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ANALYTICAL NOTES

A ’guest’ collection, largely compiled
and edited by René Olthof (=RO) of
Rosmalen. Holland.

No. 3271: (Sidorov): wKg7, Bhl, Sa7,
Pa2, g5, bKad, Pa3, b3, b4, d7. -
1. axb3t Kas! (1. .., Kxb3 2. Bd5t
Kb2 3. Sb5S b3 4. Sd4 a2 5. Sxb3
or 3. .., a2 4. Bxa2 Kxa2 5. Kf3
wins) 2. Kf7 a2 3. g6 alQ 4. g7 Qflt
5. Ke7 Qgl! 6. Kf7 Qf2t - g3 - f4f -
g5 - 5t 11. Ke7 Qe6t 12. Kf8 Qfét
13. Kg8 Kb6! 14. Sc8t Kc7 15. Sa7
when B1 should be able to win is a
nice try which contributes considera-
bly to the value of this study. In
the main line 1. Bd5 bxa2 2.
Bxa2 b3 3. Sb5 bxa2 4. Sc3f Kb3 5.
Sxa2 Kxa2 6. g6 there is no need
to quarrel about the authors 6. ..,
Kb3 7. Kf7 a2 8. g7 alQ 9. g8Q
when 9. ..., Qe5 (-AJR) provides good
practical winning chances, since 7. K8
a2 8. g7 alQ 9. g8Qf is an easy
draw! More testing is 6. .., Kb2 (6.
..., Kbl! 7. Kh7) 7. Kf6 a2 8. g7
alQ 9. g8Q but this must be a draw
too due to the position of wK.

No. 3481: (Kralin and An.G. Kuznet-
sov): wKg8, Rh8, Pa2, a3, c4, c5, g4,
bKe8, Ra8, Pas, a7, c¢6, c7, h7. Bl
to move.

The late Joachim Reiners of Cologne
(BRD) - see EG58, p. 260 - discovered
a serious flaw in the lines explaining
wPa2. Position after 17. Ka6: wKa6,
Pa2, a4, g5, bKcd, Pc7, h7. Here
17. ..., Kb4 is given and both 17. ...,
Kd3 (18. Kb5! Kd4 19. Kc6 Kc4 20.
a5) and 17. ..., Kd5 (18. Kb5! ¢5 19.
a5 c4 ... 22. a8Qt) lose too, but now

about 17. .., Kd4! 18. Kb5 (a5!?) 18.
v €5 19, a5 4 - 22. a8Q cl1Q??
Analysis by J. Reiners in 00 # 3,
a BRD-magazine dedicated exclusively
to castling, esp. in problems. Reiners
believes W has no winning chances
in this position (wKb5, Qa8, Pa2, g5,
bKd4, Qcl, Ph7). Is that so? A ques-
tion, which should have been answered
by the composers. As it is, let me
give some variations: 23. Qa7t Kd5 24.
Qd7t Ke5 25. Qxh7 QxgS5 reaching
the notorious Q+P v. Q ending with
a RP is most forcing. See No. 4008
below for further information. In this
specific case, Bl should be able to draw
after 26. a4 Kd6! due to his active K.
More subtle is 26. Qd7 cutting off the
bK when Bl still has problems to reach
a draw. Two other lines are 23. Qh8f
Kd5 24. Qxh7 Qb2t!? 25. Ka6 Qxa2t
26. Kb7 Qb2f and 23. Qd8f KeS5 24.
Qe7t (24. a4!?) when a draw is far
away also. At any rate, a famous prize-
winner is under attack! Will it prove
to be even better than originally thought
or is there really something wrong with
it? Perhaps time will tell, analysing
such open positions is extremely diffi-
cult. I feelw might be winning in the
end.

Nr. 3503: (ALP. Kuznetsov and Sido-
rov): wKd3, Rgd, Sbs, d5, Pf4, bKbl,
Rc4, Sg6, h4, Pa2, 5. After 1. Sa3 +
Kal 2. Rglt Rcl 3. Rxclf Kb2 4.
Ral how could 4. .., Kxal (NUNN
in ’JEG’ No. 61) be overlooked?

The following line confirms his verdict:
5. Kc3 (for Sb4, Sbc2 A 5. ..., Sg2
6. Sh4 Se3 (6. ..., Sel!?) 7. Sd3 (Co-
vering b2 and f4. 7. Sbc2t Sxc2 8.
Kxc2 Sxf4 prevents the Stamma-mate)
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7. ws SeT! (7. ..., Sh4? 8. Kd2 S4g2
9. Kcl winning by zugzwang) 8. Kd2
S7d5 9. Kel (9. Ke2 Sxf4t!) 9. ...,
Sc3 drawing: 10. Sb4 Se2f 11. Kd2
Kb2 or 10. Kd2 Scd5. Apparently the
caged bK cannot be mated!

