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EG 18, No. 928: P. Benko. Black wins, in Position I by I. ... Ra5 2.
Bd6 (c7) Rb5, in Position II simply by 1. ... Rb5. The wB is dominated
and unable to reach the saving diagonal a7-e3. This bust was found by
Werner Keym (Bremen) who also pointed out (Journal de Geneve
10.xi.70) that the first position is very satisfactorily saved by the
simple omission of the first move of either side. The second position
however is incurable.
We thank Mr. Cheron for advising this.

EG 20, p. 119, No. 2: A. Wotawa. A. serious dual win pointed out by V.
Stepanenko of Lyubertsy, (Moscow Region) is 1. Ee4f or 1 f4 first)
Kxh6 2. f4 Kh5 (if 2. Kg7 g4 3. Bxg4 e5 wins, or 3. Kf6 Bf5) 3. Bf3f Kh4
(3. ... Kh6 4. g4 and 5. Be4) 4. g4 a5 5. g5 a4 6. g6 (or Bd5) wins. He
adds that the same dual win was featured in the Yugoslav 'Sahovski
Glasnik' No. 2 of 1970.

A. A. Wotowa
and W. Veitch

7

Win

Trying to save Wotawa's neat idea led me after many tries to Position
A. The solution: 1. Kcl (threatening also 2. Ba7. If 1. Ba7? a3=O a3
(if 1. ... Bb8 2. f3 etc. transposes) 2. Kxbl a2t 3. Kal Bb8. It is a
question whether the introduction is worthwhile, but one dislikes
starting off with wK bottled up at al. 4. f3 Kg5 5. Bgl, preventing
5. ... Kf4 and if now 5. ... Kf5 6. e3 Ke6 7. Bh2 Bxh2 8. f4 wins, the
Wotawa manoeuvre.

An interesting try here is 5. Be3t? Kf5! (now if 6. Bfl Ke6 7. e3 Kd7 = )
(). Bxh6 (threatening e3 and Bf4) Kg6 7. Bd2 Kf5 8. e4t Ke5 9. Be3 cf)
(only move) 10. Bgl (or Bxc5) Ke6 and ... Kd7 ... Kc6 draws.
On 5. Bgl Black therefore plays 5. ... Kh4, and the solution now com-
pletely changes character, in view of which the posthumous co-author-
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ship seems appropriate: 6. Bf2f/i Kh3 7. e4 h5/ii 8. Ba7/iii Bxa7 9. e!3
h4 10. e6 Kg2 11. e7 h3 12. e8Q h2 13. Qh5/iv Bb8 14. f4/v Bxf4 15.
Qg4t Bg3 16. Qxg3f Kxg3 17. b8Qf wins, wQ checking to g3 of course,
i) 6. e4? h5 7. Bf2f Kg5 8. Be3f Kg(f)6 9. f4 h4 ii) Better than 7. ...
Kg2, see next note, iii) If 8. f4? Kg4 (8. ... Bxf4? 9. Bd4 Bb8 10. e5
wins) 9. f5 Kg5 10. Bh4f Kh6 11. Bf6 c5 (waiting) 12. e5 h4 draws.
Had Black played 7. ... Kg2 this defence would not exist, iv) Threaten-
ing Qxh2t and f4 winning. Not here 13. Qg6t(el)? Kxf3 = , but there
is also the symmetrical win of 13. Qe2f Bf2 14. Qdl Bg3 15. f4 Bxf4
16. Qg4t. v) Only move; if 14. Qg4f? Kf2 15. Qh3 Bf4! 16. Qh41 Kg2
17. Qg4f Kf2 = . (Akin to the new main line there is in Mr. Stopanenko's
bust the further win of 4. g3f Kxg3 5. Bb7 etc.)

