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INTRODUCTION

by International Master Neboisa lllijin

he book presented here by G. Kasparian is one of the books that deserve to
be greatly appreciated. Its technical value can be useful for all studies lovers
and especially for practical chess players, in preparation. Not once it was proved
that studies can be extremely useful for chess players, because they not only de-
velop their imagination and creativity, but face them with unusual situations that
may appear on the chess board, sometimes seemingly impossible to be solved.
Compared to the first version of this wonderful work, this edition brings addi-
tions that grow, not only numerically, but especially its quality. As a coach, who
commonly used the first edition of this work, “S55 miniature studies”, I can
appreciate, without the fear to be wrong, that we are dealing with a complex ma-
terial, very useful for coaches who want to put “to work” their students, in prepar-
ing them for high performance. For these reasons I consider that such a book must
have its place in every coach’s library and, probably, in any chess lover’s library.
Especially I would like to take this opportunity to thank to the son of the great
Genrich Kasparian, Mr. Sergei Kasparian who, by his kindness, provided us
his father’s manuscript and without whose goodwill is not known when this book
might see the daylight. Sergei Kasparian is also a chess composition lover, which
is why, at the end of this book. [ introduced some of his most interesting studies.

Neboisa lllijin






FROM THE AUTHOR

here are lots of incomparable spiritual values in the world. These values are
accumulated also in chess and they form an essential part of the culture of
the human civilization.

Chess composition, also known as “chess poetry”, created its values and its
knowledge offers not only an esthetic satisfaction but it can be very useful to
everybody who wants to learn chess.

Chess composition appeared long time ago and it has its own history. The
author does not want to present all the stages of its development. He only wants
to emphasize how much chess composition is inculcated to the game itself, being
a useful guide for the chess player.

Chess composition may be divided into two chapters: studies and problems.
The studies are more close to the practical game, because the ideas are better ex-
plained in this case. They help the development of the analytical abilities, deepen
the knowledge in end-games and contribute with numerous ideas and combina-
tions.

The number of ideas in the studies is inexhaustible, enriching the art of chess
and making it more attractive. It is known that, seldom, the studies help the dis-
covery of some “theoretical positions” widening our knowledge in end-game
theories. Many times in chess we find expressions such as “draw study” or “win
study”, thing that means that we are facing an ingenious idea, a beautiful com-
bination or an interesting action that permits one of the opponents to achieve his
aim. A’player that cannot use a win or draw of study is considered to be a weak
chess player. Besides the fact that he looses a point or half a point, loosing this
possibility has negative influence upon his psyche and self-confidence. That’s
why the chess players must have study knowledge’s in order to widen their per-
spectives.



A special attention was attributed to the works of the founders of the modern
studies A. Troitski, G. Rinck, V. & M. Platov, L. Kubbel, and it is not to be
understood that others are less important in this school of composers.

Lots of times I tried to show the relation between various studies in order to
help the reader to follow the development of an idea. The majority of the studies
comprised in the first book “555 miniature studies” in 1975 as well as the ones
presented in this book are related to their artistic characteristic. This explains the
reduced number of pawn studies. The author payed special attention to the com-
ments, especially when the study was more complex. I found necessary to make
detailed explanations when a variant analyses was needed, but I consider that
the grater attention had to be given to the most important factors that influence
directly or indirectly in main variant.

Generally, the study comments have a specific character. If in the case of an
analysis of a chess game the analyzer is not obliged to present concrete variants
of win or draw, in the case of the studies this thing is completely different. The
expressions ‘“chance to win” or “chance to draw” are not accepted in this case.
The studies, as well as the end-game positions, need exact and categorical inter-
pretations.

This book is different from the previous one not only due to the fact that it
comprises a great number of studies, but also due to the updating of the interpre-
tation of the previous positions. This was 18 years ago! A series of studies were
excluded and new studies were introduced, in order to improve the quality of the
book. This thing was not easy at all. Besides this, the new work was organically
limited in order to fit into what remained from the first edition. I also preferred
not to change the essence and form of the book written in 1975, because 1 consider
that it passed the exam of time.

The author thinks that this book is interesting not only for the followers of the
chess composition, but it will be also very pleasant for all the readers who love
chess.

The idea of realizing a miniature studies guide (studies with no more than
seven pieces) came to my mind in 1970. Until than there was no book of this kind,
and therefore [ had to investigate an unknown world.

There are know very few miniature studies of chess composition. It is obvi-
ous that it is impossible to comprise them all, and it is not necessary. We could
speak only about the best and the most interesting ones. But, due to the fact that
the interpretations could be subjective, the studies were chosen according to the
writer’s wishes.

Among these studies we can find various stiles and dimensions. I tried to pres-
ent in this collection several studies having in mind their content and feature.

10



CHAPTERI
FROM THE BEGINNINGS

he birth of the chess compositions is lost back in time and, to specify this
moment it’s almost impossible.

An important contribution in founding the chess theory is attributed to the
Italian chess players in the 16t and 17" century. To mention the manuscripts by
Giulio Polerio written between 1585 and 1594 (Tratatto di scacchi), and printed
for the first time in 1874. Alexandro Salvio published a work in 1604 (Trattato
dell’inventione et arte liberale del giouco di scacchi), reprinted in 1634. Hercule
del Rio published his work in 1750 and Domenico Ponziani in 1769,

We have to mention the work of Phillip Stamma, who was born in Syria and
lived in Italia, France and England. His book (Essai sur le jeu des echecs) was
issued in Paris in 1737. This book was reprinted in several languages: English,
German, Italian, and Dutch. The last print was issued in German in 1856 in
Berlin.

The French chess player, Francois Andre Danican Philidor (17261795, one
of the strongest chess players in those times) had a very important role in the de-
velopment of the chess theory. His work “Analyze du jeu des echecs” was issued
in three editions in 1749, 1777, and 1790 and it was one of the most valuable works
of those times. It was reprinted several times in different languages in Europe.

The author of the first chess book in Russian language in 1821 was Ivan
Butrimov (1782-1851). The first Russian grand master, the composer Aleksandr
Petrov (1794-1867) published another book in 1824. This book played a very
important role in the development and popularization of chess in Russia.

All these books played a very important role in the formation and develop-
ment of the chess theory. In each one we can find something about the chess com-
position. Having in mind that there were no chess reviews in those times, these
works were the first source of inspiration for the studies. Unfortunately, the lack
of these sources created some confusion regarding the origins of the authors of
the studies. The author who published the study was not always the one who made

11



it; he was only a “collector”. Therefore, nowadays we can explain why there are
lots of contradictions about the authors and the date of issue of some older chess
compositions.

The most important event in the chess composition in the 19" century was the
publication of a book written in 1851 by the outstanding composers B. Horowitz
and L. Kling. This work was reprinted in 1889 and it had an important role in the
development of the chess studies in the last two centuries.

The 19™ century was the century of analytical studies. The majority of the
works in that period of time were mostly written as research studies. Their aim
was the presentation and discovery of the positions that are approached to the
end-game theory. In the same time, there appeared some studies that could be
enclosed in the artistic studies. We can find these two types of studies even nowa-
days, and their is a constant dispute between them.

The miniature studies of the past centuries were, almost in all the cases, theo-
retical positions in the end-games area.

Let’s see some miniature studies written in the last centuries. Usually, the
majority of the studies are very easy to solve, some of them seeming to be very
simple and sometimes even naive. We have to have in mind only the fact that
these were the first steps in the chess composition and not report it to the actual
chess requirements.

L 1. Zh1! &:h1 2. Hf2! b5 3.
G. Polerio, 1590 a:b5 ad 4. b6 a3 5. b7 a2 6. b8
alWy 7. Wh7 #
2.
F. Stamma, 1737

Some sources indicate A. Salvio as
the author of this study. Hard to say!

12



The idea of this study is similar to
the precedent one: in both cases a piece
is sacrificed for attracting the King in
the corner and suffocate him there.

1. £a1 &:a1 2. ¥c2 b5 3. ¢c6
b4 4. c7 b3+ 5. &:b3 ¥ b1 6. c8W
a1 7. We2 #

3.
E Stamma, 1737

1. £d4 &:d4 2. b8 g1¥W 3.
Whe+ +—

In a rudimentary manner, the
Bishop is sacrificed to attract the King
on the diagonal on which the Queen
will be promoted and this will conduct
to a geometrical motive with the win of
the Queen. In present day this idea has
a wide applicability.

4.
D. Ponziani, 1769

1. Eh7+ &g2 2. Eg7+ &h3 3.
&h7+ & g4 4. Eg7+ ©h5 5. Eh7+
g5 6. Eg7+ & h6 7. Eg6+ L:g6

. This stalemate combination is find
also, sometime, in modern studies.

5.
Kotsio, 1776

This is the predecessor of the 189,
347, 348, 403 studies.
1. &g7

13



1. &h71? =

1... Ea8

1... BEf8 2. &h6 &6 3. Lh7 =; 3.
g7 =

2. ¥h7

2. %h6 =

2... &f6 3. 18+ Z:f8 4. g7 L7
5. &h8 H:g7 =

6.
Salvio, 1634

+_
The win is achieved no matter who
play.
With White to play:

1. &Yf6 g5

I... %h1 2. g4 h2 (2... g5 3. &fl
h24. 92 #) 3. Bl g5 4. D2 #

2. g4+ L h1 3. £f1 h24. Hf2
#,

With Black to play:

1... &h1 2. 5)f6 ¥h2 3. Hga+
L h1 4. ©f1 g5 5. £f2 h2 6. De3
g4 7.1 g3+8.5:g3 #

14

The idea of the mate with one
Knight vs. one or more Pawns was an-
alyzed long before. The 6 to 8 studies
prove that it appeared and had been an-
alyzed in XVII-XIX century. In pres-
ent day this kind of studies are found
quite often.

7.
E. Stamma, 1737

1. Hg3+

1. ©121? &h2 2. LHNd4 Lhl 3. DS
Lh2 4. De3 Lhl 5. D f1 h2 6. Dg3 #

1... ©h2 2. Hf5 ¥h1 3. Lf2
& h2 4. He3 ©h1 5. Hf1 h2 6.
Ng3 #

Karl Janish (1813-1872), Russian
chess master, composer and writer,
contributed enormously to the chess
theory development.

His most important work for the
chess composition was “Découvertes
sur le cavalier”, published in 1837
in French. K. Janish presented some
studies of the Knight wining against
the pawns.



Karl Janish

8.
K. Janish, 1837

1. &g3 f5 2. ©f2 h5 3. Lf1 f4

4. &£f2 h4 5. £f1 h3 6. De5 L h2
7. &f2 &h1 8. g4 13 9. Lf1 f2
10. £):f2+ ©h2 11. Hed h1 12.

&f2 £h2 13. HHd2 Lh1 14. Hf

h2 15. {\g3 #

9.
Hercole del Rio, 1750

A simple position in which, with
few pieces, a positional draw is
achieved. White can not fructify the
material advantage because he has a
positional minus — the presence of the
f6 Pawn, which not allows the King to
penetrate. Black save himself estab-
lishing a fortress (a kind of positional
draw).

1.8c7 £d52. Ec5 £2a2 3. Eb5
2.c4! 4. Ebg £.d5! 5. g6 &7+
6. f5 £d5! 7. e5 L£a2 8. Had
£b3! 9. Za3 £c4 10. Ha8+ &f7
11. Ea7+ &f8 12. &f5 £d3+ 13.
&g5 £c4 14. 7 &g7! 15. Eb7
&:f7=

This position is of great importance
in chess endings theory.

15



10.
P. Benko, 1967
Magyar Sakkelet, 11 Pr.

1. £¢70

1. £d6? Za6! 2. £c5 (2. Le5 Has
3. 2d6 Ef5 4. £c7 Lgd 5. 2b6 Lf3
6. 2:f2 EbS+) 2... g3 3. £:f2+
Lf3—+

1... Eb2

1... Ea7? 2. &b6=; 1... Hgd 2.
Bg2! Bb2 3. £.d6 Eb6 4. &.c5=

2. 2d60 He2

2...8b63. £c5

3. Le5! Ed2 4. 214! (4. £g3?
Bgdll) 4... Ze2!? 5. £ b8!

5. £d6? Zb2! (5... Be6 6. £g3/=)
6. £e5 EbS 7. £.d4 Ef5+;

5. 8c7? Za2! 6. £b8 Ea8 7. £d6
Za68. £e5Ea59. £d4 Ef5+

5...He8

5..Ed2 6. &4 Ec2 7. &5 Za2
8. £c¢7

6. £g3 g4 7. &:f2=

An interesting study with many
Bishop’s subtle moves and with theo-
retical importance.

16

1L
Horwitz & I. Kling, 1851

1. &5 L h4 2. £f4 L h3 3. Lf3
& h2 4. Lel3!

After attracting the King on the
second row, the Pawns become vul-
nerable.

4... &g3 5. Hgi+! Lh2 6.
Eb1=

12,
Horwitz & I. Kling, 1851




1. f6+ g8 2. Lc4+ Lf8 3. 1. £c2+ Ha5 2. ba+ Ha6 3.
211 &g8 ’ & c6 a7 4. b5 La8 5. 2e4 a7
3... e8 4. b5+ B8 5. d6+ 6.Lf3 La87.b6 c:bb 8. L:b6#

Lg8 6. cd+ Lh7 7. £f1+-—

4. £d6 Lh7 5. 7! Lh6 1.
5... &h8 6. LeS+ Hh7 7. Lg7 Kling, 1863
£h28. 2d3#

6. £f4+ Lh57. Lf6 Lg4

7... &hd 8. LS Lh5 9. £¢5 L2h2
10. £e2#

8. ¥e5 ¥h5

8... ©£f39. &fS £h2 10. £:h2

9. &f5 & h4 10. £h6 L g3

10... £h2 11. 8. g5+ Dg3 12. &4+
&h4 13. £:h2

11. £e3 &h2

11... Hh4 12. &4

12. ¥ g4 L h113. L3

13. 2h3!1? £h2 14. &2

13... £h2 14. £g2+ & g1 15.
2.:f2#

This study, considering his subtle-
ties, is almost at the level of our day’s

13. studies, with a quite difficult solution.
B. Horwitz, 1889 1. b8 4!
1. b8¥?

1...Hg7+

1... Bel+ 2. &2 Ec2+ 3. e3
Ec3+ 4. d4 Bed+ 5. &d5 Ecs+ 6.
Fe6

2. &2 Eg2+ 3. Le3 He2+ 4.
Ld4 Hed+ 5. ©d5 Ed4+ 6. Lc6
Zd6+ 7. b5 Ed5+ 8. a6 Ha5+
9. &b7 Ha7+ 10. &c6 Ec7+ 11.
d5 Zc5+ 12. Le6 Kh5 13. Ld7
Zg5 14. h7 Eg7+ 15. &c6 Eg6+
16. L b5 Hg5+ 17. a6 Za5+ 18.
Inspire the forced play, the study is b7 Ha7+19. @c6 Hc7+20. £d5

of a particularly interest. Hc5+ 21. eb +—

17



5. 4., 9Hd2 5. L3 Dbl+ 6. B2
J. Cook, 1864 +—
5.%:c3 b1+ 6. ¥c2 HNd2
6... Da3+ 7 Hb3
7.Ed4 ©3b1 8. ¥ b3 +—

17.
Berger, 1888

This rudimentary stalemate com-
bination is present today in a more
complex form.

1. Eb7+ &c8 2. Eb5 c1¥W 3.
Hc5+ Wic5=

16. With ingenious Queen’s maneu-
H. Reihelm, 1867 vers, White destroys Black’s defense
Wiener Schachzeitung and creates inevitably mate threats.
1. Wps! 4c4
l... 2a6 2. Wc7 243 (2... Le2 3.
@iry) 3. W
2. We5 £ab6
2. &fl 3. W3l

3. We7 &2b54. Wetl &1

4... £d7+ 5. ¥g3 2h3 6. Yal

5. Wf4! & e2

5... 2d3 6. We4,

5. 2266 Wgd £b77 Edl! £.c8+
8. g3 £049 Wel 2h3 10. Wal £d7
11. ¥Whg+

6. Wg5 £f3
1. h7 c3 2. h8X! Hib1 3. Eh1 6., &1 7, B3l

c3 4. Eh4! Da3+ 7. We1 £e48 Hg3+—

18



18.
L. Van Vliet, 1888
Deutsche Schachzeitung

This super-miniature rounded the
world press, impressing by elegance.
It is hard to belive that White achieves
the victory with a Queen sacrifice in
all four possible variations.

1. Wba4 YWd5

l... ¥f3 2. Wad+ b6 3. Wh3+
b3 4. bW+,

1... Wo2 2. Wa3+ bbS 3. &Wh2+;
l... %hi 2. ¥a3+ Hb6 3. W2+ K7
(3... Dab 4. Ba2+ £b6 5. Ybi+) 4.
Who+ W:h2 5. b8+ &d7 6. ¥W:h2

2. Wad+ b6 3. Wh3+ +—

Dr. H. Neustadtl, 1890

A relative good example, which
prove the distant opposition rule, in
Pawn endings.

1. &h1!

1. ©f1? &d2 2. &f2 &d3 3. &g3
Le3 4. Lg2 Pe2 5. Lg3 Kfl 6. Lgd
12

1... £d2 2. &h2! Le2 3. g2
Le3 4. ¥g3 Ld3 5. Lh3=

20.
J. Jespersen, 1890

19



Because it is not easy to look after
the Pawn, White must think to sacri-
fices which could lead to a stalemate
position.

1. 2e8 Lg4 2. 2d7+! L4

2...%g53. g

3. £g4! &:g4 4. Hca d1W 5.
Hed+ He3 =

2L
H. Otten, 1892
Boys’ Own Paper

%/

/%

&% 7

7

The forced and brief solution rises
the aesthetically value of this study
and makes him famous. We can say
that from this brilliant achievement all
players can benefit.

1. a5 &8 2. ©d5 £h6 3. g5+
£2:054. Led4 £h4 5 L3 +—

20

22.
Behting, 1892
Rigaer Tageblatt

An unpretentious study based on
the theme of promoting the Pawn into
a weaker piece.

1. c8X!

1. 8?2 Sico+ 2. Wic6 Lral=; 1.
c:d8¥ &:al=

1... &:a1 2. Hic2+-

23.
C. Behting, 1893
Rigaer Tageblatt




The f5 Pawn is e:tremely danger-
ous and stopping him is not easy at all.
With ingenious King and Bishop ma-
neuvers White saves himself through a
stalemate combination.

1. ©ab! (1. Ha7? 2e3) 1... £c8

1... £e37 2. &b5 ¢3 3. P4 £42
4. Hd3 14 5. £c6=

2. Ha7!

2. &b5? ¢3 3. 4 fa+—

2... 2e3 3. La8! L:b6 4.
Lb3!=
24.
C. Behting, 1893
Rigaer Tageblatt

What can White do against the
powerful a2 Pawn? It is clear that the
win can be achieved only through a
subtle play.

1. c6!

1. 2:c37 alW+ 2, b3 Wag—+;

1. B:a2? &:22 2. :c3=

1...d:c6 2. ¥:c3 a1¥W+ 3. Lb3
+_

Later this idea was frequently pro-
cessed by other composers too.

25.
C. Behting, 1894
Rigaer Tageblatt

A very instructive and subtle study.
With ingenious maneuvers White
wins, passing the move to the Black.

1. Df3 (1. Led? ¢5 2. Ld3 Les
3. &cd4 &d7-) 1... c6 2. Lf4! c5
3. Yed Ye8 4. Ld5 Ld7 5. cd
Le8 6. L:c5!d3 7. £d6 +—

26.

J. Barbie & F. Saavedra, 1895
Glasgow Weekly Citizen

21



In chess world composition this
study is between the most famous. It
is well known and in consequence ap-
preciated by many — of course, it de-
serves!

1.c7 Ed6+ 2. & b5

2. &cs Edi=

2... Ed5+ 3. ©b4 Ed4+ 4. b3
Hd3+ 5. &c2 Hd4! 6. c8X!

6. c8% Ec4+ 7. Wicq=

6... 5a4 7. b3 +—

World chess champions were al-
ways attracted from studies. Some of
them like W. Steinitz and Em. Lasker,
composed themselves studies.

27.
W. Steinitz, 1862

1. h7+

1. £g57=

1... &g7 2. hg¥+ L:h8 3.
Lf7+— Hf1+ 4. Lf6+ H:f6+ 5.
&:f6 g8 6. g7+—

22

Wilhelm Steinitz

28.
Em. Lasker, 1892
Deutsche Wochenschach

This Rook study from Em. Lasker
is a classical one. The systematically
improvement of position, which occur
here, is very interesting and has a prac-
tical value. The study seems difficult



to solve because of the Black Pawn,
which is very strong too.

1. &b8 Eb2+ 2. a8 Hc2 3.
Zf6+ a5 4. Lb8

4. b7

4... Eb2+ 5. a7 Ec2 6. Zf5+
a4 7. b7 Eb2+ 8. a6 Ec2
9. Ef4+ Ha3 10. b6 Eb2+[1] 11.
Fas5 Hc2 12. Ef3+ a2 13. H:f2
+_

29.
'Em. Lasker, 1894
Novoe vremia Emanuel Lasker
30.
Amelung, 1898

1.¢c4Nd22.c55b3 3. c6 5 d4
4. c7 Hb5 5. ¢85 +—

It is known that three Knights win
against one.

A study in which the Rook is stron-
ger than three minor pieces.

1. h7 &g7 2. h8¥W+! &:h8 3.
Lf7+— Le1

3...2d8 4. Ea2 £¢75. &g6 £a5
6. Ee2

4. £g6 2a55. Heq+—

23



32.
W. Holzhausen, 1899

31
Amelung, 1900

Berliner Localzeiger

1. a5 E:b4 2. a6! E:b6 3. a7

1. Ab8 a7

A simple study, but with practical

applicability.

al¥?2. Deet—
2. Eb4! a1¥ 3. H1c6+ Fab 4.

Nb8+ a5 5. Hc6+

1...

24



CHAPTER I

MINIATURES BY THE FOUNDERS
OF THE MODERN STUDY

he end of the 19" century and the beginning of the 20" was emphasized by

the apparition of the contemporary artistic study. This process was related to
the creative work of the prolific Russian composer Aleksey Alekseevic Troitski
(1866-1942), who founded the modern artistic composition. Troitski’s merit was
the fact that he was the first in the history of composition who elaborated the
artistic criteria of the studies. His article “Basic position in artistic chess com-
position” was published in the literature magazine “Niva” in 1910 and it had an
important role in the birth of the chess composition and of the national School.

The development if the chess composition was realized on the study principles
and criteria basis created by him. Treitski’s work, which comprises more than
1000 studies, is a practical model of artistic study principle development.

Therefore, A. A. Troitski is considered to be the founder of the modern art
of composing chess studies and his contribution in the world chess composition
thesaurus was very important.

Troitski’s first book of studies “500 Endspielstudien” was published in 1924
in Berlin in German language. In the preface to this edition it is stated that the
book was written in a hurry, the greater part only from memories, because before
being given to the publisher, its manuscript was destroyed by fire. Troitski’s first
volume of studies was published in 1935 in Leningrad. The second volume was
written and prepared for publishing, but it was never published because the war
had started and the manuscript disappeared at the siege of Leningrad.

The book “A. A. Troitski Selected Chess Etudes” (written by V. A,
Korolnikov and B. A. Cehover) appeared in 1959 and comprises 176 studies.

25



A. Troitski brought a lot of original-
ity and creativity in the domain of the
miniatures.

Once the reader gets familiarized
with some of the works mentions here-
under, it will be much easier to have a
better idea of Troitski’s miniature, at
the same time having a great satisfac-
tion.

33.

Troitski, 1895
Novoe vremia

There are studies very simple in
structure but very rich in substance.
These ones remains in memory and
are not forgotten.

1. £h6+ L g8 2. g7 L7

2. e6+ 3. 9d6 5 (3... Lf7 4.
Bes Hg8 5. VI6 5 6. Lg5 +-) 4.
&e7 e4 5. Lf6 +—

3. g8W+! &:g8 4. Le6 L h8 5.
Lf7 5 6. 2.g7#
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34.
Troitski, 1895
Novoe vremia

& A
7

1. Ef5+ Le7

1... g7 2. ®h3! 2. Hg5+? £.g5
3 Dh3glN+—+)2... gl 3. Hg5+=

2. Ee5+ 2d6 3. He1! £:e1 4.
&h3 g1W=
4... gli=
35.

Troitski, 1896
Novoe vremia




Two pawns against two pieces rep-
resent only a small compensation. But
the c5 pawn has some prospects.

1.¢6 £g4 (1... De6 2. Lb6 L.g4
3. ¢7 §)d4 4. bT-) 2. 7 Qb7 3.
c8! £.:c8 4. L b6=

Troitski remaked this study in
1922.

36.
Troitski, 1897
Sahmatnyi zurnal

1. d6+ &d7 2. Hac5+ Le8 3.
d7+ 5):d7 4. Hd6+ 2 d8 5. Heb#

The play is forced and the game
end in the “antic persian mate®, with
the help of two white and two black
knights, in the corner of the board.
Other composers also processed this
idea later. In 1935 the Author of this
book expressed himself with this mate
in the middle of the board.

This study was processed by
Kasparian in 1958. In the initial po-
sition Troitski placed the King on h7.
In this case the study has no solution
because after the check on d6 the King

Aleksey Alekseevic Troitski

can escape by c6 with draw. The trivial
movement of the King to g7 solves the
problem.
37.
Troitski, 1897
Novoe vremia
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1. H\d4+

1. De3+? Hbl =

1... &bt 2. DHb5! a2 3. Ha3+!
Lb2 4. £f6+! L:a3 5. Lal! b5+
6. ©c3 bd+ 7. &c4 b3 8. Lc3 b2
9. &:b2#

38.

Troitski, 1898
Novoe vremia

1. Hhe! 2.8

1... &g7 2. D5+ +—

2. &f6+ £g7 3. e5 bs5L1 4.
Le6 b4 5. L7 £.:f6 6. L:f6 b3 7.
&7 b2 8. Hf8 b1W 9. H\f7#
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39.
Troitski, 1898
Sahmatnyi zurnal

This kind of studies, with easy but
elegant solutions, is of interest for chess
composition. In an equal position ap-
pears one interesting Rook sacrifice.

1. He6+! H:e6 2. Wab+

2. Wh5+? Fe7 —+

2...8d53. Wca+ Ld6 4. Wes+
&d7 5. Wa7+ +—

40.
Troitski, 1898
Novoe vremia
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No kidding with Black’s pawns!

1. D5+

1. £g2? h3+ 2. Hfl L3 3. 5Hb4
h2 —+;

1. Eif2? e:f2 2. g2 el 3. &fl
h3 4. £Yb4 h2

1... $f3 2. Z:f2+! e:f2 3. Hed!
L:e4 4. £g2 Le3 5. &f1 h3 =

41
Troitski, 1899
Novoe vremia

\

% %
///;2/%
424

1. &b6 Lc8 2. a6 L'b8 3. a7+
$ba84.Lc7h55.L:d6hd 6. L:d7
h3 7. e5 h2 8. e6 h1¥ 9. e7 Wd5+
10. c7 Web 11. Ld8 Wd6e+ 12.
Fc8! =

A study with theoretical impor-
tance. After the pawn move to €7, the
position is draw. We can see the pur-
pose of the a7 pawn.

42,
Troitski, 1898
Novoe vremia

0, % % /
" n

v 5 %
&
w Rk

o BE,

1. Zh1! Ee1 2. Ef1! E:11 3.
£:e3 &Hb2 4. b4 Hc2 5. Hca
&d1 6. ¥d3 Let 7. 2d2+ Sd1
8. 2e3=

A positional draw occurred, where
the Rook and one pawn can not win
against the Bishop. This position most
be remembered because it is a master-
piece of chess endings theory.
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43.
Troitski, 1906
Deutsche Schachzeitung
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1.ﬁc6+@a3!

... ¥a522. 2:d7 b2 3. L2e6=

2.2:d7b23. 224! £f54. £¢2!
£:c25.d7 b1W+ 6. Lc7 Whe 7.
d8ty Was5+ 8. L d7! £a4+9. Lc8!

44.

Troitski, 1906
Deutsche Schachzeitung

30

1. He3!

1. ©f3? hd 2. g4 hS 3. g5=

1...g5

1... &h2 2. Hg2 Sht (2. g5 3.
De3h44.g4h3 5. 55 +—) 3. 5\f4 g5
4, :h5+—;1... hd 2. g4 Bh2 3. H)f5
h3 4. 5\:h6 +—

2. 213 g4+

2...h4 3. g4;2... ©h2 3. DS g4+
4. L2 &h3 5. 5 h4 Lh2 6. 5 g2 Lh3
7. a4+ Eh2 8. &):h5 +—

3. &2 h4 4. Hig2! h:g3+ 5.
g1 h56.Lh1 hd4 7. Df4 #

45.

Troitski, 1907
Bohemia

.,
@%g/

If we look a little deeper to the po-
sition, we will realize that a Knight on
b5 may be very important, that’s why
the Knight, surprisingly, jumps to c7.

1. Dc7 b1YW (1... Hcd 2. 5)bS
Lb4 3. HHd4=) 2. Db5+ Ld3

2... Pe3 3. Ef3+

3. Zf3+ &d2 4. Ef2+ el 5.
He2+! &f1 6. Ef2+ g1 7. Eg2+



46.
Troitski, 1907

It’s clear: White must defend from
mate and this can be done only with
a Knight sacrifice. But what will fol-
low?

1. Dd3+! (1. Db3+2? Lco!) 1...
£2:d3 2. g:f7 Le1+ 3. Ya4 £b5+
4. a3 2b4+ 5. Hb3 Lc4+ 6.
Laq £:7 =

47.

Troitski, 1908
Bohemia

/ ;
/;

White must stop the Pawns. How
can he do this, unless by the King?

1. 3! h2
I...d2 2. Ec4+ &h5 3. Ze5+ £.g5
4. Eds=

2. g2 h1¥+ 3. &:h1 d2 4.
Hca+ g3 5. Hda =

48.
Troitski, 1909
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. H\b6 Wes

1... ded 2. Wod+ Bes 3. Hd7+
+_

2. Dd7! a4l 3. W:c7+ L b4
4. YWes5+ b3 5. We3d+ a4

5...%a2 6. Fcl We2 7. Was+ b3
8. N5+ Fed 9. Wab+ +—

6. Wdd+ a3 7. 2 c5 Whs

7... b5 8. Wal+ b4 9. WeaH
8. Wa1+ b4 9. Hab+ +—

9. Wh2+ a5 10. Wal3+ HbS 11.
b3+ @as 12, Wad+ b6 13, H)d7+
+_
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49.
Troitski, 1910
Bohemia

Inspire the material balance on the
board, White launches, with minimal
forces, a mate attack.

1. He5+ & db6
1... c5 2. Dd7+ Ld6 3. Wig+
&c6 4. Wie+ +—;

1... b6 2. Wda+ b7 3. Wd7+
®a8 4. Wee+ La7 5. LT +—

2. Hd3 W7
2... Web 3. Wol+ +— Hc6 4.
We7+ Bds 5. DR+

3. Wd4+ Wd5 4. Wie+ Web 5.
Wq7! Wi5 6. Nf4 Lc5 7. We3+
+_
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50.
Troitski, 1910
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. Eh7+ @eS 2. H\c8!

2. Dc6? £c5 3. Ehs+ &f8—+; 2.
Eh8+? 217 3. Eh7+ L6 4. Eh6+ X5
5. Bh5+ &4 6. Zhd+ &f3 7. Eh8 el
8. 28+ Fe2 9 Ee8+ 23 —+

2... 2¢5 3. Eh4! e1¥ 4. Eeq+!
W-e4 5. H\d6+ £.:d6 =

5L

Troitski, 1910
Sahmatnoe obozrenie




1. Hc2+ &b3 53.
Troitski, 1911
Duetsche Schachzeitung

... &bl 2. De2 al¥W 3. Hc3+
W.c3+ 4, F:c3 a2 5. Bb2+! +—

2. BEc1 a1W! 3. E:a1 & b2 4.
g1 a2 5. Lc4! a1W 6. HNd3+
Fa2 7. b4+ b2 8. Ef2+ H b1

8... Bl 9. HHa2+ Hbl 10. Lb3

9. ¥b3+—

52.

Troitski, 1910
Sahmatnoe obozrenie

1. g7+ (1. £DHf6+? Lha 2. Hal
N2+ 3. g2 Hdl —+) 1... £h4
(1... &g5 2. De6+ Lha 3. Eal D2+
4. Hh2 d1 5. H\d4 =) 2. Bal HHf2+
3. ©h2! Hd1 4. Hf5+ Lgs 5.
g:d1 e:d1W (5... e:d1E 6. De3+ =)
6. Ne3+ H:e3 =

54,
Troitski, 1913
Bohemia

1. We7+ Lgb 2. e+ Lf5 3.
Wh7+! &f4 4. Wd3!! W.f8 5. Wi+
+_

Sometimes small studies make a
better impression than others, more
profound, but with long and boring so-
lutions.
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1.d7 d1¥ 56.

... c5+2. 8 dIW 3. Efa+ = _ Troitski, 1923
Casopis Ceskoslovenskych Sachistu
2. Hg2+!

2. d8W H\c5+ 3. Be8 Wigd+ 4.
Tbg Wha+ +—

2... &:g2 3. d8¥W AHHNc5+ 4.
La7! W:d8 =

4., Waa+ 5 Hbe

55.
Troitski, 1916
Chess amateur

1. &b4 g8
... d6 2. a5 Lg8 3. Wb6 d5 4.
c:d5 c:dS 5. Fes=

2. ¥c5 L7 3. Ld6 Le8 4. ¢c5
&d8 5. 6 g:f6 =

57.
Troitski, 1924
500 Endspielstudien

In this kind of positions the rule is
to play to mate or to Queen trapping.
The present study is an example.

1. Wdd+ g5 2. Wie+ Lga
3. Wfd+ g5 4. Wg3+ fg4 5.
Wha+!! &fa

5... &:h4 6. 2.f6#

6. Wi2+ L3+

6... Bed 7. Wd4+

7. W:3+ g5 8. Wg3+ Kf59. =
Wd3+ +—

34



1. g7 Ha1+! 2. ©h2 Zas 3.
Ng6 £.c5 4. Hf8 £.:18

4... Ea2+ 5 &h3 Hal 6. Hg6 =a8
7. G\f8 =
5.g8W £d6+ 6. &h1 H:g8=

58.

Troitski, 1924
500 Endspielstudien
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1. e6 £ f6!

... 51472 2. £.d8+! &b5 3. e7+—
2. £:f6 5114 3. 2d8+ L ab 4. e7
Hd5 5. e8! +—

5. e8W QT+ =

A step ahead from this study was
later made by M. Platov, see the 150
study.

59,
Troitski, 1924
500 Endspielstudien

Typical play of the “good” Knight
against the “bad” Bishop concluded
with mate.

1. ©h6 L h8 2. Hh4 Hg8 (2...
£2083.Dg6#) 3. Df3 Lh8 4. He5
Lg8 5. Nc6 (5. 2nd7 Lh8 6. D8
Lg8 7. H1:h7 +—) 5... Lh8 6. De7
2087.Ng6 #

60.
Troitski, 1929
Sahmaty
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1. b7 Hc2+

1... Eb2 2. &:b2 g2 3. Hd2+ He3
4. b8 +-—

2. &:c2 g2 3. Dd2+ He3 4.
b8&.!!

4. b8%? gIW 5 Who+ Le2 6.
Wl =

4...e25. La7+-

A simple but very clever study.

61
Troitski, 1924
500 Endspielstudien

1. Ef7

1. Zf1? Sel 2. Zf7 d1¥ 3. H)c6
Wds 4. g7 We2+ 5. g Wieo —+

1... d1¥ 2, S c6 Woa+ 3. L8

3. Hg7? Web+ 4. Lh7 Wed+ 5.
&h8 W:c6 —+

3...Wc8+4. g7 W:c6 5. Efs+
& b7 6. Ef7+=
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62.
Troitski, 1925
28 Rijen

Both sides try to advance their
pawns as soon as possible. They pro-
mote the Queen at the same time, but
white attack is decisive.

1.a6 ¢4 2. a7 ¢3 3. £h1! 2a4+
4. Lf7! £c6 5. £:¢6 ¢c2 6. a8 W
c1¥ 7. Wa2+ g3

7... &h3 8. Wo2+ Bhd 9. Wi+
+_
8. Wg2+ Lf4 9. W3+ g5

9... Le5 10. Wi6 #

10. Wg3+ 2f5 11. Wge+ Hfa
12. Whe+ +—



63. 64.
Troitski & M. Platov, 1925 Troitski, 1927
150 izabranyh sovremenyh etiudov Sahmaty, VI. Pr.

1. 5)f5+ B h7 2. g7+ wh8 3.
san 4@51972' Wi Be4 3. mar'5ic2 4. Has+! ©h7 5. Geb
) al¥ 6. E:a1 5H:a1 7. &7 HHc2 8.
4. 2.h8? 53 5)d4 9. HHg5+ L h8 10. HHha
4... a3 5. ¥f6 9 c4 6. Heb+ +—
b2 7. Le5 Hca+ 8. Ld5+ Hb2

9. ©d4 Hid1 10. Scd+ Hb2+ 11. 65
c3 Hd1+ 12. b3+ Hb2 13. Troitski, 1929
48 +— Sahmatnyi listok

The last move shows why the
Bishop must be played on g7, not on
h8. The study’s idea was later admi-
rably processed by M. Perelman. See
the 624 study.

1. &)f6 g3 2. Hed Lf2 3.
Ne5+!
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3. De3+? b3t 4. £bS Dab S.
cT b8 6. a6 &c6 7. 4)b8 Hes5 8.
ANd7 Dcd 9. b6 Ha3 10, D4 2
11. Da3 Del 12. Dc2 g2 —+

3... ¥a5 4. Neb Hb5 5. Nc7
Nd4 6. De6 =

In this interesting study we met a
very uncommon case — the “enraged”
Knight.

66.
Troitski, 1929
Sahmatnyi listok
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Extremely interesting is the solu-
tion of this study, with the active par-
ticipation of all pieces.

1. Nc4+ La4
1... %b4 2. d7 Ed3 3. De5 =

2.d7 Zb8 3. Nb6+ La3 4. Hc8
Eb1+ 5. £d2 £b3 6. Hd6! Hd1+
7.%c3 E:d6 8. d8YW H:d8 =
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67.
Troitski, 1929
Sahmatnyi listok

The position looks equal, because
it is hard to believe that a win is pos-
sible with the remaining material.
White wining conception is based on
two elements: the bad Bishop position
on a8, of course with the possibility to
ca-pture him, and the King position
on h&, which can be exposed to mate
threats.

1. £h6 g8

1...¢52.43b5 2hl 3. Hd6 £.d5 4.
L2 Lg8 5. Ld2 £g2 6. Ye3 £c67.
4 c4 8. Be5 c3 9. Hf6 247 (9... 2
10. £)f5) 10. Ded 2 11. De7 clW 12,
Orfe+ Lh8 13. £.:cl 2h3 14, Lh6+—

2. Ded! L7 3. N5 Lgb 4.
£f8 h5 5. Lc2 &f5 6. £.d6! g4
7. £d2 &f3 8. Ye1 £g2 9. Le7
Lg3 10. ¥f1 L3 11. 2d6 Le3
12. £e5! ©d2 13. g2 Lc2 14,
& h3 ¥b115. ¥h4 La2 16. L:h5
a3 17. £c3 +—

A charming study!



68.

Troitski, 1930
Sahmatnyi list

1. ¢5! (1. £.157 &4 2. e7 Lg3 3.
22 &2 4. 215=; 1. &h2? E:c4 2.
g3 Eed=)1... Ec4 2. c6! Lf2! (A
&g3) 3. £h2 H:c6 4. e7 Hg6! 5.

e8! +— (5. e8? E:g2+! =; 5. ¢8E?
E:g2+! =)
69.
Troitski & A. Herbstmann, 1934
64,1. Pr.

1. De2+ Lh2

1... &hl 2. £a2! &d2+ 3. Le3
Nfl+ 4. L2 Dd2 5. 9c3 Hh2 6.
Le2 +—

2. £a2! &h3 3. &f2 Hh2 4.
Hg1+ L ha 5. g2 Hga 6. Nf3+
Sh57. &fT #

The win was possible due to the
good cooperation of pieces.

70.

Troitski, 1935
Sbornik etiudov

After a forced and accurate play
which worth no annotation, White
wins the Queen for a Rook and gets a
theoretical wining position, with two
Knights against the h4 Pawn.

1. Hc6+ Ha8 2. Eh8+ & b7 3.
Eh7+ a6 4. Ea7+ L b5 5. Nda+
&c56.Hc7+ b4 7. Eb7+ La4d 8.
Ea7+ b4 9. N2+ Lc5 10. Ha5+
Lc6 11. De5+ Lb6 12. H:g4
&:a5 13. 21 f2 h4 14. Hh3 +—
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71

Troitski, 1936
64

The idea of this study was mate-
rialized by E. Somov and later by W.
Halberstadt, before Troitski, but in
the same year — 1936. But Troitski’s
study is better, using less material and
having all the pieces in movement,
without changing them.

1. £g8 Hf6 2. h7 &g7 3.
&b5!!

3. &b6? Ea8 4. &bS Lh8 5. h5
g7 6. h6+ Lh8O —+

3... a8 4. h5 £ h8 5. h6 L\b7
6. Lc6 Nds+ 7. Ld7!

7. &c7? D7 —+

7... Eb8 8. &c7 a8 9. ¥d7
Ab7 10. Lc6 Ha5+ 11. Lb5! =

Positional draw.
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72.
Troitski & M. Eisenstadt, 1940
Sahmaty v SSSR

This collective study presents a
subtle application of a theoretical draw
position in which two Knights win
against a Pawn. But in this very posi-
tion there is a Bishop which may have
a decisive role. The whole charm of
the study consists in the fact that the
Bishop can not get free and will be
lost...

1. Dc7+ Lb8 2. Hb5 a8 3.

Hc1! £b8 4. HHd3 £h2 5. Lg2
£b8 6. &h3 £a7 7. H)f4

7. b4

7... £b8 8. Nd5! Le5

8... £a7 9. g4 Lb8 10. £)16 (10.
&5 La8 11. Le6 LbS 12. Ld7 Lal

13. Lc8 £b8 14. 51:b6 #) 10... Fa8
11. )d7 £b8 12. £):b6 #

9. N\:b6+ L b8 10. HA7+ Lc8
11. H:e5+—



73. Because of the ¢6 Pawn, the loss of
Troitski, 1941 the Knight would be similar with the
64 loss of the game.

1. ©g6 H\s+ 2. &7 Hd7

2... 7 3. Qe6+ 2d7 4. Lic5+
c7 5. Hed N g7

3. Heb+ L c8 4. e7 HHb8

4...¢55. 5H\do+ Hbg 6. X:d7 c4 7.
Dd4 ¢3 8. Dc6+ La8 9. Lc7 c2 10.
He8 clW 11. S\bb #;

4., Hb7 5. F:d7 +—

5.d6 #

he second founder of the modern study was the prominent French compos-

er Henri Rinck (1870-1952), which in the second half of his life lived in
Barcelona (Spain). In the beginning, his work had a very tactical character. It
seems that it was A. Troitski’s influence, who considered that in a study essen-
tial is the combinational content. Gradually, Rinck’s creation evolved: in 1920
he goes to composition studies with pieces (with determined balance of forces).
Rinck tended to process deeper and more extensive the studies where the mate-
rial was prevailing the ideas. Through a careful analysis of the positions with de-
termined material balance, he showed the qualities of pieces, which enabled him
to find different ways of catching them. “Piece capture” or “Domination” are the
terms that ware introduced in studies literature by Rinck. The French composer
is the author of numerous studies on “capturing” the pieces.

Rinck has left behind a large number of studies, around 2000. Analysis of this
colossal inheritance certify about the author’s high technique and tremendous ef-
ficiency, but on the other hand, he often repeated ideas and even some positions.
Most of Rinck’s studies are winning studies.

In studies literature often are used phrases like “Rinck’s style” or “Rinck’s
material“. When it speaks about the “Rinek’s style®, it is understood a positional
fighting position, with no tactical elements, with a mathematical game, clean and
clear. But it would be wrong to conclude that Rinck used strictly positional meth-
ods in his studies, avoiding combinations. He didnt avoided at all combinations,
and examples can be studies like 74, 75, 76, 77, 79,85, 97, 99, 103, 105, 113, 116,
117 ... But these combinations were also in “Rinck style, characteristic of his
creation.
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Rinck’s creation played an impor- 74.
tant role in the development of chess Rinck, 1904
composition, because he had a very Deutsche Schachzeitung
high technique and many composers
of the world have learned to “master
the matter” from his examples, an im-
portant requirement in chess composi-
tion.

Rinck’s studies collection ware
published during the 1909-1952 years
and contains five volumes: “150 study”
published in 1909 and 1913, “300
study” in 1919, “700 study” in 1927
and “1414 studiés” in 1950. The most
complete is the last, which gathers
all his creations, from half a century.
Studying Rinck’s miniatures, listed
below, I believe that you can get a pic-
ture of “Rinck’s style or material®.

1.b7 g4

... £f4 2. &HcT+—

2. 5):b8 g3 3. 2c6 g2 4. HNd4!
&:d4 5. b8W g1W 6. W:a7+ +—

75.
Rinck, 1906

Bohemia

A clear and simple play run its curse
in this study, in which the White Pawn
Henri Rinck can not be prevent from Queening.
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77.
H. Rinck, 1907
La strategie
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Rinck, 1906
Deutsche Schachzeitung

With a simple and logical play,
H. Rinck, 1907
Deutsche Schachzeitung

White achieves a stalemate position.
78
1.b6 H:e52. £d3 Eh5 3. L.c4+

1. Ee6+ &d7 2. E:e5 £b3+ 3.
La1t! 4. b7 Eh7 @... Ef5+ 5. &e7

&8 d2 4. Hed d1¥ 5. Zd4+

Hes+ 6. &d7 +-) 5. Lf7! (5. b8W?

300
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... b5 2. Eh8 Ed7 3. Ee8 +—
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1. f6 K:e2

1.
1
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27+ 6. e8 =f8+ 7. L:f8 =) 5...
Eh8+ 6. £.g8 +—
79.

H. Rinck, 1907
Rigaer Tageblatt

_ /// /
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1. d3+ (I ,;4 Lidd 2. HDe3
aln=) 1... &d5 2. HHf6+ He5 3.
Nd7+ &d5 4. Hb6+ Le5 5. £hé

26 6. £d2! a1¥ 7. 2c3+ W:c3
8. Hd5+ +—

80.
H. Rinck, 1912
Budapest S.K

44

I have often seen chess players
solving this study and, looking at
theirs smile, I realized that this one is
on theirs line, because it solves easy
and simple.

1. £g3 h5 2. e4 &gt 3. €5
d:e5=

.78

H. Rinck, 1916
La strategie, I. & II. Pr.

There are a lot of studies with this
kind of force balance in Rinck’s com-
positions, as well as in others compos-
er’s works. The material “two Rooks
against Queen” is considered to be
well processed and is difficult to find
something new. This study is of inter-
est to practical players and shows the
Rooks power when they check the 7-th
rank.

1. Eh7+

1. Bf77 ¥ d6; 1. Ee7? We8; 1. Ea7?
Wel+; 1. 2d77? Wes

1... £g8 2. Ehe7 & h8[]

2... Wdg 3. Eg7+ Hf8 4. Bbf7+
Le8 5. Eg8+



3. Ebc7! & g8

3... Wegd Hfl! e+ 5 Ef7 Wes
6. Za7 Weg 7. Eh7+

4. a7 &h8 5. Hf7 Wes+ 6.
&f2 Lgs

6... Wpg 7. Hf1! +—

7. Eg7+ &f8 8. Eh7 &g8 9.
Hag7+ &8 10. Zh8+ +—

82.
H. Rinck, 1916
British Chess Magazine

In opposition with the previous
study, the Queen has here the advan-
tage, against Rooks. That’s why White
must save himself. The seemingly
simplicity of the position is tricky and
hides many subtleties.

1. Hget!

1. Bgf1? Wd2+ 2. hl g3 3.
Hg1+&h3 +—; 1. Egd1? Wg3+ 2. &hi
Lh3 3. Bd2 W3+ 4. gl Wed+ +—;
1. Eg2? Wh3+ 2. Lol Wel+; 1. Lg2?
W3+ 2, bfl Wi+ 3. el Wed+ +—

1... Wd2+ 2. &h1 &g3 3.
Hc3+! W:c3 (3... @12 4. Eee3 o) 4.
He3+ W:e3 =

83.
H. Rinck, 1917
LEco degli Scacchi, I. Pr.

/ A’ /
e g
o DipE W
// / /// 7

2
/ / /
+_

1. We7+ Lasd 2. Was+ Sb70]
2... £b8? 3. Wp6+) 3. Ne5+ Lbs
4. Whe+ Lc8 5. Wbh7+ Ld8 6.
&d20 +-—

Queen and Knight against Queen
is a rather trivial balance of material,

too. Despite that, this study is of inter-
est due to the beauty of its ending.

84.
H. Rinck, 1920
British Chess Magazine
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1. D4+

1. De5+? Le2!

1...Led

1... 4 2. g2,

1... &c22. g2

2. Ne2 Lf3! 3. HNd4+ L4

3... g4 4. Dc2 H:h5 5. De3 Lgs
6. £c7t—;

3... ed 4. 9 b3;

3... g3 4. O\f5+ ©f3 5. He3

4. Sc7+ Lg4

4. &g5 5. H\f3+ &:h5 6. Hid2
Lgd 7. 2b6 Lg3 8. Ded+

5. Hc2 Hf3 6. He3 L:e3 7.
£b6+ Le28. &:f2 +—

85.
H. Rinck, 1921
Lltalia Scacchistica, Mention

1. Hab

1. Dc6? ¥:c6 2. h7 a2 3. h8W
ald++—

1... ¥c4 2. Db4! L:b4 3. h7

3. &g6? a2 4. h7 al&.!

3...a24. h8W a1W+

4... alé+5. be6=

5. %g6 W:h8 =
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86.
H. Rinck, 1922
Chess Amateur, I1. Pr.

1. a6 Heb 2. 2.d8 h2

2...G\c53. a7 h2 4. a8%W+ He4 5.
Ff5+—

3. a7 HeT! 4. £:¢7 MW 5,
agl+! +—

5. a8+ gd 6. Wihil =

87.
H. Rinck, 1922
Revue Suisse d’Echecs




This study is a resonance of the
famous study of R. Reti (224). Reti’s
study is draw, here (with changed col-
ors) are showed the winning ideas.

1. a4 ©b3 2. a5 Lc3

2...%c43.26 Ld34.27 2 5. a8
1% 6. Wa6+ +—

3. &g1!

3. Lg3? Ld4! 4. a6 Le3 5. a7 2 6.
Lg2 Le2 =

3...&d4 4. a6 Le3 5. &f1 +—

88.
H. Rinck, 1925
Sydsvenska Dagbladet Snallposten
Mention

Rink payed a distinctive attention
to the positions with “Rook and Pawn
against two minor pieces” when the
theme was to capture the minor pieces.
Here are some of the most interesting
(studies 88-92).

1. e3 £a6l]

l..2c42. Be5+—; 1. £g472.
Hg5+ +—; 1... &f1 2. g5+ &f7 3.
Hgl

2. Ea5 £b7 3. Eb5 £.a6

3... &hl 4. Eg5+ &f7 5. Egl
4. Eb6 £f1 5. Hg6+ Lf7 6.
Hg1+-
89.
H. Rinck, 1925

Sydsvenska Dagbladet Snallposten
Mention

1. &b2 £g8 2. Zf6

2. Eh4? 5)f5 3. Eh8 HeT =
2... 57 3. Hg6

3. Ze6? &7 =; 3. a4 He7 =
3... 2h7 4. Eg7 +—

DAME

CONTRE

TOUR et CAVALIER

Hevwy BINCE ot Lows MALPAS

-
N

NOUVIAUX PRINCFES THIORIQUIS

L2 Echmmr
sainaes
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90.
H. Rinck, 1925
Sydsvenska Dagbladet Snallposten
II. Pr.

1. Ea6 Hc8 2. Ec6 £.94 (2...
He73. Zc7+—)3. f4 (3. Zc4? L.e6
4. Hc6 £h3 5. &f4 g8 6. Zc3 £.d7
7.2¢7 £h3=)3... 2h34.Ec3 Leb
5. &e5 294 6. Ec4 +—

91
H. Rinck, 1923
Casopis Ceskosloveskyh Sachistu
Mention

48

1. &b2! (1. La2? Ded 2. Ze3
Nd5 =; 1. c2? He6 2. He3 Hda+
=1... b6 (1... Df72. Ec7+—; 1...
Ded 2. Hed +—; 1... £1g6 2. Bg3+—;
1.2 f52. Ec5+—) 2. Eg3 D7 (2...
fed 3. He3;2... De6 3. Ee3) 3. Eg7

+-— Colossal domination!

92,
H. Rinck, 1923
LTtalia Scacchistica, I1. & I11. Pr.

1. c6 £Le8 2. c¢7 £d7 3. Ed5
2e6 4. Ze5 2g4 (4... 2b65. Ee6
27 6. Ze8+ Lg7 7. He7+ +—; 4...
£.d7 5. Ee8+ g7 6. Ee7+ +-) 5.
Zh5+ &g7 6. Eg5+ +—

In chess composition the balance
“Rook and a minor piece against two
minor pieces” was quite soundly ap-
proached. Inspire that, the interest for
this kind of study never diminished,
obvious because of the large possibil-
ity for using these forces. H. Rink, a
great specialist in the branch of “cap-
turing the pieces®, had realized more
studies in this field. The 93-96 studies
are some examples of this kind.



93. Bishop pining — analogues win in

H. Rinck, 1923 three variations.
Casopis CeskosIlIO\;)enskych Sachistu 1. g4 Let
H ... f¢7 2. Eg8+ b7 3. Eg7 H)c8

4, & f6+—;
1... £d8 2. Eg8 /b7 3. &16
2.%f1 £a53. Za4 5\b74. £¢3
+_

95

H. Rinck, 1929
Neue Leipziger Zeitung, II. Pr.

1. Ye2 (1. Eb5+? a7l 2. Ec5
2g6 3. Le2 £hd4 =) 1... £9g3 2.
Eb5+! a7 3. Ec5 £b1

3... 2h74, Hgs5+-—

4. Ea5+ b6 5. Ea3 £.d6 6.
Zb3+ +—

94.
H. Rinck, 1924
Basler Nachrichten, IL. Pr. This study on domination theme is

% typical for Rinck’s style. Inspire there
@ O % % are made only few moves, in this case
2 % 2

the Bishop’s shutdown is subtle fructi-

% &y, . fied.
//%% m% //%% _ 1. a7 £f1 2. Za2 &h8

7, /%y //%7/ /%7,,/ 2. £f63. B2 &e7+ 4. Bb3 La6
7, %/ //%/ 2 (4... £b5) 5. Dd5+ De8 6. DicT++—,

2... 973 B2 £26 4. De6+ g8
7 2 5. g2 +—;

7, 7, ))& g

‘AR B

2... &cl 3. Ef2 2a6 4. HHd3+ +—
3. Za8+! g7 4. Eat1 +—
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96.
H. Rinck, 1929
Neue Leipziger Zeitung, II. Pr.

1. ££3 &.¢8+ 2. L b6!
2. a5 Le73. Be3 &b7 =
2...2b4 3. Ef4 2d6

3...%2a3 4. Ead 28 5. Ea8
4. Hd4 2e7 5. Hed 2d8+ 6.

a7 £d7 7. Hd4 +—

97.
H. Rinck, 1924
Basler Nachrichten, I. Pr.
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A small study, which impress by
his beautiful ending.

1. Hf2 Hel+

1... Ef32. £h6

2. &d2!

2. ©c2? Ef1 3. Lc3 b5 4. Hed
E:f8 5. £Hd6+ &5 6. D):c4 Ef3+ +—

2...He2+

2... 811 3. He3
3. ¥c3E:f24. £c5+L:c5=

98.
H. Rinck, 1926
Las Noticias

In an unexpected way, the White
King forces the Black Bishop to walk
all around the board, eventually cap-
turing him.

1. &b8 £.d7

1... 26 2. DA+ +—

2. &c7 Le8

2... 224 3. HHc3++—

3. &d8 2f74. e7 £g85. L8
£ h76.&g7 +—



99.

H. Rinck, 1926
Basler Nachrichten

1. Bc7+ Ed700 2. YWc5+!

2. We3+ d8 3. Wes Eds+! =
2... %d8 3. Yh6O+— W:c7
3... Eic7 4. Wig+ d7 5. Wibs
4. Yeg#H

100.

H. Rinck, 1927
Basler Nachrichten

1. £92! K:f4+ 2. g3 Ef6

2... Ef8 3. {5+ +—; 2. Ef5 3.
Nd6+ +—;2... Ef7 3. Hd6+ +—;2...
Zb4 3. Hic5+ bR 4. Dab+ +—: 2...
Had 3. Hic5+ +—; 2... Ec4 3. Hd6+
+—:2... Bd4 3. Da5+ b8 4. Db+
+—:2... Bed 3. eSS +—

3. Hc5+ b8 4. Hd7+ +—

101
H. Rinck, 1929
Le Temps

Usually, in the endgame, two
Bishops are stronger than a Bishop and
a Knight. But this study is an excep-
tion - the Bishop and the Knight, sup-
ported by the King, don’t offer any rest
to the Black’s Bishops, and in the end
they capture one of them.

1. &f2 £ht1 2. &gt £f3 3.
Ng5+ Lel 4. a7+ Ye2

4... %45 Fe6+

5. Ne6! £h6

5... 2b4 6. DNd4+ Pe3 7. D2+
=

5... 2a3 6. Nda+ Pe3 7. Hic2+

51



5... £e7 6. Dda+ Le3 7. HHF5+
+_.

5... £d6 6. Ddd+ Le3 7. D5+
_+._

6. Nd4+ Le3 7. 5 f5+ +—

The strong attack of the Bishop and
Knight leaves a remarkable impres-
sion.

The balance of forces “Rook and
two minor pieces against Queen” is
considered even. But in some cases the
stronger side can achieve the victory.
Rinck brought a large contribution to
chess composition on this theme. The
studies from 102 to 106 prove very
well the subtle cooperation between
White pieces.

102.
H. Rinck, 1929
La Nauy, I. Pr.

1. D3+

1. Hd6+? Lad=; 1. Ebl+? Las=

1...&c52. Ehs! W] 3. Eh4!
W7+ 4. Dd7+! W:d7+ 5. &:d7
+_
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103.
H. Rinck, 1928
Magyar sakkvilag

1. Das+ (1. Dd2+? Lc3 2. L.da+
Ld3 3. £.c5 Wes! 4. Eh3+ Le2=)
1...&c3 2. Eb4!! Wg8O (2... W:ba
3. 2d2++—; 2... &:b4 3. Hic6++—)
3. Eb3+! W:b3 4. 2d2+ +—

Compare this study with the study
104, they have the same fundamentals
ideas.

104.
H. Rinck, 1928
Sahmatnyi listok, Mention

7,
v
7




1. 2c3+ Leq[]2. 23+ el 3.
£ as8!

3. £g27=Wo4,

3. 2hi' Wh3 =

3... Wg4 4 T3+ W:£35 Ld2+
+__

105.

H. Rinck, 1928
Sahmaty, III. Pr.

1. Eb3+
1. Bf7+? b6 2. Le3+ Hbs=
1... ©c8

1... c7 2. A4+ Bd8 (2... Ld7
3 Rgd+ Dc6 4. £f3) 3. Ebs+ Ld7 4.
24+ Fe6 5. Ab3+—

2. 494+ Ld8
2...%c7 3. LA+ He6 4. &3
3. 2d31¥:d3 4. La5#

106.

H. Rinck, 1929
L’Echiquier

1. &b8+ (1. 22+? Fagh) 1...
La6 2. 2c8+ (2. Af1+? Las 3.
2.c7+ Lad 4. Ebda+ &al3) 2... ad
3. 2c7+ a4 4. Ea2+! W:a2

4... b5 5. Eas+

5. £d7+ a3 6. £.d6 #

107.

H. Rinck, 1930
Neue Leipziger Zeitung, Mention
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In this pawns ending, both sides
maneuvers with subtlety, but in the end
they reach over two stalemates.

1. &b5

1. Las5? Led 2. a4 L3 3. L:b3
Fe2 4. Le3 ¢4 +—

1... &d5
1... &d4 2. ¥ad c4 3. Lb4

2. Yad c4 3. ¥b4 Ld4 4. a4
&c5 5. a3 Hd5 6. b4 Hd4 7.
a4 ded 8. b4 ¥d5 9. Hc3
&c5=

In the 108 and 109 studies, to avoid
the stalemate danger, is used the Pawn-
Rook promotion.

108.
H. Rinck, 1932
Els Escacs a Catalunya

7. /ﬁ/
“, // //
/a;//
@ //

,,,,,,

//////

1. e7
1. &d2? Eg5

1... Bd3+!1 2. ©e2 Hd5 3. £.g6+
Fc1! 4. e8E +—

4. e8¥7? Hie5+ 5. Wie5 =
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109.
H. Rinck, 1930
Basler Nachrichten

1.f6 £h5! 2. £):h5 3 3. f7 12 4.
f8&! +—
4. 8 1% 5. W.f1 =
110.

H. Rinck, 1935
Revista Romana de Sah, I. Pr.

1. Le4+ da7
1... b8



2. H\c6+ b6 3. 5):d4 Hc5 4.
He2 Lca 5. Hel ¥e3 6. Hia2+
©ca 7. £h7 H\b3 8. £.g8+ +—

Studies with win in which each side
has two minor pieces (without pawns),
have forced solutions and don’t have
great effect moments.

111.

H. Rinck, 1937
Schackvirlden, I. Pr.

%/ 0,
//

///////

\\\
\\\\
[uili
NN

/
///
//////

///é@é/
. 4
////

+

1. e6 L4 2. e7 He5

2... Bg8 3. g4l (3. d4 &f5 4. g4+
216 5. g5+ £f7 6. d7 Ba8 7. g6+
D:g6 8. e8 %W+ He8 9. 28 f5=;
3 De6 Hg2=)3... B:g4 4. Le6 Eal
(.. &f45 d4 Led 6.d5 Bg57 d6
Zes+ 8. &f7+—) 5. d4 Eab+ 6. Lf7!
(6. Le5? Bal 7. d5 £g5 8. Le6 Hel+
9. &f7 Bfl+ 10. g7 Hel 1. db
Ze6=) 6... Ba7 7. d5 15 8. d6 Les
9. dog6! +—

3. g3+ L5 4. g4+ &f6 5. g5+
Xf5 6. g6 Lf6 7. g7 Heb6+ 8. d5
He5+9. d4 +—

112.
H. Rinck, 1939
Schackvirlden, L. Pr.

»Iwo Bishops against Queen” end-
ings are usually considered drawn, with
some particular exceptions in which
the win is obtained because of the bad
cooperation between the Bishops and
the King. This example contains three
Bishop’s capture variations.

1.c8%W &h5

... 2177 2. Wgd+ LeS (2... De3
3 Wos+) 3, WeT+ +—;

1... 2247 2. We6+ B3 3. Wc4
+_

2. Wee+ Hf4

2... Bf5 3. Wd7+ Led 4. Whi+
+_

3. Whe+ g4 4. Wd6! &2

4. Re3 5 Weo+ Lfd 6. Who+;

4... 2h8 5. Weo+ Hh4 6. LSO
Ab2 (6. Lg57 Wgs+) 7 Wel+

5. Web+ ¥h4a 6. Wfe+ g3 7.
Wes+ Xg4 8. We2+ +—
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1. Wre? He6 =; 1. Wd3? &7

1. W5

It looks like the position is draw,

but can White play for a win? It seems
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115.

1. Ee7+? &Hb6 2. Eb3+ Fcs5 3.

Ebs+ #2d6;
1. Ec8+? &b7 2. Eb3+ La7 3.

© 8
&S
-
J
35S
£7Z
&5
i
51
HB
8
%@
-
o]
(]

&6 2. £d5+ +—
2. Eb7+! & c5 3. Eb5+!
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b6 6. Ebs5+ b5 7. 247+ +—
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&:b3 9. Hed+ +—
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1. 5H)f3+ H2 2. Hes5 el 3. 1. b7 &f1! 2. b8 HHf2+ 3. &h2

Ned+ L5+ 4. WeeS Hgd+=
3. Dgd+? Ld4 —+ 1... £f11 2. Hh2
3... Ye2 4. 213+ &f2 5. De5 2. f89+27 Df2+
Le3 6. Hca+ Ld3 2... Hf2! 3. L g3 Ded+ 4. Lf4
6... &4 7. b2 Fe3 8. Nea+= D5l 5. b7 Dd7! 6. b8!
7. S ed+ L:e4 8. HNd2+ Ld3 9. 6. I8 £):f8 7. b8 & e5+!=
Hb3 = 6... D):b8 7. f8W +—
116. 117.
H. Rinck, 1949 H. Rinck, 1951
Revista Romana de Sah, L. Pr. Basler Nachrichten

Two Queens “candidates” carry an 1. Ha5+ &f4 2. HEha+ Bg3 3.
ingenious struggle against a Knight #.4 w.53

d a Bishop. And in the end th
:v“ina 18hop. And n the end they 3. 0\b3 4. Hed Wd3+ 5, Bc2=

1. 71 4. Bh3+ &:h3 =
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he creation of the Platov brothers, Basil Nikolayevich (1881-1952) and

Mikhail Nikolayevich Platov (1883-1937), was held under the motto
“position’s simplicity, elegance of play*. Essential in these studies is to demonstrate
how forces are combating in a given material report, in combinational or position-
al play, while saving at maximum, relative to the original position, the forces.

The German composer and critic F. Sackmann (1888—1927) characterized as
folow the creation of H. Rinck, A. A. Troitski and Platov brothers: “H. Rinck
distinguished himself by technique, accuracy and elegance, while A. Troitski not
only by succesful achievements, but also by an extraordinary insight and intel-
ligence, the Platov brothers occupies a place in their midst”. This assessment
is very close to reality and stresses the significant features of such prominent
composers. and M. Platov came out with their work in 1903 when they published
a total of over 200 studies. The greatest contribution of the two had M. Platov. It
can be considered one of the founders of the modern chess composition.

The Studies of V. Platov were published in the chess magazines “Sahmatnoe
Obozrenie” (1909-1910), “Sahmaty” (1922-1929), “64” (1925-1932), which
helped to increase the interest in chess composition and lead to the emergence
of new composers. and M. Platov have produced two collections of studies — in
1914 (153 studies) and in 1928 (200 studies). In addition V. Platov published a
book with “150 selected studies” of different authors. In this book he presented
the most interesting studies in the first quarter of the last century. These books
have played an important role in creating the russian national school of chess
composition.

8. The Queen is exposed to be trapped
M. Platov, 1903 on several squares.
Rigaer Tageblatt 1. Bf1+ Le5 2. ©g5 Wa2
2... Waq 3. Hel+ &dS 4. D3+
=
2... Was 3. Bf5+ Le6 4. Nda+
=
2... Wpe 3. Bfs5+ de6 4. Efe+
+_

3. Ze1+ ¥d5 4. N3+ +—
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119. 1.c6 b3
V & M. Platov, 1905 1...2c32. &4

Rigaer Tagblatt 2. c7 £.g3+!
2...52 3. c8Y b1¥ 4. W5+ +—
3. &:g3 b2 4. c84!

