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THAT EG ESSAY COMPETITION
Part 3 (final instalment) -- by AJR

When 4 of the top § studies in EG’s
Fifth Jubilee Tourney award which
were eliminated had been found to be
unsound (EG57 and EG59), the
shock of it started me thinking.
Surely it was not coincidence? Lea-
ding composers were involved, so
something more serious than coinci-
dence had to be the true explanation.
Why should composers themselves
not be invited to set down on paper
their own comments and ideas? So,
the essay competition was set, with
the ’’theme’ of ’’Soundness: the
Composer’s Responsibility’’.

The volume of entries received (only
6) was a disappointment, as was the
fact that none of the composers of
the faulted Jubilee Tourney studies
sent in an essay. A further jolt was
that 2 entries were not on the set
theme. Clearly the communications
problems of running a new type of
competition are greater than I expec-
ted; although a mild linguist I had
not actually translated the competi-
tion announcement into any foreign
language, having relied on the free-
dom for essays to be in any of four
languages.

The final disappointment, for me,
was that no entry took the argument
as far as I had hoped. The central
problem (whether it is disease or
syndrome I am unable to say!) is, in
my opinion, that the quality of
analysis by composers is inferior.
There are, of course, ’’healthy”’

composers, but they are not many.

Therefore the unaddressed, re-defined
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topic for discussion is ”’How Can the
Standard (i.e., the general level) of
Analysis Performed by Study Com-
posers be Improved?’’ This is the
subject of my own essay, below.

Can a composer improve the quality
of his analysis?

Why bother about soundness at all?
The question is not often asked, but
it has the same devastating silencing
effect as little Paul Dombey’s inno-
cent ’Papa, what is money?’’ query
to his financier father. An advocatus
diaboli could argue like this: unsound
studies do not matter at all, for we
have lived with them for vyears,
believing them to be correct until the
merest accident of a hidden flaw has
been pin-pointed by some over-
zealous analyst. This discovery, so
the argument might go, has not
lessened our enjoyment up to that
moment -- it has destroyed it only
afterwards! Why do we not simply
publish anything and everything, and
allow those who wish to demolish to
do so? The demolition experts can
even have their own magazine. Then
the rest of us can simply... enjoy
studies!

Up to a point, what the devil’s
advocate describes has indeed been
happening for years. It is true that
relatively little notice is taken of
demolitions, and maybe that will
always be the case, relatively to the
attention and space devoted to
straight studies and their intended
solutions.

But this state of affairs simply will
not do today. Today we have many
tourneys. We also have some ex-
ceedingly careful and proficient com-



posers. Therefore we need standards.
In recent years we have seen Richard
Harman’s anticipation retrieval sys-
tem, and classification labours such as
Grandmaster Kasparyan’s. We need
standards also for analysing.

In considering the quality of analysis
we are not dealing with over-the-
board analysis by a player, who has a
time limit for his moves and a
prohibition on fingering the pieces.
The composer has no time limit, for
he can enter his study for another
tourney if the closing date has been
passed; and the composer can, like
the correspondence player, have
moves back as often as he pleases
before choosing the move.

It ought to follow from this that the
quality of analysis by a composer is
high.

But it is not high.

Reasons for this paradoxical situation
are not hard to enumerate, and they
all lead back to the composer’s state
of mind: he stops too soon; he wants
to get into print; he is over-enthused
by the idea; other ideas crave for his
attention; he is careless; he is lazy.
And, he is probably not a strong
natural analyst anyway.

Now it seems reasonable that if the
root cause is situated in the com-
poser’s mind, that is where the
solution to the problem must be
sought. Let us re-define the task.
We wish to IMPROVE something,
namely the QUALITY OF ANALY-
SIS, analysis provided BY COM-
POSERS, when they send THEIR
OWN STUDIES to tourneys or
editors FOR PUBLICATION,
whether that publication be sooner or
later.

If a composer can improve the
quality of his analysis, how might
this be accomplished? Keeping the
highlighted words in mind, we can
now examine 4 possible general
courses of action, select the best in
accordance with the implied criteria,
and take the chosen suggestion into

58

another level of detail, for conside-
ration by all and sundry.

