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Abstract

Michael A. Hudson

STORMING FORTRESSES:
A POLITICAL HISTORY OF CHESS IN THE SOVIET UNION,9117-1948

From the end of the Second World War through threisie of USSR, Soviet
chess players dominated world chess. Not onlylukg tontrol the world champion
title after 1948 (except for the Fischer interlydbey also monopolized all other
areas of international chess competition. WherSibnaets captured the world title in
1948, this was the culmination of a long, carefalljtivated program to foster a
chess community in the Soviet Union. The ratiofiatehis initiative, which engaged
the attention of the highest levels of the Soviates had deep ideological roots.

This dissertation explores the social/politicakdig of chess in the Soviet
Union, particularly its utility to Party and Stafehe story of Soviet chess begins in
the Civil War, when chess was enlisted as a trgitool for military recruits. After
the Bolshevik victory, a very similar rationale wased to promote chess as an
instrument for training Party cadre in the burgegnCommunist Party. The same
attributes desired in soldiers were also desirdefirty activists, and chess was seen
as a tool for nurturing these attributes.

In the early 1920s, the state-sponsored chessagogas greatly enlarged,
and at the same time its ideological rationaletstiifFaced with the reality of
building socialism in a backward country, the Pélieved that chess could be of

great utility in raising the cultural level of theboring masses. A culturally developed



proletariat was one of several prerequisites foradiem that the Soviet Union lacked.
Chess became closely tied to the State labor arghoins, although officially
attached to the government’s sport and physicatan bureaucracy. Whether
chess refashioned Soviet society is debatableyfbatal encouragement refashioned
chess, which became a significant cultural compbmetie lives of Soviet citizens.
Chess achieved a stature in Soviet society thaewtsely without precedent.

One outcome of the popularity and status of chess fy the mid-1930s, the
cultivation of a generation of world caliber plagefoviet ability to stand toe-to-toe
with the world’s best exemplified by the Stalinsédgan, “catch up and overtake.”
Soviet chess now reinvented itself as a propagédadize for touting the superiority
of Soviet culture. The world championship was cargd in 1948, and Soviet
domination of world chess was a very important veeaip the cultural front of the
Cold War.

Although this concept of three stages—martial ersighahess for the workers,
and Cold War chess—is a convenient way to dividéhegormative period of Soviet
chess, the shifting emphases do not supplantphesiecessors. Chess continued to be
an important part of military culture, while thedei dissemination of chess in Soviet
society remained a priority of the Soviet chessnization, even as the top Soviet
players dominated international chess. All of thesgects of Soviet chess have
outlived the Soviet state, and chess can be sdbreba positive achievement by the

Soviet state and as a positive legacy of Soviet rul
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Introduction

The title of this work, “Storming Fortresses,” carfeom a claim made in
1927 by Soviet economist, Stanislav Gustavovichr8ilin (1877-1974), who wrote:
“Our task is not to study economics, but to chaihg&/e are bound by no laws. There
are no fortresses the Bolsheviks cannot stér®trumilin was a powerful influence
on Stalin, who used very similar phrases in higspes and writing.In each case,
the meaning was the same: Bolsheviks could distegfajective material realities and
reach their objectives by the application of humalh

Strumilin played a leading role in the Soviet Urigoplanned economy in the
1920s. Lenin appointed him to Gosplan, the ceetahomic planning committee, in
1921, and he would later become a leading figutberdevelopment of the first five-
year plarg Strumilin was a founder of the “teleological” schof planned economics,
maintaining that economic planning should be guidgthe goals of the state and
should not by limited by the possibilities seemyngictated by material reality. In
other words, production goals should serve astdrérgy point in economic planning.

Goals, he believed, should be based on the dgsiiéatal, economi@andsocial

1. S. Strumilin, “Industrializantsiia SSSR” [Induatization of the USSR],
Planovoe khoziaistvfPlanned Economy] 7 (1927), quoted in Robert Virid@aniels,
The Conscience of the Revolution: Communist Ogpaosit Soviet Russia
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1960)9.34

2. Robert Vincent Daniel§;he Conscience of the Revolution: Communist
Opposition in Soviet Russ{@ambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1960193

3. Vincent BarnettThe Revolutionary Russian Economy, 1890-1940: |[deas
Debates and Alternativdsondon: Routledge, 2004), 87.



benefits. Once the goals were set, then the nagessmns could be developed to
reach thent.

Strumilin’s economics highlighted one of the prjpaditensions that permeate
Marxism: the conflict between determinism and véduism. Marx postulated laws of
historical development that suggested a kind ohenuc determinism, where human
will seemed largely or even completely irrelevand yet, in one of Marx’s best
known aphorisms, he admonished the crude detetsmivith his observation:
“Philosophers have hitherto only interpreted theldvn various ways; the point is to
change it.3 Classical Marxists generally reconciled these d@jgat strains by arguing
that material realities certainly determined whaswossible, but, since people
created material reality, it was malleable, andrdaém of the possible was greatly
enlarged.

Leninism, the founding ideology of the Soviet Uniaras a variant of
Marxism that was based much more on voluntarism tiegerminism. Lenin took the
idea of telescoping history, an idea found in erobry form in classical Marxis,
and made it the centerpiece of his revolutionaepti. In Leninism, telescoping

history meant skipping a stage of historical depaient—specifically, moving

4. Peter John de la Fosse Wil€lge Political Economy of Communism
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962), 47.

5. Karl Marx, “Theses on Feuerbach,” http://www.Risiis.org/archive/marx/
works/1845/theses/index.htassessed June 8, 2013).

6. Martin E. MaliaRussia under Western Eyes: From the Bronze Horseman
to the Lenin Mausoleui@Cambridge, MA: Belnap Press of Harvard Univers§itegss,
1999), 266.



directly from a bourgeois to a proletarian revaatiWhen Lenin’s Bolsheviks seized
power in Russia in 1917, they were consciouslyngatiutside the laws of economic
determinism. Material realities (Russia’s relatwigw level of industrial
development) ruled out a proletarian revolutiomhia classical Marxist sense. But
since material conditions are malleable, Leninizedl that, given the proper
historical situation, a vanguard Party, largelytigh an act of will, could seize
power on behalf of the proletariat.

The Bolshevik seizure of power was predicated eragsumption that when
Russia, the weakest link in the capitalist chairccsimbed to revolution, other
European countries would follow like dominos. Teigposition, of course, proved
faulty; the expected wave of revolutions failedrtaterialize, laying bare the flaw in
Lenin’s telescoped history. The resulting dilemneswesolved by the awkward
concept of socialism in one country.

The solution was awkward because the Bolshevikgpbyg to retain power
and press ahead, were attempting to build a ssts&iciety on a foundation that had
not been properly prepared by mature capitalisns Was contrary to classical
Marxism, which postulated the emergence of a sstisbciety only when capitalism
had exhausted it productive potential and becofe¢ter to production. Therefore,
the creation of socialism in Russia was itself einoh human will rather than
historical development—an epic example of volustarthat not just disregarded, but
even defied, material realities. The Bolsheviksened the historical process,

employing forced industrialization to build a dey@inentally-appropriate economic



foundation under their socialist state. One defjraspect of a proper foundation was
a proletariat that had attained the proper leveluttural development and an
understanding of its historic mission. Russia lackech a proletariat.

The subsequent drive to elevate the cultural lef/éle masses brought chess
into the Soviet narrative. Although Marx and Leras,well as many of their
associates, were skilled and avid chess playeres th no evidence that they viewed
chess as much more than an idle and, sometiméty; gassion. Chess was chosen
for the critical task of elevating the cultural &wf the proletariat because of its
perceived ability to shape the character of itsfianers.

The idea of chess as a character-shaping tool eéahénghe Soviet Union
during the latter part of the Civil War. A connexctiwas formed between chess and
military prowess, and chess was enlisted as pdlhteofraining program for military
recruits. The initiator of the military chess pragr and founder of the Soviet chess
organization was Bolshevik administrator and chmaster, Aleksandr Fedorovich
II'in-Zhenevskii (1894-1941). Appointed Chief Conmssar of thé/sevobuchwhich
oversaw military training, II'in-Zhenevskii usedshposition to introduce chess into
the military training program. He put into practitie theory that skills developed on
the chessboard would generalize into life—spedificdeveloping attributes
important for military personnel. He believed thhess nurtured attributes desired in

a good soldier: “boldness, inventiveness, will pgvead . . . strategic ability.'In

7. A. F. Il'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Mastdrans. Bernard Cafferty
(Yorklyn, DE: Caissa Editions, 1986), 22.
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1920, as one component of this program, he usenhilitary to organize the first
Soviet championship, which would be rememberedhasod the oddest tournaments
in chess history.

After the Bolshevik victory in the Civil War, a wyesimilar rationale was used
to promote chess as an instrument for trainingyRaatire in the burgeoning
Communist Party. This was a somewhat less mamigion of the same general
theme, drawing close parallels between qualitisslied by chess and the
characteristics of the ideal Communist. Both thesstplayer and the Communist
needed to be resourceful and inventive, have afg#&r both strategy and tactics,
and, especially, possess an iron determinationeocome all obstacles and storm
any fortress.

By 1923, the idea of chess as a molder of humaemabhmatured into more
sophisticated forms, and a struggle for the cortf@oviet chess took place. One
group, advocates of “apolitical chess,” was basegely in Leningrad and led by pre-
revolutionary organizers. The apolitical group wbbhve been happy to have the
state’s benign neglect, allowing them to build asshorganization analogous to those
found in the West. The other group, centered inddwosand led by II'in-Zhenevskii,
wanted a state-supported chess organization tagéglan important political role.
Moscow’s political chess won the day, but II'in-Zieyskii’'s position in the
organization was usurped by Nikolai Vasil’evich kKayko (1885-1938).

Krylenko’s concept of political chess was somewdifierent from II'in-

Zhenevskii's martial ideas. By the mid-1920s thiesd been a shift in official
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ideological rationale for the role of chess—awayrfran elitist view of chess as a tool
to train military officers and Party cadre and tosvthe idea that chess could serve as
a tool to improve the cultural level of the mass$exced with the reality of building
socialism in a relatively backward country, thetiPdecame persuaded that chess
could raise the cultural level of the laboring nesssA culturally-developed
proletariat was one of several prerequisites foradiem that the Soviet Union lacked.
Chess became closely tied to the official laborlargations, although it remained
official attached to the government’s sport andgitsl education bureaucracy. With
official encouragement, chess became a significaltral component in the lives of
many Soviet citizens. Chess achieved a staturewesSsociety that was entirely
without precedent. The choice of the prominent Belsk, Krylenko, to head the
government’s Chess Section illustrates the impogarow ascribed to chess by the
Party. Under Krylenko, Soviet chess became a palitveapon, as demonstrated by
the slogans adopted by the Chess Section: “Chespasverful weapon of intellectual
culture!” “Take chess to the workers!” “Chess miobstome a feature of every
[workers’] club and every peasant reading rodm!”

Beyond its principal task of elevating the cultusadel of the people,
Krylenko’s chess organization also embraced thé @fgaroducing a cadre of world-
class chess master able to hold their own witlwibidd’s best. This enterprise,

however, got off to a shaky start when Russia’s gweatest pre-revolutionary talents

8. M. S. Kogan and I. L. Rabinovictstoriia shakhmatnoi igry v Rossii
[History of Chess in Russia] (Leningrad: Raboclzekvo “Priboi”, 1927), 41.
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both decided to pursue their careers outside theeBSdnion. Undeterred, Krylenko
worked to nurture a new generation of truly Soeletss masters that would
showcase Soviet culture. These two goals—uplifinegworkers and creating an elite
cadre of Soviet masters—came into conflict in altkaly but interesting manner.

The simultaneous pursuit of both goals was Krylésmkaotivation for
organizing a great chess spectacle: the Moscownistienal Chess Tournament of
1925. Most of the world’s best players came to Masa November to compete. At
home, the tournament generated enormous interdsdtedped launch the huge
propaganda effort on behalf of mass chess.

In addition, a remarkable, state-sponsored psygnabstudy conducted
during the tournament reached two very pivotal amions. First, it confirmed the
dialectical nature of chess, giving it the critistdmp of ideological approval. Second,
the study found that skills developed in chess d@aneralize to other activities,
raising the overall cultural and intellectual leeéthe player. The assumptions that
underlay political chess now had ideological angthslogical authority.

Unfortunately, Krylenko’s 1925 spectacle complichtelations between
Soviet chess and the international workers’ chesgament, based primarily in
Germany. Workers’ chess organizations in centreleastern Europe were loosely
organized into a Workers’ Chess Internatio&tigkhinterih The Soviets joined the
organization in 1926, but the relationship wasted from the beginning. The
Germans, who effectively controlled the Chess hdgonal, did not allow any

contact between their affiliated clubs and any espebourgeois chess. Krylenko,
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however, maintained the Soviets could not affoedltixury of such ideological
purity. Chess served an important political fungtiand it made use of bourgeois
specialists in a manner analogous to Soviet tecgyol

This dispute between the Soviets andShekhinternframed by the
animosity between Communists and Social-Democogagsy increasing bitter in the
latter 1920s. By the early 1930s, an open rupteteréen the factions largely
destroyed the international workers’ chess movement

After the international tournament, Moscow 192 Soviet chess
organization, partly in response to German critngibacked away from hosting
tournaments and allowing Soviet players to parétgpn bourgeois competitions
abroad. Krylenko turned his attention to implemegithess’s domestic political
program, which saw the penetration of chess intoashers of Soviet life. The
emphasis was on the workers, and this was whernedlitecal chess made its most
significant inroads. But there were also imporiaittatives in the military, the
schools and among the peasants.

In the 1930s, with the emergence of world-class&glayers, the focus
began to shift back to international competitiohjal had been largely abandoned
since 1926. A select few Soviet players were altbteeplay in tournaments abroad,
and international chess tournaments returned tacMwesn 1935 and 1936. When the

new Soviet star, Mikhail MoiseyevidBotvinnik (1911-1995), scored a ground-
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breaking victory in Nottingham, England in 1988avdacalled the Soviet Union,
“the classical land of ches®.”

The 1930s were also, however, a time of enormaiie ahd uncertainty at
home. Having wedded itself to the state, Soviesshpaid a heavy price when the
politics of the state become twisted and bizarlee $oviet chess organization did not
escape the Great Terror. Many in Soviet chess peged for the largely imaginary
crime of “formalism”-indulging in chess for its ovaake rather than for political
ends. Krylenko himself became a victim of the Temol1938.

When the Germans attacked the Soviet Union in 18dtdf the country’s
resources were poured into the war effort. In tetal, even chess had a role to play.
Even so, the country’s human chess resources weseiously shepherded for
anticipated postwar cultural battles.

After the war, the Soviets returned to the quasipiararily abandoned during
the war—the quest for a Soviet world chess chamdotvinnik won the world crown
in 1948, and the Soviets began an era of hegenmowyiild chess. The last fortress
had been stormed. But even with the new emphasistemational competition, the
original plan for uplifting the masses was neveaaratoned. Chess, as a tool for the
cultural elevation of the masses, continued to plagle in Soviet culture.

While the history of Soviet chess itself is a nelglly neglected area, there are

virtually no scholarly examinations of the statese of chess as a tool for lifting up

9. “Shakhmatisty nashei strany” [The Chess Plageémir Homeland],
Pravda August 29, 1936.
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the masses. Except for David RichardStsiet Chess: Chess and Communism in the
USSR(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1965), there are noladgavorks on Soviet chess

in English. Even Richards’ book (written when Sowaechives were inaccessible)
was not based on archival research. There havdbalonumerous memoirs
published since 1965 that allow a fuller picturdledse events. Richards’ work was
general, covering many subjects but lacking detaisome individual issues. For
example, Richards gave Soviet relations with therimational workers’ chess
movement a paragraph. In this work, the subjestehehapter.

There are also a number of popular works in Englgdrman and Russian
purporting to detail the history of Soviet cheag, they are primarily game
collections, geared toward serious chess playetsagademics. One of the best
popular histories is Andy SoltisSoviet Chess, 1917-19{%efferson, NC:

McFarland and Co., 2000), which features a wondlgdme collection, but the
historical sections are anecdotal, unverified, sorhetimes misleading or wrong. A
more recent work, Daniel Johnsoihite King and Red Queen: How the Cold War
was Fought on the Chessbhodgibston: Houghton Mifflin, 2007) is primarily
concerned with the postwar period of Soviet heggmonvorld chess.

My work is intended to fill the gap by providingdatailed history of the
earliest period of Soviet chess—from the Revolutionugh the conquest of the world
title in 1948. This was the formative period of &t\chess, which saw chess utilized
as a tool for social engineering. Special emphag$aced on the rationale and

motivation of the leadership, the methods by whiehcampaign was conducted, and

10



the manner chess was actually used in the factahesollective farms, and the
military. This was also the period that saw thedged shift in emphasis from a
domestic to an international focus, which, in turelps set the stage for works like
Johnson’s study of Cold War chess.

On the issue of transliterating Russian works aardes, this work uses the
United States Library of Congress transliteratigstem. The Library of Congress
system, with its consistent correspondence betwerssian and Latin characters,
allows words to be easily converted back into dgril also decided to use the
Library of Congress system uniformly—not deviatinghe case of some arbitrary
names and terms. | hope no confusion is causedyhysenof, for example, “Gorkii”

as opposed to the conventional “Gorky.”

11



Chapter One

Chess in Pre-revolutionary Russia

The game of chess is generally believed to haygnatied in India in the sixth
century. This was the conclusion of the great chessrian, H. J. R. Murray (1868-
1955), more than a century ago, and there arenst#lerious, evidence-based
challenges to his view. Murray’s conclusion wadipy conjectural, based on
extrapolation from the earliest reference to clesanskrit literature, which occurs
in a prose romance in the early seventh ceritlilyere are many similar allusions to
chess in the literature over the next several cegusteadily increasing in both
frequency and geographic rarfg@lthough the references are largely metaphorical,
they do establish the game’s existence and sugge®thing about its cultural appeal
and geographic spread. They also allow some fugéeeralizations about Indian
chess to be made.

First, Indian chess had an obvious military chamand it was closely linked
with military prowess. The pieces (shape, name and movement) and their
arrangement on the board clearly represented nyilitaganization: “In the Indian

game, the king commanded four branches of theanjlifoot soldiers, cavalry, war

1. H. J. R. MurrayA History of Ches§1913; repr., Northampton, MA:
Benjamin Press, 1986), 51.

2. Ibid., 52-53.

3. Harry GolombekA History of CheséLondon: Routledge and Kegan Paul,
1976), 19.

12



elephants and battle wagorfdri addition, Indian literary references to chesgally
occurred in martial context.

Second, it is also almost certainly true that Indthess was much slower-
paced than modern chess (slower in the senseothatjerage, a game required
considerably more moves to reach a conclusion.)plémes were less powerful than
their modern counterparts; their movements wereernwcumscribed and restrictéd.

From its origins in India, chess spread along tradges, which moved in two
general directions. Chess spread to the east,@algnteaching China, Korea and
Japan, where it evolved and thrived. Chess alsceth@est, first taking root in
Persia. The western branch is the primarily conbene, and in Persia, chess was
adopted widely and quickly. By the middle of theesgth century, the frequency and
type of literary references indicate that it haddiee a kind of national ganie.

Chess diffused from Persia into the Byzantine Eeyut here it was less
welcome. Its infidel origins and its associationhagambling and drinking earned it
the enmity of the theocratic st@té contrast to the poetic references in India and
Persia, many of the Byzantine literary sources ciiome Church admonishments and

prohibitions of chess. For example, an influergiaventh century monk, John

4. Joachim Petzold, “Tezisy ob istorii shakhmath¢Ees on the History of
Chess]Shakhmaty v SSSRarch 1988, 12.

5. Murray,A History of Chess4.
6. GolombekA History of Chessl9-20.
7. Murray,A History of Chessl55.

8. GolombekA History of Ches24.

13



Zonares, composed a commentary on the Orthodoxsamdich included the
following rule: “Because there are some of the Bghand clergy who depart from
virtue and play chess or dice or drink to excdss Rule commands that such shall
cease to do so or be excluded; . . . and if laybeegiven to chess playing and
drunkenness they shall be excluded. ? In"spite of clerical hostility, chess
(zatrikian) was played, but it didn’t thrive in Byzantiumiaslid in Persia. Russian
chess historian, I. M. Linder (1920- ), said itstinay: “Chess in Byzantium reminds
one of a flower planted in poor solil that withetefore flowering.2° The hostility
that chess aroused in Constantinople would latee bhastrong echo in Russia.

In addition to bringing chess to Byzantium, Pergés also the source of
chess in Islamic civilization, which came with theb conquest of the Persian
Empire in the mid-seventh century. As in Byzantiwmess in Islam had an
ambiguous relationship with the religious-politieaithorities. In the Islamic world,
the status of chess was ambiguous. Although there wertainly potential objections
to chess, Mohammed had made no pronouncementsigland the lack of an
official statement from the Prophet left chess nelagious gray are&t

The status of chess in the Islamic world was furttwenplicated by the

Sunni—-Shia schism. Both factions were ambivalentibhess, but for different

9. John Zonare&kormchai quoted in MurrayA History of Chessl67.

10. Isaak Maksovich Linde€hess in Old Russis&rans. Martin P. Rice
(Zurich: M. Kihnle, 1979), 86.

11. GolombekA History of Chess31.

14



reasons. Simply put, the former objected to thé&lile chess pieces; the latter
associated chess with gambling, which was forbiddéteither objection, however,
amounted to a prohibition, and both were open$puie. Highly abstract designs for
pieces addressed the issue of idolatry. The gambliahibition was challenged with
the argument that chess is a game of pure prowesgjck. Although intermittently
out of favor, chess generally flourished in the lslamic world. The first known
“blindfold” play (play without sight of board andgees) took place in the Islamic
Empire in the eighth century, as did the first relea tournaments. The art of chess
problem composition was perfected, and the firglsstbook was published c. 850.
The Islamic world became a great center of chestsilalition, introducing the game
over vast areas through conquest and ttade.

Russia was one of the recipients of Islamic chB&lss.source of Russian chess
was once a matter of controversy, but extensiveebbrguistic and archaeological
investigations have replaced conjecture with cocinig evidence. Chess entered
Russia along trade routes linking Kievan RussiataedBagdad Caliphate during

ninth and tenth centuriés.

12. Murray,A History of Chessl87-188.

13. Jerzy GizyckiA History of Chesdrans. A. Wojciechowski (London:
Abbey Library, 1972), 14.

14. Raymond D. Keen€hess: An lllustrated HistorfNew York: Phaidon
Press, 1990), 16.

15. Linder,Chess in Old Russid4.

15
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Once introduced, chess spread rapidly in KievarsRu®lentiful literary
evidence can be found in thgliny (heroic romances and epics) of Kievan Russia.
Byliny from the tenth through twelfth centuries were eggby rich in chess
references. Chess is portrayed as an integral coempan the arsenal of martial
attributes essential for the typical Kievan h&&or example, Dobrynya Nikitich, a
heroic dragon-slayer who appeared in a numbeéylifi, was depicted as “a musician
and chess player, an archer and wrestler.”

The extent of chess dissemination in Kievan Russigested by thayliny
was confirmed by Soviet-era archaeology. Chesspibave been found throughout
Kievan Russia in dozens of sitéd.iterature and archaeology together provide strong
evidence that chess was widespread and populaeiwraK Russia.

After the Kievan adoption of Christianity at thedeof the tenth century,
however, the virtues of chess were no longer usalbrappreciated. The Russian
Church’s hostility to chess was part of the Byzaatieligious and cultural
inheritance. Once established, clerical hostilityRussia was sustained by the
association of chess with the pagan pagiven so, the persecution of chess was

never sustained or systematic outside of the Chitseli. In fact, chess in Kievan

16. D. Konstan and K. A. Raaflaubpic and History(Malden, MA: Wiley-
Blackwell, 2010), 231-233.

17. James Bailey and T. G. Ivano¥a, Anthology of Russian Folk Epics
(Armonk, NY: M.E. Sharpe, 1998), 81.

18. Linder,Chess in Old Russi®?2.

19. Ibid., 87.
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Russia survived and even thrived in the face ofr€bhostility. But in 1240, Kiev
itself succumbed to the Mongol onslaught.

The Mongol domination undoubtedly had an enormoysact on Russia’s
subsequent political/geographic development. Beietktent to which Russian culture
was shaped by the Tatars has been questioned. IBy@@argued that Russian culture
was little influenced by the conquerdfPushkin famously maintained: “The Tatars
were not like the Moors. Having conquered Russiay brought her no gift, neither
algebra nor Aristotle?1

Nor did the Mongols bring the gift of chess to Rasbut not because they
didn’t have it to give. The Mongols were skilleddagnthusiastic chess players; their
ability was legendary. In fact, a Mongol origin fRussian chess once assumed but
later debunked by linguistic studi&sMongol chess was obviously very different
from Russian chess in both rules and nomenclatiweetwo chess variants derived
from different parentage. Mongol chess had itsinsign the eastern side of the

initial split in India, mentioned abové Russian chess, on the other hand, traced its

20. This, in part, is the argument of Charles Jpélan, Russia and the
Golden Horde: The Mongol Impact on Medieval Russigtory (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1985).

21. Tatiana Wolff, ed Pushkin on Literaturetrans. Tatiana Wolff (Evanston,
IL: Northwestern University Press, 1998), 352.

22. Linder,Chess in Old Russi&8-89.
23. Ibid.
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parentage from the western side of the split-badkdia via the Arabs and the
Persians.

Russian chess largely escaped Mongol influencengtihie two hundred years
of domination. The Mongols stayed on the south&ppe, while the Russia
essentially relocated to the forested north. Tkalting “ethno-religious frontier®4
was somewhat more of a barrier the other frontéthis kind. The geographic
divide limited exchanges, making this frontier lestturally porous.

The stability of Russian chess through the peoidithe “golden yoke”
supports the theory of minimal cultural exchangthhe Mongols. Chess in Russia
did not change during the centuries of Mongol aantiomenclature remained
constant; no Mongol-inspired rules or figure desigrere introduceé On the other
hand, Mongol chess certainly influenced or supgldmdigenous chess in the lands
actually occupied by the TatasMongol chess, including a four-handed variant, was
sometimes played in the boyhood home of Lenin,iapérsisted until at least 1945
in the area around Lake BaikdlBut Moscovy and other principalities of the North,
largely free of an actual Mongol presence, retactegss in its original, pre-Mongol

form.

24. HalperinRussia and the Golden Horde
25. Linder,Chess in Old Russi&9.
26. Murray,A History of Chess379.

27. “19th Ulan-Ude ChampionshipSoviet Chess Chronigldune 1944, 24,
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Moscovy emerged from Mongol domination in the g&ftéh century with its
chess culture intact and its fortunes closely lthieethe Church. Chess and Church,
however, remained estranged. Clerical hostilityeitbup again in the middle of the
sixteenth century. The archpriest Silvester inHoigsehold manuaomostroi(c.
1549), was clear in his denunciation of chess. dhapter titled, “How to Express
Gratitude to God while Entertaining Guests,” hdeththess “the devil’'s game” and
placed it prominently among dinner table activitiest outraged God and delighted
Satare8 In another chapter called “On the Unrighteous Lifilvester stated that
chess was incompatible with Christiari®yThe archpriest Silvester was influential,
he was an advisor to Ivan IV (the Terrible) (15384), and the Church was able to
enlist state support in its anti-chess campaigd5Bil, Ivan, probably at Church
instigation, banned chess from his realm. This setenmave been entirepro forma
however. lvan himself was reputed to be a keengpJaand chess continued to be a
popular pastime at court. According to traditiorgrl died during a gan#¥.In any

case, no concerted, systematic effort was madeftoae the ban.

28. Carolyn Pouncy, edlThe “Domostroi”: Rules for Russian Households in
the Time of Ilvan the Terriblérans. Carolyn Pouncy (lthaca, NY: Cornell Unsigr
Press, 1994), 77.

29. Ibid., 120.

30. Nikolai GrekovSoviet Chesdrans. Theodore Reich (New York:
Capricorn Books, 1949), 2.
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In the early Romanov dynasty, chess achieved & m&bonor at the royal
court. The Russia chess historian, Linder, usedetme “chess culf® to describe the
passion for the game at the court of Aleksei Mildwach (r.1645-1676). Chess was
Aleksei’s favorite pastime, and chess prowess beaanery useful social attribute in
elite society?2 At court, beautiful chess sets were exchangegeanial occasions and
also served as diplomatic gifsThe demand was so high that specialized chess
craftsmen ghakhmatnikiwere employed in the royal armory to manufacartestic
chess set%!

Travel accounts provide evidence for the populaftghess inside and
outside the royal court in the sixteenth and seaesth centuries. Jacob Reutenfels, a
Vatican envoy who visited Moscow in the early 16#0ade this revealing
observation about the pastimes of the royal childf€he Russians do not at all
permit dancing, fist fights, and other noble exsgsithat are widespread among us.
They play so-called chess, the famous Persian gamnely royal game by its name
and nature; they play daily, and they develop tim@ilect with it to a surprising
degree.3> Travel accounts praise the skill of Russian playerd indicate that chess

was a commonly played ganteor example, when the English poet George

31. Linder,Chess in Old Russjd 27.
32. Ibid.

33. GrekovSoviet Ches2.
34.Linder,Chess in Old Russid29.

35. Jacob ReutenfelBe rebus MoscoviticifAbout the Situation in Moscow]
(1680), 149guoted in LinderChess in Old Russid 27.
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Turberville (1540-1597) described his visit to tourt of lvan the Terrible, he wrote
of the popularity of chess and the skill of Rusgpéayers36é Another example comes
from a 1616 chess manual by the German Duke, AugustBrunswick-Lineburg
(1579-1666), writing as Gustavus Selenus, who edaise chess prowess of
Muscovites, claiming that their skill and diligene@s so great that other nations
could not compete with thePd.These accounts also suggest that chess was not
confined to court; it also became especially papataong Russian merchants. The
great commercial fairs of the sixteenth and sewttecenturies were centers of both
trade and chess competitiéh.

The chess described in these accounts, the cressdgh pre-Petrine Russia,
was not the modern game. Modern chess evolved stéffeEurope between 1350
and 1450° Before the advent of modern chess, the EuropediiRassian games
were similar. Both derived from a common parent&geppean chess, like Russian
chess, was adopted from the Islamic world. Chessexh Europe via Italy (through
trade) and Spain (via Moorish conquest) betweemitmd and eleventh centuriésit

became popular among aristocrats and royalty: aimeegof knights and kings. The

36. GrekovSoviet Ches<.

37. Gustavus Selenusas Schach—Oder Konigssp[€lhess or the Game of
Kings] (Wolfenbuittel: 1616), quoted in A. Kotov aMd M. ludovich,Sovetskaia
shakhmatnaia shkol@he Soviet School of Chess], 2nd ed. (Moscow: &itlra i
sport, 1955), 5.

38. GrekovSoviet Ches2.

39. Gizycki,A History of Chess%7.

40. Murray,A History of Chess402.
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association with the martial culture of the timeswadoubtedly an important part of
its rapid acceptance. Elite interest in chess gegdly during the twelfth to fifteenth
centuries. During this period, chess took its mnderm41 Beginning in Italy,
European chess underwent a radical transformalioa relatively slow, ponderous
Arabic game developed into a faster, more dynaminey-the game as it is played
today. The reasons for this extremely dramaticratatively sudden change are open
to discussion.

One explanation readily suggests itself: a dineét between the advent of
modern chess and the Renaissance. There is alertanty a connection, but the
revolution in chess might be better understoodilisig) place in the context of an
overarching Renaissance dynamic. Some of the sachar$ credited with bringing
about the Renaissance-the quickening of econofaimlitalian commercial cities
and the concurrent changes in the understandisgaxfe, time and perspective—
probably also influenced chess evolution.

Another, somewhat more grounded, explanation isdas the association of
chess with martial affairs. Advances in militargheology, especially artillery,
radically changed the nature of war in Renaiss&wepe. Many chess historians
portray the radical changes in chess as mirroriadaxe’s rapid development.

Certainly the increased range and firepower ofjiieen and the other long-range

41. Helena M. Gamer, “The Earliest Evidence of GhrdNestern Literature:
The Einsiedeln VersesSpeculun9, no. 4 (1954): 734.
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pieces could be seen as reflecting contemporargras in artillery? Interestingly,
prominent Polish chess player and author, Kargkievski (1873-1944), described
the Renaissance modifications as having had amsixpl effect on chess comparable
to invention of gunpowder on human histépy.

Irzykowski’s characterization was correct: the nmeves radically changed the
nature of the game. Pawns, bishops, and, espediatiyjueen received greatly
enhanced powers. Pawns were granted a two-squiao@ op their initial move, and
then, as a corrective adjustment, émepassantapture (which has bedeviled
beginners ever since). Bishops, too, took on ergthpowers. They now controlled
diagonals across the entire board, not just a tevares. The queen, a feeble piece in
the old game, was endowed with mighty powers: tbgas of rook and bishop. All
manner of fast, long-range assaults were now plesdibaddition, the empowerment
of the queen indirectly, but significantly, enhamhig@awn power. Pawns had always
enjoyed the power of promotion, but now they cdugdoromoted to a powerful
gueen was usually decisive. Finally, the castlirmnpeuver was invented. Castling
allowed a player to quickly shunt the king awaynirthe center. It also facilitated
rapid deployment of the rooks.

These innovations had the net effect of speediegshp—making it more
exciting and less forgiving. Under the new rulesgreserious games might be played

in an hour or two; it was no longer necessary tomat the better part of a day. The

42. KeeneChess: An lllustrated History4.

43. Gizycki,A History of Chess%7.
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new chess was rapidly and widely accepted, ancititeevidence indicates that the
Renaissance rules quickly became more-or-lessatdizéd throughout Western and
then Central Europ#.

Russia, however, did not share in these develomnButssian chess remained
close to its original form. The subsequent dividat grew up between chess in
Europe and Russia is both indicative and illusteatf Russia’s estrangement from
the West, especially during Mongol domination. Tinede would not close until the
westernizing crusade of Peter the Great (r.1685)172

Peter was a passionate chess player througholifiehi@mong his personal
effects still displayed at the Hermitage in St.dpslturg is a portable leather chess
board, designed for travel and apparently well uSag to his reputation as a hands-
on tsar, he fashioned his own pieces, turning tbera lathe. Peter also strongly
encouraged chess in his family and, especiallyctist4> But Peter's most important
contribution to Russian chess was its westernigaiibe new chess was among the
innovations Peter imposed upon Russia, and hdedsos its adoption at cout At

the Petrine Assemblies, the obligatory aristocrgéitherings mandated by Peter, a

44. Murray,A History of Chess789.
45. Linder,Chess in Old Russjd54.

46. H. J. R. Murray, “On the History of Chess ie Russian Empire,The
British Chess Magaziné&ebruary 1907, 52.
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great deal of chess was played, and Peter indisétdhis nobles play the western
game#’

Western chess was not, however, immediately embragtside of Peter's
immediate influence. Like many of Peter's reforthe,new chess took root in the
newly-westernized aristocracy, but the masseseoRilissian people were not
exposed to it. Soviet writers described this aBess schism, separating the chess of
the aristocracy from the chess of the rest of gm@pfe+8 In spite of slow progress in
reaching the masses, the official Russian adojtidhe new chess, now the standard
in Europe, allowed Russia to participate in Eur®@pieh chess culture, which
included a rapidly developing chess literature.

The first chess book printed in Russia (St. Petegsh791) was a translation
of Benjamin Franklin’sThe Morals of Chessénterestingly, Franklin’s short book was
not a typical chess book; it was neither a mantiplay nor a game collection.
Instead, it was an extended essay, extolling theadter-shaping attributes of chess.
Franklin anticipated the Bolshevik position on thiity of chess when he wrote:
“The game of Chess is not merely an idle amusens&veral very valuable qualities

of the mind, useful in the course of human lifes r be acquired or strengthened by

47. Linder,Chess in Old Russid54-155.

48. GrekovSoviet Chesss.
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it, so as to become habits, ready on all occasitiBhese qualities of mind,
according to Franklin, included foresight, circurasfon, caution, and optimism.

More than thirty years after Franklin’s book, tistfimportant chess book
written in Russia was published. In 1824, Aleksabdhitrievich Petrov (1794-1867)
released a general manuBiie Game of Ches8Petrov is generally considered the
first Russian master and the first Russian playdéreicome known, if only by
reputation, in Europe. Today his name is associatdda popular, aggressive
opening system for Black, which he investigated poplularized. His true strength is
difficult to gauge. Few of his game scores existl ke never competed in European.
He was invited to the historic London 1851 tournat{eonsidered the first
international chess tournament), but he could no¢jpt>!

Another Russian player, Major C. F. Jaenisch (18832) accepted the
invitation to play in London in 1851, but he haawveel difficulties and arrived too late.
Jaenisch authored a two-volume work on openingrhieol843, the second

important work by a Russian play@rAlthough it was published in St. Petersburg, it

49. Ralph Hagedorn and Benjamin FrankBenjamin Franklin and Chess in
Early America: A Review of the Literatufhiladelphia: University of Pennsylvania
Press, 1958), 5.

50. I. M. Linder,A. D. Petrov, pervyi Russkii shakhmatnyi magteD.
Petrov, the First Russian Chess Master] (Moscogkufiura i sport, 1955), 110.

51. Ibid., 139.

52. Kotov and ludovichSovetskaia shakhmatnaia shkal@
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was printed in Frenc??. His intended audience was the French-speakingi&uss
aristocracy, which was further evidence of the rwnhg class-based nature of chess
in the nineteenth century.

The first Russian chess master to make a reputatitside of Russia was
Michael lvanovich Chigorin (1850-1908). In addititmhis world-class play,
Chigorin was also the great propagandist of chesussia. He founded a club in St.
Petersburg, and he struggled mightily, but notgatber successfully, to organize an
All-Russian Chess Association. He also publishetess magazineShakhmatnyi
listok” (“Chess Pad®, intermittently from 1876 to 1883 The nameShakhmatnyi
listok, self-consciously established a link with Russfas chess magazine,
published briefly in the late 1850s under the saam@e>® Later, in the 1920s, the
Soviets would again breathe life into the name.

Probably every serious chess student has playedghrthe games of
Chigorin’s unsuccessful matches against the wdrédnpion, Wilhelm Steinitz
(1836-1900). These games are discussed and anatyzedntless texts. But there is
an interesting difference between the way they weré&rayed in the West and East.
Western chess books have generally cast Chigomepassenting the old, outmoded,

romantic school, and Steinitz as the founder ofloelern, scientific school. In

53. C. F. Jaenisc\nalyse nouvelle des ouvertures du jeu des é¢hevs
Analysis of the Chess Openings] (St. Petersburgin@éPress, 1843), i-ii.

54. Kotov and ludovichSovetskaia shakhmatnaia shkak:-15.

55. GrekovSoviet Chesdl1.
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Soviet Russia, however, Chigorin would be portragedhe upholder of creative
thinking, launching a revolution against the dogmktws that characterized the
scientific Steinitz schodk This West-East split on Chigorin as either reary or
revolutionary came when he was apotheosized detimeler of the “Russian school
of chess.” He became a patriarchal figure for Sahess. His games were said to
epitomize the creative imagination and freedom fawgma, attributes that would
later be claimed by the “Soviet school of chess.”

While interpretation of his style is open to debdais contribution to Russian
chess is undeniable. Chigorin’s efforts gainedanst foothold for chess, especially
in St. Petersburg. Largely as a consequence ofo@hig work, by the turn of the
century, Russian masters were longer a noveltgtermational tournaments. In the
early twentieth century, Russian chess was manwagh to hold its own
international tournaments. Two historically impottéournaments, appropriately
dedicated to Chigorin’s memory, were organizechearly nineteenth century: St.
Petersburg 1909 and 1914.

St. Petersburg 1909 marked Russia’s coming ofragfeei chess world. The
world’s elite competed: ten foreign masters andRessiansg The top prizes were

carried off by world champion Emanuel Lasker areldther foreigners, but the

56. Kotov and ludovichSovetskaia shakhmatnaia shkdl&-17.
57. GrekovSoviet Chesdl 2.

58. Emanuel Lasket he International Chess Congress, St. Petersbi@g9 1
(New York: Press of E. Lasker, 1910), vi.
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future still looked bright for Russian chess. Anl*Russian Minor Tournament,”
held simultaneously with the international tournameas won decisively by a
Russian schoolboy named Aleksandr AleksandrovigkiAh (1892-1946), who will
figure prominently in this story.

The Imperial State was closely involved in the t@ament. The organizing
committee for the event was chaired by Peter Pietndvaburov (1880-1932), a
prominent diplomat from a family closely connecteith the diplomatic service. Tsar
Nicholas Il donated one thousand rubles to theedtind for the main tournament,
and to the All-Russian Minor Tournament prize furedcontributed a “magnificent
vase of Imperial porcelain manufactuk@.The balance of the expenses was met by
contributions from wealthy chess patrons.

Five years later, St. Petersburg 1914 was alsyasuccessful tournament.
Although international tensions precluded invitado players residing in Austrian
territory, the tournament was still very strongsker took first place as expected, but
a young Russian, Alekhin (winner of the 1909 AllsRian Minor Tournament),
placed third.

Again Tsar Nicholas subscribed one thousand rublése prize fund. In fact,
the Tsar took a great deal of interest in the taomant, spoke at the closing dinner,

and bestowed the title of “grandmaster” on theftep competitor$° Again the

59. Ibid., xii.

60. Fred WilsonA Picture History of CheddNew York: Dover Publications,
1981), 65.
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diplomat, Saburov, played a prominent role in orgag St Petersburg 1914. During
the tournament he engaged Lasker in preliminaryemations toward creating an
international chess federation. These discussitirexcted a great deal of interest, and
they were scheduled to continue in August at agrmattional tournament at
Mannheim, German$t

In August 1914 many of Russia’s top players weraeting in the
international tournament in Mannheim. In the midofi¢he tournament, however, the
Great War broke out. The Russians, along with o¢ghemy nationals, were interned.
The Russian internees included: Alekhin, Efim Draitich Bogoliubov (1889-1952),
Fedor Parfenovich Bogatirchuk (1892-1984), Abraaalvich Rabinovich (1878-
1943), Petr Arsenievich Romanovskii (1892-1964Y 8amuil Osipovich Vainshtein
(1894-1942¥2 Each of these players has an important placesmtbrk. The Russian
diplomat and organizer, Peter Saburov, was alsonatl. He had come to Mannheim
not to compete, but rather to continue his discunsswith the World Champion
Lasker about their optimistic plans for a world shéody.

When the tournament was cancelled on August 1 (digkhin holding a
comfortable lead), the tournament hall was seizethé German military, the
tournament director hurried off to join his resewret, and the Russians were taken

to the local police station. Then they were heldfty at the military prison at

61. Edward Winter, “The Saburovs,” http://www.cha@story.com/winter/
extra/saburovs.html (accessed December 9, 2012).

62. Sergei Soloviov and Evgeny ErmenkBugoljubow[Bogoliubov]: The
Fate of a Chess Playé6ofia: Chess Stars, 2004), 19-20.
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Ludwigshafen, where conditions were severe. Thaigees were soon transferred to
Rastatt prison, where the circumstances improvediderably. At Rastatt, Alekhin
shared a large cell with Bogoliubov, Rabinovich &ainshtein—all very strong
players. The internees did not have access to cle¢ssbut played countless games
“blindfold.” Alekhin later claimed that his legengeskill at blindfold chess (play
without sight of board and pieces) was developethduhis detention at Rasté#.
Alekhin was released on 14 September. His famibaltiny and influential,
may have arranged for a Red Cross medical cetgfidaclaring him unfit for
military duty 84 He apparently suffered from some sort of heartlitoon 85 His
cellmate, Vainshtein later claimed that Alekhin ls@dured his release by feigning
mental illnes$8 Accounts are confused and contradictory, but afteeries of

adventures Alekhin returned to Russia where he ptigrjoined the Russian Army.

63. Aleksandr AlekhinNa puti k vysshim shakhmatnym dostizhen][igine
Road to the Highest Chess Achievement] (Minsk: iady 1982), 17.

64. Boris Evgenievich Maliutin, “Mannheim Turnigiflannheim
Tournament] Schweizerische SchachzeituMpy 1915, 54.

65. A. F. Il'in-ZhenevskiiMatch Alekhin-CapablankgMatch Alekhin-
Capablanca] (Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe izd-vo7 L 2A.

66. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseliAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 41.

67. Hans Muller and A. Pawelczgkchachgenie Aljechin: mensch und werk
[Alekhin Chess Genius: The Man and His Work] (Berikngelhardt, 1974), 13.
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Saburov and Bogatirchuk were released later inédeiper® Romanovskii was freed
in 1915, and returned to Petrogfdd.he others remained interned for the duration.
At the end of November 1914, the Russians were thtwvan internment
camp at Triberg. Here conditions were very relaxed the Russians were reunited
with the other interned tournament participantsTAberg, authorities placed no
restriction on chess activities. The Red Crossrdedid chess books and equipment.
Internees passed the time playing countless matthesg themselves and staging a
series of monthly tournaments. Bogoliubov, espbgideveloped into a world class

player at Triberg?

68. Soloviov and Ermenko®Bogoljubow 21.
69. I. Z. RomanowPetr RomanovskiiMoscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1984), 20.

70. William Winter,Kings of Chess, Chess Champions of the Twentieth
Century: Lasker, Capablanca, Euwe, Alekhine and/iBatk (New York: Dover
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Chapter Two

Karl Marx’s Chess Problem

Karl Marx (1818-1883), the ideological father oétBoviet Union, was an
avid chess player. In fact, at times he exhibité@twmould be characterized as an
unhealthy obsession with the game. This was edpetrize in the early 1850s, the
first years of London exile, when he would spentiremights playing one game after
another against his fellow German exiles.

One of Marx’s frequent chess opponents was Willakhknecht (1826-
1900), his sometimes colleague and comrade. Liaitkr{&ather of the famous
Sparticist, Karl Liebknecht), wrote a revealingstfhand account of Marx’s passion
for chess. Liebknecht—himself an interesting exangblrevolutionary/chess player,
of which there are several in this work—was, bydvis account, strong enough to
have considered a career as a chess professibimmemories of Marx’s chess play

are uniquely valuable in constructing the followjpytrait of Marx as chess player.

Marx's Chess Style

Liebknecht described Marx as a very enthusias@ssiplayer who “tried to

make up what he lacked in science by zeal, impestuess of attack and surprise.”

1. Francis WheerKarl Marx: A Life (New York: Norton, 2000), 123.

2. Wilhelm LiebknechtKarl Marx: Biographical Memoiy trans. Ernest
Untermann (Chicago: Charles H. Kerr, 1901), 122.

3. Ibid., 119.
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This assessment must be viewed with some cautiebkhecht wrote many years
after the events he described, and his sense s$ thstory was somewhat confused.
“Science” was not a word associated with chesd theimid-1870s, when world
champion, Wilhelm Steinitz (1836-1900), introdu@edovel style of play that he
characterized as “scientific.” Steinitz was thenger of modern chess—positional,
materialistic and scientific.

If Marx had been playing chess in the last decddikeonineteenth century, he
might well have adopted a scientific style; mostyekrs did. But Marx in the 1850s
played in the spirit of the age—and that spirit wédissed with romanticism. In chess,
romanticism was characterized by speculative naltsaicrifice, creating
opportunities for attack. The point was the rekesglpursuit of the beauty created
when material was transcended, when the playerlesthmaterial won the game. To
succeed, a romantic player required those attrsbilnat Liebknecht disparagingly
attributed to Marx: “zeal, impetuousness of attanll surprise.” Marx’s chess
epitomized the romantic style. Beyond his romaatientation, Marx also had an

interesting personal approach to his chess.

Marx’s Chess Personality

Marx was not in any sense a casual player; his gamee conducted in
earnest, with deadly seriousness. “When Marx wad pieessed,” Liebknecht related,

“he lost his temper, and when he lost a game, tsefwa&us.”? Marx’s chess

4. Ibid., 119.
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personality was very loud, often disagreeable,andtionally volatile—happy and
companionable when he was winning, obnoxious wigewds losing.

Marx’s fascination with chess sometimes borderedlasession. Liebknecht
described grueling all-day, all-night marathon gessin which Marx, losing game
after game, insisted on repeatedly testing andirgfian opening innovation or a
middlegame variation until he was finally able tmwOnly after he had finally won

a game would Marx release his exhausted opponent.

Playing strength

Marx’s playing strength was, is and must remainadten of dispute.
Liebknecht, who was the stronger player, declanatiwhile Marx was an excellent
checkers player, his chess “did not amount to m@dhebknecht’s opinion, while
perhaps not entirely objective, was based on re&liand observation; he contested
numerous games with Marx and observed many moregémat Marx played. His
assessment is the most dependable available. @udss Gerald Abrahams also
addressed the question of Marx’s strength, conjegjuhat Karl Marx was a very
weak chess playérAbrahams, however, based his assessment on anafyssingle
game—that’s not Abrahams’ fault, there is only &newn score of a game played by

Marx. Clearly this is too small a sample for a defve assessment, so unless

5. Ibid., 120-121.
6. Ibid., 118-119.

7. Gerald Abraham$Jot Only Chess: A Collection of Chesséysndon:
Allen & Unwin, 1974), 14.
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additional, authentic game scores are discoveuednents must be considered

tentative and speculative. Nevertheless the evelarecdo have can be examined.

Marx v. Meyer, 1867

The game in question was a miniature (a game witlef than thirty moves)
played in Germany in late April or early May 18®7ore than a decade after
obsessive period of chess play described by Liatiknd@he game was took place in
Hanover when Marx was there to oversee the pulicat hismagnum opughe
famousDas Kapital, Kritik der politischen Okonom{i€apital: Critique of Political
Economy]. The occasion was a party hosted by adagddss chess player, Gustav
Neumann (1838-188F)Marx was not in the habit of keeping a score (ngidown
the moves) of his games, but another chess playemwatched the game kept a
record. Marx’s opponent was an unknown player ifiedtonly as “Meyer.” Many
facets of this game are noteworthy, but the opersiggpecially interesting. The full
score of this game, along with some analysis,dkided in the Appendix.

Marx, playing White, chose to open with the KinGambit, an aggressive
line, in which White offers an early pawn sacrifioeexchange for good attacking
chances. Gambits (sacrificing one or more pawiisg@ropening) were at the heart of
romantic play, and the King’s Gambit was the gambithoice for romantic-minded
players in the nineteenth century. Meyer acceptedffered pawn; declining a

gambit was considered unsporting. The game becafnéely more interesting on

8. WheenKarl Marx, 389.
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move five, when Marx adopted the Muzio variatiorthed King’s Gambit. Having
already sacrificed a pawn, in the Muzio White da®d a piece, his king’s knight,
giving up even more material in return for an adage in space and time—in
exchange for attacking opportunities.

Marx’s choice of opening system epitomized romaiatgalism in chess—
sacrificing substantial material in return for léssgible advantages, thus
transcending material reality. The transcendentiiranism was the romanticism of
the speculative attack. Enormous complicationsjritr@cate to be fully calculated,
were introduced, and the players were forced tpaelintuition and employ their
imagination.

Commentators, more knowledgeable about chess tlzaridh, have been
quick to point out the obvious but superficial qadiction: Marx, the scientific
materialist, played an opening that defined rontasti in chess. Implied in this
observation was the criticism that Marx ought tlss/ing in a scientific style. There
are two major flaws in this analysis.

The first flaw is a logical one: the argument issédrical. As pointed out
above, the scientific and unapologetically matestial approach to chess introduced
by World Champion Wilhelm Steinitz would not be eiled until the mid-1870s
(and did not really trickle down to the chess mageeat least another decade,
probably longer). Marx’s romantic chess style wathe spirit of the age. In practice
that meant adopting a romantic opening and, in igén@aking a romantic, idealistic

approach to the game. So chiding Marx for his failio play scientific chess is a
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violation of the iron law of chronology. But theronological flaw is not the only
problem with this assessment; it is also basechasvarly mechanistic view of
Marxism. Marx’s own claim to the contrary notwithstling, Marxism was not
consistently scientific.

As many scholars have pointed out, Marxism contaisgong current of
romanticism. Martin Malia made a strong and elegase for this, calling Marxism
“the supreme synthesis of the Enlightenment andRtireantic traditions, a
combination of opposites so frequent in early reeath-century culture?’Malia
found many romantic and idealist elements in Mapd#tical theory, but most
notably (for purposes of this discussion) he logatenanticism in the engine of
history: the dialectic of the class struggle. Irmrin Marx’s dialectic, claimed Malia
was an element of “voluntarism,” which elevated lanmwill over historical laws. For
example, Malia cited a strong component of voluatarin Marx’s writings about
Germany, which was relatively backward: economycalbcially and politically
behind France and Great Britain. Marx, howeveryaged that Germany might
leapfrog into full modernity? German revolutionaries, properly schooled in gdien

socialism, could telescope (collapse) the revoharyg process through an act of

9. Martin E. MaliaRussia under Western Eyes: From the Bronze Horseman
to the Lenin Mausoleui@Cambridge, MA: Belnap Press of Harvard Univers§itegss,
1999), 257.

10. Ibid., 264-266.
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political will, moving directly into socialism—a pcess that Leon Trotskii (1879-1940)
later termed “permanent revolutioft.”

