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Among the ideas which studies have
adopted from problems are the
principal values esteemed by the
Bohemian School of composing,
namely the ideas of purity of
checkmate, purity of stalemate, and
echo-effects. These values are well
known. Less known in the world of
studies is the "Logical School" of
chess composition, which can offer
just as much. I should like to give in
this paper a brief account of what is
most important about the Logical
School, the essentials for purposes of
study composition.

The "Logical" Combination in the
Study.
Composing in the 'logical' manner
implies two (or more) manoeuvres
linked in such a way that they form a
notional, or 'logical' whole. The
linking of the manoeuvres can be
realised in two fundamentally dif-
fering ways, giving the two distinct
types of logical combination, which
we shall call here the "Preparation"
Type and the "Choice" Type.

V. Pachman
4th Prize, »

Ceskoslovensky Sach, 1950

Win 4 + 8

PI illustrates the "Preparation"
type. The manoeuvres that comprise
White's main aim (German: Haupt-
plan) or decisice attack run: 1. Bc6?
Sc7 and 1. Sc6? Bc7. In both
try-manoeuvres a black block occurs
on the square c7 (the black bishop is
blocked after 1. ..., Sc7 and the black
knight is blocked after 1 Bc7),
but in neither case can White take
advantage of the block, since White
had created his own congestion on
the square c6, the precise square
whose occupation by the other white
piece would win one of the black
pieces. White therefore (a 'logical'
therefore) executes a preparatory
manoeuvre or introductory play
(German: Vorplan) whereby he re-
moves, with tempo, the potential
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White congestion, or block, on c6:
1. Bf6 +! and now 1. ..., Kg8 2. Sc6!
Bc7 3. Se7-f (note the check) 3. ...,
Kf8 4. Bc6 (Bd8; Sg6 + , fg; Bxd8)
wins, or 1. ..., Kh7 2. Bc6 Sc7 3.
Be4+ Kg8 4. Sc6 wins. In other
words the 'main aim* succeeds only
because of the 'preparation*.
In PI the logical combination was
composed consciously. It is remarka-
ble that in most cases of logical
combination in studies the composer
finds it by instinct, in the process of
sharpening the conflict to its utmost
and most precise. This is particularly
true with the transfer of tempo in
positions of reciprocal zugzwang. We
frequently read that a position is
disadvantageous for the side whose
turn to move it is, but we search in
vain for the demonstration of this
claim in the printed solution itself.
And yet the composer is under
obligation to insert a false continua-
tion, a try, into the solution, in such
a case to show that with the move
White's aim fails, and fails only
because White has the move. If such
a variation is indeed supplied, and if
it indeed makes the required demon-
stration, then the composer has
contructed a 'logical' combination.

P2 R. Rtti
(from Mandler's 1931 published

collection of Reti's studies)

2 + 4

There are quite simple endgame
positions that are susceptible to
'logical* treatment. P2 shows the

"Choice" (German: Auswahl) type
of logical combination. In this type
two (or more) seemingly equally valid
continuations offer themselves, in the
form of what we may call a 'general'
manoeuvre (Pachman uses the Ger-
man word Leitplan, apparently in the
sense of temptation or try). This
general manoeuvre fails to a defence
that is eliminated by the 'specific'
manoeuvre (Pachman: Richtplan).
An example of the general manoeu-
vre in P2: 1. Rf8? f3 2. Rf4 b4 3.
Rxg4 b3 4. Rgl f2 5. Rfl b2 6. Kg7
Kd4 7. Kf6 Kd3, and as 8. ..., Ke2 is
threatened, White plays 8. Rbl, but
then 8. .•., Kc2 wins. This manoeuvre
of White's would draw if the black
pawns were one file farther apart
from one another. It is therefore the
f-pawn that White must capture,
leaving the g-pawn. The 'specific plan
runs: 1. Rg8! g3 2. Rg4 b4 3. Rxf4 b3
4. Rfl g2 5. Rgl (other rook moves
merely prolong the solution) 5. ..., b2
6. Kg7 Kd4 7. Kf6 Ke3 8. Rbl Kd3 9.
Rgl and drawn by repetition.

