kxc5 9.Kb3
winning.

1) 5.Rxc5+? Kd4 6.Kb3 Se3
7.Re3 SdS 8.Rc5 Se3 draw.

“Lots in this miniature!” But
the material is pure *C* odb.

/2547 No 14825 V.Maksaev
4th commendation
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No 14825 Valeri Maksaev.
1.Ra8? Sxd5+ 2.Kd4 Sxd7
3.Ra7 Sb6 4.c4 Rgl 5.c5
Rdl+ 6.Ke4 Sc8 7.Rc7 Se7
8.c6 Sc5+ 9.Ke3 Kf8 wins.
1.Rb8&8? Sxd5+ 2.Kd4 Sxd7
3.Rb7 Sb6 4.c4 Rgl 5.c5
Rdl+ 6.Kc3 Rcl+ 7.Kb4
Rc4+ and 8..Rxc5 wins.
1.Rc8? Sxd5+ 2.Kd4 Sxd7
3.c4 Se7 4.Rc7 Rgl 5.Kc3
Sd5+ 6.cxd5 Rcl+ and
7..Rxc7 wins. So: [.RdS8
Rxe2+ (Sxd5+;Ke4) 2.Kf4/i
Red4+/i1 3.Kf5 Sgd/iii 4.Se5
Se3+/iv 5. Ke6 Sc4 6.Rd7+
perpetual check.

i) 2.Kd4? Sb5+ 3.Kc5 Sd6
4 Kxd6 Sf7+ 5.Kc7 Rxc2+
6.Sc5 Sxd8 7.Kxd8 Rxc5
8.d6 Kf7 9.g6+ Keb wins.

i1) Sxd5 3.Kf5 Se7+ 4.Kf4
S7c6 5.Rc8 draw.

iii) Sf7 4. Rg8+ Kxg8 5.Sf6+
and 6.Sxe4.

iv) Rxe5 5.Kxg4. Sxes
5.Re8 Sc4(Sc7) 6.Rxe4 Sd6+
7.Ke5 cSxe4 draw.

“Not a simple matter, the
choice of square for wR on
the first move.”
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Nona Gaprindashvili “international blitz” JT (2005)

This tourney was an-
nounced on the website ako-
bia.geoweb.ge/Compos and
by e-mail invitation. The site
informs us that the announce-
ment was by “The Georgian
Chess Club NTN”, the NTN
signifying Nona-Tigran-
Nana. We read: “...enclosed
in program of chess festival
in honour of IGM Nona
Gaprindashvili”. Vazha Nei-
dze (Tbilisi) acted as judge.
The provisional award was
published on an ‘akobia’
website, and was distributed
to participants and others by
e-mail on 25vi2005. In the
definitive award there were
no changes to the provisional,
per NTN e-mail on
11vii2005. The award had a
main section and, not pre-an-
nounced, special section. The
organisers, who received 47
entries, thank all the partici-
pants. Leaving out of account
those that were defective or
anticipated, the standard was
high. For the information of
the unsuccessful, brief details
of faults detected in 14 reject-
ed studies were included in
the provisional award.

Main section

No 14826 David Gurgenidze

& luri Akobia (Georgia).
1.Kb6? Rf2 2.6 Rf4 3.Sg6
Rxg6 4.a6 f5 5.Sc7 Rxb4+
6.Kxc6 Kb3 7.a7 Ra4 8.a8Q
Rxa8 9.Sxa8 Rxe6+ 10.Kd5
Re3 11.Sb6 f4 wins. 1.Kb8?
Rf2 2.e6 Kxb4 3.Sc7 Kxc5
wins. [.Ka6 R2g5/1 2.exf6/ii
with:

—Rh7 3.Sf3/iii Rf5 4.Sd4
Rxf6 5.Sb6+/iv Kxb4
6.Sxc6+ Kxc5 7.Sd7+ Rxd7
stalemate; or

—Rg8 3.Sc7 Rh8 4.Se6 Re5

5.5g6 Ra8+ 6.Kb7 Rxe6
7.Kxa8 Rxf6 8.Se5 Kxb4
9.Kb7 Kxa5 10.Sxc6+ draw,
or

—Rf7 3.Sf3 Rf5 4.Sd4/v
R5xf6/vi  5.Sb6+/vii  Kxb4
6.Sxc6+ Kxc5 7.Se5 Rh7
8.eSd7+ Rxd7 stalemate.

12551 No 14826 D.Gurgenidze
& Tu.Akobia
1st/2nd prize
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a7a4 0602.42 7/5 Draw

1) Ra2 2.e6 Kxb4 3.Kb6
Rxa5 4.Sc7 Ra7 5.Kxa7
Rxc7+ 6.Kb6 Re7 7.Kxcb
Rxe6+ 8.Kd5 Re5+ 9.Kd6
Rh5 10.Sg6 Rxc5 11.Keb6
draw. Or Rb2 2.e6 Rg5 3.e7
Re2 4.Sf3 Rg8 5.Sb6+ Kxb4
6.Sd4 Re4 7.Sd7 Rxd4 8.Sxf6
draw.

i1) 2.S513? Rxe5 3.Sxe5 fxeS

4.b5 e4 5.bxc6 e3 6.c7 Rxc7
7.5xc7 e2 8.Kb6 elQ 9.a6
Qb4+ 10.Kc6 Qb8 wins.

1i1) 3.Kb6? Rg8 4.Sc7 Rb&+

5.Kxc6 Rc8 6.Sf5 hRxc7+
7Kb6 Rc6+ 8.Kb7 R8c7+
wins.

iv) 5.b5?7 cxb5+ 6.c6 Rgb6
7.Kb6 Rg8 8.Sc7 Rb8+ 9.Ka7
Rd8 10.dSe6 b4 11.Sc5+
Kxa5 12.Sb7+ Ka4 wins.

v) 4.8d2? Kxb4 5.Kb6 Rxc5
6.Sc7 Rxa5 7.Se4 Ral 8.Se6
Kc4 9.Sd6+ Kd5 10.Sxf7
Kxe6 11.Sd8+ Kd7 12.Sf7
Rbl+ 13.Kc5 Rb5+ 14.Kd4
Rd5+ 15.Ke4 Keb6 wins.

vi) Rh5 5.Sxc6 Rxf6 6.Sb6+
Kb3 7.b5 draw.

vii) 5.Kb6? Rf8 6.Kb7 Kxb4
7.5¢7 R8f7 8.Kb6 Rxc7
9.Kxc7 Kxc5 10.Se2 Rf7
wins.

“Precise play yields three S-
pinned stalemate positions
(with different knights and
squares). No question — a cre-
ative achievement by the
Georgian tandem.”

1256] No 14827 A.Sochnev
Ist/2nd prize
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f7a7 0303.30 4/3 Draw

No 14827 Aleksei Sochnev
(Russia). 1.g6 Sg5+ 2.Kf6
Sed4+ 3.Ke5/i Sf2/ii 4.g7
Sg4+ 5.Kf5 Rg2 6.Kgb Se5+
7Kh7 Rh2+ 8Kg8 Sg4
9.Kf7/iii Rf2+ 10.Kg6 Se5+
11.Kh7 Rh2+ 12.Kg8 Sg4
13.Kf7 Re2 14.g8S Se5+
15.Kf8 Rf2+ 16.Kg7 Rg2+
17.Kf8 Sg6+ 18.Kf7 Sh8+
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19.Kf8 Sgb6+ 20.Kf7 Ses5+
21.Kf8 Rf2+ 22.Kg7 Sxc4
23.e7 Sd6 24.Sf6 Rg2+
25 Kf8 Rf2 26.Kg7 Re2
27Kf8 Rf2 28.Kg7 Re2
29.Kf8 Re6 30.e8S, with a
“book” draw.

1) 3.Ke7? Rg2 4.Kf7 Sg5+
wins.

i1) Sg3 4.g7 Ra5+ 5.Kf6
Se4+ 6.Kf7 Rf5+ 7.Ke7 St6
draw.

i) 9.Kf8? Rf2+ 10.Kg8
Kb6 11.Kh8 Sf6 wins.

“Two S-promotions are prel-
udes to a piece of endgame
theory. The author’s minia-
ture evokes nostalgia for the
not-so-distant past that was so
rich in works of greatness.”

/2577 No 14828 O.Pervakov
& K.Sumbatyan
3rd/4th prize
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g3h7 0840.21 6/5 BTM, Win

No 14828 Oleg Pervakov &
Karen Sumbatyan (Russia).
1..Bh4+ 2 Kxh4 Red+/i
3.Rf4/ii Rxf4+ 4.Kg3 bRf8/iii
5.Rec2/iv Rf3+ 6.Kg2 Kxh8/v
7.c8Q Rf2+ 8.Kg3 R2f3+
9.Kg4 R3f4+ 10.Kg5 R4f5+
11.Kh6/vi Rg8 12.Qc3+ wins.

1) Rb4+ 3.Kg5 Rxf8 4.Bc3.

i1) 3.Kg3? Rxf8 4.c8Q Re3+

5Kg4 Red4+ 6Kg5 Rxc8
7.Rxc8 Re8 8.Rxe8 stale-
mate.

iii) Rxh8 5.Kxf4 Rc8 6.Ke5.

iv) 5.c8Q? Rf3+ 6.Kg4
R3f4+ 7.Kg5 Rxc8 8.Rxc8
Rf8 9.Rx{8.

v) Rf2+ 7.Rxf2 Rxh8 8.Rc2
Rc8 9.Kf3.

vi) 11.Kxg6? R5f6+ 12.Kg5
Rxc8 13.Rxc8+ Kg7 draw.

“The Muscovite duo have
spirited up play with effective
moments: 5.Rc2!! is really
great!”

/2581 No 14829 A.Sochnev

3rd/4th prize
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d5d1 0406.20 4/4 Draw

No 14829 Aleksei Sochnev
(Russia). 1.Rd6 Sb8 2.Rd8
Sxa5 3.Rc8 Sb7 4.Kc4/i
Ra4+/ii 5.Kb3 Ra8 6.Kc4
Sd6+ 7.Kb3 Ke2 8.Kc2 Ke3
9.Rd8 Sb7 10.Re8+ Kd4
11.Re7 Sc5 12.Ra7 draw.

i) 4.Ke6? Kd2 5.Ke7 Kd3
wins.

1) Sd6+ 5.Kb3 Sxc8 6.b7
draw.

“Top-notch. By a leading
composer in Russia.”

GAPRINDASHVILI-JT (2005)

/259 No 14830 Y.Afek
Sth prize
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No 14830 Yochanan Afek

(Israel). 1.Bg7+ Kxg7/i 2.f6+
K18/ii 3.Rh8+ Qg8 4.g7+ Kf7
5.5g4 Bxg4 6.Kxgd S22+
7.Kf4/iii Sd1/iv 8.Kg5/v St2/
vi 9.Rxg8 Sed+ 10.Kf5 Sd6+
11.Ke5 wins.

i) Kg8 2.Bc3 Kf8 3.f6 Qd5+

4.Kh6 Sg3 5.Bbd+ Ke8 6.7+
Kd7 7.f8Q Sf5+ 8.Kh7 Sxhd
9.Qe7+ Kc6 10.Qxh4 wins.

ii) K8 3.7+ Qxf7 4.gxf7+

Kxf7 5.Sf1 wins.

ii1) 7.Kf5? Sd3, and White is

in zugzwang: 8.Kg5 Se5
draw.

iv) Sd3+ 8.Kf5, and Black is

in zugzwang: Sc5 9.Rxg8
Kxg8 10.Kg6, or Qxg7 9.fxg7
Kxg7 10.Rb8 winning.

v) 8.Rxg8? Kxg8 9.Kg5 Kh7

draw, if 10.Kf5 Se3+ 11.Ke6
Kgs8.

vi) Qxg7+ 9.fxg7 Kxg7

10.Rc8 Sb2 11.Rc7+ KiR
12.Kf6 Ke8 13.Ke6 KdS8
14.Rd7+ Kc8 15.Rd4 Kc7
16.Kd5 Kd7 17.Kc5+ Keb6
18.Kb4 Ke5 19.Rd2 wins.

“The reci-zug theme and in-

ventive play impress.”
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/260) No 14831
M.Gogberashvili
1st honourable mention
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c1b3 0044.33 6/6 Win

No 14831 Merab Gog-
berashvili (Georgia). 1.Sal+
Ka2 2.h8Q Bxh8 3.g7 Bxg7
4.hxg7 Kxal 5.g8Q a2 6.Ba7/
1 Sb3+ 7.Qxb3 d2+ 8.Kc2
dlQ+ 9.Kxdl c¢2+ 10.Ke2
(Kd2? c1Q+;) c1S+ 11.Kd2
(Kdl) Sxb3(+) 12.Kc2 Sc5
13.Bb6 wins.

1) Thematic try: 6.Qd5?
Sb3+ 7.Qxb3 d2+ draw.

“The finale holds interest,
diminished by the introduc-
tion.”

12617 No 14832 S.Didukh
2nd honourable mention
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t6e8 0344.46 7/10 Draw

No 14832 Sergei Didukh
(Ukraine). White has to act
before Black, who is a rook to
the good, either mobilises
bRh5 or breaks through with
g5-g4; 1.Sf2/i g4/ii 2.hxgd

Rg5/iii 3.Sed4/iv Sd8/v 4.Bad/
vi Sf7 (Sc6; Bxc6) 5.Bb3,
with repetition of the self-
stalemate threats. If Rxf5+
6.gxf5 Sg5 7.Sxg5 Bxb3
8.Sh3 Bc4 9.5f4 Bf7 10.Sh3
draw.

1) 1.Sc5? g4 2.hxgd SeS
3.Bxg8 Sxg4+, when Black
wins.

i1) Sd6 2.Bxg8 g4 3.hxgd
Rg5 4.Bh7 Sc8 5.Bg6+
Rxgb6+ 6.Kxgb Sxe7+ 7.Kg7
— analysis stops.

iii) Se5 3.Bxg8 Rg5 4.Bd5
c6 5.Bb3 d5 6.Kxe5 Kxe7
7.Bd1 Rg8 8.Sh3 K7 9.g5/vii
hxg5 10.Bh5+ Kg7 11.f6+
Kh6 12.Bg4d Rf8 13.Keb6
draw.

1v) Out of nowhere a stale-

mate looms: 4.Bxf7+ Bxf7
5.8d6+ cxd6. If it were
White’s move: 4.Ba2? Sd8
5.exd8Q+ Kxd8 6.Sxg5 Bxa2
7.Sf3 h3 wins.

v) If Black kisses his rook

good-bye we may have: h5
4.Sxg5 Sxg5 5.Bxg8 Sed+
6.Kg7 Kxe7 7.Bd5 Sf6 8.g5
Se8+ 9.Kg6 h3 10.f6+ Kf8
11.Kxh5 c¢5 12.Kg4 h2
13.Bf3/viii c4 14.Kf4 c3
15.Ke3 d5 16.Bxd5 draw.

vi) 4.Bc4? Sd8 5.Bb5 Se6
suffices. 4.Sd6+? fails be-
cause bSd8 remains en prise.
4.exd8Q+? Kxd8 5.Sxg5
Bxb3 6.Sf3 h3. But with
4 .Ba4, there is now another
self-stalemate threat: 5.Sd6+
cxc6 6.Bxd7+ Kxd7, and now
7.edQ(e8Q)+ works.

vii) “The most convincing”,
we read.

viii))  Also 13.Kg3 Sc7
14.Be4 d5 15.Bf3 ¢4 16.Kxh2
draw.
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“Synthesis of mate and stale-
mate threats. ‘Spectators’ de-
tract.” AJR begs to differ,
deeming this a constructional
masterpiece!

/2621 No 14833 I1.Akobia
3rd honourable mention
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No 14833 Iuri Akobia
(Georgia). 1.Rb8 R4c3+
2.Kd4 c5+ 3.Ke5 Rxg3 4.Sc6
Ka3 5.d6 Re3+ 6.Kd5 Rd3+
7.Ke6 cRd2 wins. [.Rxb4+
Kxb4 2.Bel+/i Kc5 3.dxc6
Kb6/ii 4.Sc8+ Kxc6 5.Ba5s
Rc5 6.Bb4 R5c¢c4 7.Ba5S Rcl
8.Bd2 Rlc2 9.Ba5 Rc5
10.Bb4 R5c4 11.Ba5 posi-
tional draw, or Ra4 12.Se7+/
111 Kd6 13.Sf5+ draw.

1) 2.Sxc6+? Rxc6 3.dxc6
Rc3+ 4.Kd4 Rxg3 5.Kd5 Re3
6.Kd6 Kb5 7.c7 Kb6 wins.
2.Bd6+? Kad4 3.Sxc6 R2c3+
4 Kd2 Rh3 5.Se5 Rd4 wins.
2.dxc6? R2c¢3+ 3.Kd2 Rxg3
4.c7 Rc2+ 5Kxc2 Re3+
6.Kd2 Rxc7 wins.

1) Kd5 4.Sb5 Rxc6 5.Sc3+
draw.

ii1) Thematic try: 12.Kxc2?
Rxa5 13.Se7+ Kd6 14.Sg6
Ra4 wins.

“A pleasant  positional
draw.”
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12631 No 14834 V.Sizonenko
4th honourable mention
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a6a3 4501.12 6/5 Win

No 14834 Viktor Sizonenko
(Russia). 1.Rf4? Qa5+ 2.Kb7
Qb5+ 3.Ka7 Qd7+ 4.Ka6
Qb5+ draw. [.Rd3+ Ka4
2.Qxb4+ Kxb4 3.Rh4+ Rcd/i
4 Rxc4+ Kxcd4 5.Se5+ Kb4
6.Sc6+ Kc4 7.Rc3 mate, not
7.Sxd8? Kxd3 draw.

1) Qxh4 4.Sxh4 Kc4 5.Rc3+
Kb4 6.Rxc5 Kxc5 7.Sf3 wins.
“An original mating combi-
nation, but the play is
forced.”

1264 No 14835 M.Roxlau
5th honourable mention
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No 14835 Michael Roxlau
(Germany). 1.Rc7+ Kb8
2.Kd7 glQ 3.Rcl+, with:

—Kb7 4.Rxgl b2 5.Bh2/i
bl1Q 6.Rxbl+ Sxbl 7.f4 Sd2
8.5 Sf3 9.6 wins, or
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—Ka7 4.Rxgl b2 5.Bg3 b1Q

6.Rxbl Sxbl 7.f4 Sd2 8.f5
Sfl 9.Bb8+ Kxb8 10.f6 h2
11.f7 h1Q 12.f8Q+ wins.

i) 5.Bg3? blQ 6.Rxbl+
Sxbl 7.f4 Sd2 8.f5 Sfl 9.f6
Sxg3 10.f7 h2 11.8Q hl1Q
draw.

“The theme, if any, is un-
clear. Many ‘onlookers’.”

