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TABLEBASES and TABLES
Guy Haworth

To restore something lost in translation as reported in EG 136 pi20, the first
use of the word tablebase in connection with endgames can be traced to
Edwards (1995) as acknowledged in Nalimov et al (1999).
Previously, computed endgame files had usually been referred tp as databases
(Herik et al, 1986). The words database and tablebase may be thought both
cumbersome and inappropriate by some. The computed files are essentially
no more than straight lists of tables of position values and depths in some
metric. In contrast, a future database proper might contain a wide range of
interesting information about chess endgames.
This contributor has a preference for the term Endgame Table (EGT).

Edwards, S.J. and the Editorial Board (1995). An examination of the
Endgame KBNKN. ICCA Journal, Vol.18, No.3, pp.160-168.
Herik, HJ. van den and Herschberg, I.S. (1986). A Data Base on Data Bases.
ICCA Journal, Vol.9, No.l, pp.29-34.
Nalimov, E.V., Wirth, C, and Haworth, G.McC. (1999). KQQKQQ and the
Kasparov-World Game. ICCA Journal, Vol.22, No.4, pp. 195-212.

We thank Guy Haworth for the above clarification. We think we now have a
tentative EG editorial policy on the matter of terminology. It is this. A
distinction worth preserving is one between a term that is meaningful to
programmers (who as a group do not read EG) and a term that is meaningful
to EG's general readership. An EGT is of the former type, an oracle database
(or odb) is of the latter. A more technical distinction between EGT and odb
would be, we suggest, that an EGT, of great use though it might be, does not
require independent verification: two or more EGT's for the same endgame
are not required to agree. An odb on the other hand, as befits the word
'oracle', will either have, or await, independent confirmation as the repository
of immutable truth about its subject-matter endgame. Errors in an odb must
be corrected. An odb will therefore be accepted, if not at once then eventual-
ly, as the last word on solution depths and numbers of distinct won and
not-won positions as the latter are understood by chessplayers across the
world. Although several 'metrics' are current, and discussion of metrics is of
broad interest, such discussion does not belong in EG. We hope that for the
sake of long-term clarity the 'ultimate' metric will be used whenever
verification of an odb is called for. AJR
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ORIGINALS - 9 -
editor: Noam Elkies

In this column this time AJR's
report on his mirror-mate tourney
announced in our first column
some two years ago. For a while it
seemed that the tourney might
collapse for lack of entries. I had
only one submission, a study by
Hillel Aloni with a spectacular
main line supported by a thicket of
side-variations. Harold van der
Heijden went several extra miles
checking the analysis. Unfor-
tunately he found that the study
was unsound, as was a proposed fix
by Aloni. But all ended well:
Aloni found a sound setting and
scored with it at the Ntanya 2000
Congress, in a tourney calling for
studies with Knight promotion;
meanwhile a sound position was
sent to AJR directly.
See the report below for the win-
ning position and other relevant
diagrams.

REPORT
by John Roycroft

the pattern -
Rl J.Roycroft and D.Blundell
(EG772.9284)

2nd honourable mention, van
Reek Boris ty, 1993

g6b7 0723.31 7/5 Win
Le7 Sc6 2.Rxc6 Kxc6 3.Ba4+ Kd6
4.BJ8 Rxg4+ 5.Kxf5 Rg8 6.e8S
mate.
David Blundell nobly performed
most of the analytical leg-work
needed to set AJR's idea. The
8-man pure and economical mirror
mate finale is ideal, and the am-
bushing wBfB arrives there in the
course of the solution, but the
somewhat obscure lead-in play and
the shortish length plead for better.
Hence -
the challenge - EG128 (p322)
To produce the same economical
finale (give or take minor detail)
as Rl but with one or two more
moves and with greater clarity in
the supporting play.
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the candidates -

