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EDITORIAL

Joseph E. Peckover, composer and tireless enthusiast. now 70 years old,
has inaugurated monthly meetings in New York of a parallel group to
The Chess Endgame Study Circle, called “Endgame Circle New York™
Invited to send a message of greeting to be read at their first reuniorn.
I offered the following “apology ‘for the endgame study”, based on an
article I wrote for the Yugoslav “Problem” issue of vi.60.

“You have all wondered at one time or another whether chess was a
game, a science, or an art. Did you come to any conclusion? The ans-
wer that is frequently given is that chess is one of the “inexact
sciences”. but I do not consider this a very instructive answer. A much
better answer is to say that chess is a game and a science and an art,
but that no one of these three elements is itself essential. In any given
context the game element will predominate, or the science element or
the artistic element. In the case of a hard-fought game between
imaginative masters all three elements will be inextricably present in
high degree to provice an irresistibly attractive chess spectacle. But
if the three elements are inextricable in this example thev are not
bevond definition. The barest recognisable constituents of chess are
the board plus the men plus the rules, BMR for short. The scientific
approach to PMR is to extract truth from it. This truth is, for a given
position. “win™ or “draw”. The proof of the truth is achieved by
analysis. So the scientisls in chess are the analvsts and thecrists,
whether they ke opening, middle-game or endgame theorists. The game
element arises when two players face one another in a live contest.
All those rules of chess concerned with the initial game arrangement
of chessmen, illegal moves, penalties, clocks, plavers® behaviour. ad-
journed games, resumption, resignation. touch and move, recording of
moves, and such aspects as the scoring of points, blunders. psycholo-
gical factors, matches, tournaments, and so on. are all clearlv no:-
scientific elements and equally clearly game elements of chess. Now,
if we have adequately accounted for the scientific and game elements in
chess, and if chess consists of science and game and art. then whatever
in our chess experience remains unaccounted for so far must. logically,
be art. And really the only big omission is beauiy.

If you accept this analysis, then ! ask yvou to put to vourselves. and to
your chess acquaintances, the question whether vou put the game ele-
ment or the science element or the artistic element first in your
practice of chess. The inveterate tournament competitor. however high
his standard, must, whether he likes it or not, put the game element
first. If he denies this and savs that he puts art first, ask him what
he does when there is a conflict between art and game, for instance
when in a match he has to make a move. any move, or lose on time. In
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such a situation the chess-clock. a pure and characteristic game
device, dictates the player’s action - he moves.. and to hell with art!
And to hell with science too, for that matter.

Well, the player puts the game first. We have seen that the theorist
puts science first. And to my knowledge it is only the endgame study
enthusiast who puts art first. Cnly he, whether he be composer, solver,
analyst or just friendly enthusiast, only he puts beauty first and fore-
most. Perhaps I should hasten to add two things. One, that most of us
don. the other hats with great ease. And two, that chess problems are
just as artistic as endgame studies, but I exclude them from the present
argument simply because they are based on an additional rule extra-
neous to the R of BMR, namely the rule of specific restriction of the
number of moves (mate in 2, mate in 3, and so on) in which the aim
is to be achieved.

So, gentlemen, 1 greet you, vou who put keauty first. [ beg of you
one thing. Do not keep your enjoyment of beauty to yourselves. Never
miss an opportunity of appreciating or passing on to others your
pleasure. In this way, and in this way alone, will you achieve what I
am sure you all desire, namely the creation of a chess climate of
opinion in the United States of America where such great talent as
unquestionably exists may flourish, compete and triumph in the inter-
national arena of the composed chess endgame study.”

A.J. R

Extract from a letter dated 10.iv.67 from Herbert W. Thorne, New York:

.since March 8th - dammit, every day for hours - sometimes till
4 or 5 in the morning - [ have teen working on composition of my
first endgame study - and when I don’t work on it. I think about it -
T've given up practically all reading except on the subway or at the
library ('m a librarian )- this endgame is a White to draw with many
lines {(long-drawn out) of play possible because the peosition, despite
great superiority of black forces, is so balanced that it takes long lines
to come to the acception of the draw with many sub-variations to show
and proof of wrong choice of line by White that I have experienced a
greater embarrassment of riches than I could have conceived possible -
but also such a wealth of chessic experiences, all, oh, so pretty! - that
I have wriiten already around 25 pages of notes (of course, also for
variant initial positions. or lines that are eliminated) - I am writing
this disjointed way if vou will forgive me deliberately so as to indicate
the tumult »f this “tremendous” undertaking... reason for not
writing sooner s that I always expected that on that day I would
reach the final version and analyze the best lines of play and proof of
soundness and then take a rest and then write the damned thing up and
send it... Well, it’s been days and days... I do believe I have the
finalized version - and much simplified from earlier versions, though
still quite complex with long, pretty lines - but I, of course. have to
check again and resist the temptation to change just a little in the
initial position so as to have some of those pretty varlatlons - BUT.
N O ! Peckover tells me simplify! .... mumble, mumble . ..
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Diagrams and Solutions

