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Key to Symbols used

White is slightly better

Black is slightly better

White is better

Black is better

White has a decisive advantage
Black has a decisive advantage
equality

with compensation

with counterplay

unclear

a weak move

a blunder

a good move

an excellent move

a move worth considering
a move of doubtful value

a move which should be seen as part of the solution



Quick Start Guide

So, you want to dive in and start solving without reading any of the introductory text now or even
at all? That’s the spirit — we encourage everyone to tackle the puzzles as soon as possible and read
about the history and philosophy of the method when you wish to take a break. If you favour the
Quick Start, you have two main methods of working with this book.

Option 1 - General Solving

If you bought this book to practise exercises in your regular fashion, then turn to page 32 and
begin solving the 1128 exercises we have prepared for you. They are assembled in three general
levels of toughness. Just a quick word of warning though: as per our personal preference, these are
not all “play and win” combinations. The task is to find the best move (and supporting variations)
and the best move could, for instance, be to force a draw, gain a slight advantage or even avoid
falling for a counter-tactic in a seemingly obvious combination. Good luck and have fun!

Quick Start 2 — The Woodpecker Method

If you wish to train using the Woodpecker Method, as advocated in this book, there are a few
things you need to know before starting:

1. The general idea of the Method is to develop intuitive/automatic pattern recognition through
repetitive solving of the same exercises in a cyclical fashion.

2. As you may already know, or have guessed from the description above, the Woodpecker Method
is quite gruelling and not for everyone. Although we believe that most players could benefic
greatly from it, the question is whether the time and energy could be better spent on improving
another part of your game. For me (Tikkanen), using this method gave me a tremendous increase
in stability in time trouble, improved my tactical vision quite a bit, and significantly reduced my
blunder rate. I'm very happy I did it, but I will not repeat it in the foreseeable future — for now, I
have done enough. If you decide this method might be for you and wish to give it a go, then we
wish you the best — may your results reflect your effort!

3. To get the most out of the your Woodpecker training, please take a quick look at the instructions
on page 26 before you start.



Woodpecker History

— by Hans Tikkanen

The name of the Woodpecker Method was not invented by me, but it was influenced by me and
invented by my co-author, GM Axel Smith. It comes from a translation I've heard of my Finnish
surname, Tikkanen, which is supposed to mean “little woodpecker”. Together with the repetitive
nature of the method, it seems fitting, although credit for many of the ideas behind the method
lies elsewhere.

While developing and using the method, I did not remember where the basic ideas came from.
When the method gained a slightly larger audience after I achieved three GM norms and could
not resist questions about my training, I was made aware of the similarity to Michael de la Maza
and his “Seven Circles” method from the book Rapid Chess Improvement — A Study Plan for Adulr
Players. 1 recognized the name and had indeed read it during my pre-professional time, when I
spent several years reading whatever I could get my hands on about the interactions of the human
consciousness, the brain and chess. This was done out of curiosity and also to figure out how it
should influence my approach to chess playing and training. I think I forgot about that book due
to its exclusive focus on adult players (basically adult beginners), and what I considered to be its
ovetly-certain claims and statements with little or doubtful supporting evidence, and other flaws
(a Jeremy Silman review offered an even more harshly worded opinion).

While my fascination for the relatively unknown subject matter of the human consciousness
and brain remains (and indeed was a major motivation for ending my intermezzo as a chess
professional and starting my studies in psychology), it seems to me to be beyond the scope of
a chess tactics book, and highly speculative to boot. Regardless, one conclusion I drew from
my reading was that a tremendous amount of activity happens unconsciously, below conscious
effortful processing, and that this should reasonably be reflected in my approach to chess. I
had previously (on a mostly unconscious level I'm sure!) been quite dismissive of these kinds of
thoughts, and indeed my style at the chess board used to be effortful and concrete rather than
intuitive. I would now say that I then unconsciously trusted my intuition to find the right moves
to consider, but I only believed in the conscious verification process that secemed to me to be all
there was. “Calculation, calculation, calculation!” was my motto. With my subsequent reading of
psychological literature, I came to realize that there really is such a thing as intuition and I became
much more aware of the unconscious parts of my approach.

Putting it all together

Armed with my new insights, I endeavoured to find or develop training and thinking methods
for my personal use. The most successful of them was the Woodpecker Method (although I didn’t
have a catchy name for it then), which I used extensively during the spring of 2010. My own
experience with the method might be of interest to some, so here it comes.
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First, I decided on the general rules of the method. I would solve a set of a thousand exercises
(from various puzzle books) over whatever time period it took. Once I completed the set, I would
take a break and then repeat the process again and again, getting faster each time. I checked my
answers against the solutions given in the back of the book, and computer-checked in cases when
I did not fully buy the solution provided by the author. (The frustration I feel when an exercise
does not make sense has served as a great motivator to make the solutions in this book as accurate
as possible!)

Being a chess professional, I had very few commitments distracting me from working hard on
the solving. Of course, solving exercises in this manner is really hard work, so most days I did
not manage a full eight-hour workday; but sometimes I did. Once I reached the end of the set of
1000, I took a well-deserved break, ranging from a full day to over a week. I did no other work
on chess during these rest periods, except some playing.

With each cycle of solving, I aimed to halve the total solving time for the thousand exercises
from that of the previous cycle. Eventually I was able to solve all of the puzzles within a single day
— though not within eight hours. Initially I intended to repeat the whole process every six weeks.
Later, however, I decided that “repeat one set of 1000 exercises before a serious tournament” was
more realistic.

I hardly need state that the process was a demanding one, but I had a lot of motivation — partly
from pent-up frustration due to having blundered away important games, but also because I was
trying out of my own method. While it was tough on me, one of the books took even more of a
beating — completely falling apart from the repeated solving!

Results of the Training

As mentioned above, I trained with the Woodpecker Method in the spring of 2010. That summer,
I achieved three GM norms and surpassed the 2500 barrier, all within a seven-week period. The
positive effects did not stop there: the following year, my live rating briefly peaked at 2601.

Such quick results from any type of chess training are rare in my experience, but for me the
Woodpecker Method seemed to be just what the doctor ordered! The increased tactical acuity and
consistency that came from working so hard with the method significantly decreased my blunders
and made me more confident at the board.

Would I have made the same improvement with some other type of training? It’s not impossible
— but my playing strength had not taken any significant leap in years, so I had been at a loss as
to what to do differently to succeed. Although the Woodpecker Method probably wasn’t the only
way for me to raise my play, it certainly proved to be # way. The intersection of my interest in the
human mind and my motivation to stop blundering surely helped me to devote more time and
effort than I would have put into my usual training.

After my extraordinary success with the Woodpecker Method, I tried going a step further and
sometimes managed to trust in my intuition without the perfectionistic need to always verify it.
Maybe someday I will be able to play the sort of beautiful, intuitive chess that some great players
are known for — that would really be something...
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Sharing the Method with Others

Around that time, there were several dedicated chess players in and around the southern part of
Sweden, some of whom were working together, and all of us were naturally interested in each
other’s improvements and methods. While training with my own method during the spring, I
had been quite tight-lipped about what I was doing; not to keep it to myself, but rather to be able
to evaluate my experience of it so I could have a more informed opinion to share. After that, for
me, glorious summer, I was obviously asked by many people about what I had done to finally
take the step from IM to GM.

I described the method and my rationale for adopting it, and several others decided to give it a
go. One Swedish trainer has apparently invited his students in the north of our country to work
dedicatedly on the method for a while. It has also been mentioned in the Swedish Chess Advent
Calendar. Most significantly, the method was given its name in Pump Up Your Rating by Axel,
who incorporated it into his own training, which you can read about on the next page. From what
I have heard, the results of players who trained using the Woodpecker Method have generally
been positive, although I have yet to hear of anyone who put as much work into it as I did.



A Final Session

— by Axel Smith

Whereas Hans arranged his sessions to resemble normal working days, mine were more chaotic.
Once I was hiking in the mountains the week before the Swedish Championship. Seeing the
photos afterwards, I realized that I was staring at the exercise book in most of them. At least the
surroundings looked nice in the photos.

Before I travelled to Hungary in December 2015 to chase my last GM norm, I solved the same
broken book for the 11th and 12th times. I was determined to do something I had been dreaming
of for years: completing a full set of exercises in less than 24 hours. I stayed in a basement room
next to the block’s laundry and once every full hour I walked around the room. Twice my wife
came with freshly-baked bread — and a chance to quit. I was close to quitting when I had a
breakdown somewhere towards the end, but the 978th and last exercise finally arrived after 22
hours and 18 minutes.

There are many possible ways to do the Woodpecker. All of them come down to the same thing:
working on the exercises. However, it’s easier to keep on solving if you have a plan. Hans forbade
me from recommending the set-up above, for humanitarian reasons. And indeed, my first thought
afterwards was “never again”.

With that being said, the last session was not only tactically beneficial — it also made it easy to
stay focused during the games in Hungary. You are not locking yourself in for day and night only
to ruin everything by walking around when you are supposed to think.

Furthermore, for me, the many exercises are connected to the places where I have solved them:
the underground in Berlin; a night train to Bucharest; the mountains where I hiked. So those 22
hours in the basement also contained a trip around Europe.




General Introduction

Tactics, Tactics, Tactics!

