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EG is fortunate to be able to print
two appreciations of the work of the
late Vitold Vitoldovich Yakimchik.
We thank Paul Valois for his trans-

lations.

I: A MAGICIAN OF THE STUDY
by Ya. Vladimirov, Moscow

Vitol’d Vitol’dovich Yakimchik (1911
-1977) belonged to the great galaxy of
Soviet composers of the older gene-
ration. He gained general recognition
comparatively late, only in the 1950s
when his job (Yakimchik was an out-
standing metallurgical engineer) allo-
wed him to devote more time to
composition. In the years after the
war he published over 100 studies,
out of a total of about 130. His
highly original ideas and refined
technique brought him many victories
in big tourneys, including gold, silver
and bronze medals in USSR Cham-
pionships, alongside such stars as
Kasparyan, Korolkov, Bron, Kazant-
sev, Gorgiev and others.

Yakimchik was a strong over-the-
board player and finished high up in
Kazakhstan Championships. His high
analytical talent and exceptional
tenacity allowed him to uncover all
the possibilities in a position,
approximating the study as much as
possible to practical play. Yakimchik
was keen to express his views in print,
and in his famous article. >’Reaching
for the ideal’’ (Shakhmaty v SSSR,
No. 9, 1971) expounded his attitude
to study composition at length.

The study, in his opinion, ’is like a
slice form a practical game, like an
adjourned position, or a position in a
correspondence game... by its very
appearance it must create a pleasant
impression on the solver.”” He loved
to have an unstrained diagram posi-
tion, where the two sides are enga-
ged, where pieces are not en prise, but
only become subject to attack and
defence during the course of the so-
lution. It is good, when chances
appear equal to begin with, and the
position looks grey and common-
place. Surely simplicity most effec-
tively highlights content which is out
of the ordinary! A heavy and unna-
tural position requires some excep-
tional content, otherwise the essential
element of the unexpected is lost’’.

”’An essential feature of a good study
is, in my opinion, the discovery either
of a satisfactorily clear-cut final
position or of a supple mechanism
leading to a violent conclusion’’. In
the first case, play ends when a
theoretical win or draw is reached, in
the second as a rule with a spectacu-
lar finale such as mate, stalemate,
positional draw and so on. To make
the introductory play interesting, the
composer ’adds material (normally
un avoidable) thereby gradually and
skilfully extending the time-lapses

285



between piece captures, forcing these
pieces to live, to move... Many
studies can be lengthened by the addi-
tion of material. The result is like
sweets in many different sorts of
wrappers, which only serve to annoy.
Knowing when to stop extending a
study is a not inconsiderable art’’.
Yakimchik had no favourite themes.
His ideas are quite varied (compare
Y1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 9). He worked with
great skill on minor promotions (Y2,
6, 10), loved miniatures and frequent-
ly went for extra analytical varia-
tions, as long as no extra material
was involved. He always introduced
purely analytical subtleties (Y3, 7,9,
10) and the beauty of his composi-
tions is particularly evident after
lengthy analysis of the position.

His studies are frequently embellished
by thematic tries (Y3, 5, 7, 9), and
positions of mutual zugzwang (Y3, §,
10). They are tough to solve and in
a number of cases were underesti-
mated by judges for this reason.

The Kazakhstan master considered
Y6 and Y7 to be among his best
compositions, considering that in
them he succeeded in combining all
the necessary ingredients of a study.
He greatly admired the work of
Mattison, Gurvich and Liburkin.
Vitol’d Vitol’dovich (his father was
Polish) was a very enjoyable person
to talk to; one was struck by his
erudition, gentle humour and kind-
liness. He demonstrated his studies
with great skill, enthusiastically re-
vealing what he had discovered.
Unfortunately, he lived far from the
main centres of composition and
could not pass on his rich experience
in person to younger composers.
Currently, the well-known Muscovite
master An. Kuznetsov is working on
a collection of Yakimchik’s selected
works. I am sure that this book will
be valued by all lovers of the study
art.

