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SPOTLIGHT
directed by Walter Veitch

EG28, centre page, T.A3(1): A.
Troitzky. Bl wins, not Wh, by C.
J. S. Purdy’s move 1. .. Kcl, ad-
vised from Potts Point, Australia,
by C. J. Taylor; e.g. 2. a6 Bgl 3. e4
Kdl etc. (Correction by WV: Add
wPf{3, also wPa2 to eliminate 1.
Kd3 Bgl 2. e4 Kb3=. Cn T.A.3,
moreover, add bPc7, else 2.
Rh2=).

EG32, No. 1756: L. I. Katsnelson.
An attempted refutation is 10. ..
£d7 11. Sg8 Sf8. Now if 12. Bh5?
g6t draws, but A. J. Sobey points
out that instead 12. Sg4 wins for
12. .. Sxg6 13. Kxg6 is a Troitsky
win,

EG34, No. 1907: Al. P. Kuznetsov.
A dual win advised by Clin Per
(Helsinki) is 6. Kg3 (instead of
Kg4) e5 7. f6 e4 8. f7 e3 9. £8Q €2
10. Rxglt.

No. 1921: Y. Dorogov. A dual win
is 2. Ra7 (threat Sc7) Kb5 3. f7 h2
4. f8Q h1Q 5. Qe8t+ Kaj (if 5. ..Kc4
6. Rc7t mates in 4) 6. Rxa6+ Kxa6
7. Sb4t mates in 4. WV.

No. 1945: L. Kopac. No win, ex-
cept probably for PRlack, because
of 1. . Bg4t 2. Ke3 (2. Kel Sf3t
wins) Bxh5 3. Kf4 (3. f8Q Rxe8t
wins) Fxf7 etc. WV,

EG35 is marked Vol. IV on the
cover, This should be Vol. III.

P. 51, G2-3: F. Sackmann. T. B.
Gorgievs article shows why G3 is
not successful as a correction of
G2. But Mr. Chéron advises that
he had also become aware of this
and in 1965 produced a second
correction by adding a wPh7 to G2
(See No. 1947 in Cheron IV).

P. 65, No. 9(1): T. B. Gorgiev. bP
at g2 should be wP.

P. 65, No. 9(2): A. Kakovin. A
dual win is 2. Kg4 Rbl 3. Bg3 Rb2
4. a5 Rbl 5. Bel Rb2 6. Bf2 Rb1 7.
Bb6. WV.

P. 65, No. 9(3): V. Korolkov. Mr.
Cheron points out a dual win and
correction given by him with full
analysis in No. 1948 of Cheron IV.
The dual win is 10. e5 £f5 11. e6 Rhl
12. Bfl1 Rh2 13. Be2 Rhl 14. Bdl
Rh2 15. BEc2 Rh1 16. h8Qt Rxh8 17.
e7 Re8 18. Bxf5 Rc8 (18. .. RxeT7
19. Bc8) 19. Bd7 Re8 20. f5 Rg8 21.
f6 gf 22. e8Qf. The correction is
achieved by moving bRg4 to e3 and
wPe4 to g4. After 1. h7 Rh3 2. Bbl
a2 3. Bxa2 Rh1 the main line stays
identical except that 16. gb and 22.
gf replace the similar eP moves.

No. 1992: F. S. Bondarenko & Al
P. Kuznetsov. A mate in 4 by 2.
fxg6. WV.

No. 1995: M. N. Klinkov & Al. P.
Kuznetsov. Black draws by 2. ..
Sb5. After 3. a8Qt Kc7 threatens
perpetual check, so 4. Kb6(7)
Rxgs=. WV.

No. 1996: Al. P. Kuznetsov. 1. ..
Ra5 probably wins for Black. 2.
Rh1l Sh5 3. Rfl Ra4 4. Rxg6t Rf4
etc. WV.