Have you ever lost a chess game unnecessarily due to a tactical oversigh? You are, to put it mildly,
not alone. When we checked a randomized sample of games, we found that more than half of
those with decisive results were decided by tactical mistakes. It’s not straightforward to describe
exactly what constitutes a tactical mistake, or if the game holds a specific decisive moment, but
we used the following criteria to define a decisive tactical mistake:

a) the position was not already lost or seriously worse
b) the move blundered material or allowed a winning combination
¢) the opponent exploited the mistake to win the game

In preparation for writing this book, we decided to check the games with decisive results which
were contested between grandmasters at the 2016 Swedish Championship. With only 19 such
games, it’s clearly not a big enough sample to draw major conclusions. Nevertheless, we were
surprised to find that as many as 42% were decided by tactical mistakes. At lower levels, the
frequency gets higher and higher, as the following table shows.

Both players rated — Percentage of decisive games decided by tactical mistakes

GMs 42%
2200-2400 44%
2000-2200 63%
1800-2000 72%

The percentages in the three rating bands below GM level are based on 32 randomly chosen
games in each category. This is by no means a comprehensive investigation and it doesn't give the
whole picture; time management is also of crucial importance. Another relevant point is that it
is harder to avoid tactical mistakes in defensible but passive positions, where the opponent has
various attacking ideas and there are fewer decent moves. Nevertheless, it is safe to conclude that
tactics have a high priority if you want to score points.

Assuming you have read Hans’ Woodpecker History on page 6, you already have a rough idea of the
kind of training you will be doing with this book. Over the next few pages, we will say a bit more
about how we have organized the training material and how to get the most out of it.
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The Exercises
We have assembled a total of 1128 exercises, divided into three difficulty levels.

Easy (222 Exercises)

If these exercises are challenging enough for you, then it would seem logical to use the end of this
section as your cut-off point, after which you will go back to the beginning for your second cycle.
If, on the other hand, you find these puzzles rather easy, then start your set with them anyway!
We have deliberately chosen these exercises because they feature simpler tactics than you will
find in most puzzle books. A partial benefit of this approach is that it makes the book accessible
to a wider audience. However, even if we were designing a Woodpecker program exclusively for
players striving for the GM title, we would have started with these puzzles anyway, because they
reflect reality. These simple tactics are the kind of things you need to see automatically during
your games, rather than having to spend time and energy actively looking for them.

Intermediate (762 Exercises)

To encourage speed, you will also find some relatively easy exercises in this section. There may also
be some which you consider hard, but remember that the goal is not to score 100%, especially
in early cycles. Even after working with all of the exercises, we each made quite a few errors
when solving the draft. Another point worth keeping in mind is that many of the solutions were
overlooked by a World Champion.

Advanced (144 Exercises)

We would advise the majority of readers 7ot to use this final section for Woodpecker training.
Several of the positions are really tricky and more suitable for developing your ability to calculate,
which veers slightly away from the main purpose of the Woodpecker Method. That said, we can
see this section being useful in a couple of scenarios:

1) For the majority of readers, the Easy and Intermediate sections will contain more than enough
material to carry out an intensive Woodpecker training plan. But once you have reached the end
of it (and hopefully noticed a significant leap in your tactical ability over the board), you will, at
some point, want to think about further training. The final section of more challenging exercises
would suit this purpose.

2) For extremists who are already strong players, and who possess the time, energy and motivation
to tackle this book in the most demanding way possible, this final section can be included in the
main training plan. Try solving all 1128 exercises in cycles under the time constraints detailed in
the Instructions section on page 26! To even consider taking on a challenge like this, you should
probably be at a level where you are working towards the Grandmaster title.

Speed

Tactical motifs usually appear effortlessly in our minds, but they don't travel alone; we also need
to think methodically and work out the variations with some accuracy. So the Woodpecker
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Method is not only developing pattern recognition but also calculation, focus, decision-making
— and speed.

Once you know certain patterns and motifs, speed is key. The fastest thoughts are those that
come to us automatically and while negative automatic thoughts can be a huge problem in
psychopathology, automaticity has great benefits as well. The more automatic the search for motifs
is, the greater is the chance that you will see enough. We take the view that a good way to develop
automaticity is to solve a set of exercises repeatedly, gradually reducing the need for conscious
searching. If this sounds somewhat similar to learning to ride a bike, that is because it is.

Other Points about the Exercises

We have long held the view that virtually all books on chess combinations are missing something
central to real-game tactics: red herrings. When using conventional puzzle books, solving exercises
sometimes becomes like watching a certain type of movie — you just know that everything will
work out in the end. From a movie, it can detract tension and excitement, while in tactics training
it can detract uncertainty and exactness.

We therefore decided it was important to include some red herrings, where the most obvious
attempts backfire. By taking away the certainty that even seemingly easy tactical shots are
fool-proof, we aim to bring the training experience one step closer to that of an actual game.
While there could be an argument that this type of book is not necessarily the best forum for red
herrings, we wanted to put our money where our mouths are.

When presenting the exercises, we have avoided giving away any prior information about the
position’s evaluation or the nature of the tactical motif waiting to be found. Other puzzle books
may have their own reasons for including this information, but we want to keep the training as
close as possible to a real game.

In some exercises, the task is to finish off a promising position which may be winning even
without the tactic. In other cases, there are several winning moves. These are deliberate choices,
to reflect different situations which occur during practical play. It’s important to be as accurate as
possible and to practise decision-making in all scenarios.

A common mistake is to stop too early in a variation, maybe only a single move before there’s a
crucial tactic. However, narrowing your search down to the critical lines is an important skill for a
human player (even computers have to do it!) and trusting your intuition is the best way of doing
this. Therefore, after a training session, it might be a good idea to think about why you failed
certain exercises to see where your intuition misled you. But dont spend too much time dwelling
on it — developing pattern recognition is best done on a mostly unconscious level. The good news
is that training your tactical pattern recognition will increase the chance that the motif appears in
your head while you visualize the position.

A final point about the exercises is that we have not only computer-checked the solutions, but
also humanly checked them (thanks to our test solvers, Martin Jogstad and Tom Rydstrém). This
brought to our attention some plausible attempts which the computer instantly dismisses, but
which appear tempting to a human. This enabled us to improve the solutions by mentioning
some of those variations that a/most work.
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World Champions

Although there was no special reason to set a theme for the exercises, we decided to take our
test positions exclusively from games involving all World Champions, from Steinitz to Carlsen
(including the FIDE KO World Champions). The champions are on the losing side in about
25% of the games. So sometimes you will do better than them, while other times your task is to
play as well — and that’s also a fair goal. The featured tactics are not necessarily flashy, and you
have probably seen some of the examples before — but that’s part of the idea, as repeating the same
motifs is an integral part of our method.

As we will see in this book, it’s possible to find tactical resources even in worse positions. We were
surprised at how many blunders we encountered the move before the combination. True, there
are quite a few positions from simuls where the champion faced weaker opponents, but tactical
mistakes are also far from unheard of in World Championship matches. As we have strived to
check all the available games played by the World Champions, the selection is hopefully quite
representative. In each of the three exercise sections (Easy, Intermediate and Advanced) you will
find examples involving each champion. Throughout each section, the games of each champion
appear in approximate chronological order. (We were much more focused on the chess content
than on perfect ordering of the games.)

At a FIDE Trainer seminar, a coach claimed that it was important for aspiring players to know
the full list of World Champions in order. He was serious and Axel didn’t get it right when taking
the exam. A few years later, neither of us could recall the list below in order; and trying to write
down the years was not even close to possible. Youre welcome to improve on our efforts, but
you're also free to skip the list, finish the introductory section and start to find combinations like
a World Champion.

World Chess Champions
Wilhelm Steinitz (1836-1900) Austria-Hungary/USA 1886-94
Emanuel Lasker (1868-1941) Germany 1894-1921
Jose Raul Capablanca (1888-1942) Cuba 1921-27
Alexander Alekhine (1892-1946) Russia/France 1927-35 & 37-46
Max Euwe (1901-81) Netherlands 1935-37
Mikhail Botvinnik (1911-95) Soviet Union 1948-57, 58-60 & 61-63
Vassily Smyslov (1921-2010) Soviet Union 1957-58
Mikhail Tal (1936-92) Soviet Union 1960-61
Tigran Petrosian (1929-84) Soviet Union 1963-69
Boris Spassky (1937-) Soviet Union 1969-72
Robert Fischer (1943-2008) USA 1972-75
Anatoly Karpov (1951-) Soviet Union/Russia 1975-85 & 93-99
Garry Kasparov (1963-) Soviet Union/Russia 1985-93 & 93-00 (PCA)
Alexander Khalifman (1966-) Russia 1999-2000

Vladimir Kramnik (1975-) Russia 2000-06 (PCA) & 2006-07
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Viswanathan Anand (1969-) India 2000-02 & 07-13
Ruslan Ponomariov (1983-) Ukraine 2002-04
Rustam Kasimdzhanov (1979-) Uzbekistan 2004-05
Veselin Topalov (1975-) Bulgaria 2005-06
Magnus Carlsen (1990-) Norway 2013-

An Appeal for the Unconscious

In 1957, the market researcher James Vicary surprised the world with an experiment showing the
impact of subliminal advertising. When moviegoers were shown 1/3000-second advertisements
for Coca-Cola and popcorn, the product sales increased without anyone being aware of the advert.

