




ThE BIRTH CF MJDER~ CHESS

Happy 500th birtI~ay, ucdemchess~ At least that’s what we should
be saying, since it was about 500 years a~o that the queenand bishop
tock their malernmoves, thus creating the nrx¶ern game. Although the
other pieces hadtaken on their nt,dernnuvescenturies before, the
queenandbishop hadbeenweakpieces that slewedthe paceandreduced
the tactics of the game.

Unfortunately, the name of the inventor (or groupof inventors?) has
been Inst. (We are sure that the changeresults frcmn a single inven-
ticn becauseof the abrupt nature of the change.) We can, hcwever,
reccnstructby inference satie of the featuresof that great invention.

First, we kncw that the invention probablyoccurred in Italy, France,
or Spain, arcund 1475-1485. Modern chesswas thus a product of the
sa~ historical period that producedthe printing pressand the dis-
covery of America. It was an exciting time in which the medieval
dczjmas of the centurieswere beingexaminedwith fresh eyesby a
society feeling the pu#~er of new discoveryand invention.

Oar inventor(s) conceiveda sixrVle idea: as the rock could rangealong
open orthogonal lines, why not havean analogouspiece that ranged
along diajonal lines? Then, for the sakeof further logical bal&ice,
why not a very pcwerful piecethat nuved along ~ line, whether
orthogonalor diagonal?

The diagonal-nuverhad already beentried as the “courier” in Courier
Chess,a Germanchessvariant; our inventor(s) may or may not have
kncwn that. The nure pcwerful piece, hcwever,was stronger than any
pieceever tried in a chessvariant before that tixTe.

Then, our inventor(s) had a further inspiration: why not replace the
weakestexisting chess-pieceswith the new ones, thus allcwing the new
game to be played on old sets? This seansso logical that it’s hard
to believe that all previous kncwn chessvariants, including Courier
Chess,had a]dednew pieces without replacing the old; thus, they
enlargedthe gar~, requiring new ~uiptEnt to try it.

By allcwing the new game to be played on old sets, the rapidity of the
new gan&s spreadwas accentuated. Onewondersif the inventor(s)
were just beingpractical, wanting to try out the new ideaswithout
having to construct a new set. In anyevent, it was easy to identify
the queen (moved onesquarediagonally) andthe bishop (moved exactly
two squaresdiagonally) as the weakestpieces in the old game. The
queen, beinga solitary piece in the set, was the obvicus choice for
the new pcwerful piece. Thus, the bishopsbecamethe new diagonal
nuvers.

Thequirk of the new g~ was that the queenwas ncw stronger than the
king, but this was concededas a pratical necessityto keep the king
as the piece to be checkmated. (SaTepsychoanalystshaveseenthe
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queen’ssuperiority as frought with Oedipal significance, but I
believeit was sinple historical pragmatism.)

Hcw did the new gate spread? Probably by word of nuuth. If the
inventor(s) hadpublished anything, his (her,their) namewould nure
probablyhavebeenpreserved. Still, onewonderswhy the inventor(s)
didn’t protest when the game first appearedin literature before the
end of the century, with no credit to the inventor(s); perhapshe
(she,they) was already dead.

Since that time therehavebeena nurter of attanpts to add even
stronger pieces by catining existing pieces. For example,Philidor
played a chessvariant that had a rook-knight piece, and a rook-king
piece. Russiancamnnersof the 1700’s wereseenplaying with an over-
whelmingly strong piece canbining queenand knight; sateTurkish
players used the queen-knightpiece, a rook-knight piece, anda bishop-
knight piece.

All such new innovations have failed, perhapsbecausethey disturb the
balanceof weak and strong pieces, or enlarge the gate too much; or
sinply becausethey raiuire new equigrent that may not bewidely
available.

After the queen’sandbishop’s rebirth, all that ranainedwas the
hanneringout of minor rules. For example, stalanatewasnot con-
sidereda draw in Englandbefore the early 1800’s; before then, the
stalamatingplayer lost the game! (I havea 1745 book of problars

- that contains a position in which a player “wins” by self-stale-
mating!)

Likewise, the pawn prartion rule had satebugs: Philidor played
that the pawn could be prcxnoted only to a previously capturedpiece.
The 50-natedrawevolved during the 1800’s, and the 3—fold repetition
draw appearedabout 1883. The Italian players continued to usea
different kind of castling nuveuntil the latter 1800’s.

All honor to the inventor(s) of our nuderngame,who hasbrought
pleasureto millions. Let’s hope the next significant invention
in chesshas the name of the inventor preserved!

Every chessposition with at least one pawn hasone“mirror twin” posi-
tion. To prove this, take any position andnate eachman to the sym-
metrically correspondingsquare on the sanerank: e.g. a man on cl
goesto f1, on d6 to e6, on b3 to g3, etc. The resulting position
after all men are thus switchedwill be logically identical to the
first position for all nate possilities except that the position
(and all irate possibilities) will be arnirror image of the first
position. Likewise, anyposition with no pawnshas 7 logically
identical twins: ~ a man on b3 could be placedon g3, g6, f2,
f7, c2, c7, b6; those 8 squaresform a synbetrical network with
regardto ranks, files, anddiagonalsof opposite slopes. A pawn-
less position with all pieces on long diagonalshasonly 3 twins.
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B~2K REVIL1~S

CczrjuterChess
by

David E. Welsh

Publishedby In. C. Brcwn, Publishers,Dubixjue, Icwa.
Copyright 1954. Paperback,309 pages,$fl.95.

Have you ever wonderedwhat was going cn inside your chesscarputer
when it thinks? (That is, without having to learn the details of
prograrining intricacy.)

If so, then this book is for you. It providesa sixple and readable,
yet ccnprehensivecourseon the inner workings of chesscanputers.
A wealth of information is given, in a mannerfully digestible by the
layman.

The authorassuresyou are a cnnpletebeginneron ccmnputers,so starts
with a simple intrcduction to cawuter concepts. The inside of a
Great GaneMachine is photographed,diajranued, and described.

Then, conceptsof chessprograirming are discussed,first in simple
outline, thenwith trere detailed discussionof the many issuesinvolved.
Perhapsthe highlight of the book is the 89 annotatedocuputergases,
which discussprogram strengths,weaknesses,and quirks (saretirres
quite hurrorous) in relation to the rovesselected.

Much additional material is included, such as brief descriptions of
various popular programs; a small dictionary of chesscariputer terms;
regulations for carputer tourney play, etc. The book is professionally
produoedan] of goal physical quality, with a great index.

In all, this is prubablythe nest canpetentwork I have seenon caiputer
chess. It is highly recarnendedfor thosewho want to learn scmething
about the effects of the newesttechnologicalrevolution on the gane
of chess. (By the way, the book is not a buyer’s guide, as it stays
impartial on the relative rents of nudern canputersfor sale.)

1) TheBattle of Britain
by

Tony Miles, Craig Pritchett andNathanGoldberg

Publishedby chessExpress,PantherHouse, Mount
Pleasant,LondonI’~Cl. Magazineformat, 40 pages,
$5.50.

2) TiThurg and Bath 1983
by

Rctert G. Wade

Publishedby G. M. Editions, PantherHouse, Muunt
Pleasant,London IC. Paperback,32 pages, $3.50.
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The two abovebooks areprovided in the United Statesby a new group
called Berkeley ChessDistributors, 2950 SanPabloAvenue, Berkeley,
CA 94702. Ph: 415—845—9851. This group ainis to obtain the sore
uncam~n chess publications and make then available in the United
States.

