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Editorial

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

For this EG I received a curious article by
Awani Kumar (India) about the knight’s tour.
As my knowledge in this field is rudimentary,
I contacted Harrie Grondijs who had recent-
ly examined two articles on Chapais in this
field. That resulted in the book The Problem of
the Knights Tour resolved, written by Chapais
(2018). Harrie referred me to the greatest ex-
pert in the field, George Jelliss, who maintains
a site on the topic: www.mayhematics.com

As both advised (very) positively, I decid-
ed to publish this charming oddity in EG and
thank the author for his appropriate dedica-
tion. Mr. Jelliss kindly assisted in reviewing the
paper and suggesting some improvements. Af-
ter accepting the article for publication, I came
across several recent chess composition mag-
azines publishing similar “dedicated” articles
by Kumar (with other knight's tours), and that
makes the whole thing slightly less charming
for me. The conclusion might be that when you
need an interesting birthday present for a chess
friend, Mr. Kumar could bake you a birthday
cake.

In a 6-page article in the prestigious general
chess magazine New in Chess Magazine (2021
no.1) Jan Timman paid attention to my data-
base (www.hhdbvi.nl) by discussing several
endgame studies. I was particularly triggered

by this quote: “Oleg Pervakov, probably the
greatest study composer ever, says that he may
even compose during sex”. No study examples
were provided....

I once composed a really fantastic study dur-
ing a dream. I showed it to everybody I knew,
and apart from the usual suspects, always only
criticizing any achievement by someone else,
everybody praised me with that brilliant study.
It goes without saying that it also was perfect-
ly sound and that no anticipations could be
found. Unfortunately, when I woke up, I failed
to remember any relevant details — not the
position, not even a single brilliant move, not
even the idea....

Mikhail Zinar (22xi1950-4ii2021) has passed
away. Unfortunately, we have not received an
obituary for EG yet. However, Siegfried Hor-
necker pays tribute to the king of pawn end-
ings in his column Tasks & Themes. He, as
well as some of our chess friends, undertook to
contact other Ukraine chess composers asking
them to make sure that important material in
Zinar’s archive will not be lost forever.

Happier news is that on 8ii2021 our chess
friend GM Yuri Averbakh reached the respect-
able age of 99! Congratulations! This year he
also celebrates that he acquired the GM title
69 years ago!



New composition titles

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

As we all know, the annual WFCC meeting
was cancelled in 2020. However, the Qualifi-
cations Committee, on the request of WFCC
president Harry Fougiaxis, submitted its report
with proposals for new composition titles. Sub-
sequently, the WFCC delegates approved the
report and proposals.

Among the new title holders are some com-
posers that sometimes also compose studies,
e.g. Igor Agapov (GM), Valery Kopyl (GM),
Aleksandr Pankratiev (IM).

In addition, new titles were awarded to com-
posers who specialize in endgame studies:

Martin Minski (Germany): International
Grandmaster of the FIDE

Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Denmark) and
Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine): International
Master of the FIDE.

Geir Sune Tallaksen @stmoe (Norway):
FIDE Master.

Congratulations to all new title holders:
well-deserved!

Errata

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

EG223.23437 (p.29): the judge, Michael
Roxlau, wrote to me stating that the two mid-
board mates are identical. Further, he rightful-
ly points out that this mid-board mate is only
a minor feature of this study, so my suggestion
that this study should have been in the section
for mid-board studies was wrong.

EG223.23494 (p.42): Unfortunately, the dia-
gram of #23495 was also printed for this study,
as Jarl. H. Ulrichsen pointed out. We repro-
duce the study in full with the correct diagram:

No 23494 Branislav Djurasevi¢ & Mirko
Markovi¢ (Serbia). 1.Rf4 Sed7 2.Kb7 Scs+ 3.Kc6
Sce4 4.Rxf6/i Sxf6 5.Kxd6 Kc2 6.Kes Kd3 7.Kf4
Ke2 8.Kg3 Ke1 9.Kxh2 draws.

i) 4.Rxe4? Sxeq 5.Bxeq+ Kc1 6.Kxd6 Kd2
7.Kes Ke3 8.Kf5 g3, or 4.Rxg4? Sxg4 5.Bxeq+
Kc1 6.Kxd6 Kd2 7.Ke6 Ke3 8.Kfs Sh6+ 9.Kes
St7+ win.

EG2245.23561 (p.73): GM Petr Kiryakov in-
forms me of another diagram error. In his 3rd

prize winner, co-authored by Pavel Arestov, the
bK should be on a4, not as. This time the mis-
take was made in the award. Still, we should
have noticed this, as the first white and black
move of the solution did not make sense with
bKas.

No. 23494 B. Djurasevi¢ & M. Markovi¢ f
3rd honourable mention 11th UAPA ty 2020
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Apologies to the people directly involved
and to our readers!



Originals

BY STEFFEN SLUMSTRUP NIELSEN
JUDGE FOR 2020-2021: ARPAD RUsz

It will be fair to assume that readers are fa-
miliar with all contributors to the present col-
umn. The first two are regular suppliers to the
pages of EG and you will find their most recent
articles elsewhere on these pages.

Karsten Miiller is a German grandmaster
and author of endgame books, focusing mainly
on the practical aspects of the endgame. This is
illustrated by his extraordinary endgame ency-
clopedia Fundamental Chess Endings, which he
co-authored with Frank Lamprecht.

Since October 2019, Miller has contrib-
uted to EG with his regular pages Studies for
Practical Players. There he presents examples
and studies showing the connection between
the world of studies and endgames from top
tournaments.

The following study certainly corresponds
to this preference. It is inspired by Karsten’s
analysis of the final part of the highly compli-
cated game Alireza Firouzja - Jan-Krzysztof
Duda, Tata Steel Masters 2021, Round 7, which
Duda went on to win. The notes below are by
Karsten.

No 23633 K. Miller
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No 23633 This race contains a surprising
number of retreats. The high point is without
any doubt the second retreat of the defend-

ing king 5.Kg4!! far away from the promotion
squares of the pawns.

1.Kh6! The king starts with a surprising re-
treat. 1.Kg6? Kf3 2.g5 Bb1! Now a bishop retreat
does the job. 3.Kf6 Kf4 4.g6 Bxfs 5.g7 Bhy wins.
1...Kf4 2.Khs5 Kf3 3.g5 Kg2 4.f6 Kxh2 5.Kg4! A
really amazing king retreat to sidestep the mat-
ing attack: 5.g6? Kg3 6.f7 h2 7.8Q h1Q+ 8.Kgs
Qh4+ 9.Kfs Qf4 mate. 5...Be6+ (Bf7; Kfs)
6.Kf4 Kg2 7.g6 h2 8.Kes! This time the only
move is an advance. 8...Bb3 (h1Q 9.Kxe6 Qh6
10.f7 Qxg6+ 11.Key draws) 9.f7 h1Q 10.f8Q
Qa1+ 11.Keg4! draws.

The final point fortunately again is a king
retreat.

The next composer, Siegfried Hornecker, not
only brings joy in EG with his Task & Themes
column but he also runs a monthly promotion
of our art at Chessbase.com

In recent years, his studies have been few and
far between, but now he is back with a minia-
ture study with classic material for positional
draws: Knight + pawns vs rook and bishop. As
we shall see, this material is also perfectly suit-
ed for stalemates.

No 23634 S. Hornecker
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No 23634 1.Sb6+! 1.Kd8? Kay (or he loss-
of-time dual 1...Bas+ 2.Key Kay with: 3.Kfy
Bcy 4.e5 Rf3+ 5.Ke7 Ka6 6.6 Kbs 7.5f8 Kxcé6,
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or 3.e5 Bbg+! 4.Kd8 Rh3 5.5f6 Bas+! 6.c; Kby
7.6 Rd3+ 8.Ke8 Bc3! win) 2.e5 Rg3 (Rh3) 3.5f6
Bas+ 4.c7 Kby 5.6 Rd3+ (Bxc7+?; Kdy) 6.Ke8
Bc3! wins. 1...Ka7 2.Sds Bas+ 3.Kc8 Rh3 4.c7
Rh8+ 5.Kd7 Kb7 6.e5 Rh7+ 7. Ke8! Bxc7 8.e6
Kc6 9.5f6 Rh6 10.e7 Rxf6 ideal stalemate.

No 23635 M. M1nsk1
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The final study is by Martin Minski, recently
appointed Grandmaster for Composition, who
seems to have an endless number of queen sac-
rifice studies in stock. In most cases a single
spectacular queen sacrifice per study is not
enough for the German. It must be countered
by one by the other side as well. Let us see how
this unfolds in this particular work.

No 23635 1.hy Qb7+ (1...b2 2.h8Q Qxe1
3.Ra8 wins) 2.Kh8 (2.Kg6? Ra6+ 3.Kg5 Qxhy
draws) 2...Ra7! (Threatens 3...Qxh7y mate; 2...
b2 3.Qc3! Ka2 4.Sd3! bi1Q 5.Sc1+ Qxc1 6.Qxc1
wins) 3.Sc2+! (3.Qc1+? Kaz 4.Rg2+ b2 5.Qc4+
Kb1 6.Qd3+ Ka2 7.Qc4+ Kb1 draws) 3...bxcz
(Ka2; Sbg) 4.Qxc2 (4.Qc3+? Qb2 5.Rg1+ Kaz,
or 4.Rgi+? Kbz 5.Qd4+ Kb3 6.Qd3+ Kb2
7.Qd4+ Kb3 8.Rg3+ Kaz 9.Qcg+ Kai 10.Qc3+
Qb2 11.Rg1+ Kaz draw) 4...Qg7+! 5.Rxg7 Ra8+
6.Qc8! (Counter queen sacrifice. 6.Rg8? Rxg8+
7.Kxg8 model stalemate) 6...Rxc8+ 7.Rg8 wins.

MasteroftheFIDE |
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Martin Minski (Photo HvdH at Dresden 2017)



Studies for Practical Players -
Pawn walls

BY KARSTEN MULLER

Usually, the board is sufficiently large so that
the pieces can invade the enemy camp success-
fully but sometimes the pawns alone can stop
that:

M.1 Zbynék Hracek - Jan Smeets
German club competition 23xi2019
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37...b5 38.axb5 b6 and a draw was agreed as
after 39.Kd2 Ke7 40.Kc3 Kd7 41.Kxc4 Kc7 42.d5
Kd7 43.Kd4 Kc7 draws. All the doors to Black’s
burg are closed.

In studies this is realised more beautifully:

M.2 Vitaly Chekhover
4th hon. mention Czechoslovakia AT 1948
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1.3! a4 2.Kf2 a3 3.Kg3 a2 4.Kxh3 a1Q 5.Kxg2
Qb2+ (5...Kgs5 6.Be3+ Khg 7.Bf2+ draws) 6.Bf2
Kgs 7.Kg3 Qd2 8.Bay draws, as the bishop and

king close the remaining open roads of the
great pawn wall of Chekhover.

Next [ want to deal with techniques to break
down pawn walls. First comes zugzwang:

M.3 Jana Schneider - Joanna Swiech
EYCC Girls-U1g, Bratislava 3viii2o19
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Black to move

Black’s pawn can be circumvented on the
kingside so she must take immediate action.
When World Champion Magnus Carlsen said
he does not believe in fortresses I guess that
he means purely passive fortresses: 61...Sd8!
Black must start immediate counterplay.

In the game 61...Kg7? was played and now
Black is lost: 62.Kh4 Kf6 63.Bhs Shé (63...5g5
64.Kg4 Shy 65.Be8 Sf8 (Sgs; Bg6) 66.Khs Shy
67.Kh4 Sf8 (67...Sg5 68.Kg4 Shy 69.f4 wins)
68.Kg4 Shy 69.f4 exfs4 70.Kxfg4 with: Sg5 71.e5+
dxes+ 72.Kg4 Shy 73.d6 wins, or:

70...Ke7 71.Bc6 Kt6 72.Kg4 Ke7 73.Khs Kf6
74.Be8 Ke7 75.Kh6 Sf6 76.Bhs c4 77.dxc4 Sxe4
78.Kg7 Sf6 79.Bg6 Sd7 80.Bf7 Sf6 81.c5 wins)
64.Bg6 Sg8 65.Kh5 Sey (65...Kgy 66.Khg
Sf6 67.Kgs Sg8 68.f6+ Sxf6 69.Kf5 Khé 70.Bf7
(Kxf6? c4;) Kg7 71.Ke6 wins) 66.Khé Sg8+
67.Kh7 Se7 68.Be8 Sc8 69.Bd7 Se7 70.Be6 1-0
and Black resigned due to zugzwang.

If 61...Sg5? 62.Khg Sf7 63.Bhs, and: Sd8
64.Kg4 c4 65.dxc4 Sby 66.f4 Scs 67.fxe5+ Kxes
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68.Kgs Sxa4 69.f6 wins, or: Sg5 64.Kga Shy
65.Bg6 S8 66.Be8 Key 67.Bc6 Kf6 68.f4 exfs
69.Kxf4 Shy 70.Kg4 Sgs 71.e5+ dxes 72.d6 Sf7
73.d7 Sd8 74.Bds Key 75.Be6 Kf6 76.Kfz Key
77.Ke4 Kd6 78.Bds Kxd7 79.Kxes Ke7 80.f6+
Kd7 81.Bc6+ Kcy 82.Be8 wins.

Finally, 61...c4? is too early as White strikes
back after 62.dxc4 Sd8 with 63.c5!! dxcs
64.Bh3 Sf7 65.Bf1 Sd6 66.Bd3 Sf7 67.Kg4 Sdé6
68.f4 c4 69.Bc2 Sf7 70.Bb1 Sd6 71.fxes+ Kxes
72.Kg5 wins. After 61...Sd8! 62.Khg (62.Khé
c4 63.dxc4 Sby, and 64.Bh3 Scs, or: 64.f4 exfs
65.Bd1 Scs 66.Khs f3 67.Bxf3 Sxaq 68.Bd1 Scs
69.Bc2 draw) 62...c4!! (David Howell suggest
in Endgame Magic 141 the direct 62...Sb7? but
it loses due to 63.f4 exf4 64.Bhs Sd8 (c4; d4)
65.Kg4, and: 65...f3 66.Kxf3 Sby 67.Kg4 Sd8
68.Be8 Sby 69.Bc6 Sd8 70.e5+ Kxes 71.Kgs, or:
65...c4 66.dxc4 Sby 67.Kxf4 Scs 68.Bd1 Sdy
69.Bc2 Scs 70.e5+ dxes+ 71.Kf3 K7 72.Kg4 Sby
73.Kgs Sd6 74.Bd3 e4 75.Be2 e3 76.Kf4 Kf6 77.c5
bxcs 78.b6 c4 79.Bxcq Sxc4 80.b7 e2 81.b8Q
e1Q 82.Qf8 mate) 63.dxcq4 Sby 64.Kg3 (64.f4
exf4 65.Bd1 Sc5 66.Bc2 Kes 67.Kggq Sd7 draws)
64...Scs5 65.Kf2 Sxaq Now Black’s fortress can-
not be taken as Black has an active trump card.

The next pawn wall is also broken by
zugzwang:

M.4 Wesley So — Maxime Vacchier Lagrave
FIDE World Cup 2015 Baku 21ix2015
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Black to move

The knight wants complete control for its
slow manoeuvres. This endgame was voted the
best endgame of the year 2015 by the readers
of ChessBase.com: 60...Se8!! Only this sur-
prising retreat stops all counterplay and puts
White into zugzwang. 60...gxf5? is met by 61.g6
fxe4 (61...Sxe4 62.g7 Sf6 63.Kfs4 Kds 64.Kxfs
Sg8 65.Kg6) 62.Kf4 Se8 63.Kxe4 draws. 61.fxg6
[61.Kf3 Kd3 62.Kf4 Kd4 63.e5 Sg7 64.fxg6 Kds,
or 61.f6 Scy 62.Kf4 Kd4 63.f7 Se6+ 64.Kf3 Kd3
win) 61...Sg7 62.e5 (62.Kf3 Kd3 63.Kf4 Kd4
64.Kf3 Kes 65.Ke3 Se6 66.Kf3 Sd4+ 67.Ke3 Scé
68.g7 Sey 69.Kf3 Ke6 70.Kf4 Sg6+ 71.Kg3 Kf7
wins) 62...Kds 63.Kf4 Kd4! The direct 63...
Ke6?! 64.Keq Sfs? runs into 65.g7 Sxg7 66.g6
Sts 67.Kf4 Sg7 68.Ke4. 64.66 Kds 65.¢7 Ke6!
66.Ke4 Kxe7 67.Kes Ke8 68.Kds Kd7 o-1 and
White resigned due to 69.Kes Key 70.Kds5 (7o0.
Kf4 Kdé 71.Keq Ke6 72.Kf4 Kds 73.Kf3 Kes
74.Ke3 Kfs 75.Kf3 Kxg6 76.Kg3 Sf5+ 77.Kh3 Kt7
wins) 70...5fs 71.Kes Sxhg 72.g7 Kf7 73.Kf4
Sg6+ 74.Kg3 Kxg7 wins.

The next is similar:

M.5 Alexander Markgraf -
Dorian Rogozenco
German club competition 2iii2o19
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Black to move

47...h5!? Now the pawn wall gets shaky.
48.g5+ (48.gxhs Kg7 49.Kgs f6+ 50.Kf4 Khé
51.Kg4 Sd3 52.f4 Sc5 wins) 48...Ke7 49.Ke3 (49.
t6+ Ke6, and: 50.g6 fxg6 51.Kgs Kf7 52.f4 Se6+
wins, or: 50.Ke3 50...Kfs 51.f4 Se6 wins) 49...
f6 50.Kf4 Sb7 51.Ke4 Sd6+ 52.Kf4 Kf7 o-1.

— 100 —



Studies for Practical Players — Pawn walls

Exercises

(This time I have also included several practical games. Solutions on p. 102)
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BTM and Black wins

7
7 /%

\
A\
N

\
\ \
Vx\ C> x\

///

N

x\ﬁ@“
\

Q

»
A

\

: \
x\D*'

7

N

7 % Y y
2
24 7, % A

» 7 4% %% 4 A% »
p ? /,% %% %y _
&%% g% %W %W
7, %W %7 %7
d7f8 0000.47 5/8 Win

M.10

///
////
%//%%;@
///x/
N

»
%//%

/

%

\

»

‘§

BE N

%l

\
k\

»r

C1g6 0000.33 4/4
BTM and Black wins

7

%/ %%%
& W W
RE | B
/%/ e
Y %W %%

*"?
k

A

Q\
_x\
™S
N
k\

\\\
&
N N\ ma RN
Dev\\Ds\\r-

\
k\

N\
k\

7 7 7 7

%%/%
B m
"% mem B
LB E
.
B m
BB E
E e oE

d4e6 0000.32 4/3 Win

Q

\

\

7. T T 7

,.%@7 @}@
%@ _

) l/ 7

/ %7 %/ il

o, //@ /@ ///&

L 0

&

b2d6 0040.33 5/5
BTM and Black wins

W

DS’@&
N

N
\\\ «
\ O B

»

W
%7

\
N

\
x\

AN R

/

=)
O

— 101 —

raw g5e7 0106.64 8/7 Draw



Studies for Practical Players — Pawn walls

‘smexp Yys st Spy
i98Sv1 Ypy Yy €1 83 +939°T1 SpY (SSYTII
(drewidpels QUXO 93NET +TyD LP[Tr +130D
OSY'TL OIP***01) (TP LY OT TP 96 £p §3x)'8
83xy OS8SZ vp LPI'9 (s1ewdels 83x0O 839
O13°°9) $ig18 oyx['S (ewARIS 9UYXD 9Y'9
TqD 83x['S O18°"°Y) j9Ys LYt 83xg ¢3xy'€
78 98T (sme1p 83’8 +5US i£3MZ +9JS 839
+SUXS L3S +£8xQ) 4xot OIS oyxd['€ 9JXS
+9JT 23" "1) +9J {£8'1 :(LV8SO#] AQPHH) S10% vq
-pvpyS pAOYIVS ‘BdIRD) ‘A X SN d TN

1-0 93¢ 9qXxd°T6 LJxg $2°16 €qx{ js4Jg 06
1pg 83468 VI €PX'88 €I SPAL8 T P98
D] 8398 T3 4g-v8 v3q 839°€8 €yg 4g<8
€3 88g°18 Y[ 999 08 ST "6 (me1p €38
g TI'18 23g 10 €3¥98 TYg 'S8 ¢3g 1Y V8
g Tpd'€8 €pg 1OY'Cg 1qg TpY'I8 ¢pgroy o8
3 +6£ 32 ‘doysiq sype[g 10y 1o0p uostid
AU} SISO {SFG 6L) $€N'6L :g10T Ud() o1puE]
-90] ‘uossuiofg 'S — UOSS[[eYIOY], I, :TT'IN

