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THEMATOLOGY
a book review

THE ULTRA MODERN ENDGAME
STUDY, by Jan van Reek, 1989. ISBN
90-72939-01-8. 64 pages, 105 diagrams.
In English.

One of the leading Dutch composers
and columnists offers a considered
answer to the related questions: how
can today's best studies be characteri-
sed, and what lies ahead? Since the fe-
wer the exclamation marks in a chess
book the more serious its intent, this
work is to be taken very seriously in-
deed. It is neither a popular work nor
an anthology.
Rather it meets a long-sensed specialist
need, at least in the English language
- for which we thank our enthusiastic,
generous and energetic Dutch friends
who comprise the ARVS. The specia-
list minority addressed is that of active
composers and others prepared to
think about the state of the endgame
study.

In the third of the book's four chap-
ters the author explores in depth the
richness to be found among the echoes
and syntheses of the modern study, a
richness that arises from identical or
different themes woven into tries and
(serial or parallel) main lines. But in
search of innovation van Reek remains
dissatisfied and fearlessly proclaims
that future development lies in the
even more complex concatenation of
ideas. He puts it in these words: "The
ultra modern endgame study consists
of linked endgame studies. In each
main line of an ultra modern endgame

study, more than one phase can be dis-
tinguished. Each phase has a different
material setting and usually a different
theme..." And in the fourth chapter
we encounter examples, including (be-
cause there are always forerunners) so-
me from the past and the present.

If the author is right we can but pray
for the breed of super-composers, not
to mention solvers, to spring up and
multiply that can operate at such rare-
fied altitudes. Can today's peak really
be tomorrow's trough? In making a
point this way we exaggerate - van
Reek clearly states that the ultra mo-
dern endgame study is closely related
to the modern endgame study, which
has been with us for many a year and
is far from dead.

Considered as a discussion paper the
book leaves scope for debate. For in-
stance, the inimitable studies of Pal
Benko, with their extraordinarily deep
but still precise manoeuvres, do not
immediately fit into van Reek's sche-
me. Nor should restraints be placed on
stylistic freedom. And no one expects
beginners to start at the top. But bey-
ond question The Ultra Modern End-
game Study is a valuable contribution.
It is a firm stepping stone, a landmark
even, strategically placed and timely,
bringing us within sight of the opposite
shore.

But what river are we crossing? No less
stimulating than the book's main the-
sis is its treatment of terminology. The
word 'theme' occurs where |others
might prefer 'thought'. The distinction
this reviewer makes is that a chess
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thought becomes a theme when it is ex-
pressed in as precise terms as its consti-
tuents allow. In the interests of empha-
sis on creativity van Reek abandons
such attempts to tie down meaning. In-
stead he gives it freer rein, in my view
to the detriment of discussion. What I
should dearly like to see is the
promulgation, after necessary hard
work, of an accepted comprehensive
and structured terminology correspon-
ding to the hierarchy that extends from
art at one extreme through to chess ele-
ments (based on BMR as set out in the
final chapter of TTC) at the other. The
subject is relevant here because van
Reek talks in terms of themes,
thoughts, ideas, phases, main lines,
tries and 'endgame elements'. Some
terms are defined, others not. He also
introduces the term 'general idea', de-
fined by reference to such aspects as
'miniatures' and 'romantic studies'.
His purpose is to draw attention, by gi-
ving a name, to the areas of innovation
of the ultra modern study, to distin-
guish them from innovation at the the-
matic level, which is the hallmark of
the modern endgame study. But to pla-
ce two such ill-assorted aspects under
the same heading obfuscates when the
aim should be enlightenment.