/265 No 14836 M.van Essen
6th honourable mention
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b3e4 0082.14 6/7 Win

No 14836 Martin van Essen
(Netherlands). 1.Sxe2? dxe2
2.8g5+ Kf4 3.BbS cxd2
4.Bxe2 Bh4 5.Bd6+ Ke3
draw, not Kxg5? 6.Be7+.
1.8xd3 cxd2/i 2.Sxd2+ Kxd3/
ii 3.Bg6+ Ke3/iii 4.Bg5+ Kf2
5.Bh4+ Ke3 6.Bxel Bdl+
7.Kb2 Ke2 8.Sf3 Kfl 9.Bd3+
Be2 10.Kc2 wins.

i) Bxd2 2.Sxd2+ cxd2
3.Bg6+ K3 4.Bh5+ Ke3
5.Bg5+ Kxd3 6 Bg6 mate.

i1) Bxd2 3.Bg6+ Kf3 4. Bh5+
Ke3 5.Bg5+ Kxd3 6.Bgb6
mate.

1i1) Kxd2 4.Bg5+ Kdl 5.Bc2
mate.

“Two ‘sprint’ mates with an
effective curtain. The lead-in
naturally doesn’t help.”

GAPRINDASHVILI-JT (2005)

1266 No 14837 A.Stavrietsky
7th honourable mention
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c2a6 3820.11 6/5 Win

No 14837 Aleksandr Stavri-
etsky (Russia). 1.Bc4+ Rxc4
2.b8S+ Kb5 3.Rxh8 d1Q+
4 Kxdl Rxb2 5.Rh5+ Kb4
6.Sc6+, with:

— Rxc6 7.Rxc6 mate, or

— Kxc3 7.Rh3 mate.

“A model mate 1s preceded
by heavy, forcing, play.”

2671 No 14838 S.Hornecker
&th honourable mention
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f8h8 0000.33 4/4 Win

No 14838 Siegfried Hor-
necker (Germany). 1.Kf7? e4
2.fxe4 g4 3.e5 fxe5 4.t6 g3
5Ke6 g2 6.7 glQ 7.f8Q+
Qg8+ draw. 1.Ke8? Kh7
2.Ke7 g4 3.fxg4 e4 4.g5 fxg5
5.6 €3 6.f7 €2 7.68Q elQ+
draw. 1.h6? g4 2.fxg4 e4 3.g5
fxg5 4.6 e3 5.7 e2 6.h7
Kxh7 draw. [.Ke7 Kg7/
2.Ke6 g4 3.fxgd e4 4.g5 €3
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5.h6+ Kh7 6.g6+ Kxh6
7.Kf7/11 e2 8.g7 elQ 9.g8Q
wins.

1) g4 2.fxg4 e4 3.g5 e3 4.g6
Kg7 5.h6+ Kxh6 6.Kf7 e2
7.27 e1Q 8.28Q wins.

i) 7.Kxf6? e2 8.g7 elQ
9.28Q Qh4+ draw.

“The P-endgame metamor-
phoses into a regal one.”

Hew Dundas: clever that
bQel cannot check wKf7.

12681 No 14839 F.Bertoli
commendation
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No 14839 Franco Bertoli
(Italy). 1...Qc2 2.Bfl Qdl/i
3.Rxg6o+ Kf7 4.Rg2 Qxfl
5.8d6+ Ke6 6.Se4 Qhl+
(Qxc4;Sxf2) 7.Kxhl f1Q+
8.Kh2 Qf4+ (Qxc4; Sg3)
9.Sg3 Qh4+ 10.Kgl draw.

1) Qbl 3.Kg2 Kd7 4.Rf4
Kxc8 5.Kxf2 draw.

“The pretty Q-sac leads no-
where in particular.”

No 14840 Marco Campioli
(Italy). 1..b2 2.Bc2 Bd8+
3 Kb5 Bxa5 4.Kxa5 blQ
5.Bxbl Kxbl 6.Se2 g5 7.Ka4
Kb2 8.Kb4 g4 9.Sg3 Kbl
10.Kb3 Kcl 11.Ke3 Kdl
12.Sc2/i Kcl 13.Se3 Kbl
14.Sc4 Kcl 15.Sb2 Kbl
16.Sd3 Ka2 17.Kb4 Kbl
18.Kb3 wins.

\

2691 No 14840 M.Campioli
commendation
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2717 No 14842 G.Josten
commendation
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1) Neither 12.Sg2? nor
12.Sd3? wins.
“Troitzky’s work does not

apply — there is nothing
fresh.”

1270 No 14841 G.Josten
& G.Horning
commendation
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No 14841 Gerhard Josten &
Gerd Wilhelm Horning (Ger-
many). 1.Sc5 Qa7/i 2.Bf4
Qxc5/ii 3.h3 g5 4.Bb8 Qd5
5.Rh7 Qg8 6.Be5 Qd5 7.Bc7
g4 8.Rg7 a2 9.Kh2 wins.

1) Qd5 2.Be7+ Kg4 3.h3+
Kg3 4.Bd6+ Kh4 5.Bf4 wins.

i1) g5 3.Se6 a2 4.Rf8 Qe7
5.Bg3+ wins.

“While the duel entertains,
there are no effective moves.
Imagination is a missing in-
gredient.”
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a2f1 0008 02 3/5 Draw

No 14842 Gerhard Josten
(Germany). 1.Sh2+ Kgl
2.Sxg4 e2 3.Sf3+ Kfl 4.Sf6
Sb4+/1 5Kbl/ii Kf2 6.Sel
Sc5 7.Sh5 bSd3 (Se4; Sf4)
8.Ka2, and Kxel 9.Sg3, or
Sxel 9.Sf4. Draw.

1) Kf2 5.Sel Sc5 6.ShS draw.

i1) 5.Kal? Sc2+ 6.Kbl Kg2
wins.

“Two knights inhibit the pro-
motion of two pawns.”

12727 No 14843
R. & Sh.Tsurtsumia
commendation

alcl 0703.11 3/5 Draw

No 14843 Revaz Tsurtsumia

& Shakro Tsurtsumia (Geor-
gia). 1.d7 Rh8 2.Rc5+ Rc2
3.d8Q Rxd8 4.Rd5 Rd2
5.Rc5+ Kdl 6.Rcl+ Ke2
7.Rel+ Kd3 8.Re3+ draw.
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“The finale 1s uneconomical
and the stalemate is there

from day 1.”

2731 No 14844 7 .Mihajloski
commendation
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h3e2 0074.21 5/5 Draw

No 14844 Zlatko Mihajloski
(Makedonia). 1.c6? 2 2.S¢3+
Kd3 3.Sxe4 f1Q+ wins.
1.8¢3+ Kd3 2.Sxe4 Kxe4
3.c6 Bf4 4.g6 Sxg6 5.c7 Bxc7
6.Bf5+ Ke3 7.Bxg6 2 8. Kg2
Ke2 9.Bd3+ Kxd3 10.Kxf2

draw.

“Nothing amiss with the
stalemate, but the longer line

doesn’t balance it.”

12741 No 14845 K.Mestiashvili

commendation
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g1f3 0301.21 4/3 Win

No 14845 Koba Mestiashvili

(Georgia). 1.e7 with:

—Kg3 2Kfl Kf3 3.e8Q
Rbl+ 4.Qel Rxel+ 5.Kxel
Ke4 6.d6 Ke5 7.Se8 wins, or
—Rbl+ 2.Kh2 Rb2+ 3.Kh3
Rbl 4.Kh4 Kf4 5.Kh5 Kf5
6.Kh6 Kf6 7.e8Q Rhl+
8.Qh5 wins.

“Black in effect chooses
whether the fledgling wQ
self-pins on rank or file.”

2751 No 14846 G.HOrning
commendation
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No 14846 Gerd Wilhelm
Horning (Germany). 1.d6?
Kxa2 2.Bxd4 Kb3 3.Be5 g2+
4.Kxh2 Kc2 5.d4 Kd3 6.Bf6
Ke2 7.d5 Kf3. [.Bxd4 Kxa2
2.Bc3 Kb3 3.Bel g2+ 4.Kxh2
Kc2 5.d4/1 Kd3/i1 6.Bf2 Ke2
7.Bgl Kf1 8.d6 wins.

1) 5.d6? Kxd3 6.Bf2 Kc4
7.Kxh3 Kd5 8.Kxg2 Kxd6
draws.

11) d6 6.Bf2 Kd3 7.Kxh3
Ke4 8 Kxg2 Kxd5 is a find
for White.

“Banal play, and a weak first
move.”

Special section

No 14847 Velimir Kalan-
dadze (Georgia). 1.Rcl+

GAPRINDASHVILI-JT (2005)

Kxcl 2.c8Q+ Kb2 3.Qxb7+
Rxb7 4.a8Q Rb5+ 5.Kh4,
with:

—g1Q 6.Qg2+ Qxg2 stale-
mate, or

—Rb4+ 6.Kh3 glQ 7.Qa2+
Kxa2 stalemate.

1276] No 14847 V.Kalandadze
1st/2nd special prize
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h5b1 0700.21 4/4 Draw

“In the classical tradition.
Attractive pair of chameleon
stalemates.”

/2771 No 14848 O.Pervakov
& K.Sumbatyan
1st/2nd special prize
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h2d5 1300.02 2/4 Win

No 14848 Oleg Pervakov,
Karen Sumbatyan (Russia).
1.Qal g3+ 2.Kh3 Ra8 3.Qh1+
g2 4.Qxg2+ Kc4 5.Qxa8 Kb3
6.Qh8 Kc2 7.Qal wins.

“A juicy superminiature
with its geometrical motif.”



GAPRINDASHVILI-JT (2005)

2781 No 14849a H.Grondijs
special honourable mention
(twin)
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h3h5 0130.13 3/5 Draw
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I: diagram
II: see 14848b

No 14849a Harrie Grondijs

(Netherlands). 1.Rh4+? Kg5
2.Rgd4+ K15 3.fxed+ Ke5
4Kg2 13+ 5Khl f2 wins.
1.Kg2 exf3+ 2.Khl Be3
3.Rxf4 Bxf4 stalemate.

No 14849b H.Grondijs
special honourable mention
(twin)

55
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f1h5 0130.13 3/5 Draw

II: diagram
I: see 14848a

No 14849b Harrie Grondijs

(Netherlands). 1.Kg2 exf3+
2Khl Bf2 3.Rxg3 Bxg3
stalemate.

“Likeable twins.”

/2797 No 14850 V.Kalandadze
special honourable mention
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a4c4 0133.32 5/5 Win

No 14850 Velimir Kalan-
dadze (Georgia). 1.Rxg4+
Sxgd 2.7 g2 3.8Q glQ
4.Qf7+ d5 5.Qc7+ Qc5 6.d3+
Kd4 7.Qf4+ Kc3 8.Qcl+ Kd4
9.Qgl+ Se3 10.Qg7 mate.

“The mate with its self-
blocks is neatly executed.”

280) No 14851 R.Becker
special commendation
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e5c8 0043.41 6/4 Win

No 14851 Richard Becker
(USA). 1.b6? Sc4+ 2.Ked
Bxb6 3.axb6 Sxb6 4.Kd4
Kb8 draw. [.Ke4 Ba7 2.b6
Kb8 3.Kd4 Sdl/1 4.Bf3 Sf2
5.Ke3 Sh3 6.Bg4 Sg5 7.Kf4
Sf7 8.Be6 Sd6 9.Ke5 Sbs
10.Bc4 Sc3 11.Kd4 Sdl/ii
12.a3/i1 Sf2 13.Be6 Shl
14.Bf5 Sg3 15.Bd3 Sh5
16.Ke5 Sg3 17.Kf4 Sh5+
18.Kf5 Sg7+ 19.Ke5 Se8/iv
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20.Be2 Sc7 21.Kd6 Se&+
22 Ke7 Sc7 23.Bc4 Sa8
24 bxa7+ Kxa7 25.Kd7 wins.

1) a3 4.Bf3 Sa4 5.bxa7+
Kxa7 6.Be2 wins.

1) “The Rundlauf manoeu-
vre has repositioned the white
bishop from g2 to c4, ena-
bling 12.a3.”

iii) 12.Be6? a3 13.Bd7 Sf2
(Ka8) 14.Ke3 Sdl+ 15.Kd2
Sb2 16.Bb5 Ka8 draw.

iv) Sh5 20.Bb5 Sg3 21.Kf4
Sh5+ 22.Kg5 Sg3 23.Bd3
Sh1 24 Kf4 wins.

“Certainly of interest, but
unfortunately the author had
already published the core in
The Problemist (2005). Nev-

ertheless, this version is val-
id 29

2817 No 14852 N.Gogadze
special commendation
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24b5 0341.20 5/3 Win

No 14852 Nodar Gogadze
(Georgia). 1.7 Be2+ 2.Kg5
Bxh5 3.Kxh5 Re6 4.Sg8 Kc6
55 Kd7 6.e8Q+/i RxeS8
7.5f6+ wins.

1) “Thematic try: 6.fxe6+?
Ke8 draw.”

“This develops a study by
Sivak (1974), whose idea is
presented here as a thematic

try.’,
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12827 No 14853 S.Hornecker
special commendation
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No 14853 Siegfried Hor-
necker (Germany). 1.Rfl
Qxe2 2.Rxf4 exd2 3.Rxb4+/i
Kxb4 4.Qxd2+ Qxd2 draw.

1) 3.Rf5+? Ka6 4.Qgl Sd3+

5Kc3 diIS+ 6.Kd4 Qd2
7.Rf6o+ Kb5 8.cxd3 Qc3+
9.Kd5 Qxf6 10.Qc5+ Kab6
11.Qc8+ Kb6 12.Qb8+ Kas
13.Qa7+ Qa6 14.Qc7+ Qb6
15.b4+ Ka6 16.Qc8+ Qb7+
wins.

WW{

[ Kacnars

Ghenrikh Kasparyan (Armenia)

GAPRINDASHVILI-JT (2005)

“A ‘grotesque’, with stale-
mate already ‘set’, so the play
1s ‘manufactured’, rather than
‘composed’.”



This was an Al-Union me-

morial tourney for eminent
Soviet and Russian Federa-
tion composer-organiser
A.Baturin (1909-1981), for
whom no obituary — or an-
nouncement of the memorial
tourney — in a major source
has been traced. The award
was published on pages 10,
11, 16, 17 of award booklet
(multi-genre), “1984”.
A.Kopnin acted as judge.
There were no other analyses,
no judge’s report, and no
comments.

1283 No 14854 Gh.Umnov
1st prize
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glc7 0402.01 4/3 BTM, Win

No 14854 Gherman Umnov
(Podolsk). 1...h2/i 2.Kh1 Rbl
3.Rf7+ Kb6 4.Sc8+ Kcb
5.Rf1 Kd7 6.Sa7 Kc7 7.Kxh2
Kb7 8.Rf7+ Ka8 9.Sc6 Rb2+
10.Kgl Rg2+ 11.Kfl Rgl+
12.Ke2 Rel+ 13.Kd3 Rdl+
14 Ke4 Rel+ 15.Kd5 Rdl+
16.Ke5 (Ke6? Rd6+;) Rel+
17.Kd6 Rdl1+ 18.Kc7 Rfl
19.Rd7 Rdl 20.Sd4 Rxcl+
21.Kb6 Rb1+ 22.Sb5 wins.

i) 1..Rbl 2.Rf7+ Kbb6
3.Sc8+ Kcb6 4.Rfl1 Kd7 5.Sa7
Kc7 6.Kh2 Kb7 7.Rf7+ Ka8

Baturin-MT (1984)

8.Sc6 Rb2+ 9.Kg3 Rg2+
10.Kh4.

2847 No 14855 V.Kovalenko
2nd prize
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h6h4 0740.40 7/4 Draw

No 14855 Vitaly Kovalenko
(Primorsky krai). 1.Re4+ Kh3
2.Ra4 Rxa4 3.d7 Rh4+ 4 Kg5
Rg4+ 5Kh5 Bxd7 6.Bxd7
bRb4 7.b3 bRd4 8.Be6 dRf4
9.Bc8 fRb4 10.Bd7 DbRf4
11.Bc8 fRd4 12.Be6 position-
al draw.

/2851 No 14856 V.Kondratev
3rd prize
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b2d6 0246.11 5/5 Draw

No 14856 Vladimir Kon-
dratev  (Ivanov  region).
1.Rd3+ Sxd3+ 2.Kc2 Sb4+
3. Kxd2 Sc4+ 4.Kc3 Sxes
5.Bb8+ Kd5 6.Kxb4 Scb6
7.Kb5 Sxb8 8.a6 Bd7 9.Kb6
Bc6 10.Ka7 Sd7 stalemate.
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286 No 14857 Yu.Makletsov
1st honourable mention
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d6a8 0417.02 4/6 Win

No 14857 Yuri Makletsov
(Yakut autonomous repub-
lic). 1.Kc7 Rc8+ 2.Kxc8
Sb6+ 3.Rxb6 f1Q 4.Se3 Qe2
5.Ba2 Ka7 6.Rb7+ Ka8 7.Bd5
Qa6 8.Sc4 Qxb7+ 9.Bxb7+
Ka7 10.Kc7 wins.

2871 No 14858 V.Dolgov
& A .Maksimovskikh
2nd honourable mention
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No 14858 Vasily Dolgov &

Aleksandr  Maksimovskikh
(Kurgan region). 1.b7 fRb6
2.Rh6 Kg4 3.Rc6 Kf5 4 Kf8
Ke4 5.Ke8 Kd5 6.Rf6 Rxf6
7.4+ Kc5 8.b8Q aRe6+
9.Kd7 draw.
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1288] No 14859 [.Krikheli
3rd honourable mention
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g5e7 0431.02 3/5 Draw

No 14859 Iosif Krikheli
(Georgia). 1.Sg3 Be3 2.Sxf5+
Ke6 3.Sxe3 Rg8+ 4.Kh6 dxe3
5.Rf3 e2 6.Re3+ Kf6 7.Rf3+
Ke5 8.Re3 draw.

/289 No 14860 V.Kondratev
4th honourable mention
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d1a7 0380.10 4/4 Win

No 14860 Vladimir Kon-
dratev — presumably the same
as the third prizewinner.
1.Bg2 Bh5+ 2.Kc2 Bg6+
3. Kb3 Bf7+ 4.Ka4 Be8+
5.Ka5 Bc7+ 6.Bxc7 RbS
7.Bb6 mate.

290 No 14861 1.Agapov
commendation

BATURIN-MT (1984)

292 No 14863 E.Pogosyants
commendation
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No 14861 [.Agapov
(Izhevsk). 1.Ke6 Bf8 2.Kf7
d2 3.Bxd2 Bh6 4.Bc3 Bg5s
5Kf8 h5 6.7+ Kh7 7.Bg7
wins.