Today, it is well researched that humans use subliminal perception to speed up the brain
process. When it comes to chess, the reoccurrence of a certain configuration can prime your brain
that there may be a combination, a piece manoeuvre or pawn lever. However, finding a move
intuitively is sometimes seen as a negative habit: “You have not worked thoroughly enough to
deserve credit for the solution.” Nothing could be more wrong, as seen from a scientific viewpoint.

The Woodpecker Method is designed to develop that kind of intuition — so make use of it!
Every combination you have ever seen has prepared your chess brain for giving such advice. And
after you have followed the Woodpecker Method, it will be ready like never before.

Finding the correct first move always gives one point, but don’t depend solely on your intuition.
Every position is unique and requires some supporting calculation — trust the input from your
intuition, but always verify it!

A few decades after his study, Vicary revealed that it was all a gimmick. He did not have enough
data to support his bold claim, and has failed to replicate it since. But there was a grain of
truth in what he was saying, and he inspired Axel’s grandfather to do research where participants
were shown subliminal images with scary faces. That made them interpret other images as being
frightful as well.

So, it might be possible to put a chess player in an aggressive mode by showing subliminal
diagrams where one side has castled long and won with an attack on the king...

Solving Sessions

“Life puzzle” is a Swedish expression which originates from a political campaign and points out
the difficulty of organizing work, social media, household work, “quality time” with the family,
and “time-when-you-do-things-for-yourself” — another common expression which is shorter in
Swedish (just seven letters). The essence is the core of the Swedish mentality: life is a puzzle to be
solved, rather than chaos to be endured.

It is not up to us to advise you how much time to dedicate to chess. We can, however, say
something about the desired qualizy of this study time. Find a quiet place and set a time limit so
you are able to focus until the end. Start solving, and do it seriously — as in a tournament game.
That means looking ahead to make sure that your solution really works, but still trying to work
through the exercises as quickly as possible.
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Should a Real Board and Pieces be used?

Whether or not one should solve using a real board is a contentious issue among trainers. Some,
especially more old-school trainers, might argue that you always should. Artur Yusupov is one
example of a renowned trainer who emphasizes the importance of using a board and pieces in his
multi-volume training series (also published by Quality Chess). Others don’t see it as being so
important. You obviously have to choose for yourself, but we can give you our two cents: neither
of us used a board and pieces for our Woodpecker training. There is most likely a generational
divide: players of a certain age, who developed their chess skills before the computer era, are more
likely to value a board and pieces; whereas those who have spent a significant portion of their
formative years studying chess using computers tend not to be put off by the two-dimensional
aspect of solving from diagrams in a book (or on a screen, for those who bought the Forward
Chess edition).

Obviously you should do what feels right for you. A possible compromise is to take an initial
glance at each exercise directly in the book. If you solve it within a few seconds, then move on to
the next exercise. On those occasions when you have yet to find the solution within roughly one
minute (or whatever timeframe you find most appropriate), set the position up on a board if it
helps you to think more clearly. One optional way to get some extra training out of this process
is to set the position up from memory as far as possible — but don’t forget the main purpose of
your training.

Our general thinking is that with the huge amount of positions which we study nowadays from
diagrams with computer databases, internet play and so on, solving from the book should mostly
use the same neural configurations and thus be similar enough and good enough for these short
exercises. True, classical tournament play still involves a physical board and pieces, so an argument
could be made for replicating that in training. You may also wish to take into account the extra
time invested in setting up the pieces, which adds up to quite a lot when you are dealing with
anything up to a thousand exercises. From our point of view, this time could be better spent by
solving more exercises (or with loved ones). If we were solving harder exercises requiring ten or
more minutes of effort, we would probably use a board, but thats the kind of training used to
develop deeper calculation rather than pattern recognition.

There is one absolute advantage that we see in using a board and pieces (apart from the aesthetic/
hedonistic one): that is, the possibility of playing the moves out in order to see the final pattern
take shape on the board, while possibly developing some muscle memory at the same time. For
some players, the process of playing out the solution might negatively impact on their overall
speed and ability to focus on the main task, while others might find it helpful having a micro-
break for setting up the pieces before moving on to the next exercise. We will repeat our advice for
a final time: think about the pros and cons of each approach; experiment with a mixed approach
if you need to; and ultimately do what works best for you.
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How much do you need to see?

“Enough” is the short answer, but the question is important and deserves further reflection, even
though it’s seldom discussed in similar books. As we have already stated, we think that the task
of solving should be quite similar to a real game. That’s why we have included certain exercises as
red herrings and others which contain several winning moves.

Before you play a move in a game, you only need to make sure that it’s the best. Later decisions
can be taken later. Consider the following example:

Vassily Smyslov - William Addison

Palma de Mallorca Interzonal 1970

A

Black is threatening to take on f3 and there are only two moves that defend. 35.Wc6 is not
better for White. The two extra pawns don’t matter much — not only because they are doubled
and isolated, but also because of the presence of opposite-coloured bishops.

35.%¢71
White defends against the threat and creates two mating threats of his own. In a game, its

enough to see that 35...8xf7 36.2a8% Ef8 37.Ex{8 is mate.

35...Wf1112

Objectively, the best defence is 35...Wxh4+t 36.¢xh4 g5T! 37.@xg5 Exf7 when White has good
winning chances according to the principle of two advantages. He will push the h-pawn and try
to penetrate with the king to sacrifice the exchange for the c-pawn.

36.82g4!

A strong move, since 36.8xf1 Exf7% looks like a fortress without a passed h-pawn. But you
don’t have to see this in advance, since this fortress is still a better option for White than any
other 35th moves. However, we think that you should still notice that 35...%f17 exists — we are,
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after all, practising tactical motifs and this is a magner (turn to page 22 for a dedicated example
of this theme).

36...%g21 37.%h5
There are no more checks. The rest is not important for our subject, but is a beautiful piece of
chess.

37...Eg8 38.f4!
Smyslov won after 38.2a8 g61?! 39.2xg6 mating.

The text move forces Black’s queen to leave the g-file.

38...We21 39.50g5 Le3 40.h3!
Defending the g4-square.

40...8xf41 41.52g6+—
There is no defence against 42.Wxg8+ @ng 43 8a8 mate.

When looking ahead, it's sometimes difficult to decide when to stop and evaluate the position.
I¢s always possible to calculate a move further... Oh, wait — no it’s not. We are, after all, only
human, so from time to time we need to make an evaluation before the tactical operation is
over.

There are the usual clues to help us: whose pieces are better placed? Do more and more options
appear when we calculate? Which side needs to prove something? The process of decision-
making involves complex concepts such as reliability (how certain is the evaluation?), grading
(how important is this decision?) and the trade-off between maximizing our chances and the risks
incurred in doing so (is there a safer alternative?).

With hindsight, it’s easy to say when you should have continued calculating. Explanations like
“you had not yet solved the problem with the back rank” sound sensible and almost obvious, but
anyone can be wise after the event. Its the same with finding critical moments: they are easy to
identify afterwards.

It can be helpful to think about such things and identify useful clues for future reference,
but excessive explanations carry a risk of suppressing your intuition — and with it your human
strength. The complex concepts mentioned above work best unconsciously. Your intuition may
fail from time to time, but it improves with experience.

Here is one example where the position can be evaluated even though there are more lines to
calculate.
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Boris Spassky — Lothar Zinn

Marianske Lazne 1962

A

24.9x£7! xf7
24...9xd6 25.9xd6+— does not win back the exchange straight away (Black can pin the
knight), but Black’s position will soon collapse after 26.%e5.

25.8xe61 Wixe6 26.8xe6 Lxe6
Black has enough material for the queen, and he would be fine if he had time to return with
the king to safety. There is a way to stop that.

27.Wb3+ he7 28.Mg8!
29.8g5% is a threat.

28...h6

The game is not technically over, but it’s hard to imagine that Black will be able to free himself
with all of his pieces stuck on the queenside. Its safe to trust the intuition that White is winning
—and it’s fair to do so even before seeing 28.Wg8!.

The primary aim of this book is to provide you with the means to develop your pattern recognition
and intuition. Trying to calculate every variation until the end with a bookkeeper’s mentality
would be counterproductive. Trust your intuition, but with care!

Even though it should be similar, a solving session is not exactly a real game. We have extracted
critical positions where there are tactical options. By working through them, you will be able to
train your pattern recognition skills more efficiently than during a tournament.

Knowing that the position is critical makes it possible to put slightly higher demands on your
calculation. If the first move and the opponent’s reply are obvious, you should look further.
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Jeroen Piket — Garry Kasparov

Linares 2005

Black is an exchange down, but the extra pawn and bishop pair appear to give him decent
compensation. However, it’s possible to win material with a simple discovered attack.

27..8xf21! 28.%xf2 Wixa5

So far so good, but White has a counter-tactic.

29.5\xe6!

The rook is threatened and Black is mated if it moves, so he could potentially have tricked
himself. If you now note that 29...2d3 30.2)xf8 £xf1 31.¥xf1 &xf8 reaches a queen ending with
an extra pawn, you are ready to capture on f2. Even though a draw is likely, a risk-free endgame
with slight winning chances is an improvement over the rather unclear-looking starting position.

However, since you know that the diagram is a critical position, we expect you to look for
alternatives and notice that there is a way to get an ending with not only one but two extra pawns.

29...8xg2!
0-1
Piket resigned because 30.82xg2 can be met by either 30...%a87 or 30...%d5+.