No. 3921: (V. Nestorescu), insoluble.
See No. 4563, the author’s correction.

No. 4008: (Dolgov): wKe7, Qe6, Sg2,
Pa4, bKf3, Qb2, Sd2 t-. I have had a
lengthy discussion with J. Vandiest (Bel-
gium) on this intriguing miniature. The
solution given in ’EG’60, taken directly
from a magazine called MONGOLIA,
is extremely poor and does the study
no justice. Therefore I shall repeat
it here:

1. Selt Kg3/i 2. Qe3t Kgd/ii 3. Qe2t
Kf5/iii 4. QhSt Ked/iv 5. Qgdt Ke3/v
6. Qe6f Sed/vi 7. Qh3t/vii Kd2/viii
8. Qg2t Kc3 9. Qxb2i/ix Kxb2 10.
Sd3t/x Ka3/xi 11. a5 Sc3 12. a6 Sb5s
13. Kd7 Ka4 14. Kc6 Ka5 15. Sc5
Sd4t/xii 16. Kb7 SbS 17. Sb3i/xiii Kb4
18. Sd4 Sdé6t/xiv 19. Kb8 winning.
i) 1. ..., Kf42) 2. Sd3f

i) 2. .., Kh2 3. Qxd2t; 2. ..., Kh4
3. Qxd2 (Also promising is 3. Sf3f
Sxf3 4. Qfat Kh3(5) 5. Qxf3t is we
must believe games like Gligori¢c-Tim-
man, Bugojno 1980 (colours reversed)
and Smejkal-Browne, Wijk aan Zee 1975
in which the stronger side had compa-
ratively little difficulty to turn his ma-
terial advantage to account with a RP
on the 4th rank. Theory on this ending
is far from complete at the moment!)
3. ..., Qa3t 4. Kf6 Qxad4 - otherwise
the RP will decide in the end - 5.
Qg5t Kh3 6. Qg2 Kh4 7. Sf3t mating.
i) 3. ..., Kh(g)3 4. Qg2t; 3. .., Kh4
4. Sf3t; 3. ..., Kg5 4. Qxd2t.

iv) 4. ..., Kf4 5. Sd3ft.

v) 5. ..., Kd5 6. Qe6f; 5. ..., Ke5(d4)
6. Qg71.

vi) 6. .., Kf4(2) 7. Sd3t; 6.
7. Qf6t.

vi) An annoying dual is the simple

., Kdd4

7. Qhé6t! Ke2 8. Qh2t Sf2 9. Qxf2f.
viii) 7. ..., Ke2 8. Qh2t is vii). Now,
W could transpose to ii) by 8. Qd3f
Kxel 9. Qxed4t with ample chances.
ix) J. Vandiest claims an amazing draw
after 9. Qxed (9. Qf3t Kd4 10. Qd3t
Ke5 leads to nowhere) 9. .., Qa3t
10. Kd7 (Best) Kb3 11. Qc2t Kb4
12. Sd3t Ka5 13. Sb2 (He can not
afford losing the RP. 13. Sc5!? would
obstruct the wQ, but might be better
anyway) Qh3t 14. Kc7 Qg3t 15. Kb7
Qf3t 16. Qc6 Qb3t 17. Ka7 Qf7t! 18.
Qb7 Qf2f 19. Ka8 Qf8 20. Qb8 Qf3+.
x) 10. a5 Sc5 = 11. Sd3t Sxd3 12.
a6 Sb4 13. a7 Sc6f; 12. Kd6 Sv4 &
Kb3.

xi) 10. ..., Kc3 11. a5 queening, e.g.
11. ..., Kxd3 2. a6 Sc3 13. a7 Sd5t
14. Kd6...

xii) 15. .., Sa7t 16. Kb7 Sb5 is the
text; 15. ..., Kb4 16. Se4 etc.

xiii) 17. Se4 is R. Réti (1929), No.
999 (p. 252) in Chéron II! (}-).

xiv) 18. ..., Sxd4 19. a7. bS is helpless
against a wRP.

Analysis by J. Vandiest, M. van Raay
and R. Olthof.

