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Editorial

HAROLD VAN DER HEIJDEN

First of all, I wish all EG readers a very
happy 2010!

In recent years the endgame study world
has become divided into two camps: the con-
servatives who consider every 6 (or less) men
endgame to be anticipated by EGTBs and
those who favour the use of modern tools in
chess composition. I belong to the latter camp.
However, in recent years, but especially dur-
ing 2009, I noticed that some people published
positions with a unique solution (per EGTB)
as endgame studies. But the authors and also
some of the editors/judges seem to have for-
gotten that an endgame study requires artistic
content. For instance, I normally would not
mention names but this is an extreme exam-
ple, the famous French problem grandmaster
(J.-M. Loustau) submitted at least 18 studies
with a white rook drawing against two bishops
and a rook file pawn to many different maga-
zines and tourneys (including EG/76.16617).
Perhaps in one or other of these endgames
some artistic idea might be spotted, but the
vast majority looks extremely boring to me
(not to mention the bulky sidelines, usually
without any explanation of what is going on,
proving the main solution to be correct and
unique; which we almost know for a fact be-
cause of the EGTB background). In my opin-
ion this type of “composition” is ruining our
art. Hopefully, endgame study judges will dis-
tinguish accurate technical endings from artis-
tic endgame studies. Beyond that, in my view,
most of the Loustau studies are self-anticipat-
ing.

It should be noted, however, that this has
nothing to do with the discussion about the
use of EGBTs in endgame study composition.
As a judge I was confronted with some end-

ings with EGTB-plus material having a unique
solution, in which I was unable to spot any-
thing interesting at all. Often such endings al-
so lacked surprise moves; even a moderate
chess player would try the solution moves
rather than the tries.

Another matter I have also noticed recently
is the misuse of the term “thematic try”. By
definition this requires the study to have a
theme (for instance a reciprocal zugzwang)
and the try should echo the solution with an
important difference (e.g. a reciprocal
zugzwang with WTM). But some composers
use “thematic try” instead of “(important)
try”; i.e. a move that is very promising and
worth considering, often with a difficult refu-
tation, but without echoing the theme of the
solution.

During the recent ARVES member meeting
it was decided that I will temporarily assume
the position of ARVES’ secretary. For an un-
known reason, unfortunately, for over a year
now the previous secretary has not responded
to any e-mail or letter and could not be con-
tacted otherwise. The ARVES Board’s inten-
tion is to appoint a new secretary during the
upcoming March 2010 meeting. In the mean-
time, please send your questions, comments
and other messages to my e-mail address. The
Board apologizes for not taking appropriate
measures earlier.

Then the good news: Alain Pallier (France)
agreed to assume the vacant position of EG’s
“history” editor. In the upcoming issue we will
probably have the first sample of his research.
I already know the topic of that column (but
should keep it a secret for the time being) and
really look forward to reading it.
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EDITOR : ED VAN DE GEVEL

“email submissions are preferred.”
Judge 2010-2011: Jarl Ulrichsen

Let me start with wishing everybody a hap-
py new year with a lot of beautiful studies.
With the start of 2010 we also start a new in-
formal tourney. I am pleased to announce that
the editor of EG’s spotlight column Jarl Ul-
richsen will act as judge.

We start with a study by Gerhard Josten:
No 16983 Gerhard Josten
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d4h1 0015.24 6/6 Win

No 16983 Gerhard Josten (Germany). 1.Kd3
and now:

— ¢2 2.Kxc2 Kh2 3.b6 Kxh3/i 4.Bd7+ Kh4/ii
5.b7 glQ/iii 6.b8Q Sd4+/iv 7.Kd3 Qdl1+
8.Kxe3 Qgl+ 9.Kd2 Sf3+ 10.Kc2 Sd4+/v
11.Kb2 Qg2+ 12.Kc3 Se2+/vi 13.Kd3 Qf3+
14.Kd2 Qxe4 15.Qh2+ Kg5 16.Qxe2 Qd4+
17.Qd3 wins, or:

— Se5+ 2.Kxe3/vii Kh2 3.Sxc3 Kxh3 (Sxc4+;
Kf2) 4.Se2 a4 (Sxc4+; Kf2) 5.Sf4+ Kg3
6.Sxg2 Kxg2/viii 7.Bc6+ Sxc6 8.bxc6 a3
9.¢7 a2 10.c8Q wins, or:

— Kh2 2.Sxc3 Se5+/ix 3.Kd4 Kxh3 4.Se2 a4
5.b6 a3 6.b7 a2 7.b8Q alQ+ 8.Ked4 glQ
9.Sxgl1+ Qxgl 10.Qxe5 Qg4+ 11.Kd3 QdI1+
12.Kxe3 wins, or:

— e2 2.Sg3+ Kh2 3.Sxe2 wins.
1) Sd4+ 4.Kd3 Kxh3 5.Bd7+ Kh4 6.b7 wins.

_4_

i1) Kh2 5.b7 g1Q 6.b8Q+ wins.

iii) Sd4+ 6.Kd3 glQ 7.b8Q Qdl+ 8.Kxe3
transposes to the main line.

iv) Qg2+ 7.Kb1 Qgl+ 8. Ka2 Qh2+ 9.Qxh2+
Sxh2 10.Sc3 wins.

v) Qg2+ 11.Kb3 Sd4+ 12.Kc3 Se2+ 13.Kd3
wins, or Sel+ 11.Kb3 Qe3+ 12.Sc¢3 wins.

vi) Qxe4 13.Qh8+ Kg3 14.Qxd4 wins.

vii) 2.Kxc3? Kh2 3.Seg5 e2 4.Kd2 a4
5.Kxe2 draws, or in this 5.b6 a3 6.b7 a2 7.b8Q
elQ+ 8 Kxel al Q+ 9.Ke2 Qfl+ 10.Ke3
Qd3+ 11.Kf4 Sc6 draws.

viil) Sxc4+ 7.Kd4 Sd6 8.b6 wins.
ix) Kxh3 3.Se2 Se5+ 4.Kd4 a4 5.b6 wins.

The second study in this column is by Yo-
chanan Afek. It figured in a solving contest of
the Univé tournament in Hoogeveen.