II: by G.M. Kasparyan, Erevan

The well-known Soviet composer
Vitol’d Vitol’dovich Yakimchik was
one of the galaxy of Soviet study
composers which emerged in the late
1920s. He produced about 150 stu-
dies, the overwhelming majority of
them after the war. His style is clearly
defined; he leant towards simple
positions in which sharp ideas lay
hidden. Possessing a high composing
technique, he created many works of
outstanding quality which will forever
hold a place in the world’s treasury
of study composition. He published
his studies only after the most careful
testing, thus showing the high
standard he set himself in compo-
sition. He very rarely participated in
non-Soviet tourneys, a fact which
surprised many, including the present
writer. As a result his work is not
sufficiently well-known abroad.

He took part with success in an
number of USSR Championships for
studies. His best results were: 3rd
Place in the 6th Championship, 1963;
equal Ist & 2nd with Kasparyan in
the 8th Championship, 1968; 2nd in
the 10th Championship, 1972 and
2nd in the 11th Championship, 1975.
An egineer, he was a leading expert in
the extraction of non-ferrous metals.
An engineer, he was a leading expert
in the extraction of non-ferrous
metals.

I only met Yakimchik once, in 1973,
a meeting which led to a joint compo-
sition. Who knows, if we had met
more often, there might have been
more studies...

The examples: Y1, Y4, Y8 were selec-
ted by both article writers.

Y2, Y3, Y5, Y6, Y7, Y9, Y10 were
chosen by Y.G. Vladimirov.

Y11, Y12, Y13, Y14 were chosen by
G.M. Kasparyan.
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1. ..., Sd5+ 2. Kf3 (2. KfS? Se3 +)
Qh5+ 3. Kf2 (Rgd4? Qh3+;) Sc3 4.
Qxc3 di1S+ 5. Kf1l Sxc3 6. Rh4+
Qxh4 stalemate. Or S. ..., Qf5+ 6.
Rf4 Qxfd4+ 7. Kel Sxc3 stalemate,
with 6. ..., Qb5+ 7. Qcd4 Se3 + 8.
Kf2 as a neat back-up line. (AJR).

Y1 V.V. Yakimchik
2nd Pr., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1933
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Black to move, White Draws 344

i) 1. Kb2? Sc6 2. Kxcl Sxa5 3. €6 Scé6 4.
d4 Se7 draws. ii) 3. a7? Sxa7 4. €7 Sc6 5.
e8Q S6b4 6. Qe2 Sc2+ 7. Kbl Sa3+
draws.

Y3 V.V. Yakimchik
Ist Pr Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1955-11
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1. b6 Sf7/i 2. b7 Sd6 3. b8 B RbS 4.
Bxd6+ Kf3 5. Bc7 Ked 6. Bb6 draws.

i) 1. ..., Se6 2. Kb8 Rh5 3. a8Q Rh8 + 4.
Ka7 Rxa8+ 5. Kxa8 Sc5 6. Kb8 Kf4 7.
Kc7 Ke5 8. b7 d5 9. b8S draw is given
(as in No. 1856 in Chéron III), but
(AJR) 9. Kc6 also draws. A unique
S-promotion, however, follows 8. ...,
Ke6! 9. bS8S.

Y2 V.V. Yakimchik
Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1954

1. Sed4 Kh4 2. hSg5 Sd1+ /i 3. Kf4 h1Q
4. Sf3+ Kh3 5. Sg3 Qg2 6. Sg5+ Kh2
7. Sf3+ perpetual check.

i) 2. ..., Sc4+ 3. Kf4 h1Q 4. Sf3+.

Y4 V.¥. Yakimchik
Ist Pr., Shakhmaty v SSSR 1957-11

A ,%
> e

1. €6/1 Sc6 2. a6 Sd3 3. e7/ii Sxe7 4. a7
Sd5 5. a8Q S5b4 6. Qf3 Kh2 7. Qg4 Khl
8. Qg3 wins.

