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EDITORIAL
In all debate between player and study-enthusiast, or player and pro-
lemist, or player and fairy specialist, it is the implicit assumption of
the player that his field - the game - is somehow in a position of
priority and superiority. If this implicit assumption of superiority
collapses then much of the player's side in the debate collapses also. As
all that we claim for studies is equality it is odd that players are unwil-
ling to debate on these terms. A consequence of this is of course the
widespread misconceptions about studies that are rife in the player-
world.
Leaving aside for the moment any possible arguments that may justify
the player's implicit assumption let us examine a few typical points
in a game-versus-study debate, and let us see how they appear from
•he viewpoint of game-study equality. For convenience the first three
points are taken from International Master Wade's talk to be found on
later pages in this issue.
L "Players cannot change the position around/' Implicit assumption
by player: the composer can change the position in the way that the
player wants to but cannot. The assumption is false. The composer
does not want to win or draw, because he is not playing a game. The
composer wants to create something that is interesting, unique, and
sound in the strictest study sense (not just sound in the player's sense
of a sound combination). If the composer applied his power in the
way the player would like to, the composer would logically end up by
contemplating in eternal bliss a K en Q mate against a lone K.
2. ^Players have opponents/' Implicit assumption: the composer has
no opponent, so his task is easier. False. The composer has no opponent,
so his task is more difficult. This is because the composer, when com-
posing, knows that if there is a move he does not see, and if this move
is better than the one he does see, he has composed nothing. The com-
poser's "opponent" is the objectively perfect unknown, which is stron-
ger than any world champion, past, present or future. Linking this to
(1) should give some notion of what the composer faces when it is
realised that this "opponent" plays for both sides and does so in
every trivially changed position. It should be obvious now why so many
studies prove vmsonnd, quite apart from the obvious observation, fre-
quently made by players, that composers are not generally the stron-
gest player* It is equally true, and ought to be equally obvious, though
in this cose the remark is not frequently made, that strong players are
rarely composer*
%. "The player does not have the luck to reach sophisticated positions
eompmer* reach," Implicit assumption: composers have luck. False.
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The sophistication is the result of hard work, hard composing work.
If there is also the implicit assumption that the sophisticated positions
are desirable in themselves, whether they occur in a game or not, then
this assumption is one that study enthusiasts would entirely agree with.
4. The composer can consult his book-shelves, the player cannot. But
the player is delighted when he finds he knows a position; the com-
poser is bitterly disappointed if his composition has been anticipated.
No one accuses a player of plagiarism! The composer not only may, he
must, consult his books. Implicit assumption: the composer's viewpoint
is the same as the player's. As always, the viewpoint are in fact dif-
ferent, but equally valid.
5. The player has a clock ticking, the composer has not. Implicit as-
sumption: the composer and player face the same problem, with
advantage to the composer. False. The player concentrates on the
position in front of him, not on the previous moves, because he is not
allowed to. Mistakes are mistakes, in a game, but the game remains
a game; mistakes in a study, or even a single mistake, remove all value
from the study which as a result no longer retains the right to be
classified as a study at all.
6. The composer can have moves back. See (5).
The above 6 points are not exhaustive. Their general prevalence is
however sufficient to highlight the magnitude of the propaganda task
facing anyone taking up the apparently modest task of dispelling illu-
sions about studies, let alone gaining adherents.
Finally, there are a few useful observations to be made on arguments
to justify the superiority of over-the-board chess. The historical argu-
ment ("chess was originally a game") is irrelevant. The majority argu-
ment ("more people play chess than compose or solve") simply reflects
the wider popularity of a game over an art. The fundamental argument
("But chess is a game") is refuted by demonstrating that there is no
game element in a composition. All arguments fail to define what kind
of superiority is alleged, anyway.
Please show this editorial to as many of your player acquaintances as
you can.

