
No. 4

APRIL 1966

EDITORIAL
In the collection of Russian studies entitled 'The Soviet Chess Study",
published in 1955, there was included a general article on study com-
position entitled "Chess Poetry", written by A. S. Gurvich. This deals
at length with the difficult question of the aesthetic in chess studies.
Gurvich rejects all that is mechanical, systematized or unnatural, quo-
ting in particular the work of such as Kliatskin, Simkhovich and K ->rol-
kov. Nos. 28, 48, 55 and 69 might be examples of the sort of stud} that
Gurvich criticises. Such studies are normally heavy in material, with
large numbers of pawns and pieces fixed in their final positions. The
point of the study is usually a denouement showing a striking aspect of
the positional draw, or the repetition of a certain manoeuvre, or some-
thing along these lines. Gurvich rejects them on two basic grounds.
Firstly, they break "the first rule when creating something of aesthetic
value, that of the strictest economy". Gurvich tries to prove, in the
second and third chapters of the article, that any study idea can be
expressed while keeping to this rule. (Adam Sobey's lecture adds
support to this statement.) The second reason is that heavy and/or
mechanical studies are not so much aethetically satisfying as just a
form of sensationalism. Gurvich compares the first and second placed
studies in the Second USSR Championship, 1947-8. The first, by Korol-
kov and Liburkin, shows a trebling of a defence mechanism involving a
knight fork, which safeguards White's extra piece. The second, by
Kasparian, is a very complex struggle in which White refutes a deep
stalemate plot by a series of white king tempo moves. The first, he says,
is superficial, the second is a masterpiece full of deep conceptions.
(Admittedly, the latter has certainly stood the test of time better.)
In his collection of studies (1958), Korolkov replies that Gurvich makes
a fetish of economy and that his compositions suffer as a result. Kaspa-
rian, who comes in for criticism as well as praise in "Chess Poetry",
does not commit himself to either side; he says, in his "Selected Studies"
(1959), that he values most of all ,,originality combined with economical
form". Herbstman, however, is the main protagonist. In his book (1964)
Gurvich comes in for heavy criticism; apart from pointing out a number
of inconsistencies in Gurvich's own practice, Herbstman says that he
deliberately chose bad heavyweight studies and good lightweight studies
to prove the thesis that economy is more or less the absolute criterion.
This is going a bit far, but this criticism does make some sense as one
reads the first half in particular of Gurvich's article; unfortunately,
Herbstman does not directly answer Gurvich's second point, on aesthe-
tics. He and Korolkov agree, however, that originality of conception is
perhaps the most important element in composition, and that allowances
must be made in other respects. (On this point of originality, it is
particularly interesting to read the two composers' accounts of their



development.) Korolkov points out that Kliatskin and Simkhovich were
pioneers and introduced new ideas, and therefore their shortcomings,
one assumes, should be condoned. In a recent article (Shakhmaty v
SSSR, 10/65) Herbstman develops the argument by showing how the
study art progresses and how better and more economical renderings of
themes are being composed; at the same time, new ideas are constantly
being introduced, and so the cycle goes on.
It is significant that the greatest composer here mentioned, Kasparian,
takes the best of both worlds, and I think that he is right. The resplen-
dent imaginativeness and originality of, for example, Korolkov's studies
certainly are of value in themselves. But, further, many of these "me-
chanical" studies of his contain an aesthetic satisfaction, consisting in
geometric design, or whatever, which goes beyond mere sensationalism,
as Gurvich called it. On the other hand, it is hard to disagree with his
demand for technical purity, which he shows to be attainable, as Herbst-
man does, by implication, in his Shakhmaty article, although both do so
for somewhat different aims. In reply to Gurvich's aesthetic views, I
think that it is wrong to apply absolute criteria to works of art. He
cannot reject these "mechanical" studies out of hand on such a basis.
Some of them certainly are bad; some are first-class. What this all
means, is that each study should be judged on its own merit, and, most
important, the depth of aesthetic satisfaction that it gives, because this
is a natural reaction and not something developed from criteria or
prejudices.

P.S.V.