No. 4015: (Asaba): wKhl, Rg6, Bgl,
ShS, Pa5, h2, bKh7, Sc3, Pa2, c5t-
After 1. Rg7t Khé 2. Be3t Kxh5
there is a cook by 3. Rg5t Kh4 (3.
..., Kh6 4. Rglt covering al) 4. Rgl
Sbl 5. Bg5t and 6. Bf6. (NUNN)

No. 4064: (Pogosyants): wKh5, Sb4,
Ph6, bKf8, Rg8, Sgd. =
After 1. h7 Sf6t 2. Khé, can Bl win
by 2. .., Sxh7 3. Kxh7 Kf7? I can
not say for sure but it looks promi-
sing for Black. (NUNN)

No. 4096: (Gurgenidze): wKal, Qa8,
Shl, Pa6, a7, c6, c¢7, d6, d7, 3, g3,
bKg2, Rb2, Bd4, PbS. t- Surely a dia-
gram misprint (bPb5 on b4??) since
virtually every move wins for W. There
is no perpetual yet!
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No. 4099: (Finch): wKbé6, Bg2, €7, Sb7,
Pd6, g6, bKa8, Qe8, Bad4, Sa6, Pb3.
t-. After 1. Sc5t Bc6 2. Bxc6t Qxc6t
3. Kxc6 Sb8t 4. Kc¢7 b2 5. d7 Sxd7
6. g7 blQ 7. g8Qt Qb8+ 8. Qxb8ft
Sxb8 there is a cook by 9. Bdé Ka7
10. Sa4! and now 1) 10. ..., Sa6t 11.
Kc8 Ka8 12. Sb6t Ka7 13. Sd5 Ka8
14. Bg3 Ka7 15. Bf2t Ka8 16. Bb6
and 17. Sc7 #or 14. .., Sc5 15. Sc7t
Ka7 16. Bf2 Kb6 17. Se6; 14. ..., Sb8
15. Sc7t Ka7 16. Bf2 £ 2) 10. ..,
Ka8 11. Sbé6t Ka7 12. Sd5 Ka8 (12.
.., Sa6t 13. Kc8 is 1) 13. Bg3 Ka7
(13. .., Sa6t is 1)) 14. Bf2f Ka8 15.
Kc8 Sa6 16. Bb6 and 17. Sc7#(NUNN).

No. 4156 = 4147 (Sarychev). Same
solution, but different notes!!

Before I finish with two further items,
I would like to thank IGM John NUNN
for his kind permission to use his
analytical queries in this article. All
analysis, except where otherwise stated,
is mine and hence so are the mis-
takes!

Page 355: Sahasrabudhe says: "The effect
of reflection (i.e. al = hl RO) may
be neutralised in the case of any study!.
This is not true for amy study, e.g.
No. 4560.

Of course, no castles if al = hl!
A prominent case, in which this prin-
ciple seems to have been ’forgotten’
is L.A. Mitrofanov (Ka6/Kdé6 - 1. g7),
1967-68, No. 432 in TTC. In the rota-
ted version it would feature the threat
of Queenside-castling as well. Or has
it been done on purpose in order to
disguise the key move?

Page 353-354: There is a little-known
story about de Ortueta-Sanz, which cer-
tainly deserves mentioning, but let me
deal with the AJR-note from page 354
first.

Surprisingly, his comment is wrong. ’...
with the e6 and g5 P’s omitted’ ... ’the
position is thereby made more study-

like, with only one ’solution’ ... *The
funny thing is that there is NO solu-
tion with the e6 and g5 P’s omitted,
for after 30- Rd2 White draws by 31. a4!
Rxb2 32. a5 Rb3 33. axb6 axb6 34.
Sa4 Ra3 35. Rxb6 Rxa4 36. RbS5 etc. as
pointed out by the US amateur Gor-
don Wood in Larry Evans’ column in
’Chess Life & Review’ With bPe6 how-
ever, the remaining Rook-ending is an
easy win.

