








I will double-check this

the perfect mate picture at completely equal
material!

I hereby challenge readers: Create good
studies with a midboard double-check mate,
possibly with active seltblocks, and publish
them! Maybe when HHdAbVI comes out in
some years, we will have enough material for a
follow-up article...

As this one is pretty short, I would like to
end it with another episode from Belgrade:
When I met John Roycroft, I could not resist

asking him the question he once wrote about
in EG: ,Where is Nana?“ He was surprised that
the joke was still known and, to my surprise,
he told me that John Nunn was actually at the
congress. Not only that but, as I would see a few
days later, he would also participate in the oTB
rapid match Serbia vs. WFCC. Fittingly, John
Nunn was one of the heroes of the day, contrib-
uting to the WFCC’s defeating the Serbian Ol-
ympiad team. Of course Bojan Vuckovi¢ could
have played in either team, but played for the
WECC...

Endgame composers at work in Belgrade. (Picture: LP)
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Computer News

QBxRR

The endgame QBxRR (without pawns) can-
not be found in any theoretical textbook but
it contains an interesting point that is worth
recording.

No 20992 V.1 QB-RR position A
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e5g2 3230.00 3/3 WTM, Black wins

In position V.1 White has a promising de-
fence - both kings are separated by rooks and
this wall clearly has a permanent nature. How-
ever, the black Q+B pair is able both to pre-
vent perpetual check and, at the same time, to
cope with the wK. An illustrative line, in which
White plays the best moves within the EGTB
Syzygy meaning, is:

1.Rh3 Qc1 2.Rde3 Bf2 3.Rc3 Qg5+ 4.Ke6 Kf1
5.Rcf3 Ke1 6.Rd3 Bes 7.Rhgs Qez+ 8.Kfs Ke2
9.Rh3 Bd4 10.Rdf3 Qf6+ 11.Kg4 Qes 12.Rb3 Bes
13.Rhf3 Qe4+ 14.Khs Qhy+ 15.Kg5 Bey+ 16.Kf4
Bdé6+ 17.Kgs Qgy+ 18.Kf5 Qf7+ 19.Kgs Bfg+!
20.Kg4 Qc7! 21.Kf5 Qes+ 22.Kg6 Qe6+ 23.Kg7
Bh6+ 24.Khy Bgs 25.Rbd3 Qh6+ 26.Kg8 Qg6+
27.Kf8 Qhy 28.Rb3 Qey+29.Kg8 Bf4 30.Rbd3
Bes 31.Rde3+ Kd2 32.Rd3+ Kca.

You had expected such a result, hadn’t you?
Try to answer what will happen in position V.2
and why, then.

Of course Black cannot win in position V.2,
otherwise it would be hardly printed here (!).

BY EMIL VLASAK

But it is not so easy to answer why. As far as I
can see, only one extra rank saves White. The
bishop has to cover for perpetual check and
cannot effectively participate in the attack.

V.2 QB-RR position B
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e8g1 3230.00 3/3 BTM

And now a thematic endgame study follows.

V.3 M. Hlinka and E. Vlasak
Original
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f4f1 3261.01 4/5 Draw

1.Kg3+ Bf2+ 2.Rxf2+ Kg1 3.Ree2! Qd3+!
4.Kh4! (4.Kf4? h4! 5.Kg5 Qg3+ 6.Kf6 Bf1 7.Rd2
Qxf2+) 4...Qdg+! Now, after the natural
5.Kxhs Qxg7, White finds himself in trouble.
6.Rd2 or another wR move on the second rank
is refuted by Black with 6...Bg4+ 7.Khg Bf3!
winning a rook. The best defence is 6.Rf4 but
after 6...Bdy! White is not able to restore the
drawing wall: 7.Rff2 Be8+! 8.Kh4 Qh6+ 9.Kg3
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Qgs+ 10.Kf3 Bc6+. Of course 7.Ref2 is tougher
but we already know it is not sufficient to hold.
What to do?

It shows the position after 5...Qxgy is mu-
tual zugzwang so the correct way is 5.Kgs!!
Qxg7+ 6.Kxhs Bgq+ 7.Kh4. Paradoxically, e2
is the best square for the rook - in the line 7...
Bf3 8.Rxf3 it is safe. And after 7...Bxe2 8.Rg2+!
White is stalemated.

NNxPPP

To enhance an interesting combination, I
needed to find a constellation of pawns form-
ing a linear win/draw zone. Two pawns are not
enough, so I had to use 3 pawns and EGTB7.

V.4 Theoretical zone
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c1f7 0006.30 4/3 WTM

Black wins with Kf8-f7-f6-f5-f4-f3

With Kg8-g7-g6-g5-g4-g3 it is draw
With the bK in the zone Black wins: for ex-
ample, with Kf7 the line runs: 1.a5 Sds 2.a6
Sc7 3.a7 Ke6 (Black’s moves can be exchanged)
4.ds5+! After 4.a4 Kds Black wins because of
Pd4. 4..Kxds5 5.a4 Sd3+ This key-move will
allow the blocking of the a-pawn. 6.Kd2 Scs
Or 6...Sb4. 7.a5 S5a6! and Black wins because

of Pas.

With the bK outside the zone Black cannot
win: for example, with Kg7 the line runs: 1.a5
Sds 2.a6 Sc7 3.a7 Kf6 4.Kc2 - the simplest way
- White prevents the tempo manoeuvre Sd3+.
Also possible is 4.a4 Ke6 5.d5+ Kd6 6.a5 Sd3+
7.Kd2 Scs 8.a6! or here 4..Sd3+!? 5.Kc2 Sbg+
6.Kb3 (Kc3) Sbaé 7.ds! Kes 8.Kcqg Kd6 9.Kd4
Sa810.a5. 4...Ke6 5.d5+! Kd6 6.a4! Se4 7.a5 Scs
8.a6. Or 4...Se4 5.a4 Ke6 6.d5+! Kd6 7.a5 Scs
8.a6.

Again a study follows:

V.5 M. Hlinka and E. Vlasak
Original
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1.Rb8+ Kf7! After 1...Kg7? 2.d5+ White gains
an extra tempo. 2.Rxh8 Sg2+ 3.Kd1 (3.Kf1? Se3+
4.Ke1 f2+ 5.Ke2 f1Q+) 3...Se3+ 4.Kc1 f2 The
critical position. After 5.Rh1? Sxg3 6.Be1 Sxh1
7.Bxf2 Sxf2 the bK is in the winning zone. Bad
is also 6.Re1? Se2+! 7.Kd2 fxe1Q+ 8. Kxe1 Sxc3. A
struggle for the zone leads to a short systematic
manoeuvre. 5.Rh7+! Kf6! The e-file is always
taboo: 5..Ke6 6.Rh1 Sxg3 7.Re1! Se2+ 8.Rxe2
f1Q+ 9.Kd2. 6.Rh6+! Kf5! 7.Rhs5+! (7.g4+? Kf4!
8.Rh1 Sxc3!) 7...Kg4 8.Rh1! Finally, this is the
right moment. The try 8.Rh4+? Kxg3 9.Rh1 Kg2
10.Be1 Kxhi 11.Bxf2 Sxf2 is a draw, but Black has
9...5xc3! 10.Kd2! Scdi 11.Re1 (11.d5 Kg2 12.Re1
Sc313.d6 Scq+) 11...fxe1Q+ 12.Kxe1 Sc3 winning
in 101 moves. 8...5xg3 9.Be1! Again not 9.Re1?
Se2+! 10.Kd2 fxe1Q+ 11.Kxe1 Sxc3 winning in
94 moves. 9...Sxh1 10.Bxf2 Sxf2 11.a5 Sds 12.a6
Sc7 13.a7 draw.

V.6 V. Kramnik - V. Anand
Grand Chess Tour Leuven 2016 (rapid)

T D B E
SN
m E B
‘B
B OWAE B
EoE el
5 m s

B E N

b3f3 0400.21 4/3 WTM
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Kramnik saw or felt that there was no ad-
vantage after 1.Kc4?! Rc8+ 2.Kds5 Rd8+ 3.Kc6
Rc8+ 4.Kd7? It was still possible to return to b3
and finally win. 4...Rh8 (Rg8) 5.bs Rhé6! with
the idea 6.b6 Rxb6!

The game continued: 1.Ra2(?) Rh8(?) It
seems logical to activate the rook but now
White has a relative easy win 2.bs! Rh2 3.b6
Rh6 4.Ra6! Rh1?! The toughest defence surely
was 4...Kxf2 5.b7 Rxa6 6.b8Q Rf6. This is a theo-
retical winning position but would Kramnik be
able to demonstrate it in a rapid game? 5.Kc2!
Rh6 6.Ra3+ Kxf2 7.b7 and Black resigned.

Commentators showed the best defence
1...Rf8!. After 2.bs Kg2! both black pieces are
placed better compared to the game. For ex-
ample 3.Kc3 3.b6? Rb8. 3...Rxf2 4.b6 Rxa2 5.b7
Ra3z+ 6.Kc2 Ra2+ 7.Kb1 e3 8.b8Q e2 and White
cannot win. An interesting try is 3.Re2!? but
Black holds using 3...Rf4! 4.b6 Rf6! or 4.Kc3
Kf1 5.Re3 Kxf2 6.Kd4 Rf5!

Does 1.Ra2? throw the win away, as com-
mentators claimed? The matter is not easy be-
cause of 1) the commentators apparently did
not have (paid) access to EGTB7 and 2) even
with the EGTB it is not easy to make sense of
the mysterious rook manoeuvres.

Let us cut the Gordian knot from the back.
In V.6 with BTM, Black would surprisingly
be in zugzwang: 1..Rb7 shortens the frontal
checking distance and this is usually fatal. For
example 2.Kc4! Rc7+ 3.Kds Rd7+ 4.Kc6 Rhy
5.bs Rh6+ Or 5..Rh2 6.b6 e3 7.b7. 8.Kc5 Rhs+
9.Kc4 Rh4 10.Kc3 RhS8 11.b6.

The second possibility is 1...Rf8 but the
wRb2 allows 2. bs! Kg2 3.b6! and 3...Rb8 is in-
effective. Bad is also 1...Kg2 2.Kc4 and Pe4 is
no longer guarded.

Therefore, to win the position V.6, White
has to switch the move order. According to the
EGTB, the correct way is 1.Rc2! Rf8! 2.Ra2!
Rb8 3.Rb2! And what about 2...Kg2? The po-
sition after 3.Re2! Rfg has already been ana-
lysed, hasn’t it? No, the pawn is still on b4 and
this allows a win in the only-moves line 4.Kc3!
Kf1 5.Re3! Kxf2 6.Kd4! Rf8 7.Rxe4.

Perhaps Kramnik was very close to the truth,
having in mind 1.Ra2 Rf8! 2.Rc2!?. And why
is it bad? Because of 2...Rf5!! 3.Kc4! Rf4 4.Kc3
Rf8 A tempo - 5.b5? Rc8+. White has to play
5.Rb2 Rc8+ 6.Kb3 Rb8 and we are back. But
with Raz instead of Rc2 the move 5.bs! wins
easily.

V.7 Textbook position
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b3f3 0400.21 4/3 White wins

Position V.7, which has the potential to get
into future endgame textbooks, is a source of
satisfaction for such a tedious analysis. 1.Rb2!
RbS8! 2.Rc2! Rf8! 3.Ra2! Rb8! 4.Rb2! wins.

So Kramnik’s move 1.Ra2(?) didn’t throw
away the win, but it made it very complicated.
The position Rb2/Rb8 would arise for the third
time, but the last time occurred with BTM.
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History

In the December 1934 issue of Shakhmaty v
SSSR, Mikhail Mikhailovich Barulin proposed a
system of ranking (in Russian: klasifikatsiya) of
Soviet chess composers, based on their results in
composing tourneys. This interesting approach,
even if not fully convincing, was taken up some
years later by Alexander Herbstman in order to
prove the supremacy of the Soviet school in the
study field for the 1936 year.

Mikhail Barulin (1897-1942), a chemist by
profession, was a noted problemist: he is con-
sidered to be one of the creators of the modern
two-movers. He was the editor of the problem
section of 64 (1935-1941) and of Shakhmaty v
SSSR (1938-1941). He was the Secretary of the
Central Commission for Chess Composition
of the Chess Section of the Committee for
Sport. He lived in Moscow and used to receive
his colleagues and problemist friends in his flat
in Solyanka street.

Like many others in the USSR, he suffered
from repression. I have already written about
that affair in a previous article (EG182, October
2010: A Soviet Composer in the West) but the
story is worth (briefly) repeating. In 1936 Ba-
rulin courageously wrote a famous article enti-
tled Sumbur v Mysliak (Confusion in the Mind,
sometimes translated also as Chaos in think-
ing — Shakhmaty v SSSR no. 7, July 1936) which
was a response to the article by Botvinnik and
Spokoiny, Sumbur v Kompozitsii (Confusion in
Composition — Shakhmaty v SSSR, March 1936)
in which the future World Champion defend-
ed the thesis that ‘bourgeois themes’ had to be
avoided by Soviet composers. Barulin affirmed
that chess competition and chess composition
were different in their nature and that composi-
tion was an art in itself and also a powerful tool
for elevating the masses. Barulin’s thesis was
immediately rejected in a third article (About

1936 (part 1)

BY ALAIN PALLIER

the Article of Comrade Barulin, July 1936). In
January 1937, a meeting of the executive com-
mittee of Chess Section endorsed the official
Botvinnik-Spokoiny line.

Barulin was not immediately harassed and
he maintained his function but he was arrested
on November 13 1941, maybe after an anti-So-
viet joke (according to S.Grodzensky, but A.P.
Gulyaev wrote that no reason was known) and
was executed in May 1943. Two months later,
he was cleared but it was too late... Ironically,
Botvinnik’s co-author, Lev Spokoinyi, was ar-
rested in early 1937 and quickly executed.

Barulin’s efforts were linked to the creation,
in 1934, of the title of Master of Sport. With
Gulyaev, L. Kubbel and Troitzky, he was one
of the first four composers rewarded with this
new Soviet title (in 1935, Herbstman joined the
quartet, Korolkov got the title in 1938 — and
many other composers after WWII, such as
Kasparyan in 1946, who was also happy to be
awarded, in 1950, the title of Honoured Master
of Sport of the USSR (3acmy>xeHHbliT MacTep
ciopra CCCP in Russian or, in abbreviated
form, 3MC CCCP), a rare honour, also creat-
ed in 1934, since only 3 Soviet chess composers
won it — Korolkov and Loshinsky were the two
others)

In his article, Barulin takes into account
all genres except fairy chess. He divides them
into two groups: the two-movers alone, with
three-movers, more-movers and studies in a
second group. For each group, he draws a dis-
tinction between 3 kinds of tourneys:

— international tourneys and All-Union tour-
neys (vsesoiouz estimated as strong as inter-
national tourneys;

— vsesoiouz tourneys (less strong than interna-
tional tourneys);
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— local tourneys, organized in a (Soviet) re-
public, in a region (oblast) or a district (krai).
In each case, only the 10 first compositions
rewarded take points, regardless of the strength
of the tourney. For a first place in an interna-
tional tourney (A) 60 points, for second place
36 points, for third place 30 points, etc. For a
first place in a vsesoiouz tourney (B) 36, for sec-
ond place 24 and 18 points for third place, etc.

Below, I quote the relevant part of the table
(study tourneys):

A B C
I 60.0 36.0 18.0
II 36.0 24.0 12.0
111 30.0 18.0 9.6
v 24.0 12.0 8.4
A\ 18.0 9.6 7.2
VI 12.0 7.2 6.0
VII 10.8 6.0 4.8
VIII 9.6 4.8 3.6
IX 8.4 3.6 2.4
X 7.2 2.4 1.2

Alexander Herbstman used (in The Chess
Study in 1936, the long article he wrote for the
second volume of the Shakhmatny Ezhegodnik
covering the 1936 year (published in 1938)) Ba-
rulin’s work in order to show the USSR’s prom-
inence in chess composition. After showing a
selection of 39 studies that began with 3 works
by Troitzky, he concluded his article with the
individual ranking of the best composers and
of the best nations. Clearly, Herbstman wanted
to show that the USSR was the leading country.

He briefly mentioned the system of classifi-
cation by quoting the title of the 1934 article but
without giving the name of the author or the
source - after the 1936 episode, it was probably
too dangerous to mention Barulins name...

Herbstman’s ranking was based on six in-
ternational study tourneys. First, three formal
tourneys, two organized in France and one in
the Soviet Union:

— La Stratégie TT (pawn tourney - see EG201)
— La Stratégie (Lamare JT- see EG202)
— 3rd International Moscow Tourney 1936

Then, three informal tourneys organized by
magazines:

— Ceskoslovensk)ﬁ Sach 1936
— Shakhmaty v SSSR 1936
— Schackvirlden-II 1936

For Schackviirlden, a note indicates that only
the second tourney of the year is counted (the
first one had no Soviet participants, writes
Herbstman! - part 2 of this article will deal
with the Schackvirlden tourneys).

Here are the placings given by Herbstman

(the numbers in brackets are mine, after a
recount):

Grigoriev 156 points (157.2)
Herbstman 132

Gorgiev 126 (120)
Halberstadt 120
Somov-Nasimovich 92 (91.2)
Kasparyan 79 (80.4)

Hasek 71 (70.8)

Rinck 59 (58.8)

Two other tourneys were counted separately:
— Leningrad Central Chess Club

The 64 tourney, judged by N. Grigoriev, had
31 studies, all by Soviet composers (19). With 13
rewarded studies (4 prizes, 5 honourable men-
tions and 4 recommendations), it was probably
no weaker than the Shakhmaty v SSSR tourney
(45 studies by 23 participants including 6 for-
eign composers), with only 7 rewarded studies,
all by Soviet composers. The Leningrad Cen-
tral Chess tourney was clearly weaker: Gorgiev
and Herbstman won 6 of the 8 awards.

Herbstman also proposed an extra ranking
based on 8 (6+2) tourneys but for only three
Soviet composers. He took top spot with 228
points, Gorgiev second with 196 points and
Kasparyan with 109 points. This is wholly un-
clear because no study by Kasparyan appears in
the awards of these two tourneys and, in addi-
tion, I do not understand either the additional
points (96 for Herbstman and 9o for Gorgiev).
Herbstman won 4th prize in 64, for a study
composed with Vladimir Korolkov (12 points,
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i.e. 24 points divided by two, if we consider this
tourney as strong as an international one) and,
in the Leningrad Central Chess Club tourney,
he had three studies rewarded: first prize, 1st
honourable mention and a second commenda-
tion (this is clearly a category B tourney: 36 +
12 + 4.8 = 52.8 points). Gorgiev got a 4th hon-
ourable mention in 64 (9.6 points) and third
prize, 2nd and 3rd honourable mentions in the
Leningrad tourney (18 + 9.6 + 7.2=34.8 points).
So the ‘new’ ranking, based on 8 tourneys, for
these two composers should be:

Herbstman: 132 + 64.8 =196.8

Gorgiev: 120 + 44.4 = 164.4

There is worse: Herbstman forgot (?) two
significant formal tourneys, Magyar Sakkvilag
1936 and Revista Romdnd de Sah 1936, that

were no less important than the Ceskoslovensky
Sach one.

This is surprising: Herbstman himself took
part in most of the Magyar Sakkvilag tourneys
and he was one of the participants in the 1936
tourney, with three studies. But, in 1938, when
the Shakhmatny Ezhegodnik was published, the
political situation in Hungary and Romania
was troubled. Hungary, headed by the national-
ist Miklés Horthy (the Regent of the Kingdom
of Hungary - a kingdom that had no king...! -)
was very close to Nazi Germany. In 1940, Hun-
gary joined the Axis Powers. What about Ro-
mania? In 1937, the Romanian democracy was
in great danger, threatened by Codreanu’s Iron
Guard, a fascist movement. Some months later,
King Carol II established a personal dictator-
ship (even if he was not personally hostile to
the USSR). I do not know whether the political
problems of these countries is sufficient to ex-
plain Herbstman’s omissions. Until 1936, Sovi-
et composers had been allowed to send their
works to these countries (as in Nazi Germa-
ny!) but Soviet policy had changed and maybe
Herbstman had to be careful.

However, taking account of these two tour-
neys the individual ranking would have been
different. Gorgiev won first prize in the Mag-
yar Sakkvilag tourney (6o points) and got a
second commendation in the Revista Romand

de Sah tourney (9.6 points). Therefore, his total
should have been: 164.4 + 69.6 = 234.

Herbstman won no additional points in ei-
ther of these two tourneys, therefore remain-
ing with his 196.8 total as shown above.

It must be noted that Grigoriev got all his
points with 8 studies in the La Stratégie the-
matic pawn tourney whereas he took part in
none of the other tourneys. At the opposite ex-
treme, Tigran Gorgiev was the most active and
the most successful composer, taking part in 10
tourneys in 5 different countries and having a
least one study rewarded in each except in the
thematic pawn tourney (La Stratégie) in which
none of his four entries was awarded.

Maybe the ranking system is unsatisfactory:
it is difficult to put a trimestral tourney like the
Schackvirlden (part 2 of this article will be de-
voted to the tourneys organized by this maga-
zine) with only a handful of published studies
on the same level as a major tourney with 40 or
more entries.

Herbstman even forgot a third tourney, one
in which no Soviet composer could take part,
the Olympic tourney organized in Nazi Ger-
many along with the Olympic Games in Ber-
lin. However, this would not have changed the
top places, since Halberstadt’s study (6th prize
in the provisional award) was found to be un-
sound and was eliminated from the final award.
Halberstadt was one of the few top composers
who competed, with P. Farago, L. Prokes and J.
Hasek (part 3 of this article will deal with that
tourney).

This gives me the opportunity to add one
more remark about the rankings discussed
above: of course, among the rewarded studies,
some were unsound but their unsoundness
was, in most cases, not discovered in the 1930s.
Of course, the ranking of top composers would
have been different if sound studies only had
been taken into account.

Here are the rankings for the twelve first
composers based on 12 tourneys (I include the
11 tourneys previously mentioned in the article
and I also add Schackvirlden-I):
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Gorgiev 234.0 points
Herbstman 196.8
Grigoriev 157.2
Halberstadt 150.0
Farago 105.6
Somov 92.0
Kivi 90.0
Herland 84.0
Hasek 80.4
Troitzky 80.4
Seletsky 60.0
Rinck 58.8

A last word: Herbstman’s aim was also to
show the prominence of his country. His fig-
ures show that USSR came first (of course!)
with 757 points, ahead of Czechoslovakia (215),
France (191), Finland (60), Sweden (18) and
the Netherlands (12). However, this is not fully
correct: on the basis of 12 tourneys (with the
Olympic tourney included), while the USSR’s
first place cannot be contested, the next three
should be Czechoslovakia (254.4), France (221)
and Romania (218.4). The 60 points for Fin-
land come from Schackvdrlden-I (Kivi won 1st
prize) but, with his third prize in the Revista
Romand de Sah, Kivi gave his country 30 more
points.

(to be continued)

P1 T.B. Gorgiev
1st prize Magyar Sakkvilag 1936
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1.Sc2! (1.Rc2? Bga! 2.S5xg2 hiQ+ 3.Shgq+
Qxh4+ and Black wins) 1...hxg6+ 2.Khé6 bx-
c1Q 3.Sd4+! cxd4 4.Rxc1 Ba8! 5.Rc7! h1Q+ 6.
Kg7 Qb7! 7.Kh6 Qxc7 stalemate.

P.2 G.M. Kasparyan
3rd prize 3rd International Moscow ty 1936
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1.c7 (1.cxdy? Qxdy 2.Rh1 Qg7 3.d7 Qd4 4.Rg1
Qds 5.Rg2 Kb8 6.Rh2 Qd4 7.Rh1 Ka8 and Black
draws) 1... Qh8 2.Rd4! Qg8 3.Rds! Qh8 4.Res!
Qg8 5.Re6! Qh8 6.Rf6! Qg8 7.Rf7! Qh8 8.Rg7!
Qe8 9.Rg2! Qh8 10.Ra2 Qg8 11.Kxb5+ Qxa2
12.c8(Q mate.

P.3 A.Herbstman
1st prize Leningrad Central Chess Club ty
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7

>

5y 7y

5
. 7 & A
%

95 7

%

Z
7 YV, % %
7 -

7//7 /7%%%
8

d2e4 0010.54d2e4 7/5 Win

W

&

1.Bc2+ Kf3 2.Kc1 a1Q+ 3.Bb1 Kg4 4.h6 Khs
5.h7 Kg6 6.h8R! (6.h8Q ? Qxbi+ 7.Kxb1 stale-
mate) and White wins, e.g. 6... Kg7 7.Rh5 Kg6
8.Rxfs.
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Russian:
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published in 1937 by Fizkultura y Sport, edited
by N. Grekov and I. Maizelis, covers the 1932-
1935 years, and was followed in 1938 by a second
volume covering the 1936 year. Herbstman’s ar-
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by a similar article by E. Umnov about prob-
lems in 1936.

That’s the way to do it. (Picture: LP)



Jewellery and the chess endgame study

BY JOHN BEASLEY

My attention was recently drawn to a paper
“The aesthetics of chess and the chess problem”
by C. P. Ravilious, which appeared in the July
1994 issue of The British Journal of Aesthetics.
That paper does not consider endgame stud-
ies and I shall make no further reference to it,
but it has prompted me to look again at some
of my favourite studies and to see why I find
them so appealing. In particular, it occurs to
me that useful parallels can be drawn between
endgame studies and pieces of jewellery.

The late T. R. Dawson used to maintain that
chess problem composition was a matter of
scientific discovery and not of artistic creation,
and this is undoubtedly the correct way to look
at things. The chess board and its men provide
a finite and severely limited medium, and the
positions with any given property or proper-
ties were implicitly determined when the laws
of the game were laid down; all the “composer”
is doing is digging them out. He will no doubt
select properties which to him have aesthetic
appeal, but the actual finding of positions em-
bodying them is an act of discovery and not of
creation.

The same is true of endgame studies, though
things are a little more complicated. A con-
temporary problem is built on an idea, and
contains nothing beyond the men needed to
realise this idea and to exclude everything else.
The days are long gone when a problem com-
poser would put a move or two of introduc-
tion before the thematic play to make things
more difficult for the solver, or add idle men
to make the position seem more game-like. A
typical endgame study, on the other hand, con-
tains not just a thematic kernel but a sequence
of introductory moves designed to highlight
this kernel. The kernel is normally based on
one or more positions or moves with clearly
defined properties, for example “domination”,

<« . » <« .
reciprocal zugzwang’, or “underpromotion to

rook’, and finding one is again an act of dis-
covery (in some cases it can even be done by
computer search). As for the finding of a suit-
able sequence of introductory play, this is al-
most self-evidently an act of repeated discov-
ery. Any particular target position has only a fi-
nite number of immediate predecessors which
would not have allowed the opponent a better
move, and the “composer” can do no more
than choose between them.

At this point, we may usefully consider a
piece of jewellery, which typically consists of a
diamond or other precious stone, together with
a setting, of gold or some other metal, which is
designed to show off this stone to best advan-
tage. This analogy is not perfect, but I think it
is helpful, and what follows will be couched in
terms of it. In particular, we and the jeweller
share one central difficulty, in that the kernel
of the matter is largely or wholly beyond our
control. The jeweller has to work with an ob-
ject which has occurred naturally, and can be
shaped only in ways determined by the laws of
crystal formation. We have to work with the
kernels which the laws of chess have allowed
us. No diamond, no piece of jewellery; no suit-
able kernel, no study.

J.1 D. Blundell
1st prize Diagrammes 1994
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Jewellery and the chess endgame study

Sometimes the kernel of a study is so spar-
kling that no introduction is necessary. David
Blundell’s J.1 (#19362 in Harold van der Hei-
jden’s “HHdbV™) has already appeared in one
leading modern anthology, and will no doubt
appear in many more. People have been known
to take one look at it and to say that the first
move must be Sai, else the position would not
have been set. This is indeed the case, though a
thorough understanding of the ending is need-
ed to see why. To simplify greatly, White needs
to manoeuvre his knight to d2, and the route
via a3 and c4 fails because the wK will need c4
himself to get to ds. So the knight must travel
via a1 and b3, leaving the c-file free for the king
(the main line is 1.Sa1!! 3 2.5b3 Kg4 3.Kc2 Kg3
4.Kc3 Kgg 5.Kcq4 Kg3 6.Kds5 Kf4 7.5d2 f2 8.5f1).
Even with this knowledge, refuting 1.Sa3 is not
easy and Black must keep on the right side of
a sequence of reciprocal zugzwangs, but there
is an excellent exposition in the composer’s
own words in EG121 and in special number 65
of British Endgame Study News (downloadable
from www.jsbeasley.co.uk).

J.2 G. Greco
Le lev des Eschets 1621 (colours reversed)
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A brief but important digression. The bare
moves of a solution, even if they include full
analyses of sidelines and refutations of all
wrong moves, are not always sufficient. A study
like this has been distilled from deep and com-
prehensive analysis, the motivation of some of
the moves being far from obvious, and if it is
to be properly understood it may need to be
accompanied by an exposition either in the
composer’s own words or in those of a sympa-
thetic editor or anthologist. It would be putting

it too strongly to say that a verbal exposition
should be regarded as an integral part of every
study, but there are certainly some to which it
is a necessary adjunct.

Any introduction to J.1 would surely reduce
its impact, but many studies have benefitted
from introductions bringing one or men to
key positions during the play. Such an intro-
duction need not be long; indeed, a simple
and natural introduction is often more satisfy-
ing than a long and complex one would have
been, in the same way that a simple setting may
enhance the appeal of a piece of jewellery far
more than an ornate and complicated setting
would. In Grecos J.2 (HHdbV#85540), Black
appears to have a winning material advantage,
but the exchange 1.Rh8+ Rc8 2.Rxc8+ Kxc8
puts his king and b-pawn in line, and 3.Baé6!!
cripples him. If he takes the bishop, his b-pawn
becomes a second a-pawn, and two side pawns
are of no more use with the wrong bishop than
one is; and if he doesnt capture, White will,
and the draw will again be secured.

J.3 G.E. Barbier and F. Saavedra
Glasgow Weekly Citizen 1895 (version)
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J.3 is the famous Barbier/Saavedra study
in the form in which it is now usually quot-
ed (HHdbV#82049). [HH: the oldest known
(primary?) source of this version is Bohemia
30iii19o02]. The main line goes 1.c; Rd6+ 2.Kbs
Rds+ 3.Kbg Rd4+ 4.Kb3 Rd3+ 5.Kc2 Rdg!
(Barbier, intending 6.c8Q Rc4+! and stale-
mate) 6.c8R!! (Saavedra), with 6...Ra4 (to stop
7.Ra8+ and mate) 7.Kb3! and the rook goes.
However, 4.Kc3 also works (only 4...Rd1 pre-
vents 5.c8Q, and 5.Kc2 Rd4 transposes). How
seriously should we regard this flaw?
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It is reasonable to regard the stalemate trap
and underpromotion as the study’s kernel, so
the flaw lies in the setting, and here the anal-
ogy with jewellery breaks down. A jeweller,
finding himself with a flawed setting, simply
puts it right. We cannot; our medium is too re-
stricted and clumsy, and we must either accept
the setting with its flaw or abandon it altogeth-
er (for example, by starting with the pawn on
c7, the White king on c3, and the rook on d1).
The high priests of the “uniqueness of all main-
line moves is essential” school have no alterna-
tive but to do the latter, but I think most of us
would say that the setting given here, with the
wK starting so far from where it will be needed,
is well worth having despite the flaw.

