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SPOTLIGHT

directed by Walter Veitch

Although I indicated in EG26 that
I would not be able to continue
this column regularly I must apo-
logise to those who wrote during
1973 but have not their contribu-
tions presented until now. WV.

EG19, No. 1004: I. V. Chuiko. A
Black win was shown in EG20.
H. Aloni (Israel) advises another
by 2. .. Kg4 3. Rxh4t (3. Kg2
Rxglt 4. Bxgl Rd21) Kxh4 4. Kg2
Rxh2t+ 5. Kxh2 Rd2t 6. Khl Kg3
and mates in 3.

EG27, Nos. 1467-74: The final
award in Ajedrez ii.72 confirmed
6 prizes. Cooks found by G. A.
Shmulenson (USSR) eliminated
No. 1469 by Asmolov (see EG30
p. 394), also No. 1471 by Erieger.
Here there is a dual win by 10.
Sb6 (as well as 10. Sf6) Qa3 11.
Sba4 Qal 12. Rb2 Qcl (12. .. Qa3
13. Rxd2) 13. Ra2 with Zugzwang.
No. 1474 by T. B. Gorgiev gained
6th place, a claim that 1. Sf7 also
solves failing because of 1. .. Bd3.
EG28, No. 1540: Z. Warwaszynski.
After 1. f5 gf, how does White
win? An unanswerable question
posed by W. A. Froomhead, a pos-
sible continuation being 2. Kf3
Ke7 3. Kf4 Ke6 4. h3 h6 5. g4 fg
6. hg f5 (or .. KeT) 7. gft Kf6 8.
Ked4 h5=. (Moreover, in the solu-
tion (after 1. f5 Ke7?) 2. fg would
win, whereas the given 2. Kf3?
again allows .. fg, drawing. WV.)

No. 1543: Al. P. Kuznetsov. No
win after 6. .. d4. If 7. Sa6t Kbb
8. Sxb8 d3. If 7. Se6+ Kd5. WV.
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No. 1558: R. Tavarani & V. Kalan-
dadze. 2. .. Qf4 draws. If 3. g8Q
glQt 4. Kxgl Qf21. WV.

No. 1564: J. Rusinek. Again no
win is apparent after 1. Rd6+ Ke8,
as pointed out by H. Aloni.

EG30, No. 1636: J. Vandiest. A
dual win is 23. Kf41 Kg7 24. Bf2
Kf6 25. d5 Rg4t 26. hgd Kg7 27.
Bd4t Kg8 28. Bxh8 Kxh8 29. gh
Kg8 30. Ba2 (preventing .. BgT7)
Kh8 31. Kf5 Kg7 32. g4 Kh8 33. d6
ed 34. Kf6 d5 35. Bxd5 Ba3 36. e7
Bxe7 37. Kxe7 Kg7 38. Be4 Kh8
39. Bxh7 and wins. WV.

No. 1663: C. B. Jones. EG30 com-
mented: “No notes given, but the
immediate 1. Sg6 is also possible
w1‘|:h the straight inversion dual

. Kd6 2. h6 gh”. But the com-
poser from California points out
in reply that 1. .. h6 wins, adding
that it is sad that P. Benko does
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not publish composers’ notes for
any of the studies he publishes.
One can but agree, and here again
is the solution with various notes
to No. 1663: 1. h6/i gh 2. Sg6 (2.
Sf7? see Note i) Now 3. f6 is
threatened. 2. .. Kd6 3. Sf4/ii
Ked/iii 4. Kg2 (or f6) Kxf5 5.
Sd5/iv Keb 6. Se3 b4 7. Sa2 b3 8.
Sel Kf4 9. Kxhl b2 10. Sd3t=.

i) 1. Sg6? h6 wins. 1. Sf7? (threat
2. 16) Kd5 2. h6 gh 3. Sd8 (3.6
Keb6 4. Seb d6) Keb (3. .. b4? 4. £6
Kd6 5. Kg2 b3 6. Sb7{=) 4. Sb7 b4
5. Scb5 Kxf5 wins.

ii) 3. Sf8? Ke7 wins. Not 3. .. b4
4. £6 b3 5. £f7 KeT7 6. Sxd7=.

iii) 3. .. b4 4. Sd3 b3 5. 6 h5 6.
Kg2=. Cr 3. .. h5 4. Kg2 etc.

