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XVIII MEETING OF F.I.D.E. COMMISSION FOR COMPOSITION
Thilisi, x.75

South of the harsh, bleak and
spectacular Caucasus Mountains,
half-way between the Black and
Caspian Seas, set in an ancient
valley, lies the city of Tbilisi, capi-
tal of Ceorgia. North of the snak-
ing river Kura the town is flat,
but the southern bank is hilly and
dominated by a great Dbluff
reached only by aerial car. The
visitor can easily lose his bearings,
as few of the streets are straight,
but this is one of Thilisi’s attrac-
tions, In Gruzia, which we call
Georgia, chess is an industry, or
so it appears. Imagine a small edi-
tion of the Royal Festival Hall and
you are imagining the Tbilisi chess
pavilion, but the auditorium is not
big enough for the Women’s World
Championship match between
Nona Gaprindashvili and Nina
Alexandria, both Thbilisi-ennes,
and this will be held in the circu-
lar concert hall a hundred yards
away. Even at the sparsely popu-
lated heights of study composing
there is an incredible concentra-
tion here: Gia Nadareishvili, Va-
zha Neidze, David Gurgenidze,
Revaz Tavariani and Velimir Ka-
landadze are the composers that I
know live in Tbilisi, while Joseph
Krikheli, Revaz Dadunashvili, Dje-
mal Makhatadze, Elgudje Kveze-
reli and others live either there or
not far away, And in neighbour-
ing republics, quite close at hand,
are the Grand Old Men Alexander
Sarychev and Genrikh Kasparyan.
Such richness cannot be coinci-
dence, but how to explain it? The
five mind-bending days I spent
there have not provided an answer,

just a very tentative possibility.
When a small nation with ingrai-
ned artistic traditions has to sur-
vive for centuries, and succeeds in
surviving, and is further isolated
from the rest of the world by a
strange language with an idosyn-
cratic, but very beautiful, curvili-
near, scorpion-tailed seript
(Mkhedruli), cultural miracles
may be expected. Israel, too, has
these characteristics, and study
composing is strong there also.

What about the FIDE Commission
meeting? Well, it was important
enough, with the prestigious and
rare title of Grandmaster of Com-
position being awarded to Korol-
kov, Bron, Fritz, V. Pachman and
N. Petrovic, while the Master title
went to Kazantsev, Kopnin and
Umnov. (Omitted here are awards
with no studies interest.) The
award of these titles is linked to
publication of the FIDE Album
collections every three years, on
a points basis. The new rules are
that henceforth 25 “points” secu-
res the Master title and 70 “points”
the GM title, irrespective of the
number of Albums in which the
points are gained. We can expect
publication soon (the Finns are
such superb and methodical orga-
nisers) of the WCCT compositions
(the USSR was easily the winner
of this team event, Britain was
tenth of the 27 participating coun-
tries). The FIDE Albums will
continue to be published, though
never easily. Every two years So-
viet composers have their own
meeting, and this was also held in
the <“chess pavilion”. A “blitz”
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composing tourney was held, with
99 entries, and judged on the spot.
All remarkable memories. But
still as nothing compared to the
hospitality and appreciation (I
have come away with the impres-

sion that EG is genuinely famous
in Thilisi and Georgia - remember
those anagrams? What about AN
EG ORGY = GEORGYAN ?) of
our hosts.

John Roycroft

STUDIES STATISTICS FRCM THE FIDE ALBUMS (1914-1964)

Hannu Harkola of Finland has
placed all the positions, sources
and composers’ names in the pu-
blished FIDE Albums in computer
storage. The primary purpose is
to aid the FIDE Commission to
avoid error in computing the
points accumulated towards Mas-
ter and Grandmaster titles. But
this has enabled other statistics to
be easily obtained, and he has
kindly provided some of them for
EG. Of the 7007 compositions,
1141 are studies. The vast majo-
rity have from 3 to 6 W men, and
from 3 to 6 Bl men. No study has
1, 15 or 16 men, whether W or BI.
The vast majority show the W+
Bl total within the range 6 to 11,

with the “average” study display-
ing 4.58 W men and 4.63 Bl men,
for an “average total” of 9.21 men
per diagram. The percentages of
studies published in each year are
also available (ie 51 years). I ob-
serve a peak (3.77%) in 1928 and
another peak (5.00%) in 1955.
Each of these years is exactly 10
years after the conclusion of a
World War. There is, of course, a
comparative boom in studies ap-
parent since 1946, with practically
every year over the 2.00% mark,
but prior to this only 5 years reach

WHEN THE ECHO RESOUNDS

In EG33 John Beasley reproduced
a study of his (Gl) along with

G1 J. D. Beasley
3 H.M.,, The Problemist,
1972-3
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Win 443
1. Rh4+ Qxh4 2. Rg8 Qh3t 3.
Kb4 Qh4t 4. Kb5 Qh5f 5.
Kbé6 Qh6t 6. Kb7. “wR sacri-
fice lures bQ to h-file, where
she is confined.”

another (G2). It was irksome that
the author did not succeed in
showing the R-promotion in mi-

this arbitrarily chosen figure
(1925, 1927, 1928, 1929, 1936).
AJR
G2 J. D. Beasley
The Problemist, v-vi.73
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Win 544
1. Rxh4t Qxh4 2. g8R .. 6.
Kb7 Qh7 7. Rgd wins (by

wRb4, wKb8, wRb7 and wS
march to a7, followed by
wKas8).

niature form. A slight modifica-
tion of the configuration allowed
me to incorporate the second va-
riation with echo-play (G3). The
dual on move 5 (wK to b6 or a6)
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G3 D. Gurgenidze
Original, after J. D. Beasley
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4+2

W
1. fBR (18Q? Qf21) 1. .. Qg2t
2. Ka3 Qg3+ 3. Ka4 Qg4t 4.

Ka5 Qg5+ 5. Ka6é wins.

Or, the echo line, 1. .. Qh2¢t
2. Kb3 Qh3t 3. Kb4 Qh4t 4.
Kb5 Qh5t 5. Kbé6(a6).
"Very pleasant nice”,
J.D.B.

says

can be called an inaczuracy, but the
addition of the second variation
gives the study, I suggest, a right
to exist,
David Gurgenidze
Chailuri, Georgia SSR
xi.75

AMERICA: 1

ESPERANTO, anyone?
One of the U.S.A’s leading study
composers would like to corres-

DEMOLITIONS

Why does EG not run a series on
unsound studies? This is a fre-
quent question from correspon-
dents. Even if there were the
space, though, there are, I believe,
several strong reasons for not run-
ning such a series. First, it would
tend to ‘take over’ the magazine,
since there are so many (and hor-
rendous complications of versions,
corrections and misprints); se-
cond, we have SPCTLIGHT to try
to keep abreast of contemporary
compositions, in themselves a
formidable field; third, ‘when is a
demolition proved?’ is a question
to which there is no tidy answer;

pond in Esperanto. Anyone inte-
rested, please write direct to: A.
H. Branton, 2241 Cayuga Ave.,
San Francisco, California 94112,
US.A

AMERICA: 2

Congratulations to British emi-
grant Neil McKelvie and other
enthusiasts, on the first meeting
(of many, we hope) of the New
York Endgame Circle, This took
place on Edmund Peckover’s 79th
birthday (15.xi.75) at the Manhat-
tan Club. Some 20 Club members
were there, which augurs well.

AMERICA: 3

Congratulations also to Walter
Korn on the appearance of his
new book American Chess Art,
dealing with study composition in
the Americas.

Review on p. 302

My thanks to all and sundry, far
and wide, for Christmas and New
Year greetings received.

AJR

fourth, who will run the column?;
fifth, and to my mind the clincher,
EG would merely be adding to the
diaspora that is characteristic of
the subject, when what is really
needed is a dedicated multi-lin-
gual, non-composing strong ana-
lyst - cum - cook - hunter - cum -
friend - of - the - study with time
and motivation and access to eve-
ry source who will begin to com-
pile all cooks and busts in order
to put them on a central, compu-
terised data base for access by all.
We are many years away from
achieving this, alas. It will not be
AJR who does it!

AJR
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YOU DON'T NEED FORMULAE

by G.M. Kasparyan
(translation by Paul Valois)

Recently attempts have been made
to evaluate studies and judge
tourneys using formulae with
points scales. One of these systems
is the notorious 15-point scale*. It
has failed entirely to justify itself.
Another, similar, system is sug-
gested on pages 235-6 of EG41.
This system has a scale of 11
points. Like all other attempts to
evaluate studies on the basis of
contrived formulae using points
scales, this one, in my opinion, is
also harmful. Let us examine the
various points of this system.

1. Naturalness of position. Ill-
defined: different judges might
give different estimates of natural-
ness or otherwise. 2. Number of
pieces. You might have a study
losing a point for having 8 pieces
as opposed to 7, which would be
unfair. 3. Dynamic play. It is dif-
ficult to express this in numerical
terms. Here too judges can give
different evalutions. 4. Economy
of use of material. A rather ar-
guable co-efficient if you consider
that studies in different styles
make different use of material.
5. Presence of introductory play
and finale. A study might have a
feeble introduction with mechani-
cal piece exchanges and score 3
points. 6. Length of solution. The
division is very formal and does
not relate to the idea being ex-
pressed in the study. 15 moves
scores 3 points, but 16 scores 2.
7. Difficulty of solution. Who can
say exactly what is average or
great difficulty? These very du-
bious definitions of a study’s dif-
ficulty or ease of solution and the
points awarded might well harm a
study’s chances, 8. Qriginality of
conception. One of the most im-
portant points on the scale, But
you cannot express originality in
figures. 9. Complexity of theme.
Who can exactly define simplicity

or complexity of theme? I think
judges would vary in their opi-
nions here. 10. Degree of counter-
play. Counterplay by Black is de-
sirable, but not obligatory for all
studies. Some studies have no
counterplay but are extremely in-
teresting as to content. So one
cannot approach all studies equal-
ly from this viewpoint. You can-
not judge a study’s worth on the
basis of: counterplay - very good,
no counterplay - poor. 11. Gene-
ral artistic impression. An impor-
tant determinant, which depends
on the judge’s taste. 12. General
evaluation. The sum of points
awarded in sections 1-11,

Point 12 is the final sentence on
the study. It is the sum of a va-
riety of different determinants.
And let us hope that a judge will
not deliberately or mistakenly
award the wrong mark! A study
challenging for a top place might
suffer badly from this. The me-
chanical totting-up of a number of
very dubious and varied co-effi-
cients might lead to a distortion of
the truth. It borders on an eclec-
tic approach to the question of eva-
luating the worth of a composi-
tion. The conclusion is obvious:
no system of evaluating studies
with points scales can determine
a study’s worth, because you can-
not judge art using formulae.

The following are the important
and real criteria for judging stu-
dies: 1. Originality and progressi-
veness. 2. Beauty. 3. A high degree
of technique. These are the crite-
ria (without, of course, any points
scale) that judges should use. At
the same time, one must not for-
get that studies on different sca-
les and in different styles will
mean varying numbers of pieces,
length and difficulty of solution,
varying mobility of pieces and so
on. And this multitude of varia-
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bles should not in any case in-
fluence the general assessment of
the composition as a whole. This
is the only fair way of judging a

* Note.
and x.72).
total being subject to a limit of 15.

study’s quality. Formulae are un-
necessary - they will only lead to
confusion and distort reality.

