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FIVE FOR COMPUTERS BUTSIX FOR HUMANS
by IGM Jan Timman

For over a century players failed to find
winning schemes in the S-man endga-
me GBR class 0023. Until EG74
(xi.83) it was generally considered
drawn. Not long after publication of
the computer’s convincing reversal of
this verdict Popovic reached this very
endgame in a tournament in Sarajevo
and agreed a draw after some 30 mo-
ves. He could not believe that there
was a theoretical win, and his oppo-
nent Korchnoi, who unnecessarily but
deliberately steered for that endgame
in the belief that it was an easy draw,
concurred.

GBR class 4000.10 is just as troubleso-
me a S-man endgame for the professio-
nal player. With Ken Thompson’s data
base assistance Mednis* researched 6
examples taken from practical play
between 1975 and 1983. It is amazing
how. many mistakes were found and
how few were mentioned in previous
commentaries. Of course, fatigue con-
tributes to errors, especially in such
endgames, which tend to be long and
boring. (Long yes; boring, no! AJR)
The pressing side has to submit to ex-
tended series ot checks it tangible pro-
gress is to be made, while the defender
realises that even these protracted mea-
sures may not save him ultimately.

In contrast, GBR class 0130.nn (with
at least 6 men and up to 3 Ps on either
side) is more accessible to humans --
and for the foreseeable future not solu-
ble by the computer's exhaustive data

base treatment. At Rio de Janeiro in’

1979 1 had wR and wPa2 against a
* See p.230.

Ti Jan Timman
pp.137-142, SCHAAKWERK 1, 1983
7 )

dark bB and bPa3. Afterwards [ beca-
me more and more interested in this ty-
pe of endgame. (See T1.) Many positi-
ons with one pawn each are drawn, I
found. Players seem to be unaware of
this, and study composers also. In T2
W is supposed to win with 1. Rd3 Se$
2. Re3 Sg4 3. Re4 Sf6 4. Rf4 ShS 5.
Rf5 Sg7 6. Ra5. This is a nice geome-
trical sequence, but Bl draws by aban-
doning bS and placing bPcS, as in
Stoljar vs. Bobotsov (with f-pawns), a
game which Bobotsov needlessly lost.
(See analysis in the ENCYCLOPEDIA
OF CHESS ENDINGS, or ”ECE".)

T V. Prigunov
Shakmatnoye Obozrenie, xii.86

Wwin(?)
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I should like now to correct a few er-
rors, some by myself, in ECE. Let us
first look at Ljubojevi¢ vs. Keene.

T3 Ljubojevié vs. Keene
M 1972

4+4

Whitc to Play

In positions like T3 W should try to
place wB on the long diagonal, while
Bl should resist this. Keene made de-
sultory attempts, but then agreed a
draw. Mari¢ suggests pushing Bl hP as
a winning attempt, disregarding wB: 1.
Bc8 Rd8 2. Bb7 h4 3. gh Rh8. Mari¢
opines that passive play by W loses,
and now recommends 4. h3. It is un-
clear why W should give up his last P.
But still I could not find a win after
4...gh 5. Kh2 Rxh4 6. Bc8 Rh8 7. Bg4
Kf4 8. Bd7 Rd8 9. Be6. How can W be
compelled 1o capture bPh3? My analy-
sis continued: 9...Rd6 10. Bc8 Rd3 11.
Be6 Rc3 12. Bd7 Rc7 13. Be6 Kf3 14.
BfS Re7 15. Bc8 Re8 16. Bd7 Rf8 17.
Be6 Rd8 18. BfS Rd2+ 19. Kxh3 Rd5
20. Bg4 + drawn.

Position after il..

-

from T3

White to Play

Despite the foregoing, van Wijgerden
demonstrated a winning plan: instead
of 11...Rc3 he indicated 11...Rf3 (T4).
With this move a familiar mating net is
prepared before bK is brought to h4. If
wB keeps to the h3-c8 diagonal, then
12...Kg$; Kh4; Rf2+; wins, while if
12. BdS Re3 and bK reaches hd wi-
thout hindrance.

