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FORMAL INTERNATIONAL TOURNEYS FOR ORIGINAL ENDGAME STUDIES

The concluding session of the last PCCC meeting considered this item:

"The following text is the recommendation of the underlisted members of the PCCC Sub--

Cox;nmittee for Studies to the full PCCC at Bratislava, September 1993. It is hoped that ail

PCCC members and others not members will reproduce the Guidelines in full, and where

appropriate in careful translation.

Sigped:
i John Roycroft (Speaker, Great Britain)

Jan Rusinek (Poland)

David Gurgenidze (Georgia)

Virgil Nestorescu (Romania)

Rainer Staudte (Germany)

Oleg Pervakov (Russia)

Date: 1st September 1993"

The PCCC deferred final consideration, but the guidelines are reproduced below as

recommendations of the sub-committee. Useful input had been received from Argentina, as

well as from several PCCC members.

STUDY TOURNEY GUIDELINES

The purpose of the Guidelines is to assist intending organisers (‘directors’) of formal

international tourneys for original endgame studies. Such tourneys are prestigious and

should be conducted to a high standard. Guidelines are never obligatory, but since these

are; based on a large corpus of experience, a tourney organiser departing from them needs

good reasons for so doing. The Guidelines will also be of value to organisers of tourneys

of more restricted scope and prestige than formal international tourneys. The Guidelines

address the activities and responsibilities of the competing composer and the tourney judge

only insofar as they affect the organiser.

The ten major activities/events are listed in chronological order

I Summary:
1.PRE-ANNOUNCEMENT
2.ANNOUNCEMENT: "A-day"
3.PUBLICITY

4 ENTRIES

5.CLOSING DATE ("C-day") and acknowledgements: "C-day = A-day + 18 months"
6.JUDGING
7.PROVISIONAL AWARD ("PA"), return of unsuccessful entries:
YPA-day = C-day + 6 months (maximum)"
8.CONFIRMATION PERIOD
9.DEFINITIVE AWARD ("DA"):
"DA-day = PA-day + 5 months (maximum)"
10:DISTRIBUTION OF PRIZES, and notifications.
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II Detail:

1.PRE-ANNOUNCEMENT:

1.1 Selection of:

1.1.1 Publication (journal, magazine,
newspaper column)

1.1.2 The name by which the tourney
will be known

1.1.3 Toumey director (administrator,
address of entries, estimate of expenses)
1.1.4 Neutraliser (may also be the direc-
tor)

1.1.5 Judge(s):

1.1.5.1 One judge is normal. At least one
judge shall hold the FIDE title of Inter-
national Judge (for studies). The FIDE
judge should be active and should come
from outside the organising country
1.1.5.2 The FIDE judge should be asked
to clarify whether he will assume respon-
sibility for the analytical testing of all
entries, or only of honoured entries, or of
no entries

1.1.5.3 The FIDE judge should be asked
to provide a written undertaking to keep
to a provisional time scale in accordance
with these guidelines.

1.1.6 Analytical tester (a very strong
player or analyst) to assist the judge(s), if
appropriate

1.1.7 Anticipations identification
procedure or system. Examples: the Har-
man system, ChessBase, or ’respo-
nsibility of the judge(s)’ ‘

1.1.8 Sponsor (if any, to lend name and
to provide prizes and funds).

1.2 Funding to cover:

1.2.1 Remunerations (if any), of judge,
tester, anticipations consultant, director,
translator, neutraliser. (If possible,
remuneration should be clear to all par-
ties prior to A-day)

1.2.2  Printing (especially of the
preliminary and final award, including, if
appropriate, separate brochure(s))

1.2.3 Postage and telephone usage
(publicity, acknowledgements, returns,
awards distribution, incidental correspon-
dence)

357

1.2.4 Prizes. Prizes for a major tourney
should not be trivial, but Honourable
Mentions and Commendations do not
require prizes.

