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SPOTLIGHT
directed by W. Veitch and W. D. Ellison

A Multiple Phoenix

EGS8, No. 289: K. Sczala. This study, White: Kh8, Pg6, Ph7 - Black:
K16, Sh4, Pg3, was intended to be drawn by 1. g7 g2 2. Kg8 glQ 3.
h8Q Qg5 4. Qh7 Sgb 5. Qh6 Qd5t 6. Kh7 Qf7 7. Qg5t Kxg5 stalemate,
but WDE found that 3. .. Sf5 wins for Black by means of an interesting
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Solutions: A2. 1. Se4 (A

regrouping. Reversing the colours led to
Al, solved by 1. Sh5 g2 2. g7 Kgl (2.
.. g1Q 3. Sg3t Qxg3t 4. Kxg3 Kgl 5. g8Q
hlQ 6. Qa2) 3. g8Q (or first Sf4) hlQ 4.
Sf4 Qh2 5. Qd5 (5. Qg4? Khl=) Khl (5.
..Qh4 6. Se2t Kh2 7. Qd6t+ Khl 8. Qdl})
6. Kg4 Qgl 7. Se2 Qh2 8. Sg3t wins.
1. Sf5? only draws as intended in No. 289.

By coincidence Mr. Vandiest had also
been attracted by No. 289 at about the
same time and had evolved twin studies
from it. One of these was affected by
WDE’s discovery, but moving wS from
f6 to d6 fortunately put this right to
produce A2 and A3. Mr. Vandiest rea-
dily agreed to the suggestion that the
triplets be united.

gain not 1. Sf5 of course) g2 2. g7 Kgl 3. g8Q

h1Q 4. Qg4 Qh2 (4. . -Kh2 5. Qg3t Kgl 6. Sf6; or 4. .. Kfl 5. Sg3t Kel
6. Qb4+ Kd1 7. Qblt) 5. Sf2 (not Sg3) Kfl 6. Qcdt and 7. Qcl mate.
A3. 1. Sf5 (Not now 1. Se4 g2 2. g7 Kgl 3. g8Q hlQ 4. Qg4 KIf1! 5.

Sg3t Kel=, 6. Qb4t being impracticable) g2 2. g7 Kgl 3. £8Q hlQ 4.
Qg4 Qh2 (4. ..Kh2 5. Qg3f Kgl 6. Shd c4 7. Ke2; or 4. ..Kfl 5. Qc4t
Kgl 6. Qxe5t Kh7 7. Qe5t Kgl 8. Qelt Kh7 9. Qg3+ Kgl 10. Sh4)
5. Sg3 Qh8 6. Se2t Kfl 7. Qxg2t Kel 8. Qglt Kd2 9. Qclt Kd3 10. Sf4+
Kd4 11. Qb2(al)t winning.



Seeing further possibilities, Mr. Vandiest
then composed the more elaborate BI,
solved by 1. Sh5 with three lines of play:
a) 1. ..82 2. Kxf3 etc. as in Al. Db) 1.
..9g5T 2. Ked g2 (2. ..Kg2 3. Sxg3 Kxg3
4. g8Q hlQ 5. Qxgst Kh3 6. Qh5t Kg2 7.
Qg4t Kh2 8. Kf2) 3. Sg3f Kgl 4. g8Q hlQ
B omem m| et i e ks 2

] / [3 7. Qx1f37 Kel 8. i . Sedt and
o ikl T 10. Qd2 mate. c) 1. ..Sd2f 2. Kf4 g2 3.

7 Y % Y98
. A Sg3t (3. g8Q? glQ=) Kgl 4. g8Q win-
ning, e.g. 4. .. Sfl 5. Se2t Kf2 6. Qa2 and

7 oW U &
y/ % /% % % threat of Sd5 wins, or 5. ..Khl 6. Qd5

7. 7. 4 22
% //% %//Q %gﬁ% etc.; or 4. .. Kf2 5. Qa2 etc.; or 4. ..hlQ
Win 3 5. Sxhl Kxhl 6. Qnh7t Kgl 7. Kg3 Sf3y
1. as s'ets_6 ‘0 e5 and 8. Kh3. Unsuccessful tries are: 1. Kxf3?
2 ?;?r‘xgvelbsf% €o an é(é_)lT:_, 1. g8Q? g2=; 1. Sg4? Kgl 2. Sxh2
Finally, B2 gives independent existence to a dual which at one time
bedevilled B. The win now is: 1. Sg4 g2 2. Sf21 Kgl 3. g8Q Kxf2 4.
Qa2t (4. Qf87? Kgl=) Kgl 4. ..Kg3 5. Qa3 Kh4 6. QeT{ Kh3 7. K13
glSt 8. Kf2) 5. Qa(b)1i Kf2 6. @b27 Kgl 7. Qclt Kf2 8. Qe3d Kfl 9.
Kf3 glSt 10. Kg3 hl1S+ 11. Kh2 Sf2 12. Qelf.
So Sczala’s No. 289 has already far surpassed the legendary phoenix;
from its ashes have arisen not cne but five new studies! .
EG 17, No. 911: V. Kalandadze. The study is correct (see EG 18, p. 35),
for after 1. ..Kcb 2. Sb37 wins easily. My worst mistake yet, I expect,
and many thanks to the composer writing to point it out. (WV)
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Draw 3 Win 3
1. Sfif Kgd 2. Sxe6 ScTi/i 1. Qh6/i RI8j/ii 2. Ke7

3. Sxc7 f4 4. Sa8/ii £3 5. Sb6
f2 6. Se4 Kf4 7. Sd2 draws.
i) 2. ..f4 3. Sxi4 Kxid 4.
Kd7 Sb4 5. Kd6 and 6. Kc5.
ii) This move should figure
prominently in a collection
of non-capture moves into
a corner (which should also
exclude checks and replies
to checks) made by White
or Black. If anyone can
make the collection it will
be published in EG. (AJR)
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Rxb8/iii 3. Qecli Rbl 4. Qe3f
Rb2 5. Qd4 Kbl 6. Qdl mate.
i) 1. Qe2? Rf8t 2. Ke7 Rxb8
3. Qe5t Kbl and draws. 1.
Qh6 is very startling.

ii) 1. ..Rcd4t 2. Kb7 Rb4t
(2. ..Re7t 3. Kb6) 3. Kceb6

Rcdf 4. Kb5 Re5t 5. Kbb
wins.
iii) 2. .. RETf 3. Kb6.