No. 2009: C. M. Bent. Note (i) is
in fact a dual win after 4. Qe5,
threatening mate at both g5 and ef.
WV,

No. 2016: E. Janosi & J. Mayer.
After 2. cxb8Q fxe2 is supposed to
draw. Fut Wh wins by 3. Qc7¢%
Ke6 4. Qc4t Kd6 5. Qd4t Kcb 6.
Qc5t Kb7 7. Qb5+ Ka7 8. Scd and
mate in 2. WV,
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NEWCOMERS’ CORNER
'NC5’

by J.D. Beasley

R studies have been rather thinly
represented in this column to date,
so I have selected four for this is-
sue. Bl's immediate strategic aim in
No. 2130 (V. Evreinov, draw) is to
command a7 with bB, after which
the win is sure; Bl will have the
three threats of winning a5/a6,
winning wB and forcing wK
against the side of the board, and
W cannot cope with them all. The-
re are immediate tactical threats
as well; not 1. .. Rxa6, certainly,
for 2. Bflt is a refutation, but a
preliminary bK move will threaten
it and ..Rf8t and ..Ra8 are also
in the air. So W must act. If 1. a7?
then 1. .. Rf8t and 2. .. Ra8 as
aforesaid, and if 1. Bg2 to prepare
the ground then 1. .. Kc5! 2. a7 (or
Bb7) Kd6 and mate next move;
nor does W get anywhere by 1. Bc8
(1. .. Rf8t 2. K47 Bd4). This lea-
ves 1. Ke7, threatening 2. a7, and
1. K47 whose inadequacy will ap-
pear.

Now 1...Rf8 2. Bg2 Rc8 transposes
into a variation off the main line,
and threats of .. Ra6 after 1... Kc5
or 1. .. Kd4 can be met by 2. Bc8
Rf8 3. Bb7 Rb8 4. Ke6 with a7 to
follow. This line does not work
against 1. .. Kb4 since Bl could
now play 4. .. Bd4, but 2. Be6 in-
stead was suggested at the April
C.E.S.C. meeting and looks good
enough; 2. .. Rf8 3. Bd5 Re8 4. Kd7
and a7 will again soon follow. (If
W had player 1. Kd7, however,
then in this line 3. .. Bd4 would
have been playable since bRf8
would not have been under at-
tack.) So Bl’s best is 1... Re6 with
the threat of .. Re7¢.

Best is now 2. Bg2, commanding
a8 as well as attacking bR; neither
2. Kd7 Kc5 3. Bfl Be5 nor 2. Bfl}
Kc5 offers W anything. In reply,
2. .. Rc7t leads to a shortened ver-
sion of the main line and 2. .. Rc8

to a repetition after 3. Kd7 Rf8
(for .. Rf7+) 4. Ke7 Rc8 5. Kd7;
but bR must stay on the file to
meat a7 with .. Re7t, so 2. .. Re5
it is. The BI threat is now 3. ..
Rxa5 and 4. .. Bd4, and the only
way for W to hold out is by the
sacrificial 3. a7!. It leads to 3. ..
Rc7t 4. Ke8! (the reason will ap-
pear) Rxa?7 5. a6 (threatening 6.
Bb7 and bR is boxed in); and now
we see why wK had to go to e8,
for if it were on d8 Bl could get
bR out by 5. .. Bf6t and 6. .. Rh8,
while on the sixth rank 5. .. Rxa6
would be check. With wK on eS8,
however, bR can come out only to
c7, and after 5. .. Re7 it can be at-
tacked again by 6. Kd8. Now if Bl
defends it by 6. .. Be5 then 7. Bb7
and .. Bd4 cannot be played; alter-
natively if 6. .. Rf7 then 7. Ke8
Re7 8. Kd8 and we have a draw
by repetition.

In No. 2131 (V. Kovalenko, win)
W must obviously try to promote
wPa5. There is a possible check
by 1. Rh8t, but a good general
rule, both over the board and in
studies, is to hold back such a
check until it provides a definite
advantage, so let us play 1. a6.
Since bK is out of range, which
bS should give chase? Neither is
significantly nearer, but moving
bSa2 will free bPa3, so 1. .. Sh4.
There follows 2. a7 Sd5+, and
where should wK go? Not to d4,
on account of 3. .. Sb6 4. Rh6 a2
and 5. .. alQ will be check and
give W no time to mate; nor to e4
or e2 because of 3. .. Sb6 4. Rh6
Sc3t and 5. .. ¢Sd5. (W can win
this bS, assuming 3. Kxe4 and 5.
Kd4, by 8. a8Qt Sxa8 7. Kxd5, but
R vs S is only a draw unless the
R can prove otherwise, and the
diversionary value of bPa3 just
gives Bl time to organize himself.)
This leaves only 3. Kf2!.
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Now follows 3. .. Sb6 (not 3. ..
Sc7 4 .Rh8t K-- 5. Rh7t and 6.
Rxc7), and after 4. Rh6 e3t wkK
must stop and think again. If 4.
Ke2 (f3, f1) then bSbl can check
and then defend Sb6, and if 5.
Kxe3 then the threatened fork on
d5 after 5. .. Sc3 is equivalent.
Clearly the best of the rest is Kel,
blocking bPa3, but I do not think
that the less clear moves .. Kg3
(g2, gl) forfeit the win. After 5.
Kel Bl has nothing better than