All this is nothing compared with the
strangest GAME-anticipation ever.
Tylkowski-Wojciechowski, Poznan
1931. 1. f4d52. e3 ¢53.Sf3Sc64. Bb5
Bgd 5. 00 e6 6. d3 Be7 7. Sc3 d4
8. Sbl Sf6 9. e4 0-0 10. Bxc6 bxcé
11. ¢3 dxc3 12. Sxc3 Bxf3 13. Rxf3
Sg4 14. Khl Qd4 15. Qgl Qxglt 16.
Kxgl Bd8 17. Be3 Sxe3 18. Rxe3 Bb6
19. Rdl hé 20. e5 f6 21. exf6 Rxf6
22. Rf3 c4t 23. d4 c5 24. d5 exdS
25. Rxd5 Kh7 26. Rd7 Rd8 27. Rb7
Rg6 28. Rg3 Rxg3 29. hxg3 Rd2
WOULD YOU BELIEVE IT? Apart
from the P-configuration on the K-side,
the position is identical with the famous
Spanish one, which was played two
years LATER!! 30. Sad4 (30. a4! works
here, a piece of justice to Gordon
Wood) and Wojciechowski found the
brilliant finish too: 30. ..., Rxb2!! 31.
Sxb2 ¢3 32. Rxb6 c4 33. Rb4 a5 34.
Sxc4 c2 35. SxaS c1Qt 36. Kh2 QcS
(the sting in the tail. 37. Ra4 Qb5
38. Ra3 Qb4) 37. Rb2 Qxa5 38. g4
Qel 39. g3 hS 40. gxh5 Khé6 ’and
15 moves later W resigned’. Most extra-
ordinary indeed.

Tim Krabbé has removed ALL possible
doubt about the authenticity of the
game in his ’Nieuwe Schaakkuriosa’,
reviewed in ’EG’ 57, p. 235, from which
I quote. When asked if something really
nice could be made out of his theme,
Henri Rinck replied: ’Es hecho’. (has
already happened). Could some compo-
ser try anyway? It seems that B. Bein-
fest, Shakmaty v SSSR 1976 (No. 4566)
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is the first and only one so far. On
the 80th birthday of Max Euwe, I sign
René Olthof, Rosmalen 20.v.81.

Page 408: Jigis (1930). Senor Arriaga of
Madrid draws attention to an earlier
Troitzky, see No. 4565.

DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 4380 E.L. Pogosyants
Comm., Gorgiev Memorial Ty, 1979-80

3+5

No. 4380: E.L. Pogosyants. 1. €7 Kc4
2. e8Q d2 3. Qa4 Bb5 4. Qd1 b3 5.
Sf6 and 2 lines: 5. ..., Kb4 6. Sd5+
Ka3 7. Qf3 d1Q+ 8. Qxdl Bc4 9. Sb4/i
b2+ 10. Kbl Ba2+ 11. Sxa2 c2+ 12.
Kxc2 blQ+ 13. Qxbl. Or S. ..., Bcé
6. Qf1+ Kd4 7. Qe2 Bb7 8. Qf2+ Kd3
9. Qf5+ Kd4 10. Qd7+ Kc5 11. Qd3
Kb4 12. Sd5+.

i) 9. Sxc3? b2+ 10. Kbl Ba2+ 11.
Sxa2 stalemate.

Win

No. 4381 I.L. Kovalenko
Comm., Gorgiev Memori

Win

No. 4381: I.L. Kovalenko. 1. Rf8 Qd3+
2. Sg3+ Kgl 3. Rfi+ Qxfl 4. Sxfl
bl1Q 5. g8Q+ Kf2 6. Qg2+ Kel 7.
Qd2+ Kxfl 8. Qg2+ Kel 9. Qgl+.

No. 4382 D.A. Gurgenidze
Comm., Gorgiev Memorial Ty, 1979-80

Draw 5+R

No. 4382: D.A. Gurgenidze. 1. Ral+/i
Kd2 2. Rd1+/ii Kc2/iii 3. Rhl b3 4.
f8Q Rf6+ 5. Kgl b2 6. Qb8 Rb6 7.
Qxb6 b1Q 8. Qxbl+ Kxbl 9. Kf2+ K b2
10. Ke2 a3 11. Kd2 a2 12. Ral/iv
c3+ 13. Kd3 Kxal 14. Kc2 stalemate.
i) 1. f8Q? Rf6+ 2. Qxf6 ef 3. Rxa4
c3 4. Rxb4 c2 5. Rc4 ¢c1Q 6. Rxcl+
Kxcl 7. Kg3 Kd2 8. Kxh3 Ke3 9. Kg4
Kxe4 10. h4 Kd5 11. Kf5 e4 12. hS
e3 13. h6 e2 14. h7 el1Q 15. h8Q Qe4+
16. Kxf6 Qe5+.

ii) 2. Rh1? Rf6+ 2. Kgl Ke2 4. f8Q
Rg6 mate.

iii) 2. ..., Kxdl 3. f8Q Rf6+ 4. Ke3
R xf8 stalemate.

iv) 12. Rgl? alQ 13. Rxal Kxal 14.
Kc3 Kbl 15. Kxc4 Kc2 16. KdS Kd3
17. Kxe5 Ke3 18. Kf5 Kf3 19. e5 Kg2.

