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EG18, No. 926: F. S. Bondarenko & Al P. Kuznetsov. By adding a
bPe3 and removing wPh4 Mr. Kuznetsov corrects the position. The
solution remains the same.

EG24, No. 1295: E. L. Pogosjants. The study is incorrect after all. On
p. 337 I “confessed” that after my 3. .. Sg6 4. a8S would save White,
but R. Fontana (Zurich) proves the Bl win by 4. .. Kf7(6) 5. Sc7 Se7t
6. Kb8 Sc6t 7. Kc8 Sa7t 8. Kb8 Sb5 9. Sd8+ Kf6 10. Se6 Ke7. The
earlier composition by V. Vlasenko (No. 1346) correctly combines the
draw by underpromotion to B and S respectively, a fine achievement.

EG25, No. 1344: P. Babich. An enquiry from Robert Pye, a young
amateur of studies in Greystones, Eire,
Correction elicited that after 5. .. Bd6t 6. Ke8 Bl
(WK moved from £8 to e8) draws the original position by 6. .. Kb5
omm o omn 4 7. Ral (7. Kd7 Bes) Ba3 8. Kd7 Kc4
/ /@/ . 9. Bb6 (9. Rdl Bb2 10. Bb6 d4) d4 etc.
7 A happy remedy however is to move bK
) to e8 (Diagram) when the solution be-
comes: 1. Bd4t Kb3 2. Rc3t Kb4 3. a7
v Re6t 4. Kd8 (The only square. 4. Kf8
/‘ /// / allows the above draw, while if 4. Kd(f)7
7 then the later 7. Rxa7 with check draws)
/ / o Ra6 5. Rc6 Ra4 6. Rcl Be5 7. Ral Rxaf7
/ / / (The point of 5. Re6 is now clear, the
%, % % % t?ﬁea{g was R)éa5hw1t£11 ch%:kd4 I%a(% b}({5
y/ 7/ / st1 een at a6 then 7. .. Bx . Rxa
/ Bxa7 9. Rxa7 d4 would draw.) 8. Rblt
Win 4 Kc4 9. Bxa7. Now 9. .. d4 and, Robert
Pye’s point, the bP is still a force to be
reckoned with (e.g. 10. Kd7? Ke3 11. Ke6 Kc2 12. R- d3=), but he
clinches the win with the following line: 10. Bb6 Ke3 (10. .. d3 11. Be3
Ke3 12. Relt K- 13. Bd2) 11. Ba5t Ke2 12. Rgl Bf4 (12. .. d3 13. Rg2t
transposes) 13. Rg4 Be5 (13. .. Be3 14. Bb6) 14. Kd7 d3 15. Rg2+ Kb3
16. Rd2 Kc4 (16. .. Be3 17. Rxd3) 17. Rd1 Be3 18. Rel d2 19. Rxe3t Kd4
20. Rec6 wins.

EG26, p. 279, F14: wP at a6 should be bP.

No. 1392: N. Plaksin. This composition lost its first prize apparently
because of anticipation (see p. 337), but the study is in fact incorrect.
Stanley Collings of Wellingborough demonstrates that the last pawn
move (namely .. h2-h1S) could have occurred a mere 9 moves from
the diagram. In his “game” bPh7 is not captured; Wh plays gP to g6
and, after .. fxg6, plays fP to f7, then Qf6. Then after .. gxf6, wBh6 g5,

393



all the major pieces are fed to the eight rank via h6-g6-g8. Then whP
advances to h5, captures bSg6, whereafter bhP recreates bS at hl.
Diagram 1392 can be reached this way in no more than 77 moves.

No. 1397: A. Hildebrand. Instead of 8. Ke5, easier is 8. Ke6. If 8. ..
Kxg7 9. Kd5 as in Note (v), while against the alternative 8. .. c4
9. be and the pawn romps home.

No. 1402: F. S. Bondarenko & Al P. Kuznetsov. Note (iv), which
busts the study, should read: Not given is 3. .. Rh5, winning by .. Rd5
and .. Rd8.

No. 1406: W. Proskurowski. Note (i) gives 2. Kxe3? Ke7 3. Bxb3 Rh8
4. Bg8 Kf8, but Wh could draw this. The composer advises that instead
Bl wins by 3. .. Bf2}, for after 4. Kxe4 (4. Kf4 Bd4) Kf6, threatening
Rd4 mate, 5. e3 gb 6. Bg8 KgT.

No. 1407: G. Sonntag. In Note (i) after 1. .. Sf6 Bl can play 6. .. gb
7. h1Qt Ke7 with a fortress position which seems a comfortable draw.
An extra wP at a3 could be the cure.