C. A, S. Kakovin D. A. S. Kakovin
Competition to celebrate the Shakhmaty 1940
Moscow Tourney 1936 5
Commcnded
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Win Win 4
1. f4t Kd5 2. 15 Bxf5 3. Sf41- 1. Rd8 Ba5 2. Rd5 bxa4 3.
Kes 4. Rdl c¢6 5. RA5t exd> Rxa5 b5 4. Ke3 Kb7 5. Kd4
. Sd3t exd3 7. f4 mate. (5. Kb4? Kb6=) Kb6 6. Kd5

Kxa5 7. Kc5 b4 8. axb4 mate.

EG 18, No. 923: J. Pospisil. A line to note is 1. Kg2 Bb6 2. Re7 Rc2t
3. Khl Rc5 when W wins neatly by 4. Re2 Kh5 5. Re6 (not 4. Rh7t
Rh5 5. Rb7 Rf53=).

No. 926: F. S. Bondarenko & Al P. Kuznetsov. This improvement on
No. 266 in EGS is still unsatisfactory as after 2. .. Ba8 W has the dual
draw of 3. Bgl Kc6 4. Bh2=. This is the manoeuvre mentioned in
Note (i) where however 2. f8Q is much stronger still.

No. 929: V. Neidze & V. Kalandadze. To avoid a dual, better 6. .. Kf8
immediately. 6. ..Kg6 instead also allows 7. f8St Qxf8 8. Qh5t Kf6
9. Qxh8t Ke7 10. Qe5t etc., or 6. .. Kh6 7. f8Qt etc.

No. 930: J. Koch. The final position is not stalemate. Bl mates in 3
by 4. ..Kc8 and 5. .. Qa5. One assumes that a bBc8 has been omitted.
Cn the other hand bPb7 is superfluous.

No. 938: P. Joita. I shall try and understand this study some day!
(WV).

P. 42, ‘S. Kozlowski’, in the third line from the bottom the bracket
should read “(K7 and K20)”, not “(K20 and K21)”.

P. 59 V: A. P. Kazantsev. No win. 2. ..Kxh7 (instead of 2. ..Qd4)
3. Rgd Qhl 4. bxc3 d4!=. 23 years lie between studies V and XV,
which suggests that Kazantsev worked even longer on this theme
than indicated in the comment on the latter. (Yes. 25 years, not 15.
AJR). Two further entertaining P-mate studies to end with:- C and
D.

Obituary  Paul Heudcker, probably the best known study composer
from Germany since the days of Kling and Horwitz (most of whose
composing took place in England) died on 10.vii.69, I learn with great
regret from Schach-Echo of vii(2).69. He was born in 1899 and his
total of studies was well over 100. On p. 66 are two examples, taken
from Dr. Staudte’s Aus der Welt der Schachstudie, of unexpected
moves in simple looking positions.

AJR
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SOME LESSER KNOWN KASPARYAN STUDIES
Presented to The Chess Endgame Study Circle on 16.i.70
in honour of the composer’s sixtieth birthday
by A. J. Roycroft

Genrikh Moiseievich Kasparyan was born on 27.ii.10 and appears to
have lived most of his life in Tbilisi and Erevan, major towns in the
southernmost republic of the U.S.S.R., Armenia, bordering on Turkey
and Iran. He has composed about 300 studies, of which some 10 %
have won First prizes, not to count the many other prizes, honourable
mentions and commendeds in awards. Beyond these bare facts it is
extraordinarily difficult to say anything about Kasparyan that does not
sound trite. ‘He is unquestionably the greatest living study composer,
and ranks at least equal with the most stylish and deep of past com-
posers, such as Réti, Mattison and Liburkin, all of whom in any case
he exceeds in guantities of studies produced.” ‘His soundness is nearly
absolute, as one would except from a master player who has partici-
pated in several U.S.S.R. Championship finals and semi-finals.” If
these statements are true, they tell far less than the studies themselves.
Can something more constructive be deduced from playing his com-
positions through? Hardly - at least I find the task beyond me. He
has himself written about aspects of composing with great authority
and clarity. One may observe that he has, for instance, ‘refined the
mating study to a new standard of excellence,” or that ‘his technique
is such that he can conceal imaginative ideas behind quite normal
looking settings,” or that ‘he has mastered as no other the art of non-
capture play.” As regards predilections, one may note a slight pre-
ponderance of minor piece studies and Zugzwangs, but there are no
holes in his armoury - even to think of such a thing seems absurd!
No. These culogies are shallow and soon become tiresome. There is
no alternative to the studies themseclves. T have brought along 24, of
which only one is taken irom the collection of 150 published in 1959
with an introduction by Botvinnik. They are given in chronclogical
order. The analytic notes are ncarly all those of the composer, but
some of the comments may well be mine. Let us play through as
many as we can until we are exhausted!

K1 G. M. Kasparyan K2 G. M. Kasparyan
Shakhmaty v SSSR 1934 64 1938
(Correction 1962) 8
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