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CMB Charles Michael Bent. Self-
employed gardener and handyman (no
survival problems for him on a desert
island), of Inkpen Common, near
Newbury.

ELP = Ernest Pogosyants. Teacher of
mathematics, in Moscow.

STS = Shashikant Sahasrabudhe. Offi-
cer of the Reserve Bank of India, in
Bombay.

ELP: Publication of endgames with de-
fects is harmful because:

1. Defective work takes up valuable spa-
ce that might be used for correct
work.

Defective endgames, when nume-
rous, eventually "de-magnetise” sol-
vers,

When solvers no longer give studies
close attention, they (the solvers) eit-
her assume "no solution” to what
is in reality a genuinely difficult end-
game, or they mistake a thematic
try for a cook.

A flow of correspondence on demo-
litions destroys, in the eyes of the
magazine publishers, the credibility
of both conscientious composers and
conscientious editors.

Undetected demolitions cause end-
games inexcusably to assume places,
even high places, in tourney awards.

However, some degree of unsoundness
is, whether we like it or not, inherent
in study composition. As CMB puts it:
”Chess composition is unlike anything

else. It is a peculiar blend of art and
science. The artist, who needs to be crea-
tive, imaginative and interpretative on the
one hand, must be matched by the scien-
tist, who should be objective, dispassio-
nate and investigative on the other.
These sets of qualities are at variance
with one another and are an unlikely
combination to be found in one indi-
vidual. Where they do co-exist they are
mutually exclusive and have to be re-
conciled. The artist must be his own
scientist and submit each exuberant flou-
rish to the microscope. This halting form
of progression inhibits both the flam-
boyance of the imagination and the con-
tinuity of self-examination. Either the
composer must be able to make an ice-
cold switch of polarity from construc-
tion to demolition, or risk construction
in its entirety before demolition is at-
tempted. An element of schizophrenia
might not be amiss.”

CMB continues: "When a mistake does
occur it is more likely to be one of
omission than of commission. Expressed
as a percentage of all the moves exa-
mined in the course of making a study,
a single fault can rate as a very small
fraction indeed; yet one false pearl can
ruin the whole necklace. In how many
other creative arts is the whole not just
spoilt but rendered worthless by one
imperfection?”

CMB awaits the day when the composer
has ”some answering service” to handle
”grey” areas of analysis. Meanwhile com-
posers could, as judges sometimes do,
work ”in panels”. But, although ”a com-
bination of talents is an added insurance,
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carried to extremes it could turn compo-
sition into an industry. It is better as a
human endeavour.”

STS neatly, if somewhat circularly,
defines soundness as ’’absence of
analytical weakness’’. He puts the
formal tourney jugde under the
critical microscope. Was it not very
likely a judge who invented the
confirmation period to relieve himself
of (some of) the burden of testing? Are
not the judge’s resources greater than the
composer’s, and should not the judge
therefore assume greater responsibility
for soundness? And surely the composer
of an unsuccessful study is entitled to
know the reason why the judge rejected
his study, rather than, as is generally
the case, just receiving his study back
in the post? (And even that minimal
courtesy is not invariably accorded.) To
allow him to fulfil obligations such as
these, the judge should be given “time
enough to minutely test’’ the entries.

ELP proposes extra incentives for sol-
vers and cook-hunters ("It is more impor-
tant to demolish than to solve!”), but
STS goes farther. Prizes, he suggests,
should be distributed simultaneously
with the publication of the provisional
award. In the ensuing confirmation pe-
riod, BONUSES can accrue. The compo-
ser should be invited, even encouraged,
to correct his study or to substantiate
his analysis, during this time. ELP points
out that it often takes just a couple
of minutes to correct the endgame by
moving a piece to a neighbouring square”.
If (STS again) a study is still correct
at the end of confirmation time, not
only the composer, but also the judge,
should receive a bonus. ELP points to
the mutually beneficial results of this
kind of contact between composers and
solvers, principal among them being a
better understanding by the solver, and
other interested parties, such as the
general reader, of the secrets of the art
of study composition. As there would

be rewards for successful demolitions
and for significant anticipations, STS
concludes his proposals by saying that
full details of all these, and the
bonuses, should be in the judge’s
final award. He concedes that a
pre-requisite for all this is the
availability of money, and he remarks
that in the chess world as it is today,
such funds are to hand for the game,
but not for the study fraternity. He re-
mains undismayed by his own diagnosis,
and rounds his essay off with the glo-
rious battle-cry, an echo of ’Excel-
sior’: *’Let us change the values!”’

