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EDITORIAL

The passing of David Hooper, reported elsewhere in these pages, has the unexpected
consequence of prompting this editorial. The possibility that he was in a minority of one
never inhibited David from speaking his mind. Borrowing courage from beyond the urn
(David’s body was cremated) your editor speaks up - against figurines.
He may be showing hardening of the mental arteries but your editor cannot get used to the
figurine notation which proliferates in today’s books and magazines. In principle he ought
to approve, because of figurine notation’s languageless universality, but no, he shakes his
head in obstinacy. '
He has rationalised his standpoint. Figurines have their proper domain, diagrams. El-
sewhere, figurines behave like wild animals escaped from a zoo, or at the very least, like
trespassers. On the diagram a figurine has to be unambiguous, specifying white or black as
well as chessman type, but elsewhere they are undisciplined: faced with figurines in the
printed solution the reader is required either to forget the black/white desideratum or to
cope with a dozen new symbols (six white and six black). Both demands are burdensome.
Contrast this with the chess text behaviour of the alphabet, whose built-in neutrality
acquires; white/black *colour’ from context.
Your editor hasn’t finished yet. Figurines suffer the disadvantage of taking up more space
than letters, figurines cannot be produced with the cosmopolitan ease of letters, figurines
are not of uniform design, figurine misprints are harder to identify, figurines are murder to
decipher when produced on a dot matrix printer, figurines somehow have to cope (as a
rule failing) with bifurcating and nested variations (can you create and distinguish *bold’
figurines, and if not, how do you react to the miscegenation of italicised squares and
non-italicised figurines?), and in at least one magazine the cross on the figurine king’s
crown is off-centre, making it confusible with a bishop. A typewriter with a dozen keys
(which keys, one wonders) modified to type figurines was auctioned with the effects of the
late T.R.Dawson (the typewriter had probably belonged to the late E.G.R.Cordingley, not
to TRD), but we do not know what became of it - if it still exists it is almost certainly
unique.
Until they are produced and applied in a standard manner worldwide as uniformly as
alphabetic characters are today, figurines should not be universally adopted in the printed

representation of chess moves.
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Three diagrams this time: a game-like
(indeed game-derived) rook-and-pawn
endgame, a classically flavored pawn
study, and a new task in aristocratic
full- pomt mutual zugzwangs.

The ﬁrst study also reminds us that
studies jmade possible by computer
databases are not limited to five (or
recently six) men: the analysis of a study
with more men may depend in several
critical points on outcomes of five-man
positions verified, or even generated, by
computer. When a beautiful malyutka is
found hiding in the databases (see Nunn’s
"Secrets of ... Endings" trilogy for several
spectacular examples), some study
aficionados look askance; but this, and
studies composed without computer inter-
vention, are only the extreme ends of a
spectrum. There are also studies
climaxing in a database position which
start with more pieces on the board;
studies whose main point lies
beyond the current limits of exhaustive
computer search, but depends heavily on
details of database analysis (e.g.
for wins and/or draws in 4000.10); and
studies which depend only on the overall
thrust of the database (GBR classes 0023
[Thompson/Comay] and 0116 [Stiller] are
general wins, 0312 is a general draw
[Stiller again]). One might mischievous-
ly add to this list studies that depend on
Trontzky s analysis of 0002.01, since
most solvers and even many composers
use the results of this analysis to assert
wins or draws that they cannot
demonstrate against best play (I confess
to having thus sinned myself). Where
along this spectrum do we declare a study
sufficiently free of computer input?
What about studies composed with the

analytical assistance of a-strong
chessplaying computer, but no databases?

Enough provocation for one column; on
to the studies:

No 10969 A. Baburin, 1995

/
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4/3, Win

No 10969 A. Baburin Readers will |
remember Baburin’s analysis of a rook |
ending from the game Danielian-Miles in |
his article "Important defensive techni-
ques in Rook Endings" in EG/25.