%% T'F9 98 TPI€9
O] TA'T9 9] TP 'T19 9P| TN 09 9] {TP]"6S
O TN'8S 93 *'LS (SUIM ¥ TII'8S S 2P
£LS) TPRILS +¥F €[9S 3 EPI'SS 98 €Y PS
SJ EPIES S8 €N'TS I SJXG'1S JXg Tp0S
(EIES ST €a)'TS 9P EPX'1S €pXg €pg oS 9eg
1 6%) 9P €9 '6F suim vog €3)'€S €Y v TS 28g
TS €uyxg Tp0S 1Jg €'6¥ jgeg- gy sem
1091100 LY Sy 8y (S3g fs9eq) j8ag " LF :Liot
euoooIeq ‘zadoT zounaey [ - IN ‘A ITIN
-0 VX TPY['09
€3) 65 TYX €QI'8S (smeip Py19 TP
IPY['09 €Y 265 VIO Tq'8S sV 3N "LS) €Y
€ex)[LS Ypoy] e 9s Sy YyxS-ss by vs (um
¢y ¥3xy9s ¥3xy ¥3:SS ¥y €S 110 Yy vpy[ 09
€33 YoY'6S € €8S Y] €exD[LS SpY 7B '9S
93 IQ'SS 9P Yy tS) IS rem umed oy ur
9[0Y ® MO[q 0} SWO0D el SuLIdyyeq YL, Sy €S
:610T ‘UDYSIYS WIPLA — PUIdY P31 :OT'IA
%-v; L8°S8 LPS SPYI'Y8 +908 VoY €8
LpS YPITg 9§ SPITI8 L) 98'08 99§ Vo) '6L
+VJS 4384 SUS 9FLL €88 SPY'9L SYS jPaX'SL L3S
SpYYL SyS Yoy €L L3S SpYI'TL LpY YaY['1Z 89S
iYPI'0Z L3 Ya)['69 :juom owred oy, ‘suim 99y
93)]'18 L3XY] L8 08 SJXS SPY'6L L3S ¥3)'8L 9]
€LL 83§ YII'9L L) S8N'SL 93§ VL (suim

L] €84 8IS LJLL 9N 9394 9P YPI'SL Sp
YENVL) 98-VL LpY YII'€L LyS Tl (Suim S3Y
SON'T8 O YRI'I8 £3X) S3M'08 Sp 9YN'6Z L]
S3N['8L LY YILL +93S Y9 LpY SPY'SL 83§
9N'VL +93S £3°€L LpS 93°TL) Yay['TL 8IS SPY'1L
LpS YPY'0L L3Y] Ya)['69 j99S°**89 L1 10} peay
0} pey )| ‘peor Juoim e sasooyd IYSIUY YT,
¢£3G°°*89 :L10T ‘OYYSOIA ‘A — Y293D d :6'IW
"SUIM 9QXY[*SL
geY LoY'VL Le)] 99 €L 8qQ P "L LQX 9P ‘1L
89 99)[0L L3Y £q°69 LPY P89 (SUIM $q'69
£3] 9389 99" L9) LY SANLY (UM 9PY'9L
O 92°SL LY SPYVL LPY SOY'€L 99 9L
LY $2°1L §q LH'0L 92 969 LY SP'89 LPM
SON[L9 LN *"99 IO SOV 'TL LI +9I'1L LPY] SpY 0L
£33 969 93 989 SPY +597£9 $q°**99) LPY
SPI'99 9P (VaN'S9 1YV "smeIp (LPY P89
LY €LY (SUIM LeMTL Y 9Q T LpY $ox['0L
+60Xq $2°69 93 YPY'89 9P EPMZL9 $59)"""99)
19 Y399 9pY $59°99 JI 'panSB SeM MmeIp ®
owred oY) UI pue ;-7 $q'89 LY **L9 (dyewd[els
SON'TL @Y +£2°0L GPY 9P 69 {82 99°89 Lo
$OXQZ9) SOXN'LY SIXQ°°99 (MBIp 8O 9 0L
SO SPI'69 £Q +9q°89 LY SIXHN£9 +53X(q Q99
IO QY] SQ'69 LY SON'89 QX £qQZ£9 92 99XD
'99) SPM'99 (SUIM 9QNZ9 LPY SIXH'99 :+5Xq

"**S9) 1P $$9°S9 pamor(o] awred ayy uf j¥a)'S9

6TOTIIAIL ‘Iqnpled 610T S[IID 91N DDLAH
‘eI OME - uenyey eeAArqy, "W
‘suim Yay[-os L3 Y16V 81 VS 'sV 89
SO ZY L3 vd1rovy o ISy L3Y €8 vy
Sq YIEY oY I L3Y] €3 1h 83 Yy ob
L3Y] YaY['6€ 83 SPY'8E SY 99N LE L3 Lo 9¢
8 ZpI'SE SPI 9pPM'VE Yq €qx°€€ €q 9 <€
L3N] L'1€ 83 LPI'0€ SPI 9PM'6T €6 99)]'8T
L3N LX]LT 83 LPI'9T SPI 9PN 'St Ye 9y e
L3 LY['€T 83 LPHI'TT SPI 9P 1T Se 99y 0T
L3 LX['61 83 LPYI'ST SPI 9P LT 9€ 9391
L3N] LY['ST 3 LPY'VT SPI 9P €1 83 99T
LY SpYI'TT 83 Yay[ror 8P VP16 88) VS8
L3N SPXOIZ 83 P9 8P €3S 83N VIV 8P
Yoy € 89 SPYI'T L3 991 :(LEzoTt#nyq) 10T I [
AJUD0S UOTIUW "UOY [e103ds ‘Teury ‘] -4 N
"SMRIP $J'9 §PXY +99°S LpY +5p'Y 990 +¥o°€
SQ +¢qz vexy +veqr :(co9l8#]AQPHH)
61 unappury ssay) ayJ, ‘ydopnyg ‘M 9’

suonnjos

— 102 —



Kings, pawns,

and the king of pawns

Tasks
and themes

Only a very few times in the history of chess
compositions has a few words impacted many
people. When Shakhmaty v SSSR asked “Est;
task babsona???” one such moment had ar-
rived. Nearly a quarter of a century later, on 6
August 2007, Sergiy Didukh published words
with a similar impact for endgame studies:
“Zinar is alive!!!”

Mikhail Zinar started composing endgame
studies in 1974. Sixteen years later, in 1990, he
disappeared. Then in 2007 - he only had few
endgame studies in between that were not
enough to be seen as signs of life - the ru-
mours about his death shortly after 1995 were
dispelled. Zinar had returned to composing.
Everyone celebrated.

The following selection — neither represent-
ative nor comprehensive — aims to show why
everyone celebrated, and why his real death in
2021 is a huge loss to endgame studies.

For me personally, Zinar was a twofold
pleasure: His ingenious pawn endgames were
my main inspiration, but his tasks are also of-
ten interesting achievements. We talk about
Shinkman, Costeff, maybe Chéron, when we
think about tasks in endgame studies but Zinar
was very active there too. Other authors spe-
cialize but show tasks sometimes. I often show
themes here, and this is also something -  want
to show curiosities and tasks below, giving not
a representative view of Zinar’s compositions
but rather one that is suited to this column.

Will we see more endgame studies by Zinar?
More interesting tasks? I have faith that - as
you read this — his endgame study scrapbook
or possibly file (I believe he couldn’t afford a
computer, but maybe I am wrong?) has been
recovered, so possibly a few more compositions

BY SIEGFRIED HORNECKER

which are unfinished will be seen. Let us both
celebrate his work and mourn his departure
from this world.

S.1 A. Davranyan & M. Zinar
1st commendation Troitzky MT 1986

eze7 oooo.76 8/7 Draw

1.Ke3, and:

— d5 2.exd6+ Kxd6 3.Kxeq4 Ke6 4.Kfg fs
s.axbs Kf6 6.b6 Ke6 7.bs5 Kf6 8.bg4 Ke6
9.Kgs Kes stalemate, or:

— f52.exf6+ Kxf6 3.Kxe4 Ke6 4.Kd4 ds 5.axbs
b6 6.Ke3 Kes 7.Kd3 d4 8.Kc4 Ke4 stalemate
(EG#06863).

S.2 A. Davranyan & M. Zinar
1st hon. mention Shakhmaty v SSSR 1989

%7 %%7 %%7
/&/%/ %/ D
/% %&// /%
87, & K
O K KA

/@% A2
. =

c2g1 0000.87 9/8 Win

1.f8R f1Q 2.Rxfi+ Kxf1 3.Kxd2 Kxg2 4.a7
Kxh3 5.a8R Kg2! 6.a5/i h3 7.a6/i h2 8. Rh8 h1Q
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9.Rxh1 Kxhi 10.a7 g2 11.a8R g1Q 12.Rh8+ Kg2
13.Rg8+ Kf2 14.Rxg1 Kxgi1 15.c4 wins.

i) The move order can be changed here: Rh8
is possible at any point from the sixth to eighth
move.

We see three rook promotions in a pawn
endgame study (EG#08325).

S.3 M. Zinar
special prize
Uralski Problemist 2009

// @7/ .
%;/ A i
il Y I
/ﬁ/ %/iﬂ
nJ /&%

Y P
3

EEEE

g1d8 0000.77 8/8 BTM, Win

\\%
N
x\

1...h2+ 2.Khi, and:
— h6 3.g7 Kd7 4.g8S! Ke8 5.5xh6 Kf8 6.5fs5
exfs 7.gxf5 wins, or:
— hxg6 3.h6 Ke8 4.h7, and:
- Kf7 5.h8R! wins, or here:
- Kd7 5.h8B! Ke8 6.Bg7 Kf7 7.Bh6 wins
(Kg8; 8.Bxgs).
This study has three under-promotions, rep-
resentative of many Zinar studies with this

idea and different promotions in variations
(EG#17785).

S.4 M. Zinar
Zadachy i Etyudi 2010

> //@@
& &
// A K
_ /&/ﬁ/
/L/ % _
7
&% /&/ /
i

b1g8 0400.77 9/9 Win

1.d6! Kf7 2.gxh8B wins.

This is a full point mutual zugzwang with
under-promotions.

S.5 M. Zinar

special prize Lepky-130 MT 2018
EEE N
AT AR

% /% %% %%

ALK

© wAE ¢

%7 % /7 7 /%
ﬁ% %z%%%

h4f4 3668.46 7/14 Draw

1.f8S! Qb6! 2.h8S! Bf7 3.d8S! Ra6 4.Sc6
Qxc6 5.5e6+ Qxe6 6.Sg6+ Qxg6 7.5g2+ fxg2
8.Sd3+ Sxd3 stalemate.

We see five consecutive knight sacrifices in a
unique order (EG#22727).

S.6 M. Zinar
special commendation
Sosiura-209 MT 2018

7 7 7
T >

A AT A RS A
ek A &

V.

»nnn

-
7

gy

_ ry
CEam B
B E B

Z. 7

hi1c6 0000.87 2018 Win

1.d8S+ Kc7 2.e85+ Kd7 3.f85+ Kxe8 4.f7+
Ke7 5.g85+ Kxf8 6.Se6+ Kxfy 7.h8S+ Kxg8
8.b8Q+ wins.

I worked on this task - five knight promo-
tions in a pawn endgame - in the mid-2000s
myself but failed to find a correct setting. A
small challenge by me yielded some results,
Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen and Darius Knight
(Sergiy Didukh) were the first to show the task.
Zinar found another setting in 2018, as seen in
this study (EG#22038).
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S.7 M. Zinar
Kotovski Visti 1993

EE Bl
N EAE B
a A
A __

%
Y ¢7
AT /x/
%
/&7 Z &
7

€3g3 0000.68 7/9 Win

1.a8B h1Q 2.Bxhi Kh2 3.Bf3! gxf3 4.Kxf3
Kg1 5.Ke4 Kf2 6.Kxe5 Ke3 7.Kds5 Kd2 8.Kxc4
Kc1! 9.Kd3 Kb2 10.Kd2 Kxa2 11.Kc1 Ka1 12.¢4
a2 13.¢5 bxcs 14.b6 ¢4 15.b7 ¢3 16.b8S! a3 17.S¢c6
dxc6 18.d7 ¢519.d8Q ¢4 20.Kd1 wins

I thought I had found a cook in this study,
but HH disproved the cook, as he found out
that after 1...Kh3 2.Kf2 g3+ 3.Kf1 Kggq 4.Bc6
Kf4 5.Bg2 Kfs 6.Ke2 Ke6 7.Kf3 Kxd6 White
wins with 8.Kg4!! (instead of my 8.Kxg3). Let-
ting the pawns on g3 and h2 stay on the board
wins the decisive time to prevent Black from
consolidating his queenside. In one variation
I found (but forgot to save), the wB moving to
b7 (at a constellation Kcs/Kas) to create zug-
zwang, which is possible despite the pawns on
g3 and h2. Black can be forced either to sacri-
fice his kingside pawns or to move his d-pawn
and weaken his position, after which White
can win. This study, especially the line 1...Kh3
which Zinar did not consider, is great for a
deeper analysis.

Mikhail Zinar
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Computer

Stockfish today

In August 2020 Stockfish implemented the
Japan neural network NNUE (see Computer
Column EG222) and it has been a clear leader
since then. It crushed its old rival Leela Chess
Zero in the SuFi (Superfinal) TCECi19 (October
2020) by 18-9 and in the SuFi TCEC20 (Janu-
ary 2021) by 14-8 (ignoring draws).

The following example will probably be of
interest to study lovers as well. Stockfish sacri-
ficed a pawn and on move 26 indicated a deci-
sive advantage of +3.01, while Leela had +0.38.
The TCEC interface, based on CuteChess, al-
lows you to study the engines” “thinking” line.
I examined what mates Stockfish saw on the
horizon and I was surprised to only find some
strange rook moves back and forth. Maybe,
some bug? Not! In ten moves an “almost” study
was created — see V1.

V1 Stockfish — Leela ChessZero
TCEC 20, SuFi, game 59
>

A7 7 A
. AL

A
55

B _EoE

P BB

"B B B

hi1h8 0404.34 6/7 Win

k

After 36.Rd1 Rd8 37.Se5 Kg7y 38.Kg1 Kf8
39.Kfi White - with a minus pawn - is re-
ally winning, because the bK cannot attack
Pdy. The game continued 39...g5 40.Rd4 hs
41.h4 g4 42.Ke2 Kg8 43.Kf1 Kf8 44.Rd1 Kg8
45.Rd6 Kg7 46.Ke2 Seq After several neutral
rook moves Black is out tempo-ed. 47.Sc6

BY EMIL VLASAK

Sxd6 48.Sxd8 Kf6 49.S¢6 Nf7 50.d8Q+ Sxd8
51.5xd8 and White won n move 71.

Hot news: Dragon, Fat Fritz 2
and Stockfish 13

Remember that the NNUE concept is pow-
erful and at the same time it does not need an
expensive graphics accelerator. In November
2020 the Komodo team implemented NNUE
and introduced the Komodo Dragon engine.
In TCEC20 Premier Division, Dragon finished
third, overtaking the well-known Leela clone
AllieStein.

Shortly before the EG deadline, Chess-
Base surprised us with the FatFritz 2.0 pack-
age. The engine is Stockfish, but the NNUE
network has been newly developed by Albert
Silver. It has 512 neurons instead of 256 (so
the file size is 40 Megabytes) and was trained
using FatFritz 1.0, which is Leela. Simply put,
Stockfish’s tactical power should be combined
with Leela’s positional mastery. According to
ChessBase, FatFritz 2.0 is the world-strongest
chess engine. Independent tests, however, have
not confirmed this. See the Link section for
a ridiculous video interview by Albert Silver.
The Stockfish team quickly struck back. They
increased the version number to Stockfish 13
and by modifying the license agreement pre-
vented Fat Fritz 2.0 from being updated.

Stockfish clones

The main secret of Stockfish’s success is not
one genial developer, but instead patient team-
work supported by the open source GPL 3.0 —
General Public License. Stockfish sources are
available, so everybody can study how it works
down to the last detail. And anyone can use
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this code for their own purposes and even sell
it. But there is a simple point: the result has to
be GPL again.

If you have some idea to improve Stockfish,
you can build it directly into its code. The com-
munity will test it and if passed, your change
will remain a part of the engine. For example:
during January 2021 the Stockfish development
web (see Links) recorded over 20 updates, usu-
ally with small Elo gain about 1-3 points. And
since the official Stockfish 12 release in Sep-
tember 2020, the latest development version is
about 40 Elo points stronger.

If you have higher ambitions, you can cre-
ate your own port or clone. One possible goal
is to speed up Stock, which is written in C++
language. The fastest Stock port was asmFish,
“compiled” by hand into low-level Assembler
language. Unfortunately, it is not developed
since 2019. CFish, re-written in plain C by
Ronald de Man, is the fastest Stockfish today,

but the difference is only a few Elo points.

More interesting for us are specialized
clones, designed for chess analysis, usually by
correspondence players. SugaR (Marco Zerbi-
nati) is a very strong analytical engine. Unlike
Stock there is an experience file. Eman (Khalid
Omar) is more aggressive and optimistic than
Stockfish, it has an extended evaluation and
experience file. CorrChess (Ivan Ivec) is main-
tained for better performance on long time
controls. Crystal (Joseph Ellis) has a special
fortress detection feature. The German Raub-
fisch (Frank Karl Werner and Max Felher) with
self-learning is often mentioned in tests.

Some testing

I have chosen a Salai study V2 for tests.

V2 In order to be able to make the first move
White has to see the last one. 1.f4! Bxf4 2.Kd7y
Bd2 3.Kc6 Bas 4.b4! cxb4 5.Bb3+ Kg7 White
has a half-bishop advantage (John Beasley).
6.Kd5 Kf6 7.Ke4 hs 8.Kf4 Kg6 9.Ke5 h4 10.Kf4
Khs 11.f3 winning a tempo and the game.

In the article “Looking far ahead” (EG193
from July 2013) we tested this study and at

that time Houdini could not solve it even in 10
hours.

V2 Ladislav Salai jr.
15t prize Sachovd skladba 2011

/
. ',
/8 , //7 %7
g @ % %
/

Q

/%%//

%
B
e8g8 0040.5 3 7/5 Win

o>

\

Re-testing after 8 years yielded even several
surprising discoveries.

(1) On standard hardware i7-6700, 3.4 GHz,
8 threads, Stockfish and clones are able to
crack this chess nut within a reasonable time.
The fluctuation of runs is large so tests have to
be repeated many times. The best solver was
SugaR with average time 34 minutes and a
maximal time of 8o minutes. Fat Fritz 2 was
only a little worse, but with surprisingly small
fluctuations (av. 37, max. 40). The boss him-
self - Stockfish development 130121 - lags only
slightly behind (av. 41, max. 90). Crystal with
average time 42 minutes is comparable; Cfish,
CorrChess and Eman with times about 70-80
minutes are worse.

ICCF GM Jan Zidua was so kind to test this
on his super-computer with AMD RYZEN
3990X, 64 cores, 2.9 GHz. With thanks, here is
Jan’s report containing some extra engines:

The clear winner was SugaR with a stable
result of 16 seconds. Fat Fritz 2 was in second
place with times about 100 seconds. Third place
belongs to the group Stockfish, CFish, CiCh-
ess, RaubFisch, KillFish and also Fritz 17 with
times under 5 minutes. Crystal, CorrChess
and BlueFish are about 10 minutes, Eman 15
minutes. Komodo Dragon, Leela Chess and
Fat Fritz 1 failed even in time 3.5 hours.

Although the results are slightly different,
the main summary seems to be clear: Sug-
aR (currently in version AI ICCF 1.30), can
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be highly recommended for endgame study
analyses.

(2) We were even more surprised by the
performance of the 64-core machine, which is
sometimes higher than the ratio of the cores.
It completely destroys the rules from the good
old days, when the basis was a well-tuned sin-
gle-core engine and it was a problem to use
multiple cores effectively. It seems optimiza-
tion of several cores is a primary development
goal today, while a low-core run is secondary.
The recommendation is clear: for Stockfish and
clones, use as many cores as possible and even
hyper-threading is good enough to increase
the performance.

(3) The testing revealed an unexpected se-
cret of the study V.2 - there is an alternative key
move to win: 1.Bd1! Let us try to use the do-
nated tempo playing 1...Kg7 2.Kd7 Bd2 3.Kc6
Bas 4.f4 Now the point is clarified, Black has no
counter-play with the h-pawn. 4...Kgé 5.Bg4!
hs 6.f5+! Kgs5 7.f6 The simplest way. 7...Kxf6
8.Bxhs. Without the h-pawn White has a tech-
nical win a3 and b4 creating the second passed
pawn. The same is 1...hs5 2.f4! Bxfg 3.Bxhs. So
Black has to continue 1....Bd2! and after 2.f4!
Bxf4 the play returns to the main line. So prob-
ably it is rather a waste of time, which does not
cook the well-known study; but the surprise
was considerable!

CQL 6.1-alpha with HHdbVT interface

Gady Costeft, Lewis Stiller and most recent-
ly Robert Gamble as a power tester published

the alpha version of CQL 6.1. You can now use
regular expressions in event, player, site, and it
has comment filters.

The main novelty is an interface to the
HHdbVI database. This is the first time in
CQL history that the authors have adopted
Harold’s tags as standard. Finally, we will have
an easy way to distinguish thematic lines from
technical ones in CQL scripts. The official PGN
standard has no such feature, so in studies we
have to use special tags like <main>.