For that matter, a study may well have a mi-
nor flaw in the kernel itself. In J.1, 6.Kds is the
natural and logical move to play, but White can
also win by playing 6.Sd2 and leaving Kd5 until
his next turn. This time the analogy with jewel-
lery holds good; it is as if the diamond which we
are trying to set has a flaw, and since diamonds
cannot be repaired both we and the jeweller
have to accept the situation as it is. In this case,
the flaw is a very minor one, everything of in-
terest having already happened, and we can
reasonably disregard it. Post-climax inaccura-
cies like this, where the given main line move
is the natural and most incisive but there are
alternatives which also win, are quite common
in studies, and are normally not even noticed
unless a purist of the “uniqueness is essential”
school points them out. By the time they occur,
Black has few if any resources left, and White
can play an unnatural or non-optimal move
without compromising the win.

Like J.1, John Nunns J.4 (HHdbV#09263)
is a study whose kernel is so sparkling that it
needs no introduction. This is a puzzle study of
an unusual kind. Black to play loses at once (1...
Kh8 2.Bxb2+, 1...bxa1Q 2.Rxai, 1...b1Q 2.Rg7+
Kh8 3.Rg1+). So all White has to do is wait, but
it isn’t so easy. 1.Bxb2 gives stalemate. A king
move releases the pressure (1.Kd8 b1Q 2.Rg7+
Kf8, 1.Key b1Q 2.Ra8+ Khy 3.Rh8+ Kg6 4.Rg8+
Kf5). A nondescript rook move on the rank
allows 1..bxa1Q, and if 1.Rg7+ Kxg7 2.Bxb2+

then 2..Kg6 goes for White’s pawn and the
bishop will be overloaded. 1.Raé does nothing
useful (after 1...b1Q the new queen controls g6,
so there isn’t even a check on the g-file), and
moves like 1.Ras clearly go nowhere; what else
is left? The incredible answer is 1.Ra2!! If 1...
bxa2 then 2.Bxb2 Khy 3.Ke7 Kg6 4.Ke6, after
which the Black king can be kept away from
White’s pawn and White will mop up (he is a
crucial tempo ahead of the line 1.Rg7+ Kxgy
2.Bxb2+ Kg6); if 1..b1Q then 2.Rg2+ Khy
3.Rg7+ Kh8 4.Rg1+ and as before.

J.4 J.D.M. Nunn
Grandmaster Chess Move By Move 2005
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In his contribution to Gerhard Josten’s book
A Study Apiece, John tells how he discovered
this study in 1984, but put it to one side because
he could not find a suitable introduction. Well,
tastes differ; but if an imagined requirement
for introductory play causes a masterpiece like
this to languish unpublished for over twenty
years, something has gone seriously wrong.

J.5 “Wilhelm” (version by JDB)
British Endgame Study News 2003
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J.s (HHdbV #11377) gives an elementary illus-
tration of the discovery of a kernel by computer
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search. 1.8f3+ puts Black under unexpected
pressure: 1...Kds 2.Kd3, 1..K-6/Kf- 2.Sd4, and in
every case the knight will go. There remains 1...
Keg, but this puts the Black king in line with the
bishop and any move by the Black knight will
lose it to a discovered check. King moves are met
as before, so all White needs is a waiting move,
and the retreat to the corner 2.Bhi1! provides it.
I was reviewing Rafael Andrists data-mining
program “Wilhelm” for British Endgame Study
News, and as a test I gave it the Nalimov table
of results for B+S v S and asked it to find all the
positions in which Bg2-h1 was the only move
to win. Excluding captures and retreats from
immediate danger, it gave me nine, of which
the position after 1...Ke4 here seemed the most
promising. The little introduction 1.5{3+ Keg4,
bringing the knight and the Black king into po-
sition on the long diagonal, was mine, but the
study is here because of the way in which its ker-
nel was discovered.

J.6 D. Joseph
Sunday Express 1921
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The introductions to J.2, J.3, and (I hope) J.5
have all enhanced the studies in which they
appear. It is instructive to look at one that has
been less successful.

J.6 (HHdbV#77204) shows the original form
of the classic “Joseph” study. Play goes 1.Bf2+
Kb8! (we shall see why) 2.Bb6! Rxb6 3.axb6 a3
4.h7 a2 5.h8Q a1Q! (thanks to 1..Kb8, 6.Qxa1
will be stalemate) 6.Qg8! (6.Qf8 Qa3, 6.Qe8
Qg7, and in neither case will White be able
to force a win) 6...Qa2! 7.Qe8! Qa4! 8.Qes+!
Ka1 9 Qh8 and White has outwitted Black’s de-
fence. The introduction has some neat points,
the choice of b8 by the bK at move 1 and the

shut-off move Bbé6 to neutralise the rook; why
then is the study usually quoted without it?

I think the reason is that the queen play is
sufficiently striking to stand on its own, and
the intrusion of rook and bishop is inharmoni-
ous. In their book Secrets of Spectacular Chess,
Jonathan Levitt and David Friedgood identify
“flow” as one of the features of a good study.
I would like to add “harmony”. Like “flow”, it
cannot be quantified, but it undoubtedly exists,
and it encapsulates why we find certain studies
attractive and others not.

J.7 Anonymous version of ].6
Ceskoslovenskd Republika 1923
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For an alternative introduction to the Jo-
seph finale, consider the sadly anonymous J.7
(HHdbV#77205), which I owe to John Roy-
croft’s Test Tube Chess. After 1.b6+! we again
have 1...Kb8! to set the stalemate trap, so the
logical aim of the introduction is once more
achieved, but how much lighter and more ele-
gant everything now is. This introduction har-
monises with its kernel in a way that the intro-
duction of J.6 does not.

J.8 W.H.M. Lemmey and T.G. Whitworth
British Chess Magazine 1979
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All the examples so far have had a single ker-
nel. A study can have two or more kernels with
linking passages between them, but this intro-
duces no new principle and we shall not ex-
emplify it. However, there is a further class of
study, in which the tactical points follow each
other so closely that it is not clear where one
kernel finishes and the link to the next starts; to
use our jewellery analogy for the last time, it is
as if we had a sequence of stones, each perhaps
quite modest in itself, strung together to form
a necklace or bracelet. ].8 (HHdbV#35415), by
William Lemmey and Timothy Whitworth, is
a case in point. The opening sacrifice 1.Bh2!
Qxh2 reduces White to a bare B+S, but it lures
the queen down a blind alley and 2.Sc6+ Ka8
3.Kc8 threatens mate. Black must therefore
sacrifice his queen to gain a little time: 3...
Qb8+! 4.Sxb8. But White still threatens mate
by 5.Sc6 and 6.Bby, and if Black tries 4...Sa4 in-
tending 5...Sc5 to cover by we see that there is
a second mate threat in 5.Bb7+ Kay 6.Kc7 and
7.5¢6. 4...Ka7, therefore, but after 5.Kc7 the
threat of mate by 6.Bby and 7.5¢6 returns, and
Black must sacrifice a second queen to parry it:
5...h2 6.Bb7 h1Q! 7.Bxhi.

J.8a
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This has brought us to ].8a, and we may note
that each of the three men that have vanished
has done so by deliberate self-sacrifice; even
the black pawn has proved to be more than
a mere blocker. White still threatens mate by
8.Bb7 and 9.5¢6, so Black must bring his knight

to the defence of c6. Try 7...Sc4: no, 8.Bby any-
way, with either 8...Sa5 9.Bds Sby 10.Sc6+ Ka8
(10..Ka6 11.Bc4 mate) 11.Sa5 or 8...Se5 9.Bds
S- 10.Sc6+ Ka8 11.Se5+. More promising is 7...
Sds3, since 8.Bby can now be met by 8...Sb4 and
Black will hold out. However, 8.Sc6+ forces 8...
Kaé6 (if instead 8...Ka8 then 9.Se7+ Kay 10.Bby
and mate by 11.5c8), and 9.Bg2! attacks the
one square on the diagonal f1-a6 which the bS
cannot defend. If 9...S- then 10.Bfi+ and mate,
hence 9...Kbs, and the rest is easy: 10.Bf1 Kc4
11.Se5+ Kd4 12.Sxd3. Every man originally on
the board has moved at least once, and each
little tactical flourish has set the scene for the
next; perhaps more than any other, this study
seems to me to exemplify the Levitt-Friedgood
concept of “flow”.

The parallels between an item of jewellery
(stone plus setting) and a typical chess end-
game study (kernel plus introduction) are
not exact, but I think the aesthetics of the one
throw considerable light on the aesthetics of
the other. In particular:

— while many studies have been enhanced
by the inclusion of a suitable introduction,
some study kernels are so sparkling that
they do not need one, and some would even
have their impact reduced by one;

— given that the purpose of introductory play
is to highlight the kernel that follows, a short
and simple introduction is greatly to be pre-
ferred to a long and complicated one;

— while it is quite possible for an introduction
to contain elegant tactical points, their oc-
currence is very much a matter of chance,
and they should not be sought at the ex-
pense of length and complexity;

— if an introduction is to be aesthetically satis-
tying, it must harmonise with what follows.

I would therefore like to add “harmony” to
Levitt and Friedgood’s “flow” as one of the im-
portant even though unquantifiable properties
to be considered when explaining the aesthetic
appeal of a study.



Two knights versus doubled pawns - part 1

BY MARTIN VAN ESSEN

One of our chess game’s most striking quirks
is that two knights cannot force checkmate on
a lone king. Most readers will be familiar with
the fact that for the defender to have a pawn
can be quite to his undoing, especially if it is
securely blockaded before Troitzky’s demarca-
tion line. The question struck me what would
happen with doubled pawns, when both pawns
have crossed the line.

The guiding question for this article is
whether the extra pawn offers additional win-
ning chances to the attacker compared to the
single pawn situation, assuming the (front)
pawn is blocked. Here, we consider the blocked
front pawn to be “extra” with respect to a single
(rear) pawn.

The question will be considered only in a
qualitative sense; any statistics are beyond the
intended scope of this article.

Harold van der Heijden kindly supplied sug-
gestions for supplementary artistic endgame
studies involving this material.

Because of its length, the article will be split
into two parts with the current (first) part
considering positions with centre pawns and
bishop pawns and with the second part (to be
published in the next issue of EG) considering
positions with knight pawns and rook pawns.

Centre pawns

The only interesting case is with pawns on e2
and e3. In the upper half of the board, Black’s
king is safe and the extra e2-pawn worsens
(even nullifies) White’s chances. Compare this
with a constellation White: Se2 / Black: Pes;
Black gets mated if trapped in the vicinity of h8.

On the bottom half of the board however,
doubled pawns improve White’s chances:
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Without the forward e-pawn, Blacks king
would be wholly safe at hi. In the diagram,
however, White has a fairly easy win, but must
beware of zugzwangs:

1.Kf7 Kg1! 2.S¢5 Kf2 3.Scd3+ Kg3 4.Kg7!
Kh3! 5.Kh6 (Kg6? Kgs4;) 5...Khg 6.Se5 Kg3
7.Kgs Kf2 (Kh3) 8.Sef3 Kg3 9.Shg! Kf2 (Kh3)
10.Shg2 Kg3 11.Kf5 Kh3 12.Kf4 Kh2 13.Kg4
Kg1 14.Kh3 Kf2 15.Kh2 Kf1 16.Kg3 Kg1 17.5xe3
Khi 18.Sg4 Kg119.5f3+ Kf1 20.Sgh2 mate. The
final mate nicely demonstrates the role of the
extra pawn on e2.

In fact, a comparable starting position, even
without the e3 pawn and Se4->e7, is also won by
mate in 17, which we leave to the reader.

On the “long” side of the pawns, Black’s king
is equally in great danger. In the position be-
low (E.2) Black’s king seems to have a lot of
space, but White closes in on him surprisingly
quickly.

1.Ke4 Kb2 2.Kd3 Kb3 3.Sc7! Kbg 4.Kd4
Ka4 5.Kc4 Kas 6.Kc5 Kag 7.Sd5 Ka3! The most
resilient. 8.Kc4 Kag 9.Sbg Kas 10.Kc5 Kag
11.5¢6 Ka3(!) 12.Kd4 Kb3 13.Kd3 Ka3 14.Kc3
Kag 15.Kc4 Ka3 16.Sd4 Ka4 17.5b3 Ka3 18.Sc5
Kb2 19.Se4! Kc1 20.Segs! Kb2(!) 21.Kbg Kb1
22.Kb3 Kc1 23.Sgf3 Kd1 24.Kc3 Kc1 This shows
why Black is unhappy with an extra pawn on e2.
His king cannot escape. 25.8d4 Kb1 (25...Kd1
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26.Sdc2 Kci1 27.5d3+! mates one move quicker)
Now White can take: 26.Sxe2 Ka2 27.Sc2 Kb1
28.Sb4 Ka1 29.Kb3 Kb1 30.Ka3 Kai1 31.Sc3 e2
32.Sc2 mate.
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The dangers facing Black had in fact already
been recognized by Kosek in 1924:

E.3 V. Kosek
Casopis Ceskoslovensky Sach 1924
(mirrored)
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Kosek presented 1.Kc4! Kag 2.Sb7 Ka3 3.Sc5
Kb2 4.Kg4 and arrived at a mate at move 27,
while the ruthless tablebases cut this short by
4.Se4 (#17).

All in all, with doubled black centre pawns,
White’s chances vanish with Black’s king in the
upper half of the board due to the remoteness
of his blockading knight. However, if he man-
ages to trap Black’s king in one of the lower
corners, he wins, as here the extra pawn cru-
cially restricts Black’s king.

Bishop’s pawns

Two possibilities will be considered: pawns
f3, f4 and pawns f2, f3.

Pawns on f3, f4

Like the case of a single blockaded pawn at
f4, Black draws if his king manages to get to
g2. There are, however, a number of interesting
mutual zugzwangs, as has been noticed and
nicely exploited by Vlasenko. I have reversed
the colours of the next study to keep the mate-
rial more recognizable.

E.4 V. Vlasenko
Special commendation 64-Shakhmatnoye
Obozrenie 1989 (colours reversed)
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1...f3! (Inviting 2.S5xf3+? Kfs 3.Ke2 Kg3!)
2.Ke1 Kf4 3.Sh3+ Kg3 4.5f2 Kg2! 5.5¢6 f6!!
6.5d4 f5 7.5e6 f4! Not allowing the rear pawn
to be blocked. We have reached:
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After 7...f4

Thanks to the shrewd festina lente on the 5th
move, White has been put at the wrong end of
a mutual zugzwang. He might try to trick Black
into 8.Sg5 Kg1 9.Sh3+ Kg2 10.Kd2 (10...Kf1??
11.Kd1! Kg2 12.Ke1), but Black draws after 10...
Kg3 or 10...Kh2.
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E.6
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Black to move must play 1...Kf1! 2.Kh3 Kg1

and draws. It is curious, however, that the fi-

nal position is a mutual zugzwang even with
White’s “free” knight jammed on ha:
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h3g1 0002.02 BTM, win

Black to move: 1...Kf1 2.Kh2 Ke2 3.Kg1 and
now Black is funnily forced to move to a dark

square, allowing White to play Sf2 with check,

making room for the Shi, winning.
An even more remarkable situation arises in
the next diagram
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This also turns out to be a mutual zugzwang!
Black to move: Moving to a black square allows

White to play Seq+ or Sg4+ followed by Sf2.
Moving to a white square also loses: 1...Ke6
2.Seq! f2 (else 3.Shf2) 3.Sg5+ followed by 4.5f3!
and 5.Kxf2 winning. Likewise: 1...Kg6 2.5g4! {2
3.Se5+ and 4.5f3.

White to move: The knights cannot move;
1.Ke1 or 1.Kg1 results in 1...Ke6 2.Se4 f2+ with
check. White has no time for 3.Sg5+. Black fol-
lows up with 3...f3, drawing easily.

A similar mutual zugzwang exists with
Black’s king on c2, where he has seemingly
even greater freedom than in E.8.

Conclusion: The extra pawn on f3 does not
really improve White’s chances, provided Black
takes care of zugzwangs when his king gets to

g2.

Pawns on f2, f3

The next position is arguably the most com-
plicated one in this article and contains study-
like phases and elements such as unique play,
paradox and, depending on taste, beauty:
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1.Seft would be natural, so that after 1...f2
2.5f3! the humorous situation arises that each
pawn is blocked separately by a knight. Black’s
king only makes it to h3 when White’s king
captures f2. But Black plays 1...Kg6! Imme-
diately and, after 2.Sxf3 Kfs!, Black reaches g2
via either e4 or g4. Draw. Equally, after 2.Kc4,
Black gets to g2 just in time, aiming for a posi-
tion a in Diagram 5, drawing.

It is astounding that White can still win:
1.8d1! f2 Else 2.5f2 and 3.5xf3 in any order,
winning. The advance f3-f2 however is a con-
cession, as it denies g2 as a safe spot to Black,
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Two knights versus doubled pawns - part 1

regardless of the position of the rear f-pawn.
2.8f1 Of course, White did not lure Black’s
pawn forward merely to capture it: 2.Sxf2? is
a clear draw. To understand the following play,
the following is important: with pawns on f2
and f3, Black has two safe zones with the first
one around a8 and the second at e1. White can
evict Black’s king from there but will not be
able to confine him at a1; Black always seeks to
escape to a8 or back to e1. But it is most aston-
ishing that a natural move like 2...f3 could be
any risk at all for Black and would lose in fact
in the current circumstances. Therefore with
2...Kg6 Black envisages two plans at the same
time, the first being to disturb the knight at fi,
the second to slip to a8 then play ...f3, draw-
ing. 3.Kc6! Fighting both plans at the same
time. 3...Kf7 4.Kd7 Kf6 5.Kd6 Kf5 6.Kd5 Kg4
At any move Black could have returned, which
would have fast-forwarded to the 12th move.
Now, White could choose to reroute his free
knight to support the threatened blockading
knight, for example: 7Sc3 Kf3 (Threatening
8...Kg2) 8.Se4 and now: a) 8...Kg2? 9.Sed2!
and Black is trapped! 9...Kh3 Black must flee
immediately. 10.Keq Kg4 11.5f3 Khs (11...Kh3
12.Kfs5! Kg2 13.53d2) 12.Kf5 and at the very least
White can consume f2 with his king. b) 8...Ke2!
Using the square that White ironically had to
yield with his last move. 9.Sed2 f3 and Black has
reached a safe version of this endgame. In con-
trast to the case with the centre pawns, there
is sufficient space between the pawns and the
edge of the board. Play might proceed for ex-
ample: 10.Kd4 Kd1 11.Kc3 Ke2 12.Kc2 Kei 13.Kd3
Kd1 14.Se3+ Kci1 (Ke1??; Sxe3 mate) 15.5df1 Kbz
16.Kc4 Ka3 17.Kbs Kb3 Threatening to return to
e1. 18.5d1 Kcz2 19.8xf2 this is just drawn. 7.Ke4
Kh3 8.Kf3 Kh4 9.Sb2!! Preparing for magic. 9...
Kgs 10.Ke4 Kf6 11.Kds5 Ke7 (see E.10)

12.8d3!! Leaving the road to a8 wide open.
The first point is 12...Kd7 13.Se5+ followed by
14.5f3! and K..xf2 winning. Here, timing is es-
sential: 12.Kc6 cuts off Black’s king from a8, but
after 12...Ke6 13.5c4, f3! or 13.5d3, 3! White is in
(mutual) zugzwang and can make no progress.
The second point is 12...f3 13.Sc5! (Se5? Key!;)
and now White wins, shown later. Amazingly,
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even the position after 12.Sd3 is a mutual zug-
zwang! Had Black tried to trick White into 11...
Kf7 12.8d3? Key! draws, then instead 12.Kd6
would mate more quickly. 12...Kd8 13.Kc6!

13...Kc8 14.Ses! is the third neat point, threat-
ening 15.5f3! and if 14...f3 then 15.5d7! Kd8
16.5b6 stopping Black’s march towards a8 to a
screeching halt and gradually pushing Black
towards h8. One can’t help thinking of a Ré-
ti-manoeuvre by a knight! By the way, also in
this position (after 13.Kc6) neither colour can
benefit from the advantage of having the move.
13...Ke7 14.Sc5 The knight had to be able to
reach c5 as well as e5, which explains the ex-
act tour via b2 and d3. 14...Kd8 15.Kb7! Ke$8
16.Kc8 Ke7 17.Kc7 Kf6 18.Kd6 Kfs5 19.Kds5 Kf6
20.8d7+ The knight must be rerouted to be,
from where it controls both d7 and 8, helping
to cut off the route to a8. The strange looking
20.8a4, with the same aim, would be equally
good. 20...Ke7 21.8b6 Kf6 22.5¢8 Kfs5 23.Se7+
Kg4 Here we go again 24.Ke4 Kh3 25.Kf3 Kh4
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We see the same position as after the 8th
move, with the important difference that



Two knights versus doubled pawns - part 1

White has managed to get his free knight into
the game but he must find something positive
to do with it. 26.5¢6 From here on, a notion
of “study-like play” will become harder to
maintain, as White will start to have choices of
moves, even if not optimal. According to the
tablebases, 26.5d5 leads to play somewhat dif-
ferent from the presented line, but mates one
move slower. 26...Kg5 27.Keq Kf6 28.Kds f3
Apparently, playing this move at this precise
moment puts up the most resistance: it is a
tempo move which wrong-foots White. As a
result, White must yield Black some space and
will need to work to reconquer it. After instead,
for example, 28...Kfs 29.Sd4 White threatens
30.5f3 already. According to the tablebases,
White now gains a couple of moves. 29.Kd6
Kfs 30.Sbg! Kes4 31.Kcs5 Kes; 32.Sd3+ Keé6
33.Kc6 Ke7 34.Scs5 just as after the 14th move
but now with Black’s rear f-pawn advanced
to f3. The following play will look familiar.
34...Kd8 35.Kb7 Ke8 36.Kc8 Ke7 37.Kc7 Kf6
38.Kdé6 Kf5 39.Kds Kf6 After 39...Kf4 40.Ke6
White gains a lot of ground and his knights and
Black’s pawns take many squares away from
Black’s king. 40.8d7+ Ke7 41.Sb6 Kf6 42.Sc8
Kfs5 43.Se7+ Kf6 Here we have “new” play. 43...
Kg4 44.Keq Kh3 45.5f5! goes quicker. 44.Kd6
Kf7 45.Sd5 Kf8 46.Ke6 Ke8 47.Se7 Kd8 48.Kd6
Ke8 49.5¢c6 Kf7 50.Ke5 Kg6 51.5d8 Kgs 52.5f7+
This starts to look systematic again. 52...Kg4
53.Sd6! The Sf1 needs support. 53...Kg5 54.Ke6
Kgé6 After 54...Kgg White plays a tempo move
like 55.Kf7! Kf4 56.Kf6!. The positioning of the
free knight at d6 is essential in this manoeuvre.
55.5f7 Kg7 56.Se5 Kf8 57.Kd7 Kg8 58.Ke8 Kg7
59.Ke7 Kh6 Black is reduced to crawling along
the h-file now. 60.Kf6 Khs 61.Kfs5 Khé6 62.5f7+
Kg7 63.5d6 Khé6 64.Se8 Khy Going towards g2
via 64...Khs 65.S¢7+ Kh4 (65...Kh6 prolongs)
leads to a quicker mate: 66.Kf4 Kh3 67.5f5 Kg2
68.5¢3 Kh3 69.Kg5 Kg2 70.Kgq Kh1 71.Khq! A
trick to reshuffle the knights. 71...Kg2 72.Se3+
Kh2 73.8¢f1+ Kh1 74.Kg3 Kg1 75.Kh3 Kh1 76.5¢4
Kgi 77.8h2 Khi 78.Sg3+ Kgi 79.Sxf3 mate.
65.Kg5 Kh8 66.Kg6 Kg8 67.Sg7 Kf8 68.Kf6
Kg8 69.Se6 Khy 70.8f4 According to the
scrutiny of the tablebases this is fastest. More

systematic to my taste would have been 70.Kgs.
70...Kh8 71.Kf7 Kh7 72.Sg6 Khé 73.Kf6 Khy
74.Se7 Kh6 75.5g8+ Kh7 76.Kf7 Kh8
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Optically it seems impossible for White to
unite his forces and mate Black. The following
is nothing short of an endgame study, show-
ing the knights as long-range pieces. 77.Shé
Khy 78.Sg4 Kh8 79.Sxf2! One might almost
have forgotten about this possibility. 79...Kh7
80.5g3 Kh6 81.Kf6 It fits like a glove. 81...Kh7
82.5f5 Kg8 83.Ke7 Even Troitzky thought of this
position as a study already (HHdbV#84712).
83...Kh7 84.Kf7 Kh8 White would rather like
to have Black’s King on hy here (and have the
move), since then Sf2 could join with check.
Furthermore, a new queen on f1 potentially
gives check. With a precise sequence White
can arrange all needed conditions. 85.Kg6 Kg8
86.Sg7 Kf8 87.Kf6 Kg8 88.Se6 Khy 89.Kgs
Kg8 (89...Kh8 90.Kg6 Kg8 91.Se4!) 90.Kg6
Kh8 91.Kf7 Khy 92.Sg4! controlling hé, start-
ing the final phase. 92...f2 93.5f8+ Kh8 94.5f6
f1Q White’s king is shielded; 95.5g6 mate.
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Two knights versus doubled pawns - part 1

With pawns on f2 and {3, the right half of the
board is not safe for Black. The same is true for
BlacK’s king tightly confined at a1:
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Play starts 1.Sc4 Kb1 2.Sce3 Ka2 3.Kb4 Kb2
4.5g4 Kci(!) 5.8xf2 transforming into a won
position with a pawn on f3. 5...Kc2 6.Kcq
Kb2 7.8d2! Or 7S8g3, but a careless move like
7.5e3? would only draw. 7...Ka3 8.Kbs Kbz
9.Kbg Kci(!) 10.Sde4 Kc2 11.Ka3! Taking ad-
vantage of the beautiful “force field” set-up by
the knights. Black’s king is trapped and will be
mated in eleven more moves.

The “extra” pawn on f2 does not lead to
greater danger for Black here. Indeed, from the
diagram position White quickly aims for Sxf2,
transforming.

To be continued

10:00-10.30: Registration
10.45: Official opening

expert commentary.

17.00: Prize giving.

IM Twan Burg.

ARVES Solving in Wijk aan Zee

The eight international ARVES Study Solving Day will be held
on Saturday, January 28th 2017
in De Moriaan (the venue of the Tata Steel Tournament)
located at Dorpsduinen 4, 1949 EG Wijk aan Zee.
Chief Arbiter: Luc Palmans

11.00-14.00: International Open Solving Competition of original studies with a
prize fund of 500 Euros (250/150/100) and book prizes. Special prizes will be
awarded to the best newcomers and youth solvers.

14.00-16.30: Watching the world’s most famous chess tournament with live

16.30: Announcing the preliminary results.

Entry fee: 15 Euros; juniors (u-20) 10 Euros; GMs and IMs — free.

For further details and registration please write to Yochanan Afek afekchess@
gmail.com before January 21st 2017 as the number of participants is limited.

Past winners: 2009: IM Twan Burg; 2010: GM John Nunn 2012: IM David Klein
2013: GM John Nunn; 2014: IM Joost Michielsen; 2015: Wouter van Rijn; 2016:

The Dutch section of the International Solving Championship
(for problems & studies) will be held in the same venue
on Sunday, January 29th from 10.30 and is open to all.
Organizer is Hans Uitenbroek; e-mail address: jc.uitenbroek@kpnplanet.nl.




Obituary
Miroslav Sindelar 28ix1948 — 09vi2016

BY EMIL VLASAK

Miroslav Sindeldf, a chess composer, solver
and judge from Sokolov (Czech Republic), has
died at the age of 68 years after a short illness.

He graduated (degree Ing.) from the Uni-
versity of Chemistry and Technology, the lead-
ing Czech university in Prague, and he worked
in the chemical industry. He was married and
had two children.

He composed over 70 problems and Bo-
hemian three-movers form the basis of his
work; he gained the titles International Judge
for three- and more-movers and FIDE Master
(12.67 points in FIDE Albums).

He also composed about 25 endgame stud-
ies. He had excellent ideas, but considerable
difficulty with soundness.

May he rest in peace.

S.1 Miroslav Sindelaf
1st prize Ceskoslovensky sach 1978
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1.Bc3 Qg2 2.Bf7! Premature is 2.Bg6? be-
cause of stalemate defence 2...Qb2! 3.Bes Qb8+!
4.Bxb8 stalemate. 2...Qg4! 3.Bes! Qg3 Keeping
contact with Pfg - 3...Qg2 4.Bf6. 4.Bg6! 4.Bf6?
Qxf4 or 4.Be8? Qg8+!. 4...Qc3 5.Be8! 5.Bf7 Qg3
6.Bg6 only loses time. 5...Qg3 5...Qd4 6.Bxd4
cxd4 7.c5 d3 8.Bxc6 d2 9.Bag. 6.Bf7 Qg4 7.Bg6
Now Black doesn’t have Qc3. 7...Qg3 8.Bg7
mate (EG#04200).

S.2 Miroslav Sindelaf
15t prize Ceskoslovensky sach 1974
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1.Rd1! c2 2.Rc1! (Bd4? cxdiSh) 2..bxc1Q
3.Bd4+b2 4.Kc6! After 4. Kb7?a45.Bc3hs 6.Kc8
h4 White is in zugzwang. Bad is also 4.Ka6? a4
5.Bc3 a3! 6.5a5 Qfi+. 4...a4 5.Bc3! Blocking the
3rd rank — see move 9. 5...h5 6.Kb7! h4 7.Kc8!
Mutual zugzwang 7...h3 8.gxh3 a3 9.Sas5 Qe3
10.Sb3 mate (EG#02608).
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Adam Sobey

BY JOHN ROYCROFT

Adapted from an address by AJR to a gather-
ing in London NW9 on Sunday 10 July 2016 to
celebrate the rich and varied life of Adam Sobey.
It was the first anniversary of Adam’s death.

The task I have been set by Barbara and her
new four-legged companion, Pebbles the pup-
py, is to explain, to this highly talented and
largely non-chess audience of forty or so, and
in the space of not more than five minutes, the
essence of a chess activity that Adam and I had
in common over more than half a century.