.. Sa8 6. Rh8+ (delay justified!)
Kd7 7. Rxa8 a2 and W has a stan-
dard sacrifice available in 8. Rd8f.
If bK moves left then 9. a8Q alQ
and W can mate with a string of
checks before bQ can move, a
theme that persists.

After 8. .. Ke7, however, W must
repeat the sacrifice by 9. Re8!
Ki7 10. Rf81 Kg7 11. Rg8+ Kh7 12.
Rh8t+ Kg7 13. a8Q and soon mates;
if he tries a8Q while bK is still to
the right of wR then .. alQ stops
the ultimate wR check on h8.

Neither of these is really solving
material for non-experts, but No.
2132 (D. Petrov, win) yields its se-
crets more readily and is of the
kind perhaps best appreciated by
solving. So try it before reading
on; if you get to an apparent im-
passe, remember Sherlock Hol-
mes’s dictum - when you have eli-
minated the impossible, whatever
remains, however improbable,
must be the truth. Well? We must
go for mate or material gain, and
since only the win of a whole R
willdo (R+BvsRand R+Svs R
both being drawn unless the
stronger side can prove otherwise)
it looks as if mate is the better
immediate choice. Hence 1. Rg6+
Kh8, and now 2. Rg8%! is the only
way to keep checking. 2. .. Kxg8
3. Bd5t Rf7 4. Sxf7 follows, and
material gain has now become a
possibility since bRd8 is in danger.
In fact it can be saved only by
.. Rf8 (cramping bK and losing
quickly after 5. Se5t) or by 4. ..
Re8; but 5. Sebt+ again wins, since
after 5. .. Kf8 there is still a mate

by 6. Sg6. The purpose of bPa7
escapes me.

My original intention was to use
another piece from this award as
a peg on which to hang an elemen-
tary dissertation on castling, but
we have had more than enough of
this lately, so instead let us look
at No. NC 5.1 (V. Anufriev, draw).

NC 5.1 V. Anufriev

(v.72)
3rd Prize,
Central Chess Club
of USSR. 1972
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Draw '3+4

1. Re6t Kd2/i 2. Rd7t Kc2 3.
Rc6t Kbl 4. Rb6t1 Kal 5. Rblt
Qxbl 6. Rdl Sc5 7. Rel, the
additional twist that lifted it
into the prize list. i) 1, ..
Kdl 2. Rxa6 and Bl cannot
win either wR.

JRH: Cf Yakimchik, 1966, in

Shakhmaty. wKe6, wRbT7,
wPb6; bKce8, bBe5, bSa4,
bPa6, b4. 1. Re7 b3 2. b7t

Kb8 3. Kd5 b2 4. Kc6 Ka7 5.
b8Qt Kxb8 6. Re8f XKa7 1.
Re7t Ka8 8. Rxe5 b1Q 9. Re8t
Qbs 10. Rd8 Ka7 11. Rd7+ Ka8
12. Rd8 Sc3 13. Rxb8Qt Kxb8
14. Kb6, draw.

W cannot hold out with 2R against
Q+ S, since after say 1. Kxa4 Sc5t
2. K-- Se4 bS will stop immediate
perpetual check, and once Bl gains
the initiative his threats of mate
and material gain will be too
strong. 1. Rxa6? loses off-hand to

. Qalt 2. Kb4 Qblt, so W must
try tactical checks. Even these do
not seem very promising, however,
for after 1. Rh2t Kd3 2. R2h3t Kc4
3. R3h4t+ Kb5 4. R4h51 Sc5 Bl has
found a haven, and the correct 1.
Re6+ looks no better after 1. .. Kd3
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2. Rd6t Kc4. But instead W has
available 2. Rxa6! and draws since
Bl can no longer pick up either
wR by immediate checks; a typi-
cal variation is 2. .. Qalt 3. Kb4
Qd4t+ 4. Ka3 Qc3t 5. Kxa4 Qd4t 6.
Kbb Qe5t 7. Kb6 Qebt 8. KaT7 Qe3t
9. Rb6 and W is safe. So bK must
give up his dreams of a shelter
behind bS and make for al instead.
This leads to 1. .. Kd2 2. Rd77 (we
will look at 2. Rd6f afterwards)
Kc2 3. Re6+ Kbl 4. Rb6+ Kal 5.
Rblt and there will be either a
forking check or a pin by 6. Rdl
since .. Qxdl will stalemate.

