NEW CLASSIFICATION
(variations + duals)

This is what | read not so long ago in a judge’pad: “Problem NN had to be excluded on accounaof
dual in an additional variation which in the judgepinion is a strong one.” | started thinking,tigere a scale for
measuring the “value” of a variation or the “costif a dual? Should a judge be guided only by his cemvictions
when assessing whether a dual is “weak” or “strofgVy reflections led me to the creation of a newasSification
of Variations and Duals that | am offering to treaders, in the form of Tables 1 and 2, for theimsideration.

1. Solution variations.

What are solution variations and what types ofrttexist? There is a huge variety of terms that cusaps
use in their vocabulary to define solution varinip main, thematic, conceptual, central, set, &irtadditional,
secondary, collateral, sideline, technical, denratise, etc. Which of the above terms are mereljthefs
(metaphorical definitions) and which ones are yealeaningful? Let us try to clarify this.

The first official attempt to divide variations imtspecific groups can be found ihe Rules of Chess
Composition(which were introduced as a separate part Tiite Chess Codex of the USB&oming effective on
October 1, 1973). According to Article 12 of thédsRules, concept expressiveness consiatsléarly singling out
the thematic variations presenting the author's agpt’ Next came a useful clarification sayingsetondary
variations — additional play — must not overshadthe main play Thus, a distinction was outlined between
thematicand secondaryvariations. Unfortunately, the wording was not danough, since one can only speak of
thematic variations when a particuldhemeis presented, and moreover, the tersecondary looks a lot like
“second-rate.” Variations were classified in a ma@gonal way in N. Zelepukin’s dictionary (Kyivdorovya Publ.,
1982, reviewed by V. Rudenko)A“distinction is drawn between main (conceptuagnthtic) variations, which
reveal the author's concept, and additional (catat) ones’

It is not hard to see that thaiterion underlying the first quasi-classification consisie “the way in
which variations relate to the author’'s concept’ For easier perception, the two specified grocgns be defined as
follows: 1) variations revealinthe author's concep®) variations unrelated the author’s concept

Unfortunately, subsequent theoretical elaboratibrihe issue was suspended for many years. Today's
reality is that many composers have formed a steadyiction (or rather prejudice) that there existy the two
above-mentioned groups of variations, the first beéng most frequently referred to as “main” (alfematic,
conceptual, central, etc) and the second as “audifl (also, collateral, secondary, sideline, elc)s time now to
pay attention to the existing contradictions anthtke the necessary corrections to the establisieegotypes.

The newClassification of Variations is based on a different criterion, namelthe’ designated aim of
variations.” This criterion is embedded in the very definitiof the term Variation”: the totality of white and
black pieces’ moves related by a common ainiThus, it is easy to single out three independgoups of
variations:main, supplementary, and auxiliary

1 group of variations: Main variations.

The aim ofmain variations is to shapée author's concept (main play) that reveals itself in the
implementation of:

- any themethat has an established name of its own (e.g. €@, Odessa theme, Albino, etc) or is
clearly defined (e.g. one required in a theme teynin this case the essencetloé author's concepinanifests
itself in thematicvariations; and

- anyidea (synthesis ofdeag that does not have an established designatiantiasme in this case the
essence dhe author’'s concepeveals itself irconceptualidea-related variations.

The notions‘idea” and“theme” are close, but do not coincide. In a wide senisia” can be defined as
the main aim of an individual move, maneuver, carabion, or plan. In a more narrow sensded’ corresponds to
the notion of tactical ided — a most important element of a problem's conbasted on strengthening (defensive)
or weakening effects of the parties’ moves. Jusk d®use is built of small bricks, so, too, theteah of any
composition consists of a versatile synthesis ehsd When aideais preliminary defined and/or demonstrated, the
notion of ‘themé& comes into play, its content consisting precidalthe clearly formulate@lea Most of thethemes
are named after the author who first formulatectitieene and/or implemented it in a problem.
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Ne 1. 1.Qh6![2.Qh8+ Sf6 3.Q:f6#]
1...Sc6 2.Be5+!! S:e5 3.Q:b6#, 2...Kc5 3.Seb#
1...Re3 2.Se6+!! R:e6 3.Q:d2#, 2...Kd3 3.Sgf4#