R2 V . S . K o v a l e n k o , 1997
(EG 128.10968)

version by AJR vi2000

R3 Hillel Aloni
2nd prize, WCCC

Netanya 1999
Israeli ty,

h3d8 3450.31 7/5 Win
Le6 Qhl+ 2.Kg4 Qg2+ 3.K/5
Qxg8 4.e7+ Kc8 5.Ba6+/i Kdl
6.Bb5+ Kxd6 7.e8S mate.
i) 5.e8Q+? Kb7 6.Qd7+ Ka8
7.Qa4+ Ba7 8.Qc6+ Rb7 is no
more than a draw.
AJR, who had invited Kovalenko to
try his hand: The finale is accep-
table, even if (because of the extra
black bishop) not ideal, and the try
on move 5 - a promotion to queen
with check - is a glorious lure. The
static wBf8, in situ throughout, is
the sole blemish. HvdH drew atten-
tion to Spotlight in EG129 (p332)
where (without bPd4) 3...Qh3+ is
shown to draw. We can but hope
that the addition of the black pawn
saves the day.

e5d8 4357.36 8/12 BTM, Win
The full analysis that follows was
supplied by the composer in i2000.
Lh8Q/i Qb2+/ii 2.K/4 Qxh8/iii
3.e7+ Kc7 4.d6+/iv Kxd6/v
5. Qe6+/vi Kxe6/vii (Kc5;Qxc8+)
6.Bb3+ Kd6 (Kf6;Sd7 mate) 7.e8S
mate.
i) l.h8R? Qb2+ 2.Kf4 Qf6+. Or
l.h8B? Qc7+ 2.Kf6 Qf4+ 3.Kg7
Qd4+ 4.Kg8 Bh7+ 5.Kxh7 Qh4+
6.Qh5 Qe4+ 7.Kh6 Qf4+ 8.Kh7
Qxf8. Or I.e7+? Kc7 2.Sa6+ Qxa6
3.Qxa6 glQ 4.d6+ Kb8 5.Qb5+,
perpetual check only. l.Be7+?
Qxe7 2.h8Q+ Be8, and White will
not win.
ii) Kc7 2.Bd6+ Kb6 3.Qd8+ Rxd8
4.Qf2+. Or Be8 2.Qf6+ Kc7
3.Bd6+ Kb6 4.fQf2+. Or Qh7
2.Qf6+ Kc7 3.Bd6+. Or Qxd5+
2.Kxd5 Sc3+ 3.Kd6.
iii) Kc7 3.Bd6+ Kxd6 4.Qa6+. Or
Rc4+ 3.Qxc4. Or glQ 3.Bg7+
Ke7/viii 4.d6+ Kxd6 5.Be5+ Kd5
6.QO+ Kc4 7.Qxc8+. Or Rxb8
3.Qh4+ Kc8 4.Qc4+ Kb7 5.Qe7+
mates,
iv) 4.Qc4+? Kxb8 5.Qb5+ Ka7
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6.Qxa5+ Kb7 draw. Or 4.Sa6+?
Kb7 5.Qb5+ Ka7 6.Qd7+ Kb6
draw. Or 4.e8S+? Bxe8 5.Bd6+
Kxd6 6.Qe6+Kc7.
v) Kxb$ 5.Qb5+ Ka7 6.Qxa5+ Kb7
7.BO+ Rc6 8.Qc7+ Ka6 9.Be2+
mates. Or Kb6 5.Sd7+ Kc6
(Ka7;Qf2+) 6.Qc4+ Kxd6 7.e8S+
Kxd7 8.Ba4+ mates,
vi) 5.e8Q+? Qxf8+ 6.Qxf8+ Rxf8+
with glQ. Or 5.Qa6+? Kd5
6.Qxa5+ Kd4 7.Qd8+ Kc3 8.Qxc8+
Kb2 is enough.
There is also: 5.e8S+? Kd5

