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Editorial

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

This issue brings very exciting news but also
very sad news on computer chess. We have
an extra Computer News column by Emil
Vlasak to deal with the former: the generation
of several pawnless 8-man endings by Marc
Bourzutschky with some interesting discover-
ies about endgame studies. The very sad news
is the passing of Guy Haworth. There is an ex-
ceptionally long obituary on him in this issue,
as several people wanted to write something
on their respective collaborations with Guy.

The History column by Alain Pallier deals
with the Soviet All-Union tourney in the 1920’s.
The Quality Control by Jaroslav Polasek has, as
always, several high-class corrections, and also

deals with 8-man territory. There is an erratum
on the previous Originals column of Steffen
Slumstrup Nielsen, dealing with an improve-
ment (?) on a study by Karsten Miiller. In his
own column he deals with pawn waves — a new
phrase to me, but it is immediately clear what
is meant. Finally, Siegfried Hornecker writes
about asymmetry - quoting from and updat-
ing the book by Minski and Schlosser. I must
say that I was surprised about that as I was
expecting an article on the so-called “turtle”
theme. That is again something I have never
heard of - to find out that I had composed one
or the other study on that theme myself! Are
you curious? Perhaps in the next issue?

EG originals

Announcement: EG 2020-2021

EG, the only periodical exclusively devoted to endgame studies,
announces an informal tourney for original studies.
The studies and the award will be published in EG.

You are strongly urged to send only your best and most creative works.
The original’s editor will only select very good studies for publication.

Please send your originals in PGN-format to the editor
Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen at stjeffen@gmail.com

The judge for the 2020-2021 tourney is Arpad Rusz.




Originals

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

I am fascinated by studies where the main
theme or climax is extraordinarily well hidden
in the initial position. My favourite example is
a study by Kazantsev:

S.1 A.Kazantsev
4th prize Overall
Champ USSR 1947-1948
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1.d6 Sbs 2.dxey Kes 3.e8S Bh8 4.Kg8/i Kxe6
5.Kxh8 (h7) Kf7 6.h7 a3 7.Sd6+ Kf8 8.Sxbs a2
9.5d4/ii a1R 10.Se6+ Kf7 11.5d8+ Kg6 12.Kg8
Ra8 13.h8S+ Kf6 14.Shf7 draws.

i) or 4.hy? a3 5.Kg8 Kxe6 6.Kxh8 Kf7 7.8d6+
see main line.

ii) 9.Sc3? a1R 10.Sbs Kf7 wins, e.g.11.S¢c7 Ray
12.5e8 Rdy 13.5d6+ Kgé.

The study starts off with pawns vs bishop
and knight and ends with White drawing with
two knights against a rook!

The theme of our first study is almost as
well hidden as Kazantsev’s. Do you see White’s
queen sacrifice on g8? Probably not, as there is
no queen in sight and the bK is safely occupy-
ing that very square.We will let the drama of
the Israeli-Ukrainian duo unfold:

No 23710 Amatzia Avni (Israel) & Vladislav
Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.d6/i e1Q/ii 2.d7 Qey/iii
3.Ra8+ (Rxd1? Qxgs+;) Khy (Kf7; d8Q) 4.d8Q
Bxf3+/iv 5.Kxf3/v Qb7+ 6.Kg3/vi Bes+ 7.4

Bxf4+ 8.Kh4 (Kxf4? Qe4+) Bxgs+ (Bg3z+; Kh3)
9.Kxg5 (Qxgs Qhi+;) Qxa8 10.Qg8+/vii Qxg8
(Kxg8; Rxa8+) 11.Rh1 mate.

i) 1.Re6? Bxa1 2.d6 Bc3 3.d7 Bas draws.

ii) Bxa1 2.d7 e1Q 3.d8Q+ Kh7 4.Qd3 wins.

iii) Bas 3.R6xas/viii, and: Khy 4.d8Q Bxf3+
5.Kg3 wins, or Bxf3+ 4.Kxf3 Qc3+ 5.Kg2 Qc6+
6.f3 Qxdy 7.Ra8+ Kf7 (Khy7; Rhi+) 8.R1a7 wins.

iv) Playing for stalemate

v) 5.Kg1? Qxd8 6.Rxd8 Bxai draws.

vi) 6.Kf4? Bes+ 7.Ke3 Bd4+ 8.Qxd4 Qeq+
9.Kxe4 stalemate.

vii) 10.Rxa8? stalemate, or 10.Qd4? Qd8+
11.Qxd8 stalemate, or 10.Qd1? Qg2+ draws.

viii) But not 3.Rixas? Bxf3+ 4.Kxf3 Qdi+
5.Kg3 Qxdy.

The next entry is the second from OTB IM
Michael Pasman of Israel. We will observe a
tactical battle with some subtle moves, espe-
cially 6.Kg6!!, mixed in.

No 23711 Michael Pasman (Israel). 1.Sg2+
Kd4/i 2.Scs/ii Kxcs 3.Se1 (Sf4? Kxdeé;) c1Q/iii
4.5d3+ Kxd6 5.5xc1 Key 6.Kg6/iv Qe8+/v 7.Kh6
Kf7 8.Sd3 Qb8/vi 9.Bxe6+/vii dxe6 (Kxe6; Khy)
10.Se5+ Qxes /viii 11.g6+ Kg8 (Key; g8Q) ideal
stalemate with selfblocks.

i) After 1...Ke2, the simplest is 2.5f4+ Ke3
3.Sg2+ returning to the initial position. If Kf3
(Kd2; Scs) 2.Se1+ Kxeq 3.5xc2 Kf4 4.Kg6 (Khe).

ii) 2.5f4? Kxe4 3.Se2 Qe8+ 4.Kh6 Kf5 5.5g3+
Kg4 6.Sc7 Qf7 wins.

iii) c1S 4.Khe, and: Qg8 s5.e5 Sxa2 6.Sd3+
with a knight manoeuvre to {6, or Sxa2 5.Khy
Qxgs 6.g8Q Qh4+ 7Kgz Qxe1 White captures
all black pawns and forces a draw, e.g. 8.Qc8+
Kxd6 9.Qb8+ Kcs 10.Qc7+ Kbg 11.Qxdy Qxe4
12.Kf6. If Kxd6 4.Sxc2 Ke7 5.Se3 Kf7 6.Kh6 is
very bad for Black.
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Originals

No 23710 A.Avni
& V.Tarasiuk

No 23711 M. Pasman

No 23712 O. Pervakov
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iv) The queen is forced to go to e8 first. Log-
ical try: 6.Kh6? Kf7 7.5d3 Qc7 (Qb8?; Bxe6+)
8.Bxe6+ dxe6 9.Ses+ Kg8 Position X with
queen on ¢y instead of b8. On 10.Sg4 Black has
Qxg7+. Or: 6.8d3? Kf7 7.Kh6 Qc7 is the same
as logical try line.

v) Black needs the king on {7 to defend from
promotion, so that is the only move (Qa8; Bba).

vi) The only move against the Sf4 and Ses
threats.With the queen on e8 instead of d8

Black does not have the move Qcy.
vii) 9.Se5+? Qxes 10.Bxe6+ Qxe6+.

viii) if 10...Kg8, we almost have position X
of the logical try 6.Kh6?, but as the bQ is on b,
now 11.5g4+ wins.

It is an honour to welcome back the cur-
rent World Champion, Oleg Pervakov.White is
just a small step from capturing the dangerous
passed pawn on h2, but it will prove extraordi-
narily difficult.

No 23712 Oleg Pervakov (Russia). 1.Sc3/i
Sd4/ii 2.Rxd4/iii Rxc3+ 3.Kg2 (Kxh2?; Sf3+)
Sf3/iv 4.Ra4q/v h1Q+/vi 5.Kxh1 Kf2/vii 6.Ra1/
viii Rey/ix 7.Ra2+ Kg3 8.Rg2+/x Kh3 9.S¢6 Rby/
xi10.Sb4 Rdy (Ray; Sc2) 11.Sd5/xii Rxds 12.Rg3+
Kxg3 stalemate.

i) Black wins easily wins after 1.Kxh2? Sxey
2.Re6 S7g6 3.Rb6 Sf4 4.Kg3 Sez+.

hse3 3012.43 8/5 Draw

g3e1 0408.01 4/5 Draw

ii) hiS+ (h1Q; Rd1 mate) 2.Kg2 Sf2 3.Scds
Rby 4.Rxc6 Sxc6 5.5xc6, but not 4.5xc6? Rg7+
with mate.

iii) 2.Kxh2? Rxc3 3.Rd8 Se2 wins.

iv) Rh3 4.Kh1 Sd3 5.Rxd3 Rxd3 6.Kxh2 Kf2
7.5g6/xiii Rd6 8.Sh4 Rh6 9.Kh3, or: Rc2+ 4.Kh1
Kf2 5.Rd1 draw.

v) 4.Re4+? Kd2, and: 5.Re6 Rc1 6.Rh6 Ke2
7.Re6+ Kd3 8.Rh6 Keq 9.Re6+ Kfsg wins, or
here: 5.5f5 Rc1 6.5Sg3 Rgi+ 7.Kxf3 Rxg3+ wins,
or 4.Rb4? h1Q+ 5.Kxh1 Kf2 6. Rb2+ (Rb1 Sd2;).
Kg3 7.5f5+ Kh3 8.Rb1 Rc2 wins.

vi) Re2+ 5.Kh1 Kf2 6.Ra1, and Kg3 7.5f5+ Kh3
8.Se3, or here: Rcs 7.5g6 Kg3 8.Rb1 Rgs 9.Rb2
draw.

vii) Rc2 6.Ra1+ Kf2 7.S5f5 draws.

viii) 6.Ra2+? Kg3 7.5f5+ Kh3 8.Ra1 Rc2 wins.

ix) Rcs (Rez; Sfs) 7.5f5/xiv Rxf5 8.Ra2+ (Ras)
Kg3 9.Rg2+ Kf4 10.Rg8 draws.

x) 8.5f5+? Kh3 9.Ra1 Rc2 wins.

xi) Rxc6 10.Rg3+ Kxg3 stalemate, or Rc8
(Rdy; Sd4) 10.Rf2 Kg3 11.Rg2+ Kf4 12.Rg7 Rxc6
13.Kg2 Rc2+ 14.Kf1 Ke3 15.Re7+ draws.

xii) But not 11.5d3? Rxd3 12.Rg3+ Kh4, and:
13.Rh3+ Kg4 14.Rg3+ Kfs 15.Rg8 Rd2, or here:
13.Kg2 Se1+ (Rd2+7?; Kf1) wins.

xiii) But not: 7.5f5? Kf3 8.Sh4+ Kg4 wins.

xiv) but not 7.5d5? Rxds 8.Raz2+ Sd2 wins.



An erratum - and more!

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

EG225.23633 (p.97) is a draw study, not a
win study but there is more: Peter Schmidt and
Karsten Miiller exchanged some e-mails and fi-
nally asked me to publish a new version in EG.

Peter Schmidt (Germany) wrote: “At the end
of January, I tried to find an attractive setting
for an own study, which led to nearly the same
position:”

No 23713 K. Miiller,
version P. Schmidt
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”The solution is one move longer. But my
version has not yet been published, because I
an not completely satisfied but let me briefly
explain what “not completely satisfied” means:
the original solution (with an extra move now):
1.Kg7 Keg 2.Khé6 Kf4 3.Khs Kf3 4.g5 Kg2 5.f6
Kh2 6.Kg4 Be6 7.Kf4 Kg2 8.g6 h2 9.Kes Bb3
10.f7 h1Q 11.f8Q Qa1 12.Ke4 includes some
weaknesses:

1) Why should Black prefer 1...Ke4 instead
of 1...Ke5? Only to force a unique answer by
White (because 1...Kes allows 2.Kg6 as well as
2.Kh6)? Or to bring his king faster to h2? If so,
what is the reason for Black playing 2...Kf4 and
3...Kf3 instead of playing 2...Kf3 immediately?

2) A similar question to move 9: Why should

Black prefer 9...Bb3 instead of 9...Bc4 or 9...

Ba2? Only to force uniqueness (which is not
the case after 9...Ba2)?

Therefore my intended solution, shortening
the solution but eliminating weakness no. 2, is:

No 23713 Karsten Miiller & Peter Schmidt
(Germany). 1.Kg7 Ke4 2.Kh6 Kfg 3.Khs Kf3
4.g5 Kg2 5.f6 Kxh2 6.Kg4 Be6+ 7.Kf4 Kg2 8.g6
h2 9.Kes h1Q 10.Kxe6 draws.

Finally, let me say that such weaknesses (in
my opinion) are present in many, many stud-
ies. The solver as well as the connoisseur may
ask himself “Why the #### does Black play this
move???, and for my taste it is not enough to
give the uniqueness answer!”.

HH does not agree with this view. The com-
poser produced a work of art, and he con-
trols the initial position and the black moves
(the white moves follow automatically as they
must be unique). Of course, one could think
that Black must always play the best move but
what is the best move? In the Saavedra study,
for instance, Black plays 5...Rd4 forcing White
to play the beautiful move 6.c8R! after which
Black loses quickly. A computer would play s...
Rf3 because this gives maximum delay of the
mate. An OTB player would perhaps resign
(seeing that he will end up in a R vs Q ending)
or play something like 5...Rf3 (hoping that his
opponent will not manage to win the ending)
or play 5...Rd4 seeing the stalemate trick. A
solver would only consider 5...Rd4 (after he
sees the stalemate trick and R-promotion) as
he knows that a study is a piece of art and must
contain something special. What is the best
move?

Of course, Peter Schmidt’s point is some-
what different. He is correct that a compos-
er should always try to improve a setting. Of
course, the extra first move is fine, and Muller
was clearly satisfied too early. But I strongly dis-
agree on his weakness no. 2. After 9.Kes! h1Q?
an OTB player would ask himself: “Why the
###4# does Black play this move? His bishop is
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An erratum - and more!

attacked and he just lets White capture it and
then he cannot win anymore” Of course, a
bishop move is much better, and Black foresees
White’s position after 9...B- 10.f7 h1Q 11.Qa1i+
is still tricky since 11...Kdé6 12.Qaz+ will cost
him the queen. Of course, then 9...Ba2 is a stu-
pid move as 12.Qa3+ is not possible. That is not
“uniqueness” (for some database coincidence)
but study-like tactics! The composer had to
choose between 9...Bc4 or 9...Bb3 (see later).

