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Spotlight by Jurgen Fleck
Let’s start with some odds and ends:
EG 15

N v
No 740, L.Krikheli. According to EG 22 this.

first-prize-winner is unsound, but the alleged dual

1.Rd8 fails tol.... Re3 2.Kb7 (2.Kb6 Kf6) Ked

3.Rd7 Rc5 and black wins.

EG 79

No 5491, A.Koranyi. This first-prize-winner is

unsound: 3.... Kc7 4.Kh4 SdS wins for black.

EG 94

No 6963, V.Dolgov. A remarkable case. Apart

from: the finale (known from Bimov) virtually

everything is faulty. I found 7 defects:

- l... Kf2 (for ... Rcl+) wins for black: 2.Re8
(2.Rc3 Se7 3.d6 Rh5+) Rcl+ 3.Kb6 Rbl+
4.Ka6 Ral+ 5.Kb6 (5.Kb7 Sd4 6.d6 aSbs) Se7
6.d6 eSc8+ 7.Kc7 Sb5+.

- 1. Sb8 wins for black: 2.Re7 (2.Re8 Sd7+
3.Kd6 Rh7, 2.Rb3 Sd7+ 3.Kd6 Rh7 4.Rb7
Sc8+, 2.Ra3 Rh7, 2.Kb6 Rh7) Sc8 3.Re8 Kf2.

- 2.Re8 draws: 2... Sb7+ (2... Sf7 3.Re7)
3.Kb6 Rh7 (or ... SbS) 4.Rf8+ and 5.Kxa7.

- 2... Rh7 followed by either ... Sb7+ and ...
Sd6, or ... Sc8 and ...Sb7+ wins for black.

- 2.... Ke2 wins for black: 3.Rb8 (3.Kb6 Rh7)
Sf7 4.Re8+ (4.Rb7 Rcl+ 5.Kd4 Sd6, 4.Kb6
Ral 5.Rb7 Sd6, 4.d6 Rcl+ 5.Kd5 Rdl+) Kd3
5.Re7 Rcl+ 6.Kb4 Rbl+ 7.Ka5 Sdé.

- 3... Rh7 (for ... Sc8+) wins for black: 4.Rc3
Rb7+ 5.Ka6 Sb5 6.Rc8 Sc7+ 7.Ka5 Sf7.

- 5... Sg6 wins for black: 6.Rb8 Se5+ 7.Kc7
eSf7.

EG 99

No 7735, G.Nadareishvili. Another false claim of

unsoundness of a first-prize-winner: EG 102 gave

the the line 5.Rxc3 dxc3 6.Sd4 c1Q 7.Se2+ Kfl
8.Sxcl Sg6+ 9.Kg7 Sxe7 10.Kf6 Sc6 11.Ke6 Kel
12.Sa2 ¢2 13.Sb4 draw, but better is 11.... c2
12.Kd5 Sa7 13.Kc4 Kel and now both 14.Kd3

Kdl 15.Sa2 Sc6 16.Kc3 (16.Sc3+ Kcl) Se7

17.Kd3 Sd5 18.Kc4 Sf4 19.Kc3 Se2+ 20.Kb2

Kd2 and 14.Kb3 Kd2 15.Kb2 Sb5 16.Sb3+ Kdl

17.Scl Sc3 18.Sb3 (18.8d3 Kd2) Se2 win for

black (database-checked).

EG 116

No 9816, J.van Reek. There is a dual win: 5.h5

a4 6.Sd5 Kxd5 7.h6 a3 8.h7 a2 9.c4+ Kxc4

10.h8Q.

No 9860, V.Kovalenko. Note i) is faulty: after

the given 5.Kh3 Rgl 6.Kh2 Rgd4 white wins by

7.5f5+ Kxf8 8.Ra8+ Kf7 9.Sh6+ and 10.Sxg4,
pointed out by Marco Campioli (Italy). Better is

6.... RgS, which draws after 7.Sh7 Rh5+ 8.Kg3

Rxh7 9.Ra7+ Kd8 10.Rxh7 stalemate, Compared

to the actual solution the white king is too far off.

676

EG 117

No 9932, S.Zakharov. There is a dual: 2.Bxg2 €2

3.Bb2 flQ+ 4.Bxfl exflQ+ 5.KgS Se5 6.BxeS

draws, e.g. 6.... Qg2+ (6.... Qcl+ 7.Bf4) 7.Kf6

Qf3+ 8.Kg5 Qe3+ 9.Bf4 Qe8 10.Kh6 Qf8+ (else

Kg7) 11.Kg6, threatening Bg5 or Bh6.