Here, the followingtactical ideais employed: sacrifice of a
white piece on the square that has just been aitably black. In
practice, this spectaculatea got an own name, “Keller paradox,”
and went on to exist aglaeme(“Keller-1 paradox”). Thus, iiNo. 1
the author’'s concept is presented in twain variations of a
thematicnature.

Ne 2. 1.Kd3! - zz

1...e1Q 2.Be3! — zz, 2...Qb1+ 3.Kd2#
1...e1S+ 2.Ke3+ Sd3 3.Bd2#
(1...e4+ 2.Kd4! K:f2 3.Be3#

1...f4 2.Be3+ elQ 3.Ke4#)

In the F' Russian East vs. West match (1997), ttiemefor
the threemover section was as follows: “Play byr@mmwted black
piece.” Thistactical ideadid not have any special name, but it was
specifically formulated asthemein the tourney. Therefore, both of
the main variations inNo. 2 are alsothematic(themeof “The 1%
East vs. West match”

Ne 3. 1.b4![2.Sh3! — 3.Qd2#, 2...Bc3 3.R:c3#]
1...Bc3 2.Rd4!! [3.Rd3#] 2...B:d4 3.Sc4# 2...K:d4Qed#
1...Bf8 2.Bf3!! [2.Qe2#] 2...9:f3 3.Re4# 2... K:f3.Rc3#

Each of the twomain variations in No. 3 presents the
following complex oftactical ideas a checkless sacrifice of a white
piece with a threat, followed by different mates regsponse to
capture of the sacrificed piece, in particular by black king. This
complex is highly harmonious, but it still has rim#éen given a
name; therefore, it is more appropriate to speathefpresence of
two conceptualrather tharthematig variations here.



Ne 4. Igor Agapov(change)
The Urals Problemist2004, Special Prize

Ne 4. Rab4! -
1... ~ 2.Re3+! (A) K:f4 3.d:e5# (B)
1...5f6 2.d:e5+! (B) K:e5 3.d7# (C)
a@ 1...S:h4 2.d7! (C) R~ 3.Re3#A)
1
1

leg»

...R~ 2.c3+! Kf3 3.c4#
...Bb5+ 2.c4+! K:d4 3.c:b5#
In No. 4, the five main variations consist of two independent

ﬁ % i & complexes (Adabashev synthesis): the first thregatians are
ﬁ thematic (theme:cyclic change) and the other two arenceptual
1 (tactical idea:consecutive play by pawn batteries).

28 | &
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Ne 5. Igor Agapov
64-CO, 2001

a ﬁ z Ne 5. 1.Qe8+-

1...K:e8 2.Rg8+ Kf7 3.e6#mm), 2...R:g8 3.h:g8QHmm)
a @ & 1...R:e8 2.Rg7+ K:d8 3.Rd7#mm), 2...Kc6 3.Bd7#mm)

In No.5, the core othe author's concepis to demonstrate
@ 4 non-stereotyped model mates. Both of thain variations can
1 * & confidently be referred to @a®nceptual At the same time, in recent
years composers have come to use “a complex of Imaates” as a

ﬁ conventional name for themeand so the above variations can also
ﬁ be referred to as beigematic

Thus, the distinction betweertonceptual and thematic

variations is quite small (sometimes the two typas even be
% equated to each other), but still it does existislimportant to
#3 746 understand that in both cases we are referrinpain variations
shapingthe author’s concept

2" group of variations: Supplementary variations

The aim ofsupplementary variations to enrich the author’'s concept(supplementary play) with some
extratactical ideas The following subtypes can be singled out in trisup of variations:

a) those underlining thideasembedded in themain variations; and

b) those demonstrating independigi@asdiffering from the ones presented in the mainations.