4, c8¥7 bW 5 Wrs+ el 6.
Wpl =

4... Yed
4. Lc25 &5+ +—
5. &:g4 +—

121,

V. Platov, 1906
Rus

1. )62 (1... d2 2. £.d5+ Le5 3.
£.:f3) 2. 2d5+ Lb5

2... b6 3. .92 d2 4. Dd5+ Kc5
5. 0e3 =

3. 2c4+ H:ch 4. g4l 1D 5.
DNes5+ Lc3 6. N:d3 L:d3 7. ¥h6

120.
V. & M. Platov, 1906
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. £d6

1. £¢57 Zd8 2. 218 Ed4+ 3. LhS
Egd =

1...Eh1+

1... Ed4+ 2. &h5 Hgd 3. L4+
Ldl 4. g5 +-—

2. £h2! H:h2+ 3. &g3 Zh1 4.
Lf2 Eh2+ 5. &f3 Eh3+ 6. &f4

Eh4+ 7. &:f5 Eh5+ 8. &4 Eha+
9. &f3 Zh3+ 10. £ g2 +—
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122.
V. & M. Platov, 1906
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1.2 2:f22. Eh1+

2. Bd6? &.c5+—+

2... 8e13.Zh2 d1¥

3... 224 Ehl+ Lel 5. Eh2

4. b2+ &c1 5. Eb1+ &:b1 =

123.

V. & M. Platov, 1906
Niva

1. Hd2 £d5

60

1... 2h52. &H\cd =
2. 2d8 &c5 3. b3+ £:b30 4.

£295g1¥W 5. £e3+ W:e3 =

124,
V. & M. Platov, 1906
Niva

1.d6 g3 2. d7 £:d7 (2... 27 3.

d8¥ g1 4, Weg+ +—)3. H:g3 2b5
4. Zb3 d1¥ 5. Eb1 W:b1 =

125.
V. & M. Platov, 1906
Deutsche Schachzeitung




The whole weight of the play falls
on the Rook, which heroically fight un-
til the end, sacrificing him to reach a
stalemate position.

1.2d6 h5(1... &bl 2. Eb6+ &2
3. Ec6+ &dl 4. E:h6 d2 5. E:h3 )
2. Hd5 h4 3. Ed4 h2 3... &bl 4.
Ebd+ L2 5. Bca+ Fdl1 6. E:hd d2 7.
Z:h3=)4. E:h4 d2 5. E:h2 d1¥ 6.
Za2+ &b1 7. Eb2+ a1 8. Ea2+
H:a2 =

126.

V. & M. Platov, 1906
Bohemia

The bad placed White Bishop
makes difficult the win. That’s why
White is using a combination.

1.dé

1. £e6?h22. f7h1¥ 3. f8y Woo+
4. Hf7 Wi+ 5. e ¥:.f8+ 6. L:f8
&d6 =

1... &:d6

1...h22.d7 h1¥ 3. d8¥ +—;

l... c:d6 2. £d5! :d5 3. 7 h2 4.
R h1¥ 5 Wag+ +—

2. £e8 h2 3. f7 h1¥ 4. f8W+
d5 (... Les 5. Wie+) 5. L.c6+
&:c6 6. Wag+ +—

127.

V. & M. Platov, 1906
Bohemia

1. £d31 (1. $e3? D3 —+)1...
N:d3 2. £c2 Hc1 3. E:b2 e1W 4.
Eb1+ a2 5 Ea1+ &:a1=

128.
V. & M. Platov, 1906
Bohemia
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In an apparently simple position, in
which Black’s Pawns are a very pow-
erful force, White, with a subtle play,
manages to obtain an unpredictable
stalemate.

1. b6

1. &a6? d3 (1... c3+? 2. £as) 2.
Eicdd2 —+

1...¢32. ¥a5d3

2... &dg 3. Ec5 d3 4. bb4 2 5.
Hb3 2e2 6. b2 d2 7. Ed5+ =

3.E:c3d24. He3+ &d75. Eed
d1¥ 6. Ed4+ W:d4 =

129.
V. & M. Platov, 1907
Moskauer Duetsche Zeitung

1. £b5 &d5 2. b4+ £:b4 3.
£a6 ¥c6 4. 2d3 h1¥

4...Bd55. 2a6
5 2ed4+W:ed =

It’ s easy to observe that this study
is a version of the 123 study.
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130.
V. & M. Platov, 1907
Deutsche Schachzeitung

White’s saving plan is to attract the
Black King on the six ranks and using,
after that, a stalemate combination.

1.Zh3+ (1. 2d37—+; 1. Ec8+7—+)
1... g7 2. Hg3+ Lh6 (2... &f6 3.
Ed3!=) 3. Ed3! 213+ 4. a7 d1W
@...d1E 5. X:3=) 5. H:d6+ W:d6 =

131

V. & M. Platov, 1907
Deutsche Schachzeitung




1. b7 Ed5+ 2. & b6!

2. Ha6? Bd8: 2. ad Bd8 3. £1d6+
L3 4. 5ic8 Hdl =

2... £d8 3. Hd6+ Lf3

3... E:d6+ 4. L7 +—

4. Hc8 Ed1 5. H\d6!

5.&c7 Ecl+ =
5... Z:d6+ 6. &c7 +—
132.
V. Platov, 1907
Rus

The Black King and Pawn posi-
tions, placed on the same row, suggest
how White can save himself.

1.d32:d32.5c4 £:¢43.%a3
b1¥ 4. Zb5+ £:b5 =

4, Wps=

The 133 and 134 studies make use
of the same idea — the chase and at-
traction of the Bishop on the promo-
tion square. It is clear that the win
can be achieved only by an energeti-
cally advance of Pawns. Using the bad
Black’s King position, the White Pawn
is Queening,

133.
V. & M. Platov, 1907
La Strategie

1.e5 £b7 2. €6 2.8 3. e7 £.d7
4. £ h3!

4, B c5 =

4... Le8 5. L8 £h5 6. £g4!
2967. £f5+! 2:58. e8W +—

134.
V. & M. Platov, 1907
Bohemia
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... 2d52. £.c4 £:c4 3. c7T+—

2.c7 2d7 3. Ye7 £c8 4. Hd8
£f55. £d3 £e66. £c4 +—

Here too, like in the precedent
study, White King is taking an active
role in the chase of the Bishop.

135.

V. & M. Platov, 1908
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. d6 Bd1+ 2. ©g2 Hd2+ 3.
&h3

3.&f37 2
3...H2:d6

3... 2d3+ 4. £g3 Hb6 5. {7 Zf3
6.d7 +—

4. f7 Zd3+ 5. g2 Ed2+ 6.
&gl Hd1+7. Let1+ E:e1+ 8. g2
Ze2+9. g3 He3+ 10. g4 Zed+
11. £ g5 He5+ 12. &:g6 Zeb+ 13.
Lg5Ee5+ 14. g4 Hed+ 15. & g3
Ze3d+ 16. &2 +—

:d6! 4. £7 Ed5
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136.
V. & M. Platov, 1908
Deutsche Schachzeitung

/%/
@////
////4%
//////
//%////

7 U

2 Y
%%%///

/////

1. a8W+! &:a8 2. h7 Eet+ 3.
&d7 Ed1+ 4. &c7 Ec1+ 5. £c4!
E:ca+ 6. Hd7 Eda+ 7. Te7 Eed+
8. Lf7 Hf4+ 9. g7 +—

137.

V. & M. Platov, 1908
Deutsche Schachzeitung

&

c4? Ef5 2. c6 E:h5 3. ¢7 E:h2



1... Hf5 2. ¢6 E:h5 3. c7 Eh4+
4. b5 HEh5+ 5. & b6 Eh6+ 6.
£2d6! H:dé+ +— J. Barbie, F.
Saavedra — 26

In the book’s studies of V. and
M. Platov (1928), the authors stated:
“This study, after si: moves, is not a
deepening of the well-known study, as
some critics believe. The basic theme
of this study is the fight of the Bishop
against the Rook*. But still a clarifica-
tion is needed, that this study would
not have a particular value, if it didnt
enetred into the study of Barbie and
F. J. Saavedra. Only this subtle navi-
gation to the final position creates a
high-class performance, giving a great
satisfaction for those who solve it.

138.
V. & M. Platov, 1908
Bohemia

1. £f3 Ec4 2. £d5 £.:d5

2...8c53. 2e6 Eas5 4. Hf6=;2...
Hcl 3. Lf8! 2:d54.d7 =;2... Eg4+
3. Bf8! £:d54. d7 Eg8+ 5. e7 Hg7+
6. Ld6 =

3.d7 Hc7

3... Hgd+ 4. Lf8! =
4. Hh8 E:d7 =
139.
V. & M. Platov, 1911
Bohemia

1. 5 g3 £:g3 2. e7 £d6+ 3.
Fa4! £:e7 4. £¢c4 h1W 5. &d5+
W.ds5 =

140.

V. & M. Platov, 1911
La Strategie

65



1. h7 Eb2+

1... &:h7 2. &3 Eg3+ 3. Hb2
Zb3+ 4. Lal =

2. a3 Eaz2+
2... b3+ 3. Ya2! &:h7 4. Fal! =

3. ©b4 F:h7 4. Hc3! Ea3+ 5.
&Hb2 Eb3+ 6. a1 £d5 7. b8W
E:b8 =

An unbelievable position: Black
to play can’t do anything against the
stalemate.

141
V. & M. Platov, 1911
Tagliche Rundschau

////
o m n
//////////
/////W
e

/ / // _
/£/¢

1. g8

1. Pg4? &di+! 2. De2 £:e2+ 3.
Lg5 L4 —+

1... M1+ 2. g4l £d1+ 3.
Ne2 £.:e2+ 4. Lg5 Wg1+ 5. £g3!
W:g3+ 6. ¥h6 W:g8 =
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142,
V. & M. Platov
Sbornik etiudov, 1914

Here a very interesting fight runs
its course. In the end, after long ma-
neuvers, Black runs out of moves and
his saving chances vanish.

1. &g2!

1. 12?7 h4 2. ©f3 h3 3. Lg3 g4 =

1...g42.2g3&¥a53.5c3 L b4
4. a3+ ¥a5 5. ¥h4 a6 6. Hd1
La5 7. Hb2 Lb6 8. Hca+ Lch
9. a5 ¥ b5 10. a4+ Lab 11. £g30
La7 12. Hd2 La6 13. Hb3 L b7
14. S c5+ La7 15. a6 ¥b6 16. a5+
a7 17. £h4 a8 18. HNd3 L a7
19. 2\b4 & b8 20. H1c6+ Lc7 21.
a7 L b7 22. a6+ La8 23. £ g3 h4+
24. £g2 g3 25. ©h3 g2 26. ¥:g2
h3+ 27. ©h1! h2 28. H\b4 +—

Must be mentioned that the initial
position of this study was a bit dif-
ferent. The improved form was taken
from A. Cheron’s book “Lehr-und
Handbuch der Endspielen®, 2-nd Vol.
from 1957.



143.

V. & M. Platov, 1914
Sbornik etiudov

1. 2b1+ &6 2. £ed4 Fe5 3.
£h1!

3.¢7? £.:e4 4. 8 A 15+ =;

3. £d5? &d6 4. c7 £:d5 5. c8Y
Le6+ =

3. 2137 &d6 4. c7 £:f3 5. c8W
§g4+ =

3. £g2? &d6 4. 7 £.:g2+ 5. L:g2
d:c? =

3... &d6 4. c7 L:c7 5. £.:a8
+__

In the 144 and 145 studies the “in-
dian thema” is revealed, with the 1955
and respectively 1974 corrections.

144.
V. & M. Platov, 1924
Sahmaty

1. £f2 h2 2. 293 h4 3. 2b8!
h3 4. &g3 &g1 5. La7+ Lh1 6.
Sb6! g1 7. Hd5+ Lh1 8. He3
&g19. Hgd+ &h1 10. £b8 +—

145.
V. & M. Platov, 1924
Sahmaty

1. Ha5
1. Za3? ¥h2 2. g6 g2 =
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1... h4

1... g2 2. E:h5+ gl 3. Del €3 4.
Hg6e2 5. Hhd +—

2. Eh5 g2

2...h3 3. E:h3+ Pg2 4. En7 +—

3. E:h4+ &g1 4. Lel! e3 5.
Eh8! e2 6. Dh7 +—

In the 1928 book’s studies of V. and
M. Platov, the White King was on d2
square. In that case, the study could be
solved by lateral checks: ‘

1. Za3! e3+2. He3 g2 3. Eh3 &gl
4. Dg6 L2 5. Hh4! or 1... Lh2 2.
Ng6 g2 3. Df4! g1 4. #h3 # This
study was later corrected by placing
the King on dl.

Is it, somehow, possible to join both
ideas in a single study? It seems that
it is. At that time I didn’t knew V. and
M. Platov and I had no contacts with
them. Only in 1974 ] had the opportu-
nity to compose, with them, this study
- (146).

146.

V. & M. Platov & G. Kasparian
1974

68

1. ¥d2 e3+

1... g2 2. Eh3+ dgl 3. Lel €3 4.
Eh8 €2 5. Hh7 +—;

1... ¥h2 2. Hgb g2 3. Nfd gl
4. Enh3 #

2. E:e3 g2 3. Eh3+ &g1 4.
5\g6 &2 5. Hha g1¥ 6. Ef3 #

147.

V. & M. Platov, 1925
64, I11. Pr.

Black King is very active and suc-
ceeds, by the means of Pawns threats,
to find a stalemate shelter.

1. &c6

1. Ef6? ©g2 2. Lc6 ed —+
1...e4

... £22 2. Ef6 Bg2 3. &d5 +-

2. %d5 e3 3. Yed 2 4. H:f3!
e1¥ 5 Zh6+ Lg1 6. Eh1+ L:h1



148.

M. Platov, 1925
Nauka i tehnika

A simple study which ends, after
Knight pining, with stalemate.

1. g3+ Lh4 2. Def5+ L:h3
3.9e3! 2:e34. D1 d1Y =

149.
M. Platov, 1925
Sahmatnyi listok

The study is distinctive because,
analyzing the initial position is hard to
presume a stalemate possibility. White,

sacrificing the Knight, brings closer to
him the Black King, afterwards the
stalemate combination arises.

1. Ded+

1. Db3+? L3 —+

1... ¥c2 2. He3!

2. Ec7+? &d3 —+

2... &:c3 3. H:a3+ dcd 4.
Had+ &c5 5. Ha5+ cb

5...%b6 6. Ea8 &b7 7. Eas5 =

6. Za6+ b7 7. Ha5 b1¥ 8.
Zb5+ Y:b5 =

150.
M. Platov, 1925
Sahmaty

This is a thoroughgoing study of
the 58 study of A. Troitski.

1.d5

1. h5? &:h5 2. d5 Hg6! 3. Lg8
LfS 4. ©f8 &3 5. d6 Hed 6. d7 Hcs

1... Hd2 2. h5!

2.d6? Hc4 3.d7 eSS =

2... ¥:h5 3. d6 c4 4. LeB+!
& he! 5. d7 De5 6. d8E! +—

6. 87 INF7+ 7. 2.7 =
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I51.
M. Platov, 1927
Sahmaty, Mention

A classical study of trapping the
Queen with two Rooks. In this kind of
studies the play is forced.

1. Eaq+!

1. Ec4+? Lgs5 2. Eas+ Hf6 3.
Eco+ Le7 4. Ea7+ Ld8

1... &g5 2. Hc5+ &f6 3. a6+
Le7 4. Ec7+ £d8 5. Eh7 Wqg2

5... W.h7 6. Eag+ F¢7 7. Ea7+
- .

6. Ha8+ W:a8 7. Zh8+ +—
An accurate Rooks play.
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152.

V. & M. Platov, 1929
64

The Knight and the Rook, although
initially misplaced, succeed to coop-
erate and then, through an ingenious
method, to capture the new promoted
Queen.

1. Eh6+

1. d8+? &b5 2. E:h5+ P4 3.
Zas &b3 4. H)c6 Lb2=

1... &b7!

l... &b5? 2. B:h5+ Hb4 3. Ehl
b3 4. 53d6 Hb2 5. Hcd+ +—

2. Nd8+ L a7 3. Hice+ a8 4.
Ha5! a1¥ 5, Za6+ b8 6. Hc6+
+._



et us be acquainted with another founder of chess modern study - Leonid

Kubbel (1891-1942). Kubbel dealt not only with studies, but aslso with prob-
lems. From the 2500 compositions, something more than 400 are studies, the rest
are problems.

Kubbel’s first studies ware published in 1904. Kubbel itself showed that, in
his career, he had been influenced by H. Rinck, V. and M. Platov, I. Zevers, and
later by A. Troitski and others. Working at his first studies, he soon realized the
close link that must exist between the studies technique and the practical game
— the chess player’s qualification. The art of correctly analyzing certain position
basically requires the force of play of that player. Therefore L. Kubbel gave more
attention to the practical game. This was stated later in his work in composition.
L. Kubbel believes that around 1918 he had managed to master the technique of
studies, after 14 years from the beginning to deal with composition. A. Kubbel’s
high work capacity was rewarded and he created wonderful achievements that
meet the modern chess composition requirements.

His first book — “150 chess studies” appeared in 1925. This book was a great
success and contributed to the development of chess composition. The young
composers of that time had a very useful studying book, and the lovers of compo-
sitions a great aesthetical satisfaction.

The second book of Kubbel, “250 selected studies®, appeared in 1938 and
was Kubbel’s concluding creation work. Neither today the book didnt lost any-
thing from importance, and is steel very attractive.

In 1984 apeared in Moscow the book “Leonid Kubbel“, of I. G. Vladimirov
and I. G. Fokin. The book comprises largely the creation of Kubbel in chess
problems, but there are also included over two hundred studies. In the same year,
1984, T. Withfort published a collection of studies by L. Kubbel at Cambridge,
in England. Moreover T. Withfort also published in 1988 the studies of H.
Mattison. The vigorous activity of the English author deserves to be eulogized.

Much force and energy had L. Kubbel dedicated to the composition box from
“Sahmatnyi listok” during 1922-1931. This became a chess composition cre-
ative center.

Kubbel’s creative principles are best expressed by him: “The most important
thing to consider in the study is the idea, it must be prevailing in comparison with
the material, and not complied to this... The idea must be implemented, in the
conditions of a mutual combat with active participation, without exception, of
all pieces. Black must not wait until White fulfills his plan, but must find counter-
play, combining defense with counter-attack. All phases of this struggle - the
entering into the dispute, the central stage and the end — must be connected. Each
idea must be expressed using the minimum resources, in compliance with the eco-
nomical principle. The construction of the study must be natural, simple, in other
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words — the study should be close to the practica game, presenting themselves
such a photo taken from the nature.*

153. 154.
L. Kubbel, 1907 L. Kubbel, 1907
Rigaer Tagblatt Schweizerische Schachzeitung

In this position the Black Pawn is 1. Eh6+ g5 2. E:h7 g6 3.

very strong, so White should think Eh8! &g7 4. Zh5 g1¥
how do draw. 4... Lf6 5. En6+ &5 6. Enhs5+
1. Dc3+ Hc2 2. HNd1 &4 7. Ehd+ &3 8. Eh3+ =
2. 5)d5? &d2 —+ 5. Zg5+ W:gs =
2... %:d1 3. Lh8! f1W 155
.. el 4. Eg2 :
i‘ g1 Wig s L. Kubbel, 1908
B Bohemia

M3BPAHHHIE
3AAAYM
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1. Hca+ L3 2. E:h4 g2 3.
Zh3+ &f4 4. Ehd+ &f5 5. Eh5+
&6 6. Zh1!

6. Eh6+? £.g6 —+

6...g:h1¥W =

L. Kubbel’s idea was followed by
a number of adaptations (F. Dedra and
others), but nobody was able to bring
something new in this combination.

156.

L. Kubbel, 1908
Rigaer Tageblatt

1. Heb

1. $e2? £hd=
1... 8.h4

1... 283 2. §)d4+ La3 3. 5f3;
1... £el 2. Nd4+

2. Ne5+ a3 3. Hedq +—

157.
L. Kubbel, 1909
Niva, II. Pr.

The chasing of the Bishop with the
Knight is expressed in this study in an
economical form, in two symmetrical
variants. Symmetry, in general, was
often used in studies as a method, by
L. Kubbel.

1.d6
1. &cl? 2.g6! 2. d6 £e8
1... b8

AL c8-d7;

1... ¥b62!

2. Hc1! 2d3

2... £g63.d7 Lc7 4. De6+ L:d7
5. 8+ +—;

2... £.a2 3. Hb2+—;

2... 2e43.d7+—;

2... 2h73.d7+—

3. d7 &c7 4. Heb+ L:d7 5.
S5+ Lc6 6. H:d3+—
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158.
L. Kubbel, 1909
Rigaer Tageblatt

Sources for this very interesting
study came from the nineteenth cen-
tury. In one of his compositions B.
Horwitz expressed for the first time
the idea of this composition. L. Kubbel
has brilliantly developed this idea, giv-
ing it an economical form, expressed
in two variations.

1. £¢5

1. £.d6? Ec8=
1...Hc8

... ©c82. a7 +—

2. 4b6+Le8 3. £¢c7 a54. Fd1
a4 5. Lc¢1 a3 6. ¥b1 a2+ 7. Ha1!
+__
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159,
L. Kubbel, 1910

Niva

1. De7 £¢2 2. NAS! a4 (2...
2.e4723.0f6+) 3. Db4 £.d1 4. 6!
(4. Dd3? 2b3=)4... 3 4... £a4 5.
Des+ LfS 6. a7t—) 5. De5+ L4 6.
i3 +—

160.
L. Kubbel, 1914
Rigaer Tageblatt

1. fe4 &:a7 2. HNd5 298 3.
el L7 3... £b3 4. N6+ Lab 5.



£.d3+ &b7 6. Das+ +—; 3... La2 4.
Dc6+ a6 5. Hiba+ +—; 3... £h7 4.
Ld6 Lb8 5. Ld7 La7 6. Le6+-) 4.
Hc6+ Lab 5. Ld3+ L b7 6. HHd8+
+_

161
L. Kubbel, 1914
Rigaer Tageblatt

1.¢7 &b7 (1... £52. £g6 h1W
3. £:f5=) 2. &d8 &5 3. £g6 h1¥
4. c8W+! £:¢85. L:04+ Wied =

162.

L. Kubbel, 1916
Tidskrift for Schack

It appears that two very strong
Pawns can make much trouble to
Black. In fact things are not so, the
draw which occurs is the normal re-
sult.

1. f7 8 2. €6 b6 3. Hb7 Hc5
4. e7!

4. 77 Bd5 5. Bd7 Les 6. Fe7
Eh8 —+

4.. Z:f75. a6 E:e7 =

163.
L. Kubbel, 1917

1. g4 h2
1... 2+ 2. &g3 =

2. ©h3 £f4 3. @92 Nnf2 4.
Ze2+! H:e2=
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164.
L. Kubbel, 1921
Listok S K Petrogubkommuny

1. Dd4! W:d4

l... Wdg 2. Ead+ &b7 (2... b6
3. Bb3+) 3. Eb3+ Lc8 4. Ebs+ L:b8
5. 8\cb+ =

2. Ea3+ &b5 3. Eb3+ &c4 4.
Zc3+ &d55. Ed3! W:d3 =

165.
L. Kubbel, 1922
Sahmaty
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1.g5 £:95 2. £h5 &4+

2... ©f5 3. Dg3+ D6 4. Ded+
Fe5 5. D3 =

3. &h1 &f5 4. £d1 b1¥ 5.

£c2+W:c26. He3+ L:e3 =

166.
L. Kubbel, 1921
Listok S K Petrogubkommuny

After its final position this study is
similar with the 153 study, but in terms
of material and play they differ one
from other. Similar shades ware used
many times before and will be used in
chess composition in the future too.

1. £e5 Eb4+ 2. &d5! Eb5+ 3.
Lcé!

3. Yc4 Eie5 4. d7 Bed+ 5. Pd3
Eel—+

3... E:e5 4. d7 Heb+ 5. b7

Ed6 6. wc8! Zc6+ 7. &b7 HcT+
8. Ya8! E:d7 =



167.
L. Kubbel, 1922
Sahmatnyi listok

This Pawns study, based on White
King’s maneuvers that are meant to
reach a stalemate position, leads even-
tually to a mutual zugzwang.

1. £d4 d6 2. ¥c3!
2. %d5? &c7 —+

2... d5 3. &d4 b4 4. &:d5! b3
5. &c6 Lb8

5...b276.a7 =

6. &b6 b27. a7+ L a8 8. £abO
b1¥ =

The idea of this study was processed
by other authors too. Among these the
qnext - are highlighted: Kraemmer-
Rutten (1922), H. Fahrni (1922), J.
Gunsta (1929), F. Richter (1933), T.
Gorgiev (1950). We present the study
of T. Gorgiev in which the game had a
more original interpretation.

168.
T. Gorgiev, 1950
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

AV 27//%7
7 U % 7

N

)

d/

1. h6

1. &4? £5 2. h6 L6 3. h5 L7
—+

1... 18!

1... %77 2. L4 f5 3. hS

2. h5

2. D42 £5 3. B:f5 g3 4. L6 L8
—+

2... 7 3. Pe3!

3. B4 £5 4. L3 L8 —+

3... 15 4. &4 &f6 5. g3

5. &e3? g3 —+

5... %17 6. f4 Lfg 7. L:f5g3

8. &f6! g8 9. g6 g2 10. h7+
&h8 11. ©h6 g1¥ =

77



169.
L. Kubbel, 1922
Sahmatnyi listok

% / 7
N B
%, )07,,)7, .
5 5 v

1. 298 e5+ (1... &c5+ 2. B4
e5 3. Ze6 N8 4. Lic5 Heb+ 5.
& ds=) 2. d5 Hfe+ 3. L:e5 H:g8
4. ©e6 (4. 477 £.¢7 5. Le6 £.d8 6.
&f7 GVf6—+) 4... ©b6 4... £.d2 5.
d7 £.g5 6. 9f7=) 5. d7 Bc7 6. Bf7
$e7 7. Le8 53¢6 8. A8+ &5\ :d8=

170.

L. Kubbel, 1922
Sahmatnyi listok

o,

_
.

_

//////

» Z
%y /%7//@ ,,,,,, >
,% ,,,,, /%
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1. & b5! L d8!

L.. di¥ 2. Ees+ &c7 3. He7+
b8 4. Be8+ =

2. £:b6 Hca+

2... d1¥ 3, 7+ &d7 4. Be7+ Hie?
5. 8% H\d5+ 6. La6 Wad+ 7. Lb7
Wh5+ 8. La7! Wb+ 9. Lag Hc7+ 10.
o7+ Wee7 =

3. &b7 Hd6+ 4. b8 d1W 5,
c7+ Ld7 6. c8YW+ H):c8 7. Hd5+
W.ds5 =

The existence of the second stale-
mate raises the value of this study.
Must be mentioned that the branching
of variants occurs at the start of this
study, to which L. Kubbel paid a great
attention.

7L

L. Kubbel, 1923
Sahmaty

1.d6

1. Lc8? £h2 2. Lb7 &7 3. Leh
Fe7=; 1. Lc6? £.d8

1... £a5 2. b6 H\:b6+

2... £:b6 3. Fc8

3. Lc6 H\c8 4. Ld7 Hat =



172. 1. Eb3 Hc6

L. Kubbel, 1923 1... £¢77 2. b7 Da6 3. Ea7 +—
Krasnaia gazeta 2. 8b5
__ AEcs
/ / _______ 2. &d8
/ / // / 2... £b4 3. Ebe;
/ / //é / 2...2c33. Ec5
// // ...... / = 3.2d5
/ / / AEd6
// / ’ 3... Re7
// 3... £b6 4. Ed6+—;
// 3... 216 4, Ed6+—;
/ 3... 814 4 Ehs+ +—
4. Hd7 &g6 5. Bc7+-
= 174.
1. 2d6+ (1. {77 Wg5+2. Lh7 L f5 L. Kubbel, 1923
3. £g7 YWg6+ 4. g8 Web —+) 1... Krasnaia gazeta

Lf5 (1... bgd 2. f7 =) 2. 7 Wd2+
3. &h7!
3. g7? Wes+ 4. Lh8 g —+
3...W:d6 4. f8W+ W18 =

173.

L. Kubbel, 1923
Sahmaty

1. DaT+ a4l 2. H\cb! a1 3.
Nd4!

AEa6
3...W:d4

3... 242 4. Ea6+ £a5 5. Eas+
&:a5 6. Db3+ =

4. Eeq W:eq =
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175. Is there not a positional draw after

L. Kubbel, 1926 1. D g3? No, the salvation comes from
Sahmatnyi listok elsewhere.
1. Le3!

1. Dg3? &:h2 (1... Lg6+? 2. Le3
&:h2 3. &f2=) 2. 5)::h5 g3 —+

1... ©:h2 2, Lf2!

Ag3

2...&:h13. g3 g1 =

177.
L. Kubbel, 1926
Sahmatnyi listok

1. &d6

1. e6 16 2. Ld6 Lel —+

1... 2b2

l...&%e82. £b3 &b23.e6=

2. e6 6 3. e7+ L e8 4. £ b1!
£a3+ 5, Leb £:e7 6. Le4! £:e4

176.

L. Kubbel, 1926
Chess Amateur

The reader may believe that the
stalemate is already made, only that it
must get rid of the Knight and Pawn.
But a different stalemate, completely
unexpected, occurs!

1. e6 Xa7

1... Ee7? 2. &Hf5+ =

2. e7! Se4! 3. N3+l Lg4 4.
He5+ L4 5. Ng6+!

5. De6? Bc7 —+ (5. L:c6? 6.
eS8 W £ e8 =)

&0



5... £:96 6. e8¥W £:e8 =

178.
L. Kubbel, 1927
Leningradskaia Pravda

Pawns endings studies usually
don’t predict distinctive subtleties, and
special issues. But even in simple po-
sitions with, perhaps, prosaic exterior
appearance, can, unexpectedly, burst
the fire.

1. a6
1.a:b6? €3 2. b7 2 3. bW el =

1... €3 2. a7 e2 3. a8¥ e1W
4. Wd5+ H b4 5. Wd3O We1ld 6.
Wa3+ &c4 7. b3+ +—

The theme issue: the Queen is win-
ing thanks to the discovering attack.

179.
L. Kubbel, 1927
Leninskie iskry

A colorless endgame with opposite
colors Bishops, which ends, after only
few moves, with a nice stalemate.

1. £g7 g8 2. £h6 Af5 3.

218! (3. Le7? d5 4. 218 d4 5. Le8
£d7+1 —+)3... &:f8 =

180.
L. Kubbel, 1927
Bakinski rabocyi
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A known theme, reached in the 155
study: the Rook tries to remove the
King from the “d” column or give per-
petual check.

1. Eb8+ & d7

l... &c72. Ebd =

2. Eb7+ & d6 3. Eb6+ &d5 4.
Hb5+ £ d4 5. Eba+ &:d3 6. HEb3+
&d4

6... &c4 7. Eb8 =

7. Eb4+ &d5 8. Eb5+ &dé
9. Zb6+ L c7 10. Eb7+ L8 11.
Zb5! c1W 12, Ec5+! W:c5 =

How naive seems the predecessor
study of G. Coock — 15! Adding just
a pawn, allowed to L. Kubbel to in-
crease the size and dynamics of this
achievement. A good example of de-
velopment of a known idea.

181.

L. Kubbel, 1928
Magyar Sakkvilag, IV. Pr.

A small study, but containing three
elements of pawn promotion: Rook,
Knight or Queen.

1. e7 £d4+

82

l... D7 2. 8D+ +— (2. 8
Lde+ 3. Bda Bab+ 4. £:a6 =) 5 1...
Z:d6 2. e8%W+ 7 3. Whg+ +—

2. E:d4 He6 3. Ed8+ &c7 4.
e8X! +—

4, 82 Ha6+ 5. :a6 =

182.
L. Kubbel, 1928
Sahmatnyi listok

A typical endgame advantage of
the Bishop against the Knight. More
than that, the White King is active and
the d7 pawn is weak. All this White’s
pluses gradually lead to victory.

1. £d6 Hc1! 2. 2.d4!

2. &:d7?7 Hd3 =

2... ©a8! (2... b3 3. c6+ £):d4
4.c:d7 +-) 3. £:d7 Db3 4. ¢6 Nad
5. ¢7 Hc6! 6. cBE+! +— (6. c8W+
Dbs+ =)

It is interesting to compare this
study with the 183 study of S. Filaretov.
Both studies have similar material and
identical construction, but the promo-
tion of Pawn is different, to Rook in
first case, to Bishop in the second. Last



circumstance, very important, makes
these achievements to be absolutely
independent.

183.
S. Filaretov
Sahmatnyi listok, 1925

The simple construction of this
study hides subtleties that can be dis-
covered only after a more careful cal-
culation.

1.f6

1. &:£72 D2 2. 16 QDed 3. &5+
Bh8 4. £ed = 1. 2:f72 He3 2. 16
5+ =

1... D2

1... De3 2. &:f7 +—

2. 2:f7 HNg4 3. £.g6+!

3. 2p8+? Hh8! 4. 7 DS =

3... £h8 4. f7 Hh6! 5. f8L!
+_

5. f8%+ g8+ =; 5. fRE+ g7 6.
Re2 (6. £f7 Dfs+ 7. Le8 Dd6+ =)
6... Dg8+ 7. Le8 6+ =

5... Dg8+

5...8g4 6. 215 +—

6. Leb6 +—

184.
H. Blendford
Springaren, 1949, Pr.

This study is similar to the 182 study
of L. Kubbel, but with a difference in
introductory moves. In addition, H.
Blandford used five pieces, which in
some extent justifies his work.

1. £d4+ Ha8! 2. ¢4 Nd2 3.
c5 b3 4. c6 Dab! 5. ¢7 £c6 6.
c8E+! +— (6. c8YW+ b8+ =)

185.
V. Halberstadt
Magyar sakkvilag, 1938
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This study successfully brings to-
gether the 182 and 183 studies.

1. f6+ ©h8 2. 2.d5
2.f717 04 =
2...514

2... ©d4 3. Led QDgd 4. f7
Ofs+ 5. &5 Hh6 6. f8E+! +— L.
Kubbel-182

3.2e4\g44.7 g6+ 5. £.:96
&4\h6 6. 84! +— S. Filaretov—183

186.
L. Kubbel
Sahmatnyi listok, 1928

1. 18+ & h7

1... &g7 2. E:b8 gl¥ 3. Hf5+
g6 4. 5):g3 =

2. Zf7+ & h6 3. Hf5+

3. Bfe+? g7 —+

3... g6 4. Hg7+ L:f5

4... &6 5. Qg3 L:g7 (5. gl >
6. DIh5+ +—) 6. De2=

5 H:93 £:93+6. ¥h3 g1¥ =

6...glE =
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187.

L. Kubbel, 1934
Krasnaia gazeta

1. a4 (AEb4) 1... Ea3! 2.
H:ba+! 2. E:a3? £:23+ 3. &:a3 &3
=) 2... L:b4 3. Lel+! (3. Ac5+?
L:c5 4. a3 Lcd =) 3... Dag 4.
£.¢30 +— Mutual Zugzwang.

188.
L. Kubbel, 1934
Ceskoslovensky Sach, V. Pr.

Continuously attacking the Pawn,
White causes his advance to h3, after



which the Rooks exchange leads to
draw.

1. Eb7 h6 2. Eb6 h5 3. Eb5 h4
4. Eb4! (4. Lg2? Efd4 5. Lh3 HHc2
6. Zh5 9e3 7. E:h4 Ef3 #) 4... h3
5. Eb1 Hc2 6. Eb3+ Le2 7. K:f3
&:f3 8. Khi= (8. Lfl =)

Here is what L. Kubbel wrote about
this study: “This drawn position was
discovered by me in the early 1928,
when I studied the book ‘Endspiel’ of
I. L. Rabinovici (1927). I did not find
in any book mentioned a similar posi-
tion, with this kind of settlement of the
White King and White-Black pair of
Pawns, with additional Bishop (of any
color), that does not lead to win, even
with an unnecessary Knight in addi-
tion. Later it was clarified that such
a drawn position was analyzed in the
book of A. Cheron of 1927, This in-
teresting view shows the close connec-
tion that exists between chess endings
theory and composition.

189.

L. Kubbel, 1935
Schackvirlden, III. Pr.

1. b5 Zb4

1... Ee5 2. a6 E:bS 3. a7 Ea5 4.
He7 =

2. beT!

2. %e8? E:b5 3. £d7 Ec5 +—;

2. a6? b:a6 3. b:a6 E:b6 +—

2... Z:b5 3. & d6! Ef5

3... 854, &c7 =

4. Hc7 Ef7+ 5. Hb8 L3 6.
a7 Led 7. a6 L d5 8. a:b7 Lcb
9. %a8 X:b7 =

190.
L. Kubbel, 1936

Vecerniaia krasnaia gazeta

G
=

It is clear that in the case of a signif-
icant Black material advantage, White
should think about a perpetual check.
But at some point may occur another
reason for saving - the stalemate.

1. Eg7+ & b6 2. Hg6+ Sc7 3.
g7+ &d6 4. Eg6+ Le7

4... Les 5. E:f5+ &:f5 6. Lg5+
£:g5=

5. Eg7+ &f8 6. Hg5! £:95 7.
Z:f5+1 W:f5 =
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L 2. &h3!

L Kuhhel, 1958 2. Gh1? el¥—+; 2. h2 el
Troitski's Memorial, I. Pr. —+
2. Hfa+
2...elD 3. D3+ &):f3 =
3. &h2 HNga+

3... el 4. HH)f3+ 5):f3+ 5. Lg3

3. ODfl+

4. ¥h1 Hf2+ 5. £h2 e15) 6.
D3+ D3+ 7. g3 Le3 =

In this study with reduced material,
an interesting play, with more stale-
mate positions, runs its course. The
most unexpected is the last, which rep-

1. DHg1 De3+ resents the culmination of this study.
I... DA+ 2. Thl Hgd+ 3. Th2
E)f1+ 4. Ghl el 5. D3+ E):f3 = 192

L. Kubbel, 1938
Concurs XX. VLKSM, III. Pr.

1. He7 £c4

1... 2d52. Ee3 HHas5 3. Hes £b3
4. Ec5+ ®d7 4... ©b7 5. £:b3 ):b3
6. Zp5+ +—) 5. H:a5 2.:d1 6. Ed5+
Leonid Kubel =
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2. Ee3 Has 4. D a4+? ©b4 5. &):b2 c3 6. £)d3+

2. Ol 3. He3 +— &3 =
2...0\d4 3. Bed +—; 4... Hb4 5. b6
2...0d2 3. Ec3 &b7 4. Ec2 +— 5. 2c8¢36. &f5 b3 =
3. Za3 %c6 5...¢3 6. £d3 ¥b3 7. ¥b5 c2
3. Ob74. Bc3Nd6 5. Le2+— 8. 8cd#
4. gc3 .,@..d5 5. §c5 _@.94 6. .@.cZ 194,
,@..f3 7. %fZ .,@Jg 8. g—:hS Hd4 9. L. Kubbel, 1950
H:h1D:c210. Zc1 + Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Mention
193.
L. Kubbel, 1940
Sahmaty v SSSR

One of L. Kubbel’s studies pub-
lished after his death.

1. £.¢c6+ L b8 2. Eb7+

The battle between Bishop and 2 Eh8+? da7 3. Hag+ b6 4.
Knight against two strong pawns is 0. a5 +—
very lively, finally ending with an un- 2. &c8 3. Be7+ 2d8 4. Bd7+
expectedly beautiful mate. @eS. 5 a7+ .@fB 6. He8+ éf-, 7.
1. 5\b6 He7+ &16 8. Zeb+ &Hf59. He5+

—+
1 91677 ©d6 2. D5+ s = z' ieg; 10. Hed+ g3 11
1... b2 2. d5+ d6 3. De3  me3s w2l 12. B3+ del 13.
Le5! B+ &:f1 14. Deb5 g1 15. $f4
3...Le54.5bl ©d4 5. 2c8c36. h1¥W 16. £:h1 H:h117. g3 =

Af5+— A study with a dynamically and
4. b1} forced play.
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CHAPTER 3

MINIATURES OF VARIOUS AUTHORS

he art of studies is created by many authors. The development process of chess

composition is very complex, not uniform, in jumps, and sometimes difficult
to follow when and how brought someone an important contribution in develop-
ing an idea or has made an original study by its contents. The multitude of ideas,
the various links between them, the subtleties of interpretation creates, among
others, difficulties for a proper understanding of one or the other of the achieve-
ments. Therefore there is nothing unusual in the fact that the issue of objective
assessment of achievement often lead to disagreement between the referees of the
competitions. This explains the difference in taste and on the other hand, the dif-
ferent degree of information in the past and in the present, in chess composition.
These two factors, as a rule, plays an important role in assessing the quality of a
study, in a competition. It is true, there are other factors too, such as the lack of
objectivity and the bad faith of the referees, but this should not be considered. In
fact, correctly defining the quality of a study is not a simple job, requiring a deep
research of the study, to establish the degree of originality of ideas, the final form
and his advance, from the point of view of chess composition.

To make an analysis of the situation in which currently the chess studying the-
ory is, we need to make some generalizations and draw some conclusions, strictly
concerning the problem of the creation. Here I considered to be appropriate to
make a reference to my exposure at the International Congress of Composers “The
Status and Development Prospects of Studies”, from Moscow, August 1961:

“The Studies of chess, with a multi secular history, plays an important role in
the chess composition art. This place is basically due to the proximity with the
practical game. Therefore, should be say, without any exaggeration, that the is-
sues of the state and development of studies is of a major interest for the chess art
development, as a whole.
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The shaping of modern study is a long process, in which the best composers
in the world are involved. Experience, knowledge, research, procedures for cre-
ation, were submitted and were applied from generation to generation in chess
composition. The modern aesthetics of the studies was elaborated in the same
way.

Currently, for evaluating the quality of a study, the following criteria are ap-
plied:

1. The simplicity and naturalness of the form.

2. Interesting content, bright and beautiful.

3. The organic link between the introductory and the basic play. The end

must be well hidden.

4. Is desirable a not forced solution.

5. The existence of counter-play for Black.

6. The rational use of the material and the dynamic of play.

7. The solution must not be very long and hard.

Knowing the correctness of these requirements, must be said, that the stud-
ies art does not agree the strict application of standards and prepared recipes.
The composer must strive to apply all these requirements, not mechanical, but
creatively. The composer s sense should suggest him in which cases a certain
requirement is more important and how should him strive to support it in the
process of the development of the study. This sense is in fact the major direction
of creation in the composer s work. This requires the following conclusion: not in
every good study all the requirements can be met at the same level. For instance,
there are sufficient forced studies or studies without counter-play whose quality
are high rated. If we look inside of the most currvent studies, we could easily see
that in the composers creation there are three directions:

1. New trends, but without a proper technical preparation.

2. The interweaving of the new with a high level technique.

3. Development of classical positions and ideas from the past, their modern-

ization in different ways.

About the first direction we can say the following: not all that is new is valu-
able from the artistic point of view, especially when the form and the conthent of
the study dont correspond and between them there is a rift. The second direction
is the most progressive, it requires from the composer a tremendous work but no
doubt, that will give good results.

At the same time, should not be neglected the development of earlier ideas
(improving the form, achieving a more harmonious game, the synthesis of ideas,
etc). In developing these ideas and positions, the composer need to think about
what brought essential and valuable his work. He must consider whether this
work is a simply ,,remake* or a progressive movement. Only when he is doubt-
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less that the expected progress was achieved, those works can be published. The
exigency for his work must be very high.

It must be talk also about styles in chess composition. Sometimes there is a
confusion in determining the style and quality of a study. These two completely
different meanings should not veplace each other. In each style there may be good
achievements and accomplishments as there may be of lower quality. Composition
lovers can equally enjoy rich content studies or easier studies. You shouldnt mea-
sure the quality of the study with the number of moves needed to solve it, and it
cannot be said about short studies, but the effect, that they are not works of high
artistic class. It is no secret that there are studies that can not claim a high place
in a contest, but have a very interesting and instructive content. These studies of
small calibre” are easily accessible for the large public and they should not be
deprived of their rights. Various styles and types of studies are beneficial to flour-
ish in chess composition, but with one condition: each work must be accessible,
instructive, interesting and of highly technical class.

In fact, without a high-class technique we cannot speak of any achievement
in chess composition. The composer skillfuly must master the technique, which
must always accompany the the author’s creative ideas. Merging the high-class
technique with the creative imagination will give, of course, the good results, to
which every composer tends.

There are prospects for chess studies development from which there are great
espectations. The composition requires from the composer an extensive work and
perseverance. The chess study and the practical game will be and will develop
because the ideas and chess combinations are endless. Here is as well the guar-
antee of future achievements in chess composition”.

I currently conduct myself after these views and I try to put them into practice
in my compositions.

The miniatures of the composers presented further, shows the development
taken by the modern study. Among the authors of these works we find promi-
nent deceased composers and others who are alive. Their merits in the develop-
ment of composition are as important as those of the founders. They not only
achieve exceptional studies, but they ware also authors of books and articles.
Their achievements are an indispensable part of the history of chess composition.
This book does not allow to talk about each of them, but hopefully the best of
their achievements are listed here. A closer analysis of these miniatures allow the
reader to determine to some extent the style, favorite topics, technical procedures
characteristic of each authors.

The miniatures contained in this chapter shall demonstrate the increasing
technical and artistic wealth of ideas of the modern study.
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195.
1. Zevers, 1905
Rigaer Tagblatt, II. Pr.

1. Le5+ &bt 2. Eb8+ Hc1 3.
2:f4+ 5):f4 4. L h4!

4, Ec8+? &d2 5. &h4 g1 6.
Ec2+ &e3 —+ ,

4...g1% 4. g6+ 5. Hh3 g1
6. Ebl+ &:bl =) 5. Eb1+ &:b1 =

196.
1. Zevers, 1917
St. Petersburger Zeitung

92

1. Deb+

1. Eb8+? Hf7 2. Leb+ (2. Les+
g7 —+)2... bf6 —+

1... &g8 2. Eb8+ L h7

2... &f7 3. Efg+ £:f8 4. g5+ =

3. g5+ £:g5 4. L5+ W:f5 5,
ZEh8+ g7 6. g8+ Lf7 7. K8+
&:f8 =

197.
I. Zevers, 1922
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. Eb5+!

1. Eh6+? 266 2. E:e6+ ¥bS —+
1... &c6

1... :b5 2. &f6 W-f6;

1... a7 2. &2+ Lag 3. Ebg+
b8 4. £.d4 W.d4

2. Zb6+! L:b6 3. 22+ Lch6 4.
L£d4¥W:d4=

Later A. Gurvitch and other com-
posers have used this stalemate combi-
nation, using the Queen in the corner
of the board, but with a different play.



198. Through a series of Rook sacrifices

1. Zevers, 1922 and Knight Queen-checks threats,
Rigaer Tahblatt White reaches a stalemate position or
a Queen win.

1. Eg3+ &h2

1... &¥h4 2. Eh3+ Pgs 3. Egi+
LhS (3... &4 4. Bf3+) 4. Eh3+ Lg6
5. Eg3+ @h6 6. Eh3+ Pg7 7. En7+
&:h7 8. Dgs+ =

2. Eh3+ &g2 3. Hg3+ &1 4.
Zf3+! W:f3 5. Nd2+ £.:d2=

200.
I. Zevers, 1922
= Sbornik etiudov

1. Ec6+ I b1 2. Eb6+ a1 3.
E:e6!

3. 0247 £:c2 4. Hie6 2431 —+

3..d1w

3... 2:64. 5\c2+ Bbl 5. He3 =

4. 5c2+ £:625. Ee1 Wiel =

199.
1. Zevers, 1922
Sbornik etiudov

1... %ag8 2. Za7+

2. a7+ b6 3. Eb7+ Hcb 4.
Zc7+ &:c7 5. b5+ £.:b5 =
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201. 203.

1. Zevers, 1922 1. Zevers, 1922
Sbornik etiudov Sbornik etiudov

1. £a8 &:g1 White pieces disappear from the

.. £:g12. Eb7 = board one after the other, thereafter
2. Eb7 2 3. E:b3 e1¥ 4. Eb1  white reaches a known stalemate posi-
W:b1= tion.
202. . 1. b7 £:b7 2. £c6+ £:¢6 3.
1. Zevers, 1922 Hb4 e1¥W 4. Eb1 W:b1 =

Sbornik etiudov
204.

I. Zevers, 1922
Sbornik etiudov

1. Hd2 @:dZ_Z. Deda+ Le2 3.
Hel L:e3 4. £.da+! &:d4 5. g2
Le3 6. £f1 h3 = =
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1. Ef7+ &g1 2. L6 H:f6 3.
Za7 e2 4. H:a2 e1W 5. Hg2+ 11
6. 2g1+ &:g1 =

205.
1. Zevers, 1922
Sbornik etiudov

1. Dg3+ £:g3 2. £h5+ Hf1 3.
£94 g1W 4. 2h3+ Ye2 5. L.gd+
&d3 6. 215+ Lc4 7. Leb+ =

Later this idea was processed
by Kozlovski S. (1938) and G.
Zahodiakin (1951). In the 374 study
of G. Zahodiakin there is a significant
progress in this idea.

206.

I. Zevers, 1922
Sbornik etiudov

Two stalemate ideas appear in this
study.

1.He3d2 2. H:e4 d1¥

2... 95 3. He2 d1W 4. En2+ gl
5. Bhi+ (5. B2+ &f1 6. Bgi+=) 5.
&:hl =

3. Hel+ W:e1 =

207.

H. Mattison, 1914
Rigaer Tagblatt
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1. Hg8

Al... 2h62. B4

2.8Bc4

1. ©c4? 2 2. Eal+ Ea3 3. Efl
Ha2 4. d7 4e7 5. Hd3 b5 6. Le3
2h4

1... £:d6+ 2. Hc4 He3+!

2... Ed4+7 3. &:d4 2 4. Eag+
b5 5. Eal

3. &:c3f24. Hga+

4, Eag+? Hb5 5. Eal Les5+ —+

4... a3 5. Hg5!

ABas

5... 2b4+ 6. Lc2 1Y 7, Ea5+
£:a5=

208.

H. Mattison, 1914
Rigaer Tagblatt

The struggle between a Knight and
two pawns in this study is forced but,
by contrast, very stylish.

1. Eb3 f4 2. Zf3 g2 3. E:f4
g1¥

3... DesS 4. Efs g1 4. 937 5.
&f7 +—) 5. Eh5+ &g7 6. Egs+ W:gs
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4. Zh4a+ &g7 5. Hgd+ ¥:g4 =

209.
H. Mattison, 1914
Rigaer Tagblatt

The only saving chance for White
is the b6 pawn, aiming to promote into
Queen, but totally unexpected it pro-
motes into Bishop!

1. b7 Ed7 2. Dd5+!

2. %ag? E:b7!;

2. 9\c6? Egg7 3. ©as Eg5 4. £c6
Zbs —+

2...%e5

2... %g57;

2... Hg3?

3. b6 Ec7! 4. £a8 X:g2

4... Eg3 5. Hica+

5.5c8

5. b8W? Ea2+ —+;
5. Dcd+? Beb6 6. Das Ea2 7. Lb8
Zh7 —+

5... 5298 6. b84! Eg:c8 =



210. Taking advantage of an extra pawn,
H. Mattison, 1914 White must act decisively; otherwise
Rigaer Rundschau the game may end in a draw.
1.¢c6 d:c6

1... d6 2. £):d6+ Ld8 3. a6 2.3 4.
b7+ L7 5. a7 +—

2.a6 £f3
2...¢53. D5 +—

3.9g5 £d54. 2 e6¢c55. \cT+
&d7 6. £:d5 L8 7. H b6+ Hb8
8. Hd7+ La7 9. H:c5 +—

212,
H. Mattison, 1915
Rigaer Tagblatt

1. £2e3+ (1. ed Enl! =) 1...
&b7 2. e7 E:a3 (AEZa8) 3. £a7!!
Ha1 (3... ©:a7 4. L4 Bad+ 5. &f5
Zas5+ 6. &fo Eab+ 7. &7 +-) 4.
4! Zf1+

4... Bel 5. £e3 +—

5. 2121 Z:f2+ 6. Ye3 +—

211

H. Mattison, 1915
Rigaer Tagblatt

1. Ha3 H:a3 2. Lc8!
2. 23 Db5+
2...a1¥ 3. &¢3!
AT, 2.d4

3... Wd1

3... Wl 4 DeT+=

4. DNcT7+ a7 5. 2d4+ W:d4 6.
b5+ H\:b5 =
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213.
H. Mattison, 1918
Deutsches Wochenschach

1. Ed7 Ed2 2. b7 Ded+!

2... M5+ 3. Wgd Hih6+ 4. 3 =

3. &3 2a7 4. b8W+! 4. Hc7?
DNg5+ 5. Lgd N7 —+) 4... £:b8 5.
Eb7 Hg5+ 6. Tgd g2+ 7. Lf5

£2h2 (7... £g3 8. &:gs5) 8. Hg7+
&L:g7 =
214.
H. Mattison, 1923
Latvis

==
-

/ ’
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1. Yeb+ L b6

1... &:b8? 2. Egl Hel 3. Hg8+
Lc7 4. g7+ Pc6 5. Ed7 =

1... £a82 2. &ic6 +—

2. Eg1 Se1 3. Eg4! d1¥ 4.
Zb4+ ¥ab5

4...&c5 5. a6+ Leb 6. b8+ =

5. Nc6+ Lab 6. Hb8+ =

In 1923 A. Nimzovici realised a
study of this kind, but without the {6
pawn. But without this pawn, side-
checks are possible: 1. &e6+ Lb6
2. Hd7+ &a6 3. Egl - draw. H
Mattison’s study appears to be a cor-
rection on A. Nimzovici’s study.

215,
H. Mattison, 1923
Latvis

The idea of this study is also found
to other authors, eg H. Rinck (see 79),
but H. Matisson managed, using the
same material, to accelerate and ex-
pand the playing front.

1. Df4+
1. 2e4? Le5 —+



1...Le52. g6+ Ld5 3. NeT+
Le5 4. Hc6+ Ld5 5. H):bs+ Le5
6. N6+ 2d5 7. DeT+ Le5 8.
Hgb+ £d5 9. £a6 Lc6 10. Le2
h1% 11, 23+ W:f3 12. He5+ X d5
13. D:f3 Leq 14. d2 +—

216.
H. Mattison, 1924

This study was adaptive by A.
Cheron in 1960.

Herman Mattison

1. b7 Ed3+

1... Bf5+72. £e5+—

2. eb! Ed8 3. £c7! Zh8 4.
£e5H2d8 5. £e7 Eg8 6. Lf7 Ed8

7. £¢7 Hh8 8. £d6+ La5 9. &8
Eh7+10. £97 +—

217.
H. Mattison, 1924
Latv. Sachu vestnik

The White Knight, lost in the cor-
ner of the board, disappears, but saves
White from the defeat.

1. &d5!

1. a4? Lc8 2. a5 Lb7 3. H)b6 2.:b6
4. a:b6 a:b6 —+

1... &d7

l... ©c8 2. Hc6 =

2. a4

ASb6

2... a5 3. &c4 Hcb6 4. HeT!
&:c7 5. b5 £b6 6. Lab Lcb =

In 1963 T. Gorgiev made an im-
proved version of the Mattison’s study
(see 218 study).

99



218.
T. Gorgiev, 1963
Sahmaty v SSSR

,,,,,,

1. a4! (1. %62? £2.c52. a4 8 3.
a5 Lb7 4. Hb6 £.:b6 5. a:b6 a:b6 —+)
1... a5 (1... ©c8? 2. a5 Lb7 3. b6
£:b6 4. a:b6 ab6 5. Lc3=) 2. De2!
£.g1 3. £d3 &d7 4. Lc4 Lc6 5.
HeT L:¢7 6. Lb5 2 b6 7. a6 =

219.
H. Mattison, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, I-I1. Pr.

1. b5+ el —+

1... el (1... &f4+? 2. L2
D3+ 3. d3 9ids 4. Ked = 1...
&3 2. Ed3 =) 2. Eb5+ &a2 3.
Ha5+ ©b3 (3... Ib2 4. Had 2e5
“.. £c7 5 Bbg+) 5. Bbd+ Fa3 6.
Hed =) 4. Hf5! (AEf2) 4... £2.d6 5.
Hf3+ &b2 5... a4 6. He3 24 7.
Lel £:e3 =) 6. Ef2 b4+ 7. Le3
£c5+8.bd2 £:f2=

The Pawn is indirectly protected.

220.
H. Mattison, 1927
Jaunakas Zinas

1. d6 g6 2. N:b6 (2. e6 H:d6 =)
2...Eds =

1... Ze7 2. d6! E:e6 3. d7 Ef6+
4. g2 Hgb+

4... Zf8 5. hd6 Lgb6 (5... Zas 6.
Lf3 Lg6 7. H)c8 +—) 6. He8 +—

5. &f3!

5. &h3? Eg8 6. £1d6 Ea8 7. £)c8
Ha3+ 8. g4 Bd3 =

5... Bf6+ 6. g4 Eg6+ 7. &f5
Hg5+ 8. Yeb Hg6+ 9. L d5 Eg5+



9... Eg8 10. £)d6 &h7 11. He8
Egl 12. &Hf6+ g6 13. Leb+—

10. &c6 Hc5+ 11. &d6 H:cd
12. Ye5 Ec5+ 13. Led Hca+ 14.
&e3 Ec3+ 15. ¥d2+-—

221

H. Mattison, 1927
Jaunakas Zinas

1. 2e5

AgT,

1. g7? Ee8 2. 5 &d5 3. &:a7 &d6
4. &6 £d7 =

1. £57 &d5 2. f6 Le6 3. b2 Ef4

1...Be22. g7 Hg23. &6

A£Lgs

3... Hg6 4. &b7!

4, &:a7? &d5 5. f5 Eg2 6. Lbs
Bd6! 7. Lc8 Ha2! 8. Tb7 Eg2 =

4... %d5 5. 5 2g1 6. Lc8!

6. Lc1? Led 7. g5 E:g5 8. 16
Lfs —+

6... Led

6... a5 7. Ld8 a4 8. el a3 9.
2c3

7. £g5! H:g58. f6 +—

222.
H. Mattison, 1927
Jaunakas Zinas

1. a7 L h1!

1. b1 2 Zg2+ Hh3 3. Hg3+ =
2. Hg3!l b1W

2... g3 3. Lb7 b1+ 4. L7 =
3. Zb3! Wa2

3...%c2 4 Ebl+=

4. Eb1+ & h2 5. Eb2+ W:b2=

223
H. Mattison, 1930
Atputa

///
//////
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/////////
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Both Bishops are attacked, but
White finds a way, typical in these po-
sitions, to free them and then to cap-
tures the Black Rook.

1. Hd5! E:d5 2. £e3

A&fT,

2. 2147 Eg5 3. 17+ Hg6 4. ©h2
Lgd =

2...Hg5 3. &7+ Hg6

3... &h6 4. Le8! +—

4. &h2! +—

224.
R. Reti, 1921
Kagan's Neueste Schachnachrichten

This simple pawns ending, with
study character, caused sensation at
his appearance. The idea used is so in-
teresting that even today hasn’t lost its
attractiveness.

1. &g7 h4

1... b6 2. L6 hd 3. HeS h3 4.
Hd6h2 5. ¢7 =

2. %f6 h3 3. be7 =

3. Le6 =;

3. &es?2h2 —+
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This study gave an impulse to oth-
ers author’s creations. For example,
H. Rinck realized a study in which he
gave a winning interpretation, see the
87 study.

225.
R. Reti, 1928

Here is presented a different ex-
pression of the 224 study. The initial
position appears even more paradoxi-
cal. The only White’s Pawn realizes
the draw against three connected Black
pawns.

1. g6 Lbb

1... h5 2. &:g7 h4 3. L:f6 =;

1... f5 2. g7 f4 3. Lf6 £3 (3...
Db6 4. Le5=) 4. LeT =

2. %:g7 h5

2... 15 3. %f6 f4 4. Le5 £3 5. Ld6

3. £:f6 h4 4. £e5 h3 5. d6=

A chess player that I know told me
that, not once, he won money betting
on this study with people “illiterate’ in
chess composition!



226.
R. Reti, 1922
Hastinger Zeitung

Inspire of the short solution, in just
two moves, of this study, it is of a par-
ticular interest for the quite unexpect-
edly manner of capturing the Bishop.

1. Dda+ Lc5 (1... b7 2. &:h2
La6 3. HHb3 L4+ 4. Lh3 HbS 5.
Lg4 £b8 6. 14 Hba 7. £5 L:b3 8. f6
+-)2. Lh10 +-

227.
R. Reti, 1925
Wiener Tageblatt

1. Hc3+ Lal 2. Wag+

2. Wo2 =

2... ¥b2 3. Wa2+ &cl 4.
Wh1+

4, Wo2 =

4... £d2 5. Wb+ PLet! 6.
We1+

6. W2 =

6... 2f27. Nd1+1 L3 8. Wc3+
Le2

8... &f4 9. We+ Led 10. Wdd+
(10. Wc6+? £d3 11. W.g2) 10... Lf3
11. Wds+ +-—

9. Wb2+ £d3! 10. Wh3+

10, W2 =

10... £d2 11. Wa2+ &d3 12.
b2+l Ye3 13. Hca+ Hf3 14.
fe5+ +—

With an accurate play White wins,
avoiding four times the stalemate posi-
tion.

228.
R. Reti, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, II. Pr.

1. d6+
1. f77 £b4 —+
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1... &:d6 2. f7 Hrd7
2... Le7 3. Hg7

3. &g7! Lc3+

3... Le7 4. fo+ =

4. g8 Le7

4... Ofe+ 5. g7 Hgs+ 6. 16!
a.:fo+ 7. Lgb Lel (7. Le7 8. Lg7
=) 8. f8%W+ L:f8 9. Lf5 =

5. 8%+ 5):f8 6. f6+ &.:f6 =

229.
R. Reti, 1928
Miinchner Neuste Nachrichten

Inspire the fact that at the first
move this study has two variants, Reti
considered this deficiency acceptabile,
given that the manner in which the
study is solved, is the same.

1. Ed2!
1. Ed3!

1... d4 2. Ed1 &d5! 3. d7!
Hed

3... cd 4. Pe6 d3 5. Les +—
4. %c6d3 5. Lc5+—
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230.

R. Reti, 1928
Narodni listy

At first sight White’s position seems
hopeless, but in this case, as in the 224
study, White King acts on two sides
and eventually reaches the “square®.

1. &e7! g5 2. Ld6! g4 3. e7
(3. ©c5? g3 4.7 £h5 —+) 3... b5
4. c5 L8 5. Ld4 b7 6. Led
Lc77.of4 =

231
R. Reti, 1928
Tagesbote
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1. d4 E:d4 (1... &c72.d5 E:d5
3. ¢7 Bd8 4. De6+ +—) 2. e7 Hd6+
Q... Bed 3. £)e6 ©d7 4. Hics+ +-)
3. g7 3. &17? Ed8O) 3... Ed8 4.
270 +—

232,
R. Reti, 1928
Kolnische Volkszeitung

The present study was processed
by H. Rinck in 1935. In his study the
dualism from Reti’s study is removed.
It will be seen that at the third move,
with the Rook at e5, the dualism ap-
pears, namely two moves are possible:
£.d3 or £d7, which really spoils the
study. In Rinck’s study is possible a
unique Bishop move, what actually
improves the study.

1. L5+

1. £c6+? ELd6 2. Ed4+ Les5 3.
Eed+ Ld6 4. Ee3 el 5. Ecel=

1... £d6 2. Ed4+ &e7 3. Eed+
&ds 4. £d7!

4. Ee3?elW 5. Eeel=

4...e1YW 5. &b5+—

233.

R. Reti, 1928
Kélnische Volkszeitung

1. Df2! (1. &:g2? Led 2. D12
el@W+! 3, &el &d3 4. Eal &c3 5.
Hcl ©d3=)1... ed 2. :e2 Sd4
3.2g1¥edq (3... ¥c34. Le3 +-)4.
Bel! &d4 @... Ye55. He3 +—;4...
&f4 5 &f2+-)5 d2+—

An interesting study with a mutual
zugzwang theme.

Richard Reti
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234.
R. Reti, 1931
Kélnische Volkszeitung

l... £:b5 2. a6;

l... £d5+2. a7

2. a6 Hd5 3. a7 Hc7 4. a8W
2.d5+ 5. a7 £:a8 6. b6 Lc8 7.
b7+ £:b7 =

235,
N. Grigoriev, 1929
Sahmatnyi listok, II. Pr.
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The great expert of Pawns studies,
N. Grigoriev, master at practical game,
endowed with a great talent, had out-
standing achievements in Pawns stud-
ies. The large majority of these studies
were analytical studies, but this one
can be considered artistic.

1. ©g2 Lc7 2. &3 &d7

2... b6 3. Led Lb5 4. Hd5
H:bd 5. L:d6 L:b3 6. LS =

3. &f4!

3. Led? He6O

3... Ye6 4. Le4 b6

4...d5+ 5. Hd4 Ld6 6. b6 Leb6 7.
b5 Bd6 8. b4 Le6 9. s Les =

5.%d4 d56. ¥e3 Le57. Ld3
d4 8. c4 Led4 =

236.
N. Grigoriev, 1928
Sahmaty, I1I. Pr.

1.d4

1. e4? Lg52. d4 Lf6 =

1... & g5 2. Lf7 f5 3. d5 Le5
4.¢e4 a5

4...&d6 5. Hf6 +—;



4...b55. Le7 b4 6.d6 b3 7. d7 b2
8. d8W b1 9, W6+ L:ed 10. Weo+
+_.

4...h55. He7hd 6.d6 h3 7.d7 h2
8. d8W h1¥ 9. Wde+ Fied 10. Weo+

5. Ye7 a4 6. d6 a3 7. d7 a2 8.
d8W a1 9, Whg+ +—

The all three Black Pawns are
queening but in the end they are lost,
which represents a valuable technical
success.

237.
N. Grigoriev, 1937
Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Pr.

Nikolai Grigoriev Dmitrievich

3. 2b4? L2 4. 4 d2 5. d4
Le2 6. Ded L2 7. HfS &3 =

3... &b3 4. Lb5! Hc3 5. 5!
£d2 6. 2£d6! £d3 7. Ld5! Le3
8. Le5! &2 9. Lf6! Lf3 10. f5

&g2 11. £g6 ¥h3 12. £h5 L:h2
13. &:h6 +—

238.

N. Grigoriev, 1937
64,1V. Pr.

This study is a good example of
distant opposition. Any chess player,
who will study it, will get a great satis-
faction and help.

1. g4! La3!
1... ©b3? 2. &¥b5
2. Has!

2. Bb5? b3 3. L5 Le3 4. d5
Hd3 5. Be5 Le3 6. D5 B3 =
2... ¥b2 3. Hb6!
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In a simple Rook ending, an inter-
esting play is developing, which ends
with a beautiful stalemate. This kind
of stalemate was encountered in other
studies too, but in this case it is a phe-
nomenal achievement.

1. Zf5!1

1. Ef4? g3 2. Eg4 Ec3 3. &7 &2
4, &g6 Ld2 5. LhS Le2 6. Lhd L2
7. &h3 Ef30; 1. Hg7? Ec4 2. &d7
Zed 3. Ld6 Lc3 4. Pd5 Ld3 —+; 1.
Ef1 Ec1 2. Ef2+ 2. Bf5 &2 3. Bf
g3 4. Bge Bgl —+) 2... Ec2 3. Kfl
g3 —+

1...93

1... ©c3 2. Eg5 Ec4 3. &7 &d3
4. g6 Le3 5. Hh5 L3 6. Lha Efd
7. Ea5 g3+ 8. ¥h3 =

2. Hg5 Hc3 3. &7 &c24. &g6
2d2 5. ¥h5 Le2 6. £h4 Lf2 7.
& h3 Ef3 8. Hg40 (8. Eg8? Xf7
—+) 8... Ef8 (8... Ea3 9. Eg8 Ef3
10. Eg4 =) 9. Ef4+ E:f4 =

239.