Rl Jan van Reek
Mention, Shakhmaty v SSSR, 1969

7 + 7

Solution to Rl: l.de fe 2.ed ef 3.de
fe/i 4.ed ef/ii 5.de fe 6.e8Q wins.

i) de 4.ef Kb6 5.Kg2 Kc5 6.e4 Kd4
7.Kh3 Ke3 8.Kg3 Kd3 9.Kh4 Ke3
10.Kg4.

ii) ed 5.fe Kb6 5.Kg2 Kc6 (Kc5;Kf3,
Kc4;e5) 7.Kf3 Kd7 8.Ke3 Ke7 9.Kd4
Ke6 10.e3.

Rl is the author's first example and
well illustrates the vocabulary difficul-
ty. He draws attention to three 'end-
game elements' (a term denoting Korol-
'kov's straightforward classification of
themes) in the solution, namely: syste-
matic manoeuvre by a pawn; repetition
of idea by W and Bl; and P-promotion
(to Q). Now it seems to me that this is
already to some extent arbitrary (and
therefore unsatisfactory) because other
aspects are arguably prominent in Rl:
pawn symmetry; clearance of the e-file
(6.e8Q wins only because wQe8 covers
el); supporting variations requiring ac-
curate play in practical P endings; a
strong element of humour. When the
composer tells us that the theme, the
artistic intention, was repetition of an
idea by W and Bl, this is even more
subjective and arbitrary. In the first
place, a composer may no longer be
accessible for purposes of knowing his
intention; in the second place the com-
poser may change his mind, or at least
his preferred emphasis; and in the
third place if the endgame study is a
serious activity that bridges art (with
its criteria of beauty and originality)
and science (with its criteria of sound-
ness and express or implied principles),
discussion ought at some point to leave
subjectivity and arbitrariness behind.
What is still lacking, surely, is a logical
test (or tests) to determine whether an
alleged theme really is a theme, a test
(or tests) to determine whether an alle-
ged motif (this is one of many words
that van Reek does not employ) really
is a motif or not, and so on.
But van Reek's book is not primarily
about terminology. Whether or not we
accept the thesis of the ultra modern
endgame study (which may be summa-
rised as 'if there are no new themes, we
must combine old ones in new ways')
we cannot deny that the author has
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built, and vividly illustrated, a firm
structure for inter-study comparisons
based on main lines, tries and phases.
To repeat, this is stimulating stuff. It
will harm no reader to be stimulated.

(The Ultra Modern Endgame Stud,
which was produced with remarkable
celerity, is the first of an annual series
planned by the Alexander Rueb Vere-
niging voor Schaakeindspelstudie
(ARVS), the name which has replaces
the NWS (see EG95). I am proud to
have been associated, albeit fleetingly,
with a phase in its preparation. It may
be purchased only through Jan van
Reek (address on back of EG94). Indi-
vidual copies are priced at DuFl. 22.50
(hand bound; DuFl. 50,-), with reduc-
tions for multiple orders.)

SNIPPETS

1. From a 5-page article in Shakhmaty
v SSSR (ii.89) we learn of the notable
and varied musical talent of the follo-
wing Russo-soviet study composers.
1.1. Yury Nikolaevich TYULIN (1893-
1978), musical authority, also a cor-
respondence player.
1.2. Aleksey Mefodeyevich BELENKY
(1905-85), concert pianist and accom-
panist.
1.3. Vitaly Alexandrovich CHEKHO-
VER (1908-65), orchestra leader and
accompanist for gymnastics.
1.4. Alexander Pavlovich DOLUKHA-
NOV or (post-war) DOLUKHAN-
YAN (1910-68), pianist and composer,
including for films. Died in a traffic
accident, as did Shatzkes.
1.5. Boris Abramovich SHATZKES
(1931-85), son of a well known pianist
and himself highly accomplished. Tur-
ned to study composing when there
was insufficient time for tournament
play.