AJR

Review
SHAKHI V UKRAINI (*’Chess in the
Ukraine’’), by Yuri Semenko, Munich
1980, 224 pages, in Ukrainian. A table
of the Russian, Polish, Czech,
Bulgarian, Serbo-Croat and Ukrai-
nian names og the chessmen is
included. 39 pages are devoted to
reproducing the 100 A.S. Selesniev
studies first published in a 1940
booklet in Moscow (and then in
German by Magyar Sakkvilag, un-
dated). Some of the solution commen-
tary has been oddly excised. There are
also 3 further studies by the same
composer. Only 7 more studies are in
the book, the composers being B.P.
Avsharov, S. Mushenko, D. Kanonik,
V.P. Yakovenko, V.F. Rudenko, F.S.
Bondarenko and T.B. Gorgiev.

AJR

26



[DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS]

No. 4526 M. Halski (xii.79)
2 Hon. Men., S/udly 1979
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Draw 4+4

No. 4526: M. Halski. 1. Rf3+ /1 Kb2
2. Kh5 Be4 3. Rf4 Sg8 4. Kg4 Sf6 +
5. Kg5 Be3 6. Kh4, and either 6. ...,
Bxf4 stalemate, or 6. ..., BcS 7. Rxf6
Be7 8. Kg5 Bbl 9. h4 Kc3 10. h5 Kd4
11. h4 Ked 12. Kg6 KeS+ 13. Khé
K(orB)xf6 stalemate.

i) 1. Rf4? Be3 2. Rf3 Bd3 3. Kg3
Sf5+ 4. Kg4 Be2.

No. 4527

A.V. Sarychev
and V. Israelov (ii.79)
3 Hon. Men Szachy, 1979

No. 4527: A.V. Sarychev and V.
Israclov. 1. Bfl h2 2. Bg2 b5 3. Kf6
b4 4. e4 de 5. Ke5 b3 6. Kxe4 b2 7.
Kd3 + K- 8. Kc2.

No. 4528 E.L. Pogosyants (i.79)
4 Hon. Men., Szachy, 1979
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Win 3+5

No. 4528: E.L. Pogosyants. 1. Rg2
Kf1/i 2. Rh2 e2 3. Bd3 ¢2 4. Rxe2
clS 5. Re3+ Kf2 6. Rh3 Kg2 7.
Bf1 + Kxf1 8. Rh1l+ wins.

i) 1. ..., e2 2. Kg4 Kfl 3. Kh3 Kel/ii
4. Kg3 Kd2 5. Kf3 Kxc2 6. Kxe2.

ii) 3. ..., elS 4. Rh2 Sf3 5. Bd3 + Kel
6. Rc2 Sd4 7. Rxc3 Kd2 8. Ra3.

No. 4529 J. Rusinek (ii.79)
5 Hon. Men., Szachy, 1979

P

No. 4529: J. Rusinek. 1. Sg3+ Kf2
2. Sed4 + Kf1 3. Sxf6 e2 4. Sc3 Sf3+
5. Bxf3 elQ 6. Bg2+ Kf2 7. Sg4
mate.

No. 4530: P.A. Lamford. This is a
considerable contrast to No. 4402,
but just as fine and deep an achie-
vement. It is based on the celebrated
draw in the 5th match game Korchnoi
vs. Karpov (Baguio, 1978). In the
diagram, Bl has the ominous threat
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No. 4530 P.A. Lamford

CHESS, viii-ix.80
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of ...d5-d4; and the only way to meet
this is to sacrifice wbP, leaving aP
and the ’wrong” wB. Is this really
going to win?

1. b4 cb/i 2. Bf4 Kg7 3. Bxe3 Kf6 4.
Bxf2 Ke5 5. Kd3 Kdé6 6. Kd4 Kcé.
Now W can pick up dP at leisure, but
must watch bK’s activity down a-file.
7. Bh4 Kb6 8. Bd8+ Kc6 9. Ba5 Kdé6
10. Bb6 Kc6 11. BcS. See No. 4530a.

