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Editorial

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

A lot has happened since my previous edito-
rial mentioning the difficult financial situation
of EG.

The majority of our readership is very faith-
ful. Of course, a main problem for EG is that
we fail to attract new subscribers, while we see
old members passing away. Since the financial
situation was becoming critical, we undertook
an initiative — a suggestion of one of the mem-
bers of our editorial team - to form the group
“Friends of EG”. To become a friend one should
agree to donate at least 100 EUR on top of one’
annual subscription for at least 2 years. Every
year we will do something special for our EG
friends.

Consequently I contacted a number of my
close chess friends and it was heart-warm-
ing that no fewer than 15 people applied to
become a Friend of EG and all have already

donated (some already for 2 years). Currently,
the friends of EG are (in alphabetical order):
Bertholee, Bohm, Dundas, Haworth, Minski,
Olthof, Ott, Pallier, Seoane, Stigter, Ulrichsen,
Van der Heijden, Van Herck and two others
who want to remain anonymous. If you also
want to become a friend of EG, please contact
me!

This financial support implies that we will
be able to continue EG at least for the next two
years (2019-2020).

I am also grateful for the critical replies and
the suggestions on how to improve our maga-
zine in order to make it more attractive to e.g.
over-the-board players. As we must obvious-
ly change something to make EG financially
healthy again, we will seriously consider var-
ious options. If you have a good idea, do not
hesitate to contact me.
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Can you find

new Novotny nuances?

Tasks
and themes

This time, I want to offer two challeng-
es to readers. When writing an article about
Liburkin, I read Yochanan Afek’s remark at the
Liburkin MT 2003 (award reprinted in EG159-
162, p.138) about the difficulty of composing
endgame studies with a chameleon echo. So we
have a bonus challenge® this time: can readers
discover more natural positions leading to a
chameleon echo, i.e. the same pattern repeated
on a neighbouring file, rank or diagonal?

The biography of Antonin Novotny (22.
vii.1827-9.1ii.1871) is not well known (we know
he was a lawyer in Briinn/Brno, but even his
age remained unclear for a long time, but cor-
rectly published in the 1989 Mald encyklopedie
sachu thanks to research by Jan Kalendovsky
from Brno). But his 1854 theme is a favourite
of chess composers of almost all genres, cre-
ating the most stunning effects, especially
with fairy pieces, while also allowing multiple
checkmates, promotions or other main lines in
endgame studies. Many study classics with No-
votny’s theme are widely known - I just need
to mention Pal Benko in this context and most
readers will know of his study.

I asked my co-author Martin Minski for an
example from his work and he sent me a small

(1) When I ran out of writing ideas for EG, Harold van
der Heijden invited me to challenge readers with a specif-
ic theme in each issue that they might (or might not) want
to try composing in, suggesting to start with the classical
themes. Please send your “challenge” compositions only to
me after publication, as this is not a tourney. There will be
no reward nor separate publication in the column, I am just
curious to know if this inspires readers.

BY SIEGFRIED HORNECKER

database, but the only example not yet in EG
was too material-heavy. Two studies were from
the 8th ARVES Jenever Tourney 2015, which
can serve as further inspiration for the theme.
I chose two Sackmann studies as examples of
the theme; one of them was listed on the blog
of Arpad Rusz that Martin reminded me of.®)

Sackmann published two Novotny studies

at that date and source, numbered 83 and 84 at
their original publication.

S.1 Franz Sackmann
Deutsche Schachblitter 16x1910
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a2h8 0460.30 5/4 Win
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1.e7 Re4 2.b7 Bg3 3.Re5 Rxes5/Bxes 4.b8Q+/
e8Q+ wins, or 1...Bag 2.b7 Rbg 3.Rbs Rxbs/
Bxbs 4.e8Q+/b8Q+ wins.

(2) The studies of this theme tourney are replayable on
the ARVES website, but it would go too far to list every de-
tail in this article. While mutual interferences between black
pieces were asked for, almost all awarded entries did this by
means of a Novotny. Worth noting is that Afek & Minski
show a Novotny-Plachutta in the 3rd prize and Afek’s 2nd
honourable mention shows two Novotnys (the second on a
parallel diagonal) after each other, similar to Sackmann’s idea:
http://www.arves.org/arves/index.php/en/awards/awards-
replayable/1208-arves-8th-jenever-ty-2015

(3) Arpad Rusz lists (as of 22ii2019) 18 examples on his
blog, including Benkd's study: http://ruszchessstudies.blog-
spot.com/search/label/Nowotny
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Can you find new Novotny nuances?

S.2 Franz Sackmann
Deutsche Schachblitter 16x1910
r
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1.d7 Rd3 2.Sd4! Bxd4 3.d8Q+ wins, or 2...
Rxd4 3.a7 Bg2 4.Sds! Bxds/Rxds 5.d8Q+/
a8Q+ wins

The examples are easy to understand and
short, but have not yet appeared in EG. For
more complex uses and ideas, I recommend
the further reading in the links below as well
as the extensive article “A review of end-game
studies embodying a Novotny/Plachutta” in
EG40, p.204-211, by ].R. Harman is encouraged

10th ARVES endgame study solving

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

The 10th edition of the ARVES solving event
took place on January 26during the closing
weekend at the famous GM tournament in Wijk
aan Zee. Fourteen participants had to solve 9
endgame studies in three hours’ time. The tour-
ney was sponsored by our former chairman
Jurgen Stigter. The original studies were com-
posed by Martin Minski (Germany), Vladislav
Tarasiuk (Ukraine), Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen
(Denmark), Jan Timman (the Netherlands)
and Yochanan Afek. Most of them will be used
as originals for endgame study tourneys so we
were asked not to publish the studies (some of
those can be found in Afek’s aforementioned
report). The Chief Arbiter was Luc Palmans.

There was one debutant, former Dutch o.t.b.
Woman Champion Anne Haast, who did an
excellent job and ran oft with the victory. She
scored 33 points out of the maximum of 45

points (before a group of three with 29 points).
The relatively low scores of the top solvers
clearly show that the studies were quite diffi-
cult to solve.

Final Ranking

1. Anne Haast 33; 2. Wouter van Rijn 29;
3. Willem van Briemen 29; 4. Martin van Es-
sen 29; 5. Migchiel de Jong 27; 6. Jan Baljé 26;
7. Hans Uitenbroek 24; 8. Piet Peelen 23; 9. Har-
old van der Heijden 21; 10. Jurgen Stigter 20;
11. Harm Benak 16; 12. Marcel Van Herck 15;
13. Dolf Wissmann 11; 14. Bart Stam 3.

(based on Yochanan Afek’s report on www.
chessbase.com: https://en.chessbase.com/post/
anne-haast-wins-arves-2019)
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Leela Chess Zero

Computer

A new star is born. In February 2019 Leela
Chess Zero engine (hereafter LCo) played in
the TCEC 14 Superfinal an almost equal match
with the multiple champion Stockfish, losing

only 49.5 - 50.5.

What is LCo?

As we predicted in EG212, Alpha Zero is no
longer active. That is why a group of enthusi-
asts, led by Gary Linscott (USA), who para-
doxically belongs also to the Stockfish devel-
opers, has launched the LCo open project. It is
based on the Alpha Zero principles of a Neural
Network and a Monte Carlo Search, and also
on the similar Leela Zero Go project by Gian-
Carlo Pascutto (Belgium).

Self-learning is done using a long-term dis-
tributed computation; a lot of enthusiasts from
all over the world devoted their machine time
to run LCo-LCo training games. So far, about
180 million games have been played, and al-
most 2 million more are being added every day.
As a result, we get a continually changing file of
self-learning coefficients of about 50 Mb. Us-
ers call it simply “network’, and it is named by
a five-digit number. The Superfinal was played
with the network 32930.

The software itself is free of charge, regard-
less of whether or not you are involved in the
self-learning. You can download the network
many times per day to improve the LCo engine.
The engine is available in three versions: for a
standard PC (Blas), for NVIDIA graphics cards
(Cuda) and for other graphics cards (OpenCL).

Hardware

The Neural concept is only applicable in
chess with powerful hardware. Using the Blas

BY EMIL VLASAK

version seems to be a waste of time. On my
iz, traditional engines run at the speed of 5-10
thousand kN/s, while the LCo only about 250
N/s. It is not an error, these orders of magni-
tude are genuinely correct. For a better result
you need to use a graphics card, preferably
with a NVIDIA fast chipset. At a minimum
you need the chipset 1060 (about 230 EUR)
giving something like 3 kN/s. Chipset 1080
(460 EUR) reaches a speed of 6 kN/s. The
latest hit, used also in TCEC and CCC tour-
naments, is the “2080 ti” chip, starting some-
where at 1000 EUR. Using a non-default pa-
rameter backend=cudnn-fp16 you can get the
speed at about 30 kN/s. This whole technology
is somewhat scarce because it is also bought by
crypto-currency miners.

First experiences and observations

V.1 LCo - Stockfish
TCEC 14 Superﬁnal, game 87
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The first thing you notice in LCo games is an
unrealistic evaluation of positions. In diagram
Vi LCo - after counting of 32 million nodes
- indicates the almost winning score of +2.39.
Stockfish is able to see lines to the end (over 5
billion nodes were examined) and gives a cer-
tain draw. A rule: when Stockfish gives a score
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Leela Chess Zero

of 0.00, it is always right. The game continued
51...Ke8 52.Kc7 a2 53.Bxa2 Nxb6 54.Be6 Na8+
55.Kc6 Ke7 56.Kxc5 Rc2 57.¢4 Nc7 58.Bg8 Rf2
59.Rd4 Ne8 60.Bh7 Ke6 61.Bg8+ Key 62.Kc6
Nf6 63.Bds Nxds 64.Kxds Rh2 65.c5 Rxhg
66.Rbg Kd7 67.Ragq Kc7 68.c6 Rh1 69.Ra7+
Kc8 70.Rh7 hg 71.Kd6 Rdi+ 72.Kcs5 Rci+
73.Kbs Rb1+ 74.Kc5 Rc1+ 75.Kd5 Rdi+ 76.Ke6
Rc1 77.¢c7 Re1+ 78.Kxf5 Rh1 79.Rf7 Rg1 8o.Re7
h3 81.Rh7 Rh1 82.Kg4 Rg1+ 83.Kf5 Rh1 with a
draw at move 114.

The reason for this bad evaluation is clear:
LCo does not work with the mini-max algo-
rithm but instead it evaluates a lot of Monte
Carlo tries statistically. Surprisingly, this hand-
icap does not usually prevent LCo from playing
positionally strong moves. It is able to outplay
Stockfish slowly in irrational positions, typical-
ly in French or Pirc structures but for analysis
poor evaluation is a very serious problem.

I have spent a lot of time searching for an
endgame study which would illustrate LCo’s
advantages. [ failed; the studies are rational po-
sitions with clear outcomes and the precise cal-
culations here dominate modeling intuition so
here is an endgame example from a real game.

V.2 LCo - Stockfish
TCEC 14 Superfinal, game 29
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This rook endgame is really not a draw
and LCo realises this much faster and earlier
than Stockfish. 36...g5 37.Kg2 Rfs 38.Kh3 Kf7
39.Kgq4 Kg6 g40.f4 Rf7 40...Kxh6 41.Rxe6+.
41.Rd2 gxf4 42.Rdd6 Rfe7 43.gxf4 Kf7 44.Khs
Rf8 45.f5 exf5 46.Kg5 Rfe8 47.Rf6+ Kg8 48.e6
f4 49.Kxf4 and White is easily winning, for ex-
ample 49...Rd8 50.Kes5 Rb7 51.Rf4 Re7 52.Rd4.

On the other hand, LCo has big weaknesses
in tactics and here is a drastic example.

V.3 Emil Vlasak, anti LCo
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Maybe you are able to find the solution from
the diagram in a couple of minutes. If not, eve-
ry traditional engine does it in seconds: 1.c3
Bxc3 2.d4 Bxd4 3.e5 Bxes 4.f6 Bxf6 5.g7 Bxg7
6.Bb1! g1Q 7.Bg6+ Kf8 8.Sxe6 mate. LCo in-
dicates a draw even after 15 hours and 4 billion
nodes.

Summary

If you have a suitable graphics card, for ex-
ample because you play computer games, LCo
is worth a try as you will incur no extra ex-
pense but I definitely cannot recommend in-
vesting in it. LCo with its poor tactics and poor
evaluation is not yet appropriate for endgame
studies.

CQL6

In mid-February Gady Costeff and Lew-
is Stiller announced a new version of CQL6.
Chess Query Language is both a special lan-
guage and a software engine allowing you to
search for motifs and anticipations in endgame
study databases with PGN format. CQL6 is not
compatible with older CQLs. The new version
is quicker because it uses threads. It also sup-
ports integer arithmetic, regular expressions,
user-defined functions and more efficient and
intuitive high level filters.

Here is an introductory example: searching
for stalemates with several pins:
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Leela Chess Zero

CQLs |
wtm
stalemate

CQL6

ray 3 8 attack (a A K)
11 seconds

pin froma > 2
8 seconds using 3 threads

For free download and documentation see
the Links section.

Links

https://Iczero.org/ LCo home page, download
https://tcec.chessdom.com/live.html TCEC live
http://www.gadycosteff.com/cql/ CQL6 home page

Eddy Van Beers wins ARVES
studies solving tournament in Nunspeet (3iii2019)

BY Luc PALMANS

For the 25th time the Nederlandse Bond van
Schaakprobleemvrienden organized its yearly
meeting in Nunspeet. As well as the usual ac-
tivities (lectures, a fairy blitz tournament, the
Dutch Open Solving Championship) ARVES
takes care of a chess studies solving tourney on
Sunday. There were six studies to solve in two
hours. These studies are not as difficult as in
other solving tourneys. There are some prac-
tical reasons for this: it is less work for the di-
rector and ex aequo’s can often be separated by
time but, most importantly, it gives the partici-
pants a realistic chance to solve a lot of studies.

There was a strong field, with many par-
ticipants in the Open Solving Championship
the previous day (won by the young Russian
Danila Pavlov, a protégée of Andrey Selivanov),
augmented by some guests such as the four
time winner of the studies solving contest in
Wijk aan Zee, Twan Burg.

Our editor-in-chief makes a habit of deliv-
ering first his sheet with the solutions. This
time, he took less than an hour but as in the
past, he dropped some points. Other solvers
also tried their luck. Finally, there was only
Belgian top solver Eddy Van Beers who scored

the maximum 30 points. Twan Burg was a few
minutes quicker, but he missed a rook pro-
motion and dropped a point. Danila Pavlov
finished third, after two time world champi-
on Michel Caillaud from France protested be-
cause I had given him one point foo much and
dropped from third to fifth place!

As expected, most solvers scored well. You
the reader can have a go yourself. All the de-
tails of this tournament (diagrams, solutions,
complete results) are available as pdf’s on the
websites of Probleemblad, ARVES and WFCC.

Final ranking

1. Eddy Van Beers 30; 2. Twan Burg 29;
3. Danila Pavlov 27; 4. Danila Moiseev 27;
5. Michel Caillaud 27; 6. Wouter van Rijn 24;
7. Yochanan Afek 24; 8. Harold van der Heijden
23; 9. Hans Uitenbroek 23; 10. Nargiz Umudova
22; 11. Axel Steinbrink 22; 12. Michael Pfann-
kuche 22; 13. Marcel Van Herck 21; 14. Gert
Reichardt 18; 15. Abdelaziz Onkoud 17,5; 16. Pe-
ter van den Heuvel 17; 17. Koen Versmissen 15;
17. Robin Reichardt 15; 19. Dolf Wissmann 14;
20. Johan de Boer 12; 21. Wim Velker 4.
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Quality Control

P1 Gady Costeft
and prize Zadachy i Etyudy 2004,

correction
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We thank Gady for sending a correction of
his excellent study, in which the wK travels
from h3 to c8 and back to avoid zugzwang.

1...Bc7+ 2.5g3! Thematic try: 2.Kh3?! Bxfi
3.fxe6 Bxas 4.7 Bcy The same mutual zug-
zwang as after 16.a6, but here with White to
move. 5.Kg4 (5.Bxf6 Sxf6 6.e8Q Sxe8 7.Kga
Bxg2 8.Qh8 Bf4 9.Qxe8 Bf3+ 10.Kf5 Be3 draws)
5..Be2+ 6.Kfs Bd3+ 7.Ke6 Bcg+ 8.Kdy Bbs+
9.Ke6 Bcg+ 10.Kf5 Bd3+ 11.Kg4 Bez+ 12.Kh3
Bf1 draws. 2...Bxg3+ 3.Kh3 Bf1 4.fxe6 4.Qxf1+?
Kxf1 5.Kxg3 exf5 6.Se3+ Ke2 7.5xfs5 Kd3 draws.
4...Bd6 Tempo 5.e7 Bc7! Without Pas, White
would be now in zugzwang. With Pas, White
can lose a move using the following manoeu-
vre: 6.Kg4! (6.Bxf6? Sxf6 7.8Q Sxe8 8.Kgg
Bxg2 9.Qh8 Bf4 10.Qxe8 Bf3+ 11.Kf5 Be3 draws)
6...Be2+ 7.Kf5 Bd3+ 8.Ke6 Bcg+ 9.Kd7 Bbs+
10.Kc8 Bxa6+ 11.Kd7 Bbs+ 12.Ke6 Bcg+
13.Kf5 Bd3+ 14.Kg4 Be2+ 15.Kh3 Bf1 16.a6!
White has lost a tempo and the mutual zug-
zwang position arrives with Black to move. Bcy
must move and loses control of either b8 or d8.

— Bes 17.Kg4 Be2+ 18.Kf5 Bd3+ 19.Ke6 Bcg+
20.Kd7 Bbs+ 21.Kc8 Bxa6+ 22.Kd8 wins,
or:

BY JAROSLAV POLASEK

— Bb6 17.Kg4 Be2+ 18.Kf5 Bd3+ 19.Ke6 Bcg+
20.Kd7 Bbs+ 21.Kc8 Bxa6+ 22.Kb8 wins.

The original position, without the added
pair wPb2/bPb3 and wPds instead of f5 and
bBc4 instead of bs, had an extra solution 2.Kh3
Bxf1 3.fxe6 Bxas 4.Bgy! Sxg7 5.Qh2 Bd2 6.Qg3+
Kg1 7.Qf3 Bf4 8.Qby Be3 9.Qxgy f5 10.Kg3, be-
cause after 10... Bxgz White wins by 11.Qa1+.
In the new position the extra wPb2 blocks the
queen’s access to the first line and White would
even lose.

P.2 Peter Krug & Mario Garcia
correction
(after Walkewitz)
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Peter Krug sent me this correction. He wro-
te: ,Walkewitz (P3) is unfortunately cooked
(6.Kf1! instead of the mate by the wQ). I've tried
to find a new and correct version, which is not
easy. This certainly is only possible without the
nice inital position of Walkewitz".

1.Qcs (threating 2.Qc1 mate) 1...Sc3! 2.Bxc3
f3 3.Bg7! f2+ (3.Kb1 4.Qfs+ Qc2 5.Qbs+
Kc1 6.Bh6+ Kd1 7.Qft mate) 4.Kg2 Kb1 (4...
f1Q+ 5.Kxf1 g2+ 6.Ke1! Kb1 7.Qfs5+ Ka1 8.Qgs!
wins, e.g. 8...g1Q+ 9.Qxg1 Qxg7 10.Qxgy+ Kb1
11.Qb7+ Kc1 12.Qa6 Kbz 13.Kd2 a1Q 14.Qbs+
Kaz 15.Qas+ Kb2 16.Qb4+ Ka2 17.Kc2) 5.Qf5+
Qc2 6.Qbs+ Kc1 7.Bh6+ Kdi1 8.Qf1 mate.
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P.3 H. Walkewitz
4th prize Schach 1977
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1.Bc3+! (1.Qxb6? stalemate) 1...Qb2 2.Bf6!
Kb1 3.Qf5+ Qc2 4.Qbs+ Kc1 5.Bg5+ Kd1 6.Qf1
mate.

However, computers immediately find the
dual 6.Kf1! with mate in a few moves. This is, in
my opinion, only a small defect. The correction
P2 by Krug + Garcia is formally right but the
good impression of the simple original setup
has partially disappeared. I suggest accepting
the small defect because, if one can mate im-
mediately, the solver will not seek a more com-
plicated way to win.

I composed in this manner an interesting
twin with another solution.

P.4 Jaroslav Polasek
After Walkewitz — twin
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1.Bc3+ (1.Qxb8? stalemate) 1...Qb2 2.Bf6!
(2.Bd4? see the comment for 9.Qb3+). 2...Kb1

3.Qh7+ Qc2 4.Qh1+ Qc1 5.Qegq+ Qc2 6.Qe1+!
Qc17.Qbg+ Kc2 8.Qag+! Kd3 9.Qb3+ If White
would have played 2.Bd4?, his bishop would be
now attacked and Black would play 9..Kxd4
with draw. 9...Ke4 10.Qf3 mate.

My twin study has the same “defect” as the
original Walkewitz, because 10.Qe6+ also wins.
The formal “right® solution should be 9...Ke2
10.Qf3+ Kd2 11.Bg5+ wins, but the magic of the
twin would be lost.

In the rest of the column, we will deal with
a triga (team of three horses). I remind you
that the SSSxS ending is a general win, the only
hope for rescue being the exchange of knights
or stalemate. I found in HHdbV three very in-
teresting but unsound studies.

P.5 E. Kolesnikov
Shakhmaty v SSSR 1988
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1.e7 Se6+ 2.Kf3 g1S+! 3.Kg2 Sc7 4.Shi!
(4.Shs? Se2 s5.5f6+ Kf7 6.e8Q+ Sxe8 7.Sxe8
Sf4+! 8.Kf1 Bgs! 9.Sc7 Se3+ 10.Kg1 Se2+ 11.Kh1
Bxc7 or 8.Kf3 Se6! 9.Keq Kxe8 10.Kds Kdy
11.5b8+ Kcy 12.Sa6+ Kby wins) 4...Se2 5.Kf1
Sg3+! 6.Kxe1 Sxh1 7.e8Q+ Sxe8 8.Sey+ Khy
9.5f5! Sf6 10.Kfr Sgq4 11.Kg1! Shfz 12.Se3!
Scxe3 model stalemate.