Music. Let’s say we want a concerto. What
do we need? Well, three things. Firstly, instru-
ments: piano, strings, woodwind, brass, percus-
sion. That’s five. How about a sixth, the human
voice? Convention, it is true, doesn’t envisage
a voice concerto, but Handel would hardly be
known today if it were not for the human voice.
Second, we need notes, the variegated calendar
of musical notes. Thirdly, we need a composer,
to come up with a coherent assembly of notes
to be performed by the instruments.

Now for chess, or, more precisely, the em-
bodiment of chess that I shared with Adam
-- s0 do please be extremely cautious how you
extrapolate. Like music this embodiment also
calls for three essentials. For the six kinds of in-
strument we have six kinds of chessman: king,
queen, rook, bishop knight and pawn., each
with a unique trait just as with the musical in-
struments: the king is the constant centre of at-
tention; the queen combines the moves of two
other pieces, namely the rook moving only on
ranks and files, and the bishop accessing only
half the chessboard’s 64 squares; the knight

eternally alternates between dark and light
squares; and the pawn captures diagonally
ahead while otherwise moving only forwards.
For musical notes, component number two,
chess has the endless variety of moves made on
the chessboard. And our chess activity needs a
composer exactly as music does: a source of the
moves for the chessmen to perform to create
something with pretensions towards a work of
art.

A work of art? Indeed, for the vocabular-
ies of music and this chess activity overlap:
‘themes and variations, make a good start; echo,
surprise, contrast, climax, harmony, unity, ele-
gance, delicacy, virtuosity, bravura, abound in
both worlds. Believe me.

OK, that’s what music and this chess activity
have in common. But to the general public chess
means two players on opposite sides of a chess-
board and each dedicated to the other’s doom.
Where in that picture is the family link I have
just outlined? Well, that is the tip of an iceberg,
the iceberg consisting of peculiarities, context
and much more. Music reaches us through the
ears,the eyes being optional. Chess reaches us
through the eyes, the ears being irrelevant. In
each case the ultimate aesthetic target between
the ears is, as I am convinced and as I hope you
will agree, the same, wherever it resides and
however it operates; as otherwise the language
used would not overlap the way it does.

But if you want to follow up the differences
in greater detail then you'll need to be prepared
to be house-trained, like Pebbles.



Reviews

BY JOHN ROYCROFT

Grandmaster Aleksandr Gulyaev-Grin - Select-
ed Problems and Studies. Yakov Vladimirov,
2016. No. 12 in the Shakhmatnaya kompozit-
sia series. 208 pages. In Russian. Hard cover.
No ISBN. Edition size: not given.

The Russian grandmaster’s dates: 1908-1998.
Twenty pages of biography, with as many pho-
tographs, precede the selections, which include
32 studies. This one is a rare cooperative effort
with Korol'kow.

R.1 A. Grin & V. Korol’kov
Sport (Leningrad) 1961
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wRg6 is pinned. 1.e4 Bxeq 2.Rf3+ Bxf3
3.Rg8+ Kf7 4.Rg7+ Kf8 5.g6 Bxds 6.Rf7+ Bxty
7.7 mate.

Ilham Aliev — My Chess Creative work (studies,
judging, problems, combinations, articles).
Ilham Aliyev, 2015. 376 pages. In Azerbaijani.
Hard cover. Hundreds of diagrams. Mono-
chrome figurine notation. Black and white
photographs. Abbreviations and symbols
list, not in English. Index (NB: not in west-
ern alphabetical order). Edition size: 300.
ISBN 978-9952-8286-0-3.

The diagrams and the moves present no ob-
stacles at all, but for most readers — and that
includes your reviewer - the language (and
sometimes alphabet) barriers are significant.
For example, since the phonetics of the Geor-
gian, Azerbaijani and English languages barely

overlap, we have the name widely known as
Gurgenidze rendered as Qurqenidze. The pro-
duction is first class.

Facsimile reproduction (1977) of: lllaxmamnas
uepa, by Aleksandr Dmitrievich Petrov, 1824.
In Russian. Algebraic notation with West-
ern letters a-h for the files. Hard cover, with
the original diagrams and dust jacket also
reproduced. There is no ISBN but the dust
cover’s back flap shows a price of 16 roubles
61 kopecks. The original had an edition size
of 300. It is accompanied here by a 16-page
explanatory leaflet, also in Russian, by 16m
Yuri Averbakh and chess historian Isaak
Linder. The single tome weighs 700 g.

The second chess textbook to be published
in Russia, Petrov’s work pays homage to Phi-
lidor (there is a frontispiece image) but the au-
thor, having devoted several years to his task,
takes neither the latter’s many times reissued
Analyse, nor his later Italian rivals, as gospel. A
‘Stratagems’ supplement sets out 20 problems
and win/draw positions, all with diagrams.

Petrov’s fifth and final part deals with the
endgame. It has no fewer than 4o sections, but
since they comprise 88 small pages (plus four
diagrams), each ‘chapter’ is short indeed. I-VI
covers pawns; VII-XIV: the bishop; XV-XXIV:
one knight and two; XXV: mate with the rook;
XXVI: rook against knight; XXVII: rook and
pawn against bishop; XXVIII: rook and pawn
against rook; XXIX: two rooks against one;
XXX: queen against pawn; XXXI-XXXVII:
queen against assorted force; XXXVIII: mate
with two bishops; XXXIX: mate with bishop
and knight; XL: mate with rook and bishop
against rook.

Coincidentally, a fully illustrated 6-page
article in the June 2016 British Chess Maga-
zine tells the detailed story, largely for the first
time and complete with multiple corrections
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of errors by earlier ‘authorities, of Philidor’s
place of burial in London, his grave, and what
happened next. The author is Gordon Cadden,
arch-sleuth, who started on the trail in 1990.
Highly recommended for readers with an in-
terest in accurate chess history.

My Chess Compositions, by Milan R. Vukcevich.
2003. Prepared and edited by Mike Prcic. 164
pages. ISBN 0-9741304-0-0.

There are two visually distinct ‘editions” with
different bindings (one with spiral), page size
and cover, but carrying the same date of pub-
lication, with identical content, and with no
change of ISBN. On pages 84 to 86 eight stud-
ies are presented, with discussion: the earliest
is dated 1957, the latest 2000. The grandmaster
composer’s dates: 1937-2003.

Studies of a Wizard [9tiopst Konnyna], by Ark-
ady Khait. 2015. 160 pages. Hard cover. In
Russian. Edition size: 50.

In 1997, longtime resident of Saratov on the
middle Volga Arkady Khait was co-author of
a selection of 50 studies by Viktor Aleksan-
drovich Evreinov (1908-1984), also a Sara-
tovist. With access to Evreinov’s papers Khait
has now assembled an even worthier tribute
to his townmate, as 37 unpublished originals
are included, following 97 that were already in
print. Many EG readers will recognise this glo-
rious example of the composer’s imagination,
presentation skills (every rank and file plays its
part), and technique.

R2. V.Evreinov
1st prize, Hlaxmamuwt (Riga) 1959
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1.7? is not good enough after Bxf7 2.Rg4+
d4+ 3.Kf2 Bg6. 1.Req!! de+ 2.Kg2!! e3+ 3.Kg1
Bf7 4.ef Qxcs 5.£8Q(R)+ Qxf8 6.f7+ Qg7+ 7.Kh2
Qxa1 8.f8Q mate.

Chess Composition in Ukraine 2007-2009.
2015. 288 pages. In Ukrainian. 18 studies,
judged by Harold van der Heijden (Nether-
lands) and Sergei Osintsev (Russia). ISBN

978-966-419-56-0.

Chess Composition in Ukraine 2010-2012. 2016.
256 pages. In Ukrainian. 29 studies, judged
by Peter Gyarmati (Hungary) and Iuri Ako-
bia (Georgia). ISBN 978-966-8419-56-0.

The triennial Ukrainian championships and
their publications in FIDE Album style con-
tinue, in eight sections A-H, with ‘D’ for stud-
ies. 11 of the 18 in the earlier Album, and 15 of
the 29 in the later, were composed by Eduard
Eilazyan.

Problemist of Ukraine 1/2016(7), 2/2016(48),
3/2016(49). Bi-monthly national composi-
tion magazine of Ukraine. Mostly in Rus-
sian. Usual size: 64 pages.

With Didukh, Eilazyan, S.N. Tkachenko and
Zinar potentially contributing, one expects the
studies content to be rich and varied. It is. Ex-
amples: Zinar writes at length about the Eila-
zyan ‘twig’ theme, Tkachenko about ‘mistakes’
at high level, and Eilazyan about the search
for harmony - all in the first issue of 2016. In
the second, L. Topko discusses the ‘Ukrainian’
theme, there’s an article on pins, and there are
three originals (with lengthy solutions), none
of them composed by native Ukrainians. The
May-June number does not lag behind, Eila-
zyan contributing eight pages of autobiogra-
phy, there’s a piece of “The Great Wall of China’
(the bricks are made of pawns!) and there are
three more originals.

As one would anticipate, the magazine is ex-
cellently produced, with a colourful cover. Edi-
tor-in-chief: Yury Gordian, Odessa.
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Mastering Queen and Pawn endgames, by Csa-
ba Balogh and Adrian Mikhalchishin, 2016.
ISBN 978-83-945326-0-6.

Announced by New in Chess as the first of
fourteen books on the endgame, the title is re-
inforced by the cover’s depiction of a 7-man
position consisting of queen and two pawns
against queen and one. This is encouraging,
extremely encouraging. At last, and by master
players, a companion volume to Stinking Bish-
ops, the world’s first attempt to tackle 7-man
tablebase material.

Its down to earth with a thump when we
flip through the online pdf preview, where the
title now reads: Mastering Pawn and Queen

{.

It was hot in Belgrade. (Picture: LP)

endgames. This, it grieves us to report, is ac-
curate. The next pages cover the basics of king
and pawn play.

Whatever this book’s value to other readers,
its value to serious followers of EG is, in this re-
viewer’s view, close to zero, confirmation com-
ing from the introduction, where we read

... you could spend hundreds of hours working
on something that might bring you ‘only” a sin-
gle point out of a hundred games! The implied
low place of beauty in chess speaks for itself.

A project I hope to embark on in the not-
too-distant future is an introduction to the
game in which delight and discovery have em-
phasis right from the start.
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Belgrade 2016

By YOCHANAN AFEK

The 59th WFCC congress for chess compo-
sition and the 4oth edition of the world solving
championships both took place in Belgrade on
30vii2016 — 6viii2016. An unprecedented at-
tendance of study composers this year led to
spontaneous daily meetings in the lobby of the
luxurious Metropol Palace hotel that accom-
modated the events. It was a pleasure to meet
so many old and new chess friends and espe-
cially, for the first time, local study compos-
ers such as Mirko Miljani¢, Branko Durasevic,
Darko Hlebec and the young Dusan Mijatovic.

The subcommittee for endgame studies held
one meeting chaired by your author. The main
topic of discussion was the efforts to strength-
en the ties between our art and the potential
target group within the general chess public. It

was concluded that the current format of the
Study of the Year award does not provide the
desired promotional effect, mainly due to the
awkward process of selection and the rather
limited and belated publicity it has been given
so far. It was therefore decided to take a break
and try to approach one of the leading web-
sites with a more dynamic idea of presenting
The Study of the Month instead.

It was also recommended to upload past is-
sues of EG online. Members were urged to do
more in order to promote the periodical EG as
well as the dynamic ARVES internet website
operated by its devoted webmaster Peter Boll.

The Englishman John Roycroft, founder of
EG, was awarded the title of Honorary Master
of Chess Composition for his lifetime services

Roy Ehrlich & Amatzia Avni. (Picture: LP)
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to the promotion of the art of the endgame
study. The Russian composer Yuri Bazlov was
awarded the long deserved title of Grandmas-
ter of Chess Composition. He has become the
17th study composer ever to have received this
supreme title. An article introducing Yuri and
his fine work may be found elsewhere in this
issue.

Five deceased composers were awarded the
International Master title posthumously, based
on past editions of the FIDE Album, upon their
respective countries’ requests: Paul Farago
(Romania/Hungary), Josef Moravec, Ladislav
Prokes and Frantisek Richter (Czech Republic)
and Vitold Yakimchik (Russia).

The program of mini-lectures included also
three pieces by study composers: John Roy-
croft explained why his famous endgame study
(also displayed on his pullover) is still sound
according to the Lomonosov EGTB7, Amatzia
Avni demonstrated the impact of an effective

presentation on the quality of a study, yours
truly described two episodes from my tire-
less efforts to create a bridge between our fine
art and the entire chess community. The lec-
tures may be found on YouTube (courtesy of
Branislav Durasevic).

ARVES organized the 9th edition of the tra-
ditional Jenever tourney; Marcel van HercK’s
award is published in this issue. A second
composing tourney with no set theme was or-
ganized and judged by the Azeri composer and
promoter [Tham Aliev.

New books were introduced in the congress
of which one title, Etyudi Kolduna (Study Sor-
cery) by Arkady Khait, was dedicated exclusive-
ly to the legacy of an endgame study composer:
Victor Alexandrovich Evreinov (1908-1984).

The 60oth congress and the 4ist solving
championship will be held on 5-12viii2017 in
Dresden, Germany.

He is watching you. (Picture: LP)
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3rd Azerbaijan Chess Study Ty 2016

This was the third Azerbaijan tourney organized during a meeting of the World Federation of
Chess Composition: the 50th WCCC in Belgrade, Serbia. This time there was no set theme. The

judge was Ilham Aliev.

No 20992 S. Slumstrup Nielsen
1st prize
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No 20992 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.5d6 Qes (Qgs; St7) 2.Bf7+ Khé 3.5f5+
Bxfs/i 4.Qa6+ Kgs/ii 5.hg+ Sxhg/iii 6.Qf6+,
and:

— Qxf6 7.Be3 mate, or:
— Kxfé6/iv 7.Bxhgmate.

i) Qxfs e.g. 4.Be3+ Sg5 5.Qa6+.

ii) Be6 5.Qxe6+ Qxe6 6.Bxe6 wins.

iii) Kf4 6.Qh6+ Ke4 7.Qe3 mate.

iv) Kf4 7Bg3+ Kxg3 8.Qxes+ wins.

“We see a model mate with three self-blocks
and a super 6th move”.

No 20993 D. Hlebec
and prize

STALOTDE
CADUE T4

% % % %
% Y Y

/% 7 > %% %%

8587 TR

J //%/%/

% % %
_

c5a8 4315.21 7/5 Win

No 20993 Darko Hlebec (Serbia). 1.Qa1+/i
Say 2.Se7/ii b6+ 3.Kxb6 Rxc4/iii 4.Qhi+/iv
Kb8 5.Bc7+/v Rxc7 6.Qa8+ Kxa8 7.Sxc7+ Kb8
8.h8Q+ (h8R+)/vi Sc8+ 9.Qxc8+ (Sxc8 Qxcy+;)
Qxc8 10.S¢6 mate.

i) 1.Se7? Qxd8 2.Qai+ Kb8 3.Qes+ Kay
4.Sc7 Rh4 5.Qai1+ Kb8 6.Sa6+ Ka8 7.Sbg+ Say
8.Qxa7+ Kxay 9.Sec6+ draws.

ii) 2.Sc7+? Kb8 3.Se7 b6+ 4.Kxb6 Qdé6+
5.Kas Qd2+ 6.Ka6 Qd6+ 7.Kas Qd2+ draws.

iii) Qe6+ 4.Kas Rxcq 5.Sc7+ Kby 6.Qhi+
Re4 7.Qxe4+ Qxe4 8.h8Q wins.

iv) 4.Sc7+? Rxcy 5.h8Q Rc6+ 6.Kas Ra6+
7.Kb4 Qbs+ 8.Kc3 Rxa1 draws.

v) 5.Qh2+? Ka8 6.Qg2+ Kb8 7Bc7+ Rxcy
8.Qa8+ wastes time, or here: 7.Qg3+ Ka8 8.Qf3+
Kb8 9.Bc7+ Rxcy 10.Qa8+.

vi) 8.Sa6+? Ka8 9.h8Q+ Sc8+ 10.Kas; Kay
11.5xc8+ Qxc8 12.Qxc8 stalemate.

<« »
Queen at four corners”.

No 20994 M. Gromov & O. Pervakov
3rd prize
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No 20994 Mikhail Gromov & Oleg Pervak-
ov (Russia). 1.e4/i h4 (Kd4; Re1) 2.Rc1+/ii Kdg
3.Re1 Kes/iii 4.f4+ Ke6 5.e5 a3 6.f5+ Ke7 7.e6/iv
a2 8.Kby/v g2 9.f6+/vi Kxf6 10.e7 g1Q 11.e85+
Kf7 12.Rxg1/vii wins.



3rd Azerbaijan Chess Study Ty 2016

i) 1.Rg1? hg 2.e4 a3 3.e5 Kds, or 1.Rh1? a3,
or 1.Ra1? a3, or 1.f4? h4 2.f5 g2 3.Rc1+ Kds, or
1.Rc1+? Kd4 2.e4 a3 win.

ii) Too early is: 2.Re1? g2 3.e5 h3 4.e6 h2 5.e7
g1Q 6.e8Q Qb6 mate. Logical try.

iii) g2 4.e5 h3 5.¢6 h2 6.e7 g1Q 7.e8Q.

iv) 7.Kb7? h3 8.e6 h2 9.f6+ Kxf6 10.e7 h1Q+
11.Rxh1 Kxe7 12.Kc6 Keé6 13.Kcs Kes draws.

v) 8.Kbs? g2 9.f6+ Kxf6 10.e7 a1Q 11.e8Q
Qb2+ draws. 8.f6+? Kxf6 9.e7 a1Q+ 10.Rxa1
Kxe7 and Black wins.

vi) 9.Kc8? h3 10.f6+ Kxf6 11.e7 a1Q wins.

vii) 12.5d6+7? cxd6 13.Rxg1 wastes time.

“This shows a logical try with a systemat-
ic manoeuvre, an underpromotion and an
excelsior”.

No 20995 E. Kopylov
special prize
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No 20995 Evgeny Kopylov (Russia). 1.Ka6/i
Bbé6/ii 2.Rbs+ Scs+/iii 3.Rxcs+ Bxcs (dxcs;
Qd8+) 4.Sbz/iv Qxb3z/v 5.Bc6+ Kxc6 (Kxdg;
Qh8+) 6.d5+ Qxds/vi 7.Qe8+ Rxe8 8.b8S+
Rxb8 9.axb8S mate.

i) 1.Qa8? c6+ 2.Bxc6+ Qxc6+ 3.Kxas Qcy+
4.Rb6 Qc3+ 5.Rbg Qa3+ 6.Rag Qc3+ draws.

ii) Bb4 2.Sb3 Qd3s+ 3.Bbs Qxb1 4.Sas Bxas
5.Qg8, or c6 2.Bxc6+ Kxc6 3.Qc8+ Scy+
4.Qxc7+ Bxcy 5.b85+ Bxb8 6.a8Q+ Kdy 7.Qxb8
Qc6+ 8.Kas Qcz+ 9.Qbg win.

iii) Kxd4 3.Sb3+ Ke3 4.QcS.

iv) 4.Bc6+? Kxc6 5.ds+ Kxds 6.Qg8+ Kesq
draws.

v) Bxay 5.Kxay Qxb3z 6.Qd8 Qb6+ 7.Kb8
wins.

vi) Kxds 7.Qg8+ Re6 8.b8Q Qag+ 9.Kby
Qxay+ 10.Qxay Bxay 11.Kxay.

“This includes a Double Phoenix and all
types of white pieces were sacrificed!”.

No 20996 D. Gurgenidze & M. Minski
honourable mention
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No 20996 David Gurgenidze (Georgia)
& Martin Minski (Germany). 1.by/i Rxay/ii
2.Sb3+ Qxb3 3.Rcs+/iii Kaé 4.axb3, and:
— Rg8 5.Rc8 Rg1 6.b8S+/iv wins, or:
— RDb6 5.bg, and:

- Rbxby 6.bs+ Kas/v 7.b6+ Kxb6 8.Ryc6
mate, or:

- Raxby/vi 6.Ras mate.

i) 1.Kxg6? Qxd4, or 1.5b3+? Kbs (Kb4) draw.

ii) Qxd4 2.Rc5+ Kb4 (Kag; Rc4+) 3.b8Q+, or
Rgxc6 2.Sxc6+ Kag 3.b8Q wins.

iii) 3.axb3? Rxc6 4.b4+ Kag4 draws.

iv) Phoenix! 6.b8Q? Rh7 mate.

v) Rxbs 7.Rxa7+, or Kb6 7.R7c6+ Kas 8.b6+
Kaé6 9.bxay+ wins.

vi) Rxb4 6.R5c6 wins.

“This finishes in a model mate with two self-
blocks (Y. Bazlov EG#20224)”.
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The judge, Marcel Van Herck comments: “During the 59th WFCC-Congress in Belgrade (Serbia)
in August 2016 ARVES organised its gth Jenever Tourney for studies. The proposed theme was a
smothered mate with a promoted knight. Although several composers feared that it would be diffi-
cult to improve on already existing schemes, I still received 21 entries. Of those, one was incorrect,
and several others non-thematic. For the award, I selected six.

Is the prize-winner thematic? There has been discussion whether all the squares around the bK
had to be occupied by black pieces. Not all encyclopaedias require this in their definition of smoth-
ered mate. I have decided not to be too strict. After all, what is the point of putting a black piece on
a square that is already covered by wS? However, I did not accept co-operation in the mate by other
white pieces”.

HH adds that Cor de Feijter once suggested this theme in an article, asking whether it would be
possible at all. I am quite certain that he would have been delighted with the results but not with the

judge’s liberty in interpreting the theme. Smothering is smothering!

No 20997 D. Hlebec

prize
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No 20997 Darko Hlebec (Serbia). 1...Rd5+
2.Kg4/i Sf6+ 3.Kf3 fxe1S+ 4.Ke2/ii Sd7 5.Qe3+/
iii Kxa6 6.Bxbs+ Rxbs 7.Rxaz/iv Rc2+ 8.Rxc2
Sxc2 9.Qe6+ Sb6 10.Qc8 (b8Q? Sd4+;) Sxbg
11.b8S++/v Kas/vi 12.Qa6+ Sxa6 13.Sc6 mate.

i) 2.Kg6? Rc6+ 3.Kf7 Sh6+ 4.Key Sg8+ 5.Kf7
Sh6+ draws.

ii) 4.Ke3? Res+ 5.Qxes Sg4+ wins.

iii) 5.Qg1+? Kxa6 6.Bxbs+ Rxbs 7.Rd6+
(Rxaz2 Res+;) Kxb7 8.Rxd7+ Kc8 9.Qd4 Res+
10.Qxes5 Kxd7 draws.

iv) 7.Rd6+? Rc6 8.Rxc6+ Kxb7 9.Qc1 Res+
10.Kf1 Rfs+ 11.Kxe1 a1Q 12.Rc7+ Kb6 13.Qxa1
Kxcy draws.

v) 11.Qe8? Kxby, or 11.b8Q+? Sxc8 draws.

vi) Kay 12.Qc7+ Ka8 13.Sc6 Sxc6 14.Qxc6+
wins.

“Who would expect a smothered mate from
the starting position? After lively play and clev-
er defensive manoeuvres, the mate is achieved
by several self-blocks. The composer could not

avoid Black moving first but this is only a small
blemish”.

No 20998 E. Kopylov & O. Pervakov
1st honourable mention
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No 20998 Evgeny Kopylov & Oleg Pervak-
ov (Russia). 1.g8Q+ Sxg8 2.Qg6+ Kxh8 3.f7+
Qxd4+ 4.Kxd4 Sgy 5.£8S/i Rh1 6.Qhy+ Rxhy
7.5g6 mate.

i) 5.Qg4? Se6+ 6.Kc3 Sf6 7.8Q+ Sxf8 8.Qh4+
Kg7 9.Qxe1 Sg6, or 5.f8Q? Se6+, or 5.Kd3? Rfi
6.Ke2 Rf4 draw.

_318_
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“This is exactly what I was looking for: a the-
matic model mate and all pieces reaching their
position during the play. Unfortunately, there
is little black counterplay”.

No 20999 D. Gurgenidze & M. Minski
2nd honourable mention
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No 20999 David Gurgenidze (Georgia)
& Martin Minski (Germany). 1.a8Q+ Kdy
2.Qb7+/i Ke8 3.d7+ Kxf7 4.d8S++/ii Kg8 (Ke8;
Qhc6 mate) 5.Qds+ Kh8 6.5f7+ Kg8 (Rxf7;
Qa8+) 7.Ses+ Kh8 8.Qg8+ Kxg8 (Rxg8; Sty
mate) 9.Qe6+ Kh8 10.5{7+ Kg8 (Rxf7; Qc8+)
11.Sh6++ Kh8 12.Qg8+ Rxg8 13.5f7 mate.

i) 2.Se5+? Qxes 3.Qby+ Ke8 4.Qc6+ Kf7
5.Qxc4+ Ke8 6.Qc6+ Kf7 7.Qcq+ Ke8 draws.

ii) Phoenix. 4.Qds+? Key draws. 4.d8Q+?
Bey+ 5.Qdxe7+ Qxes+ 6.Qxey+ Kxey and
Black wins.

“This is an elegant study but the final posi-
tion is too well known and many black pieces
do not move”.

No 21000 M. Miljani¢
1st commendation
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No 21000 Mirko Miljani¢ (Serbia). 1.Kg4+
(b6? BbS8;) Qh6 2.b6 Bxbé6/i 3.Qb8+ Bd8/ii
4.Rxd8+/iii Khy 5.Rh8+ Sxh8 6.Qg8+ Sxg8
7.18S mate.

i) Ses+3.Qxes Qg6+ 4.Qgs Qe6+ 5.Kg3 Bb8+
6.Kg2 Qc6+ 7.Rds5 wins.

ii) Khy 4.Rh2 Bcs 5.Rxh6+ gxh6 6.8Q Sx{8
7.Qxf8 wins.

iii) 4.Rh2? Sc6 5.Rxh6+ gxh6 6.£8Q+ Sxf8
7.Qb2+ Khy 8.Qby+ Sey 9.Qa8 Sfg6 10.Qxd8
Kg7 draws.

“This has a nice Meredith with several pit-
falls to be avoided”.

No 21001 B. Djurasevic
2nd commendation
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No 21001 Branislav Djurasevi¢ (Serbia).
1.c5+ Keé6/i 2.Sxg7+/ii Rxgy/iii 3.£85+ Kt6 (Kds;
Rd8+) 4.Sd7+ Kxg6/iv 5.5xes+ Khy/v 6.Rh8+
Kxh8 7Rxh6+ Qhy 8.Qa8+, and: Bg8 9.5f7
mate, or Sg8 9.5Sg6 mate.

i) Kxcs 2.Qas+ Kcg 3.xg8Q+, or Kds 2.fx-
g8Q+ Rxg8 3.Bf7+, or Kdy 2.Ray+ win.

ii) 2.fxg8Q+? Rxg8 3.Bxb1 g1Q+ 4.5g3 gxh4+
5.Rxg8 Bxb1 6.Qc4+ Sds5 draws.

iii) Kf6 3.Shs+ Kxg6 4.Rxg8+ Kxf7 5.Rg7+
Ke6 6.Rxe7+ Kxe7 7.Qb7+ wins.

iv) Ke6 5.Bf7+ Kxf7 6.Rf8+, or here: Rxfy
6.Rxh6+ win.

v) Kf6 6.Sxc6+ (Rxh6+).

“The theme is presented twice and all the-
matic pieces move during the solution”
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No 21002 J. Timman
3rd commendation

(Qag+; Ba2+) Sxgy/i 5.5Sg6+ Bxg6 6.d8Q+ Khy
7.5g5+ (f85+? Khé;) fxgs 8.Qg8+/ii Sxg8 9.185+

Kh8 10.Sxg6+ Khy 11.5f8+ Kh8 12.Rh3+ Rxh3

%/g / @gf %ﬁ/ 13.Qh7+ Rxh7 14.Sg6 mate.
AN ) & 2 K 855 mate, Nite by the othes promotcd
// %%/% // kn?ghg Rh3+? Shs 9.Rxh Rb
%//5/ /?3 dr;z,s.' 3+? Shs 9.Rxh2 Qc3+ 10.Rb2 Qas+
@ / // // // ) iii) Ke8 7_ch.:7+ Kf8 8.Sde6+ Kf7 9.Shgs+
a1h8 3448.44 9/10 Win Xg5 10.5xg5+ wins.

“The starting position is not very attractive
but mate by another promoted knight in one

No 21002 Jan Timman (the Netherlands). . »
variation was a bonus”.

1.b8Q Qci1+ 2.Qb1 Qc4 3.Be6 Sxe6 4.g7+
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please visit www.arves.org!
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Provisional award EG 2014-2015

Judge Luis Miguel Gonzalez writes: “I received from the EG-editor Ed van de Gevel 30 original
studies published in the period 2014-2015. This number is slightly lower than the preceding 2-year
period, although the overall quality of the studies can be considered as good. During the judgement
time a study by Hlinka & Kekely (No. 20303) was cooked (3...Kb3!). Another one by Krug (No.
19394) was found to have been sent to a 2013 tourney (see EG#19913) so that it was disqualified. Fi-

nally, I have honoured 10 studies”

We are grateful to Mr. Gonzalez for this thorough award. Any claims regarding soundness or
anticipation should be send to the Originals’ editor Ed van de Gevel (geveli4s@planet.nl) before
December 1st 2016. The award will be finalized in EG207.