The concept of permanent revolution, haunted bysgeeter of voluntarism,
contributed significantly to a Marxist variant: Liaism. Lenin knew that Russia,
according to Marx’s laws of historical developmemas not sufficiently advanced to
usher in socialism alone. But Lenin convinced hi¢sBeviks, that an act of political
will could telescope the revolution. Russia coddd from its bourgeois revolution
directly to the next stage, socialism. As Maliarped out, “this dynamic, Romantic
element of the Marxist synthesis . . . eventualtypd to be the entering wedge for
creating the world's first socialist society.”

Neither Marx nor Lenin explicitly acknowledged thigbjective, romantic
voluntarism of permanent revolution; the contradits were smoothed over.
Nevertheless, the idea endured. The laws of hispypperly understood, could allow
revolutionaries to circumvent these historical lamsl, through an exercise of
political will, telescope history. This conceptathrevolutionaries could actively
make history (instead of being passively swept@lopnits inexorable logic), was a

romantic element in the Marxist mix.

11. The term is misleading. Permanent revolutiamisnever-ending
revolution, but rather a term describing a procpsessible in the flux of a
revolutionary situation, where a backward area (Berman or perhaps even Russia,
could leap from its bourgeois revolution directiythe next stage, socialism.

12. Malia,Russia under Western Ey@64.
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So, in the same way that Marx’s romanticism addgthess and flexibility to
a rather rigid social science, Marx’s romantic chgtyle complemented rather than
clashed with his historical materialism. Romantitiwas tactical-a flexible response
to a changing situation. The game of chess, likepthysical world, is objective, with
a complex set of material rules and contingen@esthrough acts of the will,
through acts of creative imagination, a skillfuhy¢r can bend those rules to the
advantage of the intrepid. If a player gave up nten the opening, objectively
speaking that player should be lost in the endg&uematerial advantage does not
always reign supreme in chess. As an often-quosrdi@n master observed,
“between the opening and the endgame, the godsptaved the middlegamés”

The first thirteen, or so, moves of Marx’s gamehvWeyer conformed to
what was already known theory in 1867. The Kingarbit (2. f2-f4), offering a
pawn sacrifice, was an old opening dating backagdy, to the Renaissance, which
saw the adoption of the modern rules allowing tpom of a two-square initial move
for each pawn. The Muzio variation of the King'srdat (5. 0-0), with it daring
knight sacrifice, had been played for generatiar® po Marx’s game, and the main
variations had been worked out long before. Scetlsase twelve initial moves had
been played in countless games—worked out by tlstemsaand copied by lesser
players. This indicates two important facts. Itéstainly significant, first, that Marx

and his opponent knew enough opening theory tmptre “book” lines. Clearly,

13. Siegbert Tarrascfihe Game of Chess; a Systematic Text-Book for
Beginners and More Experienced Playdrans. George Ernest Smith (Philadelphia:
David McKay, 1940), 152.
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neither was a “patzer.” Both men were serious cpi&sgers who had memorized
masterly lines of play. The second significancéh&t Marx consciously adopted this
highly speculative line of play. Nothing in thiseypng was accidental. Safer lines of
play were certainly known and could have been amagarx, playing the white
pieces, set the tone for the game, and a romagoeic/dative temperament was
reflected in Marx’s choice of opening lines.

After move twelve, once they were “out of the bddke players were thrown
onto their own resources. Now Marx pursued his yuaith great energy; he had to.
He had sacrificed material, crossed the Rubicangtime was lost if Meyer
successfully defended. So Marx pressed Meyer lwarthé next six moves, using
multiple threats, direct and veiled, to furthertdib the coordination of black’s
pieces. The pressure paid off when Meyer stumbightky on his eighteenth move
(18. Qg4). Meyer erred in trying to formulate amiaeplan; having chosen the
defensive posture, he should have stuck with it.

Marx seized on the inaccuracy with a series shantes against the
unfortunate king, un-castled and imperiled. Manxturn, stumbled on move twenty
(20. Bh5); now the outcome was less clear. Marxinard to press, and Meyer
defended. The turning point came on move twenty-tMarx took time out from his
incessant attack to play a subtle consolidatingen@2. c2-c3). In the heat of
desperate struggle, Marx had the presence of mistidre up his foundation. Mayer,
in his response (22 . . . a5), makes his mostatigrror. Perhaps unnerved by Marx’s

confident twenty-second, perhaps despairing thahaove would only speed his
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downfall, Meyer played a strategically flawed marel overlooked a plausible
defensive option.

Two moves later, Marx stumbled a second time. Hesed a probable win on
his twenty-fourth move (24. Rf1xf8+). This was Ma&renly significant error. Once
again, Meyer might prevail. It came down to a gwesbf who would make the last
error—common in games played at this level. Megétes] his own fate, making
back-to-back errors on his twenty-fifth (25. . .8R&6) and twenty-sixth (25. . . Qf8-
g7), Now Marx’s task is much easier. He missedraeswhat more direct win on
move twenty-seven (27. Bg4), but the outcome wa®mger in doubt, as he found
the right move on his twenty-eighth (28. Rf7), whmmpelled Meyer, who faced
imminent checkmate, to concede defeat.

Keeping in mind the cautions appropriate to theteohsample for analysis,
what follows is an attempted assessment of Matxéngth. First, there were just too
many errors, large and small, to classify eithayet as master strength—far from it,
in fact. Marx seems to fit into the not very clgadkefined category of the “strong
club player.” He would probably be a category Hy#r under the Soviet system, low
class A in the United States. Taking into accouabknecht’s observations on
Marx’s volatile chess personality, Marx might bkstlikened to a well-know type of
category Il player, striving to rise to Class At lacking the discipline, steadiness,

and emotional detachment required.
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Marx’s View of Chess

With an analysis of Marx’s style and an assessmoghis strength as a chess
player, it would be useful to know how he viewed game. Did he find value
beyond diversion? Did he appreciate the dialed@serce of the game? Did he see it
as an uplifting diversion for proletarians? Thevagisto each of these questions is
“apparently not.” An electronic search of Marx’dleoted works finds no mention of
chess. And there is but one, brief, incidentalsadin to chess in the writings of
Frederick Engels. Discussing Russian foreign pokaygels criticized David
Urquhart for “reduc[ing] all modern history sindeetFrench Revolution to a
diplomatic game of chess between Russia and Tuféelhe use of chess as a
metaphor in foreign policy is hardly original, attis mention of chess by Engels is
significant only because it stands so utterly alone

In addition to the absence of chess referencdsiiiarx’s works, neither
Marx’s daughters nor his wife mentioned chess wmdartheir published
correspondence and articles. With the exceptionpofse, of Wilhelm Liebknecht's
account, none of the personal memoirs of Marx'd@mporaries discussed his chess
playing. The secondary sources that mention cHegseathe Liebknecht memoir.

It is extraordinary that chess is not mentionedllan this corpus. With such a

keen interest in chess, surely Marx would haverredeto it in his writing, if only

14. Frederick Engels, “Foreign Policy of Russiaartiem,”Time April and
May 1890, in “Works of Frederick Engels 1890,” itlwww.marxists.org/archive/
marx/works/1890/russian-tsardom/ (accessed Jun20L(3).
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metaphorically. Since chess figured so largely er¥s life in London, so much that
it eventually disturbed the household and brougitloe wrath of Marx’s
housekeeper, why doesn’t it find it its way inte ttorrespondence or memoirs of
family members? Chess is not just absent,gbisspicuouslabsent.

Chess may have been the dirty secret in the Maunsdtmld—the unmentioned
and vaguely shameful vice of the patriarch. Theatieg evidence (the lack of chess
reference) certainly suggests this interpretafidrere is also evidence of a more
traditional kind supporting the infamy of chessvarx’s inner circle. In the early
1850s, obsessive chess seemed to be taking antblhoc’s work, his health, and his
home life. A sort of “chess intervention” was stadpy his wife and their
housekeeper. Again, Liebknecht is the source.

In his memoir, Liebknecht recalled an unpleasacitent that culminated in
his expulsion from the Marx home. The episode aecuin the early 1850s during
the period of loud, continuous chess activity atMarx house. A grueling chess
marathon was being contested between Liebknechiang. After a series of games
that lasted all day and well into the night, the twen finally broke off play at
Liebknecht’s insistence. Marx, who did not likestop when he was losing,
reluctantly agreed, but “grimly demanded revengenéxt morning.2>

When Liebknecht dutifully returned the next mornindace Marx’s
vengeance, he could sense the tension in the Marseold: “Mrs. Marx was

invisible, Lenchen [the housekeeper] did not make\er-friendly face. Before |

15. LiebknechtKarl Marx, 120.
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could ask whether anything had happened Marx ehtst®ok hands, and at once
fetched the chess boarth.”

Play commenced; Marx was in a grim humor. Appayeméi had not retired
when Liebknecht had left the night before. Instéshad stayed up, working out
improvements in his favorite lines of play. He hadfact, found some new moves,
and at first he held the upper hand against hisesem

As Marx won, his humor improved, and he orderedunissually stern
housekeeper to bring them lunch. But the playedshdi take any meal breaks; they
only picked at the meat, cheese and bread thdtaheekeeper grudgingly delivered.
As on the previous day, play continued all throtlghafternoon and far into the
night. Liebknecht soon found an antidote to Mairisovation, and he began to
accumulate his usual victories. As he lost, Marzanee increasingly loud and angry.
Meanwhile, “Mrs. Marx remained invisible, neithedé&ny one of the children dare
to enter—and thus the battle ragéd.”

When play again extended past midnight, Liebknects ready to finish. He
had won the last two games in a row, and the isghatever it might have been,
seemed settled. But Marx loudly demanded anoth@egand the pieces were
arranged for yet another contest. At this pointydtesn, the housekeeper, “the

dictator of the house under the supremacy of MiaxiVi8 finally put her foot down.

16. Ibid.
17. Ibid., 121.

18. Ibid.
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In a tone that left no room for misunderstandifge sommanded, “Now you stop!”
The tipping point in the Marx household had beecihed. A thoroughly chastened
Liebknecht left the Marx house and retired to hismdodging. But, the episode didn’t
end there.

The next morning, Lenchen visited a very surprisethknecht in his rooms,
carrying a curt message from Mrs. Marx: no moresshveould be tolerated in the
Marx household. Jenny Marx, through Lenchen, cometiato Liebknecht that
whenever her husband lost a game, he was “mogjrdisable.’® As Liebknecht
finally realized, Marx’s obsessive chess playind bacome a burden to his hard-
pressed family, and “his bad humor had ventedfisseseverely that Jenny [Marx]
lost her patience2?

Liebknecht, of course, complied with the demandnantinued to issue
challenges, but, after the incident of the housp&eehey played no more chésdn
fact the chess circle around Marx broke up aftenicident. Perhaps the other chess
players were also visited by Lenchen. Or, as Lielskhexplained: “Chess playing
.. . was forced to the background in proportiondo regaining regular

occupationsz2

19. Ibid.
20. Ibid.
21. Ibid.

22. Ibid.
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Marx clearly continued to played chess after théyelaB50s. The game with
Meyer, discussed above, was played in 1867, asdiit unreasonable to assume
that other games took place. Unfortunately ther@isecord of any chess activity by
Marx after the incident with Liebknecht except 867 game with Meyer, and there
is no record of any chess after 1867.

The focus in the next chapter shifts to Russiatanet another
revolutionary/chess player, one whose chess plagingich better documented. This
chess player is Vladimir II'ich Ul'lanov (1870-19Rdetter known as Lenin, who

was arguably Marx’s greatest disciple.
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Chapter Three

Lenin's Game

Many leading Bolsheviks were avid chess playemsjeswere moderately
skilled and a few were master strength. The motgthie of the chess-playing
Bolsheviks was Vladimir II'ich Ul'ianov (Lenin), iafounder and leader of the
Bolshevik Party. He played chess through most fifeé, sometimes with an
intensity that mirrored Marx’s obsessive play.

The richest materials for detailing Lenin’s chasdome from the personal
memoirs of family and associates. Since many dafelveorks were published in the
years immediately following his death, the yeart@ifin’s apotheosis, these sources
must be regarded with appropriate caution. Howethery do establish that Lenin was
a strong, frequent and serious chess player. $huisnsistent with the view of the old
Bolshevik and Lenin’s fellow Siberian exile, Parigion Nikolaevich Lepeshinskii
(1868-1944), who observed that Lenin, like Manyrd in chess an appropriate
outlet for his “restless warrior psychologyFor the period that begins with his first
arrest in 1895, Lenin’s letters to relatives prevadmore reliable font of information
about his chess life, although memoirs continueet@n important source here as

well.

1. P. Lepeshinskilyokrug Il'icha: dumy, zametki, vospominania
Connection with I'ich: Thoughts, Notes, Memori€Kharkov: Proletarii, 1925), 68-
69.
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Vladimir II'ich 2 spent his early years in the small southern ditgimbirsk
(now Ul'ianovsk), on the Russian steppe. The Ubiemwere an educated,
moderately wealthy family, and chess was patrt eir ttultural life. The lifelong
fascination Vladimir Il'ich had for chess beganiis childhood. His father, II'ia
Nikolaevich Ul'ianov (1831-1886), an educator atrdrsg player, believed in the
instructional value of chess and taught Vladiniicti and his elder brother,
Aleksandr Il'ich Ul'ilanov (1866-1887), the moves &rhthey were eight or nine years
old.3 Both boys loved to be summoned to their fathetsgfor a chess lessdrhe
girls also learned, although they were never asipaate about it as their brothers.
The youngest daughter, Maria Il'ichina Ul'ianov {831937), described how in due
time she was also taught the moves like all therathildren. Although she played
many games with her brother, Vladimir II'ich, sheferred playing against her father.
Her father usually let her take moves back; hethamonever allowed R.

The chess usually played in the Ul'ianov houselwdd modern, European

chess. But since chess was a family activity, gmyetimes liked to play an older,

2. This work uses the name “Vladimir II'ich” untéferring to events after
1901, when the pseudonym “Lenin” was adopted.

3. M. I. Ullanova,Otets Vladimira Il'ich Lenina, II'ia Nikolaevich Uanov,
1831-188dFather of Vladimir II'ich Lenin, II'ia NikolaevichJl'ianov] (Moscow:
Sotsekgiz, 1931), 65.

4. A. I. Ul'ianova,Detskie i shkol'nye gody II'ichEChildhood and School
Years of I'ich] (Moscow: Detskaia lit-ra, 1965)51

5. Ibid., 16.

6. Ul'ianova,Otets Vladimira II'ich Lenina67.
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traditional, four-handed version of chess (playgddur playersy. This variant was a
cultural artifact from the period of Mongol rulé was not usually seen in the cities or
in North, where modern, Western chess reigneditlsutvived in some parts of the
countryside, particularly in the steppe areastlilteeUl'ilanov’s native Simbirsk. Here
the Mongols had once dominated, and one of thgades was their own peculiar
version of chess.

The most enthusiastic chess players among therehildere the two elder
brothers, Vladimir II'ich and Aleksandr Il'ich, whoompeted fiercely in numerous
games throughout their childhood. Although neitlias able to consistently master
the other, both boys were equally frustrated by thability to defeat their father.
One day, however, a chess manual somehow camth@itgpossession. They studied
it secretly, conspiratorially, pouring over it bgralelight, gleaning its secrets, and
eventually they both began to win a few games ap#neir father. The elder
Ul'ianov, however, soon discovered the chess mamauna apparently he, too, had a
penchant for stealth. He began to secretly bort@bbok for his own study when
the boys were out. Vladimir II'ich once caught hied-handed.

The chess rivalry between the brothers grew evere intense as they grew

older. The isolation of provincial life probablydfi¢his obsessive competition. They

7. Ul'lanova,Detskie i shkol'nye gody II'ichdl6.
8. See Chapter One for a discussion of Mongol chess

9. N. K. KrupskaiayYospominaniia o Leningemories of Lenin] (Moscow:
Politicheskoi literatury, 1931), 34.
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scrutinized the few chess manuals they could op#ad they played nearly every
day10 Viadimir II'ich also continued to play against lather siblings, the girls and
his younger brother Dmitri II'ich Ul'ianov (1874-#3), but he always gave them
odds!! Sometimes they would object out of pride, but Wadinsisted. He saw no
point to playing games that involved no real cont@scording to his younger
brother Dmitrii II'ich, against whom many gamesodts were played, Vladimir
II'ich’s main interest in chess was the struggle-slearch for the best move or finding
a win in a seemingly hopeless situation. Winning kxsing, Dmitrii II'ich insisted,
mattered little to his brother. He took pleasurgaod moves of the opponent, but he
also ridiculed weak play. When Dmitri Il'ich losyla blunder, Vladimir II'ich
taunted him with the observation that he himsetf hat won the game, but rather
Dmitrii II'ich had lost it. In all games, howevev]adimir II'ich demanded a strict
adherence to the rules, both from himself and pmaoents. The same rules that
governed serious competition prevailed: “touch-midqaeouched piece must be
moved) and absolutely no retracting of mo¥es.

The summer of 1886 saw the zenith of the fratethaks competition
between the elder brothers. This was the first sanafier the death of their father

the previous January. When Aleksandr II'ich retadrheme from his studies in St.

10. Ul'ianova,Detskie i shkol'nye gody Il'ich46.

11. In chess, a player gives odds by choosing ldekIpieces (a slight
disadvantage) and starting without one of moregqsiec

12. Dm. Ul'ianov, “Kak Lenin igral v shakhmaty - [How Lenin Played
Chess - 1]64. Shakhmaty i Shashki v Rabochem Klépeil 15, 1926, 9.
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Petersburg, the brothers, now aged sixteen andyywaayed a lengthy match for the
unofficial championship of the Ul'ianov family. Thy@ungest brother Dmitri II'ich
remembered that the match dominated the summédr ftwothe brothers and the rest
of the family as well. Aleksandr finally won the tol, and he celebrated his victory
with a bit of showboating: trying his hand at “ldfinld” chess, while simultaneously
playing a game of billiards

Dmitri II'ich also recalled another, more ominoesgent from the match. One
evening, he and the other young neighborhood @nldrere playing in the courtyard.
Looking up toward the house, they could clearlytbeebrothers bent over the chess
board through a grated window. One young girl re&e@dithat they looked like two
old convictst4

The girl's offhand comment proved prescient. Aleldrall'ich was already
deeply involved with student radicalism at Peterghuniversity, and he would be
arrested, tried and executed the following sprit&8{) for his role in a plot to
assassinate Tsar Alexander Ill. Naturally, Vladittiich was deeply affected by the
death of his brother. The unfortunate family, whingd only recently lost its patriarch,
now suffered this second, more tragic loss. Thauonstances of his brother’s death

made Vladimir II'ich and the rest of the family nsocial pariahs. Even an old

13. Ibid., 10.
14. bid.
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schoolmaster, a friend of their father who had dtmoas Vladimir II'ich’s chess
opponent while his brother was away at school, @thystopped visiting>

In spite of the family tragedies, Vladimir II'iceered Kazan University to
study law in August 1887. In Kazan, he resumedhéss activities, adding, in
emulation of his late brother, “blindfold” chesshis repertoire, a skill which he
honed in his games with his younger brother Dmiiitrah. 16 It was not only in chess
that Vladimir II'ich emulated his brother. He alsecame immersed in the radical
politics of Kazan, which were primarily populistigbrother in law, Mark
Timofeevich Elizarov (1863-1919), married to Maltiechina, was very helpful in
Vladimir II'ich’s initiation into the secretive wéd of the radicals. Elizarov, who had
also been a friend of Aleksandr II'ich in his raali®etersburg years, made the
necessary introductions.

In addition to his radical contacts, Vladimir IFits brother-in-law, Elizarov,
also had very impressive chess skiltsfact, Elizarov was probably much stronger
than his brother-in-law, although it's not cleathey ever played. At the same time
that Elizarov was introducing Vladimir I'ich to decal Kazan, he also used his chess
influence to persuade one of Russia’s leading psatgeconduct a correspondence

game (a game played by post) with Vladimir II'ichgi@at honor for the young

15. Krupskaiayospominaniia o Leniné.
16. Ul'ianov, “Kak Lenin igral v shakhmaty - I,” 10

17. N. HardingLenin’s Political Thought: Theory and Practice imet
Democratic and Socialist Revolutio(@hicago: Haymarket Books, 2010), 62.
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student. The opponent was a nearby Samara lawpereANikolaevich Khardin
(1842-1910), a player of national staté#&hardin had a distinguished tournament
record, was a contender for the national champipnsind had beaten some of
Russia’s best, including the great Chigorin, in@mhament in Petersburg in 18%8.
Not surprisingly, Vladimir II'ich quickly lost theorrespondence game, but he was
very impressed with Khardin’s play; he had nevearoemtered a player of this caliber.
In the spring of 1889 when the Ul'ianovs moved friarzan to Samara, he was able
to meet Khardin in person, and they contested nganyes at odd.

The years spent in Samara (1889-1893) were thegigfears in Vladimir
II'ich’s chess development. In the chess circldg tharounded Khardin, he found
many worthy opponents. He played hundreds of infbigames and competed in
local tournaments, often with good resdk3 his interaction with Khardin, especially,
was instrumental in Vladimir II'ich’s chess devetoent, and it provides a basis for
estimating his playing strength. This is importsinice, surprisingly, no scores of any

games played by Lenin survive.

18. I. M. Linder,Pervye Russkie mastefBhe First Russian Chess Masters]
(Moscow: Fiskul'tura i sport, 1979), 246.

19. Ibid., 230-234.
20. Ul'ianov, “Kak Lenin igral v shakhmaty - 1,” 10
21. Linder,Pervye Russkie master247-248.

22. There is score from a game alleged to have pleged between Lenin
and Gorkii in 1908, but it is widely consideredo® a hoax.

54



In view of their unequal ability, initially Khardigave Vladimir II'ich odds of
a knight, and Khardin occasionally lost. By 1893glage only odds of “pawn-and-
move” but at these odds Khardin always wéimhe gap between odds of knight and
odds of pawn-and-move is the widest in the hienaafttraditional chess odds, and
Vladimir II'ich’s inability to win consistently aknight odds strongly suggests that in
1893, the zenith of his chess, he was not closesster strength. His failure to win
any games at pawn-and-move reinforces this assessbmaitri II'ich suggests that,
had his brother chosen to make a serious, systestatly of chess literature, he
could have made a career as professighbhis seems dubious. More likely he was
closer to a category | player in modern Russiass&kain the United States)—certainly
respectable, but far short of mastery.

Vladimir II'ich, however, had no interest in becargia chess professional. He
always maintained that chess was a game—suitalléalsby, not as a vocatiéhit
was also, apparently, a very effective professioeaivorking tool. After completing
his law degree, he was offered a much covetedipost an “assistant barrister” in

Khardin’s law office, which seemed to have funcédras a kind of internsh#.

23. Ul'ianov, “Kak Lenin igral v shakhmaty - 1,” 10

24. bid.

25. lbid.

26. Isaak Borisovich Sternik,. I. Lenin, iurist: iuridicheskaia deiatel’nost’.V

l. Ul'ianova (Lenina)[V. I. Lenin, Lawyer: Legal Activities of V. I. Ulanov (Lenin)]
(Tashkent: Izd. Uzbekistan, 1969), 74.
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In addition to witnessing the launching of a prefesal career and his
maturation as a chess player, the Samara yearthsavansformation of Vladimir
II'ich’s vaguely socialist beliefs as he moved avileym the populist influences
surrounding him in Kazan and embraced Marxism.reiesiatedrhe Communist
Manifestointo Russian, read the works of the Russian Mar&@sbrgii Valentinovich
Plekhanov (1856-1918), and wrote a paper on peasanbmics’ Law was now his
profession, chess was still his hobby, but his pagkion in life was clearly radical
politics. Khardin, incidentally, may have been afluence on Vladimir IlI'ich’s
politics as well as his chess. Although Khardin wase of a liberal than a socialist,
his own political opinions were radical enough tmg him to the attention of the
authorities and eventually to warrant police sutaece?8

In autumn 1893, Vladimir Il'ich left Samara for $etersburg. Here, with the
help of Khardin’s connections, he quickly found éoyment in a law office. He soon
became so immersed in radical political activitgtthis chess activities were
drastically curtailed, and he had little opportyrid participate in the rich chess life
of the capital® His political activities, however, soon broughtnhio the attention of

the police, and in 1895 Vladimir II'ich was arresten a charge of seditiom 1897

27. Robert Servicd,enin: A BiographyCambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press, 2000), 77-80.

28. SternikV. I. Lenin, iurist 78-80.

29. Lepeshinskiiyokrug II'icha, 30.
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he was sentenced, without trial, to three yeaexdé in Siberia, specifically at
Shushenskoe in the Minusinskii Distr#ét.

He remained as politically active as possible thrmut his imprisonment and
exile, and he also began to play a great deal@<hgain. During his lengthy
solitary imprisonment in St. Petersburg, Leniniadifold chess abilities were put to
good use. He played chess with the inmate of aacadi cell, using code to tap out
moves3! When he was finally settled in Siberian exile muShenskoe in 1897, he
was relieved to discover that, contrary to hisdetrere were many chess players
among the other exiles in the district. He had eetgld to bring a chess set, so he
asked his mother to send him ¢d&he delighted him by sending the chess set of his
youth: his father’s hand-carved wooden set, theessehthat he and Aleksandr II'ich
had used for their marathon matc@gs.

Chess was an important part of Vladimir II'ich’sogram for keeping himself
mentally and physically well during his exile, amel fought his chess battles with

good-humored enthusiasthHis wife, Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaia (1869-

30. Servicelenin,107-108.

31. H. RappaportConspirator: Lenin in Exil§New York: Basic Books,
2010), 18.

32. Lenin to his mother and sister, Anna, Shushesmskarch 8, 1898, in
V. I. Lenin Collected Works: Letters to Relativ893-1922 trans. George H. Hanna,
vol. 37 (Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1967), 165.

33. Ul'ianova,Detskie i shkol'nye gody Il'ichalb.

34. Gleb Maksimilianovich Krzhizhanovsk@ Vladimire II'iche: doklad na
vechere vospominanii o V. I. Lenine, 3 Fevralia4d§2[About Vladimir Il'ich:
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1939), who joined him in exile, described theisfiNew Year celebration in Siberia:
“Volodya [Vladimir II'ich] battled on the chessbahfrom morning till evening
and ... won all the games, of courseé Christmas was celebrated in similar fashion:
“People played [chess] literally from morning t@hi. . . . Even | [Krupskaia] caught
the infection and played once against a poor plagdrcheckmated hin#®
Lepeshinskii, a fellow exile in a neighboring vdk® gave an interesting
description in his memoirs of a game that he aralfelfow exiles played in
consultation against Vladimir Il'ich. The situatiseemed hopeless for Vladimir
II'ich, and the happy allies believed they had wio@ game. Their celebrations were
premature; Vladimir II'ich was still unvanquisheade pondered his reply, sitting
motionless and rigid with his head bent low toleard. Lepeshinskii likened him to
Archimedes of Syracuse—oblivious to his surrounsliagd totally absorbed in the
problem at hand. His massive forehead with its fabiristic ‘Socratic’ bulges” was
dotted with beads of sweat; “bluish veins” tensedlis broad temples. He sat as if

“carved from stone?d” Finally, this profound intellectual effort boreuit. By what

Report on an Evening of Reminiscences about Verhih, February 3, 1924]
(Moscow: Glavpolitprosvet, 1924), 26.

35. N. Krupskaia to Lenin’s mother, Shushenskoeydey 10, 1899, iV. I.
Lenin Collected Works: Letters to Relatives 189321974.

36. N. Krupskaia to Lenin’s sister, Maria, Shushees January 24, 1899, in
V. I. Lenin Collected Works: Letters to Relativ893-1922 576.

37. P. Lepeshinskii, “Vechno Zhevoi” [Alive Foreyebhakhmaty v SSSR
April 1964, 1.
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appeared to be an act of pure will, Vladimir I'itcdund a move that refuted the allied
attack. Lenin’s will had prevailed even when thassaseemed lost.

His brother, Dmitri II'ich, confirmed his brotherability to block out all
environmental stimuli and focus single-mindedlytbe game. The brothers played a
game in a Geneva coffeehouse in 1903, the last ¢faeyeever played. Dmitri II'ich
described a contest that continued for four hadwsng which his brother never
looked away from the board. This spectacle proval@tsiderable amusement
among the coffee shop patrons, but Vladimir II'eas completely oblivious to the
comments of onlooke#s.

In addition to his revealing description of Vladmiiich’s chess demeanor in
the game against the allies, Lepeshinskii also siakene interesting observations
about his chess style. Like any strong player, Mhadil'ich was familiar with the
main opening lines. But instead of following opantheory blindly, he was always
ready to hazard an innovation, taking his oppofeut of the book” and creating
tense situations where both players were throwk badheir own resources.
Vladimir's novel moves gave him a psychologicatiative; his opponent felt
confused and not entirely in contf8IMuch later, when claims were made for the
existence of a “Soviet school of chess,” (see Gihrdpleven) these attributes were

among those associated with the Soviet school.

38. Dm. Ul'ianov, “Kak Lenin igral v shakhmaty-I[How Lenin Played
Chess-l11],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjukaril 30, 1926, 8.

39. Lepeshinskii, Vokrug Il'icha, p. 178.
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During the three years of Siberian exile, Vladittiich also played postal
games. Many of these games were played with Lepgishihis comrade in a
neighboring village, who described how importamsth games were for keeping up
his spirits, even though it hurt his pride whendfhair II'ich insisted on giving him
odds?#0 Krupskaia remembers that Vladimir II'ich was vemthusiastic about these
correspondence games—so much so that he dreameidtladam and cried out moves
in his sleep!

Released from exile in 1900, Vladimir I'ich soorade his way to Western
Europe where he devoted himself full time to paditiin 1901, he adopted the
revolutionary pseudonym, Lenin (used henceforttinis work), and he began to
develop the variant of Marxism that became knowhegnism. His dogmatism
would lead to many fractures among the RussianabbBamocrats, reflected in
personal animosities between Lenin and some dafpgp®nents$? A dispute over
tactics led to personal estrangement between LardrLepeshinskii, his erstwhile
chess partner and comrade in exile. One day in,1984n unexpectedly called on
Lepeshinskii in Munich. The latter was quite suspd, as very harsh words had been
exchanged, but now Lenin was calm and friendlyiresfor a game of chess.

Lepeshinskii agreed, and the two old comrades plageeral games. By the end of

40. P. LepeshinskiNa povorotd At the Turn] (1922; repr., Moscow: 1zd-vo
Staryi Bol'shevik, 1935), 90-91.

41. Krupskaiayospominaniia o Lenin&3-34.

42. Servicelenin 137-144.
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the visit, friendly relations had been restofédlthough Lenin, in general, played
much less chess after his Siberian exile, hefstilhd it a good tool for mending
fences and wooing wayward disciples.

In 1905, Lenin returned to Russia and played arontapt part in the 1905
revolution. After its collapse, he fled with Krus& and Aleksandileksandrovich
Bogdanov(1873-1928) to Finland in the summer of 1907. Wil hope of
immediate revolution rapidly fading, Krupskaia wedb her sister-in-law that Lenin
began to play a lot of chess again. His favoriteas@nt was his friend and comrade,
Bogdanow#4

Even as the two Bolsheviks played congenial chessnland, the seeds of
their estrangement were being sown. The immedsatesiwas competing positions
on Bolshevik participation in the Duma. The Octobkmifesto, the Tsar’s
concessions to 1905, had introduced new potengalseof disagreement for the
fractious Russian left. Many of Lenin’s comrades|uding Bogdanov, advocated a
Bolshevik boycott of the Duma. They wanted the y&rtcontinue engaging in direct
revolutionary activity instead of participatingtime constitutional sham. Lenin,
however, argued against the Duma boycott. He bedig¢hat the Duma could be used

as a forum to strengthen the Bolshevik position ma#te propaganda points.

43. LepishinskiiNa povorote231-232.

44. Lenin and Krupskaia to Lenin’s sister, Marige®isund, June 1907, \h
I. Lenin Collected Works: Letters to Relatives 18922 369.
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I. Lenin Collected Works: Letters to Relatives 18922 368.
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The Duma boycott dispute, essentially a differemioepinion on tactics,
became increasingly bitter as it moved into thémeaf ideology. Bogdanov and his
supporters considered themselves Marxists, butwlaed to supplement Marxism
with new social theories, among them the sciengifidosophy of the Austrian
physicist and philosopher, Ernst Waldfried Joseh?é Mach (1838-1916% Lenin
vehemently disapproved, and he disparaged Bogdambwis followers as Machists.
The Machists, Lenin complained, had contaminated tiarxism with relativism
and a thinly disguised sort of idealigifienin, who characterized himself as “just an
ordinary Marxist in philosophy{® always claimed to be an uncompromising
materialist.

While Bogdanov's deviation had not seemed terrdagious to Lenin in the
heat of revolutionary tumult, after 1905 the two®@viks were increasing estranged.
They argued about the Party press, Party fundsukincately about the Party

leadership. By 1908, the battle lines were drawd, lzenin declared a preference for

46. Among other things, Mach advanced a scientifitosophy claiming that
knowledge of the world was unreliable, since itlddae acquired only through the
senses.

47. Leon TrotskyMy Life: An Attempt at an Autobiograpiyew York: C.
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being drawn-and-quartered compared to cooperatitigtihe Machistg? This quarrel
would set the stage for Lenin’s most famous chasseg

The writer and political radical, Maksim Gorkii 88-1936), had influence in
both camps. Bogdanov was his close comrade, apcctiaborated on several
ambitious projects. Gorkii was also on good ternith Wwenin. He invited Lenin to his
villa on Capri, a Mediterranean island off the wesst of Italy, and after several
delays, Lenin finally agreed. Bogdanov and hisnidewere also long-term guests,
and Gorkii's intention of attemptingrapprochementvas obvious. Lenin, however,
was not interested. His first words to Gorkii whengot off the boat were: “I
know . . . you're always wanting to reconcile meéhathose Machists. | told you in
my letter [February 1908] it's pointless, so dawven try.?0 Apparently he meant it.
When Bogdanov dutifully tried to talk to Lenin alhdbeir differences, Lenin was
unreceptive and curt. “Drop it,” Lenin pointedlyggested?!

Someone must have proposed a nice friendly garokess to alleviate the
tension. The contest did not go well for Lenin.ts position deteriorated, so did his

temper. In fact, Gorkii was amazed at how angryy petulant, Lenin became in

49. Lenin to A. M. Gorkii, February 25, 1908,\n I. Lenin Collected Works:
June 1902-April 1908rans. Bernard Isaacs, vol. 13 (Moscow: Progregsdishers,
1972), 450.
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defeat>? The famous photo and Gorkii's detailed accounehaade this episode well
known, and some biographers have even suggesteldethia was habitually a bad
loser. There is no other evidence to support Besides, clearly Lenin was upset by
issues much weightier than the chess game. Atateymo political fences were
mended that day, and a year later Bogdanov wadledgeom the Party3

Lenin played very little chess over the next sevgears. Perhaps his weak
play in the game with Bogdanov continued to annay, but more likely it was lack
of time and opportunity. He complained to his mothel910: | have so few
opportunities to play here [Paris] that | have @adallg forgotten everythingft In a
letter to his brother he was more detailed: “It trhesa year since | played and, in
general, during the past few years | have onlyqidag few lightning or very rapid
games.35 Even so, Lenin’s enduring enthusiasm for chefisshtbwed through.
Dmitrii I'ich had sent his brother a chess prob¥f his own composition in a

previous letter, and Lenin confessed that solviigad dramatically reawakened his

52. Ibid.

53. Z. A. SochorRevolution and Culture: The Bogdanov-Lenin Contrsye
(Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1988), 7.

54. Lenin to his mother, Paris, February 13, 191®.. I. Lenin Collected
Works: Letters to Relatives 1893-19254.

55. Lenin to his brother, Paris, February 17, 191®.. I. Lenin Collected
Works: Letters to Relatives 1893-19235.
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enthusiasm for chess. Lenin claimed to have quis&lyed his brother’s problem. In
return, he sent Dmitrii II'ich a problem that haaught his eye in a German
newspaper, which he described as a “beautifulfwtark.”>7

In 1914, Lenin and Krupskaia were living quietlythe small town of
Poronimo in Austrian Poland. Their refuge, howebeigame precarious when the
Great War broke out. They were rousted as suspsepied by the local authorities.
They were soon allowed passage to Switzerlandptubefore townspeople pillaged
their property. Among the stolen possessions wasaltier's hand-carved chess set,
the same set his mother had sent to him in Sib€gdainly, the couple had long ago
learned not to be sentimental about their possessiut this was still a difficult loss
for Lenin38

With the outbreak of war, Lenin’s political life qpkened. There was little
time for chess. Then in 1917, chess was complateydoned. His brother explained
that under the conditions of revolutionary fermémnin found chess too tiring and
time-consuming? Krupskaia related that after the return to Russhass had to be
put aside. There wasn’t time for serious play, bexin did not do things halfw&fj.

When Lenin’s old friend, Siberian comrade and clogg®nent Lepeshinskii, arrived
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in Petrograd in November 1917, Lenin greeted hith wie joking suggestion that
they should sit down immediately to a game of chResring with laughter at the
absurdity of the suggestion, Lenin sadly acknowgelddnat chess was no longer on
his agendé&?

By 1920, with the worst of the Civil War over, thewxas finally a chance for a
little recreation. In August 1920, Krylenko and irerisited the village of Minino,
near Moscow, for a vacation. They stayed at thelyagiacha of Nikolai
Mikhailovich Zhukov (1894-1980), one of Krylenkassistant§? The old comrades
came primarily to hunt in the nearby forests, bhetytplayed at least one game of
chess. Zhukov, who was present, told Krylenko’sgihéer that this was the last game
of chess Lenin played. He related the followingaalmte to Krylenko’s daughter.

It was evening and the men were relaxing afteryaofidunting. Lenin
suggested a game of chess and Krylenko happilg&dliBut Lenin insisted on a set
of conditions. First, they would play just one garSecond, there would be no
retraction of moves. Third, there would be no sujkor bragging. Krylenko readily
agreed, and play commenced. At first Krylenko sektodhave the advantage, but
Lenin eventually prevailed—much to the visible ayartce of his opponent. Lenin

teased him about his sportsmanship, and added tosthheckmate by pointing out

61. Lepeshinskiiyokrug Il'icha, 199-202.
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that, since they had agreed to play only one gémeee would be no opportunity for
Krylenko to extract revengs.

Zhukov's claim that this was Lenin’s last game mag}l be true. Lenin
remained completely preoccupied with affairs ofestantil his first stroke in early
1922. The game with Krylenko may have also beertity game he played after
spring 1917. But Lenin’s old comrade in exile, Lelp@skii, understood differently.
In a poetic flourish, he shows that Lenin had bglewing a kind of virtual chess all
through the Revolution and beyond. The scope hadrbe enormous and the stakes
had increased exponentially, but the game was goao And so, just as Lenin,
through sheer intellectual will, had bested Lepeskii and his allies in the
consultation game in Siberia back in 1899, now tliiplayed the capitalists. The
Revolution, itself, represented an opening attaekh putting forward a pawn
against the strongholds of capitalism, and the gnasuanterattacking in force. The
strategy of Brest-Litovsk involved, in chess termg)assical trade of space for time.
The subsequent removal of the capital from Petbgydoscow was akin to a
defensive castling maneuver. The cooperation betweeworkers and the peasants
was comparable to the harmony a skilled chess pwakes from his own pieces.
Lepeshinskii, looking around himself in 1922, séw birth of a new world where the
sons and daughters of factory workers were becoRussgia’s new intelligentsia—

skilled administrators and technocrats, promotieel fiawns to major pieces. And

63. M. N. Krylenko-Simonian, “Vspominaia ob ottd&®emembering My
Father],Shakhmaty v SSSRily 1972, 16.
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after the final, inevitable victory, Lepeshinskieglicted, Lenin’s “game” will be
studied and admired by future generations “for meds of thousands of year®.”
Shortly after Lenin’s death two years later, Lepeskii, in like fashion, reassured his
comrades that while Lenin had left the game, heldeapieathed them a favorable

position and a plan that would lead to final vigtér

64. LepeshinskiiNa povorote93.
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Chapter Four

I'in-Zhenevskii and the Origins of Soviet Chess

Although Lenin and other leading Bolsheviks weragahess players, the
Soviet government initially saw no special sigrafice for chess in the new society.
Chess acquired importance due to its perceiveitiyiiitially as a training tool for
military and party cadre, secondly as a cultural for refashioning Russian society,
and finally as a propaganda tool for touting thpesiority of Soviet culture.

If one person can be singled out as uniquely resiptanfor setting the unique
course that Soviet chess would take, that persandime Aleksandr Fedorovich
II'in-Zhenevskii (1894-1941). This singularly renkable man merits close
examination. For our purposes, his importance steons his dual identities: he was
both a deeply committed Bolshevik and a world-classss master. Significantly,
II'in-Zhenevskii found these two roles neither aalictory nor coincidental; in fact,
he believed they were closely linked. He held tiess players, in general, were
natural revolutionaries, natural soldiers, and redtGommunists. This linkage, so
central to I'in-Zhenevskii’'s thinking, was one facin the development of a
favorable official attitude toward chess in thedfitng Soviet state. There was
another reason, which can also be found in II'ire@&vskii’s thinking. He
maintained that chess required no special giftssead taking the view that anyone of

good faith and diligence could, by virtue of effatevelop skills in chegsThis view

1. A. F. Il'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Mastdrans. Bernard Cafferty
(Yorklyn, DE: Caissa Editions, 1986), 1.
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of human beings as eminently malleable would previee second general
underpinning of the early Soviet attitude towardsh

Born Aleksandr Fedorovich II'in (“I'in-Zhenevskiils a revolutionary
pseudonym) in 1894, young “Sasha” had an oldehkrotedor Fedorovich II'in
(1892-1939), who was three years his sehilneir parents were not married; the
father, Fedor Aleksandrovich Petrov was a widowleda-the archdeacon of Sergiev
cathedral). Orthodox clergy could marry, but did have the right to remarry. Their
mother, Antonia Vasilevna Il'ina, worked as a clarid served in a wine shép.

Aleksandr Fedorovich was politically precocious. Wwks heavily influenced
by his older brother who, at age thirteen, wasatigator of a student strike called in
conjunction with the 1905 Revolution. The actiomnig got the brother expelled
from school. Aleksandr Fedorovich was only ten gedd, but he described the
incident as a determining influence on his subsegpelitical development. By the
time he was 14, he had read works by Marx, Engelssal, Lafarg, and Kautsky. He
credited the latter with being the most influentalhis early political developmett.

When Aleksandr Fedorovich was thirteen years aklfdther took his own

life, ostensibly because of a controversy involvéegual impropriety. Aleksandr

2. Aleksandr’s older brother, Fedor, also a Bolghetiess player, likewise
had a colorful revolutionary career (see ChapteelVe).

3. A. F. Ilin-Zhenevskii, “Moei shakhmatnoi avtagrafii” [My Chess
Autobiography] (1929), GARF, fond 7576, opis’ 2&Ja 86, listy 2-3.

4. Ibid., 4
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Fedorovich was reticent on the subject, stating tmt his father diedlput his older
brother reported at length on the episode, evesalang that there had been other
suicides in his father's famifyOne can only speculate about the psychological
ramifications for the thirteen year old Aleksan@dBrovich, but perhaps it was
significant that soon after his father’s deathdisezovered chess.

The man who opened up this alluring new world wae Andrei
Aleksandrovich Molodtsov, who Aleksandr Fedorovilgscribed as “a frequent
visitor to our household, who always overwhelmedayé¢he force of his presencé.”
Aleksandr Fedorovich played chess with Molodtsow was soon swallowed up by
the game's complexities. His elder brother, Fe@aloFovich, also became involved,
and the two played practice games and preparesl tihattack against Moldtsov’s
predicable formations. Chess became an obsessioogidov became their great
nemesis. Aleksandr Fedorovich reported that hespsbeecame disturbed by chess
dreams and nightmares. In his words: “Chess toak uby the throat®Finally,

Aleksandr Fedorovich won a game against the unfateiMolodtsov. Then both

5. Ibid.

6. F. F. Raskol'nikov and I. P. Kossakovskiedor Raskol’nikov—o vremeni i
0 sebe: vospominaniia, pis’'ma, dokumghife and Times of Fedor Raskol’'nikov:
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brothers began to beat him regularly. Finally thethers advanced to the point that
they would give him rook odds (that is, play withthe queen’s rookd.

The boys’ fascination with chess outlived the niyakith Molodtsov.
Aleksandr Fedorovich soon became the championso$dhool; he played first board
on his school's team, and the team dominated stimthess in St. Petersburg. His
school chums even composed poems about his chelestex

Aleksandr Fedorovich’s political activism also bega his early teens. He
took a leading role in publishing an undergroundisht newspaper. He suggested
that chess was a factor in his own precociousipaliacumen and that of his
comrades. Chess players held leading roles inriderground circles; every member
of the editorial board of the underground studewspaper was a chess plaier.
Apparently the authorities were not blind to thenaxee posed by free-thinking chess
players. The high school administration respondetie threat with “a wild and
barbarous measure”-chess was banned from the cadmpus

In 1912, at age seventeen, Aleksandr Fedoroviciegbthe Russian Social
Democratic Workers Party (RSDRMFaced with the necessity of choosing between
the feuding Party factions, I'in—young, gifted,rdymic and restless—gravitated

toward the more activist Bolshevik wing of the garather than the more theoretical

9. Ibid., 3.
10. Ibid., 3-4.
11. Ibid., 4.

12. Ibid., 8.
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Mensheviks. At the same time, he resolved to gvehess and devote himself
completely to the revolution.

Aleksandr Fedorovich’s career as a high schoolattivas short-lived, as
was his self-imposed alienation from chess. He avessted at the end of 1912 in the
so-called Vitmer Affair. Aleksandr Fedorovich hageln elected as a Bolshevik
delegate from Vvedenskaya high school to the Istéicol Organization, which was
an umbrella group linking radical student organas in the St. Petersburg area. In
December 1912, the authorities raided a meetinigeofnter-school Organization at
the Vitmer girls’ school in St. Petersburg, nettsame thirty-four of these young
radicals!3 The case was something of a sensation, even begdhe subject of
special inquiries in the Duma.

The intervention of the Duma, the widespread pitglgiven the case, and
the tender age of the reprobates saved them frerhatsh punishments routinely
meted out to revolutionaries. Nevertheless, allenspelled from high school, and as
additional punishment, denied the opportunity teetdneir exams “externallyt? This
meant that they would not even be allowed to stadgpendently and then take
university entrance exams. Alexander Fedorovicbha&lamic career seemed to be

over, but help came, ironically, from the bourgemidlikolai Aleksandrovich

13. I'in-Zhenevskii, “Moei shakhmatnoi avtobiogidf 3.

14. II'in-Zhenevskii,Notes of a Soviet Maste3-10.
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Shakhov, described as a liberally-inclined “Mosaoilionaire,” offered to sponsor
II'in and his rebellious comrades at schools in & Switzerland®

Aleksandr Fedorovich was accepted into Geneva Usityan 1913. In
Geneva, he returned to chess competition with ge@mce, winning the Geneva city
chess championship and generally taking the |doa¢€ establishment by storm. In
Geneva, he also made contact with local Bolshewikast notably Viacheslav
Alekseevich Karpinskii (1880-1965). Karpinskii emicaged Alexander Fedorovich to
choose a different revolutionary alias and pseudoriye had been signing articles
with his surname (II'in), and Karpinskii knew thagnin had also signed some works
as “I'in.” So, Alexander Fedorovich decided to app “Zhenevskii” to his name in
honor of his chess triumphs in Geneva. At the Beshevik conference, the
pseudonym was apprové&dHenceforth he will be referred to here as II'in-
ZhenevskKii.

II'in-Zhenevskii also met Lenin during his stay@eneva. Lenin spent a day
in Geneva in 1913, meeting with party comradet@hbme of the Karpinskii and
then speaking at a socialist conference in theiageif'in-Zhenevskii, just nineteen
years old, was enormously excited when he heatdhbareat Lenin was coming to

Geneva. Karpinskii, who hosted Lenin, invited HZienevskii to come early, have

15. Raskol'nikov and Kossakovskitedor Raskol'nikoy23.

16. Oleg Skuratov, “Soldat Leninskoi Gvardii” [Sedof the Lenin Guard],
64. ezhenedel'noe prilozhenie k gazete “Sovetsgkiits May 1, 1979, 4.
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an informal chat, and maybe even play a game afcfwehich, unfortunately, seems
not to have occurred).

Karpinskii introduced II'in-Zhenevskii to Lenin as"Vitmerist” in reference
to the above-mentioned Vitmer Affair. Lenin, it s&® already knew about the case.
The Duma hearings on the Affair had caught thenitie of Lenin, who had
commented on them in writifg.Lenin immediately began to pepper II'in-Zhenevskii
with questions about the nature of the student mmevé that had been suppressed,
complaining that newspaper accounts had been cbetivay. He showed immense
interest in revolutionary activities among the ygengeneration that II'in-Zhenevskii
represented. II'in-Zhenevskii, in turn, was impessvith the depth of Lenin’s
knowledge and flattered by Lenin’s attention.

When lunch was served, Lenin noticed that II'in-A&eskii ate no meat, and
he pointed asked why. II'in-Zhenevskii, a stricgeearian, accepted the
conversational gambit and made an ardent casedalidtary choice. His vehemence
amused Lenin, who cautioned II'in-Zhenevskii notrigger yet another split in the

Party—this time between carnivores and vegetatfans.

17. V. I. Lenin, “Outline of a Report on the Paldi Situation,” 1911, in V. I.
Lenin’s Collected Workdrans. Yuri Sdovnikov, vol. iMoscow: Progress Publishers,
1977), 244.

18. A. F. Il'in-Zhenevskii, “Odin den’ s Leninym’A Day with Lenin], in A.
F. I'in-Zhenevskii, ed.K godovshchine smerti V.I. Lenina, 1924 g.—21 laiava
1925 g.: sbornik statei, vospominanii i dokumerjiidwe Anniversary of Lenin’s
Death in 1924—January 21, 1925: Collection of Essklemoirs and Documents]
(Leningrad: Gos. izd-vo, 1925), 169-170.
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In the evening, II'in-Zhenevskii and the other Basiks accompanied Lenin
to the conference, which was held in a Geneva peitin spoke on the nationality
guestion, expounding on the necessity of internatiem, a position not universally
popular in 1913 among Geneva'’s socialist émigrérnanmity. II'in-Zhenevskii was
mesmerized; he claimed that listening to Lenindeeivas like reading a book-a
“smooth sequence of ideas of rigorous, logical stescy.® The audience listened,
II'in-Zhenevskii reported, in rapt silent fascirati, and the speech closed to
thunderous applause. Lenin left Geneva immediatiéy his speech. IlI'in-
Zhenevskii was invited to join the group that acpamed Lenin to the train station.
As the train pulled out of the station, Lenin cauljim-Zhenevskii’'s eye though the
open carriage window. “l suggest you give up veggigsm,” Lenin shouted with
laughterz0

Lenin subsequently inquired after II'in-ZhenevskiiMay 1914 in his
correspondence with Karpinskii. “What has happénieehin asked, “to that young
Bolshevik, the Vitmerist, that nervous vegetariandt at your place a year agé?”
There is no record of a Karpinskii answer to thergubut if he had answered, he
most likely would have reported that II'in-Zheneirsiad returned to St. Petersburg

to visit his family.

19. Ibid., 172.
20. Ibid., 173.
21. Lenin to V. A. Karpinsky [Karpinskii], May 19914, inV. |. Lenin's

Collected Workstrans. Martin Parker and Bernard Isaacs, volM@scow: Progress
Publishers, 1977), 402.
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II'in-Zhenevskii's status was different than otlanigrés—he was an academic
exile only. He could come and go; he just coul@tténd school. But this was the
fateful summer of 1914, and II'in-Zhenevskii waagdped in Russia by the outbreak
of the war. Unable to return to Geneva, he engagearty work. He worked at first
in the party bookstorePravda” Then he went to work for a Bolshevik newspaper.
His journalistic career was interrupted, howevdrew he was conscripted into the
Russian army at the beginning of 19%5.

Because of his age and education, he was semhiitay school for a few
months, graduating as the equivalent of a secendeinant3 His ban from Russian
schools seemingly no longer applied, and his knmadicalism apparently no longer
mattered. The training was brief, and soon he wadihg his unit into the thick of the
extremely heavy fighting that characterized thet&asFront in early 1915.

He was involved in the defense of Warsaw whertheaend of May, he was a
victim of one of the first gas attacks of the walter a short period of treatment,
II'in-Zhenevskii was deployed on the Galician froHere he was wounded and
“shell-shocked" in early June. The case was sev#sdegs were paralyzed—he could

neither walk nor stand. His arms were partiallyahaed. He had lost his hearing and

22. I'in-Zhenevskii, “Moei shakhmatnoi avtobiogidf 3.

23. Ibid., 4.
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sense of touch. His memory was greatly impai#édd’ fact, he had completely
forgotten, among many other things, how to playsske

II'in-Zhenevskii spent the next year convalescingarious hospitals. He was
treated by an experienced psychiatrist, Viacheglacheslavovich Sreznevskii
(1880-1942). Sreznevskii later became a profesispsyrhiatry, and he mentioned
the case in an article as an example of treatiggh@snervous trauma with
hypnosis?®

His long recovery in various military convalesclnspitals gave II'in-
Zhenevskii the opportunity to see the decline imateamong troops—regular troops
and officers) in the rear. He commented upon theldpment of revolutionary ideas
among the wounded, noting that hospitals were mhe well-suited for carrying out
revolutionary propagandhd.