The study is partly spoiled by an exchange
of moves (5.e8Q and 4.e8Q are possible), but
mainly by the extra solution 4.5f5! Se2 5.e8Q+
Sxe8 6.Sfe7+ Kf7 7.Kf1 draw.
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P.6 Jaroslav Polasek
after E. Kolesnikov
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After searching a long time, I have found
a correct form. 1.Rxe1+! (The natural 1.5f3+?
fails on 2...Kg2 2.Sxei+ (Rxer Kxf3;) Kh3
3.Rxe7 (Re3+ Kg4;) f1Q 4.Rxe8 Qf7+) 1...fxe1S!
(1...fxe1Q 2.5f3+ Kf2 3.Sxe1) 2.Kd8 Sg6 3.Kxe8
Sxh8 This is Kolesnikov’s position rotated by
180 degrees. 4.Se2+ Kh2! 5.5f4 Sf3 6.Kf8 Sgs
7.Kg8 Shf7 8.Se6 Scxe6 stalemate.

Kolesnikov reconstructed his study in 1992,
HHdbV considers it also as cooked.

In fact, the study is correct, when Black
changes the move order.

P.7 E. Kolesnikov
and prize Pogosyants MT 1992
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1.Sfe4! d1S! 2.Sxc3+ Sxc3 3.Sd3 The author’s
solution (EG#10609) was 3...Se2 4.Kh3 Sg6 etc.
But then also 4.Ses! draws as bShS8 is locked-in.
3...Sg6+! This is “my correction” — a transpo-
sition of Black’s moves. 4.Kh3! Se2 5.Kh2! Shg3
6.5f4! Sgxfy stalemate.

Let’s see now how Vinichenko neatly com-
posed a cross stalemate with three knights (the
final position is a cross) even as a miniature.

P.8 V. Vinichenko
special prize
Vecherni Novosibirsk 1988
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1.5d6 (Kxg6? Sfz;) 1..Shg+ 2.Kgs Sf2
3.Re3+! Kf1 4.Rd3! Sf3+ 5.Kf5 Sxd3 6.Sc4 d1S
7.5e3+ Sxe3+ 8.Ke4 Ke2 stalemate.

However, while preparing this article I dis-
covered the extra solution 2.Kf6! After 2...Sf2
3.Rh1! Sxh1 4.Se4 the bShi is locked-in and the
wK will attack it in time: 4...d1S 5.Kg5 Sg2 (5...
Sf3+ 6.Kf4! followed by 7.Sg3+) 6.Kg4 Sdes+
7.Kh3 Kf3 8.Kh2 draws.

Also my attempt to exchange moves by play-
ing 1...5f2 fails to 2.Se4! Se4 3.Kxe4 d1Q 4.Rh2+
Kf1 5.Rh1+ drawing.

P.9 V. Vinichenko
special prize Vecherni Novosibirsk 1988
correction: J. Polasek, original
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I managed to fix this study quickly adding
some interesting moments. I hope the dogma-
tists will forgive me for starting with black to
move.

1...Sf2+ 2.Kf5! (Khs? Kci;) 2...Ke1! (2...
Ke2 3.Se4! Sxeq4 4.Kxeq diQ s5.Rh2+ Kex
6.Rh1+ draws) 3.Re3+! Kf1 4.Rd3 Sxd3 (or 4...
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Sh4+ 5.Kgs! Sf3+ 6.Kfs! as in the main line)
5.5¢c4 Shg+ 6.Kgs5! (the wK must attack the bS
- 6.Keq? Sf2+ 7.Kf4 Sg2+ wins) 6...5f3+ 7.Kf5!
d1S 8.Se3+ Sxe3+ 9.Ke4 Kez stalemate.

And finally a delicacy for solvers.

P1o A. Kakovin, T. Gorgiev
& E. Bondarenko
and pr1ze Magyar Sakkélet 1958
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1.Sh4+ Kh6 2.Qf6+! Qxf6 3.fxg8S+ Khs (3...
Khy 4.Sxf6+ Kh8 5.5g6 mate) 4.Sxf6+, and:
— Kxhg 5.Sd4! zugzwang 5...S5e6 6.5f3 mate,
or 5...S7e6 6.Sfs mate, or:
— Kh6 5.8d6! zugzwang 5...S7e6 6.Sdfs mate,
or 5...S5e6 6.Sf7 mate.
A remarkable study, this time finishing with
several three-knight mates. However, HHdbV

#53448 has it with wSbs at c4, and reports that
it is unsound: there is the extra solution 1.Qby
and after 4...Khé6 there is a cook: 5.Se5. How-
ever, it was sufficient to move wSc4 to bs (as
you can see in the diagram) and everything
works purely and with great elegance. I assume
that the experienced co-authors composed
the study in this form, because it won the 2nd
prize. The mistake was probably made when
published in Magyar Sakkélet, but I did not
verify that.

[HH: But I did: in both the primary publica-
tion in issue 9/1958 diagram 294 as the award
was published in issue 5/1959 p.78 the wS is at
c4. This study was also reproduced in Gorgiev’s
Izbrannye Etyudi (1959) as the last diagram
(#156) in the book, probably before Gorgiev
knew of the award (2nd prize was not men-
tioned). Again the wS is at c4, but, curiously
the wK is at g1. That clearly is a diagram er-
ror as Black would have Sh3+ in the zugzwang
positions. In conclusion: the mistake is not in
HHdbV, and probably also not in the Hungari-
an magazine, but probably a mistake by the ex-
perienced composers after all. That also makes
P10 a genuine correction].

Allthese studies with detailed analyses can be
found at www.sach.cz/download/eg216_jp.pgn
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Review

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

Practical Chess Beauty by Yochanan Afek.

When I met Yochanan Afek for the first time
— when he visited me in Deventer - I gave him
a list of all of his studies that I had in my da-
tabase. That list, dated 22vii1i999, contained 91
of them. Yochanan was very pleased with it, as
he was considering publishing a book with his
collected endgame studies. Now, almost twen-
ty years later, he has completed the task. He
obviously has had other priorities, for instance:
composing endgame studies and becoming a
GM in composition. Today my database has no
less than 381 studies by Afek, which makes him
a highly prolific composer.

Practical Chess Beauty was issued by Quality
Chess UK Ltd. It is beautifully produced, with
hard covers and 464 pages. There are 17 chap-
ters with titles like “Domination”, “Under-pro-
motions”, “Problem Themes”. But beware — this
is not a book dealing solely with chess compo-
sition. In every chapter, Afek - in his entertain-
ing story-telling style with which EG’s readers
are familiar - also provides fragments from
practical play, not least from his own practice.
As a matter of fact, he shows many examples
where his endgame studies were based on ide-
as from practical play, and does not avoid the
juicy details.

H.1 Yochanan Afek — Mads Andersen
Gausdal 2008
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54...5f5

“This move carries the obvious threat of ss...
Sxh6, leading to a positional draw due to the
wrong combination of bishop and rook’s pawn.
I had already seen that 55.g6+ was an option,
as I knew that, as far back as the early nineties,
it had been proven with the help of computers
that two bishops can force a win against a single
knight. Nevertheless, I also remembered that
even if one knows the technique (I did not!), it
might also take more than fifty moves. No less
importantly, the Gausdal tournament schedule
was rather compact, and I had to catch a flight
back home on the same night. No wonder I
sought a more direct method..”.

55.Bc4+! Ke7 56.Kf3 Sxhé6

“White might also win in a more prosaic way
with 57.gxh6 Kf6 58.Bd3 Kf7 59.Bhy Kf6 60.Kg4
and so on. Surely most practical players would
have chosen this way, but my ‘composer mind’
was attracted by another idea”

57.Kf4!? St7 58.g6 Shé6 59.Kgs

“The knight is dominated”. 1-o.

“It will come as no surprise to the reader
that I spent the flight back from Gausdal com-
posing the main details of the following study”
(the extensive but entertaining comments for
the study are largely omitted here).

H.2 Yochanan Afek
commendation The Problemist 2008

]
1B
By
. a
/}.///
BB R

c4f7 0053.10 4/3 Win

x
N\

— 113 —



Review

1.Kc3 Se1 2.Bcg+! Ke7! 3.Kd2 Sf3+ 4.Kxc2
Sd4+ 5.Kd3 (Not 5.Kd2? Sf5 6.Bd3 Sxh6 7.gxh6
Kf7! 8.Bhy Kf6 9.Bb1 Kf; with a positional
draw) 5...Sf5! 6.Ke4! Sxh6 7.Kf4! “Here we are
at the Gausdal game!” (gxh6? Kf6;) 7...Sf7 8.g6
Shé 9.Kgs wins (EG#17836).

Most chapters conclude with “Exercises”
which contain more studies by Afek on the
chapter’s topic and are intended for solving.
Again the solutions are presented with exten-
sive (textual) comments.

The book is surely aimed at both endgame
study composers and practical players. In both
categories there is a lot to enjoy for beginners
up to first class players.

One might think that the Under-promotion
chapter would include only endgame studies
but there is an amazing example of an o.t.b.
game featuring two consecutive promotions to
knight. Under-promotion surely is/was one of
Afek’s pet themes. “From my earliest steps in
the wonderland of chess composition, I was at-
tracted to paradoxical under-promotions”. He
was quite unhappy at not seeing a single one of
his studies featuring in my 1996 booklet Pawn
Promotion. Therefore, I knew already in 1999
that my review of Afek’s book would have an
under-promotion study.

H.3 Yochanan Afek & Shmuel Friedman
Version by Jan Timman
(original in the book)
Shahmat 1968
1st prize Israel RT 1968,
1st prize Israel retrospective RT 1960-1969
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1.h6! a4 2.hxg7 a3 3.g8Q a2 4.Qc8! (4.a8Q?
Bxa8 5.Qxa8 aiQ 6.Qxa1 stalemate) Bxc8
5.a8R! (5a8Q? Ba6+! 6.Qxa6 a1Q! 7.Qxai stale-
mate) Bb7 6.Ray (Ras) Bc6 7.g7 Bag 8.Rxa4!
Kxa4 9.g8R! (9.g8Q7 a1Q! 10.Qa8+ Kb3 11.Qxa1
stalemate) b3 10.Kcq4 wins (comments from
the book are omitted — version of EG#1721 =
EG#16368).

As far as I'm concerned a serious omission
is the fact that there is no autobiographys; it
almost looks like it was overlooked. Perhaps
it was considered and decided not to be suf-
ficiently interesting to the general chess pub-
lic but in my opinion that decision was quite
wrong. We want to know about the Kopelovic
-> Afek name change (why?), his endeavours
(his Romanian parents, Israel, France, Nether-
lands), his profession (endgame study compos-
er), his career/titles (player, solver, composer).

Of course, reviewing a book of a good friend
is a challenge, especially when one sees (major)
drawbacks. But in this case there is no doubt
in my mind that everybody, either player or
composer, who loves “chess beauty” will enjoy
this book very much. It reads like a page-tuner
novel. Highly recommended!
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The informal tourney of the Polish Chess Federation attracted 38 studies by 20 composers from
12 countries. GM Jan Rusinek was the judge. The provisional award was dated 10ii2018, and became

final on 31iii2018 without changes.

No 22264 David Gurgenidze (Georgia)
& Martin Minski (Germany). 1.Qd8 (Qas+?
Kb8;), and:

— Qb8 2.Bby+ Kxb7 3.c6+ Kay 4.Qas mate, or:
— Qfs+ 2.Kas Qb8 3.Ka6/i Qay+ 4.Kbs Qb8+
5.Kc6 Sc4 6.Bb7+ Ka7 7.Qb6+ Sxb6 8.cxb6

i) 3.Bb7+? Kxb7 (Kay?; Qb6 mate) 4.c6+ Kay
draws.

“This is a very nice study in a classical style
ending in two mates with active self-blocks.
There are two preliminary plans - one by Black,
the other by White — with spectacular sacrific-
es of B and Q. The play is clear without unnec-
essary long analyses and the need to use a ta-
blebase, which in such cases spoil the aesthetic
impression”

No 22265 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark) & Martin Minski (Germany). 1.ds5 a2
2.d6/i h2 3.Rxh2 c2 4.Rxc2 Bg7+ 5.Khy (Kxg7?
a1Q+;) a1Q 6.c7 Say/ii 7.c8Q+ Sxc8 8.d7 Qhi+
(Qay; dxc8Q+) 9.Kxg7 Qb7 (Qg1+; Kf8) 10.Rd2
(c62?2 Qcy;) Ke6 11.Se7 (c6? Qcy;) Qxdy/iii12.Re2
mate (Rxd7 Kxdy;).

No 22264 D. Gurgenidze

i) 2.Se7+? (Rxa2? Bb2;) Ke4 3.d6 h2 4.Rxh2
c2 5.Rxc2 Bg7+ draws.

ii) Sxcy 7.dxc7 Qh1+ 8.Kxg7 Qb7 9.Se7+ wins.

iii) Sxe7 12.d8S+, or Kxe7 12.d8Q+, or Qcy
12.dxc8Q+ win.

“The interesting and vivid play with a couple
of impressive moves (including an S promo-
tion in a subline) ends with a model mate with
self-block. The unnecessary bSc8 somewhat
spoils the final position™

No 22266 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Sg5+
(Rexc6? Qe3+;) Kgz (Qb2+; Rexc6) 2.Rexcé
Qe3+ 3.Kxfs5 Sg3+ 4.Kg4 h5+ 5.Kh4 Sf5+ 6.Kxhs
Qe2+ 7.53/1 Qxf3+ 8.Rg4+ Kf7/ii 9.Rf6+ Kxf6
(Ke7; Kgs) stalemate.

i) 7.Rga? Qe8+ 8.5f7+ Kxf7 9.Rgg6 Sg7+
10.Kh6 Qe3+ wins.

ii) Khy 9.Rc7+ Kh8 10.Rc8+ Khy 11.Rc7+
draws.

“After a tough game we have a stalemate with
a pinned piece. The most impressive moment
is 7.5f3! supported with the strong try 7.Rg4?”.

No 22265 S. Slumstrup

& M. Minski Nielsen & M. Minski No 22266 P. Arestov
1st prize and prize 3rd prize
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No 22267 M. Minski
& P. Murdzia
4th prize
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No 22267 Martin Minski (Germany) & Pi-
otr Murdzia (Poland). 1.Bds/i e3+ (Rh2+; Kg3)
2.Kg1/ii Rgs+ 3.Kh1 (Kh2? Bby;) Bby (Rhs+;
Kg1) 4.Bxby Ras 5.a8Q Rxa8 6.Bxa8 e2 7.Bf3
Sxf3 8.Rd3+ Kb2 9.Re3 Sxe3 stalemate.

i) 1.Rxd2? e3+, or 1.Bxe4? Sxe4+ win.

ii) Thematic try: 2.Kg3? Rgs+ 3.Kh2 (Kfs
Rg4+;) Bby 4.Bxby Ras 5.a8Q Rxa8 6.Bxa8 e2

7.Rc1 Kb2 8.Rg1 Sfi+ wins. 2.Kg2? Bh3+ 3.Kg3
Rh8 wins.

“This study has exact play with the themat-
ic try 2.Kg3? which seems to be more obvious
than 2.Kg1 which actually leads to a stalemate”.

No 22268 A. Jasik
5th prize
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No 22268 Andrzej Jasik (Poland). 1.e6
g6 2.Bxg6 Sga+ 3.Ke1/i fxg6 4.7+ Kh8 (Khy;
Kd2) 5.Ke2/ii Khy/iii 6.Kd2 zz Kh8 7.d7/iv Qa3
8.18Q+ (d8Q? Qb2+;) Qxf8 9.d8Q Qf4+ (Qf2+;
Kci1) 10.Kc2 (Kd1? Qfz+;) wins.

i) 3.Ke2? fxg6 4.f7+ Kh8 5.Ke1 Shé 6.e7 Qxf7
7.5¢7 Qfs 8.e8Q+ Khy 9.Qez+ (gxh6 Qg3+;)
Sf7 10.Ke2 Qfs 11.Sbs Qc2+ 12.Ke3 Qd3+ 13.Kf2
Qd2+ draws.

ii) 5.Kd2? Khy zz 6.d7 Qa3 7.d8Q Qb2+
(Qaz2) draws.

iii) Shé6 6.gxh6, or Ses 6.e7 Qxf7 7.5f6 wins.

iv) 7.hs? Ses 8.e7 Qxf7 9.5f6 Sf3+, or 7.Kc1?
Khy 8.Kb2 Ses 9.e7 Qxf7 10.5{6+ Kg7 11.Kc1 Sf3
12.8Q Qxe8 13.5xe8+ Kf7 (Kf8) 14.d7 Key 15.h5
Kxdy draws.

“Here precise play of the wK is needed antic-
ipating the mutual zuzgwang position, so the
wK must be careful not to miss a chance during
play to lose a tempo”.

No 22269V . Kuzmichev
1st honourable mention
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No 22269 Vladimir Kuzmichev (Poland).
1.Re6+/i Kfs/ii 2.g7, and:

— Rg4 3.Rf6+ Kes 4.Re6+ Kdg 5.g8S/iii draws,
or:

— Rd7+ 3.Rey7 Rxe7+ 4.Kxe7 Rc7+ 5.Kf8 Kf6
6.g85+ Ke6 7.5h6 Rhy 8.5g8 draws.

i) 1.g7? Rdy+ 2.Kg6 Rg4+ and Black wins.

ii) Kf4 2.g7 Rc7+ 3.Kg8 Rg5 4.Rf6+ Kes 5.Rf7
draws.

iii) 5.g8Q¢? (g8R?) Rfs+ and Black wins.

“In this study two lines end with an S promo-
tion. It is possible that the author took the po-
sition from the Nalimov database, but the play
is clear and one can follow and understand the
whole solution without looking into it”.
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No 22270 A. Pallier
2nd honourable mention
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No 22270 Alain Pallier (France). 1.Qes (Qds
Bf6;) Bf6 2.Qxf6 Sd6+ 3.Kc6/i Rxf6 4.h8Q Rxe6
5.Kdy/ii Rg6 6.Qhs Rf6/iii 7.Qes Rf3 8.Kxd6 e3
9.Kds Kf2 10.Ke4 e2 11.Qd4+/iv Kg2 12.Qd2 Kf2
13.Qd4+ Kg2 14.Qd2 draws.

i) Thematic try: 3.Kc5? Rxf6 4.h8Q Rxe6
5.Kds Re8 6.Qhs Rd8 7.Qh4 Rf8 8.Kxd6 e3
9.Qe7 Rf3 wins. 3.Kb4? Rxf6 4.h8Q Rxe6 wins.

ii) 5.Kds? see note 1).

iii) Sf7 7.Qf5 Rgy 8.Qxe4+ draws.

iv) 11.Qc5+? Kg2 12.Qc1 Rfi 13.Qb2 Kha
14.Qxe2 g2 15.Kd5 g1Q 16.Qe4+ Kh2 17.Qes+
Qg3 18.Qxg3+ Kxg3 wins.

“The precise play is based on the difference
between the position of the wK on d5 (when
White loses) and d8 (with a draw). One needs
to anticipate this difference several times. A
large amount of uninteresting analysis slightly
impairs the impression”

HH: the (dualistic) analysis has been skipped
for EG.

No 22271 A. Jasik
3rd honourable mention
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No 22271 Andrzej Jasik (Poland). 1.Qhé/i
bs/ii 2.bg/iii Kd8/iv 3.Qh3/v e6 4.Qhg+ Ke8
5.Qf6 zz hs 6.Qh6 f5 7.Qxhs+ Key 8.Qg5+ Ke8
9.Qg6+ Kd8 10.Qf6+ Ke8 11.Kby Kdy 12.Qf8
wins.

i) Thematic try: 1.Qgs? bs/vi 2.Qf5 e6 3.Qf6
b4 zz draws.

ii) Kd8 (f6; Qhs+) 2.Kb7 e6 3.Kxb8 Kd7+
4.Kay wins.

iii) 2.Kb7? 16 3.6 Qxe6 4.Qxh7 Qd7+ 5.Kxb8
Qd8+ (Qd6+) draws.

iv) Bay 3.Kc7 Bxd4 4.Qc6 mate.

v) 3.Kb7? e6 4.Kxb8 Kd7+ 5.Kay Qc8 draws.

vi) f52 2.Qhs+ Kd8 3.Qxfs Ke8 4.Qhs+ wins.

“This is a nice study based on mutual zug-
zwang. The drawback is that the bQ is in the
cage from the very beginning and does not
make any move”.

No 22272 P. Arestov
& V. Tarasiuk
4th honourable mention
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No 22272 Pavel Arestov (Russia) &
Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.a5 Sfs 2.a6
Se3+ 3.Kf2 Sds 4.a7 Sc7 5.Bes/i Sa8 6.Ke3/ii St7
7.Kd4/iii Kc2 8.Kds/iv Sxes (Kbi; a4) 9.Kxes
Kc3 10.Kds/v Kbg 11.Kc6 Kas 12.Kb7 Sbé6 13.a4
wins.

i) 5.Bxh8? Kd2 6.Kf3 Kd3 7.Kf4 Kc4 8.Bes
Sa8 draws.

ii) 6.Bxh8? Kd2 7.Kf3 Kd3 draws.

iii) 7.Ke4? Kd2 8.Kds Sxe5 9.Kxe5 Ke3 (Kc3;
Kds) 10.Kds5 Kf4 11.Kc6 Kes 12.Kb7 Kd6 13.Kxa8
Kcy draws.

iv) 8.Bg3? Kb2 g9.a4 Kb3 (Ka3) draws.
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v) 10.Kd6? Kdg 11.Kc6 Kes 12.Kby Kdé6
13.Kxa8 Kcy draws.

“There is an interesting final position with
zugzwang. This is preceded by precise and im-
pressive play with a paradoxical refusal to cap-
ture the bS for the price of a better position of
the wk”.

No 22273 Peter Krug (Austria) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.Qd2 (g4? Qc2;) Bgg+
2.fxg4 Qxh6+ 3.Qxh6 Raz 4.Bgi1 Rh8 (Kxgi;
Qe3+) 5.Qxh8/i Kxg1 6.g5 Rh2+/ii 7.Kg4 Rxh8
8.gxf6 Kg2 9.Kfs (Shs? Kf2;) Rf8/iii 10.Shs Kh3
11.Kf3 (g4? Kh4;) Rf7 12.5f4+ Kh2 13.Sds5/iv Rdy
14.g4/v Rxds 15.f7 Rd8 16.g5 Rf8 17.g6 wins.

i) 5.g5? Rxh6+/vi 6.gxh6 Kxg1 7.Shs {5 draws.

ii) f5 7.5xf5 Rh2+ 8.Kg4 wins.

iii) Rh6 10.Se8 Rh1 11.g4 wins.

iv) 13.Sh5? Kh3 14.Sf4+ Kh2 repeats.

v) Try: 14.Se7? Rd6 15.5g8 Rd116.g4 Kh3 17.g5
(Ke2 Rd8;) Kh4 18.g6 Kgs 19.g7 Rg1 20.Ke4 (f7
Rf1+;) Kg6 draws.

vi) But not Kxg1? 6.Qxh8 Rh2+ 7.Kg4 Rxh8
8.gxf6 Kg2 9.Kf4 wins.