2. On p.l of EG51, in an item about
Jindrich Fritz, the late Soukup-
Bardon refers to the 'Romanian the-
me*. This theme is the following. In an
apperantly lost/drawn position Bl
finds a quiet manoeuvre to reach a
quasi-draw/win, but W finally finds a
winning/drawing path. In 1950 a
match was organised with Czechoslo-
vakia, Hungary, Poland and Romania
as national participants. The above
(studies) theme was proposed by Ro-
mania and became familiarly known in
Czechoslovakia as the 'Romanian the-
me*. Nos. 55, 54 in Fritz' 1959 collecti-
on were his successful entries. The
1938 study by Fritz, '20 years ahead of
its time' in the opinion of Soukup-
Bardon, was a favourite of the compo-
ser, who wrote that "the piece exchan-
ges take place as a result of active play
and not in the usual humdrum man-
tier". (Our thanks to J. Pospisil of
Prague.) Readers may like to consider
the 'Romanian theme' in the context
of EG97's leading article.

J. Fritz
Ceskoslovensky Sach, iv.38

5+4

Solution: l .Bel+ Kb3 2.Sd6 Se7
3.Bxa5 Sc6+ 4.Kc5 Sxa5 5.Kb6 Sc4 +
6.Sxc4 Bc8 7.Sf2 Kxc4 8.Kc7 wins -
domination.

3. The diagram for EG83.5978 omitted
bBg7.
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4. Will anyone noticing an unexplained
phrase or loose end in EG's pages,
please write to us? We dislike unsolved
mysteries and wish to clear up as many
as possible before our quarter century
of editorship comes to a close.

\Freek Spinhoven, for many years stu-
dies columnist of Schakend Nederland,
died 23.V.89. He was always a friendly
correspondent, and had offered to as-
sist with the preparation of an index to
EG...

REVIEWS

Chess Tactics for Advanced Players,
by Yuri Averbakh. In English, but pu-
blished in East Berlin by Sportverlag,
1986. Over 600 diagram in 328 handso-
me pages.
Although this tidy volume is intended
to teach the middle game, no EG rea-
der will disapprove of the hundreds of
illustrations taken from studies or
from the ends of studies. Examples of
'double attack' (interpreted in the
broadest sense) lead to a definition of
a 'combination' and a classification of
combinations. The 'harmonious
cooperation of pieces' attracts much
attention and leads to the new term
'elementary contact' in an attempt to
disclose the meaning and essence of
such phrases. The author's reasonable
contention is that the understanding of
the theory's exposition, which is clear,
leads to improved play. If it is the po-
sitions and exercises that attract atten-
tion, the theory is worth anybody's
study. The trouble is that many 'piece
contacts' prove double-edged, like
Newton's Law of Motion which states
that to every action there is an equal
and opposite reaction: one man may
defend another - good! - but at the sa-
me time the defended piece reduces
mobility by taking a square away from
(ie, blocking) the defending man's mo-
ve options - bad! If in chess Newton's
'opposite' will apply, but rarely his

'equal', nonetheless, since some squa-
res are more important than others the
accumulation of 'elementary contact'
observations will seldom lead to a bet-
ter than tentative conclusion about a
position.

Erfolg im Endspiel, by J. Awerbach,
Sportverlag Berlin, 1987. This is an
'abbreviated Averbakh', in other
words a German language single volu-
me of 208 pages, which exercises.
Don't worry, solutions are there too!

"How to Solve Problems and Stu-
dies", by Ya. Vladimirov, 112 pages,
1986, in Russian. Chapters reflect the
sequence of rounds in championship
solving contests, with numerous exam-
ples taken from WCSC events. 15 pa-
ges on study solving come near the
end. Three rules-of-thumb stemming
from Anatoly Kuznetsov will be fami-
liar to most solvers: unclear variations
mean you're on the wrong track; if
you think W wins/draws 'anyway',
you're missing a defence; and pretty
means you've solved it, boring means
you haven't. One could add, 'when in
doubt push a pawn'. And if really
stuck, consider a quiet re-grouping or
partial undoing of an earlier move.