Diagrams and Solutions
No. 121: B.V. Badaj. !Sh5f Kxg4 2Sxe5f/i Kf5 3Sg7f Kxe5 4d4f Ke4
5Bc2t Kf3 6Bdlf Ke4/ii 7Bc2f Kd5 8Bb3f Kc6 9Ba4f Kd5 10Bb3t perp.
ch.i) 2Sd4f? Kh3 3Se6 Qe8 4Sef4f ef 5Sxf4f Kg3 6Sh5f Qxh5 7Bxh5 h3
and Black wins, ii) 6. .Kg3 7Sh5f Kh3 8Sf4f Kg3 9Sh5f perp. ch.
No. 122: J. Fritz. lSf6/i Kxg7 2Sd5f f6 3Bxf6f Kf7 4Bxe7 Be6 5Sb4
Kxe7 6Sc6f Kd6 7Sxa7 Kc5 8Ba4 Kb6 9Sb5 Ka5 10Sb2 Bd7 HSc7 Bxa4
12Sc4 mate, i) lSf8? f6 2Bd6 Sd5f or lSb2? f6 2Sxf6 Kxg7 3Sd5f Kf7.
No. 123: J. Fritz. lRgl clQ 2Sh2f Qxgl/i 3S4f3f Kf4 4Sxgl Kg3 5Sflf
Kg2 6Bxd3 Bf7 7Kg7/ii Be8 8Kf8 Bd7 9Ke7 Bc8 10Kd8 Bb7 HKc7 Ba8
12Xb8/iii Bc6 13Se2 Kxfl 14Sd4f wins, i) 2. .Kxh4 3Sf3f Kh3 4BkI7f if
3..Kh5 4Be8t ii) 7Se2? Kxfl 8Kg7 Be8 9Kf 8 Bg6 Black wins, iii) 12Se2?
Kxfl 13Kb8 Bhl (or g2 or f3) =
No. 124: E. Janosi. lRb4f Ke5 2Kc6 Sd6 3Sf2 Sxf5/i 4Sg4f Ke6 5Re4
mate, i) 3. .Bd5f 4Kd7 Sxf5 5Sg4 mate, or 3..Be8f 4Kc5 and wins a
piece (4..Bb5 5Sg4f).
No. 125: B. Breider. lBg8 Se4f 2Kh4 Bxf8 3Bxe6f de 4Bd4 c5 5a7 Bc6
6Bxg7/i Bd6 7Sb6 mate. Five Bl self-blocks, i) The mysterious 4Bd4 is
now explained, 6..Bxg7 7Se7f and 8Sxc6 to promote the aP.
No. 126: P. Drumare and L. Loewenton. ld8Qt Sxd8 2Qa3f Ke8 3Bxf8
Rxf8 4Bd7f Bxd7 5Sd5 Qxe5 6Qe7f Qxe7 7Sxc7 mate. Even if one
thinks this study to be a hangover from the mid-19th century one must
admit it is well done.
No. 127: J. Fritz. lRa4 Sc4 2Ke7/i Bel 3Rxc4 Bh4f 4Ke6 Bxe8 5Bc6
Sh2/ii 6Rclf Kf2 7Rc2f Kg3 8Rg2f Kh3 9Rg8 Bh4 10Bg2 mate, i) To
protect d8. 2Kf8? Sfe5 3Bb5 c6= and wBd8 is unguarded, ii) 5. .Sg5f
loses prosaicaUy 6Kd7 Bf6 7Rf4 Sh7 8Be4 Be5 9Rg4f and 10Bxh7.
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No. 128: E. Janosi. lRdl/i Bd5f 2Kd4 Kd6 3Sxd5 c5f 4Ke4 Rc4f 5Ki5
Kxd5/ii 6Sb4 mate, i) Threatening 2Kb3 as well as 2Sb4f. lSb4f? Kb7
2Rbl Rd2 = . ii) 5. .Rd4 6Sc3 wins on material.
No. 129: K. Runquist. lRdl Bh2/i 2Be7f Kg4/ii 3Rd4f Kf5 4g4f Sxg4
5Rf4f Bxf4 6e4 mate, i) To protect e5. ii) 2. .Kg3 3Kxe5, or 2..Kh5
3Rhl Sg4 4Bd6 Be4f 5Kxe4 Sf2f 6Kf3 Sxhl 7Bxh2 wins.
No. 130. A. G. Kopnin and V. A. Korolkov. I. lKh7/i Kc3 2e7 Rf7 3e8Q
Bxe8 4Kg8 Re7 5Kf8 Rf7f 6Kg8 = . i) lKg8? Bb3. Ie7? Rh6f 2Kg8 Bb3f
3Se6 Rxe6 4Kf8 Ba4 wins.
II. Ie7/i Rh6f 2Kg8 Ba2f 3Se6 Rxe6 4Kf8 Rf 6f 5Kg7 Rf7f 6Kh8 Rxe7 - .
i) !Kh7? Kc3f 2Kg8 Ba2.
III. lKg8/i Kd3/ii 2e7 Bf7f 3Kf8 Bb3f 4Ke8 Ba4f 5Kd8 Rd6f 6Kc8