No. 4530a
Position after 11. BeS in No. 4530

Black to Move

11. ..., Kb7 12. Kxd5 Kaé6 13. Kd4
Ka5 14. Kd3 Ka4 15. Kc2 Ka3 16.
Kbl Ka4 17. Kb2 Ka5 18. Be7 Kb6
(Ka4; Bd8) 19. Kc2 Kc6 20. Kd3 Kd5
21. Bf8 Ke5 22. Bc5 Kd5 23. Bd4 Kcé6
24. Ke4 Kd6 25. Be3 Kc6 26. KeS Kd7
27. KdS Kc7 28. Bd4 Kb7 29. Bf6 Kc7
30. Kc5 Kb7 31. Be5. See No. 4530b.

No. 4530b
Position after 31. BeS in No. 4530

Black to Move

B1 has now the uncomfortable choice
between running from the a8 corner,
in which event he will not get back
there, and remaining there, in which
event he will be forced to play
...b4-b3. So: 31. ..., Kc8 32. Kc6 Kd8
33. Bd6 Ke8 34. Bxb4 Kd8 35. Bd6
Kc8 36. a3 Kd8 37. Kxb5. Or 31. ...,
Kaé6 32. Bc7 Kb7 33. Bb6 Kc8 34. Kc6
Kb8 35. Bd8 Ka7 36. Bc7 stalemates
bK after either 36. ..., Ka8 37. Kb6
or 36. ..., Ka6 37. Bb6.

i) 1. ..., d4 2. Bxf2 (bc? d3+; Kfl,
d2;) ef 3. be.

F.S. Bondarenko and
An. G. Kuznetsov (xi.79)
Ist Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1979
Award: iii.81

No. 4531

No. 4531: F.S. Bondarenko and An.
G. Kuznetsov. We give almost the

complete award here, enthusiastically
written by the judge, David Gurge-



nidze of Chailuri, Georgian SSR,
who had 50 studies by 44 composers
to consider.

»’After 1. Bb5S h3 2. Bfl h2 3. Bg2
and the straightforward 3. ..., Kg5,
the win is surely simply like this:
advance cP, neutralising bPb7 with
wK. Thus: 4. c4? Kh4 5. ¢5 (5. Bh1?
b5 6. c5 b4 7. Kxb4 Kh3 8. c6 h4 and
suddenly Bl is stalemated, while if, in
this, 7. ¢6 b3 8. c¢7 h1Q 9. Bxhl b2
10. ¢8Q blQ 11. Qd8+ Kh3) S. ...,
h1Q 6. Bxh1 Kh3 (BI’s counterplay is
hidden in this raid by bK) 7. Kb6 Kh2
8. Kxb7 Kxh1 9. ¢6 h4 10. ¢7 h3 11.
c8Q h2 12. Qxf5 Kg2, and it is clear
that there is to be no win, after 13.
Qg4+ Kxf2 14. Qh3 Kgl (saving
bPf4), and there is no evading
perpetual check in the Q-ending after
13. Qxf4 h1Q 14. Qg3 + Kf1 15. Kbé
Qh6+ 16. Kb5 Qd2 17. f4 Qd7+.
BI’s cunning must be met by counter-
cunning! 4. Kb6. Putting the brakes
on bP right at the start. 4. ..., Khd. If
at once 4. ..., h1Q 5. Bxhl Kh4 6.
Bg2. 5. Bhl Kh3. Again BI strives
for stalemate. 6. ¢3!! The core of the
study! No good is 6. c4? h4 7. Ka7 b5
8.¢c5b4 9. ¢c6 b3 10. ¢7 b2 11. c8Q
blQ defending, just in time, the
vulnerable bPf5. But now BI is in
zugzwang. 6. ..., h4. In the event of
6. ..., Kh4 7. c4 Kh3 8. c5 h4 9. Ka7
there is no time to defend the f5
pawn. 7. Kb5. Applying the brakes
for the second time. 7. ..., b6 8. Kc4.
Now we see what it’s all about -- the
bs-fl1 diagonal is free. 8. ..., b5 9.
Kd3 b4 10. Ke2 be 11. Kf1 ¢2 12. Bg2
mate! Thus the play-for-stalemate
has led, after all is said and done, to
checkmate. On the face of it such a
simple position! There is a fluent
introduction, and clever Bl counter-
play. Surprisingly, the self-stale-
mating idea that makes its appea-
rance is transformed into an econo-
mical mate. If there is any misgiving,
it concerns the analytic extensiveness
of some variations. As a whole this is
one very good study.”’
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No. 4532