Then Schmidts alternative solution: as ar-
gued above, Black voluntarily leaves his piece
en-prise. But what is worse is that the solution
drops dead after 9...h1Q 10.Kxe6. I do not
think that any OTB player would immediate-
ly agree on a draw here. They would perhaps
try 10...Qh6, but then White draws by 11.Kf7,

11.g7, or 11.Kf7. And, likewise, White has always
more than one drawing move after other black
moves. So Schmidt’s solution stops because of
“uniqueness”. To me that solution is an anti-cli-
max. In Miiller’s solution Black still has to be
very careful. The best move, without doubt is
the one he chose: 9...Bb3! since after 10.f7 h1Q
11.18Q Qa1+ 12.Ke4! (Kd6? Qa3z+;) (Kf4? Qf1+;)
Black has 12...Bc2+ (not possible after 9...
Bc4) 13.Kds! (only move) and draws. Unfortu-
nately, Miiller overlooked that. It is a pity that
the solution cannot continue with 13...Bb3+
14.Ke4 Bc2+ 15.Kds5 positional draw, as 14.Kc6
would also draw.

So, Miiller should have invested more time
on the beginning and the end of his study. But
I prefer his solution.

Obituary
Guy McCrossan Haworth
(xi1946 - 16vi2021)

BY HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

Guy Haworth was a computer scientist at
the School of Systems Engineering of the Uni-
versity of Reading, UK who wrote many arti-
cles on computers and chess. He was always
very keen on keeping his University’s reposito-
ry up to date, and as a result we still have access
to many of his papers: http://centaur.reading.
ac.uk/view/creators/9oo00763.default.html

Guy’s work dealt in the first place with com-
puter science and the endgame study was one
of the practical fields in which he could test his
theories and computer algorithms. While doing
so, he contributed a lot to our art, for instance
by testing, together with Eiko Bleicher, all end-
game studies in HHdbV against the 6-man

EGTB’s. Everybody that has used EGTBs for
testing endgame studies for soundness will
know that it is sometimes quite difficult to dis-
tinguish a time-wasting minor dual from a real
cook. I was therefore enthusiastic when Guy
managed to ‘compose’ a computer algorithm
that could actually do that. I thought that this
algorithm had not yet been implemented in
practice, but the contribution from Arpad
Rusz (see below) proves me wrong. As Guy
has contributed to so many topics in computer
chess, it is quite likely that specialized obituar-
ies on Guy will appear in other chess journals.
For EG we focus on some on his achievements
in the endgame study field with the three con-
tributions below.
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Obituary Guy McCrossan Haworth (xi1946 — 16vi2021)

After Guy retired from the University, he
wrote to me in an e-mail (2016): “I dreamed
last night that I was in a job with absolutely
nothing to do — and woke up to find that I was”
But, as a matter of fact, after his retirement he
just continued to work - there are several man-
uscripts he was working on with other people,
and we trust that his co-authors will do their
best to finish those off.

We were all shocked to receive the message
from his wife Annette informing us that Guy
passed away after being in hospital since the
end of May suffering from a bad stroke. May
he now rest in peace - or start a digital revolu-
tion in heaven if that exists.

GM Dr Karsten Miiller contributes this: “I
have written several articles together with Guy
for ICGA Journal and we were planning more
also for ChessBase Magazine. Unfortunately,
they all will now be unfinished as without Guy
it cannot be done. One article dealt with stud-
ies in Lasker chess, which awards 3/4 of a point
to the player who gives stalemate, which Guy
called ‘win by the stale’ Of course, there are
many studies ending in stalemate for White,
which would then be 1/4 of a point. But we
searched Harold’s great study database and
found out that ‘win by the stale’ studies are very
rare as with the traditional point count they
have not such a point. From Guy’s search re-
sult I liked Khatyamatov (EG#17321) most.
Certainly much more can be done and ‘win by
the stale’ studies in Lasker chess might be an
interesting topic for an endgame study compe-
tition. Maybe Guy’s idea can be realised some
day. Guy was always an inspiration. He will be
sorely missed. RIP Guy”.

Arpéd Rusz writes: “Guy’s algorithm was de-
scribed in a 2011 ICGA Journal paper. I have
implemented it first in my Starchess tablebase
generator but, later, special versions of Freezer
and FinalGen were also created with the ability
to seed results of some positions before gener-
ating the tablebase.

You all know the Q/R Philidor position
where the queen triangulates in order to give
the move to Black. If returning to the same
position but with the other side to move is

essential to winning, we have a so-called ‘cyclic
zugzwang. Is Philidor’s position a cyclic zug-
zwang? It can be proved whether it is or not by
using Guy’s algorithm. One has to set the BTM
Philidor position to ‘DRAW’ before starting
the tablebase generation and see what will be
the WTM Philidor positions value at the end
of the tablebase generation. If it still is a WIN,
that means there is an alternative way to win
for White (a dual) which doesn’t pass through
the BTM Philidor position. If it turns to be a
DRAW, that means white cannot win without
passing the move to Black. Can you guess if
Philidor’s position is a cyclic zugzwang or not?

I worked with Guy on a new paper (togeth-
er with Galen Huntington) about cyclic zug-
zwangs. It was almost complete ... According
to our results, there are 1,135 such positions
with up to 5 pieces. Some cycles are linked to-
gether, some cycles have inner cycles and some
cycles are surprisingly long. The longest cyclic
zugzwang has a 45-move transit. I composed
several studies featuring them and the one that
follows is an original for EG that I dedicate to
Guy’s memory. He was a fan of these embed-
ded cycles...”"

H.1 Arpad Rusz

Original, dedicated to the memory of Guy
Haworth

AT T

% 7 %
>

d7a8 0002.01 3/2 Win

7

N

1.Sc3! (Logical try: 1. Kc7? The bK is already
in the corner, maybe it can be immediately
checkmated. 1...c3 2.Sed6 c2 3.Sbs c1Q+ but
due to the check, 4.Sb6 mate, cannot be deliv-
ered. White has to win a tempo. It is paradoxi-
cal that in order to achieve that, first White ac-
tually has to lose three times a tempo and give
the move to Black) 1...Kb7 (cyclic zugzwang #1

— 152 —



Obituary Guy McCrossan Haworth (xi1946 — 16vi2021)

WTM - the start of an 18—-move-long cycle). In
order to win, White has to return to this po-
sition, but with BTM) 2.Se7 Kbé6 3.Kd6 Kby
(cyclic zugzwang #2 WTM - the start of the 14-
move-long cycle) 4.Seds Kb8 5.8f4 Kb7 6.Se6
Kbé6 7.Kds5 Kb7 8.Kcs5 Ka7 9.Kc6 Kaé6 10.5f4
Kas 11.8fd5 Kaé (cyclic zugzwang #3 WTM -
the start of the 3-move-long cycle) 12.Kc7 Kas
13.Kd6 Kaé6 14.Kc6 (cyclic zugzwang #3 BTM
- the end of the 3-move-long cycle) 14...Kas
15.Kc5 Ka6 16.Se7 Kb7 17.Kd6 (cyclic zugzwang
#2 BTM - the end of the 14-move-long cycle)
17...Ka6 18.Sc8 Kby 19.Kd7 (cyclic zugzwang
#1 BTM - the end of the 18—-move-long cycle)
19...Ka6 20.Kc6 Kas 21.Kc5 Ka6 22.5d6 Kas
23.Sb7+ Kaé6 24.Kc6 Ka7y 25.S¢5 Kb8 26.Kd7
Ka7 27.Kc7 Ka8 28.Sbs ¢3 29.Sag (Sd7) c2
30.Sb6 mate. The checkmate from the logical
try has been delivered.

Marc Bourzutschky writes: “Guy was par-
ticularly interested in chess endgame table-
bases. He pointed out very early that optimal
play that respects the 50-move rule (the DTZs0
metric) could differ from play that achieves the
quickest mate (DTM). About twenty years ago
he suggested that I modify Eugene Nalimov’s
tablebase generator to produce DTZ50, which
enabled us to identify positions in the QP v Q
ending where White can win while still respect-
ing the 50-move rule by judiciously timing his

pawn moves, wheres pursuing a DTM strategy
takes fewer moves to win overall but falls foul
of the 50-move rule.

Guy’s easygoing style brought together
many researchers and facilitated collabora-
tions that otherwise might not have happened.
A recent example is Los Alamos chess, of his-
torical interest as one of the first chess variants
programmed on a computer. Los Alamos chess
is played on a 6x6 board, without bishops. Guy
pointed out that the starting position may be
solvable by combining a forward search with
exact tablebases for a small number of piec-
es, analogous to how the starting position for
checkers was solved. Guy brought together Al-
oril, who has solved several small-board chess
variants, and me, who has created 8-man table-
bases for small boards, to pursue exactly Guy’s
suggestion”.

HHdbVI is out!
See www.hhdbvi.nl




Studies for Practical Players:

Pawn waves

BY KARSTEN MULLER

A) Piece sacrifices

Connected passed pawn are very strong
trumps in the endgame. Because the pawns
gain so much in strength by promoting it can
be justifiable to give up a piece to stop their
advance:

(M.1) 49...Be7!! The bishop must prepare to
take on 6. 49...a2? runs into the amazing 50.g6
a1Q 51.g7+ Kg8 52.Kg6 and Black is powerless
despite the extra queen: 52...Qxf6+ 53.Kxf6
Bd4+ (Bd6; Kg6) 54.Kg6 Bxgy 55.e7 Bf8 56.8Q
e3 57.Bxds+ Kh8 58.Qxf8 mate. 50.fxe7+ (50.
g6 is met by 50...Bxf6 51.Kxf6 a2 52.e7+ Ke8
53.g7 a1Q+ 54.Kg6 Qxg7+ 55.Kxg7 Kxe7 draws)
50...Kxe7 51.g6 a2 (51...Kf8 52.Kf6 a2 53.e7+
Ke8 54.g7 a1Q+ 55.Kg6 Qa6+ 56.Khy Kxey
57.g8Q draws) 52.g7 a1Q 53.g8Q Of course not

53.g85+?2 Kd6 54.e7 Qes+ 55.Kg6 e3 wins. 53...

Qf6+ 54.Kg4 Qxe6+ 12-Y%

In the next case even a rook can be given up:

(M.2) 73.Rxf7+! Rxf7 74.e6 Kg8 75.Kg6 (75.

exf7+ Kxf7 76.Kes Kf8 77.Ke6 Ke8 78.f7+ Kf8
79.Kf6 hs 80.g5 h4 81.g6 h3 82.g7 mate, and

75.7 Rxey 76.fxe7 Kf7 77.e8Q+ Kxe8 78.Kg6 hs
79.Kxhs win as well) 75...Ra7 76.e7 1-0

In studies this can of course be realised
more beautifully and even a full queen can be
sacrificed:

(M.3) 7.Qgs5!"! (7Ka6? Qe2+ 8.Kas Qes+
9.Ka6 Qe2+ draws) 7...Qxgs5+ (7...Qe2 8.b7+
Kxay 9.Qcs mate) 8.Ka6 Bxay 9.c7 (it is clear
that 9.b7+? can't be winning, but slightly sur-
prising is that it also does not lose: 9...Kb8
10.c7+ Kxc7 11.b8Q+ Bxb8 stalemate) 9...Qas+
(Qfs; by mate) 10.Kxas Kby 11.bxay Kxay
12.¢8Q wins (EG#00383).

B) Breaking the pawn wave

Connected passed pawns are strongest
when they can potentially advance further and
further so two defensive methods are (i) break-
ing the pawn wave and (ii) blocking it.

(M.4) 75.Ra3? Now Black’s pawns will roll.
White must sacrifice the last pawn to break
the wave: 75.h4+! gxh3 76.Kf3! and White
holds, e.g. 76...h2 (e2; Ra1) 77.Ra1 e2 78.Rh1
Shs 79.Kf2 Sf6 80.Kxe2 Sg4 81.Kf3 Kh4 82.Kg2

M.1 A. Goganov - M.2 Pedrag Nikolic - M.3 Leopold Mitrofanov
C. Ali Marandi Falk Hoffmeyer 1st prize Rustaveli-800o AT 1967
Biel 2017 German club competition 2019 (end of study)
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White to move

White to move
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M.4 Marharyta Khrapko -
Olga Badelka

Champ. Belarus 2017
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M.s5 Lance Henderson de la
Fuente — C. Krishna
Gibraltar 2020

M.6 Michael Rahal - Jesus
Alberto Alcazar Jimenez
Champ. Spain 1995

White to move

f4, and now not: 83.Rxh2+? Sxh2 84.Kxh2 f3
wins, but: 83.Kf3 Kgs 84.Kg2 Kfs5 85.Kf3 draws.
75..Se2+ 76.Kg2 Kf4 (76...f4-+ wins as well)

77.Rag+ Kes 78.h3 (78.Ra2 can be met by 78...

f4) 78...8f4+ 79.Kg3 e2! 80.Ras+ Ke4 81.Rag+
Ke3 82.Ra1 gxh3 83.Kh2 Sd3 o-1

Often the pawns are best placed next to each
other:

(M.5) The king must help as the pawns
must stay next to each other: 56.Khé! (56.g7?
Kf7 57.Kh6 Sg4+ 58.Khy Sxf6+, 56.f7+7 Kt8
57.Kh6 Sd7 58.Kh7 Sf6+ 59.Kh6 Sds 60.Kh7 Se7
61.Kh6 e5 62.Kg5 Sxg6 win. After 56.Kg5? Kf8
57.Kh6 Sdy 58.Kgs Kg8 White is in zugzwang
and must advance one of the pawns with fa-
tal consequences) 56...8d7 (56...Kf8? 57.Khy
Sxg6 58.Kxg6 Kg8 59.f7+ Kf8 60.Kf6 e5 61.Kxes
Kxf7 62.Kd6 Ke8 63.Kcy Ke7 64.Kb6 a4 65.bxag
Kd8 66.Kby wins) 57.Kg7 Sf8 (57...e5 58.f7+
Ke7 59.Kh8 Sf6 60.Kgy Sdy draws). Now fol-
lows a nice switchback festival draw: 58.Khé6
(58.f7+2 Key 59.Kh6 Kf6 60.g7 Kxf7 wins) 58...
Sd7 (58...5xg6 draws as well: 59.Kxg6 Kf8 60.t7
e5 61.Kfs Kxf7 62.Kxe5 a4 63.bxaq Ke7 draws)
59.Kg7 S8 60.Kh6 Y2-Y2

In the next case the pawns can be blocked:

(M.6) 61...Kd8? But not like this. The
switchback 61...Kc6! 62.Sa5+ (by Kcz;) 62...
Kd7!! was forced (after 62...Kxc5? 63.b7 Bxby
64.Sxb7+ Kd4 65.5d6 the knight returns just in
time: 65...Ke3 66.5f5+ Ke2 67.Shg Ke3 68.Kf1
Kd2 69.5f3+ Kd3 70.Ke1 Ke3 71.Se5 Ke4 72.Sc4