TS

Position in analysis of T3

2%

343

see text

Therefore W should remain passive
and not play 4. h3. TS may thereafter
arise. Here wBfl is wrong, as g4-g3
then wins, because wK needs f1 for a
safety-valve. If bK reverts to f3 then
wB reverts to the long diagonal. Bl can
make no headway. So the plan to push
Bl hP leads nowhere. My view is that
the right plan is to chase wB off the
long diagonal: W must play with care
and for a while I thought Bl was win-
ning... until, that is, 1 found a hidden
finesse. Let us follow Ljubojevi¢ vs.
Keene.

1. Bc8 Rb2 2. Be6 Ked 3. Bced.
Mere transposition follows from 3.
Bd7 Rc2 4. Be6 Rc7 5. Kg2 Rc6.

3...Rb4 4. Be6 Rb6 5. Bf7.
This is the only move, as 5. Bc4 Rd6

and wB is dominated, so bK reaches
f3.

S...Rb7.

W has a hidden reply to 5...Rd6, na-
mely 6. Bxh5 Kf3 7. h3. (T6) The ope-
ning of the d1-hS diagonal defeats the

226



mate. Bl does not win after 7...Kxg3 8.
Bxg4 Rf6 9. Bdl Rf4 10. Bg4 Rf6 11.
Bd7, as wB has d7 and g4 available.

T6
Position after 7. h3 in analysis of T3

Black to Move

6. Be6 Rc7

Bl may harass wB with 6...Re7; for
example 7. Bc4? Rd7 8. Bb5 Rc7; but
7. Bb3! is correct, 7...Rd7 8. Bad4 Rc7
9. Kf2 Rc3 10. Bdl Rc4 11. Bb3. wkK
must keep precisely to f2 here, for if
10. Kg2? Rc4 11. Bb3 Rd4 12. B2+
Ke3. Bl in the game did not try any of
this and a draw was agreed after:

7. Kg2 Rc2+ 8. Kgl Rd2 9. Bc8
Rd1+ 10. Kg2 Rd2 +.

™ Matanovi¢ vs. Thomson

Adelaide, 1971

White to Play

In Matanovi¢ vs. Thomson (T7) the P-
structure looks quite different, but
wPPf3, g2 and the dark bB make for
almost the same guiding principles.
The isolated bPf4 lacks natural P-
protection, but W has no lesser pro-
blems than before. wB’s diagonal is
shorter, so it will run out of squares.
Had W understood the position he

would have played 1. Bd6, tying a Bl
piece to defend bPf4. Bl can make no
progress since 1...Ke3 is countered by
2. Bc5+ and on 1...Rc4 W has 2. BbS,
ready to check bK on e3. Instead W
played 1. Bb6? and a draw was agreed
after 1...Ral+ 2. Kf2 Rh1? 3. Bc7.
Attacking whP is obviously useless, bR
being trapped on h4.

But Matanovi¢ is wiong to think the
position is drawn, as there is a winning
manoeuvre: 1...Rbd 2. Be5 RbS. This
forces wB to a7, and is better than the
time-wasting 2...Rc4 3. Ba7, when
3...Rc7? 4. Bb8 draws. 3. Ba7 Rbl +
4. Kf2 Rb7 5. Be5 Re7. Not 5...Kc4 6.
Bd6 and bPf4 falls. 6. Bb6 Re6 7. Ba7
Ra6 8. B ¢5 Kcd. Possible now that bR
controls d6. 9. Be7 Kdd4. This is the
manoeuvre seen in Ljubojevic vs. Kee-
ne, 10. Bd8 Rc6 11. Ke2. (T8)