/291 No 14862 A .Kalikeev
commendation

55y
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a2h4 0400.12 3/4 Draw
No 14862 A.Kalikeev (Vor-
onezh). 1.c7 Rg8 2.Rh6+ Kg3
3.Rh7 Kg2 4.Rg7+ Rxg7
5.c8Q hl1Q 6.Qc6+ Kgl
7.Qc5+ Kfl 8.Qxcd4+ Kf2
9.Qd4+ Kg3 10.Qxg7+ draw.

(Moscow).  1.Rb8&+  Ka7
2.Ra8+/1 Kxa8 3.c8Q+ Sb8+
4.Kd8 Qf7/i1 5.Qxb8+ Kxb8
stalemate.

1) 2.c8Q? Sxb8&+ 3.Kd8 Qh4,
and 4.Kc7 Qe7 or 4.Ke8
Qh8&+.

1) Qh4+ 5.Kc7 Qe7+ 6.Kb6
Qb4+ 7.Kc7 Ka7 8.Qeb
draws.

/2931 No 14864 B.Sidorov
commendation
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No 14864 Boris Sidorov (Ap-
sheronsk). 1.Se5 Bh5 2.a6 Bdl
3.a7 Bb3 4.Sgd4+ Kf4 5.Sf6
Bdl1 6.Sd5+ exd5 7.a8Q wins.



BATURIN-MT (1984)

2941 No 14865 D.Gurgenidze
special honourable mention
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a2f3 4400.22 5/5 Win

I: diagram

II: remove bQh7, add bQh6
No 14865 David Gurgenidze

(Georgia).

I: 1.Rc2+ Kg2 2.Qg4+ Kfl

3.Qxc4+ Kgl 4.Qgd+
5.Qdl1+ Kg2 6.Qd5+
7.Qg5+ Kfl 8.Qb5+
9.Qb7+ Kgl 10.Qbl+
11.Rxf2+ wins.

Kfl
Kgl
Kg2
Kg2

II: 1.Rd2+ Kg2 2.Qg4+ Kfl

3.Qxc4+ Kg2 4.Qc6+

Kgl

5.Qcl+ Kg2 6.Rxf2+ wins.

B.KoprosibxoRB

Vladimir Korolkov (Russia)
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Our source is diagrams 859
to 867 incl. of the 2002
Ukrainian Year Book (‘Lito-
pis’). HvdH confirms that
none is already in EG. For the
bulk of this award please re-
fer to EG85.6165- and
EG86.6204-. The present 9
complete EG’s ‘duty of
record’! Judge: Nikolai Kra-
lin (Moscow).

/2957 No 14866 V.Kalandadze
commendation
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elg3 0500.01 3/3 Win

No 14866 Velimir Kalan-
dadze (Tbilisi). 1.R2¢3+ Kg2
2.Rg4+ Kh2 3.Ra3 Rcl+
4Kf2 Rc2+ 5.Kf3 Rce3+
6.Rxc3 alQ 7.Rc2+, with:

—Kh3 8.Rg3+ Kh4 9.Rh2
mate, or

—Khl 8Rh4+ Kgl 9.Rg2+
Kf1 10.Rh1 mate.

No 14867 Aleksandr Maksi-
movskikh & Vladimir Shup-
letsov (Russia). 1.f4 Kf3/i
2. Kb4 Kxf4/ii 3.Kc5 g5
4.Kc6 g4 5.Kxc7 g3 6.b6 g2
7.b7 g1Q 8.b8Q draw.

1st Belokon-MT (1985)

/296] No 14867
A Maksimovskikh
& V.Shupletsov
commendation
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a4g2 0000.23 3/4 Draw

1) f6 2.Ka5 g5 3.fxg5 fxg5
4.Ka6 g4 5Kb7 g3 6.Kxc7
draw.

1) Ke4 3.Kc5 Kd3 4.f5 6
5.Kd5 Kc3 6.Ke6 Kd4 7.Kf7
Ke5 8.Kxg7 Kxf5 9.Kf7 Ke5
10.Ke7 draw.

/2971 No 14868 Yu.Petrenko
commendation
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No 14868 Yu.Petrenko. 1.c7
Kb2 2.c8Q a2 3.Qh8 Kbl
4.Qh7+ Kb2 5.Qg7 alQ/
6.c4+ Ka2 7.Qxal+ Kxal
8.cxd5/11 b4 9.d6 b3 10.d7 b2
11.d8Q b1Q 12.Qf6+ Qb2/iii
13.h3/iv Kb1 14.Qxb2+ Kxb2
15 Kg6 Kc3 16.Kxh5 Kd4
17.Kxh4 Ke5 18.Kg5 Keb6

19.Kg6 Ke7 20.Kg7 Keb
21.h4 wins.

i) Kbl 6.Qgl+ Kb2 7.Qf2+
Kbl 8.Qfl+ Kb2 9.Qxb5+
wins.

i) 8.cxb5? d4 9.b6 d3 10.b7
d2 11.b8Q d1Q 12.Qe5+ — i
this OK for Black?

iii) Ka2 13.Qa6+ Kb2
14.Qb6+ Kc2 15.Qxbl+
Kxbl 16.Kgb6 wins.

iv) 13.Qxb2+? Kxb2 14.Kg6
Kc3 15.Kxh5 h3 draws.

2981 No 14869 E.Pogosyants
commendation
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No 14869 Ernest Pogosyants
(Moscow). 1.a6 Bg4+ 2.Kg2
Ke4 3.3+ (a7? Bf3+;) Bx{3+
4.Kf2 Bhl 5.Kgl Bf3 6.Kf2
draw.

2997 No 14870 N.Ryabinin
commendation
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1st BELOKON-MT (YEAR?)

No 14870 Nikolai Ryabinin
(Tambov region). 1.Rg6 Bel+
(Bxh3; Rb6+) 2.Ke4 Re3+
3.Kd4 Bxh3 4.Rgl/i Bd2
5.Rbl+/ii Ka7 6.Ral+ Kb6
7Rbl+ Ka6 8.Ral+ KbS
9.Rbl1+ Ka5(Ka4) 10.Rdl
Re2 11.Kd3 Bb4 12.Ral+ and
13.Kxe2 draw.

1) 4. Rg8+? Ka7 5.Rg7+ Kab6
6.Rgl Ba3 7.Kxe3 BcS+
wins.

ii) 5.Rd1? Re2 6.Kd3 Bb4
7.Kxe2 Bgd+ wins.

/300) No 14871 M.Zinar
special commendation

7%7 %7 %7%

II: 1..Kg4 2.g6 Kg5 3.g7

Kh6 4.g8R+ wins, not 4.g8B?
Kg7.

/3017 No 14872 V.Kirillov
& A.Selivanov
special commendation
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I: diagram
II: remove wPd4, add wPdS5.
Draw

I11: add bPh3 to II. Win

No 14871 Mikhail Zinar
(Odessa). I: 1..d5 2.g6 do6
3.g7 Kh3 4.g8S/i wins.

II: 1..Kh3 2.g6 Kg3 3.g7
Kh3 4.g8B wins, not 4.g8S?
Kg3 5.5f6 Kf4 6.Se8 Ke5
7.S¢7 Kd4 8.Kxh2 Kc5 9.Kh3
Kb6 10.Se8 Kc5 11.Sf6 Kd4
12.Kxh4 Ke5 draw.

h1g8 0700.32 5/5 Draw

No 14872 Valeri Kirillov &
Andrei Selivanov (Russia).
1.g7 (h5? Rf5;) Rh7 2.Ra8+
Kxg7 3.Ra7+ Kg8 4.Ra8+

Kf7 5.Ra7+ Kg6 6.h5+ Rxh5
7.Ra6+
9.Ra4+ Kh3 10.Ra3+ Kg4
11.Ra4+ Kif3 12.Ra7 Rh8
13.Ra8 Rh7 14.Ra7 Rxa7
stalemate.

/3027 No 14873 V.Moz-zhukin

Kf5 8.Ra5+ Kg4

special commendation
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c7e4 0301.11 3/3 Draw
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No 14873 Vitaly Moz-
zhukin. 1.Sg5+/i Kd5 2.Sh7/ii
c5 3.f6 Ra5 4.Kb7 Rb5+
5.Kc7 Ra5 6.Kb7 Ral 7.£7
Rfl 8.f8Q Rxf8 9.Sxf8 c4
10.Sg6 Ke4 11.S£8 ¢3 12.Se6
Kd3 (c2; Sc5+) 13.Sf4+ Kd2
14.Se6 Kd3 15.Sf4+ Kd2
16.Se6 ¢2 17.8d4 clQ
18.Sb3+ draws.

i) 1.Sf2+? Kd4 2.Kxc6 Rxf5
3.Sd1 Rf1 wins.

i) 2.f6? Rb1 3.f7 Rfl 4.Kd7
c5 5Ke7 c4 6.f8Q Rx{8
7.Kxf8 c3 8.Sh3 Ke4 9.S2+
Kd4 10.Sd1 ¢2 wins.

/303 No 14874 1.Yarmonov
special commendation
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No 14874 Igor Yarmonov
(Ukraine). 1.c6 Bf4/i 2.c7
Bxc7 3.Sxc7/ii Se4 4.Bbl
Sc3+ 5.Kc2 Sxe2 6.Sb5+
(Kd2? d3;) Kb4 7.Kd2 Sc3
8.Sxc3 dxc3+ 9.Kc2 Ka3
10.Ba2 wins, not 10.Kxc3
stalemate?

1) Se4 2.c7 Sd6 3.Bb1 wins.

i) 3.Kxd2? Ba5+ 4.Kd3
Kxa2 5.Kc4 Ka3 draw.
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The award was published in
Uralsky problemist 4 (32)
2002. The formal internation-
al tourney was judged by
S.Osintsev, A.Sadikov. 29 en-
tries by 24 composers from
10 countries.

/304 No 14875 M.Roxlau
1st prize
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e7h6 4000.10 3/2 Win

No 14875 Michael Roxlau
(Germany). 1.Kf7? Qfl+
2Kg8 Qf6 3.Qgd Qh8+
4. Kxh8 stalemate.

So: 1.Qe5 Kgb6 2.Qf6+ Kh7
3.Qf5+ Kg8 4.Qg5+ Kh7
5Kf7 Qc7+ 6.Qe7/i Qg3
7.Kf8+ Kh8 8.Qf6+ Kh7
9.Qf7+ Kh6 10.e7 Qb8+
11.e8R/ii Qd6+ 12.Qe7 Qf4+
13.Kg8 Qg3+ 14.Kh8 Qc3+
15.Qe5 wins. “Intriguing that
the solution starts and finish-
es with a move of wQ to e€5.”
1) 6.€7? Qc4+ 7.Kf8 Qfl+
8.Ke8 Qd3 drawn.

i1) 11.e8Q? Qdo6+ 12.fQe7
Qf4+ 13.Kg8 Qg3+ 14.Kh8
Qe5+ 15.Qxe5 stalemate.

“Here we have everything a
study should strive for: mini-
mal force, action by all partic-
ipants, subtle quiet moves.
We think there is also some-
thing for that deepest of end-

Yu.Belyakin-80MT (2002)

games — when queens are on
the board.”

“Something rare to report. A
supporting line in an unpub-
lished study by Osintsev (one
of the judges) ends in the
identical manner to Roxlau’s
main line. The judge was
even more surprised when he
received the first submission
(by Roxlau) ending with
‘10.e7’. The composer later
corrected his oversight and
the study took its definitive

"’

place at the top of the heap!

AJR: In the year 2003 we
feel that there is something
seriously amiss when a 5-man
ending such as this receives
the top prize in an interna-
tional tourney with no men-
tion of the computer!!

/3057 No 14876 V.Kalashnikov
& M.Kormiltsev
2nd prize

.0 7
.0 7
.0 .7 7
A 7.0

S B By
7, U U &
A%@% /g/?

h1b1 0032.23 5/5 Draw

No 14876 Valeri Kalashnik-

ov (Ekaterinburg) & M.Kor-
miltsev. After 1.Se2? Bgl
2.S¢3+ Kb2 3.Sxa2 Kxc2, a
WTM reci-zug is reached:
4.Sb4 axb4 5.a5 b3 6.a6 b2
7.a7 b1Q 8.a8Q B mates.

Better, therefore: 1.5d3
Kxc2 2.Scl, with a major bi-
furcation:

2...Bg1 3.Sxa2, with:
—Kb2 4.Sb4 axb4 5.a5 b3

6.a6 Kc2 7.a7 Bxa7 stale-
mate, or

—Bd4 4.Scl Be5 5.Se2 Kb3
6.Sd4+ Kxad4 7.Sc6 Kb3
8.Sxa5+/1, or

—Be3 4.Sc¢3 Kb3 5.Sb5(Se2)
Kxa4 6.Sd4 Ka3 7.Sb3 a4
8.Sc5, or

1) 8.Sxe5? Kc3 9.Sf7 a4
10.Sd6 Kb4 11.Sf5 a3 wins.

The second bifurcation:
2...a1S 3.Sb3, with:

—Kb2 4.Sxa5 Sc2 5.Sc4+
Ke3 6.Se5 Se3 7.Sf3 Sg4
8.Sxh2 drawn/ii, or

—Bgl 4.Sxa5 BcS5 5.Sc6
Kd3 6.a5 Sb3®C1 7.a6 Ke2
8.Sa5 Scl 9.Sb3 Sxb3 10.a7
Bxa7 stalemate/iii.

1) The S-play has intriguing-
ly transferred to the opposite
flank.

i1) Sc2 7.a6 Ke2, and now

not 8.a7? Bxa7 9.Sxa7 Kfl
10.Sc6 Se3 11.Sd4 Sdl
12.Sf5 Sf2 mate, but 8.Se7
Se3 9.Sf5 Sxf5 10.a7 Bxa7
stalemate.

i) An award comment re-
ferring to “a chameleon echo
threat to the black aP” strikes
us as over-stretching the cha-
meleon’s skin: after all, a
pawn mostly alternates square
colour when it moves, even if
its genes are not set the way a
knight’s are! [AJR]

“Some lines resemble ad-
journment game analysis. It’s
a rare old brew we have here,
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made up of reci-zug, tempo
loss, stalemate, de-stalemate,
domination, checkmate, non-
capture, battery, echo, promo-
tion, forks, and fortress.”

Hew Dundas is impressed.

3061 No 14877 M.Campioli
3rd prize
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No 14877 Marco Campioli
(Italy). 1...aRf6+ 2.Ke5 Rg5+
3.Rf5 fRxf5+ 4.Bxf5 g2
5.Qb2 (Kf4? Rxf5+;) glQ
6.Kf4+ K8 7.Qb4+ 5
8.Qb8+ Be8 9.Qd6+ Kg8
10.Qd5+ Kh8 11.Qe5+ Rg7
12.Qxe8+ Rg8 13.Qh5+ Kg7
14.Qh7+ K8 15.Qh6+ Qg7
16.Qd6+ Qe7 17.Qb8+ Kf7
18.Qb3+ Kg7 19.Qb2+ Kho6
20.Qh2+ draw.

“Hyperactive wQ, rampag-
ing around the board, is the
only way to draw, by perpetu-
al check. The exchanging-off
introduction is superfluous.”

AJR: Was there a *C* con-
tribution here?!

No 14878 Aleksandr Man-

yakhin  (Lipetsk, Russia).
l.exf7? 1is too hasty: c2
2.Bd5+ Kal. So: [.Bd5+

Kb2/i 2.exf7 ¢2 3.8Q clQ
4.Qb4+ Kc2 5.Bed+ Kdl

6.Qb3+/ii Kel 7.Bc2, and
Black finds himself (or her-
self or itself) in zugzwang.

30771 No 14878 A.Manyakhin
special prize
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f3a2 0010.12 3/3 Win

1) Kal 2.7 c2 3.e8Q clQ
4.Qad4+ Kb2 5.Qb3+ Kal
6.Qa2 checkmate.

ii) 6.Bf5? Qc3+ 7.Qxc3
stalemate. Or 6.Qd4? Qd2
7.Bd3 Qc3 8.Qxc3 stalemate.

“Bits of logic, stalemates in
the try, and a tactical point in
this ultra-miniature’s finale
with the classic GBR class
4010 force.”

/308 No 14879 Y.Afek
1st honourable mention

,@7%77 0
%”7.7 o
.%,/&/ |
A %,/ 0
&/&%,%ﬁ%
B %z
,/ b
s

b8b6 0313.31 5/4 Win

No 14879 Yochanan Afek
(Israel/Netherlands). 1.e7 Sf6
2.Bxf6 Re3 3.Bd4+ Kab
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4Bc5 Re5 5.Ba3/i Re4d
6.Bd6/ii  Kb6 7.c5+ Kcb6

&.Kc& Rel 9.Kd& wins.

1) 5.Bd6? Re4 (reci-zug)
6.Ba3 Kbb6 7.c5+ Kc6 draw.

1) Reci-zug on the other
hoof.

“The reciprocal zugzwang
arises unexpectedly in this
very ordinary-looking end-
game.”

/3097 No 14880 V.Kondratev
2nd honourable mention
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No 14880 V.Kondratev
(Russia). Initial checks by
wQ achieve no more than a
draw. 1.Rg6b+ hxg6 2.h6+
Kh7 (Kxh6;Qf8+) 3.Qf6
Qa7+ 4.Kg2 Rd2+ 5.Sxd2
Kxh6 6.Qh8+ Kg5 7.Sf3+
Kg4 8.Qh4+ Kf5 9.Sd4+ Ke5
10.Sc6+ wins.

“In otb terms both sides
castled K-side and had their
defences demolished while
maintaining material equali-
ty. And perhaps it did so
arise?!”

AJR: the ugly plug on a8
(stopping bQa8+; to control
h8) and duals after 7...Sf3+
detract from any artistry.
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310/ No 14881 V.Kalyagin
3rd honourable mention
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No 14881 Viktor Kalyagin
(Ekaterinburg). 1...Sb6+
2.Ka7/i Sd5+ 3.b6/ii Bxb6+
4.Ka8 Sc7+ 5.Kb8, with:

—Sxa6+ 6.Kc8 Ba7 (Bc7)
7.68Q Bxb8 (Sxb8) 8.Kb7, or

—Kd7 6.a7 Sb5 7.Ka8/iii
Sc7+ 8.Kb8 Sb5 9.Ka8, posi-
tional draw.

1) 2.Kb8? Kd7 3.Ka7 Sd5+
4.b6 Bxb6+ 5.Kb8 Kd8 6.a7
Bc7+ Ka8 7.Sb6 mate.

i) 3.Ka8? Sc7+ 4.Kb8 Kd7
5.a7 Bh2 6.a8S Sxb5+ 7.Sc7
Sxc7 8.Ka7 Bgl+ wins.

iii) 7.a8S? Ba7 mate. 7.a8Q?
Bc7 mate.