No. 20157 R. Becker
1st prize
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No. 20157 Richard Becker (USA) 1. Qhi/i
Kd2/ii 2.Qa1/iii a4/iv 3.Qxagq e2 4.Qaz2+ c2
5.Qas+ Kdi1 6.Qa3 e1Q/v 7.Qxd3+ Qd2 8.Qf1+
Qer 9.Qd3z+ Kc1 10.Qaz+ Kbi 11.Qb3+ Ka
12.Qa3+ Kd2 13.Qbg+ Kdi/vi 14.Qd4+ Qd2
15.Qg1+ Qe1 16.Qd4+ Qd2/vii 17.Qg1+ Ke2
18.Qh2+/viii Kd3 19.Qd6+ Kc3/ix 20.Qc6+/x
Kb3 21.Qe6+ Kbg 22.Qb6+ Kag 23.Qc6+ Kaz
24.Qa6+ Kbz 25.Qb6+ Kc1 26.Qe3 zz Qxe3
(Kd1; Qg1+) stalemate.

i) The 1st thematic try is 1.Qxg6? e2! (Kd2?;
Qxgs) 2.Qe6 Kd2/xi 3.Qaz+ c2/xii 4.Qxas+ Kdi
5.Qa3 e1Q (d2?; Kxgs, c1Q? Qxd3+) 6.Qxd3+
Kc1 7Qa3z+ Kdz2 8.Qbsg+ Kdi 9.Qd4+ Qd2
10.Qg1+ Ke2 11.Qh2+ Kd3 12.Qd6+ Kc3 13.Qc6+
Kb2 14.Qb6+ Kc1 wins, or 1.Qxgs? d2 2.Qxg6+
Kci1 wins.

ii) d2 2.Qe4+ Kb2 (Kc1; Qxe3) 3.Qd3 (Qag)
c2 4.Qd4+ Kb1 5.Qb6+ Kc1 6.Qxe3 draws.

iii) The 2nd thematic try is: 2.Qd5? a4/xiii
3.Qxgs c2 4.Qas+/xiv Kd1 5.Qxa4 e2 6.Qb3 e1Q

7.Qxd3+ Kc1 8.Qaz+ Kd2 9.Qbg+ Kdi1 10.Qd4+
Qd2 11.Qg1+ Ke2 12.Qh2+ Kd3 13.Qd6+ Kc3
14.Qc6+ Kb2 15.Qb6+ Kc1 wins.

iv) e2 3.Qa2+ c2 4.Qxas+ etc. draws, or c2

3.Qxas5+ Kdi 4.Qc3 (Qds) c1Q 5.Qxd3+ Ker
6.Qxe3+ Qxe3 stalemate.

v) d2 7.Kxgs5 e1Q/xv 8.Qf3+ Qe2 9.Qh1+ Qe
10.Qf3+ Kc1 11.Qa3z+ Kdi 12.Qf3+ perpetual
check, or c1Q 7.Qxd3+ Qd2 8.Qb1+ Qc1 9.Qd3+
Ke110.Qg3+ Kd2 11.Qd6+ draws.

vi) Ke2 14.Qc4+ (Qeq+) Kf2 15.Qxc2+ draws.

vii) Kc117.Qa1+ Kd2 18.Qd4+ draws.

viii) 18.Qg2+7? Ke3 19.Qg3+ Ke4 20.Qf3+ Kd4
21.Qf6+ Kcs wins.

ix) Ke3 20.Qes+ Kf2 21 Qh2+ draws.

x) 20.Qa3+? Kcg 21.Qa6+/xvi Kds 22.Qb7+
(Qbs+ Key;) Ke6 23.Qc8+ Key 24.Qcs+ Qdé
25.Qxc2 Qf4+ 26.Kh3 Qfs wins.

xi) a4? 3.Kf3 (Kg3) g4+ 4.Kf2 g3+ 5.Kxg3 Kd1
6.Kf2 d2 7.Qxe2+ Kci1 8.Qe3 draws.

xii) Ke1? 4.Qb1+ Kf2 5.Qb6+ Kf1 6.Qf6+
draws.

xiii) c2? 3.Qxas+ draws, or e2? 3.Qa2+ c2

4.Qxas+ draws.

xiv) 4.Kf3 c1Q 5.Qxe3+ Kc2 6.Qcs+ Kbi
7.Qbs+ Qb2 8.Qxd3+ Qc2 wins.

xv) c1Q 8.Qag+ Qc2 9.Qai+ Qc1 10. Qag+
Ke1 11.Qh4+ Kd1 12.Qag+ perpetual check.

xvi) 21.Qag+ Kd3 22.Qbs+ Ke4, and: 23.Qe8+
Kd4 24.Qd8+ Ke3 25.Qxg5+ Ke2 wins, or here:
23.Qc6+ Kes 24.Qf3+ Kd4 wins.

— 322 —



Provisional award EG 2014-2015

“This is an excellent example of a study with
foresight effect which leads to a known model
stalemate (]. Hasek, Ceskoslovensky Sach 1929).
There are two thematic tries with avoidance
captures of pawns g5 and g6 in each line. The
only drawback is that the bK is static”.

No. 20452 G. Tallaksen @stmoe
and prize
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No. 20452 Geir Sune Tallaksen @stmoe
(Norway) 1.Kh2!/i iQ (Ke2; Re6+) 2.Rb1+ Ke2
3.Rxf1 Kxf1 4.Kh3/ii Kf2 5.Kh4 Kf3 6.Khs Ke4
7.a6 Kf5 8.Kheé/iii Rh8+ 9.Kg7 Rb8 10.Kf7 Kes
(Kgs; Ke6) 11.Key/iv f5 12.Kdy f4 13.Kc7/v {3
14.Kxb8 2 15.Kc8 £1Q 16.b8Q+ Kds5 17.Qb7+ Kcs
18.Qc7+ Kbs 19.a7 Qf8+ 20.Qd8 Qf3 21.Qd7+
Kb6 22.Qd4+ Kaé6 23.Qag+ Kb6 24.Qbg+/vi
Kaé6 (Kxa7; Qas mate) 25.Qaz+ Qxa3 26.a8Q+
wins.

i) 1.Rxf6? Kez2 2.a6 f1Q+ 3.Rxf1 Kxf1 4.Kh2
Kf2 5.Kh3 Kf3 6.Kh4 Kf4 7.Khs Kfs 8. Kh6 Kf6
draws, since 9.Kh7 Rb8! even wins for Black.
Or 1.Rb1+? Ke2 2.Kh2 Kf3! 3.Rb3+ Ke2 draws.

ii) 4.a6? Kf2 5.Kh3 Kf3 6.Kh2 (Khg RhS8
mate;) Kf2 draws.

iii) Contrary to the line after 1.Rxf6?, there
is no 8...Kf6 now.

iv) 11.Kg6 is a loss of time after Rg8+ 12.Khs
Kf5 13.Kh6 Rh8+ 14.Kg7 RbS.

v) 13.Kc6? 3 14.a7 Rxby 15.a8Q Rf7 is an
EGTB draw.

vi) 24.a8Q? Qf8+ 25.Kdy Qdé6+! 26.Kxd6
stalemate, or 24.a8R? Qb7+ 25Kd8 Qds+
26.Key Qes+ positional draw.

“This is an ultramodern study in a game-
like position and without serious anticipations.

After introductory play with a capture refusal
(1.Kh2!) there follows a systematic manoeuvre
by both kings which arrives at a queen ending
with a black stalemate defence (24.a8Q?) and
the final Q-sac 25.Qaz+!”.

No. 19599 G. Tallaksen @stmoe
1st honourable mention
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No. 19599 Geir Sune Tallaksen @stmoe
(Norway) 1.0-O Kc2 2.h4/i gxh3 3.Rf2+ Kb3
4.Rxf3+ Ka2 5.Rf2 Ka1 6.Kh2/ii b1Q 7.Rf1 Kbz
(Qxf1 stalemate) 8. Rxb1+ Kxb1 9.Kxh3 draws.

i) 2.h3? g3 3.h4 f2+ 4.Kg2 b1Q 5.Rxb1 Kxb1
6.hs Kc2 7.h6 Kd2 8.Kf1 Ke3 9.hy £3 10.h8Q g2
mate.

ii) 6.Rfi+? biR 7.Rxbi+ Kxb1i 8 Kh2 Kc2
9.Kxh3 Kd3 wins.

“This is a classic which you can use to show
your chess mates the Valladdo theme in its
most simplified form. In addition, the solution
is adorned with a thematic try and a stalemate
defence’”.

No. 19831 V. Tarasiuk
2nd honourable mention
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No. 19831 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine)
1.Rh2 Sg4 2.Rxh3 Sf2+ 3.Ke2/i Sxh3 4.Kxe1 zz
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Sd6 5.Se3 Kdy 6.Sg4 Ke6 7.5h6 £6 8.5g4 f5 9.Se3
f4 10.Sg2 f3 11.5f4+ Sxf4 12.Kf2 draws.

i) After 3.Kxe1? Sxh3 zz, White is at the
wrong end of the zugzwang and loses after
4.5e3 Sd6 5.5g4 5 6.Se3 f4 7.5g2 13 8.5f4 Sgs.

“We see an avoidance capture of a bishop in
order to reach reciprocal zugzwang. There is a
very good thematic try and the ending has the-
oretical interest”.

No. 20155 P. Krug & M. Garcia
3rd honourable mention, version
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No. 20155 Peter Krug (Austria) and Mario
Garcia (Argentina) 1.Kg6/i Bd8 2.hs (Kxfs?
Bxhg4;) Se7+ 3.Kf7 Sxc4 4.h6 Sd6+ 5.Kf8 and
now:

— Sds 6.hy Bey+ 7Kgy Bf6+ 8.Kg6/ii Bh8
9.d85/iii Kb6 10.Kgs/iv St6 11.e7 Kc7 12.Kg6
(e8Q? Sfxe8;) Sg4 13.e8Q Sxe8 14.5f7 Ses+
15.5xe5 Bxes 16.Kf7 Kd8/v 17.Kf8 Kd7 18.Kf7/
vi Bg7 19.Kg8 draws, or:

— Se4 (Sg6+; Kgy) 6.hy St6 7.h8S/vii Sc6 8.5g6/
viii Sds 9.Ke8 Kby 10.e7 Sdxey 11.Se5 Kcy
(Bb6; Sf7) 12.5f7 Sfs 13.Sxd8 draws.

i) 1.Kgs? Se7 (Bd8) 2.h5 Bd8 3.h6 Sg8+ 4.Kg6
Sxh6 5.Kxh6 Sxc4 wins.

ii) 8.Kg8? Sey+ 9.Kf8 Sg6+ 10.Kg8 Kby wins,
or 8.Kf8? Sf4 9.d8Q Sg6+ 10.Kg8 Bxd8 wins.

iii) Try: 9.d8Q Sf4+ 10.Kh6 Sfs+ 11.Kgs
Sxe6+ 12.Kxf5 Sxd8 wins.

iv) 10.Kh6? S£6 11.e7 Sg4+ 12.Kgs5 Ses wins.
v) Kd7 17.Kf8 Kd8 18.Kf7 draws.

vi) 18.Kg8? Sf6+ 19.Kg7 Sds5+ 20.Kg8 Sey+
wins.

vii) 7.h8Q? Sg6+ 8.Kg7 Sxh8 wins.

viii) 8.572 Bey+ 9.Kg7 Sds wins.

“The white pawns struggle against the minor
pieces to reach a draw with two nice knight
promotions in different lines. In the version
proposed, the c4-pawn has been removed as it
did not contribute to the main line which re-
mains the same”.

No. 19397 M. Hlinka & E. Vlasak
special honourable mention
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No. 19397 Michal Hlinka and Emil Vlasdk
(Czech Republic) 1.Bhs+/i Kdy/ii 2.Sf6+ Kdé6/
iii 3.Sxe4+/iv Rxe4+ 4.Kh1 Qey (Qe3; Rd8+ or
dxc2; Qf1) 5.Re8 dxc2 6.Qxds+/v Kxds 7.Rd2+
Kc4 8.Rxc2+ Kxbs 9.Re2 Rxe2/vi 10.Bxe2+ Kcs
11.Rxe7 wins.

i) 1.5f6+ Key 2.Re8+ Kxf6 3.Rf2+ Kg7 draws.
ii) Kd8? 2.Sf6+ Kcy transposes to note iii).

iii) 2...Kcy is the move preferred by all the
chess engines but, after several precise moves,
White with his extra piece reaches a techni-
cal win. 3.Sxe4 Rxe4+ 4.Kh1 Compared to the
main line, Black does not have the counter play
Qey. Qe3 5.b6+ Kby 6.Be2 the engines do not
see this move. If d2 7.Rxh7+ Re7 8.Rxe7+ Qxey
9.Rg2 Qe4 10.Bd3 Qei+ 11.Rg1 Res 12.Qf3+
Kxb6 13.Kh2 Qxgi+ 14.Kxg1 Rei+ 15.Kf2 d1Q
16.Qf6+ Kc7 17.Qc3+ Kdy 18.Qxe1 wins.

iv) 3.Rf2? dxc2 4.Sxe4+ Rxe4 (bPhy prevents
Rhé6+) 5.Rd8+ Kcy 6.Rd7+ Kb8 7.Rd8+ Kcy
8.Qxc2+ Kxd8 9.Qxe4 Rxhs draws, or 3.c3 Rgs+
4.Kf1 Rfs+ 5.Ke1 Rc4 draws.

v) 6.Qf1 Qxe8 7.Bxe8 Rdi 8.Rd2+ Rxd2
9.Qf8+ Kds 10.Bf7+ Kd4 draws.

vi) Qxe8 10.Bxe8+ Kcs 11.Rxe4 wins.
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“The special distinction is for a successful
setting of two previously cooked studies by the
authors. However, the supporting lines are dif-
ficult to understand”.

No. 20156 D. Keith
1st commendation
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No. 20156 Daniel Keith (France) 1.Sc6/i Rxc6
2.Bxc6 Kg7 3.Kes Kf8 4.Bf3/ii and now:

— Ke8 5.Bhs+/iii Key 6.Kd5 Bas 7.Kc6 (Bg4?
Bd2;) Kxe6 8.Bg4+/iv Kes 9.Kdy (Kb7? Kds;)
Kds 10.¢6 wins, or:

— Key 5.Kds5 Bas 6.Kc6 Bb4/v 7.Bds5 (Bg4) wins.

i) 1.Bc6? Kgy draws, e.g. 2.Kes Bf6+ 3.Kds
Bey 4.b6 axbé6 5.cxb6 Kf6 6.b7 Rb8 7.5f3 Bb4
8.Se5 Ke7 9.Sd7 Bd6 10.Sxb8 Bxb8 draws, or
1.c6¢ Kg7 draws.

ii) Try: 4.Bd7? Key (Bcy+?%; Kds) 5.Kds5 Bas
6.Kc6 Bb4 7.b6 axb6 8.cxb6 Kd8 9.b7 (Kb7 Bcs;)
Bdé6 10.Kxd6 stalemate. Or here 4.Bg2? Ke8/vi
5.Kd6 Bey+ (Bh4?; Kcy) 6.Kc6 Kd8 7.Bds Bf8
draws.

iii) 5.c6? Key draws, or 5.Kd6? Be7+ 6.Kcé6
Kd8 7.Be2 Bf8 draws.

iv) 8.Kb7? Kds, or 8.Be8? Bb4 draw.
v) Compare with the try 4.Bd7? after 6... Bb4.

vi) Ke7? 5.Kds Bas 6.Kc6 Bbg 7.Bds (Bh3)
wins.

“This shows a position of theoretical inter-
est in a bishop ending with the amazing move
4.Bf3!”.

No. 20451 Beqa Akhaladze (Georgia), Peter
Krug (Austria) & Mario Garcia (Argentina)
1.Qh7+/i and now

No. 20451 B. Akhaladze, P. Krug
& M. Garcia
2nd commendation
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— g6 2.Qh1+ Kxdg4 3.8f3+ Ke3 4.Rxb2 cxb2
5.5d2 Qg4 6. Qh2 wins, or:
— Kxds 2.Qh1+ Kxd4 3.53+, and now:

- Kes 4.Kf2/ii Qfs/iii 5.Qe1r Kcg/iv 6.Rxb2
wins, or:

- Kez 4.Rxb2 cxb2 5.Sd2 biQ+/v 6.Sxb1
Qxas+ 7.Kd1 Qag+ 8.Kc1 Qcg+ (gs5; Qe1+)
9.Kb2 Qbs+ 10.Ka1 Qes+ 11.Kaz Qe6+
12.Kb2 Qb6+ 13.Kc2 and now:

e Qcs+ 14.S¢c3 Qxas 15.Qh3+/vi Kf4 (Kdg)
16.Sd5+ (Se2+) wins, or:

o Qg6+ 14.Kc1 wins, as the White has
managed to avoid the checks.

i) Try: 1.Qh1+? Kxdg 2.5f3+ Kcs! 3.Kf2 Qa1
draws.

ii) 4.Ke2? Qg6 5.Rxb2 Qeq+ 6.Kf2 cxb2
7.Qhs+ Kdé6 8.Sd2 b1Q 9.Sxb1 Qxbi1 draws.

iii) Qc15.Qhs+ g5 6.Qe8 b1Q 7.Re2 wins.

iv) Qc2+ (b1Q; Qxc3+) 6.Kg3 Qg6+ 7.Khg
Qf6+ 8.Kga Qg6+ 9.Sg5 b1Q 10.Qxc3+ Kbs
11.Rb2+ Qxb2 12.Qxb2+ wins.

v) Qg4 6.Qh2 Kd3 7.Qd6+ wins, or Qg3+
6.Kd1 Qg4+ 7Kc2 Qc8+ 8.Kxb2, e.g. Kxd2

9.Qds+ Ke1 10.Qe4+ Kd2 11.Qbg+ Ke2 12.Qbs+
Kd2 13.a6 wins.

vi) 15.Qh4? Qas 16.Qg4 Qcy draws.

“This has a very good key, although there
are too many main lines and the most inter-
esting one involving a wK manoeuvre is not so
impressive’.
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No. 20160 P. Arestov
3rd commendation
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No. 20160 Pavel Arestov (Russia) 1.Rci1+/i
Kaz2/ii 2.c8Q Raxc8 3.Rxc8 Rxc8 4.Kxc8 Sg6
5.Kd8/iii zz Ka3z/iv 6.Sh4/v f4 (Sxhg4; e7) 7.5xg6
f3 8.Se5 f2 9.Sc4+ wins.

i) 1.c8Q? is the thematic try: Rgxc8 2.Rxc8
Rxc8 3.Kxc8 Sg6 4.Kd8 Ka2 zz 5.Sh4 f4 6.Sxg6
f3 7.e7 2 8.e8Q f1Q draws.

ii) Kb2 2.¢8Q Rgxc8 3.Rxc8 Rxc8 4.Kxc8 Sg6
5.Sh4 f4 6.5xg6 {3 7.Ses f2 8.5d3+ wins.

iii) Not 5.Sh4? f4 6.5xg6 {3 7.e7 f2 8.e8Q f1Q
draws.

iv) Kb3 6.Shg f4 7.5xg6 {3 8.Ses f2 9.513 f1Q
10.Sd2+ wins, or f4 6.Ke8 Kb3 7.Kf7 wins.

v) Not 6.Se5? Sxes 7 e7 Sc6+ draws.

vi) 5.Ke8 Sf4 6.e7 Sds draws.

“The position of reciprocal zugzwang is very
interesting and there is also a thematic try but
the previous play has too many captures”.

No. 19600 M. Minski
special commendation
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No. 19600 Martin Minski (Germany) 1.Bd1/i
h4 (fs; Bxhs) 2.Bc2+/ii and now:

— Kes 3.g4 (gxh4? Kt6;) Kf4 4.Bf5/iii Kg3 5.Be6/
iv Kxh3 (fxe6; g5) 6.g5+ Kg3 7.Bxt7 Kfs 8.g6
wins, or:.

— Kf3 3.gxh4/v Kfg 4. Kcs5 (Kcg, Ke6) Kes (fs5;
Kd-) 5.hs5 f5 6.h6 Kf6 7.Bxfs Kf7 (Kxfs; hy)
8.Bh7 Kf6 9.h4 wins.

i) 1.Bc2+? Kf3 draws, or 1.Kc5? Kf3 2.Kdé

Kxg3 3.Bdy Kf4 draws.

ii) 2.g4? Kf4 3.Bc2 Kg3 4.Bf5 Kxh3 5.Be6 Kg3
6.g5 Kf4 draws.
iii) 4.Bb3? f5 draws, or 4.Kc5? Kg3 5.Kd4

Kxh3 6.Bf5 Kg3 7.Kes5 h3 draws.

iv) 5.g5? Kf4 (Kf3) 6.g6 fxg6 draws.
v) 3.84¢ Kg3 (Kg2) 4.Bf5 Kxh3 5.Be6 Kg3 6.g5

Kf4 draws.

“This miniature has both a change of play in
two lines 3.g4/gxh4 and bishop sacrifices”

_326_
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This informal tourney attracted 27 studies by 22 composers. The award appeared in Problemist
Ukraini no. 47 (1) 2016. The judge, Eduard Eilazyan, mentions three criteria preventing studies from
making it into an award: lack of study content (a position with a unique solution is not always a
study), a gross violation of the basic aesthetic principles of chess composition and an excess of ana-

lytical lines (sometimes not even convincing).

No 21003 R. Becker
1st prize
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No 21003 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Bds/i
Be2+/ii 2.Kxe2 3+ (Qe8+; Besq) 3.Kesl/iii
Qay+ 4.Kxfz Qai/iv 5.Qcq+ (Qcs+)/v Kbz
6.Qd4+ Ka2 7Bcq+ Kb1 8.Qgi+ Kb2 9.Qg7+
Kb1 10.Bd3+ Kaz 11.Qxf7+ Ka3z 12.Qf8+ Kb3s
13.Qg8+ Ka3 14.Qa8+ Kb2 15.Qh8+/vi Ka2
16.Bc4+ Kb1 17.Qhy+ Ke1 18.Qh6+ Kb119.Qg6+
Kb2 20.Qg7+ Kb1 21.Qgi+ Kb2 22.Qd4+ Kb
23.Bd3+ Ka2 24.Qag+ Kb2 25.Qbg+ Kci/vii
26.Bf5, and:

— b6 27.Qb3 Qb2 28.Qd3 bs 29.Beq4 Qaz/viii
30.Qc3+ Kd131.Kg3 Qg8+ 32.Kf2 (Kh2) Qa2+
33.Kg1 Qg8+ 34.Kh1 Ke2 35.Bd3+ wins/ix, or:

— bs 27.Qb3 Qb2 28.Qd3 ba/x 29.Qfi+ Kd2
30.Qe2+ Kc3 31.Qd3 mate.

i) Thematic try: 1.Qc3+? Kb1 2.Bd3+ Ka2
3.Qc2+ Kaz 4.Qc3+ Ka2 5.Qbg Be2+ 6.Kxez
(Bxe2 bs;) Qe8+ 7.Kd1 Qe3 draws.

ii) Qa1 (Qh8) 2.Ke1 Qes+ 3.Be4 wins.

iii) Thematic try: 3.Kxf3? Qc8 4.Ke2 Qe6+
5.Kf2 (Beq4 Qg4+;) Qf6+ 6.Ker Qes+ 7Beq
Qg3+ as there is no bPf4. 3.Ke1? f2+ 4.Kxf2 Qa1
draws as the wK is at f2.

iv) Now 4...Qc8 is not possible. If Qa2
5.Qc3+ Kd1 6.Bc4 wins.

v) Thematic try: 5.Bf5? b5 6.Qb3 Qb2 7.Qd3
f6 8.Be4 Qa2 9.Qc3+ Kd1 10.Kg3 Qg8+ 11.Kf2
Qaz+ 12.Kg1 Qg8+ 13.Kh1 Qh8+, because there
is a bPf6. White must first remove the f-pawn.

vi) Do not take bPb7!

vii) Compare with note v). White has re-
moved the f-pawn.

viii) Qf6+ 30.Ke2 Kb2 31.Qxbs+ Kc3 32.Qas+
Kc4 33.Bds+ Kd4 34.Qa1+ wins.

ix) eg. Kf2 36.Qd4+ Kf3 37.Qesq+ Kg3
38.Qg2+.

x) Qa2 29.Qc3+ Kd1 30.Kg3 wins.

“This is a large-scale work in which a recipro-
cal logical manoeuvre with a far-seeing effect is
technically faultlessly realized. This study does
not have bright effects but an amazing depth
of thought. Such works give us the opportu-
nity to feel the deep, almost magical, essence
of chess! In this study there is not one single
technical pawn; all pawns are thematic! This
study confirms once more the validity of the
words of Philidor: pawns are the soul of chess.
They either provide defence or attack, and their
location - either good or bad - determines vic-
tory or defeat”.



Problemist Ukraini 2013-2014

No 21004 V. Aberman
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No 21004 Victor Aberman (USA). 1.Rf8+/i
Ke2 2.Sxc6/ii Qg3 3.Sf4+/iii, and:

— Ker 4.Sg2+ Qxg2 5.Rxb3 Rgs+/iv 6.Kh6
Qg4/v 7Rb1+/vi Kd2 8.Rd8+ Kc3/vii 9.Rb3+/
viii Kxb3 10.Sd4+ Ka4 11.Ra8+ Kb4 12.Rb8+
Kas 13.Sc6+ Ka4 14.Rb4 draws, or:

— Kd2 4.Rd8+ Ke1 5.5g2+ Qxg2 6.Rxb3 Rgs+
7.Khé Rg6+/ix 8.Khy Rg7+/x 9.Kh8 Qxc6
10.Rb1+/xi Ke2 11.Rb2+ Ke3 12.Rb3+ Keg
13.Rbg+ Kes 14.Rbs+ Kf6 15.Rb6/xii Qxb6
16.c8Q Rh7+ 17.Kxhy Qbi+ 18.Rd3 Qxd3+
19.Kh8 draws.

i) 1.5xg4? Qhi+ 2.Kg5 Qxds+ 3.Khg Qhi+
4.Kgs Res+ 5.Kf4 Req+ 6.Kgs Qds+ 7.Kh4 Qfs,
or 1.5xc6? Rgs+ 2.Kh6 Rg6+ 3.Khy Qg5 4.Rf8+
Kg1 win.

ii) 2.5xg4? Qhi+ 3.Kgs Qxds+ 4.Rfs Qg8+
5.Kh4 Qh7+ 6.Rh5 Qe7+ 7.Rgs5 Res wins.

iii) 3.Sd4+? Rxd4 4.Sf4+ Rxf4 5.Rxf4 Qh3z+
6.Kgs5 Qg2+ wins.

iv) Qe 6.Re3+ Qxe3 7.Kxg4 draws.

v) Rg6+ 7.Khy , and: Rgy+ 8.Kh8 Qxcé6
9.Kxg7 Qxc7+ 10.Rf7, or here: Qxc6 8.Rb1+ Ke2
9.Rb2+ Ke3 10.Rb3+ Ke4 11.Rbg+ Kes 12.Rbs+
positional draw.

vi) 7.Re8+? Kd2 8.Rd8+ Kci 9.Rc3+ Kbz
10.Rc2+ Kbi 11.Rh2 Rg6+ 12.Khy Rxc6 wins.

vii) Kc2 9.Sd4+ Kxb1 10.Rb8+ draws.
viii) 9.Rc1+? Kb2 10.Rc2+ Kb1 wins.

ix) Qg4 8.Rbi+ Kf2 9.Rb2+ Kgi 10.Rbi+
draws.

x) After 8...Qxc6 echo-play: 9.Rbi+ Ke2
10.Rb2+ Ke3 11.Rb3+ Ke4 12.Rbg+ Kes 13.Rbs+

Kf6 14.Rf5+/xiii Key 15.Re5+ Kf6 16.Rf5+ posi-
tional draw. Qe4 9.Re3+/xiv Qxe3 10.Kxg6

xi) 10.c8Q? Qh6+ mate. 10.Kxg7? Qxc7+
11.Kg6 Qxd8 wins.

xii) 15.Rf5+? Kg6, or 15.Rh5? Qxc716.Rf8+ Ke-
wins, but not Kg6? 17.Rg5+ Kxgs 18.Rf5+ Khé6
19.Rh5+ Kg6 20.Rg5+ Kf6 21.Rg6+ Kf5 22.Rg5+
Kf4 23.Rg4+ Kf3 24.Rg3+ Rxg3 stalemate.

xiii) Not 14.Rb6? Qxb6 15.c8Q Rh6+ 16.Kxh6
Qe3+ wins.

xiv) Not 9.Rb4? Qf5 10.Re8+ Re6+ wins,
avoiding Kf2? 11.Rf4+ echo-sacrifice.

“We see a multi-plan study with strategic di-
rections, realizing complex interrelated ideas:
a systematic manoeuvre, echo-play, stalemate,
mutual sacrifices, logical manoeuvres and a
positional draw”.

No 21005 M. Zinar
3rd prize
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No 21005 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine).
1.Qc3+/i Kb1 2.Qxa1+ Kxai1 3.Kc1 ¢3 4.h4 ¢5 5.hs
c4 6.h6 e3 7hy a3 8.h8S a2 9.5g6 fxg6 10.f7 g5
11.f8S g4 12.5e6 dxe6 13.d7 e5 14.d8S e4 15.5¢6
bxc6 16.b7 c5 17.Kd1 zz Kb2 18.b8Q+ wins.

i) Logical try: 1.Qd4+? c3+ 2.Qxc3+ Kb
3.Qxa1+ Kxa1 4.Kc1 c5 5.h4 c4 6.hs c3 7.h6 €3
8.h7 a3 9.h8S a2 10.5g6 fxg6 11.f7 g5 12.18S g4
13.5e6 dxe6 14.d7 e5 15.d8S e4 16.Sc6 bxc6 17.b7
¢518.Kd1 ¢4 zz 19.Ke1 Kbz draws.

“A mystery is solved: the difference between
+bPc4. Two critical positions are connected
and the obstruction of square c4 in the solu-
tion leads to zugzwang favourable for White”.

No 21006 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.g6/1 hxg6 2.d6 Bgs 3.d8Q Bxd8 4.Sxd8 g3+

_328_
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5.Kh1 (Kxg3? Sez2+;) bg 6.axbg cxbg 7.5xe6 b3
8.5¢c5 b2 9.Sa4+ Kb3 10.Sxb2 Kxb2 11.d7 (Kg1?
Se2+;) Se2 12.d8Q Kc2 13.Qds5 (Qd6? as;) g5
14.Qd8 g4 15.Qds a5 16.Qxas; Kd3 17.Qgs/ii

wins/iii.

No 21006 V. Tarasiuk
special prize
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i) 1.d8Q? Bxd8 2.5xd8 exds and Black wins.
Thematic try: 1.d6? g3+ 2.Kh1 Bxgs 3.d8Q Bxd8
4.5xd8 b4 5.axb4 cxb4 6.Sxe6 b3 7.Sc5 b2 8.Sagq+
Kb3 9.Sxb2 Kxb2 10.d7 Se2 11.d8Q Kc2 12.Qds
h6 13.Qd8 a5 14.Qxas Kd3 and White cannot
prevent 15...Kes3.

ii) Compare with thematic try. This prevents
17.Qgs.

iii) e.g. Kc2 18.Qds Kc119.Qds3.

“This is an interesting logical study with
far-foresight and is a very successful correc-
tion of a logical 1990 study from this composer,
which was based on a good idea in a 1927 study
by Leick”.

No 21007 M. Pastalaka
1st honourable mention
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No 21007 Mikhail Pastalaka (Ukraine).
1.5d3 Ra3 2.Sf3 Rh3 3.Rxd4+ exd4+ 4.Kxe2

Ra2+ 5.5d2 Rh2+ 6.5f2+ Kg3 7.Ke1/i Rai+ 8.Sd1
Rhi+ 9.Sf1+/ii Kf3 10.Re3+ dxe3 stalemate.

i) 7Kd3? Rxd2+ 8.Kxd2 Rxfa+ 9.Kd3 Rxf6
10.Kxd4 Rf1 wins.

ii) 9.Ke2? d3+ 10.Kxd3 Rhxd1 wins.