This was a system propounded by A. Kalinin in Shakhmaty v SSSR (i.71
As the table below shows, there are plus and minus scores, the net
On top of this it was suggested that points

allocaiea should depend on the number of pieces, the number of exchanges, and so
on. Several USSk events, culminating in the 1972 USSR Team Championships and the

XI USSR Individual Championship,
experiment”.

used the system,
FIDE Grandmaster of Composition Kasparyan and other leading

in the last case ‘‘as an

composers have strongly objected to this system,

Basic
No. Criterion Scale of points
1. Beauty +4 to —4
2. Originality of conception and construction +4 to —4
3. Complexity and fullness of expression of theme +3 to —3
4. Construction +2 to —2
5. Difficulty of solution +1 to —1
6. Impression created by first move +1 to —1
maximum 15 points
Additional
7. Economy, crowding of pieces —1to —6
8. Threat —1 to —3
9. Duals —1 to —2
10. Nuances and defects +1 to —3
(AJR)

NEWCOMERS’ CORNER
'NC?¥
by J.D. Beasley

NC8.1 J. Moravec

28 Rijen, 1928
H o B W
wHAN B
EiE W W

7

vV /’/ 47 %7 %

Win 44-2

\\"

At first sight NC8.1 (J. Moravec,
win) looks hopeless for W, in view
of 1, b7 Bxc6 (pinning wP) or 1.
c7 Be6t 2. Kb8 BbT 3. ¢8Q (for the
only alternative is 3. b5t Kxb6
with a dead draw) Bxc8 4. Kc7
(hoping for 4. Bb7? 5. b5%)
Kb5! 5. Kxc8 (nothing better)
Kxb6. With so little choice, how-
ever, it should not take long to
find 1. ¢7 Bc6t 2. b7! Now after

2. .. Bxb7+ 3. Kb8 Kbé6 4. b5 Bl is
in zugzwang and W wins. Strate-
gically, the purpose of 2. b7 is to
lose a crucial tempo, the P being
doomed in any event,

NC8.2 V. Halberstadt

Tijdschrift, 1949
oF & W
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342
Zugzwangs are to be expected in
S endings, but that in NC8.2 (V.
Halberstadt, win) is better hidden
than most. Bl threatens 1. .. Sg6t,
and wK must go for bS since lines

wy
Win
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like 1. Kg4 Sgb6 2. e6 Kb8 give W
no hope. Sotry 1. Kf5 Ka7 (coun-
ter-attack on wS) 2. Kf6 (the ima-
ginative solver might try 2. Sd7
Sxd7 3. e6, but 3. .. Sb6 4. e7 Sc8
5. e8Q Sd6t defeats it) Kb6 3. KgT
Kxch 4. Kxf8 Kd5 draw, or 1. Kgb
Ka7 2, Kh6 Kb6 and again 3. Sd7t
Sxd7 4. e6 fails to win. The main
line in fact goes 1. Kg5 Ka7 2. Kf5!
Kbé6 (2. .. Kb8 3. Kf6 Kc8 -or 3...
Sh7t+ 4. Kgbé Sf8+ 5. Kg7 - 4. KgT
Sd7 5. Sxd7 Kxd7 6. Kf7) 3. Sd7+!
Sxd7 4. e6 Sc5 5. e7 Sb7 (hoping
for 6. e8Q? Sd6t) 6. Ke5(6), and
the point is this. Remove wS, put
bS on d7 and wP on e6, and con-
sider what Bl can do. If wK does
not control f6 then .. Sf6 draws.
If wK is on f7 or g6 then .. Se5t
and .. Sc6 draws. If wK is on g7
or g5 then .. Scb; e7, Se6t; K--,
Sc7 draws. Finally, if wK is on f5
then .. Sb6; e7, Sc8; e8Q, Sd6t
draws unless bK is on b6. So W
can play the manoeuvre Sd7, Sxd7;
e6 only when wK is on f5 and bK
on b6, and all is clear.

W. A. Shinkman

NC8.3
and O .Wurzburg
Pittsburgh Gazette Times,
1918
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Strictly speaking, NC8.3 (W.A.
Shinkman and O. Wurzburg, mate
in 16) is out of place here because
of the requirement to mate in a
given number of moves, but the
strategy is that of an endgame
study and the fact that the main
line takes precisely 16 moves is
not of importance. Indeed, if W
fails to keep the tight grip on Bl
necessary to secure immediate

mate then he may well forfeit the
win altogether. I certainly pro-
pose to take it for granted that W
cannot allow Bl to get either bB
into play (a few trial variations
should convince on this point), so
that he must proceed with checks
and with mating threats which
cannot be fended off by a bB; and
it is simplest to go straight down
the main line, since the early Bl
alternatives can be easily dealt
with by the readers afterwards.
So we start with 1. Re7+ Kd8 2.
Rd7t Kec8 3. Re7f Kb8 4. Rb7+ Ka8
5. Ra7t Kb8 6. hRb7f Kc8 and
checks are not going to get us very
much further. The most obvious
try now, perhaps, is the double
threat 7. Rg7, but 7. .. Qa2! kills
it and 7. Re7 leads to 7. .. Kb8 8.
aRd7 (or aRb7t Ka8) Kc8 and W
is making no progress. This lea-
ves only 7. Rf7. The forced reply
is 7. .. Kb8, and now comes 8.
aRd7! (lovely move - 8. aReT in-
stead would allow 8. .. Bg4 stop-
ping both mates). There follows
8. .. Ke8 9, dRe7 (same motif)
Kd8 10. Rb7 and W has gained
some space, Now comes 10. .. Kc8
11. fRc7+ Kd8 12. Rg7 (playable
now since bQ can no longer stop
both mates) Ke8 13. bRe%7! (as be-
fore - 13. bRf7? Bgb 14. Rxg)
Qhlt) Kd8 14. eRf7 Ke8 15. Rb7
and bK can resist no longer.

NC8.4 I. Kubbel
nga Tageblatt 1914
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The first and almost the only pro-
blem in NC8.4 (L. I. Kubbel, win)
is to keep bK away from wP. This
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leads almost immediately to 1. h3
(1. Sg5t? Kg4 2. S-- Kh3 Kg3 2.
Sg5 Kf4 3. Se4 Kf3 4, Kd4 Kf4
(4. .. Kg2 5. Sgb Kg3 6. Ke3 etc.)
5. Kd5 Kf5 (else 6. Keb etc.) and
W must think of something else.
Not 6. Sf2, because of 6. .. Kf4 7.
Ke6 Kg3 8. Kf5 Kxf2 9. Kg4 Ke3
10. Kxh4 Kf4 and Bl draws. If,
however, wS can get to gl, then
bK will have to move one square
further, The only route is by the
superficially remarkable 6. Se3!,
after which comes 6. .. Kf4 7. Se2t
Kf3 8. Sglt Kg2 9. Ke4! (W must
be able to meet .. Kxgl with Kf3,
keeping bK out of f2 - care is still
necessary even at this late stage)
Kxgl 10. Kf3 Kh2 (f1) 11. Kg4 and
wins. Surprisingly forced play in
a simple-looking position.

With reference to NC5.1 (Anu-
friev), Per Olin sends NC8.5 (H.
Lilja, draw). 1. Qe4t! (not 1. Rb3+4?
ab 2. Qxhl b2 and a Bl win can be

NC8.5
2nd Place, Helsinki vs.
Rest of Finland, 1969-70

B
Az 07 @
w7 UED

H. Lilja

Ve XE W
Draw 446

shown) Kal 2. Pc3t Bxe3 3. Rxe3
Qxed/i 4. Relt Qbl 5. Rxdl Sc5 6.
Rel Qxel stalemate. i) 3. .. Qh8
4. Qd4 Qf8+/ii 5. Re5+ Rxd4 stale-
mate. ii) 4. .. Q@xd4 5. Relt Rxel
stalemate. ‘Not so economic as
Anufriev,” he says, but there are
obvious compensations.

EDITOR’S ITEMS

The EG40 “Appeal for Money”.
Positive response, at times mo-
ving, but always gratifying, has
come from: UK, Finland, Spain,
Holland, France, USA, Switzer-
land, Sweden, Denmark, Australia,
Canada and Jamaica. Let no one
doubt that EG is international!
The total of money received en-
sures EG’s financial survival un-
til at least EG48, despite the dis-
appointing number of subscribers
(a ceiling of 250, a floor of 150) and
the total printing of 450. Thank
you, everyone! (Why don’t you
donate an EG subscription to the
Chess Club at your local school?)

CODEX .. .. ..

At Tbilisi a new Sub-Committee
for Codex matters was formed,
with the admirable Bedrich For-
manek (Czechoslovakia) as Chair-
man. Their task is to consider
what, if anything, should super-
sede the Codex of 1958, which was
drawn up at the (first) World
Congress of Chess Composers at

Piran, that delightful little har-
bour town on Yugoslavia’s Istrian
peninsula. The solitary major de-
velopment since then has been the
USSR’s preparation, and their
adoption in 1974, of the “USSR
Code for Chess Composition”. It
consists of 30 articles, and covers
both studies and problems. A cer-
tain amount of publicity in the
world’s problem magazines has
been given to the principles be-
hind it. No doubt the Sub-Com-
mittee will consider how the
USSR Code might be re-drafted as
a basis for the full FIDE Commis-
sion to make a recommendation to
its 22 member countries. If such
a recommendation is made I am
nevertheless sure that countries
will be encouraged to modify (add,
delete or alter) the various arti-
cles according to prevailing local
conditions.

I hope that this will happen. Al-
though no mere Code can affect
the quality of studies composed, it
could well improve the quality of

279



judging, of accurate writing, and
of general understanding. If study
composing is no more than a pri-
vate hobby, then a code is super-
fluous. If, as I believe, it is poten-
tially an art and science (albeit
thinly-populated) that can span
the world and bring that world
closer together, then a code is far
from superfluous.

I believe that there should be pa-
rallel codes for studies and pro-
blems. Experience in the FIDE
Commission, in discussions with
problemists, in reading the Piran
Codex, in SPOTLIGHT (retro
compositions, especially), has con-
vinced me that communication
between problem and study en-
thusiasts, however friendly it may
be, is strewn with hazards. Deci-
sions may be, and are, taken in
good faith, but are wrong. Inter-
pretations are assumed to apply
to studies as well as to problems,
and frequently they should not.
Now we have a great opportunity
to reduce future misunderstan-
dings. The opportunity is provi-
ded by the 1974 USSR Code. It
can provide the basis for two co-
des. One for studies, and another
for problems. These separate co-
des would, however, each have the
same organisation (division into
parts, sections and articles) and
any proposed change would then
be considered separately, and
either adopted or not, but separa-
tely. Taking the 30 articles of the
USSR Code and selecting (some-
times adapting) those that can
apply to studies only, and elimina-
ting those that are clearly peculiar
to highly organised countries like
the USSR, a code that might be
considered internationally would
have the following general shape.
(Headings only are given, but
with a few suggestions.)

PART THE FIRST

Nature of, and provisions for, the
composition of Studies

Section I: PURPOSE OF STUDY
CCMPOSING

Article 1: Definitions (Relation-
ship with the game; stipulation;
solution; main line; other lines;
idea; formal and artistic condi-
tions.)

Article 3: Studies, a department
of “orthodox” chess

Article 6: Special types. (Retro-
grade anaysis compositions and
those with irregular stipulations
should not compete with “ortho-
dox” Studies.)

Section II:

FORMAL CONDITIONS

Article 7: Essential conditions (The
three as set out in Art.s 8, 9 and
10.)