B V. Bron
Position before White's

4th Move 3

Win 4
(In No. 1056 bPa6 is at b6)

No. 1056: V. Bron. A related study was quoted on p. 167, and Diagram
B here recalls the critical position where the winning line given is
4. Bb2 but where Mr. Cheron proposed as a dual 4. Bf6 Kf5 5. Bb2
Rg6 6. Bd4, also winning because bR is deprived of a saving check at
gl later on. In a prompt reply Mr. Bron however disproved this by
countering 5. Bb2 with 5 Rglt!, when there are two lines. Either
A: 6. Kc2 Rg6! 7. Sd5/i Rg2t 8. Kd3 (8. Kdl Rglt etc.) Rg3t 9. K-/ii
Ke6 10. Se3 Rg5 and 11. ... Kf7 = . i) 7. Bd4 Kg5 8. Sd5 Kh 6 9. Se7
Rg2t and 10. ... Kh7 = . ii) Mr. Cheron who gladly agrees that the
study is rehabilitated, completes the refutation with 9. Se3t Ke6 10. Ke4
Kf7 11. Sf5 Rg6 (Sh6t was threatened) 12. Be5 (if 12. Kf4 bP advances
to a2, whereafter ... Ra6, Kg5 Ra5 draws) a5 13. Kd5 a4 14. Kc4 Ke6
15. Sh4 Rg5 (g4t) draws.

Alternatively B: 6. Kd2 Rk3! (Wrong now is 6. ... Rg6? 7. Sd5 Rg2t
8. Kel Rglt 9. Kf2 winning. A fine point.) 7. Ke2/iii Rg4 8. Kf3/iv
Rf4t 9. Ke3 (2) Rg4 = ; or 9. Kg3 Rg4t 10. Kh3 Rg5 11. Kh4 Rg4t 12.
Kh5 Rgl 13. Kh4 Rg4t 14. Kh3 Rg5 15. Bd4 a5 = . iii) 7. Bd4 Ke4 8.
Bb2(al) Kf5 = . iv) 8. Kd3 Rg6 9. Sd5 Rg3 and 10. ... Ke6 = ; or 8. Ke3
Rg3t 9. Ke2(f2) R

Mr. Cheron considers this a master-piece by Bron and intends to in-
clude it in future editions of his work on the end-game.

EG 21, No. 1123: A. Herbstman & L. Katsnelson. The study is sound.
The line given as a 'bust' on p. 170 of EG 22 is in fact an interesting
secondary variation. On 3. . . . d6 (instead of .. . Rg3) 4. Ba3 Bd7 5.
Kb7 Rblt 6. Ka7 (6. Ka6? Sc7t wins) Ral 7. g7 Rxa3t 8. Kb7 Rb3t
9. Ka7 Kd8 10. f8Qt Kc7 11. Qxd6t Kxd6 12. Bxd5- . I here mistakenly
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had bR at b4 (when 12. ... Kb6 would win), having left it there after
looking at the alternative line 6. ... Sb4 7. Bxb4 Rxb4 which is still only
a draw because now after 8. g7 Kd8 9. f8Qt Kc7 10. Qxd6f Kxd6 11.
g8Q there is no bS at d5. My thanks to AJR for spotting the error.

EG 22, No. 1151: G. Nadareishvili. The 'unspecified flaw' in the origi-
nal setting is not far to find. It was 1. ... c5, whereafter ... Qa6 gives
check. More puzzling is why EG goes out of its way to quote the faulty
position. There are enough such anyway.

(To answer WV's query is as easy for me as it was for him to find
the analytic flaw — to each his own difficulty! Differing versions of
the same study are not infrequently re-printed, causing genuine puzz-
lement. To have the full story and reasons for the versions clarifies
the situation, becoming both authoritative and convincing. It will
also interest some readers to have insight into the correction of a 1st
Prize-winner. AJR.)

No. 1157: V. Dolgov & Al. P. Kuznetsov. The solution merely shows
1. ... Sb7 to be very bad. After 1. ... Kg7 instead, a relatively easy
systematic win is in prospect.

Mo. 1159: Y. Zemlyanski. A good secondary line not noted is that if
4. ... Kc2 5. h6 a3 6. a7 a2 7. Bc3 wins.