What other solving hints do EG rea-
ders find effective?
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DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 7298 J. Silhan
4th Prize,

Czech 'ring' tourny, 1985
Prftboj 2.iii.85

No.7298: Jindrich Silhan. l.Bg7
Qh7 2.Kb2 Kb8 3.Rcl Ka8 4.Kc3
Kb7 5.Kb3 and so systematically
until 10.Kc6 Kb8 l l .Kb6, winning.

No. 7298 V. Miltner
5th Prize,

Czech 'ring' tourny, 1985
Prftboj 23.xi.85

Draw

No.7299: Vratislav Miltner. l.Sd2+
Ke2 2.Sf3 Kxf3 3.Sxe5+ Kg3
4.Sf3 Kxf3 5.Bd5+, draw.

No.7300: Stanislav Nosek. l.Kdl
Kal/i 2.Tf3 Ka2 3.Kxcl b2 + 4.Kd2
blQ 5.Rxa3 mate.

i) a2 2.Lb2 +
4.Sxb3 + Kbl
7.Sb3 mate.

Bxb2 3.Sd2+ Kal
5.Sd2 + Kal 6.Kc2

No. 7300 S. Nosek
1 Hon.Mention,

Czech 'ring' tourny, 1985
Prftboj 27.vii.85

Win 3 + 4

No. 7301 M. Dukic
2 Hon.Mention,

Czech 'ring' tourny, 1985
Jiskra, Trebic, 1985

No.7301: Milenko Dukic (Yugos-
lavia). l.Bd5+ Ke5 2.Bb3 ab 3.Ral
b2 4.Rbl Kd4 5.e4 Kc3 6.Ke2 Kc2
7.Rdl blQ 8.Rxbl Kxbl 9.Kxd2
b5 10.e5 M Il.e6 b3 12.e7 b2
13.e8Q Kg2 14.Qa4+ Kbl 15.Qb3
wins.

No.7302: Jan Sevik. l.Bd4+ Ka8
2.h8Q Qxh8+ 3.Bxh8 d2 4.Sd5
dlQ 5.Sc7+ Ka7 6.Bd4+ Qxd4
7.Sb5+ draws.
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No. 7302 J. Sevcik
3 Hon.Mention,

Czech 'ring' tourny, 1985
Straz lidu, 1985

4 + 4

No. 7303 S. Nosek
4 Hon.Mention,

Czech 'ring' tourny, 1985
Prflboj 22.vi.85

Draw

No.7303: Stanislav Nosek. The
award originally published the
wrong diagram. l.Sc7 Rxc7 2.Ka8
Sa4 3.Bd7+ Rxd7 4.b8S+ draw.

No. 7304 J. Sevcik
PrBboj, 15.xi.86

and 4.vii.87
1st Prize, OKS, 1986

award: Sachova Skladba 19,
iv.1988

No.7304: Jan Sevcik. Judge:
Vladislav Bunka. 22 studies quali-
fied for this annual 'ring' tourney
of Western Czechoslovakia. Bf3+
2.Kgl Be3+ 3.Kh2 Bc5 4.Bxe5
Bxh5 5.f8Q Bxf8 6.g7 Bxg7 7.Bf4
mate.

No. 7305 E. Asaba
and I. Mosleva

Straz lidu, 6.xii.86
+ nd Pirze, OKS, 1986

Win 4 + 3

No.7305: E.Asaba and I.Mosleva.
l.Bd3+ Kf2 2.Bd4+ Kg3 3.a7
Rel+ 4.Bgl Re8 5.Bh2+ Kf2
6.Be4 Rxe4 7.Bgl+ Kg3 8.a8Q
Rh4+ 9.Bh2 Rxh2 10.Kgl wins.