Article 8: Legality of the initial
position

Article 9: Existence of a solution
Article 10: Uniqueness of the solu-
tion

Section III: ARTISTIC CONDI-
TIONS (as guidelines, not rules)
Article 11: Fundamental principles
Article 12: Quality of expression
of the idea

Article 13: Economy of form
Article 14: Beauty of solution (This
might list, without priority, featu-
res frequently observed in studies
that have been highly regarded
over a long period; the list would
not pretend to completeness.)
Article 15: Duals

Section IV: PUBLICATION AND
PRIORITY

Article 16: Publication

Article 17: Priority

Article 18: Anticipations and ver-
sions

PART THE SECOND
Competitions relating to
Study compositions

Section V: COMPETITIONS FOR
THE COMPOSITION OF STU-
DIES

Article 20: Tourneys (formal, in-
formal announcement, duties of
organisers.)

Article 25: Rights and duties of
competitors

Section VI: FOR THE SOLVING
OF STUDIES

chess
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Article 26: Solving contests
Section VII: THE JUDGING OF
TOURNEYS

Article 28: The appointment of
tourney judges

Article 29: Rights and duties of
judges

Article 30: Interpretation of this
Code

Review

THE CHESS ENDGAME STUDY
IN THE GEORGIAN REPUBLIC,
by Ghia Nadareishvili, Tbilisi,
1975. A short review would me-
rely record that this was a Rus-
sian-language collection of 293
studies, mainly by Georgian com-
posers. The would be correct, but
misleading, Personally I have ne-
ver before encountered a chess
book from Eastern Europe (rea-
ders who consider Thilisi as be-
longing to Western Asia must for-
give this slight geographical sole-
cism) that compares in quality of
paper and appearance favourably
with the better Western produc-
tions. The paper is glossy, the co-
ver attractive, there are both hard
and semi-stiff backed editions,
and it was produced with asto-
nishing speed as it includes near-
ly a dozen studies published in
1975. Indeed this speed may be the
cause of the occasional smudgy
diagram. The colophon records

“Delivered for composing 4.vi.75.
Despatched to print 26.viii.75”.
The book must have had a high
priority! It was a worthy show-
piece during the FIDE and Soviet
composers’ meeting. The edition
is in 20,000 copies and the Soviet
price is half a rouble. (At the “of-
ficial” rate of exchange that is
about half the postage to mail a
copy from England! For the un-
official rate, if such exists, replace
“half” by ‘“one-sixth”.)
There is a long and highly infor-
mative introduction by Vazha
Neidze, from which one learns of
the blossoming of Georgian study
composers in the last 30 years, of
the part played in this by Nada-
reishvili, and of the surprisingly
large number of periodicals and
organisations that have been pre-
pared to sponsor tourneys. This
latter aspect indeed provides the
background to the first 184 studies,
all of which were published in
Georgian tourneys, and in which
we see both local and non-local
composers vying for honours, The
remainder of the studies show
Georgian composers competing
abroad.
Quite a few studies will be new
to even the most assiduous EG-
reader, and it would be super-
fluous to say that the quality is
high, often very high.

AJR

ABOUT AN IDEA
by Ignace Vandecasteele, Belgium

This idea appears for the first time
in a study V1 in Schach-magazin
1948: W offers his B to capture
bR a few moves later.

1. b7 Rel 2. Be4 Rxe4 3. b8Q Bebt
4. Kd5 Bxb8 5. Kxe4 =

Wotawa adds to the value of the
study by an echo:

1. b7 Rg5 2. Bf5 Rxf5 3. b8Q Be5t
4, Ke6 Bxb8 5. Kxf5 =.

Ten years later, Peckover received
1st Prize in Problem 1958-59 for
V2, a study with the same mate-
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Vi1 A. Wotawa
Schach-magazin, 1948
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v2 J. Peckover
1st Prize, Problem, 1958-9
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Draw 343

rial. In this a beautiful repeat of
the idea is shown:

After 1, Kd8 Rd6t 2. KeT7 Rc6 3.
Kd7 Rh6 4. Bf6, Bl refuses to take
wB because 4, .. Rxf6 gives only
a draw: 5. c8Q Bxeb6t 6. Ke7 Bxc8
7. Kxf6 =, but Bl plays 4. .. Bbl
5. Ke6 Rh5 and now 6. Bg5 (the
repetition) gives the same result:
6. .. Rxgh 6. c8Q Bf5t 7. Kf6 Bxc8
8. Kxgd=.

The question now arose: is it pos-
sible to combine both studies, so
that the idea could be repeated in
each echo?

The Russian composer A. Grin
succeeded with V3 in 1965.

1. Pb27 Kh6 2. Kc6 Rdl 3. Bd4
(first offer) Bh7 (3. .. Rxd4 4.
a8Q Bd5t 5. Keb Bxa8 6. Kxd4 =)
4. Kd5 Rel 5. Be3t (second offer)
Rxe3d 6. a8Q Be4t 7. Kd4 Bxa8 8.
Kxe3d =

V3 A. Grin
Vecherny Leningrad, 1965

i/'@”/

@///%,

B om o m
Draw 3+4

And on the other side:

. Rh5 3. Be5 (third offer) Bh7
(3. .. Rxeb 4. a8Q Bd5t 5. Kdé
Bxa8 6. Kxe5=) 4. Kd5 Rh4 5.
Tf47 (fourth offer) Rxf4 6. a8Q
Bedt 7. Ke5 Bxa8 8. Kxf4 =.

Very meritorious, but .. there is
a bPa6. Why? Well, because 1.
Bb2t Kh6 2. Ke6 Bh7 3. Kd5 Rel
4. Belt Kh5 5. Be3 would fail on
5. .. Ral if there was no bPa6.
Bl would win by taking the diago-
nal a8 - hl under control with the
bB, and pushing wK to the edge
with the bK and bR with threats
of mate or loss of a piece.

V4 1. Vandecasteele

original /
%/ %% //.Q.%
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Using only the thematic material,
I think I have found (V4) a bet-
ter form for the idea. That is,
without bPa6.

1. a7 Rdl 2, Bd4 Bh7 (2. .. Rxd4
3. a8Q Pd5t 4. Keb Bxa8 5. Kxd4)
3. Kd5 Rel 4. Be3t Rxed 5. a8Q

V5 V. A. Korolkov
4th Prize, Shakhmaty 1964
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Win 543
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Be4t 6. Kd4 Bxa8 7. Kxed =

or:

1. a7 Rh5 2. Be5 Bh7 (2. .. Rxeb
3. a8Q Bd5t 4. Kd6 Bxe8 5. Kxe5)
3. Kd5 Rh4 4. Bf4t Rxf4 5, a8Q
Be4t 6. Keb Bxa8 7. Kxf4 =

Put what happens after 1. a7 Rdl
2. Bd4 Reclt!? Simply 3. Kd47!!
The wP threatens uto promote,
and there is no good check. After

3. .. Bd5 follows the point 4. Be3t
and bR is lost.

To close, a study of Korolkov, V5,
where the idea is repeated three
times, yet without a echo.

1. e5 Bxe5t 2. Ka2 Bd4 3. Bb3 Ke4
4, Ra5 Bch 5. Ba4 Kd5 6. Ra6é Bb6
7. Rxb6 h1Q 8. Be6t Kce5 9. Bxhl
Kxb6 10. h4 and wins.

‘Who can do better?

DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 2457 A. P, Maximovskikh

1st Commend,
0

Thémes-64, 1972-3

%%,% ",
/ |

o0

| B
o / / 7
/ / / 7
]

Wm 1: Dlagram 4+3
II: bSa8 to d3.

No. 2457: A. P. Maximovskikh. I.
1. g8St/i Kd6/ii 2. ¢8St Ke7 3.
Sxh6 Kb7 4. Sf7/iii Sb6 5. Sd8t/v
Kc7 6. Se6f Kb7 7. Scbt Ke7 8.
Sxb6 wins. i) 1. g8Q Qb6t or
SxeTf. ii) 1. Kf7 2. Sxh6t, or 1.
.. K -~ 2 ¢8Qf and 3. Sxh6. iii)
4. Sf5? Sb6 5. Sd61 Ke7 6. Se8t
Kb7/iv 7. Sed6f, draw only. iv)
But not 6. ... Kd7? 7. Scd6 wins.
v) 5. Sd61? Ke7. 1I: 1. g8Q/vi Qh5%
2. Kbé6/xi Qc5t/xv 3. Kb7/xvi
Qb4t 4. Kc8 and 5. Qd8t wins. vi)
Threatening 2. c8Q. 1. g8St? Kd6
2. c8St Kc7 3. Sxh6 Seb 4. Se7/vii
Kb7 5. Sac8/x Sc6 6. Sd6t Ke7 7.
Sefs Sd4t 8. Sxd4 Kxd6. vii)
Threat was 4. ... Sc6. 4. Sb6 Kb7
5. Sac8/viii Sd7 6. Sd6t Ke7 7.
Sbc4/ix Sb6 8. Se8t Kd8. viii) 5.
Sbc8 Sc6. ix) 7. Sbe8 Sbh6. x) 5.
Sec8 Sc6. xi) 2. Ka(c)6? Sh4t 3.
Kb7/xii Qf3+ 4. Kb6/xiii Sd5%, or
2. Kc4? Qc5t 3. Kxd3 Qxc7, or

M///

2. Ka4? Sc5t 3. Ka3 Qh3t 4. Kb2
(a2)/xiv Qh2t 5. K - - Qxc7t Kd8.
xii) 3. Kb6 Sd5 4. K .. SxcT.

xiii) 4. Kb8 Sa6t 5. Kc8 Qa8 mate.
xiv) 4. Kb4 Sa6i. xv) 2. ... Qh6t
3. Sc67. xvi) 3. Ka6? Qd6t/xvii
4. Kbbs/xviii Qcbt 5. Kab6 QxeT.
xvii) But not 3. ... Sb4t? 4. Kb7.
xviii) 4. Kab Qxc7t, or 4. Kb7
Sc51 5. Ke8/xix QdT+ 6. Kb8 Sa6t
7. Kb7 Qxc7f. xix) 5. Kb8 Sa6t,
or 5. Ka8 Qxc7 6. Qg7 Kd8.

’On top of the aesthetic twin is the
(rare) analysis of 3S v S, first
investigated, I believe, by Troitz-
ky in Novoje Vremja in 1895.