Moves with v Signs

In the solutions, the moves marked with this ‘tick’ symbol are those which we think you ought
to see before executing the combination in a game. In other words: the ticked move is what you
would need to see to be sure that the first move is the best in the position — and sometimes a little
more (as with 29...&2xg2! above). When a move of the opponent is marked with a v/, you score a
point for having noticed it and determined that it’s no problem.
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It is not always easy to say which moves must be seen in advance to earn the v — we debated this
issue in many solutions. If you find yourself strongly disagreeing with our choice in a particular
solution, then give yourself full points anyway. Trust your own judgement, but don’t fall into the
trap of being too kind to yourself. We had a friend who always found an excuse when he didn’t
see the whole solution: “I knew I had a move there,” he said. “During a game I would have found
it.” But when he blundered during the games he wasn't allowed to take his move back. So apply
some common sense: don’t cheat against yourself, but don’t be too harsh either.

If you have chosen another winning continuation marked in the solution (often with “or”), you
also earn full points. We have tried to note all relevant winning methods, but sometimes there are
too many; or it may be that you chose to insert an intermediate check or something similar before
executing the main combination. Again, use your common sense as to whether or not you found
the right idea. If in doubt, you can always check your solution using an engine.

In general, we give the critical moves as the main line. The game continuations are not always
mentioned, but when it’s smooth we have given it for completeness (as in Smyslov — Addison
above).

Since the timescale is a crucial element to the Woodpecker Method, you don’t have to check all
the variations — especially when working on your second and subsequent cycles. If you are curious
about some details, you can always check them some time in between training sessions when the
clock isn't ticking.

Finally, let us remind you that your objective in each training session will be to solve as quickly
and accurately as possible. Thus, please don’t take this book to bed and attempt to solve as you
are falling asleep, or in the morning when you have barely woken up. We want to encourage good
habits, not bad ones!



Summary of Tactical Motifs

To calculate well, you need to be able to visualize positions in your head, and to know about
methods such as blunder-checking, candidate moves, comparison and choosing which move to
calculate first. However, you also need to recognize tactical motifs on a more or less unconscious
level. That skill is improved by seeing a vast number of them — as will happen in this book.

The human mind is good at decoding and organizing abstract concepts to be able to retrieve
them when needed. When we consciously intervene in the process, we risk losing the automaticity.
However, there are a few good books that give a theoretical foundation to tactical motifs, and
it would do no harm to read one of those books before solving mixed exercises, as in this book.
Since learning the different motifs is something that we recommend any serious player should do
at least once in his or her career, it seems profitable to do so before training with the Woodpecker

Method.

Since this is a workbook and not a full tactical course, we will limit ourselves to a list of the main
tactical motifs, with one basic example for each of them. Read carefully — the positions may turn
up again.

1) Threats

Here are cight of the most prevalent tactical themes which involve threats to the opponent’s
pieces or king.

Shutting in

Carl Hamppe — Wilhelm Steinitz

Vienna 1860
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30...8xh21! 31.%2xh2 Eh8 mate
Black would have been lost without this
resource.

The Magnet

Tivo Nei - Tigran Petrosian

Moscow 1960

A

33.Wg8+! Rxg8 34.82e61 Lh8 35.8g8 mate
Removing the Defender

Max Euwe — Nicolaas Cortlever

Amsterdam 1954

25..Wxe5! 26.dxe5 De2t 27.2h2 Hxg3

Black wins material.

Opening Files, Ranks or Diagonals
Josef Noa — Wilhelm Steinitz

London 1883

12...d5! opens up for the bishop to land on
b4, and wins a pawn to start with.

Gain of Tempo
Mikhail Tal — Rico Mascarinas

Lvov 1981

A

28.8¢7! The bishop moves with tempo and
clears the way for the queen. (This could
also serve as an example of line-clearing, as
featured in the previous example.) 28...¥xc7
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29.2h87%! Another example of the magnet as
shown earlier. Many tactical combinations
feature more than one of the elements under
discussion.  29...5txh8  30.¥h6t @gS
31.Wh7+ &f8 32.%h8 mate

The following three motifs all involve creating
threats to more than one enemy piece.

Fork
Wilhelm Steinitz — Johannes Minckwitz

Baden-Baden 1870

v

18...%xc4! 0-1 White resigned, as 19.Wxc4
9e3t followed by 20..4xc4 recaptures the
queen, leaving Black a piece up.

Discovered Attack

Joseph Blackburne — Wilhelm Steinitz

Vienna 1882

A

25.9\h6t gxh6 26.%xd7 Black resigned a

move later.
Pin
Wilhelm Steinitz — Serafino Dubois

London (2nd match, Game 6) 1862

15.e5 White wins one of the bishops.
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2) Defensive Tactics
Sometimes a tactical nuance can be used to
refute an unsound combination or rescue an
otherwise difficult situation. Two such motifs
are shown below.

Counter-threat

Jose Raul Capablanca - Rasmussen

Copenhagen (simul) 1911

35...Bxf2! This defends against the double
threat and after 36.%xf2 Wxe6t Black reaches
a queen ending with two extra pawns and a
safe king.

Lifeline

Max Euwe — H.V. von Hartingsvelt

Amsterdam 1922

A

25.8xf5! Bxh3 26.2xh3 White has won a
pawn since the bishop is saved by a lifeline (the
e5-pawn was lost anyway).

3) Others

Our remaining three motifs usually (though
not always) arise in the endgame.

Stalemate

Zoltan Ribli - Boris Spassky

Montpellier 1985
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85...Wxh61! Black draws, since 86.%xh6 is

stalemate.
Pawn promotion

Dmitry Gurevich - Alexander Khalifman

Moscow (rapid) 1992

A

29.82d81! Hxd8 30.c7 and Black cannot

protect both promotion squares.

Zugzwang

Robert Fischer — Mark Taimanov

Vancouver (2) 1971

A

87.®g6 Black is in zugzwang and has to allow
the pawn to promote.

For those who wish to learn more about the
motifs, a good read is Chess Tactics from Scratch
by Martin Weteschnik (Quality Chess, 2012).



Instructions

Woodpecker training is hard. To get the maximum benefit from it, we recommend that you
follow the methodology described in this short section.

First, a couple of definitions:
Set: The exercises which you will solve before you start all over again.
Cycle: One round of solving the set. Normally you will perform up to seven cycles with one set.

The Woodpecker Method in Five Steps

Step 1

Cycle 1: Solve as many exercises as you can manage in four weeks. These exercises are your sez;
and solving them brings you to the end of your first cycle. (The exact time period can be adjusted
according to your lifestyle and circumstances, but try not to spend much more than four weeks. If
you find yourself taking much longer than four weeks, you have probably either not been putting
in sufficient time, or have included too many exercises in your set.)

Step 2
Take a break from chess for at least a clear day, and up to a week if you need it.

Step 3
Cycle 2: Solve the same set of exercises but faster: within two weeks is the target.

Step 4
Repeat steps 2 and 3, and repeat again. Aim to complete each cycle in half the number of days as
the previous cycle (rounded up, when dealing with an odd number of days).

Step 5

The Woodpecker Method has been completed when the full set of exercises has been solved
entirely in one day — or after the 7th cycle, if you are unable to solve the full set in a day. In the
final two cycles, you should focus more on spotting ideas, patterns and motifs at speed, and less
on the finer details of calculation.

Customizing the Woodpecker Method

The five-step plan is straightforward enough, but a crucial variable is missing: how much time
should you spend solving during the initial four weeks? Since the answer will depend on your
level of ambition and life situation, it has to be your decision. Before you begin, we recommend
that you set a target timetable with upper and lower limits. Between five and ten hours per week
would seem realistic for an amateur player with work and/or family commitments. By setting a
loose schedule, you ensure a certain amount of personal accountability for your training, while
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also having some leeway for unforeseen events. Life may have a tendency to get in the way; but
if chess improvement is really important to you, we urge you to set an ambitious schedule and
follow it ruthlessly (barring any life-changing events of course).

As an optional extra to setting a target number of hours per week, some players may find extra
motivation by choosing the number of exercises beforehand. The appropriate number will depend
on one’s playing strength, ambition and time available. A reasonable number for a working
amateur might be 250. Ultra-ambitious players with significant time and energy to devote to
training may go for around 1000 as we did; or even the mega-set of 1128 exercises in this book.
Remember to take into account the difficulty level, and be ready to adjust your target as you go
along. For instance, if you set a target of 800 positions, but have only solved half that number
after four weeks, you probably set the initial target too high.

Other Guidelines

Solve the exercises in order. If you are stuck and unable to find a solution, then choose a move
anyway, as you would have to do the same in a game. As time is an important factor, we recommend
limiting the time you spend writing down and checking your solutions. Neither of us made any
notes, and we only checked the solutions when we were uncertain. However, if you find it at all
difficult to remember the lines you have calculated, feel free to write them down, especially for
the first one or two cycles. Some players have told us they found it useful to alternate between
solving a number of exercises (for example a page) and then checking the relevant solutions before
moving on to the next page of exercises. Regardless of which way you prefer, just keep in mind
that you should still try to maintain your pace. Compared to later cycles, the first cycle will likely
use a larger portion checking the solutions, which is quite alright. Having to check solutions less
in later cycles will help you finish the set in the allotted time.

Scoring

After each session, note the time taken and the number of exercises. Counting the number of
points you have scored is optional. We consider the score to be less important, and keeping count
of it takes up some of your time and focus. We trusted our conscience; if we overlooked too many
moves, we slowed down on the next session (or during the current one).