T8
Position after 11. Ke2 in analysis of
T

Black to Move 5+5

This is an interesting moment: the the-
matic winning attempt to bring bR to
b2 fails because of a lethal check on
f6. If it is WTM, BI wins easily, but it
is not easy to lose a move, given that
bR must cover both b6 and c¢7:
11...Rc2+ 12. Kfl Rcl + 13. Kf2, af-
ter which 13...Rbl is wrong because of
14. Bf6+ Kd3 15. BeS, drawn, as we
have seen. The only way to force the
zugzwang is a P-move. 11...f5. This
means that with bPf5 to start with the-
re would be no win, even with W’s ini-
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tial mistake. 12. Kf2 Kd3 13. Ba5s
Rc2+ 14. Kfl Rb2. After bK reaches
e3 the win is fairly simple. 15. Bc7 Ke3
16. Kgl Rb4 17. Bd6 Rc4 18. Bb8 Ke2
19. Bd6 Rcl+ 20. Kh2 Kfl 21. Bxf4
Rc2 wins.

We read in Timman’s book that he
first encountered the Chéron volumes
in 1979 when he had this ending as an
adjourned game (against Velimirovic)
and analysed it deeply with Ulf An-
dersson. This proved to be no trivial
undertaking. Timman now has great
respect for Chéron as an analyst, but it
was still two years before he pin-
pointed the critical mistake by his otb
opponent. the ultimate output was the
composition T1 with its long solution,
distributed in SCHAAKWERK I over
6 pages and here drastically compres-
sed. (Phase numbers are AJR’s contri-
bution.)

Phase 1: 1. Rc2 Be5 2. Rc4 KbS 3. Rcl
Kb6 4. Rc2. Bl is in zugzwang and
must relinquish space.”” bB is forced to
the a3-f8 diagonal. (Tla)

Phase 2: 4...Bd6 5. Rc3 BcS. ’Allo-
wing wK to b8 but giving bK access to
the centre of the board.” W wins
such positions provided bK cannot at-
tack wPa2.” 6. Kb8 Kc6 7. Kc8 Kdé6 8.

Kd8 Kd5 9. Ke8 Kd4 10. Rb3 KdS 11.
Kf7 Ke5 12. Kg6 Kf4 13. Kh5 (Kf6?
Bd4 +; and Bb2;) Be7. Again constrai-
ning wKk. (T1b)

Tib
after 13...Be7 Phase 2 (end)

White to Move 3+3

Phase 3: 14. Rc3 Kf5S 15. Rf3+ Ked
16. Kg4 Bd6 17. Rb3 Be7 18. Kg3 BcS
19. Kg2 Bd6 20. Kf2 Kd4 21. Ke2 Kc4
22. Kd2 Bb4+ 23. Kc2. (T1c)

Phase 4: 23...Bd6 24. Rc3+ Kb4 25.
Kd3 Be5 26. Rb3+ Ka4 27. Rb7 Bf6
28. Kc2 (Kc4, Bd8;) Bh4. ’We are
now on the road of Chéron’s winning
method.”” 29. Rg7 Bf6 30. Rgd+ KbS
31. Kb3 Bb2. ’wK has finally reached
b3, but bB is again on b2.” (T1d)
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Tid

after 3. .

7

Phase 5: 32. Rc4 Bf6 33. Rc7 BeS 34.
Rc8 Bd6 (Bb2; Rc2) 3S5. Rg8 Kcb6 36.
RgS Kd7 37. Ra$5. "'bb is kept from b2
and bK is forced back.” (Tle)

Tle
after 37. Ra$S Phase 5 (end)

%

Black to Move

Phase 6: 37...Ke6 38. Kc4 Bf8 39. Kd3
(Kd4? Bg7+;) Bb4 40. Rad Bf8 41.
Ked Kf6 42. Ra6+ Kg5. ’W has made
good progress but wK cannot play to
eS because of Bg7 + ; and Bb2. Further,
manoeuvring is necessary.”” (T1f)

Tt

Phase 7: 43. Ra5+ Kg6 44. Ra8 Bb4
45. Ra4 (KeS, Bc3+;) B8 46. Kes.
"'The only way to make progress is to
allow bB to occupy b2 once more.”
46...Bg7+ 47. Ke6 Bb2 48. Rgd + Khé
49. Rgl Kh5 50. Rg3 Kh6 51. Kd5. "W
is stymied by not having control of
f6.” (Tlg)