No 16984 Yochanan Afek
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No 16984 Yochanan Afek (The Nether-
lands). 1.Kc7 Ba8/i 2.d5/ii Bxd5 3.Kd6 Bf3
4.Ke5 Kg2 5.Kf4 Be2 6.Ke3 Ba6 7.Kf4 Be2
8.Ke3 Kfl 9.Ke4 (Kf4? Kf2;) Kf2 10.Kf4
draws.

1) Bf3 2.Kd6 Kg2 3.d5 draws.

i1) 2.Kd6? Kg2 3.d5 Kxg3 4.Kc5 Bxd5
5.Kxd5 h4 6.a6 h3 7.a7 h2 8.a8Q h1Q+ wins.
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The third study is a twin by Jaroslav Pos-

isil.
’ No 16985 Jaroslav Pospisil
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g6h8 0310.01 2/3 Draw

A: Diagram, B: move Black king from h8 to
g8.

No 16985 Jaroslav Pospisil (Czech Repub-
lic). A: 1.Kf7/1i Re8 2.Ke7 (Ke6? Re8+;) c5
3.Kd6 c4 4.Kd5 c3 5.Bc2 Kg7 6.Kd4 Kf6
7.KdS draws.

B: 1.Kf5/ii Rc8 2.Ke5/iii Re8+ 3.Kd4 c5+
4. Kd5 draws.

1) 1.Kf6? Ra4 2.Ke5 c5 wins, or 1.Kf5?
Rf8+ 2.Ke5 ¢5 3.Kd5 Rf4 4.Bbl c4 5.Ba2 ¢3
wins.

i1) 1.Kf6? Ra4 2.Ke5 c5 wins.
i11) 2.Ke6? Re8+ 3.Kf5 ¢5 wins.

We end with two related studies by Mario
Guido Garcia.

No 16986 Mario Guido Garcia
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d3b4 0411.16 5/8 Win

No 16986 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).
1.Rb8 Rxa6 2.Sxad4+ Kxa4 3.Rbl Ka5 4.Kc4
f5 5.Kc5 Ka4 6.g5/1 e5 7.Ral+ Kb3 8.Rxa6
Kc3 9.Ra7 e4 10.Ra3+ Kd2 11.Kd4 c5+
12.Kc4 f4 13.Kxc5 e3 14.Kd4 e2 15.Ra2+
Kd1l 16.Kd3 elS+ 17.Ke4 wins.

1) 6.gxf5? gxf5 7.Ral+ Kb3 8.Rxa6 Kc3
9.Ra3+ Kd2 10.Kd4 c5+ 11.Kxc5 e5 draws.

No 16987 Mario Guido Garcia
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e3g4 0401.05 3/7 Win

No 16987 Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina).
1.Rg8+ Kh3/i 2.Sg6 Kgd/ii 3.Sxh4+ Kxh4/iii
4.Rgl Kh5 5.Kf4 c5 6.Kf5 Kh4 7.Rh1+ Kg3
8.Rxh6 Kf3 9.Rh3+ Ke2 10.Ke4 5+ 11.Kxf5
Kd2 12.Ke4 b5 13.Rh2+ Kc3 14.Ke3 c4
15.Ke2 Kc2 16.Kel+ Kcl 17.Rh5 ¢6 18.Rc5
Kc2 19.Rxc6 ¢3 20.Rb6 wins.

1) Kh5 2.Kf4 Rh7 3.Kf5 wins.

ii) Kh2 3.8f4 f5 4Kf3 Rd6 5.Rh8 Kgl
6.Rxh4 Rd2 7.Se2+ wins.

iii) Kh5 4.Sg2 Rh7/iv 5.Sf4+ Kh6 6.Rg6
mate.

iv) f5 5.5f4+ Kh4 6.Kd4 Rh7 7.Ke5 Re7+
8 Kxf5 Rf7+ 9.Ke4 Re7+ 10.Kf3 wins.
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EDITOR : JARL ULRICHSEN

Contributors this time: Marco Campioli (Ita-
lia), Mario Guido Garcia (Argentina) and
Daniel Keith (France). I also refer to an Ar-
gentine publication.

In EG/78 p. 302 doubt was cast on the cor-
rectness of no. 16977 by M. Campioli &
P. Rossi. The endgame study is however com-
pletely sound. 6.Sg2+ is the only move that
draws (EGTB) whereas 6.Sc2+ loses immedi-
ately to 6...Kdl.

In his publication Finales... y Temas No. 55
September 2009 p. 854-856 the editor José A.
Copié draws attention to a second solution in a
Ist prize winner by V.S. Kovalenko. It was
originally rewarded with 2nd prize in Bent JT
(ctf. EG100 no. 7865 p. 792), but when A.V.
Kalinin’s 1Ist prize winner was cooked and
eliminated from the final award it received 1st
prize; cf. EG/00 no. 7864 p. 791-792 and
EGI02 part 1 p. 927-28.

V.S. Kovalenko
1st prize, Bent JT 1989
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Draw
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The intended solution is found in EG/00
p. 792. The second solution runs: 3.Kc5 Rxal
4. Kxd4 Rxa5 5.c4. EGTB confirms the draw.

Copié writes that he was surprised when he
turned to Zoilo R. Caputto, E! arte del Estudio
de ajedrez, vol. IV to learn more about the
composer and found that Caputto had spotted

—6—

the second solution more than ten years ago;
cf. vol. IV no. 3811.

In EG178 John Roycroft Special p. 339 we
read that the Study of the Year award has been
granted to an endgame study by V. Kaland-
adze. When I saw the opus it struck me imme-
diately that the final phase is dualistic. I know
that the Study of the Year is not meant to be
the “best” study of that year but rather a nice
piece of propaganda that will arouse interest
in those who are not familiar with endgame
studies. But should we not expect that the so-
lution is unique? After Black’s move 9 the fol-
lowing position arises:

V. Kaladandze
Ist special prize, Nona JT 2008
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And now White mates in four moves: 10.Sc5
Ka2 11.Sd3 Kal 12.Scl a2 13.Sb3 mate.
There are however different ways to reach this
mate. The following continuation is a typical
alternative: 10.Sa5 Ka2 11.Sc6 Kal 12.Sd4
Ka2 13.Se2 Kal 14.Scl a2 15.Sb3 mate. This
line is of course two moves longer than the so-
lution of the author, but I regard it neverthe-
less as a cook. I would be happy to receive
comments from readers. Do they agree with
me?