G. Kasparian, 1932
Sahmaty v SSSR
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1. £g7+ Ded

1...e52. &:e5+ Led 3. Ng3+ +—

2. Dd2+ £d3 3. Db3 L.:c8 4.
L7t Ded! 5. Das+ b5 6. Db
226 7. Hb8! Las5 8. Lc3+ Tb5 9.
2d2!

9. £el?e510. 2d2 e4 11. Lel €30

9... 5 10. Sel e4 11. £d2 3 12.
£:e3 a5 13, £d2+ Hb5 14, Lel
+_

240.
G. Kasparian, 1935
64,1.Pr.

1. 55
1. D72 &2 2. £h3 g3 3. &1

1...96

1... @2 2. b5 Hed 3. £.a5 Ee6
(3... Be5 4. £b6+) 4. ¥h2 +—

2. He3

2. Hd6? £d4 3. c4 Ehd+ 4. dgl
Hgd+ =

2... Ed4!

2... %123, £cd4 Ha3 4. Dd1+ Lf3
5.5\c3 +—



3. £g2+!
3. 2c1?7 L2 4. Hh2 Bed =
3... bf2!

3... be2 4. &cl Ead 5. Hh2 Eal
6. 22

4. Hf1 Eh4+ 5. Hh2 Ed4

5...Ead 6. 5Hf3

6. Lel+!

6. D372 Ed3 7. Lel+ He2 8. De5
Hdl =

6... ¥e2 7. &g1 Hd1 8. £f1+
&:.e19. N3 #

241.
G. Kasparian, 1935
64

(adaptation in 1962)

1. Wcs+
1. Wed+? Hbg 2. W7 Woo+! 3.
@:hd Whe+ 4. g3 FIW —+

1...%a72. W7+ va8 3. Wes+
La7 4. Wc7+ La6 5. W:e7 Wgb+

5... f1¥ 6. Wh7+ Fas 7. Whg+
&:b4 =;

5... Wd2 6. Wi+ Hbs 7. W3
Lcd 8. L:hd Ld4 9. Lg3 Wes 10.
Hh2 W.f3 =

6. L:h4 Whe+

6... 1Y 7. Wp7+ a5 8. Wha+
b4 =

7. %93 f1W 8. We2+! Wie2 =

Four interesting stalemates.

242.
G. Kasparian, 1936
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. h5+ & h6 2. D7+ L:h5

2... Bg7 3. Ng5+ Lg8 4. He8+
g7 5. h6+ g6 6. Legd 1YW 7. e+
W6 8. E:f6+ L:16 9. Lhs5 +—

3. Ee5+ ¥h4 4. Ng5 1%+ 5.
N3+ Hh3 6. Eh5+ £g27. Eh2 #

The idea of this study was devel-
oped by Z. M. Birnov in 1947 (see the
559 study), which added to the intro-
ductory game a Knight promotion for
the White Pawn,
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243.
G. Kasparian, 1938
Sahmaty v SSSR, V. Pr.

White finds himself in a difficult
position because, without the Rook,
his rescue chances are minimal. Would
it be possible a perpetual check?

1. Wh7+ & g5

l... Whe 2. Ed5+ &ha 3. Wer+
&h3 (3... Wi6 4. Wel+ Hgd 5. Wel+
G4 6. Wl+) 4. Bd3+ bgd 5. Wed+
©f5 (5... &hd 6. Wi+ Lgs 7. Eg3+
Hea 8. Higa+ &:gd 9. We2+ =; 5.
g5 6. Eg3+ &f5 7. Ef3+ Hgb 8.
Wes+ =) 6. Ef3+ Lg6 7. Wes+ g5
8. Wes+ =

2. Bd5+

2. Wp8+? Hh6 3. Eh3+ Hha 4.
Z:hd+ W:h4 5. Whe+ g5 6. Wes+
©g6 7. Wes+ Bg7 8. Wd7+ Th6 9.
W2+ Wos5 —+

2...&g4 3. Wh5+ &f4
3... g3 4. Hd3+
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4. Wh2+ Ked 5. Ee5+ W:e5 6.
We2+ 2d4 7. Wbh2+ & d5 8. Wh5+
&d6 9. Whs+ Le6 10. Wes+ L6
11. Wh8+ &f5 12. Wh5+ Yed 13.
We2+ Hd4 14. Wh2+ &d3 15.
We2+ =

244,
G. Kasparian, 1940
Sahmaty v SSSR

¥
..... -
»
2l
..... i

1. &g6 £d6 2. 2.d4!
2. 2b2? Eb8 3. £d4 Eb4 =

2... £c5!3. £¢3!

3. 2b2 Eb8 4. fe5 £d6 5. £:d6
Eb6 (5... Eg8+? 6. Lh5! Bfs 7 Lg6
5 8 £e5) 6. Le5 Be6 7. &d4 (7.
&f5s Hf6+) 7... Bd6 8. £.c3 Ec6 =

3... 2b4 4. £b2 £a3 5. L a1
Eb8 6. Deda+ £b27.Nd6 Eg8+

7... Fb6 8. 252+ E:b2 9. NFT7 #

8. £:g8 2:a1 9. 2h7 £b2 10.
NFT #



245.
G. Kasparian, 1940
S. K. Erevan Contest, III. Pr.

White must always have in view
the stalemate threat and therefore a
precise play is required.

1. a4!

1. £e4? Eb3+ 2. a4 Ea3+3. Hbd
Eb3+ 4. Bc4 Ec3+ 5. Hba Eb3+ =

1... Zb8

... En212 2. &hs5+ Eb2 3. Hf6
Eh2 4. £1g7 Bg2 5. High+t Eb2 6.
es

2. He8+ Eb2 3. HNfe Eb8 4.
£g7 Eb7

4... a8+ 5. &b3 Ea3+ (5... Ebs+
6.Lc4 Zb2 7. Sed Tbl 8. Nd2+ el
9. b3+ +—) 6. L2 Ec3+ 7. &d2

5. \d7+ Eb2 6. De5 Eb7 7.
£1f6 Zb6

7... Ha7+ 8. &b5! Eb7+ 9. Lab
Eb2 10. H)d3

8. H\c6+ Eb2 9. HNd4 +—

Up-Golidze, G. Kasparian, Down-...,Botvinnik,..., Flohr
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246.
G. Kasparian, 1946
Sahmaty V SSSR

This theoretical position, with
study character, has great practical
value and is a basis for other posi-
tions, which I analyzed. (see my article
“Rook and two Pawns against Rook”
from “Sahmaty v SSSR”, 1946, Ne 4
and 95).

1. a2l

1. ©b2? Eh3 2. &c2 Eg3 3. &d2
Zh3 4. &e2 Hg3 5. &f2 Eh30
Diagram — 246a. This position must
be remembered! With White to play —
draw, if Black is playing, White wins!!
6. Lg2 Ha3 7. Eb7 Eas=,

1. Ed7? Eg5! 2. Eh7 Eg2! 3. &bl
Eh2! 4. Fc1 Eg2! 5. &dl Eh2! 6. Lel
Eg2! 7. &f1 Eh2! Diagram — 246b.
This position must be remembered,
too! With White to play, is draw, With
Black to play, White wins;

1. &b1? Eb3+! 2. el 2. £c2
Hg31)2.. Ec3+!3.&dl 3. £d2 Bh3l)
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3... Ed3+! 4. Del (4. Le2 Hg3) 4...
Ee3+! 5. &fl Ef3+ 6. &gl Eg3+! 7.
Lf2 Eh3l=

1... Eh3 2. &b2 Eg3 3. &c2
Zh3 4. &d2 Hg3 5. Le2 Zh3 6.
&f2+ Ea3 7. Eb7 Zh3 8. Eb5
&g79.&g2 Zh4 10. £g3 Zh1 11.
Eb7+ $h6 12. S ga+—




247.
G. Kasparian, 1947
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

This position looks like is taken
from a practical game and continues a
hidden stalemate combination.

1. De3!

ADSS;

1. &g4? Ed3 2. Of4 Ed4—+

1... Eh2! 2. &g4 h3 3. g3
Zb2! 4. Dg4d

4.\ f1? bl 5. ©Hh2 Eb3+

4... Eb3+ 5. Lh2 7! 6. D2

6. De5? Ld6! 7. Hf7T+ Leb 8.
DNgs+ LfS 9. H):h3 Hgd 10. H)2+
&3 11. Hh3 Eb2+ 12. gl (12. Lkl
Pg3) 12... g3 —+

6... Eb2 7. g1 h2+ 8. &h1
2=

The stalemate position isn’t new;
it had been seen many times in chess
composition and also in practice.
But here it is expressed with a maxi-
mum material economy and an eight
moves forced play, with multiple traps.
A. Gerbstman, in his article “The

Chess Game and Chess Composition”
(Sahmaty v SSSR, 1947, Ne 7) appreci-
ates this achievement as the best ma-
terialization of this known idea, into a
study.

248.
G. Kasparian, 1949
Bulletin XVII Ch. SSSR

This study was dedicated to
the participants of the XVII USSR
Championship. It is the fruit of a long
term work. I tried to express this idea
in a miniature form.

1. £e5+ Hg8!

1... %h7 2. £d3

2. Eds+!

2. Ed3? Wh7+ —+;

2. Ed2 W3+ 3. Hh2 (3. Phe
Wed+ 4. f4 Wel+ —+) 3... Wh5+ —+

2... 2f7 3. Ed3 Leb!

3... %hi+ 4. $g3 Peb 5. 2b2
BfS (5. Wel+ 6. &f3 ¥l 7 Le3)
6. Z2f3+ g6 7. E:b3 Wel+ 8. &h3
W2 9 Eg3+ =

4. Ee3 Wh1+ 5. 2h2+
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5. &g3? &f5 6. f4 Wel+ 7. &3 b2
8. :b2 W+ 9. g3 W4+,

5. Lgd? Woo+ 6. L3+ L6 7.
He2 (7 Bb3 Weq+ —1) 7... Wd5 —+

5... 15 6. Z:b3 W1+ 7. @93
Wed

A¥od, ANWH3

8. Zf3+ ¥ g59. £.g1!

9. g2 Weq —+

9... Wgd+10. Lh2 W:f3 =

At the beginning of the study, it

was hard to imagine that an enclosure
of the Bishop will appear.

249,
G. Kasparian, 1950
SK Erevan Contest, [. Mention

1. b4 Eab

1... Ec2 2. 9d6 Ha6 3. b5 Eb6 4.
9d5 E:b5 5. 4)d4 =

2. b5 Zb6 3. Ded4 Ee2 4. d5
E:b5+ 5. ©c4 Heb2 6. HNf2+! & h2
7. 5d1 E2b3

7... Ebl 8.4)c3
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8. Hc3 b7

8... Hb6 9. £)d5 Eb7 10. Das

9. £Ya5 H3b4+

9... E7b4+ 10. %c5 Eb2 11. Hcd
10. &c5 X7b6

10... Eb8 11. &c6

11. £c6 Eb2

11... Eb3 12. £d4 Eb2 13. Ha4

12. Had Z6b5+ 13. ¥ c4 E2b3
14. Ne3 =

Positional draw.

250.
G. Kasparian, 1953
KFS - SSSR Contest, I. Mention

In a constructive simple Rooks
ending position, White saves himself,
thanks to a subtle Rook maneuver.

1. bf50]

1. es? Hgd 2. Ed2 b7 3. &d5
Hb6—+; 1. Ed3? b2 2. Eb3 He2 3.
&fs a7 4. L4 a6 5. L3 Eh2
6. Leq Las—+; 1. Ed1? Be2 2. 15
&Hb7 3. B Fe6 4. #f3 En2 5. e
Fes—+



1...b2 2. Ed1 He2

2... b7 3. Hed He6 4. Hd3

3. &f4 b7 4. L3 Eh2

4... Ec2 5. Ebl Pc6 6. Le3 b5
7. &d3

5. Ye3 &c6 6. Ld3 Hb5 7.
&c3 a4 8. Hd7!l =

8. Hdg? bi&+ 9. Lcd HEc2+ 10.
&ds5 Bd2+ —+

8... b1+ 9. &c4 Ec2+ 10.
&d5 Ed2+ 1. Leb =

251,
G. Kasparian, 1953
KFS - Ceskoslovensko Contest, I. Pr.

/ /
///f/

The 251 and 252 studies arise as a
consequence of the analysis of some
related positions. But the wining ap-
proach is entirely different.

1.ed5

1. Ec6? Nd3! 2. g7 £.d7! 3. Pf6
o f4=;

1. Eb8? &:b5 2. E:b5 fa 3. €S
&f5 4. g7 Hd3 =

1... »d3 2. Zb8

2.66?5)f43.e7 £:b54. H:b5 g+
5. Bg7 4):e7 6. Ec5 L4 7. &6 Dgd+
8. g7 DeT =

2. &d7!

2... ££773.b6 5):e5 4. b7 +—

3. bé!

3. Eg8+? L 4! 4. b6 Q5=

3...9:e5

3... 4c5 4. b7+—

4. Hg8+!

4. b7? D7+ 5. Th7 L.15+ 6. L7
Hd6=

4...Lh4l 5. b7 Nc6 6. L gT!

6. 2d8 &\b8 7. E:b8 £.c6 8. g7
Lg5 9. L7 Lf5 10. Le7 Les5 11.
&7 L5 = Positional draw

6... £g5 7. Lf7+ Lf5 8. L

8. Ec8241b89. e7 £.c6 10. Ef8+!
Led!! 11. E:b8 Les =;

8. Zh8? 51b8 9. Ec8 £.a4 =

8... /b8 '

8... £e6+? 9. L7+ g5 10. Ef6
+_

9. He7+!

9. Ec8 £a4 10. Hc5+ Ped 11
Hca+ &d5 12. H:ad Hc6 13. Ebs
&c7 = Positional draw!

9... ¥e5 10. Ec8!!

10. Eh8 £a4 11. Ec8 (11. Bns+
@d4 12. Bha+ &5 13, Ba4 c6)
11... £d7= 12. Ec5+ &d4 13. &d6
224 14. Ec8 Ha6 15. Efg Fe3 16.
&6 L3+ =

0... £a4 11. Hc5+ Ld4 12.
&d6 2b3 13. Ea5 +—

A dramatically and full of subtle-

ties struggle.
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252,
G. Kasparian, 1954
Sahmaty v SSSR, III. Mention

This study is the little brother of
251 studies, if we can say so.

1. Eg8!

1. Eb1? &e5! (1... £c77 2. Eb8
Ab6 3. E:a8 Les5 4. Le70) 2. Ebs
£d4 3. E:a8 2b6 =

1. Eg7? &d5 (1... £c7? 2. &d7
2b6 3. Lc6+—) 2. £d7 b6+ =

1... £c7!

1... &ds 2. &7 Lc6 3. Z:a8 b7
4. Eng +—

2. 2d7 2b6 3. He8+11
3. H:a8? &d5 =

3... &d4! 4. &col! L:a7 5.
Z:a8 £¢56. Eaq+ +—
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253.
G. Kasparian, 1954
SK Riga Contest, I. Pr.

The positional draw is the saving
anchor in this study.
1. £h4!
1. Lg5? Des 2. Le6 N3+ 3. Lfa
(3. &6 4)d4) 3... Dd4 4. £2d7 L:b6
—+
.02
.. 2g4 2 Hgs! Des [2... DS

1.

1.
. De5 Hc6+ 6. Lf6 f4 7. Lgs 13 8.
D:g4 129. 2d3 De5+ —+)3... L:b6
4. 206 De6+ 5. Les f4 6. Led Hes
7. £d5 =] 3. £.e6 O3+ 4. L4 HNd4
5. 8:05=

2. £d5+!

2. Lg3? Ded+ 3. L4 5)d6 4. L.eb
&:b6 5. Les L5 —+;
2. 2e6? &:b6 3. Lg3 Ded+ —+

2... &:b6 3. g3 Hd3 4. £.c4!
4. &:h3 Hfa+

4... 215 2e6

5. ©h4? &cs

3. 2fd 3. Lg6? Deb+ 4. Lfs Dd4
5



5... £h3!

5... 442 6. ©f3 L5 7. £f5 =
6. £c4

6. ¥h4? Hes

6... De5

6... 02?7 &e2

7. £.e6

AL f5, &4

7...%0g6 8. 27 HHh8 9. L.e6!

9. 2h5? &f1 10. wfa4 £d3 1L
Les Lcs 12. L6 Ld4 13. BT 4 14.
L:h8 Le3 15. g7 £e2 16. Le8 3
17. £d7 2 18. £h3 Lf3 —+

9... 9\g6
9... £g4? 10. L4 g6+ 11. Lgs

10. 217 He5 11. Le6 H1d3 12.
2c4 £2f113. Le6=

254.
G. Kasparian, 1955
Sahmaty v SSSR, 1I1. Pr.

1. 2a5? 2¢22. 2c4 Ld4 3. Deb+
Le3 4. d4 d5! 5. £.:d5 &.f5=

1... $d4 2. Heb+

2. h5? 41! 3. 54 (3. Dg3 Lc2
4. Se2+ e3 5. Hcl Ld2=)3... Hes
4. Dg2 &:AfS 5. De3+ Les5 6. £):dl
&d4 =

2...%e5

2... Le3 3. fc7 &2 4. Hd5+
&d4 5. 5\bd +—

3. 2h3!

3. .Qg4 &b3 4, 5)d8 Fd4 5. 415
2¢26. Q\c6+ K3 =

3... 2c2

3... £b3? 4. d4+ Ded 5. Lg2+
Le3 6. d5 +—

4. d4+ Hd5 5. Lb5 £h7 6.
Lb4 £g87. ¥c3 L:e68. £g2#

255.
G. Kasparian, 1955
Sahmaty v SSSR, III & IV. Pr.

Due to the h2 Pawn, Black has sav-
ing chances, but White wins thanks to
a subtle Knight maneuver.
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1. &d4

1. ©d2? 17 2. Be3 Hgb 3. h5
Bes 4. s Hid3+ 5. g3 g7 6.
F:h2 fa 7. 4.3 Thé=;

1. D22 &f7 2. 9d4 Dgb 3. h5
fA 4. h6 De2+ 5. Le3 g3 =

1... DHg4 2. £g2!

2. &h1? Df2; 2. &icd? LeT! 3.
$g2 3. Dd2 D2 4. 2g2 Ef5; 3,
b6 D2 4. Dd5+ L7 5. L3 h1W
6. £:h1 ):hl=) 3... &f6 4. Led Lgb
5. &4 &f2 =

2... Lf7 3. Yed Hf2+

3... ©g6 4. B4 LhS5 5. Be3 +—

4. £f3 h1¥ 5. £:h1 %):h1 6.
N2l g6 7. He1ll

7. e3? Lho!! 8. g2 Fh50

7...&h5

7... Bh6 8. g2 Hh5 9. D3 +—

8. Ng20 ¥g6 9. N4+ Lf5 10.
h5 &g5 11. ¥ g2 +—

256.
G. Kasparian, 1959
5.Ch.SSSR
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In 1956, during the internation-
al chess tournament “4. 4. Alehin’s
Memorial“, 1 was in Moscow. The edi-
torial team of the tournament bulletin
asked me to dedicate to the tournament
participants one of my original study
and, in my opinion, without chance in
the competition. I didn’t thought too
much and I give the 256 study, con-
sidering that it is not suitable for com-
petitions. How great was my surprise
when, after the release in the bulletin,
he obtained in newspapers and maga-
zines contests studies from 1955 and
1956 twice the first place and, three
years later, the first place in the USSR
Composition Championship. There
are cases when you overestimate your
achievements, but also cases when the
opposite happens ...

1. Wh1+

1. 6+ H:c6 2. Was+ 2b6 3.
Weq+ Sc5+! 4, Wees+ Hb7 =

1... &b8

1... &a6 2. Wi+ b7 3. W3+
Hb8 4. WR+

2. Wh8+ & b7 3. c6+ E:c6

3... &b6 4, Wda+ +—

4. Wh1 &b6 5. YWg1+

5. ¥d5? b8! 6. Wbs+ Fa7 7.
W =

5... &b7

5... La6 6. Wrl+ b7 7. W3

6. Wg2 Lb6 7. Wi2+ Hb7 8.
W3 b6 9. Weld+ L b7 10. Wesq
&b6 11. Wdd+ B b7 12. Wd5 +-



257.
G. Kasparian, 1957
Problem, IT & III. Pr.

1. He7! Wcs+ 2. £b8 Wco+ 3.
Eb7 Wed

3... La3 4. &5 a4 5. Hd6 Las
6. £c7+ La6 7. LbS Wes+ 8. £.d8!
(8. Die8 =) 8... W-d8+ 9. H)c8 +—

4. H!

4. Hd1? WF3 5. b2 Wed 6. £ dl
W3 =

4... %Wd3 5 HNg3

5.Hh2? We2 =

5... Wf3 6. £d6! Wce 7. £c7
w3

7... Weg+ 8. 2b8 Wes 9. Hh5
a3 10. £g7 +-—

8. £b8!

The position is reached for the third
times, but now with Black to play!

8... ¥a1

8... a3 9. £.d6+ wad (9... Pa2)
10. &b8;

8... Wd59 Se2 Weq 10. O\ Wed
11. 5Hh5 Wf3 12, §\g7 +—

9. £e5+ a2 10. Ne2! +—

258.
G. Kasparian, 1957
Sovetskaia Rossia

This study was adaptive in 1965.
1. &d4!

1. &d3? Ef3! (1... e2? 2. De3) 2.
Hel D2+ 3. Pd4 Dgd

1...e2

1...Bf32. Eel =

2. Le3 g2 3. &3

3. Eel &gl

3... Zf2+ 4. Le3 Hg2
4... Eh2 5. Eel

5. &3 Eh2 6. Ke1

6. Lg3? Ef2 7. Ea6+ (7. Bel g5
8. :h3 &y +—) 7... Lf5 8. Has+
Le4 9. Ead+ &d3 10. Ea3+ &c2

6...%:957.E:e2Ng1+ 8. &g3
He2=
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259.

G. Kasparian, 1958
Sahmatna misl, II. Mention

White is continuous threatened by
the loss of the Knight, after which two
minor pieces usually lose against the
Queen. But there is the known draw
position of M. Karstedt. Can White
reach this position?

1. »d7

1. Dc6 Wes+ 2. b2 (2. ad Wes
3. b5 We2+) 2. Wicd —+; 1. b2+
g6 2. H)c6 Wh7+ 3. 4\bd W7+ —+

1... Wgs+ 2. L b4!

2. Bc3? We6 3. Dcs W+ —+

2... Wa2! 3. HNg4!

3. Nd3? Wd2+ 4. Lcd We+ 5.
Ld4 Waa+ —+

3... Wd2+ 4. &b3 Wds5+

4. W43+ 5 a2

5. &c2 Wed+ 6. T b3 Web+ 7.
Lc2 Wfs+ 8. Lb3 W:d7

8... Wg4 9 2b2+ Hh6 10. Lcl+
g7 11. &b2+ =

9. b2+ &8 10. 2a3+ &g7
11. £b2+ =
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260.
G. Kasparian, 1959
Cigorin’s Memorial, I. Mention

1. 2e6+!

1. £c4+? &bl 2. £d3+ el 3.
Ecs+ dl 4. 22+ Lcl 5. &b3+ Dbl
6. £e6 g4 7. 4:g4 Ba2 8. Le6+ Ha3
9. Za8+ b4 10. &5 Hb3 11. Eb8+
La2 12. Le6+ La3 =

1... &b1 2. Lh5!

2. &:g5? Ded+ 3. LA Hel 4.
S8+ Ld2 5. Ebg Ll 6. a2 H\e3 =;
2. 215+7 Ll 3. Ec8+ Fdl 4. £c2+
el

2...%c2

2... g4 3. 215+ Bl 4. Ec8+ Fdl
5. &:gd+; 2... D3 3. &5+ Pl 4.
Ecs+ &dl 5. g4 5Hd2 6. £.c2+ Hcl
7. £.d3+ dl 8. Eh8+—; 2... H)fl 3.
25+ Pel 4. Ecg+ &d1 5. g5 5)d2
6. 202+ Fcl 7. £d3+ Fd1 8. Ehs

3. He8+

3. £15+7 Lb3=

3...&d14. g4+ Le15. 215

AEbS



5...&d16. £c2+Lc17. £b3+
Lb1 8. 2e6 a1l

8... Df3 9. £f5+ Ha2 10. Has+
b3 11. Ebs+ &a3 12. £bl1 +— (12.
£c2)

9. Ha8+

The first round of moves has con-
cluded. White has improved its posi-
tion by bringing the King on h5 (com-
pare with the position after the White’s
first move).

9...&b110.Xa5&c211. Ec5+
&d112. £g4+ et 13. 215 Ld1
14, £c2+ L1 15. £d3+ &d1 16.
H:g5+—

With the second round of moves,
White has destroyed Black’s defense.

In the first series of moves, ended
with the 9th move, White has managed
to improve his position — the King went

on h5, with the second series of moves
White has managed to break the Black
defense.

261.
G. Kasparian, 1959
Tijdschrift KNSB, II. Pr.

Chigorin Memorial (G. Kasaprian, R. Kofmann, A. Gurvich)
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1. a6 £\b6 2. a7 Ha8 3. Eb8
£a1! 4. Ye2!

4, B:a87 db6 =

4..%cb6

ALd4

5. &d3!

5. Le3? 97 6. Ec8 b7 7. EicT+
La8 8. Bed 216 9. Bd5 £.g510. Lcd
(10. &c6; 10. £d4) 10... L.e3 =

5... &c5

5... Lc7 6. De3 6 7. Led

6. Ye3l!

6. Wed Pc6 7. Ld3 Les=

6... ¥c6

6... 216 7. Led! (7. Z-a8? Lb6 8.
Leqd Lal =) 7... Ral 8. Ld3 L6 9.
Fcq +—

7. Yed4 Hc7 8. Ec8 & b7 9.
B:c7+ a8 10. d5 &f6 11.
Hca!

11. Lc5? £d4+ 12, Y:d4

11... _@.95 12. &b5 £e3 13.
&a6 +—

The 262 and 263 studies took part in
a thematic contest. The theme was: the
fight of the Rook and two minor pieces
against the Rook and a minor piece
(without Pawns). The theme itself re-
stricts creative possibilities within the
required material. This greatly ham-
pers the achievement of a complete
success. I decided to present the same
basic idea — the final battle between
pieces is leading to mate. How much
[ managed to resolve this dual require-
ment (for judges in terms of material,
for me in terms of creation), it remains
for someone else to consider.
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262.
G. Kasparian, 1959
Revue FIDE,I. Pr.

1. Zg1

1. V64 g6 =

1... ¥h4

1... £d8? 2. Do+ Lg6 3. £:g3
(3. Ded? Ens+ 4. g2 £.:d6 =) 3.
Eh8+ 4. £ hd+ 27 5. Egd +—;

1. Bg77 +— 2. Hife+ g6 3.
Eig3+ &:f6 4. LS5+

2. 5 f6

2. Eg27 Eg6! (2... ¥h3? 3. 46
Eg64. 2e5Eg5s. £:g3 E:g36. Zh2
#; 2... Eg7? 3. Of6 Eg6 4. 2e7) 3.
2e5 (3. D6 E:f6 4. £e7 Le5 5. Egb
&h5=)3... Eg4 4. 516 Zg5 =

2... Zgé!

2... Eg57 3. De4;

2...Eg73.5e4

3. LeT!

A 4. Ded

3... Eg7 4. 2d8! &h3 5. Hed
Hg46.2:g3+1 H:g37. 12 #



263.

G. Kasparian, 1959
Revue FIDE, 1. Pr.

1. Ee3+ & fed

1... ¥d4 2. D5+ Fes5 3. Ec3+
Fb6 4. B:c7 ¥:c7 5. 2:17;
1... &d6 2. Hf5+

2. Zf3+ &g7 3. Hf5+ g6

3... ©h8? 4. Eh3+ Hg8 5. Dh6+
+_.

3... L1872 4. \d6

4. Eh3 &f6

4... 2:b37 5 Enh6+ &f7 6. Eh7+

5. Zh6+ Le5

5... £g6 6. 5)h4

6. Zh7 &f6 7. Lf4!

ALST

7... Eb7 8. &c4!

8. £:f7? Eb4+ =

8... 2Ed7

8... Ba79.&nd6

9. £:f7 H:f7 10. Eh6 #

264.

G. Kasparian, 1962
FIDE Contest, II. Mention

The study was adaptive in 1985.
1. £d6+ L2 2. £b7

AcT
2...Ba4

2...€3?3.c7e24. £b4 +—

3. c7 HEc4+ 4. L d2!

4, Lb27 €3 5. £.a6! (5. c8W Eic8
6. 2:08 €2 2) 5... Heb! (5... ExcT? 6.
£:c7e27 2d8elW 8 S h4++—;5...
€2 6. L:c4 elW 7. £.c5+ Lg3 8. B
+—) 6. 2b5 €2 7. 2:c6 el 8. L5+
Lg3 9. c8W Wes+ 10. Lb3 Wics =

4...e3+5.%d3 H:c7

5...Zcl 6. c8% E:c87. £:c8e2 8.
Bes++—;

5...€26. Lcd elW 7. Ac5+ Le2
8. c8YY

6. £:¢c7 e2 7. b6+ L1 8.
£.c8! e1W

8... el+ 9. Le3 g2+ 10. Ld2
D411, fe3 Dg2 12. Bab #

9. 2h3#
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265.
G. Kasparian, 1962
Revista de Sah, I. & II. Pr.

The material is the same, but the
mate is different, relative to the 264
study.

1. 2a5+

1. £¢77 15 2. g7 Egb =;

1. &b7? f5

1...%e3! 2. £d5

2. &1 He8+ 3. b7 He8 4. 2b6+
Gd2=4... & =)
2...Ee8+

2... Ea6+73. &b7 E:a5 4. g7 Eb5+
5. a7 B:d5 (5... Bas5+ 6. £b6)) 6.
g8 Hes 7. Wo7 Ef5 8. &b6 +—

3. b7 He7+ 4. Fc6
A&fT7
4... gg7 5. 217 Yed 6. £d2!

6. 2b3? &fS 7. L2+ Hgs 8.
£d2+ &hs =

6... ©f5 7. d5! E:g6 8. Le6
#
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266.
G. Kasparian, 1961
Sahmaty v SSSR

Black has enough material advan-
tage for a win. But White is to play and
he use at maximum his saving possi-
bilities.

1. He3+!

1. Ed3? Qicd —+;

1. Eh1? Hc4 2. Eel+ £e5 —+

1... &M

1... &d7?2. Eel =

2. He1 Hc4

2... Hf5?3. Lh3! =

3. &h3!

3. fl Hd2+ 4. g2 213+

3... Db2 4. &g3!!

4. Lh4? B16 5. g3 L50 6. Lh2
14 7. Sgl L3 8. Lfl L4 9. Z:dl
De3+10. Del 23+ 11. Zd2 D4

4... 16 5. Lh40 L15 6. g3
g6 7. Eh1

7. Be6+? g5 8. Ee5+ L6 9. Eel
&fs;

7. Ef1? &gs 8. Eel &f5;

7. Egl!



7... %15

7... 167 8. h (8. Hel &f5)8...
Fe6 9. He3 Hcd+ 10. Ld3 =

8. Ee1 &f6 9. ¥ h4 &f5 10.

&g3 =
Positional draw.
267.
G. Kasparian, 1961
Szachy

1. Wes+

1. 13 Hb6 2. W+ b7 3. Wh2
Eb5+ 4. &cd a6 = B. Guretzky-
Cornitz, 1864;

1. Weg+? Fa6 2. Wes+ Fbo =

1... Lab 2. We2!

2. Wicd+ b7 3. Wee+ Lbg 4. We2
Ebs+ 5. Bcd a6 6. Wih2+ Fa7 =

2... Eb5+

2... Eb6? 3. W:h2 b7 4. Wh7+
&b8 5. Le5+— I. Berger, 1921

3. &c4 L7

3... Lb6 4. Wi+ K6 5. W3+
Fb6 6. Wed+ La6 7. Whe+ Ebs 8.
Weh2 +—

4. Wa4q+ Za5 5. We6+ 2b6 6.
Wes #

The assiduous strengthen of Black’s
position has led to suffocation with
own pieces, ended with a stalemate.

268.
G. Kasparian, 1962
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. Db+

1. )f8+7? el =

1... dc6 2. Nd3 Lg4+ 3.
Ld2!

3. @c2? 215! = (3... £al? 4. Ehl
£g75. Egl +-)

3... &2a100

3... 2d4?7 4. Eh4 +—;
3... £16 4. Eh6 +—

4. Zh1 £g7 5. Eh7!
5. Bgl? &h6+ =
5. &£a16. Ha7 £h8

6... 2d4 7. Eaqd FdS5 8. Ob4+
59 N2

7. Ha8 £.g7 8. Hab+!

8. Hg8 £h6+9. L2 &5 =
8... ¥b59. Eg6 +—
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269.
G. Kasparian, 1963
LItalia Scacchistica

With a Knight advantage, Black has
wining claims. White’s saving chances
must be searched in the poor positions
of the enemy pieces.

1. Le3!

1. Fel? L2 2. T2 (2. L2+
b4 3. D2 4)f31) 2... Dh3+ 3. Le2
Hfa+

1... £:e2 2. £f5d6

2... 2b53. B2 Ne2 4. £:d7 =;

2...d5 3. &e6 Lc4 4. L2 De2
5. 8.d5=

3. &d4

3. B2 &\ f31 4. 2d7+ £b5

3... £f3 4. £ed4 He2+ 5. Lcall
£e4=
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270.

G. Kasparian, 1963
Lidova demokracie

The free Pawn and the active
White King position, offer saving op-
portunities for White. But Black has a
force superiority that hampers Whites
resistance chances. It occurs, as usu-
ally happened, the saving stalemate
combination.

1. &h7 b8 2. g7
2. £:a57 25—+
2... H\cb

2... Eb7 3. g6

3. 248! Eb7 4. L he!!

4. g6MN Nes+ 5. Bf5 (5. Lgs
Lhe+ 6. L:he Bbl 7 Lg5 Hgl+ 8.
@6 Led—+) 5... Ef7+ 6. Le6 £h4
7. g8W Ef6+ 8. Le7 Zab+ (8... Hg6+?
9. De8 E:g8 =) 9. Le8 Easd#

4... 24+ 5. g6 De5+

5... Eb6 6. &h7! Eb7 7. g6! =

6. &fs Zf7+ 7. Le6 £.g5 8.
g8W Hfe+ 9. e7 g6+ 10. Le8
g:98=



With a subtle maneuver 4. &h6!!
214 5. Lg6 White attracted Black’s
Bishop on g5, which remains under
Queen’s attack. Here the so-called
Roman theme was applied: with the
Bishop on h4 White loses, with the
Bishop on g5 the position is draw.

271

G. Kasparian, 1964
New Statesman

This force balance can be catego-
rized as a classic, too Rook and Pawn
against Rook and two Bishops. Can
White manage to gain a Bishop and get
a draw?

1. h7 Eh4

1... Be8?2. Ec5 =

2. Zc5

2. h8¥W? E:h8 3. E:h8 £.c3+ —+

2... Ead4+ 3. &b2 Hb4s+ 4.
La2ll £g7 5. Eh5 £h8 6. La30
Zb1 7. ¥a2 Hb4 8. a3 Za4d+ 9.
<b3 L8 10. He5 £d7 11. Hd5
£.¢6 12. Hc5 Eb4+ 13. a3 Lb5
14. Eh5=

Positional draw.

272.

G. Kasparian, 1964
New Statesman, I'V. Pr.

// // P
/t/////ﬁ/%
0, //g/ %

N

6%%

;a//////

\

%W///

%/

1. Leb

AL f6;
1. Le5? 7+ 2, L6 5)d8

1... £)g6 2. L5 Nha+ 3. Lgd
Ng2 4. L3 Del+ 5. Le2 HNc2 6.
£b2!

6. £.d6+? Lc8 7. Ld3 Ld7 8. £18
DNel+ 9. Le2 Ng2 10. L3 Dha+ 11.
Lgd Dg6—+;

6. £.05 g3+ 7. 2d3 Hel+ 8. He3
Lcg—+

6... D b4l

6... Ng3+ 7. Ld2

7. £a3!

7. £¢3 NdS 8. Le5+ L8 9. Hf3
b4 10. g2 H)f2

7...5¢c2

7... Hd5 8. L3 Adg2

8. £b2 ¥c89. £¢3!

9. & f3? Nel+ 10. e2 H2!

9... Ng3+ 10. &d3 Ha3 11.
£2b4 b5 12. c4 =
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273. 1. 53

G. Kasparian, 1965 L $ad+? $d2 2. D3+ Hdl 3.
Themes-64, 1. Pr. £g3 d2=;

1. &g3? &4
1... e3

l... 2d2 2. £g3 &2 3. £c8 Hdl
4. £g4
2. Det

2. 2v77 &2 3. La7+ Le3 4.
£e3+ D3 =

2... &d2

2... ©f2 3. Hd3+ Hfl 4. &g3
£d2 5. Lad g2 6. Lh4 +—

3. .@.93 £f4 4. 2h4!
4. 5Hf3+? Le3 5. &.:f4+ D:f3 =

G. Kasparian commenting a study, Moscow 1961
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4... &d1
A&d2

5. &cd4! £d2 6. 2b5! £:e1 7.
Las+ Hd28. L.g5#

274.

G. Kasparian, 1968
Themes-64

Cheron’s 70-year anniversary.

White pieces are scattered through-
out the board, which is why Black’s
chances of rescue must be searched
in a perpetual check or in a piece cap-
ture.

1. He6!

1. 242 Bf3=;

1. f2+? &3 2. £.d5+ Le3 =

1. Dg5+? &d3 2. Dfe6 (2.. Dge6
Wer+ 3. &f2 Dc3 4. Lad Wd2+ 5.
Dg3 Wes+ 6. g2 Weq+ 7 Lf2
Weaq=)2... Wel+ 3. &2 Hc3 4. 2ad
Lb4 5. 2e8 Wh2+ 6. gl Wal+ 7.
&2 Wh2+ 8. g3 Wes+ =

1... Wets 2. &d1 Wed+ 3.
L2e2 Wc1+ 4. f2! Wed+ 5. Lg2!
W:e2+ 6. N2+ Le3

6... 2d5 7. D4+,

6... Hf57. Hd4+

7. 214 #

275.
G. Kasparian, 1969
Magyar Sakkelet, I. Pr.

A small study with a short solution,
but not at all easy to decipher.

1. g4

1. Eg3? W4+ 2. Eg4 Whe+ 3. Lg3
Wel+ 4. Lh2 W2+ 5 Eg2 Wha+ 6.
Lgl Wel+ —+;

I Ef3? Whot 2. Bn3 W 3,
LhS Wes+ 4. g4 (4. Lh6 Yel+; 4.
g6 Whe+) 4... Wha+ —+;

1. &h3? Weg+ 2. ha Wrg —+

1... Wcs+ 2. Hf3N

2. ¥h5? Wes+ (AWb4; AWDb5);

2. &h4 Wfg —+

2... Wp7+ 3. Ed5!= W:b1

3. W.d5+ 4. 2eq=

4. Ha5+ & b7 5. Eb5+ =
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276.
G. Kasparian, 1965
FIDE Contest

This study took the first place in
the VIII-th USSR Chess Composition
Championship from 1968 and was re-
mastered a year later. In recent years
this balance of forces is considered
classic. If the stronger side manages
to strengthen its position, then it wins.
But White has resources for defense,
which led to a lively game with mul-
tiple possibilities. The 276278 studies
reflect these resources. White’s limited
resources should give a fierce struggle
for saving.

1. &d7!

1. £167 e4 2. £g5 &7+ 3. &d7
(3. Le7 Dfs+ 4. Lfs £)d6 5. Le5
Debs) 3... Hf7 4. £.hd 5b5 5. Leb
Nfd6 +; 1. 2.g5? Dga 2. &d7 Db6+
3. Lc6 (3. Leb Le2 4. Lf5 £f3)3...
Ded 4. Ld5 Dd2 5. £16 e4 6. £.g5
N2+

1...e4
... &c22. Lebed 3. g5 gl 4.
Lfs D2 5. Led =; 1... Le2 2. &b
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e4 3. Lb7 =; 1... Dgd 2. Lcb e4 3.
2g5=

2. £g50

2. &c6? e3 3. Hb7

2... D7

2... 153, &6 =

3. 414 Ye2

3... &c2 4. BeT! DHh8 5. Hf6 =

4, Leb!

4. Fe7? Hf3; 4. Lc6? Lf3 5. £d2
DNes+ 6. b7 &)b6

4... Hds+

4... 3h8 5. Hfo=

5. ©d7 £b7 6. Lc6 Has5+ 7.
& b5 Db3 8. Lc4

8. Bc6? HNd4+ 9. Lb7 He6 —+

8... &3 9. £.g5!

9. 2h67?

9... g4 10. Le3 Ha5+ 11.
&L b5 b7 12. Lc6 Hd8+ 13. &d7
DT 14. Leb! LF3 (14... Dg5+ 15.
Les5 =) 15. £.d2! = Positional draw.

277.
G. Kasparian, 1969
EG




1. £d3 Lb7 2. ed Hgb6

2... dc6 3. Hf3 Dgb 4. 2g5
ALg2 =

3. 2e1

3. ©d5? BT 4. Lel Bd7 5. b4
DA+ 6. ed X2+ 7. Hf3 d5 —+;

3. 2957 Ng3+ 4. Ld5 L7 5. 242
Ld7 6. £b4 H\fa+ 7. Hd4 d5 —+;

3. £.d8 c8 4. Ld5 d7 5. £a5
g3 6. 2b4 D4+ 7. Bd4 d5

3... £c6 4. £b4!

4. Lf3 HesS+ 5. Lg2 Hd3 —+;

4. L5 DeT+ 5. L4 Hes 6. Lf3
&f5 7. Lg2 & hg3 —+

4... d5+

4... Df2+ 5. LfS Dha+ 6. Leb6 d5
7. Lel =

5. Lf5!

5. Lf3 HeS+ 6. Lg2 Df2 —+

5... ©b5 6. £.d6!

6. £a377 see the 11th move

6... £c6 7. 2b4! L b5 8. £d6!
Dha+ 9. £g4 Ng2 10. L3 Het+
11. ¥e2 Nc212. 2d3

12. ©f3? d4+ 13, g2 DfS 14.
Se5 Dhg3

12... &c6

12... Hal 13. L3

13. LeT!

13. 21872 Qel+ 14. Pe2 Dg2 15.
2£3 hd+ 16. Lgd Dgb —+

13... &d7 14. 2c5 dc6 15.
Le7=

Positional draw.

278.
G. Kasparian, 1970
Scha-Echo, I. Pr.

1. &c4l

1. &c3? De6 2. Lcd 6 F7 3. Ld5
Degs —+

1... ©d2 2. ¥d4 e3 3. La5+
Le2 4. ded

ALb6

4... Hd7 5. £.d8!

AZ&gS;

5. 8232 D5+ 6. BdS Hd3 —+;

5. 277 Dgb 6. 2.d8 L2 —+;

5. £2b4? 9g6 (5... 4)f7?) 6. £.d6
Gge5 7. L.e7 Df3 —+

5... D f7
5... 8\c5+2 6. 2d5 OO f7 7. b6 =

6. 270 £d2 7. £b4+ He28.
Le7! L2 9. £h4+ Le2 10. 27

Positional draw.
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279.
G. Kasparian, 1981
Szachy, I. Pr.

1. He2+ & b3
1. £d2? 2. D4 bIYW 3. Ha3+

... ©c372. Bel &¢13. £a3 +—
2. Ze1 Ka2
2... &c1? 3. Dcd b1 4. Hd2+

,2 .. ©c2? 3. HHicd b1 4. Da3+
+_
3. Hf3!

3.90d3? £.d2! (3... b1 7 4. Hbe+
@p2 5. Lg7+ +—) 4. Hdl bIW =

3... £c14. Ee2 &b3 5. Nd4a+
&3

5... Lad? 6. Ze8! +—

6. Ec2+ &d3 7. £b4 b1¥W 8.
Hc3+ &d2 9. c5!

9. Lc4? Ldl 10. Ef3 Wa2+ =;
9. Eb3+? &d1 10. Z:b1

9...&d110. Zf3! +—
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280.
A. Gurvitch, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, I-III. Pr

The Pawn on a2 is very strong and
looks at the dying Rook, White sacri-
ficesitand ... save himself into a stale-
mate position.

1. Dg4+!
1. E:a2?2 §):a2 2. g4 Hc3 3. L4
Ab5 4. ad De3—+

1... &gb6 2. H:a2 H:a2 3. Lf4
Lf6

3... &)c3? 4. De5 Db5 5. Ld5
£):a3 6. L5 D6 7. Lb6 =

4, Hed Leb 5 Hd4 Hd6 6.
Fc4 Lc6 7. ©b3 Hel1+ 8. Yad
Hb6 =

The King’s race from one corner of
the board to another leaves a distinc-
tive impression.



281.
A. Gurvitch, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok

1. Hd8+

1. Eg7+? L:e8 2. H:a7 =
1. £)d6+? L6 2. Ego+ Ld7 3.
Eg7+ &d8 4. H:a7 =

1...&:e82 Hg8+ &d7 3. Eg7+
Ld6 4. DFT+!

4 E:a7=

4...%c75. 9 e5+ b6 6. Nca+
Lab6 7. £g6+ L b7

7... b5 8. Eb6+ a4 9. Lc3 Eb7
10. b2 +

8. \d6+ b8 9. g8+ Fc7 10.
Nb5+ +—

In the same time with this study
was published the 282 study of L.
Topcheev. But it must be noted that
in the study of A. Gurvitch the traps
from the first moves lead to two beau-
tiful stalemate positions, which greatly
raises the value of this realization and
put it over to the study realized by L.

Topcheev. Four years later from the re-
lease of the 281 study of A. Gurvitch,
an identical study appeared (except that
the position was rotated by 90 degrees)
realized by A. Seletski (Sahmatnyi li-
stok, 1931), but who didn’t knew of the
existence of its predecessor.

282.

L. Topcheev, 1927
64

1. Zh8+ &d7 2. Eh7+ & d6 3.
DT+

3. &:a77+—
3...%c6 4. He5+Hb6 5. H\ca+

FHab 6. Zh6+ b7 7. Hd6+ L b8
8. Eh8+ Lc7 9. H\b5+ +—
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283, AdgT
Sahmatnyi listok, I-II1. Mention

3... 8774 Scl #
4. &.c5!

4. 3b4 2c35 Lc5! +—;
4. Le7 8165, 85! +—

4... £d4 5. g7 &:g7
5... $:27 6. Deb+
6. 2e3#

285.

A. Gurvitch, 1930
Vecerniaia Moskva, 1. Pr.

1. f7 414+
1... Ye7 2. 3 &:f7 3. b4 =

2.Hc3 £h6 3. 18+ &.:f8 4. ab
b:a6 5. ¥ b4 Lc6+ 6. Fa5 b7 =

284.
A. Gurvitch, 1928
Sahmaty, I. Mention

1. Hr6e7

A£Db6

1... a1+ 2, b2 Hb3 3. &:b3
£c54. £h2 291 5. £f4 2e3 6.
A\bé 2£.:f4

6... 2:b67 242 #
7.Dc4 #

This study represents a more subtle
expression of the precedent one.

1. Dd7 £.¢7 2. /N8 2.5
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286.

A. Gurvitch, 1947
Ceskoslovensky Sach, IV. Pr.

1. ) d2 Bd3 2. HF H:f3+ ...
H:f33.Del =)3. g2 E:f1 4. He3
Het

4... Bf3 5. Hga=

5. %2 Hc16. £g2He17. &f2
Ha18. &g2 He1 9. &f2=

Positional draw.

287.
E. Pogosiantz, 1971
64, Mention.

This study is an extension of the 286
study of A. Gurvitch. E. Pogosiants
managed to bring into the game the
promotion of the Pawn into Knight
raising the dynamic of the solution.

1. D2+

1.B:a2?2c1D+! (1... c1 %7 2. Bh2w)
2. Bb2 a2 3. D2+ $h2! (3. g2
4. Hd3=) 4. L:a2 Eg2 —+

1... ©h2 2. HHga+ L h1 3. HHif2+
&g24. 2:a2 c19D+

4... cl¥ 5 Hd3+

5. ¥b2 H:a2 6. Hd3 Ed1 7.
&c2 Ef1 8. ¥b2 Ed1 9. ¥c2 Eh1
10. ¥b2 Ed1 11. Hc2=

Positional draw.

288.

A. Gurvitch, 1952
KFS Dagestan Contest, I. Pr.

1.Enh8

1. Eh4?! &:g8 2. Eg4 g7 3. Lb7
Lh6! 3... £f6? 4. Bg3 L5 5. L6
La7 6. b7 =) 4. Eg3 £c5 5. Lcb
£.d4 6. Egd 513 7. Efa He5+ 8. d5
fg1!9. eSS 2h2 —+
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1... &g7 2. &h7! g5 3. &f5! 290.
&:h8 4. Rgdl Lg7 5. LcT L6 A. Gurvitch, 1959
6. d6 2¢1 7. £d5 £a3 8. Led Sahmatnaia Moskva
Fe79. Hd5 Ld8 10. & c6 &8 11.
&b7 =

Positional draw.

289.
A. Gurvitch, 1958
Sahmatnaia Moskva, Mention

The a4 Pawn drops. Must White
seek saving opportunities in a “Rook
and Bishop against Rook and Pawn”
ending?

1. 298! (1. Ea8? b3! 2. Hb7+
Lb4) 1... Eb2 (1... E:a4?2 2. En5 #)
2. 2b3! (2. £c47 b3 3. b5 Eg2)

2...H:b3 3. Ha8! &:a4 4. L b6 #
The Black King and Knight are

prepared to pounce on the e4 Pawn. 291
That’s why White must bring the King A. Gurvitch, 1960
into play as fast as possible. XIV Ol Leipzig Contest, III. Pr.

1. ©g2 g4 2. Hd6! Hh7 3.
&f2! &f4

3... Dg5 4. He3 +—
4. Zh6 5 g5 5. Zha #
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1. 3 Lf5
L.. De5+7 2. Pe3 AL.d5, Dd4

2. Ye2 £h4! 3. 2d5 De5 4.
Fe3

Add4

4... £d85. ¥d4

5. d4 & ga+!

5... £b6+ 6. c3 La5+ 7. Dd4
c3 8. Le4+

8. d:c3 b6 #

8... ¥e6 9. fd5+ Lf5 10.
2e4+=

In this case the perpetual check is
the defense method against the contin-
uous mate threats.

292,

A. Gurvitch, 1960
Lidova demokracie, IV. Pr.

1. 55
A2 2d6 & 2. 2e5

1... De6 2. 2e5 Hgs+ 3.

4.g7+!

3. &:h7? g5+ 4. Lh6 HHf7+ —+

3... D:g7 4. Hh6 Eh8 5. Nf7
Hg8 6. h6 =

Positional draw. An anomaly, if we
are looking at the Black force superi-
ority.

293.
A. Gurvitch, 1961
Pravda Alma Ata, IV. Pr.

The White King and Knight are
surrounded by the enemy forces. A
brief look to the position shows that
White has two options: 1. @h4 and 1.
& 4. Could it be both good!?

1. &f4

1. &hd? D2 2. g3 (2. Slgs+
s —+ 3. Oh7+ 2g7) 2... Ded+ 3.
&:h3 g7 —+

1... D2 2. L3 &g7 3. Ng5
&6 4. HHh7+ g7 5. g5 Lh6 6.
DT+ g7 7. g5 =

The Knight permanently annoys
Black’s King. Positional draw.
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294.
V. Korolnikov, 1947
Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Pr.

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

/’///
/////

1.&b2 224! 2. Hc35Hd6 3. d4!
b5+ 4. Hc4 c:d4 5. $ba Hc3
6. Dcd (6. £.c4? Lf5—+) 6... Hb5
7. &b4 Hc3 8. Lcs He2 9. vd3
£d1 10. ¥d2 He3 11. Ld3 He2

(11... 2b5 12. £c4 =) 12. &d2=
Positional draw.

295.
V. Korolnikov, 1950

138

1. £b6 &h7 2. £e3 d5 3. L6

d4 4. £:d4 Hh6 5. Lf5 Lh5 6.
&f4 Hha 7. £f3 Lh3 8. Leb5!

8. £.g1?5g3 9. h:ig3=
8... g3 9. h:g3+—
9. £.:g37=

The study was remastered from M.

Liburkin in 1950 and corrected by G.
Kasparian in 1980. We reproduce be-
low the study of M. Liburkin, where
the roles have changed and the stale-
mate is obtained by the weaker side.

296.
M. Liburkin, 1950
Trud

1. &h2 &f2 2. $h3 Lf3 3.

L h4 L4 4. ©h5 Lf55. L he Lf6
6. 2 g6 h:g6 =



Mark Liburkin

297.

V. Korolnikov, 1951
Lelo, I. Pr.

The lively game of this study is
concluded with a wonderful trip of the
White King on h6 square and then with
a beautiful mate with the only Knight
left on the board.

1. f7 Za6+] 2. £a3!
2. Lb2? Ef =

2... Z:a3+ 3. &¥b2 Ha2+! 4.
Fe1!

4. Hc3? Ec2+ 5. Ebs Eb2+ =

4... Ea1+

4... Ec2+ 5. &bl +—

5. ©d2 Ha2+ 6. Ye3 Ha3d+ 7.
&f4 Eaq+ 8. & g5 Hga+ 9. & he6!

9. L:g4 L.:f5+ 10. :f5 Lg7 =

9...Hg8

9... Eg6+ 10. &:g6 £.:f5+ 11. ¥h6
+= (11. &5 +-)

10. De7 £.e6 11. f:g8%W+ £.:g8
12. HNg6 #

Although this study resembles to
another earlier study, it is more eco-
nomical and more beautiful than its
predecessor.

298.
I. Zelman, 1949
Tijdschrift KNSB, I. Pr.

1. 5 He1+ 2. d2 H:a1 3. f7
Ha2+ 4. e1 Ha1+ 5. &2 g3+ 6.
Le3

6. ©:g3? Egl+ 7. &h4 g8 =
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6... Za3+ 7. &f4 Eagq+ 8. L g5
Hg4+ 9. £h6 Eg8 10. De7 Le6
11. f:g8%W+ 4.:g8 12. HNg6#

299.
V. Korolnikov, 1962

Sidorov made a variant of this
study in 1987. White is under mate
threat on g3, therefore an accurate de-
fense is required.

1. ¢c7+ ¥a7 2. Ha2+ &b6 3.
Eb2+ a5 4. Ha2+ &b4g 5. Eb2+
a3 6. Zb3+! &:b3 7. HNd4+ L a4l
8. He2 W:e2 9. c8W= Wh2+ 10.
g4 Wg3+ 11. Lh5 =

Between the 300 and 301 stud-
ies there is an interesting relation.
Different authors wrote almost the
same study at the same time. If in the
300 study of A. Kakovin, the Bishop
from g4 is moved on hS, the 301 study
of V. Korolnikov and L. Mitrofanov
is reached. The game takes place in the
same way in both studies, only at the
8th move of the Bishop, the win is dif-
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ferent. However this is entirely coinci-
dental. We present both studies. The
play is clear enough and not requires
comments. The systematic movement
of pieces leads in the end to the gain of
the Bishop. This episode proves, once
again, that such a coincidence is not
impossible to anyone.

300.

A. Kakovin, 1959
O. Duras Memorial, IV. Pr.

1. £g8+ ©d3 2. h7 £c5 3.
DNe1+1 Led 4.Db3! £d6 5. DNd2+!
Lf5 6. ¢4 Le7 7. De3+ g6 8.
N:ga+—



301. Here we find an interesting race be-

V. Korolnikov & L. Mitrofanov tween the White Knight and the Black

Ol. Leipzig Contest, IV. Mention 1960 Rook, after which the Bishop manages
to escape from attack.

1. Dc6 Eeb

1... Ec7 2. fe4

2. Hd4 Ed6 3. Hb5!

3. 50157 Edl+ 4. b2 L:h7

3...Bd5
3... Bb6 4. £4d3
4. Hc3!
4. 717 Bd7
4...Ec5 5. Ha4l
5. Ded? Ecl+ 6. &2 Egl 7. 56
1. £b8+ He3d 2. a7 4f5 3. =fl
DM+ 0da 4. Dg3! Le6 5. De2+t - Hcd 6. Db2 Hel+ 7. 2b1
&c56. H\f4! £d77.Hd3+Lb68.
Hebs Lb7 303
£2.c89. DNed+ +— . :
g‘ @ ¢ 7+.— V. Korolnikov & L. Mitrofanov
- Qi Sahmaty v SSSR 1962
302.

V. Korolnikov & L. Mitrofanov
Ceskoslovensky Sach 1959

1. a6 g3 2. Nc2+ b5 3. a7
g2 4. Nd4a+ b6 5. a8W g1¥ 6.
= Whe+ Lc5
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6... a6 7. Wps+ a7 8. Was+
Hb7 9. Wic7+ Lab 10. Wed+ a7 11.
Wes+ a8 12. Was+ Hb7 13. Whs+
a8 14. Wab+ Lb8 15. Wes+ Ha7 16.
W47+ La8 17. Wad+ Hb7 18. Wbs+
Lag 19. Was+ Lb8 20. £ic6 #

7. W.c7+ &d5
7... ¥b4 8. Wh6+ Lcd 9, Whs+

8. Wb7+ &c5 9. Wb5+ &d6

10. W:d7+ L c5 1. Wh5+ L d6 12.
Wee+ +—

304.
L. Mitrofanov, 1970
Vecernyi Leningrad, I. Pr.

,,,,,,

/
/
///

1. DeT+

1. O)72 £3 2. Bigh6+ wf4 3, Higd
Lg3 4. g5 Lha =

1... &g5 2. Hhg6 3 3. ha+
&h5

3... gd 4. 5\d5

4. f71 £2 5. Hd5 1%+ 6. g7
& g4

6... Wal+ 7. Dfo+
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7. De3+ +—

305.
M. Liburkin, 1928
Sahmatnyi listok, V. Pr.

1. Hh8+ ©g7 2. Eg8+ Lh7 3.
£:a2 E:a2+ 4. b1 Hc3+

4... Bb2+ 5 Lal &:g8=

5. &c1 Ha1+

5. &g8=

6. ¥b2 Eb1+ 7. La3! Ea1+

7. &g8=
8. ¥b2=

Half a century later, I concluded
that the interesting idea of the study
305 can be expressed more economi-
cally, additionally introducing the po-
sitional draw theme. Following those
analysis and investigations, the 306
study was realized and published.



306. The free White Pawn must be held

G. Kasparian, 1978 from behind by Edl. With ingenious
Sahmaty v SSSR maneuvers and sacrifices, White man-
ages to cover the “d” column or to win
the Rook.
1. d7 Ed1
1... Ea8+? +— 2. 5)c8
2. Hf5+ Lh5

2... Hh3 3. Dgs+ Hh2 4. Hd4!
+— (4. f3+ Lg2 5. )3d4+—)

3. 5Hife+ L gb

3... g5 4. 5Hd6 E:d6 5. Ded+
+_

4. Hd5 E:d5 5. He7+ +—

= Worth to be presented V. Dolgov’s
1. Eg5+ &h7 2. ¥b1 £e6 3. study, which is an adaptation of M.

He5 298 4. Hg5 4. Ee8? £d5 5. Liburkin’s study, and in which the du-

Zes5 a4 —+)4... 217 5. Zf5 £e6  alism is removed.

6. Ze5 £g8 7. Hg5 Ha4 8. K:g8

Eb2+ [8... Dc3+9. Lcl L:g8=09... 308.
Eal+ 10. b2 Ebi+ 11. a3 &:g8 =) V. Dolgov, 1983
1 9.&al1&:g8 = 64-SO
307.
M. Liburkin, 1930
64

1. D f5+ L h5

1... %h3 2. HHg5+ ¥h2 3. Hd4
+— b5+ 4. Lb6 E:d4 5. D3+ +—
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2. Hfe+ L gb

2... Hgs 3. £)d6! E:d6 4. Ded+
+_

3. Hd5 S\b5+ 4. b6 H:d5 5.
NeT+ +—

309.
M. Liburkin, 1931
Sahmaty v SSSR, IL. Pr.

/// ),

//////
//%////7
¢ /

////7
é///////
///

+—

The development of some known
idea can be done in different ways:
some composers aim to imitate, in the
proper sense of the word, others cre-
atively adapt the heritage of the past
and introduce in these studies a signif-
icant development. The present study
expands the renowned 26 study of J.
Barbie and F. Saavedra, bringing ad-
vancement in chess composition.

1. He1

1. Dl Eds+ 2. P2 (2. £)d3?
E:d3+ 3. &2 Bds=) 2... Eces+ 3.
Hd3! (3. Ld2? E:bS 4. ¢7 Eb2+ 5.
&d3 Hc2! 6. @:¢2) 3... E:b5 4. c7 Eb8
5.c:b8A! +— (5. c:b8¥W? =)
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1... £:b5 2. ¢7 Ed5+ 3. Hd3!
2:d3+ 4. c2 Hd4! 5. c8E!

5. c8W7 Ec4+ 6. Wicd =
5...2a4 6. ¥b3 +—

310.
M. Liburkin, 1931
64,11I. Pr.

three
minor pieces against a single piece and
a Pawn. Is clear that the Knight from
a8 is “sick” and soon he must “pass
away“, because the Black King can’t
be stopped to penetrate to b7 by £.e4,
on account of £.d5.

1. 2 &cb

1... £2d57 2. Hed+ 6 3. H)\f6
Shl 4. De8 A 5. Dacl +—

2. Hd3 &b7

2... £d5? 3. b4+

3. 2ed4+ c6 4. HNb4 F:a8 5.
Nich +—

Black loses the Bishop because of
the discovering check.

A classic balance of forces —



311.
M. Liburkin, , 1933
Vecerniaia Moskva, IV. Pr.

White has a great material advan-
tage, but because of the Rook closure,
which follows in two moves, play
must be very precise. The win can be
achieved in two ways: either by liqui-
dating the Pawn, or by playing to the
mate.

1. 2f1 212 2. Eh1 £.91 3. Hb6
e5 4. 5 d6!

4. 5?7 Lfa 5. HHd5+ Lf3=
4. &f4

4... &:d6 5. Deda+ Ld5 6. Hid2
He6 7. HOf3 +—

5. /hd5+ &f3 6. HNf5 g2 7.
4+ B3

7... &:h1? 8. Bg3#
8. Hg6 Lg2 9. HNghd+ L:h1
10. g3 #

An elegant mate ends this game.

312.
M. Liburkin, 1933
64, I11. Mention

1. vd1 &f52. Le2 46 3. Hf3
£:h4 4. &:e4+

4. 5):h4+? g5 =

4...&g55. £d5!

5. 2067 Lh5 6. Le8+ Hg50 7.
217 &f6 =

5...%h56. £f7+Lg57. 280
+_

The 313-315 studies are twins.
In each of them, in the end the Black
Bishop is captured with the help of the
Knight and Bishop, just the situations
are different.
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313. Here too, the Black Bishop is cap-

M. Liburkin, 1933 tured, but in a slightly different situ-
Sahmaty v SSSR ation.

1. d3 £b4d 2. N5+ L6 3.

HNe3 e1¥W 4. H:e1 2:e1 5. Hd1
+_

315.
M. Liburkin, 1933
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. He3 La4! (1... £h5? 2.
Lc2+—; 1... 2477 2. Hie5+ +—) 2.
Des5+ Leb (2... V16 3. Hgd+ Lgs
4. De3+—) 3. Nd3 d1¥ 4. H:d1
£:d15 Ye1+-

The Black Bishop is captured. 1. Deb+ Lf6 2. Nd3 &2 (2...
204 3. 9efd) 3. Defd e1W 4. H:el
314. £:e15. Dd3+—
M. Liburkin, 1933 316.
Sahmaty v SSSR M. Liburkin, 1935

64, 1I-11I. Pr.
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1. Za2 £g1
... 17 2. el +—

2. Hg2 £f33.2:91 &f24. He1
e4 5. Heb6 e3 6. H\c5!

6. 9Hd4? e2+! 7. Hre2 OO f1l: 6.
Gfa? e2+!

6... 2+ 7. ¥d2 Hf1+ 8. c1!
&:e19. Nd3 #

317.
M. Liburkin, 1938
Sahmaty v SSSR, IV. Pr.

A grand impression in this study
leaves the long race of the White Knight
and Black King. Who could imagine
that for the victory, the Knight must
reach the h8?! But this miracle occurs.
It is very clear that in this race between
the Knight and King, the King must at-
tack the Knight each time diagonally,
so that the Rook can’t give check and
protect the Knight.

1. Dd4+ Lc3 2. Hb5+ L cd
2...%b4 3. Ebl+

3. H\d6+ L c5 4. Nb7+

4. Ded+? Ld5 5. D6+ Les 6.
A7+ Le6 7. DieS+ (7. D8+ f7)
7...%d5 =

4. Hc65. Hd8+ Lc76.Heb+
&Ld7 7. D8+ Le7 8. HHgb+ L7
9. Hh8+! & g7 10. E:e1 &:h8 11.
Eh1 g3 12. Y3 & g7 13. &4 g2
14. Hg1 5f1 15. H:g2+ &f6 16.
B2 +-

318.

B. Sevitov, 1940
Sahmaty v SSSR

The same material as in the 317
study. And the idea is also the same,
only that it is expressed in two simi-
lar variants. These variants represent a
significant interest and justify the pro-
cessing of this renowned idea.

1. Za8+

1. Za8+ Hf7 2. Hes+ &f6 3.
Higa+ 5 4. Dhe+ g5 5. Za2
&:h6 6. Zh2+ +—
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1... &d7 2. De5+ Hd6 3. 8. He2+ Lb1 9. Ld2! a1¥ 10.

DFT+! Ne3+ b2 1. Ded #

3. QDicd+? L5 4. Ec8+ Hb4 5.
a2 £d5= 320.

3... Ye6 4. g5+ L6 5. Dh7+ M. Liburkin, 1940
&g7 6. E:a2 &:h7 7. Eh2+ +— Sahmaty v SSSR

For fairness it should be noted, that
the idea of the 317 and 318 studies has
been expressed before, in 1928, by N.
Rossolimo in the 466 study.

319.
M. Liburkin, 1939

Even in prosaic studies of “Bishop
and Pawn against Bishop and Pawn”
can be found interesting ideas. This
study is striking because, after three
moves, a perfect equality is estab-
lished, but in the end an unpredictable
outcome happens.

1. hé

This stud ted in 1979 A
is study was corrected in .
The g3 Pawn is very strong. That’s 1...8c32 £18b4
why it must be stopped and destroyed. 2... £d23.h7 c3 4. Qb4 +-
3. g7 L1l 4. Lh2 $f2 5.
1.5 g22. Dha g1¥ &h3 &3 6. wha f4 7. &:c3!

2...g1N 3. c4+— b:c3 8. h7 c2 9. h8¥ c1¥ 10.
2...%8d13.D:g2ad+4.Ec3a35  Whes +—

He3+ det 6. Lb3 +—
3. N3+ d1 4. D:g1 a4+ 5.
&3 a3 6. Nd5 a2 7. De3+ ¥
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321
M. Liburkin, 1941
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. 2e6 2e800(1... £h52. £d5
H\g3 3. 12 =) 2. 6 5)d6 3. 71 5):f7
4. L5+ ©b2 5. Leq!

5. 2067 c3 6. Bfl d4 —+

5... g3 6. £g6 Lc3 7. vf2
Hh1+ 8. g1 Ng3 9. &f2 =

Positional draw.