1. Bel Kb2 2. Bc3+ Kbl 3. Be5/i c1Q
4. Sxc1 Kxcl 5. Sa2 + Kd1 6. Bg3 Ba7 7.
Sc3+ Kel 8. Be5 zugzwang ¢5 9. Bfd +
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Kb2 10. Kcd Kc2 11. Be7 €5 12.
wins.

i) 3. Bd2? c5 4. Sc3+ Kb2 5. Sba2 Bd4
6. Bcl+ Kb3 7. Bh6 Kb2 positional
draw.

Sbs

Y5 V.V. Yakimchik
3rd Pr., tst FIDE Tourney, 1957
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1. e6 g3 2. Bf7 Ke3 3. Be8/i Kf2 4. Bc6
Be2 5. 7 Bf1 6. €8S wins.

i) 3. €77 Kf2 4. e8Q Bf3 5. Bd5 Bxg2 +
6. Bxg2 stalemate.

Y6 V.V. Yakimchik
H.M., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1966
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1. Rg3/i Qxg3 2. d8Q + /ii Kc2 3. Qd1 +
Kxd1 4. f8Q Qe5+ 5. Ka2 Kc2 6. Qb4
Qd5+ 7. Kal Qe5+ 8. Ka2 Qd5+ 9
Kal draw.

i) 1. d8Q+Kc2 2. Qe8+ Be3+ 3. Ka2
Qd5 + wins.

ii) 2. f8Q? Bc3+ 3. Kbl Qel + 4. Ka2
Qal+ 5. Kb3 Qb2+ 6. Kad Qa2+ 7.
Kb5 QaS+ 8. Kc6 Qa6+ 9. Kc7 BeS +
10. Kd8 Qa8+ 11. Ke7 Bd6+.

Y7 V.V. Yakimchik
Sth Comm., 64, 1969

1. Bg7 Bd5+/i 2. Kb4 Rf4+ 3. Kc5
Ri5/ii 4. Sg3 Kxg3 5. h7 Bg8 + 6. Be5 +
RxeS+ 7. Kd6 Rd5+ 8. Kc6 Rd8 9.
Kc7 draws.

1...., Rb6+ 2. Kc4 Rc6+ 3. Kb5 Bed 4.
h7 draws.

ii) 3. ..., Bg8 4. Sg3 Rc4 + 5. Kb5 Kxg3
6. h7 draws.

Y8 V.V. Yakimchik
2nd Pr., Molodezh’ Gruzii, 1970
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Draw
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1. £6 Bf3 + 2. Kd6 Sxf6 3. Kxe5 Sfe8 4.
h5/i Sxh5 5. Kf5/ii Bxa8 6. Be5 Shg7/iii
7. Kg6 Se6 8. Kf7 S8¢c7 9. Ke7 Bc6 10.
Bxc7 Sxc7 10. Kd6 draws.

i) 4. Kf4? Bxa8 5. BeS Ke2 6. hS Sxh5 +
7. Kg5 Bf3 8. Kg6 Ke3 9. Kf7 Ke4 wins.
ii) 5. Ke6? Bxa8 6. Be5 eSg7+ 7. Kf7
Sf5 8. Kgb hSg3 9. Kg5 Kel wins.

iii) 6. ..., Bf3 7. Kg6 Ke2 8. Kf7 Bc6 9.
Kgb6 is a positional draw found by A. Sa-
rychev.