1.3 Determination of time scale, that is,
approximate dates of announcement,
closing date, and publication of
preliminary and definitive awards.

1.4 Conditions, etc. If a prospective com-
petitor wishes to learn the full set of
conditions before entering, or if the direc-
tor feels it is desirable, the text of the
conditions (based on these guidelines)
should be prepared in a form to be distri-
buted on request.

[Note. Translation and wide publication
ought in due course to enable reference
to be made simply to ’the FIDE
guidelines’.]

2.,THE ANNOUNCEMENT should
include:

2.1 Type of tourney: international, for-
mal.

2.2 Genre: original (unpublished)
endgame studies to win or to draw.

2.3 Language limitations (if any, but
preferably none).

2.4 The composer to supply:

2.4.1 Name, nationality and address

2.4.2 Number of copies of diagram and
full solution required

243 Text of the solution and notes
should preferably be typed or printed by
computer, but no decipherable entry will
be rejected

2.4.5 The diagram position should be
accompanied by a control in notation
2.4.6 The name of the event (name of
tourney) should appear above the
diagram.

2.5 The complete postal address for
entries.

2.6 The closing date (post mark). To
ensure the widest participation the
closing date for a formal international
tourney should be estimated at nine
months after the geographically remotest




T T e

recéipt of the announcement by surface
mail distribution (see Summary - 5).

2.7, The name and nationality of the
FIDB judge or judges.

28 ‘Detarls of prizes:

2.8, 1 The number and value of the prizes,
number of honourable - mentions and
number of commendations

) 2.82 The division of honours lnto the

threl'e categories ‘of Prizes, Honourable
Mentions and Commendations is conven-
tional and recommended.

2. 911 Anticipated date and place of
pubheatxon of the provisional award.

2. 10 Other details:

© 2.10.1 Limit of number of entries by one

oonﬂlposer (witether individually or in

" conjunction with one or more other com-

posjf,rs). Typical restrictions: -one, two or

2. 1&2 ‘Whether twins are allowed or not.
Twms are difficult to compare with
non-twms The judge(s) should ‘be con-
ulted

2. 103 Whether a specnal section award ’
‘mlght be made for reasons other than =

strict judging criteria. ' (Sample reasons

forq a ‘special section: miniatures; new .
settmgs of known ideas; Dbizamre

posmons, importance ~for = endgame
theory See also 2.104) -

2104 Set theme. In general, a formal
mternauonal tourney should be" “free

themes may be appropriate to ‘a tourney

honounng a composer, a-style, or an
event, but they do constrtute -a’constraint

on Ereauvnty

2. 105 Unless otherwise exphcrtly stated -

in !the announcement, ownership of “an
entry remains - with- the composer, - with
only the right to first publication of
honoured entries transferred to the dlrec
tor/sponsor

3. PUBLICITY
3. 11; The announcement (whlch can clearly
be | ! abbreviated) should be ‘sent: to -as

many national- and international chess
magazines as possible, and as soon as
possible, since the indirect reproduction

_ and distribution may take three or. four

. months.

3.2 Other outlets to be considered:
3.2.1 Magazines and newspapers with
chess columns

- 3.2.2 National chess federations

3.2.3 Radio
3.2.4 Television
3.2.5 Teletext
3.2.6 Electronic mail.
3.3 Where. appropriate the announcement
details should be translated.

- 4ENTRIES:

'theme that is, without a set theme. Set

4.1 Every ‘composition entered should be
on a separate stamped diagram with these
indications:-

4.1.1 Complete name and address .of the
author

~ 4.1.2 Name of the toumey
-4.1.3 Indication that it is an. unpublished

original
4.1.4 The stipulation
4.1.5 Notation control of the posruon

" 4.1.6 The complete solution (including
set plays (if any), refutations of tries,

demonstration  of " claimed reciprocal
zugzwang, etc:) written on one side of a
sheet or sheets of paper, which should be
neither too small nor too large. DIN AS

or DIN A4 or foolscap are satisfactory

paper sizes
4.1.7 Dedication, if any.