-

“A clear demonstration not
so much of the strength asso-
ciated with passed pawns, but
the hazards. Only great care
with wK moves holds off dis-
aster.”

No 14882 Emil Melni-
chenko (New Zealand). 1.Bd8
Se4+ 2.Kd5 cSd6 3.Bh4 Kg2
4Ke5/i Kh2 5.Bel Kh3
6.Kd5 Kg2 7.Sg4 Kf1 8.Bh4
Kg2 9.Se3+ Kh3 10.Bel, and

after Kh2 11.Sf3+ Kh3
12.Ke5 bK is stalemated and
material will be lost.

/311 No 14882 E.Melnichenko

special honourable mention
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i) 4.Sg4(?) Kh3. 4.Bel(?)
Kf1. White must go round the
houses again.

“A plethora of support lines
is clearly not needed for this
aristocratic study. The play
without a single capture takes
it out of the rut.”

Hew Dundas is puzzled that
this was not placed higher.

/312 No 14883 Tu.Akobia
1st commendation
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d1b3 0406.20 4/4 Draw

No 14883 Turi Akobia (Tbi-
lisi, Georgia). 1.g7 Sxg7

YU.BELYAKIN-80MT (2002)

2.Rg8 Rd5+ 3.Kel Re5+
4.Kd2 Sf5 5.d7 Rd5+ 6.Kel
Rxd7 7.Rg3+ Sxg3 stalemate
—not a new finale, of course.

“An improvement on a
faulty version dating from
1987. Further improvement
should be possible.”

/313 No 14884 V.Kalyagin
2nd commendation
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No 14884 Viktor Kalyagin
(Ekaterinburg). 1.Se5 Rb3
2.Qed+/i Kd2 3.Sc4+/ii Kc3
4.Sa5 Ra3+ 5Kbl aSb2
6.Qel+ Kd3 7.Qg3+ Se3
8.Qd6+ wins.

i) 2.Qa5+? aSc3 3.Sf3+ Kf2
4.8d2 Rb2 draw. 2.Qhl+?
Ke2 3.Qh5+ Kel 4.Qh4+
Kd2 5.Qf4+ Kc2 6.Qed+ Kcl
7.Sc4 Sb6 8.Qf4+ Se3 9.Ka2
Sd5 10.Qd4 Rd3 11.Qb2+
KdI 12.Sxa5 Rd2 draw.

i) 3.Qd5+? Kc2 4.Qg2+
Kcl 5.Qa2 Rc3 6.Sc4 Rxc4
7.Qxc4+ aSc3 8.Qd3 a4 draw.

“Unfortunately not all the
variations supplied by the
composer were accurate, SO
that the study lost some of its
appeal.”
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/3147 No 14885 R.Heiskanen
3rd commendation
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No 14885 Reino Heiskanen
(Finland). 1.Kg7 d3 2.Bb3 d2
3.Rxc2 d1Q 4.Rxc3+ Kh4
5.Rh3+ (Bxd1? Bxf6+;) Kxh3
6.Bxd1 Kh2 7.Kxf7 wins.

“Black’s passive Q-offer for
self-stalemate is reflected in
White’s active R-offer.”

/3157 No 14886 D.Pikhurov
4th commendation
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/316 No 14887 A .Foguelman
(special‘7) commendation
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h2h5 0462.21 6/5 Draw

No 14886 Dmitri Pikhurov
(Russia). 1.Re5+  Rxe5
2.Sxe5 Bf4+ 3.Kh3 Bxe5 4.4
Bxf4 5.g4+ Kg5 6.Se4+ Bxed
stalemate.

“After the R-swap White is
behind on material but threat-
ens a mate — that sorts itself
out as stalemate.”

d8a8 0041.42 7/4 Win

No 14887 Alberto Foguel-
man (Argentina). 1.Se5 g2
2.513 Bxf3 3.Kc7/i Bb7 4.Bf3
Bxf3 5.e4 glQ 6.b7+ and
mate follows.

i) 3.Bxf3+? Kb8 4.Bxg2
stalemate.

“Both white pieces are sacri-
ficed. Just right for solving
from the diagram.”



The award of this formal (?)
international tourney was
published in Molodoy (Volgo-
grad) 23vi, 30vi, 7vii and
28v1i2000. The tourney was
judged by A.Maksimovskikh
(Kurgan) and sponsored by
the construction firm Kontes.
This memorial event included
sections for non-study genres.

/3177 No 14888 N.Kralin
Ist prize
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No 14888 Nikolai Kralin
(Moscow).  1.hSfl+ Kd3
2.Sxg3 Ral+ 3.Kxal/i Kc2
4 Rcl+ Kxcl 5.Sb3+ cxb3
6.Se2+ Rxe2 7.c8Q+ Rc2
8.Qc3 Rxc3 stalemate, or b2+
9.Qxb2+ Rxb2 stalemate.

1) 3.Kb2? Rxhl 4.Sxc4 Rho6
5.8Q Rxc8 6.Se5+ Kd2
7.S13+ Kd1 wins.

“Beautiful play with sacri-
fices on both sides — just what
a victorious study should be!”

No 14889 Viktor Kondratev
(Russia).  1.Qg8+  Kxg8
2.e8Q+ Qxe8 3.b8Q/i Bh4+
4Kh6 Bd8 5.Qb3+ Ki8
6.Qb4+ Kf7 7.Qcd4+ Ke7
8.Qc5+ Kif7 9.Qf5+ Ke7
10.¢8S mate.

XV Birnov-MT (1999)

/3187 No 14889 V.Kondratev
2nd prize
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1) Hew Dundas points to
3.c8Q? Bd8, when neither is
bB en prise nor does S-pro-
motion on b8 serve any useful
purpose.

“Beginning with an unex-
pected Q-sac we end with a
knight-promotion check-
mate.”

/3191 No 14890 V.Kondratev
3rd prize

//éé/”
. 7, 7,
//4;%//
/%//.9./
027, T, 7
s

bla6 4061.11 4/5 Draw

No 14890 Viktor Kondratev
(Russia). 1.Sc8 Qd4 2.Qxf3
Qal+ 3.Kxal e4+ 4.Qf6+
Bxf6+ 5.Kbl Bg5 6.Sd6 e3
7.Se4 €2 8.Sc5+ Kb5 9.Sd3
Bd2 10.Ka2 Kc4 11.Kb2 Kd4
12 Ka2 Ke3 13.Kb3 Ba5s
14 Ka4 Bc3 15.Ka3 Kd2
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16.Kb3 Ba5 17.Se5 Bc3
18.Sd3 Bf6 19.Kc4 Bb2
20.Kb4 Bf6o 21.Kc4 Kxc2
22.Sel+ Kd2 23.Sg2 draw.

HvdH suspects a cook:
2...Qb4+ 3.Qb3 Qxb3+ 4.cxb3
Bf8; 3.Ka2 Qc4+.

“Q-sacs left and right — the
black one particularly stays in
the mind — lead to a finale
where wS holds up a bP pro-
motion.”

/320 No 14891 P.Arestov
& Gh.Umnov

1st honourable mention
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No 14891 Pavel Arestov
(Moscow region) & Gher-
man Umnov  (Podolsk).
1.Be7+ Rxe7 2.h8Q+ Qe8
(Re8; Qf6+) 3.Qf6/i h3 4.13
(f4? g5;) g5 5.f4/11 g4 6.Qg5
Qf8 7.Bd7 wins.

1) 3.Qh4? g5 4.Qg5 Qd7
5.Bxd7 stalemate.

i1) 5.Bg4? Qf7 6.Qg5 Qf8
7.Bd7 Qf6 8.Qxf6 stalemate.
“After 2...h3 White must
tread gingerly to avoid stale-
mate pitfalls linked with bQ
sacrifices on d7 and 6.”



XV BIRNOV-MT (1999)

/3217 No 14892 A.Stavrietsky

honourable mention
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No 14892 Aleksandr Stavri-
etsky (Russia). 1.Rh8 Rh2
2.Rg8 Rh8 3.Rxh8 alQ 4.Rg8
Qf6 5.Bd5 Qd8+ 6.Kg7 Qg8+
7.Kxg8 15 8.Kf8 f4 9.Ke8 {3
10.Kd8 f2 11.Kc8 f1Q

12.Bb7 mate.

“A good combinative intro
leads up to 5.Bd5! A pity that
the struggle then goes off the

boil.”

/3221 No 14893 E.Eilazyan
honourable mention
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No 14893 Eduard Eilazyan
(Ukraine). 1.Rf7 ¢3 2.Rxf2
h1Q+ 3.Sxhl ¢2 4.Rfo+
(Rf1? Bxe2+;) Kd5 5.Bc6+
Kd4 6.e3+ Kd3 7.Bed4+ Kxed
8.5f2+ Kd5 9.4+ Kd4
10.Rc6 Bc4 11.Rxc8 clQ
12.Rd8+ Bd5 13.Rxd5+ Kc4
14.Rc5+ Kd4 and now not

15.Rxcl stalemate, but
15.Rxe5, with:

— Kxe5 16.Sd3+ K- 17.Sxcl,
or

—Qxd2 16.Rd5+  Kc3
17.Rxd2, winning.

“An intriguing fight against
passed pawns, ending in win
of bQ.”

/3231 No 14894 B.Sidorov
honourable mention
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I: diagram
II: remove wPh4, add wPe4

No 14894 Boris Sidorov
(Apsheronsk).

I: 1.Bd5+/i Rb7 2.Rc8+ Qb8

3.h5 b4/ii 4.h6 b3 5.h7 b2
6.Bxb7+/111 Kxb7 7.Rxb8+
Kxb8 8.h8Q blQ 9.Kd7+
Kb7 10.Qc8+ Kb6 11.Qc6
mate.

1) After 1.Rc8+? Kb7
2.Bd5+ Kb6 3.Rc6+ Kb7
4 Rf6+ Kb8 S5.Rxf4 Rg7
6.Bg2 h1Q 7.Bxhl g2 8.Bxg2
Rxg2, Black certainly should
not lose!

i1) a4 4.h6 a5 5.h7 a6 6.h8Q
Ka7 7.Qd4+.

1ii) 6.h8Q? blQ 7.Bxb7+
Qxb7+.

II: 1.Bd5+ Rb7 2.Rc8+ Qb8
3.e5b4 4.6 b3 5.7 b2 6.e8S
b1Q 7.Sc7 mate.
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“A study characteristic of
this composer: a non-standard
starting point and an
out-of-the-ordinary finish.”

/324 No 14895 V.Kirillov
& A.Manyakhin
honourable mention
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No 14895 Valeri Kirillov &
Aleksandr Manyakhin (Rus-
sia). 1.c8Q d1Q 2.Qh3+ Kgl
3.Bc5+ Kfl 4.Qf5+ Ke2
5.Qed+, with:

—Kfl 6.Qf4+ Ke2 7.Qe3+
Kf1 8.Qf2 mate, or

—Kd2 6.Bb4+Kcl 7.Qe3+
Kbl 8.Bd2 g1Q 9.Qed4+ Qc2
10.Qb4+ Kal 11.Bc3+ Qxc3
12.Qxc3+ Kbl 13.Qb2 mate.

“We like the airy setting and,
naturally, the pointed move
8.Bd2!”

/3251 No 14896 V.Maksaev
1st commendation
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No 14896 Valeri Maksaev
(Russia). 1.Rb2+ Kc6 2.Sc4
Rc3/i 3.Sa5+ (Rb6+? Kd5;)
Kd7 4.Sxg7 Rc5 5.Rd2+ Kc8
6.Se6 Ra5 7.Rd8 mate.

1) Ra4 3.Rb6+ Kd5 4.Se3+
Ke4 5.Sc5+. Or Ra6 3.Sg7
Kd5 4.Se3+.

“The unconstrained setting,
as if from a game, takes us
along, up to a suroprise
checkmate.”

No 14897 V.Bogorelov &
V.Persianov. 1.Be4 Kc5
2.Bxd5 Qxd5 3.Sd3+ Kc4
4.Qc8+ Kd4 (Kb5;Qb8+)
5.Qh8+ Ke3/i 6.Qh6+ Kd4
7.Qf6+ Kc4 8.Qc3+ KbS5
9.Qb2+ Ka5 10.Qb4+ Kab
11.Sc5+ Ka7 12.Qa5+ Kb8
13.Sa6+ Kc8 14.Qc7 mate,
and no dual by 14.Qxd5 stale-
mate?

326 No 14897 V.Bogorelov
& V.Persianov
2nd commendation
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i) Ke4 6.Qh4+ Kf5 7.Qh5+
Ke4 8.Qg4+ Ke3 9.Qf4+ Ke2
10.Qf2 mate.

“The swapping-off intro is
followed by essential preci-
sion in White’s play.”

XV BIRNOV-MT (1999)

/3277 No 14898 V.Maksaev
special honourable mention

-5y @
5y %

0 )07 &K
5 /;W&
/ /y@v/
% gi/

B BB

b8g8 0310.31 5/3 Win

No 14898 Valeri Maksaev
(Russia). 1.Bc4 Kf8 2.f6 Rd7
3.Kc8 Rf7 4 Kd8 Rxf6 5.e7+
Kg7 6.e8S+wins, not 6.e8Q?
Rf8 7.Qxf8+ Kxf8 stalemate.

“The stalemate idea 1s famil-
iar, resolved wittily by pro-
motion to knight.”
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Z.Birnov-MT (Volgograd) (2002)

The award of this formal in-
ternational tourney was pub-
lished in Molodoi 8viii2002.
A.Maksimovskikh  (Kurgan
region) acted as judge and the
tourney was sponsored by
building firm Kontes.

/328) No 14899 V.Maksaev
Ist prize
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No 14899 Valeri Maksaev
(Kumilzhensk area). Let’s
start with the thematic try:
1.b7? Rbl 2.e6 Kxe6 3.Kh7
Rh1+ 4.Kg8 Rbl 5.Kf8 Rxb7
6.28Q Rb8+ 7.Kg7 Rxg8+
8.Kxg8, and it’s no more than
a draw. So l.e6/i fxe6 2.b7
Rbl 3.Kh7 Kf6 4.Kh8/ii
Rh1+ 5.Kg8 Rbl 6.Kf8 Rxb7
7.g8S mate.

1) The idea of the sacrifice at
this point is to prevent bK do-
ing the capturing.

i1) 4.g8Q? Rhl mate.
4.98S+? Kf7.

“wK shows great presence
of mind in setting up the un-
expected S-promotion check-
mate.”

/329 No 14900 A.Visokosov

2nd prize
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No 14900 Andrei Visokos-

ov (Moscow). One needs to
know (especially with this
composer) that the GBR
classes 0321, 0320.10 and
0311.10 are general wins —
apart from all the interesting
exceptions, naturally!

Here too there’s a thematic

try right at the start: 1.Ra3+?
Ba2 2.b8Q hxgo+ 3.Kg5/i
Bxb8 4.Rb7 blQ 5.Rxbl+
Kxbl 6.Ra6 Kal, setting up
the kernel position but with
WTM: White finds himself in
zugzwang because of lines
such as 7.Kh4 Sc8 8.Ra8 Bf4
9.Rxc8 g5+ 10.Kh5 Bf7+
11.Kh6 g4+ 12.Kg7 Bd5,
when Black wins. The solu-
tion begins: 1.b8Q Bxb8
2.Rb7 hxg6+ 3.Kf6 blQ
4.Ra3+ Ba2 5.Rxbl+ Kxbl
6.Ra6 Kal 7.Kg5/ii, when
Sc8 8.Ra8&, or Sb5 8.Rb6 will
draw.

1) 3.Kf6 Bxb8 4.Rb7 Sc6

5.Ra6 Be5+ wins

i1) The zugzwang is now the

way White wants it, ie BTM.

“The accuracy of the first
few plies is crucial to the out-
come.”

/3300 No 14901 V.Maksaev
1st honourable mention

By
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“w 2 Y
b8g8 0310.31 5/3 Win

No 14901 Valeri Maksaev
(Kumilzhensk area). 1.Bc4
Kf8 2.f6 Rd7 3.Kc8 Rf7
4.Kd8 Rxf6 5.7+ Kg7
6.e8S+ wins, not 6.e8Q? Rf8.
Not only is the diagram
identical to 14898 (as point-
ed out by Harold van der
Heijden), but composer and
judge are the same too. The
reader must drawn his (or
her) own conclusions.

3317 No 14902 V.Kalyagin
& B.Olimpiev
2nd honourable mention
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d7d5 4312.01 5/4 Win

No 14902 Viktor Kalyagin
& Bronislav Olimpiev (Ekat-
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erinburg). 1.Be6+ Kxed
2.Sc5+ Ke5 3.Qh8+ Qf6
4.Qh5+/1 Kf4 5.Qgd+ Ke5
6.Qed+ Rxe4 7.Sd3 mate.

1) But 4.Qb8 is mate on the
spot! Hew Dundas tentative-
ly proposes adding bPc7. Is
there something better? A
misprint, perhaps? [AJR]

/3327 No 14903 B.Sidorov
3rd honourable mention

). 7 Mal
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h8e4 3103.20 4/3 Draw

No 14903 Boris Sidorov
(Apsheronsk). 1.g7  Qf7
2.Kh7 Ke5 3.Rel+ Kf5
4 Rfl+ Kg5 5Rgl+ Kh5
6.Rh1+/i Kg5 7.Rgl+ Kf4
8.Rfl+, and

—Ke3 9.Rf5 Se7 10.Re5, or

—Kg3 9.Rf5 Se7 10.Rg5+
drawing.

1) 6.Rf1? Sxf6+ 7.Rxf6 Qxf6
8.28Q Qh6 mate.

The resemblance to 14671
(pointed out by Harold van
der Heijden), some ten years
earlier but by the same com-
poser, is too close for com-
fort. The reader has the
choice of three innocent ex-
planations: a correction by
the composer; an oversight by
the composer; ignorance by
the composer (of the earlier
award). The two judges were
different.
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3331 No 14904 V. Kalyagin
& B.Olimpiev
1st commendation

0, 0,
0, A2 5

,///7
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f3h1 0138.01 4/5 Win
No 14904 Viktor Kalyagin

& Bronislav Olimpiev (Ekat-
erinburg). 1.Rd1+  Sgl+
2.Kf2 Kh2 3.Sg5, with:

—Bg2 4.Sxc7 Sh3+ 5.Sxh3

Kxh3 6.Rd4 Sc2 7.Rd3+ Kh4
8.Rc3 Be4 9.Rc4 wins, or

~Bc8 4.Rxgl Sd3+ 5.Kfl

Sel 6.Sxc7 Bd7 7.gSe6 wins.