Y9 V.V. Yakimchik
4th Pr., Shakhmaty, 1972

Draw

V.V. Yakimchik
Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1976
27

Y10

1. Kf3/i Sc6/ii 2. h5 Kc4 3. Kf4/iii Se7
4. h6 Kd5 5. h7 Ke6 6. h8S 6 7. Kgd4 Sc6
8. Kf3 Se5 9. Kf4 zugzwang Kdé6 10. KfS
Ke7 11. Ked Kf8 12. Kf5 Kg7 13. Ke6
Sd7 14. Sf7 draw.

i) 1. Kd3? Se6 2. Ke4 Sf8 3. Kf5 Sh7 4.
Kg4 Kcd4 5. Kh5 S wins.
i) 1. ..., Se6 2. Kg4 Sf8 3. Kg5 Sh7 +

4. Kh6 draws.
iil) 3. h6? Kds 4. Kf4 Ke6 5. h7 Se5 6.
h8S f6 7. Ke4 f5+ and 8. ..., Kf6 wins.

Y11 V.V. Yakimchik
Shakhmal\ v SSSR, 1934 (\grsmnl
-
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1. Sc6/i £3 2. Se5 Sg3 + 3. Kg5 2 4. Sg4
Sf3+ 5. Kf4 Sh5+ 6. Kf5 f1S 7. Se3 +
Sxe3 + 8. Ked Ke2 stalemate.

i) 1. Sf7? Sg2 2. Se5 Ke2 3. Kg5 Sf2 4.
Sgb £3 5. Se5 Sed + wins.

V.V. Yakimchik
Ist Pr., Bulletin of Central
CC, 1967

Y12

Win
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1. Kf6 Kg8 2. Bg7 c4/i 3. Bh8 ¢3 4. Ke7
€2 5. Bb2 c1Q 6. Bxcl Kg7 7. Bb2 + Kg6
8. Bf6 bS 9. Kd6 b4 10. KeS b3 11. Kf4
wins.

i) 2. ..., bS 3. Bh8 b4 4. Ke7 c4 5.
Bd4/eS ¢3 6. Kf6 c2 7. Be3/b2 Kf8 8.
Bcl Kg8 9. Bd2 b3 10. Bcl Kf8 11. Bb2
Kg8 12. Ba3 wins.

Yi3 V.V. Yakimchik

3rd Pr., Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1971

_ _
= om

%

1. Sf7+ Kg6 2. SeS+ Kf5 3. Scé
Sd6+ 4. Kb6 Rxa8 5. c8Q + Sxc8+
6. Kb7 Sc7/i 7. Kxc7 Ke6 8. Kb7 Rad
9. Kxc8 Kd6 10. Sb8 draws.

i) 6. ..., Sb6 7. Kxb6 Ke6 8. Kb7 Rh8 9.
Kxa6 draws.

V.V. Yakimchik
Ist Pr., 64, 1972

Y4

Win 4+5

1. a7 d5 2. Kf2 Bb6+ 3. e3 Bxe3 + 4.
Kxe3 Kgl 5. Bg2 Kxg2 6. a8Q h1Q/i 7.
Qg8+ KIf1 8. Qf7+ Kg2 9. Qg6+ Kf1
10. Qf5+ Kg2 11. Qg4 + Kf1 12. Qe2 +
Kgl 13. Qf2 mate.

£i) 6. ...,dd4+ 7. Kf4 h1Q 8. Qa2 + Kh3
9. Qb3+ Kg2 10. Qc2+ Kf1 11. Qdl +
Kg2 12. Qe2+ Kh3 13. Qg4+ Kh2 14.
Qg3 mate. Echo-models.

JOHN SELMAN (1910-2.i.78).
An appreciation by Jan.H. Marwitz,
Dalfsen (Netherlands)

John Selman was a chessplayer and
study composer with brilliant ideas.
Through his employment in the do-
cumentation department of Shell he
edited the house chess bulletin. After
the untimely passing of J.C.A.