6.Qb5 + (Qe6+,Kd4; ) Kd4
7.Qd7+/ix Kc3 8.Bg7+ Qxg7
9.Qxg7+ Kd3 10.Qxg6+ Kc3
ll.Qc2+/x Kd4 12.Qxc8 glQ
13.Sc6+ Kc3 14.Sxa5+ Kb4
15.Qc4+ Kxa5, with a continuation
like 16.Qa4+ Kb6 1.7.Qb3+ Kc5
18.Qxa3+ Kd4, no win for White,
vii) Kc5 6.Qxc8+ Kd4 7.Q65+
Kxc5 (Kd3;Qc2+) 8.e8Q+ Qxf8+/xi
9.QxfB+ Kb5/xii 10.Sd7 glQ
ll.Qb8+ Kc4(Kc6) 12.Se5+ Kd5
13.Qd8+ Kc5 14.Qc7+ mates,
viii) Kc7 4.Qc4+ Kd6 5.Bf8+. Or
Be8 4.e7+ Kc7 5.Be5+, and Qxe5+
6.hQxe5+ Kb6 7.Qa6+ Kc5 8.d6+,
or Kb6 6.Qa6+ Kc5 7.Bd6+ Kxd5
8.Bb3+ wins.
ix) 7.Qa4+? Rc4 wins. 7.Bg7+?
Qxg7 8.Sxg7 Rf8+ wins. 7.Qb6+?
Kc3 8.Bg7+ Qxg7 9.Sxg7 Rc4+
10.Ke5 Sb4, is OK for Black,
x) ll.Qf6+ Kd3 12.Qf5+ Kc3
13.Qxh3+/xiii Kb2 14.Qxg2 Rxe8
15.Sd7 Rg8 16.Qxfl Rgl.
xi) 8...Kd4 9.Qa4+ Sb4 10.Sc6+,
and Kc4 ll.Sxa5+ Kd3 12.Qb5+
mates, or Kd3 ll.Sxb4+ axb4

12.Qc2+ Kd4 13.Bc5+ Kd5
14.BD+ Ke6 15.Qc4+ mates,
xii) 9...Kd4 10.Sd7 Kd3 ll.Qd6+
Kc3 12.Qxa3+ wins. Or 9...Kc4
10.Qc8+Kd4 ll.Sd-7 wins,
xiii) 13.Qxc8+ Kb2 14.Qc2+ Kal.
Or 13.Qe5+ Kd3 14.Qd5+
(Sd6,Sb4;) Kc3 15.Qb3+ Kd4
16.Be2 Sb4.
AJR: The final white economy is
exactly what we hoped for (the
extra mate is a small bonus). The
ancillary sacrifices of wQ startle,
but other aspects, especially the
quantity of black wood needed to
restrain wQ's alternative moves, are
less satisfactory. The mating wBfB
finishes where it started out.

R4 D.Gurgenidze: no.58 in
Simplicity, Lightness, Beauty
(Tbilisi, 1999)

d7f8 0027.42 8/5 BTM, Win
L..dSe5+ 2.Kc8 elQ 3.Kb7 Qbl +
4.Ka8 Qc2. "The situation has
quietened down after the initial
flurry, but now White initiates a
series of sacrifices." 5.Bxe7+ Kxe7
6.J6+ Sxf6 7.S/5+ Qxf5 8.c8S+
Kxe6 9.J8S mate.
AJR: Fun, the solution length is
perfect, and there can be no quarrel
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with the variations. But the
obligatory mirror is no longer
visible - and the ambush bish is
already in place. The study was
composed and sent in response to
the EG challenge but was never
delivered.

the incidental -

The earliest example of this par-
ticular mating double check that
AJR has found is in a two-move
problem, quoted (diagram 113D) in
The Good Companion Two-Mover,
the 1922 volume in the A.C.White
Christmas series.
R5 W.C.Muller, jr.
2nd honourable mention, Good

Companion, U1920

f7d6 4888.35 11/13 mate in 2.
key: Qa5. Threat: Qxe5. If

Sd7 2.e8S mate, a double check.
One has to say that, overlooking
economy and the absent mirror,
although the S-promotion is com-
pulsory, the checkmate would still
be checkmate without wBfB. The
problem shows five unpins, by the
way, so the double check is ir-
relevant to the problem theme.

the award -

The honour of winning this com-
posing challenge goes to the Rus-
sian Far East composer Vitaly
Kovalenko, who will be sent EG
during 2000 - he already has the
TTC1 announced as prize in
EG128. It was most gratifying to
have received the other two
entries, both of which have their
strong - even spectacular -
features, along with less strong
ones. David Blundell and I can
perhaps be relieved that the am-
bush move by wB (4.BJ8) in Rl
stays untrumped.