Possibility No. 1

Learn from published grandmaster
analysis of game endings.

Recently we have seen two books in
English',> devoted exclusively to
endgame analysis, and a third also
in English but presumably translated
from the Dutch®, containing much
high quality endgame analytical ma-
terial. Could these works, or others
like them, be used for the purpose we
have in mind? Well, perhaps they
could be so used, but such was not
the authors’ intention, and it is far
from clear how the objective of
improving the composer’s analysis to
his work would be achieved. The
improvement might take place, cer-
tainly, but more by accident than
design, and hardly with economy of
effort by the composer, who, we
must assume, is far from being in the
same class as a master player -- at
least in tournament or competitive
situations.

FOOTNOTES:

1. Analysing the Endgame, by (GM) Jonathan Speel-
man (Batsford, London, 1981, 144 pages). Speel-
man is the acknowledged maestro of P-endings, and
now, of P-ending exposition, but there is much else
besides; BCE corrections and updates, and fearless
tackling of Fisher’s 29. ..., Bxh2 (1972 Match vs.
Spassky, 1st game), to give just two (big) examples.
The many small errors could surely have been
avoided.

. Tactical Chess Endings, by (GM) John Nunn (Allen
& Unwin, London, 1981, 204 pages). Every page
delights both the (outer) organ of sight and (inner)
organ of chess. Even the familiar acquires freshness.
And as for the unfamiliar, how about ’Manoeuv-
ring’’ for a chapter heading? Included is the extensive
Timman analysis of an ending (GBR class 0130.11)
that reads like Agatha Christie.

. The Art of Chess Analysis, by (GM) Jan Timman
(R.H.M. Press, New York, 1980, 216 pages). The
contents actually comprise 24 games, deeply analysed
by the author. They are presented in chronological
order of analysis, to show how his approach has
developed during the 70’s. There are many end-
games, but no studies. I find only one word to
describe the quality of the analysis-cum-comments --
humbling.

N
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Possibility No. 2

Play competitive chess.

The overwhelming majority of com-
posers have neither the time nor the
incentive to play over-the-board
chess. Just as important, from our
standpoint, is the fact that in
competitive chess a player is not
allowed to retract a move. Mistakes
stand, and the Laws of Chess do not
cater for the correction of a bad
move. Of course, mental calculation
is common to study analysis and
game analysis, and the value of
studies for training players was
recognised as far back as the 1930’s
by Botvinnik, who even then advo-
cated the solving of endgame studies
as the appropriate remedy for weak
powers of calculation. However, this
fact does not make the converse true,
that the game is necessarily useful for
the composer. More than that, even
home analysis or post mortem analy-
sis of errors after a game has finished
do not fit the composer’s situation
sufficiently well. Analysis literally is
different when, as in a study, the aim
is to produce a position where the
play of W is unique in the sense that
deviation can be demonstrated to fail
(ie to result in an outcome, if Bl plays
well enough, worse for W than the
one move that succeeds), while play
by BI should be as active and varied
as possible.

Possibility No. 3

Learn from published studies with
deep analysis provided.

Articles and analyses by famous
composers must be more useful than
either of the previous suggestions.
The objection here, however, is quite
different. The supplied analysis will
be mostly to the finished article. The
analysis will seem too much like
being wise after the event. The study
being analysed in the article will
already be sound. Columns of correct
analysis will not teach weak analysts
to overcome their Achilles heel. In
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addition, such analysis is not all that
voluminous or accessible. Finally, it
tends to be excessively tedious to play
through.

Possibility No. 4

Follow a recommended routine in
organising solutions, notes and ana-
lysis.