In July 1916, II'in-Zhenevskii was released frone thospital and assigned to
a reserve battalion in Petrograd, a flame-thrower@emical unit. He was
somewhat recovered, but still unfit for active dutyfact, he never fully recovered,

suffering from spells of nervous exhaustion, pagaralysis, and a variety of

24. lbid.
25. II'in-Zhenevskii,Notes of a Soviet Mastet6.

26. V. V. SreznevskiiGipnoz i vnushenigHypnosis and Suggestion]
(Petrograd: Akademicheskoe izdatel'stvo, 1924), 43.

27. A. F. I'in-Zhenevskii Ot Fevralia k zakhvatu vlastrrom February to the
Seizure of Power] (Leningrad: Priboi, 1927), 39.

Perhaps these observations influenced the wayanyilitospitals were
organized in the Second World War (see Chapteitddmi).
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twitches and involuntary behaviors. Botvinnik latiescribed II'in-Zhenevskii’'s
compulsive ritual of rubbing his hands togethewovaysly and spitting over his
shoulder, adding that “this sometimes had an uspl@aeffect on people who did not
know him.28

Now on reserve duty, II'in-Zhenevskii took advargagf his enforced leisure
to revive his dormant passion for chess. Afteraglang the game, he plunged into
the chess world of war-time Petrograd. In Janu&@dy7]1 he played “with great
enthusiasm” in a strong tournament organized byP#teograd Chess Assemigdy.
The tournament was organized as a drawn-out, rstage affair that would take
many months to complete. II'in-Zhenevskii won hegson in the first stage and
prepared to advance, but during a hiatus betwegrest the February Revolution
broke out, presenting him with the choice that gvevolutionary/chess player
dreads: play chess or make revolution?

Actually I'in-Zhenevskii did not initially realizéne had a dilemma. The
outbreak of revolution automatically ended cheswi#g or so he thought.
Assuming, mistakenly, that the tournament had lad@amdoned (after all, who would

play chess when there was a revolution to be mat@&*Zhenevskii threw himself

28. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tsefiAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 42-43.

29. II'in-Zhenevskii,Notes of a Soviet Mastet6.
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into organizational worR? As a Bolshevik in Petrograd (a rare and valuable
commodity at the time), he was swamped with respditg.

II'in-Zhenevskii's unit was considered unreliablg the tsarist authorities, so
during the February disturbances it remained indas rather than being sent out to
suppress the rebellion. Nevertheless, it enjoyedlistinction of being the first
military unity to recognize the Provisional Goveremi3! Ordered to stay with his
unit, I'in-Zhenevskii was more observer than papant in the overthrow of the
imperial government?

In March 1917, II'in-Zhenevskii was sent by the tiydo the great naval base
at Helsingfors (Helsinki) to agitate and form a 8wvik organization. When they
reported to the Helsingfors soviet as delegatems tiee Kronstadt soviet, they
received a very cool welcome from the Mensheviks Sacial Revolutionaries who
dominated in Helsingfors. However, they found fdemmong the rank and file
sailors, and with their support, a Bolshevik papee\Wave was published in
Helsingfors, with II'in-Zhenevskii writing most dhe articles and overseeing the
technical issues involved in printing it. II'in-Zhevskii and his comrades also
participated in a successful eight-hour-day campdy mid April, the Bolsheviks

seemed well established at Helsingfors, and II'me&evskii was ordered to return to

30. Ibid., 17.
31. I'in-Zhenevskii, “Moei shakhmatnoi avtobioghdf 5.

32. II'in-Zhenevskii,Ot Fevralia k zakhvatu viast?6-27.
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Petrograd. Here he had the opportunity to clan$yrilitary status (he was,
technically, a deserte?#y.

As an officer with combat experience, it was ndtthat II'in-Zhenevskii was
chosen to assist with formation of the Bolshevilitdiy Organization in Petrograd.
His journalistic experience was also in demandyhs also appointed to the editorial
board of the new Bolshevik paper in Petrograd Sbkelatskaia pravdéSoldiers’
Truth).

In a very strange turn of events, II'in-Zhenevskés also appointed by his
government military commanders, apparently unawrsaehe was a Bolshevik, to
work as personal secretary to the Provisional Govent’'s War Minister, Alexander
Ivanovich Guchkov (1862-1936). During the daynHZhenevskii labored,
ostensibly, to build up the Provision Governmentititary establishment; in the
evenings, at the editorial offices of tBeldatskaia pravdae did everything he could
to tear it down. He found the situation very amgsand managed to carry out a
number of jokes at the expense of Guchkov and tbeigtonal Government. The fun
ended at the end of April when the Miliukov affanrought down the governmettt.

In the reshuffling of positions that followed, Akndr Fedorovich Kerenskii (1881-

33. Ibid., 28-47.
34. The Miliukov affair involved the revelation tdrritorial promises made in

secret treaties with Russia’s allies, casting daubthe moral integrity of the
Provisional Government’s continued participatioritnia war.
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1970) became War Minister. As his first officiaka€erenskii summarily dismissed
II'in-Zhenevskii from his pos#>

April 1917 also saw Lenin’s return to Russia. HZinenevskii was not at the
Finland Station (which was only a few blocks frorm home on the Viborg side of
the Neva) and did not hear Lenin’s famous speedhatoccasion where he laid out
his “April Theses.” Since he was still covertly Wworg in Guchkov's office, a request
for leave to greet Lenin would have been unwise-Ehenevskii would finally meet
Lenin again in June, at the All Russian Conferesfdbe Party Military
Organizations. Lenin did not initially recognizéntZhenevskii. Reminded that this
was the Vitmerist he had met in Geneva, Lenin solydeeamed at him; “the
vegetarian!” he exclaimed.

In early June 1917, when he was extremely occupittdhis work on the
Bolshevik Military Organization and tH&oldatskaia pravdal’in-Zhenevskii was
contacted by the organizers of the multi-stage €t@msrnament that he assumed had
been abandoned back in February when the revolbhadrbroken out. Informed that
play would resume in the final stage of the touraaton June 8, II'in-Zhenevskii
asked to be excused, pleading revolutionary respiiitiss and lack of time. The
tournament organizers would not hear of it. Thégdchis responsibilities to see
through what he had started; they told him thatdfysing to continue, he would be

ruining the tournament. Amazingly, I'in-Zhenevsiound these arguments

35. Ibid., 46-49.

36. A. F. I'in-Zhenevskii, “Odin den’ s Leninym174.
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persuasive, and he “felt compelled to agr&dde even managed to take second
place, a rather remarkable achievement under thengstances.

II'in-Zhenevskii was in the thick of events in Jul917. The crisis of the “July
Days,” he said, was caused by the impatience diexsland Kronstadt sailors. He
portrayed the Bolshevik leadership as attemptingold back the overly enthusiastic
soldiers and sailors. In the repression that fadldwhe “July Days,” II'in-Zhenevskii
and many other second-echelon Bolsheviks remainkedigee. As they had done back
in February, these second-tier Party activists Kepparty functioning. The activities
of the Bolshevik Military Organization necessamgnt underground, but the
newspaper continued to be published. It had a reemerRabochy i soldafWorker
and Solde), and then, after a raid, it again re-emerge8adat(Soldiei).38

In August, II'in-Zhenevskii, who was still an oféic in the army under the
nominal control of the Provisional Government, \wason trial by his superior
officers for his role in the July Days. Found guilt absentia, he ignored the order to
present himself to the military police for arrdsis battalion, which had grown
increasingly radical, responded by electing II'ihehevskii to the Petrograd Soviet.
II'in-Zhenevskii contributed to the growing Bolshkwnfluence in the Soviet in the

late summer and early autumn of 1917 that settdgedor Octobe??

37. 'in-Zhenevskii,Notes of a Soviet Mastet7.
38. II'in-Zhenevskii,Ot Fevralia k zakhvatu vlast92.
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In the preparations for the seizure of power indDet, the Bolshevik Military
Organization appointed II'in-Zhenevskii as the coissar to both his own Reserve
Chemical Battalion and a more tactically importaagiment of Grenadiers. In the
latter capacity, he received the surrender of tlmerdh’s Battalion during the siege
on the Winter Palace. The women told him that they been tricked into defending
the Winter Palace; they claimed to have been surethtmthe Winter Palace on a
ruse. After their release the next day, they satdlegation to II'in-Zhenevskii
thanking him for their excellent treatment durihgit brief captivity?°

With Petrograd securely under Bolshevik contrdah{Zhenevskii
accompanied his older brother, now known by hisk&ionary pseudonym,
Raskol’'nikov, to Moscow to help in the fighting tke By the time they arrived,
Moscow was under Bolshevik control, but II'in-Zheskii joined with a group of
Red Guards who pushed south to engage the WhaaesdBelgorod. Here some of
the symptoms associated with the injuries sufféack in 1915 reoccurred, included
a partial paralysis of his ledgs.

Ordered to rest, he returned to Petrograd whetediea position under his
old comrade, Nikolai I'ich Podvoiskii (1880-1948)¢eople’s Commissar for Military

Affairs until March 1918. This was a volatile peatiom the military history of the

40. Ibid., 106-107.
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young Soviet state: the Treaty of Brest-Litovsk wagotiated, the Civil War broke
out, and the organization of the Red Army began.

The negotiations at Brest-Litovsk and their breatevould have disastrous
personal implications for II'in-Zhenevskii. In Felary, when an erroneous report that
peace was concluded was received in Petrograc Wes general rejoicing. That
rejoicing quickly gave way to uncertainty as théade of Trotskii’'s “no war, no
peace” gambit became clear. The unsound natureotgkii’'s tactic was revealed in a
few days, when the rapid German advance towaragrei began. II'in-Zhenevskii
describes a heavy, oppressive mood at the Comnaisghe Soviet experiment
seemed doomed. In this atmosphere of dejectiorsgleter of suicide once again
appeared in I'in-Zhenevskii’'s life. In despairstwife, Lidiia Borisovna Vitmer II'in-
Zhenevskii (18??-1918), shot hersélThe event was reported in a very understated
manner in I'in-Zhenevskii’'s memoir, and there waebably more to this than he
revealed. In fact, there may been political/fansigues not directly related to Brest-
Litovsk. Elsewhere II'in-Zhenevskii related thashwvife’s family was closely aligned
with the Social Revolutionary (SR) Party, and thare very bitterly opposed to the
Soviet power. In fact, back in January 1918, onethe of the opening of the
Constituent Assembly, Lidiia Borisovna learned & @ans for demonstrations,
when she happened to overhear a meeting of the iBfarlyiOrganization in her

parents’ dining room. She dutifully gave the infatron to her husband, but he took

42. 1bid., 21-22.
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no action. In his memaoirs, II'in-Zhenevskii bittgmMeproached himself for his lack of
vigilance#3

As the German advance continued, debate ragedwtitbiParty between
those, like Nikolai lvanovich Bukharin (1888-1938)yo advocated a revolutionary
war against the Germans, and Lenin, who argueddhessity of acquiescence to the
harsh German territorial demands. II'in-Zhenevsi&liang with most of the People’s
Commissariat for Military Affairs, supported LermfiAs a military man, II'in-
Zhenevskii was well aware of the sorry state ofiSodefenses. The old tsarist
military had been effectively destroyed, whiletastpoint the Red Army existed only
in theory. In addition, both Lenin and II'in-Zhers&n would have been well aware of
a basic tenet of defensive chess—trading spaderfer The military situation was
analogous: the Germans might temporarily gain hiegéorial concessions from the
treaty, but the Bolshevik regime would buy timectmsolidate its position and
prepare to undermine the Germans.

Lenin carried the day, and the harsh German tereme accepted. The
German advance had underscored the vulnerablegositPetrograd, and the
Council of People’s Commissars decided to movec#ipatal to the old imperial city
of Moscow, deeper in the interior of Russia. llZzhenevskii, much to the annoyance
of his boss, Podvoiskii, decided to remain in Rged when the People’s

Commissariat for Military Affairs relocated to Mase. At the end of March 1918,

43. Ibid., 18.
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he became the office manager of the PetrograddwliCommissariat and also served
as Commissar of the Central Courts-Matrtial Direatiot> By early summer he was
also Commissar of the Chief Naval Directorate, ah as a member of the editorial

board ofKrasnaia gazetdRed Newspapgré

Even with this workload (more or less typical far®y cadre at this time),
II'in-Zhenevskii chose the summer of 1918 to rettorchess. The occasion was the
organization in Petrograd of a “big first-categtoyrnament.#” The term “first
category” referred to the average strength of niveéed participants. This event
would serve as a kind of unofficial Petrograd chemghip. It was an irresistible
opportunity to compete; there weren’t very manyrmaments being organized in
1918. Note that the event was sponsored by thedtatt Chess Assembly and
private donors; there was not yet any state invobkm in chess.

It is surprising that the Petrograd Chess Assembtlertook such a task; by
the summer 1918, the organization had fallen dircdlf times. At the end of March
1918, Petrograd chess players were very concetvaa an official announcement
that had run on the front pages of the city newsmapnder the foreboding heading:
“By Order of the Petrograd Labor Commune.” The em&nnounced the immediate

closure of all card and gambling clubs, with tha baforced by the newly created
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political police, the CHEKA8 The problem, from the point of view of the chess
community, was three-fold: first, money often chedidpands in informal chess
competition; second, the Russian Orthodox Churchhistorically linked gambling
and chess as two sides of the same evil coin;lard] gambling halls often had a
corner for chess, while chess clubs were oftersitieeof informal gambling activity.

However a month later, on April 28, 1918 (a Sundtyg Petrograd Chess
Assembly successfully hosted a public simultanendmbition (simul)?® where a
player of local fame took on fifteen opponents. €kent went off smoothly and was
“attended by many interested members of the puBliche chess community took
heart. Apparently respectable chess, at leastdar, would not be molested.

In June, however the situation became more contplicd he playing hall of
the Petrograd Chess Assembly was requisitionetido¥etrograd Labor Commune.
According to A. A. Alekhin (a leading Russian playsee Chapter One), the soldiers

guartered in the rooms of the Petrograd Chess Adganashed the premises,

48. lakov Dlugolenskii and V. G. Zakjudi i shakhmaty: stranitsy
shakhmatnoi istorii Peterburga - Petrograda - Legriada[People and Chess: Pages
from the Chess History of Petersburg - Petrogradidgrad] (Leningrad: Lenizdat,
1988), 139-140.
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inside the rectangle, responding to his opponents/es.
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stealing chess equipment and systematically detapgjtthe chess piecésLater,
II'in-Zhenevskii responded to Alekhin with the samge suggestion that the soldiers
would have served the revolution better had thdnehded, instead, the principals of
the pre-revolutionary Petrograd Chess Assembly.pFasident of the Assembly, B.
E. Maliutin fled to Don in 1918 and became the @ditf a prominent Kadet
newspaper. Senator P. A. Saburov, one of the nmostipent pillars of the Petrograd
Chess Assembly (see Chapter One), engaged in undardy counter-revolutionary
work; at one time briefly sheltered the fugitivergeskii>?2

With the soldiers’ invasion of the quarters of Betrograd Chess Assembly,
the Petrograd club moved to a private apartmengrevplay continued in an outdoor
courtyard. That worked for the time being, but wivatulld become of the Assembly
when winter came? As it turned out, the questioas maot; the Petrograd Chess
Assembly would not survive that long.

The sad state of Russian chess immediately akenetiolution was, of
course, a reflection of the sorry state of theetycand culture in general. II'in-
Zhenevskii explained the situation in class terige decline of the pre-
Revolutionary chess organizations, he pointedwas, the expected and natural

consequence of the revolution. Before the revahtalhess organizations were the

51. A. A. Aljechin [Alekhin],Das schachleben in Sowjet-RussldBGtess
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preserve of the elite, privileged classes. Thatanp the actions of the soldiers
housed in the rooms of the Petrograd Chess Asseifibdy had decapitated the
chess pieces because of the association of chéstheiOld Regime. Since the
Revolution marked the end of class privilege; itstriherefore also destroy the
organizations of the privileged classes. Chessi®jltike all other aspects of
bourgeois culture had to endure the judgment oivitwdkers. It would either be
discarded or rebuilt along proletarian lirés.

But in the summer of 1918, the Petrograd club k#ll the will and the
resources to sponsor a high level tournament. Givemesponsibilities he carried,
along with the still delicate state of his healtim-Zhenevskii probably shouldn’t
have entered into serious competition at this tiNexertheless, he started the
tournament very well, playing with what he charazed as “great enthusiasrit.’He
seemed destined to capture first place, but fatbgwsed him to stumble in the last
rounds. He had to be content with a three-wayotielfird.

II'in-Zhenevskii did not complete again in Petrogjia 1918, and at the end of
the year his official duties finally compelled htmjoin the government in new
Soviet capital in Moscow. There, he attempted atanesume his chess career.

In Moscow, II'in-Zhenevskii hoped to find an actigkess community, but he
was soon disappointed. He searched high and logidos of chess activity. The

difficulty of his quest suggests something of thessive social dislocation in

53. II'in-Zhenevskii,Notes of a Soviet Mastel8.
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revolutionary Moscow. There were no accurate atgadories. He could not locate
any prominent Moscow chess players; he could nen éwd a current address for the
Moscow Chess Circle, which, like the Petrograd Ghessembly, was by this time
defunct?®

When IlI'in-Zhenevskii finally located an opponenitivwhom he could
contest a matchf the competition could not be completed. His eldedponent was
on the other side of town; there were no streetddrs match ended when II'in-
Zhenevskii, malnourished on the scanty rationkdeddhe strength to continue
making the long trek by foot.

Eventually, however, a circle of strong Moscow chelayers emerged, and
by the summer of 1919, II'in-Zhenevskii was abletmpete regularly in informal
competitions in chess players’ flats. His desaniptf conditions governing his
twelve-game match with Nikolai Dmitrievich Grigovié1895-1938), a well-known
composer of endgame studies, suggests somethoanditions in Moscow during
the Civil War. Electricity seldom functioned. Playght be by candlelight, when
candles were available. Most of the time, howewandles were unavailable, in
which case they played on the staircase where tha&sea large window. When that

light failed, they played by match light. When wvantame in 1919, the temperature

55. Ibid., 18-19.
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in the unheated flats (there was no firewood) dipwell below freezing. Play
continued in winter coats, boots and glo¥k 1920, however, the prospects for
Soviet chess suddenly brightened.

After he was transferred from Petrograd, II'in-Zbeskii’'s Moscow duties
continued to revolve around military affairs; hesageavily involved in the formation
of the Red Army. Early in 1920, the Party transddrl'in-Zhenevskii to the Main
Directorate of Vsevobuch (an acronym for Univeidditary Training), and he was
soon assigned to be the Commissar of the DireetoFadbm this base in the
Vsevobuch, II'in-Zhenevskii launched his program $mviet chess.

Vsevobuch had already begun incorporating spostgjehl culture) into its
military training program. II'in-Zhenevskii notetidt the rationale for including sport
in military training was less about physical corahing than about developing
specific mental attributes like boldness and ressfuiness. He concluded that chess
could teach the same lessons and more. As he gaate“Chess, sometimes even
more than sport, develops boldness, inventivemaiggower, and something that
sport cannot: strategic ability?’He decided that chess ought to be included along
with sports in the Vsevobuch training program. Twi&s the origin of the attachment
of Soviet chess to physical culture, an associdtiahcontinued right up to the end of

the Soviet Union.

58. Ibid., 20-21.

59. Ibid., 22.
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II'in-Zhenevskii presented his chess proposal torttain director of
Vsevobuch, N. I. Podvoiskii, who immediately appedvThis is not particularly
surprising. Podvoiskii, the director, was answegdblll'in-Zhenevskii, the
commissar, on all political questions. Regionalitany directors soon received orders
to incorporate chess circles in their training pamgst©

One can imagine the reaction this directive migiwehproduced from harried
regional commanders who were feverishly trainiogps for participation in an
ongoing civil war. I'in-Zhenevskii, himself, adnetd that “in the provinces, chess
life developed pretty slowlyé® Although he does not discuss the nature or extent
opposition to the diversion of resources from mormediate concerns, he does
acknowledge its existence. Noting the importanceupiport from key regional
chiefs, II'in-Zhenevskii refers to this supporttas “trump card in Vsevobuch when
meeting opposition or doubt from its membées.”

In spite of uncertainty and resistance in the proes and in the central
Vsevobuch organization, official support alloweass to blossom in Moscow. The
presence of II'in-Zhenevskii in the city was craéicand he was supported by Vasilii
Nikolaevich Russo, the chief of the Moscow MilitdRegion Vsevobuch, who was,

himself, “a well known checkers player and a pasate enthusiast of chess and

60. Ibid.
61. Ibid.
62. Ibid.
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checkers.®3 II'in-Zhenevskii and Russo first met in personl®?0, but they had
actually competed against one another in a posesctournament more than a
decade before. Russo proved to be an enthusiastiogp in II'in-Zhenevskii's
program. Unlike some of the provincial Vsevobucletd) Russo enthusiastically
implemented the chess decrees issued by the Chiggdftbrate of Vsevobuch. II'in-
Zhenevskii describes Russo’s devotion to chesfowigg terms:
Hardly had the word chess been mentioned in otieeahstructions
of the Chief Directorate of Vsevobuch than ComrRdsso was fired
with enthusiasm and set to work with a will. Ther@s no need to
officially persuade him, no need to explain to tima significance of
chesg#

One of the immediate beneficiaries of Russo’s esitaim was the chess circle
where II'in-Zhenevskii had been shivering with bhamrades only a few months
before. Instead of unheated, dim rooms in priviaits fthey now found themselves in
a “large warm, well-lit flat in the city centef3The sumptuous accommodations
undoubtedly helped fuel a surge in chess actidigyll'in-Zhenevskii reported:
“Moscow had not seen such a flourishing chesddifea very long time %6 It was in

this favorable atmosphere for chess that the Biosiet Chess Championship was

conceived.

63. Ibid.
64. Ibid.
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The tide in the Civil War had clearly turned in da\of Soviet power by
spring 1920. After a crisis in the previous Octoléen it appeared that both
Moscow and Petrograd might fall, the Red Army hiagjed a dramatic comeback.
The White leader and “Supreme Ruler of Russia,” Adh#lexander Kolchak had
been captured and executed in early February. 8eitld of March, General Anthony
Denikin’s White Volunteer Army had been forced étreat to the Crimean and the
Sea of Azov. The Soviet state remained on a wamgohowever, and a vicious,
seesaw war was fought against Poland from the ENthach through mid-October,
while White forces in the south were also abletdges a comebad.The dislocation
and devastation wrought by six years of war—an ecgndestroyed by war
communism and agriculture disrupted by requisitiang crippled by a severe
drought—was the unlikely backdrop against whichi®20 Soviet Championship was
organized and contested.

Conceived in the spring of 1920, the First Soviee§s Championship was
originally one part of an All-Russian Sports Olym@biorganized by the Vsevobuch
organization. It is indicative of the strong pasitialready occupied by Soviet chess
that while the Sports Olympiad itself was scrappked,chess event went forward

alone. Opening on October 1, 1920, the tournamentayprove unlike any other.

67. Nicholas V. Riasanovsky and Mark Steinb@&itgg History of Russj&’th
ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005), 4884.
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Chapter Five

The First Soviet Championship

The First Soviet Chess Championship in 1920 was$aitmeative event in
Soviet chess. It marked the modest beginningsabé stupport for chess competition,
and the emergence of the idea of chess as a ttloé ipolitical and cultural struggles
to come. It set important precedents for Soviesshand it first defined and grappled
with some of the issues that would dominate itsstigyment.

The First Soviet Championship was also arguablystfengest tournament in
chess history. Even the name of the event wastbhdd/serossiiskaia shakhmatnaia
olimpiada (All-Russian Chess Olympiad). It was ordgognized in retrospect as the
First Soviet Championshiplt was the only tournament in chess history inchitthe
participants were conscripted. It was the only nannent marked by a strike
protesting scanty rations. It was also a natiohahtpionship in which the winner
would soon be denounced by his country as a traitidrthen, seven years later,
become the world chess champion.

In early 1920, discussions began in the Vsevobilnehinilitary organization
overseeing universal military training, for holdiagrussian Sports Olympiad in the
fall. As mentioned in the previous chapter, IlI'ik@hevskii, Commissar of the Main
Directorate of Vsevobuch proposed that chess deded in the program of

competitions. The proposal was approved, and Afwenevskii put together a

1. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandihe Soviet Championshifisondon:
Cadogan Chess, 1998), 12.
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committee, which included Alekhin, Nikolai Ivanofi&rekov (1886-1951) and
Nikolai Dmitrievich Grigoriev (1895-1938).

The Vsevobuch’s association with chess was theegbfdr the first chess
column to appear in a Soviet publication. In thistfiveek in April 1920, the bi-
weekly Vsevobuch papefhe New Armyfeatured a new column called, simply,
“Chess.” Here II'in-Zhenevskii, the columnist, pigbled a kind of chess manifesto,
strongly making the case for the applicability béss to military training:

Chess has much in common with the art of war. Jet®ps in a man all the

abilities that are needed in a commander, suckedfscontrol, composure,

calculation. Calculation in chess is almost theesasithat in war. It is first
necessary to strengthen one’s position, and fiweak point in the enemy's
position that is easy to attack. Then, concentrathis main force, to produce,
if possible, a diversion to distract the enemy.;h@cking the right moment,
strike with your main forces at the weak pointhe enemy’s position. This
strategy produces the same victory in war as isshe

Chess had always been associated with war, of eoBtg to incorporate chess

directly into a program of military training was ofudifferent than acknowledging

the martial origins of chess.

It was one thing to publish a manifesto proclaimtimg applicability of chess
to military training; organizing a major tournamevds another matter altogether.
With little information about the location or the&atus of the leading Russia chess

players, II'in-Zhenevskii and his comrades on thgaoizing committee had taken on

a formidable task. What followed was, in II'in-Zherskii's words, “a military

2. A. F. I'in-Zhenevskii, “Shakmaty” [Chesd{ novoi armii[Moscow], April
1920, quoted in A. Narkevich, “Nash pervyi otdeDyr First Column]Shakmaty v
SSSRMay 1967, 3.

97



mobilization of chess player8.Thus, in the spirit of the prevailing ideology“¥Yar
Communism,” Russia's leading chess players werff@at, requisitioned for the
event. A list of prominent players was sent to oagl Vsevobuch offices. Local
authorities were required to utilize Red Army rases to locate any persons on the
list within their jurisdiction, report the wherealis of these persons to the Chief
Directorate of Vsevobuch, and arrange their trartagion to Moscow. Following is
an excerpt from the report sent from a Red Armygrm the city of Cherikov on
September, 20 1920, upon the discovery of the veltvengts of Dmitri Nikolaevich
Pavlov (1870-1942), a strong player sought by teewsbuch for the tournament:

We enclose herewith the filled-in questionnairehef chess player D. N.

Pavlov, and inform you that the above-mentioned Zal@ Pavlov will be

dispatched to Moscow by the 1st October.

[Signed]

Company Commander, Deputy Office Commander, ChiefikC*

II'in-Zhenevskii was sensitive to charges of coencand adamant in denying
suggestions that any kind of compulsion was appfieghthering Russia’s leading
chess players in Moscow. All of the chess playleesclaimed, were thrilled to
participate in the event; all were happy to maleejtturney to Moscow. The military
involvement, he said, was a matter of convenieneeessary due the chaos that ruled

many parts of the former empire. Association ofa@lkent with the military authority

also ensured that the players would be excusedtihemcurrent employment;

3. A. F. Iin-Zhenevskii,Notes of a Soviet Mastdrans. Bernard Cafferty
(Yorklyn, DE: Caissa Editions, 1986), 23.

4. Ibid., 24.
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players’ right to return to their employment afilee tournament was guaranteed.
II'in-Zhenevskii's defense of the methodology sosmalical, but consider the
experience of the physician/chess player Abranki®aah Rabinovich (1878-1943),
which was not atypical.

Rabinovich was residing in Kiev in 1920. As he vealkhome from work one
evening in the late summer of 1920, he was sumbtiseliscover a poster on one of
the city's major streets announcing that he andatiier chess players believed to be
in Kiev had been ordered to Moscow. He was advisedport to the local military
authorities for instructions. Rabinovich was reaowg from typhus and adamantly
objected to making the long journey. He also cliedprofessional obligations. His
protests were ignored, and he soon found himsedf Bed Army train bound for
Moscow?®

Once the whereabouts of a player was discoverdigpatch was sent to his
workplace demanding his release for service aMbgscow tournament. Petr
Arsenievich Romanovskii (1892-1964), employed by 8oviet Bank of Petrograd,
preserved his invitation; it was reprinted in hisgraphy.

Due to the extremely great importance attachetdalevelopment of chess

playing in Russia as an inherent constituent plati@obligatory preparation

of working people for future military service, tMain Directorate of

Vsevobuch organizes from October 1st through Octabth (1920) in the

city of Moscow the All-Russian Chess Olympiad dssdival to demonstrate

the refined creativity of the mind. For the sucaoefsthe Chess Olympiad, it is

necessary to assure the participation of the sestrigussian chess players.
That is why the Main Directorate of Vsevobuch regsiiyou to send on this

5. M. S. Kogan and I. L. Rabinovictstoriia shakhmatnoi igry v Rossii
[History of Chess in Russia] (Leningrad: Raboclzekvo Priboi, 1927), 40.
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mission P. A. Romanovskii, for him to be placed emour specific

instructions for the time period from October Isbugh October 25th of this

year.

[Signed]

Commissar A. II'in-Zhenevski
All of this was quite extraordinary. With a civilaw still underway and the economy
in shambles, the military establishment of the hetvonary government was ordering
the Soviet Bank in Petrograd to release Romanqwskialuable employee, for
temporary conscription into the Red Army in ordeenhsure his participation in a
chess tournament. Small wonder that Romanovskinsdgs memoir of the
tournament with the rhetorical question: “Am | tgajoing to the All-Russian chess
tournament? The country is in the fire of civil wHre invaders fiercely attack the
young Soviet Republic . . .7.”

In addition to the main event, a simultaneous aorageent was also planned.
Lesser players were invited to apply to participMditary resources were also used
to facilitate the organization of the amateur t@ment. Under the direction of II'in-
Zhenevskii, Vsevobuch sent the following telegranits regional offices on August
17, 1920:

On the first of October in Moscow a chess tournameihtake place. | order

wide publicity of this tournament in the region.@d and lodging in Moscow

is guaranteed by Vsevobuch. Not later than 15thegtember the Chief

Directorate of Vsevobuch in Moscow is to be infodhad those wishing to

take part with name, place of work, designatiomwofk, degree of
irreplaceability, date of birth, record of tournamtseplayed and places taken,

6. I. Z. RomanovPetr Romanovski{iMoscow: Fizkultura i sport, 1984), 27.

7. P. A. Romanovskii, “Pervyi chempionat stranyhglFirst National
Championship]Shakhmaty v SSS@ctober 1950, 290-291.
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need for accommodation in Moscow. Those selectethéotournament will

be informed by telegraph.

[Signed]

Vsevobuch Deputy Director, Zaks

In spite of daunting logistical problems, II'in-Zmevskii was able to assemble
a reasonably strong tournament for the main evilanong the better known players
were Alekhin (the strongest player then in Soweetitory), Romanovskii, Grigoriev,
A. Rabinovich, II'ia Leont’evich Rabinovich (1891942), Grigorii Yakovlevich
Levenfish (1889-1961), Beniamin Markovich Blumedfél884-1947), and II'in-
Zhenevskii himself.

The out-of-towners were quartered in the Vsevolharacks and fed in the
Vsevobuch mess. According to II'in-Zhenevskii, filayers were “accommodated to
their complete satisfactiof.Other evidence, however, strongly suggests otlserwi
Quartering in a Vsevobuch barracks meant sleepingaod cots in a cold, unheated
dormitory. Dining in a Vsevobuch mess meant suingjstn scanty Red Army rations.
But in these lean times, putting the players umaiéitary care was probably the only
way to ensure they were fed and housed at all. foRussia was suffering, and the
conditions endured by the chess players were ogrtad more onerous than those
faced by most of their countrymen. Still, as Levgmfelated in his 1950 memoir of

the tournament:

| travelled from Petrograd on the day before thertament was due to open
and was billeted in an unheated room in a militeayning barracks. For our

8. A. F. II'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Maste23-24.

9. Ibid., 24.
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meals we were temporarily included among the tesnelunger and

destruction, caused by intervention and the Civélr\Were felt at every step

and rations were of course less than modést.”

Food quickly became an important source of comentr he ration—the same
allowance given to Vsevobuch trainees—consistexhlyf two hundred grams of
bread and a two-course dinner in the evening. Faedourse usually consisted of a
thin, herring-head soup. The other course was frexdng tails. This lack of a
middle game, as it were, sparked intense debate@ihe players, but, as Levenfish
joked, in spite of intensive debate, “where thedtedart of the herring had gone, we
did not succeed in establishinyg.”

Hungry players resorted to the black market. Onth@fplayers, Vanya
Golubev, described by Levenfish as an “experiefmesinessman,” managed to trade
cigarette rations for “speculators’ grub.” Perhhjssefforts contributed to Golubev’s
last-place finish in the tournament, but even sodfremained inadequate. Levenfish
claimed that “lack of calories was compensateddaythful enthusiasm and passion
for chess.*2 Perhaps, but Levenfish’s memoirs were curiousgnsion subsequent
events.

As the tournament progressed, the sources anddédedsatisfaction grew. In

addition to the rations, other complaints surfaaedvell. There was the matter of

10. G. Levenfish, “Tridtsat’ let nazad” [Thirty YeaAgo], Shakhmaty v SSSR
October 1950, 290.

11. G. Levenfishizbrannye partii i vospominany&elected Games and
Memoirs] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1967), 52.

12. Ibid.
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unreimbursed travel expenses. Rumors also cirecutatg the generous prizes—hinted
at, but never specified—would not be awarded. Afterfourth round games (less than
half-way through the tournament), these smoldegimgvances ignited an open
mutiny. A large group of key players flatly refustedplay the fifth round unless their
demands were met. They presented the followinghaltim, entitled “Declaration of
the Participants of the All-Russian Chess Olympitadthe organizing committee:
In view of the significant deterioration in prowsis, we consider it essential
to declare that in the circumstances now prevailivigare unable to continue
the tournament and are obliged to break it off fi®amday, October 17th, in
the event of the non-fulfillment of the followingthands:
1) The issue of an advance of 15,000 rubles pgepla
2) The immediate issue of the remaining cheeskdplayers
3) An increase in the bread ration, or compensati@ome other form
4) The immediate issue of cigarettes
[signed]
P. Romanovskii, A. Kubbel, I. Rabinovich, I. Golwbéa. Danyushevskii,
Mund, G. Levenfisi3
The money demanded in article one was paymenaoeétexpenses (promised but
not delivered). The demand in article two for tiheriaining cheese” was puzzling.
II'in-Zhenevskii claimed in his memoir that he haaklier procured a quantity of
cheese to supplement the Vsevobuch ratiéRerhaps the supply of cheese had been
depleted or maybe it had been commandeered by ZWwsgrvobuch officials, but, in

any event, it was not longer being issued. Puzzhiogvever, was the claim of

another participant who flatly stated that there wa cheese to be had in 1920

13. A. F. II'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Maste2s.

14. Ibid.
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Moscow at alkt> Article three needed no explanation. The calicigarettes in article
four might have been intended to compensate fdahaltigarettes already invested in
the black market. Finally, note that Levenfish, whade no mention of the strike in
either of his published memoirs of the tournamesais one of the signers of the
ultimatum.

The strike placed II'in-Zhenevskii in an extremélifficult position. He and
Grigoriev were now the only remaining members eftburnament organizing
committee, and both were participating in the evehthe other original members of
the organizing committee, Grekov had been remogeddme unspecified reason,
and Alekhin had “proudly declared that with therstd the Championship, he was
withdrawing from any sort of participation in theganization.?8 When the strike
threatened, II'in-Zhenevskii was particularly brtegainst Alekhin, who lived with
his family in Moscow and was not subject to thatige deprivations endured by the
out-of-towners. Even so, Alekhin engaged in a lohdympathy strike. As II'in-
Zhenevskii complained, Alekhin, “who was a membthe organizing committee
and was well aware of all our difficulties, instezfdrying to ease the conflict or help
us with his advice, poured oil on the fires by dedg that he too would refuse to

play on, since he ‘could not play against hungrgapents.™’

15. V. N. Panov$orok let za shakhmatnoi doskoi: vospominaniii@ i 5
izbrannykh partifForty Years at the Chessboard: Commentary andert&d
Games] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1966), 10.

16. A. F. II'in-Zhenevskii Notes of a Soviet Maste2s.
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II'in-Zhenevskii's options in the crisis were lined. He could have ordered
the mutineers arrested, of course, or perhaps leaem them shot for desertion—not
very realistic. He could have called the strikdulsiff, continuing the tournament
without them, but that would have ruined the evAnd so, he acquiesced to their
demands. He convinced the mutineers to finishabheneament by paying the
promised expense money. He also agreed to inctlkadeead rations and to provide
cigarettes to the players. He could not meet th@mand for cheese; if there ever was
any cheese, it had disappeared, and there was reotmbe found anywhere in
Moscow. But apparently the demand for cheese wgstiable, and the tournament
was saved.

Finally, in spite of everything, the tournament vgascessfully completed.
The winner was Alekhin, second was Romanovskii, whas awarded the title of
master for his accomplishment (Alekhin had alreadyieved that distinction). Third
place went to Levenfish.

But at the end of the tournament, there was yeth@nainpleasant surprise for
the participants. The valuable prizes, expectethbyvinners, were conspicuously
absent. Instead, the organizers improvised by mwagithe top competitors with
sundry items confiscated from émigré class enerilies prizes were also distributed
in a very original way. They were placed in a saparoom, and Alekhin, the overall
winner, was allowed to enter first and make his@ldHe chose a huge vase,
apparently impressed with its size and weight. 3émond place winner,

Romanovskii, then made his choice. Finally, Levaniivas awarded the remaining
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item. The three winners were also awarded certdg;ehandwritten on cheap paper.
The peculiar awards ceremony set an important gdegttethe appropriateness of
awarding cash tournament prizes in a proletariare stould be a source of
controversy in Soviet chess.

The mutiny and related organizational duties todleavy toll on II'in-
Zhenevskii, who was a participant as well as amoer. The symptoms associated
with his war injury reemerged, and he played thalfgames of the tournament lying
in bed?® His overall score was mediocre, although he didaga a draw against
Alekhin, the tournament winner. The mutiny did mdrewever, than spoil II'in-
Zhenevskii's score in the tournament. First, it haye somewhat damaged his
political reputation, placing him in a compromiggasition in the emerging struggle
over the leadership of Soviet chess. As the impodaf chess in the state increased,
so too did the competition within the emerging ongational structure. Second, it
can be argued that the mutiny compromised the atipatof the entire generation of
pre-revolutionary chess players. As II'in-Zhenevslad observed, chess in pre-
revolutionary Russia had been the exclusively thaaln of the privileged classes:
“Before the revolution, chess, like other sportaswhe privilege, mostly, of the
propertied classes. Therefore, it is clear thatdivelution largely destroyed chess life.

Numerous chess clubs have ceased to exist, chiessnohave disappeared from the

18. Levenfish)zbrannye partii i vospominanya?2.

19. A. F. I'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Maste26.
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pages of print2° But this was also a dialectical opportunity, hantened, “to set up
the chess life of our country on a new proletabiasis.?! To reorient chess and place
it on a proper proletarian basis would requireghegpagation of a new generation of
chess masters—players who would be trained by ame ¢o maturity in the new
Soviet state.

To facilitate this dialectical shift in the foundat of chess in the new state, a
conference was held at the conclusion of the touam to discuss the future role of
chess in Soviet society. Decisions taken at thiserence would determine the future

relationship between chess and the Soviet state.

20. A. Narkevich, “Nash Pervyi Otdel,” 3.
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Chapter Six

The Struggle for the Soul of Soviet Chess: 192419

Upon the conclusion of the First Soviet Chess Changhip in 1920, a short
conference was held to plan future events and sissthe role of chess in the
emerging Soviet state. Although it was unnamedti@titne, Soviet chess historians
later called this conference the First All-Russiress CongressThe First Congress
saw the emergence of two factions with duelingorisiof the future of Soviet chess,
one reactionary and the other revolutionary.

The reactionary group advocated reconstitutingotéAll-Russian Chess
Federation, which had eked out a precarious existantsarist times (see Chapter
One). The reactionaries hoped the new Soviet govent, unlike the ever-suspicious
imperial government, would be friendly or at lelshign, allowing a privately-
funded federation to develop naturally as it clihete apolitical course for Russian
chesg: Samuil Osipovich Vainshtein (1894-1942), describsdbalding, small eyes
hiding behind glasses with a large, unattractieégrful nose,® was the spokesman

for this position. Vainshtein’s chess credentiatBsevimpeccable. A veteran chess

1. V. E. Eremeev, “Publikuem vospomenaniia V. Eerieeva o |l
Vserossiiskom Shakhmatnom S”esde” [Memoirs of VEEEmeeva of the Third All-
Russian Chess CongresShakhmaty v SSSRugust 1974, 10.

2. lu. L. Averbakh, “Liudi, sobytiia, fakty” [Peop] Events, Facts],
Shakhmaty v SSS8eptember 1977, p. 4.

3. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseliAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 41.
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organizer, he had been a leading figure in themielwar Chess Federation he hoped
to resurrect. He was also a chess master whoestiegly, had been competing at the
Mannheim Tournament in Germany in August 1914, lendvas interred at Triberg
along with Alekhin and the other Russian particisgsee Chapter One).

The revolutionary group, on the other hand, argoegolitical chess,
meaning chess that served political ends. II'in1zheskii was the spokesman for this
position. He criticized the old Chess Federatiorepsesenting everything wrong
with pre-revolutionary chess. Chess under the edime, he claimed, had been
primarily a bourgeois pastime (although evidenckcates it was also a pastime of
prominent revolutionaries). But in a proletariaatst chess would have to carry its
own weight; it would not be allowed to exist fog @wn sake. Although some of the
subtleties of the political position were still @wkloped, II'in-Zhenevskii
championed the utilization of chess as a mentatvgpctive pastime for soldiers,
workers and peasants. In his speech at the cowferédim-Zhenevskii concluded
with a warning to anyone proposing a return thedalgs: “In this country where the
workers have gained victory, chess cannot be aqallas in capitalist countries.A
more detailed statement of the political positicaswffered by the Soviet chess

historian, Mikhail Saulovich Kogan (1898-1942): tin the point of view of the

4. A. F. Iin-Zhenevskii,Match Alekhin-Capablanké_eningrad:
Gosudarstvennoe izd-vo, 1927), 9.
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revolutionary vanguard of the proletariat, chessosan end in itself, but a means of
raising the cultural (and thereby also the polijitavel of the laboring masses.”
Kogan’s more nuanced argument portrayed chess estimmn just a mentally-
productive leisure activity for workers, soldiersdgpeasants. There was a deeper
agenda: the “revolutionary vanguard of the prolatafthe Party) aspired to raise the
cultural level of the masses. But why were Kogdim-EZhenevskii and Party leaders
convinced that the laboring masses stood in sueéit greed of cultural elevation? The
answer requires a theoretical digression.

As discussed in Chapter Two, a key Bolshevik cbation to Marxism was
the practical application of the theory of permarremolution—telescoping history
during periods of revolutionary chaos by seizing lirstorical moment and leaping
over a stage of historical development. Permarealution, the possibility of
catching up in one stroke, was a privilege of baamkimess. But it was also the
predicament of backwardness.

Since backward nations like Russia were definethby uneven
development, the telescoped revolution would necédgdeave many unresolved
contradictions in its wake. This was the predicantarssia faced when the
Bolsheviks took power. If, as the Bolsheviks expdca general European revolution
followed on the heels of October, then all was weilt, when the German revolution

misfired and no general revolution developed indper the Bolsheviks were left in

5. M. S. KoganKTratkii ocherk istorii shakhmat: shakhmaty v RofBinef
Essay on Chess History: Chess in Russia] (Mosc@kuRura i turizm, 1931), 94.
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theoretically uncharted territory. The new Soviete was fraught with
contradictions. How could they be resolved?

The most glaring of Russia’s numerous contradistias found in its
economic development. Russia had never experiempedper capitalist stage in its
economic development. There had been industrialtiyron the 1890s, but by the end
of the Civil War the industrial infrastructure layshambles. Eventually Lenin’'s New
Economic Policy and then Stalin’s Five-year Plasild attempt to resolve the
contradiction by retroactively constructing an emmic foundation under the existing
political structure.

Another important contradiction was the absenagenfiocratic traditions like
those associated with the capitalist West. The Dareated in 1905 notwithstanding,
Western-style democracy never had the opportuaitievelop in Russia. There was
no tradition of political participation; civil soefy was stunted. This contradiction was
addressed by making indefinite the dictatorshifhefproletariat, or rather the
dictatorship of the vanguard of the proletariat-Fagty.

The Party was also Lenin’s solution to a third dodour purposes, the most
important contradiction: the problem of stunteditpzdl consciousness among
Russian workers. Revolution, according to orthoM@txism, required a proletariat

that had developed class-consciousness. Russi&empmany of whom still had
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“one foot in the village & were insufficiently advanced; they failed to appage their
historical mission. Lenin, writing of strikes ingl1890s, observed that:
[T]hese strikes were simply trade union strugghes,yet Social
Democratic struggles. They marked the awakeninggamtisms
between workers and employers; but the workers weteand could
not be, conscious of the irreconcilable antagoro$heir interests to
the whole of the modern political and social systeen, theirs was not
yet Social-Democratic consciousnéss.
The necessity of bridging this gulf between traden consciousness and social-
democratic consciousness justified the existend¢beoBolshevik party. The Party
filled the gap by guiding the proletariat to thieistorical mission. But after the
Bolsheviks seized power on behalf of the workdrs,Russian proletariat still lagged
behind in cultural and political development. Tisishe third post-revolutionary
contradiction: the low level of cultural developrh@mong the Soviet masses. The
contradiction would be attacked with a varietyrdkilectual and cultural weapons,
and chess figured largely in that arsenal.
With his embrace of political chess, II'in-Zheneiskas therefore following
the Leninist line when he cited the overwhelmingaeo raise the cultural level of
the workers. Shortly before his death, Lenin, mggin how to construct the socialist

state, had observed that the workers were “noicseifit educated. They would like to

build a better [state] apparatus for us, but theyot know how. They cannot build

6. Jeffrey BurdsPeasant Dreams and Market Politics: Labor Migratiamd
the Russian Village, 1861-190Bittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1929).

7. V. I. Lenin, “What is to be Done?: Burning Quess of Our Movement,”

in V. 1. Lenin Collected Works$rans. Joe Fineberg and George Hanna, vol. 5
(Moscow: Foreign Languages Publishing House, 198283,
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one. They have not yet developed the culture reduor this; and it is culture that is
required.® But Lenin gave no blueprint for developing thaltare, only cautioning
that it would take time. II'in-Zhenevskii propostealbestow that culture on the
workers quickly, through the medium of chess.

The role of chess in the young Soviet state wasetbre, not a trivial
guestion. The stakes were high. The fight betwé&erdhenevskii’'s political chess
and Vainshtein’s apolitical chess was a microcosth@larger, looming cultural
battle, a struggle over the role of art in Sovatisty. In 1921, Vainshtein’s apolitical
group appeared to have the upper hand, but thigrm be largely an illusion.

When IlI'in-Zhenevskii and his Vsevobuch organizkd First Soviet
Championship in 1920, its atmosphere mirrored tle@-{prevailing policies and
circumstances of War Communism. The players wareffect, requisitioned for the
event; they lived in army barracks and ate militatyons. But War Communism
ended in 1921 with the institution of New EconorRaicy (NEP). The subsequent
shift to the NEP also manifested itself in the shesrld, as reflected in the
temporary triumph of Vainshtein’s apolitical cheShe same logic that justified NEP
as a tool to repair the ravaged economy also stegyésat the damage inflicted on
Russian chess by war and revolution would not paired by requisitioning chess
players for tournaments and feeding them militatjons. Instead, the

prerevolutionary Chess Federation, privately-firethand apolitical, resurrected

8. V. |. Lenin, “Better Fewer, but Better,” lrenin's Collected Worksrans.
David Skvirsky and George Hanna, vol. 88oscow: Progress Publishers, 1965),
448.
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under Vainshtein’s leadership, would be allowedstauild the organizational and
popular bases for chess.

The NEP approach to chess was successful. Betv@#nahd 1923, chess
clubs in Russia were reborn, and with the clubsecalithe activity that clubs
generate: tournaments, matches, lectures, exmbjtfmublication8.But even during
the height of this chess NEP, II'in-Zhenevskii'dipcal chess group held the
commanding heights—the army and workers’ chessnargtons in Moscow.

As the political battle simmered, Moscow and Petdaalso vied for the
honor of being the chess capital. This was actuatigw chapter in an ongoing chess
rivalry, but now it played out with an ideologicaloring. Generally speaking,
Moscow was the base for political chess; Petrodmgeind-large, was the base for
apolitical chess.

Moscow, as the political capital, seemed to enjoyrmous advantages in the
chess struggle. II'in-Zhenevskii and his Vsevobuate in Moscow. In addition,
II'in-Zhenevskii used his influence in the Partyextend chess beyond the
Vsevobuch and into the trade unions. The Moscovkerst clubs became centers of
casual chess, and the Moscow trade unions orgafon®dl chess competitiori8.

Petrograd, on the other hand, was Vainshtein’'s Hefwas the central figure
in the re-founding of a central chess club, thedgead Commune Chess Club. Soon

the club began issuing a popular publicatiastok shakhmatnogo kruzhka

9. V. E. Eremeeyv, “Publikuem Vospomenaniia V. Eerieeeva,” 10.

10. U. L. Averbakh, “Liudi, sobytiia, fakty,” 4-5.
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Petrogubkommuny (Page of the Petrograd CommunesChled which was soon,
mercifully, renamedshakhmatnyi listok (Chess Pagah optimistic editorial
appearing in the first issue set the tone for thidipation. It envisioned a time when
Russia, led by Petrograd, would again claim a ptddenor in the arena of world
chess competitioht

In late summer 1922, the rivalry of the two citieschess dominance found
expression, appropriately, in a chess méatchhe Petrograd-Moscow chess match
was, in itself, a significant milestone in Soviaess history. The matches had been
regular events before the war, but the last maschldeen played ten years earlier, in
191213 The renewal of this inter-city rivalry was a baster of both the rebirth of
chess activity in Russia and the more generalmgétunormal life. For example, the
Moscow team traveled to Petrograd by train in nebatomfort. The train departed
and arrived on time. And although two of Moscowisee resident masters failed to
appear for the match (much to I'in-Zhenevskii'sxagance)# there was no

requisition of players for this event. Even withdststrongest players, Moscow

11. “God izdaniia pervyi” [First Year of Publicatih Shakhmaty v SSSR
January 1964, 2.

12. In team match competition, each team fieldagreed upon number of
boards. Each player completes one or more gambswgittounterpart on the rival
team. The players contest their games individually,points are scored for the entire
team.

13. lakov Dlugolenskiiliudi i shakhmaty: stranitsy shakhmatnoi istorii
Peterburga - Petrograda - LeningradBeople and Chess: Pages from Chess History
of Petersburg - Petrograd - Leningrad] (Leningtazhizdat, 1988), 130.

14. A. F. I'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Mastdrans. Bernard Cafferty
(Yorklyn, DE: Caissa Editions, 1986), p. 33.
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somehow managed to prevail in the chess competitlenertheless, the Petrograd
group was able to seize the initiative in the orgational conference that followed
the match.

The overriding issue at the conference was the foregicentral chess
organization in Russia. Everyone seemed to agrékeoneed for an organization, but
the question of its political role was divisive.tBaven the political question (whether
chess could exist for its own sake, or be harnesstte needs of the state) was
sometimes obscured by the closely related strumgte which city would control the
envisioned organization.

Moscow in summer 1922 was at a temporary disadgantathis rivalry. The
political base of Moscow chess had been in thetamylj particularly the Vsevobuch,
where II'in-Zhenevskii held enormous influence. Biibh-Zhenevskii's absence from
Moscow for over a year to serve in the diplomatigos (he returned just in time to
take part in the match with Petrograd) had beemgelsetback for Moscow chéss.
Then the Vsevobuch program, itself, was termindtsjing the Moscow group
scrambling to secure patronage in the labor orgadioizs.

The Petrograd group, on the other hand, was oagtendency in the
summer of 1922, when the match and conference hedde A federation, of sorts,
already existed in the Petrograd area; the Petlagheess Club was at its center, and
there were numerous satellite clubs in the subumds.ct, the Petrograd Chess Club

was the host of both the intercity match and tHesequent conference. There was

15. Ibid., 30.
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also a traditional advantage: St. Petersburg had thee center of the
prerevolutionary Russian Chess Federation, whichthva model for the new
federation envisioned by the Petrograd group. \ld&is went into the conference
with a rudimentary organization in place and a phehand. The relatively
disorganized Moscow group had neither. So, by digfdainshtein’s Petrograd group
took the initiative in the creation of a new cehtealeration.