/334 No 14905 M.Dudakov
2nd commendation

RLELE_
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d8h7 0044.12 4/5 Win
No 14905 Mikhail Dudakov

(Volgograd). 1.e6 Sf4 2.e7
Ba4 3.Bb3 Bb5 4.Bc4 Bc6
5.Se2 Sg6 6.Bd3 Kg7 7.Bxg6
Kxg6 8.Sd4 Ba4 9.Sb3(Se6)
Kf7 10.Sc5 Be8 11.Sd7 a4
12.8xf6  Kxf6 13.Kxe8 a3
14Kd8 a2 15.e8Q alQ
16.Qh8+ wins.

/3351 No 14906 1.Monastirsky
3rd commendation

A7 el
o 0.

7 V77 /7 /7 A7
. & 7
b2g8 0046.21 4/5 Draw

No 14906 Igor Monastirsky
(Ukraine). 1.exd6 Sxd6 2.Bb3
Sc4+ 3.Kc3 S6a5 4.Bxcd
Sxc4 5.Kd4 Be6 6.Kc5 Se3
7.a7 Bd5 8.Kd4 draw.

“All three commendations
show i1deas which are
known.”

/336 No 14907 A . Milokumov
special prize
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h3g6 3101.00 3/2 Draw

No 14907 A.Milokumov
(Volgograd). 1.Se7+, with the
lines as published:

—Kg5 2.Rd5+ Kf6 3.Sg8+
Kg6 4.Kg3 Qc4/i 5.Kh3
Qc8+ 6.Kh4 Qc4+ 7.Kh3 Qf4
8.Se7+ Kh7 9.Rh5+ Kg7
10.Sf5+ draw, or

— Kf7 2.S8d5+/i1 Kf8 3.Rd8+
Kg7 4 Kg3 Qf5 5.5f4 Qg5+
6.Kf3 Qxd8 7.Se6+, or
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—Kh7 2.Sf5+* Kg8 3.Rg7+/
il Kf8 4.Rg5 Qf4 5.Sg7
Qxg5 6.Se6+ draw.

1) Unfortunately for the com-
poser and the judge, neither
of whom clearly had access to
*C* odb’s, the position after
4Kg3 is not the claimed
zugzwang: 4..Qb4 wins, as

do 4..Qel and 4..Qe3,
though none do so easily. The
position is not among the *C*
455 produced by Ken
Thompson and listed in
EG/22 in 1994. [AJR]

i1) This loses. However *C*
2.5f5+* Kf6 3.Rf7+* is a

Aleksandr Frolovsky (Russia)
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way, the only way, to draw:
Kgb6 4.Rf8 or 4.Sg3. [AJR]

ii1) This variation does draw
but at this point the *C* odb
tells us that 3.Rd8+ or 3.Rd5
or 3.Sh6+ also draw. [AJR]

“Beautiful coordination
among the white force faced
by such a vigorous virago.”

(&

4. Prosos
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This formal tourney, in
memory of the French com-
poser Frédéric Lazard (1183-
1948), was judged by Alain
Pallier (France). Considerable
delay was caused by tourney
director Dennis Blondel, who
waited almost two years be-
fore sending the studies to the
judge. Harold van der Heij-
den was consulted by the
judge for correctness and an-
ticipation checking.

The award was published in
Phénix no. 90, xi/2000.

There were two sections:
pawn studies (13 studies by
11 composers), and a theme
tourney requiring mate stu-
dies with an active self-block
after a sacrifice (10 studies by
9 composers). The judge not-
ed that there was not a single
French entry!

Section for pawn studies

/3377 No 14908 I.Yarmonov
1st/2nd honourable mention

5 5
/ @7 . %/
// @/ /
A@y 5>
A | I ~E
50 7 0,
. 0 T T

£3¢5 0000.23 3/4 Win

No 14908 Igor Yarmonov
(Ukraine). 1.Kg4/i Kd5 2.Kf4
77 Kd4/i1 3.Kf5 a5 4.f4 Kd3
5.Ke5 Kc3 6.Ke4 Kb2 7.Kd3
Kxa2 8.Kc2 Kal 9.f5 a2 10.16

Lazard-MT (2000)

a3 11.f7 a4 12.Kd2 Kbl
13.£8Q and wins/iii.

1) 1.Kf4? Kd5 727 2 Kf5 Kd4
3.f4 a5 draws, or here: 2.Kg5
Ke6 ZZ 3.f4 Kf7 4.Kf5 a5
draws, 1.f4? Kd4 2.Kf3 Kc3
3.f5 Kb2 4.f6 Kxa2 5.£7
Kb1(2) 6.£8Q a2 draws.

i) Ke6 3.Kg5 ZZ.

i) alQ 14.Qfl+ Kb2
15.Qb5+ Ka2 16.Qc4+ Kb2
17.Qc2 mate.

“Two positions of reciprocal
zugzwang, unfortunately fol-
lowed by a conventional fin-
ish.”

/338] No 14909 E .Iriarte
1st/2nd honourable mention

/////
A

/////
%7, 7 )
@/ ), = K

o EEE
wEE

f4a4 0000.22 3/2 Draw

No 14909 Eduardo Iriarte
(Argentina).  1.b6/i  Kb5
2.Kg4 Kxb6/ii 3.Kxh4 Kc5/iii
4Kg3 (Kg4; Kd4) b5/v
5Kf2/v. b4 6Kel Kcd/vi
7.Ke2 ZZ draws/vii.

1) 1.Kg4 Kxb5 2.Kxh4 Kc4
and Black wins.

i1) Kc4 3.Kxh4 Kd3 4.Kg3

Kxd2 5.Kf2/viii Kd3 6.Kel
Kc4 7.Kd2 Kb5 8.Kc3 Kxb6
9.Kb4 ZZ draw.

i) Ka5 4.Kg5/ix b5 5.d4
draws, or Kb4 5.Kf4 Kc4
6.Ke5 Kd3 7.Kd5 draws.

iv) Kc4 5.Kf2 b5 6.Kel b4
7.Ke2 draws.

v) 5.Kf3 b4 6.Ke2 (Ke3; b3)
Kc4 77 7.Kd1l Kb3, or 7.d3+
Kc3.

vi) b3 7.Kdl Kb4 8.Kcl
draws.

vii) b3 8.Kd1; Kb3 8.d4.
viii) But not: 5.Kf4? Kd3
6.Ke5 K4 7.Kd6 Kb5 8.Kc7
Ka6 wins.

ix) But not: 4.Kg4? b5 5.d4
b4 6.d5 b3 7.d6 Kb6 8.Kf5
b2, or 5.Kf3 b4 6.Ke2 Ka4
7.d4 b3 8.Kd2 Ka3 wins.

“Again  reciprocal  zug-
zwangs in another miniature.
Various finesses and subtle-
ties.”

/3397 No 14910
L.M.Gonzalez
3rd honourable mention

% V. % Y
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Y Y Y Y

Z Y V.
. U Y
3d1 0000.22 3/3 Win

o 14910 Luis Miguel
Gonzalez (Spain). 1.g5/i gb/ii
2.Ked/iii Ke2 3.Kd5/iv Ke3
4Ke5 Z7Z Kd3 5Ke6 Ked
6.g3/v Kf3 7.Kxe7 Kg4 8.Kf6
Kh5 9.g4+ wins.

i) 1.Ke4? Ke2 2.g5 Kf2
3.Kf5 Kxg2 4.Ke6 Kf3 5.g6
Kf4 6.Kf7 e5 draws.

i1) Kd2 2.Ke4, or Kel 2.g6
wins.

Z
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1) 2.Kf4? Ke2 3.Ke5 Ke3
4.g3 Kf3 draws.

1v) 3.Ke5? Ke3 ZZ draw.

v) 6.Kxe7? Kf5 draws.

“A further reciprocal
zugzwang study, but less in-
teresting than the previous
ones.”

3401 No 14911 J.Pospisil
commendation
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a3b8 0000.13 2/4 Draw

No 14911 Jaroslav Pospisil
(Czech Republic). 1.bxa5/i
Kc7/i1 2.Kb3/iii Kd6 3.a6/iv
Kd5 4.Kc2 Ke4 5.Kd2 draws.

1) 1.b5 Kc7 2.Kb3 Kdb;
1.Kb3 a4+ 2.Kxa4 Kc7 3.Kb3
Kd6 4.Kc4 Ke5 5.Kd3 Kd5
wins.

i1) Kb7 2.Kb3/v Ka6 3.Kc4
Kxa5 4.Kxd4 Kb4 5.Kd3
draws.

iii) 2.Kb4 Kd6 3.Kc4 Ke5
4.Kd3 a6; 2.a6 Kb6 3.Kb4
Kxa6 4.Ka4 Kb6 5.Kb4 a6
6.Kc4 Ka5 7.Kxd4 Kb4 wins.

iv) 3.Kc2 a6; 3.Kc4 Ke5
4.Kd3 a6 wins.

v) Not 2.Kb4 Ka6 3.Ka4 d3
4Kb3 Kxa5 5Kc3 Ka4
6.Kxd3 Kb3 wins.

“No high ambitions, but the
timing of a5-a6 is interest-
ing.”

HvdH observes that the au-
thor published this study as

an original in Ceskosloven-

sky Sach 7/2000.

/341 No 14912 Z.Kornin
commendation
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a5h5 0000.88 9/9 Draw

No 14912 Zalmen Kornin
(Brasil). 1.g3 e4 2.Kxb4 €3
3.Ka5 e2 4.b4 e1R/i 5.b5 Rcl
6.Kb4 Rbl+ 7.Ka5 Recl/ii
8.Kb4 draw.

1) 4..e1Q stalemate; e1S 5.b5
Sxd3 6.b6 wins.

i1) cxb5 8.axb5 Ral+ 9.Kb4
Ra2 10.Kb3 or 10.b6 draws.

“Nothing very new, we have
already seen the auto-incar-
ceration of a wK, but the
composer found a new start-
off. Studies with 16 pawns are
rare.”

/3427 No 14913 E.Iriarte
special commendation
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d1a3 0000.12 2/3 Draw

No 14913 Eduardo Iriarte
(Argentina). 1.Kc2/i Kb4/ii
2.Kd3 g4/iii 3.Kd4/iv Kb3
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(g3; Ked4) 4.Kd3/v Kb2/vi
5.Kd2 Kbl 6.Kd1/vii Kb2/vi-
11 7.Kd2 e6/ix 8.Kd3/x Kcl/x1
9.Ke3/xii Kc2/xiii 10.Ke2 g3/
xiv 11.Kf3/xv e5/xvi 12.Ke2/
xvil Kcl 13.Kel Kc2 14.Ke2
Ke3 15.Ke3 Kc2 16.Ke2 e4
17Kel Kcl 18.Ke2 Kc2
19.Kel Kd3 20.Kd1 draws.

1) 1.Kd2 Kb3 2.Kd3 g4 wins;

1.Ke2 Kb3 2.Kd3/xviii g4
3. Kd4 Kc2 4.Ke3d/xix Kc3
5Ke2/xx Kd4 6.Kd2 Ked
7.Ke2 Kf4 8.Kf2 e6 9.g3+
Ke4 10.Ke2 e5 wins.

1) Ka2 2.g4 e6 3.Kc3 Kbl

4.Kd4 Kc2 5.Ke5 Kd3 6.Kf6
draws, g4 2.Kc3 Ka2 3.Kc2
Kal 4Kcl e6 (g3; Kd2)
5Kc2 g3 6.Kd3 Kb2 7.Ke4
Kc3 8.Kf4 Kd3 9.Kxg3 e5
10.Kf2 Kd2 11.Kf3, or Ka2
6.g3 Kal 7.Kcl =.

ii1) Kb3 3.g4 e6 4.Kd4 Kc2
5.Ke5 Kd3 6.Kf6 draw. Kc5
3.Ke4 Kd6 (Kc4; g4) 4.Kf5
Kd5/xxi 5.Kxg5 e5 6.Kg4
Ke4 7.Kh5/xxii draw, or in
this, Kd4 (e4; Kg3) 7.Kf3
Kd3 8.Kf2.

iv) 3.Ke4 Kc4 4.Ke3 Kc3
5.g3 e6 wins.

v) 4Ke5 Kc3 5.Ked Kd2,
4.Ke3 Kc3; 4.g3 Kc2 win.

vi) e6 5.Kd4 Kc2 6.Ke5 Kd3
7.Kxe6 Ked 8.Kf6 Kf4 9.Kg6
g3 10.Kh5 draw; g3 5.Ke4
Ke3 6.Kf4 Kd3 7.Kxg3 e5
8.Kf2, or here Kd2 7.Kxg3 e5
8.Kf3.

vii) 6.Kd3 Kcl 7.Ke3 Kc2
8.Ke2 Kc3 9.Ke3 e6 wins, or
6.2g3 Kb2 7.Kd3 Kb3 8.Kd4
Kc2, or 6.Ke3 Kc2 7.Ke2
Kc3 8.Ke3 e6 wins.

viii) e5 7.Kd2 Kb2 8.Kd3
Kcl 9.Ke4 Kd2 10.Kxe5 Ke3
11.Kf5, or here g3 8.Kd1 Kb2
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9.Kd2 Kbl 10.Kd1; g3 7.Ke2
Kc2 8.Kf3 e5 9.Ke2 draw.

1x) g3 8.Ke3; e5 8.Kd3.

x) 8.Ke3 Kc3 9.Ke2 Kd4
10.Kd2 e5 11.Ke2 e4 12.Kd2
e3+ 13.Ke2 Ked4 14.Kel Kf4
15.Ke2 Kg3 wins.

xi) Kb3 9.Kd4 Kc2 10.Ke5
Kd3 11.Kxe6 Ke4 12.Kf6; g3
9.Ke4 Kc3 10.Kf4 draw.

xii) 9.Kc3 Kdl 10.Kd3 Kel
11.Ke3 e5 12.g3 Kfl; 9.Ke2
Kc2 10.Ke3 Kc3; 9.g3 Kdl
10.Ke3 e5.

xiii) g3 10.Kf4 Kd2 11.Kxg3
e5 12.Kf3; e5 10.Ke4 Kd2
11.Kxe5 Ke3 12.Kf5.

xiv) e5 11.g3 Kel 12.Kel
Kc2 13.Ke2 Kc3 14.Ke3 Kc2
15.Ke2.

xv) 11.Ke3 Kdl 12.Kf3 e5
13.Kxg3 Ke2 14.Kh2 e4
15.g4 Kf1, or here 12.Kd3 e5
13.Ke3 e4 wins.

xvi) Kd3 12.Kxg3 e5 13.Kf2
Kd2 14.Kf3; Kd2 12.Kxg3 e5
13.Kf3 Kd3 14.Kf2.

xvil) 12.Ke3 Kdl 13.Kd3
Kel 14.Ke3 e4; 12.Kxg3 e4;
12.Ke4 Kd2 wins.

xviii) 2.Kf3 Kc4 3.Ked g4
4.¢g3 e6 5.Ke3d Kc3 6.Ke2
Kd4 7.Kd2 Ke4 8.Ke2 e5
wins.

xix) 4.Ke4 Kd2 5.g3 eb6
6.Kd4 Ke2 7.Ke4 e5 wins.

xx) 5.g3 e6 6.Ke4 Kd2 wins.

xxi) e5 5.Kxg5 Kd5 6.Kg4
draw.

xxi1) But not 7.Kh3? Kd3;
7.Kg3? Ke3 8.Kh2 Kf2.

“An ambitious study, unfor-
tunately it is merely an exten-
sion of a study by Grigoriev.”

Grigoryev, 2nd honourable
mention La Stratégie 1936:
b1f6 0000.12 .c2c3e6 draw:
1.Kcl Ke5 2.Kd1 Kd4 3.Ke2
Ke4 4Kf2 Kf4 5Ke2 Kg3
6.Kd3 e5 7.Ke3 Kg2 8.Ke2
e4 9Kel Kf3 10.Kfl Ke3
11.Kel Kf3 12.Kf1 e3 13.Kel
e2 stalemate.

Another special commenda-
tion, by Noam Elkies (USA)
and Harrie Grondijs (Nether-
lands), seems to have been
withdrawn by the composers,
and competed in another tour-
ney.

Section for mate studies

/343 No 14914 1. Yarmonov
1st honourable mention
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d7d3 0408.44 8/8 Win

No 14914 Igor Yarmonov
(Ukraine). 1.Rf3+/i exf3
2.e8Q Rxd6+ 3.Kxd6 Sf5+/ii
4 Kd5 Sf4+/iii 5.Kc5 blQ
6.Qed+ Kxe4 7.5f2 mate.

i) 1.e8Q? b1Q 2.Kxc6 Qb5+.

i1) b1Q 4.Qg6+.

iii) Se7+ 5.Qxe7 St4+ 6.Kc5
b1Q 7.Qe3+ Kc2 8.Qd2 mate.
This line is due to HvdH who
cooked the original version,
and suggested adding wPa2
in order to prevent 8...Kb3.

“The queen sacrifice and
self-block of the black

LAZARD-MT (2000)

knights are fully in the style
of Frédéric Lazard.”

/344 No 14915 S.Osintsev
2nd honourable mention
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No 14915 Sergei Osintsev
(Russia). 1...Qb8+ 2.Kg4/i
Qc8+ 3.Kf4 Qb8+/ii 4.Ked
Qb7+ 5.Bd5 Qxb6 6.Bf7+/iii
Kh7 7.Qh3+/iv Qh6 8.Bg6+,
with:

— Kxg6 9.Qf5 mate.

— Kh8 9.Qc8 mate.

i) 2.Kh4? Qd8+/v 3.Kg4
Qd7+ 4.Kf4 Qd6+ 5.Ked
Qb4+ 6.Ke5 Qb2+ 7.Kf4
Qxb6 draws.

i1) Qf5+ 4.Kg3 Qe5+ 5.Kh3
wins, Qf8+ 4.Bf7+ Qxf7+
5Kg3 Qe8 6.b7 Kh7 7.Kg4
g6 8.Qh3+ Kg7 9.Qc3+ Kho6
10.Qcl+ Kg7 11.Qc7+, or
here Qe7 6.b7 Qe5+ 7.Qf4
Qel+ 8.Kg2 Qe2+ 9.Kh3
Qh5+ 10.Kg3.

iii) 6.Qf5+? Kh6 7.Qh3+
Kg5 8.Qg3+ Kh6 =.

iv) 7.Qh5+? Qh6 8.Bg6+
Kh8 9.Qg4 Qhl+; 7.Qf5+?
g6.

v) Not Qxb6? 3.Qh5+ Kf6
4.Qg5 mate.

“A nice study, but the mate
with a single active self-block
is banal.”
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/345 No 14916 V.Kalashnikov
commendation
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No 14916 Valeri Kalashnik-

ov (Russia). 1.Be3/i Ka4
2.Rgd4+ Kxa3 3.Bc5+ Kb2
4.Rb4+ Kal/ii 5.Rbl+ Ka2
6.Kc2 Bed4+ 7.Bxe4 hIQ
8.Ral+/iii Qxal 9.Bd5 mate.
1) 1.Rg5+? Ka4 2.Rgd4+
Kxa3 3.Bcl+ Ka2 4.Bg8+
Kal 5.Rh4 hl1Q+ 6.Rxhl
Bxh1 draws.