The Battle of Britain is probably the best book on candidates’ matches
I have ever seen. It gives a wealth of detail about the Korchnoi-
Kasparov and Ribli-Srryslov matches in London, interspersing excellent
cainentary with a superb sense of hunnr that will have you chuckling
frequently. The gases are annotated in a manner that is both insight-
ful and readable. Behind-the-scenes detail is fascinating, and con-
tains sate things that did not appear, for diplomatic reasons, in
Chess Life. Specifically, there is speculation that the U.S.S.R. couglal
up a huge payoff (ca $200,000) to Korchnoi to induce him to give up his
previous forfeit win. According to Miles, Canpcnnnes failed to deny
this when pointedly asked. There is also an excellent interview with
Karpov, revealing such things as the fact that he heads a peace organi-
zation, andthat he saretimesgets boredwith chess.

All told, an excellent buy, definitely recarnended.

Tilburg andBath 1983 is a standardtournamentbook on two major 1983
events. Sategamesof the two eventsareannotated,but sost are not.
Printing anddiagramsare clear. There is only minimal backgroundon
the events. Generally, a book of interest to thosewho specialize in
studying high-level recent tournamentgases.

PLAY THE CCLA WAY (ADVERE’ISF2~IENT)

Tb you like to play in tournamentswith cashprizes everyweek, but
dislike having to drive to tournamentsites? Are you tired of paying
high entry fees for four rourdsof play? Do you ever wish you had sore
than threeminutes per sove, so that you could play sore deeply?

Correspondencechessoffers you the opportunity to play in the comfort
of your ewn hare at your convenience,with relatively little expense.
Ait with a tine limit of three days per soy, you are able to play sore
deeplyaid soreexactly than in over-the-boardchess.

The CorrespondenceChessLeagueof Aserica is the oldest aid largest
correspondencechessorganization in the United States. Since 1909,
O2LA hasbeenproviding the best in correspondencechesscanpetition.
A inn-profit organization, G2IA exists solely for the benefit of its
satters. CCIA snnberscan carpetein ten different events, andmay also
engagein international play throughCCLA’ s affiliation with ICCF.

Ainther benefit of mastershipin CXLA is a free subscription to The Chess
~ CCLA’ s awardwinning magazine,which features sore cor-
respondencechessgasesandnews every sonth than anyother American
chessmagazine--notto mention theoretical articles and columnists
writing on the opening, middlegame,and erdgase. The ChessCorrespnlent
also publishes tournamentresults anda revisedratings list everysonth.

?~nbershipdues for one year are $14.00. To join, sendyour checkor
soneyorder alongwith your sost recentUSCF postal or over-the-board
rating to: CCLA, p. 0. Box 363, E~catur, 11 62525
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PIEX2ES OF THE PAST

Where is the best place to buy chessbooks? Certainly not in bookstores,
with their small selection. But even the large catalogsof major chess
magazineshaveonly a fraction of the available chessworks.

The best placesto shop are the out-of-print booksellerswho specialize
in chess;thesefolks haveaccessto thousandsof titles. Many of their
itens are new and fairly recent, and often quite affordable. In addition
to historical ite~ns, they have openingtreatises, tournamentbooks,
biographies, gare collections, problei~sand endings; eachof thosecate-
gories by the dozensand dozensof books. Many books are in English,
though other languagesare represented.

Did you know, for example, that Bobby Fischerwrote a book of his anno-
tated gaseswhen he was only 16, ten yearsbefore his My 60 Mes~rable
Games? This virtually forgotten work, (entitled Bobby Fischer’sGamesof
Chess),appearson the out-of-print market at fairly nudestprices.

I recently had someoneaskwhere he could find unusualold tournament
books: “You know, like a Baden—Baden1907, if therewas such a tourna-
sent.” He may rest assuredthat Baden-Baden1907, if it existed, could
be found through, and only through, thesespecialist booksellers.

Even antiquarian rarities are not alwaysprohibitive. I haveseenl~48
editions of Staunton’sChessPlayers’ Handbook for under $20.00, despite
the considerablehistoric value of that book. Likewise, I havebought
photocopiesof an old Stauntonletter, and of handwritten gane-score
fran a I~4~rphy game of 1857; both of thosefor a few dollars or less.
Of course, the original editions of sateold books are expensive,but
even thesearenot prohibitive as areworks in sateother fields.
Currently, a first English edition of Philidor is going for $600. I
bought tournamentbooks for London 1851, and New York 1857, for $75 and
$50 respectively, in 1975.

I give the addresses below of booksellers with whom I have dealt, and
can reccmtend from my own experience. Please write then if you’re
seriously interested, but not otherwise; they’re not in businessfor
their health!

1) Dale Brandreth,P. 0. Box 151, Yorklyn, DE 19736

2) A. Buschke, 80 East 11th St., New York, NY 10003

3) John C. Rather, P. 0. Box 273, Kensington, Maryland 20895

4) Fred Wilson — Books, 80 East 11th St., Suite 334,
New York, NY 10003
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I~RPRFrThG ThE I~S

The 3-fold repetition draw is the newestbasic rule of chess,being
only about 100 yearsold. It may also be the hardestbasic rule to
recognizein practice.

The rule applieswhen the saneposition, with the sameplayer on move,
appearsor is about to appear, three tines (assumingthat castling and
~ possibilities are identical). Sizr~le enough,but there are
two caiuxnniiscoriceptions:

(a) Sanethink it’s a 3-fold repetition; actually, it’s a 3-fold
appearance(one appearance+ two repetitions) of the position.

(b) Sane think it’s repeated~y~; but the moves havenothing
to do with it. Positions can be identical even if they were
reachedby different moves. Likewise, a series of moves
repeatedtwice may producethree identical positions, since
the position the moves started fran may be numberone of the
count.

I’ve claimed the 3-fold only once in my life, in a recent postal game;
but even that claim causedconfusion. In diagram (a) belew, White (me)
has just played34)f3. There followed 34) . . Kf4, 35)Be3+,Kf5;
36)Bd4. New, diagram (b) is produced,identical to (a).

Black then played 36) . . . Kf 4; andI replied 37Be3+, offering a draw.
I assunedmy opponentwould knew that after 37) . . . Kf5 (forced), I
could play 38)Bd4 and claim the 3-fold. Much to my surprise, he
declined the draw, saying that he was repeatingmoves only to gain
time to analyzea risky line. So I “declared my intention” of play-
ing 38)Bd4, and claimed the draw, as diagram (c) is the third appear-
anceof the saneposition (even though reachedby different moves).

I wasmore surprisedwhen my opponentdisputed the claim, giving a
rationale that indicated saneconfusion on the claim. He agreedto
the draw anyway, however, so the T.D. did not have to verify. My
c~onentwas a postal candidatemaster. Clearly, skill doesnot
guaranteeclarity on this rule.

There is one surefire way to verify 3-fold’s without confusion: play
out the moveson a separateboard, canparingeachalleged repetition
with the position on the main board. Anything short of this direct
visual inspection is likely to make verification difficult.

~i

C.
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‘I~E 1983 5. C. PC~TAL CHESS QIAMPICflSHIP

Columbia’s John 14~Crary has beccmethe first S. C. Postal Chess
Championever to be crowned. MdZrazy edgedout a field in which
only 1.5 points separatedthe first sevenplaces! AIzrDst any
player in the tourney might have takenhair the title, had a move
or color allocation gone differently.

McX~rary hasplayed postal since 1973. His total record (excluding
short forfeit wins), is 57.5-21.5, with 49 wins, 17 draws, and 13
losses.There is a significant difference betweenhis postal skills
and his CII’B ability; he is so used to postal conditions that he finds
it hard to concentratein an (YI’B gaIr~.