Baburin has extracted from his analysis
the above intricate study, equivalent to
diagram B8 of EG/25 with colors

reversed. ;‘
1.Re3!/i Rb7/ii 2.Re8!/iii RbS 3.Re7!!/iv |
Kf6 4.Re3! Kf5/v 5.Re8!/vi Kf6 6.Kd3! |
Rxb3 7.Kc4 Rb7/vii 8. Kxc5 Re7+ 9.Kb4;
Rb7+ 10.Ka5 Rc7 11.Re3 Kf5/viii ;'
12.Kb4 Rb7+/ix 13.Kc5 Kf4 14 Rh3! |
Rc7+ 15.Kd6 Rc8.16.c4! and wins. :‘
i) Passing the move to Black, whose ;I
pieces are optimally placed but lack !
waiting moves. White must guard ¢3 in|
anticipation of 1...Kf6.2.Kd3! Rxb3 I
3.Kc4 Rb8 (now ...Ra3? is pointless) :‘
4.Kxc5 and wins, e.g. Rc8+ 5.Kd6 Kf5 ;
6.Re5+ Kf4 7.Rc5 Rd8+ 8.Kc7 Rd3 9.c4
and the pawn safely marches through |
after Ke4 10.Rh5 or 9...Rc3 10.Kd6 Ke4

11.Re5+ Kd4 12.¢5. |

ii) The problem with Kf4 is that after

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
i
T




2.Re6! Kf5 3.Rc6 Rb5 4.c4 Ra5 5.b4!
cxb4 6.Kb3 the black king remains cut

off, and 6...Ke5 7.Kxb4 Ra8 8.c5 yields a

White win.

iii) Revealing the weakness of 1...Rb7
now 2..Kf6 allows White to proceed

with 3.Kd3! Rxb3 4.Kc4 and win after

Ra3/x 5.Re3 Ra5 6.Kd5 and Black cannot

stop the winning plan c4, Kc6, Kb6,
Kxc5. Meanwhile White threatens 3.Rc8
RbS 4.c4 Ra5 5.Rc6! (again cutting off

the king) Ke4 (the extra tempo only gives

Black a greater variety of losing options)
6.b4 Ra4 7.Rxc5 Rxb4 8.Kc3 Rb8 9.RhS
and wins.

iv) Again maneuvering to lose the move,
since Black holds against the direct 3.c4?
Ra5 4.Rc8 Ke6 or 3.Kd3? Rxb3 4.Kc4
Ra3 5.Re3 Kf4.

v) Against 5.Kd3 etc.

vi) Mission accomplished. Now either
the rook moves, allowing 6.Rc8 Rb5 7.c4
Ra5 8.Rc6! (or, if 5...Ra5, then simply
6.Kd3 and 7.Kc4), or the king moves,
allowing 6.Re6 or 6.Kd3. We follow the
line of longest resistance.

vii) Or Ra3 7.Re3 and 8.Kd5 as in (iii).
viii) The win after Rc8 12.KbS Rb8+
13.Kc6 Rc8+ 14.Kd6 was seen in (i).

ix) or Kf4 13.Re6

x) No better is Rb7 5.Kxc5 Rc7+ 6.Kb4
Rb7+ 7.Ka5 Rc7 8.Re3 and wins as in
the text, again showing that 2...Kf6
weakened Black by taking the king is too
far afield-to effectively challenge White’s
rook.

If 4...Kf7 White chooses between 5.Re3,
with a won rook endgame, or 5.Kxb3
Kxe8 6.Kc4, with a won pawn endgame
(Kd7 7.Kxc5 Kc7 8.c4).

‘White’s maneuvers to gradually weaken
and overcome Black’s resistance are of a
kind often seen in OTB play, but it is
rare that one can prove them correct, let
alone unique. Here the analysis relies on
the details of the endgame class 0400.10;
we have used the database to help verify
the soundness of several variations, but
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the relevant positions are within (though
near the edge of) human comprehen-

sibility, making this study is legitimate if

demanding work of art for a human
audience. Indeed chessplayers who take
the effort to understand this study will
not only gain aesthetically but will also
likely improve their understanding and
play of tricky rook and pawn endings.