Comparing this idea with its pre-
decessors, it must appear innocuous.
It omits any specific chess content.
But is clearly has two advantages. It
does not seek to give the composer a
chess skill that he cannot attain. And
it addresses the problem exclusively
in the right place which, as we have
seen, is the space between the
composer’s ears! Only a naturally
talented and young composer can
hope significantly to improve his
analytical skills from the study of the
analyses of the masters. Any com-
poser, though, can follow a routine,
if he chooses to do so. It remains to
be shown that following a routine can
actually improve the quality of
analysis. The major argument derives
from the anarchy that rules today in
solution presentation. Very probably
only an editor or tourney judge is
aware of the extent of this anarchy.
A Pekinese and an Afghan hound
(both are breeds of dog, after all)
are more alike than almost any two
methods of setting out analysis
adopted by composers. Parentheses
proliferate; main lines are indis-
tinguishable from variations; irregu-
lar, inconsistent and indecipherable
punctuation; in particular, inconsis-
tent use of ’’?”’ and largely meaning-
less use of”’!’’, annotations that may
be as large as life, but with no
indication of where they stem from;
no statement of the theme, idea or
ideas being attempted; no annota-
tions at all. On top of this anarchy is
often imposed an editor’s anarchy, to
present the solution as the editor
either believes it should be presented,
or as he is compelled, by reason of



lack of available space, to present it.
The general picture, scarcely exag-
gerated, I can assure readers, is one
of composer anarchy, editorial dic-
tatorship, solver frustration, reader
confusion, and judges either drow-
ning in analysis or gasping for air in
an analytical vacuum.

Let us suppose, let us just suppose,
that there existed a recommended
(not, heaven forfend, a mandatory!)
method of solution presentation,
which composers would voluntarily
adopt and follow. In my dream I see
composers setting out their suppor-
ting analyses in a complete, uniform,
consistent manner, orderly and re-
cognisable, with signposts at the ap-
propriate places; I see editors selec-
ting what is important, and keeping
to the same basic recommendations;
I see correspondents having a clear
means of reference to the point in the
solution that interests them; I see rea-
ders knowing what it is that they are
being invited to examine; I see judges
understanding how the parts of what
they are judging relate to the whole,
even at the examination of the 100th
diagram. Would all that not go a
long way towards improving the
standard of analysis? How could it
not improve if the composer volun-
tarily adopts a recommendation that
has all these advantageous conse-
quences?

The reader who has read thus far will
scarcely be surprised to learn that
my vote is for Possibility No. 4.
At any rate it is the one sug-
gestion that I have taken a stage
further. Drawing on experience as
solver, composer, judge and editor I
set out in an appendix to this article a
tentative list of recommendations to
composers based on the desirability
of some common routine in laying
out solutions. It would be interesting
to the whole active study fraternity if
the worthy FIDE Commission could
find the time to consider this
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proposal, with a view to refining,
translating and trying it out in a
special tourney, in such a way that
the results could be evaluated. One
way to do this might be make the use
of the recommendations optional.
Then, the (ultimate) soundness of
entries that conform to the recom-
mendations might be compared with
the (ultimate) soundness of entries
not conforming to them.

To insist that all studies sent for
publication must meet these, or any
other, recommendations, is no part
of this thesis. The aim is rather to
provoke discussion and thought. Are
the advantages claimed real or
imaginary? Are there better ideas?
Specific suggestions in the appendix
may be inapplicable in particular
cases, or even entirely inapplicable to
the practice of particular composers.
I have already had the good fortune
to discuss briefly the basic tenet of
this essay with that incredibly talen-
ted young Georgian composer, David
Gurgenidze, whose studies are seldom
accompanied by more than the barest
notes. His opinion? That his style of
composition is self-explanatory, and
for this style notes are superfluous!
Another great composer, Grand-
master Dr. Jindrich Fritz of Czecho-
slovakia, achieves a high degree of
soudness by being rigorously strict
with himself -- anything that is not
absolutely clear is simply discarded.
Even in the case of Dr. Fritz’ studies,
however, I would suggest that the
subjoined suggestions are worth
serious consideration, to help the
other parties involved, namely solver,
editor and judge.

Appendix

Recommendations for the Presenta-

tion of Solutions

1. State as precisely as possible the

idea or ideas underlying the solu-
tion. The statement should relate
to the chess content of the study,
not to aesthetic impression.