The totality of thekey move and the main and supplememntaryationsmake up the intended (author's)
content of a composition; this is in fact what is to belesated (in a competition or a tourney).

When indicatingmain variations, these can be referred to by such symeras “principal” or “central”;
their offshoots “collateral” or “sideline,” howeveare totally inappropriate for designatsigpplementaryariations.

Ne 6. Igor Agapov
M. Marandyuk JT, 2010,%42" Prize
@ Ne 6. 1.Qe87? -1...Be7!
1... ~ (a) 2.Sc6+ (A) Kd5 3.Qed#
i i 1...Bb5 (b) 2.5f3+ (B) Kd5 3.Qe4#
1.Qh8! -
1... ~ (a) 2.5f3+! (B) Kd5 3.Qas8# (C)

A
i U %: g 1...Bb5 (b) 2.Sc6+ (A) Kd5 3.Qh1# (D)

The main variations of the virtual phase and of the actwdliton

@ @ 1 contain thetheme of reciprocal change in Le Grand form. The
a ﬁ second system of variations Ifo. 6 is very close to the author’'s
concept, since the mating moves become the secowdsrthere,
l E‘ underliningthe author’s concept

1...Bf6 2.Qh1}(C) d5 3.Qgl#
1...Kd5 2.Qa8+(D) Kd4 3.Qe4#
#3 5+11 These arsupplementaryariations.




Ne 7. Igor Agapov
64-Chess Review, 1996" £rize
E z Ne 6.1.Qh4!! [2.Bf6+ Q:f6+ Q:f6#]
1...Qe4+ 2.Sb4+! Kd4 3.S:c2#
A T a#f ¢ 1...Qg4+ 2.5f4+Kd4 3.5:e6#
1...e:d5 2.Qd4+! K:d4 3.R:d5#, 2...Kf5 3.Qe4#, 2...Ke@ BI5#
* 1 @ E. The conceptualvariations of No. 7 present a sophisticated
@ complex oftactical ideaswith cross-checks and decoying of black
pieces to a pin-lineThe third variation, in spite of its bright plag,
just a supplementaryone, demonstrating an independésuttical

X
G

in combiningsupplementaryariations into an integral complex; in
that case, a second systemrmwdin variations can be arranged (as in
No. 4).

@ idea (queen sacrifice).
éﬂ 1 Sometimes, in the process of composing the authcregds

#3 8+13

The 39 group of variations: Auxiliary variations .

The aim ofauxiliary variations is:

- to provide for the presence of a solutiodemonstrativevariations (in endgame studies); and

- to provide for correct performance of the stipigla —technicalvariations (in problems).

Tactical ideasncluded inauxiliary variations are insignificant or negligible. It iear from the above that
auxiliary variations are not of any artistic value, lyingide the scope of the intended content; theretbey, may
not and should not be evaluated or be perceivaaffasting composition quality. What should be easdd is not
the content ohuxiliary variations (there is no need for doing so, sitey tare no part dhe intended contentbut
the very fact of their presence, which is somettgnge different. An abundance td#chnicalvariations as well as
excessive complexity oflemonstrativevariations tend to erodiéhe author’'s conceptdepriving it of clarity and
expressiveness. That is precisely the reason wieystiould avoidauxiliary variations if possible or keep their
number at a minimum.

Ne 8. Igor Agapov
MT T. Amirov, 2011, 1 Prize

@ Ne 8. 1.Qd5! — zz

1...b:a6 2.Qb3 ~ 3.Qb7#
& 2 > 1...b6 2.c7 K:a6 3.Qa8#
1...b5 2.Q:b5 Ka8 3.Qb7#
& & 1...b:c6 2.Q:c6 Kb8 3.Qb7#

The fourthematicvariations present thidea of fourfold black
pawn play which is the essence of the Pickanttieyne There are
& no supplementaryariations inNo. 8 The remaining variations do
not contain any essentiactical ideas
1...K:a6/Kb6 2.Qb5+ ~ 3.Q:b7#
1...Ka8/Kb8 2.c¢7, Qd7 (dual) ~ 3.Q:b7#

These areauxiliary (technica) variations providing for correct
performance of the stipulation.