Do you need to find thematic mates? In CQL
6.1-alpha it is easy.

cql (input hhdbvi.pgn variations)

hhdb mainline

mate

Thanks, I like it. My Visual CQL update is
ready to support new features.

Links

https://tcec-chess.com/ TCEC tournament
https://stockfishchess.org/ Stockfish official
web page
https://abrok.eu/stockfish/
versions of Stockfish
https://github.com/Zerbinati/SugaR-AI-IC-
CF/releases SugaR AI ICCF 1.30
https://en.chessbase.com/post/fat-fritz-2-
best-of-both-worlds Fat Fritz 2

https://fatfritz.net/ Stockfish team about Fat
Fritz 2

Development
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Corrections and reconstructions
of old EG studies

Quality Control

Jarl Henning Ulrichsen sent me an encour-
aging email: “I always read your column with
great interest. It is important to correct and re-
construct old studies when they show nice ideas.
I think that you make a wonderful job! There
should perhaps be tournaments for corrected
studies?”

At the same time, he pointed out the typo in
solution P.4 (in the latest EG, p. 223). Black's
move 2...c4 was supposed to be in the previ-
ous parenthesis (2.bs5 c4 3.g6). The solution
2.g6, of course, was to continue with 2...hxg6.
I apologize to the readers.

Jarl also suggested correcting the following
Sedlak study by shifting the position one col-
umn to the left and moving wBe7 to £8.

P.1 Ludék Sedlak
Sachové uméni 1979
correction Jarl Henning Ulrichsen

3
-y 5y
/ »y
®=

///
/g@ o
A1 &
AR
5

c2d4 0441.22 6/4 BTM, Draw

&

\

1...Bd3+! 2.Kd1 Rxci+! 3.Kxc1 e2 4.Rbg+
After 4.Bg7+? Ke4 5.Rbg+ Kf3! 6.Rf4+ Kg3! The
checks end and Black wins. 4...Kds (4...Bc4
5.Rxc4+ Kxc4 6.d3+ Kc3 7.Bbg+ Kxbg 8.Kd2)
5.Rd4+ Kxd4 6.Bcs+ Kxcs stalemate.

In the original Sedlak study (P1 shifted to
the right), Black could avoid the stalemate.

On the 6th move, he need not capture the
bishop but can move the king to the first rank,

BY JAROSLAV POLASEK

promote a pawn and win easily with the ex-
tra bishop. In the corrected position this is no
longer possible because Black is left with only
the wrong-coloured bishop.

Unfortunately, 4...Kes cannot be part of the
solution, because here White has three ways
to draw: 5.Rbs+ Bxbs (Ke4; Res+) 6.d4+ Kxd4
7.Bb4 or 5.Bd6+ Kxd6 6.Rb6+ Kds 7.Rd6+ Kes
8.Re6+! or 5.Bg7+ Kf5 6.Rf4+ Ke6 7.Rf6+ Key
8.Bf8+ Kxf6 9.Be7+.

Pia]. Polééek after Ludék Sedlék

/2

g%m% v
w7

b2g8 4148.32 9/7 BTM, Draw

I spent a lot of time trying to improve
Sedlak’s stalemate, but I could not find an ide-
al solution. After a long thought process, I de-
cided to provide this analytically demanding
study.

Advantages: Black has counter-play, the end
of the study is clean and the whole final stale-
mate position is created during the solution.

Disadvantages: Large consumption of piec-
es, with the four knights and both queens grad-
ually disappearing.

Can anyone find a better possibility?

1...a3+! Other moves do not improve the
position: 1...Sxb4 2.Rxh3 e2 3.Qgi+! Kf7 4.f5
(covers wPd2) 4...Qxa2+ 5.Kc3 Sds+ 6.Kd3
or 1...Qd4+ 2.Kxc2 Qxcs+ (2...Qc4+ 3.Kb2
Qxb4+ 4.Sb3) 3.Kd3 Bfi+ 4.Keq4 Bga+ 5.Kd3
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Qd4+ 6.Ke2 Qe4 7.Ke1 draw. 2.Kxc2 Bfs+! (2...

Qxcs+ 3.Kd3 Bfi+ 4.Ke4 Bg2+ 5.Kd3 Bfi+ 6.Ke4

e2 7.Rg4+ - covers the square g2- 7...Kh7 8.Qb1)

3.Scd3! (3.Kc1? Qxcs+ 4.Sc2 e2) 3...Qcg+!
4.Kb1 Qxb4+ 5.Kc1 Bxd3 It seems that Black's
strategy will be successful. The threatening
mate can only be covered at the cost of mate-
rial losses. 6.Qg4+ Kf7 However, White has
an impressive sacrifice 7.Qxe6+! After 7.Qhs+?

Ke7 8.Bf8+ Kxf8 9.Qh8+ Key the checks are ex-

hausted. 7...Kxe6 8.f5+ Kxfs (8...Kds 9.Rxb4g

e2 10.Rd4+!) 9.Rxb4 e2 10.Rf4+, and:

— Kes 11.Bg7+ Kxfg 12.Bes+ Kxes stalemate,
or: 11...Ke6 12.Rf6+ Ke7y 13.Bf8+ Kxf6
14.Be7+ Kxe7 stalemate, or:

— Ke6 11.Rf6+ Ke7 (Kds; Rd6+) 12.Bf8+ Kxf6
13.Be7+ Kxe7 stalemate.

P2 Alexey Troitzky
1st prize Shakhmatny Listok 1928-11
correction Peter Krug

w2 .
1 /@/,
. & &

\\‘

%}/ i %/&
5
5
S BB D
7 ] B

b7f7 1300.35 5/7 Draw

\

Peter Krug sent me an improvement of
Troitzky’s study. The introduction 1.Kaé! is
nice. After 1.Qd8? a1Q 2.Qf6+ Kg8 3.Qxe6+
Kh8! White must take bPhé, clearing the way
for the Black king to escape from perpetual
check: 4.Qxh6+ Kg8 5.Qe6+ Khy 6.Qf5+ Khé
7.Qf4+ Kxhs and Black wins.. 1...a1Q 2.Qb7+
Kg8 3.Qc8+ Khy 4.Qd7+ Rgy 5.Qd3+ KhS8
6.Qd8+ Rg8 7.Qf6+ Khy 8.Qf7+ Rg7 In the
original Troitzky’s study, this position could
be achieved in several ways. Peter managed to
suppress these duals. 9.Qf1! and:

— Qa3 (Qc3, Qd4) 10.Qd3+ Qxd3 stalemate,

or:

— Qa4 10.Qd3+ Kh8 11.Qh7+ Rxh7 stalemate,

or:

— Qxes 10.Qf5+ exfs stalemate, or:
— Qa2 10.Qb1+ Qxba1 stalemate.

I recently found out that two composers
with German names - Hermann Neustadtl and
Carl Dorasil were “Bohemians” (they lived in
lands of the Bohemian Crown) and I became
more interested in their work. Jindfich Fritz
completely ignored them in his unpublished
manuscript Ceskd studie (1983), selecting only
authors with Czech nationality for his book.

Carl Dorasil (1860-1938) was born and died
in Opava (in German called Troppau), gra-
duating from universities in Vienna and Lei-
pzig. Unlike Herman Neustadtl, he claimed
to be of German nationality. He was a strong
oTB player (he won a match with Tartakower)
and in 1891 he founded a German chess club in
Opava. He composed a number of nice studies.
Let's have a look at one that I managed to co-
rrect and improve.

P.3 Carl Dorasil
Deutsche Schachzeitung 1921
correction and introduction J. Polasek -
original

< /y/y%
ney @7
%&/@/ _
/ /7%/%
/ﬁ/ »
_ /%/ 0
.

e2e6 0031.32 5/4 Win

@

1.Sd8+! Key 2.Sf7! Bb2! The bishop tries
to escape through ci1. Other retreats shorten
the solution and hint the idea: 2...Bc3 (Bdg)
3.c7 Kdy 4.Sd6 Kxcy 5.5xbs+ or 2...Bgy (Bf6)
3.c7 Kd7 4.Sd6 Kxcy 5.Se8+ winning the bis-
hop. 3.Kd1! After 3.Kd3? the bishop would
escape through c1. In Dorasil’s study without
bPb3 Black draws: 3...Bg7 4.c7 Kd7 5.5d6 Kxcy
6.Se8+ Kc6 7.5xg7 Kds with next Kcg and the
last wPbg is lost. 3...Ba1 4.Kc2 Ke6 5.Kb1
5.Kd3 Bb2! wastes time (6.Ke4? Bc1 =) and:
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— Bg7 (Bf6) 6.c7 Kd7 7.5d6 Kxc7 8.Se8+ wins,
or:

— Bc3 (Bdg) 6.c7 Kd7 7.8d6 Kxc7y 8.Sxbs+
wins.

A small flaw in the beauty of this solution is
the possibility of 5.c;7 Kd7 6.Kb1 switching the
moves.

(P.4) A small sidenote: The same motif was
composed by Ehrhardt Post in 1939. I took the
liberty of adjusting its position a little and the
solution becomes even more paradoxical.

1.Sbs! a3! Otherwise White plays a3, central-
izes his king and takes bPag with an easy win.
E. Post had in a similar position extra bPg6.
2.Sc7! An unexpected move! An attempt to as-
sert the advantage of a pawn in the normal way
cannot work for the weakness of pawns f5 and
a2, e.g.: 2.5xa3? Bds 3.Sbs Bxaz or 2.Kf4? Bds
3.5¢c3 Bg2 4.Ke3 Kdy 5.Kd4 Sh3. 2...Bh1 3.Kh2!
and:

— Beg4 (Bf3) 4.f6+ Kd7 (4...Kf8 5.6 fxe6
6.5xe6+ Ke8 7.7+ Kxt7 8.Sg5+) 5.6+ fxe6
6.f7 Ke7 7.5xe6 Kxf7 8.5g5+ wins, or:

— Bc6 (Bby) 4.f6+ Kd7 5.6+ fxe6 6.f7 Key
7.5xe6 Kxf7 8.Sd8+ wins.

(P.5) 1.Rb3 cxb3 (1...Qxg6?? 2.Rby Qxc6
3.Ray mate) 2.Bxf5 Qxc6 3.Bd3+ Kby 4.Bes
Qxe4 5.5d6+ cxd6 stalemate.

C. Dorasil published his study with posi-
tions wRg3->d3, wPh2->f2, bPg5->f4, +bPf3.
M. Garcia found an extra additional solution

P.4 Ehrhardt Post
Deutsche Schachblitter 1939
version Jaroslav Polasek
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1.Bxfs Qxc6 2.Bdy Qcs 3.Rxf3 Qds 4.Bg4 draw.
To suppress this line, he added bPb3. As you
can see, it was not necessary to start the study
with a capture, it was sufficient to adjust the
pawns on the king side.

Hermann Neustadtl (1862-1909) was one
of the leading chess players in Prague. He was
also born in Prague and was, like many chess
players at that time, Jewish (often erroneously
considered to be German). Since 1887, however,
due to his medical practice, he could not par-
ticipate in tournaments. He excelled most as a
composer of studies.

(P.6) 1.Kf2! White must not capture the
checking rook. A mistake also is 1.Kf4? Rf8+
drawing. 1...a1Q 2.Be4+! Kd2 3.Qhé6+ Kdi
4.Qh1+ Rg1! Black plays for stalemate. 5.Qxg1+
Kd2 M. Garcia started at this moment in the
position Qgi->g2, so he lost the thematic try
6.Qxa1? stalemate. 6.Qgs+! and further as in
Neustadtl's original study: 6...Kc3 7.Qcs5+ Oth-
er moves are a waste of time. 7...Kb3 8.Bds+
Kb2 9.Qd4+ Kb1 10.Beg+ Kaz 11.Qag+ Kb2
12.Qbg+ Kc113.Ke1 wins, e.g. 13...Qb214.Qc4+.

In the original version, Neustadtl had seve-
ral small duals, where the White queen cou-
1d get to square c5 (7.Qcs+) in several equally
long paths. Although M. Garcia had already
corrected this small defect (see the note on the
sth move), he lost the thematic stalemate in the
1st move.

P.5 Carl Dorasil
Deutsche Schachzeitung 1921
correction J. Polasek

o BB

_

P.6 Jaroslav Polasek
after Neustadtl 1885

B E_EIE
B _E 5
B EvE B
B oEm
- 21

>
¥ @
,/ _
7

B
e
/ ﬁz%;

g3e7 0031.32 5/4 Win

a1a6 3111.46 8/8 Win

l/ _
g3d3 1310.01 3/3 Win
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P.7 Jaroslav Polasek
After H. Neustadtl & L. Mozes
(La Stratégie 1989)
Original
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In the original pawn study, I found a side
solution (see note after 6.dxc4), on which I ba-
sed this work. 1.8f5! the wS guards square e3
(Kc6? Se3;) and attacks bPdé. 1..
bs? 2.Kc6 by 3.5xd6 bxa3 4.Kcs a2 5.Sc4 mate.
2.Kc6! Sxd3! 2...5g4? 3.d4! b5 4.5xd6 Sf6 5.Sb7

.Sf2 (Sb2) 1...

mate. 3.cxd3 c2 4.Se3! White must not captu-
re bPd6 - it's his helper! 4.Sxd6? c1Q+ 5.Sc4+
Qxc4+ 6.dxc4 bs 7.c5 bg draws. 4...c1Q+5.S¢c4+
Qxc4+ 6.dxcq4 The solution of the Neustadtl
study (in this position with the only differen-
ce Kc6->ds) continued 4.Kdsxdé. I discovered
that White also wins after 4.Kds-cé6: 6...bs 7.c5,
and:
— b4 8.cxd6 and White promotes with check -
now bPd6 helps White, or:
— dxcs5 8.Kxc5 bg 9.axb4 mate, or:
— ds 8.Kxds b4 9.¢6 with:
- b3 10.c7 b2 11.c8Q b1Q 12.Qc7+ Qb6
13.Qc3+ Kbs 14.Qb4 mate, or:
- Kb6 10.Kd6 bxa3 11.c7 a2 12.c8Q ai1Q
13.Qc7+ Kbs 14.Qcs mate.

Allthese studies with detailed analyses can be
found at www.sach.cz/download/eg224_jp.pgn

Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Photo HvdH at Dresden 2017)
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56 Glorious Years of EG

BY AWANI KUMAR (LUuCkNOW, INDIA)

Awani Kumar, born in 1962, works for the
Indian Forest Service as a profession and works
on knight's tour puzzles as a hobby. He has pub-
lished over half a dozen articles on this topic in
international magazines and has appeared in
Limca Book of Records four times. He has even
extended magic tours of knight up to a fifth di-

mensional board, namely, 4x4X4X4%4.

EG was founded in 1965, some 56 years ago.
Let us celebrate its 56 glorious years with in-
teresting knight’s tours on a 7x8 (= 56 squares)
board.

A knight is a curious piece having a weird
looking move which has not changed since
the inception of chess in India around the 5th
century. The knight’s tour is a fascinating puz-
zle and is over a millennium old - the oldest
record dates back to 840 AD. Its challenge is
to move a knight on an empty board in such
a way that it visits all the squares in successive
moves without visiting any square twice. There
are zillions of correct knight’s tours on a 7x8
board, but tours having magic properties are
rare, thus more fascinating.

In a semi-magic knight’s tour either all the
move numbers of the squares of all files or all
lines add up to the same number. If the sum of
the move numbers of the squares of both the
files and the lines is constant, it is called a mag-
ic knight’s tour.

1 28 | 35 | 50 | 21 8 37 | 48 | 228
34 | 51 | 22 7 36 | 49 | 20 9 | 228
27 2 29 | 56 | 19 | 10 | 47 | 38 | 228
52 | 33 6 23 | 46 | 39 | 18 11 | 228

3 26 | 55 | 30 17 | 14 | 43 | 40 | 228
32 | 53 | 24 5 42 | 45 | 12 15 | 228
25 4 31 | 54 | 13 16 | 41 | 44 | 228
174 | 197 | 202 | 225 | 194 | 181 | 218 | 205

Fig. 1. Semi-magic knight’s tour of knight
on 7x8 board - original

Figure 1 is a semi-magic knight’s tour. Read-
ers can check that the successive numbers from
the starting square (1) to the last square (56) all
are knight’s moves and the sum of all the lines
is 228. Therefore, it is a semi-magic knight’s
tour. Since it is a tour on an ‘odd by even’ size
board, there are unequal number of light and
dark squares along the files. Therefore, the sum
of the files is alternately even and odd.

Although the ‘knight’s tour’ puzzle is over a
millennium old, the ‘figured knights tour’ is
a recent, albeit less explored, field of research.
The term was coined in the 1940’ by T. R. Daw-
son (1889-1951), a British author, columnist and
the ‘father of Fairy Chess. The name ‘figured
tour’ is appropriate for any numbered tour in
which certain arithmetically related numbers
are arranged in a geometrical pattern. For ex-
ample, Figure 2 is a ‘figured tour’ of a knight on
a 7x8 board. Here all the square numbers 12, 22,

Fig. 2. Figured knight’s tour - original
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3*...75 thatis, 1, 4, 9 ...49 are also at the path of
the knight and when joined make a beautiful
square shape in an oblong board.

Welcome EG224

Let us welcome issue #224 of EG with a
knight’s tour on a 14x16 (= 224) board. Figure
3 is a magic tour with all the lines adding to
1575 and all the files adding to 1800. Figure 4
is the prettiest of all tours. Here all the con-
secutive square numbers 1, 4, 9 ... 196 also at
knight path and when joined form the shape of
heart — the universal symbol of love. We love,
adore and admire EG and anxiously await its

arrival. Figured tours are basically a piece of art
having aesthetic appeal. The author has shown
just few possibilities — the sky is the limit for
figured tours and readers may like to compose
more such tours on boards of various sizes.

Eagle-eyed readers must have spotted that
Figure 1 to Figure 3 are open knights tours.
That is, the start square and the end square are
not connected by a knight move. It is more
challenging to compose reentrant (or closed)
knight’s tours and readers are encouraged to
look for them.

Congratulations EG on the successful com-
pletion of 56 years and we now look forward to
celebrating its diamond jubilee!

1 212 109 124 5 214 107 122 103 216 11 120 13 218 1575
112 125 4 213 108 123 6 215 10 121 102 217 100 119 1575
211 2 113 110 223 106 115 8 221 104 117 12 219 14 1575
126 111 224 3 114 7 222 105 116 9 220 101 118 99 1575
21 210 93 206 19 132 95 134 17 200 97 138 15 198 1575
92 127 20 131 94 205 18 203 96 137 16 199 98 139 1575
209 22 129 90 207 24 133 88 135 26 201 86 197 28 1575
128 91 208 23 130 89 204 25 202 87 136 27 140 85 1575
39 150 75 188 37 148 77 190 79 192 33 142 29 196 1575
74 187 38 149 76 189 36 147 34 145 80 195 84 141 1575
151 40 185 72 153 42 183 78 191 32 193 82 143 30 1575
186 73 152 41 184 71 154 35 146 81 144 31 194 83 1575
47 174 49 180 43 182 55 170 67 158 59 162 65 164 1575
50 177 46 173 54 171 70 155 58 167 66 165 62 161 1575
175 48 179 52 181 44 169 56 157 68 159 60 163 64 1575
178 51 176 45 172 53 156 69 168 57 166 63 160 61 1575
1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800 1800

Fig. 3. Magic tour of knight on 14x16 board - original

130

159|206/163|128|161

204|177

126/193|184|175/124|189

207

164/129/160{205/178

127|194

203/176|125/190|183|174

158

208/167|162|195

220|179

192|185/216/181|188|123

165

133|212|221/|168

199[202

215 191|186 182

132
3

187
106

104

72

101

Fig. 4. Figured tour of knight on 14x16 board with consecutive
square numbers making a heart shape - original
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Under Yochanan Afek’s editorship the biennial tourney of The Problemist has developed into one
of the most prestigious informal tourneys for endgame studies. The judge GM John Nunn consid-
ered 53 studies by 46 composers from 23 countries. The provisional award was published in Vol. 27,
issue no. 11 (ix2020) and 12 (xi2020). The judge considered the level exceptionally high. “Quite often
I can rule a fair number of studies out of contention for the award early on, but that was not possible
this time since every study had something worthwhile to contribute”

In the final award there was only a single change; the Kuzmichev study was downgraded from 6th
prize to a special commendation because of a self-anticipation.