EGY97 no. 7461 reproduced the following
study by the late A.P. Grin (Gulyayev).
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A.P. Grin
Ist hon. men., Chervoni Girnik 1988
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The composer’s solution runs: 1.Kd5 Ba3
2.Ke6 Bcl 3.Kf7 Bh6 4.g5 fxg5 5.g¢4 Kc7
6.Ke7 Kxc6 7.Ke6. A second solution was al-
so reported: 4.Ke6 Kc7 5.Kd5 Be3 6.Ke4 Bb6
7.Kd5 Ba7 8.Ke6 Be3 9.Kd5 (positional
draw).

Daniel Keith has sent me a convincing and
simple correction. Compared to the original
version wPg2 has been moved to g3 and
wKd4 to e4. This latter change is not really
necessary, but it adds the try 1.Kf5? that is met
by 1...Bd6 2.Ke6 Bxg3 3.Kf7 Be5. The solu-
tion remains the same as in Grin’s opus.

In a previous issue I tried to explain why
second solutions appear. As it is not my inten-
tion to put other composers in an unfavourable
light I begin by showing one of my mistakes.

In the following composition I succeeded in
doubling a theme that I had shown nearly
twenty years earlier (cf. EG37 no. 2193).

J.H. Ulrichsen
(3rd Hon. Men.), Tidskrift for Schack 1990
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After 1.Kd3 play splits into two lines:
1...Bbl+ 2.Ke3 Bd8 3.Kd4 Bh4 4.Kf2, and
1...Bxb3 2.Ke4 Ba4 2.Kd5 Bdl. The bishops
are not able to get control over the diagonals
gl-a7 and h1-h8. But Black wins in the first
line after the simple 3...Kb4. It was of course
eliminated from the award.

A correct form appeared two years later in
the same journal; cf. EG//0 no. 9087.

J.H. Ulrichsen
Ist comm., Tidskrift for Schack 1992
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The solution is the same. Our readers would
probably assume that this version is a correc-
tion, but this is not so. This version is simply
the original setting, and it is easy to explain
why I discarded it: I disliked the black pawn
on h6. It has no other function than preventing
White from approaching his pawns to support
them against the attack of the black pair of
bishops. I thought that moving the black king
nearer to the battlefield would allow me to get
rid of the annoying pawn. In the very last mo-
ment before publication I moved the king to
a3 and removed bPh6 without thinking of the
consequences. | hardly need to say that this is
a very dangerous procedure and probably a
rather typical way of generating cooks. Some
time in the future when a seven-man database
is available I shall once more turn to my origi-
nal setting and see if I really need bPh6.

Looking up my opus in EG I observed en
passant that E. Dobrescu’s 3rd hon. men. in
the same award (EG//0 no. 9086) is incorrect.
4...Kg2, 4...Ra4, 4...Rc4 all draw. The mis-
take in the solution is 5...Ra4 instead of
5...Kg2 (EGTB). It was ranked one place

_7_
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higher than my endgame study, so if I had
found this refutation 16 years ago I could per-
haps have regained my original distinction!

As for me I made the very same mistake
some years later when I participated in Krabbé
60 JT; cf. EG/5] Supplement no. 13874.
EGI/52 p. 251-52 mentions a cook spotted by
the renowned Russian composer A. Visokos-
ov. In my original setting I only had a pawn on
3. I was very happy when I discovered that I
could sacrifice two pawns instead of one. |
quickly added a pawn on e4 and forgot to
check the lines. Who said that we learn by
mistakes?

In 1975 the famous Georgian composer
G.. Nadareishvili published the following po-
sition:

G. Nadareishvili
Shakhmatni Etjudi v Gruzii 1975
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White draws by giving perpetual check:
1.h8Q f1Q 2.Kb3+ Qff6 3.Qa8+ Qa6 4.Qh8+
Qgf6 5.Qhl1+ Qffl 6.Qh8+ Qaf6 7.Qa8+ Qfa6
8.Qhl1+.

This is little more than a sketch, and when
Nadareishvili (1921-1989) was celebrated
with a JT some years later E. Asaba (1932-
1988) made an attempt to improve on the jubi-
lar’s idea; cf. EG78 no. 5386. This is danger-
ous as it is easy to be spellbound by the opus
of the composer whom you would like to hon-
our in this particular way. It is easy to over-
look that a small difference can change the
outcome.

The intended solution runs: 1.Sf3+ Rxf3
2. Kxf3+ Khl 3.Qh2+ Kxh2 4.b8Q+ Khl
5.Qh8+ Bxh8 6.Rxh8+ Kgl 7.Rhl1+ Khl

8-

E. Asaba
special comm., Nadareishvili JT 1983
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8.a8Q d1Q+ (f1Q+; Kg3+) 9.Kxf2+ Qeds
10.Qh8+ Qdlh5 11.Qal+ Qddl 12.Qa8+
Qh5d5 13.Qh8+.

The introduction is crude, but that is not the
real problem. By imitating the idea of Nada-
reishvili the composer simply forgot to check
Black’s possibilities. Instead of promoting his
d-pawn with check Black can play 8...Kgl,
and the curtain falls.

At this point I should add that I rely as usual
on Garcia’s analyses. He has furnished me
with the material that [ present in this column.

§

\

The real reason for these mistakes is not the
concomitant circumstances although they con-
tribute by blurring your critical sense of dan-
ger. You are obsessed by your idea and forget
to analyse properly. Luckily you often get a
chance to correct your mistake, but in that
case it is important to be attentive. You know
that the idea is correct and forget that things
are not always what they look like. Browsing
through HH’s database I found that corrected
endgame studies often turn out to be flawed
and need another correction. This is what hap-
pened to the fine Russian composer Nikolai
Kralin in the following example; cf. EG72 no.
4828.

The intended solution runs: 1.f6 Ke7 2.f7
Ke7 3.Sh4 Kf8 4. Kf3 Bh7 5.Kg4 e4 6.Kg5
Kg7 7.Kf4 Kf8 8.Ke5 Ke7 9.Sf5+ Bxf5
10.Kxf5 e3 11.Kgb6 €2 12.Kg7 e1Q 13.f8Q+
Kxe6 14.Qe8+.