Vainshtein’s plan was simple; he intended to simpbBurrect the old,
prerevolutionary All-Russian Chess Federafidmo inaugurate the new Federation,
an All-Russian Tournament in Petrograd (later ddibe Second Soviet Chess
Championship) was announced for July 1928he tournament was followed, of
course, by the inevitable organization meeting.i&amhess historians later called this
meeting the Second All-Russian Chess Congres&nalivn chess clubs were invited
to send players to the tournament and organizetsetoonference. The tournament,
the Congress, and the projected All-Russian Chedsri&tion were, like the
Petrograd Chess Club itself, all privately finantieugh dues and donations.

At the Congress, Vainshtein’s apolitical chessiedrthe day. Easily
overcoming the disorganized political oppositiorPtrograd, Vainshtein persuaded
the conference to largely accept the old Federatimstitution. A few cosmetic

amendments (some vague statements about its abfigatadvance chess for the

16. Samuil Osipovich Vainshtein, “Renewing the Rllissian Chess
Federation,’'Shakhmatnyi listgkMarch 1923, 2.

17. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandhe Soviet Championships
(London: Cadogan Chess, 1998), 12.
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masses and bring it to workers) were offered togikathe political critic® Lacking
instructions to the contrary, even the workersbslin Petrograd endorsed the
Federation plan. Significantly, however, most & Moscow clubs chose to boycott
the conference. Nevertheless, the amended cormtitras dutifully sent to the
Ministry of Internal Affairs where it was approvatithe beginning of 1924.

The Federation immediately scored a major triumplemit persuaded the
former world champion, Emanuel Lasker (1868-19#4yjisit Russia for a fortnight
in February 1924. Lasker, a German grandmasteraviiag choice. He was well-
rounded intellectual, rare in the ranks of the @i@rmost elite players. As the first
foreign chess master to visit the Soviet stategheived a very warm welcoriéHe
played simultaneous exhibitions, gave a seriesdaitites entitled “The Meaning of
Chess,” and generally dazzled Soviet sociéty.

Lasker was a sensation in Leningrad. He was ntvaager to this city. He
had competed in three international tournamen&t.ifPetersburg (1895-96, 1909 and

1914), sharing or winning first place in each t@ment. A decade later, he still had

18. Vainshtein, “Renewing the All-Russian Chessdfation,” 2.

19. P. A. Romanovskii, “40 let Sovetskoi shakhmatrganizatsii” [40 Years
of Soviet Chess Organization§hakhmaty v SSSRune 1957, 290-291.
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many friends and acquaintances in the city. Theréunvorld champion, Mikhail
Botvinnik, then a Leningrad schoolboy, watchedweas Lasker took on
Leningrad’s best players in a huge simul. Many géater, Botvinnik commented
that Lasker’s visit was an event of great imporéataboth the fledgling Soviet chess
movement and to his own future developn¥ént.

Lasker was also a sensation in Moscow. II'in-Zhesk@is chess column in
Izvestiacalled on all of Moscow’s trade union clubs tot®gents with Lasket In
Moscow, Lasker saw “thousands of workers and Redyfgoldiers with heads bent
over chessboard$#He also found time to have long conversations Widscow
intelligentsia, showing himself “completely in lekement when talking about
philosophy or literature. Following a brilliant edgition on endgame theory, he gave
a witty criticism of Einstein's philosophical systg?25

Lasker was overwhelmed by the reception he receBeth the Leningrad
and the Moscow groups were anxious to impress &imd,they succeeded. He found

“chess in Russia is full of energy, youthful feryvoreativity, and faith in the vastness

22. M. M. Botvinnik,Analiticheskie i kriticheskie raboty: 1923-1941
[Analytical and Critical Works: 1923-1941] (MoscoWwizkul'tura i sport, 1984), 5-6.

23. Linder and Lindel,.asker: Filosof na tronel96.

24. Vainshtein, “Privet velichaishemu shahmatnonysliteliu Emmanuilu
Laskeru,” 1.

25. Nikolai Grekov, “Lasker,Shakhmatyf-ebruary 1924, Jquoted in Linder
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and beauty of truthz® Shakhmatnyi listokxpressed the hope that Lasker would tell
the chess world what he had seen Soviet Rdstidasker noticed the political
battle raging beneath the placid surface of Sahess, he didn’t mention it. Instead,
in a letter to his hosts, he commended the Rusfmtseating a “close-knit chess
community.’28

This close-knit chess community, however, was digtaaming apart at the
seams. The Lasker visit proved to be the All-Rus€§ihess Federation’s swan song.
The Moscow group had consolidated its positionwaad prepared to launch its
counterattack.

By late 1923, II'in-Zhenevskii’'s group had succedigfshifted its base of
operations out of the military and entrenched fitagthin the proletariat—in the trade
union organizations, the workers’ clubs, and diyeict the factories. II'in-
Zhenevskii's newly formed Chess Section of the M@sd rade Union Council
convened a counter-conference shortly after theeatd the Federation conference in
Petrograd. The conference featured worker denuaogbf the All-Russian Chess

Federation and demands for the creation of a réeolary chess organization more

26. S. O. Vainshtein, “Privet velichaishemu shahmoatu mysliteliu
Emmanuilu Laskeru,” 2.

27. Ibid., 1.

28. Linder and Lindel,.asker: Filosof na tronel98.
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appropriate to Soviet societySignificantly, there was no tournament—just a
conference. The game of chess was becoming sulatedmits politics.

After the Moscow Trade Unions Conference, theresvedfectively two chess
organizations claiming national leadership. In Mmscthe Chess Section of the
Trade Union Council claimed the mantel; in Petrdgilzeningrad after January 26,
1924) the All-Russian Chess Federation watchedoosty. Vainshtein tried to shore
up his position by overseeing the publication otatended essay by a well-known
liberal intellectual, which argued that chess vagdo abstract to have any practical
value in teaching any lessons about life, clagggte or military strateg§?

In spite of Vainshtein’s efforts to elevate thewargnt to an intellectual plane,
the period of dual power was brief. Workers’ clubspecially those in Petrograd that
were affiliated with the All-Russian Chess Fedematiwere now urged to boycott the
group. The privately-financed Federation was vidh&r to boycott, and when the
Petrograd workers’ clubs left the Federammassgethe economically undermined
and politically vilified All-Russian Chess Fedematisoon capitulated.

To formalize the Federation’s capitulation and manate a new organization,
yet another conference was scheduled for Moscdheagnd of summer 1924. Soviet
chess historians call this meeting the Third AllikinChess Congress. The expressed

purpose of this Congress was to confirm the victdrifin-Zhenevskii’s trade union

29. V. E. Eremeev, “Publikuem Vospomenaniia V. Eereeva,” 10.
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chess, dissolve the Federation, and formally ineatgua new national organization,
which would be administered by the Soviet governnmeiMoscows!

An organizing committee that included key Partyrespntatives was
assembled, and strategy for the Congress was roetsty prepared. Nothing was
left to chance, as the organizers carefully potisteir arguments justifying chess as
a political weapon. The chess weapon, they claimwead,urgently needed in the battle
to raise the cultural level of the masses. Therdryag committee sent a letter to all
known chess organizations, setting out the priesijplf the Moscow group. The letter
advocated a central role for chess as an “espgg@aWerful instrument of intellectual
culture, the weapon in the struggle for a higheel®f culture.32

Chess was the weapon of choice for two reasortisedguse of its value in
fostering intellect, and 2) its utility for buildycharacter. First, chess developed the
player’'s mind in a manner analogous to mathemdagiosunlike math, chess was also
a game, a pleasant, mildly addictive pastime. \Wrthper encouragement, workers
would adopt chess as their recreational activitghafice. This would lead to
intellectual growth, and, in turn, to an increaséhie general cultural level of the
proletarian class. Second, chess developed char&ttaracter would be forged in
the fires of the pure struggle that was at thethefachess. Victory in any struggle

was created through accumulated skill, knowledgeigline, and by an effort of the

31. V. E. Eremeev, “Publikuem Vospomenaniia V. Eereeva,” 10.

32. Ibid.

122



will. 33 This second point, incidentally, reflected almpsitfectly Lasker’'s chess
philosophy as he presented it in his Moscow lesteglier that same year.

The Third All-Union Chess Congress opened on AugQstl924, with an
unprecedented 160 delegates; both the politicatl@mapolitical positions were well-
represente@ After extended and often acrimonious debate,-Eirenevskii's
program of a political chess organization carrieglday in a series of key votes. The
Federation was formally disbanded; chess was affycincorporated into the Soviet
state. An All-Union Chess and Checkers Sectionfaamed, which was attached to
the Supreme Council for Physical Culture of thestars S.F.S.R®

As was the political custom of the day, slogansensveloped: “Chess is a
powerful weapon of intellectual culture!” “Take dseto the workers!” “Chess must
become a feature of every [worker] club and evexgsant reading roon¥®

Perhaps the most interesting moment came wheraitnguished Vainshtein
addressed the conference. Gracious in defeat, Mainsseemed eager to both
apologize and justify himself. The Federation, igdted, had been formed only as a

matter of expediency. He now claimed to have alweggarded the Federation as a
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34. Romanovskii, “40 let Sovetskoi shakhmatnoi argatsii,” 290.
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temporary organization.” He welcomed the fact tistdte bodies are taking over
control of the chess movement,” and he calledHerdubs formerly affiliated with
the Federation to support the new state chess iaegeom3” The victors were
generous. Valerian Evgen'evich Eremeev (1899-19800, became Krylenko’s
assistant in the All-Union Chess Section, praisath$htein as “multifaceted,” giving
him a great deal of credit for his journalistic eadors3® Vainshtein continued to
play in tournaments and publish chess materiaks) estaining for a time the
editorship ofShakhmatnyi listgkalthough the publication itself was taken ovetthiy
All-Union Chess Section.

By the time the Third Congress adjourned, the{Zhmenevskii position had
achieved total victory. Chess had been officiallded to the Party’s arsenal of
weapons for use in the cultural revolution of tl®20as. Further, chess was safely
ensconced in the government bureaucracy whereuldame promoted and funded.
But the laurels of the victory did not go to II'thenevskii. He had been
unexpectedly outmaneuvered by a rising star iPdmy and the Soviet state: Nikolali
Vasil'evich Krylenko (1885-1938), who was electedda@man of the newly created
Chess Section. Krylenko would cast an enormousahader Soviet chess for the
next decade and a half.

Krylenko, who came from a radical, working classkgaound, entered St.

Petersburg University in 1904, where he studietbhysand literature. He was swept
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up in the revolutionary events of 1905, aligninghatienin’s Bolshevik faction of the
Social Democrats. After the 1905 revolution colkghsKrylenko’s life was typical of
lower echelon Bolsheviks who continued to work diesRussia, representing the
Bolshevik Party in the absence of its principatlers. He was arrested numerous
times while engaged in a party activities, endurmgrisonment and exile. In spite of
his clandestine existence, he managed to finish @otundergraduate and a law
degree.

In 1914, Krylenko fled to Switzerland, and liketkZhenevskii a few years
earlier, Krylenko met there with Lenin. Secondasyrees suggest that the two spent
a great deal of time in 1914 playing chess, bouhfl no documentary evidence to
confirm this. Krylenko was, however, a strong aadgionate chess-player. He left
behind the scores of several games; he was probhablymaster strength. He and
Lenin would probably have been roughly comparablehility. Scores of two of his
games are included in the Appendix.

In 1915 Krylenko returned to Russia, working in Bashevik underground.
He was soon arrested, inducted into the army, antladf to the front, where he
agitated against the capitalist war. He was a eégctive public speaker who could
sway the emotions of hostile audiences. After thler&ary revolution in early 1917,
the work of soldier-agitators like Krylenko wastimsnental in the Bolshevik
assumption of power in the fall of 1917.

The revolution marked an extraordinary turnaboWiylenko’s fortunes—a

meteoric advance into the top ranks of Bolshewéki&ship, first in the military and
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then in the judiciary. Lenin, impressed, perhagsKbylenko’s chess prowess, placed
him in supreme command of the armed forces.

II'in-Zhenevskii knew Krylenko well during the rohgand tumble years
immediately following the Revolution. Krylenko, &ipreme Army Commander,
was a frequent visitor to the People’s CommissdoiaMilitary Affairs where II'in-
Zhenevskii presided. He was favorably impressqahnteng that Krylenko’s stern
face and small stature produced an impressionabp@ver. I'in-Zhenevskii related
the following anecdote. Apparently, in early 19K8ylenko ordered the arrest of a
tsarist general who was subsequently shot. Thel®sdpommissariat for Military
Affairs received complaints; officially the deatbrgence had been abolished. II'in-
Zhenevskii, in his official capacity, conductediawestigation. When asked why the
arrest was ordered, Krylenko replied that whendw \isited that army, the
commander had refused to report to him—in othedsjdne would not recognize
Krylenko’s authority as Supreme Commander. Suchboslination could not be
tolerated. II'in-Zhenevskii was officially satistiewith this explanation and professed
to be very impressed with Krylenko’s toughnés.

Not everyone, however, was impressed with Kryle#k®&ritish diplomat,

and certainly no friend to any of the Bolshevikgtdrylenko in 1918, describing
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him as, “an epileptic degenerate . . . and the megstisive type | came across in all
my connections with the Bolshevik&”

In 1918, Krylenko also began his career in the &gudiciary (he had a law
degree). He served initially as the public prosecist the revolutionary tribunals; in
1931 he became Commissar of Justice. The militarghiness so admired by II'in-
Zhenevskii was also apparent in his applicatiojustice. The judicial philosophy of
Krylenko was unapologetically revolutionary. Margcendary sources credit him
with the following Orwellian (and probably apocryihobservation: “We must
execute not only the guilty. Execution of the ineotwill impress the masses even
more.™ While the quotation may be apocryphal, but isudeld here because its
point remains valid. Soviet revolutionary justieeth Krylenko as its chief
spokesman, was concerned much less with the fateliwiduals than with the
interests of the proletariat—as perceived by théyPaustice, apparently, could not

exist for its own sake in the Soviet state any ntbas chess coul.
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As chairman of the All-Union Chess Section of thgi®@me Council for
Physical Culture, Krylenko brought his enormousspge and a penchant for
ruthlessness to his chess work. He inaugurategbal@ochess magazine called,
simply, “64,” and he served as its editor. He used his enornmflugmce to ascertain
that chess was well-funded and effectively promoittelalso embarked on a
profoundly ambitious plan to usher in the Sovietsshera.

Backed by the resources of the Soviet state, Kkgatecided to produce a
chess spectacle that would force the world to tadtee. The now defunct All-
Russian Chess Federation had organized the sugkckeasker visit. Krylenko would
counter the Federation by bringing to Moscow, ndy d.asker, but also the rest of
the world chess elite. This was the origin of theaj Moscow International
Tournament of 1925, the first every state-sponsoranational tournament and one

of the strongest tournaments of the 1920s—a destadded with super-tournaments.
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Chapter Seven

The Spectacle of 1925

After the establishment of the All-Union Chess &etbf the Supreme
Council for Physical Culture of the Russian S.F.%Rhe Third Chess Congress in
1924, the government’s Chess Section was officiallyontrol of Soviet chess, and
Krylenko, a rising Party star, was in control o tGhess Section. At the Third
Congress, Krylenko’s attack on apolitical chess Ibeeh decisive in bringing about
the destruction of the All-Russian Chess Federamhensuring the triumph of
political chess. Now, armed with the financial ammdpaganda power of the Soviet
state, Krylenko wanted to create a spectacle male sinprecedented since tsarist
times: an international tournament attended byetite of world chess. Certainly this
goal was impressive in itself, but the envisionrmathament would also have
unprecedented ambitions: educate the Soviet masaesSoviet chess players, and
capture the attention of the rest of the world.

Before Krylenko could launch his project, howeves,had to apply an
ideological corrective. In the heat of the battiast Vainshtein’s Chess Federation,
Krylenko and his political chess advocates hadeddibr a total boycott of all
bourgeois chess organizationshe Federation was the target of the boycott, of

course, and it was also roundly attacked for itsafions with the international

1. V. E. Eremeev, “Publikuem vospomenaniia V. Eerieeva o
Vserossiiskom Shakhmatnom S”esde” [Memoirs of VEEEmeeva of the Third All-
Russian Chess CongresShakhmaty v SSSRugust 1974, p. 10.
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(bourgeois) chess community. The Federation’s Eg#plication to join the world
chess organization centered in Paris was attaclsedas the Federation’s tentative
ambition to sponsor an international chess tourmafme

In 1925, however, with Vainshtein and his ChessFaibn vanquished, the
total boycott of all bourgeois chess organizatioad become generally inconvenient.
Krylenko’s proposed international chess tournamenild require the Chess Section
to engage in all manner of interactions with boorgehess. Thus in April 1925, just
prior to public announcement of the tournament,|&uko signaled a major
modification of the Chess Section’s position regagdourgeois chess contacts.
Formerly forbidden, such interactions suddenly bezgermissible when they were
politically advantageous for the labor movemengemeral and workers’ chess in
particular? Interestingly, this change in policy was camoufthgean unexpected
attack on the German Workers’ Chess Union, prelyahe closest international ally
of Krylenko’s Chess Section. Following the Sovesd, the German Union’s boycott
of bourgeois chess was so total that it refusexiém carry news about bourgeois
events in its publication. This, Krylenko now chedlgwas a flawed strategy—too
rigid and, therefore, self-defeatiadgut with this new policy, defended as analogous

to the use of bourgeois experts in industry, Sasheiss now had Krylenko’s blessing

2. “Po povodu uchastiia shakhmatistov SSSR v mezudualnykh turnirakh”
[Concerning Participation of Chess Players of ti&SR in International
Tournaments]Shakhmatnyi listgkApril 15,1925, 81.

3. Ibid., 82.
4. Ibid.
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to make use of international bourgeois chess exparinging them to Russia to
instruct the Soviet chess masters and propaganbess among the masses.

With this ideological corrective in place, the Moscinternational Chess
Tournament of 1925, a formative event in Sovietsshastory, could now move
forward. Although the idea of a large internatiotmalrnament was already in the air
after preliminary discussions at the Third Chesadtess, the planning officially
began in April 1925 when the Council of PeoplesnGussars approved Krylenko’s
proposal for a month-long (November 10 to Decen@ydi925) international chess
tournament. It was decided to open the tournanmeeaily November, just after the
celebrations of the Revolution’s anniversary hadcbaded. Thirty thousand rubles
were released to the Chess Section for prelimiagpgnses.

With an enormous task and limited time, an orgagziommittee was
quickly assembled, and I. D. Grigoriev was nameairaman. Grigoriev, a noted
player and problem composer, had helped II'in Zkekié organize the First Soviet
Championship in 1920. He was assisted by Semenig@mfich Levman (1896-1943),
a strong player and long-time organizer, who wadgdtinue to play a major role in

the Chess Section. Grigorii Lazarevich Raskin,tanra®m organizer, filled the

5. N. V. Krylenko, “Shakhmaty v SSSR” [Chess in th8SR], in
Mezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir v Moskve, 1928agcego uchastniki
[International Chess Tournament in Moscow, 1928, imParticipants], ed. by G. A.
Raskin (Moscow: Pressbiuro MShT, 1925), 7.

6. I. D. Grigor'ev, “Shakhmaty v SSSR” [Chess ia thSSR], in
Mezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir v Moskve 192%lgarnik partii[International
Chess Tournament in Moscow 1925: Collected Gaiheslingrad: Shakhmatnyi
listok, 1927), 17-18.
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important position of press secretary. Finally, skeretary of the Chess Section, V.
E. Eremeev, would be Krylenko’s personal represgamt@n the committe€All

were experienced organizers, although none hadibeelved with a tournament of
the stature envisioned.

In addition to finding a suitable venue and manggdie myriad details
involved in organizing an international event, @@mmittee also had to draw up the
list of prospective foreign participants and solibeir attendance. Here the good will
and assistance of Lasker was invaluable. Afted B4 visit, he left Russia for a
tournament in New York. There, he was very helpduthe Soviet organizers. He
assisted in establishing contact with prospectlaggrs, and he spoke well of chess
conditions in Soviet Russia, easing fears abouvslaad hardshigsBogoliubov,
living in Germany, was also helpful in contactingdanegotiating with players in
Europe. Apparently, though, he was not as convinasLasker in speaking well of
conditions in the Soviet Union. When the Austriaaster, Ernst Grunfeld (1893-
1962), went through Soviet customs on his way égoMloscow tournament, his
considerable luggage was found to consist entoktanned food. He explained that

rumors of rampant hunger had made him fearful arfvatg?

7. Ibid., 18.

8. Isaak Maksovich Linder and Vladimir Lindé&msker: filosof na trone
[Lasker: Philosopher on the Throne] (Moscow: Riklaksik, 2005), 199.

9. V. E. Eremeeyv, “Publikuem Vospomenaniia V. Eergaeeva,” 11.
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Once contact with potential participants was esthbt, negotiations began.
Grigoriev, chairman of the Organizing Committeearatterized these exchanges as
“long and complex,” comparing them to arduous dipddic negotiation&? Grigoriev
must have felt nostalgic for the good old days@#Q, when he and II'in-Zhenevskii
had simply ordered players to appear.

Finally, twenty-one participants were selected:3ewiet players and eleven
foreign chess masters. The Soviet players canvieedi into two groups: an older
group whose members had made names for themsaf@e Ibhe Revolution, and a
younger group, now considered the founding germraif Soviet chess. The
qualifying tournament was the Fourth Soviet Chamsglop, hosted by Leningrad late
in the summer of 1925. The top eight finishers aatically qualifiedt! Two other
players were subsequently added. One of these@uk]jiFedir Parfenovich
Bogatirchuk (1892-1984), did not compete in the5L82viet Championship, but was
already recognized as a top Soviet player. Ther@ttiéition, Nikolai Mikhailovich
Zubarev (1894-1951), finished far below the othealdiers in the Soviet

Championshig2 Zubarev was the champion of Moscow, but he wasvedrld class

10. Grigor'ev, “Shakhmaty v SSSR,” 17.
11. Ibid., 18.

12. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandhe Soviet Championships
(London: Cadogan Chess, 1998), 22.
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competitor. He was, however, an influential officiaKrylenko’s Chess Section, and
he was able to use his position to leverage hinisilfa place in the tournameéit.

The strongest Soviet player to compete at Mosca®b 1Bfim Dmitrievich
Bogoliubov (1889-1952), was a member of the olasregation. He had been the
clear winner in the qualifying tournament, whickamade him the reigning Soviet
champion. Significantly, he had recently won ther@an Open Champion as w#il.
These dueling titles were a product of his unigtieaion. He was a Soviet citizen
(born in pre-Revolutionary Kiev), but his home dmsl heart were in Germany.

Bogoliubov, like Alekhin and Vainshtein, had beempeting at the
Mannheim Tournament in Germany in August 1914. \lh#houtbreak of war, the
enemy nationals among the tournament participaate wmterned at Triberg (see
Chapter One). In sharp contrast to the experiehtieemthers, internment agreed
with Bogoliubov. He embraced his captors—literatig married a German girl,
settled down in Triberg, and started a family. lakea German burgher suited him.
Outside of chess, he was a good-natured, family. lMaontemporary and close
acquaintance described him this way:

He was a friendly man, simple in his manner ofitejkand joking,
simple in his optimism and his somewhat excessigéepsional pride,
simple even in his vices, especially his exaggdréaadness for food
(a favorite delicacy was frankfurters with potastesl). Very plump
and very good-natured—though boorish when jokinggeliabov was

13. A. Chistiakov, “Staraia shakhmatnaia Moskvald®loscow Chess],
Shakhmaty v SSSRugust 1974, 22.

14. Graham Burgesg§hess Highlights of the 20th Centytyondon: Gambit,
1999), 55.
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much more amiable than his compatriot Alekhine khia]. He
reminded me of the bear that slapped at a fly ersl@ieping master’s
head, killing fly and man togethé.

His oafish social demeanor, however, was decepBggoliubov was one of the best
chess players in the world. His style was descriedvals as “brutal * Moscow
1925 would find him at the very top of his game.

In addition to the star, Bogoliubov, Soviet repreaéives included Petr Romanovskii,
Fedor Boaturchu, Boris Verlinskii and II'in-Zhendyswho remained an important
figure in Soviet chess. II'in-Zhenevskii had retezhback to his hometown of
Leningrad after losing the chess leadership toédrigb in 1924. He quickly took over
the editorship oShakhmatnyi listgkeplacing the hapless Vainshtein. He inaugurated
his duties with a long editorial in January 192fihg out the position that both the
magazine and the Leningrad organization would ¥olilo Soviet chess. In short, both
would closely adhere to the party lite.

In addition to performing his organizational resgibilities, II'in-Zhenevskii
found plenty of time to work on his chess, and tvecentrated on shoring up the
weaknesses in his game. For the first time in adieche had some leisure, a more
relaxed life, and reasonably good health. Althohghbest chess years had been
stolen by the Revolution and Civil War, he stillpeal to realize some of his potential.

In his words: “Many people maintained that my chémsgelopment was at an end.

15. Hans Kmoch, “Yefim Dimitrievich Bogolyubov [Bofubov] (1889-
1952),” inGrandmasters | Have Knowerd. Burt Hochberg (ChessCafe, 2004),
http://www.chesscafe.com/text/kmochO01.pdf (accedse 13, 2013).

16. Ibid.

17. A. F. I'in-Zhenevskii, “Kakim putem dolzhnotidazvitie shakhmatnoi
zhizni” [By What Path Should Chess ProgreS$jakhmatnyi listgklanuary 31, 1925,
18-19.
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They thought that | had already reached my limit, llddid not concur18 Events
proved him right; he was on the cusp of his greatlesss achievements.

In late 1924, II'in-Zhenevskii finally gained theaster title by virtue of his
performance in the Leningrad Championship, wherghaged first place. Then, in
early 1925, he finished high enough in the Foudti& Championship to earn a
berth in the Moscow International Tournamé&hitiin-Zhenevskii's concentrated
efforts had won the right to compete in an intdorat! tournament, to cross swords
with the world’s elite—an opportunity granted tevfplayers of his caliber.

Among the Western elite chosen to compete in tleatewere the current
world champion, a Cuban named José Rapablanca (1888-1942), and the ex-
champion, Emmanuel Lasker of Germany. Also in aiaece was the Czech
“hypermodern” iconoclast, Richard Réti (1889-19238nised by Krylenko for
carrying out a revolution in che3dsRéti’s antithesis, the neo-romantic American
Frank Marshall (1877-1944), also attended. Sa@eigor’evich Tartakover (1887-
1956), noted for his eccentricities, added colahtoassembly. In fact, most of the
world’s chess elite were in attendance, with omy wetable exception. Conspicuous

by his absence was Alexander Alekhin, expatriateskun and future world champion.

18. A. F. I'in-ZhenevskiiNotes of a Soviet Mastdrans. Bernard Cafferty
(Yorklyn, DE: Caissa Editions, 1986), 31.

19. Cafferty and TaimanoWhe Soviet Championshig&2.

20. Krylenko, “Shakhmaty v SSSR,” 5.
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As Krylenko explained, Alekhin was absent becalesbdd gone abroad and “broken
his links with us.21

Alekhin’s relationship with Soviet power had centgihad its ups and downs.
After the Revolution, he served the Soviet statst &s police investigator (involved
in criminal rather than political cases), and thethe Comintern. He did well in both
positions—his analytic abilities served him in fbemer, his linguistic skills in the
latter22 But his social background made professional psgpeoblematic.
Aristocratic roots were a dangerous attribute osthtimes. When Alekhin filed an
application to join the Party in late 1919, he wgected on account of his social
origins23 But Alekhin had more to worry about than profesalcadvancement.
Evidence is fragmentary and sources contradictoriyAlekhin was arrested at least
once, perhaps twice, and nearly executed whilaegrio leave Russia via Odessa in
1917. But his chess reputation and political castaelped him survive and
eventually emigrate legally. When he left the Sbugrion in 1921, he did so with the
permission, if not the blessing, of the Soviet gaveent; his exit visa was signed by
Deputy People's Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Mikhailovich Karakhan (1889-

1937)24

21. Ibid.

22. A. F. IIn-ZhenevskiiMatch Alekhin-CapablankgMatch Alekhin-
Capablanca] (Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe izd-vo7 1 22-24.

23. Ibid., 22.

24. A. A. Kotov,Aleksandr Alekhin(Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1973), 10.
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Safely abroad, however, he wrote a pamphlet onebctiess that was
interpreted as critical of Soviet pow&rHe, in turn, was sharply criticized in the
Soviet pres$® He subsequently relocated to Paris and begarnrtioegs of becoming
a naturalized French citizéhTensions with Moscow were not yet as acute as they
would later become, but they were bad enough. ike s his convincing victory in
the very strong Baden Baden International Tourndroeh925, Alekhin was not on
the list of foreign invitees. As Krylenko later dathere was never even the thought
of any negotiations with Alekhin about his partafjon in the tournament. His talent
was immaterial; no Soviet player that showed tight#st hint of hostility to the
Soviet state, its workers, or its chess organiratiould be allowed to compete in
Soviet events. And Alekhin, said Krylenko, had athg revealed himself as socially
alien and politically hostile to Soviet pow#rEven without Alekhin, however, the
organizers attracted enough foreign talent to n\&scow 1925 the strongest

international tournament of the year.

25. A. A. Aljechin [Alekhin],Das schachleben in Sowjet-RussldBGtess
Life in Soviet Russia] (Berlin: Kagan, 1921), 4.

26. A. A. Kotov,Aleksandr Alekhin(Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1973), 9.

27. William Winter,Kings of Chess, Chess Champions of the Twentieth
Century: Lasker, Capablanca, Euwe, Alekhine and/iiBatk (New York: Dover,
1966), 112.

28. Ispolbiuro Vsesoiuznoi Shakhmatno-shashechekisd VSFK,
“Postanovlenie Ispolburo Vsesoiuznoi Shakhsekt§lhempione SSSR E. D.
Bogoliubove” [Resolution of the All-Union Chess 8en on Soviet Champion E. D.
Bogoliubov],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjubecember 25, 1926, 1.
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As preparations for the tournament continued, thexe a parallel campaign
to raise public awareness and interest in the eVfdnat workers’ clubs in Moscow
were drafted into the effort. Newspapers and cphab#ications printed stories about
the upcoming tournament designed to pique theastesf readers. For example, a
low-priced, attractive booklet was published in Mos that contained plenty of
photographs of the participants, colorful biograshidiscussions of their relative
strengths, and predictions about the outcome (itieog like most Russians, favored
Capablanca’s chance®).

But even in this light piece, ideological comporsewere on display. The
preface celebrated the heightened interest incilament, not only among chess
fans, but also among the masses. It attributeddh®e’s popularity to heroes in the
Party (e.g. Krylenko) who championed a special @iacSoviet cultural life for
chess0

Finally, with all of the participants accounted #ord most of the preparations
made, the big day arrived. On November 9, the ageoeremony and dinner was
held in the prestigious House of Unions, next td Bguare! Naturally, Krylenko

gave the opening speech, addressing a hall crowdkbdenior Soviet officials,

29. E. M. Tarasowlezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir v Moskve, 1925:
biografii i kharakteristiki inostrannykh gostpvloscow International Chess
Tournament Moscow, 1925: Biographies and Styldsooéign Guests] (Moscow:
Kolos, 1925), 14.

30. Vladimir Ivanovich Nenarokov, “Predislovie” [Feword], in Tarasov,
Mezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir v Moskve, 1925,

31. Grigor'ev, “Shakhmaty v SSSR,” 17.
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prominent journalists, the twenty-one participaats] anyone else able to get a
ticket32 Krylenko told the throng that chess was now tlapeprty of the workers and
peasants, and the tournament was conducted fordeefit. The Soviet Union
would now demonstrate to the world how culturevid under socialisi¥?.
Capablanca, as world champion, had the honor @kspg next. He graciously used
the occasion to hold out an olive branch to hiebitval, Lasker, the former world
champion. Then it was Lasker’s turn. He grudgiregtinowledged Capablanca’s
gesture, but the gist of his speech was politead] it was greeted with immense
enthusiasm. Lasker spoke with admiration of whatdw seen in Moscow and
Leningrad the previous year. He had nothing buspror political chess. Chess was
being redefined in the revolutionary state. It baén “a game of kings, princes,
cardinals, and statesmen, but henceforth the gamhe osnasses3* Tartakover, too,
spoke, and his use of Russian and his praise tdicabchess earned him sustained

applauses

32. Ibid., 18.

33. Savelii Grigor’evich Tartakoveghakhmatnaia pravda: sovremennaia
teoriia debiutov s tochki zreniia Moskovskogo ttarjiChess Truth: Modern Opening
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35. Hans Kmoch, “Sawielly Grigoriewitsch Tartakovi8avelii Grigor’evich
Tartakover], Doctor Juris (1887-1956),”@Grandmasters | Have Knowed. Burt
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The other players took their cues from Lasker aadakover; it would have
been ungracious to do otherwise. After all, theigm players were all the guests of
the Soviet government. All expenses—accommodatteassportation, meals,
entertainment, even laundry—were paid for by thee&&@overnmengs

Tournament play began the next day, November 16.0Fbanizers had
chosen a site worthy of the occasion; competitiak fplace in the stately “Fountain
Hall” of the majestic Second House of Soviets (fotee Metropol hotel). Three large
halls were used for the event, and they were jammgtspectators throughout the
tournamengé’

The playing conditions, however, fell somewhat slbideal. The Fountain
Room was overheated and poorly ventilated, creatisiifling atmosphere that was
exacerbated by the throngs of spectators who aothgfdled the hall to three and
even four times its capacity.Under these circumstances, the beautiful fountains
added an unwelcome tropical element to the mixaBkmca, a Cuban who might
have been accustomed to tropical conditions, wasnbst vocal in his complaints.

The playing conditions may have been a factor enléihge number of upsets;

the competition was marked by some very surprisasglts. For one thing,

36. Von M. Angster, Capablanca auf Moskau 192KCapablanca on
Moscow 1925]Neueste schachnachrichtelanuary-March, 1926, 108.

37. Grigor'ev, “Shakhmaty v SSSR,” 25.
38. Angster, Capablanca auf Moskau 192309.

39. G. Levenfishlzbrannye partii i vospominany&elected Games and
Memoirs] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1967), 80.
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Capablanca was clearly out of form. He started lslovith a series of draws, and
then he actually lost a game in the fifth round.eMéver a world champion loses a
game, the chess world notices. But when Capablasta game, it was a sensation.
His technique was considered nearly flawless. Roid924, he had managed to avoid
losing a single game for eight years; at New YA@R4 he had finally lost to Richard
Réti, another world contender. But now the gregiabéanca lost to . . . II'in-
Zhenevskii. In a highly flawed game in which Cajaadaia said he “played like a
lunatic,™0 the shell-shocked Bolshevik defeated the reigmngd champion—a
classic Cinderella stor§t. Adding insult to injury, Capablanca would subsetlye
lose to another of the lesser Soviet lights, Bbtaskovich Verlinskii (1888-1950).
At this point the Soviet foreign office receivediofl telegrams from the Cuban
government, anxiously inquiring about the stat€apablanca’s healts.
Capablanca’s woes seemed to open the way for tHobaxpion, Lasker, but
his fatigue due to advancing age (he was fifty-aggave an opening, in turn, to the
dark horse, Bogoliubov, who played this tournanflentlessly. His spectacular first-
place finish at Moscow 1925 would be his finestiagément. In fact, it would

anchor his claims to the right to a match for tleeldtitle.

40. Isaak Maksovich Linder and Vladimir Lind&apablanka v Rossii
[Capablanca in Russia] (Moscow: Sovetskaya Ros$§a8), 81.
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42. TartakoverShakhmatnaia pravd#.
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By conventional standards, Moscow 1925 was an elgimportant
tournament in chess history. Although it had trstidction of being the first state-
planned, state-sponsored international chess tmeng it was also famous for its
creative games, theoretical advances, and surgnigisets. Some of the games, such
as the “windmill attack” in Torre’s great defeatlatsker, have become part of the
catechism of any aspiring master. But, as intergsis the chess was, the Moscow
International Chess Tournament of 1925 was nevended as an exhibition of chess
for its own sake. In the eyes of the organizems ctiess was secondary; the social and
political impact was primary. A political evaluatiof the tournament must take this
into account.

A re-enumeration and examination of Krylenko's gaalpplies a useful set of
evaluative criteria. His ends were three-fold. Byiethe first goal was to advance the
ends of political chess in the Soviet Union. Theosel was to foster the development
of Soviet chess players, laying the groundworkitierday when they would dominate
world chess. The third goal was to demonstratéeoatorld that a flourishing cultural
and economic life existed in the world’s first werk’ state. Each goal is discussed

below.

Goal One: Political Chess for the Masses

Krylenko’s first goal was to produce a spectachd thould be an effective
vehicle to advance the primary agenda of polititedss: the popularization of chess

among the masses. Krylenko had seen first-handrtieisiasm generated by the
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Lasker visit in 1924. He planned to duplicate tlasker phenomenon, and increase it
exponentially. Here, Krylenko enjoyed a nearly usldied success.

During the month-long event, the Moscow tournangamterated a level of
excitement without precedent. Public interest en¢hess tournament was at a fever
pitch, and the excitement was genuine. Spectatkets for each round sold out days
in advancé?3 Those lucky or important enough to watch in thariain Hall silently
followed the action on demonstration boards attd¢béhe walls above the players’
tables. Others, less silently, watched the actiotagge demonstration boards that
were set up in the adjacent halls. Eventually destration boards were even placed
outside the building, where large crowds of disapieal ticket-seekers and curious
bystanders collected, despite the cold. On soms, dlag swarms of fans paralyzed
traffic on adjacent street$ As Krylenko said, “Everybody, even people who alad
play chess, not to mention those who did, cambea t . Second House of Soviets
where the tournament took place. Even a militianvhite dispersing the crowd, told
them: ‘Go home, there was a draw anyway.”

All over Moscow, the daily results were posted anditinized by chess fans.

The tournament was the main topic of conversatwonthe streets, trams, and

43. Angster, Capablanca auf Moskau 1929.08.

44. Frank J. MarshalMarshall’s Best Games of Che@sew York: Dover
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buses's Even remote areas in Siberia sent telegrams etiggeand congratulations
to the players, and tournament news was dissendigditever the Soviet Union in
radio messages and newspaper artitles.

Capablanca observed that Bogoliubov, upon winregdéurnament, became
an instant celebrity in Moscow. Crowds of well-was followed him about, and his
appearance in a public place brought thunderousapp. Capablanca expressed
amazement at the Russians’ “genuine enthusiasohéss, which one could even
describe as a passioft”

The enormous excitement generated by the tournam&fbscow was
captured in a silent, comedy film directed by Vdeddllarionovich Pudovkin (1893-
1953),Shakhmatnaia goryachka (Chess Fevéihe story is a boilerplate
melodrama: a relationship is destroyed and theeemeéd—by chess. One thing that
makes this film remarkable is the footage fromtthe@nament. Moscow 1925 is
almost certainly the first tournament for whichrénes a video record.

The film itself also proved a valuable vehicle $oistaining interest after the
tournament, using the images to further populasimss. The message was simple:

chess is fun. But ideological motifs were alsolexcp. In the course of the film, a

46. Grigor'ev, “Shakhmaty v SSSR,” 22.
47. TartakoverShakhmatnaia pravd#.
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49. Vsevolod Pudovkin and Nikolai Shpikovskii, ditsShakhmatnaya
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petty criminal was reformed by chess; peasants imén@duced to chess; a false
beggar was unmasked by chess; a cynical womanedasad by chess.

On closer examination, however, the film also rés@an interesting social
contradiction under the New Economic Policy (NEBYcause of the enormous
demand, tickets were expensive and scarce. Onedeedney and connections to
get into Fountain Hall. So, in spite of the selfisocious staging of the proper
ideological elements, the film’s candid scenesafhament spectators clearly show
scores of what one observer characterized as “oa®sdd NEP-men” who knew
nothing about chess, but considered it importasegand-be-seen at the
tournameng?

Pudovkin’s film, however, certainly served its maurpose—it helped make
chess even more popular. But for the Soviet auiberiof course, popularizing chess
was not an end in itself; it was the means to & €hess was a tool for raising the
cultural level of the Russian masses, preparingntfoe socialism.

But this assumption—that chess would raise thei@lltevel of the masses —
had always been always the weakest point in thadecal argument. Pressed for
evidence, advocates of political chess had littteerthan anecdotes and conjecture
based on assumptions. The tournament provided @ortomity to buttress their
argument.

A Soviet-sponsored psychological study conductathduhe tournament

contributed enormously to the legitimization ofifioél chess. It was the first non-
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Freudian, scientific study of chess psychologyeém of psychologists from the
Psychotechnical Laboratory of the State Centraltirie of Physical Culture
designed, carried out, and interpreted the expatsnd he stated intention of the
study was to use experimental methods to idertigymental processes that
determine chess ability. A more practical questias also addressed: what mental
attributes are developed by playing chess? In madlithe nature of chess—was it a
game, an art, a science?—was also addret3duk study’s principal conclusions
strongly supported the political chess position.

First, the study found that the attributes assediatith chess skill (memory,
planning, calculation, visualization, imaginatiomgre attainable by practice and a
consciously directed program of self-improvementtirer, once they were attained,
the attributes would generalize to other areag@®$? In short, chess had an
“explicitly wholesome influence . . . upon the mardevelopment of all those
engaged These abilities associated with chess were imntiyenactical. For
example, a worker who learned how to plan his cgasses would do a better job of
developing strategies for production. These findjrad course, reinforced the

political position and justified state sponsorsbighess.

51. I. N. D'iakov, N. V. Petrovskii, and P. A. RkdPsikhologiia shakhmatnoi
igry: na osnov psikhotekhnicheskikh ispytanii u¢chi&ev mezhdunarodnogo
shakhmatnogo turnira v Moskve v 192%Rgychology of Chess: Based on the
Psychological Testing of Participants in the In&ional Chess Tournament in
Moscow 1925] (Moscow: Izdanie avtorov, 1926), 11.

52. Ibid., 152.

53. Ibid., 157.
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Second, in addressing the essential nature of ctiesstudy reached a very
important ideological conclusion. The researcherstuded that, in its essence,
chess was both a science and an art. The implisati@re enormous. The constant
tension between methodology and creativity gave<halialectical core. The
dialectical nature of chess came, not from therzdittng moves of the opponents
(I'in-Zhenevskii’s relatively simplistic view). Raer, the study found that chess, part
science and part art, was defined by a dialecdtntaiplay between objective and
subjective elemen®. This conclusion about the dialectical nature edsshwas an
important vindication for Krylenko; it gave poliatchess ideological legitimacy.

The study’s practical and ideological findings alswe energy and purpose to
the outreach efforts of the Chess Section. Comptéinggthe spectacle of Moscow
1925, an ambitious campaign to teach and promasscivas conducted in the
factories and the countryside. Many lower-level taes especially those of the older
generation, were employed by the Chess Sectiommasling propagandists. One of
these vagabonds was Fedor Ivanovich Duz-Khotimi{4881-1965), who finished
twentieth at Moscow 1925. As Duz-Khotimirskii reddtin his memoirs, he was
drafted by the Chess Section to carry the fighth&provinces. For six years, Duz-
Khotimirskii experienced, firsthand, the vastnesthe Soviet Union, “from the

White Sea to the Caucasus, from the Baltic to Wiastiok,’>> promoting chess in

54. Ibid.

55. F. I. Duz-Khotimirskii)zbrannye partijSelected Games] (Moscow:
Fizkul'tura i sport, 1954), 25.
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eight Soviet republics. He organized chess sectiotteal physical culture
committees, initiated chess columns in newspagess lectures and simuls, and
participated in local competitions. Most of thedsmf the campaign was on workers
and their childrea® The big push into the rural countryside would bdgter. Even
so, Duz-Khotimirskii’'s account describes a politichess program incredible in
depth as well as breadth.

At the end of 1926, the Chess Section sent N. @agmn a ten-week fact-
finding trip to evaluate the progress made in @ gaign to take chess to the
provinces. Grigoriev was amazed. Everywhere he weterest was high. Chess
organizations were thriving. He gave simuls, areldtnength of the competition,
even the children, reminded him of players in MegchHe gave lectures, and the
audiences listened with strained attention and #s&ed penetrating questions, not
only about the game, but also about its politideeyfwanted to discuss political
chess, to unravel the relationship between SowtVdestern chess—bourgeois and
proletarian. It was, he said, as if a “great clvesge had swept over the Soviet
Union.™7

But a letter to the editor published6d was more critical of the effort in the
provinces. The writer explained that a wave of ‘&hfever” had indeed swept out of

Moscow during the international tournament, arttad inundated the provincial

56. Ibid., 25-26.
57. N. Grigor’ev, “Po shakhmatnoi Rossii: putevyaretki instruktora”

[Chess across Russia: An Instructor's TravelogédsiShakhmaty i shashki v
rabochem klubeOctober 30, 1926, 1-2.
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cities. But there was not adequate organizatigrldne to channel the flood of
interest that was generated. Local organizers thgkedance from the center, and a
great deal of the enthusiasm was allowed to dissipdow, the writer urged, the
Chess Section should take advantage of the luddoganize, break away from the
attachment to political culture, and affiliate ditlg with the trade unions or maybe
the academic organizations. At any rate, the watgitinued, the Chess Section
should send out more masters to hold lectures iamalss More organizers should be
sent to set up chess clubs and arrange tournanfieimg,chess exhibitions, and other

spectacless

Goal two: Training Soviet players

Building a cadre of world-class Soviet chess mastexs the second goal of
the Moscow International Chess Tournament of 198& can be divided into two
related sub-goals. Krylenko wanted to test hisenurmasters who, excepting
Bogoliubov, had not had the opportunity to meetwioeld’'s best. He also had a
related, but longer-term goal: he wanted to fogterdevelopment of a new
generation of truly Soviet players—players who exvn up under Soviet power and
internalized the tenets of the Soviet system.

With regard to the former, the performance of Knike's players at Moscow

1925 was mixed. The winner of the tournament, ofrge, was a Soviet player of the

58. G. Saltykov, letter to the edit@4. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjube
August 30, 1926, 4.
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prerevolutionary generation, Efim Bogoliubov, wherformed brilliantly.
Bogoliubov, however, posed a problem for Krylenke.discussed above, he
maintained his Soviet citizenship, but he clungi®home and family in Germany.
By the end of 1925, Bogoliubov was becoming coreththat his professional
interests were not compatible with Soviet power féiend that his Soviet passport
made travel to some parts of Europe problematithEry he had been very heavily
criticized in the chess press earlier in 1925 tayimg at a major tournament in
Baden Baden, Germany, without official permissidis presence had compromised
the work of Krylenko’s official observer/participbat Baden Baden, the more
politically dependable I. L. Rabinoviéf Bogoliubov’'s camaraderie with Alekhin at
Baden Baden had undermined Krylenko’s boycott. ditiele repeatedly mentioned
Bogoliubov by name and explicitly warned that aatufe transgressions would
jeopardize his relationship with the Chess Sedid@ogoliubov had every reason to
wonder if Soviet citizenship was consistent withttiering his chess career.
Standing in sharp contrast to Bogoliubov’s triungdtMoscow 1925, the other
Soviet representatives fared less well. Althouglstned the Soviet players
participated more-or-less successfully, espec@ilysidering that this was their first

experience in such elite circumstances, they siropiydn’t compete consistently

59. N. I. Grekov and Aleksandr AlekhiMezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir
v Baden-Badene, 1925 g.: sbornik vsekh partii tarfinternational Chess
Tournament in Baden Baden, 1925: Collection ofTdurnament Games] (Moscow:
lzd. avtora, 1927), 5.
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turnirakh,” 83.
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against the world’s best. The next highest plafter 8ogoliubov, among the Soviet
players was claimed by Romanovskii, who tied faresgh place. II'in-Zhenevskii
and Verlinskii may have humiliated the world chaowibut the former finished in a
tie for ninth place and the latter in a tie for lithe Two Soviet players took the
bottom positions: Duz-Khotimirskii and Zubarev &d admission with political
connections) came in twentieth and twenty-firsspextively. Capablanca’s
lukewarm praise must have rankled Krylenko, butas accurate: “The young
chessplayers of the USSR survived their baptisfireofn Moscow in excellent
fashion, and showed that they are worthy of theesgpaced upon them for the
future.™1

Krylenko tacitly acknowledged the deficit when hexlhred a moratorium on
international tournaments. Officially, the ratiomabas that big tournaments were not
as cost-effective as traditional organizing sucbas-Khotimirskii’s activities (see
above). For now, Krylenko claimed, the Soviet Unmaeded to economize in the
face of the needs of industrializati&Certainly this was true, but Krylenko probably
also wanted to buy time to absorb the lessons 5 H&d plot his revenge. Overall,
the best evidence for Krylenko’s dissatisfactiottmthe performance of Soviet
players was the ten-year hiatus that elapsed bafofelt confident enough to host

another international tournament.

61. Angster, Capablanca auf Moskau 192308.
62. N. V. Krylenko, foreword t®dMezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir v

Moskve 1925 g.: sbornik parfinternational Chess Tournament in Moscow 1925:
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In spite of his temporary disappointment, Krylemkmained optimistic about
the future of Soviet chess, confidently predictihgt “in the coming years the Soviet
Union will find the strength to speak again on ithternational chess scen&He had
good reason to be confident; he was already coimdpatcrash program in chess
development, designed to bring a new generati@oefet players to the fore in just
ten years.

This crash program was the outcome of the secoalisgong-term facet
(training a new generation of Soviet players). Knf{o realized, correctly, that he
could not pin his hopes on the politically unrel@Bogoliubov, while the politically
impeccable Zubarev and II'in-Zhenevskii were simpbt players of world caliber.
He needed players who combined the political integi 1I'in-Zhenevskii with the
excellence of Bogoliubov. To this end he would éoshe development of a new
generation of stronger and ideologically-depend&8oieet players.

The strategy employed by Krylenko dovetailed niceith the original goal of
political chess: inspiring the Soviet masses. Kiklewas, in effect, playing the odds.
The population had always contained potential graasters; the trick was to
introduce them to organized chess early and suppiyn with the tools they needed
to achieve their potential. From the newly empowerasses, the next Capablanca(s)
would spring.

To this end, the foreign participants were encoedagith generous

honorariums to give simuls on their free days dythe tournament, some in

63. Ibid.
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Moscow and some in Leningrad. These hugely pomyants provided a testing
ground for the new generation. A representativergta was Mikhail Moiseyevich
Botvinnik (1911-1995)

In 1925, young Botvinnik at the age of fourteen hhdady earned a
reputation in scholastic chess circles. He wasamby the organizer, lakov
Gerasimovich Rokhlin (1903-1995) as one in a grolughirty Leningrad players
competing in a simul against the World Champiorp&sanca. This simul was the
event of the season in Leningrad. When Rokhlirpted@ed Botvinnik to give him
the news, he asked if there were any special résjugstvinnik asked for a spectator
ticket for his brother; Rokhlin rudely refused. “Beateful that you are playing,” he
advise®4

Botvinnik was grateful, although he nearly misseddpportunity. Delayed
by a row with his mother (who disapproved of cheBs}vinnik arrived late and
breathless at the Leningrad Philharmonic on NoverbeThe hall was very
crowded and already oppressively hot. Two of Botikis classmates had taken his
seat, prepared, apparently, to defend their schdwlhor if their champion did not
arrive. They reluctantly surrendered the centeghefchair to Botvinnik, but remained
perched on either side, giving unsolicited (andesded) advice throughout the

gamess

64. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseliAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 16.

65. M. M. Botvinnik,Analiticheskie i kriticheskie raboty: 1923-1941
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Botvinnik, like the other participants, was veryprassed with the world
champion, finding him self-confident and handsoBwg. Capablanca was less
impressed by his schoolboy opponent, and he fatalfierestimated the boy’s
strength. He took chances, found himself in anriofeniddle game, and had to
surrender a pawn to avoid catastrophe. The subsegndgame was Botvinnik’s to
win.86 Upon resigning, Capablanca exclaimed that in Eeyrpfayers of Botvinnik’s
caliber played in tournaments, not simuls. This veg®rted in the Soviet press as
Capablanca’s praise for his young opponent. Actudlivas a complaint. Capablanca
felt it was unsporting to include a player of ssttength in a simul. He showed his
dissatisfaction by his manner of resignation; hegwhe remaining pieces off the
board. Capablanca later praised Botvinnik’s plagnnt, but at the moment of defeat,
his manners were boorish, and his face bore aression that was “not at all
pleasant.8’

Botvinnik’s sensational victory brought him to tagention of Krylenko and
the Chess Section. Over the next decade, youngriitvand other emerging young
talents would be groomed for succésKrylenko’s cadre of future Soviet
grandmasters would eventually found what would he¥n as the Soviet school of

chess, and Botvinnik would emerge as its leader.

66. Ibid., 7-8.
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Goal Three: World Recognition

Krylenko’s third goal was part of a general dipldma@utreach program. In
the mid-1920s, the Soviet state was unleashin@ectbffensive in international
relations. Gone were the heady days of internaltidei@ance; circumstances had
changed. It was clear that no general Europeariut®o was imminent, and survival
required better relations with the West. The Seviieicame correspondingly less
ideological in their foreign relations. In 1922 tbénad been a major diplomatic
breakthrough with Germany: the Treaty of Rapathol1924, Britain grudgingly
offered the Soviets diplomatic recognition. Privatesinesses also began to establish
commercial links during the New Economic PrograriER) in the mid-1920s. The
Moscow International Chess Tournament of 1925 plaged a part in the
normalization of foreign relations. In general, tbarnament was an opportunity to
showcase a benign and cultured Moscow.