White to move

Black to move

Kd3 73.Sd2 Ke3 74.5f3 Kd3 75.Kf1 Ke3 now a
study like win follows: 76.Se1 Kd2 77.Sc2 Kd3
78.Ke1 Kxc2 79.Ke2 wins), e.g. 63.c6+ Kc8! 64.c7
Bds draws. 62.Se5 Kc8 63.c6 Kb8 64.Sd7+ 1-0

When the pawns can be firmly blocked a
win can be possible:

M.7 Dmitry Gordievsky -
Nodirbek Abdusattorov
Chigorin MT 2017
3B
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Black to move

§

§

49...Kg5? The king chooses the wrong di-
rection. It had to keep the option open to go
to the queenside: 49...Kes! 50.Ke3 (50.Kg3 b3
s1.axb3 Kd4 draws) 50...f4+ 51.Kd3 Kdé6 52.Kc4
f3 53.Kxb4 Kes 54.Kc3 Kf 55.Kd2 g3 56.Ke1 Ke3
57.Kf1 f2 58.a4 Kd4 59.a5 Kc5 60.a6 Kb6 draws)
50.Ke3 f4+ 51.Ke4 g3 52.Kd3 Kg4 53.Ke2! Kh3
54.Bf3 Kh2 55.Kf1 Kh3 56.Kg1 Kh4 57.Kg2 Kgs
58.Kf1! The king heads for the queenside. 58...
Kh4 59.Bg2 Kgs 60.Ke1! Kf5 61.Kd2! White
circumvents the square e2. After 61.Ke2?! Kgg
it had to start all over again: 62.Bf3+ Kh3 63.Kf1
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Kh4 64.Bg2 Kgs 65.Ke1wins. 61...Kg5 (61...Kg4 the mined e4 square. 64...Kg4 65.Keq4 Kgs
62.Ke2 Kfs5 63.Kd3 Kgq 64.Ke4 wins) 62.Kd3 66.Bf3 Finally the decisive zugzwang. 66...
Kfs 63.Kd4 Kgs 64.Kes! White circumvents Kh4 67.Kxf4 Kh3 68.Ke3 g2 69.Bxg2+ 1-0

Exercises
This time I have also included several practical games.
Solutions on p. 157-158

M.8 M.g M.10
7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
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7 7
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d7a8 4003.32 5/4 Win f4d7 0430.21 4/4 Win e4e7 0400.43 5/5
Black to move and draw

M.14 M.15 M.16

= 2 B B 55

0K %/ » Yy

o oH W 5 E

&« AL

////%
»3y

. ok ;
i B

3y

&

Ay %y V. Ay 4 v
& 8 e
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Black to move and draw
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ASymmetry in endgame studies

BY SIEGFRIED HORNECKER

Tasks
and themes

As I find it difficult to find new ideas to write
about, this time I browsed through the book
ASymmetrie by Martin Minski and Michael
Schlosser and I present a small selection from it.

“ASymmetry” is defined as a symmetrical
position with an asymmetrical solution. The
authors, at the end of their monumental work,
write that symmetrical solutions sometimes
are also of great interest, citing for example the
Bianchetti study in the Rc3 version (EG#01112)
as well as the study by me and Martin Min-
ski in Schach 2009, prize (EG#18876) and the
“Fritz memorial cross” by Yuri Bazlov that won
the Fritz-100 MT in 2012 (EG#18958).

While it must have been around 8o years
old when I first saw it, the third study in the
book (they are in chronological order) has now
passed its centenary. It still should be reprinted,
at least in the symmetrical position, in every
comprehensive endgame theory book. Despite
being reprinted as EG#o1111 (i.e. directly prior
to the Bianchetti study), we take the liberty of
reprinting it here.

S.1 Alexander Selezniev
Deutsches Wochenschach 23ix1917
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1.Be4! S:e6 2.Bfs+ Kf3 3.Bxe6 Ke3! leads
to a symmetrical position. As there is no sym-
metrical waiting move, the solution has to be

asymmetrical, but the reason why only one
move succeeds is interesting. 4.Kf6? Kfs 5.Kg6
Kg3 6.Kf5 h3 7.Ke4 h2 closes an important di-
agonal. Of course the solution 4.Kdé! Kdg
5.Kc6! Kc3 6.Kds b3 7.Ke4 b2 also closes a di-
agonal, but it is not as important due to 8.Ba2
h3 9.Kf3 h2 10.Kg2 draws. The position in the
try lacked the move 8.Bi2 to stop the h-pawn.

T. R. Dawson was a great propagator of
“ASymmetry” and, nearly a century ago, The
Chess Amateur held a thematic tourney. Henry
A. Adamson submitted a few entries with pawn
endgames, to which he gave motto names. He
showed the difference between a Euclidean and
Einsteinian triangle in the initial positions. I
personally find non-Euclidean geometry fasci-
nating if it has another touch to it, i.e. if it uses
illusions or such. Video games can accomplish
this in fascinating ways, but in real life some
interesting examples exist as well. Impossible
objects are possible to display if seen from a
specific angle, as the famous Penrose triangle
sculpture proves. Three of Adamson’s pawn
study submissions shared the 2nd to 4th place.

S.2 Henry A. Adamson
Asymmetry TT, The Chess Amateur
1923/1924, “The Triangle (Einsteinian)”
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1.Kdé6! leads to two main variations:



ASymmetry in endgame studies

— ¢4 2.Kds5 Kd3 3.h3 Kc2 4.Kxcq4 Kxb2 5.Kd4
Kb3 6.Kes5 Kc4 7.Kf5 Kds 8.Kxgs Ke6 9.Kg6
wins, or:

— Kf3 2.Kxc5 Kg2 3.b4 Kxh2 4.b5 g4 5.b6 g3
6.b7 g2 7.b8Q+ wins.

In the first variation, the fifth to seventh
moves are not unique but their aim to get to g5
is. The second variation shows why 1.Kf6? Kd3
draws and, in the end, the queen fights a pawn
on c2.

The first “King of pawn endgames” com-
posed a small “ASymmetry” as well.

S.3 Nikolay D. Grigoriev
641936
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After 1.f4! Kf6! 2.Kf3 Kf5 the symmetri-
cal position is reached. White wins only with
3.Kg3! Kg6 4.Kg4 f6 s5.f5+ Khé6 6.Kfg Khs
73! Khé6 8.Ke3! Kg7 9.Ke4 Kf7 10.Kd5 Key
11.Kc6 wins. The other main variation runs 4...
f5+ 5.Kf3 Kf6 6.Ke3! wins with another asym-
metrical move. After 3.Ke3? Black would play
the first main variation’s mirror with 4.-f6 and
White lacks the space for 11.Ki6 (EG#00951b).

So what should I do with this knowledge?
For one, improving old endgame studies might
be an option...

(S.4) After 1.Qa8+ Rc8 2.Qas+ Ke8 3.Qes
Rg8 4.Qhs5+! Kd8 5.Qas+ Ke8 6.Qes! a 1949
Prokes study is reached. White wins after
6...Ra8 7.Qbs+ Kf8 8.Kf6! Rh8 9.Qc5+ Kg8
10.Qds5+ and 11.Qxa8 mate.

S.4 Valery Khortov
Shakhmaty v SSSR 1978, after Prokes 1949
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.. but composing new studies is also a viable
idea.

S.5 Jarl Henning Ulrichsen
Schach 2021
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1.bg Ke2 2.Kf7 Sd8+ 3.Kg6 Kfs 4.hg Kfs
5.b5! Kes 6.b6 Kd6 7.Kf6 wins.

The draw variations are rather complex here
and not related to the main variation, for ex-
ample 1.hg? Ke2 2.Kdy Sf4! draws while 2...
St8+ would lose here.

Jarl Henning Ulrichsen specialized in the

“ASymmetry” field, among others.

p.s. Martin Minski drew attention to two re-
cent “Asymmetry” studies. One by Arpad Rusz,
winning 1st prize in the 2017-2019 Tehtdvdinie-
ka ty (elsewhere in this issue), and a study by
Michael Schlosser getting a special HM in the
provisional award of the Krikheli MT. Keep an
eye open on the next issues!
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The All-Union Chess Section Tourney
1925-1926 (part 1)

History

After the Russian Revolution (1917), the re-
start of chess life in the new country commonly
called Soviet Russia (1917-1922) and officially So-
viet Union from 1922, was slow. There were chess
tournaments from 1920 but no composing tour-
ney before 1924. All three magazines (Shakhmat-
ny Listok, Shakhmaty and 64) organized their
tourneys, Shakhmaty being the first with a for-
mal one. The 1925 Moscow super-tournament
(Nov-Dec 1925) brought attention to the Soviet
chess scene, a good opportunity for organizing
composing tourneys.

The tourney, for two-movers, three-movers
and studies, was announced in 64 (30vii1925).
Its organizer was the chess section of the
All-Union Council on Physical and Sports
(Bcecoro3HbllT coBeT (M3NYECKON KYIbTYphl
in Russian). Entries had to be received by No-
vember 1st. The award in the study section, by
Nikolai Grigoriev, can be found in 64 no. 9-10
(30v1926): the diagrams of 15 studies followed
Grigoriev’s report.

With 49 entries and 22 participants (9 from
the Soviet Union, 13 from other countries),
the tourney was a relative success. The first
Shakmatny Listok tourney, announced some
months earlier (i1925, closure date 15v1925),
had received 46 entries, with a total of 22 com-
posers (12 from USSR- counting the Platovs
as one unity - and 9 foreigners). Relative only,
because among the 49, 10 had been sent by an
unknown composer, W. Droge - his name did
not pass into posterity and his entries were
very weak. In Italy, the only other tourney or-
ganized in the same period (LItalia Scacchisti-
ca, award iv1926) attracted 19 composers with
exactly the same number of entries (49).

Several famous names were absent (e.g.
Mattison, Rinck, Réti and, in the USSR, Troitz-
ky and the Platov brothers - all of them, except

BY ALAIN PALLIER

Réti, had taken part in at least one of the tour-
neys mentioned above). Among the compos-
ers of the new generation, several were be-
ginners who had only composed a handful of
studies in 1925: Bron, Kaminer, Halberstadt...

The tourney was formal and each entry had
its motto chosen by the composer. Grigoriev
commented on each awarded study, explaining
the reason for his choice; he also gave infor-
mation about unsound studies and about the
correct studies he did not find good enough to
include in the award.

Here is his provisional award:

1st prize: M. Havel (Czechoslovakia)

and prize: K.A.L (L.) Kubbel (USSR)

3rd prize: EJ. Prokop (Czechoslovakia)

4th prize: K. Runquist (Sweden)

s5th prize: K.A.L (L.) Kubbel

6th prize: L. Prokes (Czechoslovakia)

1st HM: L.B. Zalkind (USSR)

2nd HM: ‘unknow author’

3rd HM: V.A. Bron (USSR)

4th HM: V.A. Bron (USSR)

sth HM: R. Bianchetti (Italy)

commended: L.B. Zalkind, F. Simkhovich
(USSR), V.I. Ivanova (USSR), S. Gliaz (?)
(Estonia).

This last name should probably read Klas
(this unknown composer from Reval, the for-
mer name of Tallinn, took part in all 3 sections
and his name is not identically spelled in the
respective lists of participants).

We also know who took part but were un-
successful: S. Levman (with one study), S.
Kaminer (1), V. Halberstadt (3), Y. Brenev (3),
V. Kosek (1), E. Zepler (1), S. Clausen (1). Re-
warded composers also had some other studies
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that were not retained in the award: Prokes (2
studies), Zalkind (3), Simkhovich (2), Bron (2),
Klas (2), Bianchetti (1) and Ivanova (1).

The tourney was a success for Czech com-
posers, who were very active (especially
Prokop) in this period. Grigoriev was a classic
composer and it is not surprising that he chose
Havel’s miniature for first prize, with its echoed
mates.

But it soon appeared that there was a prob-
lem with the Havel study. In his column of
Shakhmatny Listok (15vii1926), Leonid Kubbel
pointed out a serious dual.

P.1 M. Havel
1st prize All-Union Chess Section,
64, 1925-1926
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ases 4010.01 3/3 Win

I begin with Havels solution: 1.Bg3+ Kf6
2.Bhg+ Kes (Kg6 3.Qe6+ Kgy 4.Bf6+ etc.)
3.Qg7+, and:

— Ke6 (Kf4 4.Qh6+ and White wins) 4.Qe7+

Kfs55.Qf6+ Kg4 6.Qgs5+ and White wins, or:
— Kdé6 4.Qe7+ (Losses of time: 4.Qf6+?! Kds

5.Qfs5+ Kd6 6.Qf8+ Kes 7.Qgy+ Kdé or

4.Qh6+2! Kds 5.Qhs+ Ke6) Kc6 5.Qe8+ Kcs
6.Bf2+ Kd6 7.Bg3+ Kcs 8.Qbs+ Kd4 9.Bf2+

Kc3 10.Be1+ Kd4 11.Qb2+ Kcs 12.Qb6+ Kcg

13.Qbg+ Kd3 14.Qc3+ Ke2 15.Qd2+ and

White wins.

The unsoundness is here, in B-line : 5.Qe6+
Kc7 6.Qb6+ Kdy 7.Qd8+ Ke6 8.Qey+ etc. and
White wins. Kubbel proposed adding a black
pawn on ay so that 5.Qe6+ Kc7 6.Qb6+ would
no longer be possible (intended solution
unchanged).

P.2 M. Havel
1st prize All-Union Chess Section,
64, 1925-1926 (version)
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The solution is intended as before but after
1.Bg3+ Kf6 2.Bhg+ Kes 3.Qg7+ Kd6 4.Qe7+
Kc6 5.Qe8+ Kcs 6.Bf2+ Kdé 7.Bg3z+ Kcs
8.Qbs+ Kd4 9.Bf2+ Kc3 10.Be1+ Kd4 11.Qb2+,
instead of 11...Kc4? thatloses, 11...Kcs! draws as
shown by the strong solver V. Proskurnin in
Shakhmatny Listok (20ix926). Kubbel conclud-
ed that the study could not be saved. Note that
6...Kc4 is another drawing move.