The threerunners-upare powerful postalities. Mickey Bush was the
top-ratedpostal player in the stateat the tourney’s start. Bill
Floyd andWayneWilliams are new to postal ccznpetition, but both have
alreadyachievedstrong ratings, amongthe best in the state. Floyd
andWilliams haveboth found postal play to be a great deal of fun,
althoughWilliams is concernedto avoid any negativeeffect on his
OrB visualization skills.

Bill Corbett had a positive scoreagainst the top four finishers.
He inflicted the champion’sonly defeat, through a precise attack
with the blak pieces. Bob Strickland had a strong result for a
postal newcar~r. He led M~raxy by a pawn andpositional advantage
much of their game;had he convertedthat game into a win, he would
havebeenoneof five co-champions!

David Williams led part of the way, was one of the last to be elim-
inated, and finished only 1.5 points out of first. But the field
was so close that he had a disappointing placing anyway.

Terry Md’Iab earneda special note of respect. Although an inexperi-
encedplayer, he took on tough veteranccmnpetition, finishing all his
games. He proceededto knock both Corbett andBush out of the title.

Cliff Hyatt was unableto finish, but he started the tourney off with
a bang. He sent his first move on legal stationery, in an envelope
anblazonedwith the nameof his law finn. A coupleof us thought we
were getting suedby sanebcx3y~

The eventwas conceived,organized, anddirected by masterorganizer
Don Lanaster. Eight of the participants were fran major metro-areas:
McCrary, Floyd, Mc±~ab,andHyatt fran Columbia; Bush and D. Williams
fran Spartanburg;W. Williams and Corbett fran the Greenville area.
Bob Strickland is fran the little town of Smoaks,but he plays in Lhe
club championshipsof both Columbia andCharleston, and was the 1983
CharlestonCo-champion.
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1983 5. C. POSTAL (31F.SS CHAMPICliSHIP

FINAL CI~SSTABLE

4.J r~ ~H H
-HG)

John I4zCrary

Bill Floyd

Mickey Bush

Wayne Williams

Bill Corbett

Bob Strickland

David Williams

Terry McNab

Cliff Hyatt
(withdrew)* _______

*Hyatt lost to Wayne Williams before withdrawing.

I receivedthe following letter fran Phil Lowder, who hasa strong
interest in trying to keepplayers active. Such surveys as these
canbe useful in understandingcausative factors.

“I have taken a look at the Annual Rating Lists for 1981-1983.
This includes active chessplayers fran Nov. 80—Oct. 21, 1983. The
figures I havearrived at are not precise. They are, I believe,
‘reasonably’ accurate.

Total Active S.C. Players:
1981—189 of which 75 were provisional
1982—185 of which 58 were provisional
1983—195 of which 58 were provisional

I also fcund that of thoseactive players on the 1981 list, only
70 were active in 1982 and 1983. In 1981, nine provisional players
continuedto play in 1982 and 1983. Thesestatistics seento indicate
just hew hard it is to ~ peopleplaying in tournaments.”

—-Phil Tx~der
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UNDERHANDEDPOSTAL CHESS?

Postal chess is sufficiently different from OTB chess to
have its own set of questionable practices. Some of these
practices are clearly unethical, such as consulting a third
party, although virtually unprovable. There are other prac-
tices, however, which may or may not seem ethical, depending
on the individual judge.

For example, is it sportsmanlike to send an “if” move
purely to distract an opponent? Supposeyou see that your
opponent has a strong move, 21) Qh5, that you can’t prevent.
So, when you send your 20th move, you write “if 21) Rxd8, then
BxdB.” You hope your opponent will think that you’ve analyzed
21) RxdS as his best, and may thus be distracted from looking
for alternatives. My opinion is that anyone falling for this
deserves the consequences!

Frequently postalites ask their opponents how their other
games in the section are going. This is a natural question
when one cannot observe the other gaines. But players have been
known to pass on the assessment to the opponent of the person
providing it: £a~”Smith thinks you have strong attacking
possibilities if 7jou see them.” Also, players will sometijues
use such information to help them decide whether to go for
draws in their own games. For these reasons, I usually limit
my position assessments to “safe” comments. Most players
would agree, however, that providing false assessments of your
positions is unethical, though not technically against the
rules.

Some forms of postal gamesmanship are analogous to those
of 0TH play. For example, although a postalite cannot bang a
piece down with authority, he can use particularly bold and
aggressive strokes of the ink pen. Just as an 0TH player may
hurry up his moves to give his opponent less total time to
think, so a postal player may use this technique. Mailing
at the main P. 0. helps hurry one’s move, but use of “Express
Mail” tends to be too obvious! Although a postalite can’t
look impatient if his opponent is hanging on in a lost posi-
tion, he can write comments like, “This is my last game in
the section.”

Players differ on whether one should send an “if” move
when the opponent’s reply is obviously forced. Some feel
that buying more thinking time by not sending the “if” is
legitimate, while others disagree.

In all, it is good that postal prizes are usually low,
to keep us honest:
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RATING LISTS

TOP ACTIVE PLAYE1~ OrB RATINGS

Klaus A. Pohl
ErnestoDe Guzman, Sr.
JackJ. Berry
Marvin R. Barker
JosephZeiuretz
Patrick D. Hart
Wayne Gocximan Williams
M. Lee Hyder
Jeffrey R. Sneltzer
Francis G. Banffy
Paul E. Tinkler
Edward0. McCauley
SeanRamsey
David Knox Williams
David W. Miller
J. Fred Wilson
Rory Cahoon
Lirdsay E. Blanks
Dennis L. Fish
SpeneerR. Mathews,Jr.
JanesC. Hyatt
Michael W. Ham
Claude W. Corbett, III
David Y. Causey
Jerry N. Turner
Charles E. Braun
Mickey Bush
Russell ThunTond
Philip F. Jackscn
Martin M. Mahaffey
Richard W. Van Hall
Mario Schenkel

2348
2222
2145
2131
2121
2118
2114
2088
2084
2073
2051
2037
2011
2008
1996
1993
1981
1963
1937
1934
1934
1931
1912
1909
1902
1900
1865
1857
1845
1844
1825
1823

33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.

Albert M. Cantrell
Manuel Keepler
Bill Floyd
Ralph Gregory Martin
Don Lenaster
Winston D. Reed
JamesE. Hughey
Robert H. Itorer
Dennis M. Salwierz
Ralph L. Hughes,Jr.
Marion B. Mahaffey
Ralph B. Carter
Matt M. Eberle
Joel De Guzinan
Jim Williams
Robert F. Strickland
Michael Landau
RobertM. Smith
John C. Anthony
Ralph G. Bryant
Orville B. Harris
Lawtnn Wiggins
Alvin R. Veronee,Jr.
Arturo Martin DeNioul
C~ie D. Lindsay
Tully C. Stoudemayer
J. Henry White
Benjy F. Hawthorne
EkrcnanuelV. Seko
William R. Bland, Jr.
Ryan C. Cc*er
Paul D. Wester

TOP PLAYEI~ PCSTAL RATED IN S.C.
(Note: The S.C. Postal Chan~ionship was not rated.)

1. D. M. Scott, Jr.
2. Saxruel Playfair
3. Patrick D. Hart
4. Mickey Bush
5. Wayne Goodnan Williams
6. Elliott Schwartz
7. John !&Crary
8. Bill Floyd
9. Virgil Smith

10. John N. Crawford
11. Thomas Hutcheson
12. Benjy F. Hawthorne
13. SeanRamsey
14. David W. Miller

1702
1518
1502
1480
1470
1402
1394
1392
1382
1360
1294
1258
1236
1232

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.