Black to Move

Phase 8: "’...a subtle manoeuvre to dis-
locate the Bl camp.”” 51...Kh$ 52. Kc4
Khd4 53. Rg8. We are now into the
Timman vs.  Velimirovic game.
53...Bf6 (Kh3; Kb3) S4. Rg6 Bg5 55.
KdS Bcel (KhS; Rc6, as in Chéron) 56.
Ked4 Bb2 57. Kf5 KhS 58. Rd6 Kh4 59.
Rd3 Bcl 60. Rc3 Bb2 61. Re3 Bel 62.
Rel. (T1h)

Tih

after 62. Rel Phase 8 (end)

':/

Black to Move 3+3

At this point Chéron gives 62...Bb2 63.
Rgl Kh3 64. Kf4 Kh2 65. Rg4 Kh3 66.
Kf3 Kh2, when Timman plays 67. Kf2
(shortening Chéron’s 67. Rh4 + line by
two moves) 67...Bf6 68. Rg2+ Khl
69. Kfl Bb2 70. Rg3 Kh2 71. Rb3
(’zugzwang’’) Bcl 72. Ke2 Kg2 73.
Kdl Bb2 74. Kc2 Kf2 75. Rxb2.
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Phase 9: 62...Bd2 63. Rh1+ Kg3 64.
Rdl Bb4 and bB is permanently ban-
ned from b2. (T1i)

Thi

after 64...Bb4 Phase 9 (end)

hite to Move

3+3

Phase 10: 65. Rd3 + Kf2 66. Ked4 Ke2
67. Kd4 Bc5S+ 68. Kc4 Be7 69. Rh3
Bd6 70. Kb3 Kd2 (Velimirovi¢ shorte-

ned the agony with the poor move
70...Bf8) 71. Rh6 Bc5 72. Rc6 Be7 73.
Rc7 Bf8 74. Rf7 Bc5 75. Kced (T1j),
when bB must abandon the a3-f8 dia-
gonal, whereupon 76. Kb4, and 77.
Kxa3, clinches matters.

T1j
fter 75. Kc4 Phas
7 ,/,,

Black to Move

*C*

GBR class 4000.10

1.0

US master Edmar Mednis has had ac-
cess to the Thompson (BELLE) data
bases for RP. He chose to put six otb
master examples under the cruel mi-
croscope of the computer. He presents
them in ’worst-played-first’ sequence,
a technique for extracting and impar-
ting maximum instruction. Many er-
rors, often critical ones, by the players
are identified by the computer and
commented on by Mednis in a 10-page
account in NEW IN CHESS No. 6 of
1986. The article is entitled BELLE
DAME SANS MERCI’.

1.1.1

Basing observations on his six exam-
ples Mednis generalises to establish
’Principles to draw’ and ’Principles to
win’, which he wisely warns are preli-
minary.

1.1.2 Mednis’ approach is an excel-
lent example of what AJR has in-
vited endgame enthusiasts world-
wide to undertake starting from the
unvarnished pure knowledge accessible
in the ’5-man’ series: that such an un-
dertaking is feasible for ordinary chess

mortals who are not inhibited by the
compulsions of otb chess was vividly
demonstrated by the late Lithuanian
amateur K. Stalyoraitis, whose home-
made analyses of precisely this endga-
me out-per formed those of the profes-
sionals and almost matched those of
the computer, to which, of course,
Stalyoraitis had no access.

Stalyoraitis did not live to know the
extent of his feat.

1.2.0

How is Mednis’ article to be assessed?
I suggest we do so by distinguishing
two dimensions: first, value to
chessplayers; second, the dimension of
the human being attempting to make
sense of perfect play endlessly (and
mindlessly) streaming from the compu-
ter.