In December 1928, Havel published in
Ceskoslovensky $ach a correction (‘oprava’) of
his 1st prize:

P.3 M. Havel
Ceskoslovensk)? §ach 1928

,/ / / @
B BB

asds 4010.00 3/2 Win

So, apparently, with this 6-man setting,
Havel had succeeded in eliminating the black
pawn! For many years thereafter, this study
was invariably reproduced by writers-compos-
ers. We find it in Lommer’s anthology (1234
Modern End-game Studies 1938 and 1968), in
Chérons Lehr- und Handbuch der Endspiele
(vol 3, first edition, 1958), in Kasparyan anthol-
ogies (555 Etyud-miniatur 1975; Zamechatelnyie
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Etyudy 1982). They all gave a (different) wrong
source (Lommer: Schach in USSR; Chéron:
Schachmatny; Kasparyan: Shakhmaty). In
Ceské grandty (1975), a book that collects works
by Havel (articles and problems/studies), the
1928 study is no.1677, with the “1c’ (i.e. 1st prize)
mention and the date of... 1xi1925, i.e. the clo-
sure date of the tourney ! It was only in 2007 in
Suomen Tehtdviniekat that it was shown that
the line beginning with 1.Qbs+ was a second
solution but Pauli Perkonoja, who mentions
the cook, writes that the discovery was made
by Bruno Breider (1907-1995), years before the
EGTB. True, the new setting allows a second
solution beginning with 1.Qbs+ Kd6 2.Qb8+!
Ke6 3.Qe8 (Qg8)+ and White wins.

In no. 58 of the Bulletin Ouvrier des Echecs
(1951), for the 7oth birthday of the great Czech
composer, Halberstadt reproduced the 1928
version. Here is it, as presented in Halberstadt’s
article (he underlines the echo-moves):

1.Qd7+, and:

— Kes52.Qg7+!! Kd6 (Kf4 3.Qh6+ Kes 4.Bg3+)
3.Qf8+!! Kd7 4.Qd8+ Ke6 5.Qe7+ Kf5 6.Qf6+
Kg4 7.Qgs5+ wins, or:

— Kcs 2.Bf2+ Kcg 3.Qbs+ Kc3 4.Ber+!! Kdg
5.Qb2+!! Kcs (Kez 6.Qc1+ Kd4 7.Bf2+ wins)
6.Qb6+ Kc4 7.Qbg+ Kd3 8.Qcz+ Ke2 9.Qd2+
wins.

At last, in 2018, 93 years after the compo-
sition of the first version of Havel’s work, the
study found its final form (I don’t consider as
appropriate M. Garcia’s correction in 2012, with
2 additional black knights on e1 and g7 that are
captured without moving during the solution).

(P.4) 1.g7 h2 2.Bg3+! (Forcing the bK to go
to £6) Kf6 3.g8Q h1Q 4.Bh4+ Kes (Kf5 5.Qxf7+
Kes 6.Qg7+ Ke6 7.Qe7+ Kfs5 8.Qf6+ Kgg 9.Qg5+
Kh3 10.Qg3 mate) 5.Qh8+! (5.Qe8+? Kij!
6.Qxf7+ Ke3! and White draws) Ke6 6.Qe8+
(6.Qc8+?! Kes 7.Qh8+ is a loss of time) Kdé6
7.Bg3+ (Here again queen checks are all losses
of time) Kcs 8.Qbs+ Kd4 9.Bf2+ Kc3 10.Be1+
(10.Qcs (Qes)+2! Kb3 11.Qe3+ - 11.Qbs+ repeats
- 11...Kc2 12.Qe2+ Kc3 13.Ber+ Kdg 14.Qb2+
must be considered as a loss of time) Kd4 (Kc2

11.Qe2+ Kc1 12.Qd2+ Kb1 13.Qd3+ Kb2 14.Bc3+
Kbz 15.Bd4+ Kaz 16.Qc2+ Ka3z 17.Bcs mate)
11.Qb2+ Kc5 12.Qb6+ Kc4 13.Qbg+ (13.Qbs+?!
Kd4 14.Qb2+ Kcg 15.Qbg+ is another loss of
time) Kd3 14.Qc3+ Ke2 15.Qd2+ Kf1 16.Qf2
mate.

P.4 V. Kozyrev
Special honourable mention
Shakhmatnaya Kompozitsya 2018, after
Havel 1926.
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A very small change (hy pawn moved to {7)
is enough for a perfect correction (the ‘imper-
fections” at moves 14 and 15, already in Havel’s
study, cannot be considered as serious).

If there was no formal final award, as it ap-
pears, was Havel entitled to consider that his
corrected study (corrected, at least according
to him) still deserved the first prize in the tour-
ney? Can we imagine that composers like Hav-
el and Kubbel were not in contact, by sending
each other letters (in the mid-twenties, I be-
lieve that it was possible, the doors of Soviet
Union were not fully closed)?

In any case, in his 1938 collection, Kubbel’s
second prize is given as the first prize (and his
second prize-winner study in the award also
gains one place in the ranking to 4th prize).
Kubbel did not make any comment about this.
Timothy Whitworth, in his book about Kub-
bel, wrote: “... it appears that the award was
changed when Havel’s entry was found faulty’
This wording shows that Timothy did not suc-
ceed in finding any trace of the final award. But
there is even worse: as far I am aware, solutions
of the rewarded studies were never published
in 64!
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The awards of the two- and three-movers
sections were presented in the same way. First
the report and the diagrams, in the same is-
sue. For instance, for two-movers, diagrams
appeared in the January issue. The final award,
after publication of solutions, was modified
in November. So everything was ok for these
sections. For the study section, could the final
award of the study tourney have been published
elsewhere, with solutions, e.g. in a booklet?

But several clues seem to confirm that there
were no solutions published at the time:

— Ceskoslovensky $ach reproduced no less than
9 studies, soon, in 1926, first in July (the six
prizes) and then in October (three honour-
able mentions). But only 3 solutions were
given in April 1927, for the studies by Havel,
Prokop and Prokes, i.e. solutions that Czech
composers could supply themselves.

— In his collection, for both studies by Bron
(3rd and 4th hm), Marcel Lamare gives two
wrong solutions. Clearly he had no access to
any printed solution and had to try to find
them himself. In some other cases he found
solutions (e.g. for both Zalkind studies), but
sometimes he did not.

How did we know about the studies from
this tourney? Some were reproduced in other
magazines, in the USSR (both Kubbel’s studies
in Shakhmatny Listok for instance) and outside,
for instance, as mentioned, in Ceskoslovensky
Sach.

Some studies were selected in collections or
anthologies like Lommer’s 1234, published in
1938 or later (the Bron study that got 2nd hm
was selected in Sovietsky Shakhmatny Etyud in

1955). But such a disparity of sources also gen-
erates mistakes. Just to show how confusing
can be Lommer’s 1234, here are the rankings
and the sources that you find in this anthology:

Havel ases I. Pr « Schach in U.S.S.R » 1926,
Kubbel f3a4 I. Pr « All Union of Chess Sec-
tions » 1926, Prokop d4-h7 III Pr. « Schach
in US.S.R. » 1925, Rundquest (sic) bac1 III Pr.
« V.S.L.S. » 1926, Prokes f5d8 IV. Pr. « 64 » 1926.
What a mess!

Here is, at last, the Kubbel study, the true
winner of the tourney:

P.5 L.Kubbel
2nd prize (1st prize) All-Union Chess
Section, 64, 1925-1926

2 %7 %7 %g%
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B 5

f3a4 4013.34 6/7 Win

1.c4+ Kxas 2.Qb3 (The natural defence (2...
Ka6) fails to 3.Qa2+ Kb6 4.c5+ winning the

bQ) Qf7+ 3.Ke2 Qhs+ 4.g4! Qxgq+ 5.Kf1 (the
bK must now move to a6) Kaé 6.Qag+ Kbé6
7.¢5+ and White wins.

This time White wins the queen along the
rank.

As usual with L. Kubbel, clear, neat and
precise.

(to be continued)
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BY MARC BOURZUTSCHKY

Computer

Moores empirical law states that every 18
months the performance of equally expensive
computing technology doubles. More generally,
computing power is expected to increase expo-
nentially over time. Applied to chess endgame
tablebases, or EGTBs, this suggests that since
adding another piece increases the search space
exponentially by a factor of about 64, we should
expect roughly a constant time interval between
n-piece and (n+1)-piece EGTBs.

Thirty years ago, Lewis Stiller made the first
experiments with 6-piece endings, and fifteen
years ago Marc Bourzutschky (USA, hardware)
and Yakov Konoval (Russia, software), referred
as YK/MB, published the first results of their
research on 7-piece tablebases. Karsten Miiller
and Yakov Konoval recently published a 4-vol-
ume endgame series that includes extensive
discussion of 7-piece endings. Now Marc has
decided that the time has come to take on the
next big challenge, 8-piece endgames.

Software

Extending the EGTB algorithm from 7 to
8 pieces required a number of enhancements.
Most importantly, the extended algorithm uses
multi-threading to speed up the search. Again,
the intuitive DTC (Distance To Conversion)
metric is used, i.e. the distance to capture/
promotion or mate is stored with the position.
Castling and the s0-move rule are ignored;
we tolerate such minor things for pioneering
work. But the devil is in the huge numbers
that are associated with tablebases. Increasing
the number of pieces always needs two steps.
It starts with pawnless constellations, where
symmetries greatly reduce computational and
capacity requirements. Only later, in the sec-
ond phase, we move to pawn positions. There

AND EMIL VLASAK

are 1632 possible 8-piece constellations without
pawns, and a total of 4795 if pawns are includ-
ed. There are same- and different-coloured
bishops for both sides; each combination has
a separate table and files. They are labelled us-
ing Ken Thompson’s notation with a four-digit
number after the material configuration to in-
dicate the relative colours of the bishops.

Hardware

What hardware is needed for this kind of
madness? While some of the computations
were done with a basic home computer with
64 GB of RAM, the bulk of the work was done
with two mid-sized workstations with 1.5 TB
RAM and up to 24 threads each. As well as a
large RAM, significant hard disk storage is re-
quired. For example, the ending QRB-QBS has
about 20 trillion legal positions, and on-the-fly
compression is needed to perform the gener-
ation with 16 TB SATA disks. Once comput-
ed, EGTBs can be moved to cheaper off-line
storage.

Record length positions

Currently, Marc has generated over 15 per-
cent of the pawnless constellations, which al-
ready contain many of the constellations of po-
tential interest. Even this small subset of 8-piece
EGTBs generated so far occupies about 200 TB
and contains about 4 times as many legal posi-
tions as the total of all 7-piece tablebases.

Identifying record-length-win positions is
a popular EGTB application. In EGTB 6, this
was a position from the constellation RS-SS,
where 243 moves are needed to win. This re-
cord was significantly surpassed by YK/MB
in EGTB7 with QS-RBS with an incredible
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517-move win. This may be an absolute record
for the entire game of chess; the chess board
becomes so crowded that adding more pieces
may not lead to longer winning lines due to the
increased likelihood of shortening captures.
Marc’s tests so far suggest that the 8-piece wins
will not exceed the 400-move length achieved
in the RRS-RBB 0020 constellation, i.e. with
the same-coloured bishops. The normal re-
cord position without promoted pieces is a
RRBS-QR position with a length of 360 moves.
However, surprises are still not ruled out for
EGTBo. In fact, with piece strengths of 9, 5, 3, 3,
the difference for 8-piece is always even, while
for 9-piece it will be odd, giving this constella-
tion a dynamic similar to 7-piece.

Zugzwangs

Other beacons in the galaxy of positions are
mutual zugzwangs. Marc generates their lists
in EPD files. Arpad Rusz picked out two fun
positions.

BV.1 M. Bourzutschky 2021
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BV.2 M. Bourzutschky 2021
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The so-called full-point reciprocal zug-
zwangs, where the right to move decides the
whole point, have a privileged position. Marc
has found one very interesting case containing
major pieces only. Since there are no exam-
ples with a smaller number of pieces, the only
possible such configuration without promoted
pieces is QRR-QRR. Play by both sides is not
elementary but is still comprehensible.

BV.3 M. Bourzutschky 2021
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dic3 4800.00 4/4
Whoever is to move loses

WTM must play with the b-rook or lose
immediately. Simple is 1.Ra1 Kb2! After 1.Rbz
the strong move 1...Rb2! follows. But not 1...
Qxb7? 2.Rc8+! Qxc8 3.Qf6+! Res 4.Qf3+! Kbg
5.Qb3+ with stalemate or perpetual. The text
move creates a threat Qa4+, which is more val-
uable than a rook. 2.Rc8 Rd2+! (Qxc8?; Qf6+)
3.Kc1 Qxc8. Similar is 1.Rbs Rb2! 2.Rxb2
There is no perpetual after 2.Rc5+ Qxcs 3.Qf6+
Qes 4.Rc8+ Kbz 5.Qf7+ Qe6 6.Rb8+ Kaz. 2...
Qag+! 3.Kc1 Qai+! 4.Rb1 Qa3+! 5.Kd1 Qag+!
After the strongest defence 1.Rbb8 Black does
not have 1...Rb2? 2.Rdc8 but must find the el-
egant 1...Ra2! which eliminates all stalemate
and perpetual tricks: 2.Rb3+ Kxb3 3.Qf7+ Re6
4.Rb8+ Kaj3 5.Qa7+ Qa4+ wins.

BTM has only queen moves. After 1...Qe6
White has the nice move 2.Rb3+! with two
lines: 2... Qxb3z 3.Qf6+! Kcg 4.Qd4+ Kbs
5.Rb8+, or 2...Kxb3z 3.Qbs+! Kc3 4.Qcs+!
Qc4 5.Qxe3z+! Kb2 6.Qb6+! Ka1 7.Ra8+! Raz
8.Qf6+! Kb1 9.Rb8+. The best move is 1...Qcs
2.Qf6+ Res White has to find here a quiet el-
egant move 3.Qg7!! preventing 3...Qgi+ and
threating 4.Rdy. 3...Qe3 3...Kcq 4.Qf7+ Kc3
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5.Rb3 mate. 4.Rc8+ Kd4 5.Rbg+ Kd3 6.Rb3+
Kd4 7.Rxe3 wins.

General wins

A (pawnless) constellation is considered a
general win if the stronger side wins most of
the quiet positions. Such knowledge is usually
associated with the development of EGTB and
several ones were a surprise to classical chess
theory. There are several known general wins:
BB-S, Q-BB, Q-BS, RMM-RM (M is a minor
piece), RRM-RR. The win of RBS-RB with op-
posite-coloured bishops was even known in
the pre-computer era, but YK/MB proved the
generalization to all minor pieces. Particularly
unexpected was RSS-RB.

Marc supplied an Excel file with detailed
8-piece statistics and Emil asked if it would
be possible to recognize 8-piece general wins
automatically. This has sparked an interesting
discussion about general wins but the idea it-
self is not a good one. In fact, a general win is
in principle a part of chess strategy and has its
nature as a useful but imprecise heuristic.