EG added the following quotation: “A study
with a troubled history, twice corrected by the
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N. Kralin
4th hon. men., Shakhmaty v SSSR 1980
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composer and finally given a corrected form
in this final inverted form (?).” The judged ob-
viously feared that even this version could be
flawed, and now nearly 30 years later, a sec-
ond solution has been spotted. After 7.Sg2
Black has no good move at his disposal. Why
did Kralin not see this? I propose an answer:
The refutation of his 1978-opus serves as so-
lution of this version and Kralin hardly
thought that this would create new problems.

Cooks can appear everywhere in the solution
of endgame studies, but it is not unusual to
find them in the introduction. This is not sur-
prising. It is caused by the fact that composers
work “backwards”. They start with the finale
and end with the introduction. Thus the idea
per se may be sound, whereas the moves add-
ed to the idea are susceptible to mistakes. |
conclude this column by showing some exam-
ples in which the cook appears in the very first
move.

A. Belenky
hon. men., 64 1978

e
%////
-y

%&

@ ras
w6
B om e
& &

e e

Draw

\

N

The idea is a stalemate that according to EG
is at least as old as Berger (1890): 1.Bel Se3+
2.Kxg5 Sh3+ 3.Kh4 Sf4 4.Bb4 Sfg2+ 5.Kh3
Bxh8 6.Bd6+ K~ 7.Be5 Bxe5 stalemate; cf.
EG63.4178.

After 1...Se3 everything functions smooth-
ly, but Belenky has forgotten to look for alter-
native moves. After 1...Se7+ 2.Ke6 Sd3
3.Bg3+ Sf4+ 4.Kxe7 Bxh8 or 2.Kxg5 Sed+
3.Kf4 Sd6 White is lost.

Concerning the next endgame study the
judge writes: “a systematic battery of wK and
wQ, but the play is excessively mechanical”.

B. Brekhov
3rd comm. Shakhmaly v SSSR 1979
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1.Kd6+ Kb8 2.Qg3 Qd4+ 3.Kc6+ Ka8
4.Qg2 Kb8 5.Qh2+ Ka8 (Qf4; Qb2+) 6.Qhl
Kb8 7.Qb1+ Kc8 8.Qf5; cf. EG68.4544.

This is no masterpiece, but it is nevertheless
surprising that neither composer, judge nor
readers saw the simple cooks 1.Qg2, 1.Qf3
and 1.Qe4, all leading to mate.

The Georgian composer losef Krikheli
(1931-1988) is well-known not only for his
endgame studies, but also for his problems. In
the next example he overlooked a defence that
should not be to difficult to spot.

1.Sb8+ Ka7 2.Sc6+ Ka8 3.Sd4 Bg5+ 4.Kc8
c1Q 5.Sb5 Qxc5+ 6.Bco6+ Qxco6+ 7.Sc7+ Ka7
stalemate; cf. EG77.5228. The alternative
1...Kb7 is not mentioned in EG although it
leads to victory for Black in a rather prosaic
way: 2.c6+ Kb6 3.c7 Bg5+ 4.Kd7 ¢1Q 5.¢8Q
Qd1+ 6.Ke6 Qg4+. The author may have dis-
carded this line because of the White promo-
tion, but I find it easier to believe that he was

—9_
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I. Krihkeli
3rd prize, Grzeban JT 1982
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simply blinded by his idea. Someone spotted
this refutation, and one year later Krikheli
published a version in which the first move
has been deleted.

Our last illustration shows that four eyes are
no better than two.

1.Sf4 g5+ 2.Kh3 Kxf4 3.Se6+ Kf3 4.Sxg5
Ke3 5.Bb4 Kd4 6.Bel Ke3 7.Bb4 Kd4 8.Bel
g1Q 9.Sf3+ Bxf3 10.Bf2+ Qxf2 stalemate; cf.
EG72.4856

§

S. Makhno & V. Shansin
9th hon. men. Magyar Sakkélet 1981
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Black wins after 2... glQ 3.Bd4+ Kf3
4.Bxgl Be4 mating next move. And worse:
White wins after 1.Bb4 Kd4 2.Sd7. The com-
posers were obviously so fascinated by their
idea that they must have forgotten completely
that they give the line 2...gxf4 3.Bb4 Kd4
4.Sd7 as drawn. If it functions after sacrificing
one of the knights why should it not function
with two knights on the board?

And the conclusion? We are all susceptible

to be led astray and blindfolded by our ideas.
Take care when excitement heats your brain.

Obituary

The Dutch problem composer Ruud
Beugelsdijk (31x1957 — 1xi2009) passed

away suddenly one day after his 52nd birth-

day. He has also been involved with a couple
of endgame study tourneys, e.g. as the tourney
director of the Ward Stoffelen 70 JT.

~ 10—
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How many strings

to twist...

& Tasks

In the previous article we began our discus-
sion with an important endgame study area -
the systematic manoeuvre. First, we saw lad-
der movements of king, queen, rook and their
combinations. Now we will continue with an-
other interesting family: the basic movement
of a bishop looking like a snake or a string.

This reminds me of a well-known Russian
proverb: CKOJTBKO BEpPEBOYKY HHU BHTH, a
koHITy ObITH! (“However many strings you
have to twist, the end will come”).

Let’s start now with the classical P.1.:

P.1. H. Rinck
EIl Noticiero 1926
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Win

Here we see a snake movement performed
by two pieces — the wK and bB.

1.Kb8! Bd7. The bishop cannot escape from
the “jungle”. If it tries it will be captured by a
bishop and knight battery. 2.Kc7 Be8 (2...Ba4
3.Sc3+ Kel 4.Sxa4 wins, e.g. f4 5.Sc5 {3
6.Se4 2 7.Sg3) 3.Kd8 Bf7 4.Ke7 Bg8 5.Kf8
Bh7 6.Kg7. There is no space to run farther
away, so White wins.