No 23636 S. Didukh
1st prize
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No 23636 Sergiy Didukh (Ukraine). 1.a7
Sxc2+/i2.Kh2 Rhi+3.Kg2/ii Ke6/iii 4.a8Q Bds+
5.Qxds+ Kxds 6.Kxh1 zz Kc4 7.Bd2 zz, and:

— Kd3 8.bs Kxd2 9.b6 Sd4 10.Sb4 wins, or:
— Kb3 8.bs Kxa2 9.Bc3 Se3 10.b6 wins.

i) Sf3++ 2.Kf2 Rfi+ 3.Ke3 wins.

ii) Logical try: 3.Kxh1? Ke6/iv 4.a8Q Bds+
5.Qxds5+ Kxds zz 6.Bd2 Kcg zz 7.Kg1/v Kd3 8.bs
Kxd2 9.b6 Sd4 10.Sb4 Sf3+ “vive la petite differ-
ence!” 11.Kf2 Ses 12.b7 Sd7 draws.

iii) Se3+ 4.Kxh1 Ke6 5.a8Q Bds+ 6.Qxds5+
Kxds 7.Bd2 (Be1) wins.

iv) But not: Kd6? 4.Bes+ Kxes 5.S¢3 wins.

v) 7.Kg2 Kb3 8.b5 Kxaz 9.Bc3 Se3+ draws.

“A relatively natural position leads to a per-
fect thematic try study based on a reciprocal
zugzwang. The rook sacrifice refusal is truly
surprising, but the feature which propelled
this study to the top of the award is the refu-

tation of the wK moves in the try. Each king
move allows a future knight check which Black

exploits by running after one or other white
minor piece. In the main line Black lacks a
check, which means that the minor piece Black
doesn’t capture is able to prevent Black’s knight
making it back to stop the pawn. The symme-
try between the two lines provides the study
with an additional content which studies of
this type often lack”

No 23637 A. Rusz
and prize
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No 23637 Arpidd Rusz (Hungary). 1.Rc1+/i
Qfi+/ii 2.Rxfi+ Kg2 3.Rhv/iii Kxhi (Rxhi;
a8Q+) 4.a8Q+ Kg1 5.Qg8+ Rg2 6.Qh8 wins.

i) 1.a8Q+? even loses to: Kg1 2.Rc1+ Qfi+
3.Rxfi+ Kxfi 4.Qa6+ Kg1 5.Qg6+ Rg2 6.Qf6
Rf2+ wins.

ii) Kg2 2.a8Q+ Qf3+ 3.Qxf3+ Kxf3 4.Rc3+
Ke2 5.Ra3 Kd1 6.a6 Kc1 7.a7 Rh8 8.Rxa2 wins.

iii) 3.Ra1? (a8Q+? Kxf1;) Rh5+ 4.Ke4 Rxas
draws.

“It’s only six moves long, but what moves! The
star move is undoubtedly the incredible 3.Rhai!
which, coupled with the attractive long-range
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play and Black’s queen sacrifice, creates a su-
perb artistic impression. It's the perfect study
to show to otb players or to use in a solving
competition. On this basis I showed it to my
wife, who surprised me by solving it in a few
minutes. Perhaps it’s easier than I imagined...”.

No 23638 A. Ornstein
3rd prize
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No 23638 Axel Ornstein (Sweden). 1.Sbé
Sg3+/i 2.Ke1 d2+ 3.Kd1 Sfs5 4.e6+/ii Kxe6 5.Bgy
Bgs 6.Bf6/xx Bf4 7.Bes (Bc4 Bb8;) Se3+ 8.Kxd2
Sc4++ 9.Kd3/iii Sxes+/iv 10.Keq4 Sc6 11.Kxfy
Kdé6 12.Kg3/v Kc7 13.8d5+ Kb8 14.f4 Kay/vi
15.f5 h4+/vii 16.Kxhg4 Kxa6 17.f6 Kbs 18.Sxb4
Ses 19.5ds5 Sd7 20.Kg5 h6+ 21.Kf5 h5 22.f7 wins.

i) Sc3 2.Sc4 Sds 3.a7 Scy 4.Bd4 wins, e.g. Ke6
5.5b2 d2 6.Ke2 h4 7.8d3 h3 8.Bg1 Bgs 9.f4 Bhg
10.Bho.

ii) 4.5¢8? Be3 5.Sd6+ Sxd6 draws.

xx) HH: It seems that the cook of the orig-
inal study has not been published so far. That
version had no bPhy in this position. Then
6.Sc4 also wins: 6...Se3+ 7.Sxe3 Bxe3 8.Bh6
Bay 9.Bgs Kf5 10.Bxd2 h4 11.Ke2 h3 12.Kf1 Bb6
13.Bxb4 Kf4 14.Ke2 Kg3 15.Bd6+ Kg2 was given
as a draw, but e.g. 16.Kd3 wins.

iii) 9.Ke2? Bxes 10.Sxc4 Bd4 draws.

iv) Sxb6 10.Bxf4, or Bxes 10.Sxc4 win.

v) 12.Kg5? Kc7 13.Sd5+ Kb8 14.f4 Kay 15.f5
Kxa6 16.f6 b3 draws.

vi) Sd4 15.Kh4 b3 16.axb3 wins.

vii) Kxa6 (b3; axb3) 16.Sxb4+ Sxb4 17.f6 h4+
18.Kh2 wins.

“The repeated sacrifices by the white bishop
on g7, 6 and e5 form the highlight of the study.

This systematic manoeuvre is quite unusual and
takes a bit of puzzling out; for example, readers
may like to work out why Black can't just play
6...Bh6 after the second sacrifice. I would like
to clarify one point about this study. The fin-
ish should start 15...h4+ (as given above) and
not as given in the magazine. The final knight
sacrifice on move 18 forms an attractive coun-
terpoint to the earlier bishop sacrifices on the
other side of the board. The only real flaw with
this study is that the part between moves 8 and
15 is somewhat lacking in interest”.

HH: this is a correction of a 2006 study in
the same magazine.

No 23639 M. Minski
4th prize
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No 23639 Martin  Minski  (Germany).
1.Ke8/i Qxe3+ 2.Beg+ (Kd8? Qb6+;) Qxeq+
3.Kd8 Qe7z+/ii 4.Kxe7 e1Q+ 5.Re2 (Kd8? Qas+;)
Qxe2+ 6.Kd8 Ke6 7.8Q wins.

i) 1.Bxe2? Qas+ 2.Kc8 (Ke8 Qes+;) Qa8+
3.Kc7 Qaz+ 4.Kxc6 Qa8+, or 1.Rxe2? Qas+
2.Ke8 Qes+ draw.

ii) Qb4 (e1Q; £8Q+) 4.Rxe2 Qb8+ 5.Ke7 wins.

“Only seven moves, but all of them are filled
with action. The battle centres on whether
Black can check along the e-file with his queen
on a dark square. White initially sacrifices his
bishop on the checking line to draw the queen
from e3 to e4, but Black retaliates by sacrificing
his queen to gain a new one on the dark square
e1. A second white sacrifice on e2 echoes the
first. This study should be another otb player
favourite since it’s easy to understand and has
no complex sidelines”
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No 23640 S. Slumstrup
Nielsen
s5th prize
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No 23641 P. Krug
& M. Garcia
6th prize
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No 23642 V. Crisan
& A. Rusz
1st honourable mention
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No 23640 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.dy Sby/i 2.Sd4/ii f4/iii 3.Bds Sd8 4.Se6
(Sc6? Bfs;) Bfs 5.Beq Bxeq 6.Sxd8 h3/iv 7.Se6
h2 8.d8Q h1Q 9.Qxe7+ Kg6 10.Qg7+ Kfs5 (Khs;
Qgs mate) 11.Sd4 mate.

i) Sc6 2.5d4 Sd8 3.Se6 Sf7 4.5£8+ (Sg5+) wins.

ii) 2.5f4¢? Khé6 3.Bds Sd8 4.Se6 Sf7 5.Sc5 e6,
or 2.Bds? Sd8 3.Sd4 Bf7 4.Sc6 Be6 draw.

iii) Khé 3.Bd5 Sd8 4.Sc6 wins, e.g. Sby 5.Sa5
Sd8 6.Sby.

iv) 13 (Bfs; Se6) 7.Se6 f2 8.d8Q f1Q 9.Qxe7+
Kg6 10.Qg7+ Kf5 11.Qf7+ (Qf8+) wins.

“A study in the classical style. Some inter-
esting play with the minor pieces (5.Be4! be-
ing a neat twist) leads to both sides promoting
and an eventual mate. The mid-board model
mate with two self-blocks is attractive and all
the pieces except the wK display good mobil-
ity throughout. In the old days, some exciting
play ending with a pretty mate were considered
enough and such studies still hold a consider-
able appeal”.

No 23641 Peter Krug (Austria) & Mario
Guido Garcia (Argentina). 1.h6+ Kxh6 2.Qe6+
Kg7 3.Qxf7+ Kxf7 4.h8Q Rds+/i 5.Kxds Qf3+
(Qg2+; Kcs) 6.Kdg/ii Qxfg+ 7.Kcs/iii Qei+
8.Kb6/iv Ke6 9.Sf4+ Kdy/v 10.Qgz+/vi Kxd6
11.Qf6+ (Qf8+) Kd7 12.Qf7+ (Qxf5+? Ke8;) Kd6
(Kd8; Se6+) 13.Qe6 mate.

i) Reg+ 5.Kxcq4 Qxfg+ 6.Qd4 wins.

ii) 6.Kc5? Qaz+, or 6.Kc4? Qc6+ lead to per-
petual check.
iii) 7.5xf4¢ model stalemate.

iv) 8.Kbs? Ke6 9.Sf4+ Kdy 10.Qgy+ Kxdé
11.Qf6+ Kd7 12.Qf7+ Kc8 draws.

v) Qxf4 10.Qe8+ Kxd6 11.Qb8+ wins.

vi) 10.Qh7+? Kxd6 11.Qg6+ Key 12.Qg7+
Ke8 positional draw.

“Black tries to force stalemate by multiple
sacrifices, but White’s accurate king moves
thwart Black and lead to a mid-board mate.
The mate itself is rather mundane, but the
preceding active play by both sides makes for
an entertaining study’.

No 23642 Vlaicu Crisan (Rumania) &
Arpéd Rusz (Hungary). 1.f5/i, and:

— Qd8+ 2.f6 Qas+/ii 3.Kh6 Qxa6/iii 4.Qay
(Qcs5 Qa8;) Qxay 5.g5 a2 stalemate, or:

— Qey+ 2.f6 Qes+ 3.Kh4 (Khé6? a2;) gs+ 4.Kh3/
iv Qds 5.a7 a2 6.Qcs/v Qxcs 7.a8Q+ Khy
8.Qxa2 draws.

i) 1.a7? Qez+ (Qd8+) 2.Kh6 Qf8+ 3.Kgs, e.g.
a2 4.Qxa2 Qey+ 5.Kh6 Qh4 mate.

ii) Qds+ 3.Kh6 Qhi+ 4.Kgs Khy 5.Kf4 (a7
Qh6 mate;) Qds 6.a7 a2 7.Qh2+ (Qh4+) Kg8
8.Qh6 Qd2+ 9.Kf3 Qxh6 10.a8Q+ draws.

iii) a2 4.Qh2 Qd8 5.Kgs+ Kg8 6.Qxaz2, or
Qc7 4.Kgs Qas+ 5.Kh6 draw.

iv) 4.Kh5? a2 5.Qxa2 Qxf6 6.Qds Qg6 mate.
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v) 6.Qd4? Qhi+ 7.Kg3 a1Q wins.

“The sacrificial deflection in the main line
is the key point of the composition, leading to
a position in which Black is unable to relieve
stalemate despite being a queen ahead. The
natural initial position and interesting side-
lines, which include further queen offers, en-
hance this game-like study”.

No 23643 F. Vrabec
& H. van der Heijden
2nd honourable mention
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No 23643 Franjo Vrabec (Sweden) & Har-
old van der Heijden (the Netherlands). 1.c4/i
c5/ii 2.Kf2/iii Ke8 3.Ke2 Ke7 4.Ke3 Ke6 5.Kesq
Kdé6 6.Kf4 Kd7 7.Kt3 Kd6 8.Kf4 c6/iv 9.Keq4 Kd7
10.Ke3 Ke8 11.Kf2/v Kf8 12.Ke2/vi Key 13.Kf3
Kd8 14.Ke2 Kc8 15.Kd2 Kc7 16.Kd3 Kby 17.Kc3
(Kc2) Ka6 18.Kb3 (Kb2) Kas 19.Ka3 bs 20.Kb3
b4/vii 21.g3 draws.

i) 1.Kf4? bs, e.g. 2.a5 c5 3.Kg5 b4 4.Kxg6 c4
wins.

ii) “White must prevent the bK to reach
the critical squares e5 or f5. Black still has the
tempo move c7-c6. With the bP still on ¢z, the
following corresponding squares apply: e4=e6,
f4=d6, e3=e7, f3=d7, e2=e8 and f2=d8.

iii) Thematic try: 2.Kf4? c6 3.Ke4 Kc8 4.Kd3
Kc7 5.Ke3 bs 6.axbs cxbs 7.cxbs Kb6 wins. The-
matic try: 2.Ke4? c6 3.Ke3 Kdy 4.Ke4 Kdé6 wins.
Thematic try: 2.Kf3? Kdy 3.Kf4 Kdé6 4.Keq c6
5.Ke3 Kes wins. Thematic try: 2.Ke2? c6 3.Ke3
Kdy 4.Ke4 Kd6 5.Ke3 Kes wins. Thematic try:
2.Kd2? Kd7 3.Kd3 Kd6 4.Ke4 c6 5.Ke3 Kes wins.
Thematic try: 2.Kd3? Kdy 3.Ke4 Ke6 5.Kf4 c6
5.Ke4 Kd6 6.Kes Kes wins.

iv) Now that the bP is at c6, a new set of cor-
responding squares applies: e4=d6(f6), f4=e6,
d3=c7, e3=dy(f7), fz=ey, d2=c8, e2=d8(f8),
fa=e8.

v) 11.Kd2? Ke7y 12.Kd3 Ke6 13.Ke4 Kd6 14.Ke3
Kes wins.

vi) 12.Ke3? Kf7 13.Ke4 Kf6 14.Kf4 Ke6 15.Ke4
Kdé6 16.Ke3 Kes wins.

vii) bxag+ 21.Ka3 Kb6 22.Kxa4 draws.

“Corresponding squares are a familiar fea-
ture of pawn endings, but all the classical ex-
amples involve completely blocked pawns. The
possibilities that may arise when there are still
mobile pawns have not been much explored,
although I made a small effort with, for exam-
ple, HHdbVI#21462. This study is quite sub-
tle, as there are two networks of correspond-
ing squares depending on whether Black has
played ...c6. White’s king appears relatively
free to move, but the necessity of coping with
the switch of network in case Black plays ...c6
imposes severe constraints. The initial retreat
to f2 at move two is quite unexpected and is
echoed by a similar retreat in the other net-
work at move 11. An intricate study which, de-
spite the lack of pieces, presents quite a puzzle”.

No 23644 V. Tarasiuk
3rd honourable mention
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No 23644 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Bc6 (b7? Rxe4;) Kaz 2.b7/i Rxbs (Rf8; Kbi)
3.Bxbs Re4 4.Be2/ii Rxe2 5.Bd2/iii Rxd2 6.b8Q
Rdi+ 7.Qb1 zz Rxb1+ 8.Kxb1 wins.

i) 2.Kb1? Rxbs+ 3.Bxbs Rb4+ e.g. 4.Kc1 Rb1+
5.Kd2 Rxbs 6.Bf2 Rb2+ 7.Ke1 Kag draws.

ii) 4.Bd3? Rxe1+ 5.Bb1 Re8 6.Be4 Rxe4 7.b8Q
Re1+ 8.Qb1 Rdi1 zz 9.Qxd1 stalemate, or 4.Kb1?
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No 23645 P. Kiryakov
& A. Zhukov
4th honourable mention
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No 23646 M. Minski

& P. Murdzia
sth honourable mention
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No 23647 R. Becker
6th honourable mention
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Rb4+ 5.cxbg4 stalemate, or 4.Bd2? Re1+ 5.Bxe1
stalemate.

iii) Try: 5.b8Q? Rxe1+ 6.Qb1 Rd1 zz 7.Qxd1
stalemate.

“Both sides make sacrifices in the route to
the finale, with White carefully avoiding var-
ious stalemate possibilities along the way. The
actual stalemate is not original, but that takes
little away from an appealing composition”

No 23645 Petr Kiryakov & Aleksandr Zhu-
kov (Russia). 1.Sb6+/i Kby 2.Sxc4 Bxf1 3.Se3
Sd2/ii 4.Sxf1/iii Sxfi+ 5.Kg2/iv Kc6/v 6.Kxf1
Sg3+ 7.txg3 Kds 8.Ke1 Kes 9.Kd1 Kd4 10.Kd2
Ke4 11.Ke2 draws.

i) 1.5e3? c3 2.Kxh1 g3 3.fxg3 Bxc8 wins.

ii) Bh3 4.f3 gxf3/vi 5.Kxh3 Sd2 6.Sd1 Kcé6
7.Kh2, or Be2 4.Kxh1 Sd2 5.Kg2 Se4 6.Sxg4
Bxg4 7.f3 draw.

iii) 4.Kxh1? Bh3 5.Kh2 Sfi+ 6.Sxf1 Bxf1 7.Kg3
Be2 wins.

iv) 5.Kxh1? Sg3+ 6.fxg3 Kc6 wins.

v) Sd2 6.Kxh1 Sf3 7.Kg2 Kc6 8.Kg3 Ses 9.Kfs
Kd6 10.Kf5 (Ke4? Ke6;) Kds 11.Kf4 Ke6 12.Kg5
positional draw.

vi) Sf2 (Sd2; Sxg4) 5.5xg4 Sxg4+ 6.Kxh3
draws.

“It’s all in the spectacular 5.Kg2!, ignoring
the knight in the corner to set up an unusu-
al king fork. The introductory play is rather
mechanical”.

No 23646 Martin Minski (Germany) & Pi-
otr Murdzia (Poland). 1.5g4 Qe2 2.Kh4 (Kxhé
Qxey;) Qxey+ 3.f6 Qd8 4.Sxh6+ Ke6 5.g8Q+
Qxg8 6.5xg8 3 7.f7 Kxf7 (Rxf7; Bd4) 8.Sh6+/i
Kg6 9.a6/ii Rdy/iii 10.a7 Rxay 11.Bd4 (Sg4?
Rhy;) Rag 12.c4 Rxc4 13.5g4 Rxd4 draws.

i) Thematic try: 8.Bd4? Rb4 9.Sh6+ Kgé6
10.c4 Rxcq 11.5g4 Rxd4 wins., If 8.a6? Rbg+
wins.

ii) 9.Bd4? Rb4, or 9.Sg4? Rh7+ win.

iii) Rb4+ 10.Sg4 f2 11.a7 draws.

“Some entertaining introductory play leads
to a neat pin stalemate. The thematic try 8.Bd4?

fails as it leaves a crucial white pawn on the
board”

No 23647 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Bb3/i
Bxb3 2.Kc3/ii, and:

— Bxa2 3.Rd1 model mate, or:

— Rcs+/iii 3.Kxb3 Rbs+ 4.Kc3 Res+/iv 5.Kbg
Rcy 6.Rdb2+ Kc1 7.Re2/v Kbi/v 8.Rab2+
Kc1 9.Ka3 Bes+ 10.Kb3/vi Rb7+ 11.Kc3 Bd4+
12.Kd3 Bxb2 13.Re1 model mate.

i) 1.Rab2+? Kai1 2.Rby Rds+ 3.Kc3 Rcs+
4.Kbg Rcgq+ 5.Kas Res+ 6.Ka6 Beg+ 7.Kxay
Ras+ draws.

ii) 2.Rdb2+? Kc1 3.Rxb3 Rds+ 4.Kcq4 Rdy
draws.

iii) Bd4+ 3.Kxb3 Rbs+ 4.Kcg4 Bb2 5.Kxbs
Kxaz2 6.Kb4 (Ka4) wins.
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iv) Bg1 5.Rb2+ Rxb2 6.Rxb2+ Kc1 7.Ra2 wins,
e.g. Kb1 8.Re2 Bcs 9.Kba.

v) Rb7+ 8.Kas Kb1 9.Ka6 Rh7 10.Rab2+ Ka1
11.Rec2+ Kdi 12.Rg2 Kc1 13.Rbe2 Kdi1 14.Ra2
wins.

vi) 10.Ka2? Ray+ 11.Kb3 Ra3z+ 12.Kcq Bgi
13.Rec2+ Kdi 14.Rg2 Ke1 15.Rbe2 Kdi 16.Rb2
Kci1 draws.

“A neat first move leads to echo mates, which
are achieved without apparent effort and with
limited material. The overall effect is attrac-
tive, but the fact that one mate occurs at move
3 while the other is delayed until move 13 di-
minishes the impact. Moreover, some of the
side variations are hard to understand without
computer assistance”.