John Beasley recalled problems with the QS-
RR constellation, whose assessment changed
several times even when EGTBs were availa-
ble. The rooks could hold on by doubling on
the third rank with the king on the side closer
to the edge but, if this fails, they will lose. So
the constellation must be considered complex,
as the following interesting position illustrates
as well.

BV.4 John Beasley & Emil Vlasak 2021
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but with Sg8 it is drawn
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The difference is that the knight on g7 reach-
es f5 in one move, where it interferes with Black
setting up a third-rank defence. Given the dif-
ficulty of reaching the third-rank defence from
many positions, John Beasley suggests that it is
unclear whether the third-rank defence should
be considered an exception to an otherwise
general win, or whether the availability of the
third-rank defence is common enough to label
the ending a general draw, as suggested by John
Nunn in the 2nd edition of his book Secrets of
Pawnless Endings.

Today it is clear that one extra minor piece
with sufficient accompaniment is enough to
win. And what about an extra exchange? RMM-
MMM (again, M for minor piece) is still a draw
and similarly RM-MM. RRM-RMM gives sig-
nificantly higher chances than RR-RM, but it
is still not a general win. The similar situation
RBS-Q is a draw but RRBS-QR is significantly
better, but not a general win. And maybe an
extra exchange needs even bigger accompani-
ment to assert itself? And even if it did, would
it have any practical significance?

Paradoxes

In rare situations, two weaker pieces are
more successful than a queen.

BV.5 Emil Vlasak and Jaroslav Polasek
Ceskoslovensky $ach 2016
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dib7 0106.10 3/3 scheme, White wins

Emil had already foreseen such a possibil-
ity in a 1997 article but, without EGTB6, he
missed the sound position. In BV.5 all is cor-
rect — 1.d8Q? Sxc6 is only a draw but 1.d8S+!
wins in 101 moves.
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The first 7-piece SSSS-Q was generated by
Marc in 2004 and it confirmed the old Troitzky
results that it is a general win. However, the RB
team (constellation SSSS-RB) will hold a draw
fairly easily, because the stronger side cannot
prevent the exchange of the bishop for one of
knights. But SSSS-RS and BSSS-RB are general
wins regardless of the bishop’s colours.

Studies

8-piece study positions without pawns com-
prise only about 2.5% of all 8-piece study po-
sitions. In addition, many 8-piece study posi-
tions without pawns are intentionally resolved
quickly by exchanges to 6-piece positions, so
perhaps it is not surprising that the tablebases
reveal only a small number of new cooks.

BV.6 A. Skripnik
1st/3rd prize Ellerman-120 MT 2014
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Intended was: 1.c8Q Ra1+2.Ra2 .Sc2+ 3.Kb3
Bds+ 4.Kxc3 Bxa2 5.Kb2! Bb1 6.Qfs+ Khy
Kgs Kf6 9.Qds Ke7 10.Qc6 Kd8 11.Qby Ke8
12.Qcy Kf8 13.Qd7 Kg8 14.Qey Kh8 15.Qf7
wins (EG#19998).

Black’s rescue based on Lolli’s BBxQ draw
is interesting: 3...Rxa2! with: a) 4.Kxa2 Bds+
5.Kb1 Sa3+! 6.Kc1 Bf6! 7.Qh3z+ Kgs 8.Qxa3
Bf7 Lolli draw, or b) 4.Qh3+ Kgé6 5.Kxa2 Bf6
6.Qd3+ Kf7 7.Qxc2 Bds+ 8.Ka3 Kg7, or ¢)
4.Qf5+ Khg! (Kh6? 5.Kxa2 Bds+ 6.Kb1 Sby4
7.Qh3+) 5.Qf4+ Khs! (Kh3? 6.Kxa2 Bds+ 7.Kb1
Sb4 8.Qe3+) 6.Kxa2 Bds+ 7.Kb1 Sb4! Or also
3...Bg7!

BV.6 C. M. Bent
The Best of Bent 1993
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Intended was: 1.Bf6 Se8 2.Sb6 Raé6 3.Bd8
Sf7 4.Sds5 Sxd8 5.Sb3 Re6 6.Sc3+ Kc2 7.Sd4+
draw.

It seems that EGTB6 on a local drive is sufh-
cient for Stockfish to find Black’s win with sev-
eral only-moves: 1...Sgfs! 2.Sb6 Se3+! 3.Kf2
Sega+! 4.Kf1 Ray! 5.Bgs Sfs!

So far Marc has found only three examples
where the cook seems to be non-trivial.

BV.7 R. Becker
special prize Akobia-80 MT 2017
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bsb8 0462.00 4/4 Draw
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Intended was: 1.Rd7 Be6 2.Rd8+ Kb7 3.Sd4
Ba2 4.Kcs5 Rc3+ 5.Kbs Rc1 6.Sf5 Rbi+ 7.Kcs
Bgi+ 8.Sd4 Rdi 9.Sb6 Rci+ 10.Kbs Rbi+
11.Kc5 Rxb6 12.Rd7+ Kaé6 13.Ra7+ Kxa7 draw
(EG#21545).

But 6...Bcg+ 7.Kb4 Be6! This is the unique
winning move according to the EGTB8. The
path to victory is very narrow. 8.Sd4 Rbi+!
9.Kc3 Bg4! 10.Rg8 Rc1+! 11.Kd2 Bfg+ 12.Kd3
Rg1! 13.Ke4 Bh2! 14.Ke3 Bd7! 15.Rh8 Rg3+!
16.Ke4 Rh3 17.Rd8 Rh7 18.Kd3 Bh3 19.Kc3
Bes 20.Re8 Bf6 21.Rf8 Be7 22.Rg8 Bd7 23.Kd2
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Bcs 24.Kc3 Rh4 25.5¢2 Bc6 26.Rd8 Be7 27.Rg8
Rh8 28.Rxh8 Bf6+ 29.Sd4 Bxh8.

Another way to win is 7...Rc1+.

BV.8 A. Botokanov
Shakhmaty v Kirgizzi 1981
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1.Rcs5+ Kb3 2.Rc3+ Kxc3 3.Sd5+ Kd3 4.Sbg+
Kc35.5xa2+ Kb3 6.Rb4+ Kxa2 7.Rb2 mate. This
position is an 8-piece tablebase win not intend-
ed by the author. This win seems to be beyond
human and current engine understanding.

First: Black holds on after 4...Kd4! 5.Sxa2+
Sc4.

Second: The fastest solution according to
the 8-piece tablebase is 1.Rd7 Sb3+ 2.Kd1 Kb2
3.Rda7! Rai+ 4.Ke2 Sci1+ 5.Kf2 Sd3+ 6.Ke3 Scs
7.Rb4+! Sb3 8.Sasg+! Ka2 9.Rh4 Re1+ 10.Kf4
Rfi+ 11.Keq4 Re1+ 12.Kds5 Rdi+ 13.Kes! Rd3
14.Ra8 Sd2 15.S¢5 Sf3+ 16.Kf6 Re3 17.Rb4 Se1
18.Sa4 Rf3+ 19.Ke6 Re3+ 20.Kds Rd3+ 21.Kc6
Sec2 22.Rb2+! Kai1 23.Rh8 Rdi1 (23...Sd4+
24.Kb7 Rd1 25.Rd8 Rd3 26.Ka8 Rb3 27.Rxb3)
24.Kc5 Rg1 25.Rh5 Rc1 26.Rh2 Rg1 27.Rb8
Rgs+ 28.Kd6 Sbs+ 29.Ke7 Sca3 30.Rd8 Rgg
31.S¢5 Rb4 32.Rd3 Rb2 33.Rxb2 Kxb2.

(BV.9) Intended was: 1.Bh3 Ra2+ 2.Kbs
Rxay 3.Bfs+ Kg8 4.Be6+ Khy 5.Bfs+ Kg7
6.Bxd7 Rxd7 7.Bb2+ Bd4 8.Kc6 Rd8 9.Kcy
Rds5 10.Kc6 Res+ 11.Kd6 Rcg4 12.Kds draw.

BV.9 H. Kallstrom
Tidskrift for Schack 1977
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This position is really lost in 26 for White,
but the winning line is very difficult 1...Se5!
2.5¢c8 Kg7! 3.Bf4 Bf2! 4.Bf5 Be1+! 5.Ka6 Ra2+
6.Kb7 Rb2+ 7.Ka6 Kf6 8.Sd6 Sc6! 9.Bh3 Sb4+
10.Ka7 Bf2+ 11.Ka8 Bd4 12.Seq+ Kg7 13.Bg3
Sc6 14.Bd7 Ses 15.Be6 Kf8 16.Bh3 Ke8 17.Sd6+
Kd8 18.Bf1 Rb1 19.Be2 Rb3 20.Bf4 Rb2 21.Sbs
Kc8 22.Sa7+ Kdy 23.Bbs+ Kc7 24.Bg3 Ra2
25.Ba6 Kbé6.

You can find several other examples in
Polasek’s column in this EG issue.

Tablebases with pawns will probably be
much more interesting. YK/MB are now work-
ing on subsets of 8-piece endings with pawns,
where one pawn pair is blocked.

Links

http://www.arves.org/arves/index.php/
en/latestnews/latest-news/2-ongecategori-
seerd/1509-8-men-tablebase-first-explorations
The first report by Bourzutschky.

https://drive.google.com/drive/folders/1h-
hqMEKkID5D-GDIP5DIUGrfPuGCkwXDTI
Supporting files.
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Thank you, Martin Minski, for sending a
correction of a study by E. Grosz.

P1E. Grosz
Tijdschrift 1938
correction Martin Minski

B EE B
NN

V/ vV, vV
o,

5 BB Am
N
w mom W
p
NN

hsds 0041.32 6/4 Draw

4

1.f6!! White prepares a stalemate rescue.
1...Bxf6 The capture is necessary (h1Q?; fxg7)
2.8d1! Bxdg4 (h1Q 3.Besg+! Kxe4/Qxeq4 4.Sf2/
Sc3+ - fork) 3.Se3+! The knight must be sacri-
ficed; otherwise the stalemate would not take
place (Ba6? Kc6;) Bxe3 4.Ba6 Kc6 5.Bd3!, and:

— h1Q 6.Beg+ Qxe4 stalemate.

— Kds 6.Ba6 Kc6 7.Bd3 with perpetual
repetition.

Pia E. Grosz
Tijdschrift 1938
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hsds 0041.21 5/3 Draw
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BY JAROSLAV POLASEK

The original Grosz study had a serious dual,
after 1.8d1! Bd4 2.Se3 +! Bxe3 3.Ba6! Kc6 in-
stead of the author’s 4.Bd3 another move im-
mediately draws: 4.Bf1 h1Q 5.Bg2 + Qxg2 stale-
mate, so there was no perpetual repetition.

It is a pity that the third fork 1...Be1 2.Bf1!
h1Q 3.Bg2+ Qxg2 4.Se3+ could not be pre-
served in the correction.

The Minski correction ends with a model
stalemate, but with the uneconomic bPh4. That
is acceptable in mate problems, but in the study

— where Black is the equal partner of White - it
is a small defect after all. However, it could not
be avoided in this construction.

I tried to adapt Grosz’s theme with an eco-
nomic stalemate.

P.2 Jaroslav Polasek
after E. Grosz
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1...c2! (1...g2 2.Bxc7+ Kxbs 3.5f3 c2 4.Bf4
draws) 2.5¢c6+! White prepares the destruction
of bPc2 using a fork on d4. The moves 2.Bg5? g2
3.5¢6+ Kag! 4.Bb3+ Kxb3 5.Sd4+ Kc4 6.Se2 Sf3!
double attack 7.Kxg2 Sxgs or 2.b6 cxb6 3.5c6+
Ka6 4.Sbg+ (Bcg+ Kby;) Kay 5.5xc2 g2 6.Sxe1
g1Q 7.53 Qfi+ 8.Kg4 Qd3 are bad because the
three white pieces don't have a proper coordi-
nation and cannot resist the bQ. 2...Kag4! After
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2...Kb6?? 3.Bg5 g2 4.Be3+ Kxbs 5.5d4+, or 4...

Kb7 5.Sa5+ Kb8 6.Sb3 White holds both pawns
and even wins. 3.Bb3+! Kxb3 4.Sd4+ Kc3! Af-
ter 4...Ka4 5.Se2 g2 6.Bgs Sf3 7.Be3 g1Q 8.5xg1
Sxg1+ 9.Kxh4 White draws thanks to the fast
h-pawn. 5.8xc2 (5.Se2+? Kd2 6.Sg1 Ke3 7. hxg3
Kf2) 5...g2! 6.Sd4! 6.Bf6+? Kxc2 7.Bd4 is too
slow due to 7...5f3!, e.g. 8.Bcs g1Q 9.Bxg1 Sxgi+
10.Kxh4 Kd3 11.Kg4 Kegq! 12.h4 Kes and bK
holds the h-pawn with win. 6...Kxd4 Black

must capture the knight (6...g1Q 7.Se2+; 6...

Kd3? 7.5f3! Sxf3 8.Kxg2 draws). 7.Bxc7 Kcs!
This is a modified Grosz’s finale. 8.Bb8 Kbé6
9.Bes, and:

— g1Q 10.Bd4+ Qxd4 stalemate, or:

— Kcs5 10.Bb8 Kb6 11.Bes with perpetual
repetition.
[HH considers having BTM here in the in-
itial position to be a small blemish. Why not
skip 1...c2 that contributes nothing?].

P.3 Igor Yarmonov & Jaroslav Poldsek
after Kubbel and Benké

original
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Igor Yarmonov has found an interesting
idea joining two stalemates. I contributed to
the study with minor improvements to the in-
troduction: 1.Sbs+ Kc6 2.f6 Re8! (Rf7 3.dxes
Rg8 4.Sd6 is the simplest way to draw. e.g. Rdy
5.Rc4+ Kds 6.Kb6 Rxd6+ 7.exd6 Kxcgq 8.Kxby
Kds 9.Kc7 Ke6 10.d7) 3.Rxes! (3.dxes5? Kxbs
4.f7 Rf8 5.e6 Kc6 6.e7 Ras mate), and:

— Rgxes 4.dxe5 Kxbs (see P3a - Leonid Kub-
bel) 5.f7 Rf8 6.€6 b6! 7. Kb7 Kcs 8.e7! (8.Kc7?