#3 5+2

Quite remarkable is the comment by the judge AuByg “Pickanninytheme. There are but a few such
problems in the mini-genre. However, the dualsdsponse to the black king’s moves are very unptgas&now
many judges who exclude problems for defects likeet It looks like the judge had some doubts beforeidiag
to abstain from evaluating thiechnical variations. The decision he made may indeed cdictrdhe opinion of
“many judges but it is quite in line with the new Classifitai!

“The secret” of the creative laboratory is asdal$: a clear-cut dual-free version (Ke7>d7, Qg8>bi with
a banal key 1.Qh1-d5, looked dull. After a briesitetion, | preferredNo. 8 with its brilliant key: 1.Qg8-d5!! — and
| made no mistake there...

2. Dual.

A dual (from the Latindualis i.e. duality) is a deviation from the unique ardé moves contemplated by the
author in any phase of play on the second or sulesggqnoves. Alual is a flaw, since its presence is at variance
with the “solution uniqueness” principle. Dependomy their significancegualsare usually divided intstrongand
weak The former ones usually lead to no difficultielsrals in main variations are considered to b&ong and
compositions with suctlualsare recognized as incorrect. However, the issukialsin “non-main” variations is a
sharp one, since here everything is left to thg@sddiscretion (!).



One might think that the issue is quite clear,iswof the well-know rule that the presence af@akdual is
merely a reason for decreasing the estimated \aflaecomposition. However, in reality any judgejdga by his
own conviction, can classify argual asstrong which automatically leads to disqualificationtbe composition.
Actually, the point is that in the absence of cleat criteria it is impossible to reliably determithe status of a
variant — after all, there is NO CLASSIFICATION! ©rcan only put an end to that arbitrariness bytirglahe
significance of alual to a definite group of variations (as describedva! If that approach is taken, to disqualify a
composition would require establishing (and proyithgit thedual in question is included inm@main (i.e. thematicor
conceptugl variation. When discovering dual in a supplementaryariation, the judge will have the right to
decrease the problem’s estimated value. By contitastpresence of dual in anauxiliary (i.e. demonstrativeor
technica) variation will not require any evaluating action the part of the judge; he must only focus hisrdion
on theintended content the only thing that should be evaluated. Furtioee, the judge will preserve the right (but
not the obligation) to lower a problem’s estimateew itsauxiliary variations are too numerous and/or complicated,
even if such variations have doald

The newclassification of dualsis linked to the three groups of variations; there, it is also proposed that
three independent groupsdifalsbe singled outstrong weak andunessential

3. Classification: variations+ duals.
Table 1 contains the new Classification of Variations Bugls and also specifies (regulates) their intaticais.

TABLE 1
VARIATIONS DUALS

Name Designated aim Name Composition evaluation
1. Main: - shape the author’s 1. Strong - composition recognized as incorrect,
- thematic, concept - “zero estimate” (in a competition)
- conceptual
2. Supplementary - enrich the author's 2. Weak - decreased value
- underlining the main variations,| concept
- demonstrating independent ideas
3. Aukxiliary: - ensure the 3. Unessential| - no impact
- demonstrative, performance of the
- technical stipulation

Variations appearing in virtual phases (set plaigst probing attempts) require separate explamatio
Solution phases can be virtual; but variations matybe so — they are always real! A comprehensinaal phase
may contain all three groups of variations, butpiactice it is commonly accepted to single out omigin
variations. This is a specific feature of theirs!