This discovery by Rinck was followed by
numerous imitations. Perhaps the most suc-
cessful development of his idea is shown in
the following study:

\

OLEG PERVAKOV

P.2. E. Belikov & An. Kuznetsov
Ist prize Bulletin Central Chess Club
USSR 1975
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Draw

1.Kh2 fxe4! 2.Sxe4 (Kxh3? e3;) 2...Bfl!
Here the motivation for the movement of the
bB is thinner: the bishop has restricted free-
dom because of forks, either aimed at king and
bishop or at knight and bishop, for example:
2..Bf5 3.Sd6! 3.Kgl Be2 (3..Ba6 4.Sc5!;
3...Bc4 4.5d6!) 4.Kf2 Bd1 5.Kel Be2 6.Kd2
Bb1 7.Kc1 Ba2 8.Kb2 Bf7! 9.Sd6! An excel-
lent ending! 9.Sg5+? fails to Kg6 10.Sxf7
Sxf7 11.f4 Kf5!, and the bK stops the pawn
before Troitzky’s line and Black wins! 9...Sd8
10.Sxf7 Shxf7 11.f4 Kg6 12.f5+! Now the
pawn has crossed Troitzky’s line and it is a
draw!

An even thinner motivation for the opposi-
tion of wK and bB, based on mutual
zugzwang, is seen in P.3.

1.Rc1 Bb2! 2.Rf1! The 7th and the 8th ranks
are only accessible to the wR from the f-file.
After 2.Rh1? Black wins in a curious way:
Kb7! 3.Rh7+ Kc8 4.Rhl alQ 5.Rxal Bxal
6.Kxa4 Kc7! 7.Kb5 Bf6! 8.a4 Be7 9.a5 Bg5
10.a6 Be7 11.c6 Kb8! 12.Kb6 Bd8+ 13.Kc5
Bc7! 14.Kd5 Bb6! 15.Kd6 Kc8! 16.c7 Bxc7+
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P.3. A. Visokosov
Chess Weekly 2003
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Draw

17.Kc6 Bb8! 18.Kb6 Be5! 19.a7 Bd4+ 20.Ka6
Bxa7 21.Kxa7 Kc7! 2...a1Q. Now in case of
2...Kb7 there is a simple draw: 3.c6+ Kc7
4 Rf7+ Kb8 5.Rf8+. 3.Rxal Bxal 4.Kxa4
Bb2 5.Kb3! Bcl 6.a4 Kb7 7.Kc3(Kc4) Kc6
8.Kd4! Bd2 9.Kc4 Bel 10.Kd3!! And here
we have a thematic try: 10.Kd4? Bf2 - mutual
zugzwang, 11.Kc4 Bh4! 12.Kd4 Bg5 13.a5
Kb5 14.Kd5 Kxa5, wins. 10...Bf2 11.Kd4!
Now Black must move, so White is rescued —
11...Bgl 12.Kc4 Bh2 13.a5! Bf4 14.a6!,
draw.

The vertical bishop snake was presented for
the first time by the well-known author of P.4.
Here we see a new motivation for the bishop’s
manoeuvre — protection against a mate threat.

P.4. V. Korolkov
Ist-2nd prize Shakhmaty v SSSR 1934,
correction
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1.Qb7. The queen must urgently enter play.

An early mate awaits White after 1.Bg2? Rd8
or 1.Qd7? Bb2+ 2.Kd2 h1Q 3.Qxc8 Qxfl 4.a7

Bcl mate. 1...e4! In this paradoxical picture
with a queen in the board’s centre, Black in-
creases his threats! Poor is 1...Rd8 2.Bd3 e4
3.Qxe4 Re8 4.a7 or 1..Rf8 2.Bd3 Rf7 3.a7
h1Q+ 4.Qxhl Rxa7 5.Bxg6. 2.Qxe4 (2.Qxc8?
h1Q 3.Qh3 Qgl! with mate in 4) 2...Re8!
(2...Rd8 3.Bd3 Re8 4.a7 h1Q+ 5.Qxhl) 3.a7!
The rook is invulnerable: 3.Qxe8? Bb2+
4. Kdl h1Q 5.Qe2 Qd5+ 6.Qd3 Qxh5+ 7.Be2
Qhl+, or 4.Kd2 Bce3+ 5.Ke2 hlQ 6.hxg6
Qh2+ 7.Kd3 Qdo6+ 8.Ke4 Qd4+ 9.Kf3 Qfo+
10.Kg2 Qg5+ 11.Khl Qh4+ 12.Kg2 Qg4+.
3..h1Q! (3..Bb2+ 4.Kd2 Rxe4 5.a8Q+)
4.a8Q+! Rxa8 5.Qxh1 Re8! 6.Be2! Rd8. The
best chance. 6...Rxe2 7.Qa8 mate, or 6...b3
7.cxb3 Rxe2 8.Qf3 Bb2+ 9.Kdl Re6 10.Kc2
Re8 11.Qg4 Ra8 12.b4 with mate in 7. 7.Bd3
Re8 8.Be4. Without turning off the highway.
It is only a draw after 8.Kd1? Rel+ 9.Qxel
Bxel 10.Kxel gxh5 11.Kd2 Kb2 12.Bg6 h4
13.Bf5 g5 14.Be6 g4 15.Bxg4 b3 16.c4 Ka3
17.c5 b2 18.Bf5 h3 19.c6 h2 20.c7 hl1Q, or
11.Bc4 Kb2 12.Bb3 h4 13.Kf2 g5 14.Kf3 h3
15.Kg3 g4 16.Kh2 Kc3. However, White
could have flirted, played first 8.h6!? gxh6,
and then returned to the main plan with 9.Be4
Rd8 10.Bd5 Re8 11.Be6 Rd8 12.Bd7 — but
why extend the play for a whole move, and
even give away a pawn? 8...Rd8 9.Bd5 Re8
10.Be6! Rd8 11.Bd7! Now the square 8 is in-
accessible to the rook, and White wins.

At approximately the same time P.5., by an-
other well-known author with a similar moti-
vation, appeared.

P.5. G. Kasparyan
Shakhmaty v SSSR 1935
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For the first time a stalemate resource was
used for the representation of the idea.