- 4.2 Other requirements: o
"42.1 The following, though often
desirable, ‘must be considered optional.
- They could be included as a check-list

with any communication sent to actual or

- prospective = competitors, . for - instance,

“ even. on an ’application form’ supplied

by the organiser -

- 4.2.2 Theme(s). or idea(s) expressed, i.e.,
- the composer’s _artistic intention
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4.2.3 References to endgame theory (ie
_volume number and page of ’Averbakh’




or 'Chéron’ or ’Fine’ etc.)

4.2.4 Partial anticipation(s) known to the
composer. The diagram, ' composer,
source and main line solution should be
provided.  Alternatively, the = signed
statement 'no anticipation known to. the
composer’ should be made

4.2.5 Testing. The composer(s) alone
is/are personally responsible for the

‘soundness of an entry. However,

analytical assistance from an Elo-rated
player or other competent analyst is often
helpful. If such analytical help has been
given, a statement to this effect may
accompany the entry.

5.CLOSING DATE and ack-
nowledgements:

5.1 The post mark is definitive for
closing date. (But post marks are not
always  decipherable. . The - director’s
judgement and discretion are final.)

5.2 The director has discretion to accept
late entries and pronounces on genre
validity.

5.3 The director is responsible for ack-
nowledging receipt of entries.

5.4 The neutraliser:

5.4.1 The neutraliser prepares all valid
entries, including the diagrams, in a
uniform manner for presentation to the
judge, who refers to studies only by a
serial number. The recommended system
of solution presentation is that in general
use in the quarterly international
magazine EG, where -minimal use is
made of parentheses and supporting lines
are laid out sequentially.

5.4.2 The neutraliser should also ensure
that all moves are legal and - unam-
biguous.

5.5 It is in principle desirable that a copy
of all entries be checked for anticipations.
If the number of entries is large this
process may be deferred until later and
restricted to candidates for the award.
The same considerations apply to testing.
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6.JUDGING: '

6.1 After C-day the judge may query a
composer’s analysis by asking the direc-
tor to write to the composer. The com-
poser replies to the director, who informs
the judge.

6.2 Allowable corrections:

6.2.1 At most one correction per entry,
with supporting analysis, is allowed
during the judging period. With this
limitation, any correction is acceptable,
and for any reason.

6.2.2 A correction must relate to an entry
properly received before C-day, and may
be rejected by the director if the judge is
ready with his award.

6.3 A composer may withdraw his entry
or entries by writing to the director at
any time before the judge’s award  is
ready. The composer should give his
reason(s), such as unsoundness, ap-

" pearance in print elsewhere, decision not

to enter. The request to withdraw a joint
entry should be signed by all the entry’s
composers.

6.4 Prior to drawing up the provisional
award, which is primarily the respon-
sibility of the judge, all candidate entries
for inclusion in the award must be tested
as thoroughly as possible for anticipation
and soundness. -

6.5 By agreement of the judge(s) and
director the award may depart from the
announced numbers of prizes, honourable
mentions and commendations.

6.6 If a judge cannot complete a
judgement - the director must find a
replacement. The award should state the
circumstances and name the replacement.
In such circumstances the director should
endeavour to follow these guidelines as
closely as possible.

7.PROVISIONAL AWARD and return of
unsuccessful entries:

7.1 The printed award should carry the
clear identification PROVISIONAL
AWARD.



7.2 The provisional award is the joint
work of judge(s) and director, whose
names must be appended, together with
place (town) and date.

73 Thc judge provides the ranking list
and dmsmn of prizes, honourable men-
tions and commendations, but if he
wishes he may consult the director. This
may be desirable if the number of prizes
is to be changed from what was announ-
wd ‘\

74 The director adds names, numbers
and nanonalmes

715 Elther before or when the provisional
award i 1s published, and distributed to all
contestants unsuccessful entries are to be
physwally returned to their composers
with a‘t least a standard explanatory
covering note saying that the unsuc-
cessful‘ entry or entries is/are at the
dxsposal of the composer.