No. 1160: E. Pogosjants. Black wins. 2. ... Bf5t (instead of 2. ... Re8t)
:*. Kd8 (if 3. Rd7 Re7 wins) Rg6 4. Rc5(3) Rg8f 5. Kc7 Re7f 6. Kb6
Rb7f winning. But not 6. ... Rxf7? 7. Sc7t Kb8 8. Sa6t = . Naturally Bl
wins also after 4. Rd7 Bxd7 5. Kxd7 Rg7 6. Sd6.

N. 1171: E. Pogosjants. Two misprints. In the solution read 4. Kh4
and (>. Kh5.

No. 1174: P. O'Brien. On the final move 5. Kb4 also draws, a minor
dual perhaps. If then 5. ... Qblt 6. Ka3 Qc2 7. c4t (7. Kb4? Qb2t wins
Pc3) Qxc4 8. Sxc4 Kxc4 9. Be7 = .

No. 1189: J. Lamoss. Who's blind? 2. ... Rxhl 3. g7 Rh4t 4. Ka(c)3
Rxb3t 5. Kxb3 Rg4 wins for Black.

No. 1192: L. Kopac. A win several times over. 1. Sb4 traps bR imme-
diately, and in the main line another dual win is 3. Rd7t, and later
on also 5. Bd7t (5. ... Kc7 6. Bb5 Ra5 7. Kb4).

No. 1193: G. A. Shmulenson. Note that if 1. Kb2? Bd5 wins.

No. 1200: A. Rautanen. Danny Cohen contests Note (i), analysing as a
dual win there 5. Kxb3 (instead of 5. Sc6) Kxa5 6. Kc3 g5 7. Kd4 g4
8. Kxd5 g3 9. Ke4 g2 10. Sf3 Kb5 11. Ke3 Kc6 12. Kf2 Kd6 13. S3g5
etc., which seems correct.

No. 1210: L. Kopac. White still has a clear alternative win by 1. Kd5
Kxao 2. Kd6. Black's position is hopeless.

P. 191: A. Cheron. In the Journal de Geneve 24.xi.70 the composer
improved this study by eliminating bPd7 and moving wPe6 to d6, the
key being 1. d7. Previously this setting was thought to allow a dual
win by 1. Rxa3, but Black can in fact draw by 1. ... Rh2t 2. Kg5 Rxh8
'A. BIT) Rg8i 4. KT4 Bc8! 5. Ra8 Re8! = . Mr. Cheron adds that this study
holds the world record for sacrifices of any piece whatever in an ending,
a splendid note of challenge for us to end on. (Comparison with No.
713 by B. V. Badaj in EG 14 is interesting.)
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DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 1214 V. Nestorescu
Themes 64 vii-ix.69

4

Draw

No. 1216 A. O. Horbstman
and G. Nadareishvili

1st Prize
Shakhmatnaya Moskva, 1968

7

No. 1215 A. P. Kuznetsov
and A. J. Motor

Themes 64 vii-ix.69 4

N. I. Kralin
2nd Prize,

Shakhmatnaya Moskva, 1968
7

Draw Win

No. 1214: V. Nestorescu. 1. Sd4f Ke4 2. Sc3t Ke3 3. Bf4f Kxf4 4. e7
Qglf/i 5. Kd2/ii Qxd4t 6. Kcl Qe3| 7. Kdl/iii Qglf 8. Kd2 Qd4f 9. Kcl
Qe3(gl)t 10. Kdl(d2) = . i) 4. . . Qxh5f 5. Sce2f (5. Sde2f Ke3 6. efQ
Qhlt Bl wins) 5. . . Ke3 6. Sf5f Qxf5 7. e8Qf Kf2 8. Sd4 =. ii) 5. Ke2?
Bxe7 Bl wins. iii) Not 7. Kbl? Qelf, not 7. Kb2? Qb6| 8. Kcl Bh6
9. e8Q Kg3| 10. Kdl Qd4f 11. Ke2 Qd2f 12. Kfl Qf2 mate.
An amended version to eliminate 3. Sd5f Kf2 4. Sf6 with uncertain
result, has appeared in Themes-64, iv.vi.70. The flaw was pointed out
by the composer himself.