“A study with active play and several sacrific-
es. It is an interesting study despite the lack of
a general idea”.

No 22274 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Keke-
ly (Slovakia). 1.Bfs/i f2+ 2.Kfi Bc2 3.Be6/ii
Bd1 4.Bg4 Bc2/iv 5.Be6 Kc1 6.Bb3 Bbi/v 7.Baz
Bc2/vi 8.Bb3 Kdi1 9.Bag Kxd2/vii 10.Bxc2 Kxc2
(dxc2) stalemate.

i) 1.Bxb3? Kxb3 2.gxf3 Kc2 3.f4 Kxd2 wins.

ii) 3.Bd7? Kc1 4.Ba4 Bb1 wins.

iv) Bxgq stalemate, or Be2+ 5.Bxe2 dxe2+
6.Kxe2 draws, e.g. Kbz 7.Kfi Kc4 8.Kez2 Kdg
9.Kf1 Kd3 stalemate.

v) Bxb3 stalemate.
vi) Bxa2 stalemate.
vii) Bxa4 stalemate.

“This has interesting and accurate play in
the end with the Bs running on the same col-
our, and which is based on stalemate positions.
The authors also suggest that the switchback
theme applies here and, indeed, a wB repeated-
ly stands on the same squares but one can only
speak of switchback after the piece returns to
the square after some favourable reordering
of other pieces. Such a situation can only take
place in win studies (and of course in tasks).
This remark in no way affected the ranking
of the study. Without a ‘switchback’ it is also
valuable”

No 22275 Michal Hlinka & LCubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.Bd8 b1Q+/i 2.Kxb1 Rfi+ 3.Kb2/ii
Rf2+ 4.Kb3 (Kc3? Rf6;) hxgs 5.c7 Rf3+ 6.Kbg
(Kcg4? Rf1;) Rfg+ 7.Kbs Rfs+ 8.Kc6/iii g3 (Rf6+;
Kb7) 9.¢8Q g2 10.Bb6 (Qxf5? g1Q;) Rf6+ 11.Kcy
(Kbs? Rxb6+;) Rxb6 12.Qh3+ (Qh8+) wins.

i) Rfi (hxgs; c7) 2.Kxb2 Rf2+ 3.Kb3 hxgg
4.C7 wins.

ii) 3.Kc2? Rf6 4.c7 Rc6+ draws.

iii) 8.Kb6? g3 9.c8Q g2 draws, e.g. 10.Qa8
Rf8 11.Kc7 Kh2 12.Qa2 Kg3 13.Qb1 Rf1.

“We see a nice piece fight”.

No 22273 P. Krug

& M. Garcia
sth honourable mention
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No 22274 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
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No 22275 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
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No 22276 A. Jasik
& M. Garcia
commendation
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No 22276 Andrzej Jasik (Poland) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.5f2 Qh2 2.5d1 Sc2+ (Qhy;
Qb1) 3.Kb1 Sa3+ 4.Kai Qhs/i 5.Qb3+/ii Kxas
6.Bd4 Qe2 7.Ses/iii Bd6 8.Sdi/iv positional
draw.

i) Qxh8 5.Qbg+ Bxb4 6.Sb2+ Kxas 7.cxbg+
and stalemate.

i) 5.Qd2? Qxh8 6.Qds Sc4 wins.

iii) 7.5f22 Sc2+ 8.Kb1 Sxd4 9.cxd4 Qxf2 wins.

iv) 8.c4? b4 9.Qd1 Qxdi+ 10.Sxd1 Sc2+ wins.

“This is a struggle in a materially equal po-
sition but with Black having a positional ad-
vantage. When White seems to run into a zug-
zwang and would have to weaken its position
seriously, he finds the only move”.

No 22277 A. Rusz
commendation
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No 22277 Arpad Rusz (Hungary). 1.Bby
(Rxe4? Bhy;) Kgz 2.Rxeq4 Bhy 3.Kai/i Bxeq
4.Bxeq4 Sfz2 5.Bhi/ii Kfy/iii 6.a4 Kes 7.a5 Kd6
8.a6 Kc7 9.a7 wins.

i) 3.Kb2? Bxe4 4.Bxe4 Sf2 5.Bh1 Sxh1 6.a4 Sf2
7.a5 Se4 8.a6 Scs (Sd6) 9.a7 Sag+ (Sc4+) 10.Kb3
Sbé6 draws.

ii) 5.Bb7? Kf4 6.a4 Kes 7.a5 Kd6 8.a6 Kc7 9.a7
Kxb7 draws.

iii) Sxh1 6.a4 Sf2 7.a5 Se4 8.a6 Scs 9.a7 wins.

“The idea of this study consists of the combi-
nation of a white and a black pin”.

No 22278 Z. Chudzik
commendation
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No 22278 Zbigniew Chudzik (Poland).

1.Bh2 Qxh2 2.Se4+, and:
— Ke6 3.5g3, and:
- Kes 4.d3 Kf6 5.d4 wins, or:
- Kf6 4.d4 Ke6 5.hs5 Kf6 6.h6 Kgs 7.h7 wins,
or:
— Kes 3.5g3 Kf4 4.5f1 wins/i.
i) e.g. Qh1 5.d4 Ke4 6.5g3+.
“A B sacrifice leads to trapping the bQ”

No 22279 V. Samilo
commendation
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No 22279 Vladimir Samilo (Ukraine).
1.6 Rc8+/i 2.Kd1 Bb2 3.g7 Bxgy 4.Rxgy Kf8/
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ii 5.Rf7+ Ke8 6.Rh7 Kd8 7.Rh8+ Kc7 8.Rxc8+
Kxc8 9.Kxd2 Kcy 10.Kc3 Kd6 11.Kbg/iii Kxe6
12.Kxa3/iv Kds 13.Kb2/v wins.

i) Bb2 (Rd8; Kdi) 2.g7 Bxgy 3.Rxgy Kf8
4.Rf7+ Ke8 5.Rh7 Kd8 6.Rh8+ Kc7 7.Rxb8 Kxb8
8.Kxd2 Kc7 9.Kc3 wins.

ii) Kd8 5.Rg8+ Kcy 6.Rxc8+ Kxc8 7.Kxd2
wins.

iii) 11.b4? Kxe6 12.Kc4 (Kb3 Kds;) Kd6 13.Kb3
Kds 14.Kxa3 Kc4 15.Ka4 e5 16.bs Kcs 17.Kas e4,
or 11.Kc4? Kxe6 12.b4 Kd6 13.Kb3 Kds 14.Kxa3
Kc4 15.Ka4 e5 16.bs Kcs 17.Kas e4 draw.

iv) 12.Ka4? Kfs/vi 13.b4 e5 14.bs e4 draws.

v) 13.Kb4? Kd4 14.a4 e5 15.a5 e4 16.a6 €3 17.a7
e2 18.a8Q e1Q+, or 13.b4? Kc4 14.Ka4 es5 15.bs
Kcs draw.

vi) But not Kds? 13.Kxa3 e5 14.Kb2 Ke4 15.a4
Kf4 16.Kc3 e4 17.Kd2 Kf3 18.Ke1 wins.

“The preliminary play leads, after exchanges,
to a P ending with the punch line 13.Kb2!".

No 22280 A. Babiarz
commendation
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No 22280 Andrzej  Babiarz
1.8d4/i f5 2.Sbs (Sf4? Kh2;) Kh2 3.Kg7 (Khy?
Kg3;) Kg3 4.Kf6 (Kg6 f4;) f4 5.Kes (Kgs? f3;) f3

(Poland).

6.Kd4 (Ke4? Kf2;) f2 7.Se3 Kf4 8.Kd3 (Sf1? Kfs;)
Kes 9.Ke2 f1Q+ 10.Kxf1 (Sxf1? Kds;) wins.

i) 1.5f4? bs 2.Kg7 b4 3.5Sd4 Kh2, or 1.5b6? f5
2.Kg7 f4 draw.

“This study is based on Troitzky’s ending of
2§ versus P. White must play very accurately to
stop the pawn on the right square”.

No 22281 A. Babiarz
commendation
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No 22281 Andrzej Babiarz (Poland). 1.Sg4+
Khi/i 2.5f6/ii d4/iii 3.Sxe8/iv d3 4.Sd6 Kg1 (d2;
Se4) 5.S¢c4 Kf2 6.Kg8/v Sf4 (Sf6+; Kf7) 7.Kf7/vi
Ke2 8.Kf6 Sds+ 9.Kes draws.

i) Kg2 2.Se3+, or Kg3 2.Se3 d4 3.5f5+, or Kg1
2.Se3 d4 3.Sc2 d3 4.Se1 d2 5.5f3+, or Kh3 2.56
d4 3.Sxe8 win.

ii) 2.Se3? d4 3.Sc2 d3 4.Se1 d2 wins.

iii) Sexf6 stalemate, or Shxf6 stalemate.

iv) 3.5xh5? d3 4.5f4 d2 wins.

v) 6.Kh7? Sf4 7.Kg7 Sds5 8.Kg6 Ke2 9.Kgs5 Se3
10.Sb2 d2 wins.

vi) 7Kg7? Sds 8.Kg6 Ke2 9.Kgs5 Se3 10.Sb2
d2 wins.

“In a simple position, White succeeds in
drawing with some interesting moves”.

— 120 —



Zinchuk-80 MT 2018

45 studies by 40 composers from 13 countries participated in this formal tourney. The award was
published in Problemist Ukraini no. 56 2018, without mention of a confirmation time. The judge

was Vladimir Samilo.

No 22282 A. Rusz
1st/2nd prize
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No 22282 Arpad Rusz (Rumania). 1.Rh2+/i
Kg3 2.Rd2 (Rxh1? Rc4+;) Req+/ii 3.Rc2 Rxca+
4.Kxc2 Sf2 5.Bhi/iii b3+/iv 6.Kxb3/v Sd3 7.c6
Scs+ 8.Kc4 Se6 9.Kds Sc7+ 10.Kcs/vi Sa8 11.Kbs
Kf4 12.Ka6 Kes/vii 13.Kb7 Kd6 14.Kxa8 wins.

i) 1.c6? Sg3 2.c7 Req+ 3.Re2 Se2+ 4.Kd2 Sc3
draws.

ii) Rxd2 3.Kxd2 Sf2 4.Bds/viii Sg4 5.c6 Sf6
6.c7 wins.

iii) 5.Bds? Sg4 6.c6 Se3+ 7.Kb3 Sxds, or 5.c62
Se4 6.c7 Sd6 draw.

iv) Sxh1 6.¢c6 Sf2 7.c7 Se4 8.c8Q wins.

v) 6.Kb1? (Kb2? Sd3+;) Sd1 7.c6 Sc3+ 8.Kb2
Sbs draws.

vi) 10.Kd6? Sa8 11.Kdy Sb6+ 12.Kd6 (Kcy
Scy4;) Sa8 positional draw.

vii) Sc7+ 13.Kb6 Se8 14.Bds Kes 15.Bf7 Sd6
16.C7 wins.

viii) But not: 4.Bh1? Sxh1 5.c6 Sf2 6.c7 Se4+
7.Kd3 Sd6 draws.

“The author has managed to realize the orig-
inal idea of a mutual ‘castling’ of a B and S on
the long diagonal by simple means with 8 piec-
es. Costeft (EG#17277) managed an exchange
of places for Ss”.

No 22283 A. Bezgodkov
& V. Tarasiuk
1st/2nd prize
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No 22283 Anatoly Bezgodkov & Vladislav
Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.Shé6/i Se2+ (Qf3; Qh2
mate) 2.Qxe2 Qg5 3.Bes+/ii Khgq+/iii 4.Kh2
Qxhé 5.Bf6+ (Qf3? Qd2+;) g5 6.Qf3 Bfs 7.Qxf5
Khs (Qg6; Qh3 mate) 8.Kg2/iv zz c4 9.Kg3
c3 (Qf8; Qxgs mate) 10.Bey Qgy 11.Bf8 Qg8/v
12.Qf6 Qg6 (Qds; Qhé mate) 13.Qf3+ g4
14.Qh1+/vi Kgs 15.Be7+ Kf5 16.Qds mate.

i) Try: 1.5f6? Se2+ 2.Qxe2 Qgs 3.Qxc2 Qe3+
4.Kf1 Qf3+ (Qf4+) 5.Ke1 Qe3+ draws.

ii) 3.Qxc2? Qe3+ 4.Kfi Qfz+ (Qf4+) 5.Kg1
Qe3+ positional draw.

iii) Kh3+ 4.Kfi Qci+ 5Kf2 Qxh6 6.Qf3+
wins.

iv) Thematic try: 8.Kg3? c4 zz 9.Bey Qg7
10.Bf8 Qc3+ (Qg8? Qf6) draws.

v) Qh8 12.Qf7 mate, or Qcy+ 12.Kh3 hé
13.Qe6 wins.

vi) 14.Qd5+? Qg5 15.Qe4 Qhg+ (h6?; Key)
16.Kg2 Qh3+ draws.

“This is a study on the domination of Q and
B vs. Q with fierce play from both sides and a
coordinated action of wQ and wB. The incon-
spicuous c-pawn plays an important role in the
solution, as White uses it to avoid a reciprocal

— 121 —



Zinchuk-8o0 MT 2018

zugzwang position. The first move of the S is
non-obvious. The final mate picture is organi-
cally connected with the other five (!) mates by
the wQ during the solution™

No 22284 Martin Minski (Germany) & Stef-
fen Slumstrup Nielsen (Denmark). 1.Rhy+/i
Rxhy 2.b7 es5+ 3.Kc3/ii Saz2+/iii 4.Kxc4 Rhg+
5.g4/iv Rxg4+ 6.Kxb3 Rbg+ 7.Kxaz2 e4 8.5d6 e3
9.5f5 e2 10.Sd4 e1S 11.Sc2 Sxc2 12.b8Q+ Rxb8
stalemate.

i) 1.Kc3? (b7? Rb8;) Se2+ 2.Kb2 Ra8 3.by
Ra2+ and quickly mate.

ii) 3.Kds? (Rxc4? Rh4+;) Rxfy 4.b8Q Ry
5.Qxes5 Sd3 wins.

iii) Se2+ 4.Kxc4 Rh4+ 5.Kxb3 Sd4+ 6.K- Sc6
7.5xe5 Sb8 8.5f3+ draws.

iv) Thematic try: 5.Kxb3? Rb4+ 6.Kxa2 eq

7.5d6 e3 8.5f5 e2 9.Sd4 e1S 10.Sc2 Sxc2 11.b8Q+
Rxb8 and no stalemate, wins.

“This is an original synthesis of several study
ideas (removal of the S pawn, under-promo-
tion and a model stalemate) that have also been
used by Anatoly Zinchuk, supplemented with
a thematic try and distant foresight. The finish
is very similar to Bianchetti (HHdbV#62032)”.

No 22285 Igor Yarmonov (Ukraine). 1.Rd8+
Kay/i 2.Sbs+ cxbs 3.Rc1 b4 4.Rxd3 (Ra1? b3;) c4
5.Ra3+ bxa3 6.Ke6/ii Kaé6/iii 7.h4/iv bs/v 8.Kds
Kas 9.h5 b4 10.h6 b3 11.hy b2 12.h8Q bxc1Q
13.Qa8+ Kb4/vi 14.Qb7+ Ka4 15.Kcs, and:

— Qb216.Qa6+ Kb3 17.Qxc4 mate, or:
— Qb116.Qa6+ Kb3z 17.Qxc4+ Kb2 18.Qc3 mate.

No 22284 M. Minski
& S. Slumstrup Nielsen
3rd prize
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i) Kc7 2.Sds+ Kxd8 3.Rc1 cxds 4.hxg4 wins.

ii) Try: 6.Kes? (h4? bs;) Ka6 7hgq Kbs 8.hs
Kb4 9.h6 Kb3 10.hy Kb2 11.Rh1 a1Q and Black
wins, as 12.h8Q is not with check.

iii) bs 7.Kds Kbé6 8.h4 wins.
iv) 7.Kds? e.g. Kbs 8.h4 Kb4 9.hs Kb3 10.h6
Kb2 11.h7 Kxc1 wins.

v) Kas e.g. 8hs Kbg 9.h6 Kb3 10.hy Kbz
11.Rh1 a1Q 12.h8Q+ with check, wins.

vi) Kb6 14.Qb8+ Kaé 15.Kcs, and Qb1 16.Qa8
mate, or h1Q 16.Qb6 mate.

“The black pawns are dangerous so, to stop
them, White sacrifices his S and then a R to
destroy the black pawn chain. Next, White has
an unobvious choice: 6.Kes? (try) or the work-
around 6.Ke6!! The far foresight effect’s accura-
cy is determined by a single tempo. In the end
we see mates with active self-blocks”

No 22286 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.e7/i
ds 2.e8S d4 3.5f6 gxf6 4.g7/ii f5 5.g8Q/iii fxg4
6.Qxa2+ Kxa2/iv 7.a7 Ka1 8.a8S a2 9.Sb6 cxb6
10.¢c7 (Kxc2) bs 11.c8Q/v bxa4/vi 12.Kxc2 wins.

i) The main plan is: 1.a7? d5 2.a8S d4 3.5b6
cxb6 4.c7/vii bs 5.c8Q bg 6.Kxc2 b3+ 7.Kxb3
Kb1 8.Qby wins, but Black plays bxag 6.Kxc2
stalemate.

ii) 4.a7? f5, and: 5.a8S f4, or: 5.a8Q fxgq
draws.

iii) 5.g57 (5.g8B7 f4;) f4 6.g8Q fxg3 7.Qds g2
8.Qxd4 g1Q+ 9.Qxg1 stalemate.

iv) Now that the bPa3 is able to move later,
White executes the main plan.

No 22286 M. Zinar
special prize
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v) Or 11.Kxc2. Not: 11.a5? bg 12.Kxc2 b3+
13.Kxb3 Kb1 wins.

vi) b4 12.Kxc2 b3+ 13.Kxb3 wins.

vii) 4.7 bs 5.a5 bg 6.Kxc2 b3+ 7.Kxb3 c2
8.Kxc2 stalemate.

“This is a logical three-phase study with a
preparatory plan, two S promotions, and a sac-
rifice of a promoted Q (author)”

No 22287 Mikhail Pastalaka (Ukraine).
1.5e8 (d7? Ses+;) £3 2.dy/ii Ses+ 3.Kgy/iii Sxdy
4.Bxdy f2 5.Bh3 Kbs 6.Sd6+ Kxas 7.Sc4+ Kag/iv
8.Bd7+ Kb3 9.Sd2+ Kxa3 10.5f1 Kb4 11.Kf7 Kc4
12.Ke6 Kd3 13.Bc6 Ke2 14.Bg2 wins.

i) 1.d7? Ses+ 2.Kf5 Sxd7 3.a6 Sb6 4.a7 {3 5.Bd1
f2 6.Be2 Kc6 7.a8Q+ Sxa8 8.Sxa8 Kby 9.Bfz+
Kb8 10.Bg2 f1Q+

ii) 2.Kg7? f2 3.d7 Sf4 4.Sc7 £1Q 5.d8Q Qg2+
6.Kf8 Sg6+ 7.Ke8 Qeq+ 8.Kf7 Ses+ 9.Kf8 Kcg
10.Qd6 Kc3 11.Sds+ Kbz 12.Qbg+ Qxbg+
13.axb4 Ka3 14.Be8 Sd3 15.bs Kag 16.a6 Kas
draws.

iii) Try: 3.Kxf6? Sxdy+ 4.Bxdy f2 5.Bh3 Kbs
6.Sd6+ Kxas 7.Sc4+ Kag 8.Bd7+ Kbz 9.Sd2+
Kxa3 draws.

iv) Kbs 8.5d2 f1Q 9.Bd7+ Kcs 10.Sxf1 wins.

“This is based on the well-known Troitzky
position and a domination of the wB and wS
over the bB. Here, the composer has found a
new idea with refusal of capturing a pawn”.

No 22288 Daniel Keith (France) & Mar-
tin Minski (Germany). 1.Sh4+ Khé/i 2.Qc2/
ii Bds+/iii 3.Kxds di1Q+ 4.Qxdi1 Rd8+ 5.Rdy

(Kc6? Qegq+;) Rxd7+ 6.Kc6 Rxd1 (Qegq+; Kxdy)

7.Be3, and:

— Rcai+ 8.Kby/iv Rcy+ 9.Ka6/ (Ka8? Ray+;)
Ray+/v 10.Kbs Rf7 11.Sg2/vi Qxe3 12.Sxe3
draws, or:

— Rdé6+ 8.Kby Rdy+/vii 9.Kaé6/viii Qgs 10.Sf5+
(Bxgs+? Kxgs;) Kg6 11.Bxgs Kxgs 12.Se3
draws.

i) Qxhg 2.Qc2+, and: Qe4+ 3.Qxe4+ Rxe4
4.Rd7 Re6+ 5.Kcs, or here: Kf6 3.Qxd2 Qesq+
4.Kcs Res+ 5.Kbg Rbs+ 6.Kag Bd3+ 7.Ka3 draw.

ii) 2.Kb7? Bds+ 3.Rc6+ Kgs wins.

iii) Re6+ 3.Kb7 Bds+ 4.Kay draws.

iv) 8.Kdy? Rcy+ 9.Kd8 Qxe3 10.5f5+ Kgs
11.5xe3 Rc3 12.Sds5 Rd3 wins.

v) Rc6+10.Kb7 (Kbs? Res+;) Rey+ 11.Ka6, or
Rf7 10.5g2 Qg5 11.Bxg5+, or Qxe3 10.5f5+ Kgs
11.Sxe3 Rc3 12.Sds5 draws.

vi) 11.Bxf4+? Rxf4 12.Sg2 Re4 wins.

vii) Kgs5 9.Sg2 draws, but not: 9.Bxf4+? Kxfg
10.5g2+ Ke4 wins.

viii) 9.Kc6? Rc7+ 10.Kbs Res+ wins.

“After an accurate introduction, White sac-
rifices a R (5.Rdy) with the idea of winning a
tempo to tie up the (almost immobile) bQ. In

sublines, precision is required to avoid losing
an S in the ending”.

No 22289 Amatzia Avni (Israel). 1..Be3+
2.Kxg4/i Ses+ 3.Qxes/ii Bhi+ 4.Kxh3 Bfg+
(Bdg+; Qg3) 5.Bes Qxe3+ 6.Kgg4 Bxes 7.5f5+
draws.