Genuine and False Logic
A logical combination is worthless
unless it is pure in aim (German:
zweckrein), sometimes called econo-
mical in aim (German: zweckflkono-
misch). This requirement means the
application of the principle of eco-
nomy to motives. There is a classic
definition, due to Stefan Schneider:
economy of aim is present when a
manoeuvre carries out n aims, each
one of which is necessary to the
determination of that manoeuvre.
("Die ZweckOkonomie liegt dann
vor, wenn ein ManCver n Zwecke
erfiillt, von denen jeder einzelne zur
Bestimmung des Manqvers nCtig
ist.") The test of a combination and
of its purity of aim hinges on the test
variation (German: Probespiel). Play
through the main aim or general
continuation and compare it with the
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actual solution. In this way the 'aims'
of the manoeuvre(s) are clarified. For
example, in PI, after 1. Sc6? Bc7 2.
Bf<>+ Kh71, and after 1. Bc6? Sc7 2.
Bf6+ Kg8! White lacks just one
thing - a single tempo. In P2 the
difference between 1. Rf8? and 1.
Rg8! lies just in the distance between
the two remaining black pawns at the
finish.

T.B. Gorgiev
2nd Prize, VTSPS, 1940

P4 H. Mtftison
1st Prize,

Shakhmatny Listok, 1927

Now let us submit the 'logical' P3 to
the test. In the notes (to No. 278 in
the Soviet '650' anthology published
in 1955) we read that the study
illustrates the "Indian" theme. After
the introductory moves (inappro-
priate in problems, but desirable in
studies) 1. Sd3 h3 2. Ba7 Bd4 3. Bxd4
h2 4. Sc5+ Kb6 5. Se4+ Ka6 6. Sg3
hlQ 7. Sxhl g3, there follows 8. Bgl
and the annotation "The critical
move, an introduction to the famous
Indian theme...". The next moves are
8. ..., g2 9. Sf2 when we read, "The
knight occupies the critical square."
And so on. What is this 'Indian'
theme? A temporary obstruction
after the critical move: that is, here,
after 9. ..., Kb6 the knight's move
alone ought to win, but in fact any
move wins! And as for 'critical', the
test 8. Be3? g2 9. Sf2 glQ shows that
the bishop on the square gl has
performed no critical manoeuvre but
has served merely to stop the pawn.
Therefore: not an 'Indian*.

Win

Now let us turn our attention to the
famous 'Roman' theme. P4 is a
veritable show-stopper from the
workshop of the father of the
modern study. After the moves 1.
Sf7 + Kg8 2. a7 Re6+ 3. Kdl! Re8 4.
Sd6 Rd8, we see from the try-play,
the test variation, 5. b6? Bd4 6. Sc8
Rxc8 7. b7 Rcl + ! 8. Kxcl Bxa7, that
the c-line must be obstructed, this
determining the Roman decoy theme,
which is an inverse of the remote
decoy (Pachman describes the Roman
theme as the peri-form* of the
remote decoy). The main line pro-
ceeds: 5. Sf5! Bf8 6. b6 Bc5, and
after the brief intermezzo 7. Se7 +
K-, the breakthrough comes by 8. Sc8
Rxc8 9. b7.

New let the EG-reader consider the
'Roman' group in EG27 (1972), Nos.
1439-1447. There are some interesting
productions in this group, such as a
Roman queen in No. 1440, and, in
No. 1441 a. preparatory manoeuvre
showing two aims, the test variations
4. Ka4? and 4. Kxb4? demonstrating
that both aims are necessary to
justify 4. Kc2! In no. 1442 we see a
complete 'peri-decoy' of a black
rook: 4. Ka6? Sb4 + , and if the
white knight could leap to the square
b4 then the simple decoy 4. Sb4
Rxb4+ 5. Ka6 would suffice. There-
fore the decoy has to take place on
the g-line. On the other hand, No.
1447 is not a Roman at all: there is
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no trace of logic. And where is the
Roman in No. 1444? The attempt 5.
f6? Be6 6. a6 fails not only to 6. ...,
Sc4, but also to 6. ..., Sxe4 7. a7
Sxf6 + . The preparation 5. Kh4 Bfl
conceals two aims (the aims (the
decoy of the bishop and the removal
of the white king from checks) and is
therefore without value. Where is the
Roman even in the victorious No.
1439? Is 3. ..., Rgl + ? supposed to
be the test variation for the white
Roman? In that case, not the black
rook, but some white man, should
have been decoyed onto the square fl.
Therefore, no Roman. At best, a
black Sackmann**: by reason of the
capture of the white knight by the
black rook that clears the f-file, the
aim is obscured and valueless. The
moral of all this is that we must put
our faith in our faithful minstrel
Blondel, our true guide and liberator
from adulterated aims and themes ~
the test variation.