322.
M. Liburkin, 1946
Bulletin Moskva-Praga

In this artistic achievements of
a very high level, the binding of the
Rook to the defense of the Pawn and
the mutual zugzwang are very inge-
nious represented.

1. He3 Ed3 2. c2 E:e3 3.
Nd8! Ee2+

3... Xa7? 4. £d2 Bed 5. Ld3 Hel
6. %d2 =;

3... Lb8? 4. Xd2=;

3...e54. DT A $d2 & Ld3 =

4. d3 Ee1 5. ¥d2 Zes 6.
FLd3 Ee5 7. c3!! Ec5+ 8. & b4!
Ze59. c3! =

Positional draw.

323.
M. Liburkin, 1946
Trud

7. 7

"
v '% %%/// 4%
& . 050

,,,,, vy 0y

%
& %%

¢% /C%
+_

Inspire the simplicity of the posi-
tion and the appearance of an easy
win, White must handle very carefully
with the King, to achieve the win.

1. e6 a4 2. Ld1!
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2. el a3 3. ¥bl W7 =
2. %c3 a3 3. Lb3 2h7 =

2...a33. ¥c1 &h7

3...2Nh7 4. ¢7+—;
3...a24. b2 +—

4. ¥b1 Lhé 5. La1!
5.%92a2? 2h7 6. 7 £g8+ =

5... &h7 6. a2 & h6 7. ¥:a3
+_

324.

M. Liburkin, 1948
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. £b3 Hf4

1... 8e6 2. 2:e6c2 3. Dg3+ g2
4.9e2 =

2. a3 H:e4
2... Bf33.&b4

3. &4d5 &5 4. b3 Le6 5.
La3 215

5...8:d5=
6. b3 =
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325.
M. Liburkin, 1949
Revista Romana de Sah

1. a7 &b7 2. a8¥W+! H:a8 3.
& g6 Lb7 4. Nd8+ Lc7 5. HHf7
+_

326.
M. Liburkin, 1949

Sahove umeni

1. b8
1. E:c8? £h4+2. Le2 £ g3 =



1... 2h4+ 2. Hd2 £g5+3. ¥c3
£f6+ 4. Hb4 L2e7+ 5. Ha5 £d8+
6. b5 £.d7+ 7. Lc4!

7. a6 Eh6+ 8. La7 2b6+ 9. Lb7
L6+ =

7... 26+ 8. £d3 25+ 9. be2
£.g4+10. £f1 2h3+ 11. g1 +—

327.
M. Liburkin, 1958
Bulletin CSK SSSR

1. 0-0-0+!

1. &f2? Ea8! 2. &g2 h1¥+! 3.
&:h1 E:a7 4. &g2 &c6 5. Lf3 Lcs
6. Ye3 Hed —+

1... Leb6 2. b2 a8 3. a1
H:a74. Eh1 Eh75.8:h2K:h2 =

A very interesting study, which has
a twin brother.

1. &f2 Ha8 2. & g2 Ha7
2... h1¥ 3. Bhl Za7 4. Hg2=
3. Lh1! &f6 4. Ha2 a2 =

328.
A. Herbstmann, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, IV. Pr.

White cannot defend from losing a
piece.

1. 294 2b6+]
1... 2:52. 22+ <Hf1 3. 2h3 #
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2. &f4 £:g1 3. D3+ Hf1 4.
£h3+ &f2 5 g4 +—

And Black loses the Bishop.

329.
A. Herbstmann, 1928
Els Escacs a Catalunia, III. Mention

1. £h3 Eb3 2. £f1! Ef3!

2... Bg3+ 3. &hs Higl 4. 2.d3+
£.d3=

3. &c4!

3. £a6? 2d5+ 4. Hh7 Eh3+ 5.
L6 Eg3+ 6. fs Egl—+

3...2g3+4.%h8E:g15. £d3+
2:d3=
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330.
A. Herbstmann, 1930
Sahmatnyi listok, V. Mention

1. £a2+ ¥c2 2. b1+ Fc3 3.
d:ed4 £d4

A4... Lb3

4. a2 £e55. a3 b5 6. Ya2
b47.£c2H:c2=

331
A. Herbstmann, 1934

In a drawn position White finds
himself in a difficult situation because



he will lose the Knight. The bringing
of the King on the second rank will
have a major importance for the fol-
lowing events developments.

1. Zf3+1 &g2

1... dgl 2. Eg3+! &hi 3. Eh3+!
Lg2 4. Eb3

2. HEb3! Hac3+ 3. c1! K:a1 4.
Zb2+ &f3 5. HEa2! {):a2+

5..Ea2=

6. ¥b2 =

The 332 study of E. Pogosiants
proves the possibilities of a more dy-
namic play with more content.

332
E. Pogosiants, 1975

The White Rook and Bishop are
threatened to be captured. In fact, the
Bishop will be lost, but the salvation
appears.

1. £ g6 Ehé+

1... E:h8 2. g7 =

2. &g7 Hdf6

AEh7

3. He1+ &d8

3... &d7 4. Eal

4, Za1 Eh7+ 5. &f8 E:h8 6.
Za8+ ¥c7 7. Ea7+ & b6 8. Eh7
AN:h7+9. &g7 =

333.
A. Herbstmann, 1935
Magyar Sakkvilag, II1I-1V. Pr.

In this position White has nothing
but to give checks. But the Black King
can escape from them. What makes
then White?

1. Ea3+ &b5 2. Eb3+ &as 3.
Ea3+ & b6! 4. c8H +!

4. c8%9 Z1c2+ 5. bl Hic8 —+

4...H:c85.Eb3+ ¥ab56. Ea3+
& b4 7. Eb3+ Hc4 8. Ed3!= & b4
9. Eb3+ =

Positional draw.

The study is an extension of the
Polish composer’s study S. Kozlovski
from 1931. This idea was further de-
veloped by A. Herbstmann and V.
Korolnikov (1946), but that is not car-
ried out as miniature, but with eight
pieces.
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334. 1. Eg6+ & b5 2. H:h5+ &c4 3.
A. Herbstmann, 1945 Eha+!

Sahmaty v SSSR, L. Pr.

3. Hga+? &d3 4. Hhd+ &e2 s.
Hg2+ Hfl

3...&d3

3... &d5? 4. Hg5+ &e6 5. Zho+
&f7 6. Zh7+ =

4. g3+ He2 5. Eh2+ &f1 6.
H:a2 Wh7+ 7. Eh2 Wes+ 8. Ehg2

8. Hgg2? Wag

8... Wh4+ 9. Eh2 W:g3 10.
Zf2+ Le1 11. Ee2+ =

336.
A. Herbstmann, 1928
Sahmaty v SSSR

Under direct threat is the Knight,
but the h7 Bishop hasn’t either a com-
fortable place.

1. D3 /1. D:g6? Lh6 2. Df8
Lg7 =) 1... £h6 2. £g8 He7+ 3.
Le6 9:g8 4. Lf7 Lh7 5. Hg5+
L h8 (5... L¥h6 6. f4+—) 6. f3! H\h6+
7. £:96 5198 8. DT #

335.

A.Herbstmann, 1950
Trud, III Mention.

1. d6!

1. Dd7+? L8 2. d6 2e8! (2.
£:b3? 3. Dc5+—) 3. b5 Ld8 =

1... £:b32. d7+ L a7 3. H\chd
£f74.d7 £e85.d:e8& +—
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337. The bad position of the White

A. Herbstmann, 1953 Bishop leads to black thoughts.
Sahmaty v SSSR, IV. Mention However after the losing of the Bishop,
White enters in two different stale-
mates.
1. La3 &6

1... £g52. b4 &cl+ 3. &b3 £b2
4. b5 £g7 5. La3 L18+ 6. Lad! (6.
@b3? Lh6 7. La3 Lcl+ 8 b3
£b20)

2. b4 £b2+ 3. ¥b3 b5

3...8cl 4. He2=
4. £b1&:b1=
- Compare this study with the 330
1. He5+ &6 2. ©:d2 L:e5 study.
2... D3+ 3. Le3 De5 4. Led
Ehs 4. Be7 5 L£c3) 5. &ds 339.
3. &d31Eh4 T. Gorgiev, 1928
3...Ed74. &3 Sahmaty
4. Hc4=

Positional draw. Four motives of
positional draw.
338.
A.Herbstmann, 1953
FKS Thematic Contest, I. Pr.

1. Ea1 &bé

A2...92

2. 2edl £:e4+ 3. Hc4 b2 4.
E:a2 b1¥ 5. Eb2+ W:ph2 =
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340. This study is the predecessor of the
T. Gorgiev, 1929 630 study of D. Petrov.
Sahmatnyi listok, IV. Pr. 342,
T. Gorgiev, 1929
Sahmatnyi listok, V. Pr.

1. Zh1 Le1+ 2. a4 2.d1+ 3.
Lb5! (3. Ya3? c5 —+) 3... £f3 4. -
292 £:92 5. B:e1+ &b2 6. He2+ 1. &c2 £:b1+ (1. Ebl 2. Hc3
A ) 2. &b2 Zadl 3. d7! [3. Hic3?

341 Bb4+ 4. La3 4. Dal £f5 —+) 4...
T. Gorgiev, 1929 Ebg —+] 3... Ebd+ 4. Yal! Le7 5.
Naro%ni llSty @63 .@.e4 6. @d5+ .@.:d5 7. d8¥+
&:d8 =

343.
T. Gorgiev, 1929
Sahmaty, IL. Pr.

1. Se1+ &b5 2. 296! Hel 3.
A2d2E:e54. &d6+— Zc55. £d3+
&b6 6. L.e3+—
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A wonderful study in which the
contest is done between pieces, where
both sides lead a clever fight, conclud-
ed with a beautiful end.

1. £f6+ & h7 2. Eg7+ &h6 3.
Zf7

AdeT

3... &gé!

3... De6? 4. 2:d8 £):d8 5. Ed7
+_

4. Bf8 Hc6! 5. £:d8 g7 6.

He8 &f7 7. Eh8 Hg7 8. af6+
&:f6 9. Zh6+ +—

P. Benko proposed the position
from Diagram 343a;

343a

P. Benko, 1989
E.S.

T R
%// Y &,
A%/ A%/ ..... %/ A%

0, k) AL

% 1w o

1. 216 &h7 2. Eg7 & h6 3. Bf7
& g6 4. Xf8 f4 5. c113 6. d1 2
7. £e2 Hcb 8. £.d8 g7 9. He8
&7 10. Eh8 & g7 11. &6 +—

344.
T. Gorgiev, 29. 03. 1929
64,IV. Mention

1. Eb3+ Zb6 2. E:b6+ Fc7 3.
2.d8+ &:d8 4. Zb8+ Le7 5. L gb
+_

345.
T. Gorgiev, 1936
Tyovaen Shakki

1. Ng6
1. c6? De3—+:
1. D72 Dbd—+
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1... b4 2. Hf4 5\ d5+! 3. :d5
c24.c6ctW 5, c7+ a8 6. c8W+!
W:c8 7. DNc7+ Lb8 8. Hab+ =

346.

T. Gorgiev, 1936
64

It’s hard to suppose that here the
game will be concluded with a stale-
mate.

1. &g5

1. Ebl? Eb8 2. Bg5 e7 3. B4
Ld6 4. Le3 Lcs5 5. Ld2 Lb4 6. Ll
Ecg+! —+;

1. Ee1? Ee8 2. BEdl Le7 3. Pgs
Ef8 4. Lg4 Le6 —+

1... de7

1... 527 2. Ebl Eb8 3. Ff4 =

2. &f4

2. Zb1? Eb8; 2. £d1? Zf8 3. Lgd
Leb

2... &d6 3. Ye3 Lc5 4. d2
& b4 5. Lc1 Ea1+ 6. b2 E:g1=

The 347 and 348 studies represent
a development of Kotsio’s 5th study.
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347.
T. Gorgiev, 1936
SK Leningrad Contest, III. Pr.

1. Hb5 &d5 2. c4+ L d6 3. c5+
& d7 4. c6+ L d6

4... Hc8? 5. L5 =

5.¢7 Eh8 6. a6 ¥d7 7. ¥a7

7. Hb71? Hg8 8. ¥a7 Fc6 9.
c8W+

7... Lc6 8. c8W+ E:c8 9. b7
Ec710. a8 H:b7 =

348.
T. Gorgiev, 1939
Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Mention




With a large material advantage,
but a very bad King position, White
saves himself with a stalemate, but not

on the al square, but on the h8!

1. Ea3+ &:a3 2. %¥b1 Eb2+ 3.
&ct1 E:b8 4. g5 Z8 5. ¥d2 Hbd

6. ©e3 Lc57. ¥4 Ld6 8. g6!

8. &f5? Ha8 —+
8... Yeb

8... E:f6+ 9. g5 &e7 10. g7 Ef1

11. g8+ =

9. g5 a8 10. f7 Le7 11.
L h6 &6 12. Lh7 Eb8 13. 8+

Z:f8 14. g7 Zf7 15. ¥h8 Z:g7

P. Benko has created a version of
the 348 study in 1989. Diagram 348a.

348a.
P. Benkd, 1989
E.S.

1.50¢3 Bf1 2. Sb1 262 3. a3

a3
And than after T. Gorgiev.

4. &b1 Hb2 5. Hc1 b8 6. g5

etc. =

349.
T. Gorgiev, 1938
XX years VLKSM Contest, V. Pr.

The balance of forces is equal. But
White has positional advantage and
conducts the game with very powerful
threats.

1.2Eh1Eh32. £d7 Eh5 3. 5\gd
Zfg+[14. L:f8 H:h1 5. 215+ Hh8
6. De5 (A 2f7)6... Eh7 7. Dg6 #

350.
T. Gorgiev, 1938
SK VCSPS Contest, I. Mention

vy

7, 7, 7, 7,
Z 7

\
N

\
LW

§\
x&
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In this study White gives forced
mate in two variants: in one with the
Bishop in other with the Knight.

1. 2h6 Hed

1... Of3 2. Le7 Hha 3. L7 &HHf5
4, Hfg+—

2. 3d7! Hf6+ 3. Le7 9):e8

3... Bg8+ 4. B8 5):h6: 5. H1d6
Dgd 6. T #

4. f8 5)f6 5. L.g7 #

351

T. Gorgiev & L. Olmutsky, 1960
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

Draw (the one that should draw is
Black).

1. Za5+ £b2 2. h8W+!

2. Eb5+? &2 3. 5+ 2d2 4.
Bds5+ Le2 5. He5+ 9ies 6. Lie5 1
7. h8YY Wal+ —+

2...5:h8 3. Eb5+ & c2 4. Ec5+
&d2 5. Ed5+ Le2 6. He5+ vf1 7.
&Lg3!
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7. Lf3? H)f7 8. Has @gl 9. Eal+
1%+ 10. E:f1+ &:f1 11. Lg3 Dgs
—+

7...%g18. . Zf5h29. E:f2 h1¥
10. Ea2! =

If the Knight was not on h8, Black
could win because it had 10... Whs.

352
T. Gorgiev, 1960
SF Ucraina Contest, I. Pr.

1. &c5 £a8 2. &b5

A 8.6

2... De3 3. £.¢6 Heb+

3... Ded+? 4. Led Led 5. d4=
4. %d6!

4. Hb6? Hd5+

4... DNca+

4... Df5+2 5. Ld7 Des5+ 6. HeT
a6+ 7. Lb6 =

5. &d5 N7+ 6. 5 Hab+
7. £b5 5H1d6+ 8. L b6 Hc8+ 9.
& :a6!



9. Hb5? Ha7+ —+
9.. 2:c6=

A very interesting study.

353.
T. Gorgiev, 1963
Vecernyi Novosibirsk, L. Pr.

In this study Black can not af-
ford the loss of Knight, because two
Knights against the “a” Pawn are win-
ning.

1. b7 Hab 2. Lc4!

2. De6+? Ld7 3. D5+ LT 4.
) :a6+ b7 =

2...&¢c7 3. %b5 X:b7 4. H\d6+
FHc7 5. Nde8+ L b7 6. He6 H1b8
7. 9\d6+ L a8 8. Hc7 #

See the 799
Kuznetsov.

study of A.

354,
T. Gorgiev, 1968
Tidskrift f6 Schack, I. Pr.

+—

The study was rebuilt in 1975.

The originality of position consists
in the fact that one of the Bishops is
constantly attacked by the Rook. After
the Bishop’s withdraw, a similar posi-
tion is obtained, etc.

1. £c3!

1. £a3? Ha2 2. 2b5+ &dl! =

1... Ha2 2. £b3

2. £b5+? &dl =

2... Ea3 3. 2c4+ de3 4. & b4
Zaq 5. 2c5+ Ye4 6. £b5 Ha57.
£c6+ Le5 8. 2b6 Ea6 9. Lc7+
&e6 10. £b7 Ea7 1. £c8+ Le7
12. 2 b6!

12. £b8? Ea8 =
12... Ha8 13. &4:h3 +—
A fantastic discovery!
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355.
V. Bron, 1925
Izvestia

1. Hga+ g1
1... £g222. Eb3

2. Zb3 d2 3. Hf2! Le3+ 4.

&Ha8! £:f2 5. Z:b2 d1¥W 6. Eb1
W:p1 =

356.
V. Bron, 1926
SK Unional Ch, II. Mention

1... 26 2. Lcd 5)d7 3. D2 K2
4.9d3 =

2. 50 f2

2. Ycd? et 3, fRW We3 #

2... ¥c2 3. Nd3 L:d3 4. d6
el

4... Heb 5. L6 elW+ 6. Hf6
Wal+ 7. Le7 Wo7 8. Le8 Wes+ 9,
Hd7 We6 10. Le8 Web+ 11. L8 Led
12. g7 Wd7 13. Sh8! (13, Lg8? &5
14 18+ Bg6—+) 13... Wf7

5. f8W Wha+ 6. Ye5 W:fg =

357.

V. Bron, 1929
Sahmaty, Mention

This study is analogous to the 180
study of L. Kubbel. The difference is
only at the introductory moves where
white Rook leads a tense battle against
two very strong Pawns.

1. Ec8+ LeT!

1...%d7 2. Ef8;
1... 2172, Bc4



2. Bc7+ Yeb 3. Ec6+ Heb 359.

3... &d5 4. Ef6 Led 5. Tg5 g3 6. V. Bron, 1933
Efa+ Le3 7. Lgd Sahmaty v SSSR
4. Hc5+ Yed 5. Hcd+ el 6.
H:g4
6. Ec3+? Hd2

6... f2 7. Hg3+ Led 8. Hgd+
Le5 9. Hg5+ Leb 10. Hgb+ Le7
11. Bg7+ &f8 12. Hg5 f1W 13.
g5+ W 5=

358.
V. Bron, 1931
Sahmatnyi listok

1. Eb6 Lad+ 2. Lc1! 2. Pel!
203+ 3. Lfl £c2=)2... 24+ (2...
£a3+?) 3. &b1 L.e8 4. Ef6 (AEfS)
4... £b8! 5. Heb! £d7

5... 817 6. &3+ &a7 7. Ee7+
+_

6. £f3+ La7 7. He7 +—

360.

V. Born, 1952
Sahmaty v SSSR

Even a pawn on the battlefield is a
soldier, of course, if it is a force. The ¢c6
pawn is really a strong Pawn.

1. c7 Dg3+ 2. Hg4 df2+ 3.
$h3 £c2 4. c8W &f5+ 5. L h4!

5. ©h2! Df1+ 6. Lhl Led #

5...£2:¢c8=
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1. €6 De5+ 2. Led!

2. B2 Dc6 3. Led Lgb 4. LdS
Bfs =

2... Hgb
2... &c6? 3. Fd5
3. 50 & h5

3... &h7 4. g5 H)h8 5. €7 D7 6.
o4 +—

4. £g5 58 5. e7 {1 g6 6. e8H!
+_

361.

V. Bron, 1953
L. Kubbel's Memorial, I1I. Pr.

In this extraordinary study two dif-
ferent stalemates appear. For this rea-
son the play branches still from begin-
ning in two variants, what represents a
significant achievement.

1. h7 Eh5

1... Ecl+ 2. ¥a2! 2. &b2? Eni
3.b6 £g64. b7 Ebl+ 5. &c3 £:h76.
£d3 Z:b7—+) 2... Ehl 3. b6 E:h7 4.
b7 £f7+ 5. %a3 Eh8 6. b4 Ld4 7.
b5 Xd5 8. Lb6 Fd6 9. Lcd L:cd
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(9... £g6 10. £d3 £h5 11. L£e2=) 10.
La7 L7 11, bW+ E:bs=

2. b6 E:h7 3. b7 Eh1+ 4. & b2

4, ©a2? &f7+ 5. a3 (5. &b2
Zn8) 5... Ebl

4.. £g6 5. £d3 £:d3 6. b8W
Eb1+7. &c3 E:b8 =

362.
V. Born, 1958
Problem, V. Pr.

The only White Bishop carries an
astute combat with the enemy’s more
powerful effects. By an active play
White manages to change the Bishops
and get a draw.

1. £c8+ g3 2. £e6 Hba+ 3.
Lc5 DNab+ 4. Ld4 £h7 5. 2c4
Nb4 6. Lc3 Nc67. £d3 =

The exchange of Bishops is made.
Draw.



363.
V. Born, 1958
Schach Echo, II. Mention

1. Ha5!

1. 2):e5? a3 2. &dl a2 3. 53b3 Lb2
4. Hal &:al 5. Bcl ¢6 6. h5c5 7. hé
c48.h7¢c39 h8¥ =

1...a3

1... 222 2. 5icd L3 3. h5 +—

2. d1!

2. ¥d2?

2... a2 3. b3 c4 4. Hatl L:al
5 &c1!

5.%¢2?¢3 6. h5c57.h6 c4 8. el
c29.h7 c3 10. h8%W =

5...¢36.h5c61?7.h6c58. h7
c4 9. h8X +—

We find this stalemate ending in
the 474 study of A. Guliaeyv, too.

364.

V. Born, 1963
Ceskoslovensky Sach, I. Mention

1. Eh5+ &g12. Ha5 &7

2... 8cd 3. Ec5 De3 4. b3 £d5+
5. &e2 =

3. Za1 Hel+ 4. Ye2 & h5+ 5.
&:e1 £:b26. Zct!

6. Ea2? &.c3+ 7. Ed2 Hh1—+

365.

V. Bron, 1963
Szachy, L. Pr.
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1. g8+ Hf7 2. d7 H:g2 3.
dsd!

3. d8% Enh2+ 4. Hh6+ E:h6+ 5.

367.
G. Zahodiakin, 1934
64

&:h6
3... Eh2+ 4. Hh6+ Le7 5.
Ea8!

5. Zb8? EhS 6. Eb5 &d6 7. Eb6+
Kes5=

5... £d6 6. Za5 Zh5 7. Ka6+
&:d5 8. Ha5+ +—

366.
G. Zahodiakin, 1934
64, Mention

1. H\b6+ &b

... &):b6 2. £:b6 h4 3. L6 h3 4.
2g1 £d6 5. Lfs LdS5 6. L4

2. N:a4 Tb5 3. 2¢3 L:a4 4.
&e6 ha 5. £d5 h3 6. c4 h2 7.
£2b4 h1¥ 8. b3 #

368.

G. Zahodiakin, 1931
64

1. Eaé!

1. Eg2+? &h6 2. L7 O f6 3. Ego+
Phs! 4. K:f6 Lgd 5. f5 Lgs! =

1...&g8

1... )8 2. f5 Hg8 (2...
Bo6#) 3. a8 207 4. 6 +—

2. Za8+ &g7 3. B:h8! &:h8 4.
Lf7 +—

h7 3.
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1. h6 (1. Ed8? Lg7 =) 1... Dg4+ One of the pearls of chess composi-
2. ©f4 H):h6 3. g5 5g8 4. Eh2+  tion. We find an incredible opportunity

&g7 5. Eh7+ 18 6. X7 # for win, in an apparently drawnish po-
sition.
369.
G. Zahodiakin, 1931 1. &c5
64 A2.&c6
1... Hc7 2. d6 Hed+ 3. Ve7
Nngr
3... &)c7 4. &f7

4. 296 g8 5. &f7+ Lh7 6.
Lf6 Lh8 7. Les

7. Bg6? De6 =

7... ©h7 8. Led! Lh8 9. L4
&h7 10. ©e5 L h8 11. g6! +-

371
G. Zahodiakin, 1932
64, I1. Pr.

1. Ded (AEa2; 1. Ed6? 2:c3 =)
1... £e7 2. Ed7 £h4 3. Eh7 Le1
4. Zh1 £a55. Ha1+—

370.

G. Zahodiakin, 1931
64,1. Pr.

1. £f4+ Hc8 2. Lf1! £h4a

2... £b4? 3. g8+ b7 4. Ebs+

3. g8+ Lb7 4. Le5! La7 5.
£d4+ &b7 6. Le2! +—
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372.
G. Zahodiakin, 1946
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. £¢3 &b3 2. £a1 He1+ 3.
&g2 H:a14.5c6 Ee15. L2 Hed
6. &f3 Hel17. &¥f2=

Positional draw because the Rook
can’t escape from perpetual attack.
Compare this study with the 322 study
of M. Liburkin. Is clear that 322 study
is more interesting.

373.
G. Zahodiakin, 1949
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

/ _______
///
////////
///,//%,%
//(.@,/%/
/////%//
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1. Ha6! e2 2. Hc7+ L8 3.
He6+ L g8 4. HFT! e1W

4. B:£75 Higs+ &f6 6. H1f3 =
5. Hfg5 =
Positional draw. The Black King is

cut off, and just the Queen can’t give
mate.

374.

G. Zahodiakin, 1951
Lelo, IV. Pr.

1. 2d7+ b3 2. 2e6+ Lc2 3.
215+ &d1

3... c3 4. 216+ bcd 5. Leb+
Fes 6. LeT+ B 7. Ad7+ Fds 8.
BebtH =

4, 2g4+ Le

4... Ld2 5. Lg5+ Ld3 6. &f5+
&d4 7. 2fe+ Bd5 8. Le6+ Fed 9.
&f5+=

5. b7 g1¥ 6. £a5+ &Hf1 7.
£ h3+ Le2 8. 2g4+ Ld3 9. &5+

L c4 10. Leb+ = See the 205 study —
J. Sehwers



The study appears to be a repeti-
tion of the 205 study of J. Sehwers,
only that here we have two variants
that makes him more original.

375.
G. Zahodiakin, 1951

Sovietski sviazist

To fight against the powerful Pawn
from a2 and achieve the victory is not
at all simple.

1. 2b5+!

1. B:d4+2? &7 =;
1. Ec1? HHic5+ 2. b5 £b3 =

1...&ds

... ®e7? 2. Ecl D3+ 3. b4
bl 4. Ec7+ A 5. EBa7+—

2. Ec1 Hc3+ 3. &a5! Hb1 4.
&bl a1

4... Fbe7 5 Ect+ &d6 6. Ea7 +—
5.Z2e1+—

There is no defense against the
mate threat.

376.
V. Chehover, 1953
Leningradskaia pravda

White has enough advantage to
win, but he faces some problems be-
cause Black has always a very clever

play.
1. Hg5 D f4+ 2. L3 Hh3

2... De6 3. Ees5 Dda+ 4. Hed
Nb3 5. Gic6 H:d2+ 6. Ld3 Db3 7.
&y:a7 L:a7 8. Ebs +—

3. Eh5
3. Hg3? Dgl+ 4. g2 De2
3... Dg1+ 4. £ g2 He2

4... L:bs 5. Ehs+ &b7 6. Eh7+
b8 7. E:a7 L:a7 8. Ligl +—

5. Ee5 N f4+ 6. L3 HNd3
6... g6 7. Eg5 Dha+ 8. gl
7. Hd5 Hel+

7... b4 8. Bb5 D2 9. Dic6

8. &e2 Hg2 9. a5 L:bs 10.
Ha4 A11. Eg4 +—
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377.
V. Chehover, 1954
Bulletin URSS Teams Ch,Riga

1. g7 Wd4+ 2. &b7 W:.g7 [2...
W2+ 3. Lc8! (3. Lc7? Wig7 4. 2
WesS+—+) 3... W:g7 4. a7 W+ 4...
We3+ 5. Sc4; 4. W2 5. 2d5) 5.
28] 3. a7 Wb2+ 4. £b3! [4. L cT7?
Wa3 5. b7 Wha+ 6. L7 Wes+ 7.
b7 Whs+ 8. Lc7 Was —+] 4...
Wg7+ 5. 27! =

The Bishop’s sacrifice, on various
squares, ensures the draw for White.

378.
V. Chehover, 1954
Vechernyi Leningrad

170

A very interesting position: the
White Bishop and the Pawns are para-
lyzed, the only piece that can move is
the King, and only on black squares.
The Black Bishop has no good moves
either, because the of the move g2-g3.
It follows a Kings duel.

1. e7 g7 2. d6!

2. Ld8? f6 3. 7 Lgs 4. d6
Hh4 5. £d7 2:g2 6. £b5 Lh3 —+

2... &f6 3. c5! He5 4. Lb6!

4, Lb4? Ld4 5. La3 (5. Las
&c5—1) 5. L3 —+

4... &d6

4...Ld4 5. La7 Le3 6. Lb6 Ld2
7. &5 el 8. Ld4 £e29. g3 211 10.
£2d7 22 11. £b5 &3 12. Pe3=

5. Ya7! &c7 6. Ya8! Lb6 7.
Lb8 =

379.
V. Chehover, 1956
Sahmaty v SS§SR

It is really annoying to have an ad-
ditional Bishop and to must fight for a
draw. The only consolation of White



is that his Pawns can promote more
quickly to Queen.

1. h6

1. &4b12 &g7

1...a32. £b1¢c33.15

A 4.h7 g7 5. for

3...a2

3...¢2 4. h7 @g7 5. f6+ L:h7 6.
B:c2+

4. £:a2 c2 5. h7 g7 6. £.9g8
c1¥W 7. f6+ Lh8 8. f7 =

380.
V. Chehover, 1960
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. 2¢5!

L 9e1? Lfd 2. De6+ Pes —+

1...d3 2. b6

2. &\c7? Hf5 3. b4 a3 4. £:a3d2
5. 0d5 Led —+

2...a3

2...d2 3. &e3+ Phs5 4. £:d2 a3
5. 8h6=

3.£:a3

3. 2e7+? Y4 4. Hicd a2 5. 216
Hg3 —+

3... d2 4. Hd5! d1¥ 5. Le7+
& h5 6. HHf6+ T h4 7. Ded+! Lh5
8. Hf6+ g5 9. HNd5+ =

A known idea presented here in an
admirable improved way, coupled with
a subtle game and an excellent ending.

381.
V. Iakimchik, 1938
Sahmaty v SSSR, I Pr.

1... Hhd5+ 2. Lf3

2. Lf5? De3+ 3. Hie3 Wh7+ —+;
2. Bg5? WoT+ —+;
2. Hgd? Wo7+ —+
2... Wh5+ 3. f2

3. Hgd? Whi+

3...5c3

3...d1W9 4 ¥d1 +—

4. W:c3! d12+ 5. Lf1! H:c3

5. Wfs+ 6. B4 W4+ 7. Del
D3 =

6. Eh4+ W:h4 =
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382.
V. Iakimchik, 1934
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. Sc6!

1. 77 g2 2. De5 Le2 3. Lgs
D2 4. D6 £3 5. De5 Ded+ 6. Lgb
2—+

1...f3

... Dg2 2. Bgd Ke2 3. HHd4+
Le3 4. D5+ Ded 5. HHd6+ Les 6.
Of7+ L6 7. £1d6 Leb 8. Hicd Ld5
9. 9)d2 ¥d4 10. Hf3 Ld3 11. Df1 =

2. De5 g3+

2... £23. Dgd Ng3+ 4. Lgs!

3. &g5!

3. ©:h4? D5+ 4. Lh3 £2 —+

3... f2 4. g4 SHf3+ 5. Lfd
& h5+

5... De2+ 6. BFS! f18) 7. He3+
@:e3+ 8. Led =

6. &5 f1 7. De3+! H:e3+ 8.
Led Le2=

White was forced to act decisive-
ly changing the Knights, because is
known that three Knights win against
a single Knight. Similar play with the
191 study.
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383.
V. Iakimchik, 1954
Sahmaty v SSSR, VL. Pr

&e6 2. b8 EhS

1. b6 D7 (1...
3. a8¥ Eh8+ 4. La7 E:a8+ 5. &:al
Ae56.5b8 L4 7. BT Les5 8. b7d5
9. b8%) =) 2. b7 (2. Tb8? H)d6 3. b7

Eb5—+)2... Nd6 3. b8A! (3. b8W?
Zc8—+)3...Ec8 (3... Eb5 4. 2.:d6+
Lf3 5. £.c7 Ded 6. £b6 H:b6 =)

384.
V. Iakimchik, 1957
Sahmaty v SSSR, L. Pr.

7. 7 7
/ // /@
% f,,,,,’ //%

7 A
,,,,,,,



It can be clearly seen how White 2. Bh2+

can fight against the Pawn from h2. 2. 5e33. fcl =
However, the defense emerges from a 3. el
perpetual check. N3...De3 4. £.d6
1. Ded 3... Eh1+ 4. 51 HHh2
1. Df5? g4 2. Hih6+ Eh3 —+ 4. 5ve3 5 B2 H)f1 6. g2 =
1...&h4 5. &f2 H:f1+ 6. g2 Hf3 7.
1... S)d1+ 2. L4 Hha 8c18f18. £a3=
2. Dhgs5 Dd1+ Positional draw.
2... h1¥ 3. &3+ Hhs 3... Dh3
4. Of2+ =) 4. Dg3+ = 386.
3. &f4 h1¥W 4. Hf3+ Ph3 5. V. Iakimchik, 1967
9g3 Wg2 6. Dg5+ L h2 Buletin CSK SSSR, L. Pr.
6... Xhd 7. Hif3+ =
7. Df3+ =

385.
V. Iakimchik, 1966
Sahmaty v SSSR, II1. Pr.

1. &f6 £ g8 2. £g7 c4

2...b53. 2h8 b4 4. LeT c4 5. LeS
3 6. Bf6 c2 7. b2 L8 8. Lcl g8
9. £d2 b3 (9... &8 10. L:b4+) 10.
fcl Hfs11. b2 Hg8 12. a3 +—

3. 2h8! ¢c3 4. Xe7 c2

1. f1
1 ved? Bhot 2. Bf3 Hest 3. 4... L:h8 5. L:f7 2 6. g6+
5hes Gies 4. Ro5 Hh3+ 5. dg2 €2 5. £b2 c1¥
6. &2 He3 7. Lel Ped 8. B2 Hd3 5... b5 6. Bf6

—+ . , 6. £:¢c1 g7 7. £b2+ g6 8.
1... Yeb5 2. H:e3! £6 b5 9. &d6 b4 10. Le5 b3 11.
2. 2.c1? Bed! Lf4 +—
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387.
V. Iakimchik, 1970
Molodezh Gruzii, II. Pr.

7 &
)0,
0 KT

oY
/% )

The saving of the hl Knight is
White’s primary task. Yet, the Knight
is sacrificed, allowing to the White
King the approach of the events place,
and with the Bishop sacrifice,.to sup-
port the Pawn and get the draw.

1. £.g7 £.d5+

1... Bb6+ 2. &c3 L.ed4 3. 12!

2. &ba!

2. %c3? Be6+ 3. &d4 £g8 —+

2... BEf4+ 3. L5 Ef5!

A 4. h7 £.g8+;

3... £g8 4. Hg3!

4. g3 &:g3 5. h7 £g8+ 6.
L5+ H:e5+7. &d6 Ed5+8. Lc6
Hd8 9. Lc7 =
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388.
V. Iakimchik, 1973
Sahmaty Riga

1. e7+ g8 2. Nf6+ Hh8 3.
Ld70 Hg7 4. He8+ H:e8 5.
&:e8 Hc7+ 6. L d8!

6. Ld7? Dd5 =

6... &f6

6... De6+ 7. L8 +—

7.&d70 +—

389.
F. Amelung, 1907
Rigasche Rundschau




1. 2d8+ He1 2. He8+ &d2 4. Eb1?7 ablE +—

2... &:dl 3. fe2+ Pd2 4. Ed8+ 4... a1&!
3. D3l c1W+ 4. al¥W =
3... L:c3 4. Ec8+ 5. Ha5! E:a5=
4. Db1+ &d1 5. Ed8+! Le1 6. 391
BBA7. 21 +- O. Duras, 1908
390. Deutsche Schachzeitung
A.Daniel, 1908

Chess Amateur

1. 2b4 L7 2. a4 Leb (2... LeB
= 3. a5 ¥d8 4. £.d6 Lc8 5. a6 +—) 3.

The study was processed by A. a5 &d5 4. a6 Lc65. £a5+—
Cheron in 1960. 392

This position can be included in so
call “classical positions®. In a simple K. Mann, 1914

" . Sydsvenska Dagbladet Snillposten, I. Pr.
position many stalemate motives oc-
cur.

1. H:e4

1. Lh6? a2 2. Hgs e3 3. L4
e2—+

1... £¢2

1... a2 2. Eel £c2+ 3. &h8

2. &h8 a2

2... fed=

3. He1!

3. Be5? al2 —+ 4. Ef5+ &g6 5.
Ef8 Enhi+ 6. Lg8 2b3+

3... 2b1 4. He5!
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1. .@.92"' Hh2 2. 2b7+!
2. 8:a8+7 =

2... 493 3. Wgs+ Lf4 4. W7+
Le5 5. We7+ L4

5...%d4? 6. Wo7+!

6. Wie+ g4

6... Lg3? 7 WesS+ +—

7. £¢8+ & h5 8. £15!

A9, Web & 10. We4

8... Wa4

8... £g2+ 9. &:g2 Wag+ 10. L2
Wog 11. £d3 Wa2+ 12, £e2+ +—

9. Wg6+ L h4 10. Whe+ g3
1. Wh3+ +—

393.
J. Moravec, 1913
La Strategie, IX. Pr.

1...g52. %g6 g4 (2... hd 3. LS
h3 4. Lg4 h2 5. g3 h1D+ 6. Lf3
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+-) 3. @g5 (3. @:h5? g3 4. Lgd g2 5.
g3 &hl 6. H:g2=)3... g34. &hd g2
5. %h3 +—

2. g6 h3 3. g5 h2 4. g4
h1¥ 5. g3 +—

It can be seen now the aim of the

move 1. ¥h7! The Pawn from g7
doesn’t allow 5... Wh8.

394.
J. Moravec, 1924

In “Rook against Pawns” end-
ings, often stalemate motives occur,
and these are the methods for defense
against powerful Pawns.

1. Ea1+ &b8 2. Eb1+ &c8 3.
Ha1 &d8 4. £d6 Le8

4... L8 5. Lch

5. e6 L8 6. Lf6 Lg8 7.
Ea8+ &h7 8. Ea7+ & h6 9. Ea8
&h5 10. 5 L ha 11. Lf4 $hs
12. &f5=

A classical position, with practical
value in this kind of endings.



395. 24+ 5. el WesH)2... L:f7 3. bR
A. Kuznetsov, 1963 =] 2. e5! £:e5 3. b8¥W! £:b8 4.

Sahmaty v SSSR 2b1l c:b1YW =(4... cblE =)
397.

A. Selezniev, 1910
Sahmatnoe obozrenie, Mention

This study is a development for the
introductory play from 394 study.

1. Eb8+ &a2 2. &c2 ¥a3 3. =
&e3 a4 4. c4 a5 5. Lch 1. Dd5! (1. 77 d1¥ 2. D8 (2.
La6 6. Lc6 La77.Eb1 f:g2See )5 2.5+ 2... Wd5+ 3. Le3 Weo+

the 394 study 8. a1+ etc. = —+)1... £b7 2. f7 £:d5+ 3. Le3
396. d1¥ 4. 8 We1+ 5, Hfq4 Wi2+ 6.
J. Moravec & J. Fritz, 1983 Le5 W:.fg =
Ceske slovo 398.

A. Selezniev, 1917
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. b7 &4 [1.._. cl¥ 2. 2 f7+! (2.
b7 Weg+ 3. Wh7 Wad+ 4. HbS
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1. Led!

1. e7? Dgo+ 2. L6 {ieT 3. e
—+

1... D:e6 2. 215+ 13 3. £2.:e6
& e3! Diagram 398a 4. L d6!

4. Df6? B4 5. Lg6 Lg3 6. Hf5
h3 7. e h2 —+

4... Hd4 5. bcb
5. Ye7? Pe3 —+

5... £c3 6. ¥d5 b3 7. Led b2
8. £a2h39. &f3=

398a

x
w7

%//mg
/

///
/////

This symmetrical position requires
a diagram for two reasons. 1) because
of the no obvious draw which is ob-
tained and 2) the occurrence of the
same position in a study of R. Reti
from 1919, without the knowledge of
A. Selezniev.
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399.
A. Selezniev, 1918
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. c6 Hd8 2. Ld5 L:d7 3.
Fed

3. es? de7 4. P4 Lf6 5. Led
gd—+

3... ¥d6 4. Lf3 Le5 5. Lg4
&6 6. &h5 L:f5 =

400.
A. Selezniev, 1919
Sbornik etiudov




1. £¢6!

1. Le7? ¢6 2. £:c6 LT 3. &3
Dag! =

1... £d8 2. 5!

2. 16?7 Hc8! =; 2. L16? H)c8!

2... be7 3. Ye50 7

3... Dca+ 4. LdS Db+ 5. ¢S

4, &d4 Leb6 5. Hc5 He7 6.
292 $d7 7. £h3+ Le7 8. Lcb
&d8 9. Lb7 +—

401.

A. Selezniev, 1921
Tidskrift for Schack

1. g6 £.f4

1... c3 2. &:h6 c2 3. f7 clW+ 4.
g7 =

2. &f7!

2. &f57¢33. &:fd 2 —+

2...%b4 3. £:c4! L:c4 4. 2f5
£2d6 5. Leb 28 6. Lf7 £h6 7.
Lg6 214 8. Lf5=

Positional draw (perpetual attack).

At that time, this study was the
best realization of that idea. But in the
402 study was achieved advancement:
the idea was fulfilled with maximum

material economy — with only five
pieces!

402.
L. Mitrofanov, 1976
Put k komunizmu, I. Pr.

1. Leb!

1. &e4? c6!

1...¢52. &d5 2e7 3. L eb 418
4, L7 £.h6 5. g6 &4 6. Lf5
£29g37.%ed! £h48.Ld5 Le7 =

403.

A. Selezniev, 1923
Tidskrift fér schack

e

4
//////
7

\ N N
\\\\\\ \§ %
A\
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The awkward position of White
pieces dictates the finding of stalemate
solutions.

1. Df5! L:f5

1... £:£52. g7 Ef1 3. g8+ =

2. e7 Hed 3. ©h7 &6 4. g7
H:e7

4... BEha+ 5. g8 &e7=

5. &h8 H:g7 =

404.
A. Selezniev, 1930
Sahmatnyi listok

1. &7 &h8
1... €3 2. &Hf6+ &h8 3. 5)d5

2. 5Hf6 e3 3. Hd5 e2 4. H\f4
e1W 5 Q:g6+ Lh7 6. f8+ =

Perpetual check.
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405.
E Sackmann, 1913

/ /
/ //Ma/
//

1. 185\+ L6 2. g8+ g7
2... &g5 3. HH)I7+
3. D4f5+ +—

After the winning of the Queen the
remaining three Knights, wins. A short
study with two Knight promotions.

406.
F. Sackmann, 1915




1. Zf1!
1. Bf27;
1. Ef3?

1... f6 2. Ea1+ &b8 3. Eb1+
&c8

3... a7 4. Eb7+ La6 (4... a8 5.
Ze7 £b3 6. 2b6+—) 5. Eb8+—; 3...
Fag 4. Hc7

4. Zh1! +-—
A stylish study.

407.

J. Villeneuve-Esclapon, 1909
Rigaer Tageblatt, I'V. Pr.

%
@/%m //%

1. b6+ &:bb6 2. Hc8+ £:c8 3.
Leb!

3. &f6? HNd6 —+;
3. g7? DeT 4. Deb g8 —+

3...b24. g7 b1 5. g8 Wh3+
6. &d7 W:g8 =

408.
A. Gerberg, 1956
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. b3 Hc6 2. £a5 HNc5+ 3.
&:b4 DbT! 4. g3!!

4.g4? £2d75. g5 £.e86.g6 2.:g6 7.
&ad £c2+ 8. Lbd 2410

4... £d7! 5. g4! £:g4 6. Yad
£d1+7.&b4 £c2(7... 2h58. a4
=)8. ¥c3 £d19. b4 =

409.
J. Van Reik, 1967
Tidskrift fér Schack

181



This study is a correction and
an improvement of the study of J.
Villeeneuve - Esclapon from 1923.

1. h7 Ee8 2. £.e6
2. 257 De3 3. Led+ 2d54. £d3
Eh8 5. &f6 £.g8! 6. ©g7 2:h7 —+

2... Zh8

2... &6 3. L:f6 Eie6+ 4. Lg7=
3. &¥h6 5)f6 4. £.:b3

4. Lg7? E:h7+ 5. &:f6 Eh6+
4... X:h7+ 5. & g6 Eh3!

5... 2b7 6. 2e6

6. 2e6! Xf3 7. 215! Hd5 8.
2.e4 Ef6+ 9. g5 £d6 10. Lf5

All. Les
0... &b7 11. Le5 Lc6 12.
& da=
Positional draw.
410.

F. Lazar, 1909
Rigaer Tageblatt

/A /
%////
gz /

///

1. a7 He8 2. £c6 Ef8 3. a8W
H:a8 4. £:a8 &d3 (c2) 5. ©b3!
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5. 2¢67 c2 6. Led+ Led 7. Hb2
Fd3 8. Fcl ad

5... a4+

5...¢26. Le4+

6. La2!

6. La3? Le3 7. L6 c2+—

6... €2 7. Le4+ H:e4 8. Tb2
&d3 9. &ec1a3

9...%c3
This stalemate with two Pawns is
relatively common. Interesting is here

the introductory play, with subtle ma-
neuvers of the White King.

411

E Lazar, 1912
Sahmatnoe obozrenie, Mention

1. Hfa+ & h6 2. Heb

A Dd8
2... He8 3. g8¥ K:g8 4. /Nf8
Hg5! 5. Hge!! +—

5. e8W Hes+ 6. Wees =

The Black’s tricky play was un-
masked.



—

4]12. 1. &cb6 b4 2. Fd5 Fc3 3.
F. Lazar, 1912 Le5 e3 4. L:f4 e:f2 5. Fe3 f1E
La Strategie, VII. Pr. =

The final stalemates from the 412
and 413 studies are identical, only that
in the 413 study of A. Kovalenko the
stalemate appears entirely unexpect-
ed.

414,
F. Lazar, 1929

1. Hg7+

1. £c7? Ehs+ 2. &d4 Ec5—+

1... £f3

l... ¥hs5 2. Hc7

2. Ec7! Eh5+ 3. &d4 Ec5 4.
E:c5b:c5+ 5. Ld3l c1E =

413.
A. Kovalenko, 1927 1. 5eT+ a5 2. & b3
Sahmatnyi listok, IV. Pr. AD\cdl #
2... &b6 3. De6 £h6 4. Lc2
& b5 :

4. %b7;4... 2e3 5 Hca+

5. Hgd &c6 6. H):h6 Ld5 7.
g7 e58.5g4ed 9. Ded+ +—

With theoretical win.
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4]5. 4i6.
I. Vanchura, 1916 I. Vanchura, 1917
Ceskoslovenskich Sachistu Ceskoclovenskich Sahistu

1. e8W 1. g1 ©b1 2. Hgd! a1¥ 3.
1. g3? He8 2. hd c7 3. bhs  Had Dal3 4. H:a3+ W:a3 5. Hcd+

&d7 4. &h6 Leb 5. L:h7 Lf7= =

1... E:e8 2. 218 He2+ 3. ¥h3 417
Ze3+ 4. ¥h4 Eeq+ 5. ¥ h5 Ees+ I. Vanchura, 1924
5... el 6. 2d6+ b7 7. g8W 28 Rijen

Hhi+ 8. Bgd Egl+9. £.¢3
6. h6 He1 7. 2c5! Ee8 8.

&:h7 Hd8 9. £e7! Hc8 10. £f8!
Hc711. £d6 +—

The whole puzzle stays here in the
subtlety of the first move.
1. g5
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1. Ea7? Le4+ 2. h6 207, 1.
Fh6? Led

1...29g22 Hg4

2. Ha7? Sed

2... 213 3. Xf4 +—

For the victory White had to con-

sider the danger of draw met in the 438
study.

418.
1. Vanchura, 1924

1. &h5!

1. Lf5? Ze8 2. Higb d6 3. L8
LeT=; 1. Lf6? Ef3+ 2. Le7 Eg3=

1...Ee8 2. Ng6 Ld6

2... Ea8 3. &h6! (3. 8 Hal 4.
g6 Ha8) 3... HbS! 4. D)8 Hab+

.. Zal 5. g8¥4) 5. %h5 Eal 6. De6!
Ea8 7. HicT+

3. 58 Ee1 4. Heb Ze5+ 5.
Lg4a! He1 6. Lf5 Ef1+ 7. g6
+_

A very interesting study.

419.

I. Vanchura, 1926
28 Rijen

This study may enter in the classi-
cal Rooks endings family.

1. el

1. 2d7? &b7 2. Ld6 b6 3. Fd5
Ebs 4. Ld4 Hb4 5. Ld3 Hb3O 6.
&d2 Ea2 7. &d3 Ea8 8. E:c2 Edg+
—+

1... %a7 2. Leb!

2. ¥d6? Fbe

2...¥ab6

2... Hb6 3. Lde6!

3. Le5! Pa5 4. Yed! Ya4 5.
Le3!

5. &d3? Lb3
5... a3
5... Lb3 6. Ld3

6. &d2! &¥b3 7. d3 Ha2 8.
&d2=EKa8 9. H:c2 Xd8+ 10. c1
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420. 1. 2h4
H. Weenink, 1917 N2 &2
Tijdschrift KNSB

1...d32 £:f2d2 3. Lel! d1¥W
3...d1E 4. Le2 Eal 5. &hd =

In the first phase of the study the
Bishop was on f4, and the Black King
on hl. Then beside of the solution 1.
£.g3 of the author, there was another
solution 1. £g5 &h2 2. £h4!. A.
Cheron has corrected this deficiency.

422,
H. Weenink, 1918
Tijdschrift KNSB

1. a7 Eg2+ 2. L b1!

2. &b3? Hg8=

2...HBg1+3. Le1H:e1+4. &b2
Ee2+ 5. b3 He3+ 6. b4 Heq+
7. &b5+- ‘

421.

H. Weenink, 1918
Tijdschrift KNSB

In a simple Bishops ending, with
two Pawns less, White plays an inven-
tive game, with stalemate motives.

1. £¢3+ ©d1 2. Hb1!

2. £:a57 &c2; 2. ¥b2? a4 3. Fa3
&2

2...a43. 216 2a54. £c3 a3 5.
£.:a5 a2+ 6. Lat!

= 6. Lb2? alW+ 7. L:al L2 —+
(correction by A. Cheron) 6... £c27. £c3 X:c3 =
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423.
H. Weenink, 1918
Op de Hoogte

1. ¢7 b7 2. c8H H:a5 3. Hc5
b7 4. Hcb #

The solution is easy to find, how-
ever the study is of interest because
it had a great resonance among many
authors.

424.

H. Weenink, 1922
Kagan’s Neueste Schachnachrichten
VI.Pr.

The first question is if this posi-
tion, with an extra Bishop, can not be
won? The victory comes on automati-
cally? A closer deepening of the po-
sition shows that it is not like that. If
the black king manages to reach the 8
square is draw!?

1. £b1!!

1. £h7? ¥c3 2. Hb5 Ld4 3. Lc6
Les5 4. g6 (4. Ld7 g6 5. £:g6 Lf4=)
4... Le6 AS... Lf8=; :

1. $b4? L:c2 2. Ycd Ld2 3. Ld4
Le2 4. Led L2 5. HfS Lg3 6. Lgb
g4 =

1... ¥:b1

I... ©c3 2. &b5 Ld4 3. Lc6 Les
4. 947 L4 (4. g6 5. Le7) 5. g6 +—

2. b3 ¥c1 3. Lc3 Ld1 4.
&d3 Le1 5. el Hf1 6. Lf3
&g1 7. £g3 &¥h1 8. g6 &g1 9.
Lf4 +—

425.
H. Weenink, 1923
Chess Amateur
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1. Eg5+

1. Ea1? h1¥ 2. E:h1=;

1. Ea8? h1¥¥ 2. Ho8+ h7 3. Ehs+
Lgb =

1...%h6

1... &h7 2. Eg7+ &6 3. Eg8 (3.
L7 h1¥ 4, £g5+ Lh5 5. Eh7+ +-)

2. Hg8 h1¥ 3. &£g7+! &g5 4.
2e5+$h6 5. Eh8+ +—

426.

O. Danielson, 1929
Schackvirlden

07

"%
n
'//' W

1. £¢6!

ADgb & £.d5 #

1... 28 2. HHg6+ g8 3. £.d5+
217 4. He5 +—

A curiosity in such a drawish mate-
rial case.
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427.
]J. Gunst, 1922
Das Illustrierte Blatt

The renowned mat of A. Troitski
(the 33 study) is represented in this
case with a subtle preliminary play,
which actually represents the beauty
of this study.

1. &b7! (1. 2a6? Lc7 2. Lc5 d6+
3. &d5 L:b8 =) 1... Lc7 2. £a60
&:b8 (2... d6 3. Hc6 +—) 3. Ld6
La8 4. £c7d55. &b7 #

428.
J. Gunst, 1933
Helsingin Sanomat




1. We1q) 430.

1, Wd1? Wpe! 2. Nd3+ Wi J. Gunst, 1947
I. Pr.

1... Wb 2. Wfe+ Wp2 3. Nb3+
b1 4. Wi+ &c2 5. Hal+ &d2
6. W2+ L¢3 +—

6... el 7 Wely
7. Wi+ +—

429.

J. Gunst, 1946
Sumen Sosialdemokratti, I. Pr.

1. e8W! (1. e:d8W? Lrgl 2. Wd4+
L:fl =) 1... Le7+! 2. W:eT! (2.
&b3? Lgl 3. Weo+ g5 2... Lg1
3. 2a6! h1¥W 4. 2p7! Wh3 4...
Whs 5. Wel+ &h2 6. Whi+ +—) 5.
We1+ Wi 6. Wg3+ +—

431
J. Gunst, 1947

1. ¥c2 &¥h2 2. £d3 &h3 3.
Led Yhd 4. L5 Lh5 5. Efl+—

5. Lf6? Lho6 6. Lf5 Ef7+ 7. Deb
Eh7 8. &d5 &hs! 9. &cs5 Lha! 10.
b6 Zhe+ 11. L5 Eh7 12, &d5
Hhs!=

1. d7 Eb8 2. H\8f7
A5 & 3d6
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2... g4! 3. ¥h4! 433.
3. &:g4? Eba+ 4. L5 Edd = J. Gunst, 1949

3... g3! 4. &h3! g2! 5. Lh2! Tidskrift for Schack
g1%+ 6. &:g1t— Fc2 7. HI5
&c3 8. H5d6 +—

The idea of refusing to gain of a
Pawn is successfully expressed in this
study.

432.
J. Gunst, 1949
Tijdschrift KNSB, II. Pr.

1. ¥b3 4 2. Lc4 f3 3. Ld5
2493
W 3... £b6 4. He5! b8 (4... f2 5.

@c6) 5. B!

4. Le4 25 L3 W+

5... 2hd 6. £g20

6. 2:f1 b7 7. Has5+ Lb6 8.
Nea+ £c59. L:g3 +—

)
7
—,

T,

434.
1. £a6+ Lb8 2. Hc6+ La8 3. ~ L. Carlson, 1927
&g2! Swedish Chess Fed. Contest, I. Pr.

3. gl? 416 4. Lf2 Ab2 5. Hf3
Sl =

3... 2h4 4. &f3 £9g3 5. £c8
£h26. Lf2 £g3+7. He2! &h2

7... 2h4 8. Bf3 £p59 Lgd 2h6
10. £.a6

8. &f3! £¢g3 9. £a6! £h2 10.
& g4

10. Led

10... £g3 1. &f5 2h2 12,
Leb 3 13. Ld7 f2 14. L c8 & 15.
Nb7 #
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Black built a fortress and, indepen- Mirrored stalemate in the middle
dent from White’s material advantage,  of the board.
is trying to save himself. White finds

the possibil'ity to destroy the fortress. D. ]osz;i, 1922
1w British Chess Magazine

1. W42 S\c5; 1. WeT? L5,
1. We+? D16, 1. Wd8? HacT+ 2.
Lb8 Db+ 3. La8 (3. Lc8? Le6+)

1... Led % %% //%// %%

I... g5 2. Wibs Hc7+ 3. Hbs %// %% %%
b5 4, Ebs+—; %/& 7 7, /%/

1... 2d6 2. Wd3+, %/ %// V/// 7

1. £c62. Wit £d5 3. Wes; 0 )

1. 952, Wol+ _

/7 /7///
2. YWe2 £d5 3. We5 Hh6 4. / %
Wg7+ &h5 5. Wg3 Lh6 6. Wg4

Hac7+ 7. ¥b8 Ha6+ 8. Hc8

&

N\
"L

Nd6+9. £ d7 D:b7 10. Le7 Hacs -
11. Wha+ g6 12. Wi+ +— (correction in 1923)
1. b6+
435. 1. h4? a:b5 =;
F. Loveiko, 1930 1. b:a6? b5 =
Sahmatnyi listok 1... &bs
l... b6 2. h4 +—

2. h4 a5 3. h5 a4 4. h6 a3 5. h7
a2 6. h8W a1¥W 7. Wgs!

7. Weg? Wo7t:

7. Wrg? Wa3)

7... Wa2! 8. Wes! Wa4! 9.
Wes+! La8 10. Wha! +—

A clever achievement, which nei-
ther today didnt lost the freshness.

1. Ld3 Wi+l 2, L:d4 Wat+!
3. d5! Was+ 4, Ld6! Wied =
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437.
A. Mouterde, 1922
La Strategie

At first sight the draw is inevitable,
because the Queen is pinned.

1. Ed3+ &c8 2. Ec3+ &b8 3.
We7+ La8 4. Was+ Hb7 5. Whae+
& a6 6. Wa3+ &b5 7. Wb2+ La4q
8. Ha3 # :

438.
A. Mouterde, 1923
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1. h8¥! Z:h8 2. £d5 Eh2 3.
£g2! Eh5 4. £d5 Eh2 5. £g2
&b3 6. £.d5+ La3 7. £g2=

The study is of theoretical value.
This motive occurs in practical games
and in analyses too, which confirms
his importance (see the 417 study).

439.

A. Havasi, 1918
Deutsche Schachzetung

1. a6 7 2. N:d7

2. Hd5+7? b=

2...%c63.Ye5Lc7 4. Ld5f4
5. &c5 3 6. 56 £2 7. Nd5+ L8

7... b8 8. b6 f1E 9. a7+ Hc8
10. a8%+ Hd7 11. Wee+ LHd8 12.
We7+ e 13. We7 #;

7... &d7 8. De3 c7 9. &) f1 g5 10.
Dg3 g4 11. Lb5S+—

8. He3 b8 9. ¥ b6 g5 10. a7+
a8 11. nd5 f1W 12. NcT #



440.
A. Havasi, 1922
Chess Amateur

1. Wh2+ (1. Whi+? Why = 1L
Wh3+ Wh7 =) 1... Wh7 (1... &g7
2. Whe+ &f7 (2. £g8 3. 4)f6+) 3.
DesS+ +—) 2. Wes+ Wg7 3. H)f6
Wg6 (3... Who 4. Wes+ g7 5.
S h5+ Lh7 6. W7+ Lh8 7. H)f6 +—;
3... W7 4 Wos Wrg 5 We6 +—) 4.
We7 Whe 5. W7 +—

441.
E. Zepler, 1924
Schweizerische Schachzeitung, II1. Pr.

The key factor for determining the
final result in this study is the mutual
zugzwang.

1. d7 &e7 2. Ed6 &d8 3. a6
Ha30 4. &f2!

4. Lf1? Ea2 5. &gl g3 6. Lfl
Zf2+ 7. gl Ea2=;

4. bgl? g3+ 5. &2 B3+ 6.
Lg2 Ea3

4... Hf3+ 5. He2 Ka3 6. Lel!
He3+

6... Ea2 7. &fl g3 8. LglO

7. ©d2 Ha3 8. ¥e2! Ha2+ 9.
&1 Ha1+10. £f2 Ea3 11. £g20
Ha2+ 12. &g3 Had4 13. &h4+—
Zb4 14. a7 a4 15. Eh6 H:a7 16.
Zh8+ &:d7 17. Eh7+ +—

442,
T. Dawson, 1924
Chess Amateur, I. Mention

0,87

2 2
7 5 v
/A% ¢% A% ﬂ%
A A7
%% %% %% %%
T 5

A funny study, from the symmetri-
cal area studies. At White’s disposal
there are two logical continuations: 1.

ANd4 or 1. 1 f4. Which one leads to
win?
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1. Hda+!

1. D f4+? FHe3 2. HH:d3 F:d3 3.
Ld8 12 4. 8 Hd2 5. Wps5 Fel 6.
Whi+ Le2 7. Wed+ Hfl =

1... ¥e3 2. H):f3 L:f3 3. Lf8
d2 4. e8YW d1¥W 5. Wh5+ +—

443.
E. Konig & A. Mandler, 1924
Wiener Schachzeitung

+—

Black’s salvation stays in a stale-
mate or in the change of Bishops.
White avoids that and built up a posi-
tion in which his Bishop together with
the Knight captures, in the end, the op-
posite Bishop.

1. 27 296 2. £a2

2. 2b3? £:h5 3. D5+ g6 4. £.c2
241! =

2...2:h5

2... £bl1 3. £b3 (3. Le6)

3. Hf5+ L g6 4. b1 2d1

4... 4135 5\d4+;
4... 225 Hd4+
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5. He3+ +—

444,
A. Mandler, 1970
Tidskrift for Schack, IV. Pr.

> 5

1. e8!
1. £e6? d3 2. a3 Fa7! —

1...d3

1... ¢3 2. D7+ a7 3. Hibs+;
1... ¥a7 2. 9Hd6 c3 3. b5+

2. a3!l

2. DeT+? Ka7 3. DbsS+ (3. Hd5
Da6 4. Lc7 Das) 3... L6 4. L3
s —+

2...d2

2... ¥a7 3. H)d6! d2 4. b5+ b6
5. 5)¢3

3. D7+ a7 4. Hb5+ Hb6 5.
Ne3

AS5... Bc5 6. Ded
5...%¢c6 6. ¥d8 =



445.
F. Prokop, 1924
Wiener Schachzeitung

1. 5f7

1. g5? b5 2. Ef7 Led 3. Le3
Ads=

1... £b1 2. g5! La2

2...&a53. Hg7 £a24. a7+ +—

3. Ha7+ b3 4. Hc1 +—

446.

E. Prokop, 1925
28 Rijen

Thanks to a Queen sacrifice, White
achieves the draw in two remarkable
variants.

1. We6 Ec7+
1...al%W 2, Woa+ B2 3 LHic8 =
2. £d6 a1 3. Wa2+! W:a2 =

447.

FE. Prokop, 1925
Prager Presse

A known stalemate, expressed in
two chameleon-variants.

1. d8W g:f1W

1... gl% 2. W+ Bed 3. Hd2+;
1... Efa+ 2. h5 g:f1% 3. Wds+
16 4. Wde+ Sf7 5. Wfa+ .04 =

2. Wds5+ bf6 3. W f3+ W3 =
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448.
F. Prokop, 1943

Here too, we have the same stale-
mate in two chameleon-variants.

1. Eb8 &:c7

1... Has+ 2. &:as5 &7 3. Eb4
cl¥ 4 Ecq+ Wicq

2. Z:b5 c1W 3. Ec5+ W:c5=

449,
P. Bianchetti, 1925
Lltalia Scacchistica

,,,,,, 7,
fzé %/

///////

+_
A study which enjoys great popu-
larity in the world of chess composi-
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tion, with a symmetrical and very in-
teresting play.

1. £b2 Eh6

1... Eg6 2. Ec8+ &h7 3. Eh8#;

... Ef8 2. Ec7+ g8 3. Hg7+
Lh8 4. La2! (4. &bi? Bfl+ =)

2. Hg3+ &h7 3. Hg7+ &h8 4.
&bl +-

4. &a2? a6+ 5. Hbl Eal+ 6.
L2 Ecl+ =

450.
S. Kaminer, 1925
Sahmatnyi listok

After withdrawing the Bishop
from d8, the Rook’s attacks begin.
Consequence of domination, Black
wins the Bishop, but White saves him-
self in a stalemate position.

1. £.h4!

1. £g57 Eb7 2. &5 (2. £h3 En7
3. Dh2 Le5+ 4. Dg2 Bg7)2... EbS

1... Hb7 2. £5 Eb5 3. £.g4!
Eb4 4. £.g3! H:g4 5. 2e5+! 2:e5



451.
S. Kaminer, 1925
Sahmaty, I1. Pr.

+— :

1. b7 Ef8 2. Nb4+ Led 3. H)c6
&f4 4. g4! L:g4 5. ©g7 He8 6.
Lf7 Eh8 7. Le7 (AZd8) 7... Eg8
8. /nd8 g7+ 9. Hf7 Hg8 10.
AHhé+ +—

White subtly used the attraction of
Black King on g4 square.

452,
S. Kaminer, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, VII. Mention

At the beginning it can not be seen
that Black’s counter-play is based on a
stalemate.

1. g1+

1. Eg7? &5

1... ¥b2 2. Hg7 £h3 3. Eh7!

3. Eb7+? &a3! 4. Eb8 £g2+ 5.
g2 =

3... £f1 4. Eb7+ &a3 5. Lf2!
+_

Again avoids the stalemate and
wins the game.

453.

S. Kaminer, 1927
Leningradskaia pravda

3

@7
2
D

>
7,2

......

_

,,,,,,

+—

A small study, with a forced and
very stylish play.

1. Eh4 Of7

1... 15 2. Ehs;

1... Dg8 2. Eh8

2. Zh7 Hhdé6

2... % e53. Ba7 4 \b6 4. Ba5+ &d6
5.¢5++—

3. Za7 Nb6 4. Ec7 #
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454. 455.
S. Kaminer, 1927 S. Kaminer, 1927
Berliner Tageblatt Berliner Tageblatt

) 1. £d1+ &e3 2. 2b3 £b1 3.
To stop the c2 Pawn, an energetic £e6 2h6 4. H:b1 +—

and forced play is required. Independent from the fact that the

1. Eb6+ L h5 play is forced, he is clear and precise.
l... 15 2. 2e4+! Lred 3. He6+; 456.

1... ggs 2. §g6+ <Lh4 3. gh6+; S. Kaminer, 1937

1... g7 2. Eg6+ &f7 3. 2d5+; 64

1... &f72. &d5+

2. 23+ h4

2... g5 3. Egb+

3. Eh6+ g3 4. Eg6+ &:f3 5.
Hg3+ &:g3=

First of all the Pawn most be
stopped.
Sergey Mikhailovich Kaminer 1. DHbd2
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1. fd2 Led!

1... 2f11 2. &d1

2. £:f17 b1 3. £):bl=

2...2d33. £b3

A4 £.a2

3... b1¥ 4. 5H):b1 £:b1 5. £2d5
+_

The Black Bishop falls.

457.
V. Leik, 1924

7z

»)
%&@f %// 2.5
o, // _

X

//////4

+—

The good cooperation between
the King and Knight allows White to
win the fight against the Rook, unsuc-
cessfully involved in stopping the “g”
pawn.