Dennis L. Fish
JosephZeinetz
Claude W. Corbett, III
Arthur R. Paterson
WarrenS. Beall
Daniel A. Miller
RichardA. Cheshire
Winston D. Reed
J. Karl Stover
John R. Vonderlieth
D. Mikell Johnson
Michael W. BeUows
Lawton Wiggins
JamesA. Can±tz

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.

1806
1802
1792
1791
1788
1765
1761
1737
1733
1703
1700
1684
1683
1680
1679
1670
1667
1666
1663
1655
1654
1651
1645
1637
1634
1626
1625
1620
1613
1613
1610
1606

1214
1212
1202
1200
1200
1200
1194
1166
1150
1148
1146
1112
1094
1078
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Top PlayersPostal, continued.

~n Lenaster
Arturo Martin DeNicol
Ryan C. Coker
Mark D. Klwje
I~t,ert H. Mc~orer
Donald C. Horton
Kenneth C. Clark
William E. Harriot
StephanD. Hart
Paul J. 1b]nar
EdwardD. Bcwling
Andrew A. Jackson
JesusA. Lozano
JaresF. Russell
Dennis E. Williams

1066
1054
1042
1042
1028
1016
0976
0930
0916
0910
0908
0902
0900
0900
0886

44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.

Doyle Day
Leroy E. Lewis
FrankWilliams, Jr.
Frank J. Karneckis
RichardT. Wallaoe
Mitchell E. Fre6nan
August C. Mahcn
Tray S. Motte
John C. Gardner,
John Campbell
Robert L. Hyder
Buddy Paschal
JackL. Thbbins
Jeff R. Robbins

II

“HEAVEN! IT’s JUST AS I ALWAYS

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

0848
0810
0804
0782
0696
0688
0660
0660
0654
0600
0600
0600
0556
0526

TMA(!TN’fl T’P? “
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GAbES LEPAR[NEN~

(If not otherwisestated, annotationsby CharlesBraun.)

1983 S.C. POSTAL CXANPICLNSHIP

White: Jcim ?kzCrary Black: DavidWilliams

(Notesby Mr.Craxy)

l.d4 NfE; 2.c4 eE; 3.Nc3 c5; 4.d5 exd5; 5.cxd5 dE; 6.e4 a6; 7.Bd3 g6;

8.a4 Bg7; 9.Nf3 Bg4; l0.h3 Bxf3; ll.Qxf3 0—0; 12.0—0 Nbd7; 13.Qdl Re8;

14.f4 Qc7; l5.1~l c4; 16.Bc2 b5; 17.axb5axb5; 18.Rxa8 RxaB; 19.Be3 ItO;

20.Qf3 Nc5; 21.Ne2 Ra8; 22.Nd4 QaS; 23.Rbl b4(a);

24.Nc6 QbS; 25.e5 b3; 26.Bdl NeS; 27.Bxc5(b) Qxc5+; 28.Qf2 QbS; 29.Be2 Bf8;

30.Rcl Ra4; 31.Qfl QxdS(c); 32.Bxc4 Qe4(d); 33.Rc3(e) Ra2; 34.Qcl d5;

35.Bxb3(f) Ra8; 36.Bc2 Qe2; 37.5(13 Qh5; 38b4 Qh4; 39.Bfl resigns(g).

(a) ¶t~ queensidepawn structure leavesa lot of spacefor pieces
to c~erate. Black haspotential threats that must be watched;
his urrbile pawn majority is dangerousif allayed to stay
nrtile.

(b) Parting with this bishopwas hard to do, as I give up inpor-
tant control of dark squares,and lose the bishop-pair;
f”.zrrd more, the resulting bishopsof opposite colors could
reduceany winning chancesI might develop. Ha.iever, I felt
that this exchangewas neededto initiate a plausible queen-
side counterattack.

Cc) lirFossible earlier becauseof Ne7+.

(d) Of o~arse, if 32) . . . Qxc6, 33) Bxf7+.

(e) New I can play Bxb3, because. . . Qe3+ is guarded.
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(f) White’s piece deplcrymentwer the last few nnveshasgiven
him enhancedspacecontrol. Nw the black pieceshave to
scrartle to find safe squares;his queentrust go all the
way to the far side of the board.

(g) The final position reninds ne of the “Excelsior” probJan
by the great composer Sam Loyd. In that prcblen a lady
b-pawnmarchesstraight up the board to queen,oblivious
to a cratadof pieces unableto stop it effectively. Here,
Black’s only try to stop the b-pawnwithout losing a piece
is . . . Ra2 and . . . Qf2-b6 (that missing dark square
bishop!). Hcwever, Rf3 would prevent that.

White deservescredit for increasinghis spacecontrol
while defendingqueensidethreats. The b-pawnwent from
being a merebastion against the black pawns, to being
heroof the gate, in just a few nnves.

Final Position of ItCrary-
WiUians

Fran the Third CorrespondenceTeamCharrpicnship. 502 nunbersLee
Hyder andChuck Braunare on Boards 1 and 2 for the Mid-South
Mockingbirds.

NATIWAL TEAM ~IAMPICNSHIP- DIVISICW II
SW~IC14 L33009

White: CharlesBraun - Mid-South Mockingbirds
Black: Terrell Carter - California RidgecrestDesert Knights

Opening: King’s Garrbit Declined

l.P-K4 P—K4; 2.N-QB3 N-KB3; 3.B-B4 N-B3; 4.P-B4 B-B4 a); 5.N—B3 P-Q3;
6.P-03 b) P-QR3 c); 7.P-B5 d) P-R3 e); 8.P—KR3 B-Q2; 9.P-R3 f) Q—K2;
lO.P—KN4 P—KN4; ll.NXNP P-04 g); 12.PXP P2Gb 13.BXNP h) 0-03; 14.BXN
QXB; 15.PXN BXQBP; 16.B-05 i) Q-R5+; 17.K-Q2 Q-N4+; 18.K—Kl Q-RS+;
19 .Drawn.

a) The other main variation is 4.. .NXP, 5.N-B3 N-03, 6.B-Q5!
with a car~licated position.

b) Reachinga position from the King’s Gambit declined. Black has
many soresto choosefrom here, the sharpestof which is 6...
B—KNS, 7.N-QR4! BXN!? 8.Q2CB N-Q5, 9.Q-N3? NXP+, l0.K-Ql NXR,
ll.NXB PXN, 12.QXP with caiplicaticns that generally favor
White.

A
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c) This xra’e pennits Black to play B-KN5 sure effectively because
White can’t tradeoff his KB with N-0R4.

d) PreventsB-KN5. Another idea here is 7 .N-KN5 B-KN5, S .BXP+ K-K2,
9.N-Q5+ K-B, l0.N-K6+ BXN, ll.BxB N-Q5, 12.PXP P2(2, 13.NXN NXB,
14 .Q-N4 P2GI, 15.OXN Q-K2, 16.B-R6+Tarjan-Spencer,Rochester
1969.

e) This is supposedto equalize, but it just doesn’t look that
good. White gets a slight edgeafter 7.. .N-05, 8.B-N5 P-B3,
9.NXN B2O~J, l0.Q—B3:

f) White takes tine to preservehis bishop fran exchangevia N-QR4.

g) 11...PXN, 12.BXNP folirwed by, 13.N-Q5.

h) Threatening14.N-K4.

i) White is two pawnsup and is looking forward to a won ending,

but Black hasan aceup his sleeve.