On the other hand, keeping a record of your scores also brings certain benefits. It may serve as a
motivator when you know you will be competing with yourself and striving to score more points
than in your previous cycle(s). It also provides feedback as to whether you are seeing enough. This
is especially important from the second cycle onward, to avoid being satisfied with remembering
the first move of the solution.

Unless otherwise specified in the solutions, this book uses the following scoring system:

Finding the correct first move = 1 point
Finding each move marked by a v sign = 1 point
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Resources

Sample record sheets have been included at the end of the book on pages 390 and 391. In the first
sheet, a couple of sample entries have been filled in for illustrative purposes, showing hypothetical
dates, time spent solving, number of exercises, as well as the optional extra information of points
scored and percentage score.

The second sheet has been left blank. You may wish to photocopy it or use it as the basis for
your own record sheets. Just fill in the “Woodpecker Cycle’ number at the top, and record the
relevant data for each session. Then begin with a new sheet for your next cycle.

For added convenience, a downloadable Excel record sheet has been made available at:
heep://www.qualitychess.co.uk/ebooks/woodpecker-recordsheet.xls

The spreadsheet version has been programmed to keep track of total solving time, number of
exercises, points and percentage score for a full cycle. This will make it easy to monitor your
progress from one cycle to the next.

Motivation
To push yourself, there are at least two types of goals you can set yourself in every training session.

Pace: During your first cycle, aim to solve as least as many exercises as in your previous session
(assuming the exercises are of the same difficulty level) in the same amount of time.

Score: If you decide to keep track of your scoring, then aim to increase your percentage as you go
along while maintaining your pace.

Beyond the First Cycle

Once you have finished the full set and enjoyed/endured your break, it’s time to start again. Your
main goal for the second cycle is to solve more quickly, ideally halving the overall time. With the
next cycle, aim to halve your time again, and so on. With every additional cycle, your increased
recognition should compensate for the decreasing deadlines.

Although speed is key, do not satisfy yourself with spotting only the first move of the solution.
Even if you are sure it’s the right move, be sure to calculate the follow-up. The only exception
to this rule will come in the sixth and seventh cycles, by which time you should be striving to
complete the full set within a single day, or at least get as close as possible.

Reaching the End

The Woodpecker Method has been completed when the full set of exercises has been solved
in a single day (or after seven cycles, if one day proves unattainable). Time to celebrate! But
where should you go from here? First and foremost, the ideal next step will be able to play
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some tournaments and put your improved tactical ability to use. As far as subsequent training is
concerned, this will depend on your playing strength and goals. Woodpecker training is hard, so
you will probably want to take a break from it for a while, and perhaps train some other aspect
of your game. When you are ready though, you may wish to consider one of the following
approaches.

If your first bout of Woodpecker training comprised a set of, say, the first 250 exercises from
this book, the way to build upon your progress is obvious: after taking a suitable break, begin a
new four-week cycle using further exercises from this book. You will now be at the intermediate
difficulty level, but you should be well and truly ready for it by now.

Readers who began their Woodpecker training with a high level of playing strength and ambition
may have been able to take on a larger set, perhaps comprising the 984 exercises in the easy and
intermediate sections, or even the difficult section as well, for a brutal total of 1128 exercises. If
you were able to complete a set like this within a day (or over seven cycles) then your tactical
ability should have taken a significant leap. To maintain and build upon the gains you have made,
itis a good idea to redo the set approximately once every six weeks, or at least as a warm-up before
an important tournament. For anyone keen/crazy enough to want to repeat the entire method,
there are plenty of other exercise/puzzle books on the market...

Summary of Instructions

Step 1) Cycle 1: Solve a set of exercises over approximately four weeks

Step 2) Take at least the next day off

Step 3) Cycle 2: Solve the same set, but within two weeks

Step 4) Repeat steps 2-3, completing each cycle in half the number of days
(rounded up where necessary)

Step 5) The method is complete when the set has been solved in one day (or after
seven cycles)

Now there’s no more text to delay the exercises. Good luck and may the unconscious be with you!
(At least after a while...)

Hans Tikkanen & Axel Smith
Lund, June 2018






Chapter 1

Fasy Exercises

You must take your opponent into a deep dark forest where 2+2=5, and the path leading out
is only wide enough for one. — Mikhail Tal



32 Steinitz — Solutions page 224

Hamppe — Steinitz, Vienna 1860 Green — Steinitz, London (1) 1864

) v () v

Steinitz — Wilson, London 1862 Steinitz — Barry, Dublin (simul) 1865

Q) O

A A

Steinitz — Dubois, London (6) 1862 Fraser — Steinitz, Dundee 1867

Q) ©
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Steinitz — Baker, London (simul) 1868 Steinitz — Gelbfuhs, Vienna 1873

Q) v (©

Steinitz — Minckwitz, Baden-Baden 1870 Steinitz — Meitner, Vienna 1882

v O

A

Steinitz — Fleissig, Vienna 1873 Blackburne — Steinitz, London 1883

© =
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Gunsberg — Steinitz, New York (2) 1890 Steinitz — Reyne, Haarlem (simul) 1896

©) v ()

A
Steinitz — Chigorin, Havana (8) 1892 Steinitz — Falk, Moscow 1896
v ()
A
Steinitz — Van Foreest, Haarlem (simul) 1896 Steinitz — Enderle, Haarlem (simul) 1896

©) v ()
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Showalter — Steinitz, Vienna 1898 Hartlaub — Lasker, Germany 1908

v ()

A

Lasker — McBride, USA (simul) 1902 Lasker — Janowski, Berlin (1) 1910
A A
Lasker — Witchard, Gloucester (simul) 1908 Lasker — Bogoljubov, Atlantic Ocean 1924

Q)
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Thomas — Lasker, Nottingham 1936 Capablanca — Pomeroy, Saint Louis (simul) 1909

=) v & v

Capablanca — Watson, Schenectady 1909 Capablanca — Carter, Saint Louis (simul) 1909

A A

Capablanca — Schrader, Saint Louis (simul) 1909 Capablanca — Marshall, New York 1910

@)
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Capablanca — Piazzini, Buenos Aires 1911 Capablanca — Dunkelsbuhler, London (simul) 1913

©) v &

A

Capablanca — Rasmussen, Copenhagen (simul) 1911 Hodges — Capablanca, New York 1915

) v & v

Capablanca — Randolph, New York 1912 Capablanca — Michelsen, New York (simul) 1915

@
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Capablanca — N.N., New York 1918 Capablanca — Vidmar, London 1922

@

A A

Capablanca — Birch, Glasgow 1919 Capablanca — Malowan, New York (simul) 1922

v o

A

Capablanca — Hadland, Thornton Heath 1919 Capablanca — N.N., Moscow (simul) 1925



Solutions page 228 — Capablanca 39

Capablanca — Mieses, Bad Kissingen 1928 Capablanca — Larrea, Mexico (simul) 1933

A A

Capablanca — Vajda, Budapest 1929 Menchik — Capablanca, Margate 1935

v

A

Capablanca — Becker, Karlsbad 1929 Capablanca — Levenfish, Moscow 1935
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Capablanca — Botvinnik, Moscow 1936 Viakhirev — Alekhine, corr. 1906

&) v

A

Capablanca — Vassaux, Buenos Aires (ol) 1939 Blumenfeld — Alekhine, Moscow (2) 1908

&) v

Alekhine — Petrov, corr. 1902 Goldfarb — Alekhine, St Petersburg 1909

Q) v (&) v
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Alekhine — Lyubimov, Moscow 1909 Leif-Jones — Alekhine, London (simul) 1923

©)

A A

Alekhine — Izbinsky, St Petersburg 1909 Friedmann — Alekhine, Czechoslovakia (simul) 1925

A A

Rozanov/Tselikov — Alekhine, Moscow 1915 Alekhine — Yates, Baden-Baden 1925

€ v &
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Vajda — Alekhine, Semmering 1926 Alekhine — Rumjancev, Sarajevo (simul) 1931

v (&)

Grau — Alekhine, San Remo 1930 Fink — Alekhine, Pasadena 1932

v () v

Alekhine — Vasic, Banja Luka (simul) 1931 Alekhine — Jobbahazai, Vienna (simul) 1936
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Alekhine — Bruce, Plymouth 1938 Alekhine — Salvatierra, Madrid (simul) 1941

A A

Alekhine — Lopo, Estoril (simul) 1940 Alekhine — De Cossio, San Sebastian (simul) 1944

@

A A

Alekhine — Aragao, Estoril (simul) 1940 Alekhine — Ricondo, Santander (simul) 1945

v
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Euwe — Wiersma, Amsterdam 1920 Euwe — Bogoljubov, Machrisch Ostrau 1923

() v

Bigelow — Euwe, Bromley 1920 Euwe — Davidson, Amsterdam (1) 1924

v @

Gruber — Euwe, Vienna 1921 Schelfhout — Euwe, Utrecht 1926

) v () v
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Rasmusson — Euwe, London (ol) 1927 Van Foreest — Euwe, Netherlands 1932

v () v

Becker — Euwe, The Hague 1928 Alekhine — Euwe, Netherlands (23) 1935

v v

Colin — Euwe, Bern 1932 Euwe — Bogoljubov, Bad Nauheim 1937

v () v
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Cortlever — Euwe, Beverwijk 1941 Visser — Euwe, Baarn 1949

v

Euwe — Grob, Zurich 1947 Euwe — Cortlever, Amsterdam 1954

v () v

Van Scheltinga — Euwe, Amsterdam 1948 Euwe — Cintron, Munich (ol) 1958
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Alexander — Botvinnik, Nottingham 1936 Botvinnik — Petrosian, Moscow 1966

v () v

Lilienthal — Botvinnik, Moscow 1945 Larsen — Botvinnik, Leiden 1970

v ()