1. Deb+ L b8 2. £ h7 g3

2... Ed7 3. ©c5 Ee7 4. &hg;
2. Bh3+ 3. g6

3. Nd8 Eh3+ 4. g6 Eg3+
5. 27 Zf3+ 6. ve7 Hg3 7. Hf8
g3+ 8. Nf7 Eg3 9. £2d6 Ef3+ 10.
Ge7 Eg3 11. L7 Ef3+ 12. N5
E:f5+ 13. &g6 +—

458.
M. Havel, 1926
Ceskoslovensko, 111. Mention

7, /
. @;éﬁ//

/////
///

1. Hb3! (1. ﬁ.g3+? L:c6 2. A8+
Ld7-+) 1... Wa2+ 2, 2a7 ¥:b3
(2... a3 3. Hc5 Wh2 4. Db7 Lic6
5. d8/0+) 3. £.b6+ W:b6 4. d8W+
&:d8 5. c7+ L:c7 =

459.
M. Havel, 1926
Sahmaty, L. Pr.

\I

\
\

/

//
/

\
\\

\\
\\

//
/
//

\

(correction by V. Prygunov, 1989)
1. Wd7+! Le5
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... Bcd 2. Whs+ dd4 3. &f2+ standard material “Rook and Bishop
L3 4. Lelt+! Ld4 (4. D2 5. We2+  against two Bishops” was brilliantly
b3 6. Wd3+ +—) 5. Wp2+! Pc5 (5...  used by M. Havel, who has applied in
@e3 6. Wel+ £d3 7. ¥e3+ +—) 6. this case the symmetrical moving of

Who+ cd 7. Woa+ +—; pieces.
;"ff,i f 5:;* Wea 3. Wbs+ 1. £12 26 2. Eg6 £.d5
Shai-Ah 2... 2b3 3. a6+ b7 4. Zbo+

2... Ld6 3. WeT+ b 4. Wes+

@c5 5. 2+ d6 6. L3+ &es T
W5+ 3.Eg5 £c44.Hg4 £b35. Hg3
2. b4 3. Whe+ bfs 4. Wee+ Ka26.Zf3 2e7
+— 6... 2d6 7. Ed3;6... 2b4 7. Ef4
3. WeT+ &f5 4. Wfe+ g4 5. 7. He3 £.d6 8. Zd3 £b4 9. Hd4
Yg5+ +- £e710. Zad+ +-
An ordinary forces balance “Queen
and Bishop against Queen®, quite well 461
analyzed, is expressed in two phe- G.Ivanov, 1934
64

nomenal variants, ending with mate or
Queen Capture. A virtuous study!

460.
M. Havel, 1926
Ceskoslovensko, I. Pr.

1. £12 £.e6 2. Zgb £2.b3

2... ££7 3. Zh6 &b8 4. Eh8 c7
(4. £c85. 2hd)5 Eh7

3.Eg3£c44.594 £b35.Eb4
£c2

A summary look at the position 5...2g86.2f4 277 Eed +—
shows that the fight will be for the cap- 6. Zc4 2157. Hf4 £c8 8. Xf8
ture of one of the two Bishops. The +—
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It is interesting to compare the 460
and 461 studies. In the first study the
Bishop is on f8 and in the second on
d8. This small difference in the initial
position significantly changed the 461
study. However the 460 study of M.
Havel is undoubtedly more subtle and
interesting.

462.
M. Havel, 1930
Ceske slovo, V1. Pr.

If this study would not have these
two phenomenal variants, the value of
the study would not be great.

1. g6 & g5

1... g2 2. 2 Lg5 3. g7 Lhé 4.
g8 oW+ 5 gl £2+ 6. Lh2! 1Y
7. Wh7+ +—

2. g7 f2+ 3, Le2!

3. &f1? &h6 4. g8YW g2+ 5. &:f2
gl¥+ 6, Wigl =

3... 2h6 4. g8W f1W+ 5. &:f1
g2+ 6. e2! g1¥W 7. Wh7+! Lg5
8. Wg7+ +—

463.
M. Havel, 1944

1. Hedq! h2(1... Lf22. LAn23.
Ed2+1...a22. Ea8 &f23. L4 h24.
Hia2+ &gl 5. Lg3 hld+6. L3 +-)
2. Eh8 &d2 3. ¥d4 &c2 4. &ch
a2 5. Z:h2+ &b1 6. ¥b3 a1+ 7.
Le3+—

Interesting study with two chame-
leon-variants.

464.

M. Neumann, 1926
Sahmatnyi listok

O\
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1. &g6

A 2.h7

1... Ded+ 2. Lf6 {H5g4+ 3.
Le6! 9):h6 4. b6 DF7 5. L:f7 Hca

6. b7 ZNd6+ 7. Le7 D :b7 8. b4l
+_

465.
N. Rossolimo, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, V. Pr.

Nikolai Spiridonovich Rossolimo

202

The motif used in this study, when
the pawn is on the 7th rank, is quite
common in practical play. The threat
of check, with the promotion in Queen
is parried by Black, by hiding his King
behind the adverse King, but even this

_does not help.

1. h7 Eh6 2. &b5 &£b3 3. &c5
&3 4. £d5 ¥d3 5. e5 Le3 6.
L5 L3 7. Ef8 E:h7 8. g6+ +—

466.

N. Rossolimo, 1928
Izvestia

The White Knight is trying to es-
cape from King’s attack, attracting
him on the Ist rank, thereafter Black

 loses the Pawn and the Bishop.

1. Eg8+ b7 2. HNc5+ b6

2... &c6 3. Hcg++—

3. Dad+ Lb5 4. HNc3+ b4 5.
Ha2+ b3 6. HNc1+ b2 7. &:h2
&:c18.Hg1 +—

This method of play with the King
against the Knight, with diagonally at-
tack, is also found in the 317 and 318
studies.



467.

E. Somov-Nasimovitch, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, I-I1I. Mention.

1. D7 Le5(1... el 2. H)f6 )
2.5):e5 e1¥W 3. Lf8 (A 4. 4)f7) 3...
Wie5 (3... Wha+ 4. Ze7 &bl (4...
Wps+ 5. He8) 5. Higo+ L.:g6 =) 4.
Hg8+ £:98 =

468.

E. Somov-Nasimovitch, 1927
Sahmatnyi listok, V. Mention

On the board there are equal forc-
es, but White’s position presents diffi-

culties: any Rook departure from “e”
column leads, after some checks, to
the loss of the Knight, and leaving the
Knight undefended is not desirable.

1. HfM0 £.d4+ 2. a2 &d5+ 3.
a3 £c5+ 4. Va4 Lc6+ 5. Las5
£:e86. Hc1+! &:c1 =

469.

A. & K. Sarychev, 1929
Sahmaty, VL. Pr.

The weak positions of the Knight
and Pawn not allow to White an easy
capitalization of the material advan-
tage.

1. &b3!

1. Ed1+? &2 2. Hds E:d5 3. 4):dS
Fd3 4. b3 Ld4 5. b4 5 =;

1. \d7? Ecd 2. Hcl+ b5 3. £1b8
a5 4. La3 Ebs 5. Zc8 Kb if 6.
Fad a5+ 7. Lbd b5+ 8. L4 Ecs5+
9.E:c5= A

1... Eb5+ 2. a4 Eb6 3. 2Hd5
E:a6+ 4. b5 Ed6 5. Lc5! Eds
6. Ed1++—e. g. 6... ¥c2 (6... He2
7.8 c3+;6... Led 7. N3 H) 7. De3+
+_
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470. Despite the equal forces balance,

A. & K. Sarychev, 1928 White achieves the victory, using the
Sahmatnyi listok Mention Knight’s poor pOSitiOﬂ from a8 and
the Black King’s faraway position. It
is true that the White King is also far
from the event’s venue, but ...

1.De5Lg7 2. 2.d8 L8 3. Lf2
Le8 4. La5 Le7 5. Ye3 Ld6 6.
L d4

A6...2d7 7 LcS

6... Nc77. 2b4 #

472,
L. Erlich, 1928
Wiener Schachzeitung

The paradoxical move that follows,
and the next one, appears to be mean-
ingless. However a deeper analysis
demonstrates a profound and insight-
ful calculation of this variation.

1. &c8!! b5 (1... Led 2. LbY)
2. Ld7!! b4 3. Ld6! £f5 4. Le5
£c85.%d4 =

The dream comes true — draw!

471.
A. & K. Sarychev, 1930
Vechrmala Moskva

1. ¢7 Ea5+! 2. c4!

2. Lc6? Eids! 3. c8W Ecs+! 4.
Fc5 =

2. %b4? Bbs+ 3. F:b5 =;

2. d4? E:d5+ 3. L:d5 Lb7 =

2... a1 3. £2c6!lx Eec1+ 4.
&d5

4, Hb5? Ebl+ 5. L5 Eb8 =

4...Bd1+ 5. Leb Ee1+ 6. Lf7

6. 167 Ee8 7. £.:e8 Xb7 =

6... Zf1+ 7. g7 Hg1+ 8. &h7
+_
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It should be noted that this study
represents a significant development
of the achievement of J. Kling from
XIX-th century (the 473 study).

473.
I. Kling, 1864

1.¢7 Hc1 2. 2¢6 Ed1+ 3. Ye7
Hel+ 4. &f7! Zf1+ 5. g7 Hg1+
6. Lh7 +—

474.

A. Guliaev, 1929
Izvestia

1.a7'h5(1... h6 2. c4 h5 3. c5 h4
4.¢c6h35.¢7h2=)2.¢3'h43.c4 h3
4.¢c5h25.¢c6 h1¥ =

475.

A. Guliaev, 1952
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. Hd3 Le2 2. Des B! (2...
L:£2 3. D):gd+ B :gd) 3. :ga! §:gb
4. 141 5)f2+ 5. &h2 g:f4 =

476.

V. Halberstadt, 1930
Ceskoslovensky Sah, IV. Pr.
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1. &b2!

1. ©b3? B:f3 2. Pc2 Le2 3. Hb2
Le3 (A4... Dd4) 4. Lc3 Dd5+ = 1.
La2? &:f3 2. bl 2! 3. b2 Ke3

1... &:3 2. 1!

2. %c2? Le2 =

2... &f4

2... Ye2 3. Pc2 Hf3 4. HA3O;

2... Be3 3. Hca+

3. &c2!

3. £d2? Les =

3...&g5

3... Des 4. Dca+

4, Hd3 L6 5. Hd4 Yeb 6.
&e5 +—

477.

V. Halberstadt, 1937
Schckvirlden, I. Pr.

1. Dc6 L7+ 2. £d5!

2. ®c5? £.:28 3. Led €50

2...e6

2... £:d5+ 3. F:d5 e5 4. Fed +—

3. 2e4 e5+

3. 2:g84. De5 Lb6 5. L.g6 Hb7

6. Hb5 &c7 7. Lcs5 Ld8 8. Ld6 L
9. %\c6 +—

206

4. b4l £.:98 5. Lc5! &7

5... b3 6. £d3+ b7 7. Das+;
5... £a2 6. b4+ 5... Lb7 6. DeT+

6. £d3+ Xb7 7. HNd8+ +—

It should be noted that two Knights
against the e4 Pawn represents a the-
oretical win, if the Pawn is blocked
by a Knight on e3 square. Compare
this study with the 160 study of L.
Kubbel.

478.
V. Halberstadt, 1938
/// % /

////
/&///

//@/
/////

/@//%
///

1. ¢c7 Ee2+
1... g5+ 2. &d6 +—
2. &6 Ee8 3. 224!

3. 2177 Eh8 4. g7 Ea8 =

3... Hg8 4. &f7 Zh8 5. Lg7
Ha8 6. £¢6 Ha7 7. £d7+ +—

The 479 and 480 “twins” of V.
Halberstadt contain different ways of
winning, although the position is al-
most identical.



479.
V. Halberstadt, 1953
Sbornik etiudov

@/////

1. Zeb+ (1. Ed5+? Lc6 2. Ec5+
Ld6 3. 2b6 Zal+ 4. Le2 Ebl 5. &a7
Eal =) 1... &c7 2. Ee7+ &d8 (2...
&:c8 3. Eh7) 3. BEd7+! (3. Eh7? 2
4, d2 clW+ 5. Ll Hic8+ =) 3...
Le8 4. Ec7 &d8 5. £b6 X:c8 6.
Eh7+ Le87. 2¢7 +—

480.
V. Halberstadt, 1953
Sbornik etiudov

1. He5+!

1. BEfe+? %d7 2. Ef7+ Led 3.
ZEe7+Hf8 4. Ed7 Fe8 5. 2c6 E:d8 6.
Bh7+ &f8 7. £.d7 Lg8 =

1... &d6 2. Ed5+ ¥e6 3. £¢c6
Eb1+ 4. &2 Ect1 5. £a8 Ec8 6.
£b7 Eb8 7. £¢c6 Eb2+ 8. Le3
Zc29. £a8 Zc8 10. 2b7 Eb8 11
Lc6+—

481.
V. Halberstadt, 1952

Unbelievable, Black cannot ex-
changes the Rook with the Pawn, be-
cause he is under a continuous posi-
tional pressure made from the enemies
Knights, and finally he is mated.

1. Hgfe+ L8 2. N7+ L g8 3.
He5!
3. 9516+7 Lh8 4. Des5 EeT+ =

3... Eg70 4. HOfe+ Hh8 5.
&d6! +—
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482. 483.
V. Halbenstadt, 1955 V. Halberstadt, 1957
Argentina Contest, L. Pr. Sahmaty v SSSR

1. Def6+ Lh6 2. HNg3 Wd1 1. Web+

2. Wh3 3 Ebs +— 1. De5? We2+ 2. L2 =

3. Hf5+ 1... ©b8 2. H1d6! We1+ 3.

3. Eha+? Egs @bzé »

3...&g54. Ng7 3. 27 &iba

A S Db 3... W:h4+ 4. $c20 Pa7 5.
' H\b5+ +—

4... Lh6 5. He6 Whi

5... Wet 6. Eb8 484.

V. Halberstadt, 1962
6. H)gd+ Lh5 7. g7+ g5 8. alberstadt, 19

&Hf6 L hé

8... Wh3 9. He6+ Hh6 10. Ebs
+_

9. Eb8 & g5

9... e 10. Ehs+ Bgs 11. Heb+
+_

10. Heb+ +—

A very good study, with subtle ma-
neuvers.
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Here’s another example that con-
firms the viability of the 26 study of L.
Barbie and F. Saavedra.

1.c6

1. d4? Ec3 2. £d6 Hb2 3. d5 &2
4. c6 £d3 5. £d7 Ld4 6. d6 Ld5 =

1... Hf2
1...2fg8 2. d4

2. c7 He2+ 3. &f7! Ef2+ 4.
&g7! Hg2+ 5. &fe Hf2+

5... Eg8 6. Leb

6. Le5 He2+ 7. &d4 E:d2+
8. ¥c3 Ed1 9. ¥c2 Ed4 10. c8X
Ha4 11. &b3 +—

See the 137 study, too.

485.
S. Zhigis, 1930
64, Mention

1. &3 L7 2. Lgd! d7 3.
&f5!

3. ¥h5? Leb6 4. Lhe L5 —+
3... Ye8
3... Bd8 4. He6 Le8 5. d4!

4. Heb6 L8 5. d3!
5.d4?

5... ¥e8 6. d4 L8 7. d5 Le8
8. g6 h:g6 =

If we compare this study with the
56 study of Troitski, is easy to see
that S. Shigis has moved Troitski’s
position a square to the right, which al-
lowed him to develop the introductory
game and improving the study.

486.
1. Brenev, 1931
64, I11. Mention

7
4

[ B 2y
// @
7 W /M/

7.7 /
1. Dh7+

1. De6+? Lf5 2. NgT+ Hg6 —+

1... ©f5 2. N:f6 2b8+ 3. Lh4
g3 4. Dh5! g2 5. Ng3+ £.:g3+

5... ©f4 6. De2+ L3 7. Dgl+
&2 8. &Hh3+ =

6. Yh3 g1¥W =
6...glE =

x
k

\

we
x\
@

W
\\x\\
x@

01@

\

\\
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487. White is likely to lose a Bishop. In

G. Brenev, 1955 reality, the Bishop is lost, but the stale-

Krasnoiarski rabochi mate appears, encountered in fact in
many similar cases.

1. £b1+ g8 2. La2+ Hf8 3.
£b6 Hc1+ 4. g2 Hc2+ 5. £h1
E:a26. £c5+ £:¢5=

489.
L. Kaiev, 1932
64, 11. Mention

1. b6+ L c5 2. Nd7+ ¥ d6
3. 2f6 Ha8+ 4. & b5 Ea7 5. e8!
Z:.d7

5... %:d7 6. Ee7+ +—

6. Le5#
488.
L. Kaiev, 1931
P 1. &ba £.d1
... 2c6 2. He5 £d5 3. BEfg+
+_.
1... £d72. 55

2. De3 £h5 3. Eh2 g7

3... &6 4. Dgd Hhga 5. E:hs+
g7 6. g5+ +-—

4. 5\f5 ):f5 5. Z:h5+ g7 6.
2.5 +—
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490. 1. ¥c8! &c2 2. Ec7+ &d3 3.

S. Kozvlovski, 1931 Ed7+ ca (3... Yed 4. Ee7+ L5 5.
Glos Poranny Eel) 4. Ec7+ d5 5. Ed7+ Lc56.
Bc7+ (6. Ed1? b4 —+)6... £d6 7.

Ed7+ &c5=

492.°
S. Kozlovski, 1932
Wiener Schachzeitung

The White’s adventurous plan ends
with a deserved victory.

1. Dd7+ Lc7 2. Hf8! Ld8 (2...
&d6 3. Lgd! LdS! 4. LhS! Les 5.
Les5 Led 6. Lho+—; 2... Lc8 3.
L4 Ld8 4. Lg5 Le8 5. LhS! +-)
3. &f4 Le8 4. g5 L:f8 5. Lh6O
_+._

1. Hg7+ (1.g7? Eag8 =) 1... &:h8
2. Bh7+ g8 3. g7+—

491. 493.
S. Kozlovski, 1931 S. Kozlovski, 1938
Swiat Szachowy Ksiega
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The Black Pawn must be stopped
by bringing the Rook on the first rank.
But when the Pawn is promoted to
Queen, the Rook attacks the Queen on
the file and captures her.

1. Ea1 &g2 2. &h8! &f1 3.
Ha7! h1%+ 4. Zh7 Wg1 5. Eg7+

494,
E Dedrle, 1923
Ceskoslovenski Sach

The Bishop from el must be moved
and that can be achieved in two ways.
But which one is acceptable?

1. 2h4!

1. £a5? Zb3 2. fel 2 22
He3r—+)2... Ebl 3. E:bl abl&—+

1... Eb2

1... Ebl+ 2. 2el Eial= (2... Eb2
3. £c3 Bg2 4. £d45)

2. £g5!

2. £e1? Ebl 3. E:bl a:bl &—+

2... Eb1+ 3. £¢1 &g3 4. E:b1
a:b1&

4... ab1¥W=

5. &f4+=
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495,
F. Dedrle, 1939
Sach, L. Pr.

Evenincases withreduced material,
such as “Queen against two Bishops®,
one can often find, interesting ideas. It
is hard to imagine that in this case the
game takes place symmetrically with
all the five existing pieces.

1. Wf3! 2.g4 2. Wfe+ Lh5

2... Hh3 3. Whe+ £hg 4, Wed+
2g3 5. Lhl! Pha 6. Whe+ £h5 7.
Lg2+-—

3. ©g2 £h4 4. Wf4 £g5 5.
W7+ L hé

5... &h4 6. Wh7+ &h5 7. Wed+
£.g4 8. Lh2! ©h5 9. Wh7+ £.h6 10.
g3

6. g3 £h5 7. Wf5! 296 8.
Wfg+ Lh7 9. L g4 £h6 10. W6
L9711, We7+— £d3

11... &h8 12. g5 &bl (12... 2h7
13. Wes+ Lg8 14. g6) 13. Wes+
&h7 14, Yd7+—;



11... g8 12. &g5 &bl (12... £h7 497.
13. YWes+ £f8 14. 4f6) 13. Weg+ H. Lommer, 1933
&h7 14, Wd7+— Lltalia Scacchistica

12. &g5 £b1 13. Wd7 £.c2

13... Sed 14 Wh3+ Be8 15,
Wee+

14. Wh3+ & g8 15. Wcs+ +—

496.
M. Lewitt, 1933
Schweizerische Schachzeitung

1. Lc8+ L2 (1... La2 2. Has+
&b3 3. Eb8+) 2. Eb7! f1W 3. Hc7+
Ld3 4. Hd7+ ded @d... L4 5.
Ec7+ &b5 6. Eb7+ La6 7. Eb6+ a7
8. Eb7+ La8 9. Ebs+) 5. He7+ =

Perpetual check, in a simple set-
ting, in a large enough area.

498.
H. Lommer, 1935
Basler Nationalzeitung

1. Led 2.d8 2. b6!

2. Bf5 £b6 3. Hed 2.d8
2...%ab6
2... b6 3. Lf5

3. &e5! £g5 4. h7 £c¢1 5.
Ldé!

5. 2d5? £.:b2 6. L6 L£e50

5.. 2:b2 6. c7! Le5+ 7.
Lc60 2.g7 8. b7 a7 9. c7 +—
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1. H)f7T+ Leb

1... &d4 2. £h7 D6+ 3. LS55
1... &6 2.d7

2. £b3+ ©d7 3. La4+ Heb 4.

d7 &)f6+ 5. g5 £):d7 6. b3 #

499,
H. Lommer, 1963
Tidskrift for Schack, 1. Pr.

1. BEd7 £e6 2. He7 £c4 3.
Ee4

3. Ec7? £a2 4. £a7 b3 5. 17 Efl

3. £72 Ef1 4. Ee4 E:f7 5. E:c4 b3
—+

3...8a2

3... Zcl 4. 17

4. Ze2 £b35.Eed4 2a26.EHe2
298 7. Ee8 &7 8. HEe7 £h5 9.
Ees

9. Znh7? ££3 10. 7 Eal

9... &7

9... £f3 10. f7 Eal 11. EfS

10. Ee7 2d5 11. Ed7

11. Ee5? Edi
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11... £c412. Ed4 27 13. Ed7
2 h5 14. Ed5 £e2 15. Ed2 &¢c4
16. Ed4 &7 17. Zd7 £b3 18. Ed4

18. £77 £.:£7 19. E:f7 b3 20. Ef5
Ect! +— (20... Zdi? 21. Bb5 Ed3 22.
Db7 Lf223. Lb6 Le2 24. a5 Ld2
25. &ad Lc2 26. a3 Ec3 27 Bb4
Zc8 28 B4+ =)

A little bit “heavy” study, but with
an interesting solution.

500.
J. Fritz, 1938
Le Temps

1. Hb2!

1. 2d2? Of2; 1. &b3? OHf2; 1.
£a27 514

1... H\f2

l... h1¥ 2. & edq+ Wed 3 5 5+

2. 2a2 Hd1+

2... h1¥¥ 3. a8+ a8 4. 2d5+
W-ds 5. b6+

3. La3! He3 4. b1 Hcé+ 5.
& b4! HHd2 6. £a2 h1¥W 7. 2d5+
W.d5 8. a8¥W+ ¥:a8 9. H\b6+ =



501

J. Fritz, 1939
Revista Romana de Sah

e
/////////% ,,,,,,
////gzzg
/////
////////////g
Fy 7,
////%,//
v

2. Bgl? &ba 3. Zal (3. Zd3 L2+
4. Dfl Lcq4 —+)3... £c3 —+

2... g2+

2... 2123 Ef3 2cd+4. Lg2 245
5. &f1 £.:f3=

3. ©g1 £b4 4. Hg3 Lc5+ 5.
Lh2 £.d6 6. g1 £:g3=

503.

J. Fritz, 1951
L. Chenturini’s Memorial, I. Mention

7 T wA B

(adaptation) ~y //
stalemate appears in the study, / / / /
L Oba 4 2a1 H ' / / / /
§.:f:1 :@b4 4. £a1 Eh1 5. b2 // // // //
i

502.

J. Fritz, 1940
Ceskoslovenski Sach, I11. Pr.

1. g2 £d5+ 2. Lf1!

1.b7 £c52. _@.f4!

2. 2e5?7 0-0+ 3. Le2 £a7 4. b6
2p8 —+

2... £a7 3. b6 £b8 4. 2:b8
0-0+ 5. & 4!

5. &e2? E:b8 6. Ld3 E:b7 —+

5... 2:f4+ 6. Le2 Hf8 7. Ld3
&f7

7... Eb8 8. &cd E:b7 9. bS =

8. cd4 Heb 9. Lb5 Hd6 10.
& a6 &cb6 11. a7 Ef7

I1... Bf1 12. b8%+
12. £a8 H:b7 =
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Kotsio’s idea from the 5th study is, 1. 2h10 E:h1 2. a8W Ed1! 3.
in this case, expressed by an interest- Wh1! Z:h1 4. a7+—
ing and lively play.

504 506.
J. Fritz, 1955 s 1962
Magyar Sakkelet eska Lontest, L

Both Bishops are in danger, but
the cooperation between the King and
Bishops allows to White to defend the
position.

1. H7 Hd6+ 2. Leb Nb7

2... 9b5 3. £.d3 Ec6+ 4. &d5
E:b6 5. Y5

3. Leqll E:ed+ 4. ©d5 Eb4s

4... He7 5. Hc6 La2 (5. Bf7 6.
Le7 D5 7 LeS+=) 6. B.cT D5 7.
2d6=

5. &c6 2d6 6. £c5=

1. De7+ L h8 2. Ndf5 Wig+ 3.
£e8 &h7 4. Ld7 Wha (4... &8 5.
Dg6+) 5. L.96 #

505.
]. Fritz, 1961
Svobodne slovo, 1. Pr.
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507.
J. Fritz, 1975
D Petrov’s Memorial, V-V1. Pr.

1. Ha3!

1. ©c3? Eg8 2. Hb5 Af8! (2...
Zh8?)

1...8g8

1... 218 2. &c4 Hg8 3. eSS E:h8
4. g6 Eg8 (4... Zh6 5. g5 Lg7 6.
De7+ &c7 7. 45 Bn7 8. Lg6) 5.
L7 Eg7+ 6. L6

2. \c4 E:h8

2... 483 . Hes5

3. \d6+ Lc7 4. T Eh7

4... Ef8 5. Fe7 £g7 6. g5 L:cb
7. De6 Lg8 8. Lf7 =

5. ©g6 Hg7+ 6. Lf6 Zh7 7.
Lgb6=

A known alternative attack schema
with the Knight and the Bishop against
the Rook.

508.
M. Eisenstadt, 1932
Sahmaty v SSSR

+—

In Rooks endings with free Pawns,
an important factor is the degree of ad-
vancement of Pawns and the active po-
sitions of King and Rook. This study,
in which White has a pawn less in ex-
change for a positional advantage, is a
good example for this kind of endings.

1. Zb7+!

1. g7? Egi 2. E:c7 Bgs 3. He7
Pel!

1... a3

1... Pal 2. Eb3 A3. g3

2.g7 Eg1 3. E:c7 &b4

3... &b2 4. Ee7 Fel @... Lc3 5.
He3+ &d2 6. Hg3;

4... P2 5. Be2+ &d3 6. Zg2) .
Eel+ +—

4. Hh4

AS. &hS5

4...Eg5
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4...f55. Bh5 f4 6. Ph6 3 7. Ef7
Eg3 8. &h7 Eh3+ 9. Hg8

5. HeT!
A 6. Bed
5... &c5 6. He5+! +—

509.

I. Gazoni, 1934
Ceskoslovensky Sah

1. &g3 Lc2

1... Br1 2. £e3+ &2 3. ¥:h2 =

1... bl 2. £b6!;

1... &d2 2. 2d4 2d3 3. £h8 Le2
4. Hg2 =

2. £¢5%bh3

2... &d3 3. £d6 Lcd 4. g2

3. &b6! a4 4. 2a7! &b5 5.
£2b8 Lch 6. g2

6. Yh31? Ebt 7. £:h2
6...Eb17. &£:h2=

This wonderful study, with theoret-
ical importance, for unknown reasons,
not appears in the endings books!?
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510.
O. Barda, 1937
Schackvirlden, II. Pr.

1. 54 & g3 2. Nd3 h5 3. a5 h4
4. a6 h3 5. a7 h2 6. a8&! (6. a8¥?
h1¥ 7. W:h1 =) 6... h3 7. £h1! (7.
NF2+? Eg3 8. Hhi+ &h3 =) 7... g3
8. De1g2(8... g4 9 2g2 Lf410.
9c2)9. D:g2 (9. £.:g2+7 Lg3 =) 9...
$g3 10. Del Lf2 11. N3 +—

511.
O. Barda, 1939
Schackvirlden, II. Pr.




1. De5 g3 2. Nf3+ Hg4 3. 513.
&el V. Kivi, 1936

3.£)gl? h4 4. a6 h3= Sahmaty v SSSR

3...h44.a6 h3 5. a7 g2 6. 53!
&3

6... gl 7. &):gl h2 8. £ h3 &:h3
(8. h19 4)f2+4)9 a8% +—

7. a8%W+ +—

The above 510 and 511 studies, with
identical material and almost identical
pieces settlement, but with completely
different solutions, are certainly of in-
terest.

512. -
V. Kivi, 1934 1. h7 &7 2. Nd6+ L8 3. N\:b5
Revista Romana de Sah, IL. Pr. a2 4. Hd4!
4, c3?alE —+
4... a1
4. al¥ =

5. Deb+ X7 6. Hd8+
6. Dg5+? Lg6—+; 6. H)c7? Ea7 7.
He8 Ed7 8. Nd6+ Hgb —+

6... £g6 7. g8 Ka8 8. h87) +!
&6 9. Dhf7T =

The idea of this study was used by
A. P. Kazantsev, which has developed
_ it in 1948, but using nine pieces.

1. g7 d1W 2. HNf6+ Hha
2... 9g5 3. Nd5+ LhS 4. D6+ =

.3. nd5+ g3 4. L.c7+ Lf2 5.
£ b6+ Le1 6. 2a5+ Hf27. 2b6+
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514.
V. Kivi, 1938
Revista Romana de Sah

If we are using template thinking,
we could reach the incorrect conclu-
sion that in this position ‘White can
only draws. However, the fantastic
cooperation between the Knight and
the Bishop, allows to White to stop the
Pawn and achieve the victory.

1. DeT+ LbT!

1... ¥¢5?2 2. O\f5 ¢2 3. Hd4 +—;
l... %d72. 2b5+ L7 3. 24

2. £a6+! La8!
2... a6 3. Dc6 c2 4. Lbd+

3. ic6 c2 4. 2b7+! &:b7 5.
Has5+ b6 6. Hb3 +-—
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515.
V. Kivi, 1945
Tidskrift for Schack, I. Pr.

1.g7 Ec8

A2... Lf6;
1... BEcl+ 2. ba2! (2. £b2? Hc8 3.
g4 Bbs+ =) 2... Ec2+ 3. a3

2. g4! Eb8 3. £e6 L4 4. La2
&g5 5. a3 &f4 6. Lag4 Lg57.
a5 Lf4 8. La6 Lg5 9. a7
He8!

A10... Ee7

10. £17 Hd8

10... Ee7+ 11. b6 &h6 12. g84\+
+_

11. $b6! L h6

... &:g4 12. &7 Ea8 13. Le6+
Lg5 14, £c8 +—

12. g8H +—



516.
V. Kivi, 1945
Suomen Shakki, I. Pr.

1. £h5+ Hd8 (1... Le7 2. Hic6+
Ld6 3. b7 =) 2. Dcb+ Lc8 3. L g4+
b7 4. Has5+ a6 4... Las 5.
213+ &b8 6. Db+ LbT 7. DeS+
Ba6 8. Le2+ =) 5. Hcd! b1W 6.
L2c8+%b57. Ha3+=

517.
D. Elekes, 1936
Miinchen, IV. Pr.

1. &d1 c4 2. ¥c1 e2 3. Hc2
el

... el¥W =

4. &:c3 Hed 5. b4 Hg4s 6.
&e3 Hf7 7. &bd Le7 8. &5
Le6 9. g8W+ K:g8 10. &£.¢3 Hc8+
11. &d4 Ec6 12. £b4 Hd7 13.
£a5 ¥c8 14. 2e1 ¥c7 15. ¥e3
& b6 16. L b4 =

Positional draw.

518.
G. Bagdasarian, 1938

+_
(adaptation)

1. Ded+ g3 (... ¥f42 2h2+
Fed 3. N2 +—; 1... Hhd 2. Hf3
+-) 2. Hf1+ &g2 3. £h2 Hf2 4.
fe3+ L:h2 4... Lhl 5. &:f2 L:h2
6. Dgd+ &hl 7. Lfl h2 8. D2 #) 5.
L:f2&h16. Df1 h27. g3 #

An interesting combination of two
mates. In the first form of this study
there was a pawn on g3. Later, in 1969,
K. Feiter showed that this pawn was
not necessary and this study has be-
come more stylish and more valuable.
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S19. 1. b5+ Hb8 2. a7+ ¥a8 3.
G. Bagdasarian & A. Hildebrand g4 £ g7 4. £f5 £18 5. ©e6 £¢5
Szachy, 1958 6. &d7 £:a7 7. Lc8 L2 8. £ed

£e39. 2:b7#

521
P. Kuznetzov, 1938
Sahmaty v SSSR, I1. Pr.

.,
i .
8 5
o, 0., )02

z’y
/

/

2
é

1. Db4+ (1. ad Eed+ =; 1. Ea5 2
2. Dba+ Hb2 3. D2 2 =) 1...
&:a3 2. Nc2+ a4 3. D:e3 c2
4. Hd1 3. D22 =) 4... c1¥+ 5.
Nc3+ a3 6. Has5+ L b2 7. Ha2#
(See the 242 and 559 studies)

520.
G. Bagdasarian, 1965
Dunder’s Anniversary, Mention

27 W M Y
¥

1. Ef4

1. Ead+ &Hb3;
1. Ec4 Bbt+ 2. 2 He3+

1... Ec5+ 2. Ec4 Hd3+
2... Hie5 3. Ec2+ b3 4. Eb2+

&c3 5. B2+ =

3. ¥c2 Het+ 4. Hc3 Z:e5 5.
He4 Hc5+6.Hc4 Eh57. Ehd Eg5
8.Hg4 =

Stalemate or perpetual attack to the
Rook.
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522. 1. b7 D d6+ 2. £ d4!

A.Nemtzov, 1938 2. Bd5? £):b70
XX years VLKSM, Mention 2... 5):b7 3. $d50 g7

3... & c5 4. €7 De6 (4... Dab 5.
&d6 &f7 6. Dds8+ Le8 7 Deb Lf7
8. g7 D7 9. &d7 Lf6 10. De8+
+—) 5. Ld6 g7 6. Ld7 L7 7.4 d8+
Lf6 8. £le6 +—

4. 1d8! £):d8 5. e7 +—

524.
L. Prokes, 1938
Ceske slove

1.&g4 h2 2. Ed2+! 2. Ded? g2
3. Qg3+ (3. Bns £f2 —1) 3... Le3
—+) 2... el (2... Pe3 3. Ed3+
Le2 4. Hd2+) 3. Hed g2 (3... h1¥
4. HEe2+ &dl 5. D3+ =) 4. H:g2
h1¥ 5, Ee2+ &d1 6. D3+ et
7. Da2+ &bl 8. Nc3+ =

523.
L. Prokes, 1938
Gros, I-11. Pr.

1. Hg8+

1. Eb7+? &h6 2. Eb6+ (2. Sh7+
g5 3. Hgr+ &h4=) 2... &gs 3.
Eg6+ Phd =

1... &h6 2. Eg6+! L h5

2... 9:26 3. £.d3++—;

2... &h7 3. &d3 c1W+ 4. Hgl+
+_

3. 2f7 c1W+ 4. Eg1+ +—
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525,

L. Prokes, 1941
J. Louma Contest, I. Pr.

7,00,
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Characteristic for L. Prokes’s stud-
ies — a game with few pieces, but with
different nuances.

1. d7 Ed1 (1... Eal+ 2. L2a2!
E:a2+3. &b3Eag84.e6+—;1... En8
2. 298! E:g83.e6 +—) 2. 2.d5! H:d5
3.e6 +—

526.
L. Prokes, 1941
Sahove studie

224

1. Le7 Lc8(1... En8 2. d7 H1d4
(2... &c7 3. 9)fp) 3. d8D+) 2. HHf6
Ac5 3. d7+ 9:d7 4. De8 De5 5.
Nde+ Lc7 6. De8+ = (6. NbS+!?
=) Perpetual check.

527.

L. Prokes, 1941
Sahove studie

1. &f4 &g7 _2 a8 (2. &fs?
Lf7 —+) 2... E:a8 3. Le5 f7 4.
Ld6 Le8 5. Lcb6 Ec8 6. Ld6O

Ea8 7. &c6=
528.

L. Prokes, 1942
Ceskoslovensko, II. Pr.




1. £d8 £.c8
1... 2e62. Ef6 )d4 3. L3 b5+

4, &d3 +—

+—

2. Hc7 £b7

2... 2e63 Ec6++—;
2...%)d6 3. Ec6+ +—
3.Zc5

A4. Eas
3...£e44 He5£d3

4...9d6 5. Be6 +—;
4. Dg3 5. Lh4
5.%c3 £b16.82e1 £2a27. Eat

529.
L. Prokes, 1947
Tijdschrift KNSB, IIL. Pr.

1. &g3!

1. &g2?;

1. Ed5+7 Leb!:
1. Eb7+2 Lc6!

1...c1¥ 2. Eb7+ L e6 3. Eh6+
D15 4. Eb5+ Led 5. Eh4+ Hd3 6.
Eb3+ Ye27. E:h2+

Now we can see why it was neces-
sary 1. &g3!
7...&f18. Eh1+ +—
530.

L. Prokes, 1957
Szachy, I1. Pr.

1. Ec7+

1. Eh7? £..d8
1... %:d8

l... b8 2. Eh7 £:d8 3. Eh8

2. Enh7 .@.95! 3. Eh8 £e7 4.
Hgs!

4. 67 4.:16 5. L:f6 LI70 =

4... £h4 5. f6 2:f6 6. L:f6
&d7 7. Eh80 +-

A known endgame position, with
mutual zugzwang, with the capture of
the Bishop, after a very subtle game.

225



531.
L. Prokes, 1960
Ol. Leipzig, III-1V. Mention

1. Ef2 &d4 [1... &b4 2. Ee2!
Lb3 3. Ee3! b2 4. Eed (A5, Ecd)
4... b3 5. Ee3 =] 2. Ea2! &d3 3.
Ha3! &d2 4. Za4! (AS. Ec4) 4...
&d3 5. Ha3 =

Two variants with symmetric solu-
tion.

532.
A.Votava, 1950
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1. &3 & hd 2. ©f4 $h5 3. Lf5
L h6 4. 6 £h7 5. He5! a5

5... Eb7 6. a5 Eb6+ 7. L:f7 =

6. Zh5+ g8 7. Hg5+ &f8 8.
B:a5=

This study has an interesting story.
The initial position was as follows:
White: &3, Zel (2). Black: &@h2, a7,
p. a6, f7 (4). Draw. 1. Ee2 &h3 2. Hel
®ha 3. &4 etc. In 1961 A. Cheron
found a dualism — 2. Ze2 with the text
solution. But it must be said that in the
study there is an even greater deficien-
cy, discovered in 1983, with a second-
ary solution: 1. Ee2 &h3 2. Ee5 &h4
3. Ea5 a8 4. L4 — draw. In 1961 A.
Cheron proposed a modified version:
White: @el, He3 (2). Black: ¥hl,
a7, p. a6, 7 (4). Draw. 1. 212 &h2
2. Ee8 &h3 3. &f3 &h4 etc. But in
the proposal of A. Cheron there is too
a secondary variation: 1. ¥f2 &h2 2.
Zf3 a5 3. He3 a4 4. Ea3 Has 5. Ef3
£5 (5... a3 6. £f7 &h3 7. Bh7 g4 8.
Zhl - draw.

For these reasons the author of this
book made a small correction, shown
in the diagram, from the initial settle-
ment made by Votava, where the White
King was on f4 and the Black in h3.



533.
A.Votava, 1940
Deutsche Schachzeitung

(adaptation)

1. Eab2+ ¥ c6

... ®c7 2. Le6 gIW 3. Hfc2+
=

1... ©a8 2. Ef3 gIW 3. Ha3+ +—

2. eb L5 3. Ye5 el

3... Yc6 4. Bfc2+ 2d7 5. Eb7+
&d8 6. Eb8+ &d7 7. Ebc8 +—

4. Yeq Hc5 5. Efc2+ £d6 6.
Eb6+ £d7 7. Eb7+ &L d6

7... &d8 8. Ba2 (8. H.g2? h1 )
8... ©c8 9. Hh7! &b8 10. E:g2 +—

8. Ebc7 +-—

534.
A.Votava, 1941
Deutsche Schachzeitung

A study with theoretical impor-
tance. The powerful b7 pawn is para-
lyzing the black tower efficiency. The
Pawn is not lost, because the coopera-
tion of White’s pieces doesn’t allow the
approach of the Black King.

1. &g8!

1. Zf1+2 e2 2. Ecl &d2 3. Egl
Bfl+ 4. Le7 Bael+ 5. &d6 Ef6+
+_.

1. BEd6+? de2 2. Eeo+ &2 3.
Efo+ g3 4. g6+ &h4 5. Hgl Efl+
6. Le7 Bael+ 7. d6 Efe+ 8. &d5
Ee8 +—;

1. Le8? Le2 2. Be6+ &2 3. Efo+
g2 4. Eg6+ &h3 5. Ehe+ Lgd 6.
Hgo+ &5 7. Hg7 Ha7 +—

1...¥e2 2. BEe6+ &d3

2... &f2 3. Bfe+ g2 4. Eg6+
&h3 5. Eh6+!. Pgs 6. Ehl! Lf5 7.
el &f6 8. Hel! =

3. Ee1! &d4
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3...Hd2 4. Zf1t e2 5. Ecl! d2 1... Bb2 2. Eb7+ c3 3. Ea7 €3 4.

6. Efl! = Z:a2 &d3 5. HcT e2 6. Hie2 He2 7.
4. Bc1 &d5 5. 8 Leb L6 Lf3 8. Lds L4 9. Le6=
2. Eb7!
5... Bd6 6. el
6 gd1' © 2. 267‘7 $b2—+
6. Le8? E:b7! g 9263 .
6... ¥e5 7. Hc1 &d5 8. Le8 - Bo 0. se=
&d6 9. @?8! c € 3. Zb6! e5 4. Eb5! e4 5. Eb4!
9. Ldg? E-b7! e26. Z:e4 Hb1=7. L:e2=
9... £d7 10. 7 = 536.
A.Votava, 1948
535. Schach-Magazin

A.Votava, 1944
Deutsche Schachzeitung

1. b7 Ee1
= 1... Hgs 2. 45! H:f5 3. b8
The key to success in this study is S5t 4. daeb
the bringing of the Rook on the “b” 2. Ledl
column. 2. b8W? & e5+
2...H:e4 3. b8 L e5+ 4. &d5
1. Zd7! =
1. £d5? &b2 2. b5+ &a3 3. EaS+ In this study there are expressed

b3 4. b5+ &ad 5. Eb7 €3 6. E:¢7  two related symmetrical variations,
e2 7. Ea7+ &b4 8. Eb7+ £¢3 9. Ec7+  conducting to the recovering of the

&d3 10. Ed7+ Fed —+; material. It seems that this study was
1. Ed1+?&b22. Ed2+ b3 3.2dl  an impulse for the 664 study of E.

e34.Yc7e2 5. Hel L3 —+ Pekkover, where this idea is expressed
1...e3 as positional draw.
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537.
A.Votava, 1952
Osterreichische Schachzeitung

1. He5 Ed2+ 2. ¥e3 He2+ 3.

& d4
3. %47
3...H:e54. Ef6! g:f6 =
4... Ha55. Eg6=
538.
A. Votava, 1952

Osterreichische Schachzeitung

A known forces balance- two Pawns
against two Rooks. With continuous

threats the Black King is brought on
the “f” column where receives mate.

1. Zha5

A2. Ha6

1... &c6 2, Lc8

2. E8a6+? &d7

2...%d6 3. &d8 Leb

3... Bc6 4. Ec8+ Hb7 «... Lb6
5. Za2) 5. Bos+ &a7 6. L7 alW 7.
Eb7+ La68. Ea8 #

4. X8a6+ L f7 5. Hf5+ L g7 6.
g5+ &f7

6... Lh7 7. E:a2

7. Egg6 b1¥W 8. Zaf6 #

539.
A.Votava, 1954
Osterreichische Schachzeitung

White has a substantial material
advantage, but the arrangement of its
pieces is poor. The victory is obtained
by a combinative play, with the sacri-
fice of all minor pieces.

1. Le5+!

1. Of3? E:dl 2. Shh4 Ed4;

1. 2h5? E:b8 2. 5313 Eg8 3. 2h4
Lgs;
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1. 2627 gl 2. 23 Ehl+ 3, bgd
(3. Lg2 Bel) 3... Eh6 4. L.e5+ Be5
5. g7 Ent

1... ¥:e5 2. g7 Eb8 3. £b3!
£:b3+ 4. HHf3+! +— K:f3+ 5. wg2
+_

540.

A.Votava, 1960
Der Tagesspiegel

1. Eh1 &h3

1...g22. E:h2+ g3 3. Eh8 +—;
1... g4 2. De2 Hf3 3. HHg3
g3 4. Nd3 Lg2 5. 42 +—

2. Hd3!
2. e2? g2 3. DA+ Lg3 =
2...%g2

2... g2 3. Dfa+ &gl 4. QDee2+
&35 K:h2 +—

3. Hf4+ &:h1 4. Hce2 g2 5.
5g3+ Lg1 6. Hh3 #
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541.

S. Iseneger, 1939
Basler Nachrichten

1. e6 g3 2. Le5 D h5 3. e7
5\g7 4. L6 He8+ 5. L7 H)d6+ 6.
& e6 He8 7. Ld7 Hfé+

7... 9g7 8. L6 Del

8. ¥ c6 £ e89.b7 a7 10. &d7
oHfe+ 11. Hc8+—

542.
S. Iseneger, 1940

White has agreed to give up the
Rook and the Knight to get the King



to g2. On this reason is built White’s
play.

1. He1+!

1. Zf3+7 Le2 2. He3+ 12 3. Ef3+
L:13 4. Del+ L2 5. Hd3+ fl—+

1... &2 2. Zf1+! Le2

2... B:f1 3. De3+ Lf2 4. Hga+

3. Hel+ &d2 4. Ed1+! ¥c3 5.
Hd3+! Hb26. Ed2+ Lc1 7. Zd1+!
&b2 8. Hd2+ &c3 9. Ed3+! b4
10. Ed4+ &c5 11. Z:h4! h1%+ 12,
&g3=

A very clever idea!

543.

S. Iseneger, 1944
Chess, Mention

(adaptation by A. Cheron in 1962)

1. Ef3+ g6

1... g7 2. Efd4 &Hf2 3. Ef3 (3.
Hf52 De6—+) 3... Ded 4. Ef4 OHf6
5. Zf3 Hhs 6. L:hS gl 7. Eg3+
W.o3=: 1... g8 2. Efd N2 3. Ef3
Ded 4. Ef4 5)f6 5. Ef2 g1W 6. Eg2+
Wg2=

2. Bf4 52 3. H:f2 g1¥W 4.
Hg2+ W:.g2 =

544.

S. Iseneger, 1951
Der Bund

1. 2g8! (1. g7? Leb+=; 1. £.¢8?
Le6+=; 1. Lf6? Le8 2. hd £.:g6 3.
2:6 =) 1... Leb+ (I... £f52. g7
£:h7+ 3. &h8 Lg6 4. ha! Lh6 5.
h50) 2. & h8! £f5 3. g7 £.:h7 4.
h3! (4. h4? Lg6 5. h5+ LheO =) 4...
£g6 5. h4 £h6 6. h50 +-—

545.

S. Iseneger, 1955
Schach Echo
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1. 2b5 He52. £d3

2. £.c4? Eed 3. 288 (3. 2d3 Eh4
4. 2n7 9)f7 —+)3... Ehd 4. £h7 HHf7
—+

2...Zh5

2... Ze3 3. &h7 Ee8 4. £g8 (g6
5. &f7=

3. £h7 5)7 4. £.g6 =

L. Koi)ii, 1941
Sach
7/ 7 7
0, § / ///
//// / .
ok //// /
a / // .
/‘&///////
¥
1.%d3+@a1_

1... Sbet 2. W+ Bd2 3. W+
+_

2. YW1+ Wh1 3. Wie+ Wh2 4.
Wa6+ Hb15. Wgb+ val 6. Wg1+
Wp1 7. Wg7+ Wh2 8. Wa7+ b1
9. Wh7+ &a1 10. Wh1+ Wb1 1.
Whg+ Wh2 12. Was+ &b1 13.
Wh1+ We1 14, Wedq+ a1 15.
Wag+ +—

An ingenious expression of move-
ment of White Queen for the victory.
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547.
L. Kopac, 1942
Sach, II. Pr.

(adaptation)

1. £e6 Lb6 (1... Hc3 2. &f5
2h5 3. 2g4 £e8 4. £4d7) 2. &7
£h7 3. 298 215 4. 2e6 £e4 5.
£d5£d36. 2¢c4 £¢c27. £b3 =

Positional draw.

548.
L. Kopac, 1964
Ceskoslovensky Sach




1. £ed EZf700

l... Z2h8 2. 2:b7+ d7+ 3. L8+
H:c8+ 4. b7 +—

2. 2d5Ee73. 2c4Ee34. 2a6
Ze7 5. £b5 Ef7!

5...Hg76. 2d3 Ef77. Led4+—;

5...Eh76. 2e2 Hg77. £f3

6. 2a4! Eg77. 2e8 He7

7...Zh7 8. £.g6 +—

8. £h5 Hg7

8...Bed4 9. &3 Ee7 10. £2d5 +—

9. £f3 +—

549.
B. Soukup-Bardon, 1954
Prace

In a difficult position white sac-
rifices all the three pieces and saves
himself.

1. Dd5! L:d5 2. N3+ Lch 3.
Hds!

3. )b5? &:b5 4. Le5 Wees 5. Las
b6 —+
3... &:d5 4. L.e5 W:e55. Has

550.
B. Soukup-Bardon, 1970
Tijdschrift KNSB, II1. Mention

The poor positions of the White
Knight and the Black Bishop are the
targets of attack for the two Kings.

1. 2¢c6 Hb2 2. 2ed &:al 3.
26 Lb2 4. g5 Lc3 5. g4
Ld4 (5... De3+ 6. L4 Dig2+ 7.
&g3=)6. g3 L:e4 7. Lh2=

551

A. Akerblom, 1941
Schackvirlden, II. Pr.
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White’s chance is to get out of play 1. 9g3

the Black King. There follows an in- A2. Ded
teresting battle between Bishop and 1...e32. £g1!
Rook, based on the theory of corre- 2. Bg1? Ed7
spondent squares. 2... Zh7+ 3. £h2 Zd7 4. £91
1. &c7! Eh7 Ed1 5. Hf5!
1... d5+ 2. d6 Ef5 3. £d4 Hb7 5. %h27 E:gl 6. &gl H:g3 7. Lfl
4, Be5= &f3 —+
2. af21 Eh2 3. £ g3! Eh7 5... €2 6. HHha+ g3 7. Hg2
3...2d24. 2.d6 Zf1 8. DHetl el =
4. 212 Eg7 5. f.e3! Eg3 6. 553,
2141 Hg7 7. L3 Hf7 8. £d4! Ef4 A. Akerblom, 1979
9. 25 Ef7 10. £d4 Ee7 11. 2¢5! Géteborg SK, 1. Pr.

Positional draw. We see very clear-
ly that the Bishop had to retire perma-
nently on the appropriate square, so
that when it is attacked to respond by
another attack on the Ropk, bringing
the Bishop on the h2-d6 diagonal.

552.
A. Akerblom, 1953
Sveden Ch, I. Pr.

1. Ea5+ & b2 2. Eb5+ &2 3.
Ec5+ $d2 4. Ed5+ &e2 5. He5+
&2 6. Zfs5+ g3 7. Zg5+

7. Ef1? Df6+ 8. g6 g2 9. Hal
Hed —+

7...%h3

7... Lf4 8. Zgd+ L3 9. Ehd =

8. g6 Ne7+ 9. Lf6 Lh4 10.
g7 Hd5+ 11. Lf5
= 11. Les5? N4 —+

Can White liquidate the Pawn sac- ... De3+
rificing the Knight or the Bishop? In a 11... Df4 12. Eh7+ Dh5 13. &g6

critical position a solution is find. 12. £g6 =
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554.
V. Korteling, 1942
Tijdschrift KNSB

1. Ed8+!

1. Bd3? &c6+ 2. Hbd g2 3. Eg3
h5 —+

1... ©g7 2. Hd3 £c6+ 3. b4
g2 4. Bg3+ &6 5. Lc5! £b7 6.
&d4 h5 7. Le3 hd 8. Lf2! h:g3+
9. &gl=

555.

P. Farago, 1943
Magyar Sakkvilag

1. £g7 (1. h7? Eg5 2. h6 &)c6 3.
a7 $\d8 4. a8% O\ f7 #) 1... Eg5+ 2.
Df6! (2. Lf7? Efs+ 3. g7 Le7 4.
h7 Ef7+ 5. g6 Ef8 6. Lg7 Ehs! 7.
L:h8 L7 8. h6 £ic6 9. a7 He7 10.
a8 G\g6 #) 2... Hg8 (2... E:h5!? 3.
g7 &e7 4. h7 Eh3 5. h8W Eg3+ 6.
&h6! Eh3+ =) 3. h7! 3. 17?7 e8!
4. h7 Eh8 5. h6 Z)c6 6. a7 eSS+ 7.
L6 Ld6 8. a8¥ K:a8 9. Lg7 Le7
10. h8¥¥ Z:h8 11. &:h8 &7 12. &¥h7
\d7 13. Lh8 A8 14. h7 Dgb #) 3...
Eh8 (3... Ea8 4. g7 =) 4. h6! (4.
Lg7? Le7 5. h6 Gic6 —+) 4... Dcb
5. a7! (5. bg7? Le7 —+) 5... De7
6. L g7! (6. a8%? H:a8 7. Lg7 D5+
~+)6... £e6 7. a8W! X:a8 8. h8W
Z:h8 9. h7!=

A very interesting study with many
misleading ways.

556.

P. Farago, 1954
Ceskoslovensko, IV. Pr.

1. Weq De3+ (1... £0d6 2. Wds)
2. W:e3 Zf2+ (2... d1¥W+ 3. Hel
Wo4 4 Weq+ Hg2 5. Nfg2) 3. L:f2!
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(3. W27 d1%+ 4. Siel We2+ =) 3...
d1D+ 4. £g3 D:e3 5. Hd3 Nd1
6. $h3 He3 7. Nf2 #

557.
F. Kesada & J. Peris, 1944
Espana, I-II. Pr.

1. g4 h1¥ 2, 6+ Lhé 3.
Ngd+ Lhs 4. D6+ Lha 5. Egé+
& h3 6. Ded! Wa1 7. Nf2+ Lh2 8.
Eha+ £g3 9. Hga+ =

558.
A. Belenski, 1947
Sahmaty v SSSR
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1. D cb6+!

1. £ db6+? Lb7 2. H):a8 D5+ 3.
L4 Hda =

1... ¥b7 2. 5):a8 HHf5+
2... &:a83. He3 +—

3. &f4 HNd4 4. L.c4! Y:a8 5.
b4 &b7 6. Yed Hc6 7. £d5
&b6 8. H:c6 +—

559.
Z. Birnov, 1947
Trud, II. Pr.

1. Eg7+ & b6 2. a8N+! Lab 3.
PNeT+

3. Egl? 2g5=
3...&a5

3... Bb6 4. Hd5+ a6 5. D b4+

3... &b7 4. Deb6+ Fab 5. Egl

4. Eg1 £9¢5! 5. H:g5+ d5+! 6.
E:d5+ a4 7. Db5 c1¥W+ 8. He3+
&a3 9. Bas5+ ¥b210. Ea2 #

A successful development of the
242 study.



560.
Z. Birnov, 1952
Trud

The Black Knight is very far from
his King and it is natural that he tries
to help him. But this “help” lead to an
unexpected mate.

1. £.a4 e5+ 2. H:e5 (2. L:e5?)
2... Df2 [2... b2 3. &b3 +— (3.
Bc2 +—)] 3. ©e3 Hh3 3... HHnl 4.
&3 +-) 4. £d7 g5 5. £f4 Hh7
6. Ng6+ g8 7. L.e6 #

561.
Z. Birnov, 1955
Sovetski sahmatnyi etiud

v v B w

A~
0,3

N

Ze

The fact that the White Rook and
the Black Bishop are under attack, de-
termines the following play. Trying to
defend the Bishop, the Black Knight
must always attack the enemy Rook.
On this basis arises a curious symme-
try between the Rook’s and Knight’s
movements.

1.Hca He52. Hc5 5 d7 3. Ed5
&6 (3... b6 4. Eb5) 4. Ed6 He8
[4... Ded 5. Edd Dc3 (5... £c2 6.
Lb2) 6. Hb2 HbS 6... Lh2 7. Hf4
&b5 8. Eb4) 7. Eb4 +—15. Eeb g7
(5... &15 6. D2+ g2 7. Hie8 L:f2
8. Kf8+—)6. Ze7 £)f57. Ee5 £.¢2
(7... £d3 8. HHf2+) 8. Lb2 Hd4 9.
L3 +— N3 (9... D6 10. Ecs; 9.
Lg2 10. £1g5) 10. He3 +—

562.
H. Blendford, 1961
British Chess Magazine

1.Dh6 Eg7 2. £e1! (2. £d4?2¢c5
=) 2... ¢5 3. £.d2! (3. £a5? Eg3 4.
2c7Ee3=)3... Eg3 4. £f4 Eg7 5.
£d6 g1 (5... Eg5 6. Hf7+ +-) 6.
Le5+ +—
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563.

M. Dimentberg, 1949
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

Notwithstanding the small num-
ber of moves for the resolving of this
study, it is interesting because of the
unexpected final position.

1. &d7 (A2. $c7) 1... 2d5 2.
Lc7 £.¢6 3. HedO L8 (3... £b5
4. 3+ +—; 3., Bad 4. Hic3+ +-)
4. O f6+ +—

564.
A. Sarychev, 1958
Sahmatna misal
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1. He3

1. 2?2 3 2. &.:¢3+ &:c3 3. Ya3
Fd4 4. Lba De3 5. L3 Lad 6.
Dga+ Le2 7. D2 £b31 —+

1... £b3+ 2. &b1 ¢c3 3. La1
d1%+

3... &7 4. B2 Lg6+ 5. Bdl=

4. D:d1 c2+ 5. &b2 c:d1¥W =

5...cdlE
565.

A. Sarychev, 1983
Concurs Izdatelstvo FK & S

IV. Mention

1. &c2 d3+ 2. H:b2 a3+ 3.
Hb1! a2+
3...d2 4. &2 a2 5. Za3

4. %:a2d25.Ec3!'d1¥ 6. Ec1
W.e1 =



566.

A. Sarychev, 1985
Spartak, III. Mention

1. 2d1+! ©c2 2. 2d6 £¢5(2...
Za6 3. Heg6! ©d3 4. B:h2! &c7+ 5.
©hl E:g6-) 3. Ed5 Ha5! 4. Eg5!
@. &:h2? 2g1+) 4... £d3 5. L:h2!
£.d6+ 6. &h1H:g5=

567.
K. Rundquest, 1949
Springaren, 1. Pr.

1... Ye2 2. f6 L3 3. f7 Lg4
4. Lf6!

4. g6? Lg5 5. Lh7 Lf6 See the
study 5 — Kotsio 6. f8%+ E:f8 7. g7
Ef78 &hg H:g7 =

4... £h55. g6 £h6 6. g7 £h7
7. f8W

7. f8E7? Hd6+ 8. e7 L:g7 =

7...5:f8+ 8. g:f8X +-—

568.
G. Afanasev, 1950
Krasnaia zvezda

A study with a very clear play, with
subtleties for both sides, ended with a
perpetual check.

1. g8+ &f2 2. Zf8+ Le2 3.
He8+ &d2 4. Ed8+ &c1 5. Hc8+
A2 6. Zb8 Ha3

6... £d2 7. Zbl Hel 8. Eb2+ &)c2
9. Bbl =

7. Ec8+ Hc4 8. H:c4+ Hd2 9.
Hd4+ Le2 10. Hed+ L2 11. Zf4+
£g2 12. Eb4!

12. Egd+? &f3 —+

12... h1¥ 13. Eb1 ¥:h3 14.
Eb2+ &g115. Eb1+ =
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569.
G. Afanasev & E. Dvizov, 1971
Szachy
] /

k
x\

/%
7.0,

S,

\\
@

x
N
x\

PN
\.\\
\

s

1. g6+ ©h6 2. g7 h2 (2... 12 3.
g8+ LhS5 4. N fo+ ELhd 5. DS #) 3.
g8 +! ©h5 (3... &¥h7 4. L f6+ Lh8
5. SigoH) 4. Dfe+ Lha 5. D5+

Lh3 6. Dfd#t

Three clear mates.

570.

V. Iahontov, 1950
Sahmaty v SSSR
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1. h6 &6 2. h7 & g7 3. &£ c7 b4

4. &d6! Hc3

4... b3 5. Le7 b2 6. h8Y+ &:h8

7. Bf7

5. &£c5 b3 6. ¥b4 b2 7. a3

b1W

7...b1%
8. h8W+ L:h8 9. g7+ Lh7 10.

g8¥W+ &:g8 =

In 1896 A. Troitski made a simi-

lar study, but used eight pieces. In this
case Troitski’s idea is expressed with
only six pieces and a more dynamic

play.

571

V. Nestorescu, 1951
Romania, 1. Pr.

(adaptation in 1968)

In an equal force balance, white

triggers a mating attack, using the
Black King’s bad position.

1. Zc3!
1. Ec1? Ee8 2. &7 Ee7+! 3. B8

Lby! =



1... Zh8 2. & g7 Ee8 3. L7
Ehs

3... Be7+ 4. bf8 &bg 5. Ed3!

4. £d4 Ed8 5. Ea3+ < bs 6.
2e5+ %Hc8 7. Zc3+ Hcd 8. E:c4+
&d7 9. Ec7 #

572.
V. Nestorescu, 1959
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. 592 Eb7+ 2. Hat!

2. Bcl1? Ec7+ 3. L:d2 B2+ —+
2...Ea7+

2... De4d 3. e+ L7 4. e8+ D e8
5. Hg8+ &f7 6. Eg7+ =

3. &b2 Ha2+ 4. &c1 Db3+

4...De4 5. e7+ L:e7 6. Eg7+ L6
7. &bl He3+ 8. el Lg7 = (8.
Zal+ 9. &b2 Ebl+ 10. a3 &-g7=);

4... D4 5. €7+ L:e7 6. Eg7+ L6
7. %:bl Eb2+ 8. Yal &:g7 =

5. &:b1K:g2 6. e7+ L:e7 =

573.
E. Dobrescu, 1965
Vecernii Leningrad, III. Pr.

1. Ecd! (1. £c3? Wrl+ 2. &bl
Wab+ 3. Lb2 Whe+ —+; 1. Eb5+?
&a7 2. Eas5+ &b6 —+) 1... b6 2.
Zb4+ La5 3. Had+ b5 4. Y b2!
(A5. 8 c3)4... We2+ 5. b3l =

An elegant study.

574.
E. Dobrescu, 1966
Troitski’s Memorial
111 Pr. & Special Prize
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1. W3 b1+ (1... Zd8 2. Weeh)
2.2c2Ep8 3. Wce+ a7 [3... as
4. Lc3ed (4. La3 5. W7+ Bbé6 6.
Wa7+ Ba6 7. b7 Lc5 8. &cd) 5.
Wer+ Eb6 6. Lcd £bd 7. Wa7+ Eab
8. W7 Eb6 9. Wds5+ Lad 10. Wdl+
+-14. Wc7+ La8 4... Eb7 5. Was+
Lb8 6. Wdg+ +—) 5. Wd7! e4[] 6.
Wee+ a7 7. We7+ La8 8. WdT!
e3[] 9. &d3 Eb3+ 10. Led! (10.
Fe2? B2+ 11. Lre3 Lc5+ 12. &d3
£a7 =) 10... Zb4+ 11. 3! Eb8
12. Wce+ a7 13. We7+ La8 14.
Wd7! e2 (14... Eb2 15. Wd5+ Ha7
16. Wd4+ Eb6 17. Wad+ Lb7 18.
Wd7+ +—; 14... Bbl 15, Waq+ Lb8
16. Wes+ La7 17. Wd7+ +—) 15.
&:e2 Zb2+ 16. Ld3 +—

575.
E. Dobrescu, 1979
Nordisk Postjakkblad, III. Pr

1.c7 Zf1+

1... £c2+ 2. Pg5

2. £f4 2.c2+ 3. Leb!

3. Lg4? Hgl+ 4. £g3 Hcl 5. 8%
&dl+—+
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3... Zel1+ 4. Le5!

4. Bf7? 2b3+ 5. Lfs Egl —+

4... £b3+ 5. &d7

5. 2d6? Ed1+ 6. Lc6 Ecl+ 7. 2d7
£d1 —+

5...2d1+ 6. £d6 £c27. Yeb

7. b6? &15+ 8. Lc6 Lab —+

7...811 8. £f4 He1+

8... Z:f49. 8% &15+ 10. eS =

9. 2e5 2d1 10. &f5

10. 87 g4+ 11. Hd6 Edi+ 12.
&7 Bel+ —+

10... Eg1 11. 293! Ef1+

11... B:g3 12. c8Y 204+ 13. &4

12. £f4 =
Positional draw. A very interesting
study.

576.
P. Keres, 1951
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. g4

1. Ee8? Ef4 2. g5 g3 3. Ee7
&f3 —+

1... e3 2. Ea3! e2 3. Ea1! & g2



3... Ef1 4. Ea2 Ef2 5. Hal

4. He10 &h2 5. Ha1

5. &h4? Efa+ 6. Lg5 Eed 7. &f5
He8 8. L fa Hg2 —+

5...Ef1 6. Ha2 Zf27. Ea1 =

Positional draw.

577.

N. Kopaeyv, 1951
Sahmaty v SSSR, 1. Pr.

1. Z5+!

1. En8? Ed3 2. Eh5+ a4 3. L6
Ec3+ 4. b6 Eb3+ 5. ka6 Ed3=; 1.
Ef12 Bd3 2. $c7 B3+ 3. &d8 Egl=

1... Ya4l 2. Ea5+! & b4g 3. Eh5
Ed3 4. &c7 Ec3+ 5. b6

5. d81? Ec2 6. Ye7 Be2+ 7. Ld6
Ed2+ 8. &7 Ee2+ 9. be Ed2 10.
Ehd+ a3 11. Leb+—

5... £d3 6. Ehd+ a3 7. L7
Ec3+ 8. 2d8 Hc2 9. Ye7 Ee2+
10. d6 Ed2+ 11. L6 HEc2+ 12.
& b5 Eb2+13. a5 Ed2 14. Eh3+
&a2 15. E:h2 +—

A development of the 28 study of
Em. Lasker.

578.
N. Kopaev & I. Hvalchev, 1951
Ukraina, I. Pr.

1. Hc2 (1. Nca? d5=) 1... Leb
(A2... £d5) 2. e4 214 (A3... d5;
2...d53.4)d4+) 3. 297 d5 4. DNd4+
Dd6 @... Lf7 5. exd5 L:g7 6. De6+)
5.e5+ 2:e56. &8 #

579.