Now we see why 2. Rd6t would
not have worked, since after 2. ..
Kcl the only available check is 3.
Re6f and no wR can play to dl.
But cannot Bl win after all by
5. .. Qxbl 6. Rdl Sc5 since 7.
Rxblt will now lose and W has no
other strong move? No, he cannot;
7. Rel! and Bl must stop trying.

Review.

1. Assiac’s The Delights of Chess
is now out in a revised edition, in-
cluding selected studies from later
New Statesman tourneys.

2. Gerald Abrahams’ book Not
Only Chess includes his “Chess
Endings - Didactic and Epicurean”
talk given to the extraordinary
meeting of The Chess Endgame
Study Circle held on 30.xii.67 at
the Hastings Congress (see EG15),
and much else besides, some of it
of interest to studies enthusiasts,
and all in the well-known Abra-
hams style... to which no one can
remain indifferent!

Review

The second, and final, volume of
Kasparyan’s organised anthology
on DOMINATION, has now been
published. Starting with No. 1077,
dominations of bQ by various W
force take up to No. 2395, while
the final part (the last study bears
the No. 2545, hence [ intend to call
the volumes ‘2545 for short) has
seven sub-sections dealing with
miscellaneous allied themes and

forces not otherwise dealt with.
These seven are:

I: wRR against bR and Bl
minor piece
(2396-2440/2545")
II: wR and 1 of 2 minor W
pieces against bR and Bl
minor piece
(2441-2476/2545")
III: wRR and W minor
piece against similar
Bl material
(2477-2481/:2545")
IV: wQ against bR and
Bl minor piece
(2482-2505/2545)
V: wQ and wR against
bQ and bR or bB
(2506-2519/:2545’)
VI: "draughts” combinations
(2520-2545/2545")

VII: ”devouring” of superior
Bl force by W
The  “draughts” combinations

describe, for example, successive
forks by a wS, the position being
set up for this finale by the intro-
ductory play. The <“devouring”
combinations include Q-ladders-
with-~captures, S-tours-with-cap-
tures, and related ideas, often
whittling down overwhelming Bl
superiority.
The volume is well produced and,
in 350 pages with hard cover, is
eminently portable. There is a
bibliography showing 28 Russian/
Soviet titles and 44 others. In
conjunction with Vol. I it is un-
questionably a “must” for all en-
thusiasts. By the time this appears
I hope to have copies of Vol. II
available at £ 1.50 each  vost
free). If previous experie: 2 is
anything to go by, it will ot be
readily available through normal
sources.

AJR

Review

COMPOZITIA SAHISTA IN RO-
MANTIA, by Emilian Dobrescu and
Virgil Nestorescu, Bucarest 1974.
Of the diagrams, which are num-
bered up to 957, those that will
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primarily interest EG-readers are
No. 234-316, No. 317-362, and No.
739-844. Except for a few these
are all studies by Rumanian com-
posers, and an astonishingly fine
collection it makes, much of it ma-
terial not known, at least to this
reviewer. For instance, 1 was
aware of only about 3 studies by
Ginninger, but here can be found
12. It is curious, however, that
Walter Veitch’s demonstration of
a flaw in a Nestorescu is acknow-
ledged in a corrected version,
while his demolition of a Ginnin-
ger is ignored. Both analytic
comments appeared in EGI12 (p.
347) following Nestorescu's arti-
cle in EG9 on Rumanian study
composers. The flawed Ginninger
is No. 265 in the book reviewed
here. But this is a niggle. At last
we have a chance to look at 14
studies by that difficult man Joita,
about whom I still cannot make up
my mind whether the obscurity of
motive behind the moves is a sign
of his depth or of my shallowness:
let us hope that the number of
high prizes Joita has been awarded
is a reliable indication of his depth
and correctness.