E. Dobrescu
2nd Commend,
Thémes-64, 1972-3

R
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Win 646

No. 2458: E. Dobrescu. 1. Bf4i/i
Ke3/ii 2. Sh3 bet 3. Ka2/iii Sf2
4. Sgl Sd3 5. Be3/v Seb 6. Kal/vii
ad/xiii 7. Ka2/xiv Sf3/xvi 8. Sxf3
Kd3 9. Bel Ke2 10. Sgit Kf2 11.
g6. i) 1. Se4t? Kdl 2. Se3t Kd2
3. Sed4t Kdl. ii) 1. ... Kel(2) 2.
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Sh3 Sf2 3. b6 Sxh3 4. Bh2 Sf2 5.
b7 Sg4 6. b8Q. iii) 3. Kal? Sf2 4.
Sgl Sd3 5. Be3 Scb/iv 6. Bf4 Sd3
7. Be3 Scb. i) Threatening 6. ...
Sb3f and 7. ... Sd2. v) 5. Se2}?
Kc4 6. Be3 Seb5 7. Bgl/vi Kd3 8.
Sclt Kd2. vi) Sgl Kxb5 8. Kb2
Sc4t or 7. Scl Sd3 8. Se2 Seb 9.
Sgl Kxb5 10. Kb2 Kc4 11. Kxc2
Kd5 followed by ... Ke4 and ...
Kf5. wvii) 6. Sh3? Sg4 7. Bel(f4)
Sf2 8. Sgl Sd3 9. Be3/viii Se5, or
6. Bel? Sd3 7. Ba3 Sb4f 8. Kal
Sd3, or 6. b6? Sc4 7. Bel Sxb6 8.
g6 Sd5 9. g7 Se7 10. Ka3 Kd4 11.
Kb2 Keb 12. Kxc2 Kf6 13. Bb2f
Kf7 and 14. ... Sf5, or 6. g6? Sxg6
7. b6 Seb 8. b7 Sd7 9. Ka3 Kc4 10.
Kb2/ix Kd3 11. Bgb/x Sb8 12.
Sh3/xii a3t 13. Kxa3 Ke2. viii) 9.
Ba3 Sb4f 10. Kal Sd3 threatening
11. ... Kb3. ix) The threat was
10. ... Kb5 and 11. ... Kc6; 10. Bf4
Kd3 11. Kb2 a3t 12. Kecl a2 13.
Kb2 Ke4 14. Bel Kd5 and 15. ...
Kc6. x) 11. Bf4 a3f, or 11. Bel
Sb8 12. Sh3/xi a3t 13. Kxa3 Ke2
14. Sf41 Kdl. xi) 12. Bf4 a3f 13.
Kxa3 Ke4. xii) 12. Kcl a3 13. Sh3
a2 14. Bf6 Ke4 15. Kxc2 Kd5 and
16. ... Kc6, or 12. Ka3 Sa6, or 12.
Bf4 a3f, or 12. Bel Sa6 13. Sh3.
xiii) 6. ... Sc(g)4 7. Bel Se5 8. b6
Sd3 9. Ba3, or 6. ... Kd3 7. Bcel, or
6. ... Ked 7. b6 Kd5 8. b7 Sd7 9.
g6 Ke6 10. Bel Kf6 11. Ba3 Kxgb
12. Kb2 and 13. Bd6, or 6. ... Sf3
7. Sxf3 main line.

xiv) 7. Bel? Sd3 8. Bxa3 Kb3, or
7. b6? Sc4 8. Bel Sxb6 9. g6 Sdb
10. g7 Se7 11. Ka2/xv Kd4 12.
Kxa3 Ke5 13. Kb3 Kf6 14. Bb2f
Kf7 and 15. ... Sf5, or 7. g6? Sxgb6
8. b6 Se5 9. b7 Sd7 10. Ka2 Kb4
11. Bd2t Kbb5 and 12. ... Kb6. xv)
11. Bxa3 Kd2. xvi) 7. ... a4 8.
Bel Sd3 9. Bxa3 Sb4t 10. Bxb4f
Kxb4 11. Kb2. 'The bS fights and
dies like Porthos in the Dumas
novel.” P. Perkonoja adds the in-
teresting variation 5. ... Sb4f 6.
Ka3 Sd5 7. Bel Ke4 8. Kxa4 Sc3f
9. Kxab Sxb5 10. g6 Sd4 11. g7
Sc6t 12. Kb6 Se7 13. Kc7 Kd5 14.
Kd7 Sg8 15. Bb2 Sh6 16. Sh3(e2)
Ke4 17. Bel Sg8 18. Ke6 Kf3 19.
Kf7 Kg3 20. Sf4.
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No. 2459 P. A. Petkov
3rd Commend,
Thémes-64, 1972 3
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No. 2459: P. A. Petkov. 1. Rd6/i
Sf1/ii 2. Re5 Bd5 3. Rdxdb/iii ght
4. Rxgh d1Q 5. Rxh5t Kgb6 6.
Regbt Kxf6 7. e8St/iv Ke7/v 8.
Re5t Kf8 9. Rh8 mate. i) 1. e8Q?
Bxe8 2. Rd6 Bb5 3. Re8 gbt 4. Kg3
Be2 5. Red8 Sf3, or 1. Rd4? Sf3+.
ii) Threat 2. ... g5 mate. iii) 3.
Rexd5? d1Q 4. e8Q Qd41 5. Rxd4
g5 mate. iv) 7. e8Q? Qd41 8. Rg4
Qf21 and 9. ... Qxg3 mate. v) T.
... Ke6 8. Reb5t Kd7 9. Rd5t. ’A
Plachutta - by Black.’

A. Koranyi
1st Prize,
L. Nyeviczkey Memorial Ty,
19

No. 2460

4
Award: Magyar Sakkélet
ix.74
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Win 543

No. 2460: A. Koranyi. Dr Jeno Ban
judged this event, which was in
honour of the late Dr Lorand Nye-
viczkey, one of Hungary’s eminent
composers. JRH vetted the award.
This study is a superbly econo-



mical example of one of the two
WCCT themes, namely the rever-
sal of a battery.

1. Ke8 Bd4 2. h8Qt Bxh8 3. Bf8t
Kh7 4. Rb7f Kg8 5. h6 Bf6/i 6.
Bg7 alQ 7. h7t Kxh7 8. Bxf61 Kg8
9. Rg7t (Bxal?) 9. ... Kh8 10. Rf7+
Kg8 11. Rf8t Kh7 12. Bxal wins.
i) The main line satisfies the
WCCT theme, with the battery
operating on moves 8 and 10, but
here it goes again: 5. ... Bb2(c3,
d4, e5) and continue as in main
line until 8. Bxb2 (c3, d4, e5)t
and 10. Rg2 (g3, g4, gb)1.

No. 2461 G. M. Kasparyan

2nd Prize,
L. Nyev1czkey Memorlal Ty,
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No. 2461: G. M. Kasparyan. 1. d7t
Kc7 2. Rd4 Qg2t 3. Kel/i Qglt 4.
Ke2 Qh2f 5. Kfl/ii Qh3t 6. Ke2
Kd8 7. Kd2 Qb3 8. Kcl Qe3t/iii 9.
Kc2, positional draw. i) 3. Ke3?
Qebt 4. Kf3 Qf51 5. Rf4 QdA51 6.
Kg3 Kd8 wins. ii) 5. Kel? Qe5f
6. Kfl Kd8 wins. iii) The pretty
alternative back-up lines, echo
forks, are: 8. ... Sa4 9. Rxa4 Qxa4
10. Se67 Kxd7 11. Scbt, and 8. ...
Sd3 9. Rxd3 Qxd3 10. Se6t Kxd7
11. Sc5t.

No. 2462: J. Lazar. 1. a61/i Ka8/ii
2. Sc6 Bd6 3. h7 Bf8 4. h8Sviii
wins, for example, 4. ... Bh6 5.
Sg6 Bgb 6. Kc2 and wSg6 will
reach d5 in a few moves, after
which wSc6xbBab (d8), Ka7; Sh4
wins. i) 1. h7? Beb5 2. a6t Kb6 3.

No. 2462 J. Lazar

3rd Prize,
L. Nyeviczkey Mermorial Ty,
974
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4+4

a7 Kb7. 1. Sd3? Ba7. ii) 1. ... Kbé
2. a7 wins. iii) 4. h8Q(R)? stale-
mate. 4. h8B? Bg7 5. BxgT7 c2%
draws, stalemate again.

G. Grzeban
Hon. Men.,
L. Nyeviczkey Memorial Ty,
1974
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Win 6

No. 2463

No. 2463: G. Grzeban. 1. c8R/i
Qxc8/ii 2. RA7 Qa8t 3. 3 Qalt 4
Rdl and mate with wB follows.
i) 1. c8Q? Qd5T 2. £3 QA1 (xf3)t 3.
BxQ is stalemate, as wQc8 immo-
bilises bPe6. ii) 1. ... Qxf2 2.
Re3t wins.

No. 2464: V. Dolgov. 1. g7 Ra4dt 2.
Kb2 Sd3t 3. Kb3 Ra8 4. Rh1t Kg6
5. Rh8 Sclf 6. Kb4 Sa2t 7. Kbb
Sc3t 8. Kb6 Sa4t 9. Kb7 KxgT7 10.
Rxa8.

The tourney was formal, and for
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No. 2464 V. Dolgov No. 2466 L. Mitrofanov

1st Prize, and E. Pogosjants
Lokker Memonal Tny 3rd Prize,
(Ukraine), 1974 Lokker Memorial Tny
Award: Sportlvna Gazeta (Ukraine), 1974
(Ukraine)

28.xii.74 (corrected latt‘er)
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Win +3 No- 2467 S. Sakharov
minijatures. 8 studies in the printed Lokker Memorial Tny
award were later eliminated (in- (Ukraine), 1974

cluding the leading entry, by Be-
lokon), as kindly notified by the
judge, Mr T. B. Gorgiev. There
were 3 other sections, for pro-
blems.
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w _ » 0 » 7 ” | No. 2467: S. Sakharov. 1. g7 Kb2

//// //// //// /;/ 2 15 Sg8 3. hd ad 4. h5 a3 51'<§g
7 W Ry Sxf6 6. h6 a2 7. g8Q alQ} 8.

G, . Sxg8 9. hT.
7 0 Y /
3 // %

No. 2468 L. Mitrofanov
2 HM

Lokker Memorial Tny
(Ukraine), 1974

Win 4+3 - - -
Ilgoi 2316%: D'1G111{rg8enfitd?r gnthYé 7 s %%% Hw
alandadze. 1. Rg a . % 2 /

Rb8t 3. Ke3 Re8t 4. Kd3 Rd8t 5.
Ke4 Relt 6. Kf4 Rf8t 7. Kg5 Reb5t
8. Kgb6 Re61 9. Kg7 ReTt 10. Kxf8

n
§

4% /27 7

Rxh7 11. g4. w Y V.
mEEp
No. 2466: L. 1:1{\4i1trc)1fén2()vB and E. 7 - e 7 7 5
ogosjants. 1. gl a . g P 2 2 Y
3. Rxal elQ 4. Ra8t Ke7 5. Re8t 4 %/ b 7
Kf6 6. Sf2 Qxf2 7. Rf8f K -- 8. x | .
Rxf2. Win 443
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No. 2468: L. Mitrofanov. 1. h7
Rblt 2. Ka8 alQf 3. Ra7 Rb8t 4.
Kxb8 Qb2 5. Rb7 Qh2f 6. RcTf.

No. 2469 V. Bratsev

3 HM,
Lokker Memorial Tny
(Ukraine), 1974
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No. 2469: V. Bratsev. (Spelling of
composer’s name taken from Mr
Gorgiev. Printed award gives Ba-
tuev.) 1. Se4t Kd5 2. Sf61 Kc4 3.
Se4 Kb3 4. Kd2 Bbl 5. Scbt Kc4
6. Sb7 a2 7. Sa5t Kbb 8. Sb3 Ka4
9. Sal Ka3 10. Kcl Bd3 11. c4 Bxc4
12. Sc2t Kb3 13. Sd4t Kc3 14. Se2¥
Bxe2 stalemate.

No- 2470 V. Dolgov

(Ukraine), 1974
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No. 2470: V. Dolgov. 1. Rh8f Kg4
2. Rh4t Kf3 3. Rf4t Kg2 4. Rf2t
Kh3 5. Rh2f Kg4 6. Rg2t Kf3 7.
Rg3t Ke4 8. Re3t Kdb5 9. Re51 Kd6
10. Rxc5.
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No. 2471 R. Tavariani

and V. Kalandadze
H.M.,,

Lokker Memorlal Tny
(Ukraine), 1974
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Win 3+4

No. 2471: R. Tavariani and V. Ka-
landadze. 1. Rg5t Kh4 2. Rg4t Kh3
3. Rg3t Kh2 4. Rg2t Khl 5. Rxa2
Rb81 6. Kf7 Rb71 7. Ke6 Rb61 8.
Kd5 Rb51 9. Kc4 Rb4t 10. Ke3
Rb3f 11. Ke2 Re3t 12. Kdl Relf
13. Kd2 Rd1t 14. Ke2 Relt 15. Kb3
Rblt 16. Kxa3 Rb31 17. Ka4 Rb4f
18. Kab Rb5t 19. Ka6 Rb671 20. Ka7
Rb71 21. Ka8.