V.1. Kalandadze
Version by P. Benko

= /

Win

No. 4532: V.I. Kalandadze, version
by P. Benko. The second prize went
to V. Kalandadze with the study K9
in EG63 (p. 384). But the Hungarian-
American Grandmaster wrote to me
that he was unhappy with wK-in-
check diagram, and suggested this
alternative setting. He writes. ’There
is no alternative to 1. h7. For
instance, 1. hg? Rh4+ 2. Kxh4 Rgl.
Or 1. b7? or 1. Kg2? Rgl(+) 2. Kxh2
Rg6.” (See EG63 for remainder of
solution.)

>’3 W sacrifices in reply to Bl’s 1! An
excellent R-study, one of the best of
Kalandadze’s work, strongly attrac-
ted as he is towards this chess piece.”’

S. Sakhavor and
L.A. Mitrofanov (ix.79)
3rd Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1979

No. 4533




No. 4533: S. Sakharov and L.
Mitrofanov. ’’1. d7. And nodt the
superficially effective 1. BdS + ? Bxd5
2. d7 a2 3. d8Q Be4 + 4. Kxe4 alQ,
drawn. 1. ..., Bxd7 2. Bd5+ Kg1 3.
Kc2. Care is needed: 3. Kc3? bS5 4. a7
b4+ 5. Kxb4 a2 and 6. ..., alQ.
3. ..., h2 4. a7 a2 5. Kb2 a3+.
Locking wK into the al square,
because of 6. Kxa2? Be6 and 7. ...,
h1Q. 6. Kal Be6 7. Ba8. Suddenly a
zugzwang bursts onto the board!
7. ..., Bed. This is more stubborn
than 7. ..., bS 8. Bb7 Bc8 9. a8Q
Bxb7 10. Qa7+, when the a7-gl
diagonal has been cleared and this
interpolated check is decisive. 8.
Bed4!! The ’Roman Theme’’. bB is
drawn to the disadvantageous square
d3. 8. ..., Bd3 9. Bhl. An effective
crossing of the board by wB from
corner to corner in 2 moves. 9. ...,
Kxh1 10. a8Q + Kgl1 11. Qg8+ and
wins, as follows: 11. ..., Kf2 (Khl;
Kxa2, Bed; Qg7) 12. Qf7+ Kg3 13.
Qg7+ Kh3 14. Qh6+ Kg3 15. Qe3 +
Kg2 16. Qd2+ Kgl (Kg3; Qxd3+
explaining the reason for the bB
being forced to this bad square) 17.
Qg5+ Kf2 18. Qf4+ Kg2 19. Qg4+
Kf2 20. Qh3 Kgl 21. Qg3+ Khl 22.
Kxa2. This great duel of the B’s will
not leave the onlooker indifferent!
Somewhat long-winded is the final
demonstration of the win...”’

No. 4534 Y. Bazlov (vi.79)

4th Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR 1979

No. 4534: Y. Bazlov. ’1. Bed.
Naturally, towards the centre. 1.
Bb3? Bd2 2. Sc4 Bb5S and Bl slips
out. 1. ..., Bc8. 1. ..., Bb5 2. Rb3
Ba4 3. Rh3 Bb2+ 4. Kxe6 and bS
perishes. 2. Rh3 Bb2+. 2. ..., Sf5 3.
Rhl1+ Kd2 4. Sb3+. 3. Kg5 Sf5 4.
Rh1+. The usefulness of wB on e4.
4. ..., Kd2 5. Rh2+ Kc3 6. Rc2+
Kb4 7. Bxf5. wB leaves the stage,
having contrived the whole gamut of
introductory play. 7. ..., ef 8. Sb7.
The first effective move. 8. ..., Be3 9.
Sc5. And the second. 9. ..., Kcd4. wS,
having performed its joyful gambols,
bears a charmed life, of course, both
times. 10. Re1! Only so. 10. Sa4? Ba6
11. Sxc3 Kb3 12. Rcl Kb2 or 10.
Kh5? f4 11. Se4 BfsS. 10. ..., Kd4 11.
Kh4. Not 11. Kh5? f4 12. Sa4 f3 13.
Sxc3 f2 14. Se2 Ke3 15. Sg3 Kf3 16.
Kh4 Bd7 with a draw. 11. ..., f4 12.
Sa4 wins. As far as the logic of the
play goes, the solution terminates
with 9. Sc5!, but the moves go on,
somewhat dissipating the general
impression...”