No 22287 M. Pastalaka
special prize
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& M. Minski
1st honourable mention

T T =7

C686 4441.01 5/5 Draw

— 123 —

No 22289 A. Avni
2nd honourable mention

7 7 7
W
o

%7 /% /%
'

/% 7 7 /7 Z.
w7

f4h6 4078.00 5/6 BTM, Draw




Zinchuk-8o0 MT 2018

i) Try: 2.Kg3? Bxb6+, e.g. 3.53 Bcy+ 4.Khg
Bd8+ 5.Kxg4 Ses+ 6.Qxes Qdy+ 7.Kf4 (Kg3)
Bc7 wins.

ii) Thematic try: 3.Kg3? Bgi+ 4.Sf3 Bh2+
5.Kxh2 Sxf3+ 6.Kh1 Bg2+ 7.Kxg2 Sh4+ wins.

“This study has double-edged play with
echo-wins of the Q by an S fork. The highlight
of the study is the quiet move sacrifice of the
wB on the sth move. The try 2.Kg3?, in which
the wQ falls victim to a pin by the bB, success-
fully complements the main line”

No 22290 A. Gasparyan
3rd honourable mention
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No 22290 Aleksey Gasparyan (Armenia).
1.d8S+ Key (Kds; b6+) 2.Qcy+ Qdy 3.Qxdy+
Kxdy 4.bxc6+ Ke8 (Kd8; c7+) 5.c7 Be7+ 6.Khé6
(Kfs5? Rxfg+;) Bf8+ 7.Kxh7 Re7+ 8. Kh8 Sxf4/i
9.Bbs+ Rdy 10.5f7/ii Sg6+ (Kxf7; c8Q) 11.Khy
Se7 12.Sd6 mate.

i) Rxc7 9.Bxc7 wins (7EGTB).

ii) 10.c8Q? Sg6+ 11.Kg8 Se7+ draws.

“The first and last moves form a garland”.

No 22291 A. Dashkovsky & V. Tarasiuk
4th honourable mention
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No 22291 Aleksandr Dashkovsky & Vladis-
lav Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.a7/i d5+ 2.Ka4/ii Rb2/
iii 3.Rxfs Bxh6/iv 4.Rf3/v Kxf3 5.Bc4/vi dxcq
6.a8Q+ Kgz/viii 7.Qg8+/ix Kh4 8.Qg6/ix Bgs
9.h6 wins.

i) 1.Rxf5? Rxa6+ 2.Bxa6 Kxf5 draws.

ii) 2.Ka2? Bb1+ 3.Ka1 Bxh6 4.a8Q Bg7+ wins.

iii) Rb4+ 3.Kas Rb2 4.Rxfs Bxh6 5.Re5 Ra2+
6.Kb6 wins.

iv) Ra2+ 4.Kb3 Rxay 5.Rxf8 wins, or Kxfs
4.h7 Ra2+ 5.Kb3 wins.

v) Thematic try: 4.Bc4? dxc4 5.Rf3 Bci/x
6.Ra3 Bd2 7.Ra1 Rbg+ 8.Ka3 Bc3 9.a8Q Rb3z+
10.Kaz2 Rb2+ perpetual check. 4.Bh3+? Kg3
5.Ka3 Bc1 6.Rf1 Rby+ 7.Rxc1 Rxay+ draws.

vi) 5.Ba6? Ra2+ 6.Kbs Rb2+ 7.Kagq Raz2+ per-
petual check.

vii) Kg4 7.Qesq+ Kxhs 8.Qes+ Kg6 9.Qxb2
wins.

viii) Try: 7Qh8? Rb6 8.Qc3+ Kf2 9.Qd4+
Be3 draws.

ix) 8.Qxc4+? Kxhs 9.Qf7+ Kgs5 10.Qds5+ Kg6
11.Qe4+ Kf7 12.Qf5+ Kg8 13.Qg6+ Bgy draws.

x) Kxf3? 6.a8Q+ see main line.

“In a position reminiscent of an o.t.b. end-
ing, White has a tactical resource. As a result of
this, one of the pawns is able to promote. There
are interesting tries, especially the thematic try
(4.Bc4?) which reveals the possibilities of the
position and complements the solution”

No 22292 M. Campioli
sth honourable mention
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No 22292 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1.a7 a2
2.a8Q Ba3z+ 3.Kd2 a1Q 4.Qf3+ Ka2 (Kb4; Qb7+)
5.Qc3 (Ke3? Qxes+;) Bei+ 6.Qxc1 Qd4+ 7.Ke1
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Qg1+ 8.Kd2 Qg5+ (Qd4+; Ke1) 9.Kd1 Bbz+
10.Qc2+ Bxc2+ 11.Kxc2 Qxh6/i 12.Kd3 Qf4
13.g7 Qg3+ 14.Keq (Kd4? Qxgz;) Qxgy 15.Kfs
Kb3 16.e6 Kc4 17.h6 Qxh6 18.e7 draws.

i) Qfs+ 12.Kd2 draws, but not 12.Kd1? Qd3+
13.Ke1 Qe3+ 14.Kd1 Qxhé, or 12.Kc1? Kb3 13.Kd2
Kcg 14.Ke3 Qxes+.

“Four White pawns are the resources of the
royal flag. Both sides strive to the same criti-
cal position, evaluating it in their favour. After
winning the wPheé, Black seems to have a deci-
sive material advantage, but the wK’s manoeu-
vre changes the evaluation of the position”

No 22293 Aleksandr Stavrietsky (Russia).
1.5g6+ Rxg6 2.Qa8+ Rg8 (Qd8; Re8+) 3.Qhi+
Qh7 4.Rh2, and:

— Bhg 5.Rxh4 Rg2+ 6.Se2/i Rxe2+ 7.Ka1 Re1+
8.Qxe1 wins, or:

— Bh6 5.Rxh6 Rga+ 6.Sc2/ii Rxc2+ 7.Ka1 Rei+
8.Qxc1 wins.

i) 6.Sc2? Rxc2+ 7.Ka1 Rc1+ 8.Qxc1 Qxh4 and
Black wins.

ii) 6.Se2? Rxe2+ 7.Ka1 Rei+ 8.Qxe1r Qxhé6
draws.

No 22294 Ivan Malic (Ukraine). 1.Qd8+/i
Kbg4/ii 2.Qb6+ Qbs 3.5xa6+ (Sd3+? Kc3;) bxaé
4.Qds+ Kas 5.Ka3z Bdy/iii 6.Bc6 (Qc3+? Kbé;)
Bxc6 (Qxc6; Qbg mate) 7.Qd8+ Qb6 8.Qd2+/iv
Kbs 9.Qb4 mate.

i) 1.Qxc8? Kb4 2.Se4 Qe2+ 3.Ka1 Qdi1+ 4.Kb2
Qxds 5.Qc3+ Kbs draws.

No 22293 A. Stavrietsky
special honourable mention
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No 22294 1. Malic
1st commendation

ii) Kbs 2.Sb3 Qe2+ 3.Ka3 wins.

iii) Bfs 6.Bb3z Bdy 7.Qd6 Qb7 8.Bcg Qf3+
9.Bd3 wins.

iv) 8.Qgs+? Bds (Bbs?; Qd2 mate) 9.Qxds5+
Qbs draws.

“The sandwich quiet move sacrifice 6.Bc6!!,
together with a lot of tactical points, distracts
the bB. As a result the wQ plays a decisive role.
This complements the S sacrifice of the intro-
duction, also clearing the path for the wQ”.

No 22295 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.g6/i Be6 2.Bc2 Rxf7+/ii 3.gxf7 Bxty
4.Ray Bds 5.Kg6 Bf3 6.Kf6/iii Kg3 7.Kf5/iv zz
Sdé+ (Kfz; Kf4) 8.Kes Sbs/v 9.Ra2 (Ras? Be2;)
Sc3 10.Ra3 Se2 11.Be4 Sg1 12.Bxf3 Sxf3+ 13.Ke4
wins.

i) 1.Bb3? Rxf7+ 2.Bxf7 Kxgs draws.

ii) Rfi 3.Rag+ Kg5 4.Kg7 Bxf7 5.gxf7 Sd8
6.f8S draws.

iii) Try: 6.Kf5? Kg3 zz 7.Ra6 Bg4+ 8.Kes Scs
9.Rg6 Sd7+ draws.

iv) 7.Ra3? Kf4 8.Rag+ Ke3 draws.

v) Sc4+ 9.Kd4 Sd2 (Be2; Rf7) 10.Rg7+ (Ke3?
Sfi+;) Kf2 (Kf4; Rf7+) 11.Rf7 Kg3 12.Bd3 Bhs
13.Rhy Sf3+ 14.Ke3 Bg4 15.Rg7 wins.

“The authors discovered a 6-man position
where a B and R dominate a B and S. White
has to choose between 6.Kf6!! and 6.Kf5? (try).
In the end a wR manoeuvre is successful: there
is an ambush and a small combination”.

No 22295 M. Hlinka
& L' Kekely
2nd commendation

a2h8 4432.03 5/7 Win

a2a5 4041.02 4/5 Win

h7h4 0443.20 5/4 Win
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No 22296 P. Arestov
& D. Keith
3rd commendation
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No 22296 Pavel Arestov (Russia) & Dan-
iel Keith (France). 1.Rb3/i Qxb3 2.h8Q Qxf7+
3.Kes, and:

— Sf2 4.Ra3+/ii Bxaz (Ke2; Rg3) 5.Qh3+ Kcg/iii
6.Qc3+/iv Kxc3 stalemate, or:

— Se3 4.Ra3+ Bxa3z 5.Qd8+ Kc2 6.Qd3+ Kxd3
(Kb2; Qxe3) stalemate.

i) 1.Re5? (Rds+ Kc2;) Qc8+ 2.Kg6 Qc6+ wins.
ii) 4.Rd5+? Ke2 5.Rd4 Bgs5 6.Qc8 Bf6+ wins.
iii) Sxh3 stalemate.

iv) 6.Qxa3? Sd3+ 7.Kd6 Qf8+ wins.

“This is a study with two main lines ending

in two different stalemates, but with the same
4th move”,

No 22297 D. Hlebec

4th commenvdationv
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b8d7 1745.02 6/7 Win

No 22297 Darko Hlebec (Serbia). 1.Sc5+/i
Rxcs 2.Rxd6+ cxd6 3.Sxd3 Rc8+ 4.Kby (Kaz?
Bd4+;) Rc7+ 5.Ka6 Bd4/ii 6.Scs5+ Bxcs (Rxcs;

Qh7+) 7.Qf5+/iii Kc6 8.Qds+ (Qf3+? ds;) Sxds/
iv 9.Bbs mate.

i) 1.5xd3? Rxb6+ 2.Kay Rxa6+ 3.Bxa6 Bdg+
4.Kb8 Rxa6 draws.

ii) Rxc4 6.Sxes5+ dxes 7.Qd3+ wins.

iii) 7.Qxc3? (Qhy+? Kc6;) Ray+ 8.Kbs Rb7+
9.Ka4 Ray+ draws.

iv) Kd7 9.Qe6+ Kd8 10.Qg8+ Key 11.Qg7+
Kd8 12.Qxc3 Ray+ 13.Kbs Rb7+ 14.Kc6 wins.

“This study has a mate by the B with four ac-
tive self-blocks”.

No 22298 M. Hlinka
& M. Garcia

sth commendation
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No 22298 Michal Hlinka (Slovakia) &
Mario Garcia (Argentina). 1.Ke1 (Sc7+? Kxey;)
Sb3 (Sf4; Sb6) 2.Sc7+/i Kxe7 3.Sds5+, and:

— Kxe6 4.Sbg d2+ 5.Kd1 Ses 6.Sc2 Sc4/ii 7.5d4+

Sxd4 stalemate, or:

— Kdé6 4.Sbg d2+ 5.Kd1, and:

- Ses 6.e7/iii Kxey 7.Sds5+ Ke6 8.Se3z Sd3

9.Kc2 draws, or:

- Sf4 6.e7 Kd7 (Kxe7; Sc6+) 7.Kc2 Ke8 8.Kd1
Kf7 9.Kc2 Ke8 10.Kd1 Kd7/iv 11.Kc2 draws.

i) 2.Sb6? Ses 3.Kd1 Scs 4.Kd2 Kxey 5.Sds5+
Kdé6 6.e7 Kd7 wins.

ii) Sg4 7.5d4+ Sxd4 8.Kxd2 draws.

iii) 6.Sds5? Sc4 7.5¢3 Kxe6 8.Kc2 Sd4+ 9.Kd3
Sbs 10.Sd1 Kds 11.Se3+ Kcs wins.

iv) Sh3 11.8d3, or Sg2 11.5d5 draw.

“We see ingenious play by both sides in an
S ending, with a double refusal of capturing a
white pawn”.
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No 22299 L. Topko
special commendation
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No 22299 Leonid Topko (Ukraine). 1.Sb3+
(f8Q+ Qhi+;) Kxag 2.Qai+ Qxai1 3.Sxa1 Bdé
4.£8Q)/ii Bxf8 5.Kb7 Rb4+/iii 6.Kc7 Req+ 7.Kxdy
Rd4+ 8.Ke8 Bey 9.Kxey Req+ 10.Kdy Rdg+
11.Kc7 Rcg+ 12.Kb7 Rbg+ 13.Kxa6 Rbs 14.Sb3
wins.

i) 1.f8Q? Qhi+

ii) 4.Kb7? Rc7+ draws, but not Rb4+? 5.Kc8
wins.

iii) Bd6 6.a8Q, e.g. Rc6 7.Qd8 Rcy+ 8.Kxa6
Rc6+ 9.Kb7 Rc7+ 10.Ka8 wins.

“The first and last moves form a symbolic
garland”

Section for miniature

No 22300 M. Doré
special prize
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No 22300 Marcel Doré (France). 1.Kbé6/i
Ke8/ii 2.bs/iii Kd8 3.Ka6 Re1 4.b6 Rb1 5.Kby
(Kay? de6;) d6 6.Rhs/iv Kd7 7.Rh7+ Ke6 8. Kcy/v
Rc1+ 9.Kd8 Kds 10.by/vi Rb1 11.Kc8/vii Kcg4

(Ke4; Re7+) 12.Rc7+/viii Kd3 13.Rdy (Rc6? ds;)
wins.

i) 1.Ka6? Re6+ 2.Kb7 d6 3.Rc8+ Key draws.

ii) Re6+ 2.Kc7 Key 3.bs wins.

iii) 2.Kc7? d5+ 3.Kc8 Re4 4.bs Rcq draws.

iv) Thematic try: 6.Rg5? Kdy 7.Rg7+ Ke6/ix
8.Kc7 Rci+ 9.Kd8 ds5 10.Rg6+ Kf5 11.b7 (Rd6
Kes;) Rb1 draws.

v) 8.Rh6+? Kd7 9.Rh7+ Ke6 repeats.

vi) 10.Rd7? Rb1 11.b7 Kc4 12.Kc7 ds5 13.Rd6
Rxb7+ 14.Kxb7 d4 15.Kc6 d3 draws.

vii) 11.Kc7? Rc1+ 12.Kd8 Rba repeats.

viii) 12.b8Q? Rxb8+ 13.Kxb8 ds 14.Rc7+ Kd3
15.Rd7 d4 draws.

ix) But not: Kd8? 8.Kc6 Rci+ 9.Kxd6 Rdi+
10.Kc6 Rci+ 11.Kb7 wins.

“In an R ending with equal material White
wins by taking advantage of the position and
the move. The virtues of the study are the point
5.Kb7!! and the thematic try. This study has
theoretical value”

No 22301 L. Gonzalez
special prize
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No 22301 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.d5/i Sby 2.Kes (Kf5? Kg7;) Key 3.Kfs5/ii Sd6+
4.Kf4/iv Sby 5.Kgs Kf8 6.Kf6 Kg8 7.Kes Khy
8.d6 f6+ 9.Kds f5 10.d7 f4 11.Kd4 (a5? £3;) Khé
12.Kc3/iv £3 13.Kd2 wins.

i) 1.h6? {6 2.Kf5 Kf7 3.d5 Sb7 4.h7 Kg7 5.h8Q+
Kxh8 6.Kxf6 Khy 7.Key Kgé6 8.d6 Kf5 9.d7 Kes,
or 1.Kes? Sc6+ 2.Kds Sas 3.Kd6 f5 4.Ke5 Sc6+
5.Kxfs Sxd4+ draw.

ii) 3.h6? f6+ 4.Kf5 Kt7 5.h7 Kg7 6.h8 Q+ Kxh8
7.Kxf6 Khy 8.Key Kg6 9.d6 Kf5 10.d7 Kes draws.
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No 22302Y. Afek
special honourable mention
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No 22303 Y. Bazlov
special honourable mention

No 22304 U. Degener
special commendation

hsf3 0004.21 4/3 Win

iii) 4.Kgs? Sea+ 5.Kf4 St6 6.Kes Sxhs 7.d6+
Kdy draws.

iv) 12.a5? Sxas 13.d8Q Sc6+ draws.

“In an ideal position (after 2.Kes!) the wK
carries out a non-standard five-move manoeu-
vre with a switch-back. Then the main plan be-
comes possible: the promotion of the d-pawn.
The conclusion of the study is also successful,
as the wK subtly plays in defence and neutral-
izes the progress of the black pawn”.

No 22302 Yochanan Afek (Israel). 1.Kgs/i
Ke4 2.Kf6 Kd4 3.Kgy Sf2 (Sg3; Se2+) 4.c5/ii
Kxcs 5.5d3+ Sxd3 6.Kxhy Sf4/iii 7.Kg8 Kdé6 8.hy
Sg6 9.Kg7 wins.

i) 1.c5? Sg3+ 2.Khg Se4 3.c6 Sd6 4.Kgs5 Keq
5.Kf6 Kds 6.Sd3 Kxc6 draws.

ii) 4.Sd3? Sxd3 5.Kxhy Sc5 6.Kg6 Se6 draws.

iii) Ses 7.Kg7 wins, but not: 7.Kg8? Sg4 8.h7
Sf6+ draws.

“This textbook study is about logical
play in an S ending which has a masterplan
(5.8d3!?) and a preparatory manoeuvre (4.c5).
Everything is very simple and interesting’.

No 22303 Yuri Bazlov (Russia). 1.Se8+/i Kcs
2.5d7+/ii Kc6 3.Kas Bds 4.Ka6 Sc3 (Kxdy; Sf6+)

a4d6 0035.10 4/3 Win

f7h3 0000.22 3/3 Win/Win/Draw
I: Diagram, II: wKh3 to g4,
III: bPh7 to bBhy

5.b7 (Ses+ Kcs;) Bega+ 6.Kay Sbs+ 7.Ka8 Bds
8.b8S+/iii mate.

i) 1.Sf54+2 Kcs 2.Kas Bds 3.Sd7+ Kcg4 4.Sey
Bby (Ba8) draws.

ii) 2.b7? Kb6 3.Sd6 Sb2+ 4.Kb4 Sd3+ 5.Ka3
Scs (Ses) draws.

iii) 8.Sef6? Scy+ 9.Kay Sbs+ 10.Ka6 Scy+
draws.

The ideal mate is delivered by a promoted S,

and has two active self-blocks. Compare with
Neidze (EG#7840)”.

No 22304 Udo Degener (Germany).

I: 1.Kf6 (d4 g5;) Khg 2.e4 g5 3.e5 g4 4.¢6 g3
5.7 g2 6.8Q g1Q 7.Qe4+ Qg4 8.Qxhy+ Kg3
9.Qd3+ wins.

II: 1.d4 hs/i 2.d5 hg 3.d6 h3 4.d7 h2 5.d8Q
h1Q 6.Qd4+ Kg3 7.Qe3+ wins.

III: 1.d4 g5 2.d5 g4 3.d6 Bf5 4.e4 Bc8 (Bxes;
dy) s.es5 g3 6.e6 g2/ii 7.dy Bxdy 8.exdy g1Q
9.d8Q draws.

i) Kfs 2.d5 Kes 3.e4 wins.

ii) Bxe6+ 7.Kxe6 g2 8.d7 g1Q 9.d8Q draws.

“In this triple study we see the excelsior
pawns e2, d2, and d2 + e2”.
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Sergey Osintsev (Russia) judged this informal tourney of the Hungarian chess magazine which
attracted 26 studies by 20 composers from 16 countries. The award was published v2018.

No 22305 Arpad Rusz (Rumania), Martin
Minski (Germany) & Steffen Slumstrup Niels-
en (Denmark). 1.Ke8 (e8Q? Qh8 mate;) Qa4
2.Kf8/i Qa1 3.Ke8 Kby 4.h8Q (f8Q? Ses;) Ses/
ii 5.Qxes (Kf8? Qg6+;) Qa8+ 6.Qb8+/iii Qxb8+
7.Kd7 Qc8+ 8.Kd6 Qc6+ 9.Kes/iv draws.

i) 2.h8Q? (f8Q? Ses+;) Sd4+ 3.Kf8 Se6+
4.Kg8 Qg4+

ii) Qxh8+ 5.8Q Qhs+ 6.Qf7 Qh8+ 7.Qf8, or
Qa8+ 5.Kd7 Qxh8 6.f8Q/ix Qh3+ 7.Kd6 Qd3z+
8.Ke6 draw.

iii) Thematic try: 6.Kd7? Qc8+ 7.Kd6 Qcé6
mate.

iv) The same position as in the thematic try,
but without wQes- no mate!

“This is a bright and crystal clear study”.

No 22306 Andrzej Jasik (Poland). 1.Bhs,
and:
— gxh6 2.6 Kxhy 3.7 Kg8 4.exf8Q+ Kxf8
5.Ke4 Kf7 6.Kf5 wins, or:
— RD8 2.Bxg7+ Kxhy 3.e6 Rb3+/i 4.Kd4/ii Kg6
5.Kc4 zz Rxa3/iii 6.Bh8/iv Ra1 7.f7 wins.
i) Kg6 4.Kd4 Rb3 5.Kc4 zz wins, but 4.Kc4?
Rb3 zz 5.g4 Rxa3 draws.

No 22305 A. Rusz, M. Minski
& S. Slumstrup Nielsen
1st prize

B

N

No 22306 A. Jasik
and prize

. B 5=

ii) Thematic try: 4.Kc4? Kg6 zz 5.g4 Rxa3
6.g5 Rf3 7Bh6 a3 8.e7 Re3 9.f7 Re4+/v 10.Kd3
Rd4+ 11.Kxd4 a2 draws.

iii) Rb1 6.g4 Rb3 7.g5 wins.

iv) 6.Kb5? Rb3+ 7.Kxaq Rd3 8.Bh8 Rdg+
9.Kbs Rxds+ 10.Kc6 Rhs 11.Bg7 Ras 12.Kdy Ra8
13.e7 K7 14.g4 d5 15.g5 d4 draws.

v) But not: Kxf7? 10.g6+ Kxe7 11.Bxe3 wins.