A. J. R.

R«view: Shakhmaty-in-English.
As its title implies this is a monthly translation of the Russian momhly
Shakhmaty v SSSR ("Chess in the USSR'"). It is produced in the
United States some 8 months after the Russian original, to judge from
the date issues have been reaching the reviewer. Each issue carries a
date 6 months after the original.
Shakhmaty is translated unabridged. It anything is omitted, such as
an untranslatable joke, a note is added in explanation. Photographs
are reproduced. Only page numbers differ. The text is photocopied
typing containing not too many errors. The notation used is religiously
the English Descriptive.
The study content of Shakhmaty is excellent. There are about 4 origi-
nals each month. There is very often an article, by Korolkov or Gorgiev
or Bondarenko or one of the 2 Kuznetsovs (who are not related, despite
the statement on p. 87 of EG 4), or some other authority. Other snip-
pets are also far from rare. Solvers are strong.
Shakhmaty is of course primarily a player's magazine. But it cannot
be ignored by the study specialist who, if he does not read Russian,
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would do well to subscribe to this very praiseworthy venture, which,
like Sinfonie Scacchistiche, appears to have started in the same months
as EG (vii.65). May we all last a very long time!
Subscription: $11.00 per year.
Address: Shakhmaty-in-English,

P.O. Box 91,
Woodmont, Connecticut,
U.S.A.

A. J. R.
"Skakhuset"
In an article in E G No 2 we recommended that collectors get on the
distribution lists of second-hand chess-book dealers if they wish to
pick up copies of out-of-print books. It gives us great pleasure to
recommend (and this is an entirely unsolicited recommendation) the
Skakhuset of Capt. A. Neess in this respect.
The address is: Skakhuset,

Studiestraede 24,
Kobenhavn K,
Denmark.

The street-name is particularly auspicious.
A. J. R.

THE JOSEPH JUBILEE TOURNEY AWARD y /

Prefatory note by AJR.
David Joseph has generously donated a silver rook as the first prize
in his Jubilee Tourney. Some biographical details about Joseph may be

found in a article in the ii/66 issue of the
British Chess Magazine. The accompa-
nying diagram shows a simple study Jo-
seph composed in 1965, which readers will
easily associate with the famous Joseph
study.
The second and third prizes are books.
All prizes will be despatched as soon as
the Award is confirmed.
The tourney was judged "blind" by Ha-
rold Lommer, as all positions were tran-
scribed onto anonymous diagrams by Paul
Valois before despatch. It is worth em-
phasising that this common-sense safe-
guard of impartiality is not always ob-
served, even in formal tourneys.
The Award (written by PSV from HML's
advices).
1) 2 Qxh5? blQ 3 Qh7 Qdl 4 Qh5 Qd4f 5
Khl Qcl wins.

There were 22 entries from a variety of countries, including the USSR,
Belgium, Finland, Israel and Italy. It was particularly pleasing to see
such a strong (and successful) entry from Great Britain.
We are very grateful to Harold Lommer for finding time to judge the
tourney in the midst of illness and much other work. Our thanks and
best wishes go to him. He has kindly provided comments to the honou-
red studies.
Also, our thanks to all those composers who entered their compositions.

Original
D. Jo»cpb

Draw 4
1 Rxg3 hg 2 Qh4/i blQ 3Qb4f
or 3Qe4f=.
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All those that are not honoured are placed at the disposal of their
owners. The award will remain open until 31.x.66, before which time
comments about the originality or soundness of the honoured studies
would be welcome and should be sent to the General Editor.
Finally, our congratulations to Mike Bent on reaching first prize (we
think it is his first first) against strong opposition.

First Prize: C. M. Bent (Newbury). A beautiful example of the Roman-
tic School showing the "Blocked Chimney Theme" and culminating in
a double (left/right) "Paternoster". (HMD
!Sd2f Ke5 2Sf3f Ke- 3Sg5f Ke5 4Bf6f gt 5Re7f Qe6 6Rxe6f/i de
7Sf3f Ke4 8Sd2f Ke5 9Sf2/ii elS 10Kh4/iii Sg2f HKh3 Sel 12Kh2/iv
f3 13Kg3 d3 14c3 f4t 15Kg4 d4 16c4 f5f 17Kg5 d5 18c5 S- 19Sxd3(f3)
mate/v.

i) 6Sf3f? Ke4 7Rxe6f Kxf3 wins. Gr here 7Sd2f Ke5 8Rxe6t Kxe6
wins.

ii) Threatening mate by Sf3 or Sd3.
iii) The wK prepares to guard f4 after .. f3.
iv) To avoid the repetition after 12Kh4 Sg2f.
v) A very fine study by our leading composer. ("Symmetry" - AJR.)