A

Botvinnik — Pachman, Moscow 1947 Smyslov — Govbinder, Moscow 1967

v ()
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Shenreder — Tal, Riga 1951 Tal — Benko, Amsterdam 1964

v ()

Tal — Tringov, Munich (ol) 1958 Tal — Levin, Poti 1970

Rossetto — Tal, Portoroz 1958 Shmit — Tal, Riga 1971

v ()
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Tal - Kirov, Novi Sad 1974

Tal — Rantanen, Tallinn 1979

Tal — Grigorian, Yerevan 1980

v ()

Meduna — Tal, Sochi 1986

Maus - Tal, Germany 1990

49

Tal — Conway, Boston (simul) 1988
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Petrosian — Konstantinopolsky, Moscow 1947 Poliak — Petrosian, Moscow 1951

v (2 v

Petrosian — Kasparian, Tbilisi 1949 Petrosian — Koliakov, Moscow 1951

(=)

A A

Petrosian — Geller, Moscow 1950 Petrosian — Barcza, Saltsjobaden 1952

() v o
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Nei — Petrosian, Moscow 1960 Janosevic — Petrosian, Lone Pine 1978

() v

A

Petrosian — Spassky, Moscow (10) 1966 Petrosian — Ivkov, Teslic 1979

A A

Petrosian — Tomic, Vinkovci 1970 Petrosian — Ljubojevic, Niksic 1983

()
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Purdy — Spassky, Antwerp 1955 Spassky — Korelov, Yerevan 1962

(=) v (=)

A

Averbakh — Spassky, Moscow 1961 Spassky — Vranesic, Amsterdam 1964

=) v (=

A

Spassky — Shofman, Leningrad 1962 Ivkov — Spassky, Santa Monica 1966

(29 v
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Spassky — Korchnoi, Kiev 1968 Spassky — Hoffmann, Lugano 1982

=)

A A

Hartoch — Spassky, Amsterdam 1970 Spassky — Dueckstein, Zurich 1984

v (=) v

Spassky — Portisch, Geneva 1977 Ribli — Spassky, Montpellier 1985

(12) v
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Spassky — Santo-Roman, Montpellier 1991 Ghitescu — Fischer, Leipzig (ol) 1960

=) v () v

Fischer — Bennett, USA 1957 Reshevsky — Fischer, Los Angeles 1961

=) v

A

Buerger — Fischer, Milwaukee 1957 Fischer — Purevzhav, Varna (ol) 1962

=) v ()
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Bertok — Fischer, Stockholm 1962 Fischer — Byrne, New York 1965

v () v

Fischer — Fuller, Bay City 1963 Fischer — Gligoric, Zagreb 1970

A A

Fischer — Richburg, Detroit (simul) 1964 Reshevsky — Fischer, Palma de Mallorca 1970

v



56 Fischer — Solutions page 238

Gligoric — Fischer, Palma de Mallorca 1970 Saren — Karpov, Skopje (ol) 1972

v () v

Peresipkin — Karpov, Rostov on Don 1971 Karpov — Kupreichik, Moscow 1976

v o

A

Karpov — Franklin, Hastings 1972 Portisch — Karpov, Moscow 1977

v



=)

=)

=)

Karpov — Taimanov, Leningrad 1977

v ()

Korchnoi — Karpov, Baguio City (17) 1978

v (&

Karpov — Geller, Moscow 1983

Karpov — Agdestein, Oslo 1984

57
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Karpov — Short, Linares (7) 1992 Karpov — Van Wely, Monte Carlo 1997

=)

A A

Chernin — Karpov, Tilburg 1992 Karpov — Lobron, Frankfurt 1997

v

Karpov — Salov, Linares 1993 Karpov — Gurevich, Cap d’Agde 2000

v
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Karpov — Shirov, Bastia (rapid) 2003 Karpov — Agrest, Tallinn (rapid) 2006

v ()

A
Istratescu — Karpov, Bucharest (rapid) 2005 Karpov — Ghaem Maghami, Teheran 2009
v
A
Karpov — Shirov, Tallinn (rapid) 2006 Kasparov — Antoshin, Baku 1980
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Tukmakov — Kasparov, Frunze 1981 Kasparov — Wahls, Baden-Baden 1992

v (?

A
Kasparov — Comp Mephisto, Hamburg 1985 Kasparov — Dubiel, Katowice (simul) 1993
AN AN

Portisch — Kasparov, Linares 1990 Pelletier — Kasparov, Zurich 2001

(m) v () v
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Kasparov — Shirov, Astana 2001 Khalifman — Rashkovsky, Moscow 1995

)

A A

Anastasian — Khalifman, Minsk 1986 Khalifman — Sosonko, St Petersburg 1997

v ()

A

Ehlvest — Khalifman, Rakvere 1993 Ptacnikova — Khalifman, Stockholm 1997

) v () v



62

Khalifman — Kupreichik, Stockholm 1997

A

Khalifman — Gabriel, Bad Wiessee 1998

A

Slobodjan — Khalifman, Germany 1999

v ()



Solutions page 242 — Anand 63

Kramnik — Aronian, Moscow (blitz) 2009 Anand — Ponomariov, Mainz 2002

A A

Kramnik — Giri, Leuven (blitz) 2016 Anand — Charbonneau, Calvia (ol) 2004

A A

Anand - Lobron, Dortmund 1996 Carlsen — Anand, Reykjavik (blitz) 2006



64 Anand — Solutions page 242

Skomorokhin — Anand, Bastia 2014 Ponomariov — Bareev, Moscow (4) 2001

v ()

A

Anand - Hammer, Stavanger 2015 Grachev — Ponomariov, Moscow (blitz) 2010

A A

Ponomariov — Conquest, Torshavn 2000 Ponomariov — Ivanchuk, Khanty-Mansiysk (2) 2011

v



Solutions page 243 — Kasimdzhanov 65

Ponomariov — Rublevsky, Khanty-Mansiysk (blitz) 2013~ Matikozian — Kasimdzhanov, Szeged 1994

v

A

Kasimdzhanov — Kaiumov, Tashkent 1993 Kasimdzhanov — Kalandar Khaled, Macau 1996

v e

A

Kasimdzhanov — Grinshpun, Tashkent 1993 Kasimdzhanov — Al Modiahki, Teheran 1998



66 Kasimdzhanov — Solutions page 244

Kasimdzhanov — Golubev, Germany 2002 Karjakin — Kasimdzhanov. Tashkent 2014

A A

Kasimdzhanov — Volokitin, Germany 2003 Timman — Topalov, Sarajevo 1999

v v

Kasimdzhanov — Mamedyarov, Baku 2005 Topalov — Illescas, Cala Galdana 1999

D



Solutions page 245 — Carlsen 67

Topalov — Naiditsch, Dortmund 2005 Kamsky — Carlsen, Khanty-Mansiysk (2) 2005

()

A A

Kamsky — Topalov, Nice (blindfold) 2009 Stefansson — Carlsen, Reykjavik (blitz) 2006

G2 v @) v

Sokolov — Carlsen, Hoogeveen 2004 Erenburg — Carlsen, Reykjavik (blitz) 2006

(20) v



68 Carlsen — Solutions page 245

Todorovic — Carlsen, Internet 2006 Caruana — Carlsen, Shamkir 2014

Go) v @

A
Carlsen — Fressinet, Cap d’Agde 2006 Carlsen — Radjabov, Wijk aan Zee 2015
A A

Ivanchuk — Carlsen, Monte Carlo (blindfold) 2011 Carlsen — Karjakin, New York (rapid 4) 2016

=)



Chapter 2

Intermediate Exercises




70 Steinitz — Solutions page 248

Hamppe — Steinitz, Vienna 1859 Bird — Steinitz, London (6) 1866

=) v & v

Steinitz — Strauss, Vienna 1860 Steinitz — Bird, London (9) 1866

@)

A A

Steinitz — Anderssen, London 1862 Steinitz — Czarnowski, Paris 1867

) v



Solutions page 248 — Steinitz 71

Steinitz — Winawer, Paris 1867 Steinitz — Bird, London 1870

)

A A

Steinitz — D’Andre, Paris 1867 Grimshaw — Steinitz, Vienna 1872

@)

A A

Steinitz — Walsh, London (simul) 1870 Dupre — Steinitz, The Hague 1873

S



72 Steinitz — Solutions page 249

Steinitz — Dufresne, Liverpool 1874 Blackburne — Steinitz, Vienna 1882

)

A A

Steinitz — Martinez, Philadelphia (1) 1882 Steinitz — Rosenthal, London 1883

v & v

Steinitz — Blackburne, Vienna 1882 Noa — Steinitz, London 1883

@) v



Solutions page 250 — Steinitz 73

Thornton — Steinitz, New York 1884 Steinitz — Blackmar, Skaneateles (blind-simul) 1891