1.Be7! RdS8! 2.Bd6! Re8 3.Be5 RdS8 4.Bd4.
Continues the descent. Too early is 4.h8Q+?
Rxh8 5.Bxf3 gxf3 6.Bxh8 g4, and Black is
stalemated. 4...Re8 5.Be3. Again not 5.h8Q+?
Rxh8 6.Kgl Ra8 7.Scl Ral 8.Be3 Rxcl
9.Bxcl with the same stalemate outcome.
5..Rd8 6.Bd2 Re8 7.Be2! Here White has a
much more tempting choice. To an accurate
draw leads 7.h8Q+? Rxh8 8.Kgl Rd8 9.Bel
Rxdl 10.Kfl Ral 11.Sb4 Ra5 12.Sc6 Ra6
13.Se5 Ra4 14.Bd2 Ral+ 15.Bel Ra4 16.Kgl
Ral 17.Kfl Ra4 18.Sd7 Ra6 19.Se5 Ra4
20.Sf7 Ra5 21.Kgl Re5 22.Kfl Ra5s. It is
more difficult to prove the inaccuracy of
7.Bxf3?! This variation is absent in both the
author’s, and later comments. To me the black
draw tasted like a candy! 7...gxf3 8.Sb4 Rh8
9.5c6! Rxh7! 10.Se5! Rd7! 11.Sxf3 Rd3
12.Sxg5+ Kg4 13.Be3 Rxc3 14.Kg2 Ra3
15.3+ Kf5 16.g4+ Kg6 17.Kf2 ¢3 18.f4 ¢2
19.f5+ K6 20.Bc1 Ral 21.Sed4+ Kf7 22.Bd2
cl1Q 23.Bxcl Rxcl — draw (EGTB). 7...fxe2
8.Bel Rh8 9.Sc1 Rxh7 10.Sxe2 Re7 11.Sgl
mate.

In the following study (P.6.) the bishop
snake is caused by the threat from a violent
black rook.

P.6. T. Gorgiev
Ist prize Revista de Romana de Sah 1937
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1.Qe8+! Rxe8 2.d7 Rh8! The rook unam-
biguously aims at “biting” the white king. The
bishop comes to the rescue. 3.Bh2! Rg8 4.Bg3
Rh8 (Rf8; Bf4) 5.Bh4 Rg8 6.BgS Rh8 7.Bh6

Rg8 8.Bg7 Rh8. And what next? Avoidance
of stalemate: 9.B¢3! bxe3 10.e7 wins.

P.7 has had a difficult fate. The author’s edi-
tion appeared with a cook. Subsequently,
A. Chéron seemed to have corrected the study,
but during the preparation of this article I
found out that the study has a shorter solution
after all. So its task — three snakes by the bish-
op — has not been accomplished yet.

P.7. V. Korolkov
2-3rd hon. men. Sverdlovsk ty 1946
Correction by A. Chéron,
Journal de Geneve 1969
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Win

1.h7! Rh3 2.Bb1 a2 3.Bxa2 Rhl. This cre-
ates maximum difficulty for White. Easier is
3...Rh2 4.Bb1 5 5.Bc2! Rh1 6.Bd1 Rh2 7.Be2
Rh1 8.Bfl Rh2 9.Bg2 Rh4 10.gxf5 Rhl
11.Bf1 Rh2 12.Be2 Rh1 13.Bd1 Rh2 14.Bc2
Rh1 15.Bbl Rh2 16.f6! gxt6 17.g7 or 3...f5
4.Bbl! Rh2 5.Bc2 and so on. 4.Bb1! Rh2
5.Bc2 Rh1 6.Bd1 Rh2 7.Be2 Rh1 8.Bfl Rh2
9.Bg2 Rh4! 10.f5?! This is the moment of
truth! The second snake of the bishop, howev-
er, is not essential. It is possible to continue
with 10.Be4! Rh2 11.Bbl Rhl (f5; Bc2 look
above) 12.f5 Rh4 13.g5!, arriving at the re-
quired position three moves earlier. 10...Rh1
11.Bf1 Rh2 12.Be2 Rh1 13.Bd1 Rh2 14.Bc2
Rh1 15.Bb1 Rh4 16.g5! Rh2 17.Bc2 Rhl
18.Bd1 Rh2 19.Be2 Rh1 20.Bf1 Rh2 21.Bg2
Rh4 22.gxf6 gxf6 23.g7.

Another interesting motive for a snake —
now figuring the bK and wB — was shown by
the author of P.8.

1.Ke2. Bad is 1.Ral? Bc5+ 2.Ke2 g2 or
1.Bb7+? Kc7! (but not 1...Kxb7 2.Rb3+ Kc6

//////////
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P.8. M. Liburkin
Ist hon. men. Chigorin MT 1949
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3.Ke2) 2.Ba5+ Kxb7 3.Rb3+ Kab6 4.Ke2 gxh2
5.Rbl Kxa5. 1...f1Q+ (Bxa3; hxg3) 2.Kxfl
gxh2. And now White should clear one of the
lines because the rook wants to escape from
the attack with a tempo. 3.Bb7+ Kd7 (3...Kc7
4.Ba5+ Kxb7 5.Rh3) 4.Bc8+ Ke8 5.Bd7+ Kf7
(5..Ke7 6.Bf6+ Kxf6 7.Rh3) 6.Be8+ Kg8
7.Bf7+ Kh7 (7..Kxf7 8.Ra7+ Kg6 9.Kg2)
8.Bg8+ Kgb6 (8...Kh6 9.Bd2+ Kg6 10.Rh3)
9.Bh7+ Kh6. Now the black king is com-
pelled to choose a square of another color, in
view of 9...Kh5 10.Ra5+. But now the second
bishop enters the play: 10.Bd2+ e3 11.Bxe3+
Kxh7 12.Ra7+ Kg6 13.Kg2, wins.

At the time I liked this study very much, but
I then thought: would it be possible to expand
its content, even at the cost of a truncation of

the white bishop’s path? This happened:
(P.9.).

P.9. O. Pervakov
Ist prize Schakend Nederland 1993
correction, original
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At first we use the unsuccessful configura-
tion of the black rook and bishop on the
squares €6 and f5.