No. 7306 M. Hlinka
and E. Vlasak

Straz lidu, 15.ii.86
1 Hon.Men., OKS, 1986

Black to Move,
White wins

6 + 4

Win 4 + 6

No.7306: M.Hlinka and E.Vlasak.
l.Bd2+ Kf6 2.d7 Rd8 3.Bg5+ Kf7
4.Bxd8 Rd5 5.Re7+ Kf6 6.Rxh7+
Kg6 7.Re7 Kf6 8.Ke3 Rdl 9.Rh7+
Kg6 10.Ba5(b6)Rd5 11.Re7wins.
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No. 7307 V. Miltner
and E. Vlasak

Prdboj, 20.xii.86
2 Hon.Men., OKS, 1986

No. 7309 L. Kekely
Jiskra-Trebic, 1986

3 + 5 Draw 4 + 6

No.7307: V.Miltner and E.Vlasak.
l.Sal a4 2.Bb2 c3 3.Bxc3 Kc5
4.Kd2 Kc4 5.Bb2 KM 6.Kd3 a3
7.Bc3+ Ka4 8.Kc4 b2 9.Sb3 alQ
10.Sc5 mate.

No. 7308 J. Stasiak
1 Comm., OKS, 1986
Jiskra-Trebic, 6.viii.86

No. 7310 J. Polasek
Prdboj, 5.iv.86

3 Comm., OKS, 1986

Win

No.7308: Josef Stasiak. l.Bal, and
either h5 2.e5 h4 3.e6 h3 4.e7 h2
5.e8Q hlQ 6.Qe2+ Kcl 7.Ka3
Qh3+ 8.Kxa2 wins, or Kbl 2.Kb3
Kxal 3.Kc2 h5 4.e5 h4 5.e6 h3
6.e7 h2 7.e8Q hlQ 8.Qe5 mate.

No.7309: L.Kekely. l.Kb2 clQ +
2.Kxcl Rhl + 3.Kb2 a3+ 4.Kxa3
Rxal 5.Bh7 + Ke5 6.Bbl, and Rxbl
stalemate, or Kd4 7.Kb2, drawing.

Win 4 + 2

No.7310: J.Polasek (Prague). l.Kf3
Be8 2.Ke4 Kg8 3.Kd5/i Bh5 4.f7 +
Bxf7 + 5.Kd6 Bg6 6.Ke7 Be4 7.a7 Kg7
8.f5 and wins.
i) 3.f7 + ? Kxf7 4.Kd5 Bb5 5.a7 Bfl
and draws.

No. 7311 V. Kos
Uder, 20.xi.86

4 Comm., OKS, 1986

No.7311: Vladimir Kos. l.Rg3 Bc4
2.Kc7 Ka7 3.Ra3+ Ba6 4.Ra2 Sb2
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5.Rxb2 dlQ
stalemate.

6.Rb7+ Bxb7

No. 7312 C M . Bent
1st Prize,

Sachova Skladba, 1986
award: SSI7, xii.87

4 + 5

No.7312: C.M.Bent. 34 diagrams
were sent to the judge, Evzen Pav-
lovsky, for this informal tourney.
l.a8Q Ba6+ 2.Kb8 Rh8+ 3.Ka7
Rxa8+ 4.Kxa8 Bc8 5.Sd4+, and
Kd3 6.Se5+ Sxe5 7.Sc6 Sxc6
stalemate, or Kc3 6.Sb5+ Kc4
7.Sd6+, drawn.

No. 7313 F.S. Bondarenko
2nd Prize,

Sachova Skladba, 1986

Win 10+10

No.7313: F.S.Bondarenko (Dnepro-
petrovsk, USSR). l.Bb5 d2 2.Qxe2
Rxe2 3.Bd3+/i Kg8 4.Bxe2 d3
5.Bdl Kh7 6.Kbl Kg8 7.Be2 Kh7
8.Bxd3+ wins.