No 9934, L.Veretennikov. No solution. After

8.... cxb3 9.Qa5+ Kbl 10.Qel+ Ka2 11.Qe2+ b2

12.Qxh2 black draws by 12.... ¢5 13.Kg4 c4 (but

not 13... Kal 14.Qh8 d4 15.Qa8+ Kbl 16.Qa6

Kc2 17.Qc4+ Kd2 18.Qb5 and wins), and now:

- 14Kf3 Kal 15.Qe5 Ka2 16.Qh2 Kal 17.Qh8
Ka2 18.Qa8+ Kb3 19.Qb7+ Kc2 20.Qh7+ Kcl
21.Qhl1+ Kc2 22.Qg2+ Kcl 23.Qfl+ Kc2
24.Qe2+ Kcl 25.Ke3 d4+ draw.

- 14.Qc2 Kal 15.Qa4+ Kbl 16.Kf3 Kcl 17.Qa3
Kc2 18.Qa2 Kcl 19.Ke2 ¢3 20.Qa3 c2 21.Ke3
Kbl 22.Qd3 Kal draw.

No 9940, G.Amirjan. The award says that this
study has significance for endgame theory, but
Cheron and Nunn already describe the winning
process in detail. The final underpromotion is not
even strictly necessary, as there is a different,
though long-winded, way to win this ending:
8.Kf6 Rf2+ 9.Ke7 Re2+ 10.Kf8 Ra2 11.Rg7+
Kh8 12.Rgé (creating a loop-hole for the king on
h6) Ra8+ (12.... Kh7 13.Rf6 Re2 14.Rf1) 13.Ke7
Ra7+ 14.Kf6 Ra6+ 15.Kf5 Ra5+16.Kg4 Ra8
17.Kg5 Kh7 18.Ra6 Rb8 19.Kf6 followed by
Ra6-e6-€8.
Moreover, the 3rd move of black is bad. Every
sensible. defence against white’s only threat
(4.Rb8+ and 5.f6) draws: 3... Rd8 and white
cannot make progress, 3... Rf2 4.Kf6 Kg8
5.Rb8+ Kh7 with a standard draw (6.Ke6 Kg7,
6.Rf8 Ral), 3.... Re2+ 4.Kf6 Kg8 5.Rb8+ Kh7
6.Kf7 Ra2 7.Rb7 Ra6 8.f6 Ra8 (database-
checked).

Almost all the lines above can be found in

Nunn’s book “Secrets of Rook Endings’.

No 9944, V.Kozhakin, V.Kovalenko. No win

after 1.... Bf4 (please note that bPh5 should be on

g5). Black intends to move his bishop up and
down the diagonal b8-f4 and wait. As soon as the
queen moves black plays ... g1Q; Qxgl g2 with
an easy draw. The only try for white is 2.Ke7

Bb8 3.Kf6 Bf4 4.Kf5 Bd2 5.Qd1 g1Q 6.Qxgl g2

7.Qd1, but this does not pose many problems:

7.... Kh2 (7.... Bf4 also draws) 8.Qxd2 Kg3 and

white cannot win, e.g. 9.Qel+ Kh2 10.Qe2 Khl

11.Qe4 Kh2 12.Qe5+ Kh3 13.Qh8+ Kg3 14.Qd4

Kh2 15.Qb2 Kg3 16.Qal Kf2.

No 9945, A.Grin. No win: 2... Sg3+ 3.Kgé Kb2.

No 9955, V.Kos. I cannot find a draw for black

after 2.5xg5 Kxg5 3.Sh3+ Kh5 (3.... Kf6 4.Rg4,

3.... Kf5 4.g4+ Kf6 5.Sgl) 4.g3, eg. 4.... Rg2




1%

S.Rh4+ Kgé 6.Rgd+ Kh5 7.Rg8 d5 8.Kc5 d4
9.Kc4 and white wins.

No 9971, V.Gorbunov. As white 1 would be
confident to draw the position after 7.Rh6+ Kxhé
8.h8Q+ Rh7 9.Sf5+ Rxf5 10.Qd4 (winning the e-
pawn). Unfortunately it is impossible to support
this opinion with exhaustive analysis, and theory
has scarcely investigated the GBR class 1600.01
so far.