Where Baburin started from an OTB
endgame, H. Grondijs finds his
inspiration in a classic pawn study of
Grigoriev, to which he adds a new
element which I don’t remember seeing
in this context before. Harold van der
Heijden finds no anticipation either, but
writes that such ideas are "very difficult
for me to check properly"; I hope it is
indeed new, and look forward to further
developments of this combination.

No 10970 Harrie Grondijs, 1998
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No 10970 Hame Grondijs 1.e6 dxe6/i
2.dxe6 fxe6/ii.3.dS/iii ad/iv 4.dxe6 Kcb
5.g6 a3 6.7 Kd7 7.g7 a2 8.e8Q+ Kxe8
9.Qg8+ and wins.

i) Or fxe6 2.dxe6 (but not 2.g6, see
below) dxe6 transposing

ii) A standard breakthrough so far, but
the expected continuation fails: after
3.g67 a4 4.7 a3 5.g8Q a2 6.Qe8+ Kas
Black’s pawns on a6,b6,f5 bar further
checks and White even loses! So...

5/7, Win




iii) ...An unexpected continuation ensues.
If now 3...exd5 (or for that matter
3...Kc5)/then 4 g6 promotes and easily
stops the a-pawn, winning.
iv) So Black instead uses the extra tempo
to aim for "simultaneous" promotions.
White prevents this by maneuvering to
promote with check, as in the Grigoriev
study. [2nd Prize "64" 1930, #28 of the
Sutherland-Lommer "1234":
Kh1,f2,h2/Ka3,a7,d7 Win, with main line
1.f4 Kb4! 2.h4 d5 3.f5 Kc5 4.h5 d4! 5.6
Kd6 6.h6 d3 7.f7 Ke7 8.h7 d2 9.f8Q+
Kxf8 10.h8Q+ 1-0].
Note that, as in Grigoriev, the pawns
must be exactly one file apart and the
white king must be on the first rank to
avoid transposition duals (6.67?? Kd7;

8.8Q7 alQ+).

I3
The saga of the pawnless full-point
mutual zugzwang (mZZ) continues. In
the first column I showed such a position
with only two knights, and asked whether
this can be further reduced. Recent mail
from\Madrld answers "Yes, and in
miniature form"!:

No 10971 Javier Rodriguez Ibran, 1996
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0 Whoever moves loses
No'10971 Jav1er Rodriguez Ibran The
date of 1996 is not a typographical error:
Rodriguez-Ibran had sent this position to
AJR two years ago, but AJR overlooked
it for some reason, for which he now

apologizes. As usual in such positions, ;‘
one side (traditionally White, as here) has |
a huge material deficit but will mate in :
one against any natural move by the |
opponent; heroic measures by Black also |
fail: 1...Qxd4 2.Qxd4 R-any 3.Qxb2#, or |
1...Qd1+ 2.Kxd1 Ra4(a8) 3.Kcl and !
mates in two. (Only 2...Ra3 3.Qxa3+ |
Kbl avoids immediate mate, but of I
course is still hopeless.) Somewhat f
unusually in such mZZ’s, Black also has |
specific mating threats, with the result |
that if White moves first in No 10971 not |
only does the bind collapse but Black can |
also indulge in such theatrics as 1.Qd3 |
Qc4+ 2.Qxc4 Rb1# (though the composer |
notes that more prosaic moves like |
1...Qa3 suffice).

Can an aristocratic full-point mZZ have
no knights at all? The composer of No

10971 writes "I am working on it."; we
await his findings.