Fischer in 1939 he took over the chess
column of ’De Schaakwereld’’, and
ran it well. In 1943 the paper lapsed.
At about New Year time in 1940 he
sent S1 to Pal Farago for publication
in Revista Romana de Sah. Due to
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the circumstances of war he never
received news of its publication. Af-
ter the conclusion of hostilities there
was no way to find out. S2 was en-
tered for the TKNSB tourney of 1949
and won 1st Prize. How then did S3,
by Vladimir Korolkov, win 1st Prize
in ’Lelo’’ - in 19517 Were both the
composer of S3 and the judge una-
ware of Selman’s 1949 1st Prize?
Was, possibly, Korolkov acquainted
with the (presumably published) Re-
vista Romana de Sah fore-runner? Or
was it an extraordinary coincidence?
In any case, the anticipation is clear-
cut. John Selman was particularly
hurt that in the many re-publications
of Korolkov’s *’Lelo”’ 1st Prize there
is no word of his anticipatory study.
(An honourable exception occurs on
pp. 72-73 of ’650’, dated 1955, but
even here the Selman position is not
given).

John Selman possessed an extensive,
almost complete, library of books
and magazines on the endgame. His
sense of order (documentation!) led
him to gather together every piece of
information relating to one particular
topic, not resting until all missing
items had been brought under his
wing.

Here are two examples of John Sel-
man’s meticulousness.

The unravelling of the riddles sur-
rounding the famous Saavedra study
cost him much time, money and hard
work. Travels in Scotland, England
and Spain yielded so much data that
he could have made a whole book out
of it. (Thanks to John Selman’s
diligence and kindness, photocopies
of much of this material are in my
possession. AJR) Alas, that never
happened. True, an article entitled
’Who was Saavedra?’’ appeared in
TKNSB for xi.40. In this regard also
Selman failed to receive the credit he,

and he alone, deserved: others have
used his material without acknowled-
gement.

The ’Reti-manoeuvre’ pawn-study
manoeuvre also received his atten-
tion. SCHACH-ECHO in ix-xii.67
published his researched material on
this, the result of many contacts,
among them the late Dr. Staudte.

John Selman had many friends. In
his Scheveningen house at The Hague
John and his ‘’fair wife Anje’
welcomed plenty of guests (Harold
Lommer and AJR included). He had
a stimulating effect on young compo-
sers. In the course of our long friend-
ship I learned to appreciate him
especially for his never-failing interest
in, and compassion for, all *’struggles
with the inanimate pieces of wood’’!

S1:

1. f7 Bh3+ 2. Kg5 Rgl + 3. Kh6 Rg8
4. Se7 Be6 5. fgQ+ Bxg8 6. Sgé
mate.

S2:

1. Sf5 Rel+ 2. Kd2 Rxal 3. {7
Ra2+ 4. Kel Ral+ 5. Kf2 g3+ 6.
Ke3 Ra3+ 7. Kf4 Rad+ 8. Kg$
Rg4+ 9. Kh6 Rg8 10. Se7 Be6 11.
fgQ + Bxg8 12. Sg6 mate.
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S2 J. Selman
Ist Prize, Tijdschrift van den
K.N.S.B., 1949

S3:

1. f7 Ra6+ 2. Ba3 Rxa3+ 3. Kb2
Ra2+ 4. Kcl Ral+ 5. Kd2 Ra2+ 6.
Ke3 Ra3+ 7. Kf4 Rad+ 8. Kg$5
Rgd+ 9. Kh6 Rg8 10. Se7 Be6 11.
fgQ+ Bxg8 12. Sg6 mate.

83 V.A. Korolkov
Ist Prize, Lelo, 1951
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Review
*C* 0100 and 0130 (GBR Classes)

T. Strohlein and L. Zagler of the
Institut fiir Informatik (Computer
Science Institute) of TUM (Techni-
sche Universitat Miinchen) have pu-
blished the results of their 1967-9
work with respect to king and rook
against king, and king and rook
against king and bishop. The bulk of
the 202 pages comprises computer
printout. The full title is ’Ergebnisse
einer vollstindigen Analyse von

Schachendspielen Ko6nig und Turm
gegen Konig Koénig und Turm gegen
Konig und Liufer,”’ 1978.