No 10001, A.Koranyi. There is a dual draw:
1.Be6 Kg2 (1.... Re5+ 2.Kf2 is even dangerous
for black) 2.Ra2+ Kgl 3.Ra4 Re5+ 4.Kdl (to
keep the 2nd rank open) g3 5.Bh3 Rh5 6.Ra2
draw. )

No 10004, J.Roche. No solution: Guy Bacqué
points out 5.... Rel+ 6.Kg2 (6.Kf2 Rxbl 7.Rd7
Bc3) Re7 7.8d2 (7.Rdl Kc2 8.Rhl Bb2) Kc2
8.Rd8 Re2+ and black wins. .

No 10005, J.Murarasu. Mr Campioli even found
a win(!) for white: 1.Kg8 (threatening 2.g5+ fxg$
3.f5 and the f-pawn promotes with check) g5 2.f5
a$ 3.eS wins.

No 10007, J.Rusinek. No solution (please note
that bBh3 should be on ‘h6). 6... Kxd2
(threatening... Bd3+ followed by ... Bg7) wins for
black: 7.Rc2+ (7.e5 Rxal+, or 7.Rg3 Bd3+ 8.Kb2

_Rb4+ 9.Ka3 Rb8+ 10.Ka4 Ra8+) Ke3 8.Rg2

Bd3+ 9.Kb2 Bc5 10.Rg3+ Ke2 11.Rg2+ Kf3
12.Rd2 Ke3.

No 10013, G.Amirjan, D.J.Brink, J.van Reek.
The authors of the correction have omitted the
wPad from Amirjan’s original and thereby
introduced a dual (please note that wKf4 should
be on gd): 2.Rxb2+ followed by Bxa2 and Rxc2
draws. With wPad this doesn't work: 2.Rxb2+
Bxb2 3.Bxa2+ Kxa2 4.Rxc2 Kbl and black wins.
Irrespective of the wPad4 there is another dual in
both versions: 2.Rxb2+ Bxb2 3.Rxc2 (3.Bf5 alQ
4.Rxc2 transposes, but better is 3... Bec3) alQ
4.Bf5 (or 4.Rh2 a2v5.Bf5+ Kcl 6.Rhl+ Kd2
7.Rxal Bxal 8.Be6 draw) Ka2 5.Be6+ Kbl 6.Bf5
Qa2 7.Re2+ Kcl 8.Be6 Qxe6 9.Rxe6 a2 (9....
Kd2 10.Rh6) 10.Rel+ Kc2 11.Rh1 Bcl 12.Rh2+
Bd2 13.Rhl draw. :

We continue EG’s intermittent series of translati-
ons from important twentieth century Russian
sources hitherto inaccessible in English. )

The extensive introductory material to Troitzky’s
"Sbornik shakhmatnykh etyudov" (Leningrad,
1934) was almost entirely omitted from the
English "360" (Leeds, 1937) edition. The three
items - two by Troitzky, the third a long essay by
Herbstman - are important to us today for two
reasons. First, they supply details indispensable to
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the proper evaluation of Troitzky’s life, labours
and legacy; second, they illustrate the high level
of discussion of chess aesthetics that was expected
over 60 years ago. There is a case for maintaining

‘that standards have plunged in the interim and

that the time is ripe for revival, re-education and
reassessment.

There is one overriding caveat: the year is 1934,
the place is the USSR, and what follows is a
complete (though not always a word-for-word)
translation (by . AJR). Ideological (Marxist-Le-
ninist) genuflexions, ‘de rigueur right up until
glasnost' (1985), have not been excised from the
original: they are left to the reader to identify,
and either to interpret (on his own responsibility
reading between the. lines), - or to ignore. They

" ought not 'to influence evaluation of the bulk of

the material, which we consider to be of high
quality. The tone, manner, thoroughness, even the
vocabulary, especially of Herbstman’s essay, may
open the eyes (or. raise the eyebrows) of a
Western reader for whom the knowledgable dis-
cussion of the aesthetics of endgame studies is

“new territory. Criticism of the essay might focus

on exaggeration, bias in the selection, and the
easy wisdom of hindsight, but such criticism can
be only a matter of degree.

