OCTOBER 1966

Instead of an editorial and a full complement of studies we have great
pleasure in offering in EG 6 a full-length complete article specially
for EG by Master of Composition G. M. Kasparian of Erevan in the
USSR. The translation is by Paul Valois. E.G. has the copyright. All
rights reserved.

The Technique of Study Composition
G. M. Kasparian

Modern study composition has reached a stage in its development
where, in order to create an interesting, valuable work of art, the
composer needs a high standard of technique as well as imagination.
A truly artistic composition must be both striking in content and
complete in form.

Technique in study composition is a combination of various devices
used by the composer. It helps him to achieve the maximum artistic
results with a minimum of material on the board. Maximum economy
of material is a constant factor in technique. Technique helps the
composer to discern correctly the particularities of each position on the
basis of deep and accurate analysis. But nowadays bare technique
alone is insufficient. It is also necessary to combine it harmoniously
with creative imagination, with the search for originality.

The methods of study composition are well known. It is worth while
reproducing here what R. Réti said about them. "There are two types
of study composers: A, those who study interesting basic positions,
sort out those deserving of particular interest, and give them a form
which is artistic, economical and pure in aim. And B, those who start
from some final position, for example a mate, stalemate, Zugzwang etc,
and add introductory play. I am not a protagonist of this second style,
though I am somewhat guilty of it....”

Obviously, there are also studies where it is difficult to distinguish
whether they arose from precise analysis, or from the discovery of an
interesting final position and the addition of introductory play. Studies
of this type as a rule demand a great expense of labour, but then are
of great value.

If one analyses deeply the best works of outstanding composers such
as Troitsky, the brothers V. and M. Platov, Rinck, Kubbel, Réti, Matti-
son and others, one discovers in them the particular qualities of their
various approaches to the resolution of technical problems. Each of
them had his own style, bound up with his artistic views, and each
reflected these in his studies. The variety of their artistic standpoints
is natural and logical, for in art one cannot assume ready formulas
and standard recipes. But one thing is indisputable: in the work of all
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outstanding composers one senses a constant striving for the strictest
economy of material and for the best use of the pieces.

In the recorded notes of all these composers, there is much interesting
and valuable material to be found, an acquaintance with which would
assist the development of mastery amongst the younger generation of
study composers. With this consideration, I would like to share my
thoughts and the experience gained from my work, to elaborate on
questions of technique, and to illustrate them with concrete examples.
Of course these examples cannot completely cover all the devices of
technique in view of the enormity of the subject, but they may never-
theless be useful and instructive. Particular attention will be concen-
trated on the problem of economy of material.

The development of the modern artistic study has two main directions:
1. The perfection of classical positions and of ideas of the past. 2. The
cearch for originality. Both paths of development, obviously are enti-
rely justified, with the one condition that the work, created by the
composer, shall mark an advance. When developing any idea, one
needs, in the first instance, a good knowledge of previous work. It is
further necessary to be sure that the study is both useful and progres-
sive, for a mechanical copy or imitation cannot lead to artistic achieve-
ment.

I give here two examples of studies being composed, in which the
author, aware of the existence of an idea, aimed to expand and
develop it.

My interest was aroused by a study of A. Gurvich’s (diagram 1la), in
particular the position after Black’s sixth move. This position, where
a white knight successfully struggles against rook and knight, is quite
interesting. My aim was to increase the number of squares that the
black rook could dispose of, in other words to make it more mobile.
After some analysis, I succeeded in finding this position (diag. 1b)

la: 1. e7t Sxe7 2. SxeT Sh2t 3. Kg3 Sflt 4. Kg2 Se3t 5. Kf3 RxeT7 6. a7
Rxa7 7. Sd4 Ra3 8. Sb5 Rb3 9. Sd4 Rec3 10. Sb5 Re5 11. Sd4 etc. Draw.
1b: 1. Sg7 Re7 2. Sf5 Re6 3. Sg7 Rg6 4. Sf5 Rg4 5. Sh6 (5. Kf3? Sf6
wins) 5. ..Rh4 6. Sf5 Rg4 7. Sh6é Rg6 8. Sf5 Re6 9. Sg7 ReT 10. Sf5 Re8
11. Sg7 Rg8 12, Sf5. Draw.

Comparing the end of Gurvich’s study with diagram 1b, one can say
that the problem of activating the rook has been successfully solved.
A detailed analysis of the position proved its soundness.

Therefore, to finish off the study, one only needed some good intro-
ductory play. At first it seemed that this would be easy to find. Indeed
possibilities of developing introductory play by adding a white bishop
soon presented themselves (see diagrams lc-1h).

lc: 1. ..Rb4 2. Sd3 Se4t 3. Kf4 Rxa4 4. Sb2 etc.

1d: 1. ..Sgbt+ 2. Kg3 Rb4 3. Sd3 Se4t 4. Kf4 Rxa4 5. Sb2 etc.

le: 1. .. Se4t 2. Kf4 Rxa2 3. Sd3 Ra4 4. Sb2 etc.

1f: 1. .. Rc2 2. Be4 Sg5t 3. Kf4 Sxe4 4. Sd3 etc.

1g: 1. ..Se4t 2. Kf4 Rxc2 3. Sd3 etc.