The eyes of the chess world were certainly fixed/lmscow in November
and December 1925, but it wasn’t just the chessdnitbat was interested. Major
newspapers featured detailed coverage of the tmeng its uniqueness made it
much more newsworthy than the average tournamewspapers in Europe and the
United States ran extensive, largely-positive s®odn the Moscow International
Chess Tournament of 1925. Krylenko exaggerated wkeslaimed that for hundreds
of thousands, if not millions of people all ovee tworld, the tournament made
Moscow the center of attention. But there certamfs press coverage, and it was

generally positive. Krylenko also claimed that herld would be forced to recognize
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that the Soviet Union had the cultural interest neorganizational ability necessary
to successfully undertake such an ambitious ensex§rit is difficult to know what
people did or did not recognize, but it is sigrafit that chess organizers in New York
made preliminary contacts with their counterpamt®ipscow to explore the idea that
the two cities could jointly host the next match tioee world championshifs.

Although it would ultimately come to nothing, sugh arrangement certainly made
sense in 1925, as Capablanca’s next challengewwdaty expected to be

Bogoliubov.

Capablanca may have also played an additionaimdlethering the
diplomatic goals of the tournament. Capablancamea®nly the world chess
champion; he was also an employee of the Cubandro@fice, serving since 1913
as a Commercial Counsel. Interestingly, his fisttghad been to St. Petersburg,
where he remained until he was recalled in July4791

The extent of Capablanca’s actual diplomatic resfmlities is disputed.
Secondary sources generally agreed that his duges light, but conscientiously

performed. His wife’s memoir, however, suggested ths diplomatic duties were

69. Krylenko, foreword tdezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir v Moskve
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70. Tartakovershakhmatnaia pravda.
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considerablé? If his wife’s assessment was accurate, the folgvatory may have
more than passing significance.

During the tournament, on the evening of NovembeiCapablanca met with
senior party and government officials at the hormni€rglenko, ostensibly to entertain
top Soviet officials with a special simul. The megtwas very private (in fact,
secret); there were no contemporary referencesndhe Soviet press (neither chess
nor popular), which is very curious consideringt thlhaspects of the tournament
were extensively reported and highly publicized.

Capablanca, however, told tNew York Timesorrespondent in Moscow
about the events of that evening, and he relate ih interesting detail. The World
Champion reported that twenty officials attendeslrtieeting. He also mentioned that
he won all seventeen of his games. Apparently tofiegals in attendance did not
play. Capablanca named two of them; neither Chairafahe Council of People's
Commissars, Alexei Ivanovich Rykov (1881-1938), Gmmmissar for Foreign
Affairs, Georgy Vasil'evich Chicherin (1872-193@)ayed in the simul, although
both were clearly present. The third non-playinficatl, unfortunately, was not
named. It might have been Stalin (who was not axp&ayer), but it could not have

been Trotskii. Capablanca specifically said thatdggetted Trotskii’'s absence, as

72. Edward Winter, “The Genius and the Princeddarch 14, 2012),
http://www.chesshistory.com/winter/extra/capablaga.html (accessed June 13,
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Trotskii’'s reputation as a strong chess player kvesvn to him?3 Apparently
Capablanca did not realize that Trotsky was alreadlye political wilderness.

Did diplomatic/commercial discussions take placevieen Capablanca and
Soviet officials? There was no documentary recbudl circumstances certainly
suggested the possibility. But if there were disauss, little came from them. Formal
diplomatic relations with Cuba were not establishetll 1943, long after even the
United States had relented and granted recognifioere’s no disputing, however,
that Soviet officials understood and hoped to biefreim the more general
diplomatic value of the Moscow International Ch&ssirnament of 1925.

EchoingShakhmatnyi listdk hope that Lasker, in 1924, would tell the chess
world what he had seen Soviet Rugsithe Soviets now hoped that the foreign
participants in Moscow 1925 would report their exgrece in glowing terms. Many
of them did. Richard Réti, whose hypermodern cligssries Krylenko had praised
as revolutionary, seemed to understand the spipblitical chess better than many of
the other players. At the tournament’s conclusiawrote: “I'm happy to be in a
country where chess is the people's game. The rmasteare that they are creating

for the masses rather than for closed circlesableto realize their full potential®
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The sole United States participant, Frank Marskalbte: “The Russians were
very enthusiastic about u&’During the tournament, Marshall’s patience waglgor
tried by Professor D’iakov and his team of psycgdts. A journalist related: “In
Moscow 1925, | was present when psychiatrists \Wwargling out questionnaires to
the participants. Marshall recoiled from the hdeitask of filling his out. ‘No, no,’
he protested. ‘Come after the tournamentBut aside from the psychologists’
distractions, he was happy with the tournamentvaamny satisfied with his result (he
finished fourth). Years later he wrote: “I still e#ea comfortable smoking jacket that
was presented to me during the [Moscow] tournéy.”

Emanuel Lasker, the German ex-world champion, wasdy on record with
positive observations about political chess afterl924 trip, praising the passion and
creativity of Soviet players. In 1925, Lasker hadrg reason to be satisfied with his
second place finish at Moscow, especially sincenbisesis, Capablanca had only
finished third. Lasker, unlike many of his peeradtan intellectual life outside of
chess, and his politics were vaguely leftist. Altgb he would not return for a
decade, Lasker continued to speak well of Moscadvramained a sympathetic

friend of the Soviet Union.
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Tartakover also applauded the triumph of politedass in the Soviet Union.

In a work exploring innovations in opening theamyroduced or tested at Moscow
1925, he congratulated Krylenko for formulating treatest theoretical innovation of
all: chess for the masses. Tartakover also gralgigsnted out that, while he fully
understood that he was playing for the benefihefrhasses, the Russian people more
than returned the favor with their admiration anditality, both of which far
surpassed anything he had ever seen in his c&r€artakover and the Soviet state
held one another in mutually high regard; many aftdkover’s books (he was

prolific) were translated and printed by the Ch&sstion’s publishing houses.

Capablanca’s assessment of Moscow 1925 was maiakrHe admired the
position achieved by chess in Soviet society. He asonished and impressed by the
popularity of chess in Russt&But speaking of the tournament itself, he was less
charitable.

In an interview in Berlin shortly after the tournam, Capablanca spoke of his
experiences with his usual diplomatic reserve: ‘@lthe tournament participants
were pleasantly surprised by the extraordinarywsiism for chess displayed by all
levels of the Russian populatioft. But there was more on Capablanca’s mind than

chess fever. Taking a slightly ominous tone, he alsted: “As to the techniques and

79. Tartakovershakhmatnaia pravda-4.
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methods of the Moscow tournament, | will refraim floe time being from making
any judgments in this respecég”

By the time he was back in Cuba, he was no lorgfeaining from making
judgments. In article written for a Cuban newspa@apablanca blamed his
disappointing finish on poor playing conditions:

The tournament was organized by the Soviet govenhaepartment

in charge of all matters related to chess, in atweoth the directors of

the Moscow Chess Club. The committee responsilldifecting and

organizing the tournament was composed of younglmeesnwho,

although enthusiastic and eager to do this welievacking in

experience. The result was deficient organizateregards the needs

of players for showing all that they were capalflproducing . . . .

| imagine that some of the other masters left Masttonking the

same as | did; that is, they were very gratefubfeing well received

and well treated, but at the same time were vegygd not to have

been able to show their true powéts.
In fairness to Capablanca, the context for thelartvas his ongoing ambition to
fundamentally alter chess: refashioning the boartern-by-ten squares and adding a
pair of new pieces. This was necessary, Capablaagatained, because chess had
been played out; Capablanca, who claimed he coald dt will with any master, had
achieved perfection. But, after Moscow 1925, he wdke awkward position of
justifying his scheme when the world had seenithé&d of his perfection. So, to

salvage his project, he blamed his shortcomingsrnspecified problems with the

playing conditions.
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Certainly there were problems: the heat and hugnafiFountain Hall has
already been mentioned; the huge crowds that feltbthie action inside the Second
House of Soviets were not always silent; the pmessno the foreign participants to
give simuls on their free days was tiring; thersita of the participants in the simuls
may have been unfair; the psychological testin@mfessor D'iakov and his team
was intrusive; the filming of the movie, “Chess EEvadded an element of spectacle
to the event that made some of the tournamentcgaatits uncomfortable. But even if
the playing conditions were not ideal, all the jgliesywere subject to them equally.

If any of Capablanca’s grousing reached Krylenkeyauld hardly have
concerned him. He had gotten most of what he wainbea the foreign specialists.
He was publicly confident that when next they nitetjould be on more equal terms.

But in the meantime, there was work to be dondortresses to be stormed.
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Chapter Eight

Expansion and Retrenchment

The years immediately after the Moscow 1925 toumranwere a time of both
expansion and retrenchment for Soviet chess. Opdtical front, the overriding
issue confronting Krylenko and the Chess Sectios tlva question of power:
specifically, who would control Soviet chess? Témue had been partially decided at
the Third Congress in 1924, which saw the triumppaditical chess, the ascendency
of Moscow, and the elevation of Krylenko to leadigrsof Soviet chess. To ensure
his victory in that fight, Krylenko had made commmause with the workers’ chess
organizations in the All-Union Central Council ofale Unions. By the end of 1925,
however, Krylenko’s Chess Section was determinezhtbthis dual power and take
full control over all aspects of Soviet chess.

Control of Soviet workers’ chess would have impotrtamifications as the
Soviets began a contentious courtship with workehs'ss organizations in the West.
Relations with world bourgeois chess, however,ptied as Soviet chess turned
inward to a large extent, nurturing its new gerieraind preparing to meet the
bourgeois West again when conditions were morerédlte. By the late 1920s, the
cautious emergence from isolation was framed bytbblem of the renegade
players and relations with international workefsess.

In early December 1925, during the waning dayfiefiloscow International
Tournament, Krylenko presided over the Fourth Atlibh Chess Congress. The

Fourth Congress was not as dramatic as the Thingj@ss (1924), which had seen
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the triumph of political chess (see Chapter Siu},\btally important decisions on
matters of organization, policy and power were made¢he end of December the
Congress issued an official report. It was lengtietailed and very revealing,
providing an outline of the issues that would dcoatenthe Soviet chess organization
in the second half of the 1920s.

Seventy-four delegates (fifty-seven voting delegateurteen non-voting
observers, and a handful of foreigners) gatherédascow for the Fourth Congress.
A presidium was elected, consisting of Krylenko owdtosely controlled the
proceedings and chaired the important debates; S&@menovich Levman (1896-
1943), a well-known problemist (composer of chasblems) who oversaw the
developing relations with international workersesl; and II'in-Zhenevskii, who
played little part in the Congress—included inphesidium, perhaps, for the sake of
appearanceé.

The delegates were, collectively, a much diffeggoup than the delegates
who had attended the pivotal Third Congress in 1924 Third Congress had
included relatively few political delegates—delegaivho understood the objectives of
the labor movement, not to mention the politicahifecations of Soviet cultural and

educational efforts. The Fourth Congress presaqiéd a different picture. Most of

1. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"ezd” AN-Union Chess-
Checkers Congress] (December 1925), GARF, fond,7&316’ 21, delo 1-a, list 4.
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the delegates were closely associated with the tnatbns and workers’ clubs, and
they were well-versed in the themes and problenpobtical work?

The ascension of this politically astute group waseflection of the marked
increase in the size of the labor chess commuitis growth, under the auspices of
the All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions (theion clubs now had more than
45,000 members), drove the organizational concarttsee Congressin fact, some
delegates felt that recruitment of workers intaé&anion clubs had become almost
too successful, and they expressed concern aatkeof central control over the
clubs. “Dizzy with success,” some called for a tenapy halt to worker recruitment
while the organizational structures were put inxe that would ensure central
control# In the end, no such moratorium resolution wasqidsut that a recruitment
moratorium was even debated shows how seriouslistigus of control were taken.

In general, the Fourth Congress addressed theiagg@mal problems in
workers’ chess by increasing the reach of Kryleskdhess Section. It was decided
that the organizational issues stemmed from comeation problems between the
Chess Section and the All-Union Central Council'afde Unions. The Congress’
solution was the interposition of another levebafeaucracy—the Chess
Commission—which would serve as an intervening Hoetyween the Chess Section

and the All-Union Central Council of Trade Unioitfie Chess Commission became

2. Ibid., list 1.
3. Ibid., list 4.
4. Ibid., list 8.
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the highest governing body dedicated only to ove@rgpworkers’ chess. It was
staffed by All-Union Chess Section personnel uriderdeadership of Levman, and it
was directly responsible to Krylenko.

Expanding the reach of the Chess Section into itlegye was also addressed,
but only in passing. The relatively weak positidrtloess among the peasantry was
acknowledged and lamented, but there were no for@salutions passed or new
initiatives proposed. There was only a rather vaguggestion that peasant chess
might prosper concurrently with chess in the mijitaThe reasoning was that since
most young male peasants cycled through the nyilitamcentrating effort on
promoting chess in the military would also servéentocoduce chess into the villages.
Until the late 1920s, this anemic approach to ranass remained the norm.

The pressing need to take control of chess in tieamg (both the army and
navy) was given a close scrutiny at the Congrelss.r@tionale for including chess in
the military program had not changed since 1920nwheas formulated by Il'in-
Zhenevskii (see Chapter Four). The case was easgake; chess is essentially a
military conflict in the form of a game. The Fou@longress acknowledged that chess
was already popular in the military, especially aqofficers, but it was lagging
among the rank and file. In addition to dissemomatthere was also a critical

guestion of control. Chess, like any other cultimélative, was guaranteed the

5. Ibid., listy 19-20.

6. Ibid., list 3.
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correct political component only under the direatnenand of the appropriate
political organs.

Having established the political jurisdiction oét@hess Section over military
chess, the report devoted several pages to magdatuery specific detail the
manner in which the Chess Section’s program woaldiplemented, even including
a calendar of military chess eveh#lthough he relinquished his military command
years before, Krylenko still had considerable iafiae in the military.

The need for better quality and wider disseminatibofficial chess
publications was also on the Fourth Congress’ agefilde two official publications
(Shakhmatnyi listoknd64) were deemed satisfactory, and they were retaifiael.
former would continue to serve more advanced ptayle latter was ordered to
emphasize chess for the masxes.

Although the official publications were deemed Saittory, the chess
columns in the general press—national and locale\weavily criticized in debaté.
The national press, the Congress decided, shoyldhpee attention to public chess
life, especially workers’ chess. To this end, tlen@ress demanded the opening of a
permanent chess columnfnavdaand instructed the Chess Section to work out the

details with the editors. (Interestingly, while Kegyko was comfortable dictating

7. Ibid., list 24.
8. Ibid., listy 24-28.
9. Ibid., list 8.

10. Ibid., list 9.
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terms to the military, he seemed somewhat lessammifwith the editors dPravda)
Congress also directed that regular chess colupesaa in the provincial press, and
they should focus on local players and regionahtsd-inally, Congress instructed
the Chess Section to step up its own publishinigiies. The Congress wanted more
chess books, pamphlets and special editions rgladispecific events,

Also on the agenda was the need for a uniform sysfeclassification for
players as they moved through the ranks. The meathodtegorizing players
inherited from the Old Regime was haphazard andrarnp. The Congress wanted a
clearly delineated system of ranks, from beginoeggrandmaster, spelled out and
codified12

Thorny questions concerning international ches®waso debated at the
Fourth Congress. At immediate issue was the postgfdhe All-Union Chess Section
regarding participation in the Workers’ Chess In&ional and the closely associated
German Workers’ Chess Union. The chairman of thek&fs’ Chess International
(henceforthsShakhinteri, Kurt Spiegel, and Alfred Glaser, the head of@@man
Workers’ Chess Union (henceforth, German Unionyenmth present at the
Congress3 The larger problem of the proper relationship lestw Soviet and

Western chess framed the debate, which was lergithgometimes contentious.

11. Ibid., listy 28-29.
12. Ibid., list 6.
13. Ibid., list 3-4.
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The questions surrounding international competiti@ne complicated,
nuanced and very politically sensitive. KrylenkenBelf presided over the debate. In
his opening statement, he reiterated the generaéSarinciple of nonparticipation in
bourgeois chess organizations. He reminded thgdks that in 1924, the invitation
from the new World Chess Federation (FIBH)ad been curtly declined by the
Chess Sectioff Founded in Paris in 1924 under the slogan, “weoagepeople,”
FIDE committed the crime of political neutralityhweh masked support for the
bourgeois status quo. FIDE had sent its invitaioresponse to Vainshtein’s
application for membership. In fact, Vainshteirdigdtion with this bourgeois body
was used against him in the coup by the advocéteslitical chess at the Third
Congress in 1924 (see Chapter Six). Now the Chestsof’s subsequent refusal to
accept the FIDE invitation was held up as proahef Chess Section’s ideological
purity. FIDE would subsequently be routinely rideah in Soviet publications as a
decadent organization—weak and pathetic compartgkteigorous mass movement
of workers’ ches$

Ideological purity aside, Krylenko had a problens. éhe component of his

program to train Soviet players, he needed to afteem (limited) access to

14. FIDE is the acronym for the French name ofdifgganization: Fédération
internationale des échecs.

15. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"ezgfy|11-12.

16. S. Levman, “Pod znakom upadka: o tak hazyvaefaemirnom
Shakhmatnom Soiuze™ [In an Atmosphere of Declifiee So-Called “World Chess
Federation”],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjukggust 30, 1926, 1-2.
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international bourgeois players and tournamentss, Tf course, was one of the
motivations that led him to risk the ideologicallgngerous flirtation with bourgeois
chess that was inherent in hosting a major inteynak tournament. Both the Soviet
participation in bourgeois tournaments like Badext&n 1925 (Rabinovich had
participated with Krylenko’s blessing) and, esplygjdahe hosting of Moscow 1925
had received protests from the German Workers’ £hbkgon, which had a strict
policy of zero tolerance for interactions with bgeiois chess (see Chapter Seven).
But Krylenko assured the Congress that Sovietipaliauthorities had endorsed the
Chess Section’s creative interpretation of the dgainst contact with bourgeois
chess. Only deviationists on the left, Krylenkamaed, would deny the importance of
controlled interactions with the bourgeois chegmboizations. A huge store of
knowledge, experience and technology had accunauiatéhe bourgeois coffers, and
it was the cultural birthright of the workers. Rat@rian culture must claim, assimilate
and surpass the achievements of bourgeois sciacaré’ Krylenko could buttress
his argument for assimilating bourgeois cultureghgting the ultimate authority—
Lenin:

Marxism has won its historic significance as theoldgy of the revolutionary

proletariat because, far from rejecting the mo&iatale achievements of the

bourgeois epoch, it has, on the contrary, assiedland refashioned

everything of value in the more than two thousaeary of the development
of human thought and cultue.

17. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"ezdfy|11-12.

18. V. I. Lenin, “On Proletarian Culture,” icenin’s Collected Workdrans.
Julius Katzer, vol. 3{Moscow: Progress Publishers, 1965), 316.
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After Krylenko’s opening speech, Kurt Spiegel, chadithe Shakhintern
spoke to the Congress. His tone was comradelyhamwdas willing to paper over the
ideological divide on the issue of contacts on geors chess. He was very anxious
to recruit the Soviets into the organization. Splegpoke at length on the history of
the ShakhinternHe pointed out that in Germany—unlike Russia, relpgoletarian
chess emerged only after the Revolution—workersssitlubs were already in
existence by 1902. Many of these worker’s chedsscleere loosely affiliated with
the Social Democrats. A decade later, the Germark®v® Chess Union was born in
Nuremberg in 19129 After the Great War, workers’ clubs had also sgrup in
Austria, Switzerland, Czechoslovakia, Hungary amshidark. The task of linking
these sundry clubs into an international orgarozratell to the Germans. In April
1923, a small international workers’ tournamentiamburg hosted players from
Germany, Austria, Czechoslovakia, Switzerland ardrBark. A meeting during the
tournament led to the establishment of the Workéhgss International, or
Shakhinternas the Soviets called it. Its mission was toeuttie various workers’
chess organizations that had emerged in CentraEastkrn Europe. A German
Social-Democrat, Kurt Spiegel, was elected presidenlitically, the Worker’'s Chess
International contained a variety of different otmlist tendencies, but it identified

itself in general terms with the international gtakrian class struggfé.

19. Robert Elshleger, “25 let rabochego shakhmatrivizheniia v Germanii”
[25 Years of the Workers’ Chess Movement in Gernpad. Shakhmaty i shashki v
rabochem klubeMarch 5, 1928, 2.

20. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"ezidt’12.
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Theinternationalworkers’ chess movement had long desired and sought
Soviet participation, but earlier attempts to elssalrelations had all gone awry. As
early as 1920, before the creation of 8fakhinternthe German Union had
attempted to contact II'in-Zhenevskii. The Germaad heard about his chess
initiative, but their inquiries had come duringdlmpreparations for the 1920 Soviet
Championship (see Chapter Five), and II'in-Zhenews&s too busy to respordl.

The Soviets had also been invited to participatbenHamburg Congress, which
launched th&hakhinternUnfortunately, the invitation had been directed t
Vainshtein’'s Chess Federation. The apolitical Clresteration had no interest in
joining a patently political organization, and theitation was ignored? After the

Third All-Union Chess Congress in 1924 saw thentipi of political chess and its
incorporation into the Soviet government, commutiacawas finally established.

The Shakhinterrinvited Soviet participation in a Workers’ Chedgrpiad in 1925,
and the invitation was accepted. Unfortunatelghatlast moment German authorities
denied entry to the Soviet team. In a commentarthmepisode, Levman ridiculed
the Germans for imagining sedition in a delegatibohess players. Perhaps, Levman

mocked, “they imagined Bolsheviks lurking inside tthess knights?3

21. A. F. IIin-ZhenevskiiMezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie
i Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsfiaternational Working-Class Chess Movement and
the Soviet Chess Organization] (Moscow: Fizkul'tutarizm, 1931), 12-13.

22. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S”ezidt’13.

23. S. Levman, “Shakhmaty i Bol'shevistskie baysi[lChess and the
Bolshevik Basillus]64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjuhay 30, 1925, 1-2.

173



More recently, however, concerns about the Soviess organization were
being raised, not by the German government, bberdity some elements in the
Shakhinterrand the organization with which it was looselylefed: the Lucerne
Sport International. At issue was the Soviet refahip with bourgeois chess
organizations. The immediate controversy centerethe 1925 Moscow
International Tournament, which was concluding asthe Fourth Congress got
underway. In fact, Spiegel was attending the Caggri@ part, to investigate the issue
of Soviet participation in bourgeois chess. Indpsech, however, Spiegel declared
himself entirely satisfied with the Soviet positidte diplomatically suggested that in
countries like Germany, where the struggle wabkestiblving, contact with bourgeois
chess organizations ought to be avoided. Howendhe Soviet Union, where the
workers and peasants had already emerged victohoilding on the achievements
of bourgeois chess to lift the cultural level oé thorkers was permissible. The
principal position of th&hakhinterrwas that workers’ chess was one of the weapons
in the fight of the international working class s capitalism and imperialis@i.
Since this was the Soviet position as well, Spisgéd, neither he nor tf&hakhintern
could have any fundamental objection to Sovietigagtion.

After a period of debate, the Congress, likewisantl no doctrinal objection
to participation in th&hakhinternThe All-Union Chess Section was directed to

negotiate Soviet entry as soon as possile.addition, the Congress proactively

24. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"ezidfy112-14.

25. Ibid., list 34.
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adopted a series of resolutions intended to reg¢enad clarify the somewhat cloudy
Soviet position regarding contacts with bourgebisss.

After reiterating the core argument justifying pickl chess—that chess was a
powerful weapon in the battle to raise the cultleaél of the workers—it was
resolved that Soviet participation in other pralieta organizations, in order to
monitor and, if necessary, correct their politicahtent, was a necessary part of the
mission of Soviet chess. However, since chess dprednt had historically taken
place as a part of bourgeois culture, it was akpeéient to have careful, monitored,
limited contact with bourgeois chess. The compéeigusion of all contact with the
bourgeoisie was an extreme and self-defeatingipasit

Based on these principles, the following activies=re deemed permissible.
First, the use of Western chess manuals and apat®prganizational techniques for
the purpose of promoting workers’ clubs was acd#pté&econd, Soviet players were
allowed to compete in bourgeois chess tournamdmtad, but only with the blessing
of the Chess Section and only for the purposeaiittg themselves and enriching
Soviet chess culture. Third, for the same purpsgh@second, the Soviet chess
organization may, from time to time, sponsor inéional events. But this highly
sensitive task must only be conducted by the C8estion, which would have
complete control over all aspects of the competjtincluding the right to determine

which players, foreign and Soviet, were invitegh&ticipatezt

26. Ibid., listy 32-33.
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The consequences of the decision to joinShakhinterrrequire a lengthy
treatment; they are the subject of the next chdftkapter Nine). The trajectory of
the other principal initiatives of the Fourth Coegs (expanding workers’ chess,
penetration into the villages, organization in thiétary, improvement of chess
journalism, and the need for a uniform system assification) are discussed in more
detail below.

The continuing campaign to take chess to the feastavas highlighted by a
letter published 4. Party member, worker and volunteer chess orgarfazeon
Pavlov, detailed the way he had introduced chesshis factory in the southwestern
city of Tambov. In the autumn of 1924, Pavlov, agton directives from the Third
Congress (see Chapter Six), set up a chess bolngchtand invited his comrade
workers to play. A curious crowd gathered; a fewldalready play, some were just
curious, but many others were eager to learn. Wihiew weeks, chess had become
the factory’s primary lunch break activity. Soohalailable chess sets were in use
every day. Because there were more potential @ahan sets, some of the games
were played in consultation—contested between gro@iplayers with a great deal of
enthusiasm and humor.

Pavlov claimed that the benefits of factory chessevmmediately obvious.
The chess players returned to work in the aftermmetnreshed and alert, while the
workers who slept or loafed during lunch were tieed sluggish. Pavlov also

observed that many workers had begun playing didssme. Chess, he said, was
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replacing coarser pastimes in the workers’ apartrbeiidings. In Tambov, he
proudly concluded, “chess is becoming a proletag@ame.?’

Anecdotal evidence notwithstanding, workers’ chéss centerpiece of the
Krylenko’s work in the All-Union Chess Section, eéxg@nced continuing growing
pains. The Fourth All-Union Congress had discussgédnizational problems in
workers’ chess and addressed the issue by addewgleof bureaucracy: the Chess
Commission (see above). In 1929, very similar proid persisted. Krylenko defined
the issue in his speech to the Seventh All-UniondCess in Moscow in 1929. By
that time, growth in the workers’ organizations Issalled at about 125,000 members.
Current human and material resources were hardggulds service this membership,
and the Chess Section was not well-positioned tieriake the extensive
organizational work required to bring more workiete the clubs. The problem,
Krylenko explained, was that the strata of worla@ready organized had been the
easiest; they were the “technical intelligentsiaskilled workers. Naturally,
organizers had followed the path of least resigambe workers left unorganized
were the lower proletarians—unskilled workers. hyl&nko’s words, “chess playing
requires certain skills of thinking and certaindbsvof culture, which, owing to the
circumstances beyond our control, is still insuéic in the hosts of the working

class.?8 This was all rather curious when you consider thatpolitical task of chess

27. Simon Pavlov, letter to the editor, in “Na zd&o v derevne,64.
Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kluldarch 30, 1926, 1-2.

28. “Protokol zasedaniia plenuma Soveta shakhmsitiashechnykh sektsii
VSFK Soyuznykh Respublik” [Minutes of the PlenamgsSion of the Council of
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was ostensibly to uplift the cultural level of therkers. In an attempt to mend this
inconsistency, Krylenko admonished the Congreskelegate more resources to the
lower strata of workers, while at the same timenpsing that the trade unions would
be ordered to direct more attention to enhancihgraaspects of the cultural lives of
these neglected workers, thus rendering them neaeptive to ches®.

The embryonic effort to take chess into the cowsitig was represented by
another letter published 84, which described an initiative taken in the coysitte.

A Red Army veteran from the village of Semeikin,Zakharov, detailed how he
introduced chess into his village in response ¢oGhess Section’s directive to take
chess to the peasants.

Zakharov learned chess during his eight yearsrofcein the Red Army, and
he had become an avid player. He was discharg&82s, and he returned to his
home village, where most of the peasants had reamesr heard of chess. Undaunted,
he taught the game to some young people and hadosganized an enthusiastic
chess circle. A small sum was obtained from thall&oviet to procure the necessary
equipment and affiliate with the Chess SectioneBsty 1926, Zakharov had aroused
enough interest to stage a tournament, and he blasaaattract eighteen contestants.
The cross-table of results from the tournament evedosed in the letter and reprinted

in 64. The tournament had a strong propaganda effedtclagss was now firmly

Chess-checkers Sections VSFK Union Republics] (M&r8, 1929) GARF, fond
7576, opis’ 21, delo 3, listy 2-3.

29. Ibid., list 4.
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established in this village. Zakharov claimed tkedfits of chess in his village were
obvious: the young people had become more seramashooliganism was
considerably reducef.

But anecdotal indicators notwithstanding, politicaéss work in the rural
parts of the Soviet Union lagged far behind factanyanization, and even Chess
Section personnel pointed this out. When N. Grgyoreturned from an official fact-
finding mission for the Chess Section, he repotiad chess was firmly entrenched
and thriving in the provincial cities of EuropeandRia. He noted, however, that in
the countryside, and in the Red Army, political sheork was badly needed and
sorely lacking?! The Chess Section, through its publicatiéf,asked readers for
suggestions. One reader suggested that a vigorogsam in the Red Army would
eventually trickle down to the villages. This idgas commented on approving#y.
In 1927 at the Fifth All-Union Congress, Krylenkinessed the importance of the
work in the countryside, but conceded that the dlingct access was through the
reading rooms and other village organizations,taede were problematic. He

repeated the line, introduced at the Fourth Corsgred endorsed 84, suggesting

30. V. Zakharov, letter to the editor, in “Na zaeads derevne, 64.
Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kluldarch 30, 1926, 1-2.

31. N. Grigor’ev, “Po shakhmatnoi Rossii: putevyernetki instruktora”
[Chess across Russia: An Instructor's TravelogédsiShakhmaty i shashki v
rabochem klubeOctober 30, 1926, 2.

32. Gr. R., “O chem nam pishut” [What We Write Abjpo64. Shakhmaty i
shashki v rabochem klupklarch 30, 1926, 3.
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that that for now the most promising point of erfoychess into the villages was
through furloughed Red Army soldiess.

The urgent need for political chess work in the Realy was also noted at
the Fourth Congress, which ordered a major inigatf organizational work in the
military. A subsequent editorial B reiterated the importance of chess in the Red
Army and Navy. The usual arguments about the mdniaefits were rehashed, and
the author also repeated that since the mass gbtleers and sailors were peasants,
chess work in the military would have the addedefienf reinforcing the fledgling
efforts in the village. The editorial also warnbadwever, that chess work in the
military must be carried out by Party workers uniher control of the Chess Section
in order to ensure that it was accompanied by pipecgriate political conterst.

The issue of Red Army chess was on the agenda agthe Fifth All-Union
Congress in August 1927. By 1927, lack of money arasngoing problem in all
areas of chess work, and financial problems coraldig handicapped efforts in the
military. Krylenko had warned that the Soviet chesganizations would need to
tighten their belts; the salad days of 1925 wemr o@ircumstances required the state

to give priority to economic developmefitNow organizers were feeling the pinch.

33. “V-i Vsesoiuznoi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"eadh[All-Union Chess-
Checkers Congress] (August 1927), GARF, fond 76p&’ 21, delo 2, list 2 ob.

34. V. Russo, “V Krasnoarmeiskuiu kazarmu!” [In fRed Army Barracks!],
64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjWdarch 30, 1926, 1.

35. S. Levman, “Rezhim ekonomii i shakhmatnaia tabjiEconomizing and
Chess Work]64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kju&eptember 30, 1926, 1.
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At the Fifth Congress (1927), organizers complaitied there were simply not
adequate resources to properly propagandize imiltary. The mass events
suggested as useful propaganda by the Chess Sectitthnot be held without
proper financing from the top, and the money wadohcoming36

Marking the tenth anniversary (February 1928) efffed Army’s formation,
an editorial in64 again revisited the issue of political chess emfed Army. The
editorial noted that, while some progress had lmeade, the logistical problems were
large, and the task was still largely undone. Tditoe pointed out that one of the
anniversary slogans emphasized strengtheningrtkéé&tween the Red Army and
the workers, which suggested that workers’ orgdiuma should take the lead. They
could organize mass competitions between worketssaldiers, which would
provide much needed chess propagaidaverall, then, the plan was to let the
workers spread chess into the Red Army, and fraamthitary it would trickle down
to the village. Clearly, major, coordinated effartgshe military and the countryside
were needed.

The resolutions of the Fourth Congress regardiagtiess were energetically
acted upon. The two official publications moved iadiately to institute the changes
mandated by the Congre&hakhmatnyi listgkhe older publication based in

Leningrad, grew more sophisticated, with many tagcal articles (opening theory,

36. “V-i Vsesoiuznoi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S”e#dt{"3.

37. “Kiiubileiu Krasnoi Armii” [On the Anniversargf the Red Army]64.
Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem klubenuary 30, 1928, 1.
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endgame studies), and it analyzed games playedgartant tournaments in the
West. It began to feature a colorful cover and &elbphe more sophisticated look of
a Western chess publication. It had been publisiheceekly, but now it became a
monthly publication. There was political conterftcourse, but it was relatively
muted. In fact under Vainshtein’s substitute editge, Shakhmatnyi listokriefly

took an independent line, at one point suggestiaggome of the Chess Section’s
slogans and practices were a bit heavy-handedeXjperiment was short-lived, and
Krylenko answered the criticisms with a witherirdjterial attack on the vestiges of
apolitical chesss

The other official publicatior§4, geared itself increasingly toward a popular
audience. It was printed on cheaper newsprint, ajgpetwice a month, and featured
articles that were less theoretically advancedoticentrated on events played in the
Soviet Union and also dedicated a page or two ¢éalkars. The political content 6#
was much heavier; Krylenko himself often wrote léned editorial.

The Congress had also ordered the provincial ateasins to print local
chess news, with stories about local players acal levents. This was a tougher sell.
During the international tournament in Moscow, pnaial chess columns had
developed the habit of re-printing news directlynfrthe Moscow press. That was
understandable when the chess news was dominatée bjoscow tournament, but

now, in spite of instructions to the contrary, maapers continued to reprint the

38. Andy SoltisSoviet Chess, 1917-199efferson, NC: McFarland, 2000),
46.
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national chess news. Others had begun just pubdjshfew chess problems in lieu of
a real column. The authorities demanded humanesitstories that anyone could
enjoy. Some papers had attempted to comply, bug wew publishing columns that
were far too technical for most readers. A few papeowever, had managed to
produce locally-oriented columns with a strong hanmderest componei?.Even

with all this attention, controversy over chessalism persisted. At the Fifth
Congress in 1927, some speakers still complaingicthie two official journals were
redundant. More pointedly, there were also manyptaimts about chess columns in
the provincial press, suggesting that these colunare worse than pointless unless
they were under the control of someone well acqadiwith ches4?

Finally, the problem of uniform player classificatiwas assigned to Nikolai
Zubarev, an influential Chess Section official. Ztdy began to put together
guidelines and instructions immediately, but higlguo classification would not be
published until 1932. Afterward, there would be muaus revisions to the code, but
it would remain more or less in its original formtiithe demise of the Soviet Union.
According to Zubarev’s scheme, there were eighkireys for Soviet chess players.
In ascending order, they were: fifth, fourth, thisecond, and first categories, and
then candidate master, master and grandmastentéoféth category, one had to

score at least fifty percent in a tournament offeater than eleven unrated players.

39. V. E., “Shakhmatnye otdely v provincial'noi pat” [Chess Columns in
the Provincial Pressh4. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjWdarch 30, 1926, 1-
2.

40. “V-i Vsesoiuznoi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S”etid{"16.
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For promotion to fourth category one had to scoteast fifty percent in tournament
of not fewer than eleven fifth category players] ao on, until promotion to first
category which required seventy-five percent ieeosd category tournament.
Players who scored consistently high for two yeese awarded the title of
candidate master. The candidate master could beadaiemaster in either one of
two ways: a player must achieve at least an equaksn a fourteen game match with
an established master or compete in a tournaméntmasters and gain at least a
fifty percent score in fourteen games. The covétedof grandmaster would be
granted at the discretion of All-Union Chess SettioT he first Soviet grandmaster,
Mikhail Botvinnik, would be named in 1936. A decddter, there would be ten
grandmasters in the Soviet Unith.

These initiatives (workers’ chess, expansion ihto\illages, organization in
the military, improvement of chess journalism, atassification) were important
issues in the second half of the 1920s and waedltim 1930s. But the most important
ramifications of the Fourth All-Union Chess Congreame with the Soviet decision
to join theShakhinternThe story of the subsequent entry into intermatiovorkers’
chess and the tumultuous relationship withShakhinternis the subject of the next

chapter.

41. N. ZubarevyYoprosy kvalifikatsi[Problems of Classification] (Leningrad:
Fizkul'tura i turizm, 1932), 15-46.

42. Ernst Klein and William WinteiThe Anglo-Soviet Radio Chess Match
(London: Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons, 1947), 9.
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Chapter Nine

Soviet Chess and the Workers' Chess International

As directed by the Fourth All-Union Chess Congréss,Chess Section
conducted negotiations with the Workers’ Chessrivatonal Shakhinteri for
admission into that body. To that end, a Sovie¢giation led by S. Levman (who
would oversee the Soviet foray into internationalkers’ chess) traveled to Jena to
attend the Congress of the German Workers’ ChegsnU{@erman Union) in April
1926. A small delegation from the German Union &dended the Fourth All-Union
Chess Congress in Moscow a few months earlierGbapter Eight), and they, in
turn, invited the Soviets to attend their Congrd$e question of Soviet membership
in theShakhinterrwas on the agenda.

Levman was not particularly impressed with the Garrdnion. He noted
with disapproval that the German Union allowed vewskof all leftist affiliations to
join—Social Democrats, Communists, Independent$ exen non-party workers.
When he asked the German Communists how this wesshpe, Levman was told that
many bitter political struggles took placatsidethe Union. But since they shared the
common vision of a political role for chess, theyld easily work togethewithin the

Union2! In fact, a Communist delegate was elected chaimhdime Congress, even

1. S. Levman, “lenskii s”ezd i edinstvo rabochegakhmatnogo dvizheniia”
[The Jena Congress and the Unity of the Workerg€sSiMovementp4. Shakhmaty
i shashki v rabochem klupApril 30, 1926, 1.
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though Communists were a distinct minority, botthat Congress and in the Union
itself.2

The German Union was the leading power inShakhinternand its approval
of Soviet membership was critical. The matter wagen seriously in doubt, however,
as each resolution dealing with Soviet membershgsed easilyBut the Soviet
presence at Jena and their proposed inductiorthet®hakhinterrstill caused
enormous controversy. Tighakhinterrwas loosely associated with the Lucerne
Sport International, a branch of the cultural burefthe Socialist International. The
Lucerne Sport International had sour relations whthRed Sport International, a
division of the Communist International based inddaw and affiliated with the
Comintern? The deep suspicion and mutual animosity that edibetween the
Socialist and Communist internationals framed tbei& foray into the international
workers’ chess movement

The Lucerne Sport International and their alliethe German Union had

deep concerns about Soviet membership irStiekhinternLucerne accused the

2. Ibid., 2.
3. Ibid.

4. The proper names for these two sports organizatire the Socialist
Workers' Sport International and the Internatiokssociation of Red Sports and
Gymnastics Associations, respectively. The informaahes are less cumbersome and
widely used.
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Soviets of insincerity, of being much more integésin politics than spoftThere
was an element of truth in these accusations; ovees could hardly deny their
commitment to political chess. In fact, just a yearly, Krylenko had complained
about the opportunism that dominated in #nakhinternHe indicated that the only
proper role for Communists in such an organizatvounld be working to overcome
the opportunistic influence of the Social Demoa#&adership and turn the
organization into a weapon of international praietaclass struggleTherefore, it is
not surprising that some doubts were expressed &ouiet intentions.

The Lucerne Sport International had observerseadéma Congress, and, not
surprisingly, they saw evidence of Soviet perfidgmywhere. When the Congress
elected a Communist chairman (see above), therdeddee Lucerne group,
Wildungen, wrote a letter to the central committééhe German Union charging that
the Congress had been intimidated by the presdrtbe &oviet delegation. The letter
was intended to be confidential, but it was leak@ditraged, Levman confronted

Wildungen and demanded an explanation. Poor Wildnngaught in an awkward

5. James Riordan, “The Worker Sports MovementThe International
Politics of Sport in the Twentieth Centugd. James Riordan and Arnd Kruger (New
York: Routledge, 1999), 108.

6. N. V. Krylenko, “Shakhintern” [Chess Internatad]) 64. Shakhmaty i
shashki v rabochem klupapril 30, 1925, 1-2.

7. A. F. II'in-Zhenevskii Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i

Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsjlaternational Working-Class Chess Movement and
the Soviet Chess Organization] (Moscow: Fizkul'turarizm, 1931), 19-20.
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situation, could only concede that the Soviet datiegs had, in fact, behaved quite
properly throughout the German Workers’ Chess U@ongress.

A few months after Jena (July 1926), Levman watherroad once again, this
time traveling to Vienna. A few months earlier end it had been decided to
celebrate the Soviet admission into 8teakhinterrwith an international workers’
team tournament in Vienna. Workers’ teams from Geryn Austria, Switzerland,
and the Soviet Union were invited. The event fidakhen both Switzerland and the
Soviet Union, locked in controversy, declined & ldst minute to send teams.
However, the Soviets did participate in Bleakhinterrexecutive conference that
took place after the tournament.

The reason for the dual boycott of the competii@s political. The Lucerne
Sport International had renewed its fight agairesti& participation in the
Shakhinterrby challenging the legality of the Soviet admigsim a technicality.
Lucerne claimed that its affiliates could only atloriganizations from countries that
were members of the Lucerne Sport Internationad $bviet Union, of course, was
not a member state in the Lucerne Internationat. diderlying question, however,
was whether or not thighakhinternwas actually an affiliate of the Lucerne

International. If the Shakhintern was not an &ff#i, the objections of the Lucerne

8. Levman, “lenskii s”ezd i edinstvo rabochego $tm&tnogo dvizheniia,” 2.

9. S. Levman, “Sovetskie shakhmatisty v Avstriibfget Chess Players in
Austria], 64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjuhgy 30, 1926, 1.
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International had no weight. Lucerne claimed thate¢ was an official affiliation; the
Shakhinterrsuggested that a more casual, nonbinding reldtiprexisted.?

Lucerne also maintained that the Soviets had i@eérficom the beginning to
split theShakhinterrfrom the Lucerne Sport International, and Kryleske@marks,
cited above, were cited in support of the chargg, Bonically, it was Lucerne’s
attack on the Soviets that caused3hakhinterrto break with Lucerne. Faced with
the stark decision offered by the Lucerne Sposdrhmtional (expel the Soviets or
leave the Lucerne International), an Austrian defegummed up the pro-Soviet
position, proclaiming that if he was forced to makehoice between Lucerne
affiliation and Soviet membership, he would havsitte with the latter. The Lucerne
Sport International’s tactics had completely mesdira fact that was brought home
when the executive committee of tBhakhinterridivorced” Lucerne, resolving that
the Shakhinterrwas henceforth an autonomous organization andmgel
considered itself an associate of the Lucerne Sptatnationak! That should have
been the end of the matter.

Lucerne Sport International’s anti-Soviet campalgmyever, was not over. In
desperation, Lucerne played the “bourgeois chesk’cBhe Soviets, Lucerne
claimed, had a long and sordid history of flirtatiith bourgeois chess; Moscow
1925 tournament had been only the most egregiagsasm The most recent affront,

Lucerne charged, had come immediately after theeBowere accepted into the

10. Ibid., 2.

11. Ibid.
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ShakhinternReturning home from Jena, the Soviet delegatazhvhisited Riga in
bourgeois Latvia and played a team match with @@ilns. Lucerne termed this
match a “betrayal of the workers’ cause,” and citexts one more demonstration of
the necessity of excluding the Soviets from $takhinterti2

Outraged, Levman vigorously refuted the charge @daliberate and vile
slander. Members of the Russian team had only glaylew offhand games against
the Latvians at a reception hosted by the Sovidtassador. There was no match, no
formal completion, and no violation 8hakhinterrrules. In support of his version of
events, Levman produced the chairman of the LatWankers’ Sports Union (which
was, itself, an affiliate of the Lucerne Sport migtional), who corroborated the
Russian version of the incide¥tThe executive committee of tihakhintern
resolved that the Soviets had behaved properlytt@ndchatter was officially closed.

The Shakhinterrexecutive committee then devoted its attentiotiéonext
international team tournament to be held in spti®87 in Berlin. Two attempts to
hold an international workers’ tournament had baesuccessful (the first time the
Soviets were turned back at the frontier [see ah@e more recently both the
Soviets and the Swiss had boycotted), but nowheritird attempt, they hoped to

unveil a truly international workers’ tournamenlamhing ahead, the executive

12. I'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsi20.

13. Ibid., 20-21.

14. Levman, “Sovetskie shakhmatisty v Avstrii,” 2.
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committee also placated the Soviet delegation &tibrting from the Lucerne Sport
International’s attacks) by agreeing on Moscowhasténtative site for the next
tournament in 192&

The 1927 Berlin tournament should have been a buggnizational triumph
for international workers’ chess. Teams represgntiarkers from Germany, Austria,
the Soviet Union, Switzerland, Denmark, Latvia, @reslovakia, and Hungary
competed. But the seeds of discord, sown by Lucevaee already germinating. The
Soviets won an overwhelming success in the tourngmeath II'in-Zhenevskii
leading the team, the Soviets dominated. This nhgkt been an occasion for
hailing the emergence of a new leading light inkeos’ chess. It could have been an
opportunity to celebrate a great triumph in workehgess for the world’s first
workers’ state. But Soviet domination was viewethveixtreme irritation. The other
participants criticized the participation of II'ilhenevskii (famous for his victory
over Capablanca in 1925) and the other mastergitrgilayers on the team,
wondering, perhaps, which factories employed thEme. official results noted that
the “Russians” won. Protests from the Soviets, iaggthat they were a Soviet (not a
Russian) team, were curtly ignor&dThis did not bode well.

The Soviets also had complaints: in addition teeotipg to being described as

a “Russian” team, they also decried the failuréhefShakhinterrieadership to take

15. Ibid., 2-3.

16. II'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsi2-23.
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advantage of the plethora of working chess playeBerlin by holding a general
conference in the wake of the tournament. II'in-Aéxeskii was convinced that the
absence of a general conference was a defensiveuviarnby anti-Soviet elements in
the Shakhinterrwho feared that the Soviets would dominate anggdrconference
held at that time. A small executive congress wad,thowever, and the tentative
decision to hold the next workers’ tournament (argeneral congress) in Moscow
was officially confirmed. The event was scheduledJuly 1928.” The issue had
been subject of protracted and contentious debatamnies of the Soviet Union were
well organized, and they constituted a large bugywminority at the Congress.
Nonetheless, winning the opportunity to host tiwend constituted a major coup for
Soviet ches$8

Soviet organizers in Moscow were eager to makertbst of the proposed
1928 event. In order to realize the maximum vabtudHheir investment, the Supreme
Council for Physical Culture, (the parent organamabf Krylenko’s All-Union Chess
Section) decided to follow JulyShakhinterrevents with an International Workers’
Sports Festival in August, which would be organiaed hosted by the Red Sport

International® Whether or not this was a deliberate provocaitonas akin to

17. Ibid., 23-24.

18. S. Levman, “Kongress Shakhinterna v Moskve” {iéos’ Chess
International Congress in Moscove4. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjiay
20, 1928, 1.

19. II'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsii2g.
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waving a red flag in the face of the Lucerne Spadrnational and its allies in the
ShakhinternPredictably, Lucerne sprang into action with @eseof vehement
protests and obstructionist maneuvers.

First, Lucerne banned any of its affiliates frommtjggating in the Red Sport
International’s events. This was hardly a surpiftag.then Lucerne announced that it
considered th&hakhinterrtournament and congress part of the Red Intemealts
Sports Festival, and on that basis orderedstiekhinterrto boycott the ever#. This
latter move was dubious for two reasons. Firstiweeevents, although held
consecutively, were clearly separate events. Budrs® and more to the point, the
Vienna conference, where tBdakhinterrhad declared its independence from
Lucerne, formally ended any relationship betweentito organizations. Lucerne had
no authority over th&hakhinternThe Soviets immediately sprang to the defense of
the Shakhinterncharging a gross interference by Lucerne innkernal affairs of the
Shakhintern

Nevertheless, the protests from Lucerne found somgpathy among some
elements in th&hakhinternAn executive meeting was held at the end of 1827
discuss Lucerne’s objections; the Soviets weraemiesented “for some technical
reasons?! Taking advantage of the Soviet boycott, anti-Sodedegates persuaded

the conference to resolve that the Mosca8hsikhinterrchess events must not

20. Ibid.

21. Levman, "Kongress Shakhinterna v Moskve,” 1.
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coincide with the Red International’s Sports Festhostensibly due to the danger
that the latter might overshadow the forréer.

The Soviets weren’t taken in by the contrived erdas the resolution, and
they were furious. As the Soviets pointed out,tiih@ events in question were already
scheduled consecutively; they did not coincide.réfoge, the resolution had no
practical value except as a provocation by antikdalements in th8hakhintern
The Soviets very pointedly reminded the Shakhintieat the timing of the Sports
Festival was an internal matter and, therefordagdy far outside the purview of
Shakhinterr?3 The Soviets sent spirited protests to all ofdbentries in the
Shakhinternreceiving favorable responses from Germany, Aaisind Switzerland.
These chapters of ttghakhinterragreed to rescind the resolutign.

In view of the controversy, yet another executiveeting of theShakhintern
was held in Vienna in late April 1928 (just a fevomths before the scheduled
opening of the Moscow events) in order to offigiaktscind the offensive resolution.
This time the Soviets patrticipated. TBkeakhinterrbacked down in the face of the
angry Soviet reaction and the sympathy shown byneéShakhinterraffiliates. The
objectionable resolution about the timing of theddaw events was duly retracted.

Other contentious issues were also resolved. Tteefdathe Moscow International

22. II'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsi2b-26.

23. Ibid., 26.

24. Levman, "Kongress Shakhinterna v Moskve,” 1.
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Workers’ Tournament and Congress was fixed for 3edy, a full month before the
Red International’s Sports Festival. The organaratf the tournament was
approved, as was the agenda for the congress.udgebfor the events was also
discussed, approved and adopted. The obstaclde@i®cthe Lucerne Sport
International had apparently been overcome. Evergtbeemed back on tragk.

But all was not as it seemed. Having failed intthntal assault, Lucerne
and its allies within th&hakhinterrcontinued to work behind the scenes to sabotage
the upcoming Moscow international workers’ tournatrend congress. Three weeks
before the event's scheduled opening, only Austaid confirmed its participation.

All eyes were on the German Union. At this critigaicture, the Germans declared
that the budget for the event, already agreed updwstria, was unsatisfactory. The
German Union would not participate without a subssh budgetary revision. Faced
with what amounted to a general boycott, the Sewsatv no alternative but to cancel
the event® A terse note appeared in the July 5 editiof4fannouncing that the
MoscowShakhinterrcongress and international workers’ chess tournaumed been
postponed indefinitely for technical reas@nh3his short statement was inserted
below a stock story about workers’ chess in Tutabpbly replacing an intended to

article about the opening of the Congress. The €Bestion seemed to have been

25. Ibid.

26. II'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsii2v.

27. “Kongress Shakhinterna” [Workers’ Chess Intaomal Congressp4.
Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem klubdy 5, 1928, 1.
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surprised by the failure of the event. The afteckkdrom the cancellation were
intense.

In Germany, the decision to boycott the Moscow élexshto violent
infighting, as the political tensions that forcée tancellation of the Moscow event
played out inside the German Union. The Germang w@on in total disarray; a civil
war raged between Communists and Social DemocrateiGerman Union, with
chapters and individuals expelled willy-nilly. TBecial-Democrats charged that the
Soviet chess organization was behind the confhet-rbaster villain intent on
orchestrating the spl€ Anti-Soviet elements gained the upper hand, and in
December the German Union formally expelled thdiBetubs, which were
dominated by German Communists.

The expulsion of the German Communists producdthgogeaction from the
Soviet Chess Section. At the end of the 1928, thee® strongly condemned the
split in the German Union and demanded the reiastant of the expelled chapters.
They placed the blame squarely on opportunist $8&enocrats in the German
Union who were intent on pursuing division and freemtation. Their intention was
obvious; as direct agents of the bourgeoisie, ghetfed to weaken the class

solidarity of the workers?