G. Nadareishvili, 1951
Lele, I. Mention
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1. &b12 &4 2. g7 e3 3. Bf6
©d2 4. De5 el 5. £a2 Bb2 6. £.g8
a2 7. 2:a2 a2 —+

1... &f6! 2. £g8! He5 3. g7
Ld4 4. Lfe Lc3 5. Ye5 ¥b2 6.
Hd4a27. £:a2 P:a28. Hc3 =

580.
Nadareishvili, 1958
Themes-64, III. Pr.

/@//
////

/////
///\g///

/
//
//

////
/%
/

\
\

/

I\ \
N

As the black pieces are scattered
throughout the board, is difficult to
see a way to organize the defense. But
gradually they will cooperate, leading
to perpetual check.

1. D\b4+ La5 2. Hc6+ a4 3.
Hbe+ a3 4. Ned+ Ya2 5. 213!

5. b4+
5... W:f3

5... Wig+ 6. Hh7 W7+ 7. Hh8
W4 8. 2d5=

6. b4+ a1 7. N2+ a2 8.
Nb4+ =
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581.
G. Nadareishvili, 1961
Problem, II. Pr.

1. g6+ Lg8 (1... Le8 2. £d3
-d3 3. g7+ LHd8 4. Hie6+ L8 5.
DeT+ LbR 6. Hic6+ Lag 7. Deds =)
2. DNgeT+ Hh7 3. L:eb W:b1 4.
&f7=

Positional draw. In one of the vari-
ants the Black King is a locked on h7
and h8 squares and in the other, in the
a8 corner of the board.

582.

QG. Nadareishvili, 1970
64 I1. Pr.

/ /
/ /
/ / ,,,,, / %




1. &a8!

1. £c8? d1Y 2. b8 Wd7 #;

1. ¥a7? $d7 2. e6 d1Y 3. ed?
W47 —+

1... Hd7 2. e6 d1W

2... b6+ 3. XaT;

2... b8 3. ¢7= (3. L:b8? dI¥ 4.
e7 Lb6 —+)

3. e:d7 W:d7

3... a6 4. b8+ Lb6 (4... b5
5. Db7=) 5. dW+ W.dg =

4. b8YW Ha6 5. Wde+! W:d6 =

An interesting miniature with two
different stalemate positions.

583.

. G. Nadareishvili, 1971
Georgia, I. Pr.

It is very difficult for White to neu-
tralize the enemy’s very strong pawns.
However, when the “a” pawn is pro-
moted, a saving positional stalemate
arises.

1. 2c4
1. Eb8? &b2 —+;

1. %¢2? Hces+ 2. &b3 Ec3+ 3.
L:b4 Lb2 4. Ha8 Eb3+ 5. Hes5 (5
@c4 Ha3) 5... Ea3 —+

1... Ec5

1... &bl 2. Eb8 Ead 3. L:a2+
&:a2 4. Pc2 La3 5. Kbl =

... b2 2. Bf2+

2. £.¢g8!

2. £e6? &bl 3. b8 Hci+ 4. Ld2
He2+ 5. dl al¥ 6. Hbd+ Eb2 7.
Hc4 Eb6 8. Hcl+ &b2 9. E:al Ed6+
10. e2 Ee6+ —+

2... ¥b1 3. Zb8 Hct+ 4. Ld2
Hc2+ 5. d1 a1¥W 6. Z:ba+ Eb2
7. Ec4!

A8. Bcl

7... Ec2 8. Eb4+

8. H:c2? Wd4+

8...Eb29. HEca=

Positional draw.

584,
G. Nadareshvili, 1975
Mhedrulj, I. Pr.

1. e8W ,
1. Eh7+? &g2 2. e8YW &5+ —+
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1... £e5+ 2 W:e5!

2. Yh7? Df6+; 2. Lg8? Dh6+ 3.
Lf8 Wes+ 4. Ee7 £.d6 5. Was+ Lh2
6. Wa2+ g3 —+

2... Was+ 3. Zf8 W:f8+ 4. ¥ h7
W7+

4. Gves5=

5. ¥h8 Wis+ 6. L h7 Whe+ 7.
L g8 Wgb+

7... 8\e5 =

8. $h8 Whe+ 9. g8 =

Perpetual stalemate.

585.
G. Nadareishvili, 1975
Suomen Shakki, I. Pr.

Can manages White to retain the
material advantage, needed for the
victory?

1. La6 £e2 2. b3 &Ldi+
3. ©b2! £e2 4. ¥c3 h6 5. &b3
£d1+ 6. ©b2! £e2 7. L¢3 h5 8.
Lb3 &£d1+ 9. Hb2! £e210. Tc3
h4 11. b3 &d1+ 12. &¥b2! Le2
13. &c3 h3 14. b3 2d1+ 15.
&b2 £e216. c3 +—

246

586.

G. Nadareishvili & V. Neidze,
1987

P. Kazantsev Jubilee, Special Prize

1. g8+

1. £h2+? g2—+;

1. 21247 Lg2—+

1... &h3 2. Zh8+ g4 3. Eg8+
& h5 4. Eh8+ & g6 5. Eg8+ L7 6.
g7+ Leb

6...%:g77 LcdalW 8. 2d4+ =

7. Eg6+ &d7

7... Bf5 8. Efe+ =

8. Eg7+ & c6 9. HEg6+ L b5 10.
Zb6+

10. Eg5+2? b4 —+

0... a5 11. Fc4 a1¥ 12.
Zbs5+ Fa6 13. Eb6+ a5 14.
Zb5+ =



587.
P. Sobolevski, 1951
Sahmaty v SSSR

The fight in this study ends with a
surprising “Two-Knights” mate.

1. Hh8+ Lg8 2. &:g2!

2. &:h2? He3 =

2... 24 3. 51g6 £h6 4. g5
297 5. DeT+!

5. £.d8? &6 6. £.:f6 =

5...&h8

5... Bf8 6. De6+ L7 7. L:g7
+—

6. Hf7T+ Lh7 7. 2h4 216 8.
Ng5+

8. &:f6=

8... &h6 9. Hg8+ Lh5 10.
4 :f6+ L:h4 1. Hf3#

An unique study!

588.
E. Paoli, 1952
La Scacchiera

1. a8+ &d7 (1... &f7 2. Ef8+
g6 3. Efe+ Lhs 4. Ld6 He S.
Ggl+ Lg5 6. H)e8) 2. Ed8+ Lcb
3. Hd6+ & b5 4. &6 He8 5. H\c7+
&c5 6. 9):e8 +—

Two beautiful variants, with a very
clear play, which don’t require com-
ments.

589.
K. Peronase, 1954
LEchiquier de Paris, IV. Pr.

7 7 7
. 7 7, &

.7 7 7
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1. & c6

1. De6? b2 2. d8YW b1 3, WS+
&7

1... b2 2. d8¥ b1¥ 3. Wes+
&hé

3... b5 4. Wi+ Bed 5. Des+
&ha 6. W2+

4, We6+ Wagb

4... Lh5 5. Wh3+ g6 6. Wh7+

5. Wh3+ Wh5 6. Wd7 & g6+

6... Wg6 7. DeS! Wio+ 8. Lg8

7. g8 &f6 8. We7+ Lf5 9.
Wes5+ Lg4 10. We2+ Hh4 11.
Wh2+ &g4 12. Des+ +—

590.

E Richter, 1953
Ceskoslovensky Sach, I1. Pr.

1.a7 £b2 2. b8

2. c7? g1 3. a8 Wo3+ 4. Hd7
Wo7+ 5. Bd6 Wre+ 6. L7 Wes+ 7.
Ld7 Le6+ —+

2... 2d5 3. b7 g1¥ 4. a8¥W
Whe 5. Lc8 Le6+ 6. L b8 £d7 7.
Wab! W:a5 =
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591
F. Richter, 1933
Narodni listy

1. b3+ La3! 2. g8Y Wd4+ 3.
Wg7 Wds+ 4. £g8 Wd4! 5. £d5!
W:d5 6. Wc3+ +—

592.

F. Richter, 1952
Ceskoslovensky Sach, 1. Pr.

1. 2a5 Lc7 2. Db2 (A3. Dad)
2... 2b5 3. Hd4 (3. ¥b4? 4d7)
3... b7 4. 2 :b5 Ha6 5. HcT+ (5.



Lba 51d5+ 6. Lad Hb6+) 5... ¥:ab
6. ¥b30 Nd7 7. Dca #

593.

E Richter, 1953
Ceskoslovensky Sach

1. {)h6 c2 2. HhT+ e (2...
Be7 3. L6+ Des 4. £b2) 3. £b2
c1¥ 4, Hfe+ Le7 5. NHhg8+ L8
6. £:c1 La2+ 7. Ye5 £:g8 8.
Ah6+ f7 9. Lf5+—

594.
E. Richter, 1955
Ceskoslovensky Sach, I1. Pr.

The two Knights, away from their
King, are trying to approach. Along
the way one of them is caught, but the
second will be an invaluable aid.

1. D2+ &b3 2. Dd4+ Lc3 3.
Hfq

3. De2+? Ld2 4. Lf7 4. Ddf4
Hgq) 4... Bab6 5. Hdf4 Le3—+

3...Hg8+ 4. Hf7 X:d4 5. Deb+
Le5 6. H\f8 Eh8 7. & g7 HEg8+ 8.
Lfr=

595,
A. Cheron, 1927

(adaptation)

1. £g7!

1. £a3+2 Lbl 2. 2h7 La2 3. Lcl
Lbl 4. 2h6 Lb2 5. Lg7+ b3 6.
28+ Pa3 7. 2h6 Lb2 =

1... d1

... &d2 2. 2h6+ Fc3 3. £cl
&d3 4. Ah7+

2. 2b3 ¥d2 3. La4!

3. £h6+? L¢3 4. Aad b2 5.
2.g7+ &bl =

3...%c1
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3...cl¥ 4. 2h6+ +—;

3... ®d3 4. £h6 Lc3 5. &l

4. 2c6! Ld1

4. b1 5 Red +—

5. _@.f3+ &d2 6. 2h6+ @c3 7.
Lc1

7. £g7+? &b3 8. £d5+ La3 =

7...$b38. £e4+—

596.
D. Nikolaev, 1952
Sahmaty v SSSR, 1. Mention

(improvement by A. Cheron in 1962)

In D. Nikolaev’s study the White
Rook is on f7, and the Black Bishop on
c4. Relocating these pieces, A. Cheron
introduced a few traps in this study.

1. Xf3!

1. Ef7? &g6 2. BEf3 &1+ 3. Lhd
g2+ 4. E:f2 gl 5. Eg2+ £.:02 —+;

1. &g2? £c6+ 2. ©h3 g2 3. Ef6+
o7 4. Ef4 g1 5. Ef7+Lh6 6. Bh7+
Lg5 7. Eg7+ &4 8. Ef7+ Le3—+;

1. Eg8? & f1+;

1. Zf4? £f1+ 2. Hhd 2e2! 3. &h3
Lgs —+
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1... 2d7+

1... £f1+ 2. h4 g2+ 3. H:f2 g1
4. Ef6+ &h7 5. Eh6+! Lg7 6. Eg6+!
W.o6=(6... £:g6=)

2. &g2 f.c6 3. Of1 £2:f3=

597.
A. Cheron, 1964
Journal de Geneve

N

1. ) f4 d4 2. £f6!

2. g6 L2 3. f5d3 =
2... €2 3. Nd3!

3. 51627 d3 4. D3+ He2 =
3... &c24. Det+ vd2

4...<%d1 5. 2n4;
4... Hc3 5. L6

5. £h4 d3 6. & g6 Lc3
6... Be3 7. L5+ B2 8. £d2

7. £d8 &d2 8. £a5+ Le3 9.
&f5d2 10. £b6 #



598.
E. Puhakka, 1965
Finland, L. Pr.

From the material point of view,
the construction and the idea are the
same as in the 597 study.

1. 213 &d4

A2... &d3

2. Re2 &c3 3. Db5+ Ld2 4.
Hd4 Le3 5. H\5!

5. 9e6? d4 6. 94 Ld2 7. Fbh2 d3
8. £:d3¢e29. 2.2 He3 =

5... &d2

5...d4 6. 2a6

6. 2\g3 d4 7. £h5! &c2

7...d3 8. 1+

8. Hf1! e

8... 2d3 9. &b2 €2 10. £g6+ Lc4
11. &Hd2+ &d5 12. D3 +—

9. a2 &c2 10. a3 &c3 1.
Fad4 Hcd 12. a5 ¥d3 13. b4
e2

13... Yed 14, Pocd d3 15. Lg6+
&3 16. L:d3 +—

14. & g6#

599.

V. Proskurovski, 1961
Themes-64

(correction by J. van Rejk)

1. Wh7+ (1. d89? W+ =) 1...
Le6 2. d8D+ (2. d8W? Wh5+ )
2... d5 3. W7+l (3. Wos+? bed
4, Woa+ ds 5. Web+ Ld4 =) 3...
Led 4. Wi+ Yes5 5. Wh5+ Ld6
(5... Ld4 6. De6+) 6. DbT+ +—

600.

V. Proscurovski, 1965
Szachy, I-1L. Pr.
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The thematic contest, in which this
study competed, is related to the D.
Joseph’s 436 study.

1. e7 b1W 2, e8W Wh7 3. Lc8
Wg7

3... Wed 4 BT+ We8 5. ab7 #

4, Wds Wy

4. L7 5 Wfg

5. Whg We7 6. Wg8 +—

NG6... Wd6 7. ab7 #

601.
V. Proskurovski, 1968
Problemista, I. Mention

1. ¥f3Lg52. Led L6 3. £d5
b6 4. &c4!

4. Bc6? c4 5. L:b6 c3 —+
4... Le55. Lb3

5.03 B4 —+ (5... Led =)
5... ¥d4 6. a4 Ld3

6... b3 7. &:b3 Hd3 8. Lad Lc4
9.b4 =

7.b3c4 8. b:c4 H:c4=
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602.
A.Kopnin, 1953
Ceskoslovensko, I1. Pr.

1.97 £.d5+12. &:d5 Ngb! (2...
D7 3. g8% =; 2... Hd7 3. g8 =)
3. g8% He8 4. HNf6 (4. Dh6? 4+
AS... Bf6 —+) 4... HHfd+ 5. B d4
Heb 6. Nd5! N:d5 (6... De2+ 7.
Fd3 Hel+ 8. Hd2 H:a6 9. HHc3+
Db2 10. Ddl+ Dbl 11. Hc3+ =) 7.
S5 Hd6 8. Le5 EHd8 9. Hreb Ed7
10. DNc5 =

603.
P. Henacker, 1938
Deutsche Schachblatter




An unusual force balance: despite 605.
the of White’s great material advan- R. Skuia, 1956
tage, the victory is obtained only with Letland, L. Pr.

some subtleties, because of the many
stalemates possibilities. % /
1. ne! Sfee / ///7// //
... Hcd+ 2. b7 Ebd+ 3. dcb // // // %
7, // // ,,/

O

Ecd+ 4. Bb5 Ec5+ 5. b6 +—

Ers A -l /////// %

604. e
P. Henacker, 1956 A position with few material, in
Deutsche Schachzeitung which White is using an ingenious

mate-net existance.

1. Hh3! Led4 2. HNg5 296
3. 2d5 c6 4. Le6! 4. £:c6? £c2
AS... £2b3=)4...¢55. £.c4 £¢26.
298 £g6 7. £h7! £:h7 (7... £h5
8. 2e4cd49 £f5¢310. £c2+)8.
NfTH#

606.
P. Heiskanen, 1952
Suomen Shakki, L. Pr.

1. Eag+d

1. BEa1? &bl 1. Ee5? Hed!

1... &g7 2. a7+ &f6 3. Hab+
Fe7

3... &f5 4. Ea5+ f4 5. Ees

4. Ha7+ &d6 5. Za6+ &c7 6.
Ea7+ b6 7. Ea1l =
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1.Dc3h22. Ded h1¥ 3. L3+ 5... &f1 6. HHf4 212 7. Hc1+

& h5 £e18. Dh5 &g2
3... &h7 4. Dg5+ Lh6 5. Ded+ 8... h1¥W 9 Ng3++—;
4. g3+ Lha 5. H):h1 e1W 8...h1D) 9. &f3 +—
5..g36. £d2g2 7 Lel+ Hh3 8. 9. Hc2+ &g1 10. g3 £a5 11.

B2+ ©h2 9. Dgd+ Thl 10. HHif2+  Fh3+—
Gl 11. Dd3 Bfl 12, ££2=
6. &f2+ W:f2+ 7. H):f2 g3 8. 608.

§\d3 g2 9. Het g1W 10. Hf3+ = J. Pospisil, 1955
Ceskoslovensky Sach, L. Pr.

607.

P. Breiger, 1962
American Chess Quarterly, Mention

1. £c3! Wg2+

... Wa7+ 2. b2 W+ 2.
Wp7+ 3. 2cl ni+ 4. b2 g2+
5. Bc2 Dds 6. Lb3 We2 7. Lbl=)
3. &b3 &d5 4. bl Lolli’s position-

A study of theoretical importance.

1. Ed1 draw;
1. Ec1? 2e52. Hdl £c7! = 1... %d5 2. £d3 ©c5 3. c6 Wich
1... 2el 4. b=
1... £e52. Ed2+ &:h1 3. &f3 2. £b2 W:g6
2. Zc1 £a5 . 2... Wds+ 3. @a3! W3+ 4. Pa2
2...8d23. Ec2&:h1 4. E:d2 gl Wg2 5 2bl=

5.%g3 +— 3. b5 L d5 4. HNd4 = Karsted’s
3.\g3 £.b6 4. Hc2+ L g1 position-draw
4... ££25. Eb2 &gl 6. £f3 +— An interesting conjunction of two
5. De2+! theoretical positions of Karstedt and
5. h3? h1¥+ 6. £:hl &:hl = Lolli.
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609.

L. Nevitski, 1951
Bulletin Ouvrier des Echecs, IV. Pr.

1. He3! h5 2. 5)f5 £ b6 3. L b8
&c64.Lc8 hd (4... £d55 Ld7)5.
&\:h4 &d5 (N\6. £g6) 6. Ld7 218
7. 5 Le4 8. Le8+—

610.
P. Vasilchikov, 1952
Ukraina, I1. Pr.

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

/////
&////

//

/@ """ é/%/
a
L

+_

1. a6 &d3 2. &4f2 b3 3. a7
£:e3+

3... b2 4. a8 K2 5. Wed+ Dt
6. 2el fel 7. Wed+ Hdl 8. Hf3
£d2 9. Whi+ Fel 10. Ke2 +—

4. £:e3b25. a8&! +—
5.a8%W7 b1¥ 6, Wed+ e2 7. Wbl

611.
B. Breider, 1966
Joseph's Memorial, I1I. Pr.

Each Knight has its sphere of in-
fluence and its responsibility: the c¢7
Knight id dealing with the c3 pawn and
the second with the g5 and hS pawns.

1. b5 c2 2. Hd4 1Y

2... bl 3. D:c2 L:c2 4. Deb! g4
5. 5\g7! g3 (5... hd 6. E)f5 h3 7 Sle3+
Dd3 8. D):gd=) 6. N5 g2 7. Hied+ =

3. 2\b3+ &b2 4. H:c1 L:c1 5.
A\h7 g4 6. \f6 g3 7. £):h5 g2 8.
N4 g1W 9, He2+ =
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612.
P. Ljungmann, 1945
Suomen Shakki, III. Pr.

Usually, in such type of positions,
White is fighting to draw. But here he
wins. ‘

1. Eb1+ da7 2. Lc7 Fab 3.
&c6 a5

3... a7 4. Eb7+ a8 5. 7 A6.
Ebl
4. Hc5Lad

4... £a6 5. Eb6+ La7 6. Eh6 +—

5. ¥c4 a5

5...%a3 6. Eb3+ a2 7. Lc3 g6
8. Eb2+ &al 9. Lc2 A 10. Ebs

6. Eb5+ a6 7. H:f5! &b7 8.
Hf6 &c7 9. Eh6 Hf7 10. Eh7 +—
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613.
G. Liubchenko, 1948
Sahmaty v SSSR, II. Mention

1. b6

1. a7? b4 2. b6 Hc3 3. Hdl &d3
4.Lel Le3 5. Lf1 Efs+6. g2 Hg8+
7. &h3 L3 8. Lhd L4 9. Hh5 &5
10. ©h6 &6 11. Lh7 Ea8 12. h4 Le6
13. g6 g8+ 14. &h6 L6 15. Lh7
Zag! 16. h5 Le6 17. Lg6 Hgs+ 18.
&Lh6 16 19. ¥h7 Eas 20. h6 Ee8 =

1... ¥ba 2. b7! &c3 3. Ld1
&d3 4. el Le3 5. L1 Hfs+ 6.
©g2 Hg8+ 7. ©h3 L3 8. whde
©f4 9. ©h5 ©F5 10. L h6 L6 11.
&h7 Eb8 12. ha Le6 13. L gb!
Hg8+ 14. L he! Lf6

14... Zh8+ 15. &g7 Eb8 16. h5
Ld6 17. h6 Lc6 18. h7

15. £h7 Eb8 16. h5 eb6 17.
Lg7 £d6 18. h6 Lc6 19. h7 +—



614,
D. Godes, 1959
Sahmatnaia Moskva, I. Pr.

1. Le7! Hf2

1. 2072 2:f6 £h6 3. &f7 L2
4, Lgb +—

2. &:f6 ©g2[]3. hd g3 4. h5
g4 5. h6 &h5 6. £.g7 Lgb6 7.
&f8 L h7 8. Lf7T+—

615.
F. Bondarenko & A. Kakovin, 1954
Sahmaty v SSSR, IL. Pr

The positions of the Bishop and
Knight are difficult and it seems that
one of the them is lost. But with an in-
ventive White play the piece is saved.

1. LeT!

1. £.e57 He8 2. Hfd+ &f5 3. Hd3
N5 —+

1... Ee8

... ©f7 2. d4 Ee8 3. DfS! (3.
De6? Dd8 4. D:ds+ Le7 5. Db7
Dd7+ 6. &d2 Be5 —+) 3... Lgb 4.
Dha+ HhS 5. HF5 Lgd 6. De3+!
Lf3 7. Dd5! =

2. Dfa+ S5 3. Hd5 Xe5 4.

b4l &d4 5. ¥d2 Lc4 6. Hcé
&d57. DHbs+ =

616.

F. Bondarenko & A. Kakovin, 1957
Ukraina, L. Pr.

1. Le1+ ddd 2. 212+ Des 3.
£b7+ B4 4. £g3+ L5 5. Acs+
Lf6 6. Le5+ L:e57. &5 L:f5=
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617. 618.
F. Bondarenko & A. Kakovin, 1959 A. Kakovin, 1959
Romania -Ucraina Match, VI. Pr. Sahmaty (Riga), II. Pr.

1. a7 &d4 2. g3 £.a2 3. N5+
Le54. He3 £b1 5. H\g4+ Ld4 6.
Nnfe+—

The material balance does not mean
that White can make an easy draw; its
pieces are under threat to be caught.

1. ©d3 H)f2+ 2. Be3! . The Knight keeps under control the
important d5 and e4 squares. (See the
2. ©e2? &):h3 3. Hfs+ Le7 —+ 300 and 30! studies)

2... Hd1+ 3. Le2!
619.

—+
3. §d2? Hd5+ L. Kricheli, 1954
3... Ab2 Sahmaty v SSSR

3... D3+ 4. Ld3

4. He5 Eg2+ 5. ¥f1 E:h2 6.
Nf3 Bh1+ 7. Hg1

A8. Lg2

7...Eh2 8. 23 =

Positional draw.
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1. &d5 &Hd8

... 218 2. Lc4 £d6 (2... £:a3 3.
b5 £b4 4. b6 Dd8 5. Hb7 Ld6
6. b6 =) 3. ¥b5 A.c7 4. a6 LeT!
5. La7! (5. b7? Ld8 —+) 5... Ld6
6. Lb7 £.d8 7. Lc8 2b6 8. Lb7 L.c7
9. Fe8 dic6 =

2. 5!

2. Hcd? Le5 (2. Le5 3. b5
£c7) 3. &b5 £.c7 4. La6 L8 5. Ya7

£d8 6. a6 Hb8 7. b5 Fa7 —+; 2.
Fd6? £.18+ 3. d5 HeT —+

2...%c7
2... 8e53. b6 L£c7+4. HbT =

3. &¥b5 2c3 4. ¥c5 &b8 5.
b6 Le1 6. a6 Lc7 7. ¥b5
£d2 8. Hc5 £e3+ 9. ¥b5 2b6
10. a6 L:c6 =

620.
I. Kricheli, 1972
Problemista, I-IV. Mention

1. da+ &1
1... &dt 2. Enh7;
1...%d2 2. Hic5

2. Zf7+ &g2 3. Eg7+ &h3 4.
Eh7+ &g3 5. Hg7+ &h4 6. Zh7+
&g57. Eg7+

7. Eh1? &d1 8. Egl+ &hd 9. Eg4+
&h3 —+

7... &f5 8. Hf7+ &g5 9. Hg7+
&h6 10. Hg1 Hd1 11. Hg6+!
&h5

11... h7 12. Eg4; 11...
Des+ LfS 13. H)d3 =

12. Zg4! c1W 13. Hf6+ =
Perpetual check.

L:gb 12.

621.
R. Missien, 1954
Rinck’s Memorial, 1. Pr.

1. Ed5+ &c6 2. 213 Wha+

2. Wel+ 3. Hc2 Wh4a (3. Y+
4. Bd2+ W13 5. Dd4+) 4. da+ BT
5. Deb+ +—

3. &d3!

3. Lc4? Wes=;

3. Bc2 Wh7+ 4. Ll Whe+ 5.
Ldl Wh3 =

3... Wp2
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3. Wh7+ 4. Sed Wh3+ 5. Hed

3... Wh3 4. Hed +—;
3... Wat 4. Ye2! Wap 5. 2! +—

4. Le3! Wc1+ 5. Hf2! Hb7 6.
Hd1+ Hb8 7. Zd8+!

7. Bcl =
7...%c8 8 H:c8+ +—

622.
R. Missien, 1956
Tijdschrift KNSB, I. Pr.

@///
////@//
é’s//// ﬁ_/
/////
/// /
///

_
///////

e
+_
1. &d5 HeT7+

1... ©a7 2. Lc6 L:a6 3. Nes D6
4. &d6 +—

2. &c6 H:ab 3. HNd6 L b8

3... D\bd+ 4. Eb5 Da2 5. Hed
+_

4. b5 Lc8

4... Nba+ 5. L5 Hab+ 6. Lb6
Hba 7. H)e3 +—

5. ©@b6 £ b8 6. Ha7+ Ld8 7.
&b7 Nd7 8. Db #

\
\\
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623.
R. Missien, 1974
Schakend Nederland, II. Pr.

1. 13+ Ha7 2. Ec3 L6 (2...
£a4 3. Ec8 &h6 4. Eas+ +—; 2...
£2a23. Bc8 £h6 4. Ba8++-)3.Ec6
2b3 4. Xh10 £b4 4... £a3 5.
Ec3) 5. Ec1! £g8 (5... £a5 6. Eal
a6 7. Le2+ Lb6 8. Bbl) 6. Eg1
2e67 HEg7+ +—

624.
M. Perelmann, 1954
Sahmaty v SSSR




The basic idea of this study is 4. b5? Hb3 5. Lcl Lg7 6. Las
found in the 63 study of Troitski. & f57 BHps Sc3—+

y L .
Perelmann’s merit is that he realxze.da 4. 2e7 5. 416! £d6 6. L e5!
subtle play to attract the adverse King  _

to hl corner.

1. H\b4 h2 626.
1... ©d2 2. £g4 h2 3. DHf3++—; J. Biuzandian, 1975
1... 54 2. 213 &d2 3. 5Hd5 +— Armenia, Mention

2. Dea+ Ld4 3. HHg3 Le3 4.
£a6! L2 5. Hh1+ Lg1 6. Hd3
&:h1 7. Hif2+ &g1 8. Hh3+ L h1
9. &b5! He3 10. Lb7+ Hg2 11.
Lc6! De3 12. Lc5+ HNg2 13.
Ld5 De3+ 14. d4+ HNg2 15.
Led Hh4 16. Le3d+ HNg2+ 17.
&f3 Hha+ 18, f2+ Hg2 +-—

625.
J. Biuzandian, 1955
Armenia, I. Mention

1. Nd4 L2 2. b4 292 3. b5
£f1 4. b6 226 5. ¥b8 Fe3 6.
a7 £c87. Df5+ Lf3

7... 54 8. 5d6 d4 9. H:e8 d3 10.
b7 +-—

8. ¥a8! £a6 9. H b8! L f4

9... B2 10. ka7 £.c8 11. HHd6 d4
12. &):c8 d3 13. £)d6 +—;

9... Be2 10. La7 £.c8 11. H)Hd6 d4
12. &:c8 d3 13. 5)d6 d2 14, Hred +—

10. ¥a7 £.¢8 11. £Hd6 +—

An elegant study, of theoretical

importance. White is saved by a posi- The study, published as a result of

tional draw. combating an idea (side solution) of an-
1. ¥e6 £18 2. &d5 other’s theoretical positions of Vecsey
A3 Fcd Z.. (1934), is of theoretical interest.

2...&d23. ¥c4 Lc2 4. Lg7!
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627.
V. Voinov, 1955
Sahmaty v SSSR, II. Pr.

A famous stalemate position ex-
pressed, in this case, in an initial posi-
tion with a relatively small number of
pieces.

1. &f7+ ©h7 2. Ec2 e4 3. Ef2
£h6(A4...e3)4. Hf1 e35.H:f3e2
6. 2g3 e1®W 7. Hg7+ & h8 8. g8+
&h7 9. Eg7+ £:97 =

628.
Diez del Corral, 1955
Schach Echo, I11. Pr.

262

1. Wat+ (1. Ded+? La2 =) 1...
Lb4(l... b3 2. Whl+La3! 3.5\ cd+
Lad 4. Wa2+! Lbg 5. Wh2+ Lad 6.
Was+ +-) 2, Wph2+ (2. Whi+? Hes
3. Dad+ Ld6 4. W:b7 =) 2... Lc5 3.
DNag+ Ld6! (3... Lc6 4. We3+ Lds
5. Wd3+ Lc6 6. Weda+ Ld6 7. Wes+
+-) 4. We5+ (4. W:h7? =) 4... Lc6
5. Wcs5+ Ld7 6. Hb6+ Le8 7.
WebS+ Ld8 (7... L8 8. Nd7+! W.d7
9. Whg+ Weg 10. W7 +—) 8. Wde+
Le8 9. Web+ Ld8 10. Wgs+ Lc7
11. Had+ Ld6 12. Wg3+ L5
(12... &£d7 13. W7+ L8 14, Wrg+
Ld7 15. We7+ +—) 13. We3+ Ld6
(13... Lb5 14. Wb3+ +—) 14. Wes5+
&d7 15. We7+ +—

629.
D. Petrov, 1955
Sovetskii sahmatnyi etiud

1. Ee2!

1. Dcd? &d3 2. Bfs Bga+ 3. Higd
h:gd4 =

1... Bh1+ 2. &g3 &:b2 3.
L2e1+! He1 4. g2 &d1 5.
dd2+ L:e1 6. Zd4! +—



630.
D. Petrov, 1958
Cigorin’s Memorial, 1. Pr.

1.Ed8 a2! 2. £:a2 Ef4+ 3. Le3
Za4 4. £b3 Eb4 5. Ed4+! Z:d4 6.
£e7! +— For example: 6... Zf4 7.
26 $g38. 2d6. +—

631.
A. Hildebrand, 1946
Tidskrift fér Schack, I. Pr.

The struggle between the light
pieces in this study lead to a known

endgame position, where Black Bishop
will be, inevitably, lost.

1. De3+ Hb3 2. Hf5 416 3.
298 Yad 4. £:f7 £d8+ 5. Lab
£:a56. 2e8+ Yb4 7. De7 &7

7... 2d8 8. Dc6+
8. Nd5+ +—

632.
A. Hildebrand, 1955
Skakbladet

)
% _

2

‘/%// A%
o
/ .

/
///

White winning in this drawish
position with opposite colors Bishops
seems incredible. Black should make
only one move with his Bishop to
draw. Unlucky, black fails to make any
move with it!

1. £d7+! Lc7 2. £:e6 Lcb

A3... Lc5

3. 2d7+! c7 4. £b5 Lc8

4...e55 2a6ed4 6. b7 e3 7. Rab
e

5. 2a6+%c76. 2b7e57. 2ab6
e4 8. £b7 e39. £a6 +—
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633.
A. Hildebrand, 1963
Schackbulletinen, I. Pr.

1. Ef21 (1. b5? g2+ 2. He2 gl 3.
Zf1 3+ 4. Yel g2 —+) 1... g:f2[]
(1... f32. E:f3 g2+ 3. Ye2+—; 1... e4
2. E:f4 +—)2. b5 e4 3. b6 €3 4. b7
f3 5. b8X! +— (5. b8 €2+ 6. W:f2
elW+ 7. el f2+ 8. &:f2 =)

634.

J. Lazar, 1956
San Paulo, II. Pr.

264

In a simple Rooks ending, unpre-
dictable occur stalemate and pawn
promotions in weaker pieces motifs.

1. 2Eh7+ a8 2. Eg7 £g2 3. h7
h2 4. h8&%

4. h8W h1W 5, Wrh1 =

4...h1¥ 5 H:h1Xh2! 6. Egg1!
+_

6. Ehgl? Ehl =

635.

J. Lazar, 1976
Magyar Sakkelet, Mention

In this study White succeeds to
build an ingenious fortress.

1. f7+ 18 2. 26 W2 3. 2d8
Wg3 4. &f6 Wf2 5. £d8 Lg7 6.
Lf6+! W:f6 7. faW+ L:f8

7. W8 8. He6+
8. Hh7+ =



636.

R. Voia, 1949
Bucuresti, I. Pr.

1. Det

1. &c7? Ec2+

1... £d1 2. Dc2 Ed2 3. La8
H:c2 4. b8YW Ha2+ 5. Wa7T! (5.
Lb7? Eb2+ 6. 7 E:b8 7. &:b8 & f5
=)5... H:a7+ 6. &:a7 +-—

637.
R. Voia, 1950
Revista de Sah, I. Pr.

White’s free Pawns are not easily
to stop. The more so to find a way to
salvation.

1. Ye3

Al... gh2 2. Hd3 &c2 3. Hf2

1... c3! 2. Da2+!

2. 5d3? g2; 2. Hd5+? L4

2... &b3 3. Nec1+ Lc2 4. Hd3
f2

4...g25 Del+;4... gh2 5. &Hf2

5. f\:f2 g2 6. Hh3! £:h3 7.
$f2 £d2 8. &gl =

638.

R. Voia & V. Nestorescu, 1951
Revista de Sah, I-11. Pr.

///
/m//////
//////@
///%///
////@///
///@/////g//
////

+_

1. &d5!

1. g4? Pc4 2. g5 DS+ 3. Bes
Dd7+ 4. LS D8 5. Hgd HdS 6.
Hfe+ &d6 7. O h7 Deb =

1. DF7? &ie5+ 2. LfS d4 3. g4
&d5 4. g5 Deb =

1... &d3 2. g4

2. D5 GNd8 3. Fes D7+ 4. Lf6
Le4d 5. Dgl3+ el =
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2... Le3 3. g5 ¥f4 4. g6 2 d6! 640.
5. &:d6 R. Voia, 1957
5.87 De8= Tijdschrift KNSB

5... g5 6. g7 Lf6 7. L f5! +—
7. g8 = :

7. g88? =;
7. g82.2 g7 =

639.

R. Voia, 1959
Bulletin ouvrier des echecs, II. Pr.

1. Ded (1. De2? 22 F)1... h2
2. g3 £.d6 3. HHh1 Lb6 4. L7
Lc55. Heb £c7 (5... Ld4 6. L:d6
Led 7. PcsS L3 8. Ldd4 Lg2 9. De3
&:h1 10. £12) 6. Lf5 Ld4 7. L g4
(7. Df2 £.g3 8. 0hl Le3 9. bgd £¢7
10. ¥h3) 7... Le3 8. ¥h3 Lf3 9.
Ng3 £:93 =

641.

0 E. Kvezereli, 1957
1. e6 21d4 Sahmaty v SSSR

... Dba+ 2. Hb5 Hd5 3. Lo
DNeT+ 4. 2d6 D8+ 5. Ld7 Hib6+ 6.
Fd8 +—

2. e7 Ye6 3. Lb5!

3. Bb6? DT 4. LS 4 =

3... f4 4. c4 Ng7 5. Ld3!
b2 6. £f3 Lb3 7. Yed Lc4 8.
Le5Lc59. £h51310. £:f3 He8
1. £d1 Hg7?

... 57 12. 2ad +—
12. £h5 +—

(correction)

266



In this interesting study with sym-
metrical movement of the Rook and
Bishops, Black’s play is based on stale-
mates which occur due the binding of
Bishop. White avoids these stalemates
and wins the Bishop.

1. Hf4!

1. E:h8? =

1... £g7 2. Hg4 £18! 3. Eed!

3. B:g87=

3... 2f7 4. Hf4 £.e8! 5. Hc4
2d76.Hd4 +—

A bit of history concerning this
study: the initial position of the White
Rook was on g4, the Black Bishop was
on h7 and the solution was 1. Eh4
£.g8? 2. Hf4! etc. But after 1... £e5
2. Zh7 £d4 3. La6 £.g7 the known
drawish position from 438 study of A.
Mouterde is achieved. Therefore the
cancellation of the first move corrects
the study.

642.
I. Kopelomiaki, 1959
Tidskrift fér Schack

The same material as in the 641
study, however, not only the same
material but also the same idea. It is
worthwhile to pursue, in this case too,
the development of this idea.

1. Eb4 £a2 2. Ea4 £2b1 3.
Ec4!

3. E:al?=

3... 2b2 4. Eb4 £.c115. Hd4

5. 8:b1? =

5...£c26. Hc4 £d1!7. Eed!

7. Becl? =

7...2d28. Ed4 £2e1+9. el
&g2 10. Ed2+ &h3 11. E:h2+
+_

In this study the dynamic of the

play was increased, which leaded to an
increased number of maneuvers.

643.
I. Kopelomiaki, 1962
Schach Echo, I1I-1V Mention

1.¢6 &b8

... 8e5 2. d7 &8+ 3. He7
DNg6+ 4. Xd7 =

2. %d8
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2. Bd7? Hf6+ 3. Ld6 Hed+ 4.
Fd5 Hc3+ 5. Led LesS —+

2... 26+ 3. Ld7 HHfs+ 4. Vel
2g75. LeT!

5. %f7? £h6 —+

5... &h7

5...2h6 6. &f7 =

6. &d8! &f6+ 7. d7 £ f8+ 8.
Le8 £g79. Le7!l =

Positional draw.

644.
I. Kopelomiaki, 1960
Schakend Nederland

/%/% /%

_
2 Y
47 s

1. &c5! b3 2. ¥b4 b2 3. a3
b1K!

3...b1¥W =

4. £a2 Zh1 5. a3
5. &b3

5... Eh6 6. & b3!

6. &b4? —+ E:b6

6...Ec67.&a3! E:b6 8. ¥h40
&c7 9. b8W+ &:b8 10. £.g2 Lc7
1. £f1 =
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645.
1. Kopelomiaki, 1961
Szachy, I11. Mentioun.

///a@
/////
//4///
/////%//
%/E////
"""" /@ //

W

\
&

\\
\

\

2/?//

x

'l

1. Ed8+!

1. Ed1? Hg3 2. Ed8+ g7 3. Edi
Hf1 4, Ed7+ &6 5. Ed6+ L5 6.
Hds5+ fa —+

1...&g72. Ed7+! &h6

2... &fe 3. BEdl! Dg3 4. Hd2!
Df1+ 5. Le2 =

3. Zd6+! & h5 4. Ed1!

4, Ed5+? &h4 5. Edl Dg3 6. Lbl
OHf1 7. 2d8 He3! —+

4... Hg3 5. Lb1! Hf1 6. Ed8
9Hg3

6... 2)e3 7. Bh8+ &g4 8. Eg8+ =

7.8d1=

Positional draw. A special study,
sprinkled with mutual subtleties.



646.
I. Kopelomiaki, 1967
Problem, II. Pr.

1. De4d

1. Db3? &f3+ 2. Ll Lbd—+;

1. 112 832 2. Hed 203+ 3. Le2
Lga+4.Hd3e2 5. 4)c3+Ebd 6. 5):e2
215 # (498 study-G. Lommer)

1... D3+ 2. 1 £b7 3. Hc3+

3. Dd6+? c6 4. H):bT7 e:d2 —+

3... &b4 4. Fe2 e:d2 5. Hb1
£a6+ 6. &d1 £d3 7. H:d2 Hh2!
8. Ye1 &c3 9. &d1 b2 10.
o f3!

10. Yel? B2 —+
10... D:f3=

This mate is found in the 498 study
of H. M. Lommer.

647.
J. Munoz, 1947
Mision, I. Pr.

1. £h4!
1. £b8? Ye2 2. £a7 Ng3+ —+
1...&g2

A2...5g3;1... 5)d6 2. Lg6! Lg2
3. fel &fl1 4. £h4 Le2 5. 2g3 =

2. Le15d6
2... )2 3. £aS! Higd 4. b6 =
3. & gé!

3. &:h6? &l 4. La5 Le2 5. 2b6
N5+ 6. Lgs He3 —+

3... &1 4. £hd Le2

4...h55. Bgs! Le2 6. Lgb!
5. 293 h56. £h4 =

A subtle study, of theoretical im-
portance.
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648. 1. He5 el 2. Nca+

J. Munoz, 1950 2. 9 f3? g2—+

La Nacion 2...&d4

2... b4 3. Db2;

2...&d3 3. Hes+

3. Ha3 &:d5 4. D\c2 Led

4... 825 %e3+ Ded 6. 5):g2

5. el Le3 6. Lc2 Lf2 7.
Ld2 &f18. Nc2 g2 9. Ne3+ Lf2
10. D:g2 =

650.
O. Karlson, 1970
Ajedrez, I1. Pr.

1. Db3+ a4 (1... Lba+2. D:al
d2 3. Hc2+) 2. Hes5+! a3 (2.
Lbd+ 3. £:al d2 4. £c3+ L3 5.
Ded+=;2... b5+ 3. L:al d24. Ded
=)3. £:a1d24. £b2+ La25. HNed
(5. Dad) =

649.
]J. Munoz, 1953
LItalia Scacchistica, III. Pr.

1.¢c7 Da4 2. L ed+ 53 3. L b5
Hc1 4. &2c6! Ec5+ 5. a6 H:c6+
6. b7 Eb6+ 7. a7 Ec6 8. b7
He59.c8W N5+ 10. b8 Hed7+
11. a7 HEgb

11... Eic8 =

12. Wgs

12. Wag+? &f2 13. Weg Hg3 —+

12...H:g8 =

It’s interesting here the play after
the Pawn’s promotion.
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651

O. Carlson & J. Munoz, 1974
Themes-64, I1. Pr.

1. b7

1. fed+? dgl 2. b7 Ef8 3. &5
Eb8 4. £.c8 b3 —+

1... Ef8 2. £15 Zb8 3. L e4+

3. ©f4? Pgl 4. Led 5Ib3 5. Pes
Hdg 6. Pe6 Hc5+ 7. He7 Ed7+ 8.
Le8 Hg79. &8 Hc7 —+

3... @91 4. &5 H\b3 5. Leb!
HNes5+ 6. Ld6 Ha6 7. Lc6 Eh8

7... Ef8 8. b6 Ef6+ 9. a7 &)cs
10. £d3 Ef7 11. £a6 Ef6 12. 2c4 =

8. ¥ b6 H\b8 9. Fc7 Hf2 10.
215 Le3 11. £¢8 Hab+ 12. L b6
Zh6+ 13. a7 =

652.

G. Kuznetsov & B. Saharov, 1957
KFS Contest, I. Mention

1. a8 +!

1. a8%? Wha+ 2, Lc2 £:h2 —+
1... W:a8 2. Wf2+!

2. Weol+? La6 3. Wel+ bs

2... Lab6 3. Wfe+! 2 b6

3...b6 4. Wal+ Hb7 5. Whi+ Hbs
6. Whe+ Fa7 7. Wal+ =

4. W1+ Ha7 5. Wa1+ Lbs 6.
Whe+ La77. Wa1+ =

In this study a perpetual check is
reached on the coverage thematic back-
ground of Grimshou: the Bishop cov-
ered the Pawn movement in one vari-
ant and the Pawn covered the Bishop
movement in the other variant.
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653. 1. £h3+!

G. Kuznetsov & B. Saharov, 1958 1. £g3?7 Wd1 2. gl W3 —+

Sahmaty v SSSR, VI. Mention 1...Hdé

... &f7 2. g3 Wdl+ 3. &h2
We2+ 4. £g2 =

2.c7!

2. 8027 Whe+ 3. gl Wal 4. B2
a5 —+

2... Wag+ 3. &h2 d:c7 4.
2a5+ $d6 5. £bd+ Le56. Lc3+
$f47. £d2+==

Perpetual check.

655.

G. Kuznetsov & B. Saharov, 1960
FIDE Contest, III. Pr.

1. £ g2+ &:g92 2. Hha+ L g1 3.
We1+ W1 4. Wg3+ Yh1 5. Wq7!
(Zugzwang) 5... W2 6. Wa1+ Wg1
7. Wag+ +—

All the secret in this study is the
move 5. Wg7! which leads to a mutual
zugzwang.

654.
G. Kuznetsov & B. Saharov, 1967
Nauka i zhyzni

1. 5ed

1. ©¢3? &b5 2. De6 Ecd+ 3. &d3
E:b4 =

1... a3

1... g4 2. @c3 Eied 3. bS! Ee8 4.
b6! a5 5. b7 Eb8 6. Lcd La6 7. Fc5
Eb78 Eal #

2. Nd2 E:b4 3. Dca+ La4 4.
Za1+ &b5

4... Hb3 5. Za3 #
= 5. Ba5#
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656.

N. Kralin, 1973
Komunisti, V-VI. Mention

Against such strong Pawns a de-
termined struggle must be conducted,
because apart from 1... £h5+ there
exists also the 1... £b3+ threat.

1. Eh2+ & b1

1... ®a3 2. He2 £h53. g4 £.:g4 4.
Lel die2=(4... L2 =)

2. He2! 2 h5

2... 8b3+ 3. Fel Fcl 4. Xie3 d2+
5. %2 =

3.g42:944.Ye1&c15.H:e3
d2+ 6. Lf1!

6. X122 AN+ —+
6...%c27. Ze1 &bh28. &f2=

657.
N. Kralin, 1974
Sahmaty v SSSR, VI. Mention

1.¢c7 e1D+ (1... elW 2. c8W o)
2. ¥c4 (2. &d4) 2... 294 3. Lb5
(3. &c5) 3... Ad3 4. b6 Hebd
5. b7 Hc4a 6. c8N! = (6. c8Y?
Dd6+ —+)

The dualism from the second and
third move is certainly unpleasant, but
allowed.

658.
N. Kralin, 1977
Put k komunizmu, Mention. -

Y % % Y
0. 7. 7 7
// 7 7
7, 7 2
A% A% //%
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1. e7 £h3! 2. £d8 Hc6+ 3.
Fe8 Nd4

3... eSS 4. B8 HHT+ 5. Lel =

4. £d8 Heb+ 5. Ld7 HgT+ 6.
&Hd8 Lf7 7. e8W+ H:e8 =

Elegant, but not new.
659.

N. Kralin & A. G. Kuznetsov, 1977
Vechernii Leningrad, I. Pr.

2
7

/O%

% P

<z
v

+_

The fact that both Knights are un-
der attack determines White to look
for a forced win.

1. Ded+ L d5!

1...%d4 2. a4

2. Nca! L:c4 3. Hd2+ Fc3 4.
9:b3 &:b3 5. 0-0-0 a2 6. Ed3+
&c4 7. Ea3 +—
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660.

N. Kralin & A. G. Kuznetsov, 1980
Ol. Moskva Contest, I. Pr.

White pawns are very strong, but
he must have forbearance.

1. e6 Ed300 2. £.¢5! (2. e7? Ee3
3. 9h2 &2 4. f4 L35 5 Lgd 6.
f6 He2+ 7. Lhl g3 8. e8YW H:e8 9.
Sd6+Lf310.f7Ea8=)2... h2(2...
Le23.e7 £:f3+ 4. &h2 +—) 3. &:h2
Z:f3 4. e7 1! 5. £g1! Ha3 6.
e8W (6... Eh3 7. &h3) +—

661.

N. Kralin & A. G. Kuznetsov, 1982

O. Duras Memorial, V. Mention.




1. Ec6+! (1. Za3+? £a5+ 2. &cb
d2 3. Hal e3) 1... La7! (1... &bs 2.
fied4 d2 3. Eb6+ Ecd 4. Ebl =) 2. f:e4
293+ 3. e5 £.:e5+ (3... d2 4. Ec5)
4. Lc8 d2 5. Zh6! (5. Eg6? 2.4d4))
5...d1%W (5... 2h2 6. Eh7+ b6 7.
Ed7-=)6. Eab+ &:a6 =

It is obvious that this is the same
660 study but with opposite colors, in
which the roles was switched too.

662.
A. Kuznetsov & B. Ryvkin, 1983
FKS Contest, I-11. Pr.

0, 08

W ki
i @/ 0

l... 2=

1... 2e2+ 2. ¥h4 a1W

2... alE 3. &cl+ Hicl 4. g8
Hhi+ 5. g3 Hgl+ 6. 2 Hipg8=

3. £c1+W:c1 4. g8Y Wh1+ 5.
&g5 Wg2+ 6. ©he W:g8 =

Unfortunately this study has a pre-
decessor — the 663 study of L. Frankl,
who, it seems, was not known by the
contest’ referees.

663.
J. Frankl, 1947
Sachove umeni, IIL, Pr.

1. a4 h2 2. £ h3 &:e2 3. b7
h1%

3... h1E 4. DHgl+ E:gl 5. bs¥W
Eal+ 6. b3 Bbl+ 7. c2 E:b8 =

4. Dg1+ W:g1 5. b8W Wa1+ 6.
L b5 Wh2+ 7. La6 W:bg =

664.
E. Pekkover, 1959
Problem, 1. Pr.
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1. &d8 Ed6+ 2. Le7 Ecb 3. 666.
& d7 Eh6! 4. £16!! £b1! E. Pekkover, 1959
4.  E:A6 5. c8YW Le6+ 6. LeT= Szachy, I. Mention
5. &e6 Eh5 6. £.g5!! Zh8 7.
£d8 Hhs! 8. £g5!11 =

Positional draw. Such elegant stud-
ies always provide great satisfaction.

665.
E. Pekkover, 1958
Szachy, I-11. Pr.

1. £b3 (1. &e2? Ebl —+) 1...
gb1 2. £¢2 Nd5 (2... DS 3. Le2;
2... Dc6 3. Be2) 3. e2 d1W+ 4.
£:d1 Hc3+ 5. d2 H:d1 6. Lc2
Bb5 6... Hal 7. &cl) 7. £¢1 Hd5
8.2d2=

667.

V. Pachman, 1960
FIDE Contest, II. Pr.

1. €6 L7 2. e7 Efg+ 3. Le8
gda

3... Ef3 4. Bcl+ &d6 (4... £b6)
5. Hd8+—

4, f7! Efa+ 5. Leb Heq+ 6.
Lfe Zf4+

6...EBe37. &:d3

7. %ve5 Hf3

7... Bf28 H:d3

8. Yeq Hf2 9. &:d3!

9. Z:d3? Ee2+ 10. Ze3 E:e3+ 11.
&:e3 Ld7=

9... £d7 10. e3+ +—

A ver® interesting Rooks study.
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For 1. ®al+? and 1. ©a3+? — see
the comments on the 7*" move.

1... a4 2. 2d1+ (2. &d7+?
&as) 2... a5 (2... Zc2+ 3. Ib2)
3. £d2+ La6 (3... Ec3 4. Eb3)4.
Le2+&a7@d...Zca45 Zb4)5. L3
(A6. Zb5) 5... La8 6. £f3+ H8c6
6... &a7 7. £b5) 7. Eb6!

Now we can see that 1. &a3? is
wrong because it follows 7... Ec3 with
draw. If 1. %al? it follows 7... a5 8.
&b2 Eb5 9. Eb5 with stalemate. 7.
@es5 =

7... Ha5+ [7... Ec2+ 8. &bl
+— (8. &al +-) ] 8. £b3! Eb5+
9. Lad4! (9. Z:b5 =) 9... Eb:b6 10.
2:b6 Lb7 11. Lb5 +-

668.
E. Pekkover, 1966

1. g5 E:e5 (1...
3. €7 Ef5+ 4. &e8 £d6 5. Ld8 Eas
6. 8N\ +) 2. g6 Ld7 3. g7 Ef5+ 4.
L g8 Le7 5. Lh7 Lf6 6. g8+ =

A known way of rescue by trans-
forming the Pawn in Knight, presented
in two “echo-variants®.

Hga 2. e6 g5

669.

V. Pachman, 1961
Havel’s Memorial, I. Pr.

\\I
D
M

7
7

7
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\\
@
x

§ \
\\\\\\
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N\\\\
N\
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\\x\
SN

7

The initial position is not predict-
ing subtleties — everything seems easy.
By mate threats the White King ap-
proaches to the enemy pawns, stops
them and gets a draw. In fact, finding
the saving anchor requires a very pre-
cise game.

1. Zf1 c3 2. Zh1+!

2. &f7? Lh6 3. L6 Lhs 4. LfS
&h4 5. L4 Lh3 6. Pe3 20 —+

2... g6 3. Hg1+ & h5 4. &f5
Ph4 5. £f4 £h3 6. Le3 Lh2 7.
M

7. Eal1? &g2 Zugzwang

7...%g2

7... %g3 8. Egl+! &h3 9. Eni+!

8. Ha1!

8. Ed1? ¢2 9. &:d2 c:d1¥+ 10.
L:dl e3 11. L2 &fl 12. Ld3 &f2
—+

8... ¥h29. Ef1! =

Zugzwang.
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670.
V. Pachman, 1971
Themes-64, I. Mention.

Is not easy at all to play against the
future Queen. Salvation comes from a
perpetual mate threat.

1. DcT7+ Lb8 2. Hd5! b1+
3. Lh6! (A4 N6 & 5. 4)cT#) 3...
La7 4. £c¢8! (A5. Deb& 6. DcTH)
4... b8 5. Lab6! =

Positional draw.

671.
O. Weinberger, 1960
Ol. Leipzig Contest, II. Mention.

278

1. f7 £d6 2. g2 &:a2 3. L3
b3 4. Led4 Lcd

4...g65 LdS £bd 6. Le6 Lca 7.
Lfe Lds 8. L:g6 Leb 9. g7 Lf5
10. g6 g5 11. Lh7+—

5. &5 Ld56. g6 £f87. L h7
Leb6 8. Lg8 Le7 9. g6O +—

Zugzwang.

672.
H. Chellstrem, 1961
Finland-Sveden Match, II. Mention

The Ne 1 enemy of White is the
Pawn. For this reason it is constantly
attacked. When the Pawn is promoted
in Knight the bad Black’s pieces posi-
tion is revealed.

1. Deb6 g6 2. 7)f8 g5 3. Hh7 g4
4. 5)f6 g3 5. H)h5 g2 6. 5 4 g15)

6... gl 7. De2+

7. a3 &b1 8. Hd5 He2 9.
b4 =



673. Bishop, who fails to get into the play.

V. Iangolenko, 1963 This allows white to save himself.
Molodaia gvardia, II. Pr. 1. £ b5!
1. £a6? Ha2+ 2. b3 Habd 3.
_____ ) b7 4
1. 2h5? Hel 2. £d2 Ded3 3. £.g6
f //// /// // o |
/ / 1... Da3
/ // / // 1. Dal 2. &4 D2 3. Gb2=
/ // / N / 2. 226!
4 / // A3. §b2 o
s 4y 7 . 2... DHa2+ 3. ¥ bh3!
//%/ A //% _ 3.&b27 &)c2! 4. £b7 Aicb4 5. Led

@/% ...... 7

L2 6. 2bl 2e5+ 7 Hb3 Hc3
3...50c214. b7 Hcbd 5. L.e4d

1. De3 d1¥+ 2. H:d1 c2 3. w4 6. Lb1
N3l Le5 (3. cl¥W+ 4. Dbl+ Lad 675.
5. Z:b8 =) 4. Ea8+ & b3 5. Za3+! Zoltan, 1965
cd /5... L:a3 =) 6. b2 d3 7. Magyar Sakkelet, Mention.
Hat! £:c3+8. Yc1 4:a1=
674.

G. Antonov, 1964
Themes-64, 1. Pr

////
/////%//
///////
o g
R En
/@//@
%m/%/

\\

1. &b2!
/ """ 1. ©:227 9):ic3+ 2. @a3 2e5! —+
1... D:e3
- ... 2:c3+ 2. &a2 =
The biggest disadvantage in black 2. £h2! £d3 3. 2b8! Lc4 4.

position is the poor position of the £h2! =
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676.

G. Stenicka, 1966
Iseneger’'s Memorial, II. Pr.

1. Dd2 (1. Hd6? Egay 1... Efs+
(1... Eg4 2. g5t Egl+ 3. 212 Eeel
4. \df3+ Lhi 5. Ded) 2. D2 Hefd
3.nded K:e4 4. £.a3 Eff4 5. &.¢5!
(5. £d6? Lg3 6. 2.7 Ecd) 5... g3
6. 2d60 Ed4 7. 2e5! Eb4 8. Le1
Eb1+ 9. Hd1 =

677.

B. Baday, 1956
Tijdschrift KNSB, I. Pr.

280

1. L£e1 2e3+2.&h5d3
A3...d2

3.Dc4d2 4. H\:d2 £§4 5. Hd5
5.89eb6

5... £g3 6. Hf1! L:e1 7. HHf4

678.
J. van Dejk, 1967
Scandinavia Ch. VI. Pr.

1. Hd4

1. 34?7 &d7 2. Led e5 3. L:es
L6 4. Bed D2 5.4 d3 Hal3 =

1. of7

1...e62. &:e6 Dg2 3. LfS L7 4.
N2 Dha+ 5. Bgs +—;

1. g2 2. 9 f3 L7 3. Led €5 4.
&f1+-

2. Ye4 e5 3. Y:e5 Ng2 4.
£ h5+!

4. NF5? Lg6 5. 213 Del 6. Led
Lg5 7. De3 Lh4a 8. L4 Lh3 9. Hf1
g2+ 10. g5 £3h4 11. h5 HHf3 12,
£:f3=

4... &g7 5. H)f5+ Th7 6. £f3
Nel 7. Le4 g6 8. Lf4 L6 9.
&g3+—



679.
K. Feiter, 1975
Kivi Contest, Mention

1. £h6+? g6 2. Ed6+ Efe —+

1... &:f6 2. Ed6+ &5 3. Hab
Hg7+ 4. ¥h3!

4. Hh1?5)£3 5. Eas+ Lgd 6. Had+
Hg3 —+;

4. 2?7 Ded+ 5. e3 N3 —+

4... 511 5. H:a2 Eh7+ 6. g2
Eh2+7. &3 B:a2=

681.
P. Perkonoia, 1961
Finland-Sveden Match, 1. Pr.

1. &b5 a3 (... Zg6 2. &dl
216 3. 2.4 b3 4. £2d7 L3 5. Lc6
=)2. £.c2Hg23. 2d3 Ed2 4. £f1!
(4. £c4? Eb2+ 5. Lab6 Lbd —+) 4...
&b2+ 5. a6 a4 (5... Ef2 6. 2h3
Ef67. &b5)6. £h3 b5 7. £d7 =

680.
A. Bondarev, 1967
Buletin CSK, I. Pr.

1. £b1+ &3 2. 2a5+

2. £.:f5?7 Sc6! 3. La2 Hb4+ 4.
Fal Eel+ 5. 2b1 Hb3 —+

2...%ca 3. 2:55\c6 4. £dT!

4. 2b6? Ea8+ 5. &b2 Zbs;

4. 2cT26)d4 5. £.g6 DS+ 6. Dad
Zag+ 7. £a5 H\c3+;

4. £427 Be2 5. &.cl Hd4 6. 247
He7 7. £c8 Ha7+ 8. b2 Eag 9. £d7
_ Eb8+ 10. a2 B3 —+

1. 2f6+! 4... Ze3+ 5. Yaq He2
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N6... Ea2 #
6. ¥a3 H:a57. Ab5+! H:b5=

682,
P. Perkonoia, 1962
Kansan Uutiset

o, /
’, . . %
% %,%//
0, ///;%g
K

’
D,

o
WA
=l 27

+—

1. f6 £g6 2. Hg7+ Lhé 3.
Z\eb!

3. Eh3+? &gs 4. Deb+ Lgd 5.
Eh6 £.c3+ 6. He2 LS =

3... £:6 4. Zh3+ £h5 5. H)\f4
&g5 6. 9):h5 Lgd 7. Eh2!

7. Eh1? £h4+ 8. He2 &:h5 9. Lf3
g5 10. Eh2 el =

7... 2h4+ 8. e2 &:h59. Lf3
& g5 10. Eh10 &h5 11. 4 +—

A known idea of catching the
Bishop, elegantly and beautifully ex-
pressed with a mutual zugzwang.
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683.
P. Perkonoia, 1968
Concurs T Tapionlin, . Pr.

/ / / e
% / % /
% / % ,,,,,
3 /@// //&
/A/////// _
%/%}//
/ / %

1. De?! &h7 2. Hf5 Hg8 3.
& de!

3. 2d2? &h8! (3... Dh7? 4. Lc3)
4. \d6 &h7 5. D7 Lg8 6. Zes5 Lh7
7. S g4 Lh8 8. Nf6 c3+ 9. i3 d2
10. &:d2 =

3...&h7

3... &h8 4. Hc4d Hh7 5. B4
L:h6 6. Lg4 +—

4. D71 & g8 5. Nes! ¥h7

5... ¥h8 6. D4

6. Hg4! L h8!

6... g8 7. D6+ LHh8 8. h7 Lg7
9. &d2 Hh8 10. Lc3 &g7 11. h8W+
F:h8 12. h6 d2 13. &:d2 c3+ 14. Fcl!
+_

7. ©d2 &h7 8. Lc3! &g8 9.
Hfe+ ©h8 10. h7 g7 11. h8W+
&:h8 12. h6 d2 13. &:d2 c3+ 14.
L1l c215. Hgs +—

The study has several common fea-
tures with the 142 study of V. & M.
Platov.



684. 1. b5 D3
P. Perkonoia, 1969
Stella Polaris, II. Pr.

1... 208+ 2. Fa8
2. b6 He5

2... 8013 La8 £:b6 =

3. b7+ &d7 4. b8%H+ Hc8 5.
& a8

5.89a6? g1+ 6. La8 Hca 7. b4
Nb6+ 8. a7 Hd5+ 9. La8 AT #

5... £g16. Dcé! =

686.
J. Roykroft, 1954
New Statesman, II. Pr.

1. 213 (1. gdz_? 2242 L1352

.. 7
. Le3 & . Bd4 - /
Zjbz ; @kﬁz 4_@.a4d?s. @f23+é)301|1+ O / / // &
4. £d4 £b3 5. £g2! La2 6. L3 // // //m/
Ab2 6... Hf2 7. L3 £bl 8. Ldd / / /
Ga29 we3) 7. khS| weT 8. &8 |, » / ’
&d6 9. £d1! (Idea 10. £c2) 9... %7 %/%7//%/ /
o= a AL
: D »
J. Rog:(;&g;BGO 7 //i 7 % 7 %
+_

1. Df4+ & g7 2. 9:g6 D5+ 3.
&d5 &:h7 4. £c2 Nb7

4... a6 5. Ld6 b4 6. bl Lg7
7. S5 L8 8. HHd7+ Ke8 9. Hc5
Ld8 10. &5 Le8 11. De6 LfT 12.
Abl 16 13. D7 Lgs 14, Ec5

5. De5+ g7 6. Hcb Hf7 7.

£a4 &f8 8. &b5 ¥Le8 9. Ha5+
+_
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688
E. Pogosiants, 1996
Sahmatnaia Moskva, I. Pr.
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£d72. Hgs +-
2. £g2 £f1! 3. £:f1 g2 4.

1. £f1 L b5!

1...

2)f6?) 2. d6

1. &h2? &g7! (1.
&6 3. Lh3 Le6 4. Yha &:d6 5. g5

1. d6!
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689
E. Pogosiants, 1962
Moskva Ch. L. Pr.

h &
4 D
< o~
z
5 &
5 5
5 O
7M@
28 &
sl
z_m,5
2

De6

5... %h6 6. £d1! &g7 7. c2

7. el

7... &h6 8. ¥ b2!

8. b3? Hied 9. d7 Hie5+ 10. X4

9:d7

&g7 9. a3l Lhe 10.

8...
& b4l +—

10. Lad? Hied +—

White’s plan to bring his King on

the Queen side was ingenious, espe-

cially since it was exposed at each step,

to the danger of the enemy Knight.
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1. b6+ a6 2. b7 Zc5+ 3. ¥ b8
Eh5 4. ©a8 Zh8+ 5. b8X! +—

5. b8¥? Ed8! 6. W.d8= (6. b4
Eb8+ 7 £:b8=)

A known idea of promotion to Rook
of the Pawn, expressed through black
counter-play, based on two stalemates.

690.
E. Pogosiants, 1964
Sahmatnaia Moskva, I. Pr.

1. &f6 &¥h6 2. d6 Hes8+ 3.
2:e8 e3 4. dT!

4, Ab57e2 5. Le2=

4...e25.d8D e1

5...el) 6. Dc6 N3 7. e A 8.
Dg8#

6. 2\ f7+ L h57. DeS5+ L hd

7... Bh6 8. g4 #

8. Df3+ +—

691.

E. Pogosiants, 1965
Sahmatnaia Moskva, I. Pr.

%/
Z

1. &f3!

1. £g3?7 £d4 2. £a5+ He2 —+
1... £g2+!
1... 2e2+ 2. Led (2. Lg3? 244

3. fast Bed 4. bc7 Bd3 —+) 2...
£d3+3. &3 =

2. &:g2 Le3 3. g3 £d2
3... Lel+ 4. bgd &d2 5. Afa+

©e2 6. £b5+ el 7. £g3+ Fdl 8.
2a4=

4. £f4+ be2 5. 213+ Le1 6.
£2d6 c1¥ 7. Lg2!

A8 L3 #

7... 2h6 8. £b4+ £d29. £.de6!

Positional draw.
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692.
E. Pogosiants, 1967
Armenia, V. Pr.

///
//
g/ﬁ/

1. Ef1 &d4! 2. Hge! E:g6 3.

Z:f5 2 h7 4. Zf2! e3 5. Zh2!
5. Eb2? Ea6+ 6. el Eal+ —+
5...Eh6+ 6. a1 E:h2=

693.

E. Pogosiants & V. Iakimchik, 1970
Sahmaty-Riga, III. Pr.

///
g Ey
%%///

/%%/@
%@@%

) sy Ka

%% 2, 7
/////%/@/

1. b7 H g5+ 2. L g8s!

&

\

2. &h8? E:d3 3. b8¥W Ed8+ 4.

Lg7 De6+ —+

286

2... Heb+ 3. £g6+ K:g6+ 4.
&h8 Eh6+ 5. & g8 Hg6+ 6. L h8
26 7. b8 Efg+ 8. L h7 H:b8 =

694.
E. Pogosiants, 1974
Molodoi leninets, II. Pr.

1. &f2 &d7 2. Da7

2. b6+? Lc6 3. E:b4 Lgl+ =

2... 291+ 3. &:e2 Hc7 4. Ha5
& b7 5. Hb5 &b6 6. Ha1 2¢57.
a7 b3 8. HNc8+ b7 9. Eas5 b2
10. Eb5+ &:c8 11. H:c5+ +—

695.
E. Pogosiants, 1976
Molodoi leninets, II III. Pr.

///@
////
////
//%WW
/4//
5 Ry

2 7

\\\




1. Yed

1. De2? f.ga+; 1. L2? £hd+

1... 292+ 2. &5 £h4 3. Ed1
Hc2 4. Eg1 He3+ 5. Lf4 LeT!