No. 1413: C. Jonsson. A win, but for Black. 1. .. Rb8 (not .. Bxb7)
2. h6 Rxb7 3. h7 Rbl 4. h8Q Rglt 5. Kh2{ Kf7. Given by A. Broom-
head (Tonbridge) and, per W. Proskurowski, also in Stella Polaris.

No. 1415: E. Thiele. The easy win is 4. Bxa8, but 4. Kxc3 as given is
also just sufficient, i.e. 4. .. Ra7 5. Bxa7t KxaT7 6. Kc4 Kb6 7. Kd5 a4
8. Bxa6!

No. 1418: E. M. Hassberg. A dual win, despite Note (i), is 1. d4 alQ
2. f4 (not Rd2) Qa8 3. Rfl Qa4 4. Kf2f Qdl 5. Rxdl Kxdl 6. e4 Kcl
7. e5 Ral 8. Rxb2 Kxb2 9. e6 Ra7 10. d5 Re7 11. f5 elc.

No. 1420: W. Proskurowski. Despite Note (i) 1. axb8Qt Kxb8 2. Kxbs
Ka7 3. Kab eb also draws, i.e. by 4. fxe6 fxe6 5. Kb5 e5 6. Kab (to go
and capture bP on e5 would be fatal) e4 7. Kb4 Kxa6 8. Kc4 e3 9. Kd3
Kb5 10. Kxe3 Kxe5 11. Kd3 Kxc6 12. Kc4=. The composer agrees.

EG27 has its average amount of addled analysis (e.g. No. 1488: T. B.
Gorgiev. Where in Note iv is the mate?), but I shall confine myself to
a task of redemption:-

No. 1466: V. V. Yakimchik. 2... Kxh5 is not met by 3. Re8 elQ 4. Rxel
Bxel 5. Ke6 as suggested, for 5. .. Bec3 (b4) would draw. The nice
line instead is 3. Bg3 Bf41 4. Kc5! Bxg3 5. Re8. Now if 5. .. elQ 6. Rxel
Bxel 7. f7 and wK prevents .. Bb4. Yakimchik often has these subtle
touches.

EG28, No. 1519a: P. Farago. The Bl win is clear cut, a mate in 6:
5. .. Qhlt 6. Kg8 Qd5t 7. Kf8 (7. Kh8 Se7) Qf5t etc.

E. Allan (Edinburgh), W. Proskurowski (Tdby) and O. Weinberger
(New York) kindly took the trouble to advise this.

No. 1469: V. A. Asmolov. From Dresden Mr. Hans Vetter, problem
and study editor of the East German magazine ”Schach”, advises that
some of his solvers showed that, despite Note (i), 1. Kxf5 also wins.
After 1. .. c3 2. Kg6 (not Be4) c2 3. Se7 c1Q 4. Kh6 and 5. Sg6+t etc.

No. 1563: J. Sevcik. A mate in 5. 2. Sc3t 3. Rdl 4. Sb5.

EG29, No. 1590: J. Vandiest. After 8. Qxf6t the position in essence in
like No. 684 in Tattersall and can also be won as proposed by Horwitz,
and vice versa. Moreover, despite Note (i), another dual win is 1. Qd5+
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Kh8 2. Qet £5 because of 3. Qd7 Qg8 4. Qd4T Qg7 5. Qd8t Qg8 6. Qh4
Qg7 7. Kgbt Kg8 8. Qe4t Kh8 (.. Kf8 soon loses bQ) 9. Qe8t Qg8 10.
Qc7 (threatening Kh6) Qg7 11. Qh2f Kg8 12. Qa2 Kh8 and Wh mates
in 3.
No. 1614: A. Sadykov. Black wins by 1. .. Ra87 2. Ke7 Ra7{ 3. K-
RxhT.

EG29, diagram 5. AJR apologises to DVH for supplying wrong infor-
mation. The position is from Gligoric-Smyslov, IBM Amsterdam tour-
nament, 1971.

From a review....

(In The Listener of 27.vii.72 a review by Francis Wyndham of Vladimir
Nabokov's recent book POEMS AND PROBLEMS was published. The
review is strangely relevant in places to EG, and it contains a number
of illuminating phrases. Acknowledgment to The Listener.)