11) Ka2 5.Bg8+ Kal 6.Rh4
h1Q+ 7.Rxhl Bxhl 8.Kcl
and mate in two, but not
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8.Kc2? Bd5 9.Bxd5 stale-
mate.

ii1)) 8.R(B)xhl? stalemate;
8.Rb4? Qh2+ 9.Kxc3 Qe5+.

“Although the mate is not
very original in itself, the
whole construction is nice.”

cf. YuMakletsov Schach
1977, b4a2 0710.31
e1f2h4h1.b2d2g4h2 6/4 Win.
1.Kc3 Rxd2 2.Rxd2 Rxg4
3.Rc3 Rg3+ 4.Rc2 Rg2+
5.Bxg2 hl1Q 6.Ral+ Qxal
7.Bd5 mate.



138

Yochanan Afek found out
that no memorial tourney had
ever been organized to hon-
our the memory of his favour-
ite composer Mark Liburkin
when he passed away in
March 1953. To commemo-
rate the 50th anniverary of his
premature death (he was only
43), ARVES organized an
endgame study theme tour-
ney.

The requested theme was the
echo-chameleon, which was
among Liburkin’s favourite
themes:

M.Liburkin, 1.p 64 1932/I;
d8a8 0160.12 b4e2f2.b6d2d3
3/5 draw: 1.Kc8, and — Bg4+
2.Rxg4 Bxb6 3.Rad4+ Ba7
4.Rb4 d2 5.Rxb2 d1Q 6.Rb8+
Bxb8 stalemate, or — Bxb6
2.Rxb6 d2 3.Rxb2 Ba6+
4Kc7 d1Q 5.Rb8+ Ka7
6.Rb7+ Bxb7 stalemate.

V.Korolkov & M.Liburkin,
5.p USSR 1948-49, correction
V.Korolkov, Shakhmaty v
SSSR 1954; b3h5 0563.20
c7g6a7h3h4b7.a3g5 5/5
draw: 1.Rh6+ Kxg5 2.Rhh7
Sa5+ 3.Ka4 Rxc7 4.Rxc7,
and now: — Sc6 5.Rxc6 Bd7
6.Kb5 Bf2 7.a4 Kf5 8.a5 Ke5
9.Ka6 Bxc6 stalemate, or —
Kgb6 5.Kxa5 Bd8 6.Kb6 Bg2
7.a4 Kf6 8.a5 Ke6 9.a6 Kd6
10.Ka7 Bxc7 stalemate, or —
Bel 5.Re7 Bc3 6.Rc7 Bd2
7.Rc5+ Kf4 8.Rd5 Sc4
9.Rd4+ Ke3 10.Rxc4 Bd7+
11.Kb3 Be6 12.Ka4 Bxc4
stalemate.

The final position is repeated,
at least once, completely or
partially on a neighbouring

Liburkin MT (2003)

file, rank or diagonal. Thus all
pieces or the thematic pieces
change colours of the squares
they occupy.

29 studies were submitted.
HvdH acted as tourney direc-
tor and did anticipation and
correctness checking. Many
studies proved incorrect
(HvdH) or non-thematic
(judge Y.Afek). “... it became
apparent that discovering
echo-chameleon positions in
the endgame is perhaps rather
a matter of luck or coinci-
dence. Trying to enforce the
theme on the material might
often prove artificial if not to
say pathetic.”

The award was published in
EBUR no. 4 x1i/2003.

346 No 14917 D.Gurgenidze
prize

7 a7 7
2% K
Juwx] &
. =

—Rc6 6.Rxe7+ Kd2 7.Rd7+
Ke3 8.Re7+ Kd4 9.Rd7+ Kc5
10.Qxc6+ Kxc6 11.Rd6+
Kxd6 stalemate, or:

— Qa6+ 6.Qb7 Rc6+ 7.Kb8
Rb6 8.Rxe7+ Kd2 9.Rd7+
Ke3 10.Re7+ Kd4 11.Rd7+
Kc4 12.Rc7+ Kb5 13.Qxb6+
Kxb6 14.Rc6+ Kxc6 stale-
mate.

1) Qb6+ 3.Qc7 Rxd7+
4 Kxd7 Qb5+ 5.Kxe7 Rh7+
6.Kd6+, or here Rd6+ 5.Kc8
Qa6+ 6.Qb7 Rc6+ 7.Kb8 Rb6
8.Rxe7+.

“A  well-known stalemate
picture is shown thrice, in a
perfect form of the theme on
3 neighbouring files follow-
ing a natural introduction. A
remarkable achievement.”

/3477 No 14918 Y.Bazlov
& V.Kovalenko
1st honourable mention

© Tew 8
gy |

d8el 3800.11 4/5 Draw

No 14917 David Gurgenidze
(Georgia). 1.c8Q Rd6+ 2.Rd7
Rxd7+/1 3.Qxd7, and:

—Rd6 4.Rxe7+ Kf2 5.Rf7+
Ke3 6.Re7+ Kf4 7.Rf7+ Ke5
8.Re7+ Kd5 9.Qxd6+ Kxd6
10.Re6+ Kxe6 stalemate, or:

— Qb6+ 4.Qc7 Rd6+ 5.Kc8,
and:

c7f8 0183.12 5/6 Win.

No 14918 Yuri Bazlov & Vi-
taly Kovalenko (Russia)
1.Rg5 Bf6/i 2.Rf5 Ke7 3.Ba7/
i1 Sxg3/iii 4.Bd5, and:

— Sxf5 5.Bxc5+ Sd6 6.Bxd6
mate no.1, or:

— Se4 5.Bxe4 Bgb6 6.Bxc5+/
iv Ke6 7.Kc6 (Rf4?; Be5+),
and then:
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— Bxf5 8.Bd5+ Ke5 9.Bd6
mate no.2, or:

—Be7/v  8.Bxd4/vi
9.Bd5 mate no.3.

1) Ke7 2.Ba7 Se3 (d3; Rf5)
3.Bxc5+ Kf7 (Kf6; Rg8)
4.Bc6, or Sxg3 2.Ba7 Se2
3.Bd5 Ke7 4.Rf5, or here Sh5
3.Bxc5+ Kf7 4.Rxh5, or Ke7
3.Bxc5+ Ke6 4.Bd5+ Kf6
5.Rxg3 wins.

i1) 3.Rxfl1? Be5+ 4.Kbb6
Bxb8 draws, or 3.Bd5? Se3
4.Ba7 Sxd5+.

iii) Se3 4.Bxc5+ Ke6(Ke7)
5.Rxf6+ Kxf6 6.Bxd4+ and
7.Bxe3 wins.

iv) 6.Rf1? Bxe4 7.Rel Keb6
8.Rxed+ Kd5 9.Rel d3 with a
draw.

v) Be8+ 8.Kb6/vii Bd8+
9.Ka6 Bg6 10.Rf8 draws, or
Bg6 9.Rf4 Ke5 10.Bd6+.

vi) 8.Rf4? Be8+/viii 9.Kb6
Ke5 10.Rfl (Rg4; BhS)
Bxc5+/ix  11.Kxc5 Kxe4d
12.Rel+ Kf3 13.Rxe8 d3
draws.

vii) But not 8.Kb7? Bgb6
9.Rf4 Bxed4+ 10.Rxed+ Kd5
draws.

viii) Not Ke5? 9.Bxg6 Kxf4
10.Bxe7.

ix) Also not Bd8+? 11.Ka6
Kxe4 12.Rf8 Kd5 13.Ba7
wins.

Bxf5

“The submitted version had
Sfl instead of Shl (1...Se3
cooks). The theme in a varia-
tion and the main line with a
bonus of half echo extra. The
pictures involving all four
bishops make an esthetic im-
pression.”

/348) No 14919 S.Osintsev
2nd honourable mention

////
7/’/1/@
%///M
0. 0 ) =
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5V
o 0
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h6h4 0001.12 3/3 Win

No 14919 Sergei Osintsev
(Russia). 1.Sf3+/1 Kg3/ii
2.Se5/i1 Kf2 3.Sgd+/iv Kg2
4 Kg6/v Kg3 5.Kh5/vi Kf3
6.Kg5 Ke4 (Kg3; Se5) 7.Kh4
Kf3 8Kh3 e5 (Ke4; Kg3)
9.Kh4 e6/vii 10.Kh5/viii e4/ix
11.Kg5 [3rd thematic position]
Kg3 (e5; Kf5) 12.Se5 wins.

i) 1.Se2? Kg4 2.e4 Kf3
3.Sc3 Ke3 4.Kg6 Kd4, or
2.5d4 e5 3.Sc2 Kf3 4.Kgb6
Ke4 5.Kf7 Kd3 draw.

i) Kg4 2.Sd2 Kg3 3.Kg5
Kf2 4. K4 wins.

iii) Thematic try: 2.Sg5?
Kg4 3.e4 e5/x 4.Se6 Kf3
5.5g5+ Kg4 6XKg6 Kf4
zugzwang no.l 7.Kh5 Kg3
8.5e6 Kf3 9.Sg5+ Kg3 ZZ
10.Kh6 Kg4 ZZ, positional
draw [first thematic position].
iv) 3.Sc4? Ke2 4.Kg5 Kd3
draw.

v) 4.Kh5? Kg3 zugzwang
no.2 5.Kg5 Kf3 6.Kh4 Kg2
7.Se5 Kf2 8.Sgd4+ Kg2 posi-
tional draw, or 5.e4 Kf4 6.e5
Kf5 7.Kh4 Kf4 8.Kh3 Kf5/xi
9.Kg3 Ked4 ZZ, positional
draw.

vi) zugzwang no.2.

vii) e4 10.Kh5 ZZ, but not
10.Kh3? e6.

viii) 10.Kh3? e4

11.Kh4
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Kg2 12.Kh5 Kg3 zugzwang
no. 1 13.Se5 Kf2 14.Sg4+
Kg3 15.Kg5 Kf3 [2nd the-
matic position].

ix) Ke4 11.Kg5 Kf3 12.Kh4
e4 13.Kh3 wins.

x) But not Kf4 4. Kh5 ZZ e5
5.Kgb ZZ wins.

xi) But not Ke4 (zugzwang
no. 3) 9.Kg3 Kf5 10.Kf3 ZZ
Kg5 11.Se3 wins, or Kf3?
9.516 Kf4 10.Sd7 wins.

“The echo is shown in the
tries 2.5g5? and 10.Kh3? and
the final position.”

/3497 No 14920 1.Bondar
commendation

2B B
A’ A 7 7
7 el Y
%7 %% %% %%
BB B P
...
5V >
B E B

e8d5 0006.21 3/4 BTM, Draw

No 14920 Ivan Bondar (Be-
larus). 1...Sc7+ 2.Kd7/i Sa8
3.Ke7 and:

—c5 4Kf6 c4 5.Kg7 Keb/ii
6.Kxh8 Kf7 stalemate, or:

—Ke5 4.Kd7 Kd5 5Ke7
Ke5 6.Kd7 c5 7.Kc6 c4
8. Kb7 Kdé/iii 9.Kxa8 Kc7
stalemate.

1) 2.Ke7? c5 3.Kf6 Kcb6
4.Kg7 Kb7 5Kxh8 Se8
6.Kg8 Sf6+ 7.Kg7 Sxh7 wins.

i) ¢3 6.Kxh8 c2 7.Kg7 c1Q
8.h8Q.

i) ¢3 9.Kxa8 c2 10.Kb7
clQ 11.a8Q.

“The echo is created in the
opposite corners following
schematic play.”
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Shota Intskirveli MT (2003)

This tourney, organised by  hamstrung, for if 16.Kg3  Kh2 3.axb7 clQ+ 4.Qxcl
the Georgian Chess Federa-  Sd3+, or 16.Shl Kc4 17.Kg3  alQ 5.b8Q Qxcl+ 6.Kf3+
tion, remembered a Georgian  Sd3+. Black wins. Kh1 7.Qh8+ Kgl 8.Qg7+ Kfl
otb master and trainer. The 9.Qg2+ Kel 10.Qxf2+ Kdl
definitive award was pub- 331/ No 14922 V Kalandadze 11.Qe2 mate.

0 . Ist/2nd prize
ished in Sakartvelos Respub- 7 No 14924
lica 18xii2003. Turi Akobia %7, 7, 7, M Gooborachotl
anq Id{akha Chigogidze acted / / / ;ﬁ; hon.ouragble mention
as judges. % % / /‘//4 .
. a7 7 / ,,,,, 7 %
15 entries. / / / / /////%/é//////ﬁ
350/ No 14921 D.Gurgenidze 7, 7 7 7 Z /% %W% %% %7
1st/2nd prize /&//4 V/ / % ’ » %% //&4% %// _
JEEEE B B BB Tete ew
w o W m | jem m @y

" T, A7 c8b1 0400.22 4/4 Win

/ % %/ %E No 14922 Velimir Kalan-
/ > / %/ / da(;)ze (Tbilisi)f.: 1.b7 Rcl+

&Q \\
N @@
\
N\

k&
k&
=N\ A\
A\

d7a7 0004 3/3 Wm

X 3 2.Kd8 Rdl+ 3.Ke8 Rel+

% % %)
) / /%‘ % /‘4 4Kf8 Rfl+ 5Kg8 alQ No 1,4_924 Mprab Gog-
7&/ / @ﬁ / 6.b8Q+ Qb2 7.Rb7 Rgl+  berashvili (Tbilisi). 1.Kc7
w2 8.Kf8 Rfl+ 9.Ke8 Rel+ Se4 2.d7 Sg5 3.Sd4 Sf7
e1d8 0134.13 4/6 Draw 10.Kf7 Rfl+ 11.Kg6 Rgl+  4.Sc6+ Ka6 5.S¢5 g3 6.Sxf7

No 14921 David Gurgenidze ~ 12.Kxh6 Rhl+ 13.Kgb Rgl+ g2 7.d8Q glQ 8.Qd3+ Ka5
(Tbilisi). 1.b7/i Ke7 2.Rh7+  14Kf5 Rfl+ 15.Ke6 Rel+  9.Qa3+ Kb5 10.Sd6 mate.

Kb8 3.Rxh2 Sf4 4.Sxe2 a2 16.Kd7 Rd1+ 17.Kc8 Rcl+

5.5c1 Be3+ 6Kdl alQ 7Ra2  18.Qc7 wins. l\fgjogl;’e::;?ﬂi
gbtl,g 81;Rla8+tKXb7 9 Rb8+ 3521 No 14923 D.Gurgenidze commendation

xb8 stalemate.

& V.Kalandadze 7

i) 1.Rxh2? Sf4 2.Sxe2 a2 special prize , /%W/// /
3Kd2 Be3+ 4.Sxc3 alQ 0, /g/ //%g
wins. Another try, apparently v / / / / 7 % A A A
omitted from the award: // :@/ / / %/ %//&%//// /&
I.RdS+? Ke8 2ReS+ Kb7 (A7 7/ 7/ 7/ o )

3.Kxe2 Be5 4.Shl a2 5.Ra5 y -
| 5 / ) s .

alQ 6.Rxal Bxal, and if only Y 2.,
W could place wK on g2 and / / @ é %// %% €} % % / %

wS on g4 before bK arrives / / %/ / 7 o 7/ %/ ///

/ % Z . . .
on the scene, the day would F / ¥ 3 / x <768 004355 7/8 Win
be saved, but: 7.Kf2 Be5 / iy / / / o0
8.Kg2 Sh4+ 9.Kh3 Sf3 edhl 4010.14 4/6 Win No 14925 Merab Gog-
10.Kg2 Sel+ 11.Kf2 Sd3+ ' berashvili (Tbilisi). 1.Bxh7

12Ke3  (Kf3,Bd6;) Sf4 No 14923 David Gurgenidze  Kf7 2.e6+ Kg7 3.Bf5 Kh8
13.Ke4 Bd6 14.Sf2 Kxb6 & Velimir Kalandadze (Tbili- 4.Kd7(Kd8) Kg7 5.Ke8 Kh8&
15.Kf3 Kb5, and White is  si). 1.Kxf4+ Qxb7 2.Qfl+ 6.Bg6 Kg7 7.f5 Kh8 8.Kd7
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Kg7 9.Kd8 Kh8 10.Ke8 Kg7
11.Bf7 Kh8 12.Kxf8 wins.

/3551 No 14926 R.Tsurtsumia
& S.Tsurtsumia
commendation

0, ) = 7
5 v
nE Yy
5 v
55 )
.., =
/,/g//
Y ) /=
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No 14926 Revaz Tsurtsumia
& Shakro Tsurtsumia (Geor-
gia). 1.c7 Ra4+ 2.Kbl Rb4+
3 Kcl Rc4+ 4.Kdl eRc2
5.c8Q+ Rxc8 6.Rf3+ Ke7
7.Rel+ Kd7 8.Rd3+ wins.

B Auveosrves
(1949 -2004)

Viacheslav Anufriev (Russia)
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A.A.Troitzky-135MT (2002)

The award of this formal in- /3571 No 14928 A.Golubev Kb7 2.Sc7 Ra2 3.Kgl/i d4
ternational award was pub- 2nd prize 4 Kfl d3 5.Kel Re2+ 6.Kdl
lished in Penzenskaya pravda y Re5/i1 7.Rb6+ Kxc7 8.Rb5+
16i2003. A.Maksimovskikh / / / ///// Kd6 9.Bc7+ and White wins.
acted as judge. 32 entries by > / A @ i) 3.Ra8? d4 4 Kgl d3 5.Kfl
%Jlk cpmpl())sTrsdfrom Russia, % 7, /fg// 7, /g Ral+ draw.

faine, roland. ii) Ra2 7.Ra8 Rc2 8.Rd8
3561 No 14927 V.Vlasenko / / / / Rc5 9.Rd5 wins.
. i " n” B Shediton
Z 7 27, u
y//////%'x/ % s //%y % ' / /////// / / beauty. ”
N 0 = 7 . B
7 7 77 s

) /4/ /@ . //?/&/é h5h70416.01 3/5 Draw 1359] No 14930 V.Kondratev

7 7 7% | No 14928 Aleksandr Gol- Ist honourable mention

| % 7 % //% ézﬁ ubev  (Yaroslavl  region). 7 / 2 7 2 7 i

7 7 /&//4 % 1.Bd3+, with: 7 7 -

5 . .
% W s W / —Se4  2.Bxe4+  Rxed » » » »

; 2, DT / 3.Rxh6+ gxh6 stalemate, or /// /// /// //

%// %// /g/ . g ) 7. Z //

7 ~Kh8 2Rd8+ Sg8 3Bed | 7 /A//&

h8¢70331.50 7/3 BTM, Draw ~ Re5+ 4.Kg6 Sd5 5.Bxd5

No 14927 Valeri Vlasenko  Rxd5 6.Rxd8+ Kxg8, and this W= Y W //
(Kharkov region, Ukraine).  time the stalemate is shifted 727 7 // ‘

///////////

7708 W T
1..Kf8 2.Kh7 Bg2 3.g6 Be4  up the board. » » /&/// -
4.Sc6 Rh5 5.Sd8 Re5 6.Sf7 [358]NO 14929 V. Maksaev 7 /ﬂ% %@
Rd5 7.Sh8 Rd7 8.f7 Rd6 3rd prize h1h8 1313.34 6/7 Draw
stalemate with self-incarcera- & 7 7
tion and pin. @@ / / % No 14930 Vladimir Kon-

“A  beautitul throwaway ) U U W Icigggevz . )Elbvzar;vg)-fxg;.gi;
ey, . .
fjnarch by WS to h8 on a back- / » / / - 40g] P+ 5Khy Sgdr
rop of interesting play with- / /; / ‘ / / 6.Kxh3. with:
out a single capture in the 7 / 7w W -Kxh3, with:
main line.” ¥ ), 7 7/  —Ra27h6Kh7 8h5 Kxh6

With bf(ﬁg ad WM the ) ) ) ) 9.Qcl+ Kxh5 10.Qg5+ Kxg5
same study is to be found on » / / / / stalemate, or
p.52 of Ya.Vladimirov and / / / / D —Re2 7h6 Kh7 8.Qa7+

A.Selivanov’s 1999 book of Kxh6 9.Qa6+ Kh5 10.Qe2
the 1998 World Congress of h1b8 0411.01 4/3 Win Rxe2 stalemate.