No. 7314 B.G. Olympiev
3rd Prize,

Sachova Skladba, 1986

Win 4 + 6

No.7314: B.G.Olympiev (Sverd-
lovsk, USSR). I.a7 Qf8/i 2.Bb4
Qd8/ii 3.Bg4 (Bd6?) b5 4.Kxc2
Qe8 5.Be6 Qxe6 6.Bc3+ (a8Q+?
Qa2+;) Ka2 7.a8Q+ Qa6 8.Qg8+
wins.
i) Qe8 2.Be6 Qxe6 3.a8Q+ Qa2
4.Bc3 mate. Ka2 2.a8Q+ Kb3
3.Bxc2+ Kc4 4.Qa2+.
ii) Qh6+ 3.Kxc2 Qh2+ 4.Bd2, and
Qh8 5.Bc3+, or Qc7+ 5.Bc3+.

No. 7315 V.A. Kalyagin
4th Prize,

Sachova Skladba, 1986

Win 3 + 2

No.7315: V.A.Kalyagin (USSR).
I.h5 g4/i 2.h6 g3 3.Se6+/ii Kf5/iii
4.h7 g2 5.Sd4+ Kg6 6.h8Q glQ
7.Qg8+ wins.
i) Ke5 2.Se8 Kf5 3.Sd6+ Kf6
4.Se4+ Kg7 5.Sg3.
ii) 3.Sh5+? Kg5 4.4.h7 g2 5.h8Q
glQ+ drawn.
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iii) Kg4 4.Sd4. Ke5 4.h7 g2
5.h8Q+. Kf3 4.Sg5 Kg4 5.h7 g2
6.Sh3 Kxh3 7.h8Q+.

No. 7316 D. Gurgenidze
1 Hon.Mention,

Sachova Skladba, 1986

No.7316: D.A.Gurgenidze (USSR).
(The award originally printed the
wrong diagram. Who'd be an
editor?!) l.Rb2+ Khl 2.b8Q Qa6+
3.Qa7 Qc8+ 4.Rb8 Qxc6+ 5.Rb7
Qe8+ 6.Qb8, and now: Rc8
7.Rbl+ Kg2 8.Rb2+ Kh3 9.Rb3+
Kh4 10.Rb4+ Kg5 ll.Rb5+ Kg6
12.Rb6+ Kg7 13.Rb7+ Kg8
14.Qxc8+ Qxc8 15.Rb8 draw.
Qa4+ 7.Qa7 Ra6 8.Rh7+ Kg2
9.Rg7+ Kf3 10.Rf7+ Ke2 ll.Re7+
Kd2 12.Rd7+ Kc2 13.Rc7+ Kb2
14.Rb7+ Ka2 15.Qxa5+ Qxa5
16.Ra7 draw. DVH: nice echo
variation with slender material.

No.7317: E.A.Asaba (Moscow).
l.Qa3+ cSa6 2.Qxa6+ Sxa6 3.Be4
Qxe4 4.Rxe4 Bxc2 5.Rc4 Bd3
6.Rc8+ (Rc3? Sb4;) Bb8 7.Rc3/i
Be2 8.Rc2 Bfl 9.Rcl Bd3 10.Rc3
Ba7+ ll.Ka5 Sc5 12.KM Sa6+
13.Ka5 Be2 14.Rc2 drawn,
i) 7.Rd8? Bc4 8.Rc8 Bd5 wins.

No. 7318 S. Kasparyan
and S. Varov

3 Hon.Mention,
Sachova Skladba, 1986

Black to move,
White draws

No.7318: Sergei Kasparyan and
S.Varov (Erevan, USSR). l...Bh3/i
2.Kf4+ Kgl 3.SD+ Kf2 4.Sxh4
Bd6+ 5.Kg5 Be7+ 6.Kf4 Bxh4
7.Bd7 Bg3+ 8.Kg5 KB 9.Bc6+
Ke2 10.Bd7 Sf2 ll.Bxh3 Sxh3
12.Kg4 drawn.
i) Se5+ 2.Kf2 Sxc6 3.Sxc6. Bg2+
2.Kxg4 h3 3.Sf3.

No. 7317 E.A. Asaba
2 Hon.Mention,

Sachova Skladba, 1986

No. 7319 V.A. Kalyagin
1 Comm.,

Sachova Skladba, 1986

Draw
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