No. 4383 B.G. Olympiev
Ist Prize, Sénéca Mem. Ty, 1978
Award: Thémes-64 xii.80

3+4
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No. 4383: B.G. Olympiev. Judges:
Hillel Aloni and Milu Milescu, of Is-
rael. Studies entered for this formal
tourney: 100. The standard somewhat
disappointed the judges who failed to
find an outstanding work, as to either
depth of idea or technique. About
40% were faulty, so that some
negligence on the part of the compo-
sers seems demonstrated. And about
45% were anticipated, either totally
or partially. These were identified
thanks to *’the dedicated and impartial
assistance of J.R. Harman... and we
wish to tender him our liveliest grati-
tude’’. Only three studies were worth
prizes. For the rest, the standard
varied little, the present judges
sympathising with those other judges
who decide not to rank also-rans. In
the following award the ranking cho-
sen follows the judges’ personal pre-
ferences.

1. Qc3+ Kad4 2. Bdl+/i R2b3 3.
Qg3/ii Re8/iii 4. Bc2/iv Ra8/v 5.
Bxb3+ Bxb3/vi 6. Kb2 Bd5 7. Qdé6
Ra5 (Bg2; Qf4+) 8. Kc3 Rb5 9.
Qa6+ Ra5 10. Qb6 RbS 11. Qd4 +
Ka3 (Ka$; Qa7 mate) 12. Qa7+ Ras
13. Qxa5 mate.

i) 2. Bc6+? R2b5 3. Qd4 + /vii Ka3/
viii 4. BxbS Rxb5 5. Qd3+ Kb4 6.
Qd6+ Ka4 7. Qd4+ Ka3 8. Qd3+
Kb4.

ii) 3. Qg7? Ra8 4. Bxb3 + /ix Kxb3 +
5. Kbl Bd5. 3. Ka2? RbS 4. Qd4+
Ka5 5. Qd8+ Kb4 6. Qf8+ Kc3 7.
Qf3 + Kd4 8. Qf4 + Kcs.

iii) 3. ..., Rf8 4. Bxb3 + Bxb3 5. Kb2.
3. ..., Rc8 4. Qg4+ Rc4 5. Bxb3 +
and 6. Qxg8.

iv) 4. Ka2? Re2+. 4. Qf4+? Kb5/x
5. Qg5+ Kad/xi 6. Qg4+ Ka3 7. Qf5
Ka3 7. QfS Kb4, or 7. QhS Re4; or 7.
QgS5 Kad.

v) 4. ..., Bc4 5. Qc3, or 4. ...B(R)- 5.
Ka2, or 4. ..., Re2(c8) 5. Qg4 +.

vi) S. ..., Kb4 6. Kb2 Bxb3 7. Qd6 +
(or 7. Qxb3 +).

vii) 3. Qg3 BdS. Or 3. Qe5 Rb6 4.
BxbS + Rxb5.

viii) 3. ..., Kb3? 4. Qd3+ Ka4 5.
BxbS+ RxbS5 6. Qe4 + Kb3 7. Qf3 +
Kb4 8. Qf8 +.

ix) 4. Qb7 RaS 5. Bxb3+ Bxb3 6.
Kb2 RbS5.

x) 4. ..., Ka5? 5. Bxb3 Bxb3 6. Qc7 +
Kb4 7. Qd6 +.

xi) 5. ..., Kb4? 6. Bxb3 Bxb3 7.
Qd2+ Kc5 (Kc4; Qf4+) 8. QasS+
Kc4 9. Qc7+ Kb4 10. Qd6 +.

A précis-cum-paraphrase of the jud-
ges’ comments:

The struggle of wQ against bR + bB
is not new, but the composer has
created a miniature of classic con-
struction, with an extended solution
rich in traps, surprising continuations
and good variations (2. Bc6+ !? and
2. Bdl+! and 3. Ka2?, 3. Qg7?, 3.
Qc5? -- 3. Qg3!! -- and 3. ...,
Rf8(g8); and 3. ..., Re8; and 4. Ka2?,
4. Qf4+7?, 4. Qf2!? -- 4. Bc2!! -- and
4. ..., Bc4; 4. ..., Ra8!) Only after a
precise continuation is a winning
GBR class 1330 reached. 11. Qa7 + is
a dual, but not significant for this
high class production.