Kds 9.Kd7 Kes 10.Ke7 Ra8 11.Kdy Kf6 12.e7
Kxf7) Rxf7 9.Ka6 Rxe7 stalemate, or:

— Rexes 4.dxes Kxbs (see P3b - Pal Benké) 5.7
(5.€6?2 Kc6 6.7 Kc7 7.68Q Ras mate) Rfs 6.e6
Kcé6 7.£8Q! (7.e72! Kcy! 8.e85+ Kd7! 9.Kxby
Rxf7 10.Sc; Kd6) Rxf8 8.e7 Rc8 9.e8Q+
Rxe8 stalemate.

P.3a Leonid Kubbel
Tidskrift for Schack 1916
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aybs 0300.21 3/3 Draw

1.f7 Rf8 2.e6 b6! 3.Kb7 Kcs 4.e7! Rxfy
5.Ka6! Rxe7 stalemate.

P.3b Pal Benkd
EG153 2004,
version of Kubbel
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aybs 0300.21 3/3 Draw

1.f7 Rf2 2.6 Kc6 3.f8Q! Rxf8 4.e7 Rg8
5.68Q+! Rxe8 stalemate.

Marc Bourzutschky has generated some
8-man EGTB’s and has used them to test
8-man studies (see Computer News, elsewhere
in this issue). In the list of unsound studies, I
was interested in Gurvich’s study, which I final-
ly managed to correct.
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P.4 Abram Gurvich
2nd prize 64 1927
correction Jaroslav Polasek
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a4a8 0712.10 6/3 Win

1.Sa6 Rxa7y 2.Bc6+! (Bbs? Rf7;) Rxc6 3.Sd7+
Kb7 4.Rb8+ Kxa6 5.Rb6+ Rxb6 6.Sc5 mate.

Abram Gurvich (1897-1962) published his
study as an 8-man position without wPay and
another small difference wRh8->g8. The study
was unsound, Black draws by 1...Re7! 2.Bg6
Kay! 3.Sb4 Rby (HH 2018, HHdbVI#80987),
because wSf8 is pinned and eventually the ex-
change of the rooks creates a draw BSS-R con-
stellation. Marc found out that here 2...Rby
also draws.

In the fixed version, the defence 1...Re7
2.Bg6 Kxa7 3.Sb4 Rb7 will no longer help Black.
The little shift wRg8->h8 completely changed
the situation, White has the study win 4.Be4!
Rf7 5.Kbs! (5.Kas5? Rcs+ 6.Kag Rc8 with repe-
tition) Rb8+ 6.Ka5 Rbxf8 7.Sc6+ Kb7 8.Sd8+!

Kay (after 8...Kc8 9.Sxf7 the bRf8 is pinned; 8...

Kc7 9.Se6+ fork) 9.Sxf7 Rxf7 10.Ra8 mate.

Black will not be saved even by 3...Ras8,
White can break out of the pin on 8th rank
in time. 4.Kbs! (Kb3? RbS8;) Res+ 5.Kcgq
Rc8+ 6.Kb3! (6.Kd4? Rbs 7.Sds Rd8 8.Rhy+
Rby draws) Re3+ 7.Kag (WK circled his wSb4)
Ra8 (Rey 8.Rhs Rxf8 9.Sc6+ fork) 8.Sds5 win,
e.g. Res 9.Sc7 Rd8 10.Rhy Rd4+ 11.Kb3 Re3+
12.Kc2 Kbé6 13.5fe6.

The extra wPay is necessary, without it Black
draws 2...Kb7! 4.Kbs Res+ 5.Kc4 Re7! (see
P.5). This is the key arrangement of black pieces.
White can't release the knight 8, Black builds
a fortress. 6.Sd5 Redy7! Black takes advantage of
the fact that 7.5xd7 Rxh8 leads to the exchange
of rooks with a draw. 7.Sb4 (7.Be4 Ka7 with Rf7

next) 7...Rey draw, e.g. 8.Bh5 Re4+ 9.Kb3 Re3+
10.Ka4 Ra8+ 11.Kbs Rxf8 12.Rxf8 Res+.
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White does not win

6.Sds5 Red7! draws.

P.6 Norman Macleod
special hon. mention Szachy 1987
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e1d3 0714.00 4/4 Draw

1.Rd2+ Kc3 2.Se2+ Sxe2 3.Bxe2 After an
analytically complex introduction, an elegant
study score emerged. White avoids mutual
zugzwang in two lines:

— Rai+ 4.Bd1! (4.Rd1? Rxdi+ 5.Bxd1 Rb1 6.Ke2
Ra1) Re4+ 5.Re2 Rxe2+ 6.Kxe2 draws, or:

— Rbi+ 4.Rd1! (4.Bdi? Res+ 5.Re2 Rxea+
6.Kxe2 Ra1) Rxd1+ 5.Bxd1 Ra1 6.Ke2 draws.

Norman Macleod (1927-1991) was a Scot-
tish chess player and chess composer.

In the second edition of Endgame Magic
(2017, John Beasley and Timothy Whitworth),
the authors preferred to shorten the study by
one move. They were afraid of 1...Kcq with
an unclear result at the time. We now know
that the study is sound as according to Marc
Bourzutschky, White is o.k. after 2.Be2! But
2.5¢6? loses because of 2... Rbi+! 3.Bd1 Raai!
4.Se5+ Kca! 5.Rd8 Rbs! 6.Rc8+ Kd4! 7.5g4 Rfs!
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8.Rd8+ Sds! 9.Kd2 Raz+ 10.Kc1 Rg2 11.Rd6 Rg3
12.Kd2 Kcs 13.Ra6 Rf4 14.Ras+ Kdé6! 15.Be2 Rb4
16.5Sh6 Ke6 17.Ra6+ Kes! 18.Sg4+ Kdg 19.Sh2
Rb2+ 20.Ke1 Sc3 21.5f3+ Kds 22.Ras5+ Ke4!
23.5d2+ Kf4 24.Bf3 Rg1+ 25.Kf2 Rgb.

John Beasley wrote to me about this (short-
ened): “The position after 1...Kcq 2.Be2+ isn’t
so easy. Black has R for B and White is pressed
against the edge; win, or only draw? We now
know that it is only a draw (Marc Bourzutschky
confirmed that), but how do I present this to an
audience? Do I just say: “the computer says draw”
and expect the audience to be satisfied, or can I
say: “but Whites pieces are well organized and
the computer confirms that Black cannot win”?
I would be willing to say the latter if I thought it
was justified, but I don’t think I would be willing
to say the former.

So, our shortening of the study to ensure
soundness was not necessary, but has it im-
proved the study aesthetically? It has certainly
made it less complicated. I am happy just to re-
port the facts: the shortening is now known not
to have been necessary for soundness, but it did

simplify things.”

P.7 Norman Macleod
special hon. mention Szachy 1987
Modification Jaroslav Polasek
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I don’t like Macleod’s complicated intro-
duction. Not even a shortening by one move
satisfied me because I always try to avoid a
simple exchange of pieces. That's why I offer a
version that could be attractive even for OTB
players. 1.bs! (1.cxby? is completely hopeless
for 1...Rd7 2.Bb2 Rds 3.Kb3 Kxb7 4.Kcg Kcé6
and Black wins) bxc6 2.Bd6+! (bxc6? Ray+;)
Kby After 2...Kc8 3.bxc6 Rd8 (3...Rh5?? 4.Rb4

and Black would even lose) 4.Bcs! Rds 5.Kbs

Kcy 6.Rag Black cannot strengthen its own po-

sition — draw. 3.Rxes! cxbs+ (3...Rxes5 4.bxc6+

Kxc6 5.Bxes) 4.Rxbs+! (4.Kxbs?! Rxe5+ 5.Bxes

Rhs loses a piece) Kc6 The study could also be

started here without pawns. 5.Bb4! and further

as in the Macleod’s study:

— Ra8+ 6.Bas! (6.Ras?! Rxas+ 7.Bxas Ray
8.Kb4 Ra8 zz) Rhg+ 7.Rbg Rxbg+ 8.Kxbg
draws, or:

— Ray+ 6.Ras! (6.Bas?! Regq+ 7.Rbg Rxbg+
8. Kxb4 Ra8 zz) Rxas+ 7.Bxas Ra8 8.Kbg
draws.

P.8 Jaroslav Polasek
Ceskoslovensky sach 2015
(After Macleod),
version, original
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While finishing my column, I suddenly re-
membered that I have improved this study
once before. In the article “With the extra Ex-
change..” (S kvalitou vice..., Ceskoslovensky
Sach 5/2015), I published the study in a simple
6-piece position with a black move. For the
purposes of that article, it was sufficient. Now
I have managed to start with a short introduc-
tion with WTM in the initial position (I turned
the original position by 9o degrees and added a
one black pawn).

White must not play 1.Bc7?! because of
a nice refutation 1...Rc2! 2.Bes (hopeless is
2.Bd6 2.Bd6 Rc6 3.Kxh6 Rbbé6) 2...Rbs (or 2...
Rcs with the same idea) 3.Rf4+ Kh3 4.Bf6 Kg3
5.Rh4 Rgs+! The key check, the rook is taboo.
6.Kxh6 Rfs and Black wins due to poor coordi-
nation of the white pieces, e.g. 7.Bey Rc6+ 8.Kg7
Re6 9.Bd8 Rds 10.Rh8 Rd7+ 11.Kf8 Rxd8+.



Quality control

Correct is 1.Be3! hs 2.Rfg+ Kg3 3.Kxhs
This position, rotated 9o degrees, I published
the study in Ceskoslovensky sach s/2015. 3...Re1
The line 3...Rbs+ 4.Kg6 Rsb3 5.Bd2 Rd3 6.Rb4!
illustrates the tactical rescue motif in a diffi-
cult situation. 4.Rg4+ Kf3 5.Bg5 (5.Bh6? Rhi+
6.Bgs Rfs!), and:

— Rhi+ 6.Bhg (6.Rh4? Rxhg4+ 7.Bxhg Rh2
8.Kgs Rh1) Rbs+ 7.Rg5 Rxgs+ 8.Kxgs5 draws,
or:

— Rh2+ 6.Rhg (6.Bh4? Res+ 7.Rgs Rxgs+
8.Kxgs Rhi1) 6...Rxhg+ 7.Bxhgq Rh1 8.Kgs
draws.

P.g Jaroslav Polasek & Emil Vlasak
Ceskoslovensky sach vi2o21
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In the Computer News column in this is-
sue, Marc Bourzutschky and Emil Vlasak give
the nice mutual zugzwang BV2, unfortunately

without further analysis. I commented on this
unusual position for Ceskoslovensky sach and
I was surprised by its richness. I even created
a mini-study with a paradoxical introduction
1.Ka1!! (Bad is 1.Re1+? Re4! 2.Ras+ Kf6! 3.Rxe4
Rb6+! or 1.Ras+? Rds! 2.Rei+ Kf6! 3.Rxds
Rf2+!) All corners of the chessboard are occu-
pied by white pieces! Now Black is in zugzwang
and all his moves lead to a loss:

— Rg6 2.Rae8+! Kfg (Kd6 3.Rd8+ Kcs 4.Rc1+;
Kf6 3.Ref8+) 3.R8hg+! with winning the
rook, e.g. 3...Rg4 4.Rfi+ Kgs 5.Rxg4+ Rxgq
6.Rg8+ Kh6 7.Rh1+! Rh5 8.Rh8+, or:

— Rdf4 2.Ras5+! Ke4 3.Re1+ Kd3 4.Ra3+! Kcgq
5.Rc1+! (the greedy 5.Rxe6?? Rfi+ 6.Kb2
Rsf2+ ends with a mate) Kbg 6.Ra2! and
Black prevents the mate only at the cost of
the rook, or:

— Rdd6 2.Re1+! Kd4 (Kfs 3.Rf1+ Kg5 4.Rag8+
Rg6 5.Rg1+) 3.Rhg+ Kc3 4.Ra3+ Kd2 5.Rb1!
win.

If White was on the move in BV2 (the po-
sition after 1.Ka1 in P.9), Black would be saved,
e.g. 1.Rc1 Rgé6! 2.Rae8 + Kf6! 3.Ref8 + Kg5 draw
(the winning move R8hs + is missing, because
wR left h1 in the first move).

Allthese studies with detailed analyses can be
found at www.sach.cz/download/eg225_jp.pgn
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Marco Campioli (Italy) was judge of the informal tourney of the German composition magazine.
He considered 33 studies by 22 composers from 14 countries. The award was, for unknown reasons,
split into a win and a draw section. The provisional award appeared in Die Schwalbe no. 304 (vi-

ii2020) with a three-month confirmation time.

Win section

No 23714 M. Garcia
1st prize
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No 23714 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).

1.Ra6/i, and:

— Bd3+ 2.Kes (Kg4? hs+;) hs 3.Rxa3 h4 4.Ra1
(Se6? h3;) Kf3 (h3; Rh1) 5.5e6 h3 6.Sg5+ Kg2/
ii 7.Kf4 c3 8.5f3 Kf2 9.Rhu/iii Bf1 10.Sh2 Bd3
(Bg2; Rc1) 11.8Sg4+ Kg2 12.Rh2+ (Rec1? h2;)
Kg1 13.Raz/iv Bb1/v 14.Re2, with:

- Bd3 15.Re1+ Kg2 (Bfi; Kg3) 16.Se3+ Kf2
17.Rh1 c218.Sxc2 Bxc2 19.Rh2+ Kg1 20.Rxc2
h2 21.Kg3 wins, or here:

- c2 15.Re1+ Kg2 16.Se3+ (Rc1) Kf2 17.Rc1
Ke2/vi 18.Sxc2 Bxc2 19.Rxc2 wins, or:

— Kdg 2.Se6+ Kc3 3.Rxaz+ Kb2 4.Ra8/vii c3
5.Rb8+ Ka3z 6.Sd4 Bd3+ 7.Kfs c2 8.Sb3z Kb2
9.Ke3 Bcg 10.Sd2+ Kai/viii 11.Ra8+ Baz
12.Kd3 c1Q 13.Sb3+ Kb2 14.Sxc1 Kxc1 15.Rxa2
wins.

i) 1.Ke5? c3/ix 2.Rb3 a2 3.Rxc3+ Kd2 4.Kd4
a1S 5.Se4+ Kd1 6.Ke3 Sca+

ii) Kg3 7.Rg1+ Kf2 8.Sxh3+ wins.

iii) 9.Se5? Be2 10.Ra2 h2 11.5g4+ Ke1 12.5xh2

Kdi 13.Ke3 c2 draws.

iv) 13.Rxh3? c2 14.Rg3+ Kf1 15.5e3+ Ke1
16.Rg1+ Kd2 draws.

v) c2 14.Ra1+ Kg2 15.Se3+ Kf2 16.Sxc2 Bxc2
17.Ra2 h2 18.Rxc2+ wins.

vi) h2 18.Sxc2 Bxc2 19.Rxca+
vii) 4.Ra7? ¢3 5.Rb7+ Ka3z 6.Sd4 Bd3+ 7.Kf4
c2 8.Sb3 Kb2 9.Ke3 Ba6 10.Rb6 Bc4 draws.

viii) Kc3 11.Se4 mate, or Ka2 11.Ra8+ Kbz
12.5xc4+ Kc3 13.Ra1 wins.

ix) h5? 2.Ra6 h4 3.Rxa3+ Bd3 4.Ra1 see main
line.