28. II'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsi2zo-30.

29. “Pod znakom raskola” [In an Atmosphere of $plitt. Shakhmaty i
shashki v rabochem kluppecember 20, 1928, 1.
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The Soviets justified their intervention in thedmal affairs of the German
Union, pointing out that the German Union was alileg force inside the
Shakhinternand the Soviets were a member of that body. Whsthe Soviet
justification for demanding the reinstatement & Berlin Communists. They further
demanded an end to all separatist and anti-pra@etaolicies of the German Union.
Above all, they demanded a review of the actionthefGerman Union by the
Shakhinterr#0

The war of words escalated when the official pudilan of the German
Union, theArbeiter Schachzeitungesponded sharply to the Soviet charges at the
beginning of 1929. The German complaints agairesSihviets were threefold. First,
the Germans placed the blame for the July 1928etiation of the Moscow
international workers’ tournament and congress yan the “Russians.” The
Germans sarcastically suggested that perhaps tb&dRs should focus on bourgeois
tournaments (like Moscow 1925), and leave the argdion of workers’ tournaments
to organizations that were actually dedicated éoviorkers’ causét

Continuing on the theme of bourgeois cooperatioa second German
complaint repeated the older charges, such aswhé&h” with the bourgeois
Latvians (see above). Now, however, they addedatwest—Russian problemists

(composers of chess problems) were accused ofamgplublishing their

30. Ibid., 1-2.

31. A. Klinke, “Rickblick” [Review],Arbeiter Schachzeitunganuary 1929,
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compositions in bourgeois newspapers. Even morekaig a recently published
Russian book of problems and studies contained sMaoykourgeois problemists
(Levman, the Chess Section’s point-man on inteonatiworkers’ chess, was himself
a well-known problemist). Finally, the Germans cdauimed that the Russians
continued to publish the games of the renegaddshiXleand Bogoliubov in their
official publications3? It all added up to very little.

Third and most significantly, the Germans defenttiedexpulsion of the
communist players and clubs in Berlin on the grautiét their myopic, pro-Soviet
worldview hindered rather than helped the prolatagthess movement. Here, finally,
was the crux of the animosity. The “Russians” wspi#ting theShakhinterrwith
their constant politicking. The Germans wanted slgzsnes to take place in the chess
clubs; they were tired of the ceaseless politigibion. They wanted Krylenko and
Levman to stop politicizing the workers’ chess mmeat. For political agitation and
argumentation, there were other, more appropratens. The infighting and
factionalism that characterized the left could dmym the cause of workers’ chess,
and the current imbroglio was a perfect example& German Union suggested that
the Communists (German and Russian) should sh@nresest in slogans and more
interest in chess. Only then could Social-Demoaats Communists coexist in the

workers’ chess organizatiofs.

32. Ibid.
33. Ibid., 3.
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The Chess Section fired back in early Februargt Eievman responded, and
then, two weeks later, Krylenko weighed in. Levmewviewed the events that led to
the cancellation of the Moscow event and concluabgdn that the Soviets were
blameless. For the first time, Levman specifich®yd the German Union, rather than
the Shakhinternresponsible for the collapse of the event. He defended the Berlin
comrades? But he saved his sharpest words for the Germamuasons about
Soviet chess flirtations with the bourgeois chesdav

Regarding the Moscow International Tournament @519 evman correctly
pointed out that the Soviets were not yet membgtisesShakhinterrwhen the event
was held. Further, Levman claimed that such ewsats actually allowed, with
limitations, under the charter of tlhakhinternThe German Union might have a
rigid and counterproductive ban on all contact viatlurgeois chess, but the German
Union did not dictate the policies of tBdakhinternThe Germans had no right to
impose their rules, including their extreme positam relations with bourgeois, on
the other members of the organization. Finallypbimted out that, from the moment
the Soviets joined th8hakhinternthey had upheld their fidelity to the organizatio
more diligently than any other affiliae.

Not surprisingly, Levman employed his sharpest wonddefense of himself

and his fellow problemists. Yes, he admitted, Sopreblemists sometimes published

34. S. Levman, “Oni obviniaiut” [They Blamed4. Shakhmaty i shashki v
rabochem klubeFebruary 5, 1929, 1.

35. Ibid., 1-2.
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in bourgeois publications. This was not forbidderthe charter of th8hakhintern
nor had the Germans ever previously raised the isstheir own organization or in
the ShakhinternWhat's more, Levman professed to find it veryyee that Social-
Democrats—who attended bourgeois theatre, listambdurgeois music, and
participated in bourgeois government—would takdnsusharp turn to the left on the
rarified issue of chess problem compositén.

Krylenko also answered the Germans. Since Krylesgake as a
representative of the Party and the Soviet govenynhés response took the form of a
sharp partisan attack. The purpose of the Sociakdzeatic leadership of the German
Union, he claimed, was revealed: they conspirexptid the workers’ chess
movement. He accused the Social-Democrats of soganfusion among its
members with its slanders about the German Comnsusangl the Soviets. Since the
German Union’s leadership could not reveal the te@son for the expulsion of the
German Communists, it naturally resorted to slamaer mendacity. The root cause
of the conflict was that the Communists (German &adiet) never forgot that they
were revolutionary Marxists above all. Everythingee even chess, was secondary.
Yes, Krylenko admitted, the Communists broughttprdito the chess table. They

always had, and, what’'s more, they always w@auld.

36. Ibid., 2.

37. N. V. Krylenko, “Klassicheskii primer putanitsppA Classic Example of
Confusion],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem k]ebruary 20, 1929, 1.
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Regarding the German Union’s suggestion that feshegrans and more chess
would permit coexistence, Krylenko was brutallynkan his rejoinder. Communists,
he said, had no desire to coexist with Social-DeatscThe latter were traitors and
enemies of the workers. Hence the Communists wemldrace every opportunity,
including the chessboard, to expose hypocrisy a&tichyal by the Social-Democrats.
The Social-Democrats, Krylenko argued, had spit@erman Union in order to
avoid political debate, not, as they claimed, Far sake of chess. Rather, they split
the German Union because they knew that the Gewoékers trusted and believed
the Communists when the issues were openly deB&ated.

Then came a surprising move by the Chess Sectiotmefbottom of the page
that contained Krylenko’s incisive editorial appsda notice that had the look of a
last minute insertion and the feel of provocatiaendit: the Chess Commission of the
All Union Central Council of Trade Unions announdbkdt the international workers’
chess tournament, cancelled back in July 1928 nbadbeen rescheduled for
summer 1929. According to the notice, all sectioithe Shakhinterrwould be
invited 39

In late February 1929, @hakhinterrCongress was held in Vienna, and here

the crisis reached its climax. The Soviets werenagaable to attend for “technical

38. Ibid., 2.
39. “Mezhdunarodnyi rabochii turnir v Moskve” [Imteational Workers’

Tournament in Moscowh4. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjiebruary 20,
1929, 3.
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reasons but the Chess Commission of the All-Union Cen@alincil of Trade
Unions sent an official message to the Congresghalid out the Soviet position.
Reminding the Congress that the Chess Commissimkedpr nearly 120,000
workers in hundreds of organized chess clubs, twe® spoke of their commitment
to political chess. They were devoted to using sfassa tool to engage the working
masses in the revolutionary struggle for both thmediate tasks and the ultimate
goals of the proletariat. The Lucerne Sport Inteomal’s sabotage, attempting to
destroy the unity of the Shakhintern, was therefocalculated counterrevolutionary
move. The German Union, by expelling its Communists playing directly into the
hands of Lucernét

Responding officially to accusations against thei&@dJnion, the Soviets
fiercely denied responsibility for the failure diet 1928 Moscow tournament and
conference. They protested vigorously against @satigat they had continued to

violate either the letter or the spirit of the kanparticipation in bourgeois chess

40. I'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsiiz0.

Interestingly, I'in-Zhenevskii’'s vague terminologyas actually a cover for
the fact that a delegation could not be sent becthesnecessary hard currency could
not be spared, as seen in “Protokol zasedaniiaiplarSoveta shakhmatno-
shashechnykh sektsii VSFK Soyuznykh Respubliki“dis

41. Shakhkomissiia VTsSPS, “Obrashchenie shakhloinv$sSPS k 1-mu
kongressu shakhinterna” [The Appeal of the VTsSR8s8 Commission to the 1st
Congress of the Workers’ Chess Internatior@d], Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem
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events. They reiterated their claim that the Sevietd held more firmly to the
revolutionary ideals that underlay tBaakhinterrthan any other membés.

Finally, in what amounted to an ultimatum, the $twiaid out two conditions
for their continued participation in ti&hakhinternFirst, the Congress must condemn
the split in the German Union and order the Gerkaion to restore the condition of
unity it enjoyed prior to 1928. Only a restored @an Union could claim a
leadership role in th8hakhinternSecond, Moscow must be allowed to host the 1929
Shakhinterrinternational workers’ tournament and confereaog, the full
cooperation and participation of all members of$inakhintern must be
guaranteed3

The Congress, dominated by Social Democrats, wasnpoessed by this
display of Soviet bellicosity. It resolved thatiacts of the “Russian” section of the
Shakhinterrhad resulted in threats to the unity of that baglyy further collaboration
was possible only if five conditions were met. Eithke Russians must cease their
attacks on organizations and individuals insideShakhinternSecond, Russians
must stop meddling in the internal affairs of ther@an Union. Third, in view of the
fiasco of 1928 (the failed Moscow tournament andfeence), no future events
would be promised to the Russians without the gppate guarantees. Fourth, the
Russians must cease their disruptive tactic of bty important conferences and

events. Fifth, the Russians must renounce all ioksourgeois chess organizations

42. lbid., 1-2.
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and stop cooperating with the bourgeois chess ptéssd just to make sure that no
one missed the point, the Congress further resdtvéie)affiliate theShakhintern
with the Lucerne Sport International “for reasohgleology and policy.#>

This set of counter-ultimatums was a pretext, pansntly designed to
provoke a final split by precluding any possibildfcontinued Soviet participation in
the ShakhinternThe Soviets accurately characterized the linertdky the
Shakhinterras “clumsy, arrogant and rud®.They described the charge that the
Soviets had provoked the split in the German Umieabsurd. The German
Communists needed no one’s advice; they saw theméft Social-Democrats for
what they were. Similarly, the Soviets were noingdio take instruction on political
fidelity from bourgeois lackeys in tlghakhinternThe Soviets vowed that they
would never abandon their criticism of opportunisna reformism in the
international workers’ chess movemént.

What's more, the Soviets would not cease to apjahle working masses
over the heads of the reformist leaders. The upogrimternational Workers
Tournament, already scheduled for late August 2828 replacement for the

cancelledShakhinterrevent, would still take place, regardless of thgayges that had

44. “Vykriki raskol'nicheskoi politiki” [Cries of Bhismatic Politics]64.
Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem klubdy 20, 1929, 1.
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taken place at the Vienr&akhinterrCongress. But now, in light of events, it would
serve not as 8hakhinterrevent, but rather as the founding event for a new
international organization representing the “mastaaaced elements of the workers’
chess movement?® Dispensing with th&hakhinterrwas not the first choice of
Soviets. They expected that the lure of visiting 8oviet Union would sway the
Shakhinterrto give in to their demands. But they were alsieqorepared to split that
organization if it became necessaty.

In August 1929 an international workers’ chesstiaurent and conference
was held in Leningrad. The change of venue fromddasto Leningrad made sense;
Leningrad had become the de-facto leader in tragenchess, largely as an
unintended consequence of the creation of the GDessnission to oversee workers’
chess (see Chapter Eight). More important, pertapsyent Leningrad would cost
the Soviets considerably less hard currency. Forglgyers and delegates were
customarily reimbursed for travel expenses; fordtao Leningrad, th&ovtorgflot
(the Soviet Commercial Fleet) could be utilizedjahhwould minimize the
expenditure of hard currenéy.

Preparations for the event had been largely mafiteebthe split was

finalized, and all th&hakhinterraffiliates, and the clubs that had been expeliechf

48. Ibid.

49. “Protokol zasedaniia plenuma Soveta shakhmstiaghechnykh sektsii
VSFK Soyuznykh Respublik,” listy 24-25.

50. Ibid., list 24.
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the German Union, were invited. It could have beery awkward. However, only a
small number of representatives actually attenttelCommunist clubs in Germany
attended, of course, and some Austrian and Czemladsan clubs were also
represented. The Soviets dominated the chess toemtabut the real action took
place in the International Workers’ Chess Confeeghat followed the tournametit.

The official documents from the conference reve@re of bitter animosity
toward the parties of the moderate left. The ush@term “social-fascist” to
describe the Social-Democrats appeared for thetiting in the Soviet workers’ chess
movement literature. In the chess movement, dsarbtoader workers’ movement,
social-fascists split the workers as part of a garnspiracy to divide and confuse
the proletariat. They were directly accused of cliertp in violence against
revolutionary workers, like the May Day massacries @erlin.52 This aggressive
tone seen in the International Workers’ Chess GQenfge in summer 1929 reflected
the recently adopted doctrines of the Sixth Corggoéshe Communist International
(Comintern) in 1928, which foresaw capitalism’s a&srand a proletarian revolution,
but only if social democracy was prevented fromadielg the process. The non-

Communist left was revealed as the primary enent@i@fevolution, and it was

51. L. F., “Mezhdunarodnaia konferentsiia proletéis shakhmatistov v
Leningrade” [International Conference of Proletari@hess Players in Leningra@}.
Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem klulagust 20, 1929, 1-2.

52. “Vsem rabochim shakhmatistam mira” [To All Worg Chess Players of
the World],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjukeptember 20, 1929, 1.
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unmasked as the ally of the bourgeofieevman took up the same tone in the
Seventh All-Union Chess Congress, 1929, when hibaiitd the deterioration of
relations between the German Union and the Chegg8¢o Social-Democratic
concerns that sport in general, and chess in péatiovas playing an important role
in the radicalization of unorganized workers in i@any. In his speech at the
Congress, Levman claimed that direct cause ofrtimaasity of Social-Democratic
elements in the German Union toward the Soviei@pation in theShakhinterrwas
“the intensification of class struggle in the Wastl aspiration of reformists to resist
the growing leftist sympathies of the working massé

The International Workers’ Chess Conference coextiith an All-Union
Central Council of Trade Unions Chess Conferenise, lzeld in Leningrad. The
Trade Unions Conference delegates passed a séresotutions culminating in the
formal Soviet withdrawal from th8hakhinterr> They resolved that action of the
Shakhinternbinding itself to the Lucerne Sport Internatigivads in violation of the
agreement signed between the Soviet Union andtkie® members in 1926, and it

voided any pretense of independence byShakhinternFurther, the Trade Unions

53. Communist Internationalhe Programme of the Communist International:
Together with the Statutes of the Communist Intesnal (London: Modern Books,
1929) under “The General Crisis of Capitalism and thistiPhase of World
Revolution,” http://www.marxists.org/history/inteational/comintern/6th-
congress/ch02.htm (accessed March 17, 2013).

54. “Protokol zasedaniia plenuma Soveta shakhmsitiashechnykh sektsii
VSFK Soyuznykh Respublik,” listy 18.

55. II'in-Zhenevskii,Mezhdunarodnoe rabochee shakhmatnoe dvizhenie i
Sovetskaia shakhorganizatsigy.
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Conference resolved that since the Soviet Uniomdcoot associate itself with an
organization that allowed the expulsion of Commisisy its affiliates or tried to
isolate the Soviet chess organization, the Sowet® no longer an affiliate of the
ShakhinternFinally, the Congress resolved that the Soviablshould take the lead
in the creation of a new union of international keys’ chess organizations that
would lead them correctly on the path of revoluéionclass struggle. This proposed
organization would be under the general supervisidhe Red Sports International,
where a chess section had just been created, wadllid lead the struggle for the
unity of the working class against the divisive arghcherous policy of the reformist
German Union, the Lucerne Sport International, etk puppet organization, the
Shakhinterr?6

The International Workers’ Chess Conference folldwes lead of the Trade
Unions Conference when it, too, recognized the rieed new international body.
The Soviet withdrawal from th&hakhinterrwas also approved. Finally, it resolved
to establish an international center of the proiletamovement, sponsored by the
chess section at Red Sports International. An azgéional committee was set up,
electing four Soviet representatives (including I€nko and II'in-Zhenevskii), two
Germans, and one representative each for Austd&aechoslovakia and

Switzerland. With so few delegates in Leningrae, development of the

56. Ibid., 38-41.
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organizational details was left to an InternatioBahgress of Proletarian Chess
Organizations, scheduled for late 1930.

These decisions in August 1929 proved to be a toibesfor international
workers’ chess, albeit a negative one. As Grigosieygested, “It appears that our
entrance to the chess international did not giwghamg to us. We entered it with the
best intents, but it turns out that we got lit?@ The Soviets had decided that the
Shakhintermeed them more than they neededShakhinternThe new Soviet-
controlled organization helped the clubs that heghbexpelled from the German
Union by providing funds for a journal. A journgliblished in Berlin, gave the
“German opposition” legitimacy and allowed the Ssito present their arguments
to the German workeP3.The Soviet organization also sponsored a Congietbe
German Opposition in 1930 in Cologne, which drowkeaper wedge between the
German Union and the breakaway sections. The reftsmaf the German Union

were described as being in complete disarray whdeman Opposition adopted the

57. “Postanovlenie: mezhdunarodnoi konferentsilgiaoskikh shakhmatistov”
[Ruling: The International Conference of Proletar@@hess Playersp4. Shakhmaty i
shashki v rabochem klup8eptember 20, 1929, 2-3.

58. “Protokol zasedaniia plenuma Soveta shakhmsitiashechnykh sektsii
VSFK Soyuznykh Respublik,” list 24.

59. “Protokol zasedaniia plenuma Soveta shakhmsitiashechnykh sektsii
VSFK Soyuznykh Respublik,” list 27.
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slogan, “For the international revolutionary sotidaof the worker-chess players of
the world.’s0

The German Union had been the leading power irstiakhinternand the
continuing feud in Germany weakened it consideralibyw chapters in Switzerland,
Austria and Czechoslovakia defected to the Sovgrrmzation, which further sapped
the viability of theShakhinternThe oldShakhinterrdeclined all through 1930, and it
finally collapsed completely in 1931 as more anderaf its affiliates joined the
Soviet group. Meanwhile the new Soviet-sponsoregamization, while smaller and
less ecumenical than the defuttakhinternwas firmly under the control of the All-
Union Central Council of Trade Unions’ Chess Consiais, which, in turn, was
firmly under the control of Krylenko’s Chess Seatio

Unfortunately, the fortunes of international worKezhess declined
considerably as a consequence of the splits. Werkbess in the Soviet Union
continued to be a priority, but international comens were limited to a few
matches by telegraph, which had the enormous aagartf requiring no hard
currency expendituré Then, in 1933, Nazi control in Germany led to the

suppression of all leftist sports organizationgarelless of whether they were

60. “V riadakh Germanskoi oppozitsii” [In the Rardisthe German
Opposition],Shakhmatnyi listgkMarch 25, 1930, 167.

61. “Vyvody i predlozheniia VSFK i VTsSSPS po isstedniia sostoyaniia
Shakhm.-Shash. raboty v gor. Leningrade” [Conchsiand suggestions of the VsFK
and VTsSPS upon the examination of the statusegsztheckers work in Leningrad]
(January 1931), GARF, fond 7576, opis’ 21, delost 5.
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controlled by Communists or Social-Democr&$he struggle for control over
German workers’ chess that had led first to thei@garticipation in th&hakhintern
and then to the split in the German Union was resdlenoot.

In the early 1930s, Krylenko and the Chess Secgamained interested in
international chess, but workers’ chgsst se no longer occupied as much attention.
Instead, with the coming of age of a new generatid®oviet chess masters who
could hold their own in bourgeois chess competgjdfrylenko became more and
more preoccupied with traditional international gatitions. Soviet players would
once again appear in foreign tournaments, and Mgsagain would be host to two
international tournaments. All of this would be ddargely to showcase the new

Soviet star, Botvinnik.

62. James Riordan, “The Sports Policy of the Savigbn, 1917-1941,” in
Sport and International Politics: The Impact of Eesn and Communism on Sport
ed. Pierre Arnaud (London: E. & F. N. Spon, 1998),
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Chapter Ten

Botvinnik: The New Soviet (Chess)Man

The Fourth All-Union Chess Congress back in 192Fesked a number of
concerns, including the tricky issue of relatioe$vieen Soviet and bourgeois chess.
In addition to spelling out acceptable interactiwith bourgeois chess (see Chapter
Eight), impermissible contacts were also delinedt@st, no Soviet player or
organization was allowed to join any internatiocla¢éss organization that was not
proletarian in character. Second, competition iargeois chess events abroad was
not the decision of an individual player; partidipa could only take place at the
discretion of the Chess Section. Finally, Soviatypts would not be permitted to
engage in international matches for titles gramgtourgeois chess organizatidns.
These rules covering impermissible contacts seeifsgally designed with
Bogoliubov in mind.

After his great victory in the Moscow Internatior@hess Tournament 1925,
Bogoliubov was the toast of the town. The contreyaver his participation at
Baden-Baden (see Chapter Seven) was forgivent fiongotten. He was now
considered by many to be the heir-apparent to tidviitle. But Moscow 1925 was
destined to be the zenith of his career; 1926 bdroBggoliubov nothing but

problems.

1. “IV Vsesoiuznyi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"ezd” AN-Union Chess-
Checkers Congress] (December 1925), GARF, fond,7&16’ 21, delo 1-a, list 33.
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First, there was the matter of the tournament bBolgoliubov had promised
to write a tournament book (a collection of annedejames) for the Moscow 1925
tournament. He had received an advance from a feadnpublishing company, but
the project had somehow gone awry. He spent mutteafiext year laboring over
the book—even declining invitations to tournamemtd cancelling a planned tour of
the United States in order to work on it. The fasillebatable, but Bogoliubov lost a
great deal of income.

Second, and closely related to loss of income, Balgov was finding it
difficult to provide adequately for his German fémn Triberg. As his colleague,
Hans Kmoch (1894-1973), remembered: Bogoliubov #&drhard to support his
wife, two daughters, and mother-in-law—not to mamtiis house, the roof of which
seemed to be suffering from some incurable diseadeeeded a constant supply of
ready cash to pay for repairs.”

Finally, and most significantly, there was the peoi of his citizenship; he
carried a Soviet passport. Although the internatioaputation of the Soviet Union
had certainly improved by the mid-1920s, there vatitesignificant complications
attached to international travel for Soviet citigeBogoliubov discovered this first
hand when he attempted to enter Italy in late 1926.

The resort town of Meran in northern Italy was s$ite of an important

international chess tournament in December 1926rrEonent rules allowed only

2. Hans Kmoch, “Yefim Dimitrievich Bogolyubov [Bogobov] (1889-
1952),” inGrandmasters | Have Knowerd. Burt Hochberg (ChessCafe, 2004),
http://www.chesscafe.com/text/kmoch01.pdf (accedse 13, 2013).
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one patrticipant from each invited countr@germany was invited, and Bogoliubov,
who had left the Soviet Union for Berlin after Mosc 1925, claimed the German
place. Soviet Russia was also invited. Krylenkaisipon on participation in
bourgeois chess events was still flexible, andrikigation was accepted. The Chess
Section had initially planned to send Rabinovialt, later changed its choice to
Verlinskii, in recognition of his victory over Caplanca in Moscow.

In December 192&hakhmatnyi Listoknnounced shocking news from
Meran: the Italian authorities had denied entrasit both Bogoliubov and
Verlinskii at the borde?.In spite of attempted intercessions by the ltaidess
Federation, the foreign ministry maintained thatoitildn’t allow Soviet citizens to
enter the country given the current state of refet? Bogoliubov’s nonparticipation—
he was expected until the last moment—was a sél@neto the tournament. It set off
a chain-reaction of withdrawals by other playergaking the event.

The reaction of Krylenko’s Chess Section was fusidn the journab4, the
blame was laid squarely at the feet of Mussolifascist government. Noting that the

only players denied entry were the two Soviet playBogoliubov and Verlinskii, the

3. K. Whyld, International Chess Tournament at Meran, Decemi9@61
(Nottingham: K. Whyld, 1954), 2.

4. A. J. GillamMeran 1926 trans. Zoran Brkic (Nottingham: The Chess
Player, 1996), 9.

5. “Meran mezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir” [Metaternational Chess
TournamentShakhmatnyi listgkDecember 5, 1926, 342.

6. Gillam,Meran 1926 4.

7. Ibid., 9.
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episode belied the myth of separation of politicd ehess in bourgeois Europe.
Krylenko’s protest to the Italian government drigpeith sarcasm: “Come then,” he
taunted, “tell me about ‘apolitical chess8.”

Bogoliubov was devastated by the refusal of Italiathorities to grant his
visa for the Meran tournament. He had already naigat a hefty appearance fee and
generous travel expenses, and he hoped to scdrenwk very lucrative
competition? In light of the visa refusal, Bogoliubov moved yeswiftly. He sent two
telegrams: on December 5 he sent a message dited¢lylenko; on the next day a
telegram was addressed to the Chess Section.

The note to Krylenko was lengthy. Bogoliubov musvé felt compelled to
explain himself. He began by referencing the Mdrasco, emphasizing his financial
loss. This was a loss he could ill-afford, complagnthat writing the Moscow 1925
tournament book had already cost him a great daaboey. He was now deeply in
debt; he could not adequately support his famitg kis wife was demanding action.
Bogoliubov had previously been offered a stipendhgyChess Section, conditional
on his permanent relocation to Russia. He now fdynbarned it down, observing
that Russia was a poor country that could not dfforsupport him. Finally he
explained that he had promised his wife that helevdo whatever was necessary to

provide for his family’s support. She was now dediag that he fulfill that pledge,

8. “Za Granitsei” [From Abroadlk4. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjube
December 25, 1926, 3.

9. Whyld, International Chess Tournament at Mer&n
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and that, in turn, left Bogoliubov only one choibe: must renounce his Soviet
citizenship in order to regain his freedom to tfavighout hindrance. Finally,
anticipating Krylenko’s fury, Bogoliubov declared lvas indifferent to how Soviet
authorities might choose to interpret his actiord be vowed that he would not
respond to attacks or criticism. His actions, hentaened, were necessitated by
responsibility to his family. He closed the telegran a conciliatory note, adding a
perfunctory postscript wishing continued prospeiatySoviet ches&?

The next day, Bogoliubov sent a more formal telegta the Chess Section,
officially stating his intention to file the necesg papers to terminate his citizenship
at the Soviet mission in Berlin. Again he denieg palitical motivation, explaining
that his only consideration was his family’s wedtg 11

If Bogoliubov hoped that emphasizing his familyitsancial needs would
strike a sympathetic chord, he was mistaken. Kikgéreaction was swift and
vengeful. He called the Chess Section into an eemengmeeting. Bogoliubov was

reviled and condemned for his hostility to the 8byublic, the Soviet workers and

10. Bogoliubov to Krylenko, Triberg, December 5269in Anatolii
Matsukevich, “Vtoroi otstupnik” [The Second Apogth64-Shakhmatanoe
obozrenig August 1991, 27.

11. Bogoliubov to the All-Union Chess Section, Brifp, December 6, 1926,
in “Postanovlenie Ispolburo Vsesoiuznoi Shakhsektshempione SSSR E. D.
Bogoliubove” [Resolution of the All-Union Chess 8en on Soviet Champion E. D.
Bogoliubov],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjubecember 25, 1926, 1.
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the Soviet state. Like Alekhin before him, Bogolbwbwvas now branded with the
label of “renegade??

The resolution passed by the emergency meetingeoChess Section drew up
a kind of criminal indictment of Bogoliubov, citirffgur counts against him. First,
Bogoliubov had placed his own selfish materialnesés above issues of honor and
the right of citizenship in the world’s first wonlg state. Second, he had committed
this heinous treachery in spite of the fact thatvias allowed the freedom to play in
foreign tournaments. He had even been offerecparsdi from the Chess Section.
Third, Bogoliubov had placed his relationship wiitle bourgeois chess organizations
of Europe above the working class chess organizad the Soviet Union. Fourth, in
spite of his grand words wishing prosperity for Bbehess, Bogoliubov’s actions
had inflicted real cultural and political damagelmwth the Soviet state and on Soviet
chess!3

To punish Bogoliubov for these transgressions,tardiscourage any other
potential renegades, the Chess Section resolvddltbeing sanctions against its
erstwhile champion. First, Bogoliubov was expeliean any and all Soviet chess
organizations. He would never be allowed to pgréta in any Soviet chess events,

and he would never be allowed to return to Sowét Second, Bogoliubov was

12. Anatolii Matsukevich, “Vtoroi otstupnik” [Thee8ond Apostate4-
Shakhmatanoe obozrenikugust 1991, 27.

13. “Postanovlenie Ispolburo Vsesoiuznoi Shakhsiekishempione SSSR E.

D. Bogoliubove” [Resolution of the All-Union CheSgction on Soviet Champion, E.
D. Bogoliubov],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjubecember 25, 1926, 1-2.
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stripped of the title of Soviet chess champion tleahad won in 1924 (see Chapter
Seven). Finally, these sanctions were to be widalylished so the world would
know that Bogoliubov had chosen material interests honof#

In accordance with the instruction that the samstibe widely published, the
Chess Sections resolutions were printe@4nthe official journal of the Chess
Section. But in that very same issue, there appeastory celebrating Bogoliubov’s
victory at Berlin 1926. Included were four of Bomgdiov’'s games from the event, all
annotated and full of praise for his pkyEventually Bogoliubov would become a
Soviet “unperson,” but not yet.

As for the other renegade, Alekhin, his final, dnitbreak with the Chess
Section came in 1928. The whole Alekhin affair weede considerably more
awkward by an amazing development in the bourgdwess world. In 1927, Alekhin,
contrary to most expectations, had wrested thednaréss title from Capablanca in a
bitterly contested match.

During the period of prediction and speculatiordlag up to the match, the
Soviet chess establishment generally supportedréaive Alekhin over the
scientific Capablanca. Levenfish suggested thakifewas not only the strongest
challenger, but he also had a sort of moral claitiné right to challenge Capablanca.

Alekhin—brilliant, intuitive, and creative—was speel in the Russian chess tradition

14. Ibid., 2.
15. G. Levenfish, “Rezul'taty mezhdunarodnogo ttamn Berline” [Results of

the International Tournament in Berli®4. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjube
December 25, 1926, 3.

218



exemplified by Chigorin, the great Russian playkthe late nineteenth century.
Capablanca’s play, on the other hand, was coldagcise, like former world
champion, Steinitz. Chigorin, the creative genhasj lost a match for the world title
to the scientific Steinitz. Now Levenfish portrayie Alekhin-Capablanca match as
a kind of virtual rematch of Chigorin-Steinitz (S€aapter One). Levenfish also
hinted that if Alekhin won the title, his purposegoing to the West would be
achieved. Maybe as world champion, Levenfish hopéekhin would finally return
to the motherland¢

When the match ended, Alekhin’s victory was inijialiewed positively in
the Soviet chess establishment, which echoed the #gemes as the Levenfish
article. I'in-Zhenevskii said Alekhin’s victory v&the triumph of artistic creativity
over sterile techniqu€.What's more, Capablanca’s arrogance and skilbdgahg
challengers had garnered Alekhin sympathy amongeSplayers!8 In short, the
general sense was that Alekhin deserved to win.

But Alekhin’s victory presented the Soviet chedal@sshment with a thorny
problem. He was a Russian, undoubtedly, but hecedainly not a Soviet. II'in-
Zhenevskii, who had known Alekhin well, suggesteak tbefore his defection,

Alekhin was a Communist in his mind, but not hebogic demonstrated to Alekhin

16. G. Levenfish, “Match za mirovoe pervenstvo” fietafor the World
Championship]64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kju&eptember 30, 1926, 2.

17. A. F. I'in-ZhenevskiiMatch Alekhin-Capablank@Match Alekhin-
Capablanca] (Leningrad: Gosudarstvennoe izd-vo7 ) 938-20.

18. Ibid., 20-21.
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that the path chosen by the Russian proletariathesorrect one. But in his heart he
was unable to escape his social origins (his fatlasr an aristocratic landowner) or
his academic training (he was a lawyéer).

II'in-Zhenevskii cited a letter he received fromekhin in late 1920. Alekhin
was working for the Comintern; II'in-Zhenevskii htaken a diplomatic post in the
Baltic. Alekhin wrote with great enthusiasm of fh@paganda value of his work, but
his excitement struck II'in-Zhenevskii @so formaand insincere. But later in the
letter, when he begged for II'in-Zhenevskii’'s hélparranging a chess tour in the
Baltic countries, the enthusiasm rang true. Thispading to II'in-Zhenevskii,
illustrated the cause of Alekhin’s downfall. Hisnamitment to socialism was fragile
and conditional; his commitment to chess was atlbempassing. He never forgot that
he was, above all, a chess pla3feh true Soviet chess player, as Krylenko pointed
out, never forgot he was a Communist first andesstplayer secorfd Alekhin’s
downfall resulted from his refusal to accept tHagss, as an end in itself, was
incompatible with the political requirements of therkers’ stat&?

The final denouement came in 1928. Shortly aftersting the world crown

from Capablanca, Alekhin returned to Paris. Therad¢cepted an invitation to a

19. Ibid., 22-23.
20. Ibid., 23.

21. N. V. Krylenko, “Klassicheskii primer putanitsjpA Classic Example of
Confusion],64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjuebruary 20, 1929, 1.

22. I'in-Zhenevskii,Match Alekhin-Capablank&3-24.
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banquet in his honor, hosted by a Russian émigrnépgiPerhaps it was simply the
context, but Alekhin made an uncharacteristicatiitigal speech which included
remarks to the effect that he looked forward todrais eventual liberation from
Bolshevik oppressio?? Alekhin’s dream of a “free” Russia may have beeil w
received by the émigrés, but it was the last sfmaiKrylenko, who demoted Alekhin
from renegade to “enemy of the peopie.”

When world champion Alekhin subsequently gave Bidpalv first
opportunity to challenge him for the world titlaetSoviet chess organization must
have been mortified. Even so, the Soviet presséelgndifference, suggesting that
the match was of little interest. There was notlahgtake—no contrasting styles, no
great conflicting schools of thought—only two indiwval personalities competing for
individual glory. In fact, they had more in commityan style: they were both
ethnically Russian, both about the same age, atid(bot coincidentally) shared the
same political views: anti-Soviet. In short, thegrevboth class enemies who could

not accept the sovereignty of the collective oherihdividual?> The Soviet press

23. A. F. Ilin-Zhenevskii, “Neskol’ko slov ob Aléline” [A few words about
Alekhin] in Match Alekhin-Kapablanka na pervenstvo njivéatch for the World
Championship: Alekhin-Capablanca], ed. G. Ya. Lésbnand P. A. Romanovskii
(Leningrad: Shakhmatnyi listok, 1928), 4.

24. N. V. Krylenko, “Ob AlekhineTAbout Alekhin], Shakhmatnyi listgklune
25, 1929, 83.

25. L. F., “Alekhin-Bogoliubov,64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjube
September 20, 1929, 3.

221



took little notice when Alekhin won their 1929 miatwith relative ease, retaining the
world title.

Regardless of the Soviet pretense to indifferetieeloss of both Bogoliubov
and Alekhin was certainly a blow to Soviet chesg/dénhko acknowledged that none
in his remaining pool of old masters could cometecessfully on the world stage.
Verlinskii, Romanovskii, II'in-Zhenevskii were adjifted players (two of them had
beaten Capablanca) and certainly dominated theessirfournaments, but they were
simply not strong enough to compete in the higheagls of the bourgeois chess
world, which remained one of Krylenko’s primary tgpal here was, however, hope
for the future: a number of stars had appearedemew generation. One of the
brightest new stars was the young Leningrader, ®ikBotvinnik.

While still a schoolboy, Botvinnik had distinguisheimself with his famous
victory over Capablanca in a Leningrad simul in3@2e Chapter Seven and the
Appendix). After this triumph, Botvinnik’s rise wasvift. A year later, in the 1926
Leningrad Championship, he shared second placenwithss than the legendary
II'in-Zhenevskii. Botvinnik later said that thisumament, in particular, was
significant in that it marked the first occasionemhhe fully understood the extent of
his own taleng$

Others also appreciated his talent. In the autuhi®26, a twelve-board

match between Leningrad and Stockholm was arrabgé¢kde Chess Section—-a

26. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tsefiAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 18.
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historic event in Soviet chess, entailing a tripoalol by a large contingent of Soviet
players. Botvinnik was tapped to play fifth boaad,enormous honor for the fifteen-
year-old schoolboy. His mother, however, worrieat the would miss too much
school, and only the enthusiastic blessing of #edmaster convinced her to allow
the boy to participat®.

Convincing Botvinnik’'s mother was easy, howevempared to convincing
the Soviet bureaucracy to allow the team to goadhrdhe veteran Leningrad player
and organizer, Rokhlin, had submitted the requipagerwork in the belief that
everything was already approved. Then came the bbetldirom Moscow: the
request for passports had been denied. Perhafpsréign office was nervous. After
all, the Soviets had already lost their two beayets, and no one wanted to see that
number increase. With the exception of RabinovicBaalen Baden 1924 (see
Chapter Seven) and Bogoliubov’s activities in 1¢&e above), no Soviet chess
players had competed abro&dNow twelveplayers were proposing to go abroad at
the same time. Whether there was a specific corargust a general apprehension
cannot be discerned. Certainly the team leadamn;Zhenevskii, was the epitome of
Party loyalty. As for Botvinnik, he claimed to haakeeady been a staunch

Communist for six years—since the tender age @& 4%in

27. Ibid., 19.

28. The politically reliable Verlinkii had been gtad permission to play in
the ill-fated Meran 1926 tournament, but he, alesity Bogoliubov, was denied
entry into Italy. Alekhin was not considered a &\layer after he left in 1921.

29. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli21.
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Whatever the reason, it appeared that no visas fwagheoming, and Rokhlin
was in a panic. He had already confirmed Leningradrticipation with his
counterpart in Stockholm. He went directly to HZiimenevskii, the captain of the
Leningrad team. II'in-Zhenevskii, who still enjoyednsiderable influence in the
Party, gained an immediate audience with the vewygoful Leningrad Party chief,
Sergei Mironovich Kirov (1886-1934). Kirov was syatbetic. He made a series of
calls, and then assured II'in-Zhenevskii that theter was handled. The passports
were delivered the next dd§The match was saved.

The contest, played on November 6-7 (the ninth\aareary of the October
Revolution), was a close affair. Leningraders fyndefeated the Stockholm team by
a very narrow margift On fifth board, Botvinnik contributed significaptio the
Soviet victory by defeating his opponent, futurargimaster Gosta Stoltz (1904-
1963), by a score of 1¥2-3.

Botvinnik also contributed to the Leningraders’ &e&s in a more material
way. The Chess Section had arranged for the telaaigsng in Stockholm, but had
somehow neglected to provide adequately for thelsr Near the end of the match,

the team was facing the prospect of real hungetuRately, Botvinnik’s father had

30. Andy SoltisSoviet Chess, 1917-19@lefferson, NC: McFarland & Co.,
2000), 64-65.

31. B. Turov, “Ordena Lenina” [The Order of LeniShakhmaty v SSSRay
1970, 16.

32. Each player played two games against his couante Victories gained a

full point for the team; draws earned half a pdiom each player. The score
indicates that Botvinnik won one game and the oiveess a draw.
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given him pocket money for the trip, and he gensiyooontributed this to the meager
provisions fund. Food was procured at a neighbamiagket, and the hungry players
gathered in the room shared by Botvinnik and IZimenevskii, where they dined
hurriedly on bread and cheese. In the middle afrihugh repast, they were surprised
by the unexpected visit of the president of the @gleChess Federation. After an
awkward moment, he diplomatically ignored the olgi@vidence of their modest
meal. Instead he politely inquired as to whetheytwere enjoying Stockholm. II'in-
Zhenevskii, the only player without a mouthful obtl at that moment, spoke for
them all, proclaiming the city “marveloud?”

The story of the 1926 Stockholm match has a curemilegue; Botvinnik
later hinted that he considered defecting when &g iw Stockholm. Decades later, in
a very different context, he heard that a Sovietteravas contemplating leaving the
Soviet Union. Botvinnik urged the master to recdasi pointing out that he
(Botvinnik) could have stayed in Stockholm in 1986t decided against3t.

Soon after the Stockholm match, Botvinnik finishegh school. He was still
just fifteen years old—too young to enter the ursitg (one had to be seventeen to
take the entrance exams). Thus he gained a valyabte€o develop his chess talent.

The highlight of this pleasant chess interlude thasFifth Soviet Championship.

33. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli19-20.

34. Jan Timman, “Botvinnik, Mikhail: In MemoriamiNew in ChessApril
1995, 10.
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The Fifth Soviet Championship was held in Moscovéaptember and
October 1927. This was Botvinnik’s first appearaimca national championship.
Now sixteen, he was still too young to dominatd,®imade an impressive debut
nonetheless. Although his play in the first haltlod tournament was somewhat
mediocre, in the final stretch he won four gamea mow, enough to earn a tie for
fifth (in a field of twenty-one) and earn the tidé mastef> A contemporary who met
Botvinnik for the first time at the 1927 Soviet @maionship described the demeanor
of the new Soviet master: “He gave the impressionenof an adult: his prudence, his
manner of dress—wearing a jacket and tie . . . sptde slowly, weighing his words .
... In general he made a good impressin.”

The Fifth Soviet Championship was also Botvinnili’st face-to-face
meeting with Krylenko, who was eager to meet arsg@ss the young star. Botvinnik
described Krylenko as generally paternalistic tal@s chess masters, but
unforgiving to anyone, chess player or otherwideo weglected his political duties.
Like most Soviet players, Botvinnik both loved dedred this powerful mad’

The Fifth Soviet Championship of 1927 also confidne Botvinnik a
suspicion he had long held: the older generatios seaspiring against him.

Botvinnik believed that the jealousy and self-ietrof the old guard caused it to

35. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandhe Soviet Championships
(London: Cadogan Chess, 1998), 25.

36. S. B. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin Shakhmatnyi vestnikay
1993, 25.

37. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tselil4, 22.
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view him as an upstart. Romanovskii, especiallys siagled out as bearing particular
malice toward him. But when presented with the ofyoty to strike back at his
elders, Botvinnik struck, not at Romanovskii, bull’an-Zhenevskii, who had always
been friendly to him. In 1929 at the Sixth Soviéa@pionship, a movement was
launched to have II'in-Zhenevskii seeded into tbmpetition, even though he had
not actually qualified. The approval of all they#es was required; Botvinnik's was
the lone voice raised against II'in-Zhenevskii'stgapation on the grounds that rules
must be obeyed by all. He later regretted his acbat II'in-Zhenevskii bore him no
particular animosity8

Two years later, in 1931, Botvinnik finally won t@viet Championship,
finishing first in the Seventh Soviet Championsfipe twenty-year-old modestly
minimized his victory, explaining that this tournam was not as strong as previous
championship8? Apparently this was in reference to Romanovskibsence.

In spite of this triumph, the status of Botvinns the new star was not yet
decided. The question of which member of the youggeeration would dominate
was still open. Krylenko actually favored the youvigscow star, Nikolai
Nikolaevich Riumin (1908-1942) over Botvinnik. Thgay have been because
Riumin was a Muscovite, or it may have been becati8®tvinnik’s Jewish
background—-both of his parents were Jews. Botvihimmkself minimized his Jewish

heritage, stating that he was “a Jew by birth, adiun by culture, a Soviet by

38. Ibid., 43.

39. Ibid., 38.
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upbringing.”® When Botvinnik managed a dramatic, last-roundovicbver Riumin
to win the 1931 Soviet Championship, Krylenko, bigiannoyed, turned his back on
Botvinnik and left without a worét

The next championship, the Eighth Soviet Champignsh1933, was more
clearly the defining competition in the generaticstauggle?? This tournament
marked the changing of the guard, as the youngrggoe, led by Botvinnik (who
finished first), finally swept out the old. Kryleals goal, formulated in the mid-
1920s, to bring to maturity a new generation ofeta, fanatically dedicated and
politically reliable, was realized. Now these youlgyers craved the opportunity to
compete against the world’s best. When an impottaningrad Party figure, Boris
Pavlovich Posern (1893-1939), attended the finahdoof the Eighth Championship,
the victorious youngsters seized the moment, tattieg case for international
competition directly to him. Posern, who had clbee to Kirov, was receptiv&.The
resulting “thaw” in Soviet chess relations with th@eurgeois world was largely a
Leningrad initiative.

Posern took the players’ case to Kirov, the LeraddgParty boss. Kirov, who
had previously been accommodating of the issuas$morts for the Stockholm-

bound Leningrad team (see above), was sympatiketay, in turn, contacted II'in-

40. Ibid., 205.
41. Ibid., 86-87.
42. Cafferty and TaimanoW,he Soviet Championshi4.

43. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli40.
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Zhenevskii, who had recently returned to duty e diplomatic service and was at
that time conveniently stationed at the Soviet esahpan Prague. He made contact
with the Czech national champion, Salomon Mikhadbowlohr (1908-1983), with
whom he enjoyed friendly relations. Flohr was aptgyer with a fearsome
international reputation and world champion asmret. Having established that
Flohr would be interested in a match with Botvinrlkn-Zhenevskii conveyed this
information to Botvinnik (via Vainshtein, who haglsumed editorship of
Shakhmatnyi listoRluring II'in-Zhenevskii's absence) and to Krylero

Botvinnik, with some trepidation, was prepared ¢oept the challenge, but
Krylenko hesitated. The consensus in the ChessoBeagts that Botvinnik was
bound to lose a match with Flohr, and this wasamotinreasonable opinion. While
the desirability of some sort of renewed contachwVestern chess was conceded by
the Chess Section (influenced by Kirov’s intervenji a tournament that included
Flohr and perhaps some other Western masters wasasea safer method for testing
Botvinnik and the other youngsters. In the end, évav, Krylenko decided to allow
the match to go forward. According to Botvinnik,ykanko understood that a match
was the best way to determine Soviet chess stréhgth

The match was well-organized and lavishly prepafée. players were
housed in a fine hotel with an open tab at theatgrant. Flohr was mightily

impressed, especially since he mistakenly beli¢hatlhe was experiencing the

44. bid., 41-42.

45. Ibid., 43.
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normal life of Soviet chess players. The first ladlthe twelve-game match was held
in Moscow, and the second half was in Leningraddth venues it was the social
event of 1933; in fact, it was 1925 all over agéanMoscow, play was in the
prestigious Hall of Columns in the House of Uniofise seating capacity of the Hall
of Columns was approximately 1,500, and the fieshg saw it filled to overflowing.
Demonstration boards were placed outside. This ntguessible for thousands of
Muscovites to watch the game, and they saw Botkinompletely outplayed and
resoundingly defeatetd.

Krylenko must have been in despair; suddenly Botkiappeared hopelessly
outclassed by the Czech master. Expert help wasdrately dispatched from
Leningrad—not a young player as Botvinnik wouldénaveferred, but rather a veteran
master of the older generatiéhThus fortified by sage advice, Botvinnik managed t
achieve draws in the next four games. Then disasteck again in the sixth game,
the final game in the Moscow leg of the match, wBetvinnik lost again. When the
players boarded the new, prestigious Red Arrow tiai Leningrad, Botvinnik
trailed his rival by two full points. Few in the 8et chess world held much hope for
Botvinnik.

But in Leningrad, Botvinnik had the home-field adtage, and this included
the support of his family as well as the counsdhefyounger masters, especially his

close friend, Viacheslav Vasil’evich Ragozin (190852). The Leningrad leg of the

46. Ibid., 44.

47. Ibid., 44-45.
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match was held in the main hall of the Leningrach$smvatory. Although it was
larger than the Moscow venue, this hall, too, wiedfto overflowing. Again,
spectators watched on exhibition boards posteddsutse Conservatory. The first
two games were draws, which seemed to confirm itteepadbrtents of Botvinnik’'s
inevitable defeat. With a two-game advantage, Foolild now coast to victory on a
string of draws. But in game nine, Botvinnik uneella prepared opening variation he
had worked out with Ragozin. Flohr, overconfidgatayed right into the trap.
Botvinnik finally scored his first win of the matcand he earned the rapturous
applause of his hometown support&3hen Botvinnik amazed his critics and
delighted his fans when he also won the next (Jeydime. With only two games to
play, the score was suddenly tied.

The eleventh game was drawn, but Flohr had to fgyhthe draw, and he was
clearly getting the worst of it. There should h&een a storybook ending; it should
have come down to everything riding on a tenseftivahd final game. But Flohr
lost his nerve, and, instead of a bang, the matdece with a whimper. Flohr sent a
message to Vainshtein (not Botvinnik or even heoged!) offering, in advance, a

draw in the twelfth and final game, which would meadrawn matct? The offer

48. Ibid. 46-47.
49. This is not as nefarious as it might sounts tommon practice in

professional chess to agree to very short drawswtrategically desirable. It is less
common to make the offer in advance, but not urchefr
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was accepted—not by Botvinnik, but rather by Vaieshwith Krylenko’s approval.
Botvinnik says only that he did not objeet.

It was later hinted that Botvinnik’s remarkablertabout was not quite the
miracle that it seemed. Decades later, David lattoBronstein (1924-2006), a fierce
rival and certainly no friend to Botvinnik, suggedthat Flohr was bribed by
Botvinnik’s close friend and official second in theatch,Grigorii Abramovich
Goldberg (1908-1976)Flohr, who used to lose on average one game yaah
suddenly lost two in one week! There must have laeerason for this and there was!
Goldberg’s help was instrumental in finding a sidypere Flohr could ‘buy’ a
beautiful fur coat very cheaply? Bronstein’s accusation, however, should be viewed
with caution; when he and Botvinnik later becanvals for the world championship,
their mutual animosity was legendary.

The closing ceremony in Leningrad’s Hotel Astoriaswacked with the stars
of chess, politics, academics, and the arts. Kikgattended; he had snubbed
Botvinnik in Moscow after the disastrous first gamNew, delighted with the
outcome, Krylenko told Botvinnik that he had play#@ a Bolshevik2 This was

high praise indeed. And Krylenko, of course, hagrgveason to be pleased with his

50. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli47-48.
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52. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli48.
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protégé. Krylenko’s goal had been realized. Botikinwho was then only twenty-
two, had stood toe-to-toe with one of the best@layhe West could offer.

After the closing ceremonies, Botvinnik accomparfiémhr to the train
station; the two players had developed a friendgHighr left Leningrad bound for
England where he played in the very prestigiousiahHastings International Chess
Congress, 1933-3#.At Hastings, Flohr indirectly added value to Botvik's
reputation when he finished first, ahead of the M/@hampion, Alekhin. This was
the final confirmation that Krylenko needed; Botwikhwas now considered ready to

challenge the West on its own turf.

53. Ibid., 49.
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Chapter Eleven

The Classical Land of Chess

Flohr’s victory in Hastings 1933-1934 was a majarmhph for the Czech
master, then at the height of his powers. The Hgstiournament was a prestigious
event—an integral part of the European tournamieruit; held annually at Hastings,
England. In addition to finishing first in the e¥gRlohr defeated the reigning World
Champion, Alekhin, in their individual game.

Meanwhile, shortly after his drawn match with Fl¢bee Chapter Ten),
Botvinnik played a strong masters’ tournament inihgrad in 1934. Although it was
not an international tournament, it featured raré lémited Western patrticipation,
most notably the Dutch master, Machgielis (Max) E(?901-1981). Euwe had been
selected as the next challenger to the World Chamilekhin, and Leningrad was
among the tournaments he had selected for trafomtipat match. Perhaps he also
hoped to learn something about Alekhin’s Russiasshioots. Like many other
Western chess players who visited Russia in th@4,9uwe grossly underestimated
the rising crop of Soviet players; he finished sagpointing sixth. Euwe would soon
defeat Alekhin and, albeit briefly, wear the wocliess crown.

Euwe was enormously impressed with Soviet Unioricivhe called “a chess
player’s dream.” He elaborated: “When you reachmpaper that a family of eight

challenges any other family in the Soviet Unionddteam] chess match, and that

1. V. D. Baturinskii,Grossmeister Flo(Moscow: Fiskul'tura i sport, 1985),
67-68.
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nearly all the townspeople of Cheliuskina play shéisen you can’t help making
comparisons with Europe, where such things justtaomst.”2 Euwe also praised his
competition at Leningrad:
| was remarkable how good they were in the opertmg,was something |
hadn’t really expected. And then, they really kiggiting, till the very last
moment. This kind of fighting spirit was much lessnmon with the Western
players in that time; they were much more inclit@tbke it easy . . . . But
there was nothing like that with the Russians. Arospecial thing about the
Russians was that they never settled for a quiak@dnd that even as Black
they just went for the win from the word go. Thiassairly uncommon in
European chess circles, this unfettered aggressimre was no talk of a
Soviet school of chess [see below] in those dalgat €ame after the war. But
in Leningrad 1934 you could certainly see the seé¢ds?
Botvinnik, who won the Leningrad tournament, depeld friendly relations
with Euwe (their individual game was a hard-foudraw, viewed by 2500
spectators). Botvinnik knew that Euwe had compseaatral times at Hastings, and
Botvinnik was eager to learn more about the toueranEuwe was on very good
terms with the organizers, and he promised to seBatvinnik an invitation to the
next Hastings tournamefiVVhen the invitation arrived, it coincided with Keypko’s
growing interest in testing the international watdiree from the critical eye of the

Shakhinternthe Krylenko could easily defend the ideologioadrectness of a

decision to allow Botvinnik to play in Western toaments.