No 23648 J. Mikitovics
7th honourable mention
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No 23648 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary). 1.dy
(Kg3? Be1;) Bb6/i 2.Rb1 Kxf7 3.Kg3 d3/ii 4.Se3
Rxe3+ 5.Kxf2 Bces/iii 6.d8S+ (d8Q? Re8;) Kf6
(Ke7; Sb7) 7.Sb7 Bd4 8.Rd1 Kes 9.Sas/iv Kegq
10.Sc4 Re2++ 11.Kg3 Bfa+ 12.Kgg4 Be1 (Kdg;
Sd2) 13.8d6+/v Kd4/vi 14.515+ Kc3 15.Kf3 Rf2+
16.Ke4 d2 17.Ra1/vii Re2+ 18.Kf3 Rf2+ 19.Ke4
Kb2 20.Rd1 Kc2 21.Se3+ draws.

i) Bcy 2.Rf1 d3 3.Rxf2 dxc2 4.Rxc2 draws.

ii) Key 4.Kxf2 d3+ 5.Rxb6 Rxb6 6.Sd4 d2
7.5f5+ Kxd7 8.Ke2 Rf6 9.Se3 draws.

iii) Re2++ 6.Kf3 Rf2+ 7.Kg3 draws.
iv) 9.Re1? Re4+ 10.Kf1 Be3 wins.

v) 13.Se5? Rg2+ 14.Khs5 Kf5 15.53 Rg8 16.5d4+
Ke4 17.5b3 Bf2 18.5c1 Kf5 19.Kh6 Rh8+ 20.Kg7

Bd4+ 21.Kf; Rh7+ 22.Ke8 Ke6 23.Re1+ Bes
24.Rxes+ Kxes 25.Sxd3+ Kd6 wins.

vi) Ke3 14.5f5+ Ke4 15.Sd6+ draws.

vii) Thematic try: 17.Se3? Re2 18.Ra1 Bf2
19.Kf3 Rxe3+ wins.

“There is a lot of content here, but the main
excitement is already over by move six, and

the remaining lengthy variation is rather an
anti-climax”.

No 23649 J. Mikitovics
8th honourable mention
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No 23649 Janos Mikitovics (Hungary).
1.Rxe2 f5 2.Bxfs Qxb6+ 3.Kg5 Qf6+ 4.Khs
Qf7+/i 5.Rg6 e3 6.Re1/ii Kfg 7.Rfi+ Kes 8.Bd3
Qdy 9.Rg5+ Kd4 10.Be2/iii Qh3+ 11.Kg6 Qe6+
12.Rf6/iv Qe8+ 13.Rf7 Kc3 14.Kg7 Qe6 15.Raz/v
Kd2 16.Bg4 Qdé6 17.Ra2+ Kc3 18.Rgas Qd4+
19.Kh6 (Khy) Qxg4 20.Rsa3+ Kbg 21.Ragq+
wins.

i) Kf4 5.Rf2+ Ke3 6.Rf1 Qf7+ 7.Rg6, or e3
5.Re1 Qf7+ 6.Rg6 win.

ii) 6.Bg4? Kf4 7.Re1 e2 8.Rxe2 Qh7+ 9.Rh6
Qf7+ 10.Kh4 Qe7+ 11.Rxe7 stalemate.

iii) 10.Rd1? (Rg4+? Kc3;) Qh3+ 11.Kg6 Qe6+
12.Kg7 Qey+ draws.

iv) 12.Khs5? Qh3+ 13.Kg6 Qe6+ draws.

v) 15.Rc7+? Kd2 16.Bg4 Qd6 17.Rccs Qey+
18.Kg8 Qe8+ 19.Kg7 Qe+ draws.

“This study is a corrected version of the
one which appeared in the magazine. Like the
preceding study, it has much content, but the
very lengthy solution includes many moves
which I could not understand without using a
computer”.
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No 23650 J. Timman
special honourable mention
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No 23650 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).
1.g85+ Ke6/i 2.Ra6+ Kf7 3.Raz+ Kg6 4.Se7+ Kt6
(Kxhyz; Sds+) 5.5g8+ Bxg8 6.Bc3+/ibxc3 7h8Q+
Qxh8 8.Rhy Qgy7/ii 9.Rxg7 Kxg7 10.Kxc2 draws.

i) or 6.h8Q+ Qxh8 7.Bc3+.

ii) Qxhy, or Bxhy stalemate.

“The Dutch grandmaster has produced a
much-improved version of a study by Van
den Ende from 1968 (HHdbVI#52956), adding
some interesting introductory play, including
an underpromotion”

No 23651 M. Miljanic,
B. Djuradevi¢ & Z. Marjanovic¢
1st commendation
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No 23651 Mirko Miljani¢, Branislav Dju-
raSevi¢ & Zvezdan Marjanovi¢ (Serbia). 1.g5
St7 2.Bey/i Kdy 3.Kf2 Ke6 4.Kxf3 Ses+ 5.Sxes
Kxes 6.Bf6+ gxf6 7.g6 Ke6 8.Kfg Key 9.Kxfs
Ke8 10.Ke6 wins.

i) Thematic try: 2.Be3? Kdé6 3.Kf2 Kds 4.Kxf3
(Sh4 Kes;) Ses+ 5.5xes5 Kxes 6.Bc1 g6 position-
al draw.

“This positional draw has occurred several
times in otb play; for example, it was handled
accurately in Tunik — Daniliuk, St Petersburg
1993. Amusingly, in Majella - Lioe, Wotulo
Memorial Jakarta 2001 Black reached the po-
sitional draw but then resigned! Nevertheless,
the addition of the exceptional winning idea
with Bf6+ is a worthwhile discovery”.

No 23652 A. Avni
2nd commendation
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No 23652 Amatzia Avni (Israel). 1.Rh8+

Kg4 2.Rg8+ Kf4 3.Rxg3 Bxes 4.Kh2/i, and:

— Rf1 5.Re3 Bb8 6.Rxe2 Kf3+ 7.Re5 Re1 8.Kh1
Bxes 9.dxe5 Kg3 10.e6 draws, or:

— Bxd4 5.Bxd4 Rhi+ 6.Kxh1 e1Q+ 7.Bg1 Kxg3
(Qxg3; Bh2) stalemate, or:

— Rd1 5.Re3 Rd2 6.Khi1 Bxd4 7.Rxez2 Rxe2
8.Bxd4 draws.

i) 4.Rg2? Bxd4 5.Rxe2 Rxg1+ 6.Kh2 Rg6 wins.
“White achieves a draw by various routes in

the different variations, but the study lacks a
well-defined climax”.

No 23653 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
3rd commendation
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No 23653 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.Be6 Rxe6 2.Ray+ Kbi 3.Rai+/i
Kxa1 4.h8Q+ Rf6 5.Khi/ii zz Kb1 6.Qb8+ Qb6
7.Rg1+ Kc2 8.Qh2+ (Qc8+? Qc6+;) Rf2 9.Qhy+
Kd2 (Kc3; Re1+) 10.Qd7+ K3 11.Qc8+/iii Kd2
12.Qc1+ wins.

i) 3.Rg1+? Kc2 4.Rg2+ Kd3 5.Raz+ Keg draws.

ii) 5.Rg1+? Kaz 6.Qg8+ Re6 7.Rga+ Kb
8.Qb8+ Qb6 draws.

iii) 11.Rg3+? (Rc1+? Kb2;) Kbz, or 11.Qh3+?
Kb2 12.Qh8+ Qf6 13.Qb8+ Kc3 14.Qc8+ Kd3
15.Qd7+ Kc3 16.Rg3+ Rf3 draws.

“This study starts strongly with a sacrificial
introduction, followed by the star move 5.Khi!,
self-pinning the wR. The resulting position is
a reciprocal zugzwang, but unfortunately the
lack of a thematic try is a major defect. The last
phase of the study, which consists of a series of
accurate checks, lacks sparkle”

No 23654 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
4th commendation
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No 23654 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.f4 Bh4 2.Sf3/i Bf2 3.Sf6/ii Bxe3+
4.Kc6 Bxf4 5.5gs5, and:

— Rdé6+ 6.Kcs5 Ra6 7.Kbs Rd6 8.Kcs positional
draw, or:

— Rc8+ 6.Kb7 Rc7+ 7.Kb6 Re7 8.Sds5 draws.
i) 2.5g2? Bg3 3.56 Rd2 wins.
ii) 3.Sh6? Bxe3+ 4.Kc4 Bxfg wins (6EGTB).
“The knight pair foils Black’s winning at-
tempts with a spectacular display of forks”

No 23655 A. Avni
sth commendation
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No 23655 Amatzia Avni (Israel). 1.b6 Sc3
2. Kxf8/i Sds 3.Kg8 Sf6+ 4.Kh8 Sxe8 5.f8QQ/ii
Bh6 6.Qxh6+/iii Kxh6 7.b7 Sc7+ 8.b8Q Kgé6
9.Kg8/iv h6 10.Kh8 wins.

i) 2.b7? Sds, and: 3.b8Q Bh6 4.Qb1+ Kgs or:
3.g5 Rxay 4.b8Q Bb4 5.Qxay Kxgs 6.Kg7 Sf6
draws.

ii) 5.f85+? Kf7 6.b7 Rxa7 7.b8Q Re7 draws.

iii) 6.b7? Bxf8 7.bxa8Q Bgy+ 8.Kg8 Sf6 mate.

iv) 9.g5¢ h6 10.gxh6 Kxh6 11.Kg8 Kg6 12.K{8
Kf6 draws.

“A rather crowded and unnatural initial po-
sition results in some tactical exchanges and
switchbacks, but the wK is confined to one
rank so the switchbacks aren't really a surprise”

No 23656 M. Kovacevic¢
& S. Slumstrup Nielsen
6th commendation
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No 23656 Marian  Kovacdevi¢  (Serbia)
& Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Denmark).
1.Sg3+/i Rbxg3 2.a8Q Rxa8/ii 3.Qh4+/iii Rg4/iv
4.f3+/v Kxes/vi 5.Qhs+ Rgs (Ke6; Qds+) 6.f4+
(Qxgs+? Ke6;) Ke6 7.Qh6+ Rg6 (Key; Qxdé+)
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8.f5+ (Qxg6+? Key;) Key (Ke6; Qfs+) 9.Qhy+
Rg7 10.f6+ Ke8/vii 11.f7+/viii Kf8 12.Qh8+ Key
13.f8Q+ wins.

i) 1.a8Q? Rb6+ 2.Kd7+ Rb7+ and Black wins.

ii) Qci+ 3.Kxd6+ Rxa8 4.Qhy+ Rgé6+
5.Qxg6+ wins, e.g. Kfg 6.e3+ Kf3 7.Qhs5+ Keq
8.Qh1+ Kd3 9.Rxc1.

iii) 3.Qh7+? Rg6, or 3.Qh1+? Rg2 and the
t-file remains closed.

iv) Kxe5 4.Qhs+ Ke6 (Rgs; f4) 5.Qds+ Key
6.Qxd6+ Ke8 7.Qdy+ Kf8 8.fxg3+ wins.

v) 4.Qxg4+? Kxes 5.Qg5+ Ke6 6.Qds5+ Kf6
(Ke7) draws.

vi) Ke3 5.Qf2+ Kf4 6.fxg4+ wins.

vii) Kes 9.Qh2+ Ke4 10.Qh1+ Kes 11.Qds5+
Kf6 12.fxg6+ wins.

viii) 11.Qh8+? Bf8 12.f7+ Rxf7 draws.

“This is a difficult study to assess. The sys-
tematic manoeuvre is of course appealing, but
it’s hard to ignore the ugly initial position and

the fact that every white move except one is a
check”.

No 23657 P. Krug
7th commendation
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No 23657 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Bc2+ Kh8
2.5g6+ Kg8 3.Re1 Qcs/i 4.Se5 Rf8 5.Qf7+ Rxty
6.exf7+ Kh8/ii 7.5g6+ Khy 8.Re8 axb3 9.Rh8+/
iii Rxh8 10.5f8 mate.

i) Qg3 4.Se7+ Kh8 5.Qg6 Qxg6 6.5xg6+ Khy
7.5e7+ g6 8.5xc8 wins, e.g. axb3 9.Bxb3 Rxc8
10.e7 Re8 11.c5 Kg7 12.Re6. If axb3z 4.Rxe3 bxc2
5.5e7+ Kh8 6.Re1 Ra1 7.Rxa1 Sb1 8.Sxc8 c1Q+
9.Kf2 Qxfsg+ 10.Qf3 Qh2+ 11.Ke3 Qes+ 12.Qe4
Qc3+ 13.Qd3 Qes+ 14.Kf3 wins.

ii) Kf8 7.Sd7+ Kxf7 8.Sxc5 a3 9.5d3 a2 10.Ra1
Re8 11.c5 Rb8 12.Ke1 wins.

“A game-like position results in a nice mate
but all the play is pretty much forced”.

No 23658 P. Michelet
special commendation
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No 23658 Paul Michelet (Great Britain).
1.Rc5 Rd8 2.Rc8 Rxc8 3.Rxh6+ gxh6 4.Qai+
Kh7 5.Qbi1+ Kh8 6.Qb2+ Khy 7.Qc2+ Kh8
8.Qc3+ Kh7 9.Qd3+ Kh8 10.Qd4+ Khy 11.Qe4+
Kh8 12.Qes+ Khy 13.Qfs+ Kh8 14.Qxc8+ Khy
15.Qf5+ Kh816.Qes5+ Kh7 17.Qe4+ Kh8 18.Qd4+
Kh7 19.Qd3+ Kh8 20.Qc3+ Khy 21.Qc2+ Kh8
22.Qb2+ Khy 23.Qb1+ Kh8 24.Qxb8+ Khy
25.Qb1+ Kh8 26.Qb2+ Khy 27.Qc2+ KhS8
28.Qc3+ Khy 29.Qd3z+ Kh8 30.Qd4+ Khy
31.Qe4+ Kh8 32.Qxa8+ Khy 33.Qeq+ KhS8
34.Qdg+ Kh7y 35.Qd3+ Kh8 36.Qcz+ Khy
37.Qc2+ Kh8 38.Qb2+ Khy 39.Qbi+ KhS
40.Qxh1 wins.

“Adding a fourth staircase to Kuznetsov’s
three (HHdbVI#50838) is an achievement
worthy of note”

No 23659 V. Kuzmichev
special commendation
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No 23659 Vladimir Kuzmichev (Russia).
1.Bh3+/i Kf2 (Qxh3; hy) 2.hy Ke3 3.Kgy (Kg8?
Qds+;) Qai+ 4.Kg8 Qa8+ 5.Kg7 (Bc8? Qds+;)
Qbz+/ii 6.Bdy Qb2+ 7.Kg8 Qg2+ 8.Kf8 (Bgs?
Qds+;) Qh2/iii 9.Kg8/iv Qg3+ 10.Bg4 Qb8+
11.Bc8 Qb3+ 12.Be6/v positional draw.

i) 1.h7? Qhe 2.Kg8 Qg6+ 3.Kh8 Qf7 4.Be6
Qf8+ 5.Bg8 Qf6 mate.

ii) Qay+ 6.Kg8 Qb8+ 7.Bc8 Qg3+ 8.Bg4 po-
sitional draw.

iii) Qfs+ 9.Bfs, but not 9.Kg8? Qds+, or
9.Kg7? Qg3+ 10.Bg4 Qes+ win.

iv) 9.Bf5? Kf4 10.Bb1 Kg5 11.Kg8 Qb8+ 12.Kg7
Qxb1 wins.

v) duals (HH): 12.Kf8 Qb4+ 13.Kg8 Qc4+
14.Be6, or 12.Kg7y Qc3+ 13.Kg8 Qc4+ 14.Be6.
Nunn: White cannot draw without at some
point sacrificing the bishop on e6, if not now
then after Black transfers his queen to c4 with
tempo. Therefore the final sacrifice is an essen-
tial part of White’s drawing plan.

“The success or failure of ultra-miniatures
often depends on originality, but I could iden-
tify no direct anticipation of this study. Bishop
sacrifices to reach the standard Q vs. Ph7 draw
are known, but this study intensifies the idea

with multiple sacrifices along the same diago-
nal” (provisional award).

“This study suffered from a self-anticipation
(HHdbVI#01736). The first point is that com-
posers should declare known predecessors and
if you have composed them yourself, there isn’t
really any excuse for not doing so. Judges can't
be expected to see every published study and,
at the time of the original award, the new Van
der Heijden database had not appeared, mak-
ing it harder to find recent anticipations. Re-
garding the studies themselves, the position
after White’s 4th move in the award is identical
to that after White’s second move in the Polish
tourney study. The addition of two extra moves,
including a further bishop sacrifice, is a worth-
while improvement, but composers cannot ex-
pect to repeatedly gain high awards for incre-
mental improvements to existing studies. The
Ukrainian pole-vaulter Sergey Bubka broke
world records 35 times, mostly by the smallest
possible margin, gaining $40,000 each time,
but the same method need not apply in study
tourneys! Therefore, the Kuzmichev study
loses its 6th Prize and gains instead a Special
Commendation in recognition of the fact that
it is probably the ultimate form for this idea”
(final award).

Vladislav Tarasiuk
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The Russian Chess Federation and the magazine 64-Shakhmatnoy Obozrenye (of which Pervakov
was editor) organized the Pervakov-60 JT and also provided a prize fund of 1000 dollars.

The tourney attracted 66 studies by 50 composers from 17 countries. It is not a formal tourney as
Pervakov acted both as tourney director and as judge.

No 23660 S. Didukh
1st/3rd prize
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No 23660 Sergiy Didukh (Ukraine). 1.f4+/i
Khs (Rxf4; Se6+) 2.d5 Beg 3.Se8 Bxds (Kfs;
Sg7+) 4.5f6+ Kg6 5.5xds Rhs 6.f5+/ii Kxfs/
iii 7h4/iv Kes (Kg6; Sf4+) 8.c6 Kd6 9.c; Kdy
10.Sf6+ wins.

i) 1.Se6+? Kf6 (Khs; £3) 2.Kxh4 Kxe6 draws.

ii) Same combination one rank higher.

iii) Kf7 (Rxfs; Sez+) 7.c6 Rgs+ 8.Kfs Rgi
9.Kes Rc110.Kd6 (c7? Rc6;) wins.

iv) 7.c62 Rgs+ 8.Kh4 Ke6 9.c7 Kdy draws.

“This is a great realization of the fork theme
in a classical style”.

No 23661 E. Kopilov
1st/3rd prize
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No 23661 Evgeny Kopilov (Russia). 1.5f4/i
Qxd6+/ii 2.5fe6 Bgs+ 3.Qxgs/iii Seq4+ 4.Kfs/iv
Sxgs 5.Kxg6 Kg8 (Sxe6; Sf7+) 6.Kxgs zz Qes+
7.Kg6 zz Qbs 8.Kf6 Qds 9.Key draws.

i) 1. Kxg6? Qxd6+ 2.Khs Qes+ 3.Kxh6 Qf6+
4.Khs Qfs+ 5.Kh6 Qhy+ 6.Kgs Sf3+ wins.

ii) Sxf4 2.S5f7+ Kh7 3.Qh1 Shs+ 4.Qxhs Se4+
5.Ke7 Qb7+ 6.d7 draws.

iii) 3.Kxg6? Qd3+ 4.Khs Qh3+ 5.Kxgs Sf3+
6.Kg6 Qhy+ 7.Kf6 Sxg1 8.5f7+ Kg8 wins.

iv) 4.Kxg6? Sxgs zz 5.Kxgs Qes+ 6.Kg6 Kg8
zz 7.Kh6 Qfs wins.

“This is the so-called modern theme. The au-
thor, an IM, has realized a study with the only
mutual zugzwang in the ending 2 S against Q
and S in an expressive and very artistic manner,
with a classical thematic try”.

No 23662 S. Slumstrup Nielsen
1st/3rd prize
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No 23662 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.Re6 Sc3 2.Kg2 Se4 3.c7+ Kby 4.Rc6 Sd6
5.c8Q+ Sxc8 6.Re6 Kb8+/i 7.Kf2 Be4 8.Rxe4 bz
9.Res fxes (b1Q; Rbs+;) 10.Bxg6 Sd6 11.Bd3 Sxc4
12.g4/ii Sa3 13.g5 b1Q 14.Bxb1 Sxb1 15.Kxe2/iii
Kc7 16.Kd3 Kd6 17.g6 Ke6 18.g7 draws.

i) Kcy+ 7.Kf2 Beq 8.Rxeq b2 9.Bxg6 biQ
10.Re7+ draws.
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ii) b1Q 10.Rb5+ Qxbs 11.cxbs

iii) 12.Kxe2? Sa3 13.g4 Kc7 14.g5 Kd6 15.g6
Ke6 16.Kf3 Kf6 17.Kg4 Scq 18.g7 Kxgy 19.Kf5
Kh6 20.Ke4 Kgs 21.Kd5 Kfg 22.Kxc4 e4 23.Bc2
e3 24.Kd3 b1Q 25.Bxb1 Kf3 26.Kd2 Kf2 draws.

iv) 15.g6¢ Sc3 16.g7 Se4+ 17.Kxe2 Sf6 wins.