JRH: Cf. Zakhodyakin (1967), EG14
718.

No. 4535 J. Rusinek (v.79)

5th Prize, Shakhmaty v SSSR 1979
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Draw

6+5

No. 4535: J. Rusinek. 1. h8Q+.
The fork 1. Sf5+ ? fails: 1. ..., Kxh7
2. Sxd6 Se3 3. Bb3 Rb2. 1. ..., Kxh8
2. Sf7+ Kg8 (Kh7; Bxc2+) 3. Sxd6
Rb2 + 4. Kc8!!. An exceedingly far-
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sighted move. 4. ..., Se3 5. Ba4 Rbd.
The end? 6. Sg2. No, just the
beginning. 6. ..., Sxg2 (Sc4; Bb3) 7.
Bc6 Rgd 8. Bf3. Now it is clear that
4. Kc7? would allow 8. ..., Rg7+,
and bShl would emerge safe and
sound. 8. ..., Rg7 9. Sed. Topping-
off W’s construction work: both bSS
are hobbled, and bR is tied to bSg2.
But bK must not be allowed to
journey, and this is what the struggle
is now about. 9. ..., Kf8 10. Kd8 Rgé
11. Kd7 Rg8 12. Kd6. W would be in
zugzwang after 12. Ke6? Rg7. 12. ...,
Rg7 13. Ke6. Bl to move. 13. ...,
Rg6 + 14. Kd7 Rg8 15. Kd6 Kf7 16.
Bh5 +. But not the alluring 16. Sf2?
Rg6+ 17. Kd7 Sxf2 18. BhS Se3, and
Troitzky wins for Bl. 16. ..., Kg7 17.
Bf3 Kf8 18. Kd7 Rg6 19. Kd8 Rg7! Is
the W fortress done for? 20. ScS.
Ready to deliver a formidable fork
on e6. 20. Rg3 Sed. And despite all
his efforts Bl is unable to change the
status quo. The positional draw at
the end is both new and interesting,
but there is some rather tedious
surcharging, however clever, in the
manoeuvring around and about...”

No. 4536

S. Belokon (xii.79
and iii.81)
1 Hon. Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1979

No. 4536: S. Belokon. 1. b7 Rh8 2.
Kc5+ Ke5 3. Ra8 Rh2 4. RaS Rh8 5.
Kc6 Ke6 6. Ra6 Sg3 7. Kxc7 and 8.
Ra8. ’’Although the study has under-
gone the pain of demolition and
reconstruction, there is no denying its
wittiness.”’

No. 4537 G.M. Kasparyan (xi.79)
2 Hon. Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1979
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No. 4537: G.M. Kasparyan. 1.
Ke4 + /1 Ke6 2. Re2 Be8/ii 3. Sd3 and
2 echo-variations: 3. ..., Bdé 4.
Kd4 + Kf6 5. Se5 Bxe7/iii 6. Sg4+
Kf7 7. Sh6+ Kf8 8. Rf2+ Kg7 9.
S5+ Kf6 10. Sdé6.

. ..., Bf6 4. Kf4 + Kdé6 5. Se5 Bxe7
6. Sc4+ Kd7 7. Sb6+ Kd8 8. Rd2 +
Kc7 9. Sd5 + Kdé6 10. Sf6.

i) 1. Re2? Bb5+ 2. Kd2 Be8 3. Sc2
Bf6 4. Se3 Bgs.

ii) 2. ..., BbS 3. Ra2 Bd6 4. Sd5 Bxe7
5.Sc7+.
iii) 5. ..., Bb5 6. Sgd+ Kf7 7. Sh6+

Ke8 8. Re6 Ba3 9. KdS Bd7 10. Rel
Bb4 11. Rbl Ba3 12. Rb3 Bcl 13. Sg8
Kf7 14. Rb8 Be8 15. Rxe8 Kxe8 16.
Ke6 and 17. Sf6.