CR10 ICOKIES

Opening: PITC Defense

White: C. C. Braun

Black: JamesS. Blanning

l.P-K4 P—KN3; 2.P-Q4 B—N2; 3.N-QB3 P-Q3; 4.P—B4 N-KB3; 5.N—B3 P—B4 a);
6.PXP b) Q-R4; 7.B-Q3 QXBP; 8.Q-K2 B-Q2 c); 9.B-K3 Q-B2 d); 10.0—0
0—0; ll.P—KR3 e) N—R4; 12.14-05 0—0; 13.Q—B2 B—~3; 14.P—1Q14N—B3 f);
15.N—B3 ~4-Q2; 16.QR-QlP-QR3; 17.P-QR4N-Kl; 18.B-Q4 P—K4 g); 19.PXP
142(2; 20.BXN PXB; 21.BXP Q-R4; 22.B—N5 B2W; 23.PXB Q-NS h); 24.N-N5
QXP/7; 25.N—Q5! i) Q—R6; 26.R—Q3! j) 0—03; 27.NXRP! Resignsk).

a) The main line of the Austrian Attack is 5... 0-0, 6.B-Q3.

b) Another good line for White is 6 .B-N5+ B-Q2, 7 .P-K5 N-N5,
8.BXB+ 0KB (8.. .NXB?, 9.P—K6 P20(2, 10.14—1(145), 9.P-Q5 P2(2,
l0.P-KR3.

c) More flexible is 8... 0-0 because in many variations, this
bishop goes to 145.

d) 9.. .Q—NS, 10.0—0 QXNP, ll.N—a15±

e) This takes away Black’s cnunterplay. Ncw, if 11.. .P-QR3,

12 .Q-B2.

f) 14.. .B201, 15.PXN B—B3 (15.. .B—K3, 16.PX2 RP2(2, 17.N—N5)

16.PXP BPXP (16.. .RPXP, 17.14—145) 17.B—B4+ K—R, 18.14-145.

g) Black is trying to get scrething going. White nclri snatches
a pawn.
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h) Black goes for the poisonedNP. On 23.. .14-03 White can

choosearmong 24.R-Q5, R-Rl or R-Q7.

i) Threatening26 .N-K7+.

j) The Queen has no safe retreat.

k) 27.. .KXN, 28.Q—R4+ K—Nl, 29.14-1(7+.

S. C. STATE CHAMPICrISHIP
10—9—83

RESERVE SECTICI4J

White: Earl P. Berry Black: Hugh Brcxvning

l.P-K4 P-K4; 2.N-KB3 P-Q3; 3.P-Q4 PXP a); 4.NXP B-K2; 5.N-QB3 P-QR3 b)
6.B-Q3 P-QB4; 7.N-KB3 N-KB3; 8.0-0 14-145 c); 9.R-Kl N—K4; 10.NXN PXN;
ll.N-QS B—K3; 12.NXB 02(14; 13.B—K3 P—~3; 14.P-Q’J3N—QB3; 15.0—PS0—0;
16.P-KB4 P2(2; 17.BXBP P-~4; 18.B-06?! d) 02W; 19.K-R1; P-BS? e);
20.P-KS 0-05; QXRP Mate.

a) Inconsistent. After protecting the strong point at 4, Black
gives it up. Better 3.. .14-KEG or 3.. .14-02.

b) Better to keepdevelopingwith 5.. .N-KB3, when he would havea
satisfactory gane after 6.B-03, 0-0, 7.0-0 R-K, 84J~J-K2 B-Bl.

c) If Black wantsa knight on 1(4, a better plan is 8.. .N-QB3 and
9.. .14-1(4.

d) Needs to be preparedwith 18 .K-R.

e) 19.. .N-K4 securesthe piece.

S. C. STATE GIAMPIcIISHIP
10—8—84

RESERVE SEC~ICR

White: Earl P. Berry Black: Scott Thcnson

l.e4 e5; 2.14f3 Nc6; 3.d4 exd4; 4.Nxd4 BoS a); 5.Nxc6 b) bxc6 c);
6.Bd3 dS; 7.0—0 BeE; RU 14f6 d); 9.Bg5?! h6 e); 10.Bh4 g5; ll.Bg3
0—0; 12.exds cxd5; 13.Nc3 c6; 14.Rbl aS; 15.h4 Bd6 f); 16.hxg5 HxgS;
17.Bxd6 Qxd6; 18.0d2 Nh7; 19.Bxh7+ Kxh7; 20.QxgS Rg8 g); 21.Qh5+ Kg7;
22.Qe5-i-! OxeS; 23.Rxe5 Rab8; 24.a3 Kf6; 25.Rh5 cS; 26.NxdS+ Bxd5;
27.md5 ~gcB;2Sc4 Rb3; 29.Rd6+ KeS; 30.Rd2 f5; 31.Rel+ Kf4; 32.Ree2
RobS; 33.f3 R8 h); 34.Kf2 Rgb8; 35.g3+ Kq5; 36.Kq2 RB B6; 37.Rf2 a4;
38.Kfl RhE; 39.Rd5 Rhl+; 40.Kg2 Rbl; 41.g4 Rblb2; 42.RxfS Kg6; 43.Rxc5
IOcf2+; 44.Kxf2 Rxa3; 45.Ra5 Hal; 46.cS Kg5; 47.c6+ Kh4 and Black
Resigns.

a) More logical is 4.. .Nf6. The text permits Black to use
f6 for his queen.

b) Much better 5.Nb3 or 5.Be3.
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c) Sharperis 5...Qf6, 6.Qd2 bc8 7.14c314e7, 8.Bc4 0—0,

9.0—0 Ng6

d) Better 8. . .Ne7 folla’~ed by 0-0 andN-gE.

e) 9...de is tough to answer,l0.RXe4 Bxf2+.

f) l5.g4 is the lesserevil.

g) 20.. .Rh8 follcwed by RagS is a better try.

h) 33.. .Kg3 would crampWhite’s style.

S.C. STATE CWGED CHAY’IPICWSHIP

10—7—83

white: Klaus Pohi Black: David Miller

l.e4 c5; 2.14f3 dE; 3.d4 cil; 4.Nxd4 NF6; 5.Nc3 a6; 6.Bc4 eS?a); 7.Nf5 Bxf5;
B.ef NcE b); 9.Be3 14e7 c); l0.Qf3 Qc8; ll.Bb3 NxfS; 12.Bb6 14e7 d);
13.Ne4 Qc6; 14.Ba4! e) Qxa4; l5.NxdE+ Kd7; 16.0—0—0! d5; 17.Nxf7 BdE;
18.Rxd5 Ke7; 19.Nxd6 Qxa2; 20.Ra5 f) Qe6; 21.Qxb7 Nd7; 22.Bc7 f8; 23.Ne4
Qg4; 24.Qd5Rf4; 25.Bd6+ KeB; 26.Qxa8+Kf7; 27.QdS+Kg6; 28.Ra3 Qe2;
29.Qe6+Nf6; 30.Re30-b5; 31.Rg3+ KhE.

a) The only reliable trove here is 6.. .e6.

b) White gets the edge also after 8.. .Be7, 9.0-0 0—0, l0.Be3 Nbd7,
ll.Nd5.

c) Black doesn’t have time to go chasingpawns. Better 9.. .Be7
and 10.. .0—0.

d) Black is still trying to get untangled.

e) A tine trove that sendsBlack on a one-wayticket to oblivion.

f) White has regained his piece with interest but still the attack

continues.