“This is an excellent study with inventive
play on both sides. The transition from the first
phase to the second phase is fresh and rather
subtle and not boring and is enhanced by the
move 11.Bd3 putting an end to the struggle
around the e4 square”

No 23663 J. Sprenger
4th prize
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No 23663 Jan Sprenger (Germany). 1.hy
Qf8 2.Kgs/i Bas 3.Rd3/ii Bcy 4.Rdy Kcé6 5.Rf7/iii
Qd8+/iv 6.Se7+ (Kg6 Bes;) Kd6 7.Rf8/v Qxf8/
vi 8.5g6 Bd8+/vii 9.Kg4 Qf6 10.h8Q draws.

i) Logical try: 2.Rd7+? Kc6 3.Rf7 Bd8+ 4.Kga
Qe8 5.5e7+ Kbs 6.Rf8 Qxf8 7.5g6 Qb4+ wins.

ii) Logical try: 3.Rd7+? Kc6 4.Rf7 Qa8 5.Rf6+
Kcs wins.

iii) Try: 5.Rxc7+? Kxcy 6.Kg6 Kdy 7.5h6 Ke6
8.5g8 Qf7+ 9.Kh6 Kfs5 wins.

iv) Qa8 6.Rxc7+, or Bd8+ 6.Sey+ Bxey+
7.Kg6 Qe8 8.Kgy draw.

vi) Thematic try: 7.Kg6? Ke6 8.5f5 Bes 9.Sg7+
Kdé6 (Kds; Rd7+) wins.

vii) Qxe7+ 8.Rf6+ Kes 9.h8Q draws.

viii) Qd8+ 9.Khs (Kheé).

“This is a logical flawless miniature! Some
difficult lines are slightly annoying”

Oleg Pervakov at work in Wijk aan Zee 2016.
(Photo LP)

No 23664 A. Oganesyan
& K. Sumbatyan
5th prize
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No 23664 Aleksey Oganesyan & Karen
Sumbatyan (Russia). 1.g8Q Sf3+/i 2.Kga/ii
Shg+ 3.Kh3 dxe2/iii 4.fxg3+ Ke4 5.Qa8+ Kxes
6.5¢c3 Rxc3 7.Qh8+ Kf5 8.Qxc3 g4+ 9.Kxh4 e1S
10.Qxe1 Ses 11.Qxe5+ Kxes 12.Bf8 Kf6 13.Bcs
a1B/iv 14.Bxa3 Kfs 15.Bb2/v Bxb2 stalemate.

i) a1Q 2.Qf7+ Keq 3.Qg6+ Kdg 4.Qdé+
Ke4 5.Qg6+, or gxf2+ 2.Kxf2 a1Q 3.Qf7+ Keg
4.Qg6+ Kd4 5.Qd6+ draw.

ii) 2.exf3? gxf2+ 3.Kxf2 Rc2+ and a1Q wins.

iii) a1Q 4.fxg3+ Ke4 5.Qa8+ Kd4 6.e3+ Kcg
7.Qasg+ Kds 8.Bxa3z Qxes 9.Qa8+ Kcg4 10.Qag+
perpetual check.
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iv) a1Q 14.Bd4+ Qxd4.

v) 15.Bey? Bdg4 16.Bd8 Be3 17.Bey Bgs+
18.Bxg5 hxgs mate.

“Centainly, the final stalemate play (13.Bcs)
is nothing new, but on the whole it is a spar-
kling and perhaps the most amusing study of
the tourney?!”.

No 23665 V. Tarasiuk
6th prize
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No 23665 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Kby7/i Scs+/ii 2.Kc6 Se6 3.d7 Sd8+ 4.Kcy Sty
5.g5+/iii Khs/iv 6.g6/v Kxg6/vi 7.d8S/vii Rey+/
viii 8.Bdy/ix Ses 9.Sc6 Rxdy+ 10.Kc8 Rds
11.Se7+ draws.

i) 1.d7? Rd4 2.Kbs Sc3+ 3.Kc6 Kgs 4.Bg2 Kf6
wins.

ii) Rd4 2.Kc7 Scs 3.g5+ Kxgs 4.d7 draws.

iii) Thematic try: 5.d85? Rey+ 6.Kc8 Re8
7.Kd7 Rxd8+ wins.

iv) Kg7 6.d8S Rey+ 7.Bd7 Ses 8.Se6+ draws.

v) 6.d8S? Re7+ 7.Bd7 Ses 8.Sc6 Rxd7+ 9.Kc8
Rds, or 6.Bf5? Rc4+ 7.Kb8 Sd8 8.g6 Khé6 win.

vi) Rc4+ 7.Kb8 Kxg6 8.Be6 Rd4 9.Kc7 draws

vii) 7.d8Q? Rcg+ 8.Kdy Rd4+ 9.Key Sxd8
wins.

viii) Rc4+ 8.5¢6 Ses 9.Bg2 draws.

ix) 8.Kc8? Re8 9.Kd7 Rxd8+ wins.

“This is a nice playable miniature so why did
it get only 6th prize? First, the finish with the
two forks (9.Sc6! 11.Se7+) is not entirely new
but the main thing is that I really want to play
5...Kg6 at once, skipping the ‘illogical’ 6.g6
and come to the same finale”.

No 23666 M. Zinar t
& A. Davranyan
special prize
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No 23666 Mikhail Zinar & A. Davranyan
(Ukraine).
— Kxe3 2.Kc2/i Kxe4/ii 3.6 Kes 4.Kd3 Kxe6
5.Ke4 Kd6 6.Kfs/iii e5 7.Ke4, and:
- Keé6 8.g6 Kd6 9.g5 Ke6 10.g4 zz Kd6 11.Kf5
Kds stalemate, or:

- g6 8.Kd3 (Kf3) Kds 9.Ke3 zz e4 10.Kf4 Kd4
stalemate, or:
— Kxg3 2.Ke2 (g6) Kxg4 3.g6 Kg5 4.Kf3 Kxg6
5.Kg4 Khé6 6.Kfs5/iv g5 7.Kg4, and:
- Kg6 8.6 Kh6 9.e5 Kg6 10.e4 zz Kh6 11.Kf5
Khs stalemate, or:

- e6 8.Kh3 (Kf3) Khs 9.Kg3 g4 10.Kf4 Kh4
stalemate.

i) 2.e6? Kd3 3.e5 g6 4.Ke1 Kc3 5.Ke2 Kby
wins.

ii) Kd4 3.Kb3 Kcs 4.Kc3 e6 5.g6 Kbs 6.Kd4
draws.

iii) Thematic try: 6.Kd4? e6 7.Ke4 e5 8.g6
Ke6 9.g5 Kd6 10.g4 Ke6 zz, wins.

iv) Thematic try: 6.Kh4? g6 7.Kg4 g5 8.e6
Kg6 9.e5 Kh6 10.e4 Kg6 zz, wins.

“We see two pairs of echo chameleon stale-
mates. Using the technique from a study
by Botokanov, 4th prize Grigoriev-MT 1975
(EG#06550), the composers have managed
four stalemate — doubling a classical study by
Grigoriev! The special prize is awarded for this
pawn task”.

— 127 —



Pervakov-60 JT 2020

No 23667 Nevostruev
special prize
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No 23667 V. Vladimir Nevostruev (Russia).
1.d7+ Kxdy 2.b7 Qc6+ 3.Rbs ¢3/i 4.b8S+ (b8Q?
c2;) Kdé6 5.Sxc6 c2 6.Rcs Kxcs 7.5xas c1S 8.Sb3+
Sxb3 9.Kxb3 Kbs 10.d3 hé6 11.h3 hs 12.h4 zz Kcs
13.Ka4 Kds 14.Kbs (Kb4) Kes 15.Kcs (Kcg) Kf4
16.Kxd4 Kgg 17.Keq (Ke3, Kes) Kxh4 18.Kf4
Kh3 19.d4 Kg2 20.d5 (Kgs? Kg3;) h4 21.d6 h3
22.d7 h2 23.d8Q h1Q 24.Qd2+ wins.

i) Qxbs+ 4.Kxbs Kc7 5.Kxc4 Kxby 6.Kbs, or
Qh1 4.Rb6 (Kxas? Kc6;) win.

“The special prize is awarded to a practicing
GM for a study for practitioners”.

No 23668 V. Vlasenko
1st honourable mention
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No 23668 Valery Vlasenko (Russia). 1...

Sh7+ 2.Kfs/i h2 3.Rb8+ Ka2/ii 4.Sd3 (Ra8+
Kbi;) h1Q 5.Sc1+ (Rb2+ Kazi;) Kaz (Kai; Bd4+)
6.Bcs+ Kag 7.Rbg+ Kas (Kaz; Rhg+) 8.Sb3+
Kaé6 9.Rb6+ Ka7 10.Rh6+ wins.

i) Thematic try: 2.Kg4? h2 3.Rb8+ Ka2 4.Sd3
h1Q 5.Sc1+ Ka3 6.Bcs+ Kag 7.Rbg+ Kaz and no

8.Rh4+. Thematic try: 2.Kg6? h2 3.Rb8+ Kaz
4.Sd3 h1Q 5.Sc1+ Ka3z 6.Bcs+ Kag 7.Rbg+ Kas
8.Sb3+ Ka6 9.Rb6+ Kay and no 10.Rhé6+.

ii) Kc2 4.Rc8+ Kxb2 5.Rc1 wins.

“The wK’s precise choice (2.Kfs!!) provides
two battery shots”

No 23669 P. Arestov
& P. Krug
2nd honourable mention
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No 23669 Pavel Arestov (Russia) & Peter
Krug (Austria). 1.Qe6/i Qd8/ii 2.Bds/iii Qf8
(Kh8; Qh3) 3.Be4+ Kh8 4.Qh3 Qe8+ 5.Bg6
Qbs+ 6.Khg/iv Qc4+ 7.Kg5+ Kg8 8.Qhy+ Kif8
9.Qh8+ Qg8 10.Qh1 Qa2 11.Qf3+ Kg8 12.Qe4
Kh8 13.Qh1+ Kg8 14.Qf3 zz Qas+ 15.Kg4 Qd8
16.Qf5 Kh8 17.Kh3 ds5 18.Qes Kg8 19.Qe6+ Kh8
20.Bf5 g6 21.Qxg6 Qe 22.Qh6+ Kg8 23.Be6+
wins.

i) Logical try: 1.Qf7? Qd8, and 2.Be4+ Kh8
3.Qg6 (Bfs Qa8;) Kg8 4.Bds+ Kh8 5.Beq Kg8
positional draw, or here: 2.Bds Kh8 3.Be4 ds
4.Bf5s Qb8 5.Kg4 Qb4+ 6.Khs5 Qb8 positional
draw.

ii) Qf8 2.Be4+ Kh8 3.Qh3 wins.

iii) Logical try: 2.Be4+? Kh8 3.Bf5 Qa8 4.Bes
Qd8 5.Bds5 Qf8 6.Qh3 Qfs+ 7.Qxf5 g6+ 8.Kxg6
(Qxg6) stalemate.

iv) 6.Kg4+? Kg8 7.Qh7+ Kf8 8.Qh8+ Key
9.Qxg7+ Kd8 draws.

“This is a mighty study but I am not a big
fan of this kind of material - it is hard to create
memorable counterplay for Black with it”.
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No 23670 L. Gonzalez
3rd honourable mention
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No 23670 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).

1.Sa5 Kcs 2.Sb7+ Kc6 3.Sd8+ Kdy 4.Sf7 Keé6
5.5g5+ Kfs5 6.Shy/i Ke4/ii 7.58 Kd3 8.Sd7 (Se6)
Kc3 9.S¢5 Kd4 10.Sb7 Kc3 11.5a5 Kd4 12.Kg1 Kes
13.5b7+ Kc6 14.8d8+ Kdy 15.5f7 Ke6 16.Sg5+/
iii Kfs5 17.Shy Ke4 18.5f8 Kd3 19.Sd7 (Se6) Kc3
20.S¢5 Kd4 21.Sb7 Kc3 22.Sa5 Kd2/iv 23.Kf1 Kd1
24.5¢6/v Kd2/vi 25.5Sxb4 wins

i) 6.5f3? Ke4 7.Kg1 Kd3 8.Kf1 Kc3 draws.
ii) Kg6 7.5f8+ Kf7 8.Sd7 Ke6 9.Sb8 wins.
iii) 16.Sh8? Kes 17.Kf1 Kd4 draws.

iv) Kd4 23.Kf1 Kcs 24.Sb7+ Kc6 25.5d8+ Kdy
26.5f7 Ke6 27.Sh8 wins.

v) Kc2 25.Ke2 Kxb3 26.Kd3 g6 27.Kd2 Kcg
28.Kc1 g5 29.Kd2 b3 30.Ses+ Kb4 31.Kc1 Ka3
32.Kb1 wins.

vi) e.g. Kc3 26.Sd5+ Kxb3 27.Ke2 Kcg 28.5¢7
b4 29.Kd2 Kb3 30.Sd5 Kc4 31.Se7 Kbz 32.5¢6
Kc4 33.Sa5+ Kd4 34.Sb3+ Kcg 35.Kca.

“We see an amazing 10-move knight ma-
noeuvre to win a tempo, done twice! I don't
remember seeing anything like that before;
usually the kings or line pieces play this role.
Unfortunately, the judge discovered a non-re-
pairable defect in the original solution of the
study. The composer has to correct this, and
as a result two mutual zuzwangs disappeared
at the end. With such an amputated form, the

study obviously could no longer compete for
the highest places”

No 23671 A. Sochnev
4th honourable mention
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No 23671 Aleksey Sochnev (Russia). 1.Kc8
Ba7 2.Sc7 h3 3.Sbs h2 4.Sxa7 h1Q 5.b8Q Qh3+/i
6.Kcy/ii Qh2+ 7.f4/iii Qxfg+ 8.Kby Qxb8+
9.Kxb8 c2 10.¢5, and:

— Kd211.¢6 c1Q 12.¢7 h5 13.¢8Q Qxc8+ 14.Kxc8
h4 15.S¢c6 h3 16.Ses5 h2 17.5f3+ draws, or:

— Kbi1 11.¢6 c1Q 12.¢7 h5 13.¢8Q Qxc8+ 14.Sxc8
h4 15.Se7 (h3; Sfs) h3 16.5f5 h2 17.5g3 Kc2
18.Kc7 Kdi1 19.Kd6 Ker 20.Ke; Kfz 21.Kfg
Kg2 22.Kg4 draws, or:

— Kdi111.¢6 c1Q 12.¢7 h5 13.¢8Q Qxc8+ 14.Kxc8
h4 15.Sc6 h3 16.Ses h2 17.5g4 h1Q 18.5f2+
draws.

i) c26.Qb6 Qe4 7.5¢c6 Kd18.Qd8+ Ke19.Qas+
Kf1 (Ke2; Qhs+) 10.Qa1+ Kg2 11.5d4 draws.

ii) 6.Kd8? Qdsz+ 7.Kcy Qxc4+ 8.Sc6 Qfg+
9.Kb7 Qxb8+ 10.Kxb8 hs 11.f4 h4 12.f5 h3 13.f6
h2 14.f7 h1Q 15.f8Q Qxc6 wins.

iii) Logical try: 7.Kb7? Qxb8+ 8.Kxb8 c2 9.c5
Kd110.¢6 c1Q 11.¢7 h5 12.¢8Q Qxc8+ 13.Kxc8 h4

14.5¢c6 h3 15.5e5 h2 16.Sg4 h1Q and there is no
fork at f2.

“Again, the wS is in the centre of the atten-
tion. It manages to stop the black pawn in two
lines, and in the third, thanks to a timely sacri-
fice of the pawn, picks up the bQ by a fork”
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No 23672 S. Slumstrup Nielsen
sth honourable mention
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No 23672 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.Kd1/i Kh8/ii 2.Qg2 Rg8 3.Rg6 Rd8+
(Qc8; Qxeq) 4.Rdé6/iii Rg8 (Rxd6+; Ke1) 5.Rd8
Rxd8+ 6.Bd4 Rg8 (Rxd4+; Ke1) 7.Bxes+ Khy
8.Bg7 (Qxe4+? Kxh6;) Rd8+ 9.Bd4 Rg8 (Rxd4+;
Ke1) 10.Qxeq4+ Kxhé6 11.Qfs bs (Rg4; Bes+)
12.Be3+ Kg7 13.h6+ Qxh6 14.Bd4+ (Bxh6+?
Kxh6;) Qf6 15.Bxf6+ exf6 16.Qxbs Sb3 17.Qxc4
Rd8+ (Sa1; Kci1) 18.Kei/iv Sd4 (Rb8; Qcy+)
19.Qc7+ wins.

i) 1.Kc3? Qbs 2.Qg2+ K18 3.Qg7+ Ke8 4.Qg8+
Kdy 5.Qe6+ Kd8 (Ke8? Rc8+) escapes.

ii) Qbs 2.Qg2+ K18 3.Qg7+ Ke8 4.Rc7(Rd6)
wins.

iii) 4.Bd4? e.g. Sc6 — wRgé6 is in the way.

iv) 18.Kc2? (Ke2?) Sd4+ draws.

“A sharp tactical battle with a quicksilver wB
is finalized with a prosaic ending”.

No 23673 P. Kiryakov
& P. Arestov
6th honourable mention
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No 23673 Petr Kiryakov & Pavel Arestov
(Russia). 1.Rf8/i Qc1+/ii 2.Kg2 (Kf2? Qcs+) Qe1/

Rezvov (Ukraine).

iii 3.b4/iv Kb3 4.Rf3+ Kc2 5.bs Kd2 6.b6 Qbi/v
7h3 Qxbé6/vi 8.Kfi Qb1+ 9.Kf2 Qei+ 10.Kg2
Kxe2/vii 11.Rf6/viii Qh4 12.Re6+ Kd2 13.Rd6+
Kc3/ix 14.Rc6+ Kb4 15.Rb6+ Kag 16.Ra6+ Kby
17.Rb6+ Kcg 18.Rc6+ Kd4 19.Rd6+ Kes 20.Rd3
Qe4+ 21.Rf3 Kdg 22.Kf2 Qc2+ 23.Kg1 Qdi+
24.Kg2 Qe2+ 25.Rf2 Qeq+ 26.Rf3 Kes 27.Kf2
Kd4 28.Kg2 draws.

i) To create a fortress, White needs to move
his rook to the 3rd rank. However 1.Rg3? Qh1+
2.Kf2 Qxh2+ wins.

ii) Qhi+ 2.Kf2 Qxh2+ 3.Kfi Qh3+ 4.Kf2
Qhg4+ 5.Kf1 with Rf3 to follow.

iii) Qgs+ 3.Kf1 Qc1+ 4.Kg2 repeats.

iv) 3.Rf2? Kb3 4.Rf3+ Kc2 5.h3 Kd2 6.b3 Kxe2
7.Rf6 Qh4 8.Re6+ Kd2 9.Rd6+ Kc2 10.Rc6+ Kbz
hiding behind wPb3, explaining 3...Kb3 here.

v) Kxe2 7.b7 Qb1 8.Rf2+ Ke3 9.Rf3+ Keg
10.Rg3 Qxby 11.h3 draws.

vi) Kxe2 8.Rf2+ Ke3 9.Rf3+ Ke4 10.Rg3
draws.

vii) Kc2 11.Rf4 zz Kc3 12.Rf2/x 2z Qc113.Rf3+
Kd2 14.Kf2 Qe1+ 15.Kg2 draws.

viii) Other moves fail: 11.Rf4? Qdi1 12.Re4+
(Rf2+ Kes;) Kds, or 11.Rf5? (Rf7?) Qhg, 11.Rf8?
Qh4 12.Re8+ Kd3 and no Rd8+.

ix) Ke3 14.Re6+ Kfs 15.Rg6 Ke3 16.Re6+
draws.

x) 12.Rf3+? Kd2 zz.

“This is a subtle study for practical chess
players”.

No 23674 S.N. Tkachenko & N. Rezvov
7th honourable mention
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h4d7 0140.13 4/5 Win

No 23674 Sergey N. Tkachenko & Nikolai
1.Bd3/i cxd3 2.Rxb2 f2/
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ii 3.Rxf2 Kc7 4.Rb2/iii d2 5.Rxd2 Kb8 (Kbé;
Rdé6+) 6.Kg3/v Kay/vi 7.Rd6 Be4 8.Kf4/vii Bg2
9.Kes Bf1 10.Kds Bxa6 11.Kc6 Bb7+ 12.Kc7

i) 1.Rxb2? fxe2 2.Rxe2 ¢3 3.Ra2 Kcy 4.a7 Ba$
5.Kg4 Kb6 6.Kf4 c2 draws.

ii) Kc7 3.Rb1 Bg2 4.Kg3 wins.

iii) 4.Ra2? Kb6 5.a7 Ba8 6.Kg3 d2 draws.

v) 6.Rd6? Bf3 7.Kg3 Be2 8.Kf2 Bcg 9.Ke3 Kay
10.Kd4 Bxaé6 11.Kc5 Bby draws. Thematic try:
6.Kg4? Kay 7.Rd6 Bg2 8.Kf4 Bfi 9.Kes Bxa6
10.Kds Bb7+ draws.

vi) Bc6 7.Rd6 Bbs 8.Rb6+ wins.

vii) 8.Kf2? Bfs 9.Ke3 Bc8 10.Kd4 Bxa6 11.Kcs
Bb7 draws.

“This is a nice discovery in the material R
and P vs B”.