2. Maks EiveMaks EivgMax Euwe] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1979), 79.

3. Alexander Munninghoff and Max Euwdax Euwe, the Biography
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Botvinnik’s participation in Hastings 1934-1935-first Western test of the
Soviet champion—was not entirely triumphant. WHkilehr and Euwe tied for first,
Botvinnik had to settle for a fifth place tie. Thss actually a respectable result;
Hastings 1934-1935 was unusually strong, and Boikiwas relatively untried.
Nevertheless, for Botvinnik it was a bitter disappment. He barely mentioned
Hastings in his autobiography, blaming his poonvahg on the combination of a
difficult journey and his late arrival-just hoursfobre play began. The old veteran,
Lasker, was appalled at Botvinnik’s late arrivagimaining that a player should
always allow ten days to rest and acclimate. Botkinvrote that he, or rather
Krylenko, did not make this mistake again.

In spite of Botvinnik’s mediocre result at Hastingsylenko still felt
confident enough to showcase his protégé (this tiitie a home-court advantage) in
a Soviet-sponsored international tournament: Most88b. The event was a major
milestone in Soviet chess. It had been ten yeace she last such tournament, and
Krylenko was now confident that his new generatboviet players, led by
Botvinnik, would bring glory to the Soviet chesganization.

The tournament was organized along the lines ofdesl 925, this time with
twelve Soviets and eight Western players. AmondSibiget players, there was a
clearly discernible generational divide: only fauere veterans of Moscow 1925—

Levenfish, Romanovskii, Rabinovich and Bogatirchinong the other aging Soviet

5. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseliAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 59.
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stars, neither II'in-Zhenevskii nor Verlinskii (dovanquished Capablanca in 1925—
see Chapter Seven) was able to make the cut. Tiee @fght Soviet players, led by
Botvinnik and his Moscow-based rival, Riumin, watkin their early to mid-
twenties. This was clearly a tournament dominatethb new generation of Soviet
chess players. As Krylenko noted with great satigfa, no Western country could
field such a collection of powerful playets.

The Westerner players invited to Moscow 1935 can bk divided into two
generations. The old guard included Lasker, notysi (well beyond normal
competitive age), Capablanca, and Rudolf Spieln{a883-1942)—all veterans of
Moscow 1925. Specifically not invited were Alekland Bogoliubov—partly because
they were renegades, traitors, opportunists anddnps, but also, as Krylenko
explained, because they were Russian-born anddinerdidn’t qualify as foreign
masters. Since they offered nothing of Westernshaklure, they offered nothing at
all; their participation would have been superflsou

Among the younger players from the West were Flatug had drawn the
1933 match with Botvinnik (see Chapter Ten); AnAanoldovich Lilienthal (1911-

2010) of Hungary; and Anders Gideon Stahlberg (18@87) of Sweden. The most

6. N. V. Krylenko, predislovie [foreword] thlezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi
turnir, Moskva 1935: materialy k turnifinternational Chess Tournament, Moscow
1935: Materials for the Tournament], ed. C. O. \¢atein and la. G. Rokhlin
(Moscow: Fizkul'tura i turizm, 1935), 3-4.
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sensational young Westerner was the female ma&tea, Frantsevna Menchik
(1906-1944%

Menchik made her home in England, but she had beenin Moscow. Her
Czech mother and English father had fled to Englark®21 when Vera was fifteen.
Menchik never had Soviet citizenship although, atdicg to Botvinnik, “she was in
appearance a typical Russian womaim’England she finished first in the British
girls’ chess championship. She was subsequenthyedtoy a well-known Hungarian
master. In her twenties she competed numerous attee annual tournament in
Hastings (but not in 1934, when Botvinnik playesiie also played in several other
international events. She was the women'’s worldgglothampion from 1927-1944.
As a female player, she was in a class by herBled.first woman to compete in
men’s tournaments, she usually achieved respeatasiléts. She was always
considered a dangerous opponent, and many straggrplwere counted among her
victims, who were known collectively as the “Veraithik Club.” Although her
results were at Moscow 1935 were disappointing ap@earance there galvanized
Soviet women'’s chess.

According to Krylenko, the goals of Moscow 1935 a/quite similar to those

of Moscow 1925. First, Krylenko wanted to test stiength of his players—this time,

8. Ibid., 3.
9. Botvinnik, K dostizheniiu tseli90.

10. Anatoly Karpov and lu. AverbakBhakhmaty: entsiklopedicheskii slovar’
[Chess: Encyclopedic Dictionary] (Moscow: Sovetskantsiklopediia, 1990), 252.
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a new generation of Soviet chess players. Secandjshed to exploit the presence
of the foreign masters in Moscow to the fullesthbio training the Soviet players and
building mass enthusiasm for chess. Their verygmes in Moscow was exciting,
and their contracts required them to play simulsheir free days. Finally, Krylenko
wanted the tournament itself as a spectacle tbduthe interest in chess among the
workers and peasants, thus continuing the projeeleoating their intellectual and
cultural level of development.

The enthusiasm in the Soviet Union for Moscow 1888&ored the chess
fever associated with Moscow 1925. Competition nad in the spacious Museum
of Elegant Arts (now Pushkin Museum). Five thousspelctators showed up on the
first day, and some players found the scene distgiyopchaotic. Better crowd control
prevailed after that, and large exhibition boar@serset up on the museum grounds
to accommodate the overflow crowd.

The quality and excitement of games lived up toethgectations. The
tournament was marked by many great games, dranyaets, theoretical
innovations, and some dubious off-the-board tacKcglenko worried that his Soviet
players were handicapped, relative to their Westpponents, by their lack of
experience in the wiles and tricks of bourgeoisriament chess—knowing when to

play all-out for a win, when to play for a draw acwhserve one’s strength, who is

11. Krylenko, predislovie [foreword] telezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir,
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likely to agree to a prearranged draw, etc. Theifpr players, professionals all, were
well-schooled in these tactics. The Soviet playensthe other hand, relied on their
talent aloné3 In fact, even the tactic of an occasional shoratsgic, strength-
conserving draw was not available to the Sovietingent. Krylenko had explicitly
forbidden the Soviet players from offering drawsaniplaying against foreigne¥s.
But if the Soviets were innocent in the sordid walbourgeois chess, they were
certainly fast learners. In his description of tbkowing incident, Botvinnik offered

a revealing look behind the scenes.

As the players entered the last round of the touerd, Flohr and Botvinnik
were tied for first place. Flohr was scheduledlay@mgainst Vladimir Alekseevich
Alatortsev (1909-1987), one of the lesser Soviay@is; Botvinnik was paired with
Rabinovich, a fixture of the Leningrad old guardiao friend to Botvinnik.

Krylenko visited Botvinnik’s room at the Hotel Natial on the eve of the final round,
wanting to gauge Botvinnik’s reaction to his suggesthat Rabinovich be ordered to
throw the game. Botvinnik, describing the incideatimed that he flatly refused

with a dramatic flourish: “If | understand that isegiving me the point, | will give up
a piece and immediately resign the gari#eBotvinnik then softened his refusal by

offering Krylenko a clever analysis of the situati®&ince Flohr was probably already

13. Krylenko, predislovie [foreword] thlezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi turnir,
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worried that Botvinnik’s game might be thrown irettnanner suggested by
Krylenko, Botvinnik argued, Flohr would probablyf&fa draw in his game in return
for the guarantee of a draw in Botvinnik’'s gameteAfll, Botvinnik pointed out,
Flohr had proposed something analogous in theicim@ee Chapter Ten). Flohr and
Botvinnik would then finish the tournament tied fost.

At that very moment, as if on cue, Vainshtein ezdethe room with the latest
news: Flohr had just offered the exact deal thaviBaik had predicted. Rabinovich,
Botvinnik’s opponent, readily agreed to the arranget, but Alatortsev, Flohr’s
opponent, unexpectedly objected to his part ifdhee. Let him play, was Flohr’s
response, arrogantly promising the game would be/aliwith or without
Alatortsev’s cooperation. The plan, however, theaat to go awry when Alatortsev,
eager to prove his point, played aggressively—tmbnd up with a lost position. It
took a great deal of skill on Flohr's part to aveithning the game, but he kept his
word. The game was a dratThe outcome, as the conspirators had planned, was
that Botvinnik and Flohr tied for first place ovira

A few months after the Moscow 1935 event endedyiBotk (who had
received a cash prize, an automobile, and a daybhiis post-graduate stipend for
his efforts) began to petition Krylenko for anoth@urnament. Botvinnik argued that
Moscow 1935 was flawed by the inclusion of too mesigitively weak players,

which introduced an element of chance and madéfiitudt to judge the strength of

16. Ibid., 52-53.
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the leading Soviet players. He proposed a smathat¢h-tournament” with five
strong foreigners and the five strongest Sovietgta Krylenko was initially only
lukewarm to the proposal. Selecting the five Soplayers would be difficult and
divisive given his embarrassment of riches. Morth®opoint, there was also the
expense. Tournaments with Westerner participatguired hard currency, which
was always in short supply. But eventually Krylemktented—swayed, perhaps, by an
offer from the Central Committee of the Komsomak(Party youth organization),
where Botvinnik had powerful friends, to help witte funding!8 Significant
Komsomol involvement in the Soviet chess organirgtwhich dates from the
middle 1930s, would eventually loosen the tighdhible Chess Section had on all
aspects of Soviet chess.

The Third Moscow International Chess Tournament nedd in the summer
of 1936. The foreign contingent consisted of LasKapablanca, Flohr, Lilienthal
and the Austrian master, Erich Gottlieb Eliskag€x 8-1997). The younger Soviets
were well represented by Botvinnik, Ragozin, Riu@nd II'ia Abramovich Kan
(1909-1978). Levenfish, alone, represented theyoaid.

The tournament quickly became a contest betweevirBok and a resurgent

Capablanca. Botvinnik claimed to have suffered fthemheat and insomnia during

17. A match-tournament is a competition in whichreplayer contests two or
more games with each opponent. A tournament likedde 1936, where each player
plays two games with each opponent, is also somestialled a double, round-robin
tournament in the West.

18. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli53-54.
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the tournament; Capablanca, on the other handingpsed by love. He had just met
the woman who would become his second wife, angrbmised her he would regain
the world titlel® Botvinnik lost to Capablanca in one of their gapses this turned
out to be the margin of victory for Capablanca.\Butik finished one point behind
Capablanca, while Flohr finished a distant thirdeTest of the Soviet contingent,
however, fared rather badly. Krylenko was only gjindly satisfied with Botvinnik’s
play, and he was not at all pleased with his gtiherégés In his foreword to the
tournament book, he took the Soviet players to, tiasksting that the most immediate
lesson of Moscow 1936 was that Soviet players reeaaldrop their conceit, study
their games, and learn from their numerous mistékes

A curious anecdote about Moscow 1936 was relatadcsyater by
Capablanca’s widow, the woman whose love was sdidve inspired Capablanca’s
victory:

It is little known, | believe, that Stalin camedee Capablanca play, hiding

behind a drapery. This happened in Moscow in 1€2a had mentioned it

to meen passantso | am a bit hazy about the details, such ashvaabo

accompanied Stalin—seems to me it was Krylenko. é¥@w the gist of this

encounter remains quite clear in my mind.

Capa said to Stalin: “Your Soviet players are cimgatosing the

games on purpose to my rival, Botvinnik, in ordeiricrease his points on the
score.”

19. Edward Winter, “The Genius and the Princedddrch 14, 2012),
http://www.chesshistory.com/winter/extra/capablaga.html (accessed June 13,
2013).

20. N. V. Krylenko, “Predislovie” [Foreword], iiretii mezhdunarodnyi

shakhmatnyi turnir: Moskva936 [Third International Chess Tournament: Moscow
1936], ed. G. la. Levenfish (Moscow: Fizkul'tur@iism, 1937), 8.
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According to Capa, Stalin took it good-naturedle $iiled and
promised to take care of the situation.
He did.
From then on the cheating . . . stopped and Capedla. . won the
tournament all by himse#ft
Capablanca’s charges of collusion were not ungrednBotvinnik’s friend, the
Leningrad master Ragozin, participated in both M@ast935 and 1936. Although his
overall results were mediocre, Ragozin later (id@)3evealed in his Party biography
that he had received a special, secret prize in gaznament for the best score
against foreign participants No such prize was mentioned in the official touneat
books.

Moscow 1936 also had an interesting epilogue. Enugldrasker, now sixty-
seven years old, placed a surprising and very otsiple sixth in the tournament. He
had emerged from retirement out of necessity. Tivert of the Nazi regime in his
native Germany had robbed him of his home and gegs®s; he and his wife were
destitutez3

Lasker had always been a friend to Soviet chesging the country four

times—always full of praise for Soviet chess arelSoviet state. In a revealing

21. Olga Capablanca Clark to Edward Winter, Julyl®®89, in Edward
Winter, “The Genius and the Princess,” (March 1812,
http://www.chesshistory.com/winter/extra/capablaga.html (accessed June 13,
2013).

22. Viacheslav Ragozin, “Znachitel’nye sobytiianpei shakhmatnoi
avtobiografii” [Significant events in my Chess Abtography] (1946), GARF, fond
7576, opis’ 21, delo 86, listy 19.

23. J. HannakEmanuel Lasker: The Life of a Chess Maghégw York:
Dover, 1991), 268.
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gesture, based at least partly on sentiment, Kkglemvited Lasker to remain in
Moscow after the tournament. He engineered ananweit for Lasker to join the
Moscow Academy of Science, where Lasker would tittle research, but his real
work would be mentoring young Soviet chess playleasker gratefully accepted the
offer, and he and his wife began the process afiang Soviet citizenship?

A few months after Moscow 1936, Botvinnik again/gked abroad, this time
to compete in a major tournament in Nottingham,|&mgd. Botvinnik received his
official invitation early in 1936, and his partiafon was quickly approved by
Krylenko, even though it was already known thatrémeegades, Alekhin and
Bogoliubov, had both been invited to Nottingham.

Botvinnik believed he had earned Krylenko’s trastgd now he seemed to test
its limits. He made an unprecedented request: Imedais wife to accompany him
to Nottinghan®s If the request was extraordinary, so was the mespoAlways the
pragmatist, Krylenko had seen Botvinnik’s play iy in the second half of the
recent Moscow event after his wife had joined Hihat would be the point of
sending Botvinnik to Nottingham if the authoritidisl not do everything possible to
ensure his success? But even Krylenko would noersakh a weighty decision on
his own authority. He took the controversial quastio the titular head of state,

Mikhail Ivanovich Kalinin (1875-1946), who gave lassent$

24. lbid., 281-282.
25. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli53-54.

26. Ibid., 56-57.
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Nottingham 1936 was a tournament of legendary gthert was, in fact, the
strongest chess tournament up to that time, ascdw considered one of the
greatest tournaments of all time. Five former, meig or future world champions
were present, along with at least four players iclemed to be in contention for the
crown. Further, the Soviets were represented by &dtiture world champion
(Botvinnik) and a former world champion (Lasker).Miew of his recent change of
citizenship, Lasker was listed in the official toament cross-table as representing
the Soviet Unior#’ In fact, Lasker embraced his new status, quicklgooning a part
of the Soviet team. He told Botvinnik that he faltobligation as a Soviet citizen to
play for wins against Botvinnik’s chief rivals iha tournament. When Botvinnik, in
deference to Lasker’s age, assured him that avgpidsses against his chief rivals
would be enough, Lasker was visibly relievéd.

In what could have been awkward encounters, Boivimet the renegades
over the board, drawing with Alekhin and defeatBagoliubov. Botvinnik behaved
very properly toward both of his former countrymang they graciously returned the
gesture. Alekhin wrote a book on the tournamend, lda comments on Botvinnik’s
games were full of praise for the young Soviet chimm. For example, he wrote,
“Botvinnik follows up his fine win against Bogoljoff [Bogoliubov] with a splendid

victory over Tartakover in 30 moves. Subsequetily game is awarded the special

27. Andy Soltis,;The Great Chess Tournaments and Their St¢Resinor,
PA: Chilton Books, 1975), 161-166.

28. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli63.

246



prize for the most brilliant gameé?’Botvinnik concluded that Alekhin, in spite of the
fact that he was drinking heavily and behaving &by during the tournament, was
well-disposed toward him. Alekhin did Botvinnik thenor of predicting a great
future for the young Soviet champiéhBogoliubov certainly had no grounds for a
grudge against Botvinnik either, in spite of hisdoWhen Bogoliubov had absent-
mindedly failed to punch his clock, Botvinnik graasly brought the oversight to his
attention. After the tournament, Bogoliubov chagastically blamed his defeats on
bad luck. However, he made an exception for his toBotvinnik. The Soviet
champion’s victory, Bogoliubov conceded, could betattributed solely to chance.
The two men parted on friendly terms, although Botik noted with distaste that his
erstwhile countryman had become thoroughly Gerneghile spoke Russian with an
affected German accent and even laughed like a &e¥lthough Botvinnik does
not mention it, Bogoliubov had also become a memobéie German National
Socialist Party?

The final round at Nottingham 1936 was filled watama and intrigue.

Botvinnik was tied with Capablanca for first plaa®the last round began.

29. Aleksandr AlekhinThe Book of the Nottingham International Chess
Tournament: 10th to 28th August, 198@ns. William Henry Watts (Philadelphia: D.
McKay, 1937), 4.

30. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli63.
31. Ibid., 66.

32. Hans Kmoch, “Yefim Dimitrievich Bogolyubov [Botubov] (1889-
1952),” inGrandmasters | Have Knowerd. Burt Hochberg (ChessCafe, 2004),
http://www.chesscafe.com/text/kmochOQ1.pdf (accedsee 13, 2013).

247



Capablanca was paired with the always dangerous|Bbgv; Botvinnik’s,

opponent was an English player named William Wi(i&98-1955), who finished
last in the tournament. Before play began, Capabl@noposed to Botvinnik that
both of them should propose quick draws to thespeetive opponents and thus finish
the tournament tied for first. Obviously the propdsieal would favor Capablanca,
who faced a far more formidable opponent. Botvinoikcourse, recognized the
inequality of the offer and refused, disingenuougming that while he was
inclined to accept, he feared Moscow’s disappré¥&lo play began, and soon
Capablanca seemed to have an advantage againdiubogo Botvinnik, on the other
hand, somehow managed to slip into an inferiortgysagainst Winter. Realizing
that he could actually lose to Winter, Botvinnikesed a draw, which was quickly
accepted. Winter's acceptance of the draw was sgulesgly pilloried in the English
press. Undoubtedly, many of Winter’s critics wobkle done the same, but there
was a complicating factor: Winter, who had receb#gn imprisoned for sedition,
was a well-known organizer for the British Commuafarty34 Nevertheless, the
charge that he agreed to the draw for politicatoea is absurd; there was no logical
basis for the accusation. First, Winter’'s actiomdcepting the draw was entirely
rational; most players in his position would hawae the same. Winter was already
doomed to finish last in the tournament regardiggke result in this game, and a

draw with the tournament leader would at leastvalham to salvage some honor.

33. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli63.

34. Soltis,The Great Chess Tournaments and Their Stories, 162.
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Second, the accusation itself was irrational. IfSglmv was giving instructions (as
Winter’s detractors claimed), why not just ordemi¥ér to lose? A draw only
guaranteed Botvinnik second place. Capablanca agdlBibov were still playing
when Botvinnik’'s game ended, and a win by Capalalamould have guaranteed first
place for the Cuban.

Meanwhile, it appeared that Capablanca was goingridiis game—-and the
tournament. But Bogoliubov fought back valiantlgimsehow finding a way to force a
draw35 Thus the intended result of Capablanca’s propbsegiain with Botvinnik
came to pass: both games were drawn, and BotvamdkCapablanca tied for first.
Ironically, it was Bogoliubov’s persistent fightrfthe draw in a lost position, rather
than Winter’'s acceptance of a draw in a superigitjpm, that guaranteed Botvinnik’s
tie for first.

Botvinnik’s tie with Capablanca at Nottingham 198&s the crowning
achievement in this phase of Botvinnik’s careewds also a very important victory
for the Soviet Union, a victory that came at a naggiortune moment. During the
Nottingham tournament, a very different kind of djpele had been taking place in
Moscow. From August 19 to August 24, in the Hous8mons (which had hosted
the opening ceremonies for Moscow 1925), one ofjtkat show trials of 1936 took
place. Kamenev, Zinoviev and their accomplices weee and found guilty of

plotting with Trotsky, murdering Kirov, and/or ptotg to kill Stalin. They were

35. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli65.
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shot36 The confessions of the accused stretched theslwhitredulity even among
the faithful.

The British press had been particularly skepti¢dhe whole affair, and the
prestige of the Soviet Union in England had entereew low. An official at the
Soviet embassy told Botvinnik: “It's good that tleeirnament ended so well. We will
have a reception for the players, so somethingrédole can be written about the
Soviet Union.?” The reception was held, and many photographs dudyetaken of
Lasker, Capablanca and Botvinnik having a jollywsmsation over tea. Unfortunately
for the Soviet diplomats, though, the receptionrbtiwork out as planned. The
Soviet diplomats wanted to showcase the tournarbenthe British press only
wanted to talk only about the trigi.

The reception in London proved awkward, and mucthefremainder of
Botvinnik’s journey home, which should have bedowr of triumph, was also
strained. The political events in Moscow weighedvilg on the Soviet diplomats in
the West. In Paris, Botvinnik learned from a jodistarather than from Soviet
officialdom, that he was being awarded @eler of theMark of Honor3° In Berlin,

the Soviet embassy hosted a celebratory banquetyvbuyone seemed silent and

36. Robert Conquesthe Great Terror: A Reassessm@déw York: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 91-105.

37. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli70.
38. Ibid.

39. Ibid., 71.
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glum—except the ambassador himself, who prattleanohon in a nervous
monologue. In Minsk, however, the mood was be#ted a huge crowd of journalists,
photographers, chess players, and well-wisherBoiinnik’s train.40

The reception at Minsk prepared Botvinnik for Moscavhere he was
lionized for his accomplishment in a seemingly esdIsuccession of meetings,
receptions, and parties. Botvinnik had an audievide Krylenko, who was very
pleased with his protégé’s performance. He askatymaestions about the
tournament, his opponents, and conditions in ErjIBotvinnik’s Order of the Mark
of Honor was officially awarded at a session of nesidium of the Central
Executive Committee of the USSR. The official makihe presentation, however,
faltered in his speech. He seemed uncertain dgteeaison a mere chess player was
being awarded this high honor, finally just sayihgt Botvinnik had conducted
himself in the heroic manner expected of all Soeigtens?!

On August 29, 1936, the day after the Nottinghauamrtament concluded, a
front-pagePravdaarticle celebrated Botvinnik’s heroic accomplisimmné&Vhile
probably intended partially as a respite from tae/s of trials, saboteurs and traitors,
the Pravdaarticle was also the defining statement on Sashess as it had developed
in the mid-1930s. Botvinnik’s victory, sakRfavda represented the triumph of the

vanguard of the Soviet chess movement who “shotwedvorld that in chess theory

40. Ibid.
41. Ibid., 71-72.
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and practice they had caught up with the besttautisthe West#2 This merely
demonstrated that the masters had finally caughd tipe rest of the Soviet chess
organization. Chess as a mass vehicle for theraliknlightenment of the people had
long surpassed anything comparable in bourgeoisscigilding on this foundation,
the elite of Soviet chess had, at last, taken tingtful place as the strongest in the
world. This, in turn, would strengthen the massssh@ovement; elite and mass chess
existed in a symbiotic relationship.

Chess, thé&ravdaarticle maintained, was an appropriate vehicleHo
important mission because it occupied a liminaltpws on the frontier between
science and art. Chess was also a unique kinduggle, and victory required
analytical ability and imagination. Marx and Letiad understood the dual nature of
chess. Both were accomplished chess players, ubegs as a tool for developing an
iron will and as a creative outlet for nervous emyer

The article went on to describe the impressive sadfihe Soviet chess
organization. From the industrial cities, to rematkages of the steppe, from Central
Asia, to the polar North, chess had found an ingmtrand permanent niche in Soviet
society. Chess was making an indelible mark on &Redy soldiers and schoolboy
Pioneers alike—shaping Soviet character. “The US®IR,article famously

concluded, “is becoming the classical land of ch&éhe famous chess masters of

42. “Shakhmatisty nashei strany” [The Chess Plagkoar Homeland],
Pravda August 29, 1936.
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Western Europe and America look with amazementeany at the growth of our
chess culture.There is nothing like that in theumtries.*3

The next day the text of a telegram, ostensiblynf@otvinnik to Stalin,
appeared ifPravda Addressing himself to his “beloved teacher arther,”
Botvinnik’'s message took on the obsequious toneva so common during Stalin’s
cult of personality. He modestly attributed history to the support of the Soviet
people and the guidance of the Soviet leadershgtridmph, Botvinnik said, was
important only because it was the triumph of so&mal Everything he had achieved
was inspired by Stalin’s great slogan: “catch ug avertake.?4

Botvinnik later claimed that he was not the acaughor of this sycophantic
telegram. A staff writer fron84 composed the message on Krylenko’s order and then
called Botvinnik and read it to him over the phorde.asked Botvinnik if he wanted
any last minute changes before “his” message wssepeon to Stalin. Botvinnik
went along with the charade, saying that he approBetvinnik’s telegram was sent
to Stalin at his dacha and then subsequently grintBravda4>

After Nottingham, Botvinnik was widely considerdgktheir-apparent to the
world championship. Alekhin, who briefly lost thde to Euwe in 1935 and then

regained it in 1937, was the victim of intempefabits that appeared to be

43. Ibid.

44. “Dorogoi, rodnoi, liubimyi nash uchitel’ i rukoditel'"” [Dear beloved
teacher and leader®Pravda August 30, 1936.

45. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli71.
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accelerating his decline. He was drinking heavihew he lost the title in 1935, and
he regained it in 1937 only during a period of atestcet6 But Alekhin’s drinking
was not an impediment to a match with Botvinnile groblem was Alekhin’s
political status.

Botvinnik’s plan to challenge Alekhin in the afteath of his Nottingham
triumph got off to a slow start when he skippedTeath Soviet Championship, held
in Thilisi in spring 19377 He quite reasonably decided to forego the Chanspbiipin
electing instead to defend his doctoral dissenatiio electrical engineering).
Although this was in line with the official positidhat Soviet chess players were not
chess professionals, the authorities interpretedibsence very unfavorably. He was
severely scolded by II'in-Zhenevskii, while Krylemkenraged at the perceived
arrogance, threatened to report Botvinnik’s behawidhe Central Committef.In
Botvinnik's absence, the winner of the Tenth So@kampionship was the pre-
Revolutionary veteran, Levenfish, who had actuplgyed in the First Soviet
Championship back in the dark days of 1920 (se@t€h&ix). In 1937, at age of
forty-eight, Levenfish was enjoying a personal rssa@nce—playing some of the best

chess of his career.

46. Hans Kmoch, “Alexander Alexandrovich Alekhiddksandr
Aleksandrovich Alekhin], ‘doctor juris’ (1892-1946)n Grandmasters | Have
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http://www.chesscafe.com/text/kmoch05.pdf (acceSse 13, 2013).

47. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandhe Soviet Championships
(London: Cadogan Chess, 1998), 41.
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Krylenko, once he had calmed down, ordered Botkitmiplay a match with
Levenfish4® Botvinnik delivered the challenge, and Levenfishepted, noting that
Botvinnik was entitled to the match because herwgarticipated in the
championship tournamepft Nevertheless, Levenfish must have accepted the
challenge with some trepidation. He had never IpeBtvinnik, who was twenty-
one years younger than he. But Levenfish was affpmverful incentives. In view of
his age, Levenfish was allowed three months atrmé&2m resort to rest and prepare,
and he was provided with a trainer. He was giveawdodds3? in the match. Finally,
he was promised the coveted title of grandmasteaimable only from the Chess
Section, if his results were respectaile.

The match began in September 1937; half was pley®btbscow and half in
Leningrad. Public interest was enormous, especraiign Levenfish, the clear
underdog, unexpectedly made a real fight of iteAthe Moscow leg, he had a slight
deficit, but he played brilliantly in Leningrad. The amazement of just about
everyone, he managed to draw the match, retaihmgjtte and earning the

grandmaster titlé3

49. Ibid.

50. G. Levenfishlzbrannye partii i vospominany&elected Games and
Memoirs] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1967), 160.

51. In case of a drawn match, Levenfish would beeththe winner and keep
his title of Soviet Champion.
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53. Cafferty and Taimanowhe Soviet Championship&3
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Botvinnik’s humiliation (which he blamed on acaderdistractions and
Levenfish’s “cheating™¥* was also very disruptive to Krylenko’s plans faking
Soviet possession of the world title. By the tirhe match ended, the world
championship had passed from Euwe back to Alekdnd,Alekhin had agreed to
play a match with Flohr, the Czech champion. Thé&cméowever, was cancelled
when the Nazis occupied Czechoslovakia in 1338.

The question of Alekhin’s next challenger was om digenda at the AVRO
tournamerf scheduled for autumn 1938. Invitations were retsd to the world’s
top eight players, and it was understood that timmer would have the right to
challenge Alekhin. After some argument, Botvinnméther than Levenfish, was
selected to represent the Soviet Union. Levenfigh pstifiably upset; he believed
this denial marked the end of his cargeClearly he had earned the moral right to
play in AVRO. Not only had he won the Tenth Sowigtampionship and drawn
Botvinnik in a match, he also had tied for firstire Ninth Soviet Championship in
1935 (Botvinnik was playing in Hastings at the t)iffeBut Levenfish, now forty-
nine, didn’t represent the future, and that’'s whbeepragmatic Soviet leadership was

looking.

54. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli75.
55. Baturinskii,Grossmeister Flqr24.
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Botvinnik, as was his custom, asked that his wéealbowed to accompany
him to AVRO, and the request, with some compliagaiovas granted. But in spite of
his wife’s presence, Botvinnik’s performance wasagpointing. Paul’ Petrovich
Keres (1916-1975) and the American play, Reubea EA14-1993), tied for first.
Botvinnik had to be satisfied with third plageThis seemed to take any challenge by
Botvinnik off the table, but all was not as it sesm

Although the tournament had been organized, ity parthe premise that the
winner would have first right to challenge Alekhthe event had actually gotten off
to a very confusing start when Alekhin spoke atdpening ceremony. He repudiated
any promise of favoring the winner in his choicecbéllengers. Instead, as Alekhin
informed the stunned players, he would play with aorld-class player who could
guarantee a prize fund of ten thousand doffars.

This was an opening for Botvinnik; he might stiitange a title match, despite
his third-place finish. But first he needed to aokienself politically. To this end, he
arranged to have lunch with the highest rankingyRaember available, a diplomat
in Belgium, who gave his blessing to the enterpigehe close of the tournament,
Botvinnik approached Alekhin and asked him for ppartunity to discuss a title
match. Alekhin was receptive, and Botvinnik arrathgdormal meeting to ascertain

Alekhin’s conditions for a match. Botvinnik believéhat Alekhin was especially

59. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli77.
60. G. G. ToradzéAVRO-Turnir: mezhdunarodnyi turnir grossmeisterov v

Gollandii, 1938 g[AVRO Tournament: International Grandmaster Touraatin
Holland, 1938)Thilisi: Ganatleba, 1995), 40.
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happy to play him, seeing the proposed match @vamnue to reconciliation with the
Soviet Uniont! Euwe confirmed this, writing, “in the early 193@dekhin finds
himself getting more and more homesick for Rus%ia.”

After taking the precaution of securing Flohr te@mpany him as a withess
(Alekhin was still an enemy of the people), Botvknaalled on Alekhin in his hotel.
They had enjoyed amicable relations at Nottinghsee @bove), and the same
goodwill prevailed at their meeting in AmsterdanheTconditions for a match were
relatively simple, which adds credence to Botvirsiidaim that Alekhin strongly
desired a match with him. The venue was up to Boili but if the match was held
in the Soviet Union (as Alekhin assumed), Alekhinstrbe invited to a Soviet
tournament at least three months prior to the sfaftte match in order to prepare and
acclimate himself. The prize fund was ten-thousdwlthrs, with two-thirds going to
the winner. Finally, until a formal agreement wakiaved, the negotiations would
remain secretd

When he returned to Moscow, Botvinnik made his regmectly to a high-
ranking Party official, Nikolai Aleksandrovich Budgin (1895-1975), Central
Committee member and Director of the Soviet StatekB* Botvinnik didn’t

mention it, but most likely Botvinnik, whose fieldas electrical engineering, knew

61. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli83.
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Bulganin from the latter’s official positions inegltrical administration in the late
1920s and early 19305.

Bulganin was sympathetic to Botvinnik’s request anamised to take the
matter up in the Central Committee. In early 198&vBinik received a telegram,
ostensibly from Molotov, but, according to Botvikpprobably from Stalin himself:
“If you decide to challenge Alekhin to a match, wish you every success. It is easy
to ensure the resf®

Even though he now had the support from the higipestters, Botvinnik
continued to encounter opposition to the matchintipreted the opposition as
springing primarily from jealousy. But he also aolutedged that some had genuine
doubts about his ability to successfully defendi&olvonor. To be fair, he had
demonstrated a certain inconsistency of result brer. But Botvinnik, | think, failed
to appreciate the depth of political oppositiortite match. First, there was still a core
of opposition within the Soviet chess organizatomextensive interactions with
bourgeois chess. Second and more significantnigelgainst Alekhin, outlaw and
renegade, persisted and recently intensified dfrtioer anti-Soviet remarks

attributed to hin$’/
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Meanwhile, Botvinnik felt compelled to compete trofig Soviet events to
prove that he was worthy of the honor of challegghtekhin. Accordingly, he
entered and won the Eleventh Soviet Championshi®89. He finished a full point
ahead of a newcomer, Aleksandr Aleksandrovich K¢1®413-1981). By chance,
Botvinnik and Kotov met in the last round when thegre tied for first place. Public
interest had been high throughout the tournamenthe Botvinnik-Kotov game
drew enormous interest. All the tickets sold oulpaen demonstration boards were
placed outdoors, and such large crowds gathereédréfiic was disrupted. After a
tense struggle worthy of the occasion, Botvinnigvailed. The victory was welcome,
but Botvinnik, now 29, must have felt the presduwen a rising, younger generation
represented by Kotov. The old-guard player, Lewmfiriumphant in 1937, finished
poorly—tied for eightlt8

In the summer of 1939, the anticipated reply frolakhin to Botvinnik’s
official challenge for a world title match finalbrrived. Alekhin accepted the
challenge with one modification. Where he had presiy left the venue for the
match to Botvinnik’s discretion, he now insistedtthalf of the match be played in
London and half in Moscow. Botvinnik was annoyed;donsidered it a breach of
faith, and he resented the additional complicatitewrote back to Alekhin, insisting
that the original terms be adheredi®efore an answer could be received, however,

Germany invaded Poland and Europe was at war. Bukvivould have to wait a

68. Cafferty and Taimano\,he Soviet Championship$#4.

69. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli90-91.
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many long years for Alekhin’s reply, and by thea political situation would be
much more complicated.

Botvinnik’s quest for the world title was not thelp concern of the Soviet
chess organization. Botvinnik was useful, of couksewas valued as a propagandist
for mass chess and as a symbol of Soviet cultureBBtvinnik and his elite
colleagues were only the tip of the Soviet chegamization, an organization that was
firmly rooted in the masses, a fact that was dernatexl anew every time a major
chess event was held.

In classical Marxist terms, chess was part of thgesstructure of Soviet
society. Like all parts of the societal superstuuet chess was dependent on the
economic base—the mode of production. When thecgomnbased shifted, so too the
superstructure. In the early years of the Soviabblrchess and other aspects of high
culture became the property of the people. Alraady924, the revolutionary state
had altered the purpose of chess, which moved beimg an idle passion of the
bourgeoisie to a tool for mass enlightenment.

In 1936, with advent of the new Stalin Constitutieacialism officially
arrived. Socialism was predicated on a definitivit $o the socialist mode of
production. Since the economic base had complaettansition, the cultural
superstructure was expected to mirror the changelaj@ng in ways very distinct
from the bourgeois West. Socialist music, literafart, and chess were all expected

to develop in a distinctly socialist fashion.

261



There had been many harbingers of the developnientinique and
distinctive Soviet chess. As early as 1927, conspas of style between challenger
Alekhin and world champion Capablanca anticipatedegmergence of a Soviet chess
school. Alekhin was praised for his imagination &mlfighting spirit, while
Capablanca was characterized as dry and techsmalGhapter Ten).

After Nottingham 1936, thBravdaarticle, “The Chess Players of our
Homeland” (see above), pointed out another wayiftdréntiating between Western
and Soviet players. Western players were profealsamho made decisions based on
their perceived monetary value, while the Sovialypts had professions outside of
chess, and therefore were chess amateurs. Sincditheot have to weigh the
financial consequences of their decisions, Sovatgrs could allow themselves to
take risks, playing aggressively in all their garffeEhey sought truth and beauty
rather than money.

In the aftermath of Botvinnik’s triumph at Nottingm 1936, Krylenko
weighed in directly on the question of a distinet&oviet style. He made his point by
comparing two games from Nottingham—Fine v. Capatadaand Euwe v. Botvinnik.
Both games were drawn, but there the similarityegindrine and Capablanca sat
down to play with the intention of drawing, andeafa series gbro forma colorless
exchanges, they abandoned the game on the twestydove. In his game with
Euwe, however, Botvinnik played to win, unveilingisky opening innovation. After

a long battle in which the initiative changed handmy times, a draw was agreed on

70. “Shakhmatisty Nashei Strany” [The Chess Plagémir Homeland].
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the fifty-sixth move, but only after all possibiéis had been exhaustédlhe latter
game epitomized the Soviet style—hard-fightingative and aggressive. Soviet
players, according to Krylenko, were fighters, ammed, above all, with the struggle.
Another excellent example of the importance assidoehe fighting style of
Soviet players comes from this official descriptignoted at length to show the tone,
of a critical encounter between Botvinnik and Viasasil'evich Smyslov (1921-
2010) in the Thirteenth Soviet Championship (1944):
Smyslov, playing White against Botvinnik, and bearge point ahead, could
have easily chosen . . . the exchange variatidgheoFrench Defence in which
it is difficult for Black to create complications. . It is significant that he did
not make the slightest attempt to come to a com@@nesirous of proving
the correctness of his view concerning the insigficy of the defense chosen
by Black, aspiring to win the main game of the tmment, he directed his
attack with such force that it seemed as if Botikisnposition would soon be
shot to pieces.

Botvinnik in turn, perfectly understanding the do@nsequences the
loss of the game would entail for him, did notatyany time during the
encounter to avoid the sharpest and most dangeosusmuations and, finally,
figured out an intricate combination which broughh victory. Botvinnik
and Smyslov are sportsmen in the best sense efdhk’2
Botvinnik addressed the question of Soviet styl\aibroader and more

nuanced perspective. He agreed with Krylenko thexrtet was certainly a distinctive
Soviet style, but Botvinnik went further, claimititat entire approach was different.
He examined the various differences between WestairSoviet chess, postulating

the existence of what he called a Soviet schoghefs. Botvinnik's claims were

71. “U nas i u nikh [Us and Them]Pravda August 29, 1936.

72. B. S. Vainshtein, “1944 Chess ChampionshimefUSSR, Soviet Chess
Chronicle June 1944, 1.
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built on the work of Richard Réti, who approachbdss history as a branch of
intellectual history: identifying, naming and analyg successive schools of thought.
Réti was well regarded in the Soviet Union. Krylenkaised him as a chess
revolutionary (see Chapter Seven), and when Rédi siiddenly in 1929, Soviet
chess publications paid him very respectful trib8te

According to Réti’s dialectic, Steinitz founded first modern chess school
in the latter part of the f9century. The Steinitz school developed out ofstineggle
between Romanticism and the quasi-scientific apgrad the American, Paul
Charles Morphy (1837-1884). The Steinitz schogbldised the Romantics, who
sought open positions that created opportunitiesM@shbuckling attacks. Steinitz
confounded the Romantics with his closed positistat)le centers, and extended
maneuvering behind the lines. Steinitz’'s system adessribed as scientifré.

By the turn of the century, though, Steinitz’s isls@emed played out, and
chess entered a period of stagnation. Steinitzcvallenged by a new school, called
by Réti “Storm and Stress,” centered on Emmanuské&ra New ideas were not really
a hallmark of this school, but rather a changetitude toward play. The Romantics
had sought beauty, the followers of Steinitz loof@dscientific regularity, and the

“Storm and Stress” school returned the emphasbéss to the struggle itself,

73. N. Gregor’ev, “Tvorchestvo i deiatel'nost’ Riéktda Reti” [Creativity and
Work of Richard Réti]64. Shakhmaty i shashki v rabochem kjulhgy 5, 1929, 1-3.

74. Richard RétiModern Ideas in Chestrans. John Hart (1923; repr, New
York: Dover Publications, 1960), 39-40.
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regardless of whether it takes the road of sciemad art’> Thus Storm and Stress
represented a synthesis of the contending scie@tifd romantic schools.

Lasker’'s “Storm and Stress” was challenged afterldW/ar | by the rise of
the American school. For Lasker, with his obsessiih the struggle, the best move
was often a relative, subjective issue: it deperatethe psychology or temperament
of one’s opponent. By contrast, the American schoehded by Capablanca (a
Cuban), valued technique and sought its perfecbastiples of Capablanca sought
the best move; the determination of what constittibest” was reached through
objective criteria. In other words, the Americaremed a move that would always
work in a given position, rather than a move chdsem particular opponerié.For
Capablanca, objectivity was the path to perfectama Capablanca’s prediction that
his own perfection heralded the end of chess seathede time entirely plausible.

At this critical juncture a new school emergedewotutionary school that
challenged many of the sacred tenets of moderrscbegbed the Hypermodern
school by its detractors, Réti and his followergeadr the reevaluation of all traditional
chess knowledge. Demanding an end to routine cRe&tisdeclared that the so-called
laws of chess were simply maxims that may or mayapply in a particular
situation?” For example, in traditional chess it had becomargole of faith that the

center must be occupied by pawns. Réti fashionezpaning system that allowed,

75. Ibid., 91-93.
76. Ibid., 105-106.
77. Ibid., 119-122.
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even provoked, the opponent to occupy the centiér pawns, and then subjected the
center to a blistering attack from the flanks.

Botvinnik’s Soviet school was a new synthesis Hizorbed the best features
of the schools that preceded it. It paid homageeambjective, scientific tenets of the
Steinitz and American schools, while appreciatimgrole of aesthetics in the
Romantic approach. The idea of chess as a puredbstnugglea la Lasker, was
integral. Finally, the Soviet school eschewed rmithess, constantly searching for
innovative moves and ideas. Botvinnik identifiedeth principal components of the
Soviet school: scientific focus, artistic focusddraining methodology.

First, Botvinnik’s Soviet chess school relied onaaerall scientific approach
to the game. This was reflected in the quality @#i8t chess literature, which
collected and analyzed chess from all over thedvdihe Soviet chess journal,
Shakhmaty v SSSRas considered the best in the world. Krylenk@stmoversial
decisions to publish the games of the renegadesoaaltbw limited interaction with
bourgeois chess reflected the scientific tenderafi&oviet ches® After Levenfish
was denied permission to compete in AVRO 1938 ébewe), he was compensated
by a very important assignment from the Chess @®dtie was entrusted to compile

a theoretical encyclopedia of chess openiigdis task, the systematic compilation

78. M. M. Botvinnik,Sovetskaia shakhmatnaia shkola: populiarnyi ocherk
[The Soviet Chess School: Popular Sketch] (Mosdéiwkul'tura i sport, 1951), 40.

79. Levenfish)zbrannye partii i vospominanya76-177.
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and codification of existing knowledge, epitomizbd scientific basis of the Soviet
school.

Second, Botvinnik’s Soviet school highlighted timestic approach to the
Soviet game. An aesthetic focus fostered creativarscement and avoided
stagnation. Soviet players absorbed the sciemfitciples, and then creativity
allowed them to blaze new trails in both theory pratticeg0

The great pre-revolutionary Russian player, Chigagkemplified both the
scientific and artistic facets of the Soviet ch&3sigorin was embraced as a kind of
honorary founder of the Soviet school. His gamesewadely circulated, studied and
cited in Soviet literaturél

Third in the components of Botvinnik’s Soviet schaere his own methods
of training and preparation, which also reflectesyathesis of the scientific and
artistic chess. Botvinnik believed in physical ctimhing as an essential ingredient
for successful completion. He also advocated totaiersion in the general chess
literature. Players should be familiar with alltbé important games as well as major
opening lines, combinative motifs and endgame pettén addition, Botvinnik
taught that one should prepare specifically fohegmponent, studying his/her games,
discovering weakness, and preparing lines of ptapmlingly. In order to test
innovations without revealing them prematurely reetraining matches need to be

played. Players should also use training matche$inronate weaknesses in their

80. Botvinnik,Sovetskaia shakhmatnaia shkoi8.

81. Ibid., 14-25.
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play. Extreme examples of this latter idea werevBwiik’'s program for overcoming
his aversion to tobacco smoke by playing trainiradahnes in smoky rooms and
preparing for noisy spectators by playing matchil thie radio blaring?

Later, in the 1950s, the tenets of the Soviet slkcbibchess would be laid out
more fully and officially by Kotov. The Soviet sablphe said, rested on the
foundation of bourgeois chess, the best parts afiwinad been assimilated. Without
mentioning Krylenko by name, he paid homage tqbstion on the utility of
contacts with bourgeois chess. But Soviet chessalidof course, limit itself to that
inheritance. New approaches, new understandingspew creative views had been
developed?

The mature Soviet school of the early 1950s wasaed to two key concepts,
both saturated in political content. Botvinnik hashlected the ideological in his
earlier conception of the Soviet school. First, tegure Soviet school incorporated
the concept of the new Soviet man. Representabifvéee Soviet school were
patriotic and tireless—immersed in the struggledhays aware that they labored for
the benefit of the Soviet people.

The second key concept was a restating of Botvissinthesis of the
science and art of chess. The Soviet school hagp, dcientific approach to chess,

But scientific chess, alone, leads to dogmatismsadlasticism. This was the reason

82. B. S. Vainshtein, “1944 Chess ChampionshiihefUSSR,” 2.

83. A. Kotov and M. M. ludovichThe Soviet School of Chetigns. Foreign
Languages Publishing, Moscow (New York: Dover Redilons, 1961), 79.
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the American school became so sterile and vacuoteipersons of Samuel Herman
Reshevsky (1911-1992) and Reuben Fine. Soviet chedke other hand, always
favored creativity and artistic expression, whiokrgvthe eternal enemies of
dogmatism.

In the 1930s, the Soviets wrested the creative d@ad/ from the West,
introducing new ideas into all stages of the gan& aspecially, in the connections
among the stages—many Soviet “opening innovatioaresé actually deep in the
middle game. The Soviet school, by positioninglfitenly in the masses and
synthesizing science and art, had “created andetdd in detail, a new theory of
chess.84 After the war, the Soviet school-founded by IBhenevskii, nurtured by

Krylenko, and personified by Botvinnik—would domiedhe chess world.

84. Ibid., 80.
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Chapter Twelve

The Terror of Chess

Botvinnik’s triumphs in the 1930s notwithstandimadj,was not well in the
classical land of chess. The mingling of chess wilitics had allowed chess to carve
out a privileged niche, but when Soviet politicedme twisted and perverse, chess
could not suddenly divorce itself from politics.

In the late 1920s and early 1930s, all areas ofeBoulture saw a tightening
of control and imposition of political content. 1932, the creation of the Artists’
Union brought the visual and literary arts morenfiy under central control. But in
both the imposition of central control and its sation with political content, Soviet
chess was in the vanguard. Initially with II'in-Ztevskii in 1920, and especially with
Krylenko after 1924, chess had been subjectedetaahtrol of commissars well
before other fronts in the cultural struggle. Un8é&lin, chess would continue to be
on the front lines of the cultural struggle, andhat end of the 1920s, Soviet chess
would reorient itself with a self-conscious rettorithe values that had marked the
formation of the All-Union Chess Section in 1924.

In 1930, a resolution from a general meeting ofAlkdJnion Chess Section
of the Supreme Council for Physical Culture fordigfteminded the Soviet chess
organization of the necessity for “the saturatibalb[chess] activity with political

content.® Neither chess for its own sake nor, worse, chasthé sake of a few elites

1. “Vyvody i predlozheniia VSFK i VTSSPS po issledaiia sostoyaniia
Shakhm.-Shash. raboty v gor. Leningrade” [Conchsiand suggestions of the VsFK
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was permitted. Chess had demonstrated an unfoetteradency to backslide into its
old bourgeois ways. It was in this context thatabe 1930 and early 1931, the
Moscow-based All-Union Chess Section conductedualit af the activities of the
Leningrad chess organization, principally its tradén chess organization and the
regional government chess section.

Leningrad was found to be sorely deficient in neall areas. First, there was
no list of organized chess players except for tB8@ qualified (rated) players.
Further, those qualified players were not takirgrtpolitical duties seriously,
neglecting mass propaganda and political educafiera result, chess activity in the
army and the fleet was being conducted poorlyyagtin the trade unions was
unsatisfactory, work among school children was ilagigand propaganda in the
countryside was entirely absent.

The response in Leningrad was immediate. The tmade chess
organization, especially, was jarred into actione Teteran activist and organizer,
lakov Rokhlin, was pressed into service to revztalhe chess work in the unions.
II'in-Zhenevskii was ordered to assume controlhad teningrad Regional Chess

Section? Under the direction of these veteran chess pla@isParty members, the

and VTsSPS upon the examination of the statusegsztheckers work in Leningrad]
(January 1931), GARF, fond 7576, opis’ 21, delbs4 4.

2. Ibid.

3. lakov DlugolenskiilLiudi i shakhmaty: stranitsy shakhmatnoi istorii
Peterburga - Petrograda - LeningradBeople and Chess: Pages from Chess History
of Petersburg - Petrograd - Leningrad] (Leningtaehizdat, 1988), 184.
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Leningrad organizations worked to recapture thelmgcal intensity that Moscow
demanded.

The shakeup in Leningrad signaled the increasirigamcy in Soviet chess. In
early 1931, on the tenth anniversary of the fougdihthe Leningrad-based journal,
Shakhmatyi listakRokhlin, the tough-talking Leningrad chess organipublished
an article demanding a new name for the publicafitve old name,Shakhmatyi
Listok” had been chosen by S. Vainshtein’s apoliticaugrback in 1922 to honor a
pre-Revolutionary chess magazine of the same nRoiéhlin now suggested that the
magazine be rename@hess Froritto reflect the increasingly militant role he
envisioned for Soviet che4d he journal was, in fact, soon renamed, but it idoe
rechristenedShakhmaty v SSSR (Chess in the USSR)ile not as militant
sounding asChess Front,” the new name still represented a sharp breaktigth
past and reflected the Soviet chauvinism that apeoned Stalin’s policy of
socialism in one country.

Initially, Stalinism was good for Soviet chess. Eaample, chess finally
began to penetrate into rural Russia. With the adekagricultural collectivization,
Soviet chess was primed and ready to follow invéike, finally bringing chess, if not
to the village, at least to tlkelkhoz(collective farm). The late 1920s had been

marked by sporadic attempts to penetrate into Ruakia, but with only very limited

4. la. Rokhlin, “Shakhmatnyi front” [Chess Frorffhakhmatnyi listgkApril 5,
1931, 193.
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success. After collectivization, however, enoughtia@ control was in place to
implement a more comprehensive rural chess program.

By the end of 1932, some progress had been mateugh, as Eremeev,
Secretary of the All-Union Chess Section, pointatiai the Tenth Congress, “chess
work in our collective farms is being led poorlyni@in a few regions are there some
indications of chess worle’Nevertheless, when the Congress set its goathéoend
of 1933, it ambitiously mandated that 148,000 apile farmers should be among the
Soviet Union’s organized chess players.

The Machine Tractor Stations (MTS), designed tausnstate control over
thekolkhoz were also enormously useful to chess organiZéwsy were the basis for
the ambitious goals cited above. After 1936, thhenfer world champion, Lasker, now
a Soviet citizen, gave numerous exhibitions indbentryside, organized by MTS
officials and hosted in MTS facilities. One Laskshibition in 1937 at Korablinskoi
MTS attracted two-hundred participants. Afterwaesker was quoted as saying:
“The fact that this ancient, complex game has sptedhe masses of collective

farmers indicates the general cultural growth efplopulation.”

5. “WSFK: plenum ob edinennogo sh/sh sektora VSEHSR i RSFSR”
[VSFK: Plenary Session of the Joint Chess/Checkection of VSFK of the USSR
and RSFSR], GARF, fond 7576, opis’ 21, delo 21,15 0b.

6. Ibid., list 23 ob.

7. N. M. PolevoiVsesoiuznyi shakhmatnyi turnir kolkhoznikov 195®Hy-
Union Chess Tournament of Collective Farmers, 198Rjscow: Fizkul'tura i sport,
1951), 8-9.
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By 1939 the rural chess organization was suffityantll-established to
organize an ambitiousolkhozteam tournament. The war slowed chess expansion in
the countryside, but in 1950 a masshatkhozteam tournament signaled that chess
had finally stormed the rural fortre%s.

Among the workers, of course, chess was alreadlyes&blished. Workers’
chess organizations had been instrumental in #teryiof political chess in 1924
(see Chapter Six), and all through the remaindé¢nefl920s, workers’ chess was the
strongest component in the Soviet chess organizatibth the introduction of the
first five-year plan for industry, Krylenko embrak#s spirit, proclaiming at the 1931
All-Union Chess Congress: “We must organize shaajaoles of chess players and
begin the immediate realization of a five-year gianchess.? The plan, as worked
out in 1932 called for the enroliment of one mitliorganized chess players by the
end of 1933-sixty percent from the workers, ninefgercent from students in higher
education, fifteen percent from the collective farsy and the remainder from the
military and police organizations. Although settihg goal for the end of 1933 was
already considerably shortening the five-year pbanthe end of the Congress it was

resolved to meet the goal by the summer of 1938ma for the opening of the Red

8. V. N. PanovShakhmaty i shashki v kolkhd@&hess and Checkers on a
Collective Farm] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1953-9.