LPO 83
7—30—83

Veresov’5Opening

White: Paul Farber Black: Cliff Hyatt

l.d4 Nf6; 2.Nc3 d5; 3.BgS gE a); 4.Qd2 Bg7; 5.f3 c5; 6.dc5 d4; 7.NbS b)
Nc6; 8.000 1465; 9.e4 Nb4; l0.a3 QaS; ll.Qf2 a6; 12.Nd4 Nd4; 13.Rd4 14a2+;
14.Kbl Nc3+; 15.Kal Nd.l; 16.Rdl? c) Qa3+; Resigns.

a) 3.. .RE, 4.e4 transposesto the FrenchDefense. Other possi-
bilities are 3.. .h4 and 3.. .Ne4. The text permits doubling
pawnswith 4B:f6.
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c) E.QC32 Qd2, 7.Rd2 Nb2, 8.Kbl was necessary

Junior Section
10—8—83

White: R. Hyder Black: Jchn Carr~tell

l.P-K4 P-K4; 2.N—KB3 N-QB3; 3.B—B4 B-B4; 4.P-Q3N—B3; 5.0—0 P-Q3;
6.B—KNS 0-0 a); 7.N—B3 0-1(1 b); 8.BXN P2W; 9.N-05 0-01; l0.P-QR3 P-QR4;
11.0-02 B-Ia~J5?; 12.N-R4?c) K—U; 13.P—N4?P-KB4; 14.PXB 02(14; 15.NXP
R-KNl; 16.NXR d) B-B6; 17.P—N3 0-RE; 18.BXP Q-N7 mate.

a) Better ideas are 6.. .N-QR4 to swapoff White’s KB or ... .PKR3.

b) Better 7.. .B-K3 or 7.PKR3.

c) 12.0-RE should win quickly.

d) 16.P-KB3 is called for.

AWUSTACITY CHESS CHAMPICNSHIP 1983
4—23—83

N. Augusta, GA Rec. Center

(Notesby Bedell)

White: Lester B. Bedell USCF 1822 Cat. 1 (CandidateExpert)
Black: Dr. Lee Ryder USCF 2078 Expert Title (Candidate Master)

This was the final round; if I won I’d place second. It is of interest
to note that Dr. Hyder is a 20 year veteran of chess cauipetition with:
5 tines S. C. State Champion; Southern California Champion; ni.mnrous
winner of various local tournamentsandmanyan AugustaCity Champion.
Rex Blalock (215E) told me before the game I had very slim chancesof
a draw! For Rex in the previous round drewRyder and never won against
the Dr. in E outings in tournaments!!

l.D4 NfE; 2.c4 eE; 3.Nc3 dS; 4.2g5 Be7 (at this tine Rex exclaimed,
‘That! Hyder playing an orthcxlox!” Took Rex by surprise. Usually he
played KID, or others); 5.Nf3 0-0; 6.e3 h6; 7.Bh4 Ne4; 8.Be7 0e7; 9.Rcl
Nc3? (I wondered why volunteer a trove); 10 .Rc3 bE? (weakens Q.B file);
ll.Qcl! c6; 12.Ne5 Bb7; 13.8d3 RoB; 14.exd5 wd5; 15.Bf5 ReB; 16.0c2!
NaS; 17 .Bh7-4- Kh8; 18.Bg6 Rf8?? Black resigns.

The nnst unusual game index I ‘ve ever seen was in the tournament book
of London 1883. The games were classified by the editor’s opinion, £2t
“Masterly playing throughout,” “very lively,” “lively,” “fairly good,”
etc. Many games fell in the “indifferent” category. This kind of
index is a refreshing change from the usual player or opening indexes,
but I’m sure it made the editor sateenanies!
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“FIVE DIFF’ERENrWAYS ‘ID ?‘FTE”

by

Leland L. Fueretman

It was late August, 1983: as we traveled South on 1-77 we were enter-
tains] by a kaleidoscope of colors of the changing season. This tire
our destinationwould be a rerote southernaristocratic city.

Upon our arrival, as sq partner and I enteredthe playing hall, I could
not help but overhearthe candid conversationof two local upstarts.
The first gentleman said, “I heard that Fuerstman is coming to play in
this tournament.” The secondtyro exclaimedboldly, “Oh, I could crush
Fuerstnian.” Then the first player rsmrked, “Are you kidding? If he
wantedto, flierstxuan could checkmateyou five different ways.” I con-
tinued into the building witteut their noticing.

As luck would have it, sure enough, I was pairedwith the ambitious
fellciv in Round 2. I played the White side of the French.

1. e4 e6 12. Kfl h6
2. d4 dS 13. Bh4 g5
3. ed Cd 14. Bg3 Nd5
4. c4 Nf6 15. Bc4 Nlf6
5. Nf3 Bb4 lE. Qc2 Bb7
6. Nc3 0—0 17. h4 Nfe4
7. BgS ReB 18. RU Ndc3
8. Be2 Qe7 19. hg hg
9. cxl Nbd7 20. DeS NfE

10. a3 Bc3+ 21. QgE+ Kf8
11. be bE 22. 11i8+ Nq8

Dtxtents later, sq embarrassedadversarytipped his king and quickly
scurried out of the playing hail. His associaterushedto the board
to examine the final position. Seconds later, he looked up with
astonishmentande,claimed, “Oh sq gosh, he is checkmatedfive dif-
ferent ways!”

bfl’, for tirse of you who may doubt the deliberate skills of a mere
expert, (*), pleaseresister that in order to achieve long-range goals,
me mist ocrasionally take risks.

P.S. The gre was actually played, however, the circumetances reported
do imply a slight paucity of the truth.

(Ffiitor ‘s bite: I am not totally sureWhite’s 18 is correct, as the score
sutinitted had a misprint.)
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End of Year, Dec. 31, 1983

Round Round Round
Rating 1 2 3 Score

1. Fuerstman,Leland 2153 W-5 U U 1
2. Ert, David 2136 W—6 L—3 L—4 1
3. Berry, JackJ. 2130 W—8 W-2 D-7 2½
4. Cooley, Allen 2084 L—7 W—6 W—2 2
5. Hill, Jitruty 2025 Ir’l L—7 D..43 ½
6. Kirby, John 1957 L-2 L-4 L-8 0
7. Hyatt, JamesC. 1935 W-4 W-5 D-3 2½
8. Goldberg, Lawrence 1869 L—3 L—43 W—6 1
9. Williams, Michael 1833 W—13 D—12 L—l0 1½