No 23675 A. Gasparyan
8th/9th honourable mention
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No 23675 Aleksey Gasparyan (Armenia).
1.Rg2/i Bf4/ii 2.Rc2+/iii Kb6 3.Rxey d5+ 4.Ka8/
iv Bc6+ 5.Rxc6+ Kxc6 6.Rcy+ Kd6 7.e7 Se6
8.e5+ Bxes 9.e8S mate.

i) 1.Rds5? Sxe6 2.Rxe7 Bas 3.Rxe6 Bc7+ 4.Ka8
Baé6 5.Re7 Kb6 6.Rxcy Kxc7 draws.

ii) Sxe6 2.Rxe7 Bas 3.Rxe6 Bcy+ 4.Ka8 Kdy
5.Rf6 wins.

iii) 2.Rxe7? ds+ 3.Ka7 Be3+ 4.Ka8 Kd6 5.Rby
Sxe6 draws.

iv) 4.Kc8? Ba6+ 5.Kd8 dxe4 6.Ke8 e3 draws.

“This study ends in a model stalemate with
three active self-blocks. A similar mate, but

with two blocks and an inactive wK was shown
by Arestov (EG#05758) in an unsound study”.

No 23676 M. Minski
8th/9th honourable mention
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No 23676 Martin  Minski  (Germany).
1.Ra2/i Bes+/ii 2.Kf3 Be2+ (b1Q; Raf2+) 3.Rxe2
b1Q 4.Rf2+ Kgi (Kei; Rae2+) 5.Rg2+ Khi
6.Rh2+ Bxh2 7.Ra1 Qg1 (Qxai; Kf2 mate) 8.Ke2
mate.

i) 1.Rf2+? Ke1 2.Rxf6 b1Q draws.

ii) Bh4+ 2.Kh2 b1Q 2.Raf2+ Ke1 3.Rg1 and
mate.

“This is a nice study for solving but it is a pity
that the wBby does not play”.

No 23677 A. Avni
10th honourable mention
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No 23677 Amatzia Avni (Israel). 1.c7/i Qd2+
2.Kh3 Qd7+ 3.Sf5 Qxc7 4.Bes Qdy/ii 5.Bbs Qe6/
iii 6.Bc4 Qd7 (Qxes; f4) 7.Bf7 Qxf7 (Kgs; Kg3)
8.5g7+/iv Kg5 9.f4+ Qxf4 10.Se6+

i) 1.5f5? gxf5 2.c7 Qd2+ draws.

ii) Qxes 5.f4, and: Qe6 6.Be2 mate, or Qc3+
6.5g3+, or Qxf4 6.5g7+ win.

iii) Qc8 6.Bc4 gxfs 7.Bf7+ Kgs 8.f4 mate.

iv) 8.Sg3+? Kgs 9.f4+ Qxfs 10.Bxfg+ Kxfg
draws.
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“The co-ordinated attack by three white
pieces with sacrifices is too tough for the bQ”

No 23678 V. Kuzmichev
special honourable mention
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No 23678 Vladimir Kuzmichev (Russia).
1.hs5/i1h6 2.Kf7 Kd3 3.Kg6 Bc1 4.Kf5 Kes 5.Kes/ii
Bb2+ 6.Kds Kds/iii 7.Kcs5 Be3 8.Kbs Kd4 9.Kag
Kc4 10.Ka3 Bd4 11.Ka2 Kbg4 12.Kb1 Kb3 13.Kc1
draws.

i) 1.Kg8? h6 2.Khy Bci, or 1.Kf7? Kd3 2.hs
Ke4 3.h6 Kf5 4.Kg8 Kg6 win.

ii) 5.Kg4? Kf2 6.Kh3 Bf4 wins.

iii) Kf4 7.Kc4 Kgq 8.Kd3 draws.

“An amazing flanking manoeuvre by the wK

across the board to the opposite flank achieves
a draw in a malyutka!”.

No 23679 J. Timman
special honourable mention
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No 23679 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).

1.Rc1+, and:

— g1B 2.b8R+/i Rg2 3.Rb7 Rg8 4.Rc8 Be3+/ii
5.Kh7 Rg2 6.Rb1+ Bg1 7.Rc6 wins, or:

— g1§/iii 2.b8B+/iv Rg2 3.Bg3 e1Q 4.Bxer
wins/v.

i) 2.b8Q+? Rg2 3.Bxg2+ hxg2 stalemate, or
2.b8B+? Rg2 3.Bg3 e1Q 4.Bxe1 Be3+ draws, e.g.
5.Khs Bxc1 6.Bf2 Be3 7.Bxe3 stalemate.

ii) Rg2 (e1Q; Rg7+) 5.Re8 e1Q 6.Rxe1 Ra2
7.Ra1 Rxa1 8.Ray mate.

iii) g1Q 2.b8Q+ Rg2 3.Qb1 wins.

iv) 2.b8Q+? Rg2 3.Qg3 e1Q 4.Qxe1 stalemate,
or 2.b8R+? Rg2 3.Rb7 Rg8 draws.

v) e.g. Sez2 5.Ra1 Sg1 6.Be4 Se2 7.Bhg+ Sg1
8.Raz Se2 9.Rxe2 Kg1 10.Re1 mate.

“This study has two lines with mutual under-
promotions - technically fine, but schematical”

No 23680Y. Afek
& A. Avni
commendation
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No 23680 Yochanan Afek (the Netherlands/
Israel) & Amaztia Avni (Israel). 1.Qfs+ Qxfs
(Kxfs; Sd4+) 2.e85+ Kf7 3.Sd6+ Ke6 4.Sxfs
Kxf5 5.5d4+ Ke4 6.Sb3 Kds/i 7.5d2 g5+ 8.Kh3/ii
Kd4 (Kcs; ¢3) 9.c4 zz Kd3 10.Kg4/iii Kd4 (Kd2;
Kf3) 11.Kf3 Kes (Kcs; Ke4) 12.Sb3/iv Kf5 13.Sd4+
Kes 14.¢c5 Kds 15.¢6 Kd6 16.Ke4 Kc7 17.Kds wins.

i) g5+ 7Kxgs f3 8.Sd2+ Kdg 9.S5xf3+ Kc3
10.Se1 wins.

ii) 8.Kxg5? Kd4 9.c4 f3 draws. 8.Kg4? Kdg
9.c4 Kcs 2z 10.Kf3 Kd4 zz 11.Kg4 Kcs positional
draw.

iii) 10.c5? Kxd2 11.¢6 3 draws.
iv) 12.c5? Kf5 (Kds?; Sb3) 13.c6 g4+ and 14...
Ke6 draws.

No 23681 Ilham Aliev (Azerbaijan). 1.Ray
Bf6/i 2.f4 Bha+ (exfs; Sxfg+) 3.Kf1/ii exfs
4.5xf4+ Kf6 s5.e5+/iii dxes/iv 6.Ra6+ Kf7/v
7.5xg6 Bf6 8.5£8 Kxf8 9.Rxf6+ draws.
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No 23681 1. Aliev
commendation
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No 23683 M. Croitor
commendation
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i) Bf8 2.f4 exfq (Rf6; f5+) 3.Sxf4+ Kf6 4.e5+
dxes 5.Ra6+ Kf5 6.Sxg6 wins.

ii) 3.Kf3? (Ke3?) Rg3+, 3.Ke2? Rg2+ draw.

iii) 5.Sxg6? Kxg6 6.Rd7 Bg3 draws.

iv) Kxes 6.5xg6+, or Kgs 6.5xg6 Kxg6 7.exd6
win.

v) Kfs 7.5xg6 Bf6 8.5f8 wins.

“This study is in the corporate style of the

Azerbaijani composer: easy to solve and attrac-
tive to the practical player”.

No 23682 Yuri Bazlov (Russia). 1.Sg6+/i
Qxg6 2.Qd4+ exd4 3.b8Q+ Kesq (Kes; Qes+)
4.Bd3+/ii Kxd3 5.Qg3+ Kcg/iii 6.Qxgé6 Kb3
7.Qc2+/iv Ka3z 8.Qb1/v Kb3 9.Qc2+ Ka3z 10.Qb1
draws.

i) 1.Qxa4+? Ke3 wins, e..g. 2.Kc2 Qhy+, or
1.Bd3? Qg1+ 2.Ke2 Qg2+ 3.Ke1 Kes, or 1.Qd3?
Qb3+ 2.Ke1 b1Q+ win.

ii) 4.Qb7+? Kes 5.Qc7+ Qdé6 6.Qg7+ Kds
wins, e.g. 7.Qf7+ Qe6 8.Bcg+ Kcs 9.Bxe6 b1Q+
10.Ke2 Qeg+.

iii) Qxg3 stalemate.

iv) 7.Qxb6+? Ka2 8.Kc2 d3+ 9.Kxc3 biQ
10.Qf2+ Ka1 wins, or 7.Qe6+? Kaz 8.Kc2 d3+
9.Kb1 c2 mate.

v) 8.Ke2? bs 9.Kd3 bg 10.Kxd4 b3 11.Qxc3
b1Q 12.Qcs+ Ka2 wins.

“We see an unusual draw, where, as in an
oriental tale, one vizier defends himself against
a mob of janissaries preventing them from
strengthening Black’s position™

dif4 4011.15 5/7 Draw

g1g3 3110.33 6/5 Win

No 23683 Mikhail Croitor (Moldova).
1.Bd6+ (Bf2+? Kfg;) Khg 2.Kh2 Qg7 3.Bf4 Qb2
4.Re1 a1Q 5.Re4 Qabu1/ii 6.Bd2+ Qxe4 7.g3 mate.

ii) Qxg2+ 6.Kxg2 Qg7+ 7.Kh2 wins.

“The well-known mate collision is preceded
by precise play of the wR".

No 23684 M. Prusikin
commendation
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No 23684 Michael Prusikin (Germany).
1.Qbs+/i Re4 2.Rxe4+ fxe4 3.Qxe4+ Kh3 4.Kez
Qgy/ii 5.Qf3+ Kh4 6.Bb2/iii c1Q/iv 7.Bf6+ Qcgs
(Qxf6) 8.Qg3 mate.

i) Logical try: 1.Qxaq+? Re4 2.Rxe4+ fxeq
3.Qxe4+ Kh3 4.Ke2 Qg7 5.Qf3+ Khg 6.Bb2 -
position X without bPag - Qez+ 7.Kd2 c1Q+
8.Kxc1 Qgs+ 9.Kc2 Qg2+ (Qfs+) 10.Qxg2
stalemate.

ii) Qxh2+ 5.Kf1 Qg3 6.Bf4 c1Q+ 7.Bxc1 Qg4
8.Bf4 Qd1+ 9.Kf2 wins.

iii) position X.
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iv) Qez+ (c1S+; Kf1) 7Kd2 c1Q+ (Qxgs+;
Kxc2) 8. Kxc1 Qcs+ 9.Kd2 wins.

“A logical study without any special preten-
sion of the GM-practitioner”.

No 23685 G. DOstmoe

commendation
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No 23685 Geir Sune Ostmoe (Norway).
1.Sbg+/i Sxbg 2.Qd4 Rg3+ 3.Kxbg Bey+ 4.Sd6
R7g4 5.Bf4 Sb2 6.Qb6+/ii Kxb6 stalemate.

i) 1.Qd2? Rb7+ 2.Ka2 Rds 3.Qxds Sc3+, or
1.Qe1? Rb7+ 2.Kaz2 Rg1 3.Qxg1 (Qd2 Bf6;) Sc3+
4.Ka3 Be7+ win.

ii) 6.Qxb2? Bxd6+, or 6.Kc5? Rcz+ 7.Qxc3
Sag+ win.

“This is a nice mirror stalemate with two
pins”.

No 23686 V. Kalashnikov
commendation
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No 23686 Valery Kalashnikov (Russia). 1.hy
Ke7 2.Khé/i Rc6+ 3.Kg5 Rc8 4.Kh6, and:

— Kf7 5.Sc7 Bd3/ii 6.Sabs Rd8/iii 7.Se8 Rxe8
8.Sd6+ draws, or:

— K6 5.5c5/iv Kf7 6.5e6 Kxe6 7.Kg7 draws.

i) Logical try: 2.Kg6? Bd3+ 3.Kg7 Rc6 4.h8Q
Rg6+ and this position is known from Khat-
yamov & Babich 1990 (EG#08520) 5.Khy Kf7
6.Sbg4 Beg 7.Qd4 Re6+ 8.Qxeq4 Rxeq 9.Khé6
Rxb4 10.Sc2 Re4 wins.

ii) Rb8 6.Se6 Bd3 7.Sg5+ draws.

iii) Rh8 7.5d6+ Key 8.Sd5+ Kxd6 9.5f6 Ke6
10.Kg7 draws.

iv) Try: 5.5c7? Bd3 6.Sds+ Kf7 7.5f4 Rc6+
8.Kgs5 Bxhy wins.

No 23687 M. Minski
commendation
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No 23687 Martin  Minski  (Germany).
1.Qds5/i Rd8 2.Rd6/ii Rxd6 3.Ra8+ Sd8 4.Bxd8/
iii d1Q+/iv 5.Qxd1 Rd3+/v 6.Kaz/vi Rd2+/vii
7.Qxd2 h1Q 8.Qh6+ Qgxhé/viii 9.Bf6 mate.

i) 1.Qg4? Rd8, and now: 2.Qhs+ Kg8 3.Rf1
d1Q+ 4.Rxd1 Rxd1 5.Qxd1 Scs+ 6.Kc4 Qxay, or
here: 2.Rf1 Rd3+ 3.Ka2 d1Q 4.Ra8+ Sd8 5.Rxd1
Qg8+ 6.Ka1 Qg+ 7.Kaz Qg8+, or here: 2.Ra1
Sas+ 3.Ka3 Sb3 4.Qhs+ Kg8 5.Raf1 d1Q 6.Rxd1
Rxd1 7.Qxd1 Sd2 8.Qxd2 Qay+ 9.Kbg Qby+
10.Kas Qa8+ 11.Ra6 h1Q 12.Rxa8+ Qxa8+ draw.
If 1.Qe2? Rd8 2.Qhs+ Kg8 3.Rfi diQ+ 4.Rxd1
Rxd1 5.Qxd1 Scs+ 6.Kcg4 Qxay draws.

ii) 2.Qhs5+? Kg8 3.Rfi diQ+ 4.Rxd1 Rxdi
5.Qxd1 Sc5+ 6.Kc4 Qxay draws.

iii) 4.Qxd6? d1Q+ 5.Qxd1 Qb7+ draws.

iv) Qb7+ 5.Bb6+ Qxa8 6.Bd4+ wins, or Rxds
5.Bf6+ Rd8 6.Rxd8 mate.

v) Qb7+ 6.Bb6+ Qxa8 7.Qxd6 Kgy 8.Bd4+
wins.

vi) Try: 6.Qxd3? h1Q 7.Bf6+ Qxa8 8.Bxgy+
Kxg7 draws.
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vii) Qg8+ 7.Kb2 Qb3+ (Rxdi; Bf6 mate)
8.Qxb3 Rxb3+ 9.Kxb3 h1Q 10.Bf6 mate.

viii) Qhxh6 9.Bf6 mate, or Kg8 9.Qxh1 wins.

“This study is composed in the author’s

corporate style: sacrifices, counter-sacrifices,
mates’.

No 23688 O. Pervakov
‘hors concours”
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No 23688 Oleg Pervakov (Russia). 1.Qc1/i
Re8+/ii 2.Se5 Bg4+ 3.53 Qeq+ 4.Be3/iii Rc8

5.Qh1 Bxf3+/iv 6.gxf3 (Sxf3? Qc4+;) Rca+
7.Kf1/v Rf2+ (Qxe3; hxgs+) 8.Bxf2 Qe1+ 9.Kxe1
(Bxe1? g2+;) g2 10.Bg1 gxh1Q 11.Kf2 Kh4 12.5g4
Kh3 13.Se3 hs 14.f5 h4 15.a4 bxa4 16.f6 a3 17.{7
a2 18.8Q Qxgi+ 19.Kxg1 a1Q+ 20.Kf2/vi Qg1+
21.Ke2 Qxh2+ 22.Ke1 Qg1+ 23.Kd2/vii Qh2+
24.Kc1/viii Qg1+ 25.5d1 (Kc2? Qxes;) wins.

i) 1.Qd1? Bgg+ 2.5f3 Qe4+ and Black wins,
or 1.Qcs5? gxh2 draws.

ii) Bg4+ 2.5f3 Re8+ 3.Be3, or gxh2 2.5f3 win.

iii) 4.Kf1? Rxes 5.5xe5 Qe2+ 6.Kg1 Bh3 and
Black wins.

iv) Rc2+ 6.Kd1 Bxf3+ (Bh3; Sd2) 7.5xf3 Raz
8.hxg3+ Kg6 9.f5+ wins.

v) 7.Kd1? Rci+ 8.Bxc1 Qd4+ 9.Sd3 Qxd3+
10.Ke1 Qc3+ 11.Ke2 Qcg+ 12.Kez Qc3+ draws.

vi) 22.Kd3? Qd6+ 23.Qxd6 stalemate.

vii) 23.5f12 Qf2+ 24.Kxf2 stalemate.

viii) 24.Kc3? Qes+ 25.Kd3 Qdé+ 26.Qxd6
stalemate.

Geir Sune Ostmoe
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The Azerbaijan Chess Composition Federation organized a formal JT for Muradkhan Muradov.
In total 33 studies by 31 composers from 14 countries participated. The provisional award was pub-
lished in Sahmat Besteciliyi 2020 with a tree month confirmation time. In the final award (2021) one

study was eliminated because of a dual.

No 23689 Igor Zaitsev & Oleg Pervakov
(Russia). 1...Bd2+ 2.g5 Ba2/i 3.f4/ii Bxfg (e1Q;
Bfs) 4.Ba6 Bxgs+ 5.Rxgs e1Q 6.Bd3 f5 7.Bxfs
Bb1 8.Rg1 Qd2+ 9.Rg5 Qa2 10.Rg2 Qc4 11.Rg4
(Bxb1? Qci1+) Qb3 (Qds; Bxb1) 12.Rg3 Qb6+
13.Rg6 Qe3+ 14.Rgs, and:

— Bxfs stalemate, or:
— Bd3 15.Bhy+ Bxhy stalemate
— Qe115.Rg1 Qxg1 16.Bhy+ Bxhy stalemate.

i) e1Q 3.Bby Bxgs+ 4.Rxgs Baz 5.Beq f5
6.Rxfs (Bxfs? Bbi) Qd2+ 7Rgs Qdé6+ 8.Rg6
Qf4+ 9.Rgs5 Qf6+ 10.Rg6 draws.

ii) Logical try: 3.Ba6? Bxgs+ 4.Rxgs e1Q
5.Bd3 f5 6.Bxf5 Bb1 7.f4 Bxf5 8.Rxf5 Qe6+ 9.Kg5
Kxg7 wins.

No 23690 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.Rf6/i a1Q 2.b7+ Kay 3.Bf2+ d4 (Kb§;
Bg3+) 4.Rb6 d3+ 5.Rf6+ Kb8 6.Bg3+ Res 7.Rf1
Qdg4/ii 8.Rf4 Re4+ 9.Rf6+, and:

— Res 10.Rf4 Re4+ 11.Rf6+ Res 12.Rf4 perpet-
ual unpin, or:

— Qes 10.Bxes+ Rxes 11.Rd6 (Rc6? Be6;) Rds
12.Rc6 Rd8 13.Rxc4 d2 14.Rc8+ Rxc8 15.bx-
c8Q+ Kxc8 16.Bf3 draws.

i) 1.Bc3? Bxf1, or 1.b5+? Kxb6 win.

ii) Qc3 8.Rc1 Qd4 9.Rxcq4 Qxc4 10.Bxes+
Qc7 11.Bxcy+ Kxc7 12.b8Q+ draws.

No 23691 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Se7+/i Kf8 2.b6/ii Qh1 3.Se6+ Kf7 4.Sxgs5+
Kf6 5.gxf4 f2/iii 6.Bc2/iv Qa8 (d1Q; Sg8 mate)
7.Bb3/v Qh1 (d1Q; Shy mate) 8.Be6 Qa8 (d1Q;
Sg8 mate) 9.Bc4/vi Qh1 10.Bd3 Qa8 11.by d1Q
(Qxb7; Sg8 mate) 12.Sd5 mate.

i) 1.Bb3+? Kf8 2.d7 d1Q 3.Se6+ Kg8 4.Sxg5+
Kh8 5.5f7+ Kg8 6.Sg5+, or 1.d7? Qh3 2.Se7+
Kh7 3.Bc2 Qhs 4.Se6 d1Q 5.5f8+ Kh8 6.5fxg6+
Khy 7.5f8++ perpetual check.

ii) 2.Se6+? Ke8 3.b6 Kd7 4.5f8+ Kxd6 5.S¢8+
Kcs 6.Sxh7 f2 7.b7 £1Q 8.b8Q Qxd1 draws.

iii) Qxd1 6.Sd5+ Kfs 7.Se3+ Kxf4 8.Sxd1 wins.

iv) Try: 6.Bg4? Qa8 7.by d1Q 8.Shy+ Kf7
9.5g5+ Kf6 draws.

v) Thematic try: 7b7? di1Q 8.Sds+ Qxds+
wins.

vi) 9.Bds5? Qxds+ 10.Sxds5+ Kf5 11.Se3+ Kxf4

draws.