“We see very original synthesis of the themes:
stalemate with two pinned pieces and a sys-
tematic manoeuvre”.

No 21008 P. Arestov
2nd honourable mention
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No 21008 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Rh8+/i
Kc7 2.e7 f2 3.Bd3 f1Q+ 4.Bxfi Rxfi+ 5.Kh2/ii
Re1/iii 6.e8Q Rxe8 7.Rxe8 Kb6/iv 8.Rc8 Bes+/v
9.Kg1/vi Bez/vii 10.Kf2/viii Bd4+/ix 11.Kg2/x zz
Bes/xi 12.Kg3/xii Kas 13.Rb8/xiii wins.

i) 1.e7? Re6 2.Rh8+ Bxh8 wins.

ii) Thematic try: 5.Kg2? Re1 6.e8Q Rxe8
7.Rxe8 Kb6 8.Rc8 Bdg zz 9.Kg3 (Kf1 g3;) Kas
10.Rb8 Bes+ draws.

iii) Bxh8 6.e8Q Bc3 7.c5, or Bes+ 6.Kg2 win.

iv) Kc6 8.Rc8+ Kb6 9.Kg3 wins.

v) Bd4 9.Kg2 zz, wins.

vi) 9.Kg2? Bd4 zz wins.

vii) Bd4+ 10.Kg2 zz, or g3 10.Kg2 Bd6 11.Kf3
Kas 12.Ke4 g2 13.Rg8 win.

viii) 10.Kg2? Bd4, or 10.Kh2? Kby draw.

ix) Bes 11.Ke3 g3 12.Ke4 wins.

x) 11.Kg3? Kas draws.

xi) Bes 12.Rg8 Kcs 13.Rg5 Kd4 14.¢5, or Kas
12.Kg3, or Ka6 12.Rd8 win.

xii) 12.Re8? Bd4 waste of time.

xiii) 13.Kxg4? Kbg4 14.Kf5 Bcs draws.

“This requires an accurate move by the
wK with foresight theme. It is a successful
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treatment of a computer position with recipro-
cal zugzwang”.

No 21009 V. Kovalenko +
3rd honourable mention

EE P
LR
B B E B
N NN

/,///
2%
X . 8

h4h7 1641.01 4/5 Win

&

V%

&

No 21009 Vitaly Kovalenko (Russia). 1.Qay+/i
Khé6/ii 2.Qb6+/iii Khy 3.Be4+ Rxeq 4.Qg6+
Kh8 5.Qxe4 Rhi+/iv 6.Kg5 (Qxh1? b1Q;) Rgi+/v
7.Kh6 Rhi+ 8.Qxh1 biQ 9.Qa8+ Bg8 10.Qai+/
vi Qxa1 11.5g6 mate.

i) 1.Qe7+? Kg8 2.Qe8+ Kgy 3.Qg6+ Kf8
4.Qfs+ Kg8 draws.

ii) Kh8 2.Qxd4+, or Kg8 2.Qxa2+ wins.

iii) 2.Qa6+? Kg7 3.Qg6+ Kf8 draws.

iv) Rf1 6.Qes+, and: Khy 7.Qxb2 Rxf4+ 8.Kg5
Rag4 9.Qc2+, or here: Kg8 7.Qb8+ Khy 8.Qxb2

v) b1Q 7.5g6+ Khy 8.Qe7+ Kg8 9.Qf8+ Khy
10.Qh8 mate.

vi) 10.5g6+? Qxg6+ 11.Kxg6 stalemate.

“This is a combinational study very well suit-
ed to solving, with sacrifices and the final mate
with the last piece”.

No 21010 M. Zinar
commendation
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No 21010 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.g85/i
fxe6 2.5t6 ext6 3.exf6 e5 4.f7 e4 5.£8S e3 6.5g6
hxg6 7.hxg6 hs5 8.g7 h4 9.g8S h3 10.Kf3 (Kd3) e2
11.Se7 e1QQ 12.5¢6 mate.

i) Logical try: 1.g8Q? fxe6 2.Qg6 hxg6 3.hxg6
hs 4.g7 h4 5.g8S h3 6.5f6 exf6 7.exf6 e5 8.f7 e4
9.f8S e3 and stalemate.

“The difference between a wSf8 and a wSg8
decides; very suitable for solving”

No 21011 P. Gyarmati
commendation
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I: Diagram II: Bf4 to c1.

No 21011 Peter Gyarmati (Hungary).

I: 1.g6 Se6 2.Kf5 Sd4+ 3.Kes/i Bcy+ 4.Kds/ii
Bd8 5.Bes/iii Sf5 6.Bf6 Bxf6/iv 7.Ke6 wins.

I1: 1.g6 Se6 2.Kf5 Sd4+ 3.Kes/v Bcy+ 4.Kds
Sfs (BdS8; Bb2) 5.Bf4/vi Sey+/vii 6.Kcs Bas/viii
7.g7/ix Ke4 8.Kbs/x Bd8 9.Bgs

i) 3.Kf6? Bd8+ 4.Kf7 Sfs 5.Bes (Ke6 Keg;)
Ke4 (Bas) 6.Bf6 Bas 7.d8Q Bxd8 8.Bxd8 Kds
9.Kf6/xi Sg3 10.Bcy (g7 Shs+;) Shs+ 11.Kgs Sg7
12.Kf6 Shs+ draws.

ii) 4.Kf6? Bd8+ 5.Kes Bcy+ waste of time.

iii) 5.g7? Sf5 6.g8Q Sey+ 7.Ke6 Sxg8, or
5.Bh6? Sfs 6.Bf8 Bcy draw.

iv) Bcy 7.d8Q Bxd8 8.Bxd8 Ke3 wins, e.g.
9.Ke6 Sg7+ 10.Kf7 Shs 11.Kg8 Sf4 12.Bgs.

v) 3.Kf6? Bd8+ 4.Kf7/xii Sf5 5.Bb2 Ke4 6.Bf6
Bas, and 7.d8Q Bxd8 8.Bxd8 Kds draws, or here:
7.Ke6 Kf4 8.Kds Bb6 9.Kc6 Bas 10.Kbs Bey.

vi) 5.Bgs5? Sg7 6.d8Q (Bf6 Shs;) Bxd8 7.Bxd8
Ke3 8.Kes5 Kf3 9.Kf6 (Bf6 Kg4;) Shs+ 10.Kgs5 Sfq
11.g7 Se6+ draws.
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vii) Bd8 6.Kes Sey 7.g7, or here: Sg7 7.Bh6
Shs 8.Kf5 wins.

viii) Bd8 7.g7 Sg8 8.Kds5 wins.
ix) 7Kbs? Bd8, and: 8.g7 Sg8 9.Kc6 Key, or
here: 8.Bg5 Sxg6 9.Bxd8 Ses draw.

x) 8.Bg5? Sg8 9.Kbs Bcy 10.Kc6 Bas 11.Kd6
Kfs draws.

xi) 9.Bc7 Sh4 10.g7 Sf5 11.g8Q Sh6+ draws.
xii) 4.Kes Bcy+ 5.Kds Sfs 6.Bf4 loses time.

No 21012 M. Minski
commendation
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No 21012 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.c4/i,
and:

— Bay 2.Bbg+ Kd8 3.Bd6 Kc8 4.Sa6 (Scé bxcé;)
bxaé6 5.c5 draws, or:

— Kd8 (Bg3+; Bfg) 2.c5 Bxcs/ii 3.Kds Bay
4.Sc6+ (Sa6+? bxa6;) bxc6+ 5.Kxc6 draws.

i) Thematic try: 1.Ke4? Kd8/iii 2.Be3 Bgs/
iv 3.Bf4 Bxf4 4.Kxf4 Be2 5.Ke3 Bfit 6.Kd4 Kcy
(Kc8) 7.Sa6+ Bxa6 wins.

ii) Kc7 3.c6 Kxb8 4.cxby draws.

iii) But not: Bay? 2.5a6 bxa6 3.Be3 Bb8 4.Bf4
Bay 5.Be3 Bg6+ 6.Kf3 Bb8 7.Bf4 Bxfq 8.Kxfs
Kd6 9.Ke3 Kcs 10.Kd2 Kb4 11.Kc1 Ka3z 12.Kb1 a5
13.Ka1 Bxc2 stalemate.

iv) And not: Bxe3 3.Kxe3 Kc8 4.Sa6 bxaé
5.Kd2 draws.

“Two laconic main lines with exchange
theme content”.
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Marco Campioli judged this informal tourney celebrating the soth Anniversary (1965-2015) of
the Italian composition magazine. The provisional award was published in issue 124 (iv-vi2016). For
some reason there were separate win and draw sections.

For the win section 27 studies were submitted while for the draw section 16 studies were sent. No
less than 31 studies figured in the award, and this is excessive.

Curiously, while Sinfonie Scacchistice normally simply prints every line a composer provides (un-
fortunately, often computer dumps), in the award only the main line was reproduced. Again, HH
urges composers to supply both a thematic (for reproduction) and an analytical version (to prove
soundness; obviously we do not need zillions of lines from EGTBs as is often done). Further, editors
should do their job (edit). We must promote our art!

Win section

No 21013 M. Garcia & P. Krug

1st prize
pJ s

A’
s s
////%?
///@

. AT
BRIl

hsh8 0465.11 5/6 Win

\

\

No 21013 Mario Garcia (Argentina) & Peter
Krug (Austria). 1.a8Q/i Rhy+/ii 2.Rh6 Rxhé6+
3.Kxh6 Bf8+ 4.Khs Sg7+/iii 5.Khg Sfs+ 6.Kga
(Kgs) g1Q+ 7.Kxfs Bh3+ 8.Sxh3 Qg8 9.Sf4/iv
Be7 10.Sg6+/v Khy 11.Sg5+ Bxgs 12.5f8+ Khé
13.Qh1+ (Qc6+? Bf6;) Kg7 14.Se6+ Kf7 15.5xg5+
Ke7 16.Qb7+ Kd6 17.Se4 mate.

i) 1.Rh6+? Kg8 2.a8Q Res+ 3.Kh4 Be1+.

ii) Res+ 2.Kh6 g1Q 3.Sg6+ Qxg6+ 4.Kxg6
Bg2 5.Rf4 Re6+ 6.Kg5 Bey+ 7.Kg4 Rg6+ 8.Khs
Rgs+ 9.Kh6 wins. or g1Q 2.Rh6+ Kg8 3.5f6+
wins.

iii) g1Q 5.Sg6+ Khy 6.Sgs+ Kgz 7.Qb7+
mates.

iv) 9.5f6? Qg6+ 10.Ke5 (Kxg6 stalemate)
Kg7 11.Qd8 Qf7 draws. 9.Shgs? Bey 10.Qby

Qg7 11.Qb8+ Qf8+ 12.5f7+ Kg8 13.Qg3+ Qgy
draws.
v) 10.Qa1+? Qg7 11.5g6+ Khy 12.Qh1+ Qhs.
“An elegant final model mirror mate picture
is created after a long struggle characterized by
precise (several tries!) and brilliant play with
incisive moves and various tactics”.

No 21014 A. Pallier & M. Garcia
and prize
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No 21014 Alain Pallier (France) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.Qa8 g4+ 2.Kh4 g3 3.Qa-
6/1 Bey+ 4.Khs c4 5.Qxc4 g2 6.Qc1/ii Sf6+/iii
7Kh6 Bf8+ 8.Kgs Bcs 9.Kxf6/iv g1Q 10.Qxg1
Bxg1 11.Kxe6 hs 12.Kd6 h4 13.Kc7 h3 14.a6 h2
15.a7 h1Q 16.a8Q+ wins.

i) 3.Kh3? g2 4.Qg8 Sf2+ 5.Kh4 Seq 6.Qga+
Kf2 7Kh3 Bg3 8.Qxe4 g1Q 9.Qc2+ Kf3 10.Qc3+
Kf4, or 3.Qh8? Be7+ 4.Khs Sf6+ 5.Kh6 go.
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ii) 6.Qd3+? Kfs 7.Qd1 Sg3+ 8.Khé6 Bcs,
and: 9.b7 Bay 10.Qd2+ Kf3, or here: 9.a6 Sfs5+
10.Kxh7 Bxb6 draw.

iii) Bcs 7.b7Bay 8.Kh4 h6 9.Qd1+ Kf210.Qc2+
Kf3 11.Qb3+ Ke2 12.Qb1 Sd2/xvii 13.Qbs+ Kd1
14.Qhs+ Ke1 15.Qes+ Kf2 16.b8Q wins.

iv) Here, the composers prove that the
Zwischenschach 9.Qdi+? doesn’t work, but
who cares? It would have been interesting if
the check had been necessary, but not if it is
unnecessary.

“The composers improve White’s position
by remarkable moves by king and queen. The
pawns decide. Various tries and interesting
secondary lines enrich the study”.

No 21015 S. Slumstrup Nielsen
3rd prize
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No 21015 Steffen Slumstrup Nielsen (Den-
mark). 1.Bd4+ Kd3/i 2.Qb4 Bb6 3.Rg7/ii Rc3+/
iii 4.Bxc3 Bes 5.Rg3+ Ke2 6.Rg2+ (Re3+? Kf2;)
Kf1 (Kf3; Rf2+) 7.Rg1+ Ke2 (Kxg1; Bd4+) 8.Re1+
Kd3 9.Re3+/iv Kc2 (Kxes; Bd4+) 10.Re2+ Kdi/v
11.Rd2+/vi Kei/vii 12.Rf2+ Kxf2 13.Bd4+ Kez
14.Qxcs (Bxcs? Qf3+;) wins.

i) Ke4 2.Bxcs Qxcs+ 3.Qbg+ Qxb4+ 4.Kxbg
Kxds 5.Rd7+ Kc6 6.Rxd8 wins.

ii) 3.Rh7? Rc3+ 4.Bxc3 Bcs 5.Rhz+ Ke2
6.Rh2+ (Re3+ Kf2;) Kf1 7.Rh1+ Kg2 8.Rgi+ Kh3
9.Rh1+ Kg2 10.Rg1+ Kh3 draws.

iii) Qd6 4.Rg2 Rc3+ 5.Bxc3 Bes 6.Rd2+ Kes
7.Bd4+ wins.

iv) 9.Rd1+? Ke2 10.Re1+ Kds.

v) Kd3 11.Rd2+ Ke3 12.Bd4+, or Kc1 11.Bb2+
Kdi1 12.Re1+ Kc2 13.Rc1+ win.

vi) 11.Re1+? Kc2 12.Re2+ Kda.

vii) Kc1 12.Bb2+ Kb1 13.Rdi+ Kc2 14.Rc1+
wins.

“Fantastic tactics. The author shows great
mastery in composition technique. We see a

remarkable (and really precise) rook manoeu-
vre preparing a decisive gain of material”.

No 21016 V. Tarasiuk
4th prize
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No 21016 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Rg4+/i Ke3/ii 2.Rxg3+ Kd2 3.Bxf2 a4 (b2; Rb3)
4.Bcsl/iii e1Q 5.Bbg+ Kdi 6.Bxe1 Kxe1 7.Kha/iv
b2 8.5f2 a3/v 9.Se4 a2 10.Rg1+ Ke2 11.5c3+ Kd2
12.Sxa2 Kc2 13.Sb4+ wins.

i) 1.5xf2? gxf2 2.Bxf2 a4 3.Rg1 Ke4 4.Bcs Kd3
draws.

ii) Kes 2.5xf2 b2 3.Sd3+, and: Kds5 4.Rg5+
Ke4 5.Sxb2 e1QQ 6.Re5+ Kxes 7.5d3+ Ke4 8.Sxe1,
or here: Kf5 4.Rf4+ Kgs 5.Be3 Kg6 6.Rf6+ Kxf6
7.Bd4+ Kfs5 8.Bxb2 Ke4 9.Se1 win.

iii) 4.Rg1? a3 5.Be1+ (Sg3 b2;) Kc2 6.Bbg a2,
or 4.Bb6? b2 5.Bas+ Kc1 6.Rc3+ Kd2 draw.

iv) 7.Rg2? a3 8.5f2 Kd2 9.Se4++ Kc1 10.5¢3
b2 draw.

v) Kxf2 9.Rg2+ Ke1 10.Rxb2, or Kd2 9.Se4+
Kc2 10.Rc3+ Kd1 11.Ra3 Kc2 12.5¢3 win.

“How can we stop the dangerous pawns?
Answer: start with an unexpected, almost
paradoxical check by the wR. We underline
the very strong 7.Kh2!! Then we proceed with
care, with a coordinated action of the white
pieces”.

— 333 —
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No 21017 V. Tarasiuk

5th prize
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No 21017 Vladislav  Tarasiuk
1.8d5+ exds 2.Bxe3 d4 3.Bf2/i d3 4.Bg1 Kc2
5.Kb4/ii d2 6.Bag+ Kc1 7.Kc3 diS+/iii 8.Kd4
(Kd3 Sb2+;) Kd2 9.Bc6 Sc3 10.Be3+ (Bxga?
Se2+;) Ke2 11.Bxg2 Sbs+ 12.Keq4 Sd6+ 13.Kf4
wins.

i) 3.Bg1? d3 4.Bf2 Kc2 5.Kbg d2 6.Bag+ Kc1
7.Kc3 d1S+ draws.

ii) 5.Bag+? Kd2 6.Kb2 Ke1 draws.

iii) d1Q 8.Be3+ Kb1 9.Bxd1 wins.

“The author begins with the sacrifice of the
knight, which opens the play to the bishop.
Then we must continue with great precision.

Black defends with a knight promotion, but the
bishop pair decides”.

No 21018 P. Arestov
1st honourable mention
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No 21018 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Rgy/i
Rxaz2+ 2.Kby/ii Bxf5 3.Bxfs5 h2 4.Be4 g2 5.Bxg2/
iii Rxg2 6.Rxg2 h1Q 7.Sc2+ Kd1 8.Se3+ Ket/iv
9.d7, and:

— Qhs 10.Rg1+/v Kf2 11.Rfi+ Kxe3 12.d8Q
Qbs+ 13.Qb6 wins, or:

(Ukraine).

— Qhy 10.Sc2+/vi Kf1 (Kdi; Kc8) 11.Rd2 Qe4q+
12.Kbé6/vii wins/viii.

i) 1.Re7? Rd2 2.d7 Rxdy+ 3.Rxdy g2 4.Sc2+
Kf2 5.Rd2+ Be2 6.Sd4 g1Q 7.Rxe2+ Kg3 draws.

ii) 2.Kb6? Bxfs 3.Bxfs h2 4.Beq g2 5.Bxg2
Rxg2 6.Rxg2 h1Q 7.Sc2+ Kdi1 8.Se3+ Ke1 9.dy
Qh6+ 10.Kc7 Qh2+ 11.Rxh2 stalemate. 2.Kb8?
Bxfs 3.Bxfs h2 4.Be4 g2 5.Bxg2 Rxg2 6.Rxg2
h1Q 7.Sc2+ Kf1 8.Se3+ Ke1 9.d7 Qh8+ 10.Kcy
Qb8+ 11.Kxb8 stalemate.

iii) 5.Rxg2? h1Q 6.Re2+ Kxe2 7.Bxh1i Rxai
8.d7 Rd1 draws.

iv) Kc1 9.d7 Qh8 10.Rc2+ Kb1 11.Rd2 QdS8
12.5f5 wins.

v) 10.d8Q? Qf7+ 11.Qcy Qxcy+ 12.Kxcy
stalemate.

vi) 10.Kc8? Qxd7+ 11.Kxdy stalemate.

vii) 12.Kc7? (Ka7? Qag+;) Qc4+ 13.Kb6 Qb3z+
14.Ka7 Qag+ draws.

viii) e.g. Qe6+ 13.Kbs Qes+ 14.Kag Qfg+
15.Rd4.

“The composer masterfully orchestrates the
attackers and defenders. There are surprising
lines in which Black is saved by a stalemate. To
underline a number of crucial moves: it is dif-
ficult to find 2.Kb7!! Two main lines embellish
the work”.

No 21019 P. Krug
2nd honourable mention
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No 21019 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Se4/i f2
2.Bb3 c4 3.Bxcq4 f1Q 4.Bxf7+/ii Rxf7+ 5.Qxf7+
Kh8 6.Kf8 Sg6+ 7.fxg6 Bd6+ 8.Sxd6, and:

— Qf4 9.Se4/iii Qd6+ 10.Qe7 Qxg6 11.Qes Khy
12.5g5+ Kh6 13.5f7 mate, or:

— Qfs5 9.Qf6/iv Qf4/v 10.Sf7+ wins.

— 334 —
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i) 1.f62 Bd6+ 2.Ke6 Re8+ 3.Kd7 Rd8+ 4.Kc6
Ses+ 5.Kds Bb8+ 6.Kxcs Rc8+ 7.Kds Rxc2
draws.

ii) Try: 4.Bxfi? Bd6+ 5.5xd6 Sxd6 6.Kxdé
Rf6+ draws.

iii) Logical try: 9.Se8? Qd6+ 10.Qe7 (Qxdé6
stalemate) Qxg6 11.Qes Khy draws.

iv) 9.Qxf5? (Sxfs5?) stalemate. Logical try:
9.5e4? Qcs+ 10.Qey Qfs+ 11.5f6 Qxg6 draws.

v) Qxf6+ 10.5f7+ Qxf7+ 11.gxf;, or gxf6
10.g7+ Khy 11.g8Q+ Kh6 12.5xf5+ wins.

“White gradually improves its position, and
even refuses to capture an unprotected new-
ly-promoted queen! In the end we must also
avoid draws. The two main lines are interesting’.

No 21020 P. Krug
3rd honourable mention
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No 21020 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.h6 Rg6
2.5f7 Rxh6 3.Sxh6 h3 4.g5 f5 5.g6 h2 6.g7 Shs
7.5xf5+ Kfq 8.Rb1 Sxg7+ 9.Sxg7 Be3/i 10.5d6/
ii Bg1 11.Rbg+ Bdg4/iii 12.Se6+ Kes/iv 13.Key/v
hi1Q 14.Rbs+ Bcs 15.Rxcs5+ Qds 16.5f7+ Keg
17.5fg5+ Kes 18.5f3+ Ke4 19.Seg5+ wins.

i) Kf3 10.5f5 Kg2 11.Sh4+ Kg3 12.Sd4 Kxhg
13.53+ Kg3 14.5xh2 Kxh2 15.Rb2 wins.

ii) 10.Sc3? Kf3 11.Sd5 Bg1 12.Rb3+ Be3, or
10.5c7? Bg1 11.Rb4+ Bdg 12.Sce6+ Kf3 13.5xd4+
Kg2 14.Rb2+ Kh3, or 10.Rf1+? Bf2 draw.

iii) Kf3 12.Rh4 Kg2 13.Shs Be3 14.Rg4+ Kh3
15.Rg3+ Kh4 16.5f5+ Kxhs 17.Rxe3 h1Q 18.5g3+
wins.

iv) Kf3 13.5xd4+ Kg2 14.Rb2+ Kh3 15.Se4
h1Q 16.Sf2+ wins.

v) 13.Rb1? Kxe6 14.Seq4 Kfs5 15.Sg3+ Kga
16.Rb3 Kh3 draws.

“Black eliminates his opponent’s danger-
ous pawns and even manages to promote but
White’s highly centralized structure decides”.

No 21021 R. Becker
4th honourable mention
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No 21021 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Bg3+/i
Ka8/ii 2.Bd1 Qaé6/iii 3.Rh8+ Kay 4.Bb8+ Ka8
5.Bes+ Ka7 6.Rh1 Bxd1 7.Rxd1 Qa2+ 8.Kdé6 Qf7
9.Ra1+ Kb8 10.Ra3z/iv Qfs 11.Ra2 Qf7 12.Ra1 Qfs
13.Ra3 Qf7 14.Bg3 Qe8 15.Kds+ Kc8 16.Ra8+
Kd7 17.Rxe8

i) 1.Ra3? (Rc3?, Re3?) Bb3z+ 2.Rxb3 Qaz
3.Bg3+ Kc8 4.Bd1 Qd2+, or 1.Bg4? Ka8, and:
2.Bf6 Qb8 3.Rh8 Bb3+ 4.Ke4 Bg8, or here: 2.Rc3
Bb3+ 3.Rxb3 Qa2 4.Bd1 Qg2+ 5.Ke5 Qg7+ 6.Bf6
Qc7+ draw.

ii) Kc8 2.Ke6 (Kd6).

iii) Bb3+ 3.Bxb3 Qa3 4.Bd6 wins.

iv) 10.Rh1? (Rc1?) Kay 11.Ra1+ Kb8 draws.

“The masterful co-operation of all the white
pieces (with highly remarkable moves of the
bishop and rook pair) leads to a decisive ma-
terial gain”

No 21022 M. Garcia, & P. Krug
sth honourable mention
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No 21022 Mario Garcia (Argentina) & Peter
Krug (Austria). 1.gxh4+/i Qd6+ 2.Qxd6+ Kxd6
3.bxc6 Sa2+/ii 4.Bxa2 h2 5.Bds/iii Kxds 6.c7
h1Q 7.c8Q Qxh4+ 8.Kbs Kdé6/iv 9.Qcs5+/v Ke6
10.Qes+ Kdy 11.Qf5+ Ke8 12.Bb4/vi Qh6 (Qgs3;
Qe6+) 13.Bcs zz Kd8 14.Qds5+ K8 15.Qg8+/vii
Kby 16.Qf7+ Kc8 17.Qe8+ Kc7 18.Bd4 Qd6/viii
19.Bes wins.

i) Thematic try: 1.g4+? Qd6+ 2.Qxd6+ Kxd6
3.bxc6 h2/ix 4.c7 Sd3+ 5.Kcq4 Kxc7 6.Bds Kd6
7.Kd4 Sf4/x 8.Bbg+ Kd7 9.Bf3 h3 10.Bh1 Se2+
11.Ke3 Sg3 draws.

ii) h2 4.c7 h1Q 5.c8Q wins.

iii) Thematic try: s5.c7¢ h1Q 6.c8Q Qb+
7.Qxb7 stalemate.

iv) Ke4 9.Qc4+, or Qh6 9.Qc4+ Kd610.Qc6+
win.

v) Thematic try: 9.Qf5? Qg3 10.Bbg+ Kcy
11.Qf7+ Kc8 12.Qe8+ Kcy 13.Bas+ Kb7 14.Qeg+
Kc8 draws.

vi) 12.Bf6? Qe1 13.Qg6+ Kdy draws.

vii) 15.Be7? (Bd6? Qe3;) Qc1 16.Qd8+ Kby,
and: 17.Qd7+ Qcy 18.Qds+ Kc8, or here:
17.Qb6+ Kc8 18.Qe6+ Kby draw.

viii) Qc1 (Kd6; Qc6+) 19.Bes+ Kby 20.Qb8
mate.

ix) But not: Kxc6? 4.Kcg4 Kdé 5.Bds Sd3
6.Kd4 h2 7.Bf3 Sf2 8.Be1 Sxg4 9.Bxh4 win.

x) But not: h3? 8.Bd2 Sf2 9.Bf4+ Ke7 10.Bxh2
wins.

“With a valid orchestration of the white
pieces, avoiding a stalemate, and, thanks to a
zugzwang and some strong moves, you get a
winning position”.

No 21023 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Rc1/i g1Q/
ii 2.Rxg1 h2 3.Re1 hiQ+ 4.Rxh1 Sg3+ 5.Kdg
Sxh1 6.Kcs5 Sg3 7.a5 Se4+ 8.Kb6 Kdé6 9.a6 Sc3
10.a7 Sds+ 11.Kaé/iii Sc7+ 12.Kb7 zz Sa8 13.a4
Sc7 14.a5 Sa8 15.a6 Sc7 16.a8(Q Sxa8 17.Kxa8 Kcy
18.Kay zz, wins.

i) 1.Kf3+? Kd6 2.Kf2 Kxc6 3.Re3 Sf4 4.Kg1
Kbé6 5.Kh2 Kas 6.Res+ Ka6 7.Re4 Sd3 8.Rh4 Sc1
9.Rxh3 Se2 10.Rh6+ Kas 11.Kxg2 Kxagq 12.Kf2

Sc3 13.Ra6+ Kb3 14.Ke3 Sag 15.Kd4 Sb2 16.Ras
Sa4, or 1.Rd1? h2 2.c7 Sf6+.

No 21023 P. Krug
6th honourable mention
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ii) h2 2.c7 Sf6+ 3.Kf4 g1Q 4.c8Q+ Sd7 5.Qe8+
Kdé6 6.Qe3 wins.

iii) 11.Kb7? Sc7 12.a4 Sa8 13.a5 Sc7 14.a6 Sa8
15.Kxa8 Kcy stalemate.

“In a natural position, the wR is (inevitably)
sacrificed but this decentralizes the bS. Then
the dominant position of the wk, the sprint of
the white pawns and a mutual zugzwang de-
cides. The finish is known”.

No 21024 D. Keith & M. Garcia
1st commendation
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No 21024 Daniel Keith (France) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.Sc6+ Kb3/i 2.5d4+ Kc3
(Kbg; Sc2+) 3.5¢2 Rg3 4.Re5+ Kb3/ii 5.Bcg+ K3
6.Ba6+ Kbz 7.8d4+ Kbg (Ka3; Sc2+) 8.Rbs+/iii
Ka4 9.Bc8/iv, and:

— Sf3 10.Bdy Sxd4 11.Rg5+ Kb4 12.Rxg3 wins,
or:
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— Rd3/v 10.Bd7 Rxd4 11.Rds+ Kb3 12.Rxd4
wins.

i) Kc3 2.Rcs5+ Kd2 3.Rc2+ Ke1r 4.Rxh2 Rb3+
5.Rb2 Rxb2+ 6.Kxb2 h4, e.g. 7.5xe7 h3 8.5f5 Kf2
9.Kc3 h2 10.Bc6 Kgi1 11.5g3 Kf2 12.Sh1+ wins.

ii) Kd2 5.Kb2 Sf3 6.Rd5+ wins.

iii) Try: 8.Rds5? Sf3 9.Sc6+/vi Kb3 10.Rd3+
Kag 11.Kb2 Rg2+ 12.Kc3 Rg6 13.Bb7 Rg3 14.Sxe7
Sg1 draws.

iv) 9.Rb8? e5 10.Bbs+ Kb4 draws.

v) Ka3 (es5; Bdy) 10.Sc2+ Kag 11.Rb2 Kas
12.Bdy Rgs 13.5d4.

vi) 9.Sc2+ Kag 10.Bc4 Sg5 11.Kb2 Se6.