. If the study expresses a specific
theme (for example, if the study
is entered for a tourney for which
there is a set theme), identify the
moves and variations that express
that theme.

. In cases of zugzwang, reciprocal
zugzwang, underpromotion, criti-
cal moves (i.e., moves that cross
a ’critical’”’ square), or any
thematic move claimed to be
such, supply sufficient analysis to
demonstrate the thematic correct-
ness and uniqueness.

. Indicate duals, alternative move
sequences, inversions of move (by
W), transpositions (arising from
Bl moves).

. State the material and positional
considerations that apply to the
initial position.

. Consider appending a reference
to endgame theory at appropriate
points in the solution. An appro-
priate point might be the end of
the main line, or the end of a
variation. The reference could
consist of the GBR class, perhaps
with a page reference to one of
the books by an acknowledged
endgame theory authority (e.g.,
Averbakh, Fine, Keres, Hooper,
Lissitsyn).

. If a variation is both lengthy and
voluminous (with many side vari-
ations), help the reader by stating
the aims of one or both sides.
This can often be done by giving
a ’’target position’’ to be attained
or avoided.

. Number annotations is straight
serial sequence down the page,
using a notation that is distinct
from other numbers (i.e. ”’1, 2, 3,
4, ...”” are used both in numbe-
ring moves and identifying
squares, so preference should be
given to lower case Roman

numerals ’’i, ii, iii...””). This

recommendation can, surprisingly
enough, be applied whatever
proliferation pattern of variations
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10.

11.

and sub-variations is present. If
this is done then both the creation
of the note itself and the location
on the page of either the note it-
self or the stem-point (where the
note comes from) is enormously
speeded up.

. Keep parentheses to a minimum.

Use them for alternative squares
(for a K-move, for instance, if
either square will do) or for a
single-move-and-reply mini-varia-
tion. Do not use them for any-
thing longer.

If there is a threat, identify it as
such by stating the move or
moves that constitute the threat.
Consider giving an explanation of
how a defensive moves defends
against an already stated threat.

. Use ’?”” after a move only if it is

a move that fails. >’?’’ should be
present once, and once only, in
any single line of play, whether
that ”’linear”’ series of moves is
contained in just one annotation
or in more than one. For exam-
ple, the main line will contain no
7’7’ at all (apart from any one-
move tries covered by Recom-
mendation 9). (The main line may
be thought of as a ’’parent”’,
while a variation stemming from
it may be thought of as a *’child’’
A ”’child”’ variation commencing
with a W move will be a try, and
the initial move of the variation,
but no other move, will have >’?”’
appended. The only acceptable
reason for ’’?’’ appended to a Bl
’child”’ variation would be if the
move loses when the study stipu-
tation is a draw. A similar logic
can be applied to ’’grand-child”’
variations. For example, a Bl
»’grandchild’’ stemming from a
W ”’child”’ can carry a *’?”’ if the
grandchild consists of the demon-
stration that its initial move fails
to refute the W try.) >’?”’ should
not be used after any other move
except as described here.



MEMORIES OF HENRI RINCK
by Dr. R. Rey Ardid, Saragossa, Spain

I had heard of Rinck when I was a
young man (around 1920), at the time
when my enthusiasm for Chess
began. My father, a colonel in the
infantry, was in command of a
regiment whose library I frequented;
it had a few books on chess. One of
them, ’’150 Fins de partie”’,
fascinated me, and those veritable
works of art which were to be found
among the best of the great com-
poser, stimulated my predilection for
the study of endgames as well as my
admiration for Rinck.

Ten years later (12.xiii.1930) I won
the Spanish Chess Championship and
began to publish a weekly article on
chess in the Barcelona daily La
Vanguardia. They appeared every
Friday until (18.vii.36) the Civil War
broke out and they ceased. These
articles contained news, commenta-
ries of games, and theoretical and
artistic endgames.