SPOTLIGHT
editor: Jiirgen Fleck

I’d like to thank Marco Campioli and
Luis Miguel Gonzalez for their
contributions to Spotlight.
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No 9077, S.Rumyantzev. The ”Study of
the year 1991 is unsound: 4.... Qh3+ |
5.Ke8 Kg6 6.Rxe7 Qh8+ 7.Kd7 Qd4+ |
8.Kc6 and now there are two wins for |
Black: 8.... Bf4 wins quickly, but the S
analysis is rather complicated (the main |
line is 9.Kb5 Kf6 10.Re8 Qd3+ 11.Kc6 |
|
|

Kf7 12.Rel Be3); however, there is a
slower but more clear-cut line, pointed
out by Emil Vlasak (Czech Republic):

8.... Ba3 9.Re6+ Kf7-10.Rce5 Bd6
11.Re4 (11.Rd5 Qcd+ 12.Kxd6 Qa6+) |
Qc5+ 12.Kb7 Qb5+ 13.Ka7 BeS+ 14. Ka8
Qd7 15.Kb8 Bd6+ 16.Ka8 Qc8+ 17. Ka7
BcS5+ and wins. '
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No 10792, J.R.Ibran. Senor Joaquin P.
de Arriaga (Spain) points out, that this
study has been eliminated without good
reason. The alleged dual 12.Kb5 Kc8
13.Kc6 fails to 13.... Kd8 14.Kd5 (14.b7
Ke7) Bb2 with an easy win, e.g. 15.Kd6
Kc8 16.Kc5 Kd7 17.Kd5 Bal 18.Kc4
Ke6.
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K5 11, p.276, A.Koranyi. AJR (and
some readers) wondered how Black wins
after 1.axb3? Bxb3 2.Kf4 Kg6 3.Ke3 Kf5
4.Kd2 Ke4 5.Kcl Ba2 6.Kd2: Black
simply plays Ke4-d5-c6-b5 (avoiding the
mined squares c4 and c5) with an easy
win, e.g. 6.... Kd5 7.Kc3 Bb3 8.Kd2 Kc6
9.Kcl Ba2 10.Kc2 (10.b4 a3) KbS.

K5, p.279, A.Koranyi/J.Szentgyorgi
(75.5077). No solution: 4.... Qa7+ 5.Sec7
Qgl 6.g8S+ Qxg8+ 7.Kxg8 Sg6 8.Kf7
Sxh4 9.Kf6 Sf3 draw. Also possible is
2.... Sxh4 3.g8S+ (3.¢8Q Sgb6+ draw;
3.g8Q Sg6+ draw) Kg5 4.e8Q Sg6+
5.Kg7 Qxd5 and Black should draw.

No 10892, S.Tkatchenko. Sent to two
tourneys: 122.10406. .

No 10893, S.Tkachenko. A dual: 1.f7
Rd8 2.b6+ works as well, as the intended
refutation 2.... Kd7 fails to 3.Bh2 fol-
lowed by Sa5-b7-c5+ and b7 with a
draw.

No 10897, V.Romasko/V.Tarasyuk. A
dual: 4.Rg6 Rf1+ 5.Kg2 (but not 5.Ke2
Recl).

No 10899, V.Ryabtsev. No solution: 9....
d5, and there is no defence against 10....
Scl+ 11.Kel Sd3+ 12.Ke2 Scl+ 13.Ke3
d4+ draw. .

No 10902, V.Pankov. No solution: 3....
Rh4 4.Kb7 Rc4 wins for Black. Please
note the trap 5.d8Q Sxd8+ 6.Kc7 Sxc6?
7.Bd7 with a Villeneuve-Esclapon draw,
but the cautious 6.... Sf7 7.Bd7 Kc5
wins.

No 10903, V.Shoshorin. A dual: 10.Bel
alS (10.... alQ 11.Bh4) 11.Bg6 c4 (11....
Sb3 12.Sxd5 KxdS 13.Bf7+) 12.Bf2, and

now 12.... Sb3 saves the knight, but un-
fortunately 13.Sd1 mates.

No 10906, L.Topko. This was also sent
to the Ponziani-MT (L’Italia Scacchis-
tica), where the unsoundness was spotted.
No 10907, F.Novitzky. How beautiful!
The position after 1.Kg3! Kb3 2.Kg4 is
one of the most delicate zugzwangs I’ve
ever seen. It seems to me that the subtle
logic underlying this position deserves a
detailed explanation.