“Unfortunately, the thematic try is more
study-like than the solution. Maybe the com-
poser had better change the colours”

No 22307 Arpad Rusz (Rumania). 1.Bg6/i
Rey 2.fxey+ Kxey+ 3.Be8/ii Bxe8 (Qxgy; Bxc6)
4.Qh4+/iii Kdy (Kf7; Qf6 mate)s5.Qb4 Bg6+/iv
6.Qf8 Bhy (Bf7; Kby zz) 7.Kb7 zz, wins.

i) 1.£7? Qxgy 2.£xe8Q+ Bxe8 3.Qh4+ Qey
4.Qd4+ Qd7 5.Qb6+ Key 6.Qcs+ Kf7 draws.

ii) 3.Kc7? Qd8+ 4.Kxc6 Qds+ 5.Kb6 Qb3+
6.Kcs Qc3z+ 7.Kbs Qb3+ 8.Kas Qa3+ 9.Kbs
Qb3+ perpetual check.

iii) 4.Qgs+? Kdy 5.Qd2+ Key 6.Qgs+ Kdy
positional draw, or 4.Qh8? Kf7/v wins.

iv) Bf7+ 6.Qf8 Kc6 7.Kc8 Kds 8.Kdy (Kd8)
Kxes 9.Ke7 wins.

No 22307 A. Rusz

3rd prize
@
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No 22308 M. Minski
& D. Gurgenidze

No 22309 P. Arestov

No 22310 P. Krug

4th prize 5th prize 1st honourable mention
55> ;é/ A /// / 9 Be
o E mamy S mom X A
BoEE B B EiE E 7/’/ AR
e AT A  HAE ‘mEng
5y ;@%%// B By
5y ” r - _ < .
o W EAE EAE W NAE E
& 7 7
gse11633.11 3/6 Draw a8a4 0301.33 5/5 Win a3g8 1662.16 5/11 Win

v) But not: Bf7+? 5.Kc7 Qe8 6.Qh4 mate.

“This is a study with technical play and many
tries”.

No 22308 Martin Minski (Germany) &
David Gurgenidze (Georgia). 1.Qbi+/i Kf2
2.Qxbs, and:

— Rhs+ 3.Kxhs Rxfs+ 4.Khg g5+ 5.Kh3/ii Sf4+
6.Kg4 Rxbs ideal stalemate, or:

— Rxfs5+ 3.Kxfs5 Rhs+ 4.Kg4/iii $Sf6+ 5.Kf4 Sds5+
6.Kg4 St6+ 7.Kf4 Rxbs model mirror mate.

i) Thematic try: 1.Qxbs? Rxfs+/iv 2.Kxfs
Rhs+ 3.Kg4 Sf6+ 4.Kf4 Rxbs - no stalemate.

ii) 5.Khs? Sf6+ wins, avoiding Sf4+? 6.Kg4
Rxbs stalemate.

iii) 4.Ke4? (Kg6? Sf4+;) Sc3+, but not Sf6+?
5.Kf4 Rxbs stalemate.

iv) But not: Rh5+? 2.Kxhs Rxfs+ 3.Kh4 g5+
4.Kg3 draws.

“This is an excellent synthesis”

No 22309 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Sf7/i
Rg8+ 2.d8Q (Kby? d4;) Rxd8+ 3.Sxd8 b3
4.cxb3+ Kxb3 5.5¢6 (Sxe6? Kcg;) Kegq 6.g4 Kes/
ii 7.g5 Kd6 8.g6 wins.

i) 1.S5xe6? Rg8+ 2.d8Q Rxd8+ 3.Sxd8 b3
4.cxb3+ Kxb3, and now: 5.5¢6 Kc4 6.g4 Kcs 7.g5
Kdé6 8.g6 Ke6 9.Se5 Kf6, or: 5.5e6 Kcg 6.g4 d4
7.5f4 Kcs 8.Kby Kd6 9.Sd3 Kds 10.5f2 Kes 11.Kc6
Kf4 12.Kds d3 13.Kd4 d2 14.Kd3 d1Q+ draws.

ii) d4 7.g5 d3 8.Se5+ wins.

“We see a pleasant logical study with a dou-

ble refusal of a pawn capture”

No 22310 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Qf7+ Rx-
t7/i 2.gxt7+ Kh8 3.£8Q+ Bg8 4.Sde6/ii Bd6+/iii
5.Ka4/iv Rd4+ 6.Kbs Rb4+ 7.Ka6/v Rag+ 8. Kby
Rb4+ 9.Kxa7 Bcs+ 10.Ka8 Rag+ 11.Kb8 Bdée+
12.Kb7 Rb4+ 13.Kc6 Bxf8 14.Sg6+ Khy 15.Sex{8
mate.

i) Kh8 2.Qxf8+ Bg8 3.5f7 mate.

ii) 4.5f7+? Khy 5.Se6 Rd3+ 6.Kb2 Kgé6 draws.

iii) Rdy 5.Sg6+ Khy 6.Qxg7+ Rxgy 7.Sef8
mate.

iv) 5.Qxd6? Raz2+ 6.Kxa2 e1Q draws.

v) 7.Kc6? Rb6+ 8.Kdy Rb7+ 9.Kxd6 Khy
10.Sxe2 Rb6+ 11.Kc5 Rxe6 draws.

“This study has an interesting idea and a
good mate!”.

No 22311 A. Avni & Y. Afek
2nd honourable mention
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No 22311 Amatzia Avni & Yochanan Afek
(Israel). 1.f6+ Kxf6 2.£8Q+ Bxf8 3.Qc3+ Kis/i

4.Sb4 Qcs/ii 5.Qxc2/iii d5 6.d4+ Qxc2 model
pin stalemate.
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i) Kf7 4.Sb4 Qcs 5.Qxcs (Qxc2? ds;) dxcs
6.5xc2 c4+ 7.Kb2 cxd3 8.Se3 draws.

ii) Qas+ 5.Kb3z d5 6.Sxc2 draws.

iii) 5.Qxc5+? dxcs 6.Sxc2 c4+ 7.Kb2 cxd3
wins.

No 22312 V. Tarasiuk
3rd honourable mention
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No 22312 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Se3+/i Kc1 2.5c2 Re6+ 3.Kb3 Rxc2 4.Bgs+/ii
Kb1 5.Bf6 Rb2+ 6.Bxb2 axb2 7.Ra8/iii a1Q 8.Ra3
Qxa3+ 9.Kxa3 Ka1 10.c8Q wins.

i) 1.Kd3? Rh3+ 2.Ke4 a1Q draws.

ii) 4.Bf6? Rb2+ 5.Ka4 a1Q 6.Rh8 Rb4+ 7.Kas
Rbs+ 8.Kag Rbg+ draws.

iii) 7Rd8? Kai 8.c8Q biQ+ 9.Ka3 Qb2+
10.Kag Qc2+ 11.Ka3 Qb2+ 12.Kag Qc2+ 13.Qxc2
stalemate.

No 22313 R. Becker
4th honourable mention
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No 22313 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Kc2 Se2
2.Rxe2 Ra2+ 3.Kd3 Raz+ 4.Kcq4 Rxag+ 5.Kbs/i
Rai 6.Rg4 Khy 7.Rxhg4+ Kg6 8.Rf4 Rbi+/ii
9.Kcyg/iii Khy 10.Rf7+/iv Kh6 11.Rf6+ Khy

12.Rf4 Rd1 13.Kc3 Rb1 14.Kc2 Ra1 15.Kb3 Rbi+
16.Ka2 Rc1 17.Rg4/v Rf1 18.Rh4+ Kg6 19.Rg2+
Kf5 20.Rh1 Rf2+ 21.Rxf2+ Bxf2 22.Rf1 wins.

i) Thematic try: 5.Kb3? Rai 6.Rgg Khy
7.Rxhg4+ Kg6 8.Rfs Kgs 9.Rf8 Ra3z+ 10.Kxa3
Bcs+ draws.

ii) Khs 9.Rg2 Rb1+ 10.Kc4 Rc1+ 11.Kb3 Rbi+
12.Ka2 Rei1 13.Rf7 Kh6 14.Rf3 wins.

iii) 9.Ka4? Khy 10.Rg4 Rf1 11.Re5 Kh6 12.Re8
Khy 13.Re2 Bf2 14.Rf4 Ra1+ 15.Kb3 Bg3 draws.

iv) 10.Rf3? Rci+ 11.Kb3 Bd4 12.Rh2+ Kg8
13.Rg2+ Bgy draws.

v) 17.Rh4+? Kg6 18.Rg2+ Kf5 19.Rh1 Be3
draws.

“Of course what we see is very accurate and
fine play but all the analyses diminish the art-
istry and there are not enough sufficient attrac-
tive points™.

No 22314 A. Skripnik
& P. Arestov
sth honourable mention
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No 22314 Anatoly Skripnik & Pavel Arestov
(Russia). 1.Sc2/i Be4+ 2.Kxe4 Sd2+ (Sc3+; Kd3)
3.Kd3 g1Q 4.Rf6+ Sf3 5.Rxf3+ Kg2 6.Ke2 Kha2/ii
7.5e3 Shs 8.Sf1+ Khi1 9.Rh3+ Kg2 10.Rh2+ draws.

i) 1.Rf6+? Kg1 2.Sc2 Shs 3.Rf5s Be4+ 4.Kxeq
Sg3+ 5.Kd3 Kh1 6.Rf6 g1Q 7.Rh6+ Kg2 8.Se3+
Kf2 9.Rf6+ Ke110.Sc2+ Kdi1 11.Se3+ Kc112.Rc6+
Sc3 13.Rxc3+ Kb1 wins.

ii) Qb1 7.Se3+ Kh2 8.Sfi+ Kh1 9.Rh3+ Kg2
10.Rg3+ Khi1 11.Rh3+ positional draw.

“White’s coordinated actions neutralize the
promoted bQ”.
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No 22315 M. Hlinka & L. Kekely
6th honourable mention
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No 22315 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Keke-
ly (Slovakia). 1.Bds h1Q/i 2.Bxh1 Sxh1 3.Se4/
ii Bh6 4.Kdy Ses+ 5.Ke6 Sxg6 6.Kf5 Sfq 7.Kg4
Kxay 8.Kf3 Kb6 9.Sd6 Sh3 10.Se4 Sf4 11.Sd6 Sd3
12.Se4 Sf413.Sd6 draws.

i) Kxay 2.Bxc6 Bxdz2 3.g7 Sf5 4.g8S draws.

ii) 3.g7? Bh6 4.Kdy Ses+ 5.Ke6 Bxgy, or 3.5f3?
Bf6 4.Kd7 Sd4 5.Sxd4 Bxd4 6.Ke6 Sg3 win.

“White makes a draw with very accurate
moves but without heroic efforts”.

No 22316 P. Arestov & D. Keith
commendation
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No 22316 Pavel Arestov (Russia) & Daniel
Keith (France). 1.Bxb6/i Rxh3 2.5f6+, and:

— Kc6 3.d7 Bd6 4.Bcs (Bez? Bey;) Bxcs 5.d8S+
Kc7 (Kb6; Kdy) 6.Se6+ draws, or:

— Kxd6 3.Bd4 Rd3 4.Bc3 Rxc3/ii 5.Se4+ draws.

i) 1.5f6+2 Kc6 2.Bxb6 Rd3 3.Bcy Rxh3 4.Se4
Rd3 5.5f2 Rd4+ 6.Kb3 Be3 wins.

ii) Kcs 5.Kb3 Re3 6.Sg4 draws.

“White easily refutes the mate threat by a
sacrifice and a knight promotion”.

No 22317 S. Slumstrup Nielsen
commendation
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No 22317 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.Sc3+ Kf3 2.Sxa2 Kg3 3.Bas/i Rxds
4.Bc7+ Khy4 5.Rd2 Sfs 6.Bd8+/ii, and:

— Kg3 7.Rxds Se3+ 8.Kd2 (Ke2? Sxds;) Sxds
9.h4 Kg4 10.Sc3/iii Sf4 11.Sd1 Sg6/iv 12.Se3+
Khs 13.Sg2 draws, or:

— Kxh3 7Rxds Se3z+ 8.Ke2 Sxds 9.Kfz Kh2
10.Ke4 Kg3 11.Kxds5 draws.

i) 3.Rh1? Rxds 4.Sc3 Rd7 draws.

ii) 6.Rxds? Se3+ 7.Ke2 (Kdz2 Kxh3) Sxds
8.Bd8+ Kg3 draws.

iii) 10.Sc1? Sf4 11.8d3 Sg6 12.5f2+ Khs draws.

iv) Khs 12.Se3 Sg6 13.Sg2 wins.

“This is a good ‘game’ study”.

No 22318 A. Rusz
commendation
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No 22318 Arpad Rusz (Rumania). 1.Sc2+
Kb1 2.Sd4 Qc4 3.Rb6+ Ka1 4.Rb3/i zz axbs/ii
5.5xb3+ Kb1 6.Sd2+ draws.

i) 4.Rb4? Qa2 mate.

ii) Qxd4 5.Rbi+ Kxbi stalemate, or Qcs+
5.Rb4 Qc3+ 6.Kxa4 draws.
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Judge Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine) considered no fewer than 69 studies by 17 composers from
10 countries submitted for this informal tourney. The provisional award was dated 16ii2018, and
the final award (no changes) 16iv2018. The judge wrote: “1. Only studies that move endgame study
composition forward should figure in tourney awards. This could be achieved by new ideas (which
are rare), novelties or improvements of something famous. 2. As a judge I prefer studies with a fierce
struggle. The play should be balanced and should skilfully show the secrets of the position and their
beauty and originality. In general I like studies with natural constructions where the solution is not
too simple and must have pointed moves, 3. I pay special attention to the purity and economy of the
final positions, and also how pieces arrive on their final destination. It is not enough for me that all
pieces play, but I love it when they also think!”.

HH observes that the award has an excellent presentation: only aesthetically relevant lines are

given (the analytical humbug being omitted).

No 22319 P. Arestov & P. Krug
1st prize
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No 22319 Pavel Arestov (Russia) & Peter
Krug (Austria). 1.Bhy/i Bd3+ 2.Kg1 Bh2+/ii
3.Kxh2/iii Re2+ 4.5f2+ (Kg1 Rg2 mate;) Rxf2+
5.Kg1 Rg2+ 6.Kh1 Kh3 (Bxhy; Qay) 7.Bfs5+/iv
exfs/v 8.Qf1 Be4 (Bxf1 stalemate;) 9.Qxf3+ Rg3/
vi 10.Qxe4 Rg1+ (fxe4 stalemate;) 11.Kxg1 fxeq
12.Kf2 Kg4 13.Ke3 Kf5 14.Kd4 e3 (Kf4 stalemate)
15.Kxe3 Kes 16.Kf3/vii Kds 17.Kf4 Kd4 18.Kfs
Kxcs 19.Ke5 Kb6 20.Kd6 (Kfs) Kby 21.Kes/viii
zz Ka6 22.Kf6/ix zz Kb6 23.Kfs Kay/x 24.Ke6 zz
Kb8 25.Kd6 Kby 26.Kes positional draw.

i) 1.5f2+?2 Bxf2 2.Kxf2 Re2+ 3.Kf1 Bd3 wins,

or 1.Qc1? Bd3+ (Re1+) 2.Kg1 Re1+ 3.Qxe1 Bxe1
wins.

ii) Re1+ 3.Qxe1 Bxe1 4.Bxd3 and White wins.

iii) 3.Kf2? Re2+ 4.Kf1 Rg2+ wins.
iv) 7.Bxd3? Rh2+ 8.Kg1 f2+ 9.Kf1 Rhi+ wins.

v) Bxfs 8.Qf1 Kg3 9.Qxf3+ (Qei+) Kxf3
stalemate.

vi) Bxf3 stalemate, or Kh4 10.Qh3+ (Qhs+)
Kxh3 (Kxhs) stalemate.

vii) 16.Kd3? Kds 17.Ke3z Kxcs 18.Keq4 Kdé6
draws.

viii) 21.Ke6? Kc7 22.Kes Kd7, or 21.Kd7? cs,
or 21.Kcs5? Kcy 22.Kxbg Kbé6, and: 23.Kaz Kcs
24.b4+ Kcg, or here: 23.Kc3 Kas 24.bg+ Kag
25.b3+ Ka3z wins.

ix) 22.Kd6? Kbé6 zz 23.Ke6 Kcz, or 22.Ke6?
Kay zz 23.Kt6 Kb8 24.Ke5 Kby zz 25.Kd6 Kb6
win.

X) c5 24.Kes c4 25.Kd4 draws.

“This is a two-phase study with sharp play
(sacrifices and countersacrifices) by both sides
with a smooth transfer to a king duel in a pawn
ending in which, by precise moves, the wK
forces Black to be satisfied with a draw. The
study shows several stalemates with the final
one in the pawn ending harmoniously con-
necting both phases. The composers have sig-
nificantly improved on a study by Krug & Gar-
cia (EG#21606), with reversed sides’”.

No 22320 Gunter Sonntag & Martin Min-
ski (Germany). 1.Bc2/i Scs+/ii 2.Rxcs Rxby
(Kxcs; Bxb3) 3.Sd6/iii Kxcs 4.Sxb7+ Kds/iv
5.Bb3+ Kc6 6.Bag+ Kc7 7.e7 Rhé+ 8.Kay Reé6
9.e85+/v Kc8 10.Sed6+ Kc7 11.Sbs+ Kc8 12.Bc2/
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vi Rf6 13.Bfs+ Rxfs 14.S7d6+ Kdy 15.5xf5 a4
16.5a3 wins.

i) Try: 1.e7? Rh8 2.Bc2 Scs+ 3.Rxc5 Rxby
draws. 1.Be4? Rh8.

ii) Rxb7 2.Re4+ Kc3 3.Bxa4 wins.

iii) Thematic try: 3.5xas? (Kxb7? Kxcs;) Kxcs
4.Sxb7+ Kds 5.Bb3+ Kcé6 6.Bag+ Kc7 7.e7 Rhé6+
8.Kay Re6 9.e85+ Kc8 10.Sed6+ Kcy 11.Sbs+
Kc8 12.Bc2 Rf6 (Res) 13.Bfs+ Rxfs stalemate.

iv) Kb4 5.5d6 a4 6.e7 Rh8 7.Bg6 a3 8.Bf7 Kc3
9.Kbs (Kb7 Kc2;) Rb8+ 10.Kc6 Rh8/vii 11.Kcs
Rb8 12.Sb7 Rh8 13.Sa5 Kb2 14.Sc4+ wins.

v) 9.e8Q? Ra6+ 10.Kxa6 stalemate.

vi) 12.Bd1? Rg6 13.Bc2 Rf6 14.Bf5+ is waste
of time.

vii) Kc2 11.Sb7 Rh8 12.Sc5 wins.

“There is sacrificial play by both sides in the
introduction with the logical foresight move
3.5d6!! and the S promotion in response to
BlacK’s counterplay for stalemate. This leads to
a final Troitzky win for White but that is the
point of not capturing the wPas on the third
move! This is a good implementation of the
WCCT10 theme”

No 22321 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.Se6+ Ke7 (Kc8; Ra1) 2.Bxd3 Rhs+
(Bxd3; Sxgs+) 3.Kg3 Bxds/i 4.5f4+/ii Be4
5.Rxe4+/ (Sxhs+? d3;) Kf6 6.Sxhs+ Kxfs 7.Re1
d3 8.Re6 c1Q (Kxe6; Sf4+) 9.Sg7+ Kgs 10.h4
mate.

i) c1Q 4.Rxc1 Bxd3 5.5f4 wins.

No 22320 G. Sonntag

ii) 4.Scs+? Kf6 5.5xd3 Rgs+ 6.Kf3 Rxfs+
draws.

“Looking at the initial position, it is difficult
to imagine the final mate being delivered by
the h-pawn! White’s sudden mate attack was
possible thanks to the active play of the bK
ensuring his pawn’s promotion. Yes, the mate
pattern itself is not new (Afek, EG#16625), but
here it arises unexpectedly and is organically
linked to play by both sides. We will remember
especially the point 8.Re6!!”.

No 22322 Aleksandr Zhukov  (Russia).
1.6+ Kg8/i 2.7+ (Sd7? Qh3+) Kg7 3.5d7 Qg6+
4.Kfq Qxf7+/ii 5.5f5+ (exf7? Kxf7;) Kg8 (Kg6;
Ses+) 6.Kes Qxe6+/iii 7.Kxe6 bg 8.Key (Sf6+
Kf8;) b3 9.5f6+ Kh8 10.Kf8/iv b2 11.5d6 (Shé6)
b1Q 12.5f7 mate.

i) Ke8 2.Se4 Qhy+ 3.Kes Kd8 wins, e.g. 4.5d5
Qh2+ 5.5f4 bg 6.17.

ii) Qh6+ 5.Kes (Kf3) wins.

iii) b4 7.8h6+, or Qhy 7.5f6+ win.

iv) 10.Kf7? b2 11.Se7 b1Q 12.5g6+ Qxg6+
13.Kxg6 stalemate.

“This is another beautiful work by this au-
thor with active participation of all pieces and
a domination of the strongest piece. Taming a
Q is always difficult for a composer and often
requires additional material but here the au-
thor has managed to achieve this by minimal
means’.

No 22323 Yuri Bazlov & Anatoly Skripnik
(Russia). 1.Kd3+ Kbz (Kd1; Bf3+) 2.Qg7+ Kb1/i
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3.Qxg6 Bxd6/ii 4.Kc3+ (Bb7? h1Q;) Kai (Kcz;
Qc2 mate) 5.Qxd6 Qxd6 6.h8Q Kbi 7.Qh7+
Kai1 8.Qgy, and:

— Qb6 9.Kc2+ Kaz 10.Bds+ Kaz 11.Qc3+ Kag
12.Bb3+ Kbs/iii 13.Qc4+ Kas 14.Qa4+ mate,
or:

— Qdi/iv 9.Be4 (Kbg+ Ka2;) hiQ 10.Kbg+
Kaz 11.Qf7+ Kb2 12.Qf6+ Kc1 13.Qc3+ Qc2
14.Qxc2 mate.

i) Ka3 3.Qa1+ Kb3 4.Bds mate.

ii) Qc8 4.Qe4 Qc3+ 5.Ke2+ Kc1 6.h8Q Qxh8
7.Qxbg wins, e.g. h1Q 8.Bxhi Qxhi 9.Qcgq+
Kb2 10.Qbs+ Kc3 11.Qxdy. If Qbs+ 4.Ke3z+ Kc1
5.h8Q wins.

iii) Ka3 13.Be6+ Ka4 14.Bxd7+ wins.

iv) Kb1 9.Begq+ Kc1 10.Qgs+ Kdi 11.Bf3+
wins.