7.6 The provisional award should be as
compact as possible, should be published
in the” same publication as the initial
announf:ement and should not be spread
over more than two successive issues (or
columns) of the publication.

7.7 If the honoured studies are offered to
solversi1 for solution, then confirmation
time starts at the date of publication of
the solutlon to the last study in the
award.

7.8 The solutions should be as full and
commented as possible:

78.1 If there is insufficient space to
pubhsh the full solutions to all honoured
studles in the publication (magazine,
newspaper) a separate brochure, . for
which 'a charge may be made, should be
published promptly. (It is suggested that
a brochure for the provisional award s-
hould be produced cheaply, but for the
deﬁmt_lve award the quality should be
superior.)

7.8.2 Any such brochure should be sent
to each competitor free of charge.

7.9 All comments on the award should be
addressed in writing to the tourney direc-
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tor.

8.CONFIRMATION PERIOD:

8.1 It is within the toumey director’s
discretion, acting in consultation with the
judge(s), to allow one minor correction
by the composer.

8.2 A permissible correction includes:
8.2.1 The displacement of a single
chessman

8.2.2 The elimination of a first move
8.2.3 The addition/removal of a single
pawn.

8.2.4 Board rotation and/or reflection in a
position without pawns.

8.3 Other changes, such as a combination
of the above, or shifting all men in one
direction, are not minor. Such changes
may be made if composer, judge and
director all agree.. The guideline is to
exercise extreme caution in such cases
because of the danger of inadequate
testing of an altered position.

8.4 A change proposed by someone other
than the composer requires the com-
poser’s explicit agreement.

9.DEFINITIVE AWARD:

9.1 The printed award should carry the
clear identification DEFINITIVE
AWARD and the full name of the tour-
ney, including, if appropriate, the genre
and associated year. As with the
provisional award, the names of the
judge(s) and director must be appended,
with a date.

9.2 If a separate brochure is published it
should contain the complete solutions and
should be a quality product.

9.3 The ' definitive award should be
distributed to all contestants as soon as

possible.
9.4 The accomplished fact (of the
distribution) should be immediately

recorded in the publication.

10.PRIZES, and notifications:

10.1 Prizes in accordance with the an-
nouncement are to be distributed simul-



taneously with the publication of the final
award.

10.2 Any publication which publicises
the tourney announcement should be sent
a copy of the final award with a request
for further publicity, for instance by
reproducing the winners.

10.3 For purposes of determining priority
of idea the relevant date for an honoured
study is the closing date for entries. This
date should accompany the diagram in
the reproduction.