No. 1215: A. P. Kuznetsov and A. J. Motor. 1. h6/i Bc3/ii 2. Kf5 b3 3.
Ke6 Kf8 4. Bc5f Kg8 5. h7f Kg7 6. h8Qf Kxh8 7. Kf7 b2 8. Bb4 Bd4
9. Bc5 Be5 10. Bd6 Bf6 11. Be7 Bg7 12. Bf8 =. i) 1. Kg5? b3 2. h6
Bxh6| 3. Kxh6 b2 4. g7 Kf7 5. Kh7 blQt Bl wins. ii) 1. . . Bxh6 2.
Bd4 - .

No. 1216: A. O. Herbstman and G. Nadareishvili. 1. Bxd4 g3f 2. Kgl
h2f 3. Khl Bxg2| 4. Kxg2 f3| 5. Khl blQf 6. Bglf Qb4 7. Qxb4f Kh3
8. Bxh2 f2 9. Qh4f Kxh4 10. Bxg3f Kxg3 stalemate.
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No. 1218 V. Muratov
3rd Prize,

Shakhmatnaya Moskva, 1968
4

Win

No. 1220 I. V. Chuiko
5th Prize,

Shakhmatnaya Moskva, 19(58
4

No. 1219 V. Vlasenko
4th Prize

Shakhmatnaya Moskva, 1968
6

Draw 6

No. 1221 E. L. Pogosjants
Special Prize,

Shakhmatnaya Moskva, 1968
(5

Draw Draw

Judge: An. G. Kuznetsov. JRH: Togosjants (1967) has the same stale-
mate in No. 1024 in EG19/

No. 1217: N. I. Kralin. 1. Be4t Kb3 2. Bxd5f Kc3 3. Rdl Kc2 4. Rd4
Kc3 5. Rc4f Kb3 6. Rc6|/ i Kxb4 7. Rc4 | Kb3/ii 8. Rd4f Kc3 9. Rdl Kc2
10. Eb3f Kxb3 11. Rblf wins. i) The point of forcing Bl to capture
vvPb4 appears on move 11. ii) 7. . . Kb5 would obstruct the a6-fl
diagonal and allow the R + B material to be retained, by 8. Bg8, for
example. But after 7. . . Kb3 8. Bg8? Ba6 would win for Bl.

No. 1218: V. Muratov. 1. Se3f Kcl 2. Sg5 h lQ 3. Sf3 a4 4. Kal a2
5. Kxa2 a3 6. Kal a2 7. Kxa2 Qh3 8. Sd4 and wins, for the threat of
Sb3 mate wins bQ. JRH: 'Similar idea in No. 2 of J. Sehwers' collec-
tion (1922).'

No 1219: V. Vlasenko. 1. a6 Sa4 2. a7 Sb6 3. Kb7 Sa8 4. Kxa8 Kc7 5. g4
Kc8 6. Bg2 Rh2 7. Bb7f Kc7 8. Bg2 Rh4 9. Bh3 Kc7 10. Bg2 draw!

No 1220: I. V. Chuiko. 1. h5/i Ke4 2. h6/ii Kf5 3. h7 Kg6 4. Kd7
Kxh7/iii 5. Kxc6 Bd8 6. Kd7 Bh4 7. Kc6 Bd8 8. Kd7 draw. i) Kd7?
Kc4 2. Kxc6 b5 3. h5 b4 4. h6 b3 5. h7 b2 6. d7 blQ 7. h8Q Qb5 |
8. Kc7 Qa5t 9. Kc8 Qa8f wins. ii) 2. Kd7? Kd5 wins. iii) 4. . . c5
5. Kc6. JRH: 'Cf. Prokes (1946), No. 44 in his ,,623".'
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