1.Bc8! Rxe5+! It is necessary to check at
once. After 1...Bg8 White has 2.Bxf5 Bxh7
3.Bxg6 Bg8 4.Ke4 h4 5.Kf5 h3 6.Bf4 c6 7.e6
Kc4 8.Bf7, or 6...c5 7.Be8+ Kb4 8.Kgb6 win-
ning. 2.Kf4 Bg8! (2...Rf5+ 3.Kg3 h4+ 4. Kh2!
Bd5 5.Bxf5 gxf5 6.Rh8 loses) 3.Rh8. Ex-
changing the rooks would favor Black —
3.Kxe5 Bxh7 4.Bd7+ c6 5.Be8 Ba5 6.Bb2
Bd2 with a draw. 3...Bf6 4.Rxg8 g5+! After
the tempting 4...Re7 5.Ba6+ Ka4 6.Bb5+ Kb3
7.Bad+ Kc4 8.Bb3+ Kc3 9.Bd2+ Kb2 10.Bf7
Be5+ the wK escapes through the hole on g5:
11.Kg5! wins. 5.Kf3!! The thematic try is:
5.Kg3?! Re7 6.Ba6+ Ka4 7.Bb5+ Kb3 8.Bad+
Kc4 9.Bb3+ Kc3 10.Bd2+ Kb2 11.Bf7 Be5+!
12.Kh3 Kc2 13.Bg6+ Kxd2 14.Rd8+ Bd6
15.g8Q Re3+, and Black achieves a draw by
perpetual check! S5..Re7 6.Ba6+! Ka4!
(6...Ka5 7.Bd2+ Ka4 8.Ra8 Bxg7 9.Bc4 mate)
7.Bb5+! Kb3! 8.Ba4+ Kc4! (8..Ka2 9.Ra8
Bxg7 10.Bc2 mate) 9.Bb3+! Ke3. The bK
now hides in the shade of the c-pawn, but now
the second bishop enters the scene: 10.Bd2+!
Kb2! It seems, that this safely avoids danger,
but... 11.Bf7! Interrupts the interaction be-
tween bR and bB. 11...Kc2 12.Bg6+ Kd1!
The black king continues to hide behind the
white pieces. 13.Be3! Bxe3 14.Rd8+ Bd2.
Now the hasty 15.g8Q will is refuted by
15...Re3+ with perpetual check, but White
has a finishing blow: 15.B¢c2+! Kel 16.g8Q
Re3+ 17.Kg2 Re2+ 18.Kh1, and White wins,
because the black king has improperly occu-
pies the important square 1!

The study took first prize in a prestigious
competition, and finished up in the FIDE Al-
bum — but with a black pawn on hé! For
what reason did I put it there? I do not know
myself! Probably, I had decided to secure one
or the other variant. There were no strong
computer programs in Russia at the time, so
studies had to be checked manually. A couple
of years ago, Mark Dvoretsky and Garry
Kasparov, independently from each other, in-
formed me about an inaccuracy: 4...Re7!
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5.Ba6+ Ka4 6.Bb5+ Kb3 7.Bad+ Kc4 8.Bb3+
Kc3 9.Bd2+ Kb2 10.Bf7 Be5+! The white
king does not have access to square field g5,
and the study collapses!

Having looked more deeply into the position
now, I have found the source of all evil — the
black pawn on h6. So sometimes it is rather
simple to correct a study! And now, the initial
position without the h6 pawn, even became
much more attractive...

An interesting movement mechanism of two
bishops as a snake was published by the au-
thors of P.10.

P.10. T. Gorgiev & V. Rudenko
Ist prize Réti MT 1965
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Draw

Already White’s first move contains a
healthy logical idea. 1.g3+!! But not 1.g4+?!
(thematic try) in view of 1...Kgl 2.Ba7+ Kfl
3.Bb7 Rc7 4.Ba6+ Kel 5.Bb6 Rc6 6.BaS+
Kdl 7.Bb5 Rc5 8.Bad+ Kcl 9.Bb4 Rc4
10.Ba3+ Kbl 11.Bb3, but now 11...Rc3+! —
because the king is naked! 1..Kgl 2.Ba7+
Kf1 3.Bb7?! Rc7 4.Ba6+ Kel 5.Bb6 Rc6
6.Ba5+ Kd1 7.BbS Rc5 8.Bad4+ Kcl 9.Bb4
Rc4 10.Ba3+ Kbl 11.Bb3 Rc3 12.Bxg8,
draws.

Unfortunately, the beautiful systematic ma-
noeuvre has blinded both authors and the
grateful spectators so much, that they all over-
looked the simple 3.Be4!, leading to an imme-
diate draw (3...Sf6 4.Bd3+).

However, two years later Gorgiev published
a similar study (P.11.).

This miniature is undoubtedly a great
achievement although in comparison with the

P.11. T. Gorgiev
Tidskrift for Schack 1967,
correction 1971
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previous position the thematic try has disap-
peared.

1.Bc3 Ra2 2.Bb3 Ra3 3.Bc4+ Ke3! (Kdl;
Bb4) 4.Bb4! (Bb2? Ra4;) 4...Ra4 5.Bc5+ Ke4
(Kd2; Bb3) 6.BbS! Ra5 7.Bc6+ KeS 8.Bb6!
Ra6 9.Bc7+ Ke6 10.Bb7 Ra7 11.Bc8+ Ke7
12.Bb6! Ra8. The white-squared bishop is at-
tacked again, but is has already achieved the
object of its long trip — the diagonal c8-h3.
13.Bxh3 (loss of time is 13.Bc5+ Kf7
14.Bxh3), wins.

In conclusion — the unique study P.12. where
the authors managed to present a combination
of three snakes: wB, wR, and bK (!).

P.12. V. Kovalenko & A. Skripnik
Ist prize Shakhmatnaya Kompozitsia 2002,
version
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Win

The wB is imprisoned on the b8 square,
therefore accurate play by White is necessary.
Bad is: 1.Rb1? Rc8, or 1.Rb5 Rc8 2.Rxe5
dxe5 3.Bxe5. Well, attack is the best form of
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defence! 1.Rc¢7! Ra6! Covering square 7.
Now White creates a battery trying to save the
white pieces. 2.Rc8! Kb7 3.Rd8! Ra8.
3...Bg3 looses 4.Sd3! Ra8 5.Bc7 Ra2 in view
of 6.Sdb4! (but not 6.Scb4? Ral+ 7.Kg2 Kxc7
8.Rh8 c2 draws). 4.Bc7! Ra6! 5.Rd7! Kc8!
(5..Kc6 6.Re7 Ra7 7.Bd8 Ra8 8.Rc7+ KbS5
9.Bh4) 6.Re7! The movement of the wB, wR
and bK somewhat reminds us of a children’s
«steam locomotive» — don’t you think too?
6...Ra7 7.Bd8! It is not possible to play