0100 Every position with W to play is
given, in the normalised’ form where
wK stands on one of the 16 squares
al-a4-d4-d1. The best move is indi-
cated for each position, together with
the number of moves to capture of
bK (that is, one move beyond check-
mate). Alternatives are not given.
Where there is only one move to
achieve mate in the shortest time, an
exclamation point (!) is printed. All
this takes 86 pages. There follow 12
pages where all positions are listed
where there is at least one unique line
to checkmate -- that is, all possible
sound problems (mate in n) with this
material are to be found here.
(Naturally, there are no sound studies
with this material!) However, solu-
tions shorter than 4 moves (to check-
mate) are not given. Finally, all
maximum solution (16 moves to
mate) positions are given.

0130 Again the positions are given
normalised with respect to wK. The
maximum length of solution is 18 W
moves to mate or win of bB.
Solutions shorter than 4 moves are
not given, being trivial. A recommen-
ded move for W is given. As well as
the ’!” to indicate the only move to
win in the minimum number of
moves, a **’ is given where only the
given move will win at all. Clearly
there are studies with this material!
However, the listings do not highlight
all the possible studies (ie consecutive
’*’ moves, uninterrupted), though all
the data is provided for their indenti-
fication (preferably by computer).
The diagram shows a solution
abstracted from the book, using the !
and * notation.

The publication had a double historic
significance. First, we now have for
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the first time the published results of
computer ’analyses’ that are of value
for endgame theory; second, we have
the first example of a technique of
presentation not requiring computer
equipment, and within the purse of
almost any enthusiast to purchase,
that permits reference in a tolerable,
if not exactly painless, manner.

An ’unnormalised’, ie normal, solu-

tion runs:

1. Kas* Kb7
2. Rb3+* Ka7
3. Rf3! Be2
4, Rf7+* Kb8
5. Kb6* Kc8
6. Kc6* Kd8
7. Kdé* Kc8
8. Rc7+* Kb8/i
9. Kc6* Bcd
10. Kbé6! Bb3
11. Rcl! Ba2
12. Ral! Bb3
13. Ra3! Be6
14. Re3! Bd7

15. Rf3! wins.

i) If 8. ..., Kd8 9. Rc2! Bd3 10. Rd2!
wins bB or mates in at most 4 more
moves.

*C* GBR Class 0130
[\ampln of maximum lmg!h solution

White to Move, Wins
*C* GBR Class 1300

With acknowledgement to the British
Chess Magazine (v. 79 issue) we give
the moves from one of the positions
of maximum length.

1. Kb7 Rb4 +
2. Kc6 Rc4 +
3. Kb6 Rb4 +
4. Ka$ Re4
5. Qdé Rd4
6. Qf6 Kd3
7. KbS Ke3
8. Kc5 Rf4
9. Qal Rf8
10. Qd4+ Ke2
11. Qgd+ Ke3
12. Qe6+ Kf3
13. Kd4 Rd8 +
14. Kc3 Rf8
15. Qc6+ Kg4
16. Qg6+ Kf3
17. Qg5 Rf4
18. Kd3 Ra4
19. QdS+ Kf2
20. Qcs5+ Kg3
21. Ke3 Rg4
22. QhS Ra4
23. Qe5+ Kh3
24. Qeb6 + Kh4
25. Qe7+ Kg3
26. Qd6+ Kh4
27. Kf3 KhS
28. QdsS+ Kh4
29. Qd8+ KhS§
30. Qe8+ Kg$
31. Qxa4.

Again, computers have added to our
knowledge of an endgame. However,
this addition to our knowledge has
not yet been ’published’ in the sense
that the 0130 work has been. What
we can say is that o-t-b- grandmas-
ters (in particular the Americans
Berliner and Browne) have found this
ending initially more difficult than
they imagined, but, being human,
they have no difficulty in ’catching
up’ with the computer. The artificial
intelligence specialists who hope to
nail limits of ’difficulty’ for a human
being must take account of human
adaptability -- what is difficult on
Tuesday will be familiar, and no
longer difficult, on Wednesday. Inte-
resting times are ahead!

AJR
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