1.2.1

Mednis himself is aware of the limitati-
ons when he warns that the principles
’are for the thinking player... Use
your head to make sure that there is
not some unexpected exception... ’’;
furthermore, Mednis repeatedly uses
words like ’flexible’ and ’flexibly’ wi-
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thout being able satisfactorily to ex-
plain them (example: “Keep your
queen actively and flexibly placed”’).
1.2.2 Mednis may be unaware of the
second dimension: he writes that ’ri-
gorous generalisations are still difficult
to come up with’’, when of course this
will always be true, especially when the
greater the rigour of a statement the
less com»rehensible it becomes, as any-
one grappling (either as drafter or rea-
der) with the wording of a contractual
document knows only too well. We are
a long way, a very long way, fron the
optimum generalisations for this GBR
class. There is a sense in which all thai
the data base knows 1S rigour, incom-
prehensible rigour, the sole advantage
of this for investigators being that the
truth or falsity of any well-formulated
hypothesis can be tested against the da-
ta base.

1.2.3.0 The key question for this se-
cond dimension (in assessing the arti-
cle) is therefore this: what new con-
cepts that can be tested against the da-
ta base does Mednis hypothesise? I can
identify the following, in which whP
{no rank specified) is assumed.

1.2.3.1 For drawing purposes when
wQ is centralised and wK heads for bK
(to escape a barrage of checks from
bQ), place bK on b3 (there is a potenti-
al chicken-and-egg logical problem
here, of course, since to follow the ad-
vice involves placing bK before W
adopts the stated plan);

1.2.3.2 Once bK is in the far corner it
should remain there;

1.2.3.3 Use bQ to keep wK contained
in front of whP.

1.2.3.4 For W: "’the worst position for
wK is in front of whP”’;

1.2.3.5 Good squares for wk - {7, {8,
e8;

1.2.3.6 wQf6 better than wQgs;
1.2.3.7 wQgS5 better than wQg7;
1.2.3.8 wQf4 better than wQh4;
1.2.3.9 With wPh7, wQed4 is best.
1.3.1 Mednis’ remaining advice, neces-
sary as it may be, is either not new (A

centralised wQ is very powerful”’) or
not testable (’’safe’’ squares, '’in fa-
vourable situations’’).

1.3.2 If we imagine hypotheses being
tested against the data bases and there-
by being refined by the identification
of general exceptions (with their own
concepts and sub-concepts), that is
how our progressive understanding will
unfold -- the mind hand-in-hand with
the computer, stumblingly but inexora-
biy, as limned by Donald Michie in his
EG83 editorial. Mednis has provided
fodder for this proccss. So can others.
1.4 Mednis supplies a bibliography, to
which should be added the ’5-man’ se-
ries -- see EG8S.

2.1 The ICCA Journal (xii.86) gives a
maximuim-length (57-move) wPd6 ca-
se, which is in fact one of the examples
created while I was with Ken in xi.85
for eventual pubiication in the ’5-man
series’. [ ]

HARMAN MEMORIAL TOURNEY
Unpublished studies (unlimited in
quantity) are invited to participate in
the Harman Memorial Tourney in ho-
nour of the invaluable amount of hard
work put in by the late Richard Har-
man in the field of study anticipation
retrieval. There will be a minimum pri-
ze fund of £145. The judge will be Da-
vid Friedgood. David is a FIDE Master
(FM) at o-t-b chess, a former British
Chess Problem Solving Champion and
a member or the victorious British team
in the 1986 World Chess Problem Sol-
ving Championship as well as being an
occasional composer. The award will
appear in "EG’ in 1989 - every competi-
tor will be sent a copy. Send entries (1
copy only, but including full solution
and composer’s name and address) by
30.vi.1988 to: B.D. Stephenson, 9
Roydfield Drive, Waterthorpe, Shef-
field, S19 6ND, ENGLAND.
Envelopes and enclosures must be mar-
ked HARMAN JUBILEE to avoid
confusion with the ANTICIPATIONS
SERVICE to composers announced el-
sewhere in EG89.
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