This is a translation of Herbstman’s preface on
pages 13 to 34 of Volume 1 of Troitzky’s selec-
tion of 750 selection of his studies. The first
volume appeared in Leningrad in 1934, but the
second  was never published. Translation of
Troitzky’s own introduction, the complete text of
his ’Not an autobiography’, and all of the
referenced chess positions, will be in EG’s next
issue. ) o

A.A.Troitzky - fqundei' of the contemporary
chess study

1. While this edition of Aleksei Alekseevich
Troitzky’s chess studies will enable the broad
chess public of the USSR to become acquainted
with the 40 years’ of creative activity by the
world’s most prestigious composer, the event is
significant also for the whole world of chess com-
position. ) o

It was Troitzky who not only brought to light but
elaborated the overwhelming majority of the
study concepts and ideas that the composers of
today work with.

It was Troitzky whose flood of beautiful work
closed the' gap between the study and the
problem, and at the level of ideas established the
link between the study and the practical game.

It was Troitzky who fashioned a theory of the



chess study that is self-consistent and complete.
Chess composition, which hitherto had been no
more than a plaything or amusement, was raised
by the power of Troitzky’s talent to the level of
genuine art. For this achievement the Soviet state
has awarded him the title of Honoured Art
Worker. ) ) N
To -analyse Troitzky’s achievement in detail so as
to lay bare its conceptual and technical form and
content requires an investigation in depth. In this
essay | attempt to delineate, if only in its basic
attributes, the broadest features of our composer’s
creative achievement, to' comment on his intellec-
tual primacy and decisive priority in every area of
study composition, and to characterise his ap-
proach to creativity.
Let us start by considering the salient features of
study composing that prevailed prior to Troitzky’s
advent. o .
The majority of so-called "studies" were inves-
tigative or analytical, applied to an ordinary
ending, or else they consisted of middle-game
combinations lacking in subtlety. The output of
Philidor, Stamma and Mendheim was of this kind,
and to a great extent also the work of Horwitz
and Kling, Berger, Jespersen, Behting and others.
In only a few of these early studies can we dis-
cern chess beauty in the foreground, specific
beauty built on the unexpected effect of a
sacrifice, of a manoeuvre, of the movement and
disposition of the pieces, of a climactic con-
figuration, and suchlike. But this limited chess
beauty was enough to satisfy the barely developed
aesthetic taste of the time, appropriate to its epoch
in history - and determined by it. Three examples
illustrate our assertion. The first is taken from the
first prize set (so, ’beauty’ recognised and
honoured!) consisting of six studies by B.Horwitz
entered for the international composing tourney
organised in conjunction with the London tour-
nament of 1862 on the occasion of the Great
Exhibition of industry. The second and third are
from Chigorin’s magazine "Shakhmaty" in the
year 1894.
H1: B.Horwitz, 1862
- =
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blg6 4744.35 Win
1.Qxg5+ Kxg5 2.Be7+ Kf4 3.Bd6+ Ked 4.Re5+
Kd4 5.c3+ Kxc3 6.Red4 Rb8 7.Be5+ Kd2 8.Bf4+
Kc3 9.Rc4 mate.

H2: K.Behting, 1894
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b3e7 3021.13 Win
1.Bc5+, with:

Kd8! 2.Se6+ Kxd7 3.Be8+ Kxe8 4.Sc7+ wins, or
QxcS 2.d8Q+ Kxd8 3.Se6+ wins.

H3: F.Amelung, 1894
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h6g8 4336.30 Draw

l.e7+ Sxa2 2.d8Q+ Bxd8 3.exd8Q+ Qf8+
4.Qxf8+ Kxf8 5.Kh7 Ra7+ 6.Kh8, 7.g7+ Rxg7
stalemate.

H1 shows: a white queen sacrifice by a capture on
the first move, a series of checks, and a single
quiet move by the rook to threaten two mates,
whereupon Black saves himself from the instant
fatality of one threat only to fall victim to the
other, itself hardly remote; construction that is
cumbersome and unnatural; spectator black pieces.
In the Troitzky era, in our era, such a study
would scarcely be deemed worthy of publication,
let alone honour. The other two studies betray
similar coarseness and forcing play. This was no
accident, but a consequence of the state of study
development at the time: clumsiness of starting,
and indeed final, positions, a single line of play,




compulsion of move without choice by either
side, the complete absence of black counter-play,
a mechanical solution, and finally, feebleness,
lack of colour, and naivety in the motivations - in
short, poverty of thought. It must be conceded
that this period played its role in history by study-
ing the endgame, feeling the contours of study
aesthetics, and groping for ideas. There were
chance discoveries that shone forth by virtue of
thought or expression, but these can be counted in
singles, as exceptions to the general rule.
Troitzky, whose first study appeared in 1895 (his
first problem was published two years earlier),
produced a veritable revolution in study com-
position when his brilliant output and his
pronouncements on theory redefined the scope
and significance of the study to create its
present-day terminology. Each new  Troitzky
study introduced a deeply considered approach to
the questions surrounding chess composition and
opened up new horizons.