A A

Zukertort — Steinitz, USA (9) 1886 Steinitz — Chigorin, Havana (4) 1892

v o6

A

Gunsberg — Steinitz, New York (12) 1891 City of Liverpool — Steinitz, corr. 1893

v



74 Steinitz — Solutions page 251

Walbrodt — Steinitz, Hastings 1895 Steinitz — Schiffers, Rostov on Don (2) 1896

v &

A

Schiffers — Steinitz, Hastings 1895 Bobrov — Steinitz, Moscow (simul) 1896

vV @

A

Janowski — Steinitz, Hastings 1895 Lasker — Steinitz, Moscow (2) 1896

&)



Solutions page 252 — Lasker 75

Steinitz — Lasker, Moscow (17) 1897 Loman — Lasker, Amsterdam 1889

) vV &)

A
Steinitz — Blackburne, Vienna 1898 Lasker — Von Scheve, Berlin 1890
A A
Pillsbury — Steinitz, Vienna 1898 Lasker — Reichhelm, Philadelphia (simul) 1892

&)



76 Lasker — Solutions page 252

Lasker — Elson, Wakefield (simul) 1892 Lasker — Celsito, Havana (simul) 1893

v

A

Ryan — Lasker, USA (simul) 1893 Ettlinger — Lasker, New York (1) 1893

v o

A

Ostalaza — Lasker, Havana 1893 Lasker — Blackburne, Hastings 1895

v e v



Solutions page 253 — Lasker 77

Pillsbury — Lasker, St Petersburg 1896 Lasker — Blackburne, London 1899

v ) v

Lasker — N.N., Berlin (simul) 1897 Lasker — N.N., Great Britain (simul) 1900

A A

Lasker — Anderson, London (simul) 1898 Lasker — Lee, Hereford (simul) 1900



78 Lasker — Solutions page 254

Lasker — Sterling, Paris 1900 Lasker — Loman, USA (simul) 1903

D v

Lasker — Sala, USA (simul) 1901 Lasker — Chalupetzky, corr. 1903

@) v @

A

Quinault — Lasker, USA (simul) 1903 Hymes — Lasker, USA (simul) 1905

@) D v



Solutions page 254 — Lasker 79

Tarnowski — Lasker, corr. 1908 Lasker — Holmes, England (simul) 1908

&) v

A

Lasker — Womersley, England (simul) 1908 Lasker — Harreman, Netherlands (simul) 1908

A A

Lasker — N.N., Netherlands (simul) 1908 Lasker — Blake, England (simul) 1908



80 Lasker — Solutions page 255

Coates/Wallwork — Lasker, Manchester 1908 Lynch — Lasker, Buenos Aires (simul) 1910

v o v

Tarrasch — Lasker, Germany (2) 1908 Bar — Lasker, Germany (simul) 1913

v

A

Rubinstein — Lasker, St Petersburg 1909 Nielsen — Lasker, Copenhagen (simul) 1919



Solutions page 256 — Lasker 81

Prusa — Lasker, Prague (simul) 1924 Alekhine — Lasker, New York 1924

v

A

Lasker — Vrbasic, Yugoslavia (simul) 1924 Lasker — Smith, USA (simul) 1926

v

A

Arnold - Lasker, Prague (simul) 1924 Muehrenberg — Lasker, Copenhagen (simul) 1927



82 Lasker — Solutions page 256

Lasker — Buchholtz, Copenhagen (simul) 1927 Capablanca — Blanco Jimenez, Havana 1901

A A

Hartmann — Lasker, Copenhagen (simul) 1927 Capablanca — Raubitschek, New York 1906

A A

Gavilan — Capablanca, Havana 1901 Raubitschek — Capablanca, New York 1906

v v



Solutions page 257 — Capablanca 83

Pulvermacher — Capablanca, New York 1907 Corzo — Capablanca, Havana 1909

v

A
301. Capablanca — Adams, Washington DC 1907 Capablanca — Michelsen, New York 1910
v
A
302. Capablanca — Pratt, Troy (simul) 1909 Tuka — Capablanca, Prague (simul) 1911

v



84 Capablanca — Solutions page 258

Podhajsky — Capablanca, Prague (simul) 1911 Capablanca — Koksal, Prague (simul) 1911

v () v

Capablanca — Tennenwurzel, New York 1911 Capablanca — Spielmann, San Sebastian 1911

()

A A

Capablanca — Morris, New York 1911 Kluxen — Capablanca, Hamburg (simul) 1911

G2



Solutions page 258 — Capablanca 85

Capablanca — Illa, Buenos Aires 1911 Jaffe — Capablanca, New York 1912

() v

A

Carranza — Capablanca, Buenos Aires 1911 Capablanca — N.N., Louisville (simul) 1912

v () v

Weiss — Capablanca, Hamburg (simul) 1911 Capablanca — Corzo, Havana 1913

Go)



86 Capablanca — Solutions page 259

Portela — Capablanca, Havana 1913 Capablanca — Kalske, Helsinki 1914

v () v

Capablanca — Dus-Khotimirsky, St Petersburg 1913 Capablanca — Masyutin, Kiev 1914

=)

A A

Capablanca — Reti, Vienna 1914 Capablanca — Blackburne, St Petersburg 1914

(=)



Solutions page 260 — Capablanca 87

Capablanca — Lynch/Villegas, Buenos Aires 1914 Capablanca — Wolff, New York 1915

(=) v

A

Capablanca — Wolfson, New York (simul) 1915 Shipley — Capablanca, Philadelphia (simul) 1915

v o v

Capablanca — Stahr, Chicago 1915 Schroeder — Capablanca, New York 1916

(=) v



88 Capablanca — Solutions page 261

Capablanca — Fonaroff, New York 1918 Capablanca — Kostic, Havana (3) 1919

()

A A

Capablanca — Shipley, Philadelphia (simul) 1918 Capablanca — Tinsley, London (simul) 1919

=) v &

A

Cole — Capablanca, Hastings 1919 Capablanca — Bray, Birmingham (simul) 1919

=) v ()



Solutions page 262 — Capablanca 89

Capablanca — Marin y Llovet, Barcelona (simul) 1920  Capablanca — Perkins, New York (simul) 1924

&) v v

Capablanca — Coll, Barcelona (simul) 1920 Bogoljubov — Capablanca, New York 1924

v

A

Capablanca — Maddock, New York (simul) 1922 Marshall — Capablanca, New York 1927

v



90 Capablanca — Solutions page 263

Capablanca — Souza Campos, Sao Paulo 1927 Capablanca — Glicco, Mexico 1933

A A

Capablanca — Reid, London 1928 Capablanca — Thomas, Hastings 1934

v o v

Capablanca — GS Pharmacy, New York (simul) 1931 Capablanca — Llusa, Barcelona (simul) 1935



Solutions page 263 — Alekhine 91

Capablanca — Lilienthal, Moscow 1936 Alekhine — Zubakin, corr. 1902

(3=2) v

A

Capablanca — Rather, New York (simul) 1936 Alekhine — Antusheyv, corr. 1903

=)

A A

Malkov — Alekhine, corr. 1902 Alekhine — Zhukovsky, corr. 1905

() v



92 Alekhine — Solutions page 264

Manko — Alekhine, corr. 1906 Alekhine — Daniuszewski, St Petersburg 1909

&) v

A

Alekhine — Kunze, Duesseldorf 1908 Alekhine — Tartakower, Hamburg 1910

A A

Alekhine — Koehnlein, Duesseldorf 1908 Alekhine — Krotky, Tula (simul) 1910

&)



Solutions page 265 — Alekhine 93

Alekhine — Gutkevitsch, Moscow (simul) 1910 Janowski — Alekhine, Scheveningen 1913

A A

Bernstein — Alekhine, Vilnius 1912 Alekhine — Bogoljubov, St Petersburg 1913

v o v

Alekhine — Koyalovich, St Petersburg 1912 Lebedev — Alekhine, St Petersburg 1914

v v



94 Alekhine — Solutions page 266

Janowski — Alekhine, Mannheim 1914 Alekhine — Vasiutinsky, Odessa (simul) 1918

A A

Tselikov — Alekhine, Moscow 1915 Pavlov-Pianov — Alekhine, Moscow 1919

v () v

Alekhine — Feldt, Tarnopol (blindfold simul) 1916 Alekhine — Grigoriev, Moscow 1919

&)



Solutions page 266 — Alekhine 95

Rabinovich — Alekhine, Moscow 1920 Alekhine — Yates, Hastings 1922

) v (9 v

Alekhine — Resser, The Hague (simul) 1921 Alekhine — N.N., Berlin 1922

G

A A

Torres Caravaca — Alekhine, Spain (simul) 1922 Alekhine — Golmayo de la Torriente, Spain 1922

) v (9



96 Alekhine — Solutions page 267

Tarrasch — Alekhine, Bad Pistyan 1922 Alekhine — Samuels, New York (simul) 1923

v ()

A
Alekhine — Wolf, Bad Pistyan 1922 Alekhine — Reib, Prague (simul) 1923
A A
Alekhine — Yates, Portsmouth 1923 Alekhine — Menzel, Boston (simul) 1923



Solutions page 268 — Alekhine 97

Alekhine — Drewitt, Portsmouth 1923 Alekhine — Kussman, New York (simul) 1924

A A

Tarrasch — Alekhine, Karlsbad 1923 Alekhine — Downman, USA (simul) 1924

v ()

A

Alekhine — Steiner, New York (simul) 1924 Alekhine — Casciato, USA (simul) 1924

v



98 Alekhine — Solutions page 269

Michel — Alekhine, Basel (simul) 1925 Alekhine — Stephan, Czechoslovakia (simul) 1925