iv) The key position. S-forks ex-
clude bK approach via e8/e6/e4,
leaving .. Ke5, the main line. Pe-
netration via e2/f2/el would also
fail, e.g. 5. .. Kg4 6. Kxhl Kg3 7.
Kgl h5 8. Khl h4 9. Kgl h3 10.
Khl h2 11. Sh4 Kf2 12. Sd5 Kel
13. Sc3 b4 14. Sa2 b3 15. Scl b2
16. £d3+=. Unfortunately this line
is never forced as 6. Sf6+ Kh4 7.
Kxhl b4 8. Sxd7 b3 9. Se5 b2 10.
St3+ also draws as the composer
himself indicates.

V. A. Bron
Lidova Demokracie, 1963
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1. Bc31 Ke7 2. Qe51 Kd8 3.
Ba5t b6 4 .Qc5 Qb8 5. Bxb6t
Ke8 6. Qe3t+ Kf3 7. Bebt dé
8. Qe5 Qd8 9. Bxd6t+ Kg8 10.
Qg3t Kh8 11. Be5tf f6 12. Qg5
wins (The function of bSal
is not clear to me. WV)

EG32: No. 1745: J. C. Infantozzi.
This study, as V. Kos (Czechoslo-
vakia) reminds wus, is virtually

50

completely anticipated by V. A.
Bron’s 1963 composition shown
here.

No. 1812: A. Sadikov. Bishop at
e6 should be Black.

No. 1851: V, Dolgov is the compo-
ser (not Dorogov).

No. 1856: Benjamin Yakobi is the
composer,

No. 1867: J. Hoch technically is
not new to international compe-
tition, having with H. Aloni re-
ceived 2nd Prize in the Swedish
Springaren Tourney 1965, also
14th place in the 2nd “Friend-
ship” Tny 1965-7.

EG32, p. 490: Re Diagram A see
EG34 p. 34. J. P. Toft (Copenha-
gen) has also traced Diagram B,
the Sehwers, to the Rigaer Tage-
blatt, 1901.

EG33, p. 3, C3: C. Cozio. Bl draws
by 6. .. Scdl 7. Bxf4 Sd3, e.g. 8.
Bd2 Se3t 9. Bxe3 Self 10. Kcl
Sd3+ ete. (Another Cozio calami-
ty is No. 210 in TTC where 1. ..
Bd4 may well win, while 5. .. Be3
draws with ease.) WV,

J. Behting
1893

EG33, p. 9-10: J. D. Beasley, rela-
tive to Positions G (faulty: see
EG20, p. 113) and H, hopes that a
very basic decoy manoeuvre is
unanticipated. At the very least
there is the study here featuring
the device. 1. c6 ¢2 (the decoy)/i
2. Rhlt (decoy declined!) cl@ 3.
Rxclt Kxel 4. ¢7 al@Q 5. c8Qt with



a quick Polerio win. i) 1. ..dc
2. Kxe3 alS (2. .. alQt 3. Kb3
wins thanks to c¢6 being blocked,
else .. @a8) 3. Rg2 c5 4. Re2! c4
5. Kxc4 Sc2 6. Ke3 winning. WV.

No. 1870: V. Sereda. A dual draw
is 5. Rb8t. J. D. Beasley seeks to
refute this on p. 14 by 5. .. Kal,
continuing 6. Iblt. Instead how-
ever 6. ef3 glQ 7. Rbl{ Qxbl 8.
Bxbl draws. WV.

EC34, No. 1902: Al. P. Kuznetsov.
1. Ke2 seems an easy dual draw.
WV.

EG27. No. 1481: H. Lilja. 5. e6
also wins as pointed out by H.
Rombach (Toronto).

EG34. No. 1919: A. Belenky. Add
wP at 5.

EG34. No. 1950: E. L. Pogosjants.
Add bP at f7.

(Note: For items marked WV the
blame in wholly mine.)

THE STUDY WITH THE VANISHING PAST!'!

by international Master T. B. Gorgiev

G1
T. B. Gorgiev, 1964
(see also G5 below)
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In 1964 1 composed study Gl,
which had the following solution:
1. Sf6 Rxf6 2. e7 Rfe6 3. g7 Rh6+
4. Kg2 Rhg6i 5. Kf3 Rce6 6. Be3t
Ka2 7. Bf6 Rexf6t 8. Ke4 Re6t 9.
Kf5, or 7. .. Rgxf6+ 8. Kg4 Rgb6+t 9.
Kf5 and draws. The study was not
entirely original and had a story
behind it.