VN appears to have been a member of the Duma in ‘Leningrad’ in
1917, but to have been in exile from his native Russia since the Revo-
lution. He translates his own poems. The 18 problems were composed
between 1932 and 1970. FW: ‘A nostalgic poem, written in Berlin in
1927, describes a dream in which the exiled writer imagines he is
being executed in his native Russia... The last 4 lines struck me as
expressing both a sense of guilt and a longing for death. But no sooner
had I read them than a stern footnote reproved me: “Freudians have
found a ‘death wish’, and Marxists, no less grotesquely, ‘the expiation
of feudal guilt’. T can assure both groups that the exclamation in this
stanza is wholly rhetorical, a trick of style, a deliberately-planted
surprise, not unlike under-promotion in a chess problem.” I then felt
rather a fool: I had been taken in by a deliberate trick, it seems, fallen
into a trap and made the wrong move. This is all too familiar a feeling
for the amateur chessplayer, but rare, I should have thought, for the
reader of poetry.” The review continues: ‘... Nabokov refuses to apo-
logise for including chess problems in a collection of poems. They
“demand from the composer the same virtues that characterise all
worth-while art: originality, invention, conciseness, harmony, com-
plexity and splendid insincerity. The composing of these ivory-and-
ebony riddles (elsewhere in the review FW coins the phrase ‘flawless
and hermetic artefact’) is a comparatively rare gift and an extra-
vagantly sterile occupation; but then all art is inutile, and divinely
so, if compared to a number of more popular human endeavours.” The
reviewer (FW) took the book to Reykjavik, where his attempts to
solve the problems helped to pass the time waiting for Fischer and
Spassky to begin their match. He had hoped to discern in their compo-
sition ‘those magic qualities which distinguish Nabokov’s literary style:
beauty, daring, perversity, panache, a sudden exquisite simplicity.’
But he found in them only a consistently baffling ingenuity. Turning
to the chess masters present, he found (hardly surprisingly) that they
could not be bothered to help, professing boredom and dismissing them
as ‘artificial conceits bearing no relation to any actual position in a
real game: these experts were more concerned with a live battle
between two individuals. T had heard that VN ...refused to attent and
write about the World Championship. Presumably he, in his turn, was
bored by the element of competition involved, and perhaps repelled
by the inevitable impurity attendant on the introduction of human
personality into an abstract science or art. As Spassky’s expression of
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affronted dignity and stoic disapproval increasingly reminded me of a
priggish prefect at a minor English public school, while Fischer’s
antics more and more resembled those of Jerry Lewis in The Nutty
Professor, I began to see Nabokov’s point. What had become of the
cerebral beauty and sinister symbolism supposedly attached to this
“queen of games”?’ But FW ‘never saw his point entirely’. VN claims
that problems are the poetry of chess, but ‘one expert at Reykjavik
firmly disagreed: “It’s the endgame that’s the poetry of chess”, he
said.” My (AJR) comment is personal: it is gratifying to find indepen-
dent confirmation of the analysis of the nature of chess, chess com-
position, and the distinction between problems and studies, TEST
TUBE CHESS (especially the chapter on the ‘apologist’): the confir-
mation is admittedly an amalgam of Nabokov, Wyndham and the
anonymous chess master at Reykjavik, but to me it is strong and
clear. None of those three, poet, critic or chess master, would have
difficulty in comprehending the title TEST TUBE CHESS, which has
puzzled numerous reviewers. AJR

For another review of ‘I'TC’, readers may like to have the following,
from CHESS, July 1972.

David Hooper reviews

Studies are captioned ‘White wins’ or ‘White draws’ whereas orthodox
problems are captioned ‘White mates in X moves’. The difference is
significant; study enthusiasts form a group apart from problemists.
This book is the first and only really complete guide to the world of
studies. Problems are rarely mentioned, but the pages are full of
references to the game, the theory of which is common ground alike
for players and study-folk. The book is well made, and proofs well
read; I found no notation errors.

Why ‘Test Tube Chess’? The author implies that study enthusiasts
examine everything with scientific precision; for in the endgame, given
sufficient analysis, it should be possible to make definitive statements:
‘White wins’, or ‘White draws’, but never ‘White has the better
chances’. The book is divided into twelve chapters, in which the end-
game study is looked at from twelve different points of view: that of
the solver, the player, the composer and so on. However, nothing is
written merely for the specialist, and all is equally readable for the
initiate or the expert. The author’s enthusiasm, his fund of allusion
and anecdote, the discursive comment, and glimpses of chess history,
make an interesting book for either bedside or more serious study.
More than 300 studies with solutions alongside are sprinkled through
the pages. You do not have to solve them unless you want to, you are
free to enjoy their beauty. Unlike the game there is little sense of
struggle in a study; it may be difficult to solve, but that is not its
secret; it may instruct - if so this is incidental. The study has many
a supposed raison d’étre and the author, indeed, advances several. Such
justification seems to me to be unnecessary. When I unravel the depth
of a fine study, or better still see what others have unravelled for me,
I do not want to be told it’s good for me, that it will teach me some-
thing; the art is there to be enjoyed, all the more, perhaps, for its being
quite useless. Said one of the world’s greatest composers, advising me
as to how I should judge a competition for studies, ‘First choose those
which warm the heart. And this book indeed makes anyone happy
whose heart can be warmed by the beauty of chess. The brilliant
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