* German: Perilenkung, decoy round
a critical square or line.

**Sackmann: decoy onto a line such
that the correct approach path is
determined by choice from serveral
squares on this line. (Speckmann, in
"Strategic des Schachproblems".)

The Potential of the Logical Study.
As we have seen, the study can make
much from logical combinations, and
in return can give much also. In the
study form a range of new adapta-
tions of even the most familiar
themes can be realised.

"*"* SP W 1-- a Chouv typz of logical
, >r\;< *:osi If. a vhitr Dachntta.
' , . ., V / ^ PM? 4 HI „. i>Rx?4 di]

? %t t i , or, *>:a 'I'reniative, ?.
.<"<.£4 t : 3, Mi4 c :v vvhix 1. Rbo?
is rr.et by 1. ..., Sc6 4-! 3u. if we play
L RhSl the analogous continuation

runs 1. ..., Sb7+ 2. Ke7! Sc5 3.
bRxc5 clQ 4. Rxcl e2, when White
wins by virtue of the vacated square
d8.

1*5 A A). Horhslmuit
1st I 'ri/c.

Czechoslovak kibilce Iv, I'MX

Win

P6 A.O. llcrhslman
3rd Prize, Pravda. 1M2S

P6 is highly instructive, notablu with
respect to the question of purity of
aim. 1. Rh5+ Kg2 2. Rc2+ Kg3, and
now, not 3. cRh2? Sg4 4. Rxh7 Sxh2,
or, in this line, 4. Rh3 + Kg2 5, Rxh7
Sf2+ and 6. ..., Sxh3. Therefore we
have the Brunner-Turton* doubling:
3, MSil? Kg4, and now, not the

but ir-btead,
X 6. H12
^lay ,hrws

\~\ rh-j aim --

immediate
4. Rg2 f ! Kf5 5 E!
17x1 7, h « f l . A.- die
ii»ere h no loss *~* c tr
moves 4 and 5 d^h>j ve roleiy the
necessary compeas^tion for the lost
control of the 5th rank.
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Beyond question logical combina-
tions offer to study composers as to
problem composers great possibili-
ties, but for studies there is a
fundamental limitation. In the pro-
blem the theme and its logical
presentation can form the real point
of the composition, but in the study
the logical combination in never of
value b> itself, but always an
instrument for the convincing-presen-
tation of other values!

From the foregoing we derive the
following requirements for a good
logical study:
1. The study must never lose its

essential study (game-like) charac-
ter. It must never turn into "a
problem with indeterminate con-
clusions".

2. The logical event must be made so
clearly that it is to be under-
stood by anyone unfamiliar with
the theory.

3. The logically contrived manoeu-
vres must be interesting in them-
selves.

With these three requirements ful-
filled, then and only then will the
logical combination confer new im-
petus, and new delights, on the
endgame study.

Prague, iii.79

*Brunner-Turton: a clearance move
by a white line-piece over a critical
square, played so that a second white
piece of the same type can move onto
the same line, on the critical square,
and subsequently down that line
(usually to give checkmate, with the
clearing piece lending guard support).
(Paraphrased by John Rice from his
"An ABC of Chess Problems").

Footnote by AJR: discussion with
Hans-Peter Rehm and Stephan Eisert
after the paper had been read elicited
the tenable view that manoeuvres

with mixed motives are not incompa-
tible with use of 'Indian' and other
terminology. (The meeting was one
of the regular month-end series of the
British Chess Problem Society, and
was particularly well attended be-
cause it coincided with T.R. Dawson
centenary celebrations organised by
the indefatigable Anthony Dick ins )

2nd Plac

No. 1440: L. Katsnelson. 1. Kf8
Qb4+ 2. Kg8 Qxh4 3. Kh7 Qe7 4.
Kh8 Qe5 5. Bd4 Qxd4 6. Kh7 Qd7 7.
c8QQxc8 8. g8Q+ wins.