Cf considerable interest is a sec-
tion (with diagrams 317-362) de-
voted to theoretical contributions
by Rumanian composers. These
composers are Farago (mainly
pawn material) and Dobrescu,
whose QVR +B in-depth analyses
have uncovered many extraordi-
nary and delightful winning pos-
sibilities, often depending on en-
gineering a zugzwang. The bulk
of the studies, which form the 739-
844 diagram group, are presented
in more compact form, in alpha-
betical order of composer. The
whole book has only 312 pages, in-
cluding a composer index, small
bibliography, and errata list. This
latter is not, alas, complete, as on
a quick riffle through I spotted 786
without a wK, and 789 with wK in
check to bQ for several moves
(presumably bQ should be on h8
and not on h6). No. 245 is repeated
as No. 778. Teodoru, who left Ru-

mania a few years ago, but surely
deserves a mention in the collec-
tion, is totally ignored. Well, rea-
ders of this review should not
take too muci: heed of criticisms
like these. The book (if you can
get hold of a copy - I have none
available) is well researched and
excellent.

AJR

Postscript to Gorgiev's “Edge to
Edge” article (see p. 111 in EG36).
Mr Harman writes: “Am I wrong
or right that K+2S v K+P fre-
quently involves bK marching
from edge to edge? And what
about Reichhelm (No. 191 in
T1000); Kok (1934, No. 195 in his
collection); Krejcik (1930, XV on
p. 84 of his book? TBG may add
them to his collection. The fact is
that the edge-to-edge K-march is
of interest only in connection with
other factors and by itself has no
value in grouping studies for clas-
sification or discussion.”

Addendum to ‘Newcomers’
Corner’

My apologies for a sad blunder in
the last study of NC4 (Bent). W’s
second move should of course be
2. Se4t; if then 2. .. Kc5 3. Be8 b6,
W can win bS by 4. ¢Sd6+. Moral:
Don’t quote solutions from me-
mory. (JDB)
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DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 2099 E. Dobrescu

Romania S.R. Anmv Tny,

&

7/

(th thlh No 20993)

%/

%

3+2

No. 2099: E. Dobrescu. This 'twin’
study is worth two separate dia-
grams. 1. Kf8/i Qh6/ii 2. Kg8 Kgb
3. Sf8t Kh5/iii 4, Kf7/iv Qf4t 5.
Ke7 Qg57 6. Kf7 QdST 7. Seb Qf57
8. Ke7 Qh7 9. Kf8 Qh6 10. Ke7/v
draw. i) 1. Kh8? Qe5 2. Sf8 Kgb
3. Kh7 Qh2t 4. Kg8 Khé 5, Se6/vi
Qe5 6. Kf7 Qf5t 7. Ke7 Kh7. 1.
Sf8? Qh5 2. Sh7 Kg6 3. Sf81 Khé
4. Kh8 Qe5. ii) 1. ... Qd6t 2, Kf7
Qeb6t 3. Kf8. iii) 3. ... Kg5 4. Sh7t
Kg6 5. St8+ Khj 6. Kh8. iv) 4. Sh7?
Qf4 5. Kh8 Kh6 6. g8Q Qe5f. 4.
Sd7? Qf4 5. Kh7/vii Qe4t 6. Kh8/
viii Kh6 7. Sf6 Qd4 8. Sg8t Kg6 9.
Se7t Kf7 10. Sf5 Qd8f 11. Kh7
Qg8t 12, Khé Kf6 wins. v) 10. Kf7?
Qg6t 11. Ke7 Kh6 vi) 5. Kh8 Qeb
6. Se6 Qf6. vii) 5. Kh8 Kh6 6. g8S+t
Kg6 7. Se7t Kf7. 5. Sf8 Kh6/ix.
viii) 6. Kg8 Qe8+t 7. S£8 Kh6 8. Kh8
Qej. ix) Interesting, and not gi-
ven, is 6. g85S+ Khs 7. Kg7, when
the Bl win needs demonstrating,
though this is not a known theore-
tical draw. AJR.
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No. 2099a E. Dobrescu

Romania SR Anmv Tny,
73

Y
%

No. 2099a: E. Dobrescu. The dia-
gram is the same pattern as No.
2099, but with all men shifted one
file left. The solution here is to
move wK to right, this time, i.e.,
the studies are genuine twins.