E.L. Pogosyants
M

Draw 5+6

No. 4384: E.L. Pogosyants. 1.
Rd1 + /i Kc8/ii 2. Rfl/iii c2 3. Rf8 +
Bxf8/iv 4. h8Q Scl+/v 5. Kal
Sd3/vi 6. Qh3+ /vii Kb7 7. Qd7+
Kb8 8. Qd8 + /viii Kb7 9. Qd7+ Kb6
10. Qd8 + /ix Kc5 11. Qxf8+, or 10.
..., Kb7 11. Qd7 +.

i) 1. Rf1? c2 2. Rf8 + Ke7.

ii) 1. ..., Ke8(e7) 2. Rel. 1. ..., Kc7 2.
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Rf1 c2 3. Rf7+ Kb6 4. Rxg7.

iii) 2. Rel? c2 3. Rxe2 c1S+.

iv) 3. ..., K-4. Rf7+ and 5. Rxg7.
v) 4. ..., clQ 5. Qxf8+ Kd7 6. Qf5 +
Kd6 7. Qd3+ and 8 Qxe2. 4. ...,
Kb7 5. Qxf8 Sc1+ 6. Ka3.

vi) 5. ..., Sxb3 + 6. Ka2 Scl+ 7. Kal
Sd3 8. Qxf8+ Kb7 9. Qf7+ Kbé6 10.
Qb3 +.

vii) 6. Qxf8 +? Kb7 7. Qe7 + /Kab 8.
Qe2 clQ+ 9. Ka2 Qcd+/xi 10. be
Scl+.

viii) 8. Qe8+? Kc7 9. Qf7 + Kbé6.

ix) 10. Qd4 +? Sc5 11. Qd8 + Kb7.

x) 7. Qg7+ ? Kaé, or 7. Qf7 + ? Kbé.
xi) 9. ..., Qxb2+? 10. Qxb2 Sxb2 11.
Kxb2 Kb5 12. Kc2 Kb4 13. Kb2 a4
14. ba Kxa4 15. Kc3 Kb5 16. Kb3.
»»The core of this piece is intense
interplay between W and Bl1. W dis-
cards the natural 6. Qxf8+ for the
solid 6. Qh3 +! and a perpetual. But
BIl’s triumph in the Qxf8+ tempta-
tion is a highly competent construc-
tion, conferring an artistic character.
Also to be noted are the removal key
(1. Rd1+) and the refutation of S.
ooy SXb3 +.”

No. 4385 V. Nestorescu
3rd Prize, Sénéca Mem. Ty, 1978

% g B

Y_
y

No. 4385: V. Nestorescu. 1. ¢7/i
Qg6+ 2. Kf8 Qe6/ii 3. BaS/iii Kxa$
4. Sd5 Qc6 (Kb5; Se7) 5. a3/iv Qa8 +
6. Kg7/v Qc6/vi 7. Kf8 (a4? Qe6 déja
vu) Qd6+ 8. Ke8 Qc6+ 9. Kf8/vii
Qd7 10. a4 (zugzwang) Qdé6+ 11.
Ke8 Qg6+ 12. Ke7, draw, with a

reciprocal zugzwang position.

i) 1. d5? Qg6+ 2. Kf8 Kxb4 3. Ke7
Kcs.

ii) 2. ..., Qc6 3. SdS a5 4. Be7 Kaé6 5.
Bd8 and 6. Se7.

iii) 3. Sd5? Kc6 4. Sfd/viii Qc8+ 5.
Kf7 Qxc7+ 6. Ke6/ix Qd7% 7. KeS
Qg7+ 8. Ke4 Qxg3. 3. a4+ ? Kbé6 4.
Ba$ +(Sd5 +) Kb7.

iv) 5. Ke7? Kb5 6. a4+ Ka$5 7. Kf8
Qd7 (putting W in zugzwang). 5.
Kg7? Qd7+ 6. Kh6/x KbS 7. ad+
Ka$s 8. Kg6 Qe6+ 9. Kg7 Qc6 10.
Kh7 Qe8 11. Kg7 Qe6 12. Kh7 Qf7+
13. Khé6 (Kh8; Qd7;) 13. ..., Qg8 14.
Se7 (Sf6, Qe6; for Qc6;) 14. ...,
Qe6+ 15. KxhS Qh3+ 16. Kgé
Qxg3+ and 17. ..., Qxc7.

v) 6. Ke7? Kb5 7. Kd6 (a4 + Kc6;) 7.
..., Qc6+ and 8. ..., aS.

vi) 6. ..., Qc8 7. Kf6 Kb5 8. a4 + Ka$
9. KeS.

vii) 9. Ke7? Kb5 10. a4 + Ka5 11. Kf8
Qd7.

viii) 4. Se7 Kxc7 5. d5 Qg4 6. a3 Kd7.
ix) 6. Kf6 h4 7. d5+ Kd7.

x) 6. Kf6 Qd6+ 7. Kg7 Qxg3+. Or
6. Kf8 Kb5 7. a4 + Ka5.