(.. Shmuk'nson
(No. 1041 in LCi27)

3rd Place,
VI USSR Team
Champ., l%8-9

lsi Theme
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No. 1441: G. Shmulenson. 1. Bh6
Bb4+ 2. Kb3clS+ 3. Bxcl Be6+ 4.
Kc2/i Bf5 + 5. Kdl Bg4 + 6. f3
Bxf3 + 7. Kc2 Be4 4- 8. Kb3 Bd5 + 9.
Ka4 Sb6 + (or Bc6 + ) 10. Kxb4
wins.
i) 4. Ka4? Sb6 + 5. Kxb4 Sd5 +.
4. Kxb4?c5+ and 5. ..., Sc7.

V. Kalandadze
(No. 1442 in EG27)

4th Place, VI USSR Team
Champ., 1968-9

1st Theme

No. 1447: F.S. Bondarenko. 1. f7
Bg7 2. Sxc7 Sg3 + 3. Kh2 Sf5 4. Se6
Be5+ 5. Kh3 Bd6 6. c7 wins.

E. Fuzdilov
(No. 1444 in EG27)

6th Place, VI USSR Team
Champ., 1968-9

1st Theme

Win

Win 5 + 4

No. 1442: V. Kalandadze. 1. Rf2 +
Kxf2 2. Sg4+ Kel 3. Sxh2 Rb2+ 4.
Kc7 Rc2+ 5. Kd7 Rd2 + 6. Ke7
Re2 + 7. Kf7 Rf2 + 8. Kg7 Rg2 + 9.
Sg4 Rxg4+ 10. Kf7 Rf4 + 11. Ke7
Re4+ 12. Kd7 Rd4 + 13. Kc7 Rc4 +
14. Kb7 Rb4+ 15. Ka6 wins.

F.S. Bondarenko
(No. 1447 in EG27)

9th Place, VI USSR Team
Champ., 1968-9

1st Theme

No. 1444: E. Fuzdilov. 1. f5/i h4 2.
gh Sxh4+ 3. Kg5 Sf3 + 4. Kh5 Sd2 5.
Kh4 Bf 1 6. f6 Bc4 7. a6 wins.
i)l.a6?Bc8.

D. Petrov
(No. 1439 in EG27)

1st Place, VI USSR Team
Champ., 1968-9

1st Theme

4 + 5

No. 1439: D. Petrov. 1. Sf5 Rg5 2. ef
gh+ 3. Khl Rxf5 4. f8Q flQ-f 5.
Bxfl Rxfl + 6. Kxh2 Be5 + 7. Qf4 +
Rxf4 8. Sd3 +.
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UNSOUNDNESS IN STUDIES
By International Grandmaster John
Nunn (Oxford)

When John R over oft asked me to
write about the above topic, I was
strongly tempted to call the article
"1001 ways to cook studies" but
decided that this indicated a negative
approach unbecoming to a magazine
such as EG. It has been many years
since EG has had a regular analytical
column and while we are waiting for
Neil McKelvie's notes to appear it
seemed a good idea to present some
analysis of studies which have appea-
red in EG since the last "Analytical
Notes" article. The analysis, except
where otherwise stated, is mine and
hence so are the mistakes. In order
that this not become a boring cata-
logue of disaster I have interspersed
the analysis with some more general
remarks.
There is a lot of ground to cover, so I
had better start...
No. 2663: (Olympiev): wKh2, Qfl,
Sb4, bKd2, Qa7, Pb7, b5 + . After 1.
Qd3+ Kel 2. Qe4+ Kfl 3. Qg2 +
Kel 4. Khl Qb8 5. Sc2+ Kdl 6.
Se3+ Kel 7. Qc2 the main line
continues 7. ..., Qd6 8. Kgl, but
what about 7. ..., Qe8? This seems to
draw, e.g. 8. Qdl+ Kf2 9. Qfl +
Kg3 10. Qg2+ Kf4 11. Sd5+ Kf5 12.
Qf3 + Kg5 (or g6) 13. Qf4+ Kg6 14.
Qf6+ Kh7 (or h5), or 8. Sg2+ Kfl
9. Qdl+ Kf2 10. Qgl+ Kf3 11.
Sh4+ Kf4 and W has achieved
nothing.
No. 2664: (Pogosyants): wKd8, Qe4,
Re8, Pa4, c6, bKb8, Qa6, Rf7, Ba7,
Pa5. = . A disaster! W can even win
by 1. Qf4+! Ka8 2. Qxf7. Retiring
the Q to hi in the original position
may correct this study.
No". 2807: (da Silva): wKh4, Ba4,
Sf5, gl, Pd5, bKb7, Ba7, d3. + .
After 1. Sd6+ Kc7 2. Se8+ Kd8 3.
Sh3 Bc4 the analysis gives 4. d6?
(instead of 4. Sf4) Be6 5. Sc7(g7) Bd7