1. Kg8/i Qd5 2. Se6/ii Qxeb, book
draw, by 3. Kg7(h8) Qe7 4. Kg8
Qeb 5. Kg7(h8) Qf6T 6. Kg8 Qgbt
7. Kh8 Qxf7 stalemate. i) 1. Ke8?
Qg6 2. Kf8 Kf6 3. Se8t Kgb 4. Ke7
/iii Qe4t 5. Kd7 Q51 6, Ke7 Qc5t
7. 5d6 Qe5t 8. Kd7 Qg7 9. Ke8 Qg6
10. Kd7 Qh6 11. Ke7/iv Qf61 12.
Kd7 Kgb6. 1. Se8? Qgb 2. Sc7 Kf6
3. Se8t Kgb6 4, Sd6 Qd8t 5. Se8
Qd7. ii) 2. Kf8? Kf6 3. Se8t Kgb.
2. Se8? Kf5 3. Kg7 Qg2t 4. Kf8/v
Kg6 5. Sd6 Qg5 6. Ke8 Qe5f 7.
Kd7 Kg7 2. Sh5? Kdé 3. Sg7 Kef.
iii) 4. Sg7 Qe4 and 5. ... Kg6. 4.
Sc7 Qe4 5. Kg7 Qd4t 6. :ln7 Qh4f
7. Kg7 Qh6t 8. Kg8 Kg6. iv) 11.
Se4t Kf5 12. Sd6ét Kf6 13, Ke8
Qe3t 14. Kf8 Qa3 15. Ke8 Ke6, or
15. Kg8 Qg3t. v) 4. Kh8 Kg6 5.
f8Q Qh2t and mates.



No. 2100 E. Dobrescu
1 Comm.,
Romania S.R. Anniv. Tny,

1973
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No. 2100: E. Dobrescu. 1, Sh4 giS
2. Sg2 e2 3. Sel Ke4 4. Kb3 Sf3 5.
Kc2 Ke3 6. Sg2i/i Kf2 7. Sf4
draws. i) 6. Sd3? Se5 7, Sel Kf2
8. Kd2 Sc4i.

No. 2101 N. Kralin

2 Comm.,
Romania SR Anmv Tny,
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No. 2101: N. Kralin. 1. g4 Ke71/i
2. Kf7 Kd7 3. g5 Re8 4. gb6/ii RxeTt
5 Kf6/iii Re6t 6. Kf7 Re7t 7. Kf6
draw. i) 1. ... Ra4 2. gb Rg4 3. Kf7
Rf41 4. Ke6 Redt 5. Kd6. ii) 4.
Kf6? Rh8 5. Kf7 Rh71 6. Kf8 Rxe7
7. g6 Rel 8, g7 Rf1T 9. Kg8 Ke7, or
in this 5. g6 Ke8 6. g7 Rg8. iii) 5.
Kf8? Rel 6. g7 Rflt 7. Kg8 Ke7
wins.

No. 2102 1. V. Zemjanski
and Al P. Kuznetsov
(i11.71)
1st Prize,
Schach-Echo, 1971-2
Award: xii.73

%%%%7/52
2 2 //
E/%@///;% | ////
4 %/;%//,// /”///i/
;¢ﬁé}%%%
7%,4 iy |
BB E

Draw +7

No. 2102: 1. V. Zemjanski and Al
P. Kuznetsov. Judge: A. Hilde-
brand, who looked for i) origina-
lity of idea, ii) counterplay by B1,
iii) dynamic ,all-the-men™ play,
iv) construction commensurate
with the idea. In No. 2102 he found
the doubling of the R-opposition
new, the play good, R-moves pret-
ty, introduction with tries ”not
without points”. 1. Rg2/i Sxf21/ii
2. Rxf2 g3/iii 3, a8Q Rxa8 4. Rh2}/
iv gh 5. Ra7/v and now either 5.
... Rb8 6. Rb7 Re8/vi 7. Re7 Rd8
8. Rd7 Re8 9. Re7 Rf8 10. Rf7 draw,
or 5. ... Rh6 6. Ra6 Rb8 7. Rb6 Rc8
8. Rc6 Rd8 9. Rd6 Re8 10. Re6 Rf8
11. Rf6 draw. i) 1. Rel? Sxf2t 2.
Kgl g3 3. a8Q Rxa8 4. Rxa8 Rd7
5. Rxa5 h4 6. Rb5 Rd2 7. a5 Kg4.
ii) 1. ... g3 2, fg Sxg3t (Ra8; Rg6)
3. Rxg3t Kxg3 4. Rg6t. iii) 2. ...
Ra8 3. Rh2t Kg3 4. Rxa5 h4 5.
Rg2t Kf4 6. Rf21 Ke3 7. Rb2 aRxa7
8. Rxa7 Rxa7 9. Rb4 Rg7 10. Kg2.
iv) 4. Rxa8? gf 5. Rf8 Kg3 6. Rf7
h4, v) 5. Rxa8? Rg7 6. Rg8 Rgl+t
7. Rxgl hgQt 8. Kxgl Kg3 wins.
vi) 6. ... Rf7 7. Rb3t Kh4 8. Rxb8
Rf3 9. Rb5 Rxa3 10. Rxa5 Ra2 11.
Rb5 Rxa4 12. Rb2 draw.
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No. 2103 G. M. Kasparyan