’Is there anything new to say about
the GBR class 1003.01* where wP*
threatens to promote? This work
shows that the answer is yes. Here W
succeeds by subtle and precise play
after skirting round a zugzwang.
Note the moves: 5. a3!, 6. Kg7!, 7.
Kf8!. 9. Kf8!, 10. a4!, 12. Ke7! A
reciprocal zugzwang leaves Bl no
road open for a win.”’

* (Note by AJR: a GBR class should
in my view be normalised to a
standard form where W has the
superior force. This convention eases
identification of references to class of
ending. The reason for this is simply
that it is next to impossible for the
human brain to conduct a search for
more than one object, such as a
number, in a single search. If you do
not believe me try searching for
several different telephone numbers
by running your eye down the
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columns of the phone directory once.
In the theory books we generally find
1003.01 represented rather than the
exactly equivalent 3001.10. The The-
mes-64 award does not mention the
GBR class, so I have taken the liberty
of paraphrasing. Richard Harman,
incidentally, does not like my propo-
sed convention!).

No. 4386
Ist Hon. Men., Sénéca Mem. Ty, 1
2 2

&7 73

E.L. Pogosyants
978

.

%y

7,

. 0
.
/ ////

No. 4386: E.L. Pogosyants. 1. Se7 +
Kd8 (Kb8; Qbl +) 2. c¢7+ /i Ke8/ii 3.
c8Q+ Qxc8 4. Sxc8 Rf7+ 5. Kg6/iii
Rxh7 6. Bb4/iv Kd8 7. Sd6 Re7 (RhS;
Sf7+) 8. BaS mate, or 6. ..., Rh8 7.
Sd6 + /v Kf8 8. Sed + Ke8 (Kg8; Sf6
mate) 9. Kg7.

i) 2. Sd5? Qg3 + 3. Kxf6 Qg5 +.

i) 2. ..., Kxc7 Sd5+. 2. ..., Qxc7 3.
Kxf6.

iii) 5. Kxh6? Rxh7 + 6. Kxh7 Kxf8. S.
Kg8? Rxf8+ 6. Kg7 Rf7+ but not
for Bl in this 5. ..., Rxh7? 6. Sd6+
Kd8 7. Kxh7.

iv) 6. Bc5? Rh8 7. Sd6+ Ke7 8.
Sed + d6.

v) 7. Kg7? Kd8 8. Sd6 Res8.

»’A captivating drama in two acts.
Both Q’s drop in the good introduc-

tion (4. Sxc8 and 5. ..., Rxh7;) and in

the surprising finale two minor pieces
win against bR, but not before W has
side-stepped the tempting thematic
trap (6. BacS?), fine and dandy as it
is.”

No. 4387 Y. Bazlov
2nd Hon. Men., Sénéca Mem. Ty, 1978
% 7

7 7
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No. 4387: Y. Bazlov. 1. Rg5 Ral + 2.
Kf2 Ra2+ 3. Kg3/i c2 4. Rgd+ Kc3
5. Kh4 c1Q 6. Be5+ Kb3 7. Bf7+
Ka3 8. Bd6+ Kb2 9. Rb4+ Kal 10.
BeS+ Qb2 11. Bg6 QxeS 12. Rbl
mate, or 10. ..., Rb2 11. Ra4+ Kbl
12. Bg6+ Qc2 13. Bxc2+ Rxc2 14.
Ral mate.

i). 3. Kgl? c4 2. Rgd+ Kc5, or 4.
Bd6 + Ka4.

»’W’s first moves (1. Rg5, 2. Kf2 and
3. Kg3) look suicidal, running away
from the battlefield and closing lines.
Then comes the quiet move 5. Kh4!,
a surprise for bK. It wins, in spite of
the bQ promotion. A delicious
miniature.”’

No. 4388
3rd Hi

L.1. Katsnelson

No. 4388: L.I. Katsnelson. 1. g6 c3 +
2. Kcl/i Kg7/ii 3. gh (Re8? Sf8) 3.
..., Rxf7 4. Re7 Rxe7 5. f6 + Kxf6 6.
h8Q+.
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i) 2. Kxc3? or Kc2? Kg7 3. gh Rxf7 4.
Re7 Kh8 5. Rxf7 stalemate. 2. Kd3?
Rd7 +.

ii) 2. ..., Ral + 3. Kc2 Rxel 4. gh. 2.
..., Sf8 3. 6.