Filipp Semyonovich BONDARENKO -
21x05-8ii93

We do not know if Bondarenko ever
travelled outside the USSR or even, in
his latter years, far from
Dniepropetrovsk, but we do know from
correspondence with him in Russian over
a 25 year period that he craved inter-
national recognition, (in 1966 he was
awarded the composition title of FIDE
judge, in 1979 that of International
Master) for his herculean efforts. Many
of the Soviet Union’s lesser tourney
awards recorded in EG’s pages in the
1960’s- and 1970’s were due to Bon-
darenko’s meticulous hand-written
transcriptions. He was proud of the 1983
collaboration with Spinhoven to produce
a hard cover book in Dutch on the strug-
gle between bishop and rook - but the
book was expensive and the venture a
commercial failure. That he was able,
exclusively by correspondence, to com-
pile material, including photographs,
from all over the world, first for his Gal-
lery (1968), and then for his remarkable
four-part history of the endgame study
(the first was published in 1980, the last
in 1987) is witness to remarkable persis-
tence, but he could not have achieved the
quantity of Ukrainian publication he did
without the tacit consent of the
’authorities’, anonymous as always. He
was not made to suffer from active, if
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postal, contact with foreigners. With his
military (or police, ie KGB, - his rank of
colonel- was consistent with either) ex-
perience he understood very well exactly
how far he could go. In the early days of
glasnost (it may have been 1985, when
already no topic was taboo) I tried to
draw him out to tell me what he might
know about the death of Somov-
Nasimovich or the massacre following
food riots in Novocherkassk in 1962.
Playing safe, he was not to be drawn. But
when I asked whether his views had
changed as a result of the floods of fresh
revelations about the soviet past, he did
have an answer. He said they had not -
he still believed in international
friendship. On another occasion he
replied to a query with a party-line
quotation from the Bolshaya sovetskaya
entsiklopedia, to which I reacted with
'Long live the BSE!’. All our chess cor-
respondence was friendly in tone and
mutually advantageous. He was always
seeking new outlets and wrote many
articles in non-soviet magazines such as
PROBLEM. His other book, The study in
the pawn ending (1973), has, like the
Gallery, stood the test of time. He was a
fluent composer, especially in col-
laboration with Aleksandr Kuznetsov or
A.Kakovin, and could be a good one,
though in later years the quality did
rather fall away. Nikolai Griva reports
that following his death only part of
Bondarenko’s collection of 30,000 studies
has been located. (AJR)

Michael R.B.CLARKE
Head of the Computer Science
Department at Queen Mary and Westfield
College, London University. Author of
several papers on computer chess and
editor of several Advances in Computer
Chess volumes, he organised the ACC3
Conference held at Imperial College,
London in 1981. He was both program-




mer and operator in 1978 when Donald
Michie | and Donald Michie’s wife were
the only others present during my very
successful contest with the GBR class
0103 database at Queen Mary College.
Michael Clarke’s death early in 1994 of
cancer of the stomach is a tragedy for his
wife, ifamily, colleagues and many
friends. Although he had reported
symptoms. the disease was not diagnosed
in time,

Reviews

ENCYCLOPEDIA OF CHESS
END]NGS Vol.5 (1993) -

Blshops and Knights

That thls final volume (564 pages, 2017
dlagrams) in the series had to overcome
many ldlfﬁcultles is shown by Chess
Informant Limited’s new address in
Nicosia (no longer Belgrade), the volume
being | printed in Romania, and the
prevnous volume having appeared as long
ago as\ 1986. Collaborators and compilers
1nclude IGMs Nunn and Speelman, and
Ken 'I'hompson s BELLE. Figurines and
slavic spellmg of names are as usual. The
volume contains many studies (including
No.287, a Lommer that was new to me),
but that may not be enmough to attract
studies enthusiasts, because the classifi-
cation| system is both tiresome to learn
and p#wn-structure (ie, player-) orienta-
ted. The 50 symbols used are a help if
one is familiar with them, but otherwise
(ie, for the occasional user) a hindrance -
a circle with centre dot means zugzwang,
for instance. A first impression on using
the volume as if it were any other en-
cyclopedia is of having to search for, and
then decipher, visual gobbledygook.

I decided to hunt for bishop and pawn
against knight and two pawns. With the
GBR code one would flip to the force
0013.12 (and maybe its ’converse’
0031.21) and scan that solid block of
diagrams for positions of interest. Not
with : ECE. Starting with p.11 (sy-
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mbol-ridden, so refer to previous pages)
one tentatively identifies ’5’ and ’306’
(which turns out to be a page number)
for the section containing bishop and
pawns against knight and pawns, with
two symbols deciphered as ’without an
advantage in pawns’ (what we want is a
disadvantage). On p306 (page numbers
are located in the fold of the page) we
find a family tree with more symbols,
leading to indicators like *5/d’ for *with a
passed pawn’ and ’5/¢’ for ’without a
passed pawn’. Indicators of this type are
repeated on the comners of each page, so
we flip on. We fail to find any examples
of what we are looking for. Subsequently
we discover via a page (p545) of laconic
*additional examples’ that it’s classificati-
on ’'4’, not ’5’, that holds what we need.
In other words, the *without an advantage
in pawns’ really means ’equal numbers
of pawns’, ie with no bias towards white
or black.