“There are only nine pieces in the starting
position but there is much tension in the struc-
ture: White has a material advantage but Black,
on the other hand, has two dangerous passed
pawns on each wing. Therefore White must act
immediately and with great decision. All the
pieces, both from the attacking and defensive
armies, take part in the fight. There are count-
less brilliant moves. Various main lines consid-
erably enrich the composition™

No 23715 P. Krug & M. Garcia
and prize
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No 23715 Peter Krug (Austria) & Mario
Guido Garcia (Argentina). 1.5f2/i bxc3+ (Kh2;
Sxh3) 2.Ke2 h2 (Kh2; Sxh3) 3.Shz+/ii Khi
4.Ra8/iii g1S+/iv 5.Kf2 (Kf1? Sxh3;) Sxh3+ 6.Kg3
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ds 7.Rai+ Sg1 8.Ra2/v Sh3 9.Kxh3 Kg1 10.Kg3
hiS+/vi 11.Kf3 d4 12.Rc2 d3 13.Rxc3 d2 14.Rd3
Kf1 15.Rxd2 wins.

i) 1.cxbg? Kh2 2.Rf2 Kg3 draws.

ii) 3.Ra8? h1S 4.Sg4 Sg3+ 5.Kf3 Sf1, or 3.5g4?
c2 4.Rc8 h1Q 5.Rxc2 Qh6 6.Sxh6 Khi1 draw.

iii) 4.Kf3? c2 5.Rc8 g1S+ 6.Kg3 Se2+ draws.
iv) g1Q 5.5f2+ Kg2 6.Rg8 mate.

v) 8.Rc1? d4 9.Rc2 Sh3 10.Kxh3 Kg1 11.Kg3
Kf1 12.Rxh2 Ke1 13.Kf3 Kdi1 14.Ke4 c2 15.Kd3
c1S+ draws.

vi) Kf1 11.Rxh2 Ke1 12.Kf3 (Kf4) Kd1 13.Ke3
d4+ 14.Kd3 wins.

“The authors presented a twin study but the
twin B had an inversion of moves at the end of
the solution. This composition — only the twin
A remains - is very interesting: the starting po-
sition is similar to a real ending and the play
of both colours presents strong and precise
moves. Also, the variations are praiseworthy.
In the end White wins but only after a difh-
cult fight: the black counter-play is dangerous.
During the long main line one can find various
tries, brilliant moves, refusal to capture unde-
fended material, zugzwang, underpromotions
to knight” .

No 23716 D. Hlebec

3rd prize
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No 23716 Darko Hlebec (Serbia). 1.Bdi
Sd6/i2.Sxd6 h2 3.Sd4 Bxd4/ii 4.Bb3 Kh3 5.Bxds
Be3+ (g2; Rb3+) 6.Kxe3 g2 7.Bxga+ Kxg2
8.Rb2+/iii Kg1 9.Rb1+ Kg2 10.Rh1 Kxhi 11.Kf2
g5 12.5f5 (Se4) g4 13.Sg3 mate.

i) h2 2.Se5 Bei+ 3.Kd3 Sdé6 4.Bf3+ wins.

ii) Kh3 4.Rxg7 Bxd4 5.Rh7+ Kg2 6.5f5 h1Q
7.Bf3+ Kxf3 8.Rxh1 Bcs 9.Rfi+ Kgg 10.Se3+
Bxe3+ 11.Kxe3 d4+ 12.Ke2 d3+ 13.Ke3 wins.

iii) Thematic try: 8.Rxg7+? Khi/iv 9.Rb7/v
Kg2 10.Rb2+ Kgi 11.Rb1+ Kg2 12.Rh1 Kxhi
13.Kf2 stalemate.

iv) But not Kf1? 9.Se4 (Sf5) h1Q 10.Sg3+ wins.
v) 9.Se4 stalemate.

“In the ‘airy’ starting structure the white piec-
es dance with great elegance: at first bishop and
knights collaborate in order to improve the po-
sition. Then a bolt from the blue: a knight sac-
rifices itself. The white pieces prepare the deci-
sive descent of the Rook. Of course, the sacrifice
of the rook (10.Rh1!) had previously been uti-
lized in composition (A.Mouterde, HHdbVI#
87056; F. Richter, HHdbVI#76830; A. Gillberg,
HHdbVI#33559), but this study shows an orig-
inal starting position and an original main
line. The final minor dual (12.Sf5/Se4) has no
influence”.

No 23717 G. Sonntag
4th prize
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No 23717 Gunter Sonntag (Germany).1.5d4
Qg4 2.Sc2+ Ka2 3.Sbg+ Kai 4.f5 Qxfs/i 5.g7
Qf4+ 6.Rd2 Qfi+ 7.Rd1 Qxcg+ 8.Sc2+ (Kd2+?
Kb2;) Ka2 9.Rd2 Kb3 (Qf1+; Se1+) 10.Rd3+ Kaz
(Qxd3; g8Q) 11.Rf3 Qg4 12.Sb4+ Ka1 13.Rf1 Qg2
14.Re1/ii Qg3 (Qb2+; Kd1) 15.Rh1 Qg2 16.g8Q
Qxg8 17.Kc2+ Qg1 18.Rxg1 mate.

i) Qf4+ 5.Rd2 Qfi+ 6.Rd1 Qxfs 7.Sd3 wins.

ii) 14.g8Q7 Qxfi+ 15.Kd2 e,g, Qf2+ 16.Kd3
Qf3+ 17.Kd4 Qfg+ 18.Kc3 Qf6+ draws.

“The starting position shows a material bal-
ance between the white and back armies but
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White has the advantage: as a matter of fact
the white forces occupy active positions and,
moreover, the bK is tightly resricted. The play
is interesting and the collaboration of the white
pieces is remarkable. Of course, Black’s coun-
ter-play by is exclusively by the Queen, but
nevertheless also the second player has many
strings to his bow. After a hard fight White
improves its position and Black cannot escape
checkmate”.

No 23718 P. Arestov
5th prize
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No 23718 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Bes/i
Rc6+ 2.Kxc6 (Bxc6 e1Q;) eiR/ii 3.Bf6+ Rey
4.Bga/iii hxg4/iv 5.Kd6 Ke8 6.Bxey Kf7 7.Bd8/v
g3 8.Ke5 Kg6 9.Kf4 g2 10.Bb6 Khs 11.Kg3 wins.

i) Thematic try: 1.Bf4? Rc6+ 2.Kxc6 e1Q
3.Bgs+ Qey zz 4.Bfs Ke8 5.Bg6+ Kf8 6.Bxey+
Kxe7 draws. If 1.Bg3? Rc3 2.Be1 Rd3+ and Black
wins.

ii) e1Q 3.Bf6+ Qey 4.Bg5 zz Qxgs 5.hxgs wins.

iii) 4.Bgs? stalemate, or 4.Bf5? Ke8 5.Bg6+
Kf8 6.Bxhs Re6+ draws.

iv) 7.Bg5? g3 8.Kes Kg6 draws.

“In the initial stage this study presents very
brilliant moves: the thematic try 1.Bf4?! with
a zz position, the sacrifice of the rook and
also the unexpected promotion to rook which
is stronger than the ordinary promotion to
queen! The conclusive manoeuvre of the bish-
ops is elegant: at first the very strong sacrifice
(4.Bg4) which sets the pawn free and then the
‘entrance’ of its colleague in order to stop the
dangerous black pawn”

No 23719 S. Slumstrup Nielsen
& M. Minski
1st honourable mention
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No 23719 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark) & Martin Minski (Germany). 1.Bc8+
(Re3+ Kxd6;) Kxd6 2.by Bb6 3.S8a6 (Rd3+?
Kcs;) Rxc8+ 4.bxc8S+ (bxc8Q? Qay mate;)
Kes/i 5.5xb6 Qg2 6.Sc6+ Kd6 7.Rf6 mate.

i) Ke6 5.5xb6 Qg2 6.Sc5+ Kes 7.Scd3+, and
Ke6 8.5f4+, or Kd6 8.Sc4+ wins.

“The white pieces collaborate with great pre-
cision in order to improve the position. Var-
ious brilliant moves enrich the composition.
In spite of clever resistance by the black pieces,
the first player constructs a fantastic check-
mate. A structure worth remembering appears:
a model mate deserving of the highest praise”

No 23720 L. Kekely & M. Hlinka
2nd honourable mention
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No 23720 Lubos Kekely & Michal Hlinka
(Slovakia). 1.Ka8/i c2 2.by c1Q 3.b8Q Qaz+/ii
4.Qaz/iii Qxay+ (Qcs; Qai+) 5.Kxa7 ds 6.Kb6/
iv d4 7.Kc7 d3/v 8.Kxd7 d2 9.Ke7 d1Q 10.f8Q+
Kg6 11.Se6/vi Qd2 12.Qf7+ (Qf6+? Khs;) Khé
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No 23721 M. Hlinka
& L. Kekely
3rd honourable mention
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No 23722 G. Sonntag
4th honourable mention
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13.Qf3 Kg6/vii 14.Ke8 Qas 15.5f4+ Kf5 16.Sd5+
Kgs/viii 17.Qg3+ wins.

i) 1.Ka6? c2 2.b7 c1Q 3.b8Q Qc6+ (Qaz+)
draws. 1.Ka7? c2 2.b7 c1Q 3.b8Q Qcs+ (Qaz+)
draws.

ii) Qc6+ 4.Qb7 Qag+ 5.Kb8 wins.

iii) 4.Kb7? Qb4+ 5.Kc8 Qcs+ 6.Kxdy Qfs+
7.Ke8 Qes+ draws.

iv) 6.Kb7? Kf8 7.Kc7 Ke7 draws.

v) Kf8 8. Kxd7 d3 9.Ke6 wins.

vi) 11.Qg8+? (Qf6+7?) Kf5 draws.

vii) Qb4+ 14.Kf7 Qh4 15.Qe3+ wins, e.g. Khs
16.Qes+ Kgg 17.Qf4+ Kh3 18.Sg5+.

viii) Kes 17.Qf4+, or Kxds 19.Qfs+ wins.

“The structure of this study resembles a real
ending: an OTB player will surely find a reason
for interest. The first player’s play is precise. The
first move - the wK moves to the corner - is
paradoxical. After 13.Qf3 the position is identi-
cal to a study by J. Nunn (HHdbV1#28731), and
V. Kondratev, (EG#14643), but the starting po-
sition and the solution are original”.

No 23721 Michel Hlinka & Lubos Keke-
ly (Slovakia). 1.a7/i Ra2+ 2.Bag Rxagq+ 3.Kxaq
Ra6+ 4.Kb3 Sd2+ 5.Kc2 Raz+/ii 6.Kd1/iii Rxay
7.Kc1 zz Rag/iv 8.Kxd2 Kb2/v 9.Rb8+ Kaz
10.Kc3 (Kc2; Reg+;) Raz+ 11.Sb3/vi Ray 12.5d2
(Rc8? Kb1;) Re7+ (Raz+; Kez2) 13.5¢4 wins.

b3b6 4126.21 7/5 Win

e8h1 0113.02 3/4 Win

i) 1.Be2? Rgs+ 2.Kag Rds 3.Sc2+ Kb2 4.a7
Rh4 5.Sb4 Sc3+ 6.Rxc3 Kxc3 7.a8Q Rxb4+ 8.Ka3
Rb3+ 9.Ka2 Rd2+ 10.Ka1 Rdb2 draws.

ii) Rxa7 6.Kc1 zz, see main line.

iii) Thematic try: 6.Kc1? Rxay zz, draw.

iv) Raz 8.Sc2+, or Ka2 8.Rc2+ Ka3 9.Sbs+,
or Ras 8.Rb8 Sc4 9.Sb3+, or Ra6 8.Sc2+ Kaz
9.Sb4+, or Sb3+ 8.Sxb3+ Ka2 9.Sd4 Rag 10.Kc2
Ka3 11.Kc3 wins.

v) Rxd4+ 9.Kc2 Rag 10.Kb3 Ra7y 11.Rc1 mate.

vi) 11.Kc2? Rh3 12.Ra8+ Ra3 13.Rh8 Re3
14.Ra8+ Ra3 15.Re8 Rh3 draws.

“There are various elements of interest in this
elegant meredith: zugzwang, refusal to cap-
ture, fork. The authors make also a clever and
pleasant reference to the well-known Saavedra
scheme”.

No 23722 Gunter Sonntag (Germany).
1.a85+/i Qxa8 2.Qxbs+/ii Kxbs 3.Rfs+ Ses/iii
4.Rxes+ Kc6 5.d7 Qg8+ (Qb8+; Kcg) 6.Kbsg
Qb8+ 7.Kc4 Qxes 8.d8S+ Kb6 9.Be3z+ Kcy (Ka6;
Bc8+) 10.Bf4 Qxf4 11.Se6+ wins.

i) 1.Be3+? Sd4+ 2.Bxd4+ Sxd4+ 3.Kcq Qxhs
draws.

ii) 2.Be3+? Sd4+ 3.Bxd4+ Sxd4+ e.g. 4.Kbsg
Sc6+ draws.

iii) Kaé 4.Bfi+ Kby 5.Rf7+ Kb6 6.Be3+ Sd4+
7.Bxd4+ wins.

“We see very good orchestration of the white
pieces. The two promotions to knight enrich
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the composition. The brilliant sacrifice of the
wQ prepares the decisive collaboration of
White’s remaining pieces”.