5... 8126 Hig2+ g2+ 7. Hf3 =

6. Ee1 Hd5+ 7. £g3 £.b4 8.
He8+! &7 9. He2 £h1 10. ¥h2
23 11. Ef2 2d6+ 12. ©h3 HNf4+
13. &h4

13. ©g3? &h5 14, K:f4+ g6 —+

13... Hg2+ 14. L h3 Hf4+ 15.
& h4 HNg6+ 16. Lh3 =

Within the studies with this force
balance, this study can be considered
as one of the most interesting because
it contains a very long and tense bat-
tle.

696.
I. Vandekastele, 1962
Schakend Nederland, 1. Pr.

1. D6+ Lb5 (1... ©b6 2. Hes
Ndl 3. &rgd) 2. He5 Ha4 3. Lca+
La50 4. Hcb+ b6 5. HNd8 L a5
(5... BT 6. De6t) 6. DbT+ Lb6 7.
,@,dS! & bs 8. HNd6+ La59. £c40
Ab6 10. Db7 #

697.

I. Vandecastele, 1965
Tijdschrift KNSB, I-I1. Pr.

1. &b2! (1. £c37; 1. £al?) 1...
296+ 2. ©h6 L:e4 3. HNf6+ Lf5
4. g7 b5 5. £a3 &g5 6. Lcl+
&f57. £d20 b4 8. £:b4 +—

(See the 710 study of 1. Bazlov &
V. Kovalenko)

698.

I. Vandecastele, 1967
Tijdschrift KNSB, II. Mention
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1.b3? &.¢5

1... £h2 2. £a3 £d6 3. ¥c3
£a4 4. d3! 4. Ld2? La2 5. Lcl
2.14+) 4... &b5+ 5. Lc3 (5. d2?
La2 6. Lcl £+ 7 Hc2 Lad+) 5...
2e5+ 6. ¥b3 297 7. £b2 £:b2

699.

L- Olmutsky, 1963
Sotsialistichna Harkivtschina, I. Pr.

Compare this study with the 538
study of A. Votava. Again, two Rooks
carry a fierce battle against two very
strong Pawns and, in the end, win.

1. Ea3+ & b4 2. HZab3+ Hc4
(2... Lad 3. Ebg3! d1¥ 4. Ehd+ &bs
5. Eg5+ &c6 6. Eh6+ &d7 7. Eg7+
+-) 3. Ehc3+ &d4 4. Ed3+ &c4d
5. Ebc3+ &b4 6. Ec7!! b1¥ 7.
Zd8 d1¥ 8. Zb8+ La3 9. Ha7+
+_

A very subtle and beautiful study,
in which the two Rooks wins against
two Queens. The 7. Ed8!! move is in-
genious and cannot be parried.
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700.
J. van Ende, 1935
Tijdschrift KNSB

1. 2b3! (1. Lel? &b+ 2. Fdl
Lg73.Na2 Las5—+)1...a22. el
£b4+ 3. &d1 Lg74.c5%f65.¢c6
Leb 6. c7 Ld7 7. c8W+ L:c8 8.
Het1at¥yW = 8. alle)

701

V. Tiavlovski, 1963
Lltalia Scacchistica, II. Pr.

1. e7!



1. a5? %ie6 2. a6 £e3 3. Lb7 (3. 703.

a7 9d8) 3... Dc5+ 4. Lb6 Ded+ 5. V. Tiavlovski, 1966

Hb7 Dd6+ 6. L6 Hic8—+ Sahmaty v SSSR, V. Pr.
1... £:e7 2. a5 He6 3. a6 51d8

4. Tb8! (4. a7? 2.5 5. LbY Lc6+

—+) 4... 2¢c5 5. Lc7 Heb+ 6. // /

_
! (6. ? . -g// //g/
s oo [ // w //

The extraordinary move 1. &7!
Attack the Bishop on the bad square
field ¢5, which later reduce the free-
dom of Knight’s maneuvers — the so-
called “Roman idea®.

702.

V. Tiavlovski, 1962
Magyar Sakkelet, III. Pr.

Z’ .....

1. g6 f4 2. g7 £2.d5+ 3. Le8! (3.
L8 LS 4. N3 b5 5. Higs Las 6.
73 7. g8W 2 5) 3... Lc5 4. HFI
&:b5 5. g5 a5 6. L8 Lb5 7.
Le7! £g8 (7... a5 8. HHf7 f3 9.
g8 2 10. Wds+ =) 8. He6! £3 9.
Nda+ Lca 10. :f3 Ld3 11. Hg5
&e3 12. L8 +—

704.
G. Amirian, 1964
V. Galitski’s Memorial, V. Pr.

1. g7 £d1

1... £e2 2. Dd5! (2. g4+? Lhe 3.
g8+ g6 4. H)f6 Lg5=) 2... £d1 3.
Led! Lpd 4. gBA+— (4. g8 Le6+
5. We6=)

2. ga+! &hé 3. g8+ L g6 4.
o6 g5

4... 813 5. f:c5 Hgs 6. Le3+
+_

5. Dd5+ :g4 6. He3+ +—
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In this study White’s plan should be
focused on bringing, as fast as it can,
the King on the king side, for stopping
the free pawns from g4 and g5.

1. &b4 &f5 2. c3! Lf4 3.
&d2 &f3 4. Hed+ 2 5. He2+
&f1

5... &3 6. Fel
6. Le3 g3 7. Ed2!

7. Eb2 g4 8. 2d2 Hgl 9. &4 b2
10. B:b2 g2 11. &g3 &h1 12. E:g2=

7...g4 8. Eb20 &g19. ¥f4 g2
10. £g3 +—

705.
G. Amirian, 1978
Ungaria, IL. Pr.

1. & b4
N2. Egl &c23. Eg2

1...Ded

1... 5\d5+ 2. b3 He3 3. Hgl+
2. £b3 Hcs5+

2... Hd2+ 3. &3

3. ©¢3 a4+ 4. Ld3!
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4. Hb37? Eal

4... 5 c5+5 %c3 Hed+ 6. L b3
52 7. Eg1+ Hd1 8. Hg2 Ea1 9.
Ec2+ Hb110. Zd2 =

706.
G. Amirian, 1978
Armenia, I-III. Pr.

1. Ne3+!
1. hd2+2 %d5 2. Pe7 a5

1... &d4

1... 5 2. BeT! ab! 3. Leb! as 4.
&f6 Ld6 5. Dicd+

2. &f8!
2. &e7? Pes5 3. L L f6
2... e5 3. g7 Leb 4. Hd5!

4. &:h8 @ﬂﬁ 4. D517 a6l 5.
Nda+ FeT 6. 6+ Fe8 7. Hle5 a5 8.
g6 Df79. De5 D h8=

4. D7
4...a55. Ofa+ Le7 6. Dgb+ +—
5. \b4! SHh8

5...a56. % c6 a4 7. HHd8+ +—
6. £)c6 a6 7. He51+—



707. 1. &b2

G. Amirian, 1984 I En7+? g2 2. Her 2. &2
Sahmaty-Riga, II. Mention a2+ 3. &:a2 c1¥—+) 2... Ecdl—+
1... B:a2+ 2. &:a2 Hcd
2. cl1% 3. Eg2+ =

3. Eh7+ &g2 4. g7+ Hf2 5.
Ef7+ be2 6. HEe7+ Hd2 7. Ed7+
&c3 8. EcT!

8. Zd1? c:d1&

8...c1¥

8... ¥d4 9. Eica+ icd 10. Lb2=
9. E:c4+ P:ca=

709.
Y. Bazlov, 1967

The cutting position obliges White ;
Armenia, I. Pr.

to take vigorous action.

1. Eh5 Wa7+ 2. He7 Wa2+ 3.
Ze6 War+ 4. g6! Wh7+ 5. Lf6
g1W 6. He8+ Wgg8 7. .g7#

Forced, but also very elegant.
708.

M. Milliniemi, 1954
Dunder Contest, Mention

1. ¢7 Db5! 2. He3!

2. Bc6? Ec8 3. Ecs O1ic7+

2...5:c7+ 3. Hc6 Hab 4. Lb5!
NeT+ 5. %c6 £.a56. Zh3+!

6. 2e5? Zg6+ 7. £b7 Ab6—+
6... &g7 7. Eh5! Ha8 8. L b7
= Lf6
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8...Ea69. Ec5
9. Ec5
A10. Bc7

9... Ne6! 10. Eh5! &g6 11.
Zes5! Hc7 12. Ec5 Ebs+! 13.
L a7l Eas+ 14. ¥ b7 Heb 15. Ze5
Eb8+! 16. L ab!

16. a7? 2b6+ —+

- 16... Ha8+ 17. &b7 Hc7 18.
Ec5=

Positional draw. A high class
study.

710.
Y. Bazlov & V. Kovalenko, 1969

Armenia, V. Pr.

1. £¢3+ Hd6 2. Ne8+ Leb
2... Le7 3. 506

3. Hf6 &5 4. Hh5! &h7 5.
¥ h6 £.g86. g7 £77.216e3 8.
2e1 e7 9. £b4+ Leb 10. £¢5
e211. £b4 +—
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It is not hard to convince us that
this study has more elements in com-
mon with the 697 study.

711,
Y. Bazlov, 1971
Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Pr

_

°Z Y
20

1. Eh5+!

1. 9):a8? a6 2. Ebd &a7 3. b6
Ec7+ 4. g8 Eb7 5. Hcs+ HbY 6.
Hca Ec7=

1... a4 2. N:a8 Ec1 3. b6+
&a3

3... b4 4. HHd5+ La3 5. Hie3
4. Eb5!

4. En3+? Ha2! 5. 53b3 Ebl 6. D4
E:b3 7. Eh2+ Fal=

4... Ya2
4... E:al 5. D c4+ Fa2 6. Eb2#

5. H b3 Eb1 6. H\c4 E:b3 7.
Za5+ b1 8. Hd2+ +—



712.
Y. Bazlov, 1972
Sahmaty v SSSR

+_

1. Eb2+ &a3 2. Eb3+ a2 3.
b7 Wa6+ 4. L g5 (4. Lg7? Wa7)4...
Was+ 5. & g4 Wa4+ 6. g3 L:a1
7. b8E (7. b8W? W:b3+ 8. W:b3 =)
7...%a2(7... Wa2 8. &Hh3! 8. Eb2+
&a3 9. Eb1 a2 10. E8b2+ +—

713.

Y. Bazlov, 1975
New Statesman, I-II. Pr.

5 5

7,
A

1. D3+ Led!

l... 2d3 2. Hes+ &d2 3. Egl
92 4. Hica

2. Hc3 g4+

2... bl

3. Le6 b12) 4. Hb3 L4

4... De3 5. Ng5+ Lfd 6. Dh3+
+_.

4... Hf2 5. Dgs5+ Lfa 6. Ef3+
L:g57 E:f2 +—

5. Ng1! 9 d2 6. Ed3 Ded

6... Obl 7. Eda+ Hg3 8. Ed1 £)c3
9. Bd3+ g2 10. H:c3 +—

7.Dh3 #

A beautiful ending which, com-
pletely unexpected, arises.

714,
Y. Bazlov, 1979
KFS Contest, I. Pr.

1. 5Ha3

1. Dd2? Ec2—+; 1. ¥as5? Ec2 2.
N4 Bp2—+

1... 88 2. Hd4!

2. bas? Hcs5+ 3. HHbs+ &b7 4.
G4 (4. Dledd Bed) 4... Ecb 5. 5)d4
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&b6 6. Dd3 (6. Dd5 Bde) 6... L.e77.
b3 £d8 —+

2... 2:a33. &a5

A4, b5

3... Ec5+ 4. b5+ & b8
4... Lb7=

5. £b6 £b4 6. Ha7 La3 7.
A\b5 £.b4 8. Ha7 La8 9. Hb5

A10. &c7 Lb8 11. Hab

9... Hc4 10. HHc7+ &b 11.
HNab+ Lc8 12. L b5 =

715.
Y. Bazlov, 1981
Chervonii girnik, I-I1I. Pr.

The fight between more forces,
more powerful, against a very strong
pawn, which tends to promote into
Queen, with enough sharp moments,
and what’s more important, ended
with a beautiful stalemate based on ty-
ing the Knight.

1. b4 £d4[] 2. Hd5+ &d3
2... 2f33.4)c3=
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3. fa+ Lca 4. Hcb+ Lb5 5.
Zd6! d1¥ 6. He4 Lc4 7. Ec6+
&:b4

7... &b3 8. Ed6

8. Hc1!! Wg4 9. Eca+ L:cd4 =

716.

Y. Bazlov, 1982
Ceskoslovensko, II. Pr.

1. 2d4
1. &)e57 b2

1... b2 2. ¥c3 b1D+ 3. &d3
a1¥W 4. Ef1+ Y b2 5. Ef2+ Hd2!

5... ¥a3 6. Hc2+ a2 7. HHal+
&:al 8. Fcd a5 9. Hb3 ad+ 10.
&:aq+—

6. E:d2+ &b17. He2

A8. 3

7... Wa58. H\c3+ a1 9. Ef20
Wa3

9... Wds+ 10. Fc2

10. Zf1+ L b2 11. Eb1#

A known mate achieved after a
sharp and complicated play.



717.
P. Benkd, 1977
Magyar Sakkelet, I. Pr.

There is a feeling that one of the
pawns will be promoted into Queen
using the Novetny’s “coverage” (Ee6).
But how to achieve this?

1. e7

1.g7? Eg3 2. ¢7 £h5 3. Eg6 E:g6!
(3. L:g62 4. Lf2) 4. e8W Hf6+ 5.
Lel L:e8 6. g8W 247! =

1...He3

1... Zf3+ 2. Fel He3+ 3. &udl
Z:e7 4. Ec5 Hb6 5. Hgs +—

2. g7 £b3 3. Ec7+!

3. Be6? Zie6! 4. g8 Lc4+! 5.
B2 He2+ 6. Lf3 £.:g8 =

3... &aé!

3... b6 4. Ec3

4. &f2 Hed 5. Ec6+ &b7 6.
Zeb6! (Novotny) 6... H:e6 7. g8W
Zf6+8. g3 £:989. e8Y +—

The Novotny’s ‘“‘coverage” was
possible only at the 6th move.

718.

P.Joita & V. Nestorescu, 1967
Tidskrift fér Schack, I. Pr.

1. Le7! Des+

l... &3+ 2. &h5

2. ¥ h5!

2. &g6? Beb+ 3. DfS (3. hS
Ofs+ —+) 3... Hde+ —+

2... g3+ 3. Lg6

3. &gs? &fa+ 4. g6 Hco+ S.
26+ BE:fo+ 6. &:f6 2.d6 —+;
3. Yh6? L.f4+

3... Ec6+!

3... Egd+ 4. &f6 Dh5+ 4... Ded+
5. e6) 5. f5 Ef4+ 6. g6 =

4. Lg5 Hed+ 5. L h4!

5. &h5? Hf6+ —+;

5. g4? D6+ —+;

5. Lf5? 4)d6+ —+

5... Zh6+

5... £.g3+6.Lgd! (6. Lh3? Higs+!
7. £.:g5 2.d6)

6. &g4 H\fe+ 7. Lg5 L4+ 8.
&:f4 Dh7!
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8... 97 9. Lgs g7 10. f8Y+ 3.40 Hg4 4. g8%) He3 5. Nf6

GV:f8 11. £.:f8+ = #
9. f8W+! £):f8 10. L g5! Hg6+

11. &h5 Eg8 12. & h6! 720.
Al13. &16 M. Bent, 1957
12... Hd7 FIDE Contest, VI. Mention
12... Eg6+ 13. &hS

13. L6+ 9):f6 =

A tense play, with multiple tactical
moments, which leaves a great satis-
faction to the reader.

719.

P.Joita & V. Tacu, 1958
Revista de Sah, II. Pr

1. Eb5 Hc50 2. Ea5 Heb+ 3.
& d6 £b6 4. Eb5

4. Bag+? N8

4... &c7+ 5. ¥:e6 £:h2 6.
g5+ &8 7. Eh5 &.cT!

7... 293 8. Ef5+ Pe8 9. Eg5+—

8. ¥d7 2b6
8... 2g39 Efs5+
9. Zb5 £a7 10. Za5 2b6 11.
1. &h7 Has+ L7 12. c6 +-
@gégg %g6 2.g4153. g5 D7+ 4. . A knowp pla)f for ca.pturing the
137 f6!,2. fa+ g6 Bishop, which will be, in a forced
manner, lost after the 5th move.
1... &h5 2. 3!
2. 47 f5=
2...15

2... 6 3. g4+ g5 4. fa+
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721
M. Bent, 1969
E.G.

1. Db6+ L c7 2. HNA7 L.d1+
2... £d5+ 3. Lg4
3. Ye3 ¥:d7 4. Ld2 =

722.

M. Bent, 1973
Problemist, I. Pr.

1. &f5 &d8 2. Hd5+ Lf3 3.
Nd4+ g3 4. Hc6 DfT 5. L.e6

g5 6. £.98 +—

723.
M. Bent, 1976
Schakend Nederland

///
o W w_Ew
m w

/

1. & W1 (1. e42. &5+ Hh6
3. B4 =) 2. &3 Wh2 3. Leq+
Lh6 4. De2 g5 5. el ¥ h4 6.
@1 $g4 7. del =

Positional draw. It is interesting
that neither the bringing of the Black
King on the Queen side on the c4, b3,
b2 squares, don’t change the assess-
ment of the position.

724.
U. Venelajnen, 1968
Ojanen Contest, I. Pr.

Z
o R
e
o
/%/%%%//
o E E
//// //%

\
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White’s saving possibilty looks
incredible. A single Bishop, together
with his King do wonders.

1. $f3 &d2

1...€22. &.c3+ fl 3. &gl el W+
4. 2l Leel 5. Hgd = '

1... ©f1 2. g3 e2 3. &3 elW+
4. £el Leel 5. Lgd =

2. 21811 g4+ 3. & g2l e24. R:e7
L¢3 5. 2d8!

5.2d67 elE! (5... el %7 6. Lbd+
&:b4=) 6. L:g3 He6 —+

5... ¥b4 6. 2c7!

6. 2b67 el !

6...e19

6... elE 7. &:g3 Hgl+ 8. ¥hd
Lc4 9 Lg3=

7. 2a5+ &:a5=
A wonderful study!

725.
A. Koranyi, 1961
Magyar Sakkelet, I. Pr.

1. Le2? h1D! 2. Dces Digl+ 3.
Lel Ded! =,

1. Dces? Ffll=;

1. Be3? Hhl! =

1... h1&

... h1¥W 2. &d2 A3. D3 W ad.
lib. 4. &) 2 #

2. ©d1! &1 3. Hd2+ &gt 4.
Hed &1 5. Hh2+ gl 6. D3+
Lf1 7. Dfd2+ Fg1 8. LYe2 ¥h2
9. N3+ Lh3 10. Lf2 g1W+ 11,
D:gt+ +—

726.
A. Koranyi, 1968

New Statesman, II. Pr.

White’s pieces are very bad placed
and are violently attacked by the
Black.

1. Eah2

1. Zaa3? Wh7+

1... Wg7

A2... YWed ¢

2. 2d10&h7
A3...&h6, 4... Wes #



3. &3 £d7

3... &h6 4. Eg2

4. Eg2!

4. 22?7 &h6—+; 4. Eh1? &h6—+

4... Whe+ 5. £h5 £:h3 6. Hgb
We3 7. Eg3 We1! 8. L:h3 Wh1+
9. £g4 & he! 10. &f7!

10. Eh3? Wg2+ —+

10... Wed+ 11. ©h3 Wi5+ 12,
g2 W:f7 13. Eh3+ =

Pepetual check.

The 727 and 728 studies are com-
pleted with about the same material.
The analogy between these two stud-
ies led to two studies with different
outcome: positional draw in the 727
study and stalemate in the 728 study.

727.

A. Koranyi, 1979
Ungaria, [. Pr.

1. @b% £c5

... D5+ 2. 6 Ded 3. 2d4
£&c54. &es=

2. &c6 £2d4 3. 2b4!

3. 8ell ¢34 Ld5c2 5 2d2 &c3
6. £l 5)d4 7. @cd Lal 8. 9d3 g7
—+

3...¢34.&%d5¢25. £a3
5. 82d2? &¢3

5... cT+ 6. Led!

6. Lcd? Le3—+

6... £a1!

6...8c57 &cl Da6 8. Ld3 S b4+
9. &c3 &:g7 10. Lb2 L7 11. £d2=

7. &d3!

7. &.c1? Dab 8. Ld3 Dbs+ 9. Ld2
£.:7 10. £a3 2h6+ 11, L3 clW+
12. &:cl Da2+ —+

7...2b58. £.¢145d49. 23!

9. 2h6? 252 10. £e3 Lh7 11. 2h6
&:h6 12. g8W c1W—+

9...¥h710. £d2 &b2 11. Ld3

&g8 12. £h6 &£h7 13. Le3 £a1
14. &d2 =

Positional draw.

728.
A. Koranyi, 1976
E. Pekkover Contest, I. Mention

////
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1. £a3!

1. 2.e3+? Lg6 2. Be2 NS 3. Lcl
Aal 4. Bd2 Ddd—+

1... D15 2. Le2

2. Lel? Lc3+ 3. Le2 HHd4+ 4.
&d3 Lal—+

2... 2a1 3. &£d2 Hd4 4. Hc1
&g5 5. 2d6! :

5. £b4? 4 6. £.c3 De2+ —+

5... $f56. £c7!

6. £b8? Led 7. La7 Hb5S—+

6... Yed

6... b5 7. £a5 Da3 8. £c3
£:c3=

7. 2b6 &d3 8. £.:d4 £.:d4 =

With little material, very interest-
ing events have succeeded.

729.

A. Koranyi, 1979
Magyar Sakkelet, I. Pr.

1. &f4 Leb 2. 2e1 HFI 3.
£f2 h3 4. g3 h2 5. £g2 &f5 6.
£9g3 h1¥W+1 7. &:h1 g4 8. Lg2!
5\d2+ 9. d5! £:d5+ 10. &g1 &:g3
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730.
A. Koranyi, 1981
Tungsram, IV. Pr.

1.e7 g2 2. e8W g1 3. Wh5+!
(3. Wbs+? B2 4. Wh+ €2 5. Wd4a+
Lfl 6. Wal+ elW 7. Wao+ g2 8.
Wo6+ Lhl —+) 3... el (3... Lfl
4. Wdl+ &g2 5. W+ =) 4. Was+
&f2 5. Wa2+ e2 6. W:a7+ Lft 7.
Wal+ e1W 8. Wab+ L2 9. Wa2+!
We210. Wa7+ L1 1. Wa1+ $g2
12. Wag+ Hh3 13. Whe+ Lg2 14.
Wag+ =

731.
A. Koranyi, 1985
Cheron’s Memorial, I1l. Pr.




1. He7 f4 2. 5\g6 £3 3. De5 f2
4. 5\g4 f19) 5. 5)\f6 =

732.

V. Dolgov, 1966
Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Pr.

1. g7 Eb1+ 2. &a4!
2. La2? Eb2+ 3. La3 &d6+!=

2...Ha1+ 3. ©b5 Eb1+ 4. Lab
Ea1+ 5. &b7 Zb1+ 6. Ha7! 2g1+
7. Ha8! Za1+ 8. ¥ b8! L h2+

8... Ebl+ 9. £b7 2h2+ 10. Fc8
Eci+ 11. &d8 Edi+ 12. Le7+—

9. g3! £:g3+ 10. ¥b7 Eb1+ 11.
Fa6 Zat+12. £b5 Eb1+13. a4
Eat+ 14. b3 Eb1+ 15. Lc2!

15. ©a2? Bb2+ 16. a3 £d6+

15... Eb2+ 16. &£d3 Eb3+ 17.
Led Eba+ 18. Hf5+—

An interesting study: the White
King executed a march on b8, attracted
the Bishop on the g3 square, and then
went on king side.

733.
V. Dolgov, 1973
Chervoni girnik, IL Pr.

Because the Black Queen is tied
to the defense of the b2 square, White
Queen begins an interesting maneuver,
in triangular shape, b8-f4-b4, which
eventually lead to a zugzwang.

1. Wp8! L3 2. We7+ Ld2 3.
Wfa+ Lc2 4. Wh4aO f6 5. Whs!
Lc3 6. We7+ Ld2 7. W4+ Lc2
8. Wb40O 5 9. Wh8 Lc3 10. Wc7+
Ld2 11. W4+ Lc212. W5+ Lc3
13. We5+ d4

13... c2 14, We7+; 13...
W4+

14. Wa5+ £c2 15. Wb4 We3

15... d3 16. ¥Wb8 Hc3 17. WeT+
d2 18, WA+ Fc2 19. ¥Wh4 We3
(19... d2 20. ¥b3#) 20. Wh2#

16. Wh2 #

&d2 14.
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734.
V. Dolgov, 1975

Armenia, Mention

1. Ec2+!

1. Ec4? He6+ 2. Lf7 E:e5 3. &f6
Be8 4. 7 Hb3! 5. Hd4 L3 6. Had
e3! 7. He8 e2 8. Zal &d2 —+

1... ©b3 2. He2 Heb+ 3. Sf7
H:e5 4. &f6 He8 5. £f7 Eh8

5...Hc86. Hied Hc4 7. He3+ Hc3
8. He4 h3 9. Zhd =

6. g7 Eh57. & g6 He5 8. &f6
He89. 2f7 =

Positional draw. An interesting
perpetual attack-scheme on the Rook,

realized for the first time in miniature
form.
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735.

V. Dolgov, 1969
64, 11. Pr.

1. h6 £.c6+
1... 2f52. 2e6+ £:¢6 3. h7
2. a7 S.e4 3. h7!

3. £e6+? Lc7 4. L:g4 Hicb+ 5.
Lag Hes+—+

3...2:h74. 2e6+Lc75. £:g4
N6+ 6. Lad He5!

6... 2ed47 &f3=
7. 2e2!
7. £d1 (7. &h5) 7... Led+ 8. La7

DNe6t 9. a8 He7+ 10. a7 £b7 &

Db (Dc8) #;

7. 2.e6? Led4+ 8. Lal Hic6+ 9.
La8 Nd8+ —+;

7. 2h3? fed+ 8. La7 Hc6+ 9.
La8 ds+ 10. a7 £b7 —+

7... ¥b6
7... Bed+ 8. a7 Hico+ 9. La6! =

8. ¥ b8 Hc6+ 9. a8 YNd4 10.
294! dc7



10... 2ed+ 11, HH8 Hc6+ 12.
e8! =

11. a7l Db+ 12. a8 He5
13. 2e2! =

Positional draw. An interesting dis-
covery in a simple position with sym-
metric defense.

736.
V. Dolgov, 1971
Szachy, I. Mention

1. Zb8+ Lat! 2. Ebs5 Hgé+ 3.
&a5

3. Bb6 Eg2 4. b5 Eg6+

3... £g2 4. Eb4 Hg5+ 5. a4
Hg2 6. Eb3 Hga+ 7. a3 Hg2 8.
Ze3!

8. Ed3? a2+ 9. &bz Eb2+ 10.
Fe3 De2+ =

8... Za2+ 9. %b3 Eb2+ 10.
&e3 +—

10... De2 11. Ee2

737.

V. Dolgov, 1972
Russia, I-11I. Pr.

2 W Y
0, 7, 7,8
9, W 7
T 7 75
Z % 2

1. a7 ,.@.96+ 2. 3! Hhd+ 3.
Lfa

3. e3? L.2+!

3... 2d2+ 4. Le5 H)f3+

4... £.c3+ 5. %d5

5. $d5 &7+ 6. Led Hig5+ 7.
Le5 L¢3+ 8. Ld6 Hed+ 9. Lcb
£e8+ 10. d5 Nfe+ 1. Ld6
£bd+12. LT =

A very nice achievement! Four
pieces fulfill, a few times, a symmet-
ric analogue movement, and that with
very little material.
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738.
V. Dolgov, 1983
64, Mention

1. De5+ &c5! 2. a7

2. N :d7+? Lc6 3. Df7 L.b6=

2... £e6 3. Dd3+ d4! 4. Hf4
215 5. DNe2+ Le3 6. HNg3 L£.g4

7. D1+ &2 8. Hh2 £h3 9. a8YW
+_

739.

V. Evreinov, 1961
Ceskoslovensky Sach
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1. h7!

1. g7? Ea2+ 2. &gl &g3 3. Hfl
Lf3 4. Lel Fe3 5. Ldl Ld3 6. Ll
P:c3 7. &bl Eb2+ 8. al Zb8 9. h7
Eag+ 10. &bl Zbs+ 11. Pcl Ea8 12.
Bdl Ld3 13. el Le3 14. Df1 3

1... Ha2+ 2. g1 &g3 3. &f1
13 4. Ye1 el 5. &d1 £d3 6.
&c1Ha8 7. &b2!

7. g7? &:c3 8. &bl Ebs+ =

7... Eb8+ 8. ¥a3 &:c3 9. a4
Lca 10. a5 Lc5 11. Lab Lcb
12. a7 Zh8 13. g5 Lc5 14. & b7
&b5 15. ©c7 Lc5 16. d7 Ld5
17. Le7 Le5 18. L7 Hf5 19.
g7!

19. g7? Eag =

19... 2:h7 20. g6 +—

An interesting study with a trip
“around the world” of Kings.

740.
V. Evreinov, 1960
Ceskoslovensky Sach

1. £g2
1. d7? Bc5—+



1... Hc5 2. a7 Hc7+ 3. Le8!

3. De6? (3. ©d6?) 3... H:a7; 3.
&d8? H:a7 4. a6 £.66+ 5. B8 Eg7
—+

3...H:a74. a6

AS5. 2b7=

4...Hc7 5. &d8 Ef7

5...£e56. &b7

6. ¥e8 c7

6... 8+ 7. Le7 HcB 8. &d7 Ef8
9. Le7

7. &£d8 Kf7 8. &e8 =

Salvation by perpetual attack.

741.

V. Neidze, 1969
64, V. Mention

1. £.17+

1. £d7+2 ©d8 2. g2 HeT 3. &6
h1¥W+ 4, :hl =

1... &8 2. g2 He2+ 3. Th1
He1+ 4. ©:h2 Eh1+ 5, g3 Eh3+
6. 2 g4!

6. Lg2? Eg3+

6... Eh7

6... Ehd+ 7. bgs+—; 6... Eg3+ 7.
Ph5 Hgs5+ 8. Fhe+—

7. &f6! Z:f7 8. Za8 #

742.

V. Neidze,14. 05.1975
EPAS Contest, I-IV. Mention

2,
_

A% A7
> »y
JEsn
N

//////

W 4%
_

N

1. Wel+ h5 2. We2+ 294
2... g6 3. Wes+ +—

3. We8+ h4 4. We7+ Hg5s 5.
Le3d (A6. Lf4)5... £h5 6. Wh7 #

743.
V. Kalandadze & V. Neidze, 1976

Sahove umeni, I. Pr.
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Because the Knights are indirectly
defended, the Black King must there-
fore be drawn on a white square, what
actually is achieved through decisive
actions.

1. Le5+

1. £:h8? H\f7+ 2. g6 Z):h8+ 3.
Lg7 Eh3 4. £h7 D7 —+

1... a7l 2. £d4+! a6 3.
£.:h8 DT+ 4. g6 N :h8+ 5. L g7
Zh3

5... Zb3 6. 2£h7 Eb8 7. £.g8 &)gb
8. &c4+ Has5 9. L:g6 =

6. £15

6. £h7? D7 —+

6... Zh2 7. £h7 Nf7 8. £.d3+
b6 9. L:f7 =

744.

V. Neidze, 1977
Bulletin CSK, I. Mention

1. We3d+ a8

1... a6 2. Wa3+ Hbs 3. WhH3+
Hab 4. Wad+ +—

2. Nd7 Wa7

2... Wd6 3. Hb6+ Hb 4. Wes+
La7 4... £c7 5. Da8#) 5. &c8+
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3. b6+ Lb8 4. Wes # (4. W4
# 4, Wo3 #)

745.
V. Neidze, 1985
Molodoi leninets, Mention

1. 2e4! (1. £13+? el 2.a7c2=)
1...£9g2[]2. £:g2c23.a7c1¥ 4.
a8W Wc2+ 5. g5 Wif2 6. &3+
Lc17. Wat+ Ld2 8. Wh2+ el
9. We3#

746.
D. Gurgenidze & V. Kalandadze
Lelo 1970




1. £h7+

1. £:d8? Eni+ 2. &gs Egli+ 3.
Gf6 H:g8 4. L7 Zh8 5. £.6 Zh6 6.
£.g5 Ehs—+

1...¥a22. 298+ La33. £:d8
Eh1+4. g5 Hg1+ 5. &f6 £:g8 6.
&f7 Eh8 7. 216 Eh6 8. £g5 Eh8

8... Eh5 9. &cl+ Lb3 10. L:f8=

9. £f6=

Positional draw.

747.
D. Gurgenidze, 1975
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

The very strong Black Pawn, will
give a fierce riposte, however, whites
eventually achieves the victory.

1. &f6 c2 2. Ded+ Hd3! 3.
Hf2+ Lc3

3... &d2 4. Ed8+ &c3 5. £)d3+—

4. He3+ &d2 5. Zd3+ Pe2 6.
Hc3 &d2 7. Hed+ &d1 8. Ed3+
Le19. Hed+ £d110. He3+ &d2
11. &d4 c1¥ 12. He2#

A classical study with a very inter-
esting game.

748.

D. Gurgenidze, 1975
Mhedruli, II1. Pr

An elegant study, in which White
avoids four times the stalemate.
1. De2 (1. Hc4? Ed2 2. &3 EdS
3. c8W Hcs5+ 4. Wic5 =) 1... a5 2.
Lcd (2. c8W? Hc3+ 3. Dic3 =) 2...
Ed6 3. Dd4! (3. c8W? Eco+ 4. Wico
=)3... Hc6+ 4. H):c6+ L b6 5. c8L!
+— (5. c8%? =)
749.
D. Gurgenidze, 1975
EPAS Contest I Pr.

////
///

|
/%////

//, ,,,,, /
/%x/zé %

(adaptatlon)
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1.E:a3
1. Ed3+? Ed2; 1. E:¢2? E:b3
1... Bd2+ 2. 7!

2. Lc6? Ec2+ 3. bd7 elW 4. Bal+
Hcl 5. Eaa2 Ebl 6. 2d8 Ebs+ 7. c7
Wes+ —+

2...2c2+ 3. Ld8! e1W 4. Ea1+
Zc1 5. Zaa2 Eb1 6. £d70 Eb7+
7. &c8! Eb1 8. &d7 =

Positional draw.

750.
D. Gurgenidze, 1977
Trud, I-1V. Mention

1. h8¥W Zc1+ 2. &d8 Zd1+ 3.
Le8 Zet+ 4. L8 Hft+ 5. &g8
Eb1

N6... Eb8 #

6. Zf2Eg1+ 7. £f8 Zb18. He2
Ef1+ 9. e8 Eb1 10. HEd2 Ee1+
11. &d8 Eb1 12. HEc2 Ed1+ 13.
&c8 Eb1 14. Wes +—
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751
D. Gurgenidze, 1979
J. Roykroft Contest, II. Pr.

1. 2g1

1. Bd3? e2 2. E:f3+ Fe7 3. Be5+
Hde6;

1. Ed5? 2

1...f2

1... €2 2. BE:f3+ Fe7 3. Ee3+ &d6
4 Ee2 +—

2. Bf1 d1W+
2...e23. E:f2+

3. E:d1 e2 4. Ef3+ &g7 5.
Hg3+ &6 6. Egg1 Le5

6... Bf5 7. Edfl!
7. Zget! +—

7. b2 e:d1W 8. E:dl Led 9. B2
Fe3 =



752.
D. Gurgenidze, 1981
Sahmaty v SSSR, I. Pr.

One can believe that this is one of
the boring theoretical positions with
no artistic value. But is not so! Must be
known that after 1. ©b3? a theoretical
draw position is obtained.

1.97
1. ©b3? Eh5 2. g7 Hg5 3. dcd

©g2 4. d4 Dg3 5. Led Lgd 6. Ecl
&h3! 7. Bhi+ &g2 8. Eh7 &gl=

1... Eb8 2. Zb7!

2. Hf7 Hg8 3. &b3 g2 4. Hc4
L3 5. Lds Leg4 6. Le6 g5

2... Ec8 3. ©b3 &g2 4. Hc7
Ed8 5. &c4 g3 6. Ed7 He8 7.
&d5 &g4 8. He7 HEg8 9. Heb
&g5 10. 2f7 +—

Now we can say with certainty that
this study is an artistic one and brings,
at the same time, an important contri-
bution to the Rooks ending theory.

753.
D. Gurgenidze, 1983
Skopje, I11. Pr.

1. Eh8+ & g7 2. 216+ L:f6 3.
g8+ Le5 4. EM1 &d4 5. Lg4a!
Ld3 (5... L3 6. LfS! Lb4 7. Les
&a3 8. ¥d4 La2 9. Lc3 =) 6. LF5!
Lc27. Bf2+ &b1 8. Zf4l =

8... ®a2 9. Ba4+

754.
D. Gurgenidze, 1985
DSO Spartak Contest, I. Pr.
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1. BcT!

1. Bd7+2 Bel 2. He7 gl —+
1... g1¥!

I... 1=

2. Bfd7+ &c2

2... He23. Be7+

3. &d5+! ¥d3 4. Ye5+ Le3 5.
Hc3+ Le2 6. Ec2+ &f3 7. Ec3+
&g4 8. Eg7+ & h4 9. Eh7+ & g5
10. Ech3=

755.

I. Rusinek, 1972
Assiak Contest, I1. Pr.

Black fails to capitalizes a posi-
tion with an exchange up and an extra
Pawn, due to the bad position of his
Knight and also because of the good
cooperation of White’ Bishops.

1. La6+ L2 2. La7+ Lg3 3.
£¢59b1+ 4. c2e5

4...e65 Lcd4 Hf46. £d3

5. £d6 &f4 6. £d30 Hg1 7.
2c¢5Eh1
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7... Hel 8. £b4 Eh1 9. 246

8. 2d6 Eh3 9. 2b4!

9. £.¢59c3! 10. i3 ed

9... Zh6

9...e4 10. 2d6+ Fe3 11. Aed=

10. £b3 Eh3 11. £c2 Eh1 12.
£d6=

Positional draw.

756.
I. Rusinek, 1976
Problem, I. Pr.

1. b6

1. E:£32 5.3 2. b6 Ec5+ 3. Dd6
Eb5 4. L7 Hes 5. b7 Hd7 —+

1... Ef5!
1...Bg52. 2:f3 5):f33. b7 =

2. b7 Ef7+ 3. £d6 Hca+ 4.
L eb!

4. Lc5? Ec7+ 5. Ld4 £:b7 —+

4... £:b75.Eh3+&g76.Eg3+
&f8 7. Eg8+ &:g8 =



757.
I. Rusinek, 1976

1. Ha8+! (1. h6? Hds+ 2. Lcs
OHf6 —+) 1... £d7 2. h6 Dd5+ 3.
&c5 Hc2+ 4. d4 Hd2+ 5. Le5
He2+ 6. £d4 2b1 7. Ea1! Ed2+
8. ¥e5 £9g6 (8... /Nc3 9. E:bl &:bl
10. @16 Z)c3 11. h7 Sred+ 12. Lg7 =)
9. h7 £:h7 10. Ed1! H:d1 =

758.
I. Rusinek, 1978
Lltalia Scacchistica, II. Mention

1. Dfa+ g3

A2... Ehi+

2. &g5 ¥h2 3. £d5!
3. %h4? Efl=

3...Eg1+ 4. Lf5! e1W 5. Eh8+
&g3 6. Hh3+ &f27. Hf3 #

A very beautiful mate in which
the blockage of two active squares is
used.

759.
I. Rusinek, 1978
Schakend Nederland

1. £d5+!

1. 3?7 c2 2. &f4 2g3 3. 2e3
Hb2

1... Pa1!

... Bb2 2. Hf3 &2+ 3. d3 2
4. 25+ Hbl 5. HNd2+ +—

2. 9f3 c2 3. £a3!

3. 647 2314 242 b2 5. A3+
La3 =

3... 2b41 4. £:b4

4. 2.¢17 Hbl=
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4..c1¥W 5 Lc3+ b1 6. Hd2+
$c27. 2b3 #

760.

B. Sidorov, 1980
64

(after I. Rusinek)

1. £f3 Hha

1... Bel 2. 244! Ebi 3. &h2 Eb4
4. g1 BEh4+ 5. g2 Zh7 6. L.e4 Eh6
7. &f3=

2. £ e5! Eh7

2... &cs5 3. £:d5 F:d5 4. Ah2
Nf2 5. Sg3=

3. &g1!

3. Ah2? Df2—+; 3. feq? BEeT—+
3...He7 4. £h2 He1+ 5. &g2
N6. £g1

5...2b16. £e4 Ha17. ££3

7. 2e5? Bel —+

7...8b18. £e4 Hc19. £3=

9. £4? Hc4 —+
A very interesting symmetrical

play.
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761.
P. Ruschinski, 1980
Szachy, IV. Pr.

1.Zh4 £d32. Eh2 £b53. 5 e5
£e2 4. d3 H b4+ 5. b3 H:d3 6.
Eh1+ &d2

6... Del 7.&c3 +—
7.Dc4 #

762.
P. Ruschinski, 1982
Magyar Sakkelet, I. Mention

7
//////
Z

......

5y
NI

1. Eb5+ a3 2. Ea5+ &b3



2... Lba 3. Bfs Hed+ 4. FLd3!
D2+ 5. Be3 Hgd+ 6. ©d2 £h3 7.
Zhs =

3. Eb5+ ¥c4 4. Ef5 Hed+ 5.
Le3 £9g26.Kf4 29g5=

763.

A. Maksimovskih & A. Malyshev
1968 SSSR Contest, 11. Pr.

1. h7 Q5+

l... Da5+ 2. Hb2 d2 3. L2 Hica
4. h8Y d3+ 5. dl d5 6. Wd4+ Hh2

7. Wi+ Kh3 (7. Phl 8. Yg3) 8.
Wol ©hd 9. Wdd+ +-—

2. $b2d2 3. Lc2 Hed 4. h8W
d3+ 5. ©d1 d5 6. Wh5! &2

6... g2 7. W.ds +—;

6... Lf1 7. Wh2 +—

7. Wh3 g1 8. W3 &h2 9.
W1 £g3 10. Wid3+ +—

In both variants, the fortress be-
comes a weakness, after which White
wins.

764.
A. Maksimovskih, 1972
Russia Contest, I-II1. Pr

1. 216+ a2 2. 2d4 2g2(2...
H:d4 3. c8W & g4+ 4. Pes5 =) 3. L g4!
Eb3 4. 2e3! 2h3+ (4... Ee3 5.
c8W 2 h3+6.Lf4=)5.L:h3 Z:e3+
6. ©g4 He8 7. &f5 La3 8. Lf6
&b4 9. L7 Eh8 10. Le7 &5
11. &d7 Eh7+ 12. & d8 &d6 13.
c8N+ L:c6 14. DeT+ =

765.
A. Maksimovskih, 1974
Molodoi leninets, 1. Pr.

/ // /

| / /
//@3///4%
s A /g
. // .
w W //
/%@/ / /

...... 72 / /
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1. Hc6+ &d2 1. Eh2+? g8 2. Hg2+ &f8 3.

1. 56 2. Bcd= Ef2+ Le 4. He2+ ©d8 5. He8+ &d7
6. Ec7+ &d6 7. Ec6+ &dS 8. Ec5+

2. Hd6+ we1 &d4 9. Eca+ $9d3 —+

2... &e2 3. Dad =

1... ¥h7 2. Ec7+ &h6 3. Ec6+

3. Bd1+ &:d1 4. ad b1D 5. gp5 4. He5+ whd 5. Hed+ Dh3
Db2+ be2 6. Dcd Df4+ 7. Fg5 g Hca+ Hd3l 7. Hh2+ g3 8.

Ded3 8. Deb! ~ Hg2+ &f3 9. Hf2+ e3 10. He2+
8. b2? Oh3+9. Hha Hidf2 —+  Ld4 1. Eca+ & d512. Hc5+ L d6
8... 5\e6+ 13. Hc6+ &d7 14. Ec7+ & d8 15.
8. Oh3+9.Wha Ddf2 (9. Hdpg 28+ wdT 16. KT+ =

10. HHgb =) 10. DNgd = A wonderful cooperation of
9. &f6! Rooks.

9. Lf5 Hdes 10. Dd7 Hd4+ 11 767,

Wes @cb3 12. Pies Df3+ —+ A. Maksimovskih, 1976
9... Ndc5 ' Tidskrift for Schack
9... 5)dfa 10. g6 =
10. Hd7=

White has forced the Knights ex-
change, which saved him in the end.

766.

A. Maksimovskih, 1976
Molodoi leninets, I. Pr.

1. Le6+ Lc7 2. 2:f5 g3 3.
£h3 g4 4. £g2 He2+

4... 2dl 5. &f3 De2+ (5... £/3
=) 6. Lf1 HHh2+ 7. Lel

5. ©h1 H)f2+ 6. ©h2 &h5 7.
213 Nga+

= 7...2:463=
1. Ec8+! 8. &h3 Hg1+ 9.&h4 =




768.
A. Maksimovskih, 1981
64,11 Mention

1. £c8+ ¥b6 2. h7 Zh2 3.
2h3! H:h3 3... £g5+ 4. Pg3! 4
g 5+ 5. Lg3 Lf4+ —+) 4. Lfa+
5. &hd4 2g5+ 6. Yg3 =) 4. Lg4s
Hg3+ 5. &f4! (5. &:h4? Egl) 5...
Zh3 6. g4 =

Positional draw.

769.

A. Maksimovskih, 1983
Molodoi leninets, I1. Pr.

1. Was5+ & b7 2. Wds5+ b6 3.
W:h1 &d4+ 4. a2 HEg1 5. Whe+
& b5 6. Wh5+ Hbs 7. Wd1

7. ¥nh1? Eal+ —+
7...Eg2+
7...8.dl =

8. &bt Hg1 9. a2 &c5 10.
Wh5+ &bg 11. Wd1 =

Positional draw.

770.

A. Maksimovskih & V. Shupletsov
1985 Molodoi leninets, I-1I. Pr.

. /%/
///////z
/%%//%//
/ A //
;%//;%/%
)

,,,,,,

1. Bd7+ &c2 2. BcT+ b3 3.
Zc8 a4 4. Zb8!

4. Bc4+7 b5 5. Ec8 Fab 6. Zbs
£b7 -+

4... £c6+5. Le7 2b56. Za8+
&b3 7. Zb8 &c4 8. Ec8+ & b3 9.
Eb8 b4 10. £.d6+ L c4 1. Zc8+
Hd3 12. Ec3+ L:c3 13. Le5+=
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771

Y. Makletsov & E. Pogosiants
1976 Sahmaty Riga

1.g4&c32.g5Ld43.g6 Le5
4.%h7 &f6 5. g7 Eb7

5...Ebl 6. g8+ =

6. ¥h8 H:g7 =

An economic expression of a
known stalemate position.

772.

Y. Makletsov
Szachy, I11. Pr.
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1. b6+ Lbd 2. HNf4 c1D+ 3.
$b1 4):b6 4. Zd4+! Hc3

4... Lc5 5. Hre6+

5. Ed6é Hcd 6. EZd1 Lb3 7.
Nd5 #

773.

Y. Makletsov, 1982
Magyar Sakkelet, I-II. Pr.

%,/////

1. £e5+Lg8 2. Heq We7

2... Wes 3, Do+ Wife =

3. Dfe+ Lf8 4. 2.d6! W:d6 5.
g7+ Ye7 6. g8W W:fe+ 7. Wgb
Wha+ 8. L g7 Le6 9. W7+

9. Wh5? Wi+ 10. Lh7 &5+ +—;

9. Whe? Wd4+ 10. Lg6 We+ 11.
Bh7 &5+ 12. g8 W7+ 13. Lh8
Wes+ 14, L7 WIS #

9...2:f7=



774. 1. £a6+ & b8 2. Hd8+! £:d8
A. Guliaev & Y. Makletsov, 1986 2 a7 3. f7
Magadaiskaia pravda, I. Pr.

3. f7 a7 4. f8¥W FH:a6 5.
Wde+

5. Wa3+ £a5 6. Wde+ Ebs
5... 2b6 6. Wd3+ Eb5 7. &d7
&a58. Wald #

This mate was also applied in the
742 study of V. Neidze.

776.

S. Belokon, 1972
Lltalia Scacchistica, I Mention

1. Eh4 £c¢3 2. b5 212 3. Hc4
ANd3 (3... @b3 4. Eic3+ &:c3 5. b6)
4. b6 L b3 5. Z:c3+ (5. b7 £e5) 5...
&:c3 6. b7 De5 (6... Dba 7. Lb6
+-) 7. Lb8I+— [7. Lb8 Dd7+ (7...
Dycb+ 8. e bd 9. Fb6; 7... Hcd
8. c7) 8. Lc8!]

775.

S. Belokon, 1965
Komsomolskaia iskra, III-V Mention

1. &Hf5+

1. g6? Lf6! 2. Dgd+ (2. Hf5 1Y
3. g7 Weq+ —+)2... L7 —+

/ ?gé 1... &f8

///%/// " 1... ©d7 2. g6 c1W 3. g7 Wed+ 4.
a3 =

// // // gb22. 596;1%@363?” &g8 4. £9g6

/// /// 5...@& 6. &7+ = (6. Dad4!? =)

6. a6 Wh4 7. a7 Wh5 8.
Lf7+=
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777, 1. £.d8+ Wg5 2. HNeT!
oasmos soama P L3 D15
T 2... Wg1+] 3. Ye2 g3 4.
Of5+ g2 5. Ne3+ £g3 6. Lc7+
L h4 7. D5+ Lg5 8. Hh3+ +—
An extraordinary cooperation of
White pieces.

779.
F. Hlubna, 1969
Stella Polaris

1. Bf4+ &d3 (1... Le5 2. Zhd
Zc2 3. E:h2 +-) 2. Eh4 de2 3.
H:h2 &2 4. Hha+ g3 5. Zh1
L g4 (N6... Zh6) 6. Dg2 L3 7.
Ne1+ Le2 (A8... Ecl) 8. Ha5 Ec1
9. Zh2+ ¥:e1 10. Eh1+ &d2 11.

Nb3+ +—
778.
S. Belokon & L. Mitrofanov, 1983
Sahmaty v SSSR 1. Hf5 Da5 2. © b4 Hc6+

2...0b7 3. 2b6 +—

3. &c5 b8

3... Qa7 4. &\de6;

3... a5 4. Hbs;

3. 5)d8 4. d6 DT+ ({... Hb7+
5. @e7) 5. ke7 Lg8 6. Le8 hS 7.
DNeT+ g7 8. £d4+ +—

4. 2f4 HHA7+ 5. Lc6 Hf8 6.
Le5+ g8 7.Dh6 #
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780.
H. Aloni, 1964
V. Galitski’s Memorial, I Mention

1. D70 (1. De5 Wdi+ 2. De3
We2; 1. b4 Wdl+ 2. b3 We2) 1...
Wd1+ 2, Lc3 We2 3. Le4! W:eq
(... Bf6 4. HHdT+ BeT 5. Hic5 +-)
4. De8+! L8 (4... Lh8 5. 7+
+-) 5. Dd7+ Le7 6. L.g5+ :d7
7. Hf6+ b6 8. £):e4 Hf59. Ld3
+— (9. Hcd +-)

781

H. Aloni & 1. Hoch, 1977
Suomen Shakki, II. Pr.

1. Zcc3 Hes

... 5\f4 2. B:e3 He2 3. Eal+ Hicl
4, Ec3 +—

2. H:e3 Hca

2... % g4 3. Hal+ &2 4. He2 &d3
5. Bg2 fe3 6. Had+ +—

3. Ea1+ &c2 4. He2 &d3 5.
Eh2! Db2+ 6. ¥b3d1%W+ 7. &:b2!
Wg4 8. Ha3+ +—

782.
1. Hoch, 1973
Themes - 64, 1. Pr.

1. &:e5 Ef6+

1... 19 2. E:f5+ W5 3. Hgs+
Lf7 4. Bg7+ L6 5. Ef7+ =

2. &h7 Ef7+ 3. &h8 Ef4 4.
Hga! 13

4... f1¥ 5 E.f4+ W4 6. Ef5+
W5 =

5. 293 1Y 6. Z:f3+ W:f3 7.
5+ W5 =
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783.
A. Avni & I. Hoch, 1981
Israel, I. Pr.

1... &%b4

l... cl®W 2. B:f5+ 5es 3. Hee5+
Hb4 4. Bed+ b5 5. Ees+ L4 6.
Ba5& 7. EBa3z =

2. 8:f5 Hel

2... d2 3. B+ Hbs 4. Efs+
&b6 5. b4 clW 6. Zb5+ a6 7. Eas+

3.Bf4+ $b54.b3 c1¥W 5. Eb4+
&as5 6. Zaq+ Hb57. Eba+ =

A fresh and interesting idea: White
saves himself with draw in two similar
cases.
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784.

I. Hoch, 1982
L'Italia Scacchistica, L. Pr.

1. a7 Ha3 (I... Eh3+ 2. &g7
Eg3+ 3. Hg6 E:g6+ 4. :g6 Ed6+ 5.
L7 Ha6 6. Be8 E:a7 7. He7+ +—) 2.
Hc3! Eda2 3. Ed2+! Leb6 4. L gb
Ha1 @4... Yes5 5. Ee3+ &fa 6. Z:a2
H:a2 7. Ee7 +—) 5. Ed1! (gl) 5...
H1a26. a8 K:a8 7. He3 #

785.

I. Hoch, 1983
Themes-64, I1 Mention




1.g7 (1. £:d4? Be8 =) 1... He3+
(1... Ee8 2. 2:d4 Pe7 3. g6 Ld6 4.
£al &c55. £.c3 HdS5 6. £b2 Le6 7.
Led Ec8 8. L4 He8 9. Lg5 Ea8 10.
h6 L5 11. £a3 Eg8 12. &h7 +-)
2. :d4 Ze8 3. £c5 g8 4. 418
Le85. g6 E:f8 6. Le5! (6. g:f8W+?
&:f8 =) 6... Hg8 7. Lf6 Ifs+ 8.
&g5Hg8 9. £h6 +—

786.
1. Hoch, 1984
Schakend Nederland, II Mention

1. Zc4!

1. Ec6? h2 2. Ea6+ &bl 3. Eh6 b2
4.0c5 (4. Dd6 Lal=) 4... Lc2=

1... b2

1... h2 2. Ead+ Hbl 3. Ehd b2 4.
Nd6 (4. Dc5? h1 5. Zohi+ &e2 =)
4. Bel 1. Dc2 5. Ded; 4... a2
5. Ded) 5. Bca+ &bl 6. Ded La2 7.
Hd2 hiY 8. Zad #

2. BEaq+ &b3

2... &bl 3. DeSh2 4. Hed h1W 5.
Nd2+ &2 6. Ec4 #

3. Hie5+ Y3 4. Ea3+ &2 5.
Had b1 6. Hc3 #

787.
I. Afek & A. Kofman, 1973
Shakend Niederland, I Pr

1. £¢7 Eb3+2. La6! g23. £h2
Zb1 4. 55 Eh1 5. £.g1! E:g1 6.
$h4! Lb2 7. Lb6! Lb1 8. Lb5!
Lc29. Lcb! (9. Lca? Ldl 10. Ld3
el 11. Le3 &fl +—)9... b1 10.
&b5! a2 11. Lab! =

White was saved by the distant op-
position. A fine conception!

788.
I. Afek, 1970

Israel, I Mention
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1.97 ¥b8 2. £.e6+

2. g7 Wifa+ 3. g7 Wes+ 4.
Lf8 Wde+ 5. Lg7 W6 #;

2. £c2+? &f6 3. g8+ Lf7 4.
Sg6+ f8 5. h8W Who+ 6. £hS
Wia+ 7. Hh7 Led+ 8. L.g6 W7+ —+

2... &6 3. g8+ L:e6 4. h8W
Wh2+ 5. &g7 Wes+ 6. L8 W:hs

789.

O. Koman, 1978
Israel, II Pr.

1. £c¢5
1. e7? D6+ 2. Ld8 &17

1...5\b52. e7 5 f6+ 3. L8 H)c7
4. £d6+ L :d6 5. e8N+ Hcie8 =
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790.
F. Bondarenko & A. Kakovin, 1955
Ceskoslovensko, IIT Mention

1. &gb6
N2. Be2 2. Ba2, 2. &f7
1...d3

1... &g8 2. Ec2 &f8 3. &f6 Les
4. Le6 Ld8 5. E:cl d3 6. d6 d2 7.
Ehl De8 8. Web Lf8 9. W16 Lg8 10.
Egl+ &8 11. Zhl =

2 Ha2
2. Eh2+? &g8 3. a2 223 —+

2... 2a33. %f7d24. a1 &c1
5. g6 £a36. Lf7 +-—

By successive mate threats, White
achieves the draw.



791,
F. Bondarenko, 1962
Suomen Schakkilehti

1. £6 a4 2. 3! (2. f4? a3 3. f5
a2 4. 2alf6=)2...a33.f4a24.f5
a1¥+ 5. £:a1 16 6. £e50 f:e57.
f6 +-—

792.
S. Zhigis, 1928
Zadachi i etiudy

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

///////

..... @
1. &g7!
1. 247 Ehd 2. 2c1 Ehl+ 3. &d2
Zd1+ —+

1... Eh7 2. £.16 2f7 3. £.g5 X5
4. £c1Ze5+5. Hd2 E:e8 =

Stalemate by closing the Bishop.

793.
M. Hennenberger, 1938

1. Hg3! B:g3 (1... Lg7 2. Hh5+
&f8 3. H\f4 Hg8 4. L6 +—) 2. f8YW
He3+ 3. ©d7 Ed3+ 4. Lc6 Hc3+
5. &b5 Eb3+ 6. La4 +—

794,
M. Hennenberger, 1929
Le Temps
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In this case too, black is trying to
save himself by perpetual sacrifice of
the Rook.

1. £.a8! Bf7+ 2. & b6 Ef6+ 3.
L5 Lf5+ 4. Ld4 Hfa+ 5. el
Hf3+ 6. Le2 He3+ 7. 2d1! Ee1+
8. &d2 Ed1+ 9. &c3 Ed3+ 10.
&cd HEc3+11. Hd5 Hd3+ 12. c5
Hc3+ 13. ©b6 Eb3+ 14. a7 +—

795.
J. Mandili, 1935
Suomen Shakk, II Pr.

1. Leb Hgb 2. Lf5 Hh4+ 3.
& g4 g2
3... &g6 4. Lg5 D5 5. £.d6 +—

4. HHf3+ Lh15. £¢c1 b4 6. Lf5
b3 7. £e4 b2 8. £:b2 +—
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796.
P. Vasilchikov, 1946
Trud

1. h6 Nd7 2. h7 He5 3. Le8 (3.
h8\? a4) 3... 1 g6 4. L7 L\h8+ 5.
Lg7 Le7 6. L:h8 Lf8

A. Guliaev-474

7.13! a4 8. f4 a3 9. f5 a2 10. f6
a1 =

797.
M. Dimentberg, 1947
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention




1. Ed3+ &3+ (1... ¥4 2. E:dl
213+3. L2 £.d1 4. Bg2=) 2. H:f3+
&g2 3. Ef1 Dc3+ 4. el Hed 5.
Eh1! &:h1 6. Lf1= Positional draw.

798.
E Richter, 1954
L'Ttalia Scacchistica, II. Pr.

/7%7 %’/ %//

Y 5 5 |

5 5 I
7

2
@/ »
L

7
Z

+—

1.7 Hg62. £d4 Lc4[13. £b2
& d5 4. h4d L eb 5. h5 L7 6. h:g6+
&g87. £b8! b5 8. Lc7 b4 9. Ld6
b3 10. ¥e5 L:g7 11. L5+ +—
799.
A. P. Kuznetsov, 1964
L'Ttalia Scacchistica, I Mention

] )
V- 4

Wy

1. Heb+!

1. b7? Dab6 2. De6+ Ld7 3. He5+
BT =;
1. &):a7? 2d7 2. b7 Sla6 =

1... D:e6 2. b:a7 Hc7 3. Hb6
Le8

3... Le7 4. Dd5+

4. Ld3!

4. Le3? LeT=; 4. Lc3? Hibs5+ =

4... 2f7 5. L4l

5. Xe4? e =

5... ©e8 6. ¥c5 Ld8 7. Lcb
+—

T. Gorgiev — 353

Unbelievable, but this study and the
Gorgiev's study, although with differ-

ent content, are solved similarly. Very
rarely case in studies practice.

800.
A. P. Kuznetsov, 1965
Bollettino del CSB, Mention

1. a7+ &:a7
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1... Hb7 2. a8+ L:a8 3. e7 LT+
4, La6 b4 5. 8W+ 2:e8 =

2.e7 £f4 3. ¥ba 2d6+ 4. a5
b4 5. e8YW £:e8 =

Double “chameleon” stalemates.

801
A. P. Kuznetsov & A. Motor, 1970
Sahmaty v SSSR

//
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//////
/
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_
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1. Lc3 Lad 2. d5 H1b3 3. L4
Nab5+ 4. Lc5 H\b7+ 5. Lc6 Hd8+
6. Ld7 D)7 7. Leb H g5+ 8. Lf5
9H13 9. Led Nd2+ 10. Ld3 Nb3
1. Lc4 HHas5+ =

... &d2+ 12. Bd3 Df3 13. Ted
Ngs+ 14, L5 DF7 15. Feb H1d8+
16. ©d7 H1b7 17. L6 Das5+ 18. Lcs
Db3+ 19. L4 =

Positional draw. A study on the
Knight rotation theme. This idea is
found in the 802 study too, but there
White wins.
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802.
A. P. Kuznetsov & A. Motor, 1973
Revista de Sah, II Pr.

// // %///
// / / //
7, // v e

) ke
777800 é’/ %7
. % % _

w

+_
1. 2g6! (1. Hf2+? Lf5 2. Hd3

Led 3. DeS+ S =) 1... Lf4 2.
Nf21 (2. Df6? d3 3. Dd5+ Lgs 4.
Ned+ L3 5. Hicd Lfd =) 2... Ye3
3. Dd1+ 2d2 (... ©f4 4. 5\b2 bgd
5. 0Vd3 whe 6. Des +—) 4. Hb2
&3 5. Had+ ©bd 6. HHb6 Lc57.
B d7+ 2d6 8. H)f6! Le5 9. L:g7
+_

803.
A. Hildebrand, 1953
Szachy, I1I Pr.




1. g5+

1. £)ie5+? Lg3=; 1. £.:e5? £.:e5 2.
&y:e5+ Lg3 =

1...214 2. £.:e5+L:e53. H\f3+
&f4 4. 2 g3+ 5. £g20 +—

804.

E. Pekkover, 1960
Szachy, II Mention

1. &d5!
1. ZEb8+? Las5 2. Eg8 La6! —+

1... ¥b3 2. Hg3+ Yad 3. Hg4s+
a5 4. Hg8 ¥b5 5. HZg7!

5. Eb8+? a6 —+

5... £b6 6. Eg6+ L c7 7. Eg7+
&d8 8. £d6 Lc89. Lc6 Lh8 10.
Hg8+ &a7 11. Hg7+ La6 12. Hg8
La513. c5=

Positional draw. White's subtle ma-
neuvers are very instructive and pres-
ent practical interest for Rooks ending
theory.

805.
V. Iakovenko, 1962
Sozialistichna Harkivschina

1. a8 He8 (1... {gs 2. Lgs
+—) 2. £d7+ &b6 3. £.:e8 L b7 4.
&d8 &c7 5. Ed7+ &8 6. H:h7 (6.
Ze7? &dB) 6... 2:e8 7. Eh8 &d7
8. Lf60 +—

Another variety of mutual zugz-
wang in a known endgame position.

806.
V. Iahontov, 1965
Sahmaty v SSSR
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1. e6 £2.d6 2. e7 £:e7 3. £c¢5
£g54. 2e3 £f45. 2f2+ Hh3

5... &:f2=

6. 2e3 £h27. 212 £g3

7...g3 8. £:g3 hig3

8. £g1 £e1 9. &f2 £d2 10.
Le3=

Postional draw.
807.

A.Erikson, 1966
S. Klausen's Memorial, I Mention

1. Das5+

1. £d8+? ¥:c5 2. b7 h2 3. b8W
h1¥W+ =

1... £:¢5 2. b7 h2 3. Hb3+
Lcdll 4. Hd2+ Ld3

4. Fc3 5 Ded+ +—;
4... &d4 5. HHF3+ +—

5. De4 L:ed4 6. b8Y h1W 7.
Wh7+ +—

328

808.
A.Erikson, 1968
Tidskrift for Schack, I Mention

To stop pawn is impossible and, for
these reasons, Whites have to find oth-
er ways, related to a perpetual check.

1. Deb6 2 2. HNg5+ L h6 3. Hf3
f1¥ 4. H\g8+ L h55. L\ f6+ L h6 6.
Hg8+ Lh7 7. N6+ L h8 8. Des5=

Black must give the Queen for the
Knight. Draw.

809.
A.Sikdar, 1968
Sahmaty v SSSR, 1V Mention




A study in a drawish position?
Although the force balance is equal,
White wins.

1. Hd2!

1. De3? Hd1! 2. &idl =

1... Hd1

1... ¢4 2. Dacd a3 3. H:a3 +—

2. Adb1 Hb2 3. Hic3 Hd1
4. N:a4 ©Hb2 5. Hc5 a4 6. Lel
Hd1

6... Necd 7. Hd3 #

7. 2 d3#

810.
E. Janosi, 1963
Platov's Memorial, III-IV Pr

Black hopes of winning are linked
to the keeping of the “d” Pawn, with
the condition that it will be stopped on
the d5 square.

1. b6 &6 2. b7 L:b7 3. Hcd
(3. &c2? Da3+ 4. Lb3 Nb5 5. d4
Hd6 —+) 3... Ha3+ 4. b4 @
Lc5? BT 5. d4 DFS 6. d5S Dd6 —+)
4... H\c2+ 5. Hc5 HHf5 6. d4 Lc7
7.d5 Nd6 =

The Pawn is blocked, but ... with
stalemate!

811
E. Janosi, 1982
J. Fritz Jubilee, I. Pr.

1. Ea2 e3! 2. ¥4 e2 3. &d2
e1¥W+ 4. &:e1 ¥d4 5. Ed2+ Le3
6. 296 X:f4

6... Za57. f5+—

7.82d3 #

812.
L. Kamara, 1955
La Nacion




1. &d4 e2 2. He5 &4 3. HgT!
ey

3... g3 4. Dh5+ &2 5. O\ =

4. SHh5+ Lf5 5. HgT+ L6 6.
He8+

6. Dh5+

6... e67.Ng7+ L d6 8. He8+

813.
D. Godes, 1955
Sahmaty v SSSR, V Mention

1. ©Hd4 &b7 2. c3 Lab 3.
Lb4a!