There is an index of study composers
separate from the index to players, and
there is even a list of 72 ’educative
examples’. No.259: h3e2 0004.10
b8d4.b7 is attributed (with neither date
nor source) to 'Roycroft’ - this is real
news to me! For a more friendly review
of the ECE system EG readers can refer
to Paul Lamford’s article in EG90.

PRACTICAL KNIGHT ENDINGS, by
GM Edmar Mednis (105 examples on
188 pages, 1993, Chess Enterprises,
USA). In reviewing practical books for
EG we shall restrict ourselves generally
to what is different or new. Extensive
textual commentary distinguishes this
useful work (bishops are excluded) from
the ECE minor pieces volume, which has
none. Knight variations are tough to
calculate and can be lengthy, so the Med-
nis volume offers rich opportunities for
worthy and energetic mental exercise. We
would have thought that all GM writers



today would be using some chess editing
program, so we were surprised to find
even a few moves wrongly described.
And, do we have to live with the
uglyisms ’Kingside’ and ’Queenside’, as
we must live, it seems, with ’drink
driving’?

SECRETS OF PAWNLESS ENDINGS,
by John Nunn (320 pages, 458 diagrams,
Batsford, 1993).

As your reviewer has reason to know,
Batsford editor ‘Peter Kemmis Betty has
up to now shown small enthusiasm for
books on studies, yet over 250 of the
diagrams in this excellent and industrious
book are - studies! Admirers of Dobres-
cu, Vandiest and Rinck will be especially
gratified, though the reception by prac-
tical players remains to be seen - the
author felt it necessary to explain’ the
terms 'cook’, 'try’ and ’tourney’ in his
introduction.

This is not the last of IGM Nunn’s ac-
counts of his explorations of the Ken
Thompson computer-generated and com-
mercially available databases of S-man
endings, as GBR classes 0014 and 0023
have been reserved for a third volume,
scheduled for 1995. Again, one wonders
what welcome practical players will give
that volume. While on the subject of
’secrets’, by that time we shall have had
the chance to learn exactly what hap-
pened in John Nunn’s confrontation with
the 0023 database at the Turing Institute
some five years ago, as a paper by
machine intelligence guru Donald Michie
is due for publication by then.

The technical content is unexceptionable.
4-man endings take us up to p67, and
GBR classes 4001, 4010, 0401, 0410,
1330, 1303, 1033, 1060, and 1006 take
us up to pp.120, 152, 170, 232, 263, 281,
287, 297,and 308 respectively. Abbre-
viated sources are given, and are general-
ly accurate, with the spectacular excep-
tion of 193 which we pray no one will
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propagate. We also wish that some satis-
factory alternative to the misleading use
of ’original’ had been found: pending a
recommendation of the PCCC studies
sub-committee, one prefers either the
neutral ‘first publication’ or the franker
*computer-assisted’. (See EG108 for a
review of the GBR class 0400.10 earlier
volume.)

KING & PAWN, by Julian Hodgson,
1993, third in the 'Tournament Chess’
series MODERN PRACTICAL EN-
DINGS.

This chatty book of a mere 46 pages
takes the reader from zero knowledge to
include whole GM games with P-ending
finales. The technique of selecting com-
mon salient features of practical P-ending
play (such as the opposition, file-sepa-
ration of passed pawns, exhausting tempo
moves with pawns, exchanging into a
P-ending, the distant passed pawn,
sacrificing) and giving a couple of il-
lustrations, often including one that
shows a glaring mistake by a well-known
player (which the student will be more
likely to remember than a lengthy
definition or convoluted rule) - works!