Table 2 presents the particularities of evaluation of enposition with a dual in a virtual phase.

o

TABLE 2
DUALS EVALUATION
Group Location For the phase For the composition
1. Strong - in white’s play —in a - invalidity of the phase| - decreased estimate if the author's
main variation (or of a part thereof) concept can exist without the inval
phase;
- “zero estimate” if the author’s
concept is unsound without the
invalid phase
2. Weak - in black’s play — in case| - quality deterioration - decreased estimate
of a dualistic refutation
3. Unessential - anywhere else - no impact - no impact

The principle of “equality of phases” is effectivethe sense that the formal requirements usualposed
on compositions (legality, presence of a solut@mg solution uniqueness) are applied to all phd'gspiality of
phases,” however, by no means implies “equal valughases,” since virtual phases have always baed ill
always be) subordinate to the actual solution. Phiaciple of “concept expressiveness” obliges a poser to
clearly outline the main play and to construct plet of a problem in such a way that the climadésnonstrated in
the solution rather than elsewhere, for otherwigehtarmony is gone!



Ne 9. Igor Agapov
M. Kuznetsov MT, 2009, Commendation
g @ ﬁ ﬁ Ne 9. 1...Q:c5 2.R:c5 ~ 3.Rca#
1...Q:d5 2.Q(R)d7 Q:d7 3.Sf3#
A = 1...B:e5 2.R:e5 K:e5 3.Qh8#
1.Qab! ~2.Q:g6 Q:d5 3.Q:d3#
1...Q:c5 2.Q:a7! Q:a7 3.Rc4#
1...Q:d5 2.Qd6! Q:d6 3.Sf3#
1...B:e5 2.Qf6! B:f6 3.Re4d#
@ 1...Qcl 2.5f3+ Ke4 3.d6# (1...Q:b5 2.Q:b5)

The thematic variations are presented in bold characters
(WCCT-8 theme); thesupplementary variations, in normal
characters; dechnicalvariation is given in brackets. The second
variation of the set-play phase contairdgual 1...Q:d5 2.Q(R):d7.
This variation is part ahe author’'s conceo it is a main one.

A A

[ [ 27 e

AYA
W
A
ZA ML

#3 14+7

Why, then, did the presence oflaal in amain variation of thevirtual phase irNo. 9 not lead to a “zero
estimate” for the problem (Album of Russia, 27 ps)@ A likely reason is that all judges evaluateel tontent of
the problem without taking account of the “duatistrariation (as part of the virtual phase)!

4. Sub-variations, threat, zugzwang, defenses bykang's move.

4.1. Sub-variations are ramifications within a variatid.et us imagine a situation where several brasiche
emerge in anain variation of a solution: some are thematic anckishare non-thematic. What should be the result
of discovering a dual in a non-thematic branch?tiNmretical interpretation of this issue has ewasrbdeveloped;
hence different views are possible based on geeceliprities (specifics) and even on personal pesiges. The
evaluation of such a dual depends on the identgfiatlis of the sub-variation:

- strong— the sub-variation is a part of@in variation;

- weak— thesub-variation is a non-thematic part ahainvariation;

- unessential the sub-variation is not a part ofraain variation (not included ithe author’'s concept

The wish to have a “legal” basis for disregardihgals in non-thematic ramifications even led to the
formulation of the principle of “solution manageméiowever, the authors of this essentially inni& principle
unfortunately limited themselves to declarationghowut proposing any clear and distinct criteria feolution
management.” Therefore, the attempt to implemeat fininciple failed, since in practice its literaterpretation
was transformed into a banal opportunity to “coticdaals

ExampleNo. 9 provides some guidance for assessinglsof this sort.