London
vi2000

SPOTLIGHT
editor: Jurgen Fleck

Many thanks to Spotlight's
contributors Marco Campioli
(Italy), Noam Elkies (Israel/USA),
Peter Gyarmati (Hungary), Harold
van der Heijden, W.G.Sanderse
(both Netherlands), Jan Lerch
(Czech Republic), Alain Pallier
(France) and Michael Roxlau
(Germany).

155



EG 136
No 11491, L.Mitrofanov,V.Razumenko. A dual win: LBe5+ Kh7 2x7
Sxc5+ (2.... e2 3.c8Q elQ 4.Qc7+ Kh6 5.Kf5 and wins; or 2.... clQ 3x8Q
and wins) 3.Ke7 clQ 4x8Q with a winning attack, e.g. 4.... e2 5.Qf5+ or 4....
Qfl 5.Qg4.
No 11492, V.Prigunov. Note i) is faulty. The correct defence after 3.Kb2
Sb5 4.Sf5 is 4.... Ke8 (not 4.... Sc7 5.a7 c4 6.Sd4 Ke7 7.Ka3 c3 8.Kxa4 c2
9.Sxc2 Kxe6 10.Ka5 and wins) 5.Ka2 Sc7 6.a7 Kd8 7.Se3 Sa8 8.Sd5 c4
9.Kb2 Ke8 and White cannot make progress.
No 11495, V.Razumenko. Unsound. There are several cooks: 4.... Qa6; or
2.... Qb6+ 3.Ka4 Qa6+ 4.Kb3 Qxd3+; or 1.... Qd5+ 2.Qxd5 elQ+ 3.Kb5
Sxd5.
No 11499, B.Gusev. No solution, after 2.... Kg7 3.Rh4 Kg6 White will lose
his only pawn, e.g. 4.Sd5 Kg5 5.Ke2 Re3+ 6.Sxe3 Kxh4.
No 11500, V.Vinichenko. No solution, 3.... Be5+ 4.Ka2 Bd6 mates in a few
moves.
No 11501, E.KoIesnikov. There is an attractive dual draw: 4.Kb2 |
(threatening to exchange a knight by Se6-d4/c5-b3) Se5 5.Sc5 Sc4+ 6.Kbl
Sd2+ 7.Kc2 Ke2 8.Sd3 Sxd3 stalemate (8.... Scb3 9.Kb2).
No 11502, O.Kovbasa. No solution, 5.... h2 6.Kg2 Kc4 7x6 Kd5 draws.
However, simply reversing the colours turns this into a nice little study. The
manoeuvre Ka4-b3-c4-d5 is far from obvious. |
No 11503, V.Neistadt. Does White really draw after, say, 5.... Qe5 6.Qc2 J
Kxd6?.
No 11505, S.Tkatchenko. There is a small dual: 10.Sxd5 Bdl ll.Sc3 Bh5
12.Sc6.
No 11508, V.Dolgov,V.Kolpakov. This study caused a collective groan
among Spotlight's contributors. We limit ourselves to giving just one cook: j
2O.Qh5 wins on the spot (20.... Qd6 21.Qe8+ Qf8 22.Rh8+).
No 11511, G.Nekhaev. Unsound: White also wins after LQe8+ Kb7 2.Qf7+
Ka8 (there is no better square: 2.... Kc6 3.Qxe6+ Kb7 4.Qxf5; or 2.... Kb8 |
3.Bxf4) 3.Bxf4 Qxg2 4.Qxe6 and wins.
No 11512, A.Selivanov. A dual win: 5.Ke7 Bd6+ 6Ke8 Se4 7.Kf7 Sg5+
8.Kg6. The Rinck mentioned in the notes is, according to Alain Pallier, f7hl
0033.10 e3a5.e6 2/3+ (Basler Nachrichten 1951), I.f7 Sb7 2.Ke6 Sc5+ 3.Kd6
Se4+ 4.Ke5 Bf4(d4)+ 5.Kxf4(d4) and wins.
No 11513, V.Kovalenko. In the line 1.... axb6 the white moves can be
played in almost any order: 5.Kc7, 4.b5 or 3.b5 are all possible. ^
No 11515, V.Kalyagin. The solution should read 3.KT4 (the given 3.Rdl
fails to Sf2+) g3 4.Rdl Kd8. However, the study is unsound. There is a dual
draw by 2.Kc6 Kd8 3.Rg2 and Black is stuck for a move: 3.... Rh6+ 4.Kd5 ;
Rg6 5.Ke5 and the g-pawn is lost. |
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No 11517, V.Kotov. Alain Pallier draws attention to EG 113.9579, which is
similar.