Rc6f 7Kd8 = . i) Ie7? Ra6 2e8Q Bxe8 3Sxe8 Ra8. ii) 1. .Rf4 2e7 Bf7f 3Kf8
Bb3f 4Ke8 Ba4f 5Kd8 Rd4f 6Kc8 Re4 7Kd8 =.
IV. lKg8 Kf4 2e7 Bf7f 3Kf8 Ke5 4e8Qf Bxe8f 5Kxe8 Kd6 6Sh5 Rf3
7Sg7 Rf2 8Sh5 Ke6 9Sg7f Kf6 10Kf8 Rfl HSe8f Ke6f 12Kg8 Ke7 13Sg7
Rhl and wins. The win in this final position is quite lengthy and diffi-
cult, although there is more than one way to force it. For a full analysis,
see Cheron, Lehr- und Handbuch der Endspiele, Vol I, position No. 4,
which is one of the most ancient in existence, from an Arabic manu-
script dated 1257.
V. Ie7 Rxg7 2e8S Rg6f 3Kh7 and 4Sxf6 = . If 2. .Rf7f 3Kg8.
No. 131: B. Breider and O. Kaila. Ilc7 Bxc7 2bc Ra7 3Sd5/i Ra5 4Sb6/ii
Rc5 5c8R Rc3 6Rc4 Rxb3 7ab wins, i) 3c8Q? Rc7 =. ii) 4c8Q? Rxd5 5Qc2
Rd4 6Qcl Rd2 7Qbl Rd4 = .
II. Ic7 Bd7 2c8B/i Bb5 3Sd5 Bc4 4Sxe3 Bxb3 5ab a2 6Sc2 wins, i) 2c8Q?
Bxh3f = .
No. 132: F. Richter. I. lRb7f Kc8 2e3 Bxe3 3Rb8f Kxb8 4Sd7f Ka8
5Sxc5 Kb8 6a4 Ka8 7Ka5 Bxc5 =.
II. lRb7f Kc8 2Rb8f Kxb8 3Sd7f Ka8 4Sxc5 Kb8 5a4 Ka8 6a5 Kb8 = .
This stalemate also occurs in I if Bl tempos with his B.
No. 133: A. Koranyi. I. Ie7f Ke8 2h8B Rxh8f 3ghQ alQ 4Qb2 Qa8
5Qh8 Qal 6Qb2 = .
II. Ie7f Ke8 2ghR alQ = .
No. 134. S. Zlatic. I. lRf2f Ka3 2Rfl Kb2 3Ral a4 4Sc5 a3 5Rfl alQ
6Rf2f/i Kbl 7Sa4 wins, i) 6Sa4f? Ka2 7Sc3f Qxc3f,
II. IRb8f Ka3 2Sb4 ab 3Kc2 alSf 4Kbl Sb3 5Ra8f.
III. lRf2f Kbl 2Sc5 alQf 3Kb3 a4f 4Sxa4 wins.
IV. !Rb8f Kcl 2Sxc5 alQ 3Sb3f wins.
V. lRf2f Ka3 2Rfl Kb2 3Sxc5 alQ 4Sd3f Ka2 5Sb4f Kb2 6Rf2f Kcl
7Sd3 or a2f Kbl 8Kb3 wins.
No. 135: E. Richter. I. !Kc5f Rb2 2Kxb5 e6 3Bc3 e5 4Kxa4 e4 5Sc4.
II. !Kd3f Rb2 2Kd2 e6 3Bc3 e5 4Kcl.
III. lKd3f Rb2 2Ke2 e6 3Bc3 e5 4Kdl e4 5Sb5 Kbl 6Bh8 Kal 7Bd4 Kbl
8Sc3t Kal 8Sxa4 Kbl 10Bxb2 alQ HBxal Kxal 12Kxd2 (Sc3 also)
12.. b2 13Sc3.
IV. !Kc4f Rb2 2Kb4 e6 3 Bk:3 e5 4Kxa4 or Bxe5 =.
No. 136: V. Chekover. lBh6/i Kg6 2Sc7 Bxc7/ii 3Kxc7 c5 4Bf8 c4 5Ba3
c3 6Bcl Kx^ / i i i 7dcf wins, the wB having effected an ambush on h6
and cl in the same line, i) So that if 1 .. Bxd2 2g6f wins. It also threatens
g6 anyway, protecting d2 and winning on material, which explains Bl's
move, ii) 2. .Bxd2 3Se6 Be3 (3. .Bc3 4Sf4f and 5Sxd3) 4Sf8f Kf7 5g6f
and 6Bxe3 wins, iii) 6..c2 7Kd6 Kxg5 and although W loses all his
gP's, he wins d5, d3 and c2 and wPd2 wins easily.
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