Ne 10. Igor Agapov
E. Migdal-50 JT, 2005," HM
g g @ @ @ Ne 10. 1.Sf71[2.Q:g5! Q:g5 3.S:95#]
1...Bd6 2.Sf6+! Q:f6 3.Q:a843...d57?)
F QY 1...d6 2.S:g5+! Q:g5 3.Qe6{3...Be5?)
1...Qh4 2.Sed6+! B:d6 3.Q:a8#, 2...e:d6 3.Qe8#
l@ The variation (1...Bd6 2.Sf6+!) has a branch: 2...e:f6
ﬁ & 1 where not only 3.Q:a8# but also 3.S:d@d]) is possible. What
should judges do in such a situation? Quite infighis the
& & @ commentary from the chief judge (V. RudenkoAn®original
@ ﬁ interpretation of the Pickabish and pseudo-Novadtmymes. The
problem would be a contender for a high prize ivégre not for
the dual in the first variation which cannot be egded as being
unessential. Thus, in this particular case @ual (on the mating
ﬁ move) was considered to beeak(!) and this rightly led the judge
#3 11+7 to decrease the overall estimate of the problean{fa “high prize”
level to that of an honorary mention). On the whakés kind of
approach seems to be logical and justifiable.

A

4.2 A threat completely falls within the definitiori the term “variation,” moreover, a threat:

-can be included ithe author's concepas one of thenain variations thematicor conceptualhreat); this
is the kind of threat found iNos. 4and®6;

-can add tothe author's conceptas asupplementaryvariation, by underlining the concept or by
demonstrating an independeattical ideg this is the kind of threat found Mos. 3, 9and10;

-can perform an auxiliary function only (typicalaample: short threat), being a technical variatibis is
the kind of threat found iNos. 1and7.



4.3 The following questionable theses are quite commo

- in a zugzwang problem, all variations have thaihh status and eaatualis a strong one;

- anydual in response to the black king’s moves has thefsff status.

There are, however, no logical grounds for thessdh. There exist two possible ways to start atiani
zugzwang and threat. Both ways are equal in stidshave no advantages over each other. Simithréat-based
problems, in zugzwang problems it is always possibl identify variation types on the basis of threpmsed
classification fnain, supplementary, auxiligrytherefore, the evaluation of duals may not antstnmot depend on
the way in which a variation is started.

The same can also be said about variations begjnwith a move by the black king: There are no ezlen
reasons for singling out these variations as aragpgroup. Therefore, the evaluatiordoflsin variations “of this
sort” must be based on the type of group a pagicdriation belongs to (pursuantTfables 1and2).

Ne 11. Igor Agapov
Moscow tourney, 2010,"2HM

@ Ne 11. 1.Rf4! — zz
1...Seb! 2.Be6+! Kc7 3.Rf7#, 2...Sd7 3.Rf8#
@ a ﬁ 1... e3 2.Rc4+! Kd8 3.Bh4#, 2...Sc5 3.Beb#
1 1...Kc7 2.R:e4+! Seb5 3.Rc4#
Thetechnicalvariations:
A B 1..Sf8, Sc5 2.R:e4, 1..Sf6 2.Be6+, R:i6ud) — with
1 random knight leaps — contain no essentztical ideas
g which fact is indicative of their auxiliary status.
AN

#3 7+4

From the report by the judge (A. KuzovkovFive mates featuring black knight pinning. A goed;kvivid
battery play. The minuses are the dualshe collateral variations that should all the same be avoided in zugzwang
problems.” As we can see, the terminology has not been easkgnhodified since the times of the first quasi-
classification. What does the terroollateral variations” refer to heressupplementarytechnica) or other types?
And why are precisely zugzwang problems the oneshiith dualsshould be avoided in variations “of this sort"?
The picture | see is quite different: the obviousmus of No. 11 consists not irduals as such, but in the very
presence ofechnicalvariations (with the knight leaps) that erdiie author’'s concepby the mere fact of their
existence.

P.S. This paper makes mention of such terms as “keyeniotthreat,” “author’'s concept,” “intended
content,” and “recognition of incorrectness” with@pecifying them in detail. There will be more these and lots
of other things in the next issues.

With best regards to all readers,
Igor Agapov, Izhevsk, November 7, 2011

The release of magazine asks readers tosend the reviews and
suggestion on the article of Igor Agapov on the address of editor-in-chief.
gordian37@mail.ru

The most interesting responses will be printed in magazine "Problemist of
Ukraine".
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