10. BeTh, William R. 1778 D—14 W—15 W—9 2½
11. Covington, William 1771 D—15 W—14 W—12 2½
12. Hall, Greg Kenneth 1771 W—16 D-9 L-ll 1½
13. Kirby, Kevin 1751 L—9 W-lE D-14 1½
14. Blanning, James 5. 1714 D—l0 L—l1 D—13 1
15. Lee, John B. 1705 13-11 L—l0 D—16 1
16. Baxter, Rex 1301 L—12 L—13 13—15 ½
17. Strickland, Robert 1683 13—21 L—24 W—22 1½
18. Storz, Rolf M. 1671 14—23 13—19 14—24 2½
19. Moore, Robert C. 1667 14—22 D—18 14—20 2½
20. Willis, Steven C. 1649 D—24 D—21 L—19 1
21. Anthony, John C. 1648 D—17 13—20 14—23 2
22. Hancoth, Butch 1635 L—19 L—23 L-17 0
23. Roy, Jim 1608 L—18 14—22 L—21 1
24. Laribard, Ralph S. 1604 13-20 14—17 L—18 1½
25. Wester, Paul 1603 W—29 13—30 L—27 1½
26. Funderburk, Annn 1554 L—30 W—28 14—32 2
27. Davis, Daniel 1550 14—31 14—32 14—25 3
28. Dalton, Johnny M. 1519 L—32 L—26 L—29 0
29. Biddix, Edward L. 1512 L—25 L—31 14—28 1
30. Johnson, David 1487 W—26 D—25 L—31 1½
31. Wallace, Charles 1467 L—27 W—29 14—30 2
32. Hamby, Steve 1450 14—29 L—27 L—2E 1
33. Edwards, Allen S. 1405 14—39 L—36 L—38 1
34. Austin, Mitchell R. 1403 14—40 L—37 14—35 2
35. Martinat, Henry 1374 L—38 W—42 L—34 1
36. Haigler, Willard 1370 W—41 W—33 W—37 3
37. Walker, Phillip 1222 W—42 W—34 L—3E 2
38. Edwards, Christopher 1192 W—35 14—39 14—33 3
39. Storz, Randy 1058 L—33 L—38 L—40 0
40. Fitzgiltons, Robert UNR L—34 W—41 W—39 2
41. Goldberg, Rafi UNR L—36 L—40 L—42 0
42. Proctor, Eddie UNR L—37 L—35 W—41 1
43. Miller, David 14. 1963 U 14-8 13-5 1½
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SCEJ~H CAJELINA OPEN CHAMPICt4SHIP
January14—15, 1984

Round Round Round Round Round
Rating 1 2 3 4 5 Score

1. Berry, Jack J. 2130 14-7 14-10 13-2 W-3 14-12 4~
2. Tinkler, Paul E. 2020 13-8 14—9 13-1 14-10 14—3 4
3. Blanks, Lindsay 1959 14-9 13-8 14-6 L—l 13-2 3
4. Kirby, John 1957 L—l0 14—7 13—8 L—12 L—ll 1½
5. Corbett, Clande14. 1953 L—ll L—12 Bye .14—9 14—6 3
6. Hyatt, James C. 1935 14—12 13-11 L-3 14—8 L-5 2½
7. Goldberg, Laurence 1869 L-l L-4 ½ L-ll L-9 ½
8. Van Hall, Richard 1827 13-2 13-3 13-4 L-6 L—l0 1½
9. Floyd, Bill 1826 L—3 L—2 L—12 L—5 14—7 1

10. Turner, Jerry N. 1790 14—4 L—l 14—11 L-2 14—8 3
11. Mahaffey, Martin M. 1768 14—5 D—6 L—l0 14—7 14—4 3½
12. Kirby, Kevin 1751 L-6 14-5 14-9 14-4 L-1 3
13. Belk, William R. 1778 14—21 14—19 14—14 14—18 13—16 4½
14. Blanning, James5. 1714 14—22 14—23 L—13 W—24 14—17 4
15. Strickland, Robert 1683 L—23 14—26 14—20 1-17 U 2
16. Moore, Robert C. 1667 L—24 14—22 14—23 14—19 13—13 3½
17. Smith, RobertM. 1665 14—25 L—24 14—27 14—15 L—14 3
18. Landau, Michael 1625 13—26 14—28 14—24 L—13 L—23 2½
19. Lindsay, Opie 13. 1622 14—27 L—13 14—28 L—16 14—26 3
20. Green, Larry G. 1582 L—28 14—25 L—15 L—26 L—27 1
21. Jancwski,Duane14. 1565 L-13 L-27 L—26 14—22 L—25 1
22. lawrence, Philip L. 1538 L—14 L—16 L—25 L—21 U 0
23. Biddix, Edward L. 1512 14—15 L—14 L—lE 14—27 14—18 3
24. Hite, Everett E. 1460 14—16 14—17 L—18 L—14 14—28 3
25. Crane, Ken 1442 L—17 L-20 14—22 L—28 14—21 2
26. Edwards, Allen 1405 13—18 L—l5 14—21 14—20 L—19 2½
27. Armuns, Charles 1389 L—19 14—21 L—17 L—23 14—20 2
28. Black, Kenneth UNR 14—20 L-18 L—19 14-25 L-24 2
29. Haigler, Willard I. 1370 L-38 14—41 14—36 13—33 13—34 3
30. Itin, Jerry 1359 14—37 14—35 14—32 L—38 14—31 4
31. Mitchell, Jctin 1352 14—39 14—34 L—38 14—35 L—30 3
32. Stegall, JosephE. 1332 14—40 14—36 L—30 14—34 13—38 3½
33. White, Buidy P. 1307 14—41 L—38 14—37 13—29 13—35 3
34. Baxter, Rex 1301 14—42 L—31 14—40 L—32 13—29 2½
35. Edwards, Christopher 1192 14—43 L—30 14—42 L—31 13—33 2½
36. Parker, Marty R. 1257 14—44 L—32 L—29 13—43 13—40 2
37. Cameron, Robert 1216 L—30 14—43 L—33 13—41 W—44 2½
38. Frady, Gregory 1176 W-29 W-33 W-31 W-30 D-32 4½
39. Helms, Kevin L. 1089 L-31 L—42 L-43 L—44 L-41 0
40. Baucrrn, Pcbbie 1037 L—32 W—44 L—34 W—42 13—36 2½
41. Fitzgibbons, Robert UNR L-33 L-29 W-44 13-37 W-39 2½
42. Carries, Jerarty 14. UNR L-34 W-39 L—35 L—40 L—43 1
43. Mitchun, Leslie UNR L-35 L-37 W-39 13-36 W-42 2½
44. Whitley, Chadwick UNR L—36 L-40 L—41 W—39 L—37 1
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12TH SNCSgS¶LOR’1 SPECIAL
2—18—84

N. QIARLESTOU, SC

Pre Post
Rtns Rtns

Pci-il, Klaus
Hart, Patrick 13.
Williams, WayneGo
Tinkler, Paul 11.
Blanks, Lindsay E.
Mccauley, Edward
Hyatt, JamesC.
Causey, David Y.
Thomson, Scott 13.
Strickland, Robert
Salwierz, Dennis M.
Klix, Robert
Floyd, William B.
Moorer, Robert H.
Stcudariayer,Tully
Bryant, Wesley
Lawrence,Philip L.
Milburn, Michael E.
Veronee,Jr., Alvin
Roy, Jim
Frady, GregoryA.
Blanning, Jams S.
Kennedy, 14A3 Kevin
Hanlon, James13.
Crawford, John N.
Tosi, Ronald E.
Thomas, Charles
Salwierz, John C.
Elliott, Robert T.

2362
2116
2095
2027
1956
2030
1981
1888

1874/7
1671
1666

0
1804
1739
1608
1558
1490

0
lE2E
1545
1482
1770
1618
1546
1345

0
1433

0
0

2348
2118
2114
2051
1963
2037
1934
1909
1853
1670
1733
1917
1792
1737
1626
1559
1497
1673
1645
1522
1468
1769
1573
1521
1341
1370
1454
1166
1277

1 2 3 4 5 Total

1423
1420
1415
1417
1416
F--
L19
1425
1427
1428
1418
1322
1429
1421
L-3
L—5
L-4
Ll1
14-7
L-2
L14
1312
L-l
K--
L—8
H—-
L-9
LlO
L13

L—8
1413
1414
1410
U-’
1419
L12
14-1
1424
L-4
14-5
14-7
L—2
L—3
1429
1428
118
1417
L—6
1325
B- -

1426
L27
L-9
1320
L22
1423
L16
L15

W22
14-9
14-8
1411
1424
1312
1425
L—3
L—2
K- -

L—4
13—6
1416
1419
1421
L13
1428
1320
114
1318
L15
L—l
1429
L—5
L—7
B--
F——
117
223

14-4
L—3
14-2
L—l
1414
1422
K--
1410
Lil
L—8
14—9
1418
1315
L—5
1313
K- -

H--
L12
1420
L19
1425
L-6
1324
1323
L21
F--
F--
B--
U--

Tied players are listed in order of pre—tournatrentratings:
14-Win, L-Inss, 13-Draw, K—Forfeit Win, F-Forfeit loss, Z-Forfeit Draw,
11-1/2 Pt. Bye, B-Bye, U—Unplayed.