Chess Composers held in St No 14929 Valeri Maksaev “A pair of Q-sacs for stale-
Petersburg in 1998 (HvdH). (Volgograd region). 1.Ra6  mate.”
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1360) No 14931 E.Markov
& A Kuryatnikov
2nd honourable mention

B U B P
..

7.

@,% ”ﬂ/
W @,/

&

d4cl 0114.05 4/7 Win

No 14931 Evgeny Markov
&  Anatoly Kuryatnikov
(Saratov). 1.Ra3 Kb2
2.Kxc4+ Kxa3 3.Bal Se5+
4Kc3 Sc4 5Kxc4 hIQ
6.Sxhl d2 7.Kc3 d1S+ 8.Kd2
Sb2 9.Kc2 Sc4 10.Kce3 Sdé6
11.Bb2 mate.

“Fresh nuances precede a
checkmate  known  from
Troitzky’s era. The extra wS
detracts.”

/3617 No 14931 A.Golubev
3rd honourable mention
ALl _WeE
)
Py Dy
. & 7

. 7 7
<Y B 1

,% B 5
B E N

a3g8 0440.12 4/5 Win

No 14931 Aleksandr Gol-
ubev  (Yaroslav  region).
1.Be6+ Kh7 2.f7 Becl+ 3.Ka4
Re4+ 4.Rb4 Rxb4+ 5.Kxb4
b2 6.Ba2 g6 7.f8R wins, not

“A very nice finish with idi-

7.£8Q? blQ+ 8.Bxbl Ba3+
9.Kxa3 stalemate.

“Interesting — the R-promo-
tion!”

/362 No 14933 V.Shoshorin
1st commendation

./ 3D
/,/ -
,% '
@,/ »
A 7, 7
5 b
A 0 7, 0
= T,

héal 0042.11 5/3 Win

No 14933  V.Shoshorin
(Nizhny Novgorod). 1.a4
bxa3 2.Bc3+ Ka2 3.Bh8
Bg5+ 4.Kg7 Bh6+ 5.Kf6
Bg5+ 6.Ke5 Bf4+ 7.Kd4
Be3+ 8.Kc3 Bxd2+ 9.Sxd2
wins.

“Systematic movement.”

/363 No 14934 E.Zimmer
2nd commendation

¥%% 7 0, 7
> ///
N Bl B
> /,/
0 A .
7, 57 U
,/ 35
. B

d6b8 0331.21 4/4 Draw

No 14934 Eligiusz Zimmer
(Poland). 1.Sc6+ Kc8 2.Se7+
Kd8 3.Sc6+ Ke8 4.a7 Bg3+
5.Kc5 Be7 6.Kb5 Kd7 7.Ka6
Kc8 8.Se7+ Kd8 9.Sco6+
drawn.

osyncratic play to reach fa-
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/3647 No 14935 V.Kalashnikov
& A .Pankratev
3rd commendation

Y.,

_
BEoEow
c6f8 0051.14 5/6 Draw

No 14935 Valeri Kalashnik-

ov & Aleksandr N.Pankratev
(Russia). 1.Kd7 {5 2.Bh6+
Kf7 3.Be4 fxe4 4.Sc4 blQ
5.Se5+ Kf6 6.Sg4+ Kf5
7.Se3+ Ke5 8.Sgd4+ Kd5
9.Se3+ Ke5 10.Sg4+ Kf5
11.Se3+  with  perpetual
check, all down to the B-sac-
rifice.

/3657 No 14936 E.Zemtsov
special prize

B E A
B &

&

9 posar
B Bab
B hnE

B s
,%,% »
< B I

alf6 3114.33 7/6 Draw

No 14936 Evgeny Zemtsov
(Penza). 1.Re3 Qfl+ 2.Kb2
Qb5+/i 3.Bb3 Qxb6 4.Re6+
Qxe6 5.g5+ Kf7 6.Kal Qxb3
stalemate.

1) Going for wR with
2...Qf2+ fails to the latent S-
fork.

miliar territory!”
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1366] No 14937 B.Kazarchuk
special honourable mention
7 M 7 e
7 7
L7 T 0.
.07
B m m m
'
a6g8 4031.00 3/3 Win

%

%//,,@/
7 7. T
., 7 7

No 14937 B.Kazarchuk
(Penza). 1.Qg4+ Kf7/i 2.Sh6+
Ke7 3.Qg5+ Ke8 4.Qgd+
Kd7 5.Qd5+ Ke7 6.Sf5+ Ke8
7.Qg8+ Kd7 8.Qf7+ Kc6
9.Qc4+ Kd7 10.Kb7, with
mate or win of bQ.

1) Kf8 2.Qg7+ Ke8 3.Qg8+
shortens the solution by four
moves.

“After a series of checks a
quiet wK move seals Black’s
fate.”

Fornoms

CARNEROS PINOT NOIR
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The place of Bianchetti’s
Contributo alla Teoria dei Finali di Soli Pedoni (1925)
in the theory of Corresponding Squares

HANS BuJS

Content

The content of Bianchetti’s book can be eval-
uated in two ways. Aside from the disquisition
itself, its place in the history of the subject can
also be investigated. This second aspect will
be treated in the next section.

The aim of the Italian author is to deduce
general rules concerning ‘opposition’ and
‘correspondence’ from individual positions.
His conclusion is that there is no fundamental
difference between opposition and corre-
spondence. To demonstrate this, he introduces
two new concepts: area of dominion (campo
di dominio); and frontal attack (attacco fron-
tale).

In order to establish the area of dominion, we
look at the position of the kings. The squares
which are accessible to the king whose move
it is in the smallest number of moves, without
the other king being able to prevent this, be-
long to his area of dominion. The area of do-
minion is thus dependent on the relative
distance of the kings to certain squares. But a
king may conquer (force occupation of) a
square outside his area of dominion, by means
of a frontal attack. In this case the kings op-
pose each other either literally (opposition) or
figuratively (by correspondence), compelling
the king whose move it is to abandon control
over a certain square.

As far as opposition is concerned, the devel-
opment of these thoughts leads to a satisfacto-
ry result. As to correspondence, the author
succeeds in systematically finding the corre-
sponding squares, but he fails to give a general
explanation. This is probably due to the pauci-
ty of examples available at that time. With the
passing decades other methods of defining

corresponding squares have been developed
which have proved more successful.

A brief history
of the term ‘correspondence’

For the sake of clarity I shall briefly explain
the concept of correspondence. Suppose the
white king, in order to win, must reach the
square e5. If he is on e4, the black king (on an
otherwise empty board) can only prevent this
by moving to d6, €6 or f6. This means that e4
corresponds with d6, e6 and 6. Complications
arise when the win depends on the occupation
of either d5 or €5, or even d5, e5 or f5. The
presence of pawns causes further complica-
tions, when the win may depend on the occu-
pation of, for instance, either b6 or g3.

At the beginning of the twentieth century it
was known that in certain positions the result
was decided by the opposition. The discovery
of positions that required a similar method of
playing, but without any apparent system in
the movements of the kings, sparked a heated
debate. Bianchetti’s book is the first milestone
in this debate.

The second milestone was the book by
Duchamp & Halberstadt. Their contribution
was the idea that the attacking king makes use
of a coherent area of squares, each corres-
ponding with a square in the area of the de-
fending king. These areas are symmetrical and
their shape is determined by the pawn struc-
ture. Progress was made by focussing on the
pawns instead of the kings. The fundamental
difference with Bianchetti’s approach became
clear in the course of a remarkable polemic
with the appearance of the French book.

In 1932 Duchamp & Halberstadt were ac-
cused of plagiarism in L’ltalia Scacchistica
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(for references see Chicco). Substantial parts
of their book were supposed to have been cop-
ied from Bianchetti. After a riposte, a second
accusation, and a second riposte, the editor put
the matter before Bianchetti himself. Bian-
chetti disagreed completely with Duchamp &
Halberstadt and denied in particular that a
general theory concerning corresponding are-
as could be formulated. Nevertheless, history
has shown Duchamp & Halberstadt to be cor-
rect.

This becomes clear when we look at the third
milestone, the book by Béhr. In this book sev-
eral types of correspondence, for the first time
including asymmetrical correspondence, are
discussed thoroughly and systematically. In
many ways this publication can be regarded as
definitive. Yet there remain, I suggest, three
aspects inviting further milestones: the best
method to determine corresponding squares; a
coherent single explanation that covers the
various types of correspondence; other possi-
ble types of correspondence.

With some hesitation I invoke Chéron as the
fourth milestone. He was the first, as he does
not fail to underline himself, to invent a meth-
od of finding corresponding squares in any
position, irrespective of chess technique.
Readers who have tried to put his method into
practice will understand my hesitation.

But the basic idea is right. If the win depends
on the occupation of either a4 or f6, we can
determine the distance of each possible square
for the white king to those squares, and do the
same for the squares of the black king. This is
what Bianchetti already did. If the white king
is closer to either a4 or f6, he simply goes to
the winning square. The number of defending
squares is therefore limited by distance. But
this not the only limitation. The black king
must be able to mirror every move his oppo-
nent makes. We have to sift the defending
squares. For each square of the white king,
there is a number of possibly sufficient de-
fending squares. If the white king, on a certain
square, can make a move which cannot be an-
swered by the black king on a certain square,
the square of the black king should be elimi-

HANS BUIJS

nated from the set of defending squares. As a
result, only reliable defending squares will re-
main.

This idea was later elaborated in a much
more practical way by Church. There are two
drawbacks: it is hard to deduce the actual
moves from the sets of squares, and the result
may be that Black ends up with nothing but
empty sets for his defence.

The best way to find corresponding squares
was proposed by Clarke. The squares for the
white king and those for the black king are ar-
ranged in a matrix or table, with entries on the
points of intersection indicating the number of
moves in which White wins or Black loses,
based on the positions where the white king is
closer to a winning square. In those cases
White to move wins in a single move.

A simplified version of this system, ignoring
distance, was given by Buijs & Hendriks
(1997). Suppose the win depends on the occu-
pation of e5, then White to move wins in a sin-
gle move in every position that allows his king
immediate access to 5. The result of the other
positions is deduced from these won positions
as in the method of Clarke. My colleague
Thijs van der Velden succeeded in writing a
computer program that executes this system.
Squares for both kings can be selected by
mouseclicks, and winning squares identified.
Then the program constructs a matrix with the
results of all positions.

The various types of correspondence and
their explanation are treated in the fifth mile-
stone, the chapter by Zinar in Awerbach. He
gives some hitherto unknown types of asym-
metrical correspondence and tries to give a ge-
ometrical explanation. He starts from ‘basic
squares’, namely the squares closest to the
winning squares and the squares on the short-
est path between winning squares. If two basic
squares are connected by a single third square,
the result is a basic triangle (for instance e5
and d4, connected by e4); if two basic squares
are connected by two other squares, the result
is a basic quadrangle (for instance d5 and e5,
connected by d4 and e4). From the pattern of
basic squares, basic triangles, and basic quad-
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rangles follows the type of correspondence
obtaining in a position. However, Zinar’s
method is unable to explain the more exotic
types of asymmetrical correspondence.

If I now present the book of Buijs & Hen-
driks as our sixth milestone, it is only because
of that explanation. Strangely enough precise-
ly this aspect was ignored in reviews of the
book. Perhaps the abstract nature of the sub-
ject was responsible for this neglect.

In our approach, we look for steps on the
shortest route for White that are part of a basic
quadrangle. For each basic quadrangle of
White, Black has to have a corresponding ba-
sic quadrangle. A few examples will make this
clear.

13677 B1 Buijs & Hendriks 1993 #16
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In this position (B7) the black king has to go
to c7 if the white king is on c5, and to h5 if the
white king is on f4. The shortest route of the
white king, c5-b4-c3-d2-e3-f4, corresponds
with the shortest route of the black king, c7-
d7/d8-e7/e8-f7-gb-h5. The steps on the short-
est route of the white king that could be part of
a basic square are ¢3 and d2. In view of the
possibilities of the black king to choose either
the seventh or the eighth rank, only d2 is left.
This leaves us with one basic quadrangle,
d2=t7, e2=g7, d1 or el=f8 or g8. If the white
king is on d1 or el, and the black king moves
to f8 or g8, White cannot make any progress:
both squares are equivalent.

/368 B2 Bianchetti 1925 #15
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In this position (B2), the shortest routes are
c5-d4-e3-f4 for White and e7-f7-g6-hS for
Black. In this case there are two basic squares,
with symmetrical overlap. If the white king is
on c2, with the possibility of entering both
quadrangles, the black king should move to
h8.

/3697 B3 Bahr 1936 #187
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In this final example (B3), the shortest routes
are c4-d3-e4-f5 for White, and b6-c7-d8-e7
for Black. The white step d3 is part of two ba-
sic quadrangles. Nevertheless, Black can limit
himself to a single basic quadrangle, since the
basic quadrangle ¢3=b7, d3=c7, c2,d2=b8,c8
is mirrored horizontally, whereas the basic
quadrangle d3=c7, d2=c8, €3,e2=b7,b8 is mir-
rored diagonally. This results in an overlap of
two squares for White against an overlap of
four squares for Black.

7
T
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As demonstrated in the book, the shape of the
corresponding zones is determined by the
overlap of basic quadrangles. Apart from this
explanation the book gives a survey of all sys-
tems and methods mentioned in this section,
with examples.

A geometrical explanation can only be ap-
plied to the struggle between two kings since
the distance of a king’s move is always the
same. But also the duel between for instance
knight and bishop, or between bishop and
bishop, can be analysed in terms of corre-
spondence. The result of all positions can be
systematically deduced from the won posi-
tions.
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Believe it or not

JOHN ROYCROFT

The mighty Volga and the diminutive Ural
both debouch into the northern waters of the
Caspian Sea. The Ural Mountains, or the
Urals for short, have a Northern, a Central and
a Southern region. Including the largely ig-
nored Polar region they stretch from the taiga
and Arctic tundra to the desert border with
Kazakhstan, a distance of a thousand miles.
Why this rangy range, which can boast no
genuine mountain, should be named after a
small river with source way south of Chelyab-
insk and Magnitogorsk already in the South-
ern Urals region, is an unexplained oddity. It
is a tail wagging the dog. Maybe the dog has
no other feature.

Our story is a mélange of oddities. Do not ex-
pect clarity or cohesion at every turn and
twist.

Orsk. The town of Orsk 1is situated on the
Ural river close to Kazakhstan. Ivan Ale-
kseevich Bakaev is a retired — rank of major —
criminal investigation officer resident there.
The year of his birth was 1936, but he passed
his schooldays to the north.

Fact 1. We are ourselves involved. Readers
must judge how deeply.

3701 R1 John Roycroft
British Chess Magazine 1.1957
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h7b1 3666.18 2/16 Draw

R1: Black threatens mate in 3 in a number of
ways. 1.c7, with:

— 15 2.¢8Q (c8R? Bce3;) Be3 3.Qxf5+ drawn,
or

— Kal/i 2.c8R/ii g5 3.Rc2 Bc4 4.Rcl+ Ka2
5.Ral+ Kb3 6.Ra3+ Kc2 7.Rc3+ Kd2 8.Rc2+
and draws by desperado perpetual check.

1) 1...g5 2.c8R Kal is a transposition.
i1) 2.¢8Q? g5 3.Qcl+ b1Q+ mates.

Fact 2. The June 1995 number (distribution
date 19vil1995) of the Russian chess monthly
64 — chess review had the following an-
nouncement in the bottom right corner of one
of its composition pages. We translate in full.

Tourney — “the most fantastic study”

The editors of 64 — Shakhmatnoe obozrenie
announce a tourney for Russian composers.

The tourney has three sections, each with its
own theme.

1. Studies with the full set of black chessmen
in the initial position.

2. Studies with the full set of white chessmen
in the initial position.

3. Studies with 16 white or black chessmen
(including eight promoted) in the initial posi-
tion.

There will be a prize of US$50.- in each sec-
tion, with honourable mentions and commen-
dations. All correct entries will be published
in a special brochure.

Judges: E.Gik, D.Zubarev, O.Pervakov.

Compositions should reach the editorial ad-
dress by 1st November, 1995.

*

Because section three required promoted
pieces it is reasonable to assume that 'initial'
position does not mean “game starting posi-
tion” in any section. This was confirmed in the
award — our Fact 3 — in 64 — Shakhmatnoe
obozrenie for October 1996.
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13711 R2 A Kuryatnikov, E.Markov
prize 64 — Shakhmatnoe obozrenie 1996
section '16 black'
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a7d6 3668.28 5/16 Win

R2: 1.Kb6 Sxh4 (Qg4;Sh6) 2.Sh6 (b4? d3;)
Bxh6 3.h8S Qg8 4.Sf7+ Qxf7 5.b4 followed
by 6.bxc5 mate.

/3727 R3 M.Kormiltsev
prize 64 — Shakhmatnoe obozrenie 1996
W/BI 16 (with promotions) section

o 7 7
Hom m m
-5 5 5y
5 0
/ % >
NENT
@gg %ﬂ%

b6b8 3989.40 9/16 Wm

R3: Note the dinosaur shape! 1.S3d4 (Sc5?
Rxd3;) Ra6+ 2.Kxa6 Ral+ 3.Kb6 Ra6+ ...
14...Qal+ 15.Kb6 Qa5+ 16.Kxa5 Bxc3+
17.Sxc3 Ba4 18.Sxa4 wins, for instance, Rc2
19.Sxc2 20.Bcs.