JRH: cf. Horwitz (1181), No. 412
in ’1000’.

No. 2472 V. Grischenko

Comm,,
Lokker Memorial Tny

(Ukraine), 1974
%
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No. 2472: V. Grischenko. 1. c6
Rxb4 2. ¢7 Rd4t 3. Kc6 Rd8 4. Sf7
Ra8 5. Kb7 Kd7 6. Sebf Kd6 7.
Sc4t KdA7 8. Sh6T.

JRH: Distinct from Halberstadt
(1936) in ’1234’ Appendix by bP
eliminating Zugzwang.



No. 2473 L. Lyubovsky No. 2475 M. Gorbman
Lokker Memorial Tny Lokker Memorial Tny
(Ukrame) 1974 (Ukrame) 1974
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Draw 3+3 Draw

0. .- L. ubovsky. 1. No. 2476 G. Zakhodyakin

20508 Kes 3 Shy Keni/i & ar Coicker Menarial Ty

Sf8 5. d8Q Se67 6. Ke3 Sxd8 7. Comm,,

Kf2. i) 3. ... Kf3 4. d7 Sf8 5. d8S.
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Lokker Memorial Tny v
(Ukraine), 1974

@

No. 2476: G. Zakhodyakin. 1. Bd5
Rh8 2. Be6 Ke7 3. Be8 Rhl 4. b8Q
Ralt 5. Ba6 Rxa61 6. KbT.

2. A
7 y /
AN H el " Eier oot oy
B B / (Uklgine) 1974
. omm.,,
Win 3+2
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No. 2474: E. Pogosjants. 1. Bf3f

Kf2 2. Be2t Kxe2 3. Rh4 alQ 4. w
Rh2t K -- 5. Rhlf. /
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No. 2475: M. Gorbman. 1. Re5 £2 » / // /
2. Re5t Kd7 3. Rxe2 fiQ 4. Re7t 7 / B
Kc6 5. Rt Kb6 6. Rb7+. Draw 314
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No. 2477: V. Evreinov. 1. Re3t1 Kc4 N, 2480 D. Gurgenidze
and V. Kalandadze

2. Kgl Kd4 3. Re8 g3 4. c6 Bxc6 1st Prize,
5. Re2 Kd3 6. Rg2. . Vechernyaya Odessa 1974
%1;.;1 Prokes (1941), No. 351 in ’ / /// i% :%
B /%%;
N M e
(Ukrame) 1974 Y // // //%7 %,
Comn: w?> 0 7
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No. 2480: D. Gurgenidze and V.
Kalandadze, Judge: A. S. Kako-
vin. 1. Qa8 Ral 2. Qb8 Rbl 3. Qc8

.
///%///%
’ Rel 4. Qd8 Rdl 5. Sd2 Rxd2 6. Qc8
n Re2 7. %bS Rb2 8. Qa8 Ra2 9. Qggz

Win = 3+3 Rxf3f 10. Q7 win.
JRH: Gorgiev (1934), No. 122(a)

No. 2478: L. A. Mitrofanov. 1. Re6t in his collected studies (1959)
Kb7 2. Bd5 Best 3. Rxes5t Kb6 4. shows avoidance of the same stale-

Rc6+ Kb5 5. Rd6. mate but by a different method.
No. 2481 B. Olympiev
2nd Prize,
No. fg}'ﬁ){ or Memlgrli\gtl:gxfl:;}nov Vechernyaya Odessa 1974
(Ukraine), 1974
Comm., / / % ‘
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s A &
///@y// /// / Draw 445

Win . 3t No. 2481: B, Olympiev. 1. Re8t
Kh7 2. Re7t Kh6 3. Re6f Kh5 4.
No. 2479: L. Mitrofanov. 1. Rb4f Bxe2t Bxe2 5. Rxe2 Qb8 6. Re8
Kc2 2. Re4t Kd2 3. Kxe4 g3 4. Kf3 Qb2 7. Re2 Qb8 8. Re8 draw.
g2 5. Kxg2 Ke3 6. Rc3 Ke2 7. Sb6 JRH: Cf. Gurvitch (1927), No. 1201
d2 8. Sc4 d1Q 9. Re3 mate. in ‘1234°.
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No. 2482 V. Dolgov
3rd Prize
Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

_‘—‘——/% Hel o

womE
HAE W W
B u E
mom o E
W om o

ey 9 U

Win 344

No. 2482: V. Dolgov. 1. Kf7 Sf5 2.
Bd7 Sd6t 3. Ke6 Bg3 4. Rg8 Se4 5.
Bc6 Scbt 6. Kd5 Bf2 7. Rf8 Sd3 8.
Bxb5 Sb4t 9. Kc4 Bel 10. Rf1 Sc2
11. Kb3 Sd4t 12. Ka4 Sc2 13. Bd3
wins,

No. 2483 V. Dolgov
and Al. P. Kuznetsov
1st Hon. Men.

Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

2% B BB
wim E oW
//.g.///,/
LE0E B
B OEsE W
am B B ®
7 7 & 7

Draw 444

No. 2483: V. Dolgov and Al. P.
Kuznetsov. 1. Kd4 Bf2t 2. Se3 Scl
3. Ke4 Bc6t 4. Sd5 Sb3 5. Ke5 Bg3t
6. Sf4 Sd2 7. Kf5 Pd7t 8. Se6 Sc4
9. Kf6 Bh4t 10. Sg5 Se3 11. Kgb
Be8t 12. Sf7 Be7 13, Kg7 Sf51 14.
Kg6 Bf6 15, Kh7 Bxf7 stalemate.

No. 2484 N. Zababurin
2nd Hon. Men.,
Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

/é// /g//
_ 7 7 1Uzry
w_Eam %

_ 7

mw w W

Draw 3+5

\\\

\

No. 2484: N. Zababurin. 1. Rgl
Sgt 2. Kh6 Scl 3. Bh7 f5 4. Rxg7
blQ 5. bxf5t Qxf5 6. Rg8t Kd7 7.
Rg7t+ Ke6 8. Rg6t Kf7 9. Rg7t Kf8
10. Rg8f draw.

JRH: Cf. Troitzky (1906), No. 405
in his ‘5600°, Kivi (1959), No. 44 in
‘123 Suomi’ and Prokes (1948/37),
Nos. 325/6 in his ‘Kniha’.

No. 2485 J. Fritz
3rd Hon. Men.,
Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

2 7 7 U
a2l T T
-%,////
mn ey
27 0 7 7
///r///é/

,/,///
7. 7 & 7
Win 444

No. 2485: J. Fritz. 1. Sc5t Ke3 2.
Ba8 Bdl 3. Re8t Kd2 4. Rd8t Ke2
5. Kecl Sf1 6. Rxdl Bd2t 7. Kbl
Kxd1 8. Bf3+ Kel 9. Sd3 mate.
JRH: Cf. Fritz (1955), No. 1541 in
FIDE 1945/55, and Weichert
(1969), No. 761 in EG16.
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Al. P. Kuznetsov

. and A. T. Motor
1st Commend,

Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

R
nEE
B om o
W EAW

o
moE
e

No. 2486

0

7,

.87
7 0 U
546

No. 2486: Al. P. Kuznetsov and A.
T. Motor. 1. d7 Bxd7 2. Kf3 Bg4t
3. Kf2 Bxe2 4. Kxe2 Kg3 5. Kd3
Sb3 6. Kc4 Sas5t 7. Kb5 Sb7 8. Kcb
Sds8t 9. Kd7 Sf7 10. Ke6 Sg5 11.
Kf5 Sf3 12. Ke4 Sd21 13. Kd3 draw.
JRH: The grand tour of the S is
well known, and I have three other
examples by these composers (cf.
1990 in EG35 and 1528 in EG28).

The earliest grand tour in my col-
lection is Troitzky (1912), No. 994
in ‘1234".

No. 2487 R. Richter
2nd Commend,
Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

BEE W
W oE EAW
R
wal B WA

.

L
W EeE B
% 2

' U &
Draw 444
An East

No. 2487: R. Richter.
German composer. 1, h6 Kxh6 2.
Kc4/i Sd6t 3. Kd5 Sf5 4. Ke4 Sd6+t
5. Kd5 Sb5 6. Kc4 Sa3t 7. Kb3 Sbl
8. Bel Kg6 9. Bb4 Bh6 10. Kc2
drawn. i) Richard Harman Sug-
gests 2. Kc5 2. Ech.

w

&
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No. 2488 E. Pogosjants

3rd Commend,
Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

N
S
OB KAl
H_E DA
‘.
mow E m
‘.
.

T+4+5

\

7
B

Draw

No. 2488: E.L. Pogosjants. 1.
Sd7t+/i Kxf7 2. Se5t Kf8 3. £7 Qg1
4. f6 Qh8/ii 5. Sxg6t Bxg6 6. Kxgb
drawn. i) 1, Kh6? g5 2. Sd6 Bxf5
3. Sxf5 Qe6, or in this 2. Sxgb
Bxf5. ii) 4. .. Qxf7 5. Sxf7 Kxf7
6. Kh6 Bg8 7. Kg5 Bh7 8. Kh6 Kxf6
9. Kxh7 g5 10. Kh6 Kf5 11. Kh5
drawn.

No. 2489 A. Yaroslastev
4th Commend,

Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

wE W W
o I%&/%J
0 /,@'% 0
I By
.0 K T
o B W
nNE "N
Draw 647

No. 2489: A, Yaroslavtsev. In view
of the threats of .. Sxh7; or ..
alQt; not to mention ..hl1Q; to be
guarded against, W seems to be in
some trouble. 1. Qe4 alQt 2. Sa7
h1Q 3. Rb7t Sd7 4. f8Qt+ Rxf8 5.
Sd8t Qxed4 stalemate, or 5. .. Kd6
6. Qe6t Kcb 7. Qc4t drawn.



No. 2490 A. Bogomaz

5th Commend,
Vechernyaya Odessa 1974

‘mEm
W HeEa
ol maAM B
B mIE
BB il
W E E WO
HoEE
w e e e

Draw 346

No. 2490: A. Bogomaz. 1. Rd7+ Kg6
2. Rxh7 Kxh7/i 3. Sgbt Kgb6 4.
Sxe6 Sh5t 5. Kxg4 Ec8 6. Kh4
Bxe6 stalemate. i) 2. .. gh 3.
Rxh3 Sf5 4. Ke5 Be4 5. Rf3 Bd5 6.
Rf1 Kg5 7. Rglt Kh5 8. Rghbt Kxgb
stalemate.

No. 2491 N. I. Kralin
1st Prize,
Bondarenko Jubilee Award,
1974-5 (organised by
Dinamo, Dnepropetrovsk)

uy 0 0. T
»»

7

o /V/ v
/x/t% %}
47 %

Wi ,%/ "%
v U 3 Ey
Draw 749

No. 2491: N. I. Kralin. 1. Re2} Kf6
2. Rf8+ Kg7 3. Rf3 Qbl 4. Re7t Kg8
5. Re8t Kg7 6. Re7t Kh6 7. Re6t
Qg6 8. Rc6 Kh7 9. Re7t Qg7 10. Rb7
Kh8 11. Rb81 Qg8 12, Ra8 Kh7 13.
Ra7t Qg7 14. Rb7 Kh6 15. Rb6+
Qg6 16. Rc6 draw,

Judge: F. S. Bondarenko.