Troitzky describes his first steps in composing in
these words: "The publications that came my way
- Russian newspapers, but also the German
treatises by Dufresne and Berger - failed to show
me (or perhaps I failed to notice) artistic studies,
so that 1 had nothing and no one to work on as a
model. All my output was so-to-speak from
scratch. To begin with I even lacked the. basic
form of the study, having started by converting
problems into studies. I thought it was possible to
compose positions from a game (that is, entirely
true to life) in the guise of problems, and that is
how I in fact started. My first effort of all was
naive in the extreme: '

_

//////////3
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// 7//47/

////
U

"B mvi
N

f1f3 0341.23 Win
It is a win (mate in 2) by 1.d4, I put together five
more such positions, after which 1 had done with
problems and effectively rejected them, plunging
straight into the realm of studies."

Originality and beauty of idea, stirring in the
solver the most subtle aesthetic experience, an
experience of beauty whose manifestation, evoked

679

by the outward particular features of board and
men, itself undergoes scarcely any modification,
even when the content ascends to a new and lof-
tier rung; naturalness and vibrancy of starting
position: for a study must resemble an episode
from a game, be it endgame or middle-game, and
must resemble it not just externally but internally,
not just ‘in ‘its structure but in its content, and,
most vital of all, it must reflect the game’s prin-
ciples and most prominent features; next, lightness
of construction and play must match economy of
form “and solution: passive on-lookers are
anathema, for there is no place for even a single
piece that ‘does not participate in the struggle;
then, the pieces that play a role in the finale, in
the climactic position, must be organically woven
into it: a study cannot tolerate idle hands, for the
more work that is done by this or that piece the
greater the dynamism, indeed the value, of the
whole; a Troitzky era study will strive for inner
tension, for the surprise effect of a manoeuvre or
sacrifice; its solution must be unique, ruling out
parallel paths that would also satisfy the
stipulation, while at the same time being enriched
by a plurality of variations, and by deceptive
divarication in_the solution, in other words by
thematic tries, by active counter-play, equally
distributed between the contending sides in
achieving the stipulated win or draw, both sides
being confronted with major obstacles; a study
should be shot through with double-edged strug-
gle, it should be packed with action that stirs and
captivates.

Only a Troitzky could impart the foregoing - and
all of it he and he alone has accomplished, both
in deed and in word.

2.

However one approaches it, a Troitzky study
charms by the lightness and naturalness of its
solution and structural touch; the aesthetic effect,
founded on play rich_ in ideas, is generally
prefaced by a subtle introduction interesting in its
own right, full of sparkling strategic and tactical
incident; gone are the long solutions of the old
masters - instead we meet large-scale studies with
branching variations, everywhere with lively play;
a quiet move adds the richness of deep motivation
and a well disguised threat; the phases of the
struggle persuasively interlace. The very act of
putting Troitzky’s studies under the microscope
teaches us to regard the study as more than a
ruptured sequence of moves; instead, it becomes a
unified, assembled product. Each study glitters
with the depth and novelty of its conception: it
enthralls, it excites, it captures the imagination,
and it stimulates our own creativity.



Circumstances decreed that the chess world knew
of many of Troitzky’s compositions only after the
themes and ideas they revealed had been realised
by other composers. [Herbstman has in mind the
relative obscurity of the "St Petersburg . chess
columns of 1895-99 and Troitzky’s enforced
abandoning of, and separation from, chess until
1905, rather than the subsequent disruption of
WW-I, the 1917 Revolution, and their prolonged
aftermath. To make sense of the publication of
Troitzky studies in' the years 1897-1899 we may
reasonably assume that the composer either had
already submitted, - or continued to submit, his
already composed studies (to Chigorin,
presumably) for publication. Tr.] It is asserted
that H.Rinck and the Platov brothers developed
battles between the pieces [Herbstman’s words are
clear, his intended meaning is not. Rinck speciali-
sed in pawnless play but only two such early
Platov studies are in Whitworth’s 1994 book. H6
and H7 may indicate his meaning. Tr.], that
domination is the imprescriptible due of Rinck,
that Simkhovich discovered the positional draw,
and Herbstman incarceration. In point of fact all
these themes and more were discovered and
realised by Troitzky: the above-mentioned com-
posers either deepened them or systematised them.
The chronological priority of Troitzky with
respect to a group of themes was established by
Vasily Platov in his article on Troitzky which
appeared in Zadachy i Etyudy No.l (1927); and
the reader is at liberty to pursue for himself this
research angle by comparing the studies of the
present collection [of Troitzky’s studies] with the
anthologies of other composers. The point we
make here is not that this or that study by
Troitzky was published earlier than the analogous
study by another composer - this is easily checked
by comparing publication dates - but that the
priority of idea 'in practically every region of
study creativity belongs to Troitzky. Whether we
take the struggle of pieces, domination, systematic
ideas, checkmate, stalemate, underpromotion, pro-
blem themes, positional draw, incarceration, pin-
ning, or synthesis of ideas - we find all of these,
underlined by a pervasive breadth" of scope,
realised in Troitzky’s multi-faceted work.

