Some generalised guidance “rules” for the double bishop sacrifice as an attacking option against the opponent’s king.
Two examples in particular are well known in chess literature which feature a double bishop sacrifice as part of a winning attack against the opponent’s king. The first is a win by the player of the White pieces namely the game Lasker-Bauer, Amsterdam 1889. The second is a win by the player of the Black pieces as in Nimzovitch-Tarrasch, St.Petersburg 1914.  Both winners are amongst the great players of chess history and in both games make the sacrifices as appearing to win with great ease.
However, in considering the double bishop sacrifice another feature of a game has to be taken into consideration (unless of course one is lucky enough to repeat in play all the moves of the above mentioned games!) This feature is the fact that the majority of chess games proceed along different lines due to the near infinite number of move possibilities. Thus each resultant positon, sometime after the initial few moves, exhibits a greater or lesser degree of “uniqueness”.  
Examination of four more recent examples of the double bishop sacrifice attacking plan suggests this “uniqueness” is also often true of middle-game attacking positions. It is thus not simply a matter of removing the protective pawn barrier around the opponent’s king by offering both bishops. The specificities of the positon also need to be taken into account. The more recent games show matters are not always as straightforward as the possibly pioneering games mentioned earlier may suggest. In some variations of these four games the opponent can in fact defend successfully, and force a draw, or even a win, by simply taking and holding onto the sacrificed material. 
Reviewing these four games presented on this web site during 2018, together with the Lasker and Tarrasch games, suggests some generalised “rules” may nevertheless be deduced. These could help in deciding if, and how, the two bishops can be sacrificed effectively. The “rules” seem fully applicable to the six games mentioned and are likely to be useful in a larger number of games too. However, some care must be taken in not assuming they are suitable for absolutely every case of a double bishop sacrifice. Some feature of the position may make one or more “rule” invalid in a particular game.
Guidance “Rules” (listed from the player of the White pieces perspective with an opponent castled on the king-side, although the same ideas apply to the player of the Black pieces when the latter is attacking)
1. The order of bishop sacrifice is often critical. Usually, but not always, the “forcing” Bxh7+ (Bxh2+ in Black’s case) is preferred over the less forcing Bxg7. In the former case Black must reply to a check whilst in the second Black has a tempo to possible carry out some counter-measure such as threaten a back rank mate or transfer a piece to the kings-side to aid defence.

2. Declining the Bxh7+ sacrifice to allow the king to hide behind the bishop on h8 is another defensive idea to consider that may give Black some time to defend. This is usually not an option, however, if White can follow with Qh5 as the threatened discovered check and possible mate on h7 often decides the game instantly. This is unless some special, and relatively rare, circumstance allows Black to play, for instance, Nf6 attacking the queen and bishop, or the Black king can escape safely to the centre via g7 or g8. 

3. Accepting the Bxh7+ sacrifice often allows White to bring up a heavy piece into the attack with tempo. Mostly this is the queen which is then usually followed rapidly by a White rook. If the latter is not feasible then Black can on occasion defend and win or force White to take a draw by perpetual check.

4. Careful consideration must be given to Black’s option of playing a pawn from f7 to f6 or f5. This may allow some defence along the second rank as well as make available the squares f6 or f7 for the Black king to escape towards the centre where some protection, from Black pawn or pieces, may become available. Black can thus hang onto the sacrificed material and even win.

5. A similar idea to the last is for Black to move the Rf8 to the centre or to g8 or h8. This frees up f8 as an escape route for the Black king-a similar idea is to allow White to play Bxf8 and replying Kxf8. This idea can sometimes be countered by moves such as Bh6 or Qh6 keeping the Black king in the danger zone and allowing a successful completion of the attack.

6. Bring the Black queen to the aid of the Black king is another defensive idea. So it is often very useful to deflect the queen, via a pawn or piece attack, to an off-side position, for example to a distant point on the queens-side, before sacrificing the bishops smoothly on the kings-side.

7. [bookmark: _GoBack]Should Black be able to defend by say, accepting both bishops then counter-sacrificing a queen for a rook to halt the White attack, then White needs to have another option to win the game. This can take the form of taking advantage of the uncoordinated nature of the remaining Black pieces. A key square is often d7 (d2 in Black’s case) where a loose piece may be picked up following check(s) to the open Black king, or from where two Black pieces are attacked simultaneously, in both cases by the White queen. This usually wins material and also the game.
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