3. 5b3? Lb5 4. L:d3 &b4 5. L2
cd 6. Lb2 Lbd =

3...d2

3... b7 4. 5Hb3 L6 5. Lk a6 6.
&:d3 Hb5 7. L3 a4 8. Hed +—

4. Db3 d1¥ 5. HNc5#
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814.
D. Godes, 1983
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

1. £g5

(1. 2142222, £e5Ld2 3. c4 2d3
4. c5 Led =) 1... a2 2. £16 Ld2 3.
c4 d3 4. c5 Led 5. ¢c6 Lf56. c7
6. £g7? Le6 =) 6... L:f6 7. c8YW
a1y 8. Whg+ +—

815.
J. Karvahal, 1965
Tijdskrift for Schack, I Pr.




1. 2a42 Hc4 2. £b3 Eb4
1...Ec2 2. £e5+ Ha23. &4f1

3. £:h5 Ec5 4. &7+ Hbl 5. b6
E:e56. 2c4 Ens=;

3.b6? E:e2 4. b7 Bg2 5. Le7 Eg8
6. L7 Ed8 7. £.c7 Eh8 8. g7 Ee8

3... Hc1 4. £h3 Ec5 5. Le6+
&b16.b6 E:e57. 2.c4 +—

Black can not give the Rook for the
Pawn!

8i6.

V. Keim, 1962
Wormser Zeitung

One of the Pawns must be chosen.

1. Hi:g3!

1 :c3? Eie3 —+

1...Z:g3

... c2 2. &d2 E:e2+ 3. He2

2. 2c4+ Leb 3. Ld1 &d4 4.
Leb=

Hercole del Rio — 9

817.
I. Wandist, 1969
E.G.

(after V. Proskurovski)

1. £c2 (1. Lb2? Zied 2. Lb3
Le7 3. Lba &d6 4. Las Hic5 —t)
1... Dad (1... Ded 2. Ld3 D5+ 3.
Lc4 =) 2. £b3 Dcs+ 3. cd HA7
4. d5 Le7 5. Hcb6 Leb 6. Hb7
Ne5+ 7. Lc6 b3 8. b6 a5 9.
Lb5 £d510. Yad4 Lc4 =

818,
G. Nadareishvili, 1976
Molodoi leninets, Mention
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1. £g2 Hga+ 2. L g3 D5+ 3.
&h3 Nf2+ 4. Lh2 Hed 5. £h3
Hed6 6. 292 A\b7 7. £h3 Hbdé
8. £.g2 b7 =

Positional draw.

819.

V. Razumenko, 1974
Vechernii Leningrad, I Pr.

1. Eh8

1. £f42 ¢32. E:hd ¢2 3. Eh5+ &:b4 -

4. Ehd4+ Hb3 5. Eh3+ £d3 6. Ed3+
&b4—+ (J. Barbie, F Saavedra — 26);

1. Eb8+? Ha4 2. b5 Led+ 3. La7
c34. Ec8c25 b6 Hb3—+

1... 2ed+ 2. ¥a7 ¢3 3. E:h4
c2 4. Eh5+ &:b4d 5. Lb6 c1¥W 6.
Ebs+ a3 7. Ha5+ =

A study where the 1. £f4? and 1.
Zb8? sub-variants are more beautiful
than the study itself!!
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820.
V. Razumenko, 1984
Qdessa, I Mention

1. Ef5+ ded 2. Zf4+ e3 3.
X3+ &d2 4. Zd7+

4. Eh3? gl 5. Hb7 shc2—+

4... Le2 5. Zh3 g1¥ 6. Zb7
h1¥ 7. Eb2+ &d1 8. Eb1+ & c2
9. E:h1=

821

S. Chimedtseren, 1975
L'Italia Scacchistica, II Pr.




White, with subtlety, exploits the
battery to win the Queen, by interest-
ing Bishop’s and King’s maneuvers.

1. Led!

1. 2h1? Weo+

1... We3 2 2h1! Wes+ 3. La3
Wig+ 4. a2 Wgs+ 5. Yal Wha+
6. &bt +—

822,
T. Balemans, 1976
Schakend Nederland, II Mention.

1. ©d1! £ b3 2. ¥c2 Hda+ 3.
& d3 5c6 4. Za6 He5+ 5. Led!

5. d4? )3+ 6. Ye3 Hd2
5... Nc4 6. Ld4 HHd2 7. Zas!
A8. ¥d3

7... D3+ 8. el De5 9. Led
Hed 10. Ld4 Hd2 1. £d3 H b3
12. &cd Hd2+ 13. Hb5 S b3 14.
&a4q +—

823.
S. Silva, 1977
Themes-64, II. Pr.

1. Ec4 d500 2. &:d5+ Le5 3.
298! £2d7

3... 2e84 Bcl;3... 2d1 4. Ec!

4. Bc1 £b2 5. Eb1 £d4 6.

e1+ &f4 7. BEd1 Le3 8. &c4
£a49. Bd3+ +—

824.
S. Silva, 1977
Szachy, I11. Pr.
// % /
0w 5w
/// E&/ % /

%% %
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1. 2e4+ ¥h8 2. 2b2 Eab+ 3.
&Hb1 Eb6 4. £ b7 E:b7

4... Bh7 5. Led+ Lh6 6. §g6+ =;
4.. E:b2+ 5 Eb2=

5. ©a1 Z:b2 6. g8+ &h7 7.
Hg7+ &h6 8. Hgb6+ L h5 9. Hg5+
&h4 10. Hga+ 2 h3 11. Ehd+ L g2
12. Eh2+ (=) $f1 13. Eh1+ Pe2
14. Eh2+ &d3 15. Eh3+ &c2 16.
H:c3+d:c3 =

825,
S. Silva, 1978
Themes-64, III Mention

1. Ed7+ &c2

1... e2 2. Ee7+ &d3 3. 2e5;
1... el 2. £f+ Kbl 3. Edi+
Fa2 4. Ed2

2. Ec7+ &d3 3. Ed7+ ¥ c4 4.
Ze7+ &d55. Ed7+ &cb

5... Beb6 6. 8N+ Lfs 7. Kig7-

6. Zc7+ b6 7. Le5! W:e5 8.
He7! Wan

8... We79 &:g7=
9. Ee1! We3 10. Eedl =
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Note that the 824 and 825 study
have the same construction and there
were made, apparently, at the same
time, although they are different in
terms of content.

826.

V. Vlasenko, 1974
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

1. e7+ Lc7 2. e85+
2. e8W9? @h5+ 3. e7 L:e8 4. h7

 Ab25. Ye8 )d5 6. BT A4 7. g8

g6 —+
2... %d8 3. h7 2d5+ 4. &f8!

4. Bg7 202+ 5. OHf6 LeT; 4. Lgb
2ed+ 5. g7 Ab2+

4... 2h6+ 5. g7 HHc6 6.
h8&.!

6. h8W? He5 7. W-h6 Nd7 #
6... Ne5=



827. 1. Hd1 b15) 2. b7 £¢5 3. b8H
V. Vlasenko, 1980 3. Db2+1? Las5 4. Ded+ Lab 5.
Sahmaty-Riga, Mention Nd6 +
3... ¥b3 4. He7 Hc2 5. Hd7
Zed 6. 6! Ng:f6
6... Def6 7. e3+ =
7. &Hf2 Hd5+ 8. Leb Hec3 9.
Hed Hfa+ 10. 5 Hce2 11. Hg3

829.
V. Hortov, 1974
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

1. 7 Heb+ 2. &d4 Zf6! (2...
Ed6+? 3. Les Ed8 4. L6 NS, Lg7
+—) 3. a7 Ed6+ 4. &e5! Ed8 5.
Leb! (5. Lf6? Ea8O —+)5... Ha8
6. Lf6 g4l ... Ec8 7. g7 +)
7. &g7! X:a7 8. &:h6 K:f7 =

A relatively common stalemate,
achieved after an interesting fight,
with very few material.

828.
V. Vlasenko, 1984 1. Hd6 Ee7+

Russia, II-II Mention I.. Ed72. De4 +—
2. &f2 He6 3. Ha1+ b6 4.

Nea+ &5

4... Lb5 5. Da3d+

5. 9\f4 Hed 6. He5! H:fa+ 7.
Le3!

7. Lg3? Eed

7... 215 8. &eq4 Zh5

8... Eg59. Ha5++—

9. Ha5+ & b4

9... ¥b6 10. Dcd+ +—

10. Hcb+ +—

Wonderful pieces cooperation.
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830. 1. £d4

V. Hortov, 1982 1. £.06+7 Lb8 2. £.d4 Vs —+
Sahmaty v SSSR

1... Dh5

1...Bg3 2. £.c6+ Lb8 3. LeS+
2. £.c6+

2. La4? Ed3 —+

2... b8 3. Led4 NT7f6 4. Va4
Zh3 5. £e5+ La7 6. 2.d4+ Lb8

6... a6 7. &f5
7.2e5+=

832,
B. Olimpiev, 1978
Armenia, I-11I Pr

In this position White gives mate in
seven moves.

1. £b2+ Ha2 2. £c1 Lat 3.
Ned a2 (3... 2a2 4. b2+ &bl 5.
Nd2 #;, 5. Da3 #) 4. Dd2 a1 5.
2b2+ %a2 6. Hb3 c1W+ 7. H:c1
#

831
B. Olimpiev, 1973
Sahmaty v SSSR, III Pr.

%y”//
7

. ﬁ@

1. Hgb+ L g8 2. HNe7+ L8 3.
Hg6+ e 4. d7+! L:d7

4... %d8 5. H\f8 =

5. He5+ Le8 6. NIT!

A7 Bb7

6... d7

6... £f8 7. Eh4

7. He5+ &d6 8. Hd4+ Lc7 9.

Bca+ Hc5! 10, E:c5+ Hde 11.
= Ec6+ Hd5 12. Ec5+!

\\
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12. BEe6? Whe+ 13. 217 Wh7+ 14,
Lfe Wha+ 15. Hf7 W+ 16. Fe?
Ws—+

12... £d6 13. Hcb+ =

833.
L. Bilek, 1971
Magyar Sakkelet, I Pr.

In simple Rooks ending, unexpect-
edly, a symmetrical Rook and King
movement appeats.

1. Hg8 Hc1!

1... Bc6+ 2. &h5 Hc5+ 3. &h4
Becl 4. Ega+ Pc5 5. Lhs

2. Hg4+ &a3 3. ¥h5

3. Eg5? Ec8 4. E:b5 a4 5. Hgs
Zh8=

3...Hc8

3... Ec5+ 4. &Hh4 Ec8 5. Hg8
Hcd+ 6. g3 B3+ 7. L2 Ec2+ 8.
Le3 Eh2 9. h8W E:hg 10. E:h8 +—

4. Eg8 Hc1 5. Hg3+ a2 6.
&h4 Ec8 7. Eg8 Hc1 8. Hg2+

&b19. £h3 Ec8 10. Eg8 Ec1 11.
Hh2 Ec2+12. £h1 +—

834.

N. Polin, 1970
USA, II Mention

1. h8W+ I:h8 2. Hgd (A3
N2 ,4. £c7)2... Ee7 3. £b4 Eeb
(3... Ed7 4. &2+ ¥h2 5. £.c3 Ehs
6. LS5+ Hie5 7. Dgat+ g3 8. eS
=) 4. £d2! (A5. £.54; 4. DF24+7 Eh2
—+) 4... Efg+ 5. Hf2+ Lh2 6.
2f4+ Z:f4=

835.

G. Stenicka, 1966
Die Schwalbe
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1. &g3

1. £h3? £.g4 —+;
1. c7? &b5 —+
1... He8

1... &g52. £h3 He8 3. £d7 H:e7
4.c7

2.¢c7 £a6 3. £h3
N4, &d7

3... £¢8 4. £2:¢8 E:c8 5. ¥4
L g6 6. We5 Hf7 7. e8W+!

7. £d6? Le8 —+

7... &:e8 8. £d6O EaB8 9. c6
Ecs8

9... Le7 10. &b7 =
10. £d6 (L. Prokes — 527) =
Positional draw.

836.

I. Taimanov, 1961
Sahmaty-Riga

/
%7///////

......

\

1. b7 Eb6 2. £a6!
3. Ha4! E:a4+ 4. &b3 Ea1 5.
&b2+— (A. Votava — 539)

A short, but funny play!

g:a6+
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837.

M. Seppala, 1962
Schach-Echo, II1-1V Mention

Is not so easy to foresee a stalemate
in such a Rooks ending.

1. h6 e3 2. h7 €2 3. Ed4+! & c1
4. Heq Z:e4 5. h8YW He3+

5...elW2 6, W2+ dbdl 7. We2 #

6. Ya2 e1W 7. Wb2+ Hd1 8.
We2+ :c2=

838.

A. Studenetski, 1977
T. Gorgiev's Memorial, IV Mention




1. g6 £f3+! 2. Le3!
2.&:f3

2...2h53. 2e8 £.d1
3. £:g64. £d7#

4.97 2b35. £a4 £g86. £.c2+
Lgd 7. Sed! Lh7+

7... &h5 8. Lf5

8. vd5 £.g8+ 9. Ld6 L:f4 10.
Le7 g5 11. L8 £c4 12. £h7

£2b3 13. £9g8 £c2 14. £c4 &h7
15. £.d3 5 16. L7 L.g6+

16... &4 17. L f6 A18. &f5 +—

17. & g8 &f6 18. £.c4 f4 19.
Lh8 +-

839.
E. Dobrescu, 1978
Revista Romana de Sah, I Pr.

1. Eb6+ &f5 2. £.d3+ &:f4 3.
Efe+ Ye54. £:f1 Wp7

4. Wos5 Hf7 =
5. £.a6!

5. 8?2 We7 6. g8 Wgs+ 7. Wh7
He6 —+

5. Wg26. &1 =

Positional draw. A fine perpetual
attack over the Queen.

840.

G. Kasparian, 1977
Ceskoslovensko, IV Pr.

1. &f6 Lg8 2. £g2 HNd7+
2...9f83. 2h3 & 4. 2e6

3. ©e7 DNde5 4. L6 Hga+ 5.
Le7 Hgh2 6. L6 Lf8 7. £.h3

A8. Le6

7... Hd4
7... §)d2 8. &f5!
8. £.c8! 1! 9. £ b7!

9. £.g47 Hg3! 10. £.£3! Hre6! (10...
&\f3 stalemate) 11. £d5 Hh5+ —+

9... Ne3!

9... 9g3 10. £.d5 £h5+ 11. LeS=
10. 23!

10. £e4? De6 11. ££3 NgT —+

10... 5H:f3 =
10... Ye6 11. Rh5 DHd5+ 12. Fe5
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841
G. Kasparian, 1980
Schach,IPr

9. Hg8 H:g8

842.

G. Kasparian,
Revista Romana de Sah, II Pr

1981

1. Ee5

&d7+ —+

Zh7+ 2. e7 55 3. &d8

& deé! 4. c7

1...

Genrikh Nadareishvili - Genrikh Kasparian
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1. H)cd? b5 2. De5+ L6 3. HHd2 6. Zic4

£.a54.5)cb3 b4 5. H:a5+ b5 = 6... &¥h17. De3 T g1 8. Dgd+
1... £.d6 2. D:b6+ BcT! @h1 9. 2b8 +— (V. & M. Platov
2...%c6 3. Hda+ - 144)
3. nd5+ & cb 4. b4+ Hb5 5.

Hda+ Haa 844.
5...%c4 6. 5)dc2 £18 7. Hre3+ B. Scharkes, 1962
6. S\dcé! Sahmatnaia Moskva

6. Ndc2? Le5+ 7. el (7 Da2
£d6) 7... £d6 8. Ld2 Hb3 9. &d3
4f8=

6... 218 7. ¥a2 £d6 8. Hd5!
£:a39. Nc3 #

The 843-847 studies are dealing
with the famous Knight-mate, when
the adverse King is in the corner of the
board.

843.
V. Gorelikov, 1960
Ceskoslovensko, II Pr.

1.g5 g2
... &4 2. 7

2. Ng4 13 3. De5+ Lf4 4.
A 14

4. 5):g6+? L:g5 5. DeT Lfd =

4... L3 5. Hh8! Lf4 6. Lc3!
&:g5 7. DT+ 4

7... &6 8. £3h6 Lgs5 9. Hg8

8. &d2 Lf3 9. HNe5+ g2

9... &4 10. D:go+ L3 11. De7

g2 12. ©e2 $h2 13. 912 Shi 14.
1. £b8! h3 OS5 +—
1... g2 2. He7 h3 3. £h2! &:h2
10. ¥e2 ¥:h211. Lf2%h112.
4. B2 Lh! 5. Hf5 Lh2 6. He3 Fhl
7.50F1 h2 8. g3 # g4 h213. f1 g514. Df2 #
2. &f2h23.%g3 &gl14. Lar+
&h1 5. 5\b6 Lg1 6. Hd5+
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845. 2. 5\h4? £3! 2... &:hl 3. £)f3 +—)
F. Hinz, 1964 3. 23 Qg:’, =

Tidskrift for Schack, IV Pr. 2... &:h1 3. D3 (K. Janish - 8)
3... h54. &f2 h4 5. £f1 h3 6. De5
$h27. £f2&h18.Ngaf39. Lf1
f2 10. 5):f2+ Hh2 11. Hed Hh1
12. ¥f2 ©¥h2 13. Hd2 Lh1 14.
9Hf1 h2 15. Dg3 #

847.
V. Razumenko, 1976
Leningrad-Harkov Match, III Pr.

1. &Hf5 c:d5 2. HHd4 ¥a2 3.
&c2 Lal 4. Hc6 a2 5. b+
&a1 6. Lc1 d4 7. Hec2+ La2 8.
&\:d4 a1 9. Lc2 a2 10. He2
Fal11.Hc1 a212. Hb3 #

846.

V. Iakovenko, 1966
Sizialisticheskii Dombas

1. Le5!

1. £d4? h4 2. ) f6 h3=;
1. £f6? h4 =

1... &b1
1... h4 2. 5¥f6 h3 3. &d1

2. &d1!l a2 3. £a1 h4 4. 5)f6
h3 5. He4 h2 6. Hd2+ :al1 7.
Lc2 h1¥ 8. Nb3 #

1. &f1 ©h2 2. Het!
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848.
A.Bor, 1971
SSSR, VI Pr.

1. 2d5¢c62. 2 ed! (2. £:c6?bicb
3.a5¢c5 4. a6 c4 5. a7 ¢3 6. a8W 2
=)2... ¥e3 (2... ¥d2 3. L7 Lc3 4.
£:¢6bic6 5. a5 +—) 3. £:¢6! b:c6 4.
a5c¢55. a6 c4 6. a7 c3 7. a8¥W c2
8. Wg2! c1W (8... &d3 9. Wg5 +-)
9. Wg5+ +—

849,
L. Katsnelson, 1971
SSSR, I Pr.

1. Hf1+
1. Wh1+? &:g3 2. He2+ dgd =

1... £g1 2. De2+ L:f1 3. Hf4!
Wa7+

3. We7+ 4. b3 Wed+ 5. L2
+_

4. Hb3 Whs+

Or4... We3+

5. %c2 W:f4 6. Whi+ Le2 7.
Wdi+ el 8. Wd3 #

850.
L. Katsnelson, 1972
Sahmaty-Riga, VI Pr.

1. He5! Z:e5+ 2. & d4a+ Ec6 3.
W7+ & d6 4. Wfe+ Zeb 5. Wds#
+_

An elegant play.
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851.
L. Katsnelson & V. Korolnikov
1987 Kazantsev Jubilee, I-V Pr.

7 7 7
> %/

2

//////
7

1.c6
1. a6? Eb4+ 2. &d5 Ead =

1... Ec2 2. &d5 Ed2+ 3. &c5
Zc2+ 4. Hb6 Eb2+ 5. L c7

5. La7 Ec2 6. b7 Eb2+

5... &b1! 6. a6 Ha2 7. &b7
Zb2+ 8. La8

8. &8 Ha2 9. ¢7? E:a6 10. Hb7
Ba2! 11. c8Y Eb2+ =

8... Eb6 9. a7!
9. c7? E:a6+ 10. b7 Ea2!=
9... 5:c6 10. ¥b7 +—

This ending was met many times,
but in this case the introductory game
is more developed.
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852
V. Anufriev, 1972
Sahmaty v SSSR

1. £c1 &ba 2. La1! 2. &b2?
alW+ 3, £:a]1 La3 4. &b2+ a2 —+)
2... ¥a4 3. &d2 La3 4. Lc3 b5
5. £b2+ Ka4 6. La1 b4+ 7. Lb2
d2=

This study is particularly because
White's unique Bishop gets close and
the stalemate is obtained.

853.

V. Anufriev, 1980
Sahmaty v SSSR, IV. Pr.




1. Eg8 Wa5+ 2. 2c5+ &f7 3.
2d5+ &f6 4. Hg6+ Le5 5. Hg5+
Lf6 (5... ©f4 6. 2b4! Wb4 7. Ega+
+-)6. 2b6!! W:b6 7. Eg6+ +—

854.
V. Anufriev, 1982
Georgia, IV Pr.

1. a7 Zh5+ 2. Yad 2. La6?
Eh6+ 3. b7 b6+ =; 2. £b4? £c34)
2... Eh4+ 3. b3 Eh3+ 4. La2
Eh2+ 5. b1 Eh1+ 6. Xc2 Eh2+
7.&d1 Eh1+ 8. %e2 Zh2+ 9. Hf1
Zh1+10. g2 g1+ 11. L3 Ef1+
12. e2 Ef2+ 13. L d1!

13. Lel? L¢3+ 14. d1 Ed2+

13... Ef1+ 14. &c2 Hf2+ 15.
& b3 Ef3+ 16. a4 Ef4+ 17. b5
Zf5+ 18. a6 Ef6+ 19. a5 Kf5+
20. £\b5 £.¢3+ 21. a4

21. La6? Efe+ 22. Lb7 Ef7+ 23.
T 2e5 24, a8+ Lg7=

21... Ef4+ 22. Ha3

22. ©b3? Eb4s+ 23. Fa3 E:bs5 24.
alW+ Fe7= .

22... £b2+ 23. Hb3 +—

A complicated and tense play.

855.
1. Prascheruk, 1972
Bulletin CSK, II Pr.

1. Hd6+ ¥c3 2. b7 £:b7 3.
Hd7 Dc2+ 4. a2 £d5+ 5. Lb1
Ha3+ 6. a1 £h8 7. Ed8 416 8.
Hde £.g7 9. Bd7 =

Positional draw.

856.
L. Mitrofanov & E. Pogosiants
1973 Komunisti, IV-V Mention

1. YWb5+! a1t

345



1...¥:bs5 =
2. Wab+!

2. W.e6? FIW+ 3. He2 Whi+ 4.
L3 Wel+ —+

2... b2 3. Wh5+ &a2 4.
W c6! :
4, Wa6+? Hb3 —+

4.. . f1W+5 Hc2Wp1+6.H:c3
We1+ 7. b4l Wice =

857.
L. Mitrofanov & V. Hortov, 1978
Armenia, I-11I Pr.

1. Dg5+ Hh4 2. Had+ £.g4+ 3.
H:g4+ & h5 4. Hed! YWd7+

4., W.ds+ 5. a4 Wi+ 6. g3
Wh3+ 7. Pf4 =

5. e5! Wes+ 6. L4 Wi+ 7.
&g3 Wa3+ 8. Hf4 Wc1+ 9. Lf3N

9. fs5? Weg+ —+;
9. g3 Wel+

9... Wd1+10. Ye3 =
The Rook is indirectly defended.
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858.
E. Priednieks, 1977
Varpa, IV. Pr.

1. g7 £b8! 2, b7+

2. %132 Ec3+ 3. Yed Hg3—+

2... a7 3. &3 Ec3+ 4. g2
Zg3+ 5. £h1! (V. & M. Platov — 140)
5...&b6 6. a7 £.:a7 7. b8YW+ 2.:b8
8.g8W H:g8 =

859.
R. Missien, 1977
Schakend Nederland, IV Pr.




1. 2a4

A2 Edl &2.Ea3

1... 2c8

1... ¥a2 2. 247 2h4 3. Le6+
Fal 4. a3+ b2 5. Eb3+ +—

2. Ec3 £ab

2... g4 3. Hcl+ &b2 4. Ec2+
a3 5. E:f2 L:ad 6. Ef4+

3. Ec1+ &b2 4. Ec2+ Fa3
5. BE:f2 &:a4 6. Za2+ Hb5 7.
FeT+—

860.
E. Asaba, 1977
Molodoi leninets, I Pr.

1. 21 &£¢g2

... Dd2 2. &:d2 2:c6 3. Bfe+
+_

2. Zf8!

A3. Ee8; 2. Ef4? Hc5

2... &g7 3. Za8!

3. Ef4? &)f2 4. &bS £c6 5. &f1
ed 6. £g2 S5 7. Egd+ Lh8 8.
£:c6 Dd3+ 9. Ed2 De5 10. Eed
D6 11. Pc3 g7 =; 3. Eb8? hS! 4.
Eb4 Qcs!=

3... &f6

3... &f7 4. Ead &5 5. Ba7+ +—;
3... h6 4. He8 (4. Ha4? Hc5 5.
Bna+ &g5) 4... D16 5. Eeb £.:¢6 6.
E.fo+ +—

4.Z2g8! £h15.Eg1 £13 6. £Ef1
+_

An elegant study!

861.

E. Asaba, 1981
Problemist, III Pr.

This is a wonderful study, twin to
the 860 study.

1. 5f1 £.92 2. Zf8 g7

2... a4 3. Eh8+! (3. Ee8? a3 4.
Bed (4. BEnsg+ g7 5. Bh2 L3
4...a2=)3... g7 4. Ehd 16 5. Egd!
(5. L:e4? £g5)5...a3 6. £:g2 3 7.
Eg8a2 8. Zag8 +—

3. Er4!

3. Ea8?

3... f2 4. &b5 £.¢c6 5. &£f
Ded 6. 292 HNc5 7. Eg4+ L6 8.
£:c6 Hd3+ 9. Ld2 He5 10. Ed4
9:c6 11. Hdé+ +—

A worthy set of twins!
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862. (A3. Ec7 & 4. Bb7; 2. Eb8? Ea2 3.
E. Asaba, 1980 B:b7 Eal+—+)2... £a8 3. b7 £:b7
Canadian Chess Chat, I Mention. 4. Eh7! b6+ 5. E:b7+ L:b7 =

In this study the roles are changed.

864.
F. Spinhoven, 1977

1. Eg1 (1. Eg8+? &h7 2. Hgl
Hdbl —+) 1... Ddb1 (1... Dabl 2.
Eg8+ Lh7 3. Led+ &:ed 4. EaB) 2.
Hg8+ & h7 3. 2ed4+ Lh6 4. Hg6+

@hS 5. .@.d5 a1g 6. .@.f70 = (after A.van Test)
863 1. £g2 b1E! (1... b1W+ 2. &:f3)
X ’ 2. £:f3Ep7 3. &d5! E:a7 4. L d6+
A. vanél“eés, 1977 Gb8 5. Eba+ +—
865.

K. Sumbatian, 1977
Sahmaty v SSSR, I Pr.

1. g8E (I g8 Eh31 —+) 1...
Bd2 (1... Eh3 2. g2 &:b6) 2. EgT!
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1. £eb

A fe5, 2h3, £g2 #
1... 2c5+ 2. &1 2d6
2...9d6 (2... DeT) 3. Le5

3. £d4!

3. £:c87 fe5 4. £a3 £d6 5. Lct
2 4=

3... DeT 4. £g1

AS. £h3 ;5. f4

4. 2h25. 2c5L4f4
5...%g6 6. f4

6. £:e7 £d6 7. £g5 £f4 8.
£.d5! £:959. f4+ +—

866.
1. Kricheli, 1980
Themes-64, II Mention

1. &as

1. 2b2? b4+ 2. Las Dbc2 3.
£:a3 §):a3 4. b4 Hd3 —+

1... b4

l... %d3 2. &2b2 b4 3. £:a3 ba3
4, Lag=

2. %a4 He2

2... &bl 3. b3 Hbel 4. &b2
&d3 5. £a3 =

3. 2b2 &d3 4. b3 Hc3 5.
fa3b:a3=

867.
I.Ibran, 1980
Bron Jubilee, Mention

//

// //

The solving of this analytical study
is instructive. No matter that the vic-
tory is achieved after long maneuvers,
in which can arise inversions of moves
and dualisms, this study present inter-
est, especially for White’s strategically
plan.

1. Ed8 £c8 2. Hg8+ ¥ h2 3.
£c¢3 &h3 4. &6 &h2 5. £b2
&h3 6. d2 h4

AL h5-h6-h7

7. &c3 &h5 8. £c1 ¥h4 9.
&bd4 Lh5 10. 214 Lh4 11. Lc5
&h3

11... Ba5+ 12. &d6 Ea6+ 13. Le7

12. £d6 L h4 13. Le7 L h5 14.
£2e3dh4 15. La7
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15. £b6 869.

15... ©h5 16. Lf6 Lh4 17. P. Joita, 1982
22+ ¥h3 Schweizerische Schachzeitung, I Pr.

17... &h5 18. Eg5+ &h6 19. £e3
Ea6+20. L7 2e6+ 21, L8 Lh7 22.
Eh5+ g6 23. Eh6+ &f5 24. Eeb
+_

18. ©e7 ¥ h2 19. £a7 L h3 20.
£b8 2b7 21. Eg3+ & h4 22. Eb3
£c8 23. &d8 Le6 24. Eb6 &5
25. Eb4+ $h3 26. Eb5 Le6 27.
He5 294 28. He3+ g2 29. Hg3+
+_

868. =
V. Samilo, 1980 A piece is going to be down. That’s
Sahmaty v SSSR, Il Mention. why it takes efforts to save the game.

1. Dh6+ Hf4 (1... L:h4 2. Hf5+)
2. 2g3+! (2. 2h5? En7 3. £g3+
Lgs; 2. £b1? Ed2+ 3. &h3 Egl) 2...
& g5 3. Hf5 Hd2+ 4. £h3 E:g6 5.
Hh4 Zf6 (5... Eh6 6. L4+ B:f4 =)
6. Hf3+ H:f3 =

A nice study!

870.

V. Kalandadze, 1982
Georgia, IV-VI Pr.

1. Le2+ Hg2

1... Ye32.0-0 &bt 3. Ef3+ X:e2
4, Ea3 =

2. £f3+ &:f3 3. 0-0+ Lg4 4.
Ha1 £b1 5. g2 ¥h4 6. Lg1!
©h3 7. &h1 Led+8. &gl £b19.
& h1 g2+ 10. £ g10 g3 11. H:a2
£:a2=
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1. Be5+ &f6 2. Zf5+ Hg6 3.
Eg5+ &h6 4. Za5!

4. En5+? E:h5 5. Eb6+ &gs 6.
Za6 Bn2 7. Ead4 &5 8. Lb7 Les5 9.
L6 Bc2+ 10. b5 Hd5 —+

4... a1 5. Egb5 Wh8+ 6. Zb8
Wd4 7. Eb6+! W:b6 8. Zh5+ L g7
9. Eh7+ =

871

L. Topko, 1982
Sahmaty v SSSR, I-11 Pr.

1. £c6 b4+

1... Eh6+ 2. Hc7 Hbel 3. Ed7+ =

2. Lc5! Hab+ 3. ¥b6 Zh6+ 4,
Lab Ha3

4... 35 Bd6 B:d6 =

5 Hc1! e7

5... b8 6. EcT+ Le6 7. Ec8

6. a4 Eh3 7. a5 2 b8 8.
L b4

A9. Ec3

8... £d6 9. Zc3 Y6+ 10. Lad
Zie3=

Two “chameleon” stalemates, in a
study build with maximum material
economy.

872.
V. Sereda, 1982
64,11 Pr.

1. HEc5+! (1. End? D12+ 2. Fe2
Ea2+ 3. &f1 Le5 4. EhS Dd3 —+)
1... a4 2. Eh5 Hf2+ 3. de2
a2+ 4. &f1 £2¢3!15. Eh2 2e1 6.
Zh4+ (6. L:el? Dd3+ —+) 6... 2b4
7.2h2 &e1= -

Positional draw.

873.
A. Gilberg, 1987

Molodoi leninets, Mention
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1. g8 £f4 2. h7 £h8! 3. h6! A very interesting Queens study, in
3. 9187 Wf7 4. h6 Dgb#; 3. W87 which stalemate and mate motifs are
£\d5 4 @gS DeT+ —+ o " very well combined.

875.
3... 2a1 4. h8¥ £:h8 5. h7!
9Hgb =

N. Chebanov, 1983
Odessa, Mention
874.

P. Bekker, 1983
Chess Life, I11 Pr.

1. ed+ (1. Eg2? H)f5) 1... Yeb
(A2. Eg2 &) 2. Le3! Dgd+ (2...
£d13. Bg2 Hga+ 4. &d2 =) 3. Lf3!
2d1 4. D:gd! g2 5. Sf3l g1W=

1. g4+ hé 5... g1+ 6. e3 =)

1... Lg5 2. Wfs+ Lh6 3. g5+ +— 876.

2. Wh1+ &g7 3. Wal+ Lg8 4. O. Pervakov, 1984
Wa2+ &g7 5. W7+ Lh6 6. g7 Buletin CSK, I-I Pr.

6. g5+? L:g5 7. g7 Wds+ 8. L:b7
Lh6 =

6... Wds+

6... W:g7? 7. Whs #

7. %:b7 Wg5s 8. La6b!

8. g84)+? W.g8 9, W:og

8...¥W:.g4

8... Wdg 9. g5+ W:.g5 10. g8+
+_

9. g8+ Lg5 10. Wfe+ L h5
11. Whe #
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1. &d6 Eds8+ 2. &c7 Ed7+ 3.
&6 Ha7

3... Hd3 4. Ee2+ &d8 5. L.g5+
+_

4. Eg8+ Le7 5. 28+ Lf6

5... &e6 6. £c5 Eab+ 7. &bs +—

6. £¢c5Ha6+7. 2b6 a3 8. b5
a2 9. 2d4+ +—

877.

V. Kozyrev, 1984
Sahmaty v SSSR, I Pr.

1. 25+ a2

1... Pal 2. Wel+ a2 3. Le6+
&a3 4. Was #

2. 2eb+ ¥a3

2... bal 3. Wel+ Wp1 4. We3+
Wh2 5. Was+ bbl 6. 215+ Fel 7.
Wel #;

2... &bl 3. Wdl+ Wel 4. Wp3+
Wh2 5. 215+ Lcl 6. Wd3 h6 7. 2.g6
h5 8. 2ed! Wed! 9 Wc3+ (9 We27=)
9... &Hd! 10. &3 +—

3. Wcq40 h6 4. £17 h5 5. £d5!
Wh5! 6. We3+

6. W:bs? =

6... Lad 7. £¢6 +—

878.
A. Kalinin, 1985
64,1 Mention

1. b4 &d4 2. b5 &:c5 3. b6
DeT 4. b7 Hic6 5. b8YW 5):b8+ 6.
a5 N ad. lib=

This ending is not new and was en-
countered for many times, but the con-
struction and the play are very good.

879.

V. Kondratiev & A. Kopnin, 1982
V. Bron Jubilee, II Mention
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1. g6 Le5 2. g7 Hgd+ 3. L g5!
3. g6? DO

3... H)f6 4. ©g60 Hd5 5. LfT!
5. g80)\7 4 6. Hf7 e5 —+

5... 9f6 6. L g6 Dg8 7. Hf7
A he+ 8. g6 Hf59. g8HA! =

880.
M. Matoush, 1985
Italia, I Pr.

1. d6

1. ¢7? Ec3 2. %b6 Hes 3. Af7
Hd6 =

1... deb6 2. d7 Le7

2...Bd33. &g4+ Le74.c7 +—

2... Eg83. £e8 e74.¢7+—

3. b6 &d8 4. c7+! L:d7 5.
£e8+ Lc8 6. £17 He3 7. £c4
Ze8 8. Hcb +—
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881.
M. Matoush, 1985
Sahmaty v SSSR, Mention

The overwhelming material advan-
tage is not easy at all to be realized.

1. b4 He8 2. b5! X:d8 3. L5+
&$d3 4. b6 Led 5. g5+ Lf5 6. b7
He8! 7. b8X!

7. b8Y? Zh8+ 8. &:hg =

7...H:e58. Efg #

882.
1. Galushko, 1985

Birnov's Memorial, II Pr.




1. a6 He8

1... g8 2. £.c5 &b8 3. b6 L8
4. c6 Ld8 5. d6 Le8 6. Le6 HeT
7. Lf6 +—

2. g8& D7+ 3. L b6 Heb 4.
&fn

4. £h7? &5 5. &5 d7+ 6. Lab
b8+ =

4... Nc7 5. £a2 (b3,c4) D ad.
lib. 6. £d5 #

883.
G. Umnov, 1985
Sahmaty v SSSR, 1 Pr.

1. Zc8 ¥:a2 2. Zb8 a3

2...4d53. E:h8 £:g2 4. Eh2 +—

3. g3! ¥a4 4. ¥f4 a5 5. g4!
Lab

5... %24 6. Les £e67 E:h8 £.:g4
8. &h4 +—

6. g5 Eh4+ 7. g3 Eh8 8. g6
£79. X:h8 £.:96 10. Eh6 +—

A fantastic play, in which the

Bishop is pin for three times and in the
end, is lost.

884.
A. Manvelian, 1985
Sahmaty v SSSR, I1I Pr.

1. DHe2+ b2

1... &c2 2. Dda+ Hb2 3. Eb3+
el 4. Ebs

2. Eb3+ &c2 3. Hd4+ dc1 4.
g

4. Bb8? Hd2+ —+;
4. He2+? Fd2 —+

4... a1%W 5 Ec3+! ¥b2
5...Ld2 6. b3+

6. Ec2+ a3 7. Hc3+! a2
7... Ya4 8. Eca+

8. HEc2+ Nb2 9. Ec1! AAd3 10.
Zc2+ a3 11. Ec3+ a2

11... Lad4 12. Ec4+ SHb4 13.
E:ba+

12. Ec2+ Hb2 13. Ec1 =

Positional draw.
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885.
A. Sochnev, 1985
Gerbstman's Memorial, III Mention

1. c7 Eh6+ 2. &g3!

2. 22?2 Eh8 3. D6+ Le3 4. 5)d8
Hg8+ 5. &h3 (5. &f1 Zf8+ 6. el
En8 7. &dl &d3 8. £cl Eni+ 9.
b2 Bn2+ 10. &b3 He2 =) 5... ©f3
6. Lh4 Ega+ 7. &h5 Ec4 =

2... Eh8 3. Y\ c6+ Le3 4. Nd8
Hg8+ 5. &h4 &4 6. &h5 HEg5+ 7.
&h6 Hc5 8. Heb+ +—

886.
S. Kasparian, 1986
Molodoi leninets, Mention

Some Georgian composers on cemetery of G.Kasparian
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2... )5 3. £.c7 9d5 (3... wd3 4. 888.
£e55e3 5. &6 H)d1 6. D bd+ Bcd E. Pekkover, 1957
7. £ a2 &b3 8. Yeb L:a2 9. c4 Hed Szachy, I Pr.

10. ¢5 +—) 4. Hc8 el 5. b6+ LS
6. £h2! +—

3. c4 £Yb6 4. ¢5 DA77 5. &f2
&d5 6. H1c8 &:c5 7. 2 b6+ L d6
8. &g3#

887.
V. Balanovski, 1987
Molodoi leninets, II Mention

1. Ed3

A2 Edl;

1. Bel £22. Bal &g2 3. &d3 f1%+
4. E:f1 &:f1—+;

1. &d3? g2—+

1... g2 2. Ed2+ f2 3. &d3
&g14. Ed1+!

4, Le3? f1D+!

4. f1%W+ 5 He3! Wid1 =

5...%g2 6. B:f1 &:f1 7. Hf3=

1. £f1+ dd2

1... &dd 2. Ne2+ LdS 3. Hic3+

2. %:e4 Lel1 3. £h3[] Hf2 4.
D3 g3 5. L1 $f2 6. Hh2 Lg3
7. e3!

7.3 &f2 =

7... ©:h2 8. &2 N5 9. Hif6
©h110. £g2+ $h2 1. Hgd #
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CHAPTER 4

Imost all of the Armenian's composers, more or less, are the students and

followers of the great G. Kasparian, among them are masters of the stud-
ies like Aleksandr Manveliaan (b. 1946), occupying the 5th place in the world
championship, Gamlet Amirian (b. 1935), Sergei Varov (b. 1951), Alexei
Gasparian (b. 1958). Their studies have participated in several prestigious inter-
national competitions, where they had a special assessment.

His son Sergei Kasparian is also concerned by the artistic chess. He has
completed more than 30 studies, participating in the team and individual world
championships, where in 2001-2003 took the 27" place.

The following chapter refers to G. Kasparian's son, Sergei Kasparian, also
a great lover of chess composition and a former pupil of the great composer.
The studies presented here are a selection of the best studies of Sergei, and are
completing, in a large extent, this book. On this occasion I want to thank to Mr.
Sergei Kasparian for his kind gesture to provide us his father's work, without
whose goodwill, this book would not be seen soon in daylight!

Sergei Kasparian was born in September 19, 1952 in Yerevan. Between 1956
and 1963 he lived with his family in Tbilisi. After his return to Yerevan, in 1964,
began to deal with chess, being in a group conducted by his father. In 1968 he
became Yerevan's champion of the school championship and ranks second in the
junior championship of Armenia. He participated in the Yerevan's championship
three times, and in 1980 meets the standard of candidate master.

In 1969 begins the Chemical Technology Faculty of the Yerevan Polytechnic
Institute, which he graduate in 1974. As a chemistry technician he had worked in
several institutions in Yerevan, and in 1981 he graduate the dissertation in candi-
dacy for the specialty of physical chemistry.

He began to looks quite late at the chess composition. In 1984 at the Central
Club of Armenia his father G. Kasparian began to give courses in chess com-
position, having as student his son, too. Since 1986 he began to publish studies
and problems. In the following chapter 20 of his studies are presented, in some of
them Sergei Varov and Shamir Chobanian ware co-authors.
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Genrich Kasparian's studies,
books and articles continue to influ-
ence the creation of many compos-
ers from around the world. This fact
is confirmed by the “G. Kasparian's
Memorial” competitions organized in
Armenia in the 1996, 2000 and 2005
years.

889.

S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 1985
Revista de sah, IT Pr.

7

% 7

1. 4.:f6! Nd6+
.. 2:062. %:f7 £d4 3. 5 f3 AcS
4. Be8 Hb7 5. Ld7 +—

2. &d7!

2. be7? Ad4! 3. A:dd 3. 43
£e5=) 3. D5+ =

2... 5:b5 3. £:a1 Ha3

3... a6 4. a:b5+ X:b5 5. Hf3

4. Lcé!

4. £d4? ¥a6 5. Tcb H1c2 6. £.:b6
Aba+ 7. Lc5 Dd3+ 8. Ld4 Db2=;
4, He22 b5 5. Ab2 D2 6. ab5 Lb6
7. &e3 Hd4 8. Hd5+ L:bs 9. £:d4
Fc4 =

4... Nc2 5. He2!!
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5. 237 %a6 6. De2 Nbd+ 7. £.:b4
a:b4 A&as =;

5. &Hf3? a6 6. HHd4 H):dd+ 7.
£:d4 Fa7 =

5... 9:a1 6. Hda! a6 7. Nb5
Hb3 8. Hc7 Hc5 9. Lb8 H:ad
10. DT #

A wonderful study — annotation
from Karen Sumbatian.

890.
S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 1987
Armenia, I-II Pr.

1... £d5+

1... b7 2. &d4 L:a8 3. L.cd £.g6
4.9c3 N2 5. £d3 £:d3 6. H:d3 =

2. &e5

2. 2152 Hb7 3. L6 Nf7 4. £h3
Nd6 5. Le551:b5 6. £47 £cd 7. £:b5
£:b5 8. ¥d6 Hae —+

2... HYf7T+

2... £:a8 3. &fe £d5 4. 2h3+
&7 5. Le6 Red 6. 5=

3. &d4!



3. &f6? Lb7 4. £h3 £)d6 5. Pe5
&b5 6. £d7 L.c4! —+

3... £:a8 4. &c5! Nc2 5. £.d3
Da1l

5...%8)376.9d4 Dgd 7. Led =

5... 2l 6. £c44)d8 7. £.d5 b7+
8. b6 b8 9. fed =

6. £.c4!

6. Lb4? HNd6 7. B3 £.d5 8. Lbl
Ay:b5+ 9. Lb2 £b3 10. La2 £)5d4
—+

6... Hd8 7. £d5 Db7+ 8. ¥ b6
$b8 9. £e40 Hb3 10. £:b7 £:b7

In this study we reach stalemate,
domination and “zugzwang” ele-
ments!

The study was chosen for “FIDE
Album” for 19861988 years.

891
S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 2002
Sochnev-40, II Mention

A simple initial position, taken
from practical play, doesn’t seem at
first sight to contain study’s features.

1. g6

1. &12? 2.f4=

1. &£37 Le6! 2. g6 Lgl

1... Yeb 2. Lf2!!

2. Bf1? &4 3. g7 &f7 4. &6
g7 5. Dh5+ Lgb 6. D :fd+ Lf5 7.
Nd3 Hed 8. Le2 Ldd 9. Ld2 Lcd

10. &c2 b6!! mutual zugzwang 11.
Ld2 b3 12. Ye3 L3 13. Ped L4

2. 13?2 21! 3. Lgd b6 4. DeS
Lf6 5. Lh5 g7 6. bS £e3 7. £c6
L6 8. Dba Lg79.2)d5 £d4 10. DeT
£.c3 11 D5+ B8 12. Lgd 2.6 13.
Lf4 2b2 14. Led £a3 15. dS L.c5
16. Lc6 212 17. DeT+ g7 18. £c8
L:g6 19. 2):b6 L7 20. Nd7 L.a7 =

2...4cT!

2... 2147 3. g7 &f7 4. 516 L7
5. \h5+ Lgb 6. H):fd+ LS 7. Le3
+_

3. &f3!

3. g7? 17 4. N6 b6+ =

3...2h2

3... £.d8 4. Lg4! £e75.b5 La3 6.
$h5 £b2 7. D5+ LdS 8. £):b7 28!
9. ¥h6! £al (9... £d4 10. Da5; 9...
2.3 10. b6 6 11. £c5 +—;9... £f6 .
10. b6 ¥c6 11. &5 +—;9... £b2 10.
b6; 9... £.e5 10. b6) 10. Da5 c5 11.
&3+ +-—

4. Lg2!l &c7! 5. g7 Hf7 6.
e L:g7 7. De8+ L7 8. D:c7
Le7 9. b5 &d7 10. b6 Lc6 11.
a8 +—

Here is an annotation from A.
Sochneyv, tournament referee, concern-
ing this study: “For an analytical solu-
tion of a complex study. The all over
the board walk of the Black Bishop is

impressive.”
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892.
S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 1986
Ceskoslovensko, III Mention

1... 2h3!

1... De5+ 2. Lf2+ &ic6 3. &ich
fc5+ 4. il Ph2 5. Hd8 Lg3 6.
De6 2.e3 7. g5 =

2. Sfa+ g1 3. D3+ B2 4.
5):hd £d6+! 5. L g5!

5. bed? £g3 6. H)F5 Lg2+ —+; -
5. Lf5? Des+ —+

5... Re7+ 6. L4l
6. &h5? Des5 7. £b7 Lga+ —+

6... £:h4 7. £d7 £g3+ 8. L g5
©f3 9. £c6+ He3 10. £d7 =

AL, 52 11. £h3 HHh3 12, Lgd

Positional draw.
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893.
S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 1991
Birnov's XI Memorial , I-1I Pr.

1. He5+ Ld5 (c5)

1... &d4 2. Ehd+ fLed 3. Do+
4 4. Eied+ b3 5. EbS+ Pa3 (5.
a2 6. Dbd+ &bl 7. Doc2+ L2 8.
Bca+ 2d3 9. Db2+ e3 10. Eb3#) 6.
Ze3+ La2 7. O\ bd+ Hbl 8. Eb3+ Hel
9. Ec5 Eas+ 10. d7 Za7+ 11. Ld6
Hao+ 12. d5 Eas 13. Dd3+ &:dl
14. Ebl+ c1W 15. ):f2 #

2. Hd7+! &d4 3. Ef4+ Le4 4.
E:e4+! ¥:e4 5. Eha+ & d5

5... Bf3 6. DeS+ Wg3 7. Egd+
Fh2 8. O3+ Lht 9. &):24#; 5... Ff5
6. De3+ Lg6 7. Ega+ Lh7 8. Nfo+
Lh8 9. Zg8 #

6. He3+ Lc6 7. Eh6+ L b7

7... &b5 8. Eb6+ Lad4 9. S5+
Fa3 10. Hicd+ La2 t1. Ev2+ Lal 12.
Nb3 #

8. Eb6+ a8 9. Eb8 #

A study with four mates in all four
corners of the board — a record in do-
main!



894.
S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 1996
Word Ch., XIII Pr.

1. Hc3+ L:b4

1... ¥a32. £:d3 alW 3. £d4 W)
(... el 4. b5 Wd2 5. Dce2) 4. Dice2
b4 5. 2a6 Wdl 6. 2b7 We2+ 7.
Sc6+— Wa2 8. £d5

2. Hd5+!

2. £:d3?2 al¥ 3. Hds+ Hes 4.
2al=; 2. D:a2+? He5 3. Dbs (3.
L:d3=) 3... Weq 4. N3+ LdS 5.
207+ L6 6. D5+ (6. Lied=) 6...
H:e5 7. Ded 6 8. Hd7 a3 9. DNd2
£l 10. Hdf3+ 26 11. Led Le3=

2... %c5 3. Hb4!

3. 2:d3? alW 4. &:a)=

3...W:e44 Nd3+Dd55. b7+
L:e6 6. 2:e4 a1W 7. £ d5+!

7. 2:a17=; 7. £f5+2 &:f5 8. L:al
%:g6=

7... &:d5 8. £:a1 e5 9.
Hd7+—

Annotation of FIDE referee Paul
Joita:

wFour stalemate positions drive to
an interesting play, but the two closed
Bishops, from the beginning, dimin-
ish somehow the good study's impres-
sion.”

895.
S. Kasparian & S. Varov, 2002
" Z.Birnov's Memorial, Mention

7.

2 7

7/, /4

Z,

7, A
4% %7,,/ %% .
&7 &7

1. £e3!

1. #2122 Hcd 2. £.c3 Des5 3. L:e5
f:ieS 4. &:3 H)f6 5. Le3 Lgs 6. Ld3
ed+ 7. Dcd e3 8. &d3 Hd7 9. &d5
L4 10. £d6 Sies5 11. Le2 c4 —+

1... Hc4l 2, &:c5!

2. &2+ g3+ 3. Lel (3. gl
Dd2 4. L£c2 c4 5. $h2 Ldfl+) 3.
a3 4. £a2 c4 5. £.c5 D2+ 6. Ldl
(6. Dd2 Ded+ 7. L:c2 Dic5 8. L:cd
2g3) 6... Ded 7. LaT Hic3+ 8. L2
&Y:a2

2... Dd2+ 3. &2 H\:b1 4. &:f3
f5

4...%g55. Le7=

5. Le7+! ‘

5. £b4? Pg5 6. Le2 Hig3+ 7. Ld3
Ned (f1)
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5.. ©h3 6. £b4O Hh2 7.
£d6+ T h1 8. &ba! Hg19. Lc5+
&1 10. 2ba! =

Positional draw.
896.

S. Kasparian & C. Varov, 1989
Armenia

1. Dc3 Hb8

1... &5 2. Ead8 3+ 3. el
bI¥W+ 4, &):bl bl 5. Ebs+

2. H:d8 f3+ 3. &c2 £:d8 4.
H:b8 f2

4... fe2 5 E:d8 elW 6. Hdi+
Wd1+ 7. &:d1 b1+ 8. £):bl L:bl 9.
©e2 ¢5 10, 2d3 b2 11, Ped +— (11,
e5? b3 12. e6 c4+ 13. Ld2 b2 14.
e7c3+ 15 De2 c2 16. eS8 c1 ¥ =)

5 Z:d8 f1W 6. Ed1+ W:d1+ 7.
&:d1 b1+ 8. /\:b1 L:b19. d2
&b2 10. £d3 b3 11. ¥d4 ¥ b4
12. e5 ¢5+ 13. ¥e3 & b5 14. L d3
&ch 15. €6 Ld6 16. Lc4 L:eb
17. &:c5 &d7 18. ¥b6 ¥c8 19.
e4 +—
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897.
S. Kasparian & S. Chobanian
1987 Schach-DDR, III Mention

1. Deb6+ Le8 2. d7+! H:d7 3.
NeT+ L8 4. He6+ Le8 5. HNcT+
& d8 6. HNe6+ Lc8 7. Nd5 Wh1 8.
a7 (N\9. DeT#)8... Wg1+ 9. a8
Wg210. a7 W2+ 1. Das = W3
12. a7 W2+ (12... Wa3 13. £c4
Was5+ 14, La6+ Wias+ 15. H:a6 =)

898.
S. Kasparian, 1990
Nikolaev, I1I Pr.




1. &c5 Dad+ 3... D+ 4. L3 Wh7+ 5. Lgd
1... D8 2. &5 Sbd7+ 3. L6 4. D:c4+ Lf6 5. Dd5+ Lf7

£\b8+ 4. Bb7 bd7 5. Bc6 = 6. He5+ Led 7. HHf6+ L:eT 8.
2. &ba Hb2 3. &c3 Nd1+ 4. Dd5+!

Ld2 Hf2 5. Le3 HNHf8 8. Ngb+ B:6 9. £)1:h8 HIFS 10. e4
5...60h1 6. 3 )87 Lc8 = Dge6 11. e5+ Lg7
6. 215! Hd1+ 8... Ye8 9. Nfe+ Le7 10.
6. Dbl 7. Gf3 Dg6 8. heg DT+ LeB11.Df6+ =

&Vha+ 9, gg4 @gz 10. 213 Hel+ 11. 11... Ld8 12. D7+ Le7 13. @:hS.

Be2 V2 12. B3 = B:f6 14. e4 H)eB 15. e5+ g7 16. Hf5

7. ©d2 b2 8. ¥c3 Had+ 9.

& b4 b6 10. c5 Hbd7+ 900

10... Dfd7+ 11. Fc6 = S. Kasparian, 1985
11. £c6 Hb8+ 12. b7 Dbd7 Thilisi, | Mention
13. &c6 = _
Positional draw. %
899. // ) /%/ )
S. Kasparian, 1999 / //&/é @é
Erevan, III-IV Pr.

______ -

/////7//

//%@%

%

. 7

7,

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

/////,%,
/}%é%g/

7

///

, / iy //; 1. d7 £:f6 2. d8W £:d8 3.
T
NG // // )| Ee
/ / / 3. &:d8 92d6 4. Le8 Ef5 —+
3... 2g5 4. &:d8 £d6 5. Le8
= Hgs+
1. D3+ 5... 2d7+ 6. &d8 E:gl;
1. h7? Weg —+ 5... £h5+ 6. Lf8 E:gl
1. %e5 2. h7 Wcs 3. hawy 6 Y7 Le6+7. df6 gl =

@:h.a
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901
S. Kasparian, 2001
Sankt Peterburg, II Mention

1. £c5+ Lf1

... &:hl 2. Dg3 #

2. \5g3+ Ye1 3. Lbd+ Ld1 4.
Nf2+ Lc1 5. He2+ b1 6. Hd1

6. Ded

6...2a27.5Hdc3+ La18.5):a2
N3 9. Ae7l HNd2+

9... gl¥ 10. &f6+ &d4+ 11
2:d4+ Wd4 12. ):d4 +— h2 13. Dc3
h1¥ 14, 2 # ’

10. ©c2 g1W

10... :22 11. Qicl+ Fal 12. 216
#

1. D:g1 &:a2 12. He2 Hb3
13. H¢c3+ a1 14. L:b3 h2 15.
£a3 h1¥ 16. &b2 #
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902.
S. Kasparian, 2004
Sankt Peterburg

1. £d7+!

1. 2:d5? g3+ 2. g4 Do+ —+

1... &:d7 2. Ec7+ &:d6 3.
H:d5+!

3. e8D+ Heb 4. Dgl+ Lf6 5.
He8+ Lgb 6. Eg7+ &h6 7. Hids
We3+ —+

3... W:d5 4. e8D +!

4. e8%? L7 —+

4...%eb6 5. Hg7+ L6 6. De8+
Lg6

6... Le6 7. NgT+ Ld6 8. Ned+ =

7. Zg7+ & h6 8. Eh7+! &:h7 9.
Dfe+! 4):f6 =

A mirrored stalemate. The “shash-
ki” theme in a drawn position: with
pieces sacrifices is obtained either a
perpetual check or a stalemate.



903.
S. Kasparian, 2005
Glinka Jubilee, VII Mention

1. 216 Wh1 2. He2 Wh2

2... Wed 3. Ng3+

3. Hfa+!

3. Ec4? W2 4. (\fa+ Lh6 5. Deb
Wa7+ 6. £e7 W2+ 7. Ef4 W4+ 8.
o\:fa =

3... g4

3... Bh6 4. Ee3 Wa2+ (4. W3
5. Lg5+1) 5. Heb Wie6+ 6. &)ie6 +—
(6. &:¢67=)

4. Heb+ L3 5. Hg5+ Hf2 6.
£.d4+ &f1 7. Hel+ &:e1 8. N3+
+_

Domination against the Queeen,
avoiding the stalemate trap, in a min-
iature form.

904.
S. Kasparian, 2001
Odessa, Mention

1. &5 5c6 2. £2b6!

2. Lel? Hd4+ 3. b4 (3. g5
9f3+)3... g2 —+

2...h4 3. L g4 £6 4. £h3!

4. £.£27 e5+ 5. ©h3 Higs —+

4. De7

4... He55 2d8 £:d8 =

5. 2d8! &g1 6. L.b6+ Hf1 7.
£.d8 g1

7... B2 8. £:e7 £:e7 9. Lh2

8. £b6+ Hh1 9. £d8 £.g5 10.
& g4 &6

10... Lg2 11. &:g5h3 12. &c7 =
1. &h3 =
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905.
S. Kasparian, 2006
Erevan

1. D:b6 h3 2. Nd7 h2 3. 6 g:f6

4. 5 :fe+ Lf8
4... Hh8

5. g7+ :g7 6. {h5+ L g6 7.

g3 g5 8. L:e5!

Sergey Kasparian
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8. L:c6? g4 9. Hh1 Lf3 10. bS
&g2 =

8... £g4 9. Hh1 L3 10. L d4!
&g2 11. Le3 c5! 12. b5! L:h1 13.
&f2 c4 14. b6 c3 15. b7 c:d2 16.
b8 +—

16... d1W (16... d19)+ 17. &g3) 17.
Wy7+

The study was dedicated to Levon
Aronian, Chess World Champion at
“Fischer — 960” version.

906.
S. Kasparian, 2006

Erevan

1...B:e7

... Ee5+ 2. La6! 2. Wes?
W6+ 3. Z:c6 =) 2... Eed 3. b7+
&b 4. £.d6 #

2. Ha6! H:e5

2... Ea7+ 3. b:a7 Wees 4. c7+ Weed
5.c8W #

3.c7+E:e44. b7 #

A short study, with two efficient
mates.



907.
S. Kasparian, 2006
VII Europa Ch.

1. E:b8! g3+

1... W.bg 2. Bco+ Hb2 3. Wre+

2. W:g3 W:g3 3. Hc6+ Ld1 4.
Zc1+!

4, Ebl+? e2 5. Ee6+ Lf2 6.
Bf6+ He3 7. Be6+ Ldd4 —+

4... Le2

4... %l 5. Bbl+ &2 6. Eb2+
Ddl 7. E:d2+ el 8. Ec2+ bl 9.
Eb2+ Fal 10. Ea2+ &:a2 =

5. He8+ &f2 6. Ef3+ Lel 7.
He8+ &2

7... &d4 8. Eds+ Pes5 9. E:d2
Wh3+ 10. En2 W3+ 11. Eg2 =

8. B8+ =

An “aristocrat” study, which ends
either with stalemate or perpetual
chess.
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THEMATICAL INDEX

Positional draw:

9-11, 19, 32, 42, 45, 61, 65, 71, 188, 205, 214, 243, 249, 251, 253, 259, 266, 271,
276-278, 286-288, 291-294, 321, 322, 324, 333, 335, 337, 345, 372-374, 379,
380, 385, 394, 395, 401, 402, 404, 409, 438, 491, 497, 499, 507, 512, 517, 522,
526, 527, 531, 534, 547, 551, 557, 568, 573, 575, 576, 580, 581, 583, 586, 594,
602, 608, 617, 620, 625, 637, 643, 645, 647, 652, 654, 664, 669, 670, 670, 675,
679, 691, 695, 701, 705, 709, 723, 726, 727, 730, 734, 735, 740, 746, 749, 753,
755, 760, 768, 769, 787, 790, 797, 801, 804, 806, 812, 816, 818, 825, 832, 835,
839, 855, 857, 872, 884

Stalemate:

4,5,15,20, 23, 31, 34, 40, 41, 46, 47, 50, 53, 54, 56, 57, 66, 77, 80, 82, 85, 97,
100, 107, 117, 122-125, 127-130, 132, 138-141, 147-149, 153-155, 161-172, 174-
177, 179, 180, 186, 189-191, 195-204, 206-209, 212, 213, 219, 222, 228, 234,
235, 238, 241, 247, 248, 258, 269, 270, 280, 283, 296, 305, 306, 327, 329-332,
338, 339, 342, 346-348, 352, 355-358, 361, 364, 381-383, 390, 396, 397, 399,
403, 407, 410, 412, 413, 421, 422, 435, 446-448, 450, 454, 458, 467, 468, 474,
475, 485, 486, 488, 494, 501-503, 513, 532, 537, 543, 549, 552, 554, 564-566,
570, 572, 582, 584, 590, 596, 601, 616, 619, 627, 640, 646, 650, 658, 661-663,
673, 680, 684, 692, 693, 698, 700, 708, 715, 718, 724, 728, 729, 731, 756, 757,
762,767,771, 773, 782, 783, 788, 789, 792, 796, 800, 810, 817, 824, 826, 827,
834, 837, 840, 841, 852, 856, 858, 863, 866, 368-871, 873, 875, 878, 888

Mate:

6-8, 12, 13, 25, 30, 33, 36-38, 44, 49, 51, 59, 64, 69, 73, 83, 105, 106, 114, 193,
240, 242, 254, 262-265, 267, 273, 274, 284, 285, 289, 290, 297, 298, 311, 316,
319, 334, 349, 350, 353, 367, 368, 375, 423, 427, 432, 437, 439, 453, 471, 481,
487, 498, 504, 518-520, 533, 538, 540, 556, 559, 560, 569, 571, 578, 587, 592,
597, 598, 600, 603, 605, 322, 655, 677, 688, 696, 707, 713, 716, 719, 725, 741,
742, 744, 745, 747, 758, 759, 761, 772, 775, 779, 784, 786, 809, 811, 813, 830,
842-847, 849, 850, 874, 881, 886, 887
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Systematical moves:
63, 244, 245, 260, 300-302, 326, 354, 376, 495, 618, 624, 641, 642, 733, 736-
738, 750, 752, 801, 802, 833

Counter-play ended with stalemate or positional draw:
14, 16, 17, 22, 26, 58, 60, 68, 86, 108, 109, 120, 137, 150, 181-185, 227, 232,
256, 257, 261, 279, 281, 282, 295, 309, 336, 360, 363, 411, 425, 434, 436, 484,
510, 515, 567, 591, 610, 633, 634, 660, 689, 690, 702, 712, 748, 763, 793, 794,
864, 865, 882

Other winning studies:
1-3, 18, 21, 24, 27-29, 39, 48, 52, 55, 62, 67, 70, 72, 74-76, 78, 79, 81, 84, 87-96,
98-104, 110-113, 116, 118, 121, 126, 131, 133-136, 142-146, 151, 152, 156-160,
173, 178, 187, 192, 210, 211, 215-218, 220, 221, 223, 226, 229, 231, 233, 236,
237, 239, 246, 251, 252, 255, 268, 303, 304, 307, 308, 310, 312-315, 317, 318,
320, 323, 325, 328, 340, 341, 343, 344, 359, 365, 366, 369-371, 386, 388, 389,
391-393, 400, 405, 406, 414, 415, 417, 418, 420, 424, 426, 428-431, 433, 440-
443, 445, 449, 451, 452, 455-457, 459-466, 469, 472, 473, 476-480, 482, 483,
489, 490, 492, 496, 505, 508, 511, 514, 515, 523-525, 528-530, 539, 541, 544,
546, 548, 558, 561-563, 574, 577, 585, 588, 589, 593, 595, 599, 607, 609, 612-
614, 621, 623, 626, 628-632, 636, 638, 639, 653, 659, 665, 667, 671, 678, 682,
683, 686, 687, 694, 697, 699, 703, 704, 706, 710, 711, 717, 720, 722, 732, 739,
751, 774, 777, 778, 778, 780, 781, 785, 791, 795, 798, 799, 803, 805, 807, 814,
815, 821-823, 829, 836, 838, 848, 851, 853, 854, 859-861, 867, 876, 877, 880,
883, 885

Other draw studies:
35,43, 115, 119, 194, 224, 225, 230, 250, 272, 275, 299, 351, 362, 377, 378, 384,
387, 398, 408, 416, 419, 444, 470, 493, 500, 506, 509, 516, 535, 536, 542, 545,
550, 553, 555, 579, 604, 606, 611, 615, 635, 644, 648, 649, 651, 656, 657, 666,
668, 672, 674, 676, 685, 714, 721, 743, 754, 764, 765, 770, 776, 808, 819, 820,
828, 831, 862, 879
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ABOUT THE AUTHOR

enrikh Moiseyevich Kasparian

(1910-1995) is considered to have
been one of the greatest composers of chess
endgame studies.

Kasparian became a national master in
1936 and an international master in 1950.
He was awarded the titles of International
Judge of Chess Compositions in 1956
and International Grandmaster of Chess
Composition in 1972, the first composer
to receive this title from FIDE (Harkola
2007).

Kasparyan was also an active chess player, winning the Armenian champion-
ship ten times (from 1934 to 1956, including two ties with future World Champion
Tigran Petrosian) and the Tiflis championship three times (1931, 1937, 1945). He
reached the USSR Championship finals four times (1931, 1937, 1947, 1952).

Kasparyan is best known for his compositions. He started with chess prob-
lems, mainly three-movers, but soon discovered that his best field was in end-
game studies. He wrote several books and collections and composed about 600
studies, many on the theme of domination, winning 57 first prizes. He won the
USSR Composing Championship several times.
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“Only year ago, the literature world waited
impatiently to see the last and unfinished novel by
Vladimir Nabokov, 33 years after the writers death.
It was his son Dmitri who decided not to burn the
father’s manuscripts, against what had been reported
as his father’s last wisl.

It is less known that Nabokov was also a passionate
chess composer. Now, the centenary of the chess study
magician Genrikh Kasparyan (1910-1995) should
bring us his last and unfinished book - 15 years after
the author’s death. Again, it was the son who decided
his father’s work should be saved and published. Being
also a study composer himself, Sergey Kasparyan
concluded his father’s book “888 Miniature Studies’.
With about the same excitement and controversies
that caused the last Nabokov’s novel, the problem chess
world will now wait for the last book of the famous
chess composer and theoretician of the chess endgame
study.”

Marjan Kovacevic
Grandmaster of the FIDE in solving
and composing chess problems

ISBN 978-536-7686-147-7

7886761861477



	888 Miniature Studies
	Copyright © 2010 
	Contents
	Introduction
	From the Author
	Ch01: From the Beginnings
	Ch02: Miniatures by the Founders of the modern Study
	Ch03: Miniatures of various Autors
	Ch04: Kasparian
	Alphabetical Index
	Thematical Index
	The List of the Books published by Genrich Kasparian
	About teh Author

	Backcover