The struggle of assorted force of approximately
equal value (as a rule the side that achieves the
stipulation is materially somewhat weaker, albeit
there is the familiar positional compensation .in
having the first move) is convincingly and
comprehensively illustrated in the next five
studies.
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H4: Bohemia, 1910
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d8c6 4001.02 Win
1.Se5+ Kd6! 2.8d3! Qf7 3.Qd4+ QdS 4.Qf6+ Qe6
5.Qg7! Qf5! 6.Sf4! Kc5 7.Qc3+ K- 8.Qc7 mate.
HS5: Deutsche Schachzeitung, 1911
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- f3c4 3101.34 Win
1.Rb7! Qg8! 2.Se5+ Kc5 3.Rb8! Qh7 4.b4+ Kd6 .

5.Rh8 Qxh8 6.Sf7+ wins.
H6: Deutsche Scha'chzeilung, 1910.
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cla2 0400.22 Win
1.7 exf2 2.Rh2 Re3 3.Rxf2+ Kal! 4.Rf3! Rel+
5.Ke2 Re2+ 6.Kb3 Rb2+ 7.Kc3 Re2 8.Rfl+ Ka2
9.Rf2 wins.




H7: Deutsche Schachzeilung, 1909.
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h3h5 0040 34 Win

1.b6 g2! 2.Kxg2 Bd5+ 3.e4! Bxed+ 4.Kg3 c5
5.h4 Kgé 6.Bc2 wins.
H8: Trudovaya pravda, 1925.
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g6ed 3002.22
1.Se8! Qh2 (or any) 2.Sf6+ Ke5 3.Sgd+ (or Sd7+,
Sd3+, Sc6+, as necessary).
H4 is a miniature showing a tense struggle with

Win

queens. .Quiet white queen moves, repeated
sacrifice of the white knight, mating threats - at
first on the file, then on the diagonal - all is out
of the ordinary for material balance of this kind!
HS5 shows a threefold rook sacrifice abetted by
three knight forks. Unique intermediate moves
force Black’s king onto a vulnerable square where
the knight takes profit. H6 and H7 are lively
piece struggles, in the first case with rooks and
pawns, in the second with bishops and pawns. H8
handles two knights against the queen: White
wins the opposing queen after offering her no
fewer than 23 (!) squares to choose from.
Troitzky shows in this study, and in earlier
studies, the domination theme that Rinck showed
with less conviction - cf. H9 [Only the year is
given by Herbstman, not other source details,
which weakens his case. Tr.] and H/0 {But Rinck
shows in H10 the full 14-square domination as
against Troitzky's 13, the latter requiring one
more chessman and a shorter solution. Tr.]. Yet

Rinck’s study was published 15 years later!
Troitzky applied himself generously to so-called
systematic ideas. Katzenellenbogen covered this
aspect of TroitzKy's work in his article in
Zadachy i etyudy No.8, therefore I shall quote just
two examples, H1/ and Hi2.

. HY9: 1896.
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1b8 0404.13 Draw
1.Rb3+! K¢8 2.Rxf3 Rxf3 3.Kxg2 draws.
H10: H.Rinck, Sydsvenska Dagbladet Sndllposten,
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ble8 0311.22
1.Sd5 Rc4 2.g7 Kf7 3.g8Q+ Kxg8 4.b3 wins.
HI11: Deutsche Schachzeitung, 1908.
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h1h8 4236.34 Win
1.Rh6+ Qxh6 2-8.Qa8-b7-c8-d7-e8-e7xeS+

9-16.Qe7-¢8-d7-c8-b7-a8-a7xd4+