No 23723 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Rb2 Sf3
2.Bcs a3 3.Ra2 Sd4 4.Key/i Sbs 5.Rc2 (Rd2) a2
6.Rxa2 Sc3/ii 7.Rc2 Se4 8.Bes/iii Sg3 9.Bay/iv
Se2 (Sfs+; Kf6) 10.Bb8 Kg1 11.Bxh2+ wins.

i) 4.Bxd4? stalemate. Thematic try: 4.Kf7?
Sbs 5.Rc2 a2 6.Rxaz Sc3 7.Rc2 Seq 8.Be3 Sg3
9.Bay Se4 10.Bb8 Sgs+ 11.Kg6 Sf3 12.Bay Sd2
13.Kfs Kg2 14.Rxd2+ Kh3 draws. or 4.Kdy?
(Bb6?) Sbs 5.Rc2 a2 6.Rxa2 Sd4 draws.

ii) Sd4 7.Kf6 Se2 8.Bd6 wins.
iii) 8.Bay? Sd2 9.Bb8 Sf3 draws.
iv) 9.Bb6? Sfs+ 10.Kf6 Se3 draws.

“This is a nice miniature and the coordina-
tion between rook and bishop is remarkable.
The fourth move (4.Key) is astonishing and at
this point also the tries are interesting. Black’s
counter-play is strong, see — for example - the
alternatives for the knight at the ninth move.
The minor dual (5.Rc2/Rd2) is not important.
This composition has another merit: during
the main line there are only two captures nec-
essary to eliminate the dangerous pawns and
the rook and the bishop, by common consent,
share this work”.

No 23724 D. Keith
& M. Minski
1st commendation
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No 23724 Daniel Keith (France) & Martin
Minski (Germany). 1.g7/i Rg8/ii 2.Qxg8 Rc3/iii
3.Qc4 Rxcq 4.g8Q+ Rg4 5.Qgs/iv Sf3 6.Qxga+
Kxg4 7.c6 Sxh4 8.c7 Sf5 9.c8Q wins.

i) 1.Qxes5+? Kf2 2.Qh2+ Kxe3 draws.

ii) Rxh8 2.gxh8Q Sf3 3.Qg8+ Kf2 4.Qa2+
Kxe3 5.Qay Rdi+ 6.Kg2 Rgi+ 7.Kh3 wins.

iii) Rxe3 3.Qb3, or Ra3 3.Qaz2, or Sc4 3.Qds
Rxds 4.g8Q+ win.

iv) 5.Qe6? Rxh4+ 6.Kg1 Sfz3+ 7.Kfi Rh2
8.Qg6+ Kh3 (Kh4) 9.c6 Rd2 draws.

“In the starting position the opposing forces
balance out: the material is almost equal... but
White has a strong strategic position. The first
player immediately acts with great decision.
There are very brilliant moves: both White and
Black play with precision. The first defensive
move with the rook is praiseworthy. But then
White gets on its high horse: two beautiful sac-
rifices of the queens and two promotions to
queen are decisive: at the end the scales tip in
its favour”.

No 23725 A. Jasik
2nd commendation
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No 23725 Andrzej Jasik (Poland). 1.5d6
Rxd6 2.g6 £6 (fxg6; Res) 3.Res c5/i 4.5d5 Rxes
5.g7 Re8 (Rxeds; g8Q+) 6.Bxf6+/ii Rxf6 7.5xf6
Ke7+ 8.5xe8 Kxe8 9.g8Q+ wins.

i) Rxes (fxes) 4.g7 wins.
ii) 6.Sxf6? Rb6+ 7.Ka7 Rxf6 and Black wins.

“The white pieces accompany the g-pawn to
promotion with an elegant use of tactics. The
starting sacrifice of the knight is very bril-
liant and then the following moves (3.Re5 and
4.5d5) decidedly tip the scales in favour of the
first player. The final moves seem forced”.
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No 23726 A. Rusz
3rd commendation
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No 23726 Arpad Rusz (Hungary). 1.Bc3+
Qd4 (Ke4; Rxg1) 2.Ba1/i, and:
— Qxa1 3.Rxa1 ¢4 4.Kdy/ii Kds 5.Rc1 zz Kcs
6.Kc7 (Ke6? Kdg;) zz, wins, or:
— Kds 3.Bxd4 cxd4 4.Kd7 (Kf6? Keg4;) zz, wins,
i) 2.Bxd4+? cxd4 zz 3.Kd7 Kds zz 4.Kcy Kcs
5.Kd7 Kds draws.
ii) 4.Rc1? Kd4 5.Kdé6 c3 draws

“Of course, this miniature reminds the chess
player (= the reader) of another one: the fa-
mous study by R. Réti 1929. But the composi-
tion is enriched by other elements: first of all
the composer presents a very brilliant move
(2.Ba1) and a zugzwang; then two chameleon
echoes with zugzwang. The main line of the
study is short ... but the composers and the
OTB players won't forget this composition for
along time”.

No 23727 M. Doré
4th commendation
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No 23727 Marcel Doré (France). 1.Kdé/i
Kbs 2.Rb7+/ii Kc4 3.Rc7/iii Rd8+ 4.Kxc6 Kd4

5.6 Kes 6.7 Rd6+ 7.Kb7 Re6 8.Kc8 Kf6 9.Kd8
wins.

i) 1.Rc7? Kbs 2.Kd6 Rd8+ 3.Rdy Re8 4.e6 c5
5.Kds5 Kbé6 6.e7 c4 7.Kd6 Kbs draws.

ii) 2.e6? c5 3.Rb7+ Kcg4 4.Rc7 Rd8+ 5.Rdy
Re8 6.e7 Kbg 7.Rd8 Rxey 8.Kxe7 c4 9.Kdé6 c3
draws.

iii) 3.e6? c5 4.Rc7 Rd8+ draws.

“This is a nice miniature with a natural po-
sition. Both colours play precise moves. The
winning manoeuvre is praiseworthy. This com-
position could be published in a book wholly
devoted to rook endings. The OTB chess player
can find very interesting moves in this study.
This work shows that a positional advantage in
a rook ending can be realized - in accordance
with the fundamental Comprehensive Chess
Endings by Y. Averbakh & N. Kopayev - only
with the pieces active, only with co-ordination
of all the forces “

Draw section

No 23728 B. Buyannemekh,
V. Tarasiuk & M. Garcia
1st prize
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No 23728 Bizya Buyannemekh (Mongo-
lia), Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine) & Mario
Guido Garcia (Argentina). 1.g7 Qby/i 2.Rfs5+
Khé6 3.Bf4+ Kxg7 4.Bxd2 a4/ii 5.Bc3+ es/iii
6.Bxes+ Khy 7Rhs+/iv Kg6 8.Rg5+ Kh6 (Kxgs;
d8Q+) 9.Rg3/v Qxdy 10.Re3 (Re3? Qey;) Qez+/
vi 11.Ka2 Qf7+ 12.Ka3/vii Qds 13.Bb2/viii Qcs+
14.Ka2 Qxe3 15.Bc1 Qxci stalemate
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i) Qe4 2.Kb2 Qb1+ 3.Kc3 Seq+ 4.Kd4 Qbg+
5.Ke3 draws.

ii) Qxdy 5.Bc3+ Kg6 6.Rxas draws.

iii) Kg6 6.Kxa4 Qxdy+ 7.Rbs draws.

iv) 7Rf7+? Kg6 8.Rg7+ Kf5 9.Rgs+ (Kxag
Qas+;) Ke4 10.Rg3 Qxdy 11.Bb2 Qd6+ wins.

v) 9.Bg7+? Khy 10.Rg3 Qxdy wins.

vi) Qay 11.Rh3+ Kgs 12.Bc3 Kg4 (Qg1; Bb2)
13.Rd3 Qcs5+ 14.Bbg Qc2 15.Rc3 draws.

vii) 12.Kb1? Qfi+ 13.Kaz Qc4+ 14.Kb1 a3
15.Rxa3 Qe4+ wins.

viii) 13.Rh3+? Kg5 14.Bb2 Qd6+ wins.

“After long and complex play with unexpect-
ed moves, various tries and strong counter play
by Black, at the end White can save himself
with a clever manoeuvre and reaches the stale-
mate. The main line is attractive and interesting
but surely also the variations attract the atten-
tion of any chess player. The starting structure
and the long solution are original but the stale-
mate is well-known: in the beginning F. Lazard
(HHdbVI#68105) and recently V. Kovalenko
and A. Skripnik (EG#16467)”.

No 23729 P. Arestov & V. Tarasiuk
and prize
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No 23729 Pavel Arestov (Russia) &

Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.Bf3+, and:

— Kcs52.Bga/ib3 3.Be6 Kd4 4.Bf7 zz Kd3 5.Bg6+
Ke2 6.Bf7 Kd3 7.Bg6+ Kd2 (Ke2; Bf7) 8.14,
and:

- ¢3 9.f5 c2 10.f6 c1Q 11.f7 Qg1 12.Kgy Qd4+
13.Kg8 Qg4 14.Kg7 b2 15.£8Q b1Q 16.Qf2+
draws, or:

— b2 9.Bb1 ¢3 10.f5 c2 11.Bxc2 Kxc2 1.6 b1Q
11.f7 draws, or:

— Kes 2.Be2/ii Kd4 3.Bhs/iii b3 4.Bf7 zz, see 1...

Kcs.

i) Thematic try: 2.Bhs5? b3 3.Bf7 Kd4 zz
4.Kg7 Kd3 5.Bg6+ Kd2 6.f4 c3 7.f5 c2 8.f6 c1Q
9.f7 Qc3+ 10.Kg8 Qg3 11.Khy Qf4 12.Kg7 Qes+
13.Kg8 Qgs 14.Kg7 b2 15.£8Q b1Q 16.Qf2+ Kc3
17.Qf3+ Kd4 18.Qf2+ Kds 19.Qf3+ Kd6 20.Qf8+
Kc7 21.Qf7+ Kbé6 wins.

ii) Thematic try: 2.Bhs? b3 3.Bf7 Kd4 zz.

iii) 3.Bg4? b3 4.Be6 Kd3 5.f4 b2 6.Bf5+ Ke3
7.Bc2 Kxf4 wins.

“This is a well-constructed miniature. White
reaches a draw principally with a clever bish-
op manoeuvre, but also White’s king and pawn
are active. The two main lines are interesting.
Black’s counterplay is strong. Also the OTB
chess player can find the play (and the use
of the zugzwang) of this ending to be very
interesting”.

No 23730 V. Samilo
1st honourable mention
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No 23730 Vladimir Samilo (Ukraine).
1.Bb3+ Ke1/i 2.Rhi+ f1Q 3.Rxfi+ Kxf1 4.Bda,
and:

— b4 5.Bb8 Ke1 6.Bf3 Kf2/ii 7.Bd1 b3 8.Bxcy
e2 9.Bxb6+ Kg2 10.Bxb3 e1Q+ 11.Kdy Qb1
12.Bds+ Kf113.Kc7 Qxd3 14.Bc6 draws, or:

— e25.Bxe2+ Kxe2 6.Bxb6/iii cxb6 7.d4 b4 8.ds
b3 9.d6 b2 10.d7 b1Q 11.d8Q Qe4q+ 12.Kf7
Qhy+ 13.Ke6 Qg6+ 14.Kes Qg3+ 15.Ke6
Qg6+ 16.Kes draws.

i) Kd2 2.Rf5 Ke1 3.Bb8 e2 4.Bxc7 f1Q 5.Bxb6
draws.

ii) b3 7.Bds5 b2 8.Ba2 Kd2 9.Bxcy draws.

iii) 6.d4? b4 7.Bxb6 b3 wins.
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“The author presents an interesting ending
with two good main lines. Giambattista Lolli,
in 1763, would have certainly looked at the first
main line with interest ... After strong moves
both White and Black promote to queen and
Black seems to have the advantage ... but all
the white pieces collaborate very well in order
to reach a draw after a long fight”

No 23731 M. Hlinka & L. Kekely
2nd honourable mention
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No 23731 Michael Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1...Rb7+ 2.Kc4 Rhg+ 3.Kds/ii Baz2+
4.Kd6 Rhé6+ 5.Bf6 Bfg+ 6.Ses/i Rxf6+ 7.Se6+
Kb8 8.Qcy+ Kay 9.Qcs5+ Ka8 10.Qc8+ Kay
11.Qc5+ Kb8 12.Qcy+ Rxcy stalemate.

i) 6.Kc5? Rhs+ 7.Kd4 Rxc7 wins.

“In this meredith both White and Black play
interesting and clever moves. There are switch-
backs, good sacrifices and a brilliant final ma-
noeuvre of the queen. The stalemate with a
double pin is well-constructed”.

No 23732 P. Arestov & P. Krug
3rd honourable mention
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No 23732 Pavel Arestov (Russia) & Pe-
ter Krug (Austria). 1.hy+ Kxhy (Kh8; Khé)

2.5f6+ Kg7/i 3.5xe4 Sez2 (Sf3; Sf6) 4.Qhu/ii g2
(Bd8; Sxgs) 5.Qxg2 Sfa+ 6.Rxfg diQ+ 7.Rf3
Bd8/ (fxe4; Qxgs+) 8.Sxg5 Be8+ 9.Sf7+ Kt8/iii
10.Qg7+ Kxg7 stalemate.

i) Sxf6+ 3.Kxgs5+ Kg7 4.Qh6+ wins.

ii) 4.Sxg5? Sf4+ 5.Rxf4 d1Q+ 6.5{3 Be1 7.Kg5
Qdé6 8.Rd4 Bd2+ 9.Rxd2 Qey+ 10.Kfg Qegq+
11.Kg5 Qe3+ wins.

iii) Kxf7 10.Kh6 Qci+ 11.Kh7 draws.

“In this large sized study the black pieces oc-
cupy active positions but White can save him-
self with brilliant moves and a well-construct-
ed stalemate. The moves of the wQ are precise
and the final sacrifice is strong”.

No 23733 M. Hlinka & L Kekely
4th honourable mention
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No 23733 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1...Bf8+ 2.e7/i Bxe7+ 3.d6 Bxdé6+
4.Qxd6 d1Q 5.Sd2+ (Qxd1? Qxdi;) Kxc1 6.Qd4
Qdxd2 (Qe1; Sb3+) 7.Qgi+ Qcd1 8.Qcs5+ Kb
9.Qb6+/ii Kar 10.Qd4+ (Qf6+? Qd4;) Qxd4
stalemate.

i) 2.d6? Bxd6+ 3.Qxd6 diQ 4.Sd2+ Kxca
5.Qd4 Qdxd2 6.Qg1+ Qcd1 7.Qcs5+ Kb1 8.Qb6+
Kazi, or 2.Ka4? Qa2+ 3.Kbs Qxb3+ win.

ii) 9.Qb5+? Kai 10.Qes5+ Qd4 11.Qxd4+
Qxd4 wins.

“After initial play with many captures, the
solution of this meredith continues with good
manoeuvres (zugzwang, switchbacks) and
ends with interesting stalemates. Black plays
with two queens but the moves of the wQ are
precise; after the final sacrifice the first player
can reach the draw”.
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