Schagngcl:}:(l) 1971-2
UHiE W
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No. 2103: G. M. Kasparyan. "Very
aesthetically presented. Good har-
mony of means and active Bl
counterplay justify a high placing”
1, Sd4t Kf2 2. Qxe4 d5t 3 Kxd5/i
Bb7t/ii 4. Scé and now, 4. ... RA2¥
5. Ke5 Rgst 6. Kb6 Rb2f 7. Kc7/iii
Rg7+ 8. Kd6/iv Rd2f 9. Kc5 draw,
or 4. ... Rg5% 5. Kd6 Rd2t 6. Kc7
Rg7t 7. Kb6/v Rb271 8, Kc5/vi Rgst
9. Kd6 draws. i) 3. Qxd5? Re7t 4.
Kd3 Ba6t 5. Ke4 Fb7 wins. ii) 3.
.. Rb5t 4. Kc4 draw. 3. ... RA7%
4 Kc5 Re7t 5. Kd6 RdA7t 6. Kcb
draw. iii) Not 7. Ka7? Ra5t with
win for Bl. iv) And not 8. Kd8?
Rd2+. v) 7. Kb8? Rd8+. vi) 8. Ka5?
Rg571.

No, 2104 G. Nadareishvili
(iii.71)
3rd Prize,

Schach-Echo, 1971 2
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No. 2104: G. Nadareishvili, ”Sue-
cessive promotion is a speciality
of the Georgian composer. ...very
economical, though studies in this
style tend to be mechanical; ...no.
Bl counterplay”. 1. d8Q/i bRxd8
2. cdR/ii Rxd8 3. b8Q/iii Rxb8 4.
abB Kbl 5. Be5 wins: 5. ... Kc2
6, Bg7 (or Bal, b2, h8) 6. ... Kd3
7. Kb3 Ke4 8. Kc4 Kf5 9. Kb5
wins. i) 1. d8R? Kbl 2. Rxd4 alQt
3. Kb3 RxbT7f. ii) 2. ¢dQ? Rd371 3.
Qxd3 stalemate. iii) 3, b8R? Rd3%
4. Rb3 Rd8 5. Rh3 Kbl 6. Kb3 Kecl.

No. 2105 P. A. Petkov
(ix.71)
1 Hon. Men,,

Schach-Echo, 1971-2
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No. 2105: P. A. Petkov. ”...... heavy
construction for the idea. a6 and
h4 are wallflowers, even if the S
does import some threat. A more
experienced composer would have
activated these men.” 1. d7/i Rd6
2. h7 Bb2 3. Sd2t/ii Rxd2/iii 4. ¢3
Bxe3 5. Be2f Kf4/iv 6. g31 Kgd/v
7. Bf5t Kh5/vi 8. Bg6t Kgd/vii 9. °
Bf5t draw. i) 1. h7? Re8%. ii) 3.
c3? Pxe3 4. Sd2+ Kd3. iii) 3. .. Kf4
4. g31 Kg4 5. Be61 Kh5 6. Bf7t Kg4
7. Be6f. iv) 5, ... Rxc2 6. d8Q. 5
... Ke3 6. Sf5f and 7. Sd4. v) 6. ...
Kxg3(e3) 7. Sf5t and 8. Sd4. vi)
7. ... Kxg3 8. Bd3 Rxd3 9 Sf5t.
vii) 8. ... Kh6 9. Sf5f%.