No 11519, V.Tarasiuk, S.Tkatchenko. Alain Pallier rightly remarks that "...
the debate - anticipated or not - would be clearer with the Yakimtchik". Here
it is: V.Yakimtchik, Shakhmaty v SSSR 1957, d4f6 0057.11
d6e8ffic5b7fl..d3d2 5/5=, l.Se4+ Ke6 2.Bd7+ (2.Sxd2? Bg7+) Kxd7 3.Sxd2
Bg7+ 4.Be5 Bxe5+ 5.Kd5 Sxd2 6.d4 Sd8 (6.... Bh8 stalemate) 7.dxe5 Se6
stalemate. . -
No 11527, V.Kovalenko. Unsound, LRh4 is a simple win on material (1....
Qxa2 fails to 2.Rg3+, 3.Rf4+, 4.Re3+; 5.Rf8 mate).
Noam Elkies wonders whether the position arising after l.Rh2 Qxa2 is not a
technical win for White (2.Rg2+ Kf7 3.RB+ Ke8 4.Rg4, creating a haven for
the king at g3, looks like a sensible sequence). Endgame theory doesn't tell
us much about the GBR-class 3200.10, but there is some evidence from
master play that a knight pawn wins (given a consolidated initial position),
e.g. Chigorin-Janowsky, Karlsbad 1907; Chistiakov-Livshin, USSR champion-
ship semi-finals Rostov on Don 1953; Rodriguez-Janetschek, Olympiad
Skopje 1972; Najdorf-Ribli, Wijk aan Zee 1973; Van der Wiel-Winants,
Brussels 1987. Unfortunately, there don't seem to be any reasonably well-
played examples with a knight pawn. However, this cannot make a dramatic
difference, so my money is on a win for White.
No 11529, S.Osintsev. Ken Thompson's 6-man-database on the internet
claims its first victim. Black wins by 7.... Kh5, when White cannot untangle
his miserably placed pieces: 8.Kbl Ba8 (good move!) 9.Kcl Re2 lO.Sdl
(lO.Kdl Re3 ll.Bb8 Bf3+) Kg4 ll.Bd6 (ll.Bf2 Be4) Be4 12.Ba3 Rc2+
13.Kbl Kf3 14.Kal Ke2 15.Sb2 Rcl+ 16.Ka2 Bd5+ and wins.
This win hardly comes as a surprise, as White is already very constricted in
the initial position, but in fact the GBR-class 0143 with opposite-coloured
bishops is a general win! There doesn't even seem to be a fortress with this
material force.
No 11530, G.Nekhaev. No solution, Black wins by 2.... Kd4 3.Rxhl Rxhl,
as suggested by Peter Gyarmati. Black threatens b3-b2-blQ, which leads to a
winning ending rook vs knight, thanks to the clumsy position of both wK and
wS. So White must try 4.Sf4 b2 5.Se6+ Kc4, but suddenly he finds himself
in trouble along the 5th and 6th rank, e.g. 6.Sc7 (6.Sd8 Rh5+) Rh5+ 7.Ka4
(7.Kb6 Rh6) Rc5 8.Se8 Rc6 and wins. Remarkable!
No 11534, S.Radchenko. A dual draw: 4.Rhl Rh5 5.Kf6 Kh7 6.Ral h2
7.Ra7+ Kh6 8.Ra8 (4.Kf6 Kh7 5.Rhl Rh5 leads to the same line).
No 11541, V.Kovalenko. Alain Pallier cannot find the 2 active self-blocks
promised in the notes (nor can I) and provides us with the Mouterde: b8a6
1000.08 e5.a2b5c5d3e3Bg3h3 2/9+ (La Strategic 1922, 4th prize).
No 11542, A.Kuryatnikov,E.Markov. The solution should run 3.... Qxg8+
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4.Kxg8. The authors' sequence 3.... Qh2+ 4.Kg7 Qg3+ 5.Kxf7 Qxg8+ leads
to the same position, except that Black has lost a pawn on the way. So why