No 23689 1. Zaitsev
& O. Pervakov
1st prize

No 23690 S. Slumstrup
Nielsen
and prize
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No 23692 Sergiy Didukh (Ukraine). 1.dy
Rbds+ 2.Kc3/i Sf4 3.c7/ii Rxdy/iii 4.g3+/iv Kxg3
5.c8Q Re7+ 6.Qxcy Sds+7.Kd4 Sxc7 8.Rg6+ Kfg
9.Bh6+ Rgs (Kfs; Rgs+) 10.Rc6/v Kfs/vi11.Re5+
Kg6 12.Rxg5+ Kxh6 13.Re5 Kg6 14.Re7 wins.

i) 2.Kc4? Sf4 3.c7 Re4+ draws.

ii) 3.g3+? Kxg3 4.c7 Se2+ 5.Kb3 Rd3+ 6.Kag
(Kc2 Rc3z+;) Sc3+ 7Kbg Rxdy 8.c8Q Rcy
9.Rg6+/vii Kf2 10.Rf6+/viii Ke1 11.Rfi+ Kxfi
12.Qh3+ Ke2 13.Qh2+ Kd3 14.Qxes Rb7+ 15.Kas
Rbs+ 16.Qxbs+ Sxbs draws.

iii) Re3+ 4.Kc2 Re2+ 5.Kb3 Re3+ 6.Kagq Re4+
7.Bb4, or Rd3+ 4.Kc4 Req+ 5.Kbs Rds+ 6.Bcs
win.

iv) 4.c8Q? Rcy+ 5.Qxcy Sds+ 6.Kd4 Sxcy
7.Rh6+ Rhs, or 4.Rh6+? Kg5 (Rhs5?; g3+) 5.c8Q
Sds+/ix 6.Kd4/x Sb6+ 7.Qxd7 Sxd7 draws.

v) 10.Bxg5+? Kf5 11.Rc6 Se6+ 12.Ke3 Sxgs,
or 10.Kd3? Se6 11.Rxe6 Kfs, or 10.Rf6+? Kgg
11.Bxgs Kxgs 12.Rf7 Se8, or 10.Kc4? Se6 11.Rxe6
Kfs draw.

vi) Se6+ 11.Rxe6 Kfs 12.Re5+ wins.

vii) 9.Qd8 Rbs+ 10.Ka3 Sbi+ 11.Ka4 Sc3+, or
9.Qxc7 Sds+ 10.Kc4 Sxcy draw.

viii) 10.Bcs+ Rexces 11.Qf8+ Rfs 12.Rf6 Sds+
draws.

ix) Rc7+? 6.Qxc7 Sds+ 7.Kd4 Sxc7 8.Kxes
wins.

x) 6.Kb3 Re3+ 7.Kagq Ray+ 8.Ra6 Sb6+ draws.

No 23692 S. Didukh

No 23693 B. Smolkin

No 23693 Ben Smolkin (Canada). 1.Re8+

Sd8 2.Be7 Ray+ 3.Kxay, and:

— d1Q 4.Bxd8 Qa4+ 5.Bas mate, or:

— e1Q/i 4.Bxd8 Qxes (d1Q; Bb6 mate) 5.Rxes
d1Q 6.Re8 Qhs 7.Rf8/ii Qh6 (Qe8; Bey)
8.Rg8 Qf8/iii 9.Bxdy+/iv Kxdy 10.Rxf8 wins.
i) Kc7 4.Bd6+ Kcé6 5.Beq+ Kbs 6.Bd3+ Kag

7.Bxe2 wins.

ii) 7.Rg8? Qe8 8.Rxe8 stalemate.
iii) Qh8 9.Bxdy+ (Rxh8? stalemate) wins.
iv) 9.Rxf8? stalemate.

No 23694 Petr Kiryakov (Russia). 1.Se2/i
Bxe2 2.Kxg2 Bd3+ 3.Kf3 Beq+ 4.Kxe4 e2 5.Rxd2
e1Q+ 6.Kf3 Qhi+ 7.Kfy/ii Ke6 8.Re2+ Kdé6
9.Rd2+ Kc7 10.Re2 Kd8 11.Rd2+ Ke8 12.Re2+,
and:

— K18 13.Re6 Qa8 14.Rf6+ Kg8 15.Rg6+ Kh8
16.Rh6+ Kg7 17.Rb6 draws, or:

— Kf7 13.Rc2 Qh6+ 14.Kf3 Qf6+ 15.Kg2 Qg6+
16.Kh1 Qe4+ 17.Kg1 Qg6+ 18.Kh1 Qxa6
19.Rc7 draws.

i) 1.Kh2? Bf3, and now: 2.Rd3 Ba8 3.Rxe3 Rd1
4.Se2 Rei, or here: 2.Rby g1Q++ 3.Kxg1 Rg2+
4.Kf1 Rh2 5.Se2 Rhi+ 6.5g1 e2+ 7.Kf2 Rxg1 wins.

ii) 7Kf2? Ke6 8.Re2+ Kd6 9.Rd2+ Kcy
10.Re2 Kd8 11.Rd2+ Ke8 12.Re2+ Kf8 13.Re6
Qa8 14.Rf6+ Kg7 15.Rb6 Qxay wins.

No 23694 P. Kiryakov

4th prize 5th prize special prize
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No 23695 M. Minski
1st honourable mention
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No 23695 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.c8Q
Kb1/i 2.Sb4 Qb6+/ii 3.Khs/iii Sd6 4.Sds5, and:
— Qbs 5.Qf5+/iv S4xfs 6.Sc3+ draws, or:

— Qb3 5.Sc3+ Kb2 6.Qc7 S4fs (Qe6; Sdi+)
7.Qb6 Qxb6 8.Sa4+ draws.

i) Qb6+ 2.Khs5 Sd6 3.Qcs, or Sd6 2.Qg8+ Ka3z
3.Qds draw.

ii) Qe7 3.Qc4 Qe4+ 4.Khs Qhy+ 5.Kg4 draws.

iii) Logical try: 3.Kh7? Sd6 4.Sd5 Qb3 5.5¢c3+
Kbz 6.Qc7 Qc2+ 7Kg8 (Kh8 Qh2+;) Qg6+
wins.

iv) 5.Qg8? Qe2+ 6.Qg4 Qes+ wins.

No 23696 ]. Sprenger
2nd honourable mention
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No 23696 Jan Sprenger (Germany). 1.Rf2/i
Qb1 2.Sbg+/ii Qxbg 3.Rc8/iii Qbs+ 4.Kxc2
Bxfs+ 5.Bd3 Qxd3+/iv 6.Kci+ Ka3 7.Raz2+/v
Kxa2 8.Ra8+ Kb3 9.Ra3+ Kxa3 stalemate.

i) 1.Sbg+? Kb3 2.Sxc2 Bxfs+ 3.Kd4 Qfg+
4.Kc5 Qes+ wins.

ii) 2.Rb8? c1Q+ 3.Rxb1 Bxf5+ wins.

iii) 3.Kxc2? Qb3z+ 4.Kc1 Qez+ 5.Kc2 Bxfs+
6.Rxfs Qxe2+ wins.

iv) Qb2+ (Bxd3+; Kci1) 6.Kd1 Qxf2 7.Rc2+
draws.

v) 7.Ra8+? Kb4 8.Rb2+ Kcs 9.Ras+ Kc6 wins.

No 23697Y. Bazlov
3rd honourable mention
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No 23697 Yuri Bazlov (Russia). 1.5g4+ Kds
2.c4+ Kd6 3.Sxes/i Kxes (Bxf6; Se4+) 4.Shs
Bxf6 5.5xf6 Qf7+ 6.Kh6 Kf5 7.Rg5+ Kxf6 8.Bhg/
ii Qf8+ 9.Khy Kf7 10.c5 Qe8/iii 11.Rg7+ Kf8
12.Rg8+ Kf7 13.Rxe8 wins.

i) Thematic try: 3.c5+? Kds/vi 4.Sxe5 Kxes
5.Shs Bxf6 6.Bg3+ Kd4 7.Bf2+ Kes 8.5xf6 Qf7+
9.Khé6 Kf5 10.Rg5+ Kxf6 11.Bhg Qf8+ 12.Khy
Kf7 13.c6 Qb4 draws.

ii) 8.Bd4+? e5 9.Bxes+ Ke6 draws.

iii) Qe7 11.Rg7+, or Ke8 11.Rg8, or e5 11.Rf5+
win.

No 23698 M. Garcia
4th honourable mention
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No 23698 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).
1.Qc4 Qby+ 2.Kf2/i Qey (Rds; e7) 3.Bgs Qf8+
(Qxgs; e7) 4.Bf4/ii Qey 5.Ke2, and:
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No 23699 I. Aliev
& A. Zhukov
sth honourable mention
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No 23700 J. Timman
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No 23701 A. Stavrietsky
2nd commendation
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— Rd8 6.Bg5 Qxgs 7.e7+ Kh8 8.exd8Q+ Qxd8
9.Qcé6/iii Qez+ 10.Kd1 (Kf3?2 Qaz+;) Qd8+
11.Kc2 (Ke1? Qgs+;) Kg8/iv 12.Qe6+ Kh8
(Kf8; Qf7 mate) 13.Qh3+ Kg8 14.Qhy+ Kf8
15.Qh8+ Key 16.Qxg7+
Rb1 6.Bd6/x Rb2+ 7.Ke3/v Qgs+ 8.Bf4 Qey
(Qa8+; Kg4) 9.Kf3 Rb6 10.Qc8+ Qf8 11.Qd7
Qf6/vi 12.e7 Rb3+ 13.Kg2 wins.
i) 2.Ke2? Rds 3.e7 Qxe7+ draws.
ii) 4.Kg2? Qa8+ 5.Kh3 Rhi1+ 6.Kg4 Re1 draws.
iii) 9.Qh4+? Qxh4 10.gxh4 Kg8 draws.
iv) Qds 12.Qc8+ (Qxds? stalemate) Qg8
13.Qh3+ wins.
v) 7.Kf3? Qf6+ 8.Bf4 Qxg6 9.e7+ Khy draws.
vi) Qxg6 9.e7+, and: Khy 10.Qd3, or Kh8
10.Qc8+.

No 23699 Ilham Aliev (Azerbaijan) & Alek-
sandr Zhukov (Russia). 1.a7 (Bg6+ Kd8;) Qas+
2.Kb3 Qbs+ (Qxay; Bg6+) 3.Kc3 Qas+ 4.Kdg
Qxay 5.Bg6+ Kd8 (Kf8; Rh8 mate) 6.Rh8+ Kdy
7.Bfs+ Kd6 8.Rd8+ Kc6 9.Ra8 Qxa8 10.Beg+
Kdé6 11.Bxa8 wins.

No 23700 Jan Timman (the Netherlands).
1.Bdy Sgs/i 2.a3+/ii Kxa3 3.h4 Kbg/iii 4.hxgs
Kas 5.d5 Bxds 6.Kd4 Be6 7.Be8/iv Kb6 8.Kes
Bb3 9.Kd6 wins.

i) Sg1 2.Be8 Bxaz2 3.h4 wins, e.g. Sh3 4.h5 Bb1
5.Bc6 Sg5 6.Kf4 Sh3+ 7.Kes Sf2 8.Bf3.

ii) 2.h4? Bxa2 3.hxgs Kas 4.Ke4 Kbé6 5.Kes
Kcy draws.

iii) Se6 4.Bxe6 Bxe6 5.Keq Kbg 6.d5 Bgg
7.Kf4 wins.
iv) 7.Bxe6? Kb6 8.Kes Kc7 9.Kds Kd8 draws.

No 23701 Aleksandr Stavrietsky (Russia).
1...Rg2+ 2.Kh1 Rxh2+ 3.Kxh2 Sg6+ 4.Qhg
(Qh6? Rhs+;) Sxhg4 5.fxey+ Qxey/i 6.Bgs Sf3+/
ii 7.5xf3 Rxgs 8.Ra8+ Kdy 9.Ray+ Kd8 10.Ra8+
(Rxey? Rhs+;) perpetual check.

i) Kd7 6.Ray+ Ke8 7.Ra8+ Kxe7 8.Ray+ wins.
ii) Qxgs (Qxgs) 7.Se6+ wins.

No 23702 B. Smolkin

3rd commendation
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No 23702 Ben Smolkin (Canada). 1.Rdy/i
g5+/ii 2.Kxgs5 Qc1+ 3.Kf5 (Kg4? Qxg1;) Qbi+/iii
4.Kes/iv a2 5.Rg6+ Qxg6/v 6.hxg6 a1Q+ 7.Bd4
wins.

i) 1.Bd4+? Kxh6 2.Rfi Qd8+ 3.Kh3 Kxhs
4.8Q Qh4+ 5.Kg2 Qg4+ 6.Kf2 Qxd4+ draws.
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ii) Qxdy 2.Rxhy+ Kxhy 3.f85+ Kg7 4.Sxdy
wins, or Kxh6 2.f8Q+ Qxf8 3.Be3+ g5+ 4.Bxgs
mate.

iii) Qxh6 4.Bd4+ Kf8 5.Bcs+ wins.

iv) 4.Kf4? (Ke6? Qesq+;) Qfi+ 5.Kes Kxh6
6.Bcs Qez+ 7.Kd6 Qf3 8.Key a2 9.Bdg Qegq+
10.Kd8 Qf3 draws.

v) hxg6 6.h6+ Kf8 7Bcs mate, or: Kxhé
7.£8Q+ wins.

No 23703 J. Sprenger
& R. Swinkels
4th commendation
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No 23703 Jan Sprenger (Germany) & Robin
Swinkels (the Netherlands). 1.Bc3+/i Kfs (Ke6;
Qb6+) 2.Qa8 (b6+? Key;) Rhi+/ii 3.Qxh1 Qd3
4.Se3+/iii, and:

— Qxe3 5.Qds+ Kfs 6.Qgs+ Keq/iv 7.Qg6+,
and:

- Kds 8.Qc6 mate, or:

- Kf3 8.Qg4+ Kf2 9.Bd4 wins, or:

— Bxe3 5.Qh3+ Ke4 6.Qg2+ Kf4 7.Qg4 mate.

i) 1.Qd8+? Kf7 2.Ses+ Ke6 3.Qe8+ Kds
4.Qc6+ Kxes s5.Bcz+ Kfg, or 1.Qb6+? Key
2.Qd6+ Ke8 3.Qe6+ Kf8 draw.

ii) Qd3z (Qxbs; Sd6+) 3.Qc8+ Keq 4.Qe6+
Kf3 5.Se5+ wins.

iii) 4.Qg2? Qdi+ 5.Khg Qd8+ 6.Kh3 Qd3+
draws.

iv) Kf3 7.Qg4+ Kf2 8.Bd4 wins.

No 23704 P. Arestov
& P. Kiryakov
sth commendation
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No 23704 Pavel Arestov & Petr Kiryakov
(Russia). 1.Se1/i Rd3+/ii 2.Ke2 (Sxd3? Kxg2;)
Rdy (Rb3; Rgy) 3.Sc5 Re7+ 4.Kf2/iii Rxe1 5.Rg4
(Kxe1? Kxg2;) h3 (Res; Rh4 mate) 6.Se4/iv Ra1
(h2; Sg3 mate) 7.5g3+ Kh2 8.Sfi+ Khi/v 9.Rg1
mate.

i) 1.Rd2? h3 or: 1.Rf2? Kg1 draw.

ii) h3 2.Rf2 Kg1 3.Ke2 h2 4.Rf1 mate, or Rb3
2.Re2 Rxb7 3.5f3 Rb1+ 4.Kc2 Rf1 5.Rh2 mate.

iii) 4.Kf1? Rxe1+ 5.Kxe1 Kxg2 draws.
iv) 6.Kxe1? h2 7.Se4 stalemate.
v) Rxfi+ 9.Kxf1 Khi 10.Kf2 h2 11.Kg3 wins.
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Pravda Tirnavia 2016-2017

In the informal tourney of the Slovakian newspaper 9 studies by 3 composers (Hlinka, Kekely &
Vlcek) from Slovakia participated. The judge was Ladislav Packa (Galanta, Slovakia).

No 23705 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.Sh6 g2+ 2.Kg4/i g1Q+/ii 3.Qxg1
gxh6/iii 4.Qd4, and:

— Rgs+ 5.Khg4 Be1+ 6.Rf2+ Qxd4 stalemate, or:
— hs+ 5.Khy4, and:

- Be1+ 6.Rf2+ Qxd4 stalemate, or:

- Bey 6.Qd8+ Bxd8 stalemate.

i) 2.Kxg2? Rb2+ 3.Rf2 Rxfa+ 4.Qxf2 Rgs+
wins.

ii) Rg3+ 3.Kxg3 Qb3+ 4.Kxg2 Bxcs 5.5{7+
Qxf7 6.Rxf7 draws.

iii) Rgs+ 4.Kxgs Bd2+ 5.Khs Qxe4 6.Qxg7+
Kxg7 7.Rf7+ draws.

No 23706 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1.d7 Kxd7 2.Ke2 Ke6/i 3.f3 Kes 4.Kf2

Bh3 5.Ke1 (Ke2? Kd4;) Kds 6.Kf2 Kdg 7.Ke2
Bg2 8.Kf2 Bhi 9.Ke2 Bg2 10.Kf2 Bh3 11.Ke2
Bg4 12.fxg4 fxg4 13.Kd2 Keg 14.Ke2 Kd4 15.Kd2
draws.

i) Bds 3.Ke3 Ke6 4.Kf4 draws.

No 23707 Lubos Kekely & Michal Hlinka
(Slovakia). 1.Rh4 (Rxd2? hiQ;) hiQ/i 2.Rxh1
Qhe/ii 3.Rg1+ (Rxhé6? stalemate) Khy 4.Rg7+
Qxg7y (Kh8; Rg6+) 5.Bxgy Kxgy 6.Key Kg8
7.Kd6 (Ke6? Kf8;) wins/iii.

i) Qh6 2.Rxh6 hiQ 3.Rh8+ Qxh8 4.BxhS8
wins.

ii) Qh2 3.Bxh2 (Rxh2? stalemate) wins.

iii) e.g. Kf7 8.Kcs Ke6 9.Kxb4.
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No 23706 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
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No 23707 L. Kekely
& M. Hlinka
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In the informal tourney of the Slovakian newspaper 6 studies by 2 composers (Hlinka & Kekely)
from Slovakia participated. The judge was Ladislav Packa (Galanta, Slovakia).

No 23708 L. Kekely
& M. Hlinka
honourable mention
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No 23708 Lubos Kekely & Michal Hlinka
(Slovakia). 1...c2+ 2.Kb2 a3+/i 3.Kc1 Bdg
4.f8Q+/ii Kxf8 5.Sd7+ Kgy/iii 6.Rg1+ Kf7 (Khé;
Rhi+) 7.Rfi+ Key/iv 8.Bh4+ Kxdy (Kd6; Rf6+)
9.Rf7+ Kc8 10.Rf8+ Kby 11.Rf7+ Kc6 (Kc8;
Rf8+) 12.Rf6+ Kbs/v 13.Rb6+ Kxb6 14.Bf2 Kas/
vi 15.Bxd4 exd4 16.e5 Kbs 17.6 Kc6 18.e7 Kdy
19.e8Q+ Kxe8 stalemate.

i) Baz+ 3.Kxa3 draws, e.g. c1Q+ 4.Kxaq Qc4+
5.Kas Qcy+ 6.Ka6 Qxb8 7.Rf1.

ii) 4.Rg1+? Kxf7 5.Rf1+ Ke6 wins.
iii) Key 6.Rh7+ Kd6 7.Rh6+ draws, e.g. Kxdy
8.Rb6 Bxb6 9.Bf2 Bxf2 stalemate.

iv) Ke6 8.Sc5+ Bxcs 9.Rf3, or Ke8 8.Rf8+
Kxd7 9.Rb8 win.

x) Kcs 13.Bf2 and White wins.
vi) Bxf2 stalemate.

No 23709 B. Formanek t
& M. Hlinka
special commendation
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No 23709 Bedrich Forméanek & Michal
Hlinka (Slovakia). 1.Bhs+ Kdy 2.Sc5+ Kdé6
3.5a6 Kd7 4.Sxb8+ Kc8 5.Bay/i, and:

— Kby 6.Sxc6 Kxc6 7.Bf3+ Kd6 8.Bxa8 wins, or:
— ¢5 6.Be8/ii Bds (Bhi; Kg1) 7.Sdy/iii Kd8
8.Sb6 wins.
i) 5.5a6?2 Kb7 6.Sc7 Kxb6 7.Sxa8+ Kby draws.

ii) 6.Be2? c4 7.Bxcq4 Kby 8.Sc6 Kxc6, or
6.Bg4+? 6 7.Bxe6+ Kby 8.5c6 Kxc6 draws.

iii) 7.5¢c6? Kby 8.Sxe7 Bc4+ draws.

M. Hlinka composed a version of a 1961
study by B. Formanek (HHdbV1#58982).
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