Why are there no good moves for Black?
The black king would like to approach
the pawns, but he cannot cross the 4th
rank: 2.... Kb4 3.Bd6+ is clearly bad,
while after 2.... Ka4(c4) 3.c8Q Rxc8
4.Bb8 Rc4+ 5.Kf3 the king obstructs his
rook. The clever try 2.... Kc2 (hoping for
Kc2-d3-e4) fails to a surprising tactical
blow: 3.Bf6 Ra8 4.Kf5 Kd3 5.Ke6 Kc4
6.Bd4! Kxd4 7.Kd6 Kc4 8.Kc6 and wins.
So the rook must move, allowing the
white king to get closer. 2.... Rc8 3.Kf5
Kc4 4.Ke6 Ra8 5.Bd4! leads to a win we
already know, while after 2.... Ra8 3.Kf4!
(but not 3.Kf5 Kb4!) Re8 (3.... Rc8
4.Kf5 as above) 4.Ke4 the black king
must finally enter the mined 4th rank:
4.... Kb4 5.c8Q Rxc8 6.Bb8 Red+ 7.Ke3
Rc3+ 8.Kd2 Ra3 9.Bd6+ and wins.

And after 1.Kg4? Kb3 why are there no
good moves for White? 2.c8Q Rxc8
3.Bb8 Rec4+ and ... Ra4 doesn’t work
here, as the black king does not obstruct
the 4th rank, while 2.Kg5 Kc4 3.c8Q
Rxc8 4.Bb8 allows ... Rc5+ and ... Ra5.
Does the bishop have any useful moves?
The straightforward 2.Bd6 Rc8 3.Kf5

Kc4 4.Ke6 Ra8 leaves the bishop wrong-

footed (White would win if his bishop
could move to d4,e3,f2 or gl now), while
2.Bf4 cedes a useful square to the Black
king for no compensation: 2.... Kc3 and
White cannot make progress any more:
3.Kf3 Kd4 draw; or 3.Kg5 Kc4 (as
above) or 3.Bd6 Rc8 (as above).

No 10908, I.Bondar. Sent to two tour-
neys: 122.10388.
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No 10909, G.Nekhaev. According to
some readers there is the dual 1.Re7 Ba8
; 2.Rxh7, but Black draws by 2.... Kg3
| 3.Ra7 Bg2. Please note that this square is
i *available for the bishop only after the
pawn h7 has been taken!
No 10912, V.Prigunov. A diagram error:
the black knights should. be replaced by
bishops!
No 10914, D.Gurgenidze. A dual win:
1.Rc8 and now 1.... Ka3 2.Ra8+ Kb4
3.Sg6 b2 4.Se5 Kc3. (4.... Kb3 5.5f3)
5.Rb8 Kc2 6.Sc4; or 1.... Ka2 2.Ra8+
Kbl 3.8g6 b2 4.Se5 Kc2 5.Sc4; or 1....
Kbl 2.Sg6 b2 3.Se5 Ka2 4.Sc4 blQ
5.Ra8+. -

- No 10916, V.Neidze. No solution: 2....
Qxf8 3.exf8Q+ Kel 4.Kg2 (4.Kg3 d2)
Kdl 5.Qf3 Kcl 6.Qc6+ (6.Kf2 elQ+
7.Kxel d2+) Kd2 7.Qh6+ Kdl 8.QhS d2
draw, e.g. 9.Kf2 Kcl 10.Qc5+ Kdl
11.Qh5 Kcl. An interesting line (5....
Kcl is particularly surprising) which
seems; to have been overlooked by theory.
No 10921, A.Kalinin. The solution
should run 2.... Kxb7 3.Rxc2 etc.,
because after 2.... Kb8 there is the brutal
cook 3.Bxa2.

No 10922, A. and S.Manyakhin. The
supporting line 6.... Kg8 7.Bh7+ Kh8
8.Bg6 Kg8 9.Qh7+ Kf8 10.Qh8+ Ke7
11.Q§38+ Kd6 12.Qd7+ Kc5 13.Qa7+
wins;should be mentioned.