No. 386: A. G. Kuznetsov and N. Kralin. 1. Re3/i Sa2/ii 2. Bd2 Sxb4/iii

3. Ke2/iv Ka5/v 4. Bc2 Bd5 5. Kd1 a6 6. Kcl Bb3 7. Kb2/vi Bxc2 8. Ka3
B- 9. Bxb4 mate. i) 1. Bc3? Kb7 2. Kd1 Sa2 3. Bd2 a5 4. ba Kc6 5. Be3

Sb4 (c31) =. ii) 1. ..Sb3 2. Bc8t Bb7 3. Pe6 wins. iii) 2. ..Bd5 3. Bc8+t
Bb7 4. Be6 Bd5 5. Bxd5 Sxb4 6. Be6 wins. iv) A preliminary examina-
tion suggests that the study is unsound as the following seems to win:
3. Bxb4 Be4 4. Bc8t Bb7 5. ExbTt Kxb7 6. Bd2 Kc6 7. Be3 a5 8. Kd2
b4 9. Kd3 Kd5 10. Bf2 a4 11. Be3d b3 12. Kc3 Kce6 13. Bf2 wins, or 11.
..a3 12. Ke2 Ke6 13. Kb3 Kd5 14. Bd4 wins (AJR and WV). v) Else
mate or bS is lost. vi) 7. Bxb3? stalemate.

“Tries lead to positional draw or stalemate... interesting Bl counter-
play ... W refusal to capture... subtle choice of squares by wK...
interferences. . . harmonious combination of all these.” A. G. Kuznetsov
is a journalist and chess writer, a master in USSR of both game and
composition. Kralin is a young composer with several recent successes.
No. 387: V. I. Kalancdadze and R. L. Tavaliani. 1. Kf5+ Kh7 2. Rh6+t

Kxh6 3. gbt Kh7 4. g6t Kg8 5. Ecdb Qh6 6. Be3 Qh8 7. Beb=, or 6.

.. Qxed stalemate.

“The idea of this joint Georgian study is wellknown, but the specta-

cular wR sacrifice, action of wB in shutting in bK and attacking bQ,
the purity of the stalemate and the lightness of construction deserve
a prize.” Kalandadze is an engineer in the Computing Centre of the
Georgian Academy of Sciences. Tavariani is mainly known as a pro-
blemist; he is a practitioner in curing diseases by physical culture. ( This
study was later disqualified, because of the serious dual 7. Ke6 Kf8
8. Kd7, as 8. ..Qg8? 9. BcH mate.)

No. 388: L. I. Katsnelson and V. A. Korolkov. 1. g7 h1Q+ 2. Kc8/i BxgT
3. fg Qg2 4. Ba4 Qa8t 5. Ke7 Qd8+ 6. Kb7 Qb6+ 7. Kc8 Sf6 8. b3 Qd8t
9. Kb7 Qb6+ 10. Kc8=. 1) Threatening 3. Bg6 mate.

“The basis here is a fresh positional draw. built on the possibility of
perpetual stalemate and active incarceration of wB.” Katsnelson is a

voung Leningrad engineer.

No. 389: V. 1. Kalandadze. 1. h7 elQ 2. h8R i Gal 3. Rg8 Qxa2 4. RI{§
Qxad 5. Re8 Qd6 6. e4 ¢5 7. e5 Qc6 8. Rh8 c4 9. Kd8 wins. i) 2. h8Q?

Qhl 3. Qg8 Qg2 4. Qf8 Qf3 5. Qe8 Qed 6. Qd8 QdAH 7. KxcTf Qxd8t 8.«
Kxd8 ¢5 9. e4c4 10. €5 c3 11. ¢6 ¢2 12. eT ¢c1Q 13. e8Q Qc8t - .