A A

Alekhine — Woher, Amsterdam (simul) 1925 Alekhine — Lommer, Geneva (simul) 1925

v

A

Alekhine — Wap, Rotterdam (simul) 1925 Alekhine — Henneberger, Basel (simul) 1925

v



Solutions page 269 — Alekhine 99

Alekhine — Henneberger, Basel (simul) 1925 Alekhine — Saint Germain, Paris (simul) 1925

A A

Alekhine — Gilg, Czechoslovakia (simul) 1925 Alekhine — Potemkin, Paris (simul) 1925

v ()

A

Alekhine — Colle, Paris 1925 Alekhine — Schwartz, London (simul) 1926



100 Alekhine — Solutions page 270

Alekhine — Molina, Buenos Aires 1926 Alekhine — Carmichael, Newcastle (simul) 1926

v G

A

Alekhine — Menendez, Buenos Aires 1926 Alekhine — Spielmann, Semmering 1926

v v

Alekhine — Lerner, Buenos Aires 1926 Yates — Alekhine, Kecskemet 1927



Solutions page 271 — Alekhine 101

Alekhine — Nimzowitsch, New York 1927 Bogoljubov — Alekhine, The Hague (18) 1929

A A

Alekhine — Carbonell, Barcelona (simul) 1928 Alekhine — Mayerhofer, Regensburg 1930

v

A

Alekhine — Bogoljubov, Berlin (13) 1929 Alekhine — Flohr, Bled 1931

v (@



102 Alekhine — Solutions page 271

Alekhine — Colle, Bled 1931 Bueters — Alekhine, Surabaya (simul) 1933

v

A

Alekhine — Grossman, New York (simul) 1932 Alekhine — Lista, Bratislava (simul) 1933

v @

A

Alekhine — Castaneda, Guadalajara (simul) 1932 Alekhine — Haeften, Jakarta (simul) 1933

v



Solutions page 272 — Alekhine 103

Alekhine — Apsenieks, Folkestone (ol) 1933 Alekhine — Bogoljubov, Germany (2) 1934

A A

Alekhine — Hoelsder, Amsterdam (simul) 1933 Alekhine — Bogoljubov, Germany (16) 1934

A A

Joss — Alekhine, Zurich 1934 Alekhine — Llorens, Barcelona (simul) 1935

v (e v



104 Alekhine — Solutions page 272

Alekhine — Foltys, Podebrady 1936 Tartakower — Alekhine, Nottingham 1936

v

A

Winter — Alekhine, Nottingham 1936 Alekhine — Steiner, Kemeri 1937

v o ©

A

Alekhine — Alexander, Nottingham 1936 Alekhine — Reshevsky, Kemeri 1937



Solutions page 273 — Alekhine 105

Alekhine — Euwe, Netherlands (14) 1937 Alekhine — Olivera, Montevideo 1939

A A

Eliashoff/Kahn/Ros — Alekhine, Nice 1938 Alekhine — Arrais, Lisbon (simul) 1940

v ()

A

Petrovs — Alekhine, Margate 1938 Alekhine — Amores, Lisbon (simul) 1940



106 Alekhine — Solutions page 274

Bluemich — Alekhine, Krakow/Warsaw 1941 Alekhine — Junge, Lublin/Warsaw/Krakow 1942

v

AN
Weil — Alekhine, Lublin/Warsaw/Krakow 1942 Alekhine — Bogoljubov, Salzburg 1943
v
A

Alekhine — Richter, Munich 1942 Alekhine — Sucha, Prague 1943



Solutions page 274 — Euwe 107

Florian — Alekhine, Prague 1943

Lupi — Alekhine, Sabadell 1945

Euwe — Reti, Amsterdam (1) 1920

v @

v o

)

Euwe — Weenink, Amsterdam 1920

A

Euwe — Griinfeld, Gothenburg 1920

A

Euwe — Olland, Amsterdam (match) 1921

v



108 Euwe — Solutions page 275

Euwe — Olland, Amsterdam (match) 1921 Sturm — Euwe, Amsterdam 1923

v

A

Euwe — Von Hartingsvelt, Amsterdam 1922 Euwe — Davidson, Amsterdam (9) 1924

A A

Euwe — Spielmann, Bad Pistyan 1922 Schelfhout — Euwe, Amsterdam 1927

v (e v



Solutions page 276 — Euwe 109

Euwe — Sonnenburg, Amsterdam 1927 Vidmar — Euwe, Karlsbad 1929

A A

Euwe — Marin y Llovet, London (ol) 1927 Yates — Euwe, Hastings 1930

v

A

Colle — Euwe, Amsterdam (1) 1928 Euwe — Satar, Indonesia (simul) 1930



110 Euwe — Solutions page 277

Euwe — Landau, Amsterdam (4) 1931 Felderhof — Euwe, The Hague/Leiden/Scheveningen 1933

v

A

Euwe — Spanjaard, The Hague 1932 Euwe — Alekhine, Zurich 1934

v

A

Euwe — Boersma, Rotterdam (simul) 1933 Euwe — Alekhine, Netherlands (14) 1935

v



Solutions page 277 — Euwe 111

Bogoljubov — Euwe, Zandvoort 1936 Alekhine — Euwe, Netherlands (6) 1937

A A

Euwe — Tylor, Nottingham 1936 Euwe — Van Mindeno, Amsterdam 1938

A A

Simisch — Euwe, Bad Nauheim 1937 Euwe — Flohr, Netherlands 1938

v G



112 Euwe — Solutions page 278

Euwe — Cortlever, Beverwijk 1940 Bogoljubov — Euwe, Karlsbad (1) 1941

v

A

Euwe — Kramer, Netherlands (3) 1941 Van den Hoek — Euwe, The Hague 1942

v

A

Bogoljubov — Euwe, Karlsbad (5) 1941 Euwe — Thomas, Zaandam 1946

v ()



Solutions page 279 — Euwe 113

Euwe — Yanofsky, Groningen 1946 Canal — Euwe, Dubrovnik (ol) 1950

Grob — Euwe, Zurich (2) 1947 Euwe — Averbakh, Zurich 1953

v (e v

Euwe — Keres, The Hague/Moscow (1) 1948 Euwe — Yanofsky, Munich (ol) 1958

v (e



488

489

114



Solutions page 280 — Botvinnik 115

Botvinnik — Alatortsev, Moscow 1931 Goglidze — Botvinnik, Moscow 1935

v

A

Botvinnik — Alatortsev, Leningrad 1932 Botvinnik — Chekhover, Moscow 1935

A A

Botvinnik — Yudovich, Leningrad 1933 Ragozin — Botvinnik, Moscow 1938

v



116 Botvinnik — Solutions page 281

Kotov — Botvinnik, Leningrad 1939 Botvinnik — Ragozin, Moscow 1945

v &) v

Makogonov — Botvinnik, Moscow 1940 Denker — Botvinnik, Radio Match 1945

v

A

Lilienthal — Botvinnik, Leningrad/Moscow 1941 Botvinnik — Kotov, Groningen 1946

v &) v



Solutions page 282 — Botvinnik 117

Botvinnik — Keres, Moscow 1952 Keres — Botvinnik, Moscow 1955

A A

Botvinnik — Smyslov, Moscow (10) 1954 Botvinnik — Padevsky, Moscow (ol) 1956

v

A

Botvinnik — Smyslov, Moscow (12) 1954 Smyslov — Botvinnik Moscow (4) 1957

v



118 Botvinnik — Solutions page 283

Tal — Botvinnik, Moscow (17) 1960 Botvinnik — Portisch, Monte Carlo 1968

Go)

A A

Karpov — Botvinnik, Moscow (simul) 1964 Smyslov — Ragozin, Leningrad/Moscow 1939

G2 v & v

Aloni — Botvinnik, Tel Aviv (ol) 1964 Smyslov — Kirilov, Moscow 1940

Go) D



Solutions page 284 — Smyslov 119

Lisitsin — Smyslov, Moscow 1944 Boleslavsky — Smyslov, Groningen 1946

<) v &) v

Ravinsky — Smyslov, Moscow 1944 Smyslov — Kottnauer, Groningen 1946

v @)

Smyslov — Alatortsev, Moscow 1945 Smyslov — Plater, Moscow 1947

)



120 Smyslov — Solutions page 284

Smyslov — Kasparian, Leningrad 1947 Furman — Smyslov, Moscow 1949

S

A A

Barcza — Smyslov, Budapest 1949 Paoli — Smyslov, Venice 1950

v () v

Levenfish — Smyslov, Moscow 1949 Boleslavsky — Smyslov, Moscow 1950

&)



Solutions page 285 — Smyslov 121

Smyslov — Geller, Moscow 1951 Smyslov — Szabo, Hastings 1954

&)

A A

Stahlberg — Smyslov, Stockholm 1954 Keres — Smyslov, Moscow 1955

v () v

Smyslov — Unzicker, Hastings 1954 Smyslov — Najdorf, Moscow 1956

()



122 Smyslov — Solutions page 286

Tal — Smyslov, Bled/Zagreb/Belgrade 1959 Smyslov — Kholmov, Baku 1961

&)

A A

Fischer — Smyslov, Bled/Zagreb/Belgrade 1959 Smyslov — Rossetto, Mar del Plata 1962

v &

Bakulin — Smyslov, Moscow 1961 Tringov — Smyslov, Havana 1965

&) v & v



Solutions page 286 — Smyslov 123

Smyslov — Jimenez Zerquera, Havana 1965 