7.Bxd6? Bxd6 8.Rxa7 because of 8...Bc5+.
7...Ra6 8.Re8! Kd7 9.Rf8! Ra8 10.Be7! Ra4!
The black rook tries to replace the horizontal
pin for a vertical pin. 11.Bf6 (11.Rf7? Ke8
12.Rh7 Ra7) 11...Rf4. Achieved? Far from
that! 12.Sd3! (bad is 12.Rd8+? Kc7 13.Bxe5
Rg4+!) 12...Rxf6 13.Sxe5+ Ke7 14.Rxf6, and
a white win according to Troitzky. Don’t you
like the three routes Rb7-c7-c¢8-d8-d7-e7-e8-
8, Bb8-c7-d8-e7 and Ka8-b7-c8-d7?
More next time, chess friends!

— No set theme.

all).
— Do not send studies directly to me!

Announcement

Harold van der Heijden 50 JT

— A maximum of 4 studies per composer.

— Only original studies (also no corrections or versions).

— Artistic studies with “database material” are welcomed, but please do not send tech-
nical endings without artistic content (this also applies to endings with more materi-

Total prize fund: 600 EUR (co-sponsor: ARVES)
Extra prizes: endgame study books, endgame study databases: HHdbIV (!)

Judge:
Harold van der Heijden

Tourney director:
René Olthof,
Achter ‘t Schaapshoofd 7,
5211 MC ‘s-Hertogenbosch, the Netherlands.
E-mail: raja@newinchess.com

Submission deadline:
December 18th, 2010

The award will be published in EG

Please re-print!
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Computer

Free chess software
for endgame studies

News

Basic concepts
and definitions

Chess software, even freeware, today has
an entirely modular concept. The real chess
“brain” (called chess engine) is separate soft-
ware. This chess software performs only the
chess calculations and does not care about dis-
playing chessboards, pieces and several other
similar things. Those tasks are managed by the
Chess GUI (Graphic User Interface). Chess
Engines and Chess GUIs have to communi-
cate; a special protocol is used for this pur-
pose. The best and most frequent is the UCI
protocol (Universal Chess Interface). The UCI
protocol was developed in 2000 by Rudolf
Huber and Stefan Meyer-Kahlen. It is of great
importance allowing the combining of differ-
ent engines and GUISs. In this way you can set
up a powerful software tool to check endgame
studies, entirely for free.

The third interesting component is a chess
database. A typical endgame study tourney
holds tens (or at most hundreds) of games and
for such sizes a PGN format can be highly
recommended. Because of its open unencrypt-
ed format it is widely supported by all con-
temporary Chess GUIs.

More information can be found in my pre-
vious columns — EG/70 and 172 cover chess
engines and EG/74 discusses database for-
mats.

UCI chess engines for free

A must for your free collection naturally is
Rybka 2.22 by the Czech-American author
Vasik Rajlich. Rybka is a Czech (and also

EMIL VLASAK

Russian) word, it means: small fish. This free
version of the world-strongest chess engine
even beats most of the other commercial chess
programs. The Russian engine Strelka also is
super-strong, but probably it is a Rybka clone.

The situation with the new star Ippolito/
RobboLito is more complicated. This mysteri-
ous engine is able to beat Rybka on a single-
CPU computer. Maybe it was created using an
illegal Rybka’s de-compilation, but at the
same time it 1s clearly better in endgames. For
example — in contrast with Rybka — it is aware
of underpromotion to bishop and the rook
pawn + wrong bishop draw. The programmer
1s unknown and is hidden behind the pseudo-
nym Yakov Petrovich Golyadkin taken from
Dostoyevsky’s novella The Double.

From correspondence chess it is well
known that in certain positions sometimes a
relatively poor player proposes a strong move.
The same situation occurs with chess engines.
Especially for studies, which are full of excep-
tional positions, you should use several differ-
ent engines.

For tactical analyses I recommend engines
based on the ground-breaking open source en-
gine Fruit 2.1 by Fabien Letouzey. Newer
clones are Togall (Thomas Gaksch), Grape-
fruit, Cyclone or Protector and they seem to
have added 100 ELO points playing strength.

Recently I have been using the commercial
engine Naum 4 by Aleksandar Naumov (Can-
ada) for checking endgame studies. It found
numerous cooks in studies that have been
overlooked by other commercial engines. So |
suppose the free version Naum 2 could be in-
teresting to you. Doch is a brand new chess
engine written by the veteran Don Dailay, au-
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thor of the Rexchess and Socrates stars. Pro-
Deo is a version of the former World
champion Rebel. With its human-like playing
style it perhaps models human solvers.

Another candidate to test is Spike by Ralf
Schéfer and Volker Bohm. Spike is the former
World champ in Fischer random chess, so un-
derstands unusual positions well.

Of course, you could try the other strong
engines referred in the Link section below.
But, to date, they have only been tested for
games and not for endgame studies. For exam-
ple the known engines Glarung/Stockfish or
Thinker have attractive attacking styles.

But how to deal with downloaded engines?
For the present you probably cannot use them
without a GUI, although it is theoretically pos-
sible to do so from the command console. So
meanwhile you’ll have to unzip the selected
engines into a subfolder (use the advised
name) on your hard drive. In this way they are
ready for future connection with a Chess GUI.

Kvetka - a tiny Chess GUI

Let us start with the less known Chess GUI
Kvetka by Dmitry Bodyagin from Belorussia.
The concept of this nice tiny tool is unusual,
resembling for example ICQ or Skype. Using
several free configurable windows, it does not
need the whole desktop. In addition, Kvetka is
portable and occupies only 400k bytes. Sever-
al language modules are available, naturally
including English.

Primarily, Kvetka was created for conven-
ient viewing (or “stealing”?) chess games
from web pages like Chessgames, Chessville
or Chessbase.

But Dmitry is a very communicative man
and after we exchanged some e-mails Kvetka
is now fully ready to work with fragments.
You can use it for full PGN analysis and man-
agement of endgame study databases.
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Fig. 1. — Kvetka with board, games, moves and engine panes, Kvetka's web in the background
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