= but 4. d6 Be6 5. Sf6 consolidates
W's extra material after 5. ..., Bd4(5.
..., Bc5 6. Se4) 6. Se4 Bd7 (6. ..., Bf5
7. Shgf.) 8. Bdi Bc6 9. Shg5 and
everything :> defended. A (.'oT.riior.
source Ox eiTur M^PLS ic be rnsi^
ring only 'specla! mo^es v, he * (v \r
quite ordinary ones ure encx^ 1 .
No. 2907: (Kichigin) wK:- K
bKd5. Pb3, c*. c5, h i . - . Afiei ,
Bh3 Ke4 wins for BI by marching to
gl. Introductory play, often having
been tacked on at the end of the
composing process, is especially
prone to error. Composers are
obviously more interested in the main
idea but it is a shame to spoil a study
by inadequate analysis of the initial
moves.
No. 2909: (Svetukhin): wKeg, Sa8,
h4, Pa5, bKf2, Pb3, f5. + . After 1.
Sf3 Kxf3 2. Sb6 b2 3. Sc4 the only
move given is 3. ..., Ke4 returning to
the square of the P. However this is
unnecessary since the S is not able to
halt fP after 3. ..., Ke2 4. Sxb2 f4
and now:
a) 5. a6 f3 6. a7 (6. Sd3 Kxd3 7. a7 f2
8. a8:Q Ke2 = ) f2 7. a8:Q fl:Q 9.
Qe4 + Kd2 10. Sc4 + Kc3
b) 5. Sc4 f3 6. Sd6 Ke3 7. Sf5 + Kf4
8. Sd4f2 9. Se2 + Kg4
c) 5. Sa4 f3 6. Sc3 + (6. Sc5 Ke3) Kd3
7. Sdl Ke2 drawing by repetition.
No. 2923: (Bazlov): wKf8, Rc2, Bbl,
gl, bKh7, Rhl, Ba7, Pf2. + . This
one was spotted by Jon Speelman
when I made the mistake of saying
"Isn't this study great!". After 1.
Rc6+ Kh8 2. Bxf2 Be3 3. Bd3 Rh6
instead of 4. Bxe3 W can also win by
4. Bg6 Re3 (4. ..., Bxf2 5. Kf7 Rxg6
6. Kxg6) 5. Bxe3 Rxe3 6. Bf5. Most
unfortunate, especially as this was an
unusually attractive study. Another
example of ordinary moves being
good enough.
No. 2964: (Vandiest): wKh7, Bc8,
Pc6, bKe8, Pa6, e3. +. After 1. c7 e2
2. Bg4 el:Q 3. c8:Q+ Kf7 W wins
more quickly by 4. Qc4+ Ke7 (4. ...,
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Ke8 5. Kg8 while since W aims to
check on f4, 4. ..., Kf8 loses more
quickly) 5. Qc7+ Kf8 6. Qf4+ Ke8
(6. ..., Ke7 7. Kg8) 7. Kg8 Qe7 and
now W has two wins:
1) 8. Bh3 a5 (Bl can only move this
pawn) 9. Bg4 a4 10. Qxa4+ Kd8 11.
Qa8 + Kc7 12. Qa7+ Kd6 13. Qa3 +
wins
2) More interestingly, W can win
without recourse to zugzwang by 8.
Qf5! threatening Qc8 + ,e6 + ,c6 +
when Bl has no defence. It is possible
that if bPa7 is added to the original
position 2) above becomes the only
solution since the Vandiest solution
needs a check on b6 while the waiting
solution 1) fails to ...a5,...a6! and
only then. ...a4. This is an example
of a composer trying something very
difficult - it would be very surprising
that in such an open position there is
only one way to win.
I suspect that most Q + B v Q + P's
positions are cookedv or at least have
duals of some importance.
No. 3219: (Mitrofanov and Pogo-
syants): wKf7, Sd6, Pa6, bKh8, Ba5,
f5, Shi, Pd2, g4. + . The intended
solution starts 1. a7 Be4 2. Sxe4 dl:Q
3. Sd2 Kh7 4. a8:Q and here is a fine
example of a mistake on the first
move, as a result of a simple
inversion of moves. After 1. a7 Kh7!
2. a8:Q Bg6 + W might scrape a draw
by 3. Kf8 (3. Kf6 Bc3+ and 4. ...,
di:Q) dl:Q 4. Qa7+ Kh6 5. Qg7 +
Kh5 6. Qh8 + Kg5 7. Qe5+ with
perpetual check, but certainly not
more.
No. 3232: (Asaba): wKa4, Ba5, Sh8,
Pg4, bKa2, Rb2, Pg3. = . After 1.
Bc7 g2 2, Bh2 Rbl 3. Sg6 Rhl 4. Bgl
Rxgl the analysis continues only with
5. Sh4. But 5. Sf4 also draws after 5,