The award is given here in its fi-
nal version, as advised to me by the
judge, except that a Special po-
sition, a retrograde analysis com-
position, is here omitted. (AJR)
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No 2492 S. K. Gerhart

2nd Prize,
Bondarenko Jubllee 1974-5

2 B
RN
X B ELE
Hom H B

B EemEom
/ / / 7

/ 1 //
=] / 7 v

6+4

No. 2492: S.K. Gerhart. 1. Ra4y
Kd5 2. Sc8 Rb7 3. Sc7t Kcb6 4. g7
Bd4 5. Rxd4 Rg2t 6. Kf5 Rxg7 7.
d7 Rxd7 8. Rc4 mate.

No. 2493 E. L. Pogosjants

3rd Prize,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

//ﬁ% w
7 Rl U
%z%,%g%
4%%,%;%
. K
71%&%&7
x%/ 'y
Bl N
10410

-%

No. 2493: E.L. Pogosjants. 1. d4f
cd 2. Re2f Kd5 3. c4f Rxc4 4. Reb5¢t
Kxeb 5. Sc4t Kd5 6. Sxb61 Keb 7.
Sxd7+ Kxf5 8. Sxf8+ Keb 9. Sxgbt
Kd5 10. Sxf4+ Ke5 11. Sd31 Kd5 12,
Bb7t Ke6 13. Scbt Kxe7 14. Sxb3
wins.



No. 2494 S. A, da Silva
4th Prize,
Bondarenko Jubllee 1974-5

BB E B
oW W om
EAE W E
HeX A

B E ELE
W E oL
B
/ :

418

m e
T

Win

No. 2494: S. A. da Silva. 1. Bfl}
Rd3 2. Bxd3t+ Ka5 3. Bd21 Kbé 4.
Qhl Sg3t 5. Kxg4 Sxhl 6. Be3
wins,

No. 2495 D. Gurgenidze
5th Prize,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

LAB BB
BB

L0 B EAE
W E A
A XY
nne
A om e
W oEom mr
Win 6417

No. 2495: D, Gurgenidze. 1. Sc6 b2
2. Rbl/i a3 3. Rfl Rf4 4. Rxf4 b1Qt
5. Ke7 Qb7+ 6. Kd6 Qc8 7. Rf7 Qaé
8. Rf8+ Kb7 9. Rb8 mate. i) 2.
Rf1? Rf4 3. Rxf4 b1Qt 4. Kc7 Qb7+t
5. Kd6 Qg7 6. Rxa4t Kb7 7. Ra7t
Kc8 8. Ra8t (RxgT7 stalemate) Kb7
9. Rb8t Ka6 10. Ke5 Qb2 11. Ra8t
Kb7 12. Ra7f Kc8 13. Kd6é Qg7
draw. With bP on a3, the stale-
mate does not work.

JRH: Berger (1888) showed the
mate in the International Chess
Magazine. Nearest seems to be
Kasparyan (1955), No. 343 in TTC.

. 2496
1st Hon. Men.,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

o 7 7 U
o 0 T

V. V. Anufriev

JEVE B
'

&/;/z/
E_E
B B
Bom oy m

Draw

N

5+5

No. 2496: V. V. Anufriev. 1. Rh2}
Kd1l 2. Rd4t Kcl 3. Rxc4t Bedt 4.
Rb2 Qf6/i 5. Ka2 Kd1 6. Rxe3 Qxc3
7. Rblt Kd2 8. Rb2t Kcl 9. Rblt
Kec2 10. Relt Kxcl stalemate.

i) 4. .. Qxc4 stalemate, or 4. ..
Qf3 5. Ka2 Qd5 6. Re2f Kxc2 stale-
mate.

No. 2497 V., V. Yakimchik
2nd Hon. Men.,,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

RN
mOE POE
AM HiE B
mE B
KA W

2w
im W AW
n /

Draw

No. 2497 V. V. Yakimchik. 1. Rg4t
Kh6 2. Bf4f Kh5 3. Rgbt Kh4 4. £f3
alQt 5. Kf2 Qa2t 6. Kgl Qblt 7.
Kf2 Qc2t 8. Kgl Qdl1t 9. Kf2 Qe2+
10. Kgl Qblt 11. Kf2 Qb2 12.
Kg(f)1 a3 13. Rg4t Kh3 14. Rg3t
Kh4 15, Rg4t1 Kh5 16. Rg5+ Kh6 17.
Rg4t+ Kh7 18. Rh4t Kg7 19. Rg4t
Kf6 20. Bgbt Ke5 21. Bf4t Kf6 22.
Bgbt Kgb6 23. Bf4t Kh5 24. Rgbt
Kh6 25. Rg4t draw.
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No. 2498 Al, P, Kuznetsov
and V. Dolgov

3rd Hon Men.,,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974 5

%y/ E W
H B MW
BoEE B
oE B E W
Fmowom
e
maN & ]

Win

No. 2498: Al P. Kuznetsov and V.
Dolgov. 1. Ra8 Bf6 2. BeTt Kg7 3.
Ra7 Beb5 4, Bd6t+ Kf6 5. Ra6 Bd4
6. Bb4t Ke5 7. Rc6 Bb2 8. Rc2 Ba3d
9. Bxa3 Sxa3 10. Re3 Sbl 11. Rb3
wins,

L. I. Katsnelson

No. 2499

and D. Gurgenidze
6th Hon. Men.,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

JECE E
=R EAR
AV E W
E E B
B mom B
B ¥ 3

. Z ., »
T w
7 7 T aa

Draw 6+17

No. 2499: L.I. Katsnelson and D.
Gurgenidze. 1. Bh3 Sf21 2. Kf3
Sxh3 3. f8Q Pxf8 4. b7 Sgb+ 5. Kg2
Sxe3t 6. Kxg3 e6 7. b8Q Bd6+ 8.
Kh4 Sf5t 9. Kg4 Se3t 10. Kh4 Sf3+
11. Kh3 Sgl1t 12. Kh4 Be71 13. Kg3
Bd6+ 14. Kh4 Sg2t 15. Kg4 Se3t
16. Kh4 Sf3t+ 17. Kh3 Sg51 18. Kh4
draw.

No. 2500 S. P. Sakharov

and L. A, Mitrofanov
5th Hon Men.,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

BB W
WO W A
mEEE
moE B B
ol B B D
B m
E Ee
mm P B

Win 5+3

No. 2500: S.P. Sakharov and L. A.
Mitrofanov. 1. Sd4t+ Kel 2. Sc2t
Ke2 3. Sc3+ Kd3 4. Sd1 f1Q 5. Bxflt
Rxfl 6. Sf2+ Rxf2 7. Selt Ke4 8.
Sf3 Kxf3 9. Kh3 Rfl 10. Kh2 Rf2t
11. Kgl Rg2t 12. Khl wins.

JRH: Cf. Prokes (1943), No. 139 in
his ’623’.

No. 2501 1. L. Kovalenko
6th H.M

Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5
2B B
AE gk |
BE s .
v KoAT
g/&/&% B

2 7 BA

AU UAUAY
7 7 7 7%
Win 10+9

No. 2501: I.L. Kovalenko: 1. Rd3t
Kc6 2. Rd1 Rbl 3. Rgl Rb2 4. a6
Kb6 5. Rfl Rbl 6. Kgl Rb2 7. Rel
Rbl 8. Kfl Rb2 9. Rd1 Rbl 10. Kel
Rb2 11. Rel Rbl 12. Kdl Rb2 13.
Ra3 Rd2t 14. Kel Rb2 15. Rd3 Kc6
16. R3d1 Kc5 17. Rd51 Kc6 18. Rb5
wins.
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No. 2502 A. 1 Ivanov No. 2504 T. B. Gorglev

Bondaregﬁglr?ggﬁeeg 1974-5 Bondareglg;)n?sg;il%g 1974-5
B E O " ey
el ¥ W | L
.0 & 7 gl U K T

B EoE
2 9 0 0

\§

2P B
2

BlE B E SN
Al o0 B oW omom
o mew | B E W

No. 2502: A. 1. Ivanov. 1. e8Q Sxe8 No. 2504: T. B, Gorgiev. 1. Rd6t
2. Bxb4 Bxb4t 3. Rxb4t Bb5 4. Kec3 2. Rc8t Kb4 3. Rb6t Kas 4.
Rxb5t+ Ka6 5. Rb8 Sc7 6. Sd3 alQ@ Rbl Qd2f 5. Ke7 Qe2f 6. Kf§ Qf3
7. Sb4t Ka5 8. Sc6t Ka4 9. Rb4t 7. Rcb8 Qa3t 8. Kf7 Qa2+ 9. Kg17
Ka3 10. Sd4 draw. Qg2+ 10. Kf8 wins.
JRH: Cf. Babich (1951) p. 166 of
Fritz’ Sachova Studie, and Platov
(1927), No. 1777 in Chéron III.

on// arerélé?n x{)ggggg, 197;1—5 Bond/arenko//.)’ublle/e 1974//5
o  Eerien

N s e
e m %a//

Eam B W
mnEE
| WA B
XY,

Draw 7+5

g/// HaE
mE

///%//%
8+

Draw 8

No. 2505: M, Sindelar. 1. Rh7t Ke8
No. 2503: A. M. Bogomaz. 1. ¢c8Qt 2. Rh8t Kxe7 3. Rh7+ Kd6 4. Rxd7t
Qxc8 2. Sf61 Kd8 3. Rxc8+ Kxc8 4. Kxd7 5. Bg4 Ba2 6. f6+ Ke8 7. Bh5+
g6 hg 5. Se4 g2 6. g5 glQ 7. Sb5 Kd7 8. Bg4t Ke8 9. Bh5t Kf8 10.
Qe3 8. Sbe3d draw. The commended Be8 Kg8 11. Pf7+ Kh7 12. Bg6t Kg8
studies were not further ranked. 13. Bf7t Kf8 14. Be8 draw.
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No. 2506 V. A. Razumenko

Commended
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

7 7 / /

7 B

/ L /&%
7

A

i Al B
»
/

I
// / 7
% B

Win

No. 2506: V. A. Razumenko. 1. g7
Bb7 2. de Bxe4 3. g8St Khb 4. Sf6t
Kh4 5, Sxe4 b2 6. Sd2 g4 7. c6 g3
8. c7 blQ 9. Sxbl g2 10. Sd2 Kg3
11. Se4t Kf3 12. Sg5+ Kg3 13. Sh3
wins,

JRH: ”S-promotion to fork bK +
bB was used by Kubbel (1909) p.
40 of Rueb IV, and wS-offer to
hold Bl promotion-square and al-
low wP =Qft is shown by Badaj
(1966) in Problem.

No. 2507 G. A. Nadareishvili
Conmmended,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

LB
. i

ol B
2y
Smm E W

0
R /////

01U
/////

Draw

No. 2507: G. A. Nadareishvili. 1.
Bb6 Bxb6 2. Rc4 Bd8 3. Rc8t Rb8
4. Rc7 Rb3 5. Rc8f Rb8 6. Re7
draw.
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No. 2508 W. Naef
Conmmended,
Bondarenko Jubilee, 1974-5

B H W E
‘mue
ABAR %ﬁ%
W E WA
LEAEE B
mEEE
Al W W
Eowon oW

Draw 745

No. 2508: W. Naef. 1. g7 Kf6 2. e8St
Kf7 3. d7 Qg4t 4. Ke3 Qebt 5. Kf3
Ke7 6. b Qxa2 7. Sf6 Qb3t 8. Ke2
cc2t 9. Kel Qc3t 10, Ke2 Qeb 11.
Kdl Qd4t 12. Ke2 Qc4t 13. Kel
Qh4t 14. Ke2 Qh2t 15. Kf3 Qh3t
16. Kf2 Qf5t 17. Kel Qe6t 18. Kd2
draw.