“We see a curious study which is permeated
with firing royal batteries. Step by step, White
uses the constraints of the bK, pushing him to
the edge of the board and logically finishes off
with two mate finales”

No 22324 Peter Krug (Austria) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.h3/i gxh3 2.Be6/ii Rf4
3.Bb3 Rfi 4.Bc4 Rf2 5.Bbs Sc6 (Rg2; Be8+)
6.Bxc6 Rf8 7.Bdy/iii Rh8+ 8.Kxh8 Bd4 9.Khy
(Kg8) Bxgy 10.Kxgy ds/ix 11.Bxh3 d4 12.Kf6
(Bf1? Kg4;) d3 13.Kfs5/iv d2 14.Bg4+ Khé 15.Kf4
h3 16.Kg3 wins.

i) 1.Be6? h3 2.Bf7+ Kh4 3.Kg6 Bxh2 draws.

ii) Try: 2.Bd7? Re4 3.Ba4 Re1 4.Bd7 (Bb3 ds;)
Re4 positional draw

iii) Try: 7.Bbs5? Rh8+ 8.Kxh8 Bd4 9.Khy Bxgy
10.Kxg7 ds5 draws.

iv) 13.Bf1? d2 14.Be2+ Kh6 and Black wins.

“This is an apparently easy but attractive
work with mate threats of a wB in the intro-
duction, and an uncomplicated technical stage
dealing with two passed pawns at the end”.

No 22325 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Kfs/i
Khy/ii 2.Kf5/iii c5 3.h4/iv Kg7 4.Kgs5/v zz Kf7
5.Kf5 (Kxhs c4;) zz Kg7 6.Kg5 zz c4 7.Kf4 Kf6
8.Ke4 Ke6 9.Kd4 Kf5 10.Kxc4 Kg4 11.Kd3 Kxhg
12.Ke2 Kg3 13.Kf1 draws.

i) Try: 1.Kh4? c5 2.Kg5 (Kxhs c4;) Khy 3.Kf5
Kg7 zz 4.Kes Khé6 5.h4 Kg6 zz 6.Ke4 Kf6 7.Kds
Kfs5 8.Kxc5 Kg4 9.Kd4 Kxh4 10.Ke3 Kg3 11.Ke2
Kg2 12.Ke3 h4 13.Kf4 h3 wins.

ii) Kg7 2.Kgs c5 3.hq (Kf5) c4 4.Kfg Kf6
5.Ke4 Ke6 6.Kd4 Kf5 7.Kxcq4 Kgg 8.Kd3 Kxhg
9.Ke2 Kg3 10.Kf1 h4 11.Kg1 draws.

iil) 2.Kgs? c5 3.Kf5 Kg7 2z 4.h4 Kf7 2z 5.Kes
Kg6 zz 6.Ke4 Kf6 7.Kf4 Ke6 8.Ke4 Kd6 wins.

iv) 3.Kes? Kh6 4.hgq Kg6 zz 5.Ke4 Kf6 6.Kfs
Ke6 wins.

v) 4.Kes? Kg6 zz 5.Ke4 Kf6 6.Kds Kf5 wins.

“In this little study, the first two moves of the
wK in his battle against the two passed black

pawns are impressive. This is a very economical
realization of an idea from Zinar (EG#20131)”.

No 22323 Y. Bazlov
& A. Skripnik
1st honourable mention

No 22324 P. Krug
& M. Garcia
2nd honourable mention

No 22325 P. Arestov
commendation
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No 22326 R. Becker
commendation
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No 22326 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Rc7+/i
Kdé6 2.Rhcs Bds 3.Rc2/ii Be4 4.R2c4 Bds 5.R4¢5
Ba8 6.Kh2 Se2 7.Rc2 Sd4 8.R2c4 Sf3+ 9.Kga/iii
Bds 10.Rc1/iv Sd4 11.Kf2 Sb3 12.R1c3

i) Try: 1.Res+? Kd6 2.Rccs Se2+ 3.Kf1 Sdg
4.Rhs Bf3 draws.

ii) 3.Kh2? Se2 4.Rc2 Sd4 5.Rc1 Se2 positional
draw.

iii) 9.Kh3? Bds 10.Rc1 Sgi+ 11.Kg4 Se2 posi-
tional draw.

iv) 10.Rc3? Sd4 11.Kf2 Sbs draws.

“In this small study White has to rescue his

material advantage. This requires him to avoid
a pair of echo-forks in two logical tries”

No 22327 M. Hlinka & L Kekely
commendation
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No 22327 Michal Hlinka & LCubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.Sf6+/i Kxh6/ii 2.Re2 Baz+ 3.Kf7
Bfi (Bfs; Re3) 4.Rh2+/iii Kg5 5.Kg7 (Shy+?
Kga4;) Bey/iv 6.Rhs+ Kfs 7.5d5+ Kg4 8.Rh1 Bg2
9.Rg1 wins.

i) 1.Re2? Baz+ 2.Kf7 Bds draws.

ii) Bxf6+ 2.Kxf6 Kxh6 3.Re2 wins.

iii) 4.Rc2? Kgs, or 4.Re1? (Res?) draw.

iv) Kf4 6.Rf2+, or Bbs (Bcg, Bd3) 6.Rhs5+
wins.

“White’s exact play against the bB lacks

pointed moves, but the overall impression is
good”

No 22328 M. Minski
special commendation
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I: diagram, II: wPb4 to d4

No 22328 Martin Minski (Germany).
I: 1.Kc8/i Ray 2.Kb8/ii, and:
— Rey 3.f8R/iii wins, or:
— Raé6 3.f8B/iv wins.
IT: 1.Kc8/v, and:
— Rxd4 2.f8Q Rd8+ 3.Qxd8/vi wins, or:
— Ray 2.18S+/vii Khé 3.Be8/viii Ra8+ 4.Kdy
wins.
i) 1.Kc6? Rd8 2.Kc7 Ra8 3.b5 Kg7 draws.
ii) 2.f85+2 Kh6 3.Be8 Ra8+ 4.Kd7 Rb8 draws.

iii) 3.f8Q? Rb7+ 4.Kc8 Rb8+ 5.Kxb8 stale-
mate, or 3.f8B? Res 4.Bg4 Re8+ draws.

iv) 3.£8Q? (Kby? Rdé6;) Ra8+ 4.Kxa8, or
3.f8R? Rb6+ 4.Kc7 Rxby, or 3.f85+? Khé 4.bs
Rb6+ 5.Kc7 Rxbs draws.

v) 1.Kc6? Rd8 2.Kc7 Ra8 draws.

vi) avoiding 3.Kxd87? stalemate.

vii) 2.Kb8? Rag4, and 3.Bd1 Rbg+ 4.Kay
Kg7, or here: 3.f8Q (f8B Rxd4;) Ra8+ 4.Kxa8
stalemate.

viii) 3.Bf3? Rf7, or 3.Bg4? Ra8+ draw.

“Here we watch a mini performance with the

'”

wPf7 promoting to all pieces: S, B, R, and Q!”.

_136_
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The judge, Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Denmark), received 28 studies from the composition col-
umn editor Franz Pachl. The judge considered the overall level to be average with too many poor
and uninteresting studies because of excessive exchanges, uninteresting mutual zugzwangs and un-
necessary introductions. “At the end of the day the tourney turned out to be an astounding Heim-
sieg (HH: victory for the home country) for the German composers™.

No 22329 H. Waelzel
1st prize
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No 22329 Helmut Waelzel (Germany).
1.Sb6+ Kd8 2.a8Q Rxa8 3.Bh4+ (Sxa8? Bby+;)
Kc7 4.5xa8+ Kby 5.Be1 Seq4 6.Bg6 (Bf3? Bfs;)
St6 (Sd6? Bgs;) 7.Bhg Sds 8.Bf7 (Bes Be6;) Sba
9.Be1/i Sc6 10.Bds Bdy 11.bg4 Kxa8 12.b;5 Kby
13.Bas wins.

i) Thematic try: 9.Be7? Sc6 10.Bds5 Bdy (Be6)
11.b4 Kxa8 12.b5 Kby draws. Black could also
play 11...Kay (Kb8) 12.Bcs+ (Bd6+) 13.Kbs Kbz
draws, but these are time wasting minor black
duals.

“Original systematic manoeuvres are rare
these days but this is a fascinating one. After
the first eight introductory half moves, the wS
is trapped in the corner. White has a large ma-
terial advantage, and it is surprising that there
is only a very narrow road to victory. He has
to chase down the bS which at first, cannot be
done by pinning it on the long diagonal, as
Black simply covers it with the bishop and then
picks up White’s knight in the corner. Instead,
the poor bS is pressed systematically back-
wards by the two bishops co-operating. The
knight cannot allow the light squared bishop
onto the hi-a8 diagonal or the dark squared

bishop onto the g1-ay or h2-b8 diagonals with
tempo, and thus its movements are forced. At
the end the pawn on b2, expected to be merely
a technical pawn, joins in the fun, sealing the
knight’s fate. Everything fits in this study”.

No 22330 D. Eschbach
and prize
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No 22330 Dennis Eschbach (Germany).
1.h6 gxh6 (b2; Kc2) 2.g5 hxgs/i 3.fxg5 Sds 4.Bby
Sbé (Sfg+; Kc3) 5.Baé/ii, and:

— Bes 6.Keg+ Kf2 7.Kxes Ke3 8.g6 Sd7+ 9.Ke6/
iiib210.g7/ivb1Q 11.g8Q Qb3+ 12.Bc4 Qxcq+
13.Kf5 Qe4+ 14.Kg5 Qg2+ 15.Kf5 Qxg8 stale-
mate, or:

— Kf2 6.Kc3 Sag+ 7.Kxb3 Sc5+ 8.Kcg Sxa6
9.g6/v Bes 10.Kds Bb2 11.Ke6 Scs+ 12.Kf7
Se4 13.g7 Sg5+ 14.Kg6 draws.

i) Sds 3.gxh6 Bxf4 4.Be6 draws.

ii) Thematic try: 5.Kc3? Sag+ 6.Kxb3/vi Scs+
7.Kc4 Sxby 8.Kds (g6 Bes;) Bd8 9.g6/vii Bf6
wins.

iii) 9.Kd6? b2 10.g7 Sf6 wins.

iv) 10.Bd3? Kxd3 11.g7 b1Q wins.

v) 9.Kds5? Bf4 10.g6 Sc7+ 11.Ke4 Bh6 wins.

vi) 6.Kb4 b2 7.Be4 Sb6 wins.
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vii) 9.Kc6 Sas+ 10.Kdy Bxgs wins.

“The first star move of this study is 5.Baé!,
luring the bS to a worse square (a6 instead of
b7) in the second main line. If Black switch-
es track to the first main line we have an en-
tirely new race. The final stalemate trick is
well known, but the second star move of the
study, 12.Bc4, appears to be new. I would have
considered beginning with 4.Bbz, as I am not
convinced that the first three moves add much
but this is a minor point”.

No 22331 Gunter Sonntag (Germany).
1.Rg5 Sxh3/i 2.Se6+/ii Khé/iii 3.g7 Sxgs 4.Kca/
iv Bds+ 5.Kxds Se4 6.Kxe4 e2 7.Kf5 e1Q 8.g85+
Khs 9.5f4+ Kh4 10.Sg2+ Kg3 11.Sxe1 hs 12.5f6
Kf2 13.Sd3+ Ke3 14.5f4 ds5 15.S6xds5+ wins.

i) Sf3 2.5f5+ Kg8 3.gxh7++ Kxhy 4.Rg7+ Kh8
5.Re7 e2 (Be4; Sxe3) 6.Rxe2 Beg 7.Rf2 ds 8.Kc3
wins.

ii) 2.5fs+? Kf6 3.gxhy Bds+ 4.Kc3 Sxgs
5.h8Q+ Kxfs5 draws.

iii) Kg8 (Kf6; gxhy) 3.Rfs Bds+ 4.Rxds e2
5.Ra5 hxg6 6.Ra1 wins.

iv) 4.g8Q? Bds+ 5.Kc3 Bxe6 6.Qf8+ Kgé6
7.Kd3 Bfs+ 8. Kxe3 Sf7 draws.

“The highlight of this study is undoubtedly
the quiet move 4.Kc4!, postponing the obvious
knight promotion. The play flows smoothly,
with nice little tricks along the way. Unfortu-
nately the final moves are rather random and
difficult to understand for a solver”.

No 22331 G. Sonntag
3rd prize
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No 22332 G. Sonntag
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No 22332 Gunter Sonntag (Germany).
1.Rg6+ Bg2 2.Qf4/i Rfs/ii 3.Qxf5 Se3+ 4.Ke1
Sxfs5 5.Bhé6/iii Sxh6 6.b6 e5 7.b7 Sga 8.Rxg4 e4
9.b8B/iv e3 10.Bg3 Bh3 11.Bf2 mate.

i) 2.Qxcs5+? Kf1 3.Bxe7 Bb7 (Bf3, Ba8) 4.Qxc4
Kf2+ 5.Kd2 Qe1+ 6.Kc2 Qxe2+ 7.Qxe2+ Kxez
draws.

ii) Se3+ 3.Kd2 Rfs5 4.Qxe3+ Kf1 5.Ra6 Rds+
6.Kc3 Rd1 7.Bxe7 wins.

iii) 5.Bg7? es 6.Bf8 e4 7.Bcs5+ e3 8.b6 Sdg
9.Bxd4 stalemate.

iv) 9.b8Q? e3 10.Qg3 stalemate.

“The introduction is excellent (who would
expect that the final move of pawn-bs will be
11.Bf2 mate?), including the try 5.Bg7 and sev-
eral sacrifices along the way. Making the Qh1
move to its corner square during the solution
seems an impossible constructional hurdle to
overcome but this fact nevertheless makes the
scheme a little static. The study is partly an-
ticipated by a subline in a FIDE Album study
by Bruch, Sonntag and Minski (EG#17239). In
my view, the present study still deserves a prize
thanks to its elegant flow”.

No 22333 Siegfried Hornecker & Mar-
tin Minski (Germany). 1.Re3 (Bh6? Bf2;) g1Q
2.Bcs+ b6/i 3.Re7+ Ka6 4.Bxg1 Bdé6/ii 5.Bcs/iii
Bxcs (bs+; Kb4) 6.Re6 wins.

i) Ka6 (Ka8; Re8+) 3.Re6+ Bd6 4.Rxd6+
wins.

ii) b5+ 5.Kb4 (Kaz? Bd6+;) Bei+ (Bd6+; Bes)
6.Rxe1/iv wins.

No 22333 S. Hornecker
& M. Minski
honourable mention
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iii) Not 5.Re6? bs mate. If 5.Bxb6? Bxey
draws.

iv) But not 6.Ka3? (Kcs5?) Bbg+ 7.Kxbg
stalemate.

“This study is slightly too light to win a prize,
but it is certainly one to remember. The imme-
diate switchback 5.Bcs! is highly pleasing, sur-
prising and aesthetic to me”.

No 22334 M. Minski
1st commendation
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No 22334 Martin  Minski
1.Sc6/i Rbi+ 2.Scb4/ii, and:

— Rbxbg4+ 3.Sxb4/iii Rxb4+ (Qb8; d8Q) 4.Bxb4
Sb8 5.d8S/iv Sc6 (Sd7+; Kcy) 6. Kxc6/v wins,
or:

— Rcxbg+ 3.Bxb4/vi Rxbsg+ (Sb8; d8Q) 4.Sxb4
Sb8 5.d8B/vii Sc6 (Sdy+; Kcy) 6.Kxc6/viii
wins.

i) 1.Sb7? Rb1+ 2.Kxa6 Rag+ 3.Sa5 Rb8 draws.
1.5e6? (Sf7?) Rbi+ draws, since 2.Kxa6? Rag is
mate.

ii) 2.Kxa6? Rag+ 3.Sa5 Rb8 draws.

iii) Thematic try: 3.Bxb4? Rd4 draws, avoid-
ing Rxb4+7? 4.Sxb4 Sb8 5.d8B wins.

iv) 5.d8Q? (5.d8R?) stalemate.

V) 6.Sxc6? stalemate.

(Germany).

vi) Thematic try: 3.5xb4? Rd1 draws, avoid-
ing Rxb4+? 4.Bxb4 Sb8 5.d8S wins.

vii) 5.d8Q? (5.d8R?) stalemate.
viii) 6.Sxc6? stalemate.

“In two main lines White underpromotes to
the type of piece that has just been captured:
the Phoenix Theme. Constructionally this is
no doubt an accomplishment and there are
additional subtleties, for instance how the bR
is allowed to save the day on the d-file in the
tries. Nevertheless, I believe the tablebase sub-
lines (5...Sdy in both main lines), downgrade
this study considerably although they are, of
course, an inherent part of the scheme. The
very same bishop promotion (but no knight
promotion) was shown by Arpad Rusz in the
Selivanov 50 JT (the only difference was the
wSfs instead of b4) and that study won third
prize. Minski’s study was published in March
2017, shortly after the announcement of Seliva-
nov’s tourney. It appears that both composers
had the same idea coincidentally, not knowing
about the other”.

No 22335 R. Staudte
2nd commendation
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No 22335 Rainer Staudte (Germany). 1.c7+,
and:

— Kc8 2.¢6 Qaz+ 3.Kb1 Qb3+ 4.Ka1 Kxc7 5.Rc2
Kdé6 6.Rc1 Qa3+ 7.Kb1 Qb3+ 8.Kai1 Kc7 9.Rc2
Qxc2 stalemate, or:

— Kxc7 2.¢6 Qa3+ 3.Kb1 Qb3+ 4.Ka1 Kd8 5.c7+
Kc8 6.Rc2 Qxc2 stalemate.

“This is a pleasant miniature. Looking at the
diagram it is hard to imagine that something
new will be revealed but in fact this is a fresh
positional draw”.



Probleemblad 2015-2016

In total 33 studies were published during the two years of this informal tourney. Seven studies
were disqualified for various reasons. The judge was Eddy van Beers, who is a strong player and
solver. He explains that, for him, an endgame study must have a clearly recognizable main line that
can be solved and understood without a computer.

The provisional award was published in Probleemblad no. 1 i-iii2018 with a three month confir-

mation time.

No 22336 Yochanan Afek (the Nether-
lands/Israel). 1.a7 Qc6 2.a8Q+ Qxa8 3.d7+ Key
4.Bcs+/1Kd8 5.Bb6+ Key 6.d8Q+ Qxd8 7.Bxd8+
Ke6 (Ke8; Bxgs) 8.Rxd2 g1Q 9.f5+ Kes 10.Rdg,
and e.g. Qf1/ii 11.Bf6 mate.

i) 4.Bf6+? Ke6 5.d8Q Qxd8 6.Rxd8 gxfs and
Black wins.

ii) Kxd4 11.Bb6+, or Qxd4 11.Bf6+ wins.

“Only rarely do I give two exclamation marks
for a move, but the point 10.Rd4!! is simply
fantastic! White is always behind on material
and in the end sacrifices its strongest piece to
win the bQ. It is also nice that White starts by
sacrificing its seemingly important a-pawn in
order to distract the bQ from square d7”.

No 22337 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).
1.Rhs+ gxhs/i 2.Bb1 c2 3.Bxc2 Khé6 4.Kbi/
ii zz Qa3 5.Rg6+ Khy 6.Rg3+ d3 7.Rxd3 Qay
8.Rdy++/iii Khé6 9.Rh7+/iv Qxh7 10.Bxh7 wins.

i) Kg7 2.Rxg6+ Kxg6 3.Bb1 Qxbi+ 4.Kxb1
Kxhs 5.6 Kg6 6.h5+ wins.

ii) 4.Bxd3? stalemate.

iii) 8.Ra3+? Khé6 9.Rxay stalemate.

iv) 9.Rxa7? stalemate.

“This is an endgame study with rich content:
after the introductory rook sacrifice and the
avoidance of a stalemate (4.Bxd3?) there is a
mutual zugzwang (with WTM there is no win
as 5.e6 is refuted by Qc4 6.Rg6+ Khy and White
does not have the move Rc6+). Subsequently
another stalemate (8.Ra3?) has to be avoided
and White finally exchanges into a won pawn
ending”.

No 22338 Martin  Minski  (Germany).
1.Bag+ Kxagq 2.Kc2 Sfi (Ka3z; Bes) 3.Bf4/i Ka3
4.Kb1 f6/ii 5.Be3 (Bd6+? Kb3s;) Kba/iii 6.Bgs f5/
iv 7.Bf4 zz Kc3 8.Bes+ draws.

i) 3.Bd6? (Bes?) Se3z+ (Sd2) 4.Kxb2 Sc4+, or
3.Bf2? Ka3 4.Bd4 Se3+ 5.Bxe3 Ka2 win.

ii) Kb3 5.Bh6/v {6 (Sg3; Bg7) 6.Bgs f5 7.Bf4 is
the main line.

iii) Sxe3 stalemate. If f5 6.Bgs (Bh6), but not:
6.Bf4? Kb3 zz 7.Bgs (Bes Sd2 mate;) Sg3 8.Bf6 f4
9.Bxb2 Sfs5 wins.

iv) fxgs stalemate.

No 22336 Y. Afek
1st prize
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v) But not 5.Bgs? f6 6.Bxf6 Sd2 mate, or
5.Be3? Kc3 (Sxe3? stalemate;) 6.Bgs Sd2+ wins.

“The lines speak for themselves: thanks to
stalemates and a vulnerable h-pawn, White
always has a single bishop move left (to e3, f4,
g5, or h6) for a narrow draw escape. The po-
sition after 7.Bf4 is a mutual zugzwang. Here,
if WTM, 8.Bgs Sg3 9.Bf6 wins the b-pawn, but
then f4 10.Bxb2 Sfs! and the f-pawn decides”.

No 22339 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.h4+ (f4+
Khg;) Kxh4/i 2.5f4 g1Q 3.Kg8+/ii Sh6+ 4.Rxh6+
Kgs 5.Rxg6+ Khy 6.£3/iii Qay/iv 7.Rg4 mate.

i) Kf5 (Khs; Kg7+) 2.Sg3+ Kf4 3.Rf8+ wins.

ii) Thematic try: 3.Kg7+? Sh6 4.Rxh6+ Kgq
5.Rxg6+ Kh4, and now: 6.f3 Qaz+, or here:
6.5g2+ Kh3 (Khs) 7.5f4+ Kh4 8.Rxg1 stalemate.

iii) 6.Rxg1? stalemate, or 6.5g2+? Kh3 7.5f4+
Kh4 repeats.

iv) Qg3 7.5g2+ Kh3 8.Rxg3+ Kxg3 9.f4 (Se1)
wins.

“In addition to a nice mate picture, we see
the good move 3.Kg8! instead of 3.Kg7? be-
cause otherwise Black would escape by 3...Sh6+
4.Rxh6+ Kg4 5.Rxg6+ Khg 6.f3 Qay+ as this is
a check. In the main line Black is in zugzwang
after 6.f3! (instead of 6.Rxg1? stalemate). It is
unfortunately not a mutual zugzwang as White
would win by 7.Rg2".