One day in 1931 I was surprised and
delighted to receive a letter from
Rinck in which he offered his
congratulations on my national title
and remarked on my evident enthu-
siasm for endgames. I wrote back of
course and thus was born a deep
friendship which continued right up
to his death at the age of 82
(18.ii.52). We usually wrote to each
other about once a fortnight. He
wrote in that beautiful hand which
was a gift for the eyes. He sent me
hitherto unpublished work of his for
publication and his letters were full
of enthusiastic comments, in that
elegant style of his, on the most
important events in the world of
chess.

When visiting Barcelona I met Rinck
personally various times, meetings I
remember with great pleasure. He
was French by birth (I think his
birthplace was Strasbourg in 1869%)
but the fact that he was born in
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Alsace gave him a markedly German
look. He had the build of an athlete,
was broad-shouldered, ruddy-featu-
red and of almost gigantic stature,
much as I imagined Robert Bruce,
the legendary king of Scotland to be.
He was a chemist by profession, like
my great friend Brian Reilly (recently
retired editor of the British Chess
Magazine - AJR). He worked in
Barcelona for some years and became
friends with some of the great
Spanish problemists such as V.
Marin, J. Paluzie, Dr. Puig y Puig
and others. He soon moved to
Badalona, an industrial city very near
Barcelona and towards the end of his
life he took up permanent residence
there. He was married and had a son,
Henri, who became an engineer;
though Henri the son was no chess
enthusiast, he was always willing to
help his father with the editing and
proof-reading of 300 Fins de partie,
700 Fins de partie and 1414 Fins de
partie. This last mentioned book in-
cludes the whole of the Master’s
work, the work of a long and fruitful
life. The book came out six days
before he died and the first copy was
buried with him, beneath his arm, at
his express wish.

Rinck was a nervous, active man of
deep enthusiasms; he was extremely
courteous and affectionate. He made
frequent journeys to Lyons (France)
where he and his brothers had shared
interests in an elegant café; he spent
the summers in a villa in La Napoule
on the French Riviera.

To come back to chess: the composi-
tion and analysis of artistic endgames
was not simply a hobby but a second
profession for Rinck. It is to him that
we owe one of the best classifications
of endgames (see TTC p. 127). He
was so scrupulous in his work that he
was not satisfied with any of his
compositions until he was totally
convinced that it was right. Hence it
is that Rinck was not only the most
prolific composer of all times but was



also the least often demolished.
When demolition did occur (errare
humanum est!), he became intensely
annoyed and would spend days and
weeks on it until he was convinced
that nothing could be done. By way
of illustration, I will mention a study
in which I found a flaw that made it
insoluble: after receiving my letter
with this *’bad news’’, he got down
to it, was able to correct the fault and
after a short time sent it back to me
with a small change in the position of
the white pawns. This is the study
that now figures as number 1063 in
his book 1414 Fins de partie.

Rinck was not modest. He was
conscious of his own genius as a
composer, and apart from J. Berger,
for whom he felt real veneration,
considering him to be the true creator
of the modern endgame, he felt no
particular admiration for the authors
of artistic endgames. It is here that I
must mention a small weakness that
Rinck had: he felt a certain hostility
towards A. Troitzky in whom he
doubtless recognized a slight supe-
riority in inspiration and in making
up brilliant compositions; he never
missed an occasion to attack him
saying that Troitzky’s performance
was very unequal, that he was care-
less in what he produced and that his
work is full of mistakes and demoli-
tions.

Rinck occupies today, and will
always occupy, an outstanding place
among endgames composers. An
author as impartial and authoritative
as A. Chéron has said that Rinck is
without doubt the best endgame
composer in the world. I myself
believe that his chief merit is his
universality: he tackled the study of
endgames in all their ramifications,
putting art and beauty at the service
of the living game, of theory and also
of the problem. Not a few of Rinck’s
productions were inspired by games
played by masters of the board,
and artistic manoeuvres created by
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him have been used in not a few
actual games. Moreover, almost all
his endgames end with a theoretical
»coda’’, worked out in great detail in
his analyses. And, lastly, he has
attempted - with great success - to
bring the study and the problem
together by basing some of his works
on problem themes such as the
Indian, the Kraemer (anti-Indian),
the Novotny, the Grimshaw, the
Roman, the Plachutta, the Holz-
hausen, etc. In my opinion it is this
synthesising ability of Rinck’s, thus
giving the artistic endgame the mark
of authentic unity and universality,
which constitutes one of the greatest,
if not the greatest of merits of this
genius of the chessboard.