At the foot of this unsigned award we read
that the remaining section, for “16 white”, had
not been a success and that consequently the
deadline for it was extended to 1st January
1997. We fail to trace a later report of this
tourney, so it is not surprising that there is no
mention of a brochure either. One hopes the
above prize-winners receive the $50 that was
their due. (Mr Bakaev in a letter, and IGM
Pervakov in person at Eretria in 2005, have
confirmed that there was in fact no brochure.)

JOHN ROYCROFT

Mr Bakaev entered no fewer than 15 efforts.
They were neither acknowledged nor re-
turned, though this etiquette is almost unheard
of in Russia. One has to admit that is not ob-
served all that frequently in the West either.

The scene switches to the opposite end of the
Ural Mountains from Orsk, to the polar end.
In time we are in the same year, 1995. In space
we are close to the mouth of the mighty river
Ob, rival in size to the Volga, but flowing
massively north into a great gulf, which itself
opens out in due course onto the limitless Arc-
tic Ocean.

Does Salekhard mean anything to you? The
town was founded in the year 1595, so in
1995, the year that interests us, it celebrated
its 400th anniversary. In late 2005 Salekhard
was news for the proposed renewal of work on
Stalin's Project 501, the 'railway of bones'
planned to run 750 miles east to Igarka on the
Enisei, and from there to Norilsk, centre for
mines. Work on building the line had begun in
1947, and continued until abandoned follow-
ing Stalin’s death in 1953. Every month one
per cent of the slave labour employed, an esti-
mated ten souls per day, died.

Fact 4. The local Salekhard newspaper Kras-
ny sever celebrated the quatercentenary with a
tourney for studies. The award eventually
reached the pages of EG — see EG/32.11308

et seq.

Mr Bakaev competed in this tourney too,
with seven entries on this occasion, some of
them the same as for “64”. As before, unsuc-
cessfully. But what was it that attracted him?
The area to the immediate south-east of Salek-
hard was precisely where he had spent his
childhood, so the personal association for him
was intense. The announcement was an oppor-
tunity to revive his memories. And he had a
quantity of material on hand.

It happened — the coincidences accumulate --
that a good number of the entries for the 64
thematic tourney had been composed by Mr
Bakaev and two or three of his schoolmates in
1949 or thereabouts. Having moved from Ory-
ol in Central Russia, from 1947 to 1951 the
Bakaevs lived at Nizhne-Vartovskoe, a land-
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ing-stage on the Ob. If you search diligently in
a good atlas you may find the tributary Vasyu-
tan. The settlement is now Neftegorsk, not too
far from Salekhard, but at the time no one had
heard of oil.

They had a bear as a pet. It was a countryside
of unthreatened bird species, taiga, mosqui-
toes and marshland. The locals mainly fished.
Schoolboy Ivan Bakaev had chessplaying
friends. In fact they were really hooked on the
game. Then Ivan won a Tomsk regional math-
ematics contest and received a set as prize.

From time to time Ivan and pals would go un-
der canvas in the wilds, even in the Siberian
winter when snow-storms were common —
Boris Pasternak’s poem Zimnaya noch’ is the
ultimate evocation. There was always time for
chess. On one such occasion — Bakaev was no
more than 13 years old — they set about con-
cocting positions on the theme of a lone hero
coming through against overwhelming odds.
Bakaev names three of his friends: Bobilev,
Paul Vogelgesang, and Momot, this last being
school champion and the strongest player-ana-
lyst in the gang. Egging each other on, the po-
sitions, like the weather outside, became wilder
and wilder. Several had all 16 men on one side
or the other — the ultima Thule of heroic odds.
No “composition” was a finished study in the
accepted international sense, but then these
schoolboys had no outside contacts and no
knowledge of the composing scene. They were
enjoying themselves, Bakaev apparently being
the composer-chronicler. In due course,
though, so Mr Bakaev tells me, they sent posi-
tions to Germany, and perhaps other places, but
they never heard of any being published.

Back to the Salekhard anniversary tourney.
When in April 1996 the award was published,
the judge, none other than Oleg Pervakov, the
same Oleg Pervakov judging the thematic
tourney of 64 of Moscow (the coincidences
continue to accumulate), vented ire, if not
spleen. Pervakov named and directly accused
Mr Bakaev, not just of plagiarism (we refer to
this in EG/32), but specifically of plagiarising
Roycroft (1957). However, R1 was not actual-
ly quoted in the said award.
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Fact 5. The award (in two parts, the relevant
first being dated 11iv1996) was in S.Niki-
forov’s “The White Rook” chess column of
Krasny sever. We cite the judge’s published
words verbatim, with translation by a born
Russian now resident in London.

Ilo MEEHHIO apOHTPAa, KaUueCTBO IIDHCIAHHBIX
OTIOLOB OKa3aJI0Ch HA XOpoIIieM YPOBHE —
BBIOHPATE ObLI0 H3 yero! K coxaeHurn, He
obonriock 6es miaargaropcrsa. "'orormumirca”

M. barkaeB, IpeqcTaBHBIIHIE HAa KOHKYDC
H3BeCTHBIH 5Tion /{x.Poit kpodTa. B KoTODBII
VX pas 8TOT I'OPe—aBTOp CTPEMHTCS IIPHCTPOHTH
CBOH IIJIarHaT —— B BCIKOM CJIYUAE CYAbe CHEe
"rBOperme " Homrarock Ha I'J1a3a He eQHHAaX I

Translation. In the opinion of the judge the
quality of the presented studies was good:
there was quite a range to choose from! Re-
grettably some plagiarism could also be de-
tected: I .Bakaev "distinguished" himself in
this respect by entering a well known study by
J.Roycroft. It was not for the first time that
this apology-for-an-author tried to link his
plagiarised pieces with tourneys — at least this
particular "work" was spotted more than
once.

Fact 6. Reading the judge’s accusation shocked
Mr Bakaev, now of Orsk, deeply. He then pulled
himself together — after all, he was a trained po-
liceman — somehow found my address, and
wrote to me to enquire what this study of mine
was that he was alleged to have plagiarised. In
reply I sent him a copy of Test Tube Chess, in
which R1 is diag.394. Mr Bakaev acknowl-
edged receipt, introducing himself in the effu-
sive prose that [ was to become accustomed to,
if far from happy with, due to its frequent inde-
cipherability in my amateur hands.

Fact 7. In its 11th issue dated 291x1995 the
Russian composition magazine Shakhmatnaya
komporzitsia, lending extra publicity to the 64
TT, which was after all intended for Russian
composers, gave R1 as an example. It is obvi-
ous that Mr Bakaev never saw this. Indeed, in
all of our correspondence Mr Bakaev never
mentioned a composition magazine — until I
started sending EG to him.
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Fact 8. Once begun, correspondence between
Mr Bakaev and myself took place in 1996 and
1997, to be resumed in 2005. He started in
English [See appendix A], but after several
noble efforts on his part we continued in Rus-
sian (with relapses). Electronic mail was not,
and 1s not, available to him. He either wrote
hand-written letters, or used a dodgy typewrit-
er. Chess diagrams were always hand-drawn,
with bishops, pawns, kings and knights hard
to distinguish, though always with a piece-
count that was flawless. He wrote profusely
and with scant regard to my limited fluency in
Russian. One 2005 letter occupied 45 sides of
dense handwriting that has proved difficult
even for a native born Russian to decipher
with confidence. As an example of the type of
conundrum I faced Mr Bakaev heads one of
his compositions “Seven versus Fiv”. Years
passed before I decoded this reference to the
Ancient Greek tragedian Aeschylus’ play
“Seven against Thebes”. This was the “lone
hero” theme. It turns out to be highly relevant
to our tale. In despite of these obstacles, Mr
Bakaev and I managed to exchange informa-
tion and opinions freely.

Fact 9. The burden of Mr Bakaev's defence
against Pervakov’s accusation was, and re-
mains, outright and consistent denial. His let-
ters of complaint to the newspaper received
sympathetic but unhelpful response: Mr Per-
vakov shouldn t have written what he had, but
the chess journalist editor had no authority to
alter a judgement. Letters, many letters, were
sent by Bakaev to Pervakov, to the editor of
64, and to FIDE President Kirsan Ilyumzhi-
nov. Not a single reply was received. No won-
der Mr Bakaev, living in the boondocks and
with no one to turn to, began to show symp-
toms of paranoia. So would anyone.

From this point on our story has a less solid
factual foundation. Instead, colourful recol-
lections, comments (some unrepeatable, or at
least untranslatable) and off-the-cuff counter-
accusations in vituperative prose no doubt
enriched by the professional experiences of
the retired criminal investigation officer,
abound.

JOHN ROYCROFT

To illustrate coincidence and serendipity, a
personal — and unverifiable since the death in
December 2004 of the principal witness — an-
ecdotal aside is irresistible. When AJR took
early retirement in July 1987 from IBM(UK)
one of his first acts was to apply to appear on
the television words-and-numbers game-show
COUNTDOWN (on Channel 4, achieving
long-running cult status through presenter Ri-
chard Whiteley and calculating prodigy Carol
Vorderman. The show ran unbroken practical-
ly every week-day from 1982 until Whiteley's
unexpected death in hospital in 2005). I duly
appeared on the show — the accompanying ce-
lebrity was Tim Rice of musical CHESS (an-
other coincidence!) fame — but just the once,
losing to a contestant who was more numerate.
The climax of the show is a 9-letter “Conun-
drum” (a simple anagram) to be solved against
the clock with ten points at stake. Neither con-
testant solved it in the 30 seconds allowed.
Well, some years later, while visiting the late
Mike Bent and his wife in their country cot-
tage the three of us went for a winter walk that
took us across farmland. For once, Mike ran
out of mental puzzles to keep us amused and,
with every justification, invited me to make a
convivial contribution. All T could think of
was that Countdown conundrum: GRA-
CEDIRT. 1 spelled it out and challenged Mike
and Viola to solve while walking. After half a
minute or so — bear in mind that we were
crossing a farmer's land — they gave up. At that
instant, [ looked down at my boots — in a mud-
bespattered yard you need to watch your step.
My hair stood on end. I held up my hand in a
peremptory traffic-police gesture. Puzzled but
obliging, Mike and Viola halted and waited,
all four eye-brows lifted. Speechless, I pointed
dumbly earthwards. Mike and Viola remained
non-plussed, and frowned at my statuesque
antic. Still pointing, I forced some words out,
deadpan: “That ‘Conundrum’ — there’s the an-
swer: CARTRIDGE”. A group of spent brass
cartridge cases lay in the mud, unmistakable.

So what did Bakaev send in to these tour-
neys? Well, R4 for a start. Also R5-R9. Let
him take up the tale.
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/3731 R4 1.A.Bakaev,
P.Vogelgesang & -.Momot
(1949, but unpublished?)
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h7b1 3666.18 2/16 Draw
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R4: Solution effectively as R1.

/3741 R5 Bakaev and friends,
Vartovskoe (1949, but unpublished?)
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528 4676.48 7/16 Win

RS5: 1.Qe6+ Bxe6+ 2.Kxe6 f5 3.Bxd3 fxg4
4.Bc4 gxh3 5.Kf5+ e6+ 6.Bxe6 mate.

/3751 R6 Bakaev and friends,
Vartovskoe (1949, but unpublished?)
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f7¢8 1225.80 16/2 BTM, Draw

R6: 1..Kd8 2.b6 Sd3 3.b7 Sxe5+ 4.Bxe5
stalemate.
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/3761 R7 Bakaev and friends,
Vartovskoe (1949, but unpublished?)
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d1f1 3667.28 4/16 W1n

R7: 1.Sxg4 Qhl, followed by two promo-
tions to wS and an eventual triple capture on
e3 with check, the last one delivering check-
mate. Cooked by, for instance, a promotion to
Q and Qxd3.

/3771 R8 Bakaev and friends,
Vartovskoe (1949, but unpublished?)
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b8d8 1222.81 16/2 BTM, Draw

R8: 1..exf5, and any white move leaves
Black stalemated.

13781 R9 Bakaev and friends,
Vartovskoe (1949, but unpublished?)
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R9: 1.a7 Sc6 2.a8Q Sd4 3.Qf8 Sf3+ 4.Qxf3
stalemate. If, after 3...Sf5 White tries to win
with 4.Qc5 then 4...Sd4 draws.

Years later — Bakaev thinks it was in the early
1960s — he sent R4 to F.S.Bondarenko in
Dniepropetrovsk (Ukraine), perhaps respond-
ing to Bondarenko's extensive publicity at
home and abroad to gather information on
composers across the globe. The ground-
breaking Bondarenko “Gallery” book is dated
1968. Bakaev already had a Ukrainian con-
nection as his mother, who had exerted a
strong religious influence on her son, came
from there. This time Bakaev not only re-
ceived a reply, he received encouragement,
the first such from the outside world to come
his way. Bondarenko became Ivan’s hero. But
he was a also a critic. In the case of R4 Bond-
arenko indicated a line that needed attention,
namely: 1.c7 Kal 2.c8R g5 3.Rc2 Ra8 4.Rxb2
Qc8. Could the desperado R-sac saving ma-
noeuvre itself be saved? The justifying contin-
uation that Mr Bakaev sent me (his letter of
15ix1996): “5Rxa2+ Kbl 6.Rb2+ Kcl
7.Rbl+ Kc2 8.Rb2+ Kc3 9.Rb3+ Kc4
10.Rb4+ Kd5 11.Rxb5+ Qc5 12.Rxc5+ Keb6
13.Re5+ Kd7 14.Rxe7+ Kc6 15.Rc7+ KbS5
16.Rc5+ Ka6 17.Rc6+ Ka7 18.Ra6+ KbS8
19.Rxa8+ Kc7 20.Rc8+ Rxc8 21.Kxg7, Black
wins.”

When the 64 TT was announced in June
1995 and Bakaev learned of it he realised that
the “fantastic” theme was exactly what he and
his teenage pals had been concocting nearly
50 years earlier! So he resuscitated the bits
and pieces and entered.

As we have seen, judge Pervakov knew of
my 1957 study and hastily assumed plagia-
rism, rejecting Bakaev's 14 other entries by
guilt association. And when the same Perva-
kov saw some of them again, and in particular
R4, in his capacity as Krasny sever judge he
seems to have lost his temper and wrote what
we have quoted above. Perhaps you, respected
reader, would have done the same?

But R4 and R1 are not identical. The b-file
pawns are not on the same squares. The idea,

JOHN ROYCROFT

though, is precisely the same, with black de-
fences f5; and g5; determining the promotion
and underpromotion. If Pervakov noticed the
difference he may have assumed that a plagia-
rist was adopting a disguise.

We venture to summarise. If it turns out that
Bakaev's R4 was published, say somewhere in
the East Germany of the past, then it is Roy-
croft who is anticipated, and not Bakaev. We
think the Bondarenko line 4...Qc8 5.Rxa2+ is
no more than a good try, since wR delivers
perpetual check so long as he avoids the c2, f5
and c6 squares: place bKc6 and wRc7, then
Kb6; Rc6+?? (Rxb7+!) Ka7; Ra6+, KbS;
Rxa8+, Kc7; Rxc8+, Rxc8; wins, as wK must
take bBg7. The difference between the two
positions is an irrelevance. We have sympathy
with judge Pervakov in his unprecedented pre-
dicament but we find no excuse either for the
words he chose in his Salekhard-400 AT re-
port or for his failure to respond directly to Mr
Bakaev’s letters. Our principal sympathy lies
emphatically with Mr Bakaev, whose conduct
has, we think, been exemplary and whose evi-
dence is wholly convincing.

An objection might be raised. If Mr Bakaev
believed R4 to be unsound, why did he enter
it? He doesn’t supply a complete answer, but |
can suggest one. Bondarenko's line is not con-
clusive, and maybe Mr Bakaev realised this,
or hoped there was a flaw. In any case there is
an analytical flaw: instead of 16.Rc5+, White
can play 16.Rxb7+, when all is plain sailing.
We think when Mr Bakaev saw R1 he at once
noticed that the Bondarenko line was ruled out
since bPbb6 left alone (ie, not captured by wR)
enabled and bKa6 move to be met by Ra5+.
He therefore concluded that R4 really was in-
correct.

All the foregoing may be water-under-the-
bridge, but Mr Bakaev has forgotten nothing:
in our opinion he deserves any deferred justice
that the publication of this article can bring.
Perhaps even as late as 2006 it is not too late
for composition IGM Oleg Pervakov to make
amends to Mr Bakaev in the town of Orsk.
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The composer's figurines are in red and black which do not show in our reproduct
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Appendix A

Mr Bakaev's English is both extremely rudi-
mentary and extremely erratic. What cannot
be denied is its energy. When he writes with-
out a typewriter his handwriting verges on the
indecipherable. His style takes no hostages.
And he writes effusively. Here (I hope he will
excuse me) is literal text decrypted from his
first letter to AJR carrying the date 3vii11996.

My is chess friend!
Sir!

Surname your compelforce it's me the ego in-
nocent suffer from, for stigma which I pin to
rivetthe and savage treatment.

Save I'll give me in name omnipotent God
and all holy, what is a nother in be we he and
I, in of truth chessmen player Fide and in
treasure our people land British and Russian!

Affair in that what I have is meant careless-
ness send on a kompetiti one make form konst
in town Salekhard (Russian) in the year 1995
7 of my its one’s own his etude childs year
1947-1951.

I’ll my the of etude ignore and non regard.
And no valuation. Pass one year. In of paper
“Red the north” (t.Salekhard) no.52 in
11.04.1996 print publish report kompetiti
study “400 year's Salekhards”.

In beginning text stand make up libel slander
my the ego personality. Ostensibly I steal be a
thief these etude by John Rojkroft internation-
al Arbiter umpire FIDE from London.

This falsehood the knock down in of bed.
Heart no bear stand of long standing repres-
sion by me.

Save I'll give me from away these execution.
And du myself fierce savage ferocious from
this one's fantasia referee of the Oleg's Perva-
koff from Moskow. This one hangman type
gillootin’s how of machine evil.

This one turn appeal to yours its me chess-
men problemist from Russian Urala Orsk
L. Bakajew Iban Alexeewitsch. It’s me the 60
one years, I pensioner for Armi is the major
reserve. Have be my print chess work.

JOHN ROYCROFT

Send dispatch the one’s 7 my our study for
comparison and value is to!

Advance thank you beyond labour and help
in good Fide and world chess. Indeed justly
them motto: "Gens una sumus"!

Yours submit to manservant

1. Bakaew Iwan.

g.Orsk Russian 3avgl996g.

There was a postcript including original rele-

vant verse kuplety and six hand-written dia-
grams on a sheet which we try to reproduce.

Subsequent correspondence was, at my sug-
gestion, mainly in Russian.
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