»’The decoy manoeuvre (4. f6+) is
not new (eg Paoli, 1947) but added
interest is here in the Bl counterplay
(1. ..., c3+!) based on stalemate, and
the calculated W retorts (2. Kc1!! and
4. Re7!!).”

No. 4389 A. Zinchuk
4th Hon. Men., Sénéca Mem. Ty, 1978

_

No. 4389: A. Zinchuk. 1. g7 (b7? or
bc?, Rh8;) 1. ..., Rhl1+/i 2. Kd2
Rh2 + (Bh7; bec) 3. Kc3/ii Bh7/iii 4.
b7/iv Rh3 + /v 5. Kb2/viRh6 6. d6/vii
Rxd6 7. g8Q/viii Bxg8 (Rb6+; Qb3)
8. b8Q Rb6 + 9. Kal Rxb8 stalemate.
i) 1. ..., Bh7 2. bc Rhl1+ 3. Kd2
Rh2 + 4. Kd1 Rhl + 5. Kd2.

ii) 3. Kc1? Bh7 4. b7/ix Rc2+ 5. Kbl
Rc6 +.

iii) 3. ..., Rh3+ 4. Kb2 Bh7 5. bc
Rh2 + 6. Kb3.

iv) 4. g8Q? Rc2+ 5. Kb3 Bxg8 and
6. b7 Bxd5 + or 6. Kxc2 cb.

v) 4. ..., Rc2+ 5. Kb3 Rcl 6. Ka2
Rc2+ 7. Kal Rcl+ 8. Ka2 Re2+ 9.
Ka(b) 3. Rcl 10. Ka2.

vi) 5. Kc4 Bg8 6. b8Q BxdS5+ 7. Kc5
Rc3+ 8. Kb4(5) Rb3+, but not in
this for B1, 5. ..., Rh1? 6. g8Q Rcl +
7. Kb3 Rbl + 8. Ka2.

vii) 6. g8Q? Rb6+ 7. K- Bxg8. 6.
b8Q? Rb6 +.

viii) 7. b8Q? Rb6+. 7. g8R? Rb6+
8. Kal Rxb7.

ix) 4. g8Q Rc2+ 5. Kbl (Kdl1, Bxg8;)
5. ..., Bxg8 6. b7 Bh7 7. b8Q Rc6+
8. Kal Ra6+ or if in this for W 7.
Kal Rcl + 8. Ka2 Rbl.

x) 4. ..., Bxg8 5. b7 Rh3+ 6. Kb2/xi
Bxd5/xii 7. b8Q Rb3+ 8. Kal Rxb8
draw.

xi) 6. Kb4? Bxd5? 7. b8Q Rb3+ 8.
KcS. The right Bl move is 6. ..., Rhl.
xii) 6. ..., Rb3+ 7. Kxb3 Bxd5+ 8.
K- Bxb7.

»’The final manoeuvre (9. Kal!) is
known here too, but the play of 3Ps
vs. bR + bB is precise. The try 4. g8Q?
Bxd5? is particularly interesting,
but the stalemate position is not
original.”

No. 4390
Sth Hon.
%

Y. Bazlov
Men., Sénéca Mem. Ty, 1978

4+4

No. 4390: Y. Bazlov. 1. Bc6 Rc7 2.
Sd6 Se5/i 3. g7 Rxg7/ii 4. SfS Sd3 +/
iii 5. Kd4 Rgd4+ 6. Bed. Zugzwang.
6. ..., Kd2 7. Se3 Sxe3 stalemate.

i) 2. ..., Sd4 3. Kxd4 Rxc6 4. Ke5 Rc7
5. Sf5. 2. ..., gSh4 3. Se8.

ii) 3. ..., Sd3 + 4. Kd4 Rxg7 5. Bad +
Kd2 6. Se4 + Ke2 7. Sc3+.

iii) 4. ..., Rg5 5. Bxg2 RxfS 6. Bed +
Sd3+ 7. Kd4 Rf4 8. Ke3. 4. ..., Rc7
5. Sd4 + Kd3 6. Kd6.

*’Good play leading to a model stale-
mate in the centre of the board, a
magnetic pole of attraction for com-
posers. The absence of any good Bl
reply to 6. Bed! is interesting.”’
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