No. 2509 Baker vs. Haldane
Bous’ London Championship,
1975-7

(Under-21 —section)
7/ LR
A % i

; FAT
// Vi Vi V

%%g%%
/’/WV/
7 1

Black to Play 644

&\\‘
\

\

No. 2509: game position Baker vs.
Haldane. What actually happened
was 59. .. h3 60. Bfl! (Baker was
awarded a prize for ,,a well played
endgame”: Judge AJR)

Would anyone like to work this
idea into a study?



A.J. Roycroft
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‘mn
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Draw 3+4

No. 2510

B
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&

No. 2510: A.J. Roycroft. 1. Bg3
Rdit 2. Bel h4 3. Rhl g3 4. Rh3
Rxelt/i 5. Kxel Kg4 6. Rhl g2 7.
Rxh4t Kg3 8. Rg4t Kxg4 9. Kf2
Kh3 10. Kgl Kg3 stalemate.

i) The alternative 4. .. Kg4 leads
to a near-echo stalemate, with bR
acting as the ,edge” of te board.
5. Kg2 Rxel 6. Rxg3t hg stalemate.

No. 2511 E. Pogosjants
1st Prize,
Chervony Girnik, 1974
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B om
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a5l 3 | /V
700k

I 4

"Dy
,//53///
% 7 7 7
Win 545

No. 2511: E. Pogosjants. 1. Sb3}/i
Kb1/ii 2. Qxa6 Rh5t 3. Kxh5 Bxe2t
4. Kh4 Bxa6 5. Sbe5 Be8 6. Sd6 Bg4
7. Kxg4 h5t 8. Kh4 wins.

i) 1. Qh8%? Ka2 2. Qg8f Rc4.

ii) 1. .. Kb2 2. Qh8t Kxb3 3. Sxc5+
Kc4 4. Sxab.

This was the 15th tourney, cele-
brating the 30th anniversary of
the journal. Judges: F. S. Bonda-
renko and D. Kanonik.

A. Skrinnik

JEAN H W
0 0
. 117 k
7
Draw 444
Ka7 5. Be8 Rxe8 6. d7 Rel 7. Kxd8

No. 2512 2nd Prize,
,@/ N
2R B

.
// 25
.0 7
© B poy

No. 2512: A. Skrinnik. 1. Ke8 Bgb

2. d8Q Bxd8 3. Bg2 Rf8 4. Bxc6t

Kb6 8. Kec8 Rclt 9. Kb8 Rdl 10.

Kc8 draw.

No. 2513 E. Pogosjants
3rd Prize,
Chervony ermk 1974

H W WoE
H_EAEAED
oy & 7
B HeE
.07 T
o1 1 1 A
L
7 T B
Draw 645

No. 2513: E. Pogosjants. 1. Qh6/i
Sf8t 2. Qxf8 Be7 3. Qh6 Qxh6t 4.
Kxh6 Bf8t/ii 5. Kh7 h2 6. Sh3
h1B/iii 7. Sf4 Be4 8. Sg6 K-- stale-
mate. i) 1. Qb4? h2 2. Qblt Qed.
ii) 4. .. h2 5. Bh7{ Keb6 6. f8Q h1Qt
7. Kg7 Qxglt 8. Bg6. iii) 6. ..
hl1Q(R) stalemate.

N

No. 2514: E. Pogosjants. 1. Qf4t
Qxf4 2. gf b6/i 3. de be 4. e7 Kd6 5.
e8Q Sf6+ 6. Kg6 Sxe8 7. Kf7 Sc7/ii
8. eb mate. i) 2. .. Kb6 3. dc 4.
Re5. ii) 7. .. Kec7 8. Kxe8 d5 9.
cd cd 10. ed Kd6 11. £5.
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No.

No. 2514 E. Pogosjants
1st Hon. Men.,
Chervony Girnik, 1974

MAREAE A
nn.
B ol Bo
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Win T+7

2 Hon. Men.,
Chervony Girnik, 1974
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Win 84-6

2515: 1. Kovalenko.

Sb4t Kb8 8, Sa6 mate.

L. Mitrofanov
and V. Razumenko
3rd Hon. Men.,
Chervony Girnik, "1974

e "
mLm W W
B Op mAw
‘A n
WO om o
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‘N
mow oo

Win 443

No. 2516

1. Sd4+
Kb6 2. Re6f Kb7 3. Bd5 Sxf4 4. Bed
Ch3t 5. Re6t Kb8 6. Sc6t Kb7 1.

No. 2516: L. Mitrofanov and V. Ra-
zumenko. 1. g7/i Kxg7 2. Se6t Kf7
3. d7 e2 4. Sgbt Ke7 5. Kc8 BeT7 6.
Kxc7 el1Q 7. d8Q mate. i) 1. d7?
Bxc7 2. Kxc7 e2 3. d8Q elQ.

No. 2517 M. Gorbman
1st Commend,
Chervony Girnik, 1974
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Draw 244

No. 2517: M. Gorbman. 1. Re8t
Ka7 2. Re7t Kb6 3. Recl Sc3t 4.
Kd3 Sb1 5. Ke2 alQ 6. Rxblf.
JRH: Cf, the same composer’s No.
1826 in EG32 (1970) and Koppelo-
méki (1961, No. 1691 in EG31.

No. 2518 R. Margalitadze
2nd Commend,
Chervony Girnik, 1974

V%,/g/ 7
7 %,/ 7
7/ n»
7 7 BB %
=
VA AU Y e
el U U
B R N

Win 413

No. 2518: R. Margalitadze. 1. g6
Bxd3 2. BA7t Kh4 3. Bf5 Bc4 4. Be6
Bd3 5. g7 Bh7 6. Bxb3 Kg5 7. Bf7
Bg8 8. Ke6 Kh6 9. Kf6 Kh7 10. Be8
Kh6 11. Bg6 Be6 12. Bf7 wins.
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No. 2519 M. Gorbman
3rd Commend,
Chervony Girnik, 1974

o0 0
2 0 _TED
0

0. 7
EeEAE
nou

0
W B BB
GOmAK B
7 a7 1
7 7 7 7
4+6
No. 2519: M. Gorbman. 1, Rc7 Kaé6

Win
2. Sd4 b5 3. Rel d2 4. Sxe2 d4 5.
Rdl d3 6. Rxd2 ed 7. Sc3 wins
(7. .. Kb6 8. Kb3 Kc6 9. Sd1 Kdb
10. Ke3 Ke4 11. Kxd2 Kd4 12. Sb2).

No. 2520 1. Kovalenko

4th Commend,
Chervony Girnik, 1974
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Win 443

No. 2520: I. Kovalenko. 1. Sc7+ Kb6
2. Sxa8t Kb7 3. Bf6 Sf5 4. Sf7 Sg3+
5. Kf3 Sfl1 6. Bgb Sh2 7. Kg3 Sf1t
8. Kg2 wins,

No. 2521: D. Gurgenidze. For Pri-
zes 1-4 see EG35 Nos. 1983-6.

1. Qe2+ Kgb 2. Qd2+ Kh4 3. Qf4t
Qg4/i 4. Qh6T Qh5 5. g3+ Kg4 6. £31
Rxf3 7. h3t Qxh3 8. Qg6 mate.

i) 3. .. Kh5 4. Qf5+ Qg5 5. Qh7t
Qh6 6. g4t Kgb 7. f4f Rxf4 8. h4t
Qxh4 9. Qg7 mate.

With many USSR tourneys confu-

No. 2521 D. Gurgenidze

5th Prize,
Burevestnik (Tbilisi)
Award: Lelo, 15.ix.73
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sion can easily arise when there is
more than one way to describe the
source: there may be the ’event’
(a jubilee, memorial, anniversary
and so on), the organising body (a
sports club, a ’trade union’, and so
on), and the publication in which
the studies are published. In this
case, Lelo is the newspaper, but
strictly the tourney should be cal-
led after Burevestnik, the sponso-
ring body. AJR

No. 2522 A. Belenky

and E. Pogosjants
1 H.M.,,
Burevestnik (Tbilisi), 1973

W W
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513

No. 2522: A. Belenky and E. Po-
gosjants. 1. g7 Rd51 2. Ke6 Rd8 3.
Bxd8 Bxe2 4. Kd5 Bd1l 5. Ke4 Bh5
6. g8B wins.

JRH: After the R-exchange the
idea is essentially as old as Calvi
(1845), No. 2151 in ’2500’.
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No. 2523

A, Herbstman
and L. Katsnelson
2 HM.,,
Burevestnik (Tbilisi), 1973
EEE
7 AT U
AR P
5 i%y
. 0 0 1
. .17
»» .y
am /
No. 2523: A. Herbstman and L.
Katsnelson. 1. ¢7 Rel 2, Sc2 Rxc2
3. Sc3 Bxc3 4. ¢8Q Bxf6+ 5. Kh17
ﬁlrf;rtg: Kg8 Rh8t 7. Kf7 Rxc8 sta-

No. 2524
omm.,
Burevestnik (Thilisi), 1973
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Win 312

N. Megvinishvili

Review AMERICAN CHESS ART,
subtitled ’250 portraits of endgame
study’ (sic), by Walter Korn (Pit-
man, 1975, £5.95).

I approached this book with a high
expectation of discovering exci-
ting studies, with a hope of ma-
king acquaintance with new facts,
figures and faces, and with a va-
gue idea that some more or less

No, 2524: N. Megvinishvili. 1. a5
Bd8 2. a6 Bb6 3. Bel Ba7 4. Bf2
Ke5 5. Bxa7 Kd6 6. Bb6 Kc6 7. Bab
wins.

JRH: After B-exchange, cf. Duras
(1908), No. 166 in T1000. The fore-
play seems new but rather ob-
vious.

No. 2525
2 Comm
Burevestnik (Tbl]lsl) 1973

-
wEEE
mE HiE
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o E o om
WE B e
B E o ma

Draw 2+4

A. Grin

No. 2525: A. Grin: 1. Rf1 Be4 2. Rf4
Sg3 3. Rg4 Kb5 4. Rxg3 Bebt 5. Kb8
Bd6t 6. Ka7 Bxg3 stalemate.

JRH: This also appeared in The
Problemist in 1973. Cf. Gorgiev
(1929), No. 40 in his own collec-
tion.

coherent pattern to American stu-
dies might emerge. After all, not
since AMERICAN CHESS-NUTS
appeared over a century ago has
there been, I believe, any sizeable
collection of American studies,
with or without problems. My ex-
pectation and hope were in the
event satisfied by the diagram-
med Sven Almgren study, and by
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the sporadic illumination elsewhe-
re of a move or an idea. But my
vague idea was probable doomed
to disappointment. Walter Korn in
effect says just this in his conclu-
ding remarks: there are no grand
riches buried in the American
past, so let us work towards crea-
ting riches in the future.