“The white pieces constantly attack the bK to
prepare a decisive discovered check (leading to
the win of the bR in two lines). We see a deep
manoeuvre of the bishop”

No 21025 I. Aliev M. Iskandrov & B. Rzayev
and commendation
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No 21025 Ilham Aliev, Misratdin Iskandrov
& B. Rzayev (Azerbaijan). 1.c7/i Kd7 2.Bes Rf2+
3.Bf4 Rc2 4.g6 Key 5.Bd6+ Kxdé/ii 6.g7 Rf2+
7.Kga/iii Kxc7 8.Kg3 (Kh3) Rfi 9.Kg2 (Kh2)
wins.

i) 1.Kf6? Re2, or 1.Bes? Re2 2.c7 Re6 3.g6 Kf8
draw.

ii) Kdy (Ke8; Ke6) 6.g7 Rg2 7.Kf6 Rf2+ 8.Bf4
Rxf4+ 9.Kgs5 Rf1 10.¢8Q+ Kxc8 11.g8Q+ wins.

iii) 7.Ke4? Re2+ 8.Kfs Re8, or 7.Kg6? Rg2+
8.Kf7 Kxc7 draw.

“We have equal material but White has a po-
sitional advantage. There are strong sacrifices
5.Bd6+! and also 6.Kg4!! At the end 9.Khz2 is
merely a waste of time. This structure needs to
be evaluated carefully by players”.

No 21026 M. Micaloni
3rd commendation
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No 21026 M. Micaloni (Italy). 1.Key Sg6+
2.Kxf7 Sey 3.Sxd7 h1Q/i 4.Sf6+/ii Khé 5.Bd4
Qc1/iii 6.cxbs Qxa3 7.Be3+ Qxe3 8.Sg4+ Khy/
iv 9.5xe3 Sg8/v 10.5xds5 Shé6+ 11.Kf8 Sg8 (Kgé;
Sxc7) 12.5xc7 €3 13.5e6 e2/vi 14.Sg5+ Kg6 15.513
wins.

i) Sg8 4.Sf6+ Khé 5.5xg8+ Kgs 6.5f6 h1Q
7.88Q+ Kf4 8.Bd4 wins.

ii) 4.58+? Khé6 5.Kxey Qxai 6.g8Q Qes+
draws.

iii) Qf3 6.cxbs Sg8 7.Kxg8 Qg2 8.Sxd5 Qa2
9.Kh8 Qxds5 10.Be3+ Khs 11.g8Q Qes+ 12.Qg7
Qxbs 13.Qh7+ Kgg 14.Qxe4+, or Kg5 6.Kxey
Qf3 7.g8Q+ win.

iv) Kg5 9.5xe3 d4 10.Kxey dxe3 11.g8Q+ wins.

v) d4 10.Kxe7 Kxgy 11.5f5+ Kg6 12.5xd4 wins.

vi) Kh6 14.Kxg8 e2 15.Kh8 e1Q 16.g8Q Qes+
17.Qg7+ wins.

“White cannot prevent the promotion of the
h-pawn but manages intelligently to improve
its position, then captures the queen and even-
tually prevents promotion of the e-pawn”.
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No 21027 P. Krug
4th commendation
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No 21027 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Re8/i
Qxe8 2.Bg7+ Kg8 3.f6 (e6 QbS8;) g2 4.e6/ii
Qxe6/iii 5.Bhy+ Kf7 6.Bg6+ Kg8 7.f7+ Qxf7
8.Bh7 mate.

i) 1.Bcs? f2, and: 2.Kgs Qg8+ 3.Khs Qf7+
4.Kga Qg8+ 5.Kf3 Qa8+ 6.Kxg3 Qds, or here:
2.Rg6 g2 3.Bxf2 Qdy.

ii) Try: 4.Bc4+2 Qf7 5.6 Qg6+.

iii) Qhs+ 5.Kxhs g1Q 6.Bh6 Qh2+ 7.Kg6
Qg3+ 8.Bgs.

“Black appears to be already in a critical po-
sition. and White creates a beautiful mating
net. The initial sacrifice is noteworthy”.

No 21028 P. Arestov
sth commendation
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No 21028 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Sc7/i e3
(Kg3; Sbs) 2.Sbs/ii e2/iii 3.5d4 e1S (e1Q; Sf3+)
4.b4 Sd3 5.b5 Scs 6.b6 Kg3 7.Kg8/iv, and:

— Kf4 8.Se6+ Sxe6 9.b7 wins, or:
— Sby/v 8. Kf7 Kf4 9.Ke6 Ke4 10.Sb3 wins.

i) 1.5b6? e3 2.Sc4 e2 3.Se5s Kg2 4.Sd3 Kf3
5.Kg6 Ke3 draws.

ii) 2.Se6? Kg3 3.5d4 Kf4 4.Kg6 Ke4 draws.

iil) Kg3 3.S¢3 Kf4 4.Kg6 Kes 5.Kg5 Kd4 6.Kg4
wins.

iv) 7.Kg6? Kf4 8.Se6+ Sxe6 9.by Sf8+ 10.Kf7
Sd7 11.Key Sb8, or 7Kg7? Kfs 8.Se6+ Sxe6+
draws.

v) Sd7 8.b7 Kf4 9.Kf7 Kes 10.Ke7 wins.

“The composer proposed a simple, natural,
position in which the white pieces collaborate
well to convert the material advantage into a
win. The second main line is proposed by the
judge (equal to that of the author?)”.

No 21029 M. Minski
6th commendation
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No 21029 Martin  Minski  (Germany).
1.Kb3/i Sas5+ 2.Kc3 b4+/ii 3.Sxb4 Sc4 4.Ba/iii
7z, and:

— Kxa1 5.Kc2 Sd2 6.Kc1 zz Sb3+ 7.Sxb3 ideal
mate.
— Sa3 5.Sb3 Sbs+ 6.Kc4/iv Sd4 7.Bc3/v wins.

i) 1.5d4? (Se3?, Se1?) bg+ 2.Kb3 Sas+ 3.Kxb4
Kxb2 draws.

ii) Sc4 3.Sa3+ Sxa3 (Kaz2; Sxc4) 4.Bxa3 wins.

iii) 4.Kxc4? Kxb2, or 4.Sbd3? Sxb2 draw.

iv) 6.Kd3? Sd4 7.Bc3 Sxb3z draws.

v) 7Kxd4? (Bxd4?) stalemate, or 7.Sxd4?
Kxa1 draws.

“White plays brilliant moves and uses a zug-
zwang. Then there are two lines: the ideal mate
is known, but the other line is original”.
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Draw section

No 21030 P. Arestov & A. Skripnik
1st prize
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No 21030 Pavel Arestov & Anatoly Skrip-
nik (Russia). 1..Sg6+/i 2.Kxhs Sg7+ 3.Khé
(Kg4? Sxes+;) Sfs+ 4.Khs Sgy+/ii 5.Kh6 Sxes+
(Sts+; Khs) 6.Kxgy Rg6+ 7.Kh8 Key 8.b6/iii
Bxb6 9.f8Q+ (Se6? Sxf7 mate;) Kxf8 10.Se6+/iv
Rxe6 11.Rg8+ Key/v 12.Sg5 (Rg7+? Kf6;) St7+/vi
13.5xf7 Bd4+ 14.Rg7, and:

— Kif6 15.5h6 (Ses? Bxes;) Re8+ 16.5g8+ Kfs
stalemate, or:

— KIf8 15.Se5 Rxes (Bxes stalemate) 16.Rf7+
Ke8 (Kxf7 stalemate) 17.Rf8+ Kd7 (Kxf8
stalemate) 18.Rf7+ Ke8/vii 19.Rf8+ Kxf8
stalemate.

i) Sts+ 2.Kxhs Segy+ 3.Kg4 Sh6+ 4.Khg
Sgts+ 5.Khs Sxg3+ 6.Khg Sgfs+ 7.Khs Sg7+
8.Kh4 positional draw.

ii) Sxg3+ 5.Kg4 Sxes+ 6.Kxg3 draw.

iii) Logical try: 8.f8Q+? Kxf8 9.Se6+/viii
Rxe6 10.Rg8+ Key 11.Rgy+/ix Kf6 12.5f4 (Kg8
Re8 mate;) Re8+ 13.Rg8 Sf7 mate.

iv) 10.5f4? Sf7+ 11.Sxf7 Bd4+ 12.Se5 Bxes
mate.

v) Kt712.5g5+ Kf6 13.Se4+ Kf5 14.Sg3+ draws.

vi) Rc6 13.Rg7+ Kf6/x 14.Se4+ Kfs/xi 15.5g3+
Ke616.Rb7 Bd417.Kg7 Rc2 18.Rey+ Kxey 19.5f5+
Kd7 20.h8Q Rg2+ 21.Kh7 Rh2+ 22.Kg8 draws.

vii) Ke6 19.Kg8 Rgs+ 20.Kf8 draws.

viii) 9.b6 Rxgs 10.Rf3+ Sxf3 11.Sxgs5 Sxgs
12.bxay Sf7 mate.

ix) 11.5gs5 St7+ 12.5xf7 Bd4+.

x) Kf8 14.Rg8+ Key 15.Rg7+.

xi) Ke6 15.Rby Bd4 16.Kg7 Sf3+ 17.Kg6 Kes+
18.5f6 Rxf6+ 19.Kg7 Rc6 20.Rd7 Be3 21.Rd3 Bb2
22.Rb3 Ba1 23.Ra3 Bd4 24.Rd3 positional draw.

“Unexpected brilliant moves and complex
play are the characteristics of a study with
stalemate in two main lines. There are also sur-
prising secondary lines with play sometimes
leading to a positional draw”.

No 21031 M. Hlinka & L. Kekely
and prize
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No 21031 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1...e1S+/i2.Kd2/ii Rds5+ 3.Kxe1 Rxes+
4.Kd2 (Kf1? Re1+;) Rds+ 5.Sd3+ Rxd3+ 6.Kxd3
aS+ 7.Qxci+ (Kdg? Se2+;) Kxc1 8.Rhc8+/
iii Kb1 9.Rab8+ Sb2+ 10.Kd4 Qf5 11.Ke3 Qg4
12.Kf2 Qh3 13.Kg1, and:

— Qf3 14.Kh2 Qg4 15.Rf8/iv Kc1 (Ka2; Rf2)
16.Rf1+ Sd1 17.Rb3 Qe2+ 18.Kg1 draws, or:

— Ka2 14.Ra8+ Kb3 15.Rab8+ Ka3 16.Ra8+ Sag
17.Rcb8, and:

- Qf3 18.Kh2 Qg4 19.Kh1 Qg3 20.Rxag+

draws, or:

- Qg3+/v18.Kh1 Qf2 19.Rxa4+ Kxag 20.Ra8+

Kbs 21.Rb8+ Kc6 22.Rc8+ Kd7 23.Rd8+ Ke7
(Kxd8 stalemate;) 24.Re8+ Kxe8 stalemate.

i) Rds+ 2.Kxe2 Rxe5+ 3.Kd2 draws.

ii) 2.Ke2? Rxes+ 3.Kfi Se3+ 4.Kf2 Rfs
5.Rhb8+ Kc3 6.Sa2+ Kd2 7.Rd8+ Sd3+ 8.Rxd3+
Kxd3 9.Rd8+ Sds 10.Rxds+ Rxds 11.Sbg+ Kc3
12.5xd5+ Qxds wins.

iii) 8.Rac8+? Kb1 9.Rb8+ Sb2+ wins.

iv) 15.Kh1? Ka2 16.Ra8+ Sag 17.Rcb8 Qh3+
18.Kg1 Ka3z 19.Kf2 Qg4 20.Rg8 Qd4+ 21.Kg3
Kb2 22.Raf8 Qg1+ 23.Kf3 Qhi+ 24.Rg2+ Kc3
25.Kg3 Scs wins.
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v) Qg3+ 14.Kh1 Qf2 15.Rf8 draws.

“The introduction with two black knight
promotions and precise moves by White (also
tempo moves) maintains the balance with
draws in four lines, including a line with stale-
mate or perpetual check”

No 21032 M. Hlinka & L. Kekely
3rd prize
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No 21032 Michal Hlinka & Lubos Kekely
(Slovakia). 1...g1S+/i 2.Bxg1/ii Rxf3+/iii 3.Kh4/
iv Bxey/v 4.Bh2+ Rg3 5.Bxg3+ Kf3 6.Se5+ Kg2/
vi 7.Rxe7 Rhi+/vii 8.Bh2+ (Kg4? Qxey;) Kxh2/
viii 9.Sg4+/ix Kgi+ (Kg2+) 10.Sh2+ Kf2/x
11.Rf7+ Qxf7 12.Rfs+ Qxfs/xiii stalemate.

i) Qxf7 2.Be3+ Kxf3 3.Rg3+ Ke2 4.e8Q Rhi+
5.Kg4 Qxe8 6.Rxg2+ Kd3 7.Rxe8 draws.

ii) 2.Rxg1? Qxf7 3.Be3+ Kfs 4.e8Q Rxf3+
5.Kg2 Qxe8 6.Rxe8 Rxe3 7.Rxe3 Rxgi+ 8.Kxg1
Bcs 9.Kf2 Kf4 10.Ke2 Bxe3 wins.

iii) Qxf7 3.Be3+, or Rxg1 3.exf8Q draws.

iv) 3.Kg2? Rc2+ 4.Kh1 Rh3+, or 3.Kh2? Rc2+
4.Rg2 Rxg2+ 5.Kxg2 Qg7+ win.

v) Qxey 4.Bh2+ Rg3 5.Rxey Bxey 6.Bxg3+,
or Bei+ 4.Rxe1 Rh3+ 5.Kxh3 Qc8+ 6.Kh4 Rxe1
7.Rg2 Qdy 8.Rf2+ Ke3 9.Rfi+ Kd2 10.Rxe1 Kxe1
11.Bcs draws.

vi) Ke3 (Ke2) 7.Sd7+ Kf3 8.Ses5+.

vii) Qxey 8.Bf4+ Qxgs+ 9.Kxgs, or Qh6+
8.Kg4 draws.

viii) Kf1 9.Rf7+ Qxf7 10.5xf7 Rxh2+ 11.Kg4
draws.

ix) 9.Reg7? Qh8+ 10.Kg4 Qh3+ 11.Kfg Rfi+
12.Ke4 as, or 9.Rhy? Rg1 10.5g4+ Kg2 11.Se5+
Khi 12.Rhhs Rxgs 13.Kxgs+ Kg2 wins.

x) Kxh2 11.Re2+ Qf2+ 12.Rxf2 mate.

xiii) Ke3 13.Rxf7 Rxh2+ 14.Kg3 draws.

“This has a surprising black under-promo-
tion to knight! The defence with checking bat-
teries (mind the switchback) and with piece
sacrifices eventually creates a stalemate (and
with the wS§, the last piece left, pinned)”.

No 21033 M. Minski
4th prize
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No 21033 Martin Minski (Germany).

I: 1.Rh6+/i Kcs 2.Rh4/ii Rxh4 3.g4 Rxg4 4.f4
Rxf4 5.4 Rxeq 6.c4 (d4+? Rxd4;) Rxcq (Rey;
d4) 7.d4+ Kc6 (Rxd4; Rc2+) 8.ds5+/iii Kcs 9.Raz
h2 10.a7 h1Q 11.a8Q Qe1+ 12.Ka6 draws.

II: 1.Rh6+/iv Kcs 2.d4+/v Rxd4 3.c4 Rxcq
4.Rh4 Rxh4 5.g4 Rxgsq 6.f4 Rxf4/vi 7.e4 Rxeq
8.Rc2+ draws.

i) 1.Rh4? Rxh4 2.g4 Rxg4 3.f4 Rxf4 4.4 Rxeq
5.d4 (c4 Rxc4;) Rxd4 6.c4 Rxc4 wins.

ii) Thematic try: 2.d4+? Rxd4 3.c4 Rxcq
4.Rh4 Rxh4 5.g4 Rxg4 6.f4 Rg1 wins.

iii) 8.Ra2? Rxd4 9.Rc2+ Rc4 10.a7 Kby wins.

iv) 1.Rh4? Rxhg 2.g4 Rxg4 3.f4 Rxfs 4.e4
Rxe4 5.d4 Rxd4 6.c4 Rxc4 wins.

v) Thematic try: 2.Rh4? Rxh4 3.g4 Rxg4 4.f4
Rxf4 5.4 Rxeq 6.c4/vii Rxc4 7.d4+ Kc6 8.ds+
Kcs and 9.Ra2 is not possible.

vi) Rg3 7.e3 Rg2 8.Rxg2 hxg2 9.a7 g1Q 10.a8Q
wins.

vii) 6.d4+ Rxd4 7.c4 Rxc4 wins.

“The wR checks and then sacrifices itself, a
prelude to a choreography of five pawns mak-
ing two steps (four pawns are captured by a bR)
to prevent mate. A valid twin”.
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No 21034 M. Garcia

& P. Krug No 21035 D. Keith No 21036 M. Micaloni

s5th prize 1st honourable mention 2nd honourable mention
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g8g6 3116.20 5/4 Draw

No 21034 Mario Garcia (Argentina) & Pe-
ter Krug (Austria). 1.Kh8/i Kf5 2.Rh5+/ii Sxhs
3.g8Q Sf6 4.Qgy Se6/iii 5.a8Q Qxa8 6.Qg6+
Kes 7.Qf5+/iv Kxf5 stalemate.

i) 1.a8Q% Qxa8 2.Kh8 Kf5 3.Rh5+ Sxhs 4.g8Q
St6 5.Qg6+ Ke6 6.Qf7+ Kes 7.Qey+ Kfs5 8.Qcs+
Kg6 9.Qc2+ Sfs.

ii) Tries: 2.Rh2? Sde6 3.a8Q Qxa8 4.g8Q Sg6+
5.Kh7 Qaz+ 6.Bg7 Sef8+ 7.Kh6 Qe3+ 8.Khs Qg5
mate, or 2.Rh3? Sg6+ 3.Khy Kf6 4.a8Q Sxf8++
5.Kg8 Qe6+ wins.

iii) Sf3 5.a8Q Qxa8 6.Qg6+ Ke6 7.Qf7+ Kes
8.Kg7 Se8+ 9.Kg8 Sg510.Qey+ Kf511.Qcs5+ Kg6
12.Qc2+ Se4 13.Qg2+ draws.

iv) 7.Qg3+? Sfg 8.Qc3+ Ke6 9.Qcq+ S6ds
10.Qe4+ Kf6 11.Qd4+ Kf5 wins.

“The mirror stalemate ends the compelling
play with brilliant repeated sacrifices. In the fi-
nal position the wB, the last piece, is pinned!
There are interesting lines with positional
draws in various lines”.

HH removed various nested lines, including
so-called tries. Remember that neither the pri-
mary publication nor the award published an
artistic presentation.

No 21035 Daniel Keith (France). 1.Kc2/i Kf1
2.Rd1+/ii Kf2/iii 3.Bcs+/iv Kg3/v 4.Bd6 Bxdé
5.Rxd6 Sey (Qh2+; Rd2) 6.Re6 Sf5/vi 7.g7 Sxg7
(Qh2+; Kd3) 8.Rg6+ (Rb6 Qbs;) Kf4 9.Rxgy

c1e1 3143.20 5/4 Draw

e8d2 3161.21 5/5 Draw

Qe8 10.Rdy/vii Qe2+ 11.Kc3 Qbs 12.Rd4+ Kes
13.Rb4 draws.

i) 1.b8Q? Qa1+ 2.Kc2 Qa4+ 3.Kbi1 Bxb8
4.Rb2+ Kfi1, or 1.Kb1? Kf1 2.Bd6 Bxdé 3.Rxdé6
Shé 4.Rb6 Qb8 win.

ii) 2.Bd6? Bxd6 3.Rxd6 Qh2+, or here 3.Rd1+
Kf2 4.Rxd6 Sey wins.

iii) Kg2 3.Bd6 Bxd6 4.Rxd6 Sey 5.Re6 Sfs
6.g7 Sxg7 7.Rg6+ draws.

iv) 3.Bd6? Bxd6 4.Rxd6 Sey 5.Rf6+ Kg1 wins.

v) Kg2 4.Bd6, or Kf3 4.Rfi+ Kg4 5.Rxfq+
draw.

vi) Sds5 7.g7 Qb8 8.Rg6+ wins.

vii) 10.Rf7+? Kgs, or 10.Kc3? Qbs win.

“After the exchange of the bishops, careful-
ly prepared, White cleverly uses the co-opera-
tion between the rook and the passed b-pawn.

There are various strong moves of both sides.
The sacrifice 10.Rd7!! is spectacular”.

No 21036 M. Micaloni (Italy). 1.Sb3+ Ke3
2.Sxc1 Bhs 3.Kf7 Bb2/i 4.Sd3/ii Bc3 s.a3/iii
Ke4/iv 6.Sf2+/v Kf4/vi 7.Sd1/vii Bes/viii 8.Ke6/
ix Bxg6 9.e3+ Keq 10.5f2+ Kf3 11.Kxe5 Kxf2
12.a4/x Bc2/xi 13.a5 bxas 14.Kd4 draws.

i) Bc3 4.a4 Ke4 5.5a2, or Bd4 4.a4 Kf4 5.Sb3
Bc3 6.a5 Bxas 7.5xa5 bxas 8.Ke6 Bxg6 9.Kds, or
bs 4.Kg8 Bxg6 5.Kxh8, or Kf4 4.Sd3+ Kf5 5.Kg8.

ii) 4.Sb3? Kxe2 5.a4 Bc3 6.a5 Bxas 7.5d4+ Kd3
8.Se6 Kcq 9.5f4 Bxg6+ 10.5xg6 bs 11.Se5+ Kds.
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iii) 5.a4? Ke4 6.Sf2+ Kfs 7.e4+ Kfs zz 8.Sd1
Bd4 9.Ke6 Bxg6 10.Kds5 Bes 11.Kc4 Be8 12.5f2
Bxag, or 5.5c1? Kf4 6.Sd3+ Kfs5 7.e4+ Kxe4 wins.

iv) bs 6.Sc5 Kxe2 7.Se4 Be1 8.Sd6 Bxg6+
9.Kxg6 win.

v) 6.Sb4? Bxby4 7.axb4 Kfs5 8.Key Bxg6 9.Kd6
bs wins.

vi) Kf5 7.e4+ Kf4 8.a4 zz Bd4 9.Sh1 Kf3 10.5g3/
xix Bxg6+ 11.Kxg6 Kxg3 12.Kf5 Kf3 13.e5 draws.

vii) 7.e3+¢ Kf3 8.Sd1 Ba1 9.e4 Kxe4 wins.

viii) Ba1 8.a4 zz Kf5 9.Se3+ draws.

ix) 8.a4? Ba1 zz 9.Sf2 Bd4 10.Sh1 Bc3 11.5f2
Kfs 12.e4+ Kf4 zz, or 8.5f22 Bd4 9.Sh1 bs wins.

x) 12.Kd4? Be8 13.Kc4 Kxe3 14.Kbg Kd4 15.a4
Bxa4 16.Kxa4 Kc4 17.Ka3 bs 18.Kb2 Kb4.

xi) Be8 13.a5 bxas 14.Kd4 draws.

“After a short introduction, the persecution
of the bishop starts. The composer shows great
skill in using the full potential of the pieces.
Surprising accuracy is needed to draw”.

HH observes that this (new) composer
makes excessive use of nested sublines, and
even more horrifying is he uses far too many
double exclamation marks. We're lucky that
EG does not print exclamation marks in solu-
tions as it would have cost an extra page. The
study is ok, but the presentation spoils a lot!

No 21037 V. Lebedev
3rd honourable mention
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No 21037 Vassily Lebedev (Russia). 1.Rc5+
Kb1 2.Ba2+/i Rxa2 3.b8Q+ (b8R+) Qxb8 4.Rc1+
Kxc1 5.Rc2+ Kbi 6.Rb2+/ii Kc1 7.Rc2+ Kdi
8.Rd2+ Ke1 9.Re2+ Kf1 10.Rf2+ Kxfz (Rxf2)
stalemate.

i) 2.Bc2+? Ka1 3.Bxg6 Qe1+ 4.Kg2 Rg8 5.b8Q
Rxg6+ 6.Kf3 Rf6+ 7.Kgqa Qe6+ 8.Khg Rhé+
9.Kg3 Qe3+ 10.Kgq Rg6+ 11.Kf5 Qe6+ 12.Kfg
Rga+ 13.Kf3 Qeq4+ 14.Kf2 Rfg+ 15.Qxfq Qxfq+
16.Kg2 Qd2+ 17.Kh3 Qe3+ wins.

ii) 6.Rc1+? Kb2 7.Rc2+/iii Kbz 8.Rc3+/iv Kbg
9.Rcq+ Kas 10.Rag+ Kb6 11.Rbg+ Kc7 12.Rcq+
Rc6 wins,

iii) 7Rb1+ Kc2 8.Rci+ Kd3 9.Rdi+ Ke3
10.Rd3+ Kfg 11.Rd4+ Kgs5 12.Rd5+ Kh4 13.Rh5+
Kg3 14.Rh3+ Kfg 15.Rf3+ Kg4.

iv) 8.Rb2+ Kc4 9.Rbsg+ Kd3 10.Rb3z+ Keg
11.Rbg+ Kf3 12.Rb3+ Kf4.

“We see very strong introductory sacrifices
of white pieces. The next manoeuvre is known:
a desperado rook continuously attacks the bK
and the sacrifice has to be accepted in the end
by the bK or bR resulting in a stalemate”

No 21038 V. Samilo
4th honourable mention
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No 21038 Vladimir Samilo  (Ukraine).
1.Rg1+/i Khs 2.Bxd2 Qxd2 3.Sxc4 Qxc2 4.Rgs5+/
ii Kxhg (Khé; Sb2) 5.Rg4+ Kxh3 (Khs; Sb2)
6.Rg3+ Kxh2 7.Rxb3 Qxc4 8.Rb2+ Kg1 9.Rb1+
Kf2 10.Rb2+ Ke1 11.Rb1+ Kd2 12.Rb2+ Kci/iii
13.Rb1+ Kxb1 stalemate.

i) 1.Bxd2? Qxd2 2.Rg1+ Khy wins.

ii) 4.Rg4? Qa2+ 5.Kbg b2 6.5d2 b1Q+ 7.5xb1
Qxb1+ wins.

iii) Kc3 13.Rc2+ Kxc2 stalemate.

“White improves the position of the wR be-
fore a series of forced exchanges. The systemat-
ic manoeuvre that follows eliminates the white
pawns on the king-side. Then we're in a known
position, resulting in stalemate or a positional
draw”.
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No 21039 M. Garcia & P. Krug
sth honourable mention
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e2g4 0404.42 7/5 Draw

No 21039 Mario Garcia (Argentina) & Pe-
ter Krug (Austria). 1.Rf4+/i Kxgs 2.Rf1/ii Ra2+
3.Kf3 Rf2+ 4.Kxf2 Seq+ 5.Ke1 Sg3 6.5f4/iii Sxf1
7.Sh3+ Kh4 8.5f2 Sg3 9.c5 Se4 10.Sh1 Sxcs 11.Kf1/
iv Kh3 12.Kf2 zz Se4+ 13.Kf3 Sd2+ 14.Kf2 draws.

i) Tries: 1.Rfi? Ra2+ 2.Kd3 Shs 3.S5f4 Sg3
4.Rd1 Raz+ 5.Kd4 Kxgs 6.Rc1 Rb3 7.Kds Rc3
8.Rb1 Kfs, or 1.bxa6? h1Q 2.a7 Se4 3.Rf4+ Kxgs
4.a8Q Qxg2+ 5.Ke1 Qd2+ win.

ii) 2.Rh4? Ra2+ 3.Kf3 Rxgz 4.Kxgz2 Kxhg
wins.

iii) 6.Sh4? Kxh4 7Kf2 Sxfi 8Kgz2 Sxe3+
9.Kxh2 Sxc4 wins.

iv) 11.Kf2? Kh3 zz, wins.

“There are two strong moves: 1.Rfs!, after
which the first line is safely controlled, and then
3...Rf2! luring the wK into a compromised po-
sition. Then follows a knight fight supported by
kings, ending in a mutual zugzwang draw”.

No 21040 P. Krug
1st commendation
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e7h7 3032.32 6/5 Draw

No 21040 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Se4/i Qfs/
ii 2.5f6+ Qxf6+ 3.Kxf6 a1Q+ 4.Ke6 Bfs+ 5.Kxf5
Qh8 6.Se5 Qd8/iii 7.Kf4 (Kga? Kg7;) Kg7 8.Kg4
zz Kf8 9.Kf5 zz Kg7 10.Kgq Qf6 11.5c6 Qg6+
12.Kh4 Qes+ 13.Kg3 Qg6+ 14.Khg Qf6+ 15.Kg4
draws.

i) Try: 1.d8Q? Qh4+ 2.Kd7 Qg4+ 3.Kxcy a1Q
4.f85+ Kgy 5.Se6+ (Shs+ Khé;) Khe 6.Qf8+
Khy 7.Qf7+ Kh8 8.Qf8+ Qg8 wins. 1.£8Q? Qh4+
2.Ke6 a1Q 3.d8Q Qg4+.

ii) Bxe4 2.d8Q Qh4+ 3.Ke8.

iii) Kg7 7.5g6 Qhs+ 8.Kf4 Qh6+ 9.Kf3.

“Black has a material advantage, but White
is positionally fine. Black sacrifices a queen in
order to promote with check and seems to be
close to winning but White manages to draw
by zugzwang”.

No 21041 P. Arestov
2nd commendation

Z
.

&

% Y
5

N X
AR

% W W

» B w
V,

- 7047

Wy

4 7 o777y,
2 % %
e

.

6b2 0310.32 5/4 Draw

h

No 21041 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.f6/i f2
2.f7 Rf3/ii 3.Kgy Kxc3/iii 4.Bf1/iv c6/v 5.Kg8/vi
zz ¢5 6.18Q Rxf8+ 7.Kxf8 zz c4/vii 8.e4 Kd4 9.e5
c3 (Kxes; Bxcq) 10.e6 c2 11.e7 c1Q 12.e8Q draws.

i) 1.e4? Kxc3 2.f6 f2 3.f7 Rf3 4.Kg7 Kd4 5.£8Q
Rxf8 6.Kxf8 Kxe4 wins.

ii) Rh3+ 3.Kg7 Rg3+ 4.Khy Rf3 5.Kg7 draws.

iii) f1Q 4.Bxf1 Rxf1 5.e4 draws.

iv) Thematic try: 4.f8Q? Rxf8 5.Kxf8 c6 zz
6.Bf1 c5 zz 7.Kf7 c4 8.e4 Kdg 9.e5 c3 10.e6 c2
11.e7 c1Q 12.e8Q Qxf113.Qd8+ Ke4 14.Qey+ Kf3
wins.

v) Rxf7+ 5.Kxf7 c5 6.Ke6 c4 7.Kds draws.
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vi) Thematic try: 5.f8Q? Rxf8 6.Kxf8 c5 zz
7.Kg7 c4 8.e4 Kd4 9.e5 c3 10.e6 c2 11.e7 c1Q
12.e8Q Qxf113.Qg6 Qg1 wins.

vii) Kb3 8.e4 c4 9.e5 ¢3 10.e6 c2 11.e7 c1Q
12.e8Q draws.