Second Prize: Dr E. Paoli (Reggio Emilia, Italy). The author very
cleverly weaves an invisible mating net in a position which looks
drawn at first sight. (HMD
1 Sd5f Kb5 2 Sxe7/i Rd6f 3 Kxcl Rxd7 4 Rh5f Kxb4/ii 5 Sd5f Kb3
6 Rh3f Ka2 7 Sb4f Kal 8 Ra3 mate (also 8Sc2f)/iii.
i) 2 Kxcl? Bg5f 3 Kc2 Rd6 4 Rh5 Bd8 5 Kb3 Kc6 =. 2 Rh5? Rd6 3 Kxcl
Bd8 4 Kc2 Kc6 = . ii) 4..Ka4(c4) 5 Sc6 wins. 4 .. Kb6 5Sd5f. iii) An
unexpected ending; there are good tries at W's move 2.

Third Prize: B. Breider (Helsinki). A very well constructed, neat
miniature. One S accounts for the c-pawn, whilst the other, in two
echo-variations, eliminates the two remaining passed pawns. (HMD
1 Sb5 c2 2 Sd4/i clQ 3 Sb3| Kbl 4Sxcl Kxcl 5 Sh7/ii g4 6 Sf6 g3
7 Sxh5 g2 8 Sf4 glQ 9 Se2f wins, i) The echo-variation is 2 . . Kbl 3
Sxc2 (Se2? h4; wins) 3 . . Kxc2 4 Se6 g4 5 Sg7/iii g3 6 Sf5 g2 7 Se3f =.
ii) 5 Se6f? g4 6Sg7 h4 7 Sh5 h3 8 Sg3 Kd2 9 Kc6 Ke3 10 Kd5 Kf3 wins.
In this line 6Sg5 and 6Sf4 soon lose to .. h4; and 6Kc6 h4 7S- Kd2
wins. Or 6 Sd4 h4 7 Kc6 Kd2 8 Kd5 h3 9 Sf5 h2 10 Sg3 Ke3 wins. An
analyst's paradise! iii) 5 Sf4? g3 6 Kc6 Kd2 7 Kd5 Ke3 8 Ke5 Kf3
9 Kf5 h4 10 Kg5 g2 11 Sxg2 h3 wins.

Honourable Mention: A. C. Miller (Oxford). Another fine miniature in
classic style, which is of theoretical and didactic value. (HML)
1 Kb8/i Kd3 2 Ba6t Rxa6/ii 3 Rel/iii Kd2 4 d8Qf/iv Kxel 5 Qd3 Rc6
6 Qc2 wins/v.
i) Bl threatens 1. . Kd3 2 Ba6f Kd4 3 Bb5 Kc5 4 Re5f Kb4 = . 1 Re6?
Rd5 2 Re4f Kd3 = . 1 Rel? c2 2 Kb7 Kd3 3 Kc7 Rxd7f draws. 1 Re8? c2
2 d8Q Rxd8 3 Rxd8f Kc3 =. ii) 2 .. Kd4 3Kb7 wins, iii) 3d8Qf Kxe2 =.
(4 Qc8 Kd2 5 Qxa6 c2). iv) There is no alternative, v) W will play
his K to cl; then he can win the P by the threat of forking K and R.
6 Qe4f? Kd2 7 Qxc6 c2 =.
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C. M. Bent
1st prize

Joseph Jubilee Tourney
1965-66

10

Dr. E. Paoli
2nd prize

Joseph Jubilee Tourney
1965-66

Win Win

A. C. Miller
Hon. Mention

Joseph Jubilee Tourney
1965-66

B. Breider
3rd. prize

Joseph Jubilee Tourney
1965-66

4

Win Draw

THE BORDERLINE BETWEEN ARTISTIC

A: E. Lasker, 1890
3

AND PRACTICAL ENDINGS by R. G. WADE
The following talk was given by International Master Wade to the
Chess Endgame Study Circle on l.iv.66.
In 1890 Dr Emanuel Lasker, the World Champion to be, composed "A"

and dedicated it to the reigning champion
Wilhelm Steinitz. It contains a then ori-
ginal repetition of a king and rook
"squeeze" manoeuvre.
1 Kb7 Rb2f 2 Ka7 Rc2 3 Rh5f Ka4 4 Kb6
(thr. Rxh2) 4 . . Rb2f 5 Ka6 Rc2 6 Rh4t
Ka3 7 Kb6 Rb2f 8 Ka5 Rc2 9 Rh3f Ka2
10 Rxh2 and wins the ending Q v R.
Using this same idea, and incorporating
many other rook and pawn study ideas
Keres in 1946/47 composed the following
study, which is one of my favourites -
"B'\ The solution divides itself into a
number of phases. The first is: 1 Kd7 a3

win 3 2 Kxe7 a2 3 Ra7 Kh8 4 h7 Kxh7 5 Ke8f
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