., :*"aJ 6 Ka5 Kb! 7, Kb5 Xc2 8.
Kc4 V*.Ckl l}\ Kd4 Kel 10. g5 and now:
-i) !0. ..., Kfl l i . g6 Rh! 12. Sxg2
Kxg2 U. g7 Rh4r 14, Ke3 Rg4 15.
Kf6 =
b) 10. .... Kfl 11. Sh3-f Kfl 12. Sf4

Rhl 13. Sxg2 Kxg2 14. Ke5 Kh3 15.
g6 Rgl 16. Kf6 Kh4 17. g7 Kh5 18.
Kf7 = .
No. 3233: (Vinokur): wKg3, Pa4, g6,
bKgl, Sd3, Pc5, e5, h3. + . The
solution goes 1. g7 h2 2. g8:Q hl:Q
3. Qa2 Qe4 4. Qbl + Qel + 5.
Qxel + Sxel 6. a5 e4, but how does
W win after 6. ..., c4 7. a6 c3 8. a7
Kfl 9. a8:Q Ke2? Neither 10. Qe4 +
Kd2 11. Qxe5 c2 12. Qf4+ Kdl 13.
Qd4 + Ke2 14. Qc3 Kdl nor 10. Qa3
Kd2 11. Qa5 e4 12. Kf4 e3 seem to
allow W to make progress. There is
much room for further analysis here.
However the composer should cer-
tainly have mentioned this line which
is clearly BPs best defence. Generally
speaking the standard of analysis in
EG is rather low (no criticism of AJR
is intended here) with important lines
often going totally unmentioned,
particularly W tries.
No. 3257: (Koppelomaki) wKel,
Rhl, Bc8, Pc7, bKa8, Be4, Bh4, Pa7,
g3, h2.+ . This is a curious case in
which the cook is at least as attractive
as the intended solution. The solution
starts with 1. Ke2 but 1. Bd7 also
wins, for example 1. Bd7 g2+ (If at
any point ..., Bb7 then Bc6) 2. Ke2
Bf3+ 3. Kd2 Bg5+ 4. Kc2 Be4+ 5.
Kb2 Bf6+ 6. Ka2 Bd5+ 7. Ka3
Be7 + 8. Ka4 Bb7 9. Rxh2 gl:Q
(9 a6 10. Rxg2) 10. Rh8 + Bc8
ll.Bc6mate.
No. 3259: (Kotov and Mitrofanov):
wKhl, Rbl, Pc4, c7, g7, bKfl, Rg8,
Bel, Pc6, g5. = . The intended solu-
tion starts with 1. Rb7 but I believe 1.
c5 also draws although the analysis is
not so easy so may contain a mistake:
1. c5 g4 (1. ..., Rxg7 2. Rxel + ) 2.
Rb2 g3 (or: 2. .... Rc8 3. Rb8 g3 4.
g8:Q 2. ..., Reg 3. Rg2! - not 3. Rb8?
Re3 4, Rh8 Rg3 and Rgl +, Bg3 mate
to follow - 23 4, Rxg3, 2. .... Bd2/c3
3. Rb8 Rxg7 4. Rf8 + , 2, ..., Bf2/g3
3. Rbl+ Bel 4. Rb2) 3. c8:Q! Rxc8
4. Rg2 (Intending Rxg3) Bc3 (4. ...,
Bf2 5. Rxg3 Rg8 6. Rg<5 = ) 5. Rxg3
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