154 of the 200 or so studies in
AMERICAN CHESS ART are by:
Almgren (6), Branton (13), Brie-
ger (11), E.B. Cook (24), Efron
(6), Frink (9), Korn (22, inclu-
ding 3 originals), S. Loyd (9, pro-
bably all that there are), Peckover
(19), Reichhelm (12), Rombach
(Canada, 6), Shinkman (8), and
Weinberger (9). Most of the diffe-
rence between 200 and the 250
'portraits’ is made up of either stu-
dies by non-Americans or non-
studies by Americans. Incidental-
ly, no evidence is given for inclu-
ding H, Otten as an American -
surely the ’'Boys Cwn Paper’,
where a couple of his best studies
were first published, is part of
England’s, not America’s, folklo-
re? The auther promises that ”In
this book the basic ingredients of

S. Almgren
Chess Review 1941

0 /
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Draw +6

1. g41/i fg 2. b7 Bd3t 3. Kg8/ii
Be4t 4. Kh7 Bg8t 5. Kg7/iii Rb2
6. Sb5 Rxb5 7. b8Q Rxb8 stalemate
i) 1. b7? Rd8 2. Sc8/iv hg 3. b8Q
glQ wins. ii) 3. Kg7? Rb2 wins.
iii) 5. Kxg8? Rd8+ and 6. .. Rb8.
iv) Not given is 2. g4t at this
point (AJR)
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a composition will be explained
gradually and leisurely and the
reader will/thus absorb and learn
to appreciate the aesthetics of
chess artistry.” This promise is
only partially kept, and the rea-
sons cannot be just the shortco-
mings of the material. The author’s
style has self-defeating characte-
ristics, It is strong on metaphor
(p.341, ”a demoniacal vice in a
primeval landscape”), weak on
technical description (p.3 confuses
maxinummers, a fairy chess type,
with multi-movers), and weak al-
so, alas, on fact (example, the
Piran Codex). Layout, with at
most one diagram to a page, is
uncluttered, but despite evidence
of considerable care inexcusable
diagram and stipulation errors
have been left uncorrected.

(I cannot supply this book).

AJR

Obituary F. Jaeck. EG subscriber
and New Statesman solver, died
in 1975. Dr. G. Paros (28.iv 10-15.
xii.75), Hungarian problemist, re-
gular attender at FIDE Commis-
sion meetings, composer of at
least one study, Good friend of EG.

Other Britisch publications

1. Britisch Chess Magazine.
From x.73 to i.75 I wrote a stu-
dies column, succeeded in the
latter month by C.M. Bent,
whose first contribution bore
the typical heading “Bust 34,
Waste 22”.

. New Statesman. Not the com-
posing tourney, nor the regu-
lar solving ladder, but a special
competition for schoolchildren,
run in 4 successive weekly co-
lumns. Despite nearly 1,000 en-
quiries, from schoolteachers,
there were disastrously few en-
tries. Perhaps the competition
was too complex, involving
game positions, studies to solve,
and comments to be made, over
a relatively long period.

3. The Times. In vii.75 the "ap-



pointments pages” of the Lon-
don TIMES ran a chess compe-
tition. With a single prize, a ho-
liday to the maximum value of
£500. In view of the prize, the
apparent simplicity of the com-
petition, and the wide publicity
in posters on London Transport
and British Rail platforms, it is
not surprising that over 1,000
entries were received. The com-
petition wording was: “Write
down on a sheet of paper the
continuation moves that force
a win for White and accompany
it with a composed game or po-
sition using a similar checkma-
ting idea. The prize will be a-
warded to the sender of the en-
try that in the opinion of the
judge contains the complete,
correct solution together with a
composed game or position with
the continuarion moves that

THE TIMES Chess.

Competition, vii 75

Jesierski vs. Lelczuk,
Smolensk 1950

I B @
A

B om Hal
‘mEn
L pAE
mom E m

SWoE WA

White to Play 11+10

1. Qh4 and BI1 resigned, as 1. ..
Qg8 2. Rf8 wins, while 1.
Q(B)xd4t 2. Khl makes no signi-
ficant difference.

Out of the 1,000 entries only some
8%failed to find the exactly cor-
rect continuation. (The source
was not, of course, identified in
the announcement.) Although
nowhere stated, the ”idea” is
presuambly a Q-sacrifice in con-
junction with an edge-board mate,
with all major variations also con-
cluding in checkmate.

best illustrate another applica-
tion of the idea employed by
White in winning from the dia-
gram . . .. ” The judge: Harry
Golombek.

The competition was presuma-
bly a great success, and the
winning position unquestiona-
bly deserved the prize. (It is
gratifying that the winner, who
is a strong player, is primarily a
problemist, indeed he edits the
3-er section of The Problemist.)
However, from a strictly com-
poser viewpoint the conditions
were unclear, especially in one
respect: it is not anywhere sta-
ted that entries had to be pre-

P. F. Copping
Prize, THE TIMES, 1975
Award: 6.i.76

FxT Bel
BAELHAK

Al B oW m
£ m mam
m o W e
WAM EE
SEAE Wap
P B mE

White to Play 8+10

"W is in trouble after an ex-
change sacrifice by B1 but rescues
himself by returning the exchan-
ge.” 1. Rxg2 Qxg2 2. Sf6f KhS.
Not 2, .. Kf8 3. Qb4+ Scb 4. Qxc57,
while after 2. .. gf 3. Rg3t W
should win. But B1 thinks he has
found a hole in the combination.
3.Qc6. Lovely! If bR takes, then
wR mates on the rank. If bQ takes,
wR mates on the file.

3. .. Qxc2f. "Now B1 hopes to
win the endgame after 4., Qxc2
Rxc2t 5. Kbl Rb2t and 6. ..gf.”
4. Kxa3. "There isn’t going to be
an endgame now.” 4. .. gf 5.
Qxf6+ Kg8 6. Qgb+t and mates.
”The way in which Mr Copping’s
entry flowed so harmoniously and
neatly left me in no doubt that he
had won the prize. .. .” (Judge)

\&

§\
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viously unpublished, though
from the judge’s remarks in the
award it is cdear that he dis-
counted published positions that
he recognised. (In the event, 2
consolation prizes, each consis-
ting of The Times Atlas of the
World Comprehensive Edition,
were awarded: your editor was
one winner, the other was Ste-
phen W. Dilke.)

4, Games and Puzzles. This well-
produced monthly, edited by
David Pritchard (well-known
player, married to the pre-war
girl prodigy Elaine Saunders),
now includes a considerable sec-
tion on chess, run by W. H, Co-
zens, who can be relied on to
mention studies frequently.

5. CHESS. This twice-a-month
magazine still has no studies (or
problems) section. There is, ho-
wever, an occasional mention of
a study, either at ’Christmas
Quiz” time or in the correspon-
dence pages.

AJR

Review "Queen and Pawn En-
dings”, by Y Averbakh. Published
by Batsford, and hence in English.
143 pages, for £ 3.75, which makes
TTC seem cheap. (Not available
from me,

AJR

The EG42 book austion, p.249.
There were no bids for the Kas-
paryan, and only two other bids,
one from France and the other
from Spain. These bids were very
generous, and thanks to them, and
to the initiative of Mr Daniel de
Mol (Wetteren, Pelgium), EG will
benefit considerably. But the ex-
periment is hardly one that I shall
want to repeat.

AJR

THE PROBLEMIST celebrates its
50th anniversary in 1976 with a
celebration day in London on 27.
iii.76. Anyone wishing to attend,
please write to: A.S. M. Dickins,
6a Royal Parade, Kew.

Obituaries

+ Dr Gyorgy Paros, the Hungarian
help-mate maestro and tireless
protagonist of the genre, died in
Budapest (in xii.75) just two
months after being present at
Thbilisi for the FIDE Commission’s
award of the Grandmaster title.
His name at birth was Gernamic,
but he changed it in the war years,
deliberately adopting a name that
he knew no one else would al-
ready possess. He was very proud
of his baby grandchild, he was a
firm believer in flying saucers --
and had composed at least one
endgame study.

1 S. Segenreich, Israel -- see No.
1411 in EG26.

Tourneys

FIDE ALBUM 1971-1973
Submissions of good studies pu-
blished in these 3 years should be
sent to::

HAROLD M. LOMMER,
PINTOR STCLZ 46, 3a
VALENCIA 8

SPAIN

Closing date: 30.vi.76. Whith full
solutions preferably in 3 copies.

ISRAEL CHESS FEDERATION
announces a tourney for the Olym-
piad year 1976. There is no set
theme. Judges for the studies sec-
tion: M. Milescu and H. Aloni.
Closing date: 30.vi.76. Maximum
3 per composer,

Address:

THE ISRAEL CHES
FEDERATION

P.O. BOX 21143

OLYMPIC TOURNEY FOR
CHESS COMPOSITION

TEL AVIV

ISRAEL

PCLISH CHESS FEDERATION
announces an informal tourney to
celebrate its 50th anniversary.
Entries to SZACHY-PROBLEMY,
00-687 Warszawa, Wspolna 61,
POLAND. Judge: J. Rusinek.
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Index to book titles frequently abbreviated in EG by the number of studies the
work contains, or otherwise

111’ 111 Suomalaista Lopputehtdviid, by A. Dunder and A. Hinds, Finland,
1948

123’ 123 Suomalaista Lopputehtivii, by B. Breider, A. Dunder and O. Kaila,
Helsinki, 1972

’123a’ Toiset 123 suomalaista lopputehtivii, a supplement to Suomen Shakki,
1971

’269’ Etyudy, by G. M. Kasparyan, Moscow, 1972

’293’ Shakhmatny Etyud v Gruzii, by G. Nadareishvili, Tbilisi, 1975

’500° 500 Endspielstudien, by A. Troitzky, Berlin, 1924

555" 555 Etyudov Miniatur, by G. M. Kasparyan, Erevan, 1975

’623’ Kniha Sachovych Studii, by L. Prokes, Prague, 1951

’636° Etyud v Peshechnom Okonchanii, by F. S. Bondarenko, Moscow, 1973

’650° Sovyetsky Shakhmatny Etyud, by A. P. Kazantsev and others, Mos-
cow, 1955

'1076’ Shakhmatnye Etyudy: Dominatsia, 2 vols, by G. M. Kasparyan, Ere-
van, 1972 and 1974

1234’ 1234 Modern End-Game Studies, by M. A. Sutherland and H. M. Lom-
mer, London, 1938; revised by H. M. Lommer, New York, 1968

’1357 1357 End Game Studies, by H. M. Lommer, London, 1975

’1414° 1414 Fins de Partie, by H. Rinck, Barcelona, 1952

’2500° 2,500 Finales, by G. M. Kasparyan, Buenos Aires, 1963

*T1000’ A Thousand End-Games, 2 vols.,, by C. E. C. Tattersall, Leeds, 1910-11

’Chéron’ Lehr- und Handbuch der Endspiele, 4 vols.,, by A. Chéron, Berlin, 1960,
1964, 1969, 1970

'FIDE’ Series of FIDE Albums published in Zagreb, in principle every three

years: 1956-8 (in 1961); 1945-55 (in 1964); 1959-61 (in 1966); 1962-4 (in
1968); 1914-44 (Vol. III) (in 1975)

'Fritz’ Sachova Studie, by J. Fritz, Prague, 954

'Gallery’ Gallereya Shakhmatnykh Etyudistov, by F.S Bondarenko, Moscow,
1968 (this could be known also as ’508’)

'Rueb (B)’ Bronnen van de Schaakstudie, 5 vols., by A. Rueb, ’s-Gravenhage,
1949-55

'Rueb (S)’ de Schaakstudie, 5 vols.,, by A. Rueb, ’s-Gravenhage, 1949-55

'TTC Test Tube Chess, by A. J. Roycroft, London, 1972
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Annual subscriptions due each July (month vii): £ 2.00 (of $ 6.00). If renewing late
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