No 22340 Peter Krug (Austria) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.Bd4 (e8Q? ds+;) Sfé/i
2.Kxf6 (Bxb2? Kg7;) Rb8 3.5f3/ii d6/iii 4.Ses hs/
iv 5.Be3 h6/v 6.5Sg6+ Khy 7.5f8+ Kh8 8.Bxh6

Bhy 9.Kf7 Bg8+ 10.Kg6 Bhy+ 11.Sxhy Rg8+
12.Kf7 (Kf6) Kxhy 13.Bf8 wins.

i) Bf7 2.Kxe4+ Kg8 3.Bxb2 wins.

ii) 3.5d3? Re8 4.Se5 Rxey 5.Kxe7 Kg7 6.Sxd7+
es5, or 3.Be5? Re8 (Rc8) 4.Sg2 d6 5.Bxd6 es
6.Bxes Bb3 (Ba2) 7.Sh4 Kg8 8.5f5 Rf8+ draws.

iii) Re8 4.Sg5, and: hxgs 5.Kxgs+ e5 6.Bxes
mate, or: e5 5.Bxes Bds 6.5f7+ Kg8 (Bxf7; Kxf7
mate) 7.5xh6+ Kh8 8.Kf5 (Kgs) mate.

iv) dxes 5.e8Q Rxe8 6.Bxes zz Rf8+ 7.Ke7+
Rf6 8.Bxf6 mate.

v) dxes 6.Bh6 Bf7 7.Kxf7 Rg8 e.g. 8.e8Q Rxe8
9.Bg7 mate.

“After a long battle the white e-pawn finally
promotes while this would not win in the ini-
tial position. There are spectacular sublines af-
ter 3...Re8, 4...dxes, and 5...dxes. I like the mu-
tual zugzwang after 4...dxes 5.e8Q Rxe8 6.Bds
best. A small drawback is the minor dual at the
end of the main line”.

No 22341 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.d7+ Kxd7 2.Scs5+ bxcs 3.f7 Bd3+
4.c4 Bxcq+ 5.Kxcq4 Req+ 6.Kxcs5 Rfg 7.g6 Ke6
8.3 Rfs+ 9.Kc4/i Rxf3 10.Kd4 Rf1 11.Ke3/ii Rxf7
12.gxf7 Kxt7 13.Kf3 draws.

i) 9.Kd4? (Kb4? Rxf3;) Rds+ 10.Keq Rd8
wins.

ii) 11.Ke4? Re1+ 12.Kf4 Rd1 (Rai, Rbi, Rc1)
wins, e.g. 13.185+ Kf6 14.Ke4 Rd6 15.Kf4 Kg7.

“Two pieces are sacrificed during the intro-
duction to develop into an ending in which
White must play some subtle and unique moves

No 22339 P. Arestov
4th prize
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(9.Kc4, 10.Kd4, 10.Ke3) to finally make a draw
by opposition in a pawn ending”.

No 22342 D. Keith
commendation
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No 22342 Daniel Keith (France). 1.Be3+
Kb1 (Kdi; ¢7) 2.Rbg+/i Rb2 3.Rxb2+ Kxb2 4.c7,
and now:

— Rf15.Bf4 Rxf4 6.c8Q Bfs+ 7.Ke5 Bxc8 8.Kxfs
draws, or:

— Rhs 5.Bg5 Rxgs 6.c8Q Bfs+ 7.Kf6 Bxc8
8.Kxgs draws, or:

— Bdi1 5.Kf5 Rfi+ 6.Bf4 Rg1 7.Bg3 Rxg3 8.c8Q

Bg4+ 9.Kf4 Bxc8 10.Kxg3 draws.

i) 2.c7? Ra6+ 3.Kf7 Rfi+ 4.Ke7 Bfs 5.c8Q
Bxc8 6.Rxc8 Re1 7.Rc3 Kb2 wins.

“This is an interesting improvement of a
study by Wotawa (HHdbV#62768). A good
introduction was implemented and we have
three bishop sacrifices while the original study
only had two”.

No 22343 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).
1.f4+ Sxf4 2.Kh2 (by? Bgs;) Shs 3.Bxhs Kheé
4.b7/i Bt6 5.b8B/ii Kxhs 6.Kg3/iii Bc3 7.Bc7 Kg6
8.a4 Kf5 9.Kf3 e5 10.a5 wins.

i) 4.a4? Be1 5.b7 Bc3 6.b8B Kxhs 7.Kg3 Bas
draws.

ii) 5.b8Q? Bes+ 6.Qxes stalemate.

iii) 6.a4? Bc3 7.Kg3 (Bcy Kg4;) Bas draws.

“After an ingenious stalemate trick, White
must play accurately following the bishop
promotion (ie not advancing the a-pawn too
quickly) to keep the bK out of the game in or-
der to win the bishop ending only just”

No 22344 Vladimir Samilo  (Ukraine).
1.Sd2+ Kf2 2.Sxf1 e2 3.Rc2/i Kxf1 4.Rxe2 Kxez
5.d5 Kf2 6.d6 Sg3 7.d7 Sfs5+ 8.Kh3 wins.

i) 3.Rc1? exfiQ 4.Rxfi+ Kxf1 which is a po-
sition by Van Altena with exchanged colours:
5.d5 Kg2 6.d6 Sg3 7.d7 Sfs+ and the knight
stops the pawn: 8.Kg4 Shé+, 8.Khs Sg7+, or
8.Kgs Sd6 (Sd4), draws.

“This study uses the draw idea of Van Altena
(HHdbV#64043) with a subtle difference be-
tween try and solution”

No 22345 Fernand Joseph (Belgium). 1.Qc4
Bg3 2.£8Q Rxf8 3.a8Q Ses 4.Qxf8 Bxc4 5.Qxf6
Be2 6.Qey wins.

“Apart from some spectacular moves, the
power of the wQ impressed me most in this
study. On her own she keeps a whole arsenal of
black pieces under control”

No 22343 J. Timman
commendation
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Halberstadt-s0 MT 2018

This formal tourney was judged by Jonathan Mestel (Great Britain) and Alain Pallier (France)
and commemorated the death of Vitaly Halberstadt.

There were two sections: one for studies with no more than 12 pieces, and a twin section. For the
twin section there were two main requirements: a single ‘discriminant’ (i.e. a small difference in
position) and the try in the first position which must be a decisive move in the second position and
vice versa.

The tourney director Laurent Riguet (France) received 28 studies for the first section and 15 stud-
ies for the second section.

The closing date for the tourney was 25x2016, one year before the anniversary date of Hlaber-
stadt’s death, and the announcement (dated 16xii2015) promised to publish a provisional award one
year later, an excessively long delay. However, it took until March 2018 before the provisional award
was published, an unfortunate delay for which judge Jonathan Mestel apologized. The final award -

with no changes — was published in Phénix no. 290-291 (xi-xii2018).

Section: not more than 12 pieces

No 22346 D. Keith
& S. Slumstrup Nielsen
1st prize
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No 22346 Daniel Keith & Steffen Slumstrup
Nielsen (Denmark). 1.a6 ¢3/i 2.Rxc3/ii Qxa6/iii
3.Sb4/iv Qa1+ 4.Kg2 Qxc3 5.d7 c1Q/v 6.Bxc1 d2
7.d8Q dxc1Q 8.Qe7+ (Qds+? Kf6;) Kd4 9.Se2+
Kc4 10.Sa2 wins.

i) Qh3z+ (Qf8+; Kg2) 2.Kf2 Qh2+ 3.Kf3 d2
4.Bxd2 Qxd2 5.a7 wins.

ii) 2.a7? Qh3z+ 3.Kf2 Qh2+ 4.Kf3 d2 5.Ras+,
or 2.d7? Qf8+ 3.Ker1 Qf3, or 2.Sxc3? Qh3+
3.Kf2 Qh2+ 4.Kf3 d2 5.Bxd2 Qxd2 6.a7 c1Q, or
2.Ra5+? (Sxc3? Qh3s+;) Ke6 3.a7 Qa8 4.Ke1 Qf3
5.a8Q Qxg3+ 6.Kf1 Qh3+ 7.Qg2 Qxg2+ 8.Kxg2
d2 draw.

iii) Qh3+ 3.Kf2 Qh2+ 4.Kf3 d2 5.Bxd2 Qxd2
6.Re3+ (Re5+? Ke6;) Kxd6 7.Se4+ wins.

iv) 3.Rc5+?2 Ke6 4.Sb4 Qa1+ 5.Kf2 Qb2 6.5xd3
c1Q+ 7.5xb2 Qxb2+ 8.Kf3 Kxd6 draws.

v) Qc7 6.d8Q Qxd8 7.Sc6+, or Qxbg (d2)
6.d8Q win.

“Some complex play by both sides culmi-
nates in an original and delightful conclusion.
It is much harder to solve studies where both
sides have good ideas, but the artistic achieve-
ment is enhanced. All the pieces take part in
the play and, even though the only move of the
Sg3 is to fork a king and two queens, a knight
can hardly hope for more!”.

No 22347 L. Gonzalez
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No 22347 Luis Miguel Gonzalev (Spain).
1.Kb3/i Sc4 2.Kc3 zz Ke8 3.Bc2 Bbs/ii 4.Kb3/iii
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zz Kd8 5.Bhy Baé6/iv 6.Kc3 zz Kd7 7.Bfs+ Ke8
8.Bc2 zz Bbs 9.Kb3 zz Se3 10.Bhy/v Sd1 11.ds5/vi
Be212.e6 Bhs 13.Bb1/vii Bf3/viii 14.d6/ix Bds+/x
15.Kc2 Se3+ 16.Kd3 fxe6 17.Kxe3/xi draws.

i) 1.Kc3? zz Sc4 2.Bb1 Sa3 3.Kxb2 Sxb1 wins

ii) Sa3 4.Bag+ Bbs 5.Kxb2, and: Sc4+ 6.Kc3
Bxag4 7.Kxc4, or: Bxag 6.Kxa3 Bc6 7.Kbg Kdy
8.Kcs draw.

iii) 4.Bh7? (Kb4? Se3;) Kd7 wins, e.g. 5.Bf5+
Kd8 6.Bh7 Baé6 zz 7.Be4 Bb7 wins.

iv) Kdy 6.Bfs+ Ke8 7.Bc2, or biQ+ 6.Bxb1
Sd2+ 7.Kb4 Sxb1 8. Kxbs Kd7 9.ds5 draws.

v) 10.Bb1? (Be4? Sdi;) Sd111.ds5 Be2 12.e6 Bhs
13.ext7+ (Ka3z; Bg6) Kxf7 14.d6 Bg4 15.Bhy Kxf6
16.Kc2 Kes 17.d7 Bxdy 18.Kxdi Bag+ 19.Kd2
Kd4 20.Bd3 Bb3 draws

vi) 11.Kc2? e.g. Bag+ 12.Kb1 Bb3 13.Be4 Bds
14.Bc2 Sc3+ 15.Kxb2 Se2 wins.

vii) 13.exf7+? Kxt7 14.Kc2 Bg6+ 15.Bxg6+
Kxg6, or 13.Kc2? Bg6+ 14.Bxg6 fxg6 15.d6 Sc3
16.Kxb2 Saq+ 17.Ka3 Scs 18.d7+ Kd8 19.f7 Sxe6
win.

viii) Bg6 14.d6 Bhs 15.d7+ Kd8 16.exf7 Bxf7+
17.Kc2 Bhs 18.f7 Bxf7 19.Kxd1 draws.

ix) 14.ext7+? Kxf7 15.d6 Bgs 16.Bhy Kxf6
17.Kc2 Kes 18.d7 Bxd7 19.Kxd1 Bag+ 20.Kd2
Kd4 21.Bd3 Bb3 wins.

x) Bhs (Bg4) 15.d7+ draws.

xi) 17.f7+? Kxf7 18.Kxe3 e5 19.Kd2 e4 20.Kc3
e3 21.Kd3 Be4+ 22.Kxe4 e2 wins.

“We see an astounding amount of play in a
fairly static position. The zugzwangs continue

No 22348Y. Bazlov

even once the white pawns start moving. Po-
sitions involving corresponding squares for
pieces other than kings are always interesting.
And yet: this is not a ‘solver’s’ study’ - it is fairly
technical and not easy to understand and is re-
ally a long, complex positional draw. The study
seems to be sound, but it lacks the appeal of the
first prize.

No 22348 Yuri Bazlov & Vitali Kovalenko

(Russia). 1.g7, and:

— Bxdé/i 2.Rf3/ii Bbg 3.Kd7 Rga 4.Ke6 Sc3
5.Kf7 Seq 6.Rd3 (g8Q? Sd6+;) Rfg+ 7.Kg6
Rf6+ 8.Khs Rfi 9.Kg6 Rgi+ 10.Kf7 Sg5+
11.Kf6 Shy+ 12.Kf7 Sg5+ 13.Kf6 Seq+ 14.Kf7
Rfi+ 15.Kg6 Rf6+ 16.Khs Rfi 17.Kg6 posi-
tional draw, or:

— Rc4+ 2.Kd8 Rg4 3.Rd3 Sb4 4.Rd4 Rxgy 5.d7
Rg8+/iii 6.Ke7 Bcy 7.d8Q/iv Bxd8+/v 8.Kf7
Rh8 9.Kg7 Re8 10.Kf; Rey+ 11.Kf8 Rhy
12.Kg8/vi Rh8+ 13.Kgy (Kxh8? Bf6+;) Re8
14.Kt7 positional draw.

i) Kxb3 2.g8Q, or: Rg4 2.Rd3 Sb6+ 3.Kb7
draw.
ii) 2.Rd3? Sey+ 3.Kdy Bbg 4.Ke6 Rgg 5.Kf7

Sfs wins.

iii) Bes 6.Kc8 Bxd4 7.d8Q draws.

iv) 7.Rc4? Bb6/viii 8.Rc8 Rd8 9.Rxd8 Scé6+
wins.

v) Rxd8 8.Rxd8 Sc6+ 9.Kdy draws.

vi) 12.Rxd8? Rh8+ 13.Ke7 Sc6+ wins.

“There are two quite different variations with
subtle play by both sides. The second variation

& V. Kovalenko T

No 22349 L. Gonzalez

3rd prize 1st honourable mention
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should explain that 5...Kbs 6.Rxb4+! draws. In
a problem, the lack of a thematic link between
variations might be criticised, but we do not
feel that is so important for a study”.

No 22349 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.5d2+/i e1Q+/ii 2.Rxe1+ Sxer 3.a8Q+ Sg2+
4.Qxg2+/iii Qxg2/iv 5.Rfi+/v Kh2 6.53+ (Rf2?
Sdi+;) Kh3 7.Rc1/vi zz Sa4q/vii 8.Rg1 Qc2 9.Rg5
Qci1+ 10.Kf2 Qb2+ 11.Ke3 Qb3+ 12.Kfg (Kf2?
Qb6+;) Qf7+ 13.Ke3z Qe6+ 14.Kf4 Qh6 15.5g1+
Kh2 16.Sf3+ Khi 17.Ke5 (Ke4? Sc3+;) Qh8+
18.Kf4 Qb8+ 19.Ke3 Qb6+ 20.Kf4 Qhé6 21.Kes
(Ke4? Sc3+;) positional draw.

i) 1.Sc3+? Kg2 2.Rg1+ Sxg1 3.a8Q+ Sf3 4.Sxe2
Qe6+ 5.Qeq Sdi1+ 6.Kf4 Qh6+ 7.Kf5 Sez+ wins.

ii) Sdi+ 2.Kxe2 Qg2+ 3.Kd3 Qxd2+ 4.Keq
Qe3+ 5.Kf5 Qg5+ 6.Ke6 Sd4+ 7.Kf7 Qds+ 8.Kg6
draws.

iii) 4.Kf2? Sd3+ 5.Kf1 Qd1 made.

iv) Kxg2 5.Rf2+ Kh3 6.Rf3+ Kh4 7.Rf4 draws.

v) 5.Rh8+? Kg1 6.5f3+ Kf1 7.Sd2+ Ke1 8.5{3+
Kd1 9.Rd8+ Kc1 10.Rc8+ Kb1 11.Sd2+ Ka2 wins.
vi) 7.Rg1? Qc2 8.Rhi+ Kg4 9.Rh4+ Kg3 wins.

vii) Sd3 8.Sgi+ Kg3z 9.Se2+ Kh2 10.Kxd3
draws.

This study has a dynamic introduction to a
RS v QS database position. The drawing mech-
anism is well known to practical players but
the extra bS necessitates precision by White”.

No 22350 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Rg6+ Kfg (Kh3; Rgs+) 2.Rf6+/i Kgg (Kgs;
Rf1) 3.Rg6+/ii Khs 4.Rg1 (Rh6+? Kgs;) Bb2
5.Kd2 c1Q+ 6.Rxc1, and:

— e3+ 7.Kc2 (Kd1? e2+;) Bxcr 8.Kxc1 Kgy/iii
9.Kd1 Kf3 10.Ke1 e2 11.h3/iv zz e4 12.h4 Kgg
13.Kxe2 Kxh4 14.Ke3 Kgs 15.Kxe4 Kf6 16.Kf4
draws, or:

— Bxci+ 7.Kxc1 Kg4 8.Kd1 (Kd2) Kf3 9.Ke1 e3
10.Kf1/v e2+ 11.Ke1 Ke3 12.h4/vi Kf4 13.Kxe2
Kg4 14.Ke3 Kxhg4 15.Ke4 Kgs5 16.Kxe5 draws.
i) 2.Rg1? Bb2 3.Kd2 c1Q+ 4.Rxc1 Bxc1+ wins.
ii) 3.Rf1? Bb2 4.Kd2 c1Q+ 5.Rxc1 Bxci+ wins.
iii) Kh3 9.Kdi1 Kxh2 10.Ke2 draws.

iv) Thematic try: 11.h4? Kg4 12.Kxe2 Kxhg
13.Ke3 Kgs 14.Ke4 Kf6 wins.

v) 10.h4? Kgq 11.Ke2 Kxhg4 12.Kxe3 Kgs
13.Ke4 Kf6 wins.

vi) 12.h3? Kf3 13.h4 Kg4 14.Kxe2 Kxh4 15.Ke3
Kgs 16.Ke4 Kf6 wins.

“We see nice clear play but the judges dif-
fered on this study. One felt he had seen the
idea behind 11.h3! before, but we have been un-
able to find any anticipation™

No 22351 M. Minski
2nd/3rd honourable mention

EEEE
L
Sy .
o B E W
AW B
MAE 5w
E mem @
mrE e

b6f1 0730.33 5/7 Draw

Y

\

\

No 22351 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.c8Q
Rba1 2.Qh8/i b2 3.Qxb2/ii Rb3+ 4.Qxb3 Ra6+
(cxbz; Rhi+) 5.Kxa6 cxb3z+ 6.Kb7/iii Bf3+/iv
7.e4/v Kg2/vi 8.Rh6 Bxe4+ 9.Kcy/vii b2 10.Rb6
b1Q 11.Rxb1 Bxb1 12.Kd7 draws.

i) 2.Rh1+? Kf2 3.Rh2+ Ke1 4.Rxe2+ Kxe2
5.Qxc4+ Kd2 wins.

ii) 3.Rh1+? Kf2 4.Rh2+ Ke1 5.Rxe2+ Kxe2
6.Qxb2+ Ke1 wins.

iii) 6.Kas? (Ka7?) Bd3 7.e4 (Bh2 Bc2;) b2
8.Rh1+ Kg2 wins. 6. Kb6? Kg2.

iv) b2 (Kg2; Rh6) 7.Rh1+ Kf2 8.Rb1 draw.

v) 7.Rxf3+? Kg2, or 7.Kc7? b2 win.

vi) Bxe4+ 8.Kc7 b2 9.Rb3 b1Q 10.Rxb1+ Bxb1
11.Kd7 draws.

vii) 9.Kc8? e.g. €6 10.Rxe6 Bfs wins.

“The study has a difficult and quiet introduc-
tion with all the pieces in play. It is unfortunate
there is no further subtlety in the R v B posi-
tion which becomes a little anti-climactic”

No 22352 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.f8Q e2 2.Qa3+/i Sb2+ 3.Kxd4 e1Q 4.Qa1+ Kd2
5.Qxb2+ Bc2 6.Qc3+ Kdi (Ke2; Qxca+) 7.Qf3+/
ii Qez2 (Kci; Qfg+) 8.Qxez2+/iii Kxe2 9.e6/iv
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No 22352 V. Tarasiuk
4th honourable mention
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No 22353 M. Hlinka

No 22354 M. Doré

& L. Kekely & J. Mikitovics

special honourable mention commendation
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dxe6 10.b6 3 11.b7 f2 12.b8Q f1Q 13.Qes5+ Kdi1
14.Qxe6 draws.

i) Try: 2.Qxf4+? Se3z+ 3.Kxd4 e1Q 4.Qxe3+
Qxe3+ 5.Kxe3 Bxbs wins.

ii) Logical try: 7.Qxe1+? Kxe1 8.e6 dxe6 9.b6
3 10.b7 f2 11.b8Q f1Q 12.Qes5+ Qe2 wins.

iii) 8.Qxf4? e.g. Qxbs 9.Qf3+ Qe2 10.Qh1+
Kd2 11.Qh6+ Ke1 wins.

iv) Thematic try: 9.b6? 3 10.by 2 11.b8Q 11Q
12.Qbs+ Ke1 13.Qxd7 Qd3+ wins.

“The study has clear and logical play. 7.Qf3+
was appreciated”.

HH thinks that this study is unsound: 2...
Kd2 3.Qd3+ Kei, and: 4.Kcs Sf2 5.Qxd4 Kf1
6.Qxa4 Sd3+ 7.Kd4 e1Q 8.Kxd3 Qe3+ 9.Kc4 f3,
or 4.Kxd4 Kf2 5.Qd2 f3 6.b6 Bc6 7.Kcs Bby wins.

No 22353 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Keke-
ly (Slovakia). 1.c7 Sb6/i 2.Sxb6/ii Qxc7 3.Sds5
(Rf8+? Kg1;) Qh2+ 4.Kd3/iii Qxh4 5.Se3+ Kg1
6.Rg8+ Khi (Kh2; Rg2+) 7.Rg6/iv zz Qe1/v
8.Rh6+ Kg1 9.5c3 Qf2 10.Rg6+/vi Khi1 11.Se2
Qf8 12.Rg1+ Kh2 13.Rg2+ Kh3 14.Rg3+ Khyg
15.5g2+ Khs 16.Sef4+ Khé6 17.Rh3+ Kg7 (Kgs)
18.Se6+ wins.

i) Qh6+ 2.Kd3 Qa6+ 3.Ke3 Sb6 4.Sac3 Kg2
5.Rg8+ Kh2 6.hs5 wins.

ii) 2.Rf8+? Kg1 3.5xb6 Qxcy 4.Rg8+ Khi
(Kh2) wins.

iii) 4.Ke3? Qh3+ 5.Kd4 Qxh4 draws.
iv) 7.5g3+? Kh2 8.Sefi+ Kh3 draws.

v) Qf4 8.Sg3+ Kh2 9.Se2 wins, e.g. Qf3 10.Kd2
Qf8 11.Rg2+ Kh3 12.Rg3+ Kh4 13.5g2+ wins.

vi) 10.Se2+? Qxe2+ 11.Kxe2 stalemate.