“The composer has constructed a real end-
ing. The brilliant play by White (in particular
5.Kg8!!), the thematic tries and the mutual zug-
zwang are the highlights”

No 21042 V. Lebedev
3rd commendation
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No 21042 Vassily Lebedev (Russia). 1.Ra1
g4 2.Rh1 Kgé6 3.Kd6 Kfs5 4.Kds5 Kf4 5.Rfi+ Ke3
6.Rh1 f5 7.Kes f4 8.Kf5 g3 9.Rxh3 draws.

“We see a natural position with excellent
co-operation of king and rook leading to a
draw. This study could be included in endgame
study manuals/ An interesting finale to analyse
and remember for a chess player”.

HH: we supply no lines as there is no expla-
nation at all in the many sublines, and perhaps
as a result of this we were unable to find some-

thing study-like.

No 21043 V. Agostini & D. Perone
4th commendation
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No 21043 Valerio Agostini (Italy) & Daniel
Perone (Argentina). 1.5f6+/i Kh6/ii 2.g8Q Rg1+
3.Kf3/iii Rxg8/iv 4.Sxg8+ Kgy s5.Kxez2 Kxg8
6.Kf3 Kf7 7.Kg3 Sg1 8.Kf2 Sh3+ 9.Kg3 draws.

i) Thematic try: 1.g8Q? Rgi+ 2.Kxh3 (Kxf3
Rxg8;) Rxg8 3.5f6+ Kg6 (exf6? stalemate)
4.5xg8 e1Q wins.

ii) exf6 2.g8Q Rg1+ 3.Kxh3 Rxg8 stalemate.

iii) 3.Kxh3? Rxg8 4.Sxg8+ Khs wins.

iv) e15+ 4.Ke3 Rxg8 5.5xg8+ Khs 6.Sxe7 Sg2+
7.Kf3 Sxh4+ 8.Kg3 draws.

“The play is enriched by a try in which the

single function of staying on the g-file is now
in favour of Black”
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This informal tourney of the Romanian on-line magazine was judged by Arpdd Rusz (Romania)
replacing the originally appointed judge Janos Mikitovics. 35 studies by 22 composers participated.
Both the provisional award as the final award (without changes) appeared in issue 34, which can

happen only in on-line magazines.

The judge considered the level acceptable; there were no masterpieces.

No 21044 P. Krug

1st prize
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No 21044 Peter Krug (Austria). 1.Rbg+/i
Rb2 2.Rxb2 Beg+ 3.dxe4 Qxeq+ 4.Kh8/ii Bc3
5.Rxc3 Qe8+ 6.Kgy Qdy+ 7.Khé Qh3+ 8.Kgs
(Rxh3? stalemate) Qg3+ 9.Kfs Qhz+ 10.Kf4
Qh6+ 11.Kes Kxb2 (Qf8; Rc8+) 12.Ke6 Kaz
13.d6 wins.

i) 1.Re4+? Kb1, avoiding Qc3? 2.Re1+.

ii) Thematic try: 4.Kg7? Bc3 5.Rxc3 Qgq+
6.Kf8 Qc8+ 7Ke7 Qc7+ 8.Ke6 Qc8+ 9.Kdé6
(Rxc8 stalemate) Qf8+ 10.Kes5 Kxb2 draws.

iii) Qhs+ 12.Kd6 Kxb2 13.Rh3+ wins.

“We see a mechanism with a deadly half-bat-
tery, a thematic try with symmetrical play, a
nice key move (4.Kh8!!) and several queen sac-
rifices to try to reach a stalemate. Although the
mechanism is known (G. Amiryan, EG#11789
with an extra bPb4, HHdbV#15887) I like the
modernized form of Krug’s work™

No 21045 Martin Minski & Rainer Staudte
(Germany). 1.Rbs/i Rb1+ (Re2; Sd4) 2.Kg2/ii b2
3.Sb8/iii g4 4.Rb6/iv Kg8 5.Rb7/v Khy/vi 6.Sd7/
vii Rd1 7.5f6+ (Sf8+ Kg8;) Khé/viii 8.Sxg4+
Kxhs 9.Rbs+, and:

No 21045 M. Minski & R. Staudte
and prize
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— Kxg4 10.h3 model mate, or:
— g510.h4 b1Q (Kxg4) 11.Rxg5 model mate.

i) 1.5d4? (Sas?) Rbi+ 2.Kg2 b2 3.Rbs Rd1
(Ra1) 4.Rxb2 Rxd4 (Rxas) draws.

ii) 2.Kf2? b2 3.Se5 Rh1 4.Rxb2 Rxh2+ 5.Ke3
Rxb2 draws.

iii) 3.Se5? (Sey?) Rei, or 3.5d8?¢ Rd, or 3.Sa5?
Razi, or 3.Rb6? Rc.

iv) 4.Sd7? Rd1 5.5f6+ (Sf8+ Kh8;) gxf6, or
4.Rb7? Kh6 5.Rbs Khy7 draw.

v) 5.h6? gxh6 6.Rby KhS8, or 5.Sd7? Rdi
6.Rb8+ Kf7 7.Se5+ Ke6 draw.

vi) Kh8 6.Sd7 Rd1 7.Rb8+ Khy 8.S5f8+ wins.

vii) 6.Rbs5? Khé zz, or 6.h4? gxhzep+ 7.Kh2
Khé 8.Rbs Khy 9.Rb6 Kg8 10.Rby Khy, or
6.Rb6? Kg8 7.Rby Khy draw.

viii) Kh8 8.Rb8+ Rd8 9.Rxd8 mate
“This study ends with model mates. Thereis a
nice hiding move by the wS (3.5b8!!), followed

by an interesting escape manoeuvre, only for
the S to be sacrificed on g4..”.
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No 21046 M. Minski
3rd prize
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No 21047 M. Garcia & P. Krug
1st honourable mention
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No 21048 A. Skripnik
2nd honourable mention
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a2f1 0444.11 5/5 Win

No 21046 Martin  Minski  (Germany).
1.Kaz/i Bd1 2.Sg3+/ii Kg2 3.e7 c2 4.Kbo/iii
c1Q++ (Sc3; Ke1) 5.Kxc1 Sc3 6.5e2 Rxe2 7.Rg6+,
and:

— Kf1 8.Rf6+ Ke1 9.e8Q (e8R) Rxe8 10.Bas
draws, or:
— Kh3 8.Rh6+ Kgg 9.Rg6+ (Rh4+ Kgs;), and:

- Kfs 10.Rf6+/iv Kxf6 (Kgs; Rf2) 11.e8Q+

draws, or:

- Khs 10.Rg2/v draws.

i) 1.5g3+? Kg2 2.Ka3 Kxg3 wins.

ii) Thematic try: 2.Ras? Rf3 3.Rxds5 c2+ 4.Kb2
Rb3+ R-sac wins. 2.e7? Bxhs.

iii) 4.Rc6? Sc3 R-sac 5.Rxc3 Rf3 6.Kb2 Rxc3
7.Kc1 Ra3z 8.Kd2 Ra1 wins.

iv) R-sac. 10.Rg5+? Kf4 wins.

v) R-sac. 10.Rg5+? Kh6 wins.

“This shows a black-white echo with pawn
batteries and rook sacrifices. There is a nice
knight sacrifice (6.Se2!!) on a square protected
by three black pieces. The starting position has
perfectly equal material”

No 21047 Mario Garcia (Argentina) & Pe-
ter Krug (Austria). 1.Sd5+/i Sc6 2.Rxc6+ Kb
3.5d2+/ii Kb2 4.Rxc1 Kxc1 5.Kd3 Rd4+ 6.Kxd4
a1Q+ 7.Kd3/iii Qasz+/iv 8.Sb3+ Qxb3z+ 9.Sc3
f4 10.Re2/v 3 11.Rh2 zz a5 12.Rf2 a4 13.Rh2 a6
14.Rf2 Qbs+ 15.5xbs axbs 16.Kc3/vi Kd1 17.Rxf3
wins.

i) 1.Se6+? Sc6 2.Rxc6+ Kbi 3.Sd2+ Kbz
4.Rxc1 Kxc1. Try: 1.Sb5+? Kb3 2.Rxc1 axbs 3.Kd3
Sd7 4.Rc3+ Kbg4 5.Rb2+ Kas 6.Rxa2+ Kbé.

e2¢2 0805.05 5/9 Win

c8a3 4443.10 5/5 Win

ii) 3.Rxc1+? Kxc1 4.Kd3 Rd4+ draws.

iii) 7.5¢3? Kc2 8.Sb1+ Kb3z 9.Kd3 Kb4 10.Rxfs
h2 draws.

iv) Kb2 8.Sc3 e.g. Qg1 9.Sc4++ Kb3 10.Rb2
mate.

v) Thematic try: 10.Rh2? {3 zz 11.Rf2 a5 zz
12.Rh2 ag zz 13.Rf2 a6 zz 14.Rh2 Qbs+ 15.Sxbs
axbs 16.Rf2 b4 17.Kc4 b3 18.Kc3 Kb1 19.Rh2 Ka1
20.Rf2 Kb1 positional draw.

vi) 16.Rxf3? Kb2 17.Rf2+ Kb3z 18.Kd2 Kbz
19.Kd1+ Kb1 positional draw.

“We see two unguarded guard sacrifices
and, like the first prize winner, it is a much
enhanced version of an old study (J. Krejcik
HHdbV#58472)”.

No 21048 Anatoly Skripnik (Russia). 1.b7/i
Bd7+ 2.Kxdy Rxb7+ 3.Kc8 (Kc6? Qhi+;)
Rb3 4.Bcs+/ii Kb2 5.Qg7+ Kb1 6.Qgi+ Kbz/
iii 7.Bd4+ Sxd4 (Rc3+; Bxc3+) 8.Qxd4+ Re3+
9.Kd7 Qas (Qa3; Re2+) 10.Rb6+/iv Kaz 11.Kd6
zz Rb3 12.Qa1 mate.

i) 1.Bd4+? Kag 2.Bxb2 Ba6+ 3.by Bxby+
4.Kxb7 Qxb2+ draws.

ii) 4.Ra6+? Kb2 5.Bd4+ Sxd4 6.Qf2+ Sc2
draws.

iii) Kaz2 7.Ra6+ Sa3 8.Qg8 wins.

iv) 10.Re2+? Ka3 11.Qd6+ Rcs/x 12.Re3+ Kbz
draws, avoiding Qcs? 12.Qa6+ Kb3 13.Qa2+
Kb4 14.Rb2+.

“This has a picturesque mutual zugzwang
position with heavy pieces.”
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No 21049 P. Arestov
3rd honourable mention
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No 21049 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1..h1Q
2.Rh7+/i Kxhy 3.Sg5+ Kxh6 4.Bxhi Rb1 s5.e7
Kxgs/ii 6.e8Q Bxh1i 7.Qes+ (Qe6 Kfs;) Kgg
8.Ka4 Bc6+ 9.Kas Bby 10.a3/iii zz Bhi1 11.Kaé6/
iv zz Bb7+ 12.Kay Bh1 13.a4 zz Rb7+ 14.Ka6 Rb1
15.a5 zz Bb7+ 16.Ka7 Bh1 17.a6 wins.

i) 2.e7?2 Qc1+ 3.Kxb4 Qf4+ 4.Bc4 Qd6+ 5.Kb3
Qb6+.

ii) Re1 6.Be4 Re3+ 7.Kba.

iii) Thematic try: 10.a4? Bh1 11.Ka6 Bby+
12.Kay Bhi1 13.a5 Rb7+ 14.Ka6 Rbi, e.g. 15.Kay
Rb7+.

iv) 11.a4? Bb712.Qe3 Kf5 13.Qcs5+ Kf4 14.Qf2+
Kes 15.Qc2 Beg4 draws.

“We see an interesting series of mutual zug-
zwangs with repeated switchbacks. To be hon-
est, I dislike BTM studies... I believe that start-
ing with the second move and a bQh1 were
perfectly fine”.

No 21050 I. Akobia T & M. Garcia
4th honourable mention
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No 21050 Iuri Akobia (Georgia) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.Rc3+/i Kxb2/ii 2.Rd3
d1QQ/iii 3.Rxd1 Sxd1 4.bxa6/iv Rxh4 5.Bb4 Rh6
(Rxb4; Sd3+) 6.Bd6 Rh4 (Rxd6; Sca+) 7.Sd3+
Kb1 8.Scs5/v Rh3 9.Se4 Rhs/vi 10.Sd2+ Kca
11.5c4 Se3 12.a7/vii Sxc4 13.a8Q Sxd6+ 14.Kg8/
viii Rh6/ix 15.Qds Rf6/x 16.Kxg7 Se8+ 17.Kxhy
wins.

i) Try: 1.b6? d1Q 2.by Rf3+ 3.5xf3 Qxf3+
4.Kg8 Qxby and Black wins.

ii) Ka2 2.Rd3 Sc4 3.Rxd2 Sxd2 4.bxa6 Rxhg4
5.b4 wins.

iii) Sf1 3.b6 Kc2 4.Rxd2+ Sxd2 (Kxd2; Bbg+)
5.5¢6 Rb3 6.Sd4+ Kbz 7.5xb3 wins.

iv) Try: 4.b6? Rb3 5.Bb4 Sf2 6.5c6 Se4 draws.
Try: 4.Sc4+? Kc2 5.bxa6 Rb3 6.Bcs Rb8 7.a7 Ra8
8.5d6 Kd3 draws.

v) 8.Sb4? Rhs 9.Sc6 Rbs 10.Bc7 Rcs 11.a7
Rxc6 12.a8Q Rxcy+ draws.

vi) Sf2 10.Sd2+ Kc2 11.a7 wins.

vii) 12.Sxe3+? Kd3 13.a7 Ras 14.Bcs hs 15.Bb6
Ra4 16.Ke6 Ke4 draws.

viii) 14.Ke6? Rhé6+, or 14.Kf8? Rfs+ 15.Key
Rf6 draw.

ix) Scq 15.Qe4+ Kc3 16.Qf3+, or g6 15.Qc6+
Kd3 16.Qxd6+ wins.

x) g5 16.Kg7 Rh4 17.Qxd6 wins.

No 21051 G. Mazur
1st commendation
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No 21051 Grzegorz Mazur (Poland). 1...g2
2.Rg1 Rxg1 3.Rg8 Rd1 4.Kc7 Rci+ 5.Kb6 Rdi
6.Rg4+ Ka3 7.Kc6 Reci+ 8.Kbs Rbi+ 9.Kas Rd1
10.Rg3+ Kb2 11.Rxg2+ Kc3 12.Rg7 Rd6 13.Kbs
Kd4 14.Rxh7/i Kds 15.Re7 hs 16.h4 Kd4 17.Re1
Kc3 18.Rc1+ Kd2 19.Rc7 Kd3 20.Kcs wins.
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i) 14.Rf7? Kds 15.Re7 hs 16.h4 h6, draws.
After P. Keres (HHdbV #61873).

No 21052 V. Tarasiuk
2nd commendation
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No 21052 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.Se3+ Kxhj3 2.Sxc4 Bh4+/i 3.Kes/ii bxc4 4.Kfs/
iii zz Scé6 5.g7/iv Se7+/v 6. Ke6 Sg8 7.Kf7 She+
8.Kg6 Sg8 9.Khy Sf6+ 10.Kh8 wins.

i) bxcg 3.g7 Bha+ 4.Kg6 wins.

ii) 3.Kfs5? bxcq zz 4.g7 Sf7 5.Kg6 Ses+ 6.Khé6
Sg4+ 7.Kg6 Ses+ perpetual check.

iii) 4.g7? St7+ 5.Kfs (Kds Shé;) Bd8 6.Kg6
Ses+ draws.

iv) 5.Ke6? Sd4+ 6.Kes Sc6+ 7.Ke6 Sd4+
v) Bd8 6.Ke6 Sey 7.Kf7 Kg4 8.Ke8 wins.

No 21053 B. Akhaladze
3rd commendation
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No 21053 Beka Akhaladze (Georgia). 1.Bf3/i
a1Q/ii 2.Rxds/iii a6 3.Rbs+ Kay 4.Rb7+ Ka8
5.Rbg+ Kay 6.5a3/iv Qg7 7.Rb7+ Ka8 8.Bc6 f6+
9.Kc8 Qf8+ 10.Kc7 Qez+ 11.Kb6 Qe3+ 12.Kxa6

i) 1.Kc7? a1Q 2.Rxds a6 3.Bf3 Kayz, or 1.Rh8+?
Kb7 2.Sc3 a1Q draw.

ii) axb1Q 2.Bxds+, or a6 2.Bxds+ win.

iii) 2.Kc7? a6 3.Rxds Kay draws.

iv) Thematic try: 6.Sc3? Qft 7.Rby+ Ka8
8.Bc6 Qfs+ 9.Kc7 Qes+ 10.Kb6 Qd4g+ 11.Kxa6
Qcq4+ 12.Kb6 Qd4+ 13.Ka6 Qcg+ perpetual
check. 6.5d2? a5 7.Rb7+ Ka6 draws.

No 21054 R. Becker & I. Akobia t
4th commendation
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No 21054 Richard Becker (USA) & Iuri
Akobia (Georgia). 1.Ka1/i Rxh6 (Rxc2 stale-
mate;) 2.Rcy/ii Rhg/iii 3.Rgy/iv Kh2 4.Rgs
Kh3/v 5.Rg7 h6 6.Rg1/vi zz Kh2 7.Rg6 zz Khi
8.Rg3 Kh2 9.Rg6 hs 10.Rg5 Kh3 11.Res/vii Kgg
12.Rc4+ (Re1) Kgs 13.Res5+ Kf6 14.Rc6+ Key
15.Rc5 (Re7+2 Kd6;) Kf6 16.Rc6+ (Kxa2? Kg6;)
Kes 17Rc5+ Kfg 18.Rcq4+ Kgz 19.Rc3+ (Rces)
draws.

i) 1.Rxh2+? Kxh2 2.Kxaz Kh3 3.Ka3 Khg
4.Kaq Khs 5.Kxas Kxh6 wins.

ii) 2.Rc1+? Kg2 3.Rc2+ Kg3 4.Rc3+ Kf4 5.Rc7
Rh4 6.Rc4+ Kgs 7.Rc5+ Kg6 8.Rc6+ Kf5 9.Res+
Ke6 10.Rc6+ Kds wins.

iii) Kg2 3.Kxa2 Rh4 4.Ka3 hs 5.Rc2+ (Rc3)
Kf3 6.Rc3+ (Res) Kgg 7.Rc4+ Kgs 8.Res+ draws.

iv) 3.Kxa2? Rag+ 4.Kb3 Rb4+ 5.Kc3 hs 6.Rcs
h4 7Rxas Rg4 wins.

v) h6 5.Rg6/xvi Kh3 6.Rg1 see main line.

vi) 6.Rg6? Kh2 zz 7Rc6 Kg3 8.Rc3+ Kfg
9.Rcq4+ Kgs 10.Rc5+ Kg6 11.Rc6+ Kfs 12.Re5+
Ke6 13.Rxas Kf6 14.Ra6+ Kgs 15.Ras+ Kga
16.Rag+ Kg3 17.Ra3+ Kg2 18.Rxa2+ Kf1 wins.

vii) 11.Rd5? Kg4 12.Rd4+ Kg3
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No 21055 M. Minski
sth commendation
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No 21055 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.g4
Khy/i 2.gs5/ii Bf7 3.h6 Bg8 4.Sc3 Kgé6 5.Se4 Kfs

6.Kc6/iii Bhy/iv 7.Kd6 zz Bg6/v 8.Key zz Kga
(Bhy; Kt7) 9.Kf6 Bxes 10.g6 Khs 11.hy (g7?
Bh7;) wins.

i) Bf7 2.h6 Khy 3.g5 Kg6 4.Sc3 Bg8 (Kxgs;
h7) 5.Se4 see main line.

ii) 2.Sc3? Bf7 3.Se4 Kh6 draws.

iii) Thematic try: 6.Kd4? Bhy 7Kds Bg6
8.Kd6 Bhy zz 9.Key Bg6 zz 10.Kd7 Kga (Bhy?;
Kdé6 zz) 11.Ke6 Bxe4q 12.Kf6 Khs draws. The-
matic try: 6.Kd6? Bhy 7.Ke7 Bgé6, or 6.5f62 Kxgs
7.5xg8 Kg6 8.Kd6 Khy draws.

iv) Kxe4 7.g6 Kfs5 8.hy wins.

v) Kxe4 8.Ke6 Kf4 9.Kf6 Bg8 10.g6 wins.

Martin Minski at Belgrade. (Picture: LP)
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Valery Kalashnikov judged this formal tourney commemorating A. Sadykov. The award, distrib-
uted by e-mail, does not provide details of the tourney.

No 21056 O. Pervakov
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No 21056 Oleg Pervakov (Russia). 1.Sb6+
Kb8 2.Sd7+ Ka8 3.S5f8 Sxhy 4.Sxh7 e4 5.Re3/i
Rg8+ 6.Khi/ii h3 7.5f6 Rg2 8.Sxe4q Re2 9.a6/iii
Ka7 10.Kg1 h2+ 11.Kh1 zz Ka8/iv 12.Sc3 Rxd2
13.Sb5 Rb2 14.Re8 mate.

i) 5.Rh3? Rg8+ 6.Kf2 Rg4 7.Rh2 Kay 8.Ke3
h3 9.5f6 Rg2 10.Rxh3 Re2+ 11.Kd4 Rxd2 12.Sxe4
Ra2 draws.

ii) 6.Kh2? h3 7.Rxh3 Rg6 and White is una-
ble to improve his position.

iii) Thematic try: 9.Kg1? h2+ 10.Kh1 Kb8
11.a6 Kay zz.

iv) Kxa6 12.Rxe2 dxe2 13.Sc5+ Kbs 14.Sd3
Kc4 15.Se1 wins.

No 21057 A. Popov
and prize
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No 21057 Alexey Popov (Russia). 1.a6/i Ras
2.e6 Rfes 3.e7/ii Rxe7 4.a7 Raxay 5.Rby Kas 6.a4
Kaé6 7.a5, and:

— Re8 8.Rb6+ Kxas 9.Rbs+ Kag 10.Rbg+ Kaz
11.Rb3+ Ka2 12.Rb2+ Kai 13.Rb1+ Kxbz1 stale-
mate, or:

— Re6 8.Rey Rd6 9.Rdy Rc6 10.Rcy Raxcy
stalemate.

i) 1.e6? Rbs 2.Rxbs Kxbs 3.e7 Res 4.Kxhy
Kcé6 5.Kxg6 Kd7 6.Kf6 Re6+ wins.

ii) 3.a7? Rxay 4.e7 Raxey wins.

No 21058 M. Zinar
3rd prize
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No 21058 Mikhail Zinar (Ukraine). 1.Re8/i
e3 2.Re6 dxe6 3.d7 e5 4.d8S e4 5.5¢c6 bxcé 6.by
¢5 7.Kbs (Kds) c4 8.b8S c3 9.5¢c6 c210.Sd4, with:
1S 11.Sc2 mate or c1Q 11.Sb3 mate.

i) Apparent solution: 1.Rc8? e3 2.Rc6, and:
dxc6? 3.d7 c5 4.Kbs c4 5.d8S c3 6.Se6 c2 7.5d4
with: c1Q 8.Sb3 mate, or: c1S 8.Sc2 mate. But:
bxc6 3.b7 ¢5 4.Kbs (Kds) c4 5.b8S c3 6.5a6 c2
with: 7.Sc5 c1S, or: 7.Sb4 c1Q and no mate. An-
other logical try is: 1.Ra8? e3 2.Ra6 bxa6 3.by
a5 4.b8S a4 5.5¢6 dxc6 6.d7 c5 7.Kbs c4 8.d8S c3
9.5¢6 c2 10.Sd4 c1Q and because of bPag4 there
is no mate at b3.
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No 21059 A. Zhukov
special prize
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No 21059 Aleksandr Zhukov (Russia).
1.Re2+ Qxe2 2.Qe6+ Kd4 3.Rag+ Kcs 4. Rxas+/i
Kcg 5.Qc6+ Kbz 6.Qag+ Kxb2 7.Qxa2+ Kc3
8.Ra3+ Kd4 9.Rag+ Ke3 10.Req+ Kxe4 11.Qc4+,
with:

— Ke3s (Kes) 12.Qf4 mate, or:

— Rsd4 12.Qe6 mate, or:

— R3dg 12.Qxe2+ Kf5 13.Qe6+ Kg5 14.Qg6
mate.

i) 4.Qxe2? h2 5.Rxas+ Kb6 6.Rxds Rxds
draws.

No 21060 P. Arestov & R. Becker
1st honourable mention
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No 21060 Pavel Arestov (Russia) & Rich-
ard Becker (USA). 1.c7, and:

— Bcg+ 2.Kby/i Bds+ 3.Kc8 a3 4.Rd7 Be6 5.Kd8
Bxdy 6.Kxdy a2 7.c8Q+ Kb2 8.Qh8+ wins,
or:

— Be6 2.Re7 Bg4 3.Re3+ Kb2 4.Req Bc8+ 5.Kbs
a3 6.Kbg a2 7.Re2+ Kb1 8.Kb3 a1Q 9.Re1
mate.

i) Thematic try: 2.Kxb6? Be6 3.Re7 Bfs 4.Res
Bdy 5.Re7 Bfs 6.Re3+ Kb2 7.Kbs a3 8.Kb4 a2
9.Re2+ Kb1 10.Kb3 Bc2+ 11.Rxc2 a1Q 12.Rd2
Kc1 13.Rc2+ Kb1 14.c8Q Qa2+ 15.Rxaz stale-
mate, as there is no bPbé.

No 21061 L. Katsnelson & V. Katsnelson
2nd/3rd honourable mention
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No 21061 Leonard Katsnelson & Vladimir
Katsnelson (Russia). 1.Sc4 e2 2.Ra8 Bca/i
3.Rai+ Bd1 4.Kg2 h3+ 5.Kg1 d3 6.Rb1/ii h4 7.Rc1
d2 8.Se5 dxc1Q 9.5f3 mate.

i) Or Kf1 3.Sd2+ Ke1 4.Sb3 Kf1 5.Ra1+ e1S+
6.Kf4 d3 7.Ke3 wins.

ii) Logical try: 6.Rc1? h4 7Rb1 d2 8.Ses
stalemate.

No 21062 L. Gonzalez
2nd/3rd honourable mention
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No 21062 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.Bbg+ Kd8 2.Sf4 Rb3 3.d6 Sxbs 4.Sfe6+ Kdy
5.5f8+ Kc6 6.d7 Bxdy 7.5g6 Rxbs4 8.Se4 Rxcq
9.Se7 mate.

HH: In the award not a single line was
given for this study. MG raised doubt about
the study’s soundness, but the composer
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successfully refuted the cook. He also in-
formed us that he had sent the same analyses
to the judge when he asked clarification. After:
3...5a6+ 4.bxa6 Rxbg 5.a7 Rag the composer’s
6.Kby! indeed does win, e.g.: 6...Kd7 7.Se4 Bhs
Ra3z (Ra1) 8.Sd3 Ke6 9.a8Q Rxa8 10.Kxa8 Kfs
11.5g3+ Ke6 12.Kby Kxd6 13.5f5+ Kdy 14.Sxe3,
or here: Bhs 8.5d3 e2 9.Kxb6 Rxay 10.Kxay Bg6
11.Sef2 Kxd6 12.Kb6 win.

HH then analysed 3.Bdé6!? (instead of 3.d6):
Sxbs 4.cxbs e2 5.Sxe2 Bxbs 6.Bc7+ Kd7 7.5d4
Rby 8.Sgf3 Ke8 9.5f5 Bag 10.Se5 Rb1 11.Kby Re1
12.Kxb6 Bbj3 13.Sd6+ Kif8 14.Sec4 Bc2 15.Sd2
Rdi116.S6¢c4 Be4 17.d6 Bfs. His computer is still
quite optimistic about White’s chances, but
this position is very likely a draw. As the bB
can be exchanged for the pawn, wPdé cannot
pass dy. In general, computers have problems
with such endings that end up in 0312.00 theo-
retical draws.

Conclusion: the study is sound.

No 21063 V. Tarasiuk
4th honourable mention
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No 21063 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.f5
Sd3 2.f6 Sf4 3.Sgs/i Rg1/ii 4.Shy Sg6+ 5.Ke8 Rh1
6.Kf7 Ses+ 7.Ke6 Sg6/iii 8.Kf7 Sf4 9.Kg8 Rgi+
10.Kf8 Sg6+ 11.Ke8 Kcg/iv 12.f7 Rei+ 13.Kd8
Rai1 14.Kd7 Rh1 15.f8S draws.

i) 3.f72 Ra8+ 4.Kg7y Se6+ 5.Kf6 S8 6.Kg7 Kca
7.5d6+ Kds 8.Se8 Se6+ wins.

ii) Ras 4.Shy Ra8+ 5.Kgy Se6+ 6.Kf7 Sfyq
7.Kg7 draws.

iii) Sc6 8.Sgs Rf1 9.f7 Kcgq 10.Kd6 (Kdy)
draws.

iv) Re1+ 12.Kf7 Sfg 13.Kg8 Rg1+ 14.Kf8 Sg6+
15.Ke8 draws.

No 21064 P. Arestov
sth honourable mention
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No 21064 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Ke3/i a2
2.Bds, and:

— Bci+ 3.Kd3 aiQ 4.Rhi+ Kf2 5.Rh2+ Kgi
6.Rg2+ Kfi 7.5g3+ Ke1 8.Re2+ Kdi 9.Bb3
mate, or:

— Bdg+ 3.Kd3 a1Q 4.Rh1i+, and now:

- Kf2 5.Rh2+ Kg1 6.Rg2+ Kh1 7.5¢3 mate, or
here:

- Bg1 5.Rxg1+ Kf2 6.Rg2+/ii Ke1 7.Re2+ Kfi
8.5g3+ Kg1 9.Rg2 mate.

i) 1.Rh2? a2 2.5f4 a1Q 3.Sd3+ Kdi 4.Kg4

Qag+ 5.Kg3 Bes+ draws.

No 21065 P. Krug & M. Garcia
6th/8th honourable mention
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No 21065 Peter Krug (Austria) & Mario
Garcia (Argentina). 1.Kb4/i Kd6 2.Kbs Be2+
3.Kb6 Bdi 4.a3 Bc2 5.Kbs Bg6 6.a4 Be8+ 7.Kbsg
Bhs 8.a5s Be2 9.Sb3 Bg4 10.Sd4 Bxe6 11.Sxe6
Kxe6 12.26/ii wins.

i) 1.a4? Be2+2.Kb4 Kd6 3.Sb3 Bg4 4.Sd4 Bxe6
5.5xe6 Kxe6 6.Kbs Kd7 7.Kb6 Kc8 8.a5 Kb8 9.a6
Ka8 10.a7, or 1.e7? Bhs 2.Se4 Bf7+ 3.Kbg Kdy
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4.e8Q+ Bxe8 5.5f6+ Kd8 6.5xe8 Kxe8 7.Kbs Kd8
8.Kb6 Kc8 9.Kay Kc7 draw.

ii) 12.Kbs? Kd7 13.Kb6 Kc8 14.Ka7 Kc7 15.a6
Kc8 16.Ka8 Kcy 17.a7 Kc8 stalemate.