No 10924, E.Iriarte. Don’t miss 3....
b1Q[4.Rb7+! ,

No 10931, A. and S.Manyakhin. A
tough analytical study with many difficult
lines (none are given!). Black draws by
10.... Ra8 (intending to eliminate the
pawn by ... Sa7 and ... Sb5) 11.Kc6
Ra6+ 12.Kb7 Rb6+ 13.Kxc8 Rxb4
14.Sc6 Rb6 draw.

No 10932, P.Arestov. Unsound, Black
wins by 3.... Ba5+ 4.Kc6 Sb8+ 5.Kb7
Bc3. However, [ cannot see what’s wrong
with 3.Kc8 Rh4 4.h8Q Rxh8+ 5.Sxh8
SeS 6.¢6 Ba5 7.Kb7, which is similar to
the intended solution.

No 10934, D.Godes/A.Grin. There is the
devilish try 1.Rd8+ Kxd8 2.Rc6 (hoping
for 2.... Kxe8 3.Rxc2 draw) Rb2 3.Sxc7
b4, when White is surprisingly helpless,
e.g. 4:.Se6+ Ke7 5.5f4 Ra2+ 6.Kb7 b3
7.8d3 Ral with the double threat ... Rd1
and ... c1Q. However, it seems to me that
2.... Qhl+ 3.d5 b4 should win for Black.
No 10940, P.Massinen. No solution, 4....
Sg5 and Black draws (at least!): 5.c7
BfS; 5.Bxe6 Sxe6 6.f7 Ka6; 5.7 Sxf7
6.Bxe6 Sd6.

No 10942, J.Pitkiinen. This looks un-
sound: 1.Ke2 Rxb4 2.Kf2 Rxb3 (2.... Rg4
3.Rgl draw) 3.Kxg2 Rxb2+ 4.Kf3. Now
[ failed to find a win for Black after 4....
Kd7 5.Rdl, while 4.... Rd2 5.Rbl Rxd6
6.Rxb5 leads to a database-draw.

No 10944, P.Arestov. No solution, Black
has a decisive attack after 2.... Bc8+ 3.g4
(3.Kg3 Bcl) Bb7 4.Rg6 Bc5, e.g. 5.Bg3
Bg2+ 6.Kh4 Be7+ 7.g5 (7.Kh5 Ra5+
makes no difference) Ra4+ 8.Kh5 Bf3+
9.Kh6 Bf8+ 10.Kh7 Be4 and wins.

No 10945, V.Kalyagin. No solution: 4....
Sd3 5.Se3+ (5.Se7+ Kd6 leads nowhere)
Ke4. 6.Sg4 (6.Kb7 Kxe3 7.d5+ c5 8.d6
Se5 9.Bxc5+ Ke4 draw) c5 7.dxc5 Kd5
8.5f6+ Kc6 9.Se4 Sxc5 10.Bxc5 Kd5
draw; 6.Sd1 c5 leads to similar lines.
No 10947, Y.Bazlov. No solution: after
2.... Sc5 Black succeeds in exchanging
White’s last pawn: 3.Rcl (3.gxh5 Red+
4.Kd6 Rxe2 5.Kxc5 Re5+; 3.Kd6 Sed+;
3.Kf6 Sed+; 3.Kd5 Se6; 3.Rb5 d6+

4 Kxd6 Sed+ 5.Ke5 Sc3) Ke7 4.gxh5
(4.Kf5 Se6) Rxh5+ 5.Bxh5 Sd3+ 6.Kd4
Sxcl and Black survives.

No 10952, A.Golubev. I failed to find a
win for White after 2.... Bxd4 3.g8Q+
Kf4. A typical line is 4.Qg3+ Ked 5.Kh1’
Sdl 6.Qel+ Se3 7.Qh4+ Kd3 8.Qf4 Ke2
draw. :
No 10954, Gh.Umnov. An excellent
study with a small blemish: instead of the
immediate 4.Sg2 White may play 4.Rh3
(for Sf3) Kg7 (4.... Ke7 5.Kf4 Bd5 6.S
Bxf3 7.Rh7+ draw; 4.... Rf2 5.8d3 draw;
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4.... Re2+ 5.Kf4 draw) and now 5.Sg2
Rxg2 6.Kf4 Kf6 7.Rh5 with a slighty
more comfortable version of the intended
solution.