* Dr. A. Chicco’s ’’Dizionario”
gives Lyons, 10.1.1870 as Rinck’s

place and date of birth. (AJR)
Dr. Rey Ardid
Ist Hon. Mem., K.N.S.B.
(Netherlands), 1937
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Draw 8+7
1. h7 Bxh7/i 2. Se5 + Kh5 3. fg + Kh4
4. bSc4/ii Sxc4/iii 5. Sg6+ Bxgb 6.
g3+ Kh3 stalemate.
i)1...., Kxh7 2. Sf8 + Kh8 3. Sg6 +,
perpetual check.
ii) Forcing matters by threatening to
win, namely with 5. Sd2 and 6. Sf3 +.
iii) The ’’clever’” move 4. ..., Sf7
would actually allow, not just a draw
by 5. Sxa3, but a W win after 5. g6
SxeS 6. SxeS Bg8 7. Sf7 a2 8. Sg5 and
9. g3 mate.
With this surprisingly complex blend
of wins for either side with the ulimate
stalemate draw, it is less of a surprise
to learn that the composer is a profes-
sional psychiatrist!
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*C* GBR class 0100

Naturally, all EG readers can give
checkmate with K+ R vs. K. It is also
common knowledge that the theoreti-
cal maximum number of moves to
achieve mate is 16. There are ’’data
bases’’ that have worked out and
stored all this ’knowledge’’. So,
what more can be said? Well, it is
possible to derive enjoyment from
these data bases. For instance, would
a minimum-solution contain any
surprises for us? Well, here is an
example extracted from the ’’pu-
blished data base’’ by Strohlein and
Zagler, taken almost at random. Test
yourself against the given moves.
Select the W move. If the move is
given in bold type, and your move is
different, then your move is not the
“optimal’’ move. And, guess if your
move is unique (in the sense of being
the only optimal move).

Mate with R

Win (Mate in 16)

»’Solution’’:

1. Ra6 Kf5 2. Ra5+ Ke4 3. Ka2 Kd4
4. Kb3 Kd3 5. Rad4 Kd2 6. Rd4 + Ke2
7. Kc2 Ke3 8. Ra4 Ke2 9. Ra3 Kel
10. Kd3 Kf2 11. Kd2 Kf1 12. Ke3 Kg2
13. Ke2 Kgl 14. Kf3.

If a W move is not in bold type, then
there are alternatives to reach mate in
the same number of moves.
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GBR class 0100

%=

Add wR on b2, b3, bS, b7, b8. Which
allows the fastest mate? What is the
"best” move in each case, and is it uni-
que?

W to move in every case.

Here is another example. Look care-
fully at the stipulation.

Answers:

b2 - mate in 15 by Re2

b3 - mate in 15 by Kb2

b5 - mate in 14 by Kb2

b7 - mate in 15 by Kb2

b8 - mate in 15 by Re8 (not unique).

*C* GBR Class 0400.10 (R +P vs. R)

This ending has been solved using the
’data base’’ approach, where the
data base is built up ’backwards’’
from all winning positions, defined as
promotion (Q or R) of the P, or win
of bR, or checkmate. The work was
done by V.L. Arlazarov and A.L.
Futer, and is described in English in
Chapter 17 of MACHINE INTEL-
LIGENCE 9 (Ellis Horwood, Ltd.,
1979). Unfortunately for comprehen-
sion of this paper the translator
seems to have been unfamiliar with
English chess terminology. However,
enough can be deciphered for a
partial understanding of how it was
done. The difficulty was that it was
the first 5-man ending to be tackled
by the data base method with all 5
chess men on any square. The
previous ending was 4000.10, but
with wPg7 fixed, reducing the ending
to 4 men in effect. Without the in-
novative use of cunning processing