No 21066 P. Arestov
6th/ 8th honourable mention
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No 21066 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Sc8
Bxc8 2.Rf8/i, and:

— Kb8 3.Rxf3 Bby 4.Rh3 Rgs+ 5.Kh2 Rga+
6.Kh1 zz Kc7 7.Rc3+ Bc6 8.Rxc6+ Kxcé
9.Kxg2 draws, or:

— Kay 3.Rxf3 Bby 4.Rf1 Rd2+ 5.Kg1 Rg2+ 6.Kh1
zz Kb6 7.Rf6+ Bc6 8.Rxc6+ Kxc6 9.Kxgz
draws.

i) 2.Rxf3? and we have - with reversed col-
ours — the famous Bianchetti study (EG#o1112).
Black wins: Bby and now: 3.Rfi Rd2+ 4.Kg1
Rg2+ 5.Kh1 Kay zz 6.Rai+ Ra2+ wins, or here:
3.Rh3 Rg5+ 4.Kh2 Rg2+ 5.Kh1 Kb8 zz 6.Rh8+
Rg8+ wins, or here: 3.Rf2 Rhs++ 4.Kg1 Rhi
mate, or here: 3.Rg3 Rdi++ 4.Kh2 Rh1 mate.

No 21067 A. Skripnik & P. Arestov
6th/8th honourable mention

B E
aAE e
Amen BB
AE B
W
"y
vE B W
C B oA

a2¢6 0026.10 4/3 Win

§

No 21067 Anatoly Skripnik & Pavel Arestov
(Russia). 1.Be4+ Kbs (Kcs; Bay+) 2.Bfs/i Kxas
3.Ka3 Scs/iii 4.Bd2+ Kbs/iv 5.Bg2 Kc4 6.Be3 Se2
7.Bf1 wins.

i) 2.Bg3? Kxas 3.Bei+ Kbs 4.Bg2 Sb4+ 5.Kb3
Sc6 6.Bf2 Se2 7.Bf1 Kas 8.Bxe2 Sd4+ 9.Bxd4
stalemate.

iii) Se2 4.Bd2+ Kbé6 5.Be3+ Kas 6.Bd3 Sg3
7.Bf4 Sh1 8.Bes Kb6 9.Be4 Sf2 10.Bd4+ wins.

iv) Kbé6 5.Be3 Se2 6.Kb4 wins.

No 21068 V. Tarasiuk
commendation
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No 21068 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.S5e6+ Kf7 2.Sg5+ Kf6 3.Se4+ Kes 4.S¢3 b4 5.5a2
b3 6.Sc1b2 7.5d3+ Kd4 8.Sxb2 g5 9.Sd1 g4 10.5f2
g3 11.Sh3 draws.

No 21069 M. Campioli
commendation

/ E
'y

n L
W W o om
. Aais
., AT
o o

_ _
B A s

f2h4 0301.23 4/5 Draw

\

No 21069 Marco Campioli (Italy). 1.Seq
Re2+ 2.Ke1 f2+ 3.5xf2 Re8 4.Se4 g3 5.5d2 Kga
6.Ke2 Ra8 7.5f3 Re8 8.Se5+ Kf5 9.5¢c6 g2 10.Kf2
Rg8 11.8d4+ Kf6 12.e85+ Rxe8 13.Kxg2 Kgs
14.Se6+ Kg4 15.S¢7 draws.
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No 21070 M. Minski
commendation
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No 21070 Martin Minski (Germany). 1.e7/i
Sxe7 2.a7 Rf8 3.a8Q/ii Rxa8 4.Sxa8 Sds 5.Kb2
Kd3 6.Ka3 Kc4 7.Ka4 Sby 8.d4 Sc3+ 9.Ka3 Sds
10.Ka4 Sd6 11.Kas draws.

i) 1.a7? Sb4+, and: 2.Kb2 Rf3 3.d3 Rxd3 4.a8Q
Sc4+ 5.Ka1 Rd1 mate, or here: 2.Kc3 Sd3 3.a8Q
Recs+ 4.Kd4 Sb3+ 5.Ke4 Res mate.

ii) Thematic try: 3.d4? Sds 4.a8Q Rxa8 5.5xa8
Sb7 6.Kb2 Kd2 7.Ka2 Kc2 8.Kaz Kc3 9.Kag Kcg
zz 10.Ka3 Kbs 11.Sc7+ Sxc7 12.d5 Sd6 wins, or
3.d3? Sds 4.a8Q Rxa8 5.5xa8 Ke3 6.d4 Sby 7.Kb2
Kd2 8.Ka2 Kc2 9.Ka3 Kc3 10.Kag Kcg4 zz, wins.

No 21071 V. Lebedev
commendation
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No 21071 Vasily Lebedev (Russia). 1.Bf6
Sc6+ 2.Ke8 a1Q 3.Bxa1 e5 4.Kf8 hs 5.Bc3 f5/i
6.Bd2 f4/ii 7.Rgs h1Q/iii 8.Bxf4 exfq 9.Rxhs+
Qxhs stalemate.

i) h1Q 6.Rg8+ Khy 7.Rg7+ Kh8 8.Rg8+ per-
petual check.

ii) Sey 7.Bgs hi1Q 8.Bf6 Qa8+ 9.Kfy Qds+
10.Kf8 Qd8+ 11.Kf7 draws.

iii) h1iR 8.Bas Sxas 9.Kf7 Sc6 10.Rg8+ Khy
11.Rg7+ Kh6 12.Rg6+ perpetual check.

No 21072 A. Popov

commendation
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No 21072 Alexey Popov (Russia). 1.Ke1
b1Q+ 2.Kd2 Qaz/i 3.a7+ Kb7 4.Rh8 Kxa7 5.Rh1
Kb7 6.Ra1 Qb2 7.Rb1 Qxba1 stalemate.

i) Qxh1 3.a7+ Ka8 stalemate.

No 21073 A. Stavrietsky
commendation
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No 21073 Aleksandr Stavrietsky (Russia).
1.ds5/i Rgxds 2.Sd2 Rxd2 3.Rxc7+ Kxc7 4.Bes+
Kb6 5.0-O Rxes 6.h8Q wins.

i) 1.Bes? Rxes+ 2.dxes aiQ 3.e6+ Kcé6
4.h8Q Qas+ 5.Rbg Qes+ 6.Qxes Rdi1+ 7.Kxd1
stalemate.
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Oleg Pervakov judged this annual tourney of the Russian capital. In total 36 studies by 30 com-

posers from 13 countries participated.

No 21074 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Rf8+/i
Ke2 2.Rey+ Kdi/ii 3.Rdy+/iii Kci1/iv 4.Rxc7+
Kbi1 5.Rb7+ Ka1 6.Rf3 Rgq+ 7.Kas Rgs+ 8.Ka6
Rg6+ 9.Kay h1Q 10.Ra3 mate.

i) 1.Rf7+? Ke2 2.Re8+ Kd3 3.Rd7+ Kcg (Kc3)
draws.

ii) Kd3 3.Rd8+ Kc3 4.Rxcy+ Kb2 5.Rd2+
wins.

iii) Thematic try: 3.Rd8+? Kc1 4.Rxc7+ Kb
5.Rb8+/v Ka1 6.Rc3 (Ray Rg7;) Rg4+ 7.Kas Rgs+
8.Ka6 Rg6+ 9.Kay Rg7+, and now 10.Ka8 h1Q+
is a check, while 10.Ka6 Rg6+ draws.

iv) Ke2 4.Re8+ Kf2 5.Rf7+ Kg2 6.Rg8+ Kh1
7.Rh8 Kg2 8.Rg7+ wins.

v) Or 5.Rb7+ Kc2 6.Rc8+ Kd3 7.Rd7+ Kegq
8.Re8+ Kfs5 9.Rf7+ Kg6 and the bK reaches the
rooks on the king side.

“The classical material, an airy construction,
and the clear “zaum” play, certainly compen-
sate for the lack of particular black counterplay
in this clear logical study”.

No 21075 Pavel Arestov (Russia) &
Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine). 1.d7 b6+ 2.Kd8
Kdé (Bbs; Ke7) 3.Sd2 (f4? Bbs;) Bbs 4.Sc4+ Ke6
5.5xb6 Bxdy 6.Sxd7 c4 7.bxcqg Kdé (b3; Scs+)

No 21075 P. Arestov
& V. Tarasiuk

No 21074 P. Arestov

8.13/i b3/ii 9.5f6 b2 10.Se4+ Kes 11.Sd2/iii Kd4
12.f4 Kd3 13.Sb1 Kxc4/iv 14.f5/v Kds 15.Ke7 (f6?
Ke6;) Kes 16.f6 wins.

i) Logical try: 8.f4? b3 9.5f6 Kcs 10.Seq+
Kxc4 11.Sd2+ Kd4 (Kd3) 12.5xb3+ Ke4 draws.

ii) Kc6 9.Ses+ Kcs 10.Sd3+ Kxcg 11.Sxbg
wins.

iii) 11.S¢3? Kd4 12.Sb1 Kxc4 draws.

iv) Kc2 14.¢5 Kxb1 15.¢6 Ka2 16.¢c7 b1Q 17.¢8Q
Qb6+ 18.Qcy wins.

v) 14.Ke7? Kd3 15.f5 Kc2 16.Sa3+ Kb3 17.Sb1
Kc2 positional draw.

“The round-the-world voyage of the wS is
supported by interesting play and the memo-

'))

rable move 8.f3!!”.

No 21076 Harold van der Heijden & Jan
Timman (the Netherlands). 1.a6 Re2+/i 2.Kd8/
ii h3/iii 3.Bb3+/iv Kxb3/v 4.Rb8+/vi Ka2 5.a7,
and:

— Re8+ 6.Kxe8 (Kc7? Rey+;) h2 7.a8B/vii Ka1
8.Rd8/viii a2 9.Rd2 h1Q (Kb1; Be4+) 10.Bxh1
Kb1 11.Be4+ Kai1 12.Bds wins, or:

— h2 6.a8Q Re8+ 7.Kcy/ix Rc8+ 8.Rxc8 hiQ
9.Qxh1 wins (no stalemate).

i) Rg2 2.Bb3+/x Kxb3 3.Rb8+ Ka2 4.a7 wins.

No 21076 H. van der Heijden
& J. Timman

1st prize 2nd prize 3rd prize
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a4f1 0500.02 3/4 Win

c8c6 0031.33 5/5 Win

e8a2 0410.12 4/4 Win
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ii) 2.Kd7? Res 3.a7 Ras 4.Bd1 h3 draws, e.g.
5.Bg4 Rxay+ 6.Rxay h2 7.Bf3 Kb2 8.Bds hiQ
9.Bxh1 a2.

iii) Res 3.a7 Ras 4.Bdy which is possible be-
cause of 2.Kd8.

iv) 3.a7? h2 4.Bb3+ Ka1 5.Bds Rd2 (Res), or
3.Rb8? h2 4.Bb3+ Ka1 draw.

v) Ka1 4.Kd7 Res 5.Kc6 Ras 6.Kb6 h2 7.Rh8
wins.

vi) Or 4.a7 Re8+ 5.Kxe8 h2 6.Rb8+ exchange
of moves.

vii) 7.a8Q? h1Q 8.Qxh1 stalemate, or here:
8.Rb2+ Kxb2 9.Qxh1 a2 draws.

viii) 8.Bds? a2 9.Ra8 h1Q 10.Bxh1 Kbz draws,
or 8.Kd7? a2 9.Kc7 h1Q 10.Bxh1 stalemate.

ix) 7.Kxe8? h1QQ 8.Qxh1 stalemate.

x) But not 2.Rd8? Rgs 3.a7 Rg8+ 4.Ke7 Rg7+
draws.

“This is a subtle study with change of moves
in two lines. We can do without naval sayings
like “trimming”. The ship is on an even keel!
The judge treated the exchange of moves at
move 4 and 5 adequately”.

No 21077 M. Minski & H. Waelzel
special prize
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No 21077 Martin Minski & Helmut Waelzel
(Germany). 1.Qd3/i Qe4+ 2.Qxe4 f1Q+ 3.Kcs/
ii Qf2+ 4.Qd4 Qxf7 5.Qag+ Kby 6.Qb3+ Qxb3
7.axb3 wins.

i) 1.Qh6+2? Kby 2.f8Q Qxa2+ 3.Kd3 Qb1+, or
1.Qg6+? Kayz, or 1.Qf5? Qc6+ 2.Kb3 Qb6+ draw.

ii) Logical try: 3.Qd3? Qxf7+ 4.Kcs+ Kay
5.Qa3+ Kb8 6.Qb3+ Qb7 draws.

“A special prize is awarded to an elegant
miniature movie”.

No 21078 A. Zhukov
1st honourable mention
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No 21078 Aleksandr Zhukov (Russia).
1.5d3/i Qe2/ii 2.Sf4/iii Qes/iv 3.Rf8+/v Kxf8
4.5g6+ Ke8/vi 5.Sby/vii f2/viii 6.Sd6+ (Sxes?
f1Q;) Qxdé6 7.cxd6 f1Q/ix 8.d7+ Kf7 9.Se5+ Kf6
10.5¢6 Qa6+ 11.Kc7 wins.

i) 1.Rxe6+? (Sb7? Key;) Kf8 2.5d3 Qa2 3.Ra6
Qds.

ii) Qg2 (Qe3; Sc4), e.g. 2.c6 Key 3.Rf4 f2
4.5xf2 Qds 5.Ra4 Qbs 6.c7 Qe8+/x 7.Kb7 Qbs+
8.Kay Kdy 9.Se4 Kxc7 10.Rc4+ Kd7 11.Sc6 es
12.Sb8+, or Qh4 2.Rxe6+ Kf7 3.Rd6 win.

iii) 2.Sc4? Key 3.Rf4 Qxd3 4.Rf7+ Ke8 5.Sd6+
Qxd6 6.cxd6 Kxf7 draws.

iv) Key (Qbs; Sby) 3.Sxe2 fxe2 4.Rh6 e1Q
5.5¢c6+ Kf8 6.Sd8 Qxc3 7.c6 wins.

v) 3.Rxe6+? Qxe6+ 4.Sxe6 f2 5.c6 f1Q 6.c7
Qe1 7.Kb8 Qxc3 8.c8Q+ Qxc8+ 9.Kxc8 with a
0002.00 draw.

vi) Kg7 5.5xe5 f2 6.c6 f1Q 7.Sacq4 Qc1 8.c7
Qxc3 9.Kby Qb3+ 10.5b6 Qg3 11.5c6 Qxcy+
12.Kxc7 e513.Sd5 (Sc4) e4 14.Se3 wins.

vii) 5.5xe5? f2 6.¢6 f1Q 7.Sac4 Qa1 (Qb1, Qda,
Qha1) draws.

viii) Qxcs5+ 6.Sxcs5 f2 7.5e4 f1Q 8.Sd6 mate.

ix) Kf7 8.Se5+ Kg7 9.d7 f1Q 10.d8Q Qa6+
11.Kd7 wins.

x) Qxa4 7.Kb8 Qxas 8.c8Q wins.

“This is a sharp study with a logical tone al-
though the idea of moving the knight, threat-
ening mate and attacking the queen, is not

»

new.
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No 21079 P. Arestov
2nd honourable mention
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No 21079 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.d7/i
Qdi/ii 2.Rhg4+ Kg1 3.Se2+ Qxe2 (Kfz2; Sdg)
4.d8Q Qes+/iii 5.Khy/v Qfs+ 6.Kg8/vi, and:

— c1Q 7.Qd4+ Kg2 8.Rg4+ Kf3 (Kh3; Rg3+)
9.Rg3+ Kxg3 10.Qc3+ Qxc3 stalemate, or:

— Qe6+ 7.Kf8 c1Q 8.Rhi1+ Kxhi 9.Qhg+ Kg2
10.Qgs+ Qxgs stalemate.

i) 1.Rhg4+? Kg1 2.d7 Qai+.

ii) Qa1+ 2.Rg7 Qa8+ (Qf6; Se2) 3.Rg8 Qc6
4.Rg7 draws.

iii) c1Q 5.Qd4+ (Qb6+) Qces 6.Qg7+ Qg2
7.Qa1+ Kf2 8.Qb2+ Qe2 9.Qd4+ draws with
bQga.

v) 5.Kg8? Qg3+ 6.Kh8 c1Q 7.Qd4+, now
the bQ is on g3, Qce3 8.Qa1+ Kf2 9.Qb2+ Qe2
10.Qd4+ Qge3 11.Rh2+ Kg1 wins

vi) 6.Kh8? c1Q 7.Qd4+ Kg2 wins.

“We see two stalemates with two queens
but it is a pity that neither of them is a model
stalemate”.

No 21080 M. Prusikhin
3rd honourable mention
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No 21080 Michael Prusikhin (Germany).
1.Rh4/i b2 2.Rb4 b1Q 3.Rxb1 Sxb1 4.d3/ii e4/iii
s.dxe4 Sd2 6.Kes Sf3+ 7.Kf4 Sxh2 8.e5 Kf7/iv
9.Kf5 Sf3 10.e6+ Key 11.Kg4/v Ses+ 12.Khs Sg6
13.Kh6 S8 14.Kg7 draws.

i) .Rh3? Sc4+ 2.Ke6 Sxd2 wins.

ii) 4.Kxes5? Sxd2 5.Kf5 Sf3 wins.

iii) Kg6 5.Kxes Kxgs 6.d4 Kg4 7.d5 Sd2 8.d6
draws.

iv) Sf1 9.e6 Sd2 10.e7 draws.

v) 11.g6¢ Sh4+ 12.Kg5 Sxg6 13.Kh6 Sf8 wins.

“This is an interesting study in GM practice
style with the interesting point 6.Kes!! It is a
pity that there is no good introduction”.

No 21081 V. Vlasenko
4th honourable mention
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No 21081 Valery  Vlasenko  (Ukraine).
1.Shy/i f2 2.Be2 f6 3.Kd4/ii g6/iii 4.Bca/iv 11Q
5.Bxf1 Kf7 6.Bxh3/v Kg7 7.5g5 fxgs 8.Bg4 wins.

i) 1.5g6+7? fxg6 2.Bxf3 g5 3.Bg4 Kf6 4.Kds g6
5.Ke3 Kf7 6.Bxh3 g4 draws.

ii) 3.Kd3? g6 4.Ke3 Kt7 5.Kxf2 Kg7 6.Sg5 fxgs
7.Bg4 a5 8.Kg3 a4 9.Kxh3 a3 10.Be6 g4+ draws.

iii) g5 4.Ke3/vi a5 5.Kxf2 Kf7 6.Bd1 Kg7 7.Bc2
ga/vii 8.Kg3 Kf7 9.Kxg4 Kg7 10.Khs5 wins.

iv) 4.Ke3? Kf7 5.Kxf2 Kg7 6.5g5 fxgs5 7.Bg4 a5
draws.

v) 6.Bc4+? Kg7 7.Bg8 Kxg8 8.5xf6+ Kf7, or
6.Bd3? Kg7 7.Bxg6 Kxg6 8.58+ Kfs5 draw.

vi) But not 4.Bc4? g4 5.Ke3 g3.

vii) a4 8.Sxg5 fxgs 9.Bxaq.

“We see a study in the style of Valery Vlasen-
ko, deep and subtle, here perhaps even too
much so”.
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No 21082 V. Tarasiuk
sth honourable mention
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No 21082 Vladislav Tarasiuk (Ukraine).
1.h7 e1Q 2.h8Q Qas+/i 3.Kb8 Qcy+ 4.Ka8 (Kaz?
b6+;) Qc8+/ii 5.Qxc8 Bxc8 6.Kb8 Kdy 7.a3/iii
b6/iv 8.a4 (b4? bs;) zz Kd8 9.b4 Kdy 10.a5 bs
11.a6 Bxa6 12.Kay Bc8 13.Kb6 draws.

i) Qf2+ 3.Kb8 Bg2 4.Qd8+ draws.

ii) Be6 5.Qh2+ Kdy 6.Qh7+ wins.

iii) Thematic try: 7.a4? b6 zz 8.b4 Kd8 9.a5 bs
10.26 Bxa6 11.Ka7 Bc8 12.Kb6 Bd7 wins.

iv) bs 8.a4 b4 9.a5 Ba6 10.Kay Bf1 11.Kb6 Kd6
12.26 Bxa6 13.Kxa6 Kcs 14.Kas draws.

“We see a six man ending preceded by a typ-
ical tempo-losing move by a pawn”.

No 21083 B. Gusev +
& K. Sumbatyan
special honourable mention
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No 21083 Boris Gusev & Karen Sumbatyan
(Russia). 1.5f1/i b2 2.f3/ii Kxcy 3.f4 Kxc6 4.f5
Kc7 5.Kay Kc8 6.Ka8/iii Kd8 7.Kb8 Kdy 8.Kby
Ke8 9.Kc8 Ke7 10.Kc7 Kf6 11.Kc6 zz, and:

— Kgs 12.Kcs/iv Sc3 13.5d2 Seq4+ 14.Sxeq+
crosscheck, draws, or:

— Kes 12.Kb6 Sa3 13.Sd2 Sc4+ 14.Sxc4 cross-
check, draws.

i) 1.5f32 b2, and: 2.Kb6 Sa3 3.Sd2 Sc4+ 4.Sxc4
b1Q+, or here: 2.Ka7 Kxc7 3.Ka6 Kb§ zz.

ii) 2.f4? Kxcy 3.f5 Kxc6 zz 4.Kay/v Sc3 5.5d2
Se4 6.Sb1 Kbs wins.

iii) 6.Ka6? Kd8 7.Kb7 Kd7 8.Kay Kcy 9.Ka8
Sc3 10.Sd2 Se4 11.Sb1 Kb6 12.Kb8 Kbs 13.Kcy
Kb4 14.Kd7 Kb3 15.Ke7 Ka2 16.f6 Sxf6 17.Sc3+
Kb3 wins.

iv) 12.f6? Kg6 13.Kd6 Kf7/vi 14.Kc6 Ke6 wins.

v) But not 4.f6 Kd7 5.Kb7 Ke6 6.Kc6 Kf7
7.Kd7 Kxf6.

vi) But not Sc3? 14.Sd2 Se4+ 15.Ke7.

“This corrects a previous study by the same
composers (EG#10998) in which the zugzwang
was overlooked by the composers, the judge
and the readers. It is interesting to speculate
whether Liburkin would have found it”.

No 21084 P. Arestov
commendation
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No 21084 Pavel Arestov (Russia). 1.Bd3+/i
Kay 2.Bxc2 bxc2 3.Qc1 Ka8 4.a4 Qh2 5.a5 Qg2
6.a6 Qh2 7a7 Qg2 8.Qf4 Qgi+ 9.Ke2 Qdi+
10.Kf2 draws.

i) Logical try: 1.Bxc2? bxc2 2.Qc1 Qh2 3.a4
Kby 4.Qb2+ Ka8 5.Qc1 Qg2 6.a5 Qh2 7.a6 Qg2
8.a7 Qh2 9.Qb2 Qg1+ 10.Kd2 Qdi+ 11.Ke3 c1Q+

wins.

“This is a database zugzwang which is simple
but tasteful”.

No 21085 Richard Becker (USA). 1.Rc3/i

Rbi+/ii 2.Kc4/iii Bd1i/iv 3.d7 Rf8 4.d8Q+ Rxd8
5.Rxd8+ Kc7 6.Rh8/v Kxc6/vi 7.Rh1 Kcy/vii
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8.Rg1/viii Kc6 9.Rf1/ix Kcy 10.Kd3+ Kd6 11.Kd2
Bc2 12.Rf6+ Kes 13.Kxc2 wins.

No 21085 R. Becker
commendation
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i) 1.Ra3? Rb1+ 2.Kcs Rfs+ 3.Kcq4 Rf8 4.Kc3
Bfs 5.Rdag Rci+ 6.Kd4 Rdi+ 7.Kes Rei+ 8.Kd4
Rdi+ 9.Kcs Rci+ 10.Kbs Rbi+ 11.Kcs Rci+
12.Kds5 Rd1+ 13.Rd4 Be6+, or 1.Rg3? Rf5+ 2.Kbg
Rbi+ 3.Kcg4 Bag (Rf8), or 1.Rd2? Rbi+ 2.Kcs
Rfs5+ 3.Rds5 Rxds+ 4.Rxds Bag 5.d7 Rbs+.

ii) Rfs+ 2.Kc4 Bag 3.d7 Rf8 4.Kcs wins.

iii) 2.Rb4? Rxb4+ 3.Kxb4 Be4, or 2.Kc5? Rf5+
3.Kc4 Rf8 4.Kcs

iv) Bag 3.dy Rf8 4.Kds, or Bg6 3.dy Rf8
4.d8Q+ Rxd8 5.Rxd8+ Kc7 6.Rf8, or Bfs 3.Kcs
Kc8 4.Rh4 Bh7 5.Ra3 Rci+ 6.Kds Rfs+ 7.Kd4.

v) Thematic try: 6.Rg8? Kxc6 7.Rgi Bc2
8.Kd4+ Kd6 9.Rg6+ Bxgé, or 6.Rf8? Bag (Kxc6;
Rf1) 7.Kc5 Rbs+ 8.Kd4 Rb4+ 9.Kds Rbs+ 10.Ke6
Bb3+ 11.Kf6 Bds and no 12.Rf7+.

vi) Bag 7.Kcs, and: Rbs+ 8.Kd4 Rb4+ 9.Kds
(Ke3), or here: Bxc6 8.Rhy+ Bdy 9.Rd3 Rdi
10.Kbg4.

vii) Kb6 8.Rd3 Bc2 9.Rxbi1+ Bxb1 10.Rb3+.

viii) Thematic try: 8.Kd3+? Kdy 9.Kd2 Bc2
and no 10.Rh7+, or 8.Rfi? Kc6 9.Kd3+ Kbs
10.Kd2 Bc2, and no 11.Rf5+.

ix) 9.Kd3+? Kd6 10.Kd2 Bc2, and no 11.Rg6+.

“This is a powerful study with numerous
(thematic) tries, based on the opportunity for
a WR to deliver check at the right time. Why
not a prize or an honourable mention? There
was a total lack of adrenalin in the judge after
watching! 'm sorry, Richard...”

No 21086 M. Garcia & P. Krug
commendation

7,//@”
2 A
///
@

__
7%7/7
= R B
mu e
r
EEN

f8ds 0315.10 5/3 Win

&

\

No 21086 Mario Garcia (Argentina) & Pe-
ter Krug (Austria). 1.5dy (Sf7? Se6+;) Ke6/i
2.Sc4/ii Ra8+/iii 3.Kgy Sfs+ 4.Kg6 Sey+ 5.Bxey
Kxe7 6.Kg7 Ra17.5f6 (Sdes? Rhi;) Rh1/iv 8.5g8+
Ke6 9.Sh6 Rgi+ 10.Kf8, and:

— Rb1 11.5d6 Kxdé 12.Kg7 Rb8 13.Kg6 (Kf6)

Kes (Rh8; Sf7+) 14.5¢g8 wins, or:

— Rfi+ 11.Ke8 Rbi1 12.Sb6 Rxb6 13.Sf7 Rb8+
14.Sd8+ wins.

i) Se6+ 2.Ke7 Rxd7+ 3.Kxd7 Sf8+ 4.Ke7 Sxhy
5.Bf4 wins.

ii) 2.Sb3? Ra8+ 3.Kg7 Sf5+ 4.Kg6 Se7+ 5.Bxey
Kxe7 6.5f6 Rh8 draws.

iii) Kxdy 3.Kf7 Kc6+ 4.Be7 Ra8 5.Se5+ Kds
6.5g6 Se6 7.Kf6 wins.

iv) Rgi+ 8.Kh6 Rhi+ 9.Shs.

“The finish with sacrifices of the knight is not
bad but the introduction has little to do with it”,

No 21087 L. Gonzalez
commendation
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No 21087 Luis Miguel Gonzalez (Spain).
1.d4+ Kxd4/i 2.Rxe3/ii, and:

— 359 —
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— Qxe3 3.Bf2 (Bxe3+? Kxe3;) Rc8 4.Bxes+ Kxes

No 21088 Daniel Keith (France) & Martin

5.Bh5 Rg8 6.Bd1 draws, or: Minski (Germany). 1.5f2, and:

— Rci+ 3.Re1+ Kds 4.Beg+ (Rxc1? Qf4+;) Kes —
5.Rxc1 Qf4+ 6.Bf3 Qxci1+ 7.Kf2 (Kg2) Qc2+
8.Kg3 Qg6+ 9.Kf2 Qb6+ 10.Kg2 Qb2+ 11.Kg3
Qd2 12.Bh2 Kd4 13.Bgi+ Kes 14.Bh2 posi- _
tional draw.
i) Kf6 2.Rb6+ Kgs 3.dxc5 Qf3+ 4.Ke1 Qh1
5.Kf1 Qh3+ 6.Ke1 Qhg+ 7Ke2 Qga+ 8.Kxe3
Qxg1+ 9.Ke2 Qxcs 10.Ra6 Qbs+ 11.Bd3 draws.
ii) 2.Bxe3+? Qxe3 3.Rxe3 Kxe3 zz 4.Bhy Rhs
5.Bg6 Rh6 6.Bc2 Rh2 7.Bb3 Rf2+ 8.Kg1 Kif3
9.Bds5+ Kg3 wins.

“We see a good synthesis of two draw
positions”.

Rh2 2.g4+ Kg6 3.Se4 hs/i 4.Shg+/ii Rxhg
5.f5+ Khé6 6.g5+ Bxgs 7.5d6 Bfs 8.Sf7 mate,
or:

Rgi/iii 2.g4+ Kg6 3.Se4 hs 4.Shgq+/iv Khé
5.g5+/v Rxgs+ 6.5xgs/vi Bxf4 7.5f7 mate.

i) Rxg2 4.f5 mate, Bxf4 4.Sxf4 mate.

ii) 4.f5+? Kh6 5.g5+ Bxgs5 6.5d6 h4.

iii) Rf1 2.g4+ Kg6 3.Se4 Bxf4 4.Sh4 mate.

iv) 4.f5+2 Kh6 5.g5+ Bxgs5 6.5d6 h4.

v) 5.8f5+? Kg6 6.Se7+ Kh6 7.g5+ Rxgs+

8.5xgs5 h4.

vi) 6.fxg5+? Bxgs 7.5d6 Bxhg4 draws.
“This is an intimate study with a scattering of

No 21088 D. Keith & M. Minski different mates”

commendation
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