should Black play like this? Besides, this allows the deviation 5.Kf8, which
may win as well.
No 11543, V.Kondratev. No solution: after 5.... S8d7 White does not
succeed in exchanging a pair of knights, e.g. 6.Sc6+ (6.Kf7 Se4) Kc5 7.Se5
Se8+ 8.Kf7 Sd6+ 9.Ke6 Sf8+ 10.Ke7 Sh7 ll.Sd7+ Kc6.
No 11546, V.Kondratev. This award has appeared before in EG 123 and
some of the studies included were found unsound. This one is defective, too:
in the line 1.... f2 there is a dual win by 4.Re7+ Kg8 5.Re8+ Kh7 6.Kf7 Kh6
(6.... flQ+ 7.Bf6) 7.Bf6 Kh5 8.Re4 and 9.Rh4 mate.
p.92, SSSS-Q. Noam Elkies recalls a famous study by Troitzky that he
expected to see in this article: A.Troitzky, Deutsche Schachzeitung 1912,
d5c7 3005.21 g6a5g4c4.a7f7h3 5/4+, l.a8S+ Kd7 2.f8S+ Kc8 3.Sxg6 Se3+
4.Sxe3 (but not 4.Ke4 Sxg4 5.KO Se3 6.Kg3 Sd5 draw!) h2 5.Sb6+ Kc7
6.Kc5 hlQ 7.Sed5+ Kd8 (or 7.... KM 8.Sge7 Qgl+ 9.Kb5 Qfl+ 10.Sbc4 and
wins) 8.Sc6+ Ke8 9.Sce5 and Black is slowly pushed off the board, e.g. 9....
Qcl+ 10.Kd6 Qa3+ ll.Kc6 Qcl+ (or 11.... Qb3 12.Sgf4 Qc2+ 13.Kd6 Qd2
14.Se6 Qb4+ 15.Sc5 Qa3 16.Sbd7 Qg3 17.Sc7+ Kd8 18.S5e6+ Kc8 19.Sd5
Qa3+ 2O.Sdc5) 12.Sbc4 Kd8 13.Sgf4 Kc8 14.Se6 Kb8 15.Kd7. In his collec-
tion "Sbornik Sachmatnych Etyudov" Troitzky devotes 4 pages to the
analysis of this study in order to prove a win once the knights are co-or-
dinated. Given that Troitzky was the first one to explore this ending, it is
indeed a little surprising that Bondar didn't include this study in his article.
M2, p.97, R.Reti. The rook belongs on g3, in order to prevent the dual
LBg4 Kd2 2.Bxe2 Kxe2 3.Kcl G 4.Ra2+ Kel 5.Ra8 f2 6.Re8+ (Cheron).
The study contains a second mate after 2.... Kdl 3.Bg4 elQ 4.Rd3 mate.
M3, p.97, I.Alyoshin,B.Sevitov. "While rather striking I'm afraid that this is
of limited value as an endgame study, quite aside of the matter of new *C*
knowledge on 0116. After all, the solution is only two moves long, with
Black having the star moves which however serve only to produce a position
where White still has a technical win. Since *C* can now be consulted on a
specific position, I have been able to verify that the position after 2.... blS is
in fact a White win, and a rather quick one at 10 moves. As expected, any
"reasonable" White move maintains the win, though possibly pushing it back
a long way. Unexpectedly, the composers' analysis is far from optimal:
3.Bel? already gives 14 moves, and by the time we reach 6.Rel? White is 41
moves from the win with best play. The point is 1.... Kg2! (instead of Kf2)
when 8.Kc5 Sf2! and the fork threat gives Black a second wind. Even after
7.... Kf2(?) 8.Kc5 Sb2! Black holds on for another 25 moves. The fast win
is.3 Bb4!, abandoning the battery to contain the Knights. 3.Ba5(el) are only a
move longer. If wK is placed on c8 rather than c7 then 3.Bb4! wins in only 5
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