The final combination was first
shown in 1910 by F. Sackmann in
his well-known study G2, with
the solution 1. ¢7 Re6 2. e7 Rhe6
3. Sd6 Rexd6t 4. Ke4 Re6t 5. Kdb
draws. 35 years after publication,
in 1945, A. Chéron discovered the
refutation 4. .. Kg7 5. Kb5 Rb6}
6. Ke5 Rbe6t 7. Kd5 Kf7 and Bl
wins. Naturally, Chéron could not
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remain indifferent to a study
which had become a classic and
his attempt to correct it was pu-

G2
F. Sackmann, 1910
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G 3
F. Sackmann
Correction by A. Chéron,
1945 ,of )32,
(See No. 450 in Chéron I)
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blished as G3. 1. b7 Rb6 2. d7
Rhd6 3. Sc6 Rbxc6t 4. Kb4d Rb6+
5. Kc¢5 or 3. .. Rdxc6t 4, Kd4 Rd6+
5. Ke5 draws. In this form Sack-
mann’s study remained alive and
continued to delight chessplayers.

The studies by Sackmann and
Sackmann-Chéron anticipated my
own, in which I introduced a dou-
ble sacrifice on the critical square
and slightly enlivened the play. I
had the pleasure of writing an ar-
ticle about my study and its an-
cestry for “Shakhmaty v SSSR”.
Here I also looked into the future
and gave as an example a recent
study (G4) by L. A. Olmutsky,
which, although showing a new
theme, contained motifs from that
by Sackmann-Chéron. 1. Ra3t
Kb4 2. Rab3t Kc4 3. Rhe3t Kd4 4.

G 4

L. Olmutzky, 1964
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T. B. Gorgiev, 1974
Correction of G1
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Rd3+ Kc4 5. Rbe3f Kbd (if 5. ..
Kb5 6. Rd8 Ka4 7. Re7 wins) 6.
Rc7 b1Q 7. Rd8! wins, or 2. .. Ka4
3. Rbg3! b1Q 4. Rh4t Kb5 5. Rg5+%
Kc6 6. Rh6+ Kd7 7. Rg7t wins.

What was my surprise when rea-
ders wrote to me saying that if
one adapts the winning idea in
the Olmutsky to the Sackmann-
Chéron study, then the latter
ceases to exist. Thus 1. b7 Rbé6 2.
d7 Rhd6 3. Sc6 Kh7 4. Ke4 Rbxc6t
5. Kb5 Re2 6. b8Q Rd1 7. d8Q Rbly}
wins. The studies which had pre-
ceded my own had disappeared.
That is why I call it the study
with the vanishing past. But I
still hope that Sackmann’s study
will be corrected and that my
study will not stand alone in the
archives as representing his idea.

TEG 4.ix.73

Curiously enough, I subsequently
discovered a demolition in G 1, as
follows: 7. .. Rexf6} (capture by
the other bR draws only) 8. Ke4
Rg4t 9. Ke5 Rf2(f1) 10. e8Q Re2t
11. Kf5 Rxe8 12. Kxg4 Rg8 wins.

I have endeavoured to effect a
correction and offer it as G 5. The
solution now unfolds as in G1:
1. e7 Re6 2. g7 Rh6+ 3. Kg2 Rhg6+
4. Kf3 Rae6 5. Be3t1 Kb1l! As will
be seen later, not to a2. 6. Bf6!
Rgxf6+. Not with the other bR on
account of wPe3/e2. 7. Kg4 Redt
8. Kg5 Rf2 9. g8Q. With bKa2 W
would win now. 9. .. Rg2+ 10. Kf5
Rxg8 11. Kxe4 Re8 13. Kd5 and Bl
cannot win.

TBG 8.x.73

Study Tourneys in the U.S.S.R.

With the assistance of Mr F. S.
Bondarenko, the following picture
emerges. There are 5 regular in-
formal tourneys: Shakhmaty v
SSSR, Shakhmaty/Sahs (Riga),
Bulletin of the Central Chess Club,
Shakhmatnaya Moskva, and “64”.