”’Technically impeccable (as always
with Kasparyan), but not so interes-

ting (quite unusual with Kaspa-
ryan!).”’

No. 4538 N. Kralin (xii.79)

3 Hon. Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1979
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No. 4538: N. Kralin. 1. f6 3 2. f7/i
f2 3. f8Q Sf3 4. Qc8 cb/ii 5. Qh3
Sxh2/iii 6. Se2 f1Q 7. Qxfl Sxfl 8.
Sd4/iv Sd2+ 9. Kal/v Sxb3+ 10.
Sxb3+ Ka4 11. Ka2. Bl is in
zugzwang. 11. ..., Ra$S 12. Sc5+ bc
13. b3 mate.

i) Too soon is 2. Sd3? Sxd3 3. {7 2 4.
f8Q Sf4 5. Qxf4 f1Q+ 6. Qxfl cb
stalemate.

ii) 4. ..., f1Q 5. Qxa6 mate. 4. ...,
Kxb5 5. Qf5+.

iii) W would win easily if he kept hP.
iv) 8. Kal? Se3 9. Sd4 Sc2 +.

v) 9. Ka2? Sxb3 10. Sxb3 + Ka4 and
it is W who is in zugzwang.

A good blend of several known
ideas.”

No. 4539 M. Matous (x.79)
4 Hon. Men., Shakhamty v SSSR, 1979

e

No. 4539: M. Matous. 1. Sc7+/i
Kb8 2. Sa6+ Ka8 3. Bxd4 ba 4. Kc7
Rc2+ 5. Kd6 Rh2. Now hP is lost,
but W can play for mate with all his
pieces. 6. Be5 Rxh5 7. Kc7 Rg5/ii 8.
Bh3/iii Rgl 9. Bb2/iv Rg5 10. Bd4.
A picture of almost complete domi-
nation by wBB over bR -- the agony
is short. 10. ..., Rg8 11. Bd7 Rgé6 12.
Bf5 wins.

i) 1. Bxd4? Rxd4 2. Bg2 Rd2 3. Kc8
as.

ii) 7. ..., Rh7+ 8. Kc8 and g2 cannot
be covered.

iii) The study’s most difficult move.
8. Be2? RfS 9. Bd6 Rf7+ 10. Kc8
Rf6. 8. Bd4? Rg3 puts W in zug-
zwang, SO no progress can be made.

iv) Bit by bit the BB gain control over
all the checking squares.

»’The mighty wBB make not a few
precise moves, but the effect, alas, is
not all that beautiful.”

No. 4540 Y. Peipan (v.79)
5 Hon. Men., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1979
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Win 3+3

No. 4540: Y. Peipan. 1. €7/i Re2/ii
2. Bf3 Kd2 3. Bxe2 c3 4. e8Q c2 5.
Bc4. Moves 4 and 5 can be inter-
changed. S. ..., c1Q 6. Qe2+ Kc3 7.
Qd3+ Kb4 8. Qb3+ Kc5 9. Qb5+
Kd4 10. Qe5+ Kxc4 11. Qc7+ and
12. Qxcl.

i) Thematic try: 1. Ba4? Kcl 2. Bxc2
Kxc2 3. €7 c3 4. e8Q Kd2 5. Qd8+
Kcl and 6. ..., ¢2. Also, not 1.
Bf3+? Kcl 2. e7 Rf2 3. e8Q+
Rxf3+ and 4. ..., c3.

i) 1. ..., Rf2+ 2. Kg6 Re2 3. Bf3
Kd2 4. Bxe2 c3 5. Bd3 Kxd3 6. e8Q
Kd2 7. Qd8+ Kcl 8. Qg5+, but not,
in this, 2. Ke5? Re2+ 3. Be4 c3 4.
e8Q c2.

A successful rework of known
positions, but there is a dual in the
culminating moment.”’

JRH: bK pirouette round wB is a well
known movement, but the develop-
ment from the initial material seems
new.

No. 4541: A.V. Sarychev and V.
Israelov. 1. b6+/i Kxb6 2. Sxc2
Sd6+ 3. Ke6 Sxc4 4. Kd5/ii Rg4 S.
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