GET WELL YURI
1—7—84

TD - Patrick Hart

Ratinq
Round Round Round Round

1 2 3 4

1. Paul Tinkler
2. LindsayBlanks
3. Patrick Hart
4. Rory Cahoon

1. James Hanlon
2. Jim Roy
3. Robert Moorer
4. RobertStrickland

2020
1959
2118
1955

1555
1608
1723
1683

X 1 1/2 0 1.5
0 X 0 1/2 0.5

1/2 1 X 1/2 2.0
1 1/2 1/2 X 2.0

x 1
0 K
— 1
1 1

— 0 1.0
0 0 0.0
K 1 2.0
0 K 2.0

1.
2.

L
6.
7.
8.

—~ 9.[ 10.
I11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
~29.

14-3
1411
L-l
14-8
1412
1413
1415
L-4
1419
1421
L—2
L-5
L—E
1316
L-7
1314
1423
1424
I~—9
1428
LlO
U--
L17
L18
B-—
U--
U--
120
U--

4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
4.0
3.5
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
3.0
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.0
1.0
.0

Score

(Continued~~ax&23)
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PAIMEa’It) CI..UB CHAMPICliSHIP
January-March,1984
(LanasterDirects])

Round Round Round Round Round Round Round Round Round
Ratinci 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Tot

Berry, JackJ.
Nix, ErnestE.Jr.
Floyd, Bill
Strickland,Rctt.
Bland, t. R. Jr.
Stoudsnayer,ThLly
Wester, Paul 13.
Severance,Kevin
Calif f, John
Stacey, DanielT.
Sanders, George
Mcflab, T.Sherlock
Willians,Astcn B.
Chappell, Hcward
Jackson,Andrew
Walker, Phillip
Collings, Stephen

2130
1925
1826
1683
1613
1608
1603
1535
1493
1473
1445
1406
1307
1295
1279
1222
UNR

14—10
Bye
14—11
14—14
Bye
14—15
14-16
Bye
14—17
Ti—l
I~—3
Bye
Bye
L—4
tr-6
L—7
Ti—9

14—5
14—4
13-12
Ti—2
L—l
Bye
Bye
14—9

14—13
Bye
13—3
Ti—lO
L—17
14-16
L—l5
14-14

14—7
13—6
14—8
L—15
14—13
13—2
L—l
L—3
13—12
Ti-17
½Bye
13—9
Ti—S
Ti—lE
14—4
14-14
14-10

Bye
1—3
14—2
14—13
Ti—6
14—5
14-9
14—11
Ti—7
14-16
1r8
14—17
Ti—4
Bye
Bye
Ti-b
L—12

13—3
14—10
13—1
Bye
14—15
½Bye
14—12
½Bye
Bye

Ti—2
13—17
Ti—7
13—16
Bye
Ti—S
13—13
o-ll

14-6
14—5
14—7
14-12
L—2
L—l
Lt-3

½Bye
Lr-15

L—4
13—17
½Bye
14—10
Bye
13—13

13—2
13—1
Ti—4

.14—3
14—17
L—9
½Bye
14—15
14—6
14-14

½Bye
Bye
Ti-lO
Ti—B
Bye
Ti—S

14-4
½B
14-9
L—l
14-7
Ti—lE
Ti-S
14-10
Ti—3
Ti—S

Ti-iS
14-14
Ti—13
14-12
14-6
Bye

½Bye

Bye
14—6
14-16
Ti—4

Ti-iS
Bye

Bye
½Bye

14—9
Ti—S
½Bye

THE EDLESS HORSEMAN ~JADS
March 14 & 17, 1984

TD - Robert Moorer

Rating
Round Round Round Round

1 2 3 4 Score

RobertStrickland
Lindsay Blanks
Paul Tinkler
ThtertMoorer

Henry White
James Hanlon
Jim Roy
Philip Lawrence

Robert Smith
Henry Cabaniss
GaleNicoJ.et
Richard Grendahl

1683
1959
2020
1739

1603
1538
1594
1572

UNR.
1531
1485
UNR.

K 1/2 0 1 0.5
1/2 K 0 1 1.5

1 1 K 0 2.0
0 0 1 K 1.0

K 1 1 1/2 2.5
0 K 0 0 0.0
0 1 K 0 1.0

1/2 1 1 K 2.5

K 0 0 0 0.0
1 K 0 1 2.0
1 1 K 1 3.0
1 0 0 K 1.0

7
S
7
6
6
4
4
S
4
4
2
4
4
2’
6
4
4]
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Get Well Yuri, continued

Round Pound Round Rcund

Rating 1 2 3 4 Score

1. Alvin Veronee 1521 K 1 1 1 3.0
2. lanWolfe UNR 0 K 1 0 1.0
3. PhilipLawrence 1538 0 0 K 1 1.0
4. Clark Rivers UNR 0 1 0 K 1.0

NEWSITEMS

David Erb of Columbia, one of our current state co-champions, has roved
to Virginia to take an engineering position. He will be sorely missed;
this state needs to lose as few players, especially very strong players,
as possible!

The 1984 state postal championship is underway, with these entrants:
Jack Berry, M. Lee Hyder, Wayne Williams, Mickey Bush, Bill Floyd,
Robert Strickland, Tully Stcndanayer, Terry Mctiab, and Greg Frady.
The incumbent champion, Mc.Crary, has decided to take about a year’s
sabbatical from serious postal chess; his daughters, aged 2 and 4,
still compress his leisure time quite a bit!

Joel Benjamin is coming to Columbia on Sunday, May 20th. He’ll be
perfonning a sinultaneous exhibition at the Seibels and Bruce Building,
4th floor cafeteria, corner of Lady and Bull Streets. This is the
sate site as the State Championships, and is two streets east and one
street north of the State Capitol. The entry fee is $28, which in-
eludes a board and a buffet lunch. For $8, one gets a buffet lunch
and a spectator’ s admission; there are a limited number of spectator
admissions with no lunch for $3. Entries may be sent to the Palmetto
Chess Club, 4315 Devereaux Road, Columbia, SC 29205.

Klaus Pohl in October challenged John lvtCrary to a 2-game postal match,
contingent upon ?tcrary’ s victory in the state postal championship.
lbwever, MoCrary ‘5 decision to take a sabbatical from serious postal
play precludes this. Suffice it to say that if Klaus ever wants to
enter the state postal tournament he will be a formidable competitor!
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Aug. 18-19. Charleston Classic IV. 5—SS, 40/100, Trident Technical
College, 7000 Rivers Avenue (Hwy. 52), Building 200, North Charleston,
SC. EF: $15, if received by 8—15; $20 at site. 320 unconditionally
guaranteed: $100-70; B, C, under 1400 all $50, unrated based on
performance rating, mere $$ per entires. ~: 9:10-9:50 A.M., Rds.
10-2—7; 10-2:30. HR: Masters Inn, Rivers and Aviation: 24.95 and
28.95, IS, NC. Ent: CharlestonChessClub, P.O. Box 634, Sullivan’s
Island, SC 29482~~34.
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