“Against a background of a well-known syvstematic movement of W
and Bl pieces there is an unexpected wR promotion with thematic try.”
No. 390: J. Vandiest. 1. Sf3+ Kg4/i 2. Qg6+ Kf4/ii 3. Ged+ Ked 4. Qg4+t
Kdd 5 Qf5t+ Ke6/iii 6. Sd4t Ke7 7. Qedt Kb7 8. Qdat Ke7 9. Qeb+ Kd8
10. Qf6+ Ke8 11. Qebt KeT7 12. Qe7f Ke8/iv 13, Qe8t1 Kc7 14. Se6t Kb7 15.
Scit Ka8 16. Qe6t Ka7 17. Qad mate. i) 1. .. Kh6 2. Qf6+ Kh7 3. Sgd+
wins. i) 2. .. Kh3 3. Qh5t Kg2 4. Sei+ Kgl 5. Qg4+ wins. iii) 5. .. Kc4
6. Sebt Kc3 7. Qd3t Kb2 8. Sc4t Ka- 9. Qa3dt Kbl 10. Sd2t+ Ke2 11. Qd3+t
Kcl 12, Qe3 mate. iv) 12, .. Kb6 13. Qb4+ K7 14. Sebt Kce8 15. Qf87
Kb7 16, Scbt Ka7 17. Qf71 Ka8 18. Qf3+ KaT 19. Qa3+ Kb6 20. Qb4t or
20. Sd7t wins.

“5 pieces. an ultra-miniature, with masterly portrayval of mate in all 4
corners.” (This study was later disqualified because of the dual 16

Qed4t Ka7 17. Qa4t Kb6 18. SdA7+.)

No. 391: A. Hildebrand. V. Korolkov and L. Loshinsky. 1. Sa6 Kb7 2.
det Kxa6 3. Be6 Qb3/i 4. Bedt Qbd/ii 5. Be2 f5/iii 6. Sxc7t Bxc7 7.
Bxb5t Kxb5 stalemate. i) 3. .. Qxe6 4. Sxc7t Bxe7=. ii) 4. ..Qxc4 5.
Sxc7t+=. 1iii) 5...Qxe2 6. Sxc7t=, of course.
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“A 4-stalemate task.” Hildebrand is a Swedish journalist and chess
writer, composer of studies and problems. Loshinski is one of the great
problem composers of all time, many times USSR champion.

No. 392: V. A. Bron. 1. g7t Bxg7 2. Ba3t Kf7 3. Bd5t Kg6 4. Kf2
Shlt 5. Bxhl Bxd4t 6. Kg3 Be5t 7. Kh4 Bf6t 8. Kxh3 h5 9. Be4t Kh6
10. g5t Kxg5 11. Bel mate, or 10. .. Bxgd 11. Bf8 mate.

“A splendid version of the finale of an early Zakhodvakin study (“64"
in 1931).” Bron composes in all spheres. He is a doctor of technical
sciences, USSR master of sport and FIDE Master of Composition.

No. 393: A. P. Kazantsev. 1. Bgl Kd5 2. Kb2 Be4 3. Sb3 Bhl 4. Kc!
Ke4 5. Kdl Kf3 6. Kel Kg2 7. Sd4 Kxgl 8. Sf3+ Bxf3. W is stalemate,
or 8...Kg2 9. Ke2 and B1 is stalemate.

“A svnthesis of line clearance (Bl's move 3) and reciprocal stalemate.™
Kazantsev is a well-known public figure in chess composition. USSR
master, and popular writer of science fiction (“The Polar Bridge”, ete.).

No. 394: 1. Vandecasteele. 1. Scl Sa3d 2. Sa2t Ka4 3. Sc3t Kb4 4. Sd5+
Ka4 5. Sb6t Kb4 6. Be3t Kbd 7. Sd7 Ka4 8. Scd+ Kbd 9. Sxe4 Ka4 10.
Scdt Kbd 11. Sd7 Ka4 12. Sb6+ Kbb 13. Ed4 Kb4 14. Sd5+ Ka4 15. Be3
Sh5 16. Sb6 mate.

“A remarkable miniature by the well-known Belgian composer. A
popular mating theme enriched by stalemate on moves 5 and 10.”

No. 395: A. G. Kuznetsov and B. A. Sakharov. 1. Ra5 Rb7 2. Rxa3 Sb5
3. Ra6 Sc3t 4. Kd3 Rxb3 5. Kc2 Sed 6. Rxeft Kf5 7. Rxe4 Rh3 8. Re2
Rxh2 9. g4t wins.

“This study is full of sharp struggle and ends unexpectedly with a
discovered attack.”

Sakharov is a doctor of technical science, specialist in semi-conductors,
and holder of the Order of Lenin. He is currently Chairman of the
Central Compositicn Committee of the USSR Chess Federation.

No. 396: G. N. Zakhodyakin. 1. g7 Qg6t 2. Khl Qxg7 3. Rf4t Khj 4.
Rf57 Kh- 5. Reeb de 6. Rf2 and wins, as bQ is forcibly exchanged and
afterwards a4-ad wins.

“A spectacular R-sacrifice and sharp final position in which b@ cannot
break out.”

Zakhodyakin is one of the veterans of Soviet composition, the chess
study owing much to his individual and subtle art .