No 10955, I.Penteshin. There are some
alternatives to 8.Rxb4, e.g. 8.Ral Re3
9.Kd4 Ra3 10.Rhl b3 11.e4 draw; or
8.Rel Re3 9.Kd4 Kd2 10.Rbl b3
11.Rb2+ Kcl 12.Rxb3 Rxb3 13.e4 draw.
No 10960, P.Kiryakov. A nice find that
will delight every otb-player! 2.Kd1 and
5.Kd2 are delicious. Please note the line
2.... Ba2 3.c3 draw.

No 10962, A.Bezgodkov. The finale is
incomprehensible: 6.Kd7 Kg5 7.Ke6 wins
quicker than the solution, 6.KdS is pos-
sible, too.

No 10963, N.Kralin. A dual: the murky
position arising after 1.Kc6 Kb8 2.d7
Rf6+ 3.Kd5 Sxg7 4.d8Q+ Ka7 5.Qxc7+
Kxa6 is not easy to assess for us humans,
but my computer says that White has a
winning advantage after 6.Se5 (for Sc6)
Sb5 7.Qd7 Sf5 (7.... Re6 8.a4 wins)
8.Sc6 (for a4), and I think he’s right.

No 10964, An.Kuznetsov. There are
several wins for Black (e.g. 1.... Sd7).
The most clear-cut line is 4.... Bxh7
S5.gxh7 Sf8 6.h8Q (6.h8S Se6 and ...
Bd4) Sg6+ 7.Kg3+ Sxh8 8.Bxh8 Kgl
9.b4 (9.Kf3 Kfl 10.Bc3 BceS) Kfl 10.Kf3
Kel 11.Ke4 Kd2 12.Be5 Kc2 13.Bf6 Bf2
14.b5 (14.Kd5 Kd3 15.b5 Bb6 16.Be5
Ba5 17.Bal Bc3 makes no difference)
Bb6 15.Bal Ba5S 16.Kd5 (16.Kd4 Kbl)
Bc3 17.b6 Bxal 18.b7 Be5 and wins.

No 10968, V.Kovalenko. No solution,
3.... Qh3+ 4.Ke5 (everything else even
loses: 4.Kg6 Qxe6+ 5.Kh7 Bc5; or 4.Kg5
Be3+ 5.Kf6 Bd4+ 6.e5 Qhd4+ 7.Kf7 Qf4+
8.Kg6 Qg3+ 9.Kf7 Qf3+; or 4.Kf4 Be3+
5.Ke5 Qh5+; or 4.Rg4 Qxd3) Qh5+
5.Kf4 Qh4+ and Black has perpetual
check (at least!).
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This informal tourney was judged by
Karen Sumbatyan.

No 10972 N.Kralin and O.Pervakov
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»
”/%//////

//// / ///// /////

7
/

3/3 Win
No 10972 N Kralin and O.Pervakov
(Moscow) 1.Kd7/i d4 2.Bb3/ii e3/iii
3.Bc4 Kb7 4.Kd6 Kb6 5.Kd5 Ka$ 6.Ke4
Ka4 7.Kd3 Ka3 8.Kc2 €2 9.Kd2 d3
10.Kel Kb2 11.a4 Kc2 12.Bxd3+ wins.
"A spot of final blood enlivens the other-
wise somewhat unexciting play."

i) Not 1.Ke7? d4 2.Bb3 Ka7 3.Kd6 d3
4.Bc4 d2 5.Be2 Kb6 6.Kd5 Ka5 7.Kxe4
Kb4 8.Bd1 Ka3. Nor 1.Bb3? Ka7 2.Kd7
e3.

ii) 2.Ba4? e3 3.Bb5 Kb7 4.Kd6 Kbé6.

iii) d3 3.Bd5+ Ka7 4.Bxe4 d2 5.Bc2 Kb6
6.Kd6 Kb5 7.a4+.

"A miniature with depth and subtlety.
Varied zugzwang collisions.' A superb
performance by the Moscow pair!"