1h: 1. Be8! Re4 2. Sxg7 (2. Bd7t+? Kb8 3. Sxg7 Re7 wins) Sd2t 3. Kf2
Re7 4. Sf5 Se4t 5. Ke3 Rxe8 6. Sg7 etc.

An examination of diagrams lc-1h shows the difficulties of developing
introductory play, quite apart from the fact that Black has here to be
given the first move. Thus, further material had to be added. It should
be pointed out that the positions in certain diagrams have been turned
through 90°. The aim of this device, frequently used in problem and
study composition, is to discover new possibilities in the position (with
the addition of pawns). Diagram 1h illustrates this point: here the
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turning of the board has been necessary to suit the addition of the
pawn g7.
From here I tried to create introductory play without pawns, but in-
creasing the number of pieces.
In 1945, when I composed the study, I considered this more or less the
only way, but now I have changed my mind; perhaps I should have
c¢hosen as the final version a study on the lines of 1h (two minor pieces
against rook, knight and pawn).
Below are some other matrices for introductory play (with added
material).

1i: 1. Ke3 Sg6 2. Bh7 Rg4 3. Bxg6 Rxg6 4. Sf5 etc.

1j:31. ..Sg3 2. Sg7! Rxe7 3. Kxg3 Sflt 4. Kf2 Sd2 5. Sf5 Se4t 6.

Ke3 etc.

1k: 1. ..Re3 2. Bf2 Re4t 3. Kf3 Sd2t 4. Kg3 Bf2t 5. Kxf2 etc.

11: 1. .. Ra4! 2. Bf7! Re4! 3. Be8t Kc8! 4. Bf2! Bh4t 5. Kf3 Bxf2 6.

Kxf2 Re7 etc.

Im: 1. .. Re4t 2. Kf3! Sd21 3. Kg3 Bxf2t 4. Kxf2 etc.

1: 1. Ba5t+ Ka3 2. Bf3! Sd4t 3. Kd3 Sxf3+ 4. Ke4 Rb5! 5. Kxf3 Sh4t
6. Kg4 Sgb 7. Sd6! Se5t 8. Kf5 Rxab 9. Sb7 Rb5 10. Sd6 Rc5 11. Sb7
Rc7 12. Sd6 Re7 13. Sc8 Re8 14. Sd6 Re7 15. Sc8 Re7 16. Sd6 Reb 17. Sb7
Rb5 18. Sd6 Ra5 19. Sb7 RaT7 20. Sd6 Re7 21. Sc8. Draw.

Diagram 1 is the final version of the study. It has the same material
as the others, three minor pieces against rook and two minor pieces,
but the introductory play is sharper and more tense.

When in 1953 I set about working on another idea, I already knew of
the following studies by Troitsky and Gulyaev.

2a: 1. Rhl Rel 2. Rfl Rxfl 3. Bxe3 Kb2 4. Kb4 Kc2 5. Kc4 Kdl 6.
Kd3 Kel 7. Bd2+ Kdl 8. Be3. Draw.

2b: 1. Sg3 Rel 2. Kb3 Rdl 3. Shl Rxhl 4. Bd4t Kbl 5. Be5 Kcl 6.
Kc3 Kdl 7. Kd3 Kel 8. Ke3 etc. Draw.

As I set about developing the idea, I determined either to make the
introductory play more dynamic or to find other, additional moments
enriching Troitsky’s idea. But my first try was a failure. (diag. 2c)

2c: 1. Bg3 Kb2 2. Kb4 Kc2 3. Kc4 Kd2 4. Kd4 Ke2 5. Ke4 Kd2 6. Kd4
Kc2 7. Kc4 etc.

Here apart from 1. Bg3, 1. Bf4 Kb2 2. Kb4 Kc2 3. Kc4 also draws.
Further, in comparison with the final positions of the Troitsky and
Gulyaev studies already shown, nothing had been achieved. In my
further research, I used the same material as in Troitsky’s study,
bishop and knight against rook and pawn.
2d: 1. Bf2 Kb2 2. Kb4 Kc2t 3. Kc4 Kd2 4. Kd4 Kc2 5. Kcs Kb2 6.
Kb4 Ka2t 7. Ka4 Rfl 8. Shl Rxhl 9. Bg3 Kb2 10. Kb4 etc.

In the next diagram, 2d, it seems that progress has already been made
-here the interaction of the white pieces is a tangible factor. This
position was a starting point in reworking and devoloping Troitsky’s
idea. All seems to be well in position 2d-White achieves the draw.
This appearance of soundness might have led me to compose a defec-
tive study, for in fact, Flack wins: 1. Bf2 Kb2 2. Kb4 Kc2t 3. Kc4 Kd2
4. Kd4 Rgl! 5. Shl Ke2 (also possible is 5. .. Rg4} 6. Ke5 Ke2 winning)
6. Bg3 Rdlt (but not Rxhl 7. Ke4 draws) 7. Ke5 Kf3 8. Bxh2 Rxhl
(now the bad side of 7. Ke5 is revealed, for the white king blocks his
bishop) 9. Bf4 Rh5+ wins. Ifs in this variation, there were no dual on
Black’s fifth move by 5. ..Rg4t one could, in diagram 2d, simply
change colours and set the condition as a win. Therefore the first five
moves of diagram had to be rejected and the colours changed, leading
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