No. 397: A. V. Sarichev. 1. Bg2 Rgl 2. Rg4 Bd5 3. Rxg7 Bb8 4. Rgs
Bxg2 5. Rg8t Kc7 6. ¢ Reclt 7. Kb2 Rgl 8. Ke3 Ba7 9. Rg7t Kb8 10.
Rg8t=. If Bl fails to capture wBg2 on move 4, then wRg8t-g7t=
ensues. 7. Kd2? Ra2. 9. .. Kb6 10. ¢7 Kb7 11. c8Qt =.

“This pleases by its subtlety and paradoxical finale where Bl, 2
pieces ahead, cannot win.”

Sarichev is an electrical worker and one of the oldest Soviet composers.
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No. 398: T. B. Gorgiev. 1. Se3t Kh3 2. Rfl Rxfl 3. Kxfl g2t 4. Kxg2
c2 5. Bxc2 Sf4t 6. Kf3 Se6 7. g6 hg 8. h7 Sg51 9. Kf4 Sxh7 10. Bdlt Khé
11. Sg4t Kh5 12. Sf6+ Khé 13. Sg8 mate.

“Complex play leads to an interesting mate.”

Gorgiev is one of the founders of Soviet study composing., now en-
joying his second childhood in composition. He is a doctor and micro-
biologist.

No. 399: A. M. Belenky. 1. Rd2/i Be8t 2. Kh7 Bxh5 3. Ra2t Kb7 4.
Rxh2 Bf7 5. Rb2t Kc6 6. Rb8/ii Se7 7. Rf8 Bgbt 8. Kh6 Be5 & RI6t
Bxf6=. i) After 1. Rh1? Be8t 2. Kh7 Bxh5 3. Rxh2 Bf7 Bl will gra-
dually disentangle his pieces and win. ii) 6. Rb61t? Kd5 and there 1s
neither perpetual check nor draw by 7. Rxf6 Sxf6+ 8 Kg7 Ke6.

“A lightweight with beautiful stalemate finale. Various tries.,” Author
is a Moscow pianist.

No. 400: V. V. Sereda. 1. Rhl cd 2. Kf3 Scl 3. ¢6 Kd6 4. cd Kxd7 5.
Rxcl d2 6. Rxce7t Kxc7 7. Kxe2 wins. Compare p. 164, Z by Prokes.
“Despite ingenious Bl counterplay W wins with a spectacular R-sacri-
fice.”

No. 401: C. M. Bent. 1. Rh6/i Sf2+/ii 2. Kf4/iii h1Q 3. Rxhl Bxhl/iv
4. Ke3 Sd1t 5. Kd2 Sb2 6. Kc3 Sa4t 7. Kb4 Sb6 8. Kcb Sa8 9. Bd5=. or
8...Sa4t 9. Kbd4=. i) 1. Rfl1? Sgl 2. Rbl Sxf7. ii) 1. ..h1Q 2. Rxh81t.
1...Bf3t 2. Kg3. iii) 2. Kg3? h1Q 3. Rxhl Sxhlt. 2. Kf5?7 h1Q 3. Rxhl
S(B)Yxhl 4. Ked Sxf7+. iv) 3. ..Sxhl 4. Bf5/v Sf2 5 Ke3/vi Sdlf 6.
Kd2 Sb2/vii 7. Kc3 Sa4t 8. Kb4 Sb6/viii 9. Kcb/ix Sd5 10. Bed=. 3.
.. Sg6t 4. Kgb =, not 4. Kf5? Se7+. v) Threat wBe4. 4. Ke5? Sg6t 5. K-
Se7. wvi) 5. Be2? Sxf7. wvii) 6. .. Bf3 7. Bc2 Sb2 8. Kc3d Sdlt 9. Kd2 Sf2
10. Ked. wiii) 8. ..Bc6 8. Bc2 Sb2 10. Kc3 Sa4t 11. Kb4 Sbé 12, Ked=.
ix) 9. Kb5? Sd5 10. Bed Sc3(7)t.

“A small study by this English composer., with active chase of bS by
wK"”. Michael Bent is a self-employed agriculturaiist and handyman.
We should not ourselves call this a “small” study. (AJR)

No. 402: F. S. Bondarenko and Al. P. Kuznetsov. 1. Se6 Sc6 2. a7 Bf3f
3. Kgl Sd8 4. Sxd8 h4 5. a8Q Bxa8 6. Sb7 h3 7. d8S wins. Most
attractive.

“A small study by 2 USSR masters, with a fresh motivation for S-
promotion.”

No. 403: A. Y. Sadikov. 1. Rd87 Kel 2. Rh8 Re5t 3. Kb4 Rh5 4. Rxhb
Sxh5 5. Seb5 h2 6. f4 h1Q 7. Bc6 Qh3 8. Bd7 Qg2 9. Be6 Qf1 10. Bb5 =.
“A very economical perpetual chase of bQ by wB.”
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