“We wished to recognise the opposite use of
material beloved of V. Halberstadt. 7.Rg6!! is a
nice move, not only guarding d6 but also intro-
ducing a halfpin after 7...Qh7".

No 22354 Marcel Doré (France) & Janos
Mikitovics (Hungary). 1.Ray/i dxe6/ii 2.dxe6
(dxc6? Ses;) Ses 3.Kes/iii c5 4.Rgy/iv Ke8
5.Rc7/v Sg6 (Kd8; Rxcs) 6.Kcq Sfq4 7.7 Sg6
8.Kds Sxe7+ 9.Ke6 wins.

i) Thematic try: 1.Rg3? Sf6 2.Rgy cxds/vi
3.Rf7 Se4 4.Rxdy+ Ke8 draws. If 1.dxc6? dxe6
2.Ray Ses draws.

ii) cxds 2.Rxd7+ Ke8 3.Kc3 wins.

iii) Thematic try: 3.Kb3? c5 4.Rg7 Ke8 (c4+;
Kc3) 5.Rc7 Kd8, and: 6.Rxc5 Sg6 7.Kcq Key
8.Rgs5 Sf4 9.Res Sg6 10.Rgs5 Sf4 positional draw,
or: 6.Ray Sc6 7.Ra6 Ses 8.Ray Sc6 positional
draw.

iv) 4.Rh7? Sg6, and now: 5.Rf7 Ke8 6.Rf6
Ses 7.Rf5 Sc6 8.Rxcs Sd8, or here:5.Rd7+ Ke8
6.Rd1 Ke7 draw. 4.Kb3? Sc6 5.Rd7+ Ke8 6.Rd6
Ses draws.

v) 5.Kb3? Kd8 6.Kc3 Ke8 7.Rcy repeats. The-
matic try: 5.Rh7? Sg6 6.Kcq Sfg 7.Rh6 Key
draws. If 5.Rg5? Sf3 6.Rxc5 Key 7.Rf5 Sh4 8.Rf4
Sg6 9.Req Kd6 10.Kd4 Sey draws.

vi) But not: Sxds? 3.Rxd7+ Ke8 4.Rf7 c5
5.Kb3 wins.

“This is a slightly technical position, but with
features of interest”.

_146_
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No 22355Y. Bazlov

No 22356 J. Timman

No 22357 P. Arestov
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No 22355 Yuri Bazlov (Russia). 1.Bc4/i
Bag 2.Se4 ds 3.Bxds Bc6 4.Bxc6 a2 5.Kc2 a1Q
6.5d2 Qa2+ 7.Kc3 Qa1+ 8.Kc2 Kb6 9.bs Qaz+/
ii 10.Kc3 Kcs/iii 11.Se4+ Kb6 12.Sd2 Qe6 13.Sb3
Qf6+ 14.Kd3 Qb2 15.Kcq4 Qc2+ 16.Kb4 draws.

i) 1.Kxc2? Kxa6 2.5c4 a2, e.g. 3.Kb2 Kbs wins.

ii) Kcs (Kas) 10.Sb3+.

iii) Qas+ 11.Kc2 Kcs 12.Sb3+ draws. Kas
11.Sc4+ Kag? 12.b6 mate.

“The fortress is unexpected and although it
has been seen before (e.g. Kasparyan 1959) it
is surprising that there is enough time here to
set it up with quiet moves. The passive Bb8 is
a pity”.

No 22356 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).
1.f6 Rf2 2.d6 cxd6/i 3.Bds+ Kxh2 4.Raz (f7
Bg2;) Be2+ 5.Rxe2/ii Rxe2 6.f7 Rg2+ 7.Kf4 Rg8
(Rf2+; Bf3) 8.fxg8S Kg1 9.Kg3 h2 10.Bh1 ds
11.5f6 d4 12.Se4 d3 13.Sd2 d5 14.5f3+ Kxhi1 15.Kf2
d4 16.Kf1 d2 17.5xd2 d3 18.Se4 and mate.

i) ¢6 3.f7 Kxh2 4.Be6 wins.
ii) 5.Kgs? Kg1 6.f7 h2 7.Ra1+ Bf1 draws.
“This is enjoyable - the stalemate defence

and its refutation Bh1 are unexpected, though
not unknown”.

No 22357 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Kc3 a2/i
2.Kb2 Sxagq+ 3.Ka1 (Kxa2? Sc3+;) gxfq 4.Rxd3+
Kxc2/ii 5.Rh3/iii Sc3 6.Rf3 zz Sds (Kb3; bs) 7.bs
Kd2 8.Rxf4 Sxf4 9.b6 Se6 10.b7 Scs 11.b8Q wins.

i) Seq+ 2.Kb3z Sd2+ 3.Kxa3 dxc2 4.Rc5 gxfs
5.Kb2 wins.

ii) Ke2 5.Rh3 f3 6.Kxa2 f2 7.Rh1

g4g2 0440.33 6/6 Win

d4di1 0103.43 6/5 Win
iii) Try: 5.Rf3? Sc3 zz 6.Rxf4 Kb3 draws.

“A chaotic position crystallises to a surpris-
ing reciprocal zugzwang”.

Section: twin studies

No 22358 H. van der Heijden
& E. Dobrescu
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No 22358 Harold van der Heijden (the
Netherlands) & Emilian Dobrescu (Rumania).

I 1.Qfi/i Qg8 2.Sb8+ Kcy 3.Qbs (Qa6)
Qxc8 4.Qc4+/ii Kd8 5.Qf7 Bh2/iii 6.c4 (c3) dx-
czep 7.Qf6+ (Qf8+) Kcy 8.Qez+ Kb6 9.Qbg+
Kc7 10.Qxc3+ Kd8 11.Qd2+ Kcy 12.Qc2+ Kd8
13.Qxh2 Qc3 14.Qe2 (Qa2? Qxf3+;) Kcy 15.Qf1
Qaz+/iv 16.Sa6+ Kb6 17.Qf2+ Kbs (Kxa6;
Qay+) 18.Kb8 Qb3/v 19.S5c5 Qf7 (Qbg; Sby)
20.Sb7 Qf8+ 21.Kcy Qey+ 22.Kc8 Qe8+ 23.5d8
wins.
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II: 1.Sa7+/vi Kb6 2.Qd7 (Qc8) Qxa6 3.Qe6+/
vii Kas 4.Qb3 Bgs/viii 5.Qa2+ (Qaz+) Kbé
6.Qe6+ Kas 7.Qxes+ Kbg 8.Qxd4+ Qc4 9.S5¢c6+
Kbs 10.Qxc4+ Kxcg 11.Kb7 (Kb8) Kc3 12.Kcy
Kxc2 13.Sbg+ Kd2 14.Sds5 Ke2 15.f4 wins.

i) Logical try: 1.Sa7+? Kb6 2.Qc8 Qxa6
3.Qe6+ Kas 4.Qb3 Now Black is in zugzwang,
but: Bgz/ix 5.c3 dxc3 6.Qxc3+ Kbé6 7.Qbg+ Kcy
8.Qe7+ Kb6 9.Qf6+ Kas draws.

ii) 4.Qc5+? (Qc6+) Kd8 5.Qf8+ Kcy 6.Qe7+
Kbé6 7.Qbg+ Kc7 8.Qc4+ waste of time.

iii) Now Black is in zugzwang. If Bd2 (Bc1)
6.Qf6+ Kc7 7.Qxes+ Kb6 8.Qxd4+ Kc7 9.Qcs+
Kd8 10.Qdé6+, Bc1? 6.Qf6+ Kc7 7.Qxes+ Kbé6
8.Qxd4+, or Be3 6.c4 dxc3ep 7.Qf8+ Kcy 8.Qez+
Kb6 9.Qb4+ Kc7 10.Qxc3+, or Bg3 6.Qf8+ K¢y
7.Qcs+ Kd8 8.Qd6+ Ke8 9.Qg6+ Kf8 10.Qxg3
Qxc2 11.Qxes5 Qagq+ 12.Kby Qb3+ 13.Kcy, e.g.
Qxf3 14.Qxd4 wins.

iv) Qas+ 16.Sa6+ Kb6 17.Qb1+ Kxa6 18.Qby
mate.

v) Qxa6 19.Qez2+ (Qfi+) Kb6 20.Qxa6+
Kxa6 21.Kc7 wins.

vi) Logical try: 1.Qf1? Qg8 2.Sb8+ Kc7 3.Qbs
Qxc8 4.Qcg+ Kd8 5.Qf7 Now Black is in zug-
zwang, but: Bgs/x 6.Qg8+ Kcy 7.Qcq+ Kd8
8.Qds+ Ke7 9.Qxes+ Kf7 draws.

vii) 3.Qd6+? Kas 4.Qa3z+ Kbé6 5.Qbg+ Kcy
6.Qe7+ Kbé6 7.Qe6+ waste of time.

viii) Now Black is in zugzwang. If Bh2 5.c3
(c4) dxc3 6.Qxc3+ Kb6 7.Qbg+ Kc7 8.Qe7+ Kb6
9.Qd6+ Kas10.Qd2+ Kb6 11.Qxh6+, or Bg3 5.c3
(c4) dxc3 6.Qxc3+ Kb6 7.Qbg+ Kc7 8.Qe7+ Kb6
9.Qd6+ Kas 10.Qd2+ Kb6 11.Qxh6+, or Be3 e.g.
5.c3 dxc3 6.Qxc3+, or Bd2 5.Qa3z+ (Qaz2+) Kb6
6.Qd6+ Kas 7.Qxes+ Kb4 8.Qxd4+, or Bc1 e.g.
5.c3 dxc3 6.Qxc3+ Kb6 7.Qc6+ win.

ix) Not Be3? s5.c3 (c4) dxc3 6.Qxcz+ Kbé6
7.Qxe3+, or Bh2? 5.c3 (c4) dxc3 6.Qxc3+ e.g.
Kbé6 7.Qc6+ Kas 8.Qcs+ Kag 9.Qc2+, or Bci?
5.c3 (c4) dxc3 6.Qxc3+ Kb6 7.Qc6+ Kas 8.Qxc1,
or Bd2? 5.Qa3+ (Qaz2+) Kb6 6.Qdé+ Kas
7.Qxes+ Kb4 8.Qxd4+ wins.

x) Bc1? (Bd2?) e.g. 6.Qf6+ Kc7 7.Qxes+ Kbé
8.Qxd4+, or Be3? e.g. 6.Qf6+ Kcy 7.Qez+ Kb6
8.Qbg+ Kcy 9.c4 dxc3ep 10.Qxc3+ Kd8 11.Qxe3,
or Bd2? 6.Qf6+ Kcy 7.Qxes+ Kb6 8.Qxd4+,

or Bg3? 6.Qf6+ Kcy 7.Qc6+ Kd8 8.Qd6+ Ke8
9.Qg6+ Kd8 10.Qxg3, or Bh2? 6.Qf6+ Kcy
7.Qc6+ Kd8 8.Qxhé6

“This study is very thematic, with solution
and mirror try distinguished subtly. The pros
and cons of the different h-pawn formations
are difficult to see, each permitting a different
escape from a zugzwang. The twinning mecha-
nism involves moving two units, which would
not be permitted in a problem, but we felt this
was consistent with the looser conventions for
studies described in the conditions of the com-
petition. We also felt that the resemblance to
the previous unsound Dobrescu was not se-
vere, as the play in this version is altogether
more varied, interesting and thematic than in
the original unsound version”.

No 22359 M. Campioli
honourable mention
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No 22359 Marco Campioli (Italy).

I:1.b6+ Ka8/i2.b7+ (Bg3? Sc4+;) Kay/ii 3.Bg3
Bxg6 4.Bxd6 b1Q 5.b8Q+ Qxb8 6.Bxb8+ Kxb8
7.5f2 Ka7 8.Kbs Bhs 9.c7/iii Be8+ 10.Kc4 (Kas?
Sxc7;) Bdy 11.Se4 (Sd3)/iv Kb6 12.Sxc5/v Sxcs
13.a7 Be6+ (Bbs+; Kc3) 14.Kdg (Kbg? Sa6+;)
draws.

IT: 1.b6+ Ka8/vi 2.b7+ (Bg3? Sc4+;) Kay/vii
3.Bg3 Bxfs 4.Bxd6 b1Q 5.b8Q+ Qxb8 6.Bxb8+
Kxb8 7.Kbs/viii Beq 8.Sf2/ix Bf3 9.Kb6 (Sd3?
Be2;) c4 10.a7+ Ka8 11.c7 Sxc7 12.Kxc7 Kxay/x
13.Kd6 c3 (Be2; Se4) 14.Sd3 draws.

i) Kb8 2.Bg3 Bxg6 3.Bxd6+ Ka8 4.by+ Kay
5.b8Q mate.

ii) Kb8 3.Bg3 Bxg6 4.Bxd6+ draws.
iii) 9.Se4? (Sd3) Be2+ wins.
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iv) 11.Kds5? Kxa6 12.Kd6 Bc8 13.Se4 Kbs wins.

v) 12.a7? Bbs+ 13.Kb3 Sxc7 wins.

vi) Kb8 2.Bg3 Bxfs5 3.Bxd6+ and White wins.

vii) Kb8 3.fxe6 Kcy 4.Bg3 Kxc6 5.Bxd6 and
White wins.

viii) 7.522 Sc7 8.Sd1 Kay, or 7.5g3? Bd3 8.Kb6
c4 draw.

ix) 8.Sg3? Bd3+ 9.Kb6 c4 wins.

X) ¢313.Sd3, or Be2 13.Se4 draw.

“This study is quite thematic, but the differ-
ences between the twin solutions are subtle,
depending on whether Black guards c8 or e8 in
some variations. The given solution is not well
explained. For example, it does not make clear
why 7.5f2 Sc7 8.Kbé6 is a draw with the bB on g6
but lost with the bB on fs5, which is critical (We
think 8...c4 9.a7+ Ra8! is the key idea). The lack
of clarity for humans is a pity”.

No 22360 P. Arestov
commendation

7 7 7
T »

BB e
EoE E

/ﬁ%

/ // /
7. 7 7

// / /
/ W
2 B L
c6h1 0031.11 3/3 Win
I: Diagram, IT: wKc6 to e7

No 22360 Pavel Arestov (Russia).

I: 1.Se2/i Be3 (Bh2; Kds) 2.g6 Bh6 3.Sg3+ Kh2
4.5fs Bf8 5.Kd7 a5 6.Ke8 Bgy 7.5xg7 a4 8.Se6
(Sf5) wins.

I1: 1.Sb3/ii Be3/iii 2.g6 Bgs+ (Bh6; Kf7) 3.Ke6/
iv Bh6 4.Kf7 zz Kh2/v 5.Sd4 a5 6.Sf5 a4 7.Sxh6
a3 8.5g4+ (g7? a2;) Kg1 9.5e3 a2 10.Sc2 wins.

i) Try:1.5b3? Be3 (Bh2) 2.g6 Bh6 (Bes) draws.

ii) Try: 1.Se2? Bcs+ 2.Kf7 Bd6, and: 3.Ke6
Ba3 (Bf8; Sg3+) 4.g6 Bb2 5.5g3+ K- 6.Shs Bh8
draws, or here: 3.g6 Bes 4.Sg3+ K- 5.Shs Bh8
6.Sg7 a5 draws.

iii) Bh2 2.Ke6 Bfs 3.g6 Bh6 4.Kf7 wins.

iv) Try: 3.Kt7? Bh6 2z 4.Sd4 a5 5.5f5 a4 6.5xh6
a3 7.g7 a2 8.g8Q a1Q draws.

v) Kg1 (Kg2) 5.5d4 a5 6.5f5 a4 7.5xh6 a3 8.g7
a2 9.g8Q+ wins.

“This position is in the 6 piece-tablebase, but
is nice and clear. There is an unfortunate im-
balance between the twins, with most of the
interesting play, including the tries, occurring
in part II. One could add a variation to part II:
4...35 5.5a5 Kh2 6.5c6 Kg3 7.5e7 Kga 8.5g8 as
the position is drawn if the bR reached the 5th
rank. The reciprocal zugzwang is unexpected,
but we already know the idea of a knight hav-
ing to chase a distant pawn”.

No 22361 P. Arestov
commendation
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No 22361 Pavel Arestov (Russia).

I 1.Rf8+/i Kg4 2.Rg6+ Khs 3.Rg2 Qd4+
4.Ka6 (Kb7? Kh6;) Qa1+ 5.Kby/ii Qes/iii 6.Rh8+
Qxh8 7.Rh2+ wins.

II: 1.Rf6+/iv Kg4 2.Rg8+ Khs 3.Rf2 Qai+/v
4.Kb7 (Kb8? Qes+;) Qes 5.Rh2+ Qxh2 6.Rh8+
wins.

i) Try: 1.Rf6+? Kg4 2.Rg8+ Khs and now
Rf2? Qd4+ fails.

ii) 5.Kb6? Qd4+ 6.Ka6 Qa1+ repeats.

iii) Khe 6.Rfg8 Khy e.g. 7R8g3 Qh1 8.Rg7+
Kh8 9.Rg8+ Khy 10.R2g7+ Kh6 11.Rh8+ wins.

iv) Try: 1.Rf8+? Kg4 2.Rg6+ Khs 3.Rg2 Qagq+
4.Kb8 (Kb7 Qe4+;) Qd4 draws, as now 5.Rh8+?
Qxh8+ is with check.

v) Qd7+ (Qag+; Kb8) 4.Ka6 Qdé 5.Rha+
Qxh2 6.Rh8+ wins.
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“This is a simple yet elegant illustration of
using pawn cover with clearly differentiated
solutions”

No 22362 M. Doré
commendation
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I: Diagram, II: wPa7 to a6

No 22362 Marcel Doré (France).

I: 1.b5/i cxbs 2.cxbs Kcy 3.f4 gxfsq 4.gxf4 Kd6
5.Kh4 Kds5 6.Khs (Kg5? Ke4;) Kdg 7.Kg6 Keq
8.Kgs5 zz wins.

I1: 1.£4/ii gxt4 2.gxf4 bs 3.axbs (cxbs) cxbs
4.cxbs axbs 5.Khg Kc6 6.Kgs/iii Kds 7.Kxfs
wins.

i) Characteristic try: 1.f4? gxfq (bs) 2.gxfs
bs 3.cxbs cxbs 4.a5 (axbs Kbé;) Kc6 5.Khg Kds
6.Kgs/iv Kcg (Ke4?; a6) 7.Kxfs Kxbg draws.
1.g4? f4 2.Kg2 bs 3.cxbs cxbs 4.axbs Kbé 5.Kf3
Kxbs 6.Ke4 Kxb4 and Black wins.

ii) Characteristic try: 1.b5? cxbs 2.cxbs axbs
3.axbs Kc7 4.f4 gxfq s5.gxf4 Kd6 draws. 1.g4%,
e.g. f4 2.Kg2 a5 3.bs cxbs 4.cxbs Kcy 5.Kf3 Kd6
6.Ke4 Kcs draws.

iii) 6.Khs5? Kds 7.Kg6 (Kgs; Kes) Kcg (Keg;
Kgs) wins.

iv) Or 6.Khs Ke4 7.Kgs5 a6 zz, and Black wins.

“It is difficult to be too original in a pawn
ending. The study hinges on the black freeing
threat, ...bs. The twinning works well”.

No 22363 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia).

I: 1.Kb8/i Bxa6 2.Kc7 Bxc4/ii 3.dxc4 d3 4.Kd8
(Kde6? Sbé;) da/iii 5.g7+ Kxgy 6.Key/iv Kg6
(d1Q; £8Q+) 7.£8Q wins/v.

II: 1.g7+ Kxgz 2.f8Q+ Kxf8/vi 3.Be6 Key
4.Bxdy Bxdy (Kxdy; Kb6) 5.Kb8/vii Bc6 6.a7

Kd7 7.a8Q Bxa8 8.Kxa8 Kc8 9.Kay/viii Kcy
10.Ka6 Kc6 11.Ka5 Kcs 12.Ka4 wins.

No 22363 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
commendation
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III: 1. Kb6 Bxa6 2.Kxa6 Scs+ 3.Kbs (Kas?
Sxd3;) Sxd3 4.c5 Sxcs 5.Kxcs d3 6.Kdé d2
7.87+ Kxg7 8.Key d1Q 9.8Q+ Kg6 10.Qf6+
Khs 11.Qfs5+ Khg 12.Qf2+ Khs 13.Bf7+/ix Kgg
14.Be6+ wins.

i) 1.Bh7? Scs 2.Kb6 Sxa6 draws.

ii) Scs 3.g7+ Kxg7 4.Kd6 Kf8 5.Kxcs draws.

iii) Sbé 5.g7+ Kxg7 6.Ke8 wins.

iv) 6.Ke8? d1Q 7.£8Q+ Kg6 draws.

v) e.g. d1Q 8.Qf6+ Khs 9.Qf5+ Khg 10.Qf2+
Kgs 11.Qe3+ Khg 12.Be6 Qft 13.Qesq+ Kg3
14.Qg6+ Kf2 15.Qc2+.

vi) Sxf8 3.Bds Bxa6 (Kf6; Bby) 4.Kxa6 Sdy
5.Kbs wins.

vii) 5.Kb7? e.g. Kd6 6.a7 Bc6+ 7.Kb8 Ba8
8.Kxa8 Kcy 9.c5 Kc8 10.¢6 Kcy draws.

viii) 9.¢5? Kc7 10.Kay Kc6 11.Ka6 Kxcs draws.

ix) 13.Qf5+? Kh4 14.Qf2+ Khs 15.Bf7+ wins.

“It is hard to be thematic with three twins.
Kbé6 and Kb8 are candidates in part III where
both are legal, but 1.Kb8? Bxa6 2.Kc7 Bxc4
3.dxc4 d3 4.Kd- Sd4! defends. In part I Kbé
is illegal (so not really a try). The precision of
4.Kd8 is nice. In part II neither Kb8 or Kbé is
legal, but a third move now works. Is 1.g7+ a
try in parts I and III? Just about - 3...Bds-by is
a plan, which requires refutation. So this study
is just thematic enough with sufficient play to
appear in the award”.
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