9. Boris SouvarineStalin: A Critical Survey of Bolshevistnans. C. L. R.
James (New York: Longmans, Green, 1939), 575.
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Sport International’Spartikaid(an international workers’ sporting event that
included chess competitiold.

Although Soviet chess had been unapologeticallitigal since 1924, the
1932 Congress was by far the most frankly politataiference to date. In his
opening remarks, Krylenko spoke little about ches$ he harangued the delegates
on the political significance of their work. Pairngf Stalin’s line, Krylenko informed
the Congress that, “presently socialist buildingges through such a stage when, on
the one hand, it can rely on the great successdémweattained and on the other it
faces very big difficulties, which are in their esse the result of the violent
resistance of the remnants of the exploiting ck$SeKrylenko opening speech at
the Congress also vigorously defended draconiaa famishing grain theft on the
collective farms and truancy in the factories. “Whhe asked rhetorically, “can all
this mean for a chess organizatio¥#he answer was that chess propagandists must
draw their cultural work into the general work afilding socialism. Since socialism
had not yet been build, and since the remnantsstila classes were desperately
fighting against the establishment of socialisme, ¢bltural revolution must adapt to

the changing political struggle. In this spirit,J#kenko suggested the slogan: “to

10. “VSFK: plenum ob edinennogo sh/sh sektora VESSR i RSFSR,” listy
23-27.

11. Ibid., list 3.

12. Ibid., list 4.
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broaden, broaden and once again broaden, anddlieepen, deepen and once again
deepen our chess activitig”

If Soviet chess was precocious in submitting taredmontrol and embracing
a political agenda, it was also in the vanguanstituting large-scale repression
against its own. The initial scrutiny fell on anlikaly group: the problemists.
Publication by Soviet problemists in bourgeois nzages had been one of the
criticisms made by Social-Democrats in Bieakhinternn 1929 as they struggled
against Soviet participation (see Chapter Ninejhdugh Krylenko ridiculed the
German charge as trivial, he did not deny it, ndriee defend the Soviet problemists.
He may have been unaware of the practice; probtewesre a small, marginal, and
insular group in the Soviet chess organization.

Since Levman was a problemist—a member of the Emabts’ Union of the
All-Union Chess Section and occasional participamtroblem competitions
sponsored by the bourgeois press—the issue wasiabptricky. At the Seventh All-
Union Chess Congress in 1929, Levman engineeredharomise. The Problemists’
Union would leave the Chess Section and reformutisgédf as an independent
organization, taking on a new name: All-Union Asaton of Chess Problem and
Study Lovers. Now the Social-Democrats in the Gertdaion could no longer use

the issue to flail the Chess Section, and the proldts could send their compositions

13. Ibid., list 5.
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to competitions sponsored by bourgeois publicatieitisout fear of embarrassing
Krylenko 14

But less than a year later, in 1930, Krylenko sufidand unexpectedly
turned savagely on the problemists and their ngarazation, the All-Union
Association of Chess Problem and Study Lovers.dfiy’s chief complaint about
the group was that it was illegal . . . becauseas not affiliated with his Chess
Section. The leader of this small, esoteric graugzar Borisovich Zalkind (1886-
1945), a well-known problemist with an internatibreputation, was arrested. He
was accused of complicity in a Menshevik plot: @eese of the All-Union Bureau of
the Menshevik$® Krylenko became personally involved with Zalkindase, and he
handled the prosecution himself. In March 1931kisal was found guilty and
sentenced to eight years in the labor camps AllREnion Association of Chess
Problem and Study Lovergas disbanded, replaced by the Central Composition
Committee, which, of course, was attached dirgctiyre Chess Sectidf.

With the disgrace of Zalkind, a dark shadow felkéoghess composition. In
the summer of 19384 ran a series of articles relating to the develogingjs with
the problemists. They were censured for past offeiignscrupulously submitting

their compositions willy-nilly to Western publicatis), and they were put on notice

14. bid., list 22.

15. S. Grodzenskil,ubianskii gambifLubianka Gambit] (Moscow: Terra-
sport, 2004), 57.

16. S. Grodzenskii, “lz vospominanii: Lazar ZalKinBrom Memories: Lazar
Zalkind], 64-Shakhmatanoe obozrenfugust 1989, 24-25.
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that this practice would be severely punished. Momeign publications that carried
chess compositions were designated by théJalln Society for Cultural Relations
with Foreign Countries (VOKS)s acceptable outlets for Soviet compositions. But
problemists desiring to submit works to these mations would now have to make
application through the Composition Committee; tiveye specifically forbidden to
deal directly with any foreign publicatios.

Problemists were also advised that bourgeois thesim@sld be avoided in
favor of revolutionary themes. This somewhat pumrtiirective actually meant that
compositions were required to have a close relaligmto practical play; they were
not to be fanciful. Composition was justified omien it served the ends of
“normal” chess. The demand for practical chess amsitipn was the doctrine of
socialist realism applied to chess. “Formalismt-far-art’'s-sake) in chess
composition was officially condemned.

In practice this meant that one-, two- and threeenmbmpositions were out
of favor, (they tended to be the most fanciful) jle/tong, complicated problems
(properly called studies), requiring analysis ofltiple variations with differing
numbers of moves, were in favor. The most esotggas of composition—"help-

mates,” “self-mates,” and “fairy ches¥*were officially disgraceé?

17. V. E. Eremeev and E. M. Rossel’e, “Vnimaniiw&skikh problemistov
ot shakhcektora VSFK SSSR” [Attention Soviet Praits from the Chess Section
VSFK USSR],64. Shakhmaty v rabochem kluBane 30, 1931, 181.

18. In help-mates, both sides cooperate to matk litea specified number of
moves. Self-mates differ in that white must findwes that compel black to mate the
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The next issue dd4 had more bad news for problemists; it featured an
editorial titled, “The Traitor Zalkind—Out of theaRks of Soviet ProblemistsSigned
by three prominent problemists (erstwhile colleagokZalkind), the article
denounced the disgraced composer as a renegadetiaidr to the workers.
Ominously, the authors volunteered that they, bhaa, deviated in the direction of
formalism, and they vowed renewed vigilance to emslat their future efforts, and
those of their comrade composers, would avoid Enisgthemes and would be
saturated with political contef?.

The next year, at the 1932 All-Union Chess Congitbesdelegates were
unanimous in their condemnation of formalism insshe&rylenko left no room for
interpretation regarding the official position: “Wieust condemn once and for all the
formula ‘chess for the sake of chess,’ like therfola ‘art for art’'s sake.2! This
seemed to be the last word in the controversyyéstiges of formalism remained

entrenched in chess composition.

white king. Fairy chess involves problems usinggmary pieces with unusual
moves and powers.

19. A. Guliaev, “Trevozhnyi signal” [Disturbing Sigl], 64. Shakhmaty v
rabochem klubeJune 30, 1931, 181-183.

20. N. V. Proskurnin, A. O. Gerbstman, and E. l.ném “Predatelia
Zalkinda—von iz riadov Sovetskikh problemistov!"@ Traitor Zalkind—Out of the
Ranks of Soviet Problemistsg4. Shakhmaty v rabochem klyBaly 15, 1931, 221-
222.

21. SouvarineStalin, 575.
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The debate flared up again in early 1936, this iimtte pages of the other
official journal, Shakhmaty v SSSRn article co-authored by Botvinnik and the
journal’s editor, Leontii Feliksovich Spokoinyi (@0-1936), announced a crusade
against formalism in chess composition, paralledrgpncurrent campaign against
formalism in the arts. The article argued that sitiee basis of political chess was
practical application, compaosition played only &@uwlinate role, and it was only
useful insofar as it helped to develop practicalypln the same way that chess was
subordinate to the task of building socialism, gxgonly to serve the needs of the
workers, composition was subordinate to practibaks, existing only to serve the
needs of chess players. Composition for its owie shé&wever, had no utility and
therefore could not justify its existence. Thusy aamposition that did not serve
competitive chess was branded as formalism, amddiism in chess composition
was a grievous and unacceptable ideological emmy.composition not grounded in
practical play was from this point onward “definedwo words —formalistic
trickery.”22

A socially useful composition, argued Botvinnik adgdokoinyi, had three
distinctive features. First and foremost, it shocgditer on a practical theme. A

practical theme was based on a situation that naigtiir in practical play. Second,

22. M. M. Botvinnik and L. F. Spokoinyi, “Sumburkempozitsii” [Confusion
in the Composition]Shakhmaty v SSSRarch 1936, 71-72.
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the solution should be challenging to discernhddd not be obvious. Third, and
perhaps least important, the idea should be exgalemsistically23

But instead of following these simple guidelinesl éimus serving a practical
political purpose, many Soviet composers, thelartharged, were engaging in all
manner of decadent bourgeois themes. Small wohdéeSbviet problemists had
been so fond of publishing in the West; the West iname to the discredited concept
of art-for-art’s-sake. Formalism in composition Heetome a habit that too many
Soviet problemists appeared unwilling to renouiBté.now official patience was
exhausted; it was time for Soviet composers to ‘@rekharp turn back toward
practical chess?*

A brave problemist, the director of the composititapartment &4, Mikhail
Mikhailovich Barulin (1897-1943), answered Botvik@nd Spokoinyi, writing in
defense of himself and his fellow composers. Batsiimain counter-argument was
that chess competition and chess composition warpletely different enterprises.
Botvinnik’s argument—that competition parented cosifion and therefore the child
must be subservient to the parent—was ridiculethi@sition, argued Barulin, also
had a long history with its own laws of developmésthools,” and aesthetic
standards. It had every right to this heritage, iams a violation of composition’s

autonomy to require it to serve competition. Conipws was an art form in itself,

23. Ibid., 72.

24. Ibid.
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and it existed in an autonomous, not subordinatationship with competitive
chess®

Further, Barulin found no objective reason to fasmmpetition over
composition. Chess itself was not and could nat beience, and therefore such
arguments about objectivity were moot. Science deggendent on immutable laws
derived from nature. The laws of chess were anyitaad based on nothing—entirely
abstract. All chess, therefore, was guilty of timagined offense of formalism. But in
an attempt to cover his ideological bases, Bardimcluded by arguing that
composition was, in its own right, a powerful téai elevating the masses. Forcing
composition into a subservient role to competifittierfered with composition’s
ability to make its own, small contribution to hiirig socialisn®#é

If Barulin’s plan was to initiate reasonable disks®y he was quickly
disillusioned. The official response, again co-au#ial by Botvinnik and Spokoinyi,
was immediate and harsh. Barulin was forcefullyinetad that the practice of art for
its own sake had already been denounced in als afeBoviet culture, and chess had
been in the vanguard of that movement. TherefoaeulB's use of the discredited
concept of art-for-art's-sake to mount a defenswhalism in chess composition
was nothing short of a provocation. Furthermor&afulin really believed that

composition was self-contained enough to somehgayemmunity from serving the

25. M. M. Barulin, “Sumbur v mysliakh” [Confusion the Mind],Shakhmaty
v SSSRJuly 1936, 199-200.

26. Ibid., 200.
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purposes of the Soviet state, then “so much theevimr comrade Barulin and other
like-minded composers, who are good for nothi#fgBobtvinnik and Spokoinyi ended
their piece with a plea for support for their pmsitfrom Krylenko and the Chess
Section?® They did not have to wait long. Support came—aifig and
unconditionally—in early 1937.

A meeting of the executive committee of the Che=si&n was called in
January 1937 to address the controversy. Aftertdebaspecial resolution regarding
chess composition was passed. It was resolvedhiegs composition was not a
separate art form as Barulin claimed, but rathewraponent of competitive chess. As
such, composition must contribute to the chess mewe, which was based on
competition, the chosen expression of the masdess<composition, therefore, must
align itself with chess realism. There was no rdomambiguity in the final
resolution: “Trickery, devoid of ideology, and digiard for the needs of the chess
masses should be done away with once and fofall.”

The latter stage of the struggle against devidatiawhess composition was
framed, of course, by the Great Terror. The infashpbroad Article 58 of the Soviet
penal code, enacted in 1927, set the stage. ltniersded to enhance and systematize

the repression and prosecution of suspected cotauelutionaries by broadly

27. M. M. Botvinnik and Lev Spokoinyi, “O stat'eBarulina” [About the
Article of Comrade Barulinaphakhmaty v SSS&uly 1936, 200.

28. Ibid.

29. “Plenum Ispolbiuro Vsesoiuznoi Shakhsektsifefiuim of the Central
Committee All-Union Chess Sectiorf§hakhmaty v SSSKarch 1937, 69.
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defining counter-revolutionary activity. Article 58as subsequently revised several
times, updated by sub-articles that multiplied aladified proscribed offenses. When
Kirov, the popular Leningrad Party boss was mystesy murdered in 1934, his
death was the pretext for Stalin's escalation sspoe of Party dissidents, referred to
as the Great Terror. The Terror peaked in the skbalf of the 1930s, at the same
time that the struggle against deviation in comjpmsiwas reaching a climax.

Arvid Ivanovich Kubbel (1889-1938) was a Sovietlgemmist with an
international reputation. In 1937 he became amicf Article 58. A specialist in
self-mates and help-mates, he became increasingiirdted with his inability to
have his compositions published. Finally, he chtbsdncredibly reckless path of
sending his compositions directly to the Germarsshmeagazindie Schwalbge
bypassing the Chess Sectio@sntral Composition Committee (see above)ested
in 1937, he was sentenced to ten years at labbputitright to correspondence; he
died on route to a Siberian prison ca#p.

Mikhail Nikolaevich Platov (1883-1938) was the aatteor (with his brother)
of a composition published in 1910 that was propéid most famous composition
in Soviet Russia, reproduced numerous times bdf@s& in the Soviet press. The
reason for its fame was not the first prize it o Riga contest. Rather, the

problem caught the eye of Lenin when it was resigid in a German paper. In a

30. Grodzenskiil_ubianskii gambit90-91.
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letter to his brother, Lenin commented on the prob(see Chapter Three), which he
described as a “beautiful bit of workl”

Platov was arrested in October 1937. The exacgelsavere not publically
specified; there was no trial. He was sentence@uAdicle 58 to ten years in a labor
camp. Platov, however, survived only a few monththe camp, dying in early
193832

Sergei Mikhailovich Kaminer (1908-1937?) was a peobst who once
accomplished an almost unheard of feat: he defdaednnik in three consecutive
games. Botvinnik was thirteen at the time; Kamwvas sixteen. There were no hard
feelings, and the two boys became good friédds.

Thirteen years later, during Botvinnik’s 1937 matakh Levenfish in
Moscow (see Chapter Eleven), Botvinnik had a digfha visitor in his room at the
National Hotel: his old friend, Kaminer, now a wktiown problemist. Kaminer
specialized in helpmates, which the Botvinnik amel €Chess Section had condemned
as formalism. Kaminer, fearing imminent arrestugitinto Botvinnik’s hands his
notebooks full of finished and unfinished compasit. When Botvinnik balked at

the unexpected and unwelcome gesture, Kaminerdualyrexplained that he feared

31. Lenin to his brother, Paris, February 17, 191®.. I. Lenin Collected
Works: Letters to Relatives 1893-19%2ns. George H. Hanna, vol. 37 (Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1967), 455.

32. Grodzenskiil_ubianskii gambit101-103.

33. M. M. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tsefiAchieving the Aim] (Moscow:
Molodaia gvardiia, 1978), 11-12.
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that the notebooks, his life’s work, would be ld€otvinnik refused them. Kaminer
was arrested a few days later and subsequentlyosvesl up by the gulag. Botvinnik
claimed to have sent the notebooks to Kamineratikas, but the books, like their
author, have disappearéd.

Pavel Efimovich Neunyvako (1897-1940) was a herthefCivil War. He
learned chess during his service in the Red Armayhlke was attracted more to
composition than competition. He published a nundbéris studies in the 1920s,
while simultaneously rising in the Ukrainian Paorganization. He became chairman
of the All-Ukrainian Chess Section in 1933, and wkige controversies over
formalism in composition flared, he used his positio defend Ukrainian
problemists. Neunyvako was arrested in 1938 andexo Alma-Ata, where he
continued to compose. He was rearrested and sH&ios>

Mikhail Barulin, the author of the response to Botik and Spokoinyi (see
above), was a problemist who had found a comfcetaldhe in the Soviet chess
organization. After the arrest of L. Zalkind ane tissolution of the All-Union
Association of Chess Problem and Study Lovers dbege), Barulin became the
executive secretary of the new Central Composiiommittee. When the Chess
Section, which now firmly controlled chess compiosif established the title of

“Master of Sport of Chess Composition,” Barulin wiasfirst recipient. He was

34. Grodzenskiil_ubianskii gambit115.

35. Ibid., 125-127.
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subsequently honored with the post of problemsedlir both of the official
journals,64 andShakhmaty v SSSR

In 1936, when Botvinnik and Spokoinyi published #ngcle inShakhmaty v
SSSRhat launched the attack on formalism in chesspamion, Barulin rashly
jumped to the defense of his fellow problemist® @eove), and Botvinnik and
Spokoinyi answered with threats against Barulimb@bly this episode sealed
Barulin’s fate, although he was not immediatelyated.

Barulin’s home was the meeting place for a cheagposition circle.
According to Barulin’s daughter, one of the memludrthat circle was arrested in
early 1941, and he reportedly told his interrogatbat the circle was often the
occasion for anti-Soviet jokes. One by one theratihembers of the circle were
taken, until only Barulin remained. He was finadlyested in November 1941, but
refused to sign a confession or denounce otheilgrosts. He died in prison in
194337

Significantly, Botvinnik never disavowed the 198Bakhmaty v SSS&iRticle
(see above) that signaled the subsequent purge giroblemists, not even later when
it would have been safe to do so. Instead, BotWiaiways justified himself,
claiming that Spokoinyi had written the ideologipalrts of the article, while he

(Botvinnik) had been only responsible for the sewidealing specifically with

36. S. Grodzenskii, “Ne podpisav nichego” [Signigthing], 64-
Shakhmatanoe obozrenidovember 1989, 24.

37. Ibid., 26.
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chess8 However the two components (ideology and chessg we closely
intertwined in the article as to render this clalubious. Further, Botvinnik also
claimed: “the article’s criticism about compositioaw [in 1986] seems to me quite
principled and reasonablé?”

Although problemists grappled directly with theussf formalism, they were
not the only members of the Soviet chess orgawnizat draw the attention of the
authorities. Many important players—some world-stagere also arrested.

Vladimirs Mikhailovich Petrovs (1908-1943) was andeclass Latvian
player. His greatest success had been in 1937raeKgelatvia, where he had held
his own against the world’s best. He became a $plager by default when the
Soviet Union occupied the Baltic republics in 1948étvia and the other Baltic
countries had strong chess traditions, but sontieeofop Baltic players found it
difficult to adjust to Soviet political chess. Théfe experiences gave them a “more
Westernized, international outloof”

Petrovs, however, seemed to have made the trandit®quickly became

involved in Soviet competition, finishing a disapmong but nevertheless respectable

38. M. M. Botvinnik,Analiticheskie i kriticheskie raboty 1928-1986
[Analytical and Critical Works 1928-1986] (Moscotizkul'tura i sport, 1987), 306-
307.

39. Ibid., 306.

40. Andris FrideyVladimirs Petrovs: A Chessplayer's Story, from @Gmeas to
the Gulagstrans. Kon Grivainis (Yorklin, DE: Caissa, 20027,
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tenth in a field of twenty in the Twelfth Soviet &hpionship in 1948 He was not
the first Western player to be surprised by thadéx, fighting spirit, and overall
high level of play that characterized Soviet play&t across the spectrum. Like other
Western players, he was also surprised by thesiteof public interest. Interviewed
by the magazineRed Sportabout his experience in the Twelfth Soviet
Championship, Petrovs said:
| was tremendously impressed by the chess pubtleeatloscow USSR
Chess Championship. The behavior of the Buenos/Aiublic [Petrovs
played a tournament in Argentina in 1939] is naohparable with what | saw
in Moscow. The Soviet public shows true chess esiétsm, a true
understanding of the chess art, a complete paatioip in the chess struggle.
The best | can say about the Buenos Aires chessadpes is that they could
not see much difference between a chess match bnlfight.42
When the Germans attacked in 1941, Petrovs wasmpla@y a final round of
the Soviet Championship in Rostov-on-the-Don (skapfer Thirteen). He was
stranded in Russia; his wife and daughter wergtdpn Riga, which was quickly
occupied by the Germans. Petrovs entered the Rey where he served briefly in a
Latvian unit, but he was soon recalled Moscow tokwo the Soviet news agency,
TASS, which allowed him to remain active in Sovakess. He performed brilliantly

in a tournament in Sverdlovsk in March 1942 (seap@¢r Thirteen), and was

planning more competition when, at the end of Audi®l2, he was arrested on the

41. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandhe Soviet Championships
(London: Cadogan Chess, 1998), 48.

42. Vladimirs PetrovsKrasnyi SportOctober 31, 194@uoted in Andris
Fride,Vladimirs Petrovs: A Chessplayer's Story, from Gneas to the Gulagsrans.
Kon Grivainis (Yorklin, DE: Caissa, 2004), 27.
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basis of a denunciation. He was accused of makspachging remarks about the
falling standard of living in Soviet-ruled LatvtdPetrovs was sentenced to ten years,
but he died shortly after arriving in the Gukg.

Pétr Nikolaevich Izmailov (1906-1937), one of theastgest players in
Siberia, competed in two Soviet Championships (1&291931). In 1929 he played
quite well, defeating Botvinnik in their individughme, but his academic obligations
forced him to quit the multi-stage tournament befits completiort> In 1931
championship he played poorly, probably due tooierous demands of his
professional life (he was a geologist, working onisk). From 1931 to 1936, he
competed in no major tournaments. Then, in 193&deepted an invitation to
compete in a strong tournament in Leningrad. Admik of practice was probably a
factor, as Izmailov finished sixth in a field oftGen46

Leningrad was Izmailov’s last tournament. Back omBk, he was under
close surveillance by the police. On Septembed 286, he called his wife to warn
her that he might be a little late returning frorarly the local NKVD wanted to talk
to him. He never came home. Izmailov was chargéd membership in a counter-
revolutionary Trotskyite terrorist organization.efNKVD became suspicious

because of Izmailov’'s weak performance in Leningr@86. Why had he traveled so

43. Cafferty and TaimanoW¥he Soviet Championship4s.
44. Fride Vladimirs Petrovs32-33.
45. Cafferty and TaimanoWhe Soviet Championshi@2s.

46. Grodzenskiil_.ubianskii gambit174-175.
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far, only to play so poorly? The NKVD, of coursednan answer: participation in the
tournament was a ruse. The real purpose of Izmaitop was to meet with other
members of an illegal organization and developaa pb assassinate Andrei
Aleksandrovich Zhdanov (1896-1948), who became ngnaid party boss after
Kirov’'s murder.

In a closed trial in April 1937, Izmailov maintachéis innocence of all
charges. The hearing lasted twenty minutes; Izmailas found guilty and
immediately shot. His wife was arrested as welt] sime was sentenced to eight years
in the labor camp¥’.

Georgii G. Shneideman (Stepanov) (1907-1941) wasidered one of the
strongest players in Leningrad. Stepanov was hithens name, which he used until
1937, when he began to use his father's name, & mein. It was a fateful decision.
Like Petrovs (see above), Shneideman was compatiRgstov-on-the-Don in 1941
when the war broke out. The tournament broke ug,Stmeideman hurried back to
Leningrad.

With the Germans soon at the gates, Leningradehs@erman-sounding
surnames had become a suspect class. It did nothalShneideman shared his
name with a prominent Nazi general. He was soooulared as a spy and arrested in
the autumn of 1941. Before he was shot, Shneidensraged to get a message back

to his friends in Leningrad. He denied any wrongdoiand named the author of his

47. S. Grodzenskii, “Pervyi champion” [First Chai, 64-Shakhmatanoe
obozrenige June 1990, 26.

291



undoing: Petr Romanovskii. During his interrogatiShneideman had caught a
glimpse of the name on the denunciation, and heediately recognized the
distinctive signature from the many times he haghsewritten on a chess score
sheet!®

Mikhail Nikolaevich Shebarshin (1882-1963) camenrira military family,
and he seemed destined to follow in that traditide graduated from military school
with a specialty in constructing fortifications,chserved on the southwestern front in
the Great War. In the tumult of Revolution and Ciar, Shebarshin found himself
in Omsk, the capital of Kolchak’s rebellion. He wadled up to serve in Kolchak’s
army, but ill-health prevented his conscriptioneBérshin moved to Leningrad in
1925 and found work as a mathematics teacher azairiea major force in the city’s
chess scene. He organized a chess section inHuslsand was instrumental in the
organization of chess sections in Leningrad faesrShebarshin also competed very
respectably in Leningrad’s many strong competitidtis greatest success came in
October 1930 with his victory in the All-Union Chamnship of Education
Workers?9

Perhaps it was this victory that brought him todktention of the authorities,
but Shebarshin was arrested in November 1930. Hecharged with political crimes

under Article 58, probably connected to his Omgkvaes during the Civil War. He

48. S. Grodzenskii, “Familiia, stoivshaia zhizn8yrname That Cost Lives],
64-Shakhmatanoe obozrenfeugust 1989, 22-23.

49. Grodzenskiil_ubianskii gambit196-200.
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was sentenced to ten years labor and sent to wotlkeo\White Sea Canal project.
Here, chess probably saved his life. He decisiwalg the Chess Championship of
the White Sea Canal. This victory was his tickdtafigrueling manual labor and into
relatively soft managerial work. Thus Shebarshiadiout his term, and he
eventually returned to work as a math teachergtbsitime in Siberi&?°

Back in 1926, when Leningrad played its historidechaagainst Stockholm
(see Chapter Ten), along with II'in-Zhenevskii, @ahik, and Rokhlin, there was
also a quiet nineteen-year-old on the Leningrachiédikolai Konstantinovich
Salmin (1907-1938?). Salmin continued to compets twe next ten years,
representing Leningrad printers in workers’ compmis. He was ranked among the
top ten players in Leningrad in 192%.

In May 1936 he was suddenly and unexpectedly &de3ihe specifics of any
charges against him could not be discovered. Hefevasd guilty and shot, probably
in 1938. He was thirty years otd.

Chess administrators and organizers were no maraelima to the Terror than

were problemists and competitive chess players.TEneor, properly defined, refers

50. S. Grodzenskii, “Iz chempionov Rabprosa—v chemgp. . . Belbaltlaga”
[From Champion of Rabprosa—to Champion of ... Bdbmga], 64-Shakhmatanoe
obozrenig May 1991, 24-26.

51. Grodzenskiil_ubianskii gambit210-211.

52. S. Grodzenskii, “Zhizn’, oborvannaia v tridts@a Life Cut Short at
Thirty], 64-Shakhmatanoe obozrendanuary 1992, 25.
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to the repression of Party personnel, not ordipagple>3 Most high-ranking
administrators were Party members and governméniabs.

In 1936, Spokoinyi, editor ddhakhmaty v SSSkad heralded the purge of the
problemists with his article, “Confusion in Compasn,” which he co-authored with
Botvinnik (see above). In addition to his post ds#ag, he was also a professor at
Leningrad State University, specializing in thetdwg of philosophy and dialectical
and historical materialism. He was a member of@bemunist party and, according
to Botvinnik, a very weak chess playeér.

Five months later, in August, Spokoinyi’'s name srdg disappeared from
the masthead @hakhmaty v SSSRhis same issue reprinted Botvinnik’s post-
Nottingham letter to Stalin (see Chapter Eleven), more to the point, it also
contained a blood-curdling editorial entitled, “iirele, Enemies of the People,”
which promised to reveal and punish all Trotskyitesinter-revolutionaries, and
anyone who “harbors a grudge against the triumpimamnch of socialism>
Spokoinyi was arrested in August 1936 and shotatokers6

Another Party member closely associated with chésslimir Isaakovich

Fridberg (1884-19387?), worked under Krylenko in Be®ple's Commissariat for

53. Robert Conquesthe Great Terror: A Reassessm@déw York: Oxford
University Press, 2008), 27-28.
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Justice. Like Krylenko, Fridberg was also an argeonponent of political chess, and
in 1930, Fridberg was elected to central commibtethe Chess Section. In the 1930s,
Fridberg’s prosecutorial activities led to impottassignments in Siberia and the
North Caucasus region. In each case, he also damwieofficial organization work in
chess. In spring 1937, Fridberg was summoned lwabMoscow, where he expected
another promotion, but in early July he was arcedtearly a year later he was
sentenced to ten years without right of corresppnodeHe had resisted the physical
pressures put on him to confess, but his healthsea®mpromised that he died soon
after entering the Gulag.

Krylenko holds a unique position in this discussioa was both a prosecutor
and a victim. But while Krylenko had been activelyolved in prosecuting the
problemist Zalkind and the Mensheviks in 1930 (@eeve), this was one of his last
high-profile cases. He was not actively involvegrosecuting any of the other
victims discussed above. When the Terror begaarnnest after Kirov’s murder in
1934, Krylenko’s rival, Andrei lanuar’evich Vyshkis(1883-1954), was assigned
the leading prosecutorial role. Krylenko was proadaio Commissar of Justice.

The year 1938 began very badly for Krylenko. Inuzayg, in the first meeting
of the Supreme Soviet, he found himself sudderdytéinget of an orchestrated attack.
A young Stalin protégé, Miriafar Abbasovich Bagifd895-1956), launched the

assault:

57. Ibid., 229-331.
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Comrade Krylenko concerns himself only incidentaliyh the affairs of his
commissariat. But to direct the Commissariat otidasgreat initiative and a
serious attitude toward oneself is required. Whef@amrade Krylenko used
to spend a great deal of time on mountain-climlaing traveling, now he
devotes a great deal of time to playing chess. dajreat advocate of
developing all kinds of sporting activities to tmaximum in our country,
including vacation travel, mountain-climbing, arttess. But | cannot in any
way agree to the slightest slacking off eitheiia management or the
functioning of such a highly important commissagatthe People’s
Commissariat of Justice, nor to such an unseritiitade as Comrade
Krylenko’s toward the work of the commissariat leatls. We need to know
what we are dealing with in the case of Comradddfio—the Commissar of
Justice? or a mountain climber? | don't know wi@dmrade Krylenko thinks
of himself as, but he is without doubt a poor petgptommissar. | am sure
that Comrade Molotov will take that into accounpresenting the slate of
nominees for the new Council of People’s Commiseatke Supreme
Soviet58

Krylenko was removed from the Commissariat a fevekgdater, and he soon
left Moscow, retreating to his dacha. At the endarfuary, Stalin called Krylenko
and gave him his personal assurance that he watedtand his continued work on
the new legal code was desired. A few hours l&eNKVD arrived in force and
took Krylenko away?

In the Butyrka prison, a fellow prisoner reportbdttKrylenko was subject to
special indignities to break down his conceit. Heswhen subjected to the same
methods of physical coercion with which he wasadsevery familiar® Krylenko

soon confessed to a variety of charges, essentialiyning that even before 1917, he
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had been a wrecker. He also implicated othersanitistice Commissariat. In his
twenty-minute trial in July 1938, Krylenko repudidthis confessions, but to no avail.
The verdict was guilty; the sentence was déhifhe All-Union Chess Section was
placed under the leadership of Vladimir Evgen’ev@drman (1906-1988). German
held that position until the outbreak of war in 198ut never with Krylenko’s power
or authority2

II'in-Zhenevskii managed, somehow, to escape thggaj even though nearly
everything about him suggested a different fatavas an old Bolshevik, he had been
Lenin’s comrade, he had traveled extensively osttheé Soviet Union, and he lived
and worked in Leningrad. Any of these facts cowdgtdhmade him a target. But there
was more, much more: there was the matter of disrddrother. F. F. II'in (see
Chapter Four). The elder II'in (or to use his rest@nary pseudonym: Raskol’'nikov)
had a military/political/diplomatic career even maolorful than his famous younger
brother. He wrote a very engaging autobiographgilileg his exploits; they are
briefly summarized below.

Like other Bolsheviks who worked in Russia befo®4 2, Raskol'nikov had
an adventurous life. WhdPravdabegan publication in 1912, Raskol’'nikov was
appointed editorial secretary. He was soon arresmtedbanished from Russia. In

Germany, however, he was detained as a spy antbaekto Russia. He arrived just
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in time to take advantage of an amnesty markin@gtimversary of three-hundred
years of Romanov rule, and he promptly resumedvhbik atPravda.When war
broke out in 1914, he joined the navy. As a Bolgheailor, he played a direct part in
the events of 1917. Raskol'nikov read the annoumecerof Bolshevik withdrawal at
the Constituent Assembly. He oversaw the scutthinipe Black Sea fleet to prevent
German capture and coordinated military actionregjdhe Czech legion when they
rose up against the Soviets. He commanded the \Fdtgala, which assisted in the
recapture of Kazan in September, and for this Raskov received the Order of the
Red Banner along with membership of the Revolutipi®ar Council of the
Republic. At the end of December he was capturetthéyBritish in the Gulf of
Finland and imprisoned in London. Conditions of rmepnment were lax, and he was
able to play the role of tourist. Exchanged fortiBh prisoners, Raskol’'nikov
returned to Russia where he defeated the WhiteshamdBritish allies in the Caspian
Sea and earned a second Order of the Red Bannarasimade commander of the
Baltic Fleetts

After the Civil War, Raskol'nikov worked for the @ontern and the
diplomatic service. He was serving in Bulgaria 981 when he was suddenly and
mysteriously recalled to Moscow. After some initigsitation, Raskol’nikov fled to
Paris where he wrote his “Open Letter to Stalihi% lquoted below at length:

You [Stalin] have calumniated, dishonored and shase who for
many years were Lenin’s companions in arms: Kamediewoviev, Bukharin,

63. F. F. Raskol'nikovTales of Sub-Lieutenant Ily[i’in], transl. Brian
Pearce (London: New Park Publications, 1982).
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Rykov and others, of whose innocence you were awedire. Before they died
you forced them to confess to crimes they nevemoitiad and to smear
themselves with filth from head to foot.

And where are the heroes of the October Revolutiwh@re is
Bubnov? Where is Krylenko? Where is Antonov-Ovs&pénWhere is
Dybenko? You arrested them, Stalin.

You corrupted and befouled the souls of your caltators. You
compelled your followers to wade, in anguish arsfydst, through pools of
blood shed by their comrades and friends of yeaterd

In the lying history of the Party written under yalirection you
robbed the dead, those whom you had murdered dachdd, and took for
yourself all their achievements and services.

You destroyed Lenin’s Party, and on its bones yeated a new
‘Party of Lenin and Stalin’ which forms a convertisnreen for your
autocracy. You created it not on the basis of amomprogram and tactics,
as any party is built, but on the unprincipled basilove and devotion
towards your person. Members of the new Party ar@lbliged to know its
program, but instead they are obliged to sharelthvatfor Stalin which is
warmed up every day by the press. You are a rereeghd has broken with
his past and betrayed Lenin’s cause!

On the eve of war you disrupt the Red Army, theeland pride of our
country, the bulwark of its might. You have behehttee Red Army and the
Red Navy. You have killed the most talented comreas\dhose who were
educated through experience in the world war aactiil war, headed by the
brilliant Marshal Tukhachevsky. You exterminated tteroes of the civil war,
who had reorganized the Red Army in accordance thiéglmost up-to-date
military technique, and made it invincible.

At the moment of the greatest danger of war yowcarginuing to
exterminate the leaders of the Army, and the midaliking and junior
commanders as weH.

The letter was published in several European nepespaand later it would become

part of thesamizdatradition in Soviet Russia. Raskol’'nikov died irmRce under

mysterious circumstances shortly after the lettas wublished>

64. F. F. Raskol'nikov, “Open Letter to Stalin,” @vkists Internet Library)

http://www.marxists.org/history/ussr/governmentaedy/1918/raskolnikov/ilyin/chO
8.htm (accessed June 15, 2013).
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Back in Leningrad, these events placed Raskol'rikbvother, II'in-
Zhenevskii, in a very dangerous position. In additio his other risk factors, a family
member had now been officially declared an outBut. by 1939, the Terror had
somewhat subsided, and II'in-Zhenevskii would liweg enough for the Great

Patriotic War, rather than the Terror, to claim Iifies

65. Roy A. Medvede,et History Judge: The Origins and Consequences of
Stalinism trans. G.H. Shriver (New York: Columbia Univeysitress, 1989), 483-
484.
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Chapter Thirteen

Soviet Chess and the Great Patriotic War

On June 22, 1941, Nazi Germany launched a massipese attack against
the Soviet Union. No part of Soviet life would remantouched by the war that
followed. Chess would be called upon to contriliatéhe war effort, and it would
answer the call, just as it had in the earliertpmall battles.

The German attack came during the semi-final raafrelhat would have
been the Thirteenth Soviet Championship, which m&sg held at Rostov-on-the-
Don. When the war news broke during the ninth rotinel games all ended in
perfunctory draws—quickly proposed and accepted.cmfusion and uncertainty of
the first hours and days of the war was illustrdigdhe Moscow sports officials who
initially ordered the tournament organizers to cwre with the event.This proved
impossible, of course, as the players left Rostothe-Donen-massesome headed
home, and others joined their reserve uhitbe remainder of the Thirteenth Soviet
Championship of 1941 was cancelled. When the Sowiienn finally resumed the
national championship tournament in 1944, it wdagddubbed the Thirteenth Soviet

Championshig.

1. A. Model’, “Oni srazhalis’ za rodinu” [They Fohgfor Their Country],
Shakhmaty v SSSRarch 1975, 18.

2. N. Golovko, “Cherez gody, cherez rasstoianirrpss Years and
Distance],Shakhmaty v SSSRay 1977, 12-13.

3. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandhe Soviet Championshiflsondon:
Cadogan Chess, 1998), 48.
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II'in-Zhenevskii was one of the competitors at Roson-the-Don in June
1941. He had not been arrested in the wake of #s&dét'nikov affair, and he still
enjoyed freedom of travel. In fact, his wifead accompanied him to the tournanfent.
None of this suggested that he was under a cloed as late as 194\When he
learned that war had broken out, II'in-Zhenevskiight the advice of other
Leningraders at the tournament: should he and ifésreturn to Leningrad? The
others said they were returning, and II'in-Zhenévislowed suit’ The decision to
return was a fateful one; Rostov-on-the-Don was-Fhenevskii's last tournament.

As the scope of the disaster became apparent, atpects of Soviet chess
life seemed to collapse as quickly as the tournameRostov-on-the-Don. The
popular Moscow-based chess magazide ceased publication almost in mid-issue,
as the staff closed the doors and left for thetfronLeningrad Shakhmaty v SSSR
also shut down for the duration. Chess columnbhemtany newspapers and

magazines disappeared, at least temporarily. ThEJAbn Chess Section closed its

4. This was his second wife. His first wife hadgalher own life back in 1918
(see Chapter Four).

5. Model’, “Oni srazhalis’ za rodinu,” 18.

6. Many secondary sources in English mistakenlicatd that II'in-
Zhenevskii was arrested after the affair of higheo, Raskol’'nikov (see Chapter
Twelve). This stems from an error in a Soviet seuhat incorrectly claimed: “during
the period of Stalin's personality cult [II'in-Zhewskii] was unlawfully repressed. He
was rehabilitated posthumously.”

Sovetskaia Istoricheskaia Entsiklopedildne Soviet Encyclopedia of
History], vol. 5 (1964), http://dic.academic.ru/aisf/sie/6664/%D0%98%D0%9B%
D0%AC%D0%98%D0%9D (accessed June 16, 2013).

7. Model’, “Oni srazhalis’ za rodinu,” 18.
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door when its chairman, V. E. German (see Chaptaivie), and most of the staff
joined volunteer battalions and went off to thentr®

Interestingly, a new chess publication appearethduhe war—published in
English and intended for foreign consumption. Boeiet Chess Chronicfest
appeared in 1943, publishing until 1946. It wasifgd, not by the All-Union Chess
Section, but rather by the USSR Society for CultRelations with Foreign
Countries? Publishing a foreign language chess publicatidnleathe Russian
language chess printing remained shuttered, was@us move. It foreshadowed the
Soviet chess organization’s postwar emphasis ontiligy of Soviet chess in
international diplomacy and propaganda.

Soviet chess players and organizers quickly regrd@md found niches in the
war effort. In Moscow, even as the German armyealds, the tradition of an annual
city championship in November defiantly continu&te decision to hold the
Moscow Chess Championship echoed Stalin’s detetmamaot to evacuate Moscow
or relocate the government in the face of the adwgnGerman Army. Stalin’s
resolve was symbolized by his decision to holdatheual Red Square military parade

on the anniversary of the Revolution (Novembers/yisual. This defiant gesture,

8. B. S. VainshteinGhakhmaty srazhaiutsia: 194845 [Chess Battle: 1941-
1945] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1985), 53.

9. Gino Di FeliceChess Periodicals: An Annotated International
Bibliography, 1836-2008Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 2010), 210.
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along with Stalin’s speech on that occasion, piowd to the world that the city was
calm and orderly, and normal life continued in st the German thre&t.

The organizer of the 1941 Moscow Chess ChampionsagVladimir
Alatortsev, president of the prestigious Moscow €3h€lub. By November 1941,
Moscow was virtually on the front lines, but thad dot deter Alatortsev. In fact,
Moscow’s perilous position was the point of holdthg event, which began on
November 20—a critical period in the city’s defeks€he games were held in a
variety of locations around the city for maximunopaganda value. The political
significance of the event can be judged from tlue thaat it was widely reported in the
Soviet media: by TASSravda lzvestia Vecherniaia MoskviaandMoskovskii
Bol'shevik1? Considering the circumstances, public interest veag high, with many
hundreds of spectators watching the gafaéske the earlier staging of the military
parade in Red Square, the tournament provided Mitesowith a sense of continuity
and normality, and it belied enemy propaganda teprwidespread chaos and panic

in the city14

10. R. BraithwaiteMoscow 1941: A City and Its People at \WWaondon:
Profile, 2010), 103-105.

11. B. S. VainshteirGhakhmaty srazhaiutsia4.
12. Ibid., 58.

13. V. N. PanovSorok let za shakhmatnoi doskoi: vospominaniii@ i 5
izbrannykh parti{Forty Years at the Chessboard: Commentary andeléctd
Games] (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1966), 98.

14. Golovko, “Cherez gody, cherez rasstoianiia,” 12
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Although Moscow had conducted a city championship919 during the
Civil War, no Moscow championship was anything ltke 1941 tournament. Vasilii
Nikolaevich Panov (1906-1973), one of the partioigarecalled that initially the
noise made concentration very difficult: the aidrsirens, the thunder of anti-aircraft
batteries, and the thumping of bombs. Eventualyplayers grew accustomed to the
noise, but the frequent interruptions to go toghelters during the air raids made the
integrity of the games problematic. The normal pthae when a game was
interrupted was to “seal the move.” The player hgthe move wrote it on his score-
sheet instead of playing it on the board. The ssbeet was then sealed in an
envelope that would be opened when play resumeslpdnt was to prevent either
player from gaining an advantage by the interruptBut there was not enough time
to seal a move when the sirens sounded, so thkscleere simply stopped until the
game could be resumed in a shelter. Complaintedresause the player having the
move when the game was interrupted gained an aalyarhe could mentally analyze
the game without time penalty while the players etto the shelter. Finally they
agreed to simply ignore the sirens and continug without interruption during the
raids?® As the Chess Section’s official report on its weark boasted that, while
there were attacks during every round of the taneTd, “there was never an instance

of a game abandoned due to the German air r#tds.”

15. PanovSorok let za shakhmatnoi dosk®8-99.

16. “Shakhmaty v SSSR za vremia voiny” [Chess eMW$SSR during the
War], GARF, fond 7576, opis’ 21, delo 15, list 2.
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Not to be outdone, Leningrad, too, held its citgripionship in December
1941. By now the city had been under blockade amidardment for three months,
and conditions were already very bad. The tournanves played in different
hospitals around the city.Unlike Moscow, however, Leningrad would be unable
continue its city championships during the worst pathe siege, but it would
resume holding the Leningrad Championship in 1843.

As the crisis deepened in Leningrad in 1942, thhe Brigade Headquarters,
located on the western end of Nevskii Prospekt Ratace Square, became the center
of chess life in the city. Several strong playead been assigned there, and the
commander saw that chess was an ideal activitpas$s the time between air raids.
Several chess tables were strategically locatéderenter of the main room, and
when the crews weren’t out dousing fires, thereavadways games and spectators.

Leningrad’s chess organization, like all aspectsutiiural life, suffered
enormously during the blockade. This was a timewfble violence and deprivation,
and the human costs were catastrophic. Many prorctess players of both the
older and younger generations were lost. II'in-Zeskii was among the first.

After leaving the interrupted tournament at Rostovthe-Don, II'in-

Zhenevskii with some difficulty made his way baok eningrad, where he resumed

17. Model’, “Oni srazhalis’ za rodinu,” 18.

18. B. Gertsenzon, “Shakhmaty v blokadnom Leningt§@hess in the Siege
of Leningrad], inShakhmaty srazhaiutsia: 1941-1945 [Chess Battld11P945] ed.
B. S. Vainshtein (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 198%6.

19. Ibid., 73.
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his work as the political editor at the Leningratishing House&? The city wasn’t
under siege yet, but the Germans were bombingityharmd there was already
ominous difficulty with food supply?

II'in-Zhenevskii and his wife performed the manatgtlabor required of all
Leningraders. II'in-Zhenevskii was put to work digg anti-tank ditches at the
outskirts of the city. The work was exhausting aedormed under very difficult
circumstance?? In deference to his age and Party status, II'ief#vskii was put in
charge of the work crew, where he earned the padiagyoung worker in his squad:

He [II'in-Zhenevskii] remained in my memory as aaest man with soft
voice, who was calm and self-possessed in anyrostances, even in cases
of bomb raids. . . .

When we were trenching near the stations Batetskaal
Peredolskaia, food supplies were irregular, andhvackto sleep on the bare
ground in the open air. Aleksandr Fedorovich Iihenevskii shared our
hardships. . . .

Once we had to walk 35 kilometers in the night glammod tracks.
Aleksandr Fedorovich saw to it that everybody wesping up with the pace,
encouraged those who were ti#sd.

20. S. Morozov, “Desiat’ s polovinoi nedel’: voinamert’ A. F. II'ina-
Zhenevskogo” [Ten and One-half Weeks: The War aedeath of A. F. II'in-
Zhenevskii] (St. Petersburg: Shakhmaty v Peterhuzge4),
http://www.e3e5.com/article.php?id=74 (accessed| ApR2013).

21. Model’, “Oni srazhalis’ za rodinu,” 18.

22. T. A. IIn-Zhenevskii and A. F. II'in-Zhenevek“Dnevnik A. F. i T. A.
I'inykh-Zhenevskikh” [Diary of T. A. and A. F. llh-Zhenevskii] (St. Petersburg:
Shakhmaty v Peterburge, 2004), http://www.e3e5.admle.php?id=74 (accessed
April 5, 2013).

23. A. K. Golubev, “Memaoirs,” quoted in “Desiatp®lovinoi nedel’: voina i
smert’ A. F. I'ina-Zhenevskogo” [Ten and One-h@feeks: The War and the Death
of A. F. I'in-Zhenevskii] (St. Petersburg: Shakhiyma Peterburge, 2004),
http://www.e3e5.com/article.php?id=74 (accessed| ApR013).
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On September 1, 1941, the II'in-Zhenevskiis weraocenated by water from
the besieged city. On September 3, their boat Wwask&d by German aircraft at
Novaia Ladoga. II'in Zhenevskii was badly woundedhe attack, and he died later
that same da¥# His wife was not injured, but she was overcomd wispair and
took her own life a few days latér.

In addition to II'in-Zhenevskii, the losses in Lagrad would eventually
include a number of others whose names have beemment in this work. For
example, I. Rabinovich and S. Vainshtein died afsition. Romanovskii somehow
survived, but his wife, their three daughters, tradr housekeeper all died of hunger
and sickness.

The person most responsible for maintaining sonmékece of chess life in
the stricken city was Abram lakovlevich Model’ (12976). Working in an official
capacity as the Leningrad Sports Committee’s Chresggector, he was also the
factodirector of the Leningrad Chess Club. In additiglodel’ founded a chess
section in Leningrad’s Pioneer Palace in late 1¢#offered lessons, gave simuls
and directed tournaments at the Pioneer Palaciarmyilnits and the hospitals.

Numerous strong tournaments were also held in Iggathunder his direction during

24. H. SalisburyThe 900 Days: The Siege of Lening(@hmbridge, MA: Da
Capo Press, 2009), 281.

25. Morozov, “Desiat’ s polovinoi nedel'.
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the blockade, and he was the organizer behindegwemption of the Leningrad
Championship in 194%.

In addition to his chess work, he was also hadrathical duties. He was in
overall command of the transports that evacuatéddreh from the starving city.
Model’ carried dozens of chess sets on these toatsshe found that chess helped
keep the children calm. Among the thousands ofioil evacuated by Model’ was a
five-year-old orphan named Boris Vasil'evich Spasdl®37- ), a future world chess
champion. Young Spasskii learned to play chesfiertransport during his
evacuation?’

In Moscow, Alatortsev, the Director of the MoscoweSs Club who had
organized the Moscow Championship under very difficonditions (see above),
also wanted to explore other ways that chess dmellulthe war effort. He turned to
his friend, Boris Samoilovich Vainshtein (1907-1993ot to be confused with
Samuil Osipovich Vainshtein, erstwhile proponenapblitical chess—see Chapter
Six). In addition to being a skilled chess playaatégory 1) and dedicated organizer
(instrumental in organizing official chess activitySoviet Central Asia), B.
Vainshtein, a mathematician by profession, held#mé of colonel in the NKVD,
and he was the chairman and champion of the cleetiss ofDynamq the NKVD

sports organization. Chess, Vainshtein claimed, thvagavorite game of the NKVD,

26. Gertsenzon, “Shakhmaty v blokadnom Leningrad#;78.

27. N. B. Krogius, A. N. Golubev, and L. E. Gutts8&ioris Spasski{(Moscow:
Gosudarstvennoe predpriiatie, 2000), 1:1-2.
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even though its director, Lavrentii Pavlovich Bg&99-1953) was himself a very
weak playeP8 Vainshtein was not, however, involved directlyplice workper se
but rather in production planning, primarily foethircraft industry? Nor was he a
Party membe?9 Nevertheless, he returned a measure of politloak ¢o the All-
Union Chess Section that had been missing sinceay® of Krylenko. In January
1942, he used his political connections to conviheeDeputy Chairman of the
Council of People’s Commissars, Rozalii Samoilo¥eenliachke (1876-1947), to
give chess an official status and make it a compbokthe war effort. At first she
was skeptical, but after some initial hesitatioaifiachke gave Vainshtein the
authority to revive the All-Union Chess Section-wfainshtein at the helfi.Under
Vainshtein, the Chess Section was focused somdedsmbn ideology, and rather
more on pragmatic concerns: the war effort. This th@ rationale for reviving the
Chess Section in wartime. In effect, this broughwi&t chess back to its military
roots, back to a circumstance analogous to 1920 Whe-Zhenevskii represented
the Party in the Vsevobuch (see Chapter Four).

Vainshtein authorized the formation of a brigadelwéss propagandists, led

by Alatortsev and consisting of the strongest pisgvailable. They conducted

28. S. B. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin Shakhmatnyi vestnikjay
1993, 23-24.

29. Cafferty and TaimanoWhe Soviet Championshis.
30. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin,” 24.

31. B. S. VainshteirShakhmaty srazhaiutsi&5-56.
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thousands of simuls and organized clubs in theitadspand they also visited rear
and active unit8? Their work in the hospitals was in many ways thestinteresting
and the best documented.

Alatortsev published a booklet in early 1943, outig the purposes and
detailing the methodology for the hospital workeTrhain purpose of hospital chess
was the very pragmatic goal of assisting the wodrideeturn to the fight sooner and
with enhanced fighting spirit. Chess promoted nmrapd healing because it was an
engrossing, but sedentary, activity. It resteddibey, but it stimulated the brain. It
also taught military skills such as appreciating ¥alue of attack and spirited
defense, developing patience and persistence,udtieating the ability to navigate in
difficult situations33 This, of course, is exactly what II'in-Zhenevshad argued in
1920, when he advocated using chess as one fagelitafy training.

Alatortsev reported that in 1942 alone, Moscow erashad performed over
one-hundred simuls in military hospitals in the Mos& region; over three-thousand
sick or wounded soldiers had participated. In addjtthey had conducted countless
lectures, individual games, consultation gamesl@sgbns. There was also a series of
officially sanctioned chess tournaments, which néaet participants could qualify

for a chess ranking or improve an existing rankinthe Soviet chess hierarchy.

32. Ibid., 55.

33. Vladimir Alekseevich Alatortseghakhmaty v gospitale (Chess in the
Hospital) (Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1943), 3.

34. Ibid., 3-4.
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Chess propagandists in the hospitals were insttuoteonsider that there
would be widely different levels of interest andlipamong the patients. Some were
new to chess, and their interest might only belltthkir enforced leisure with an
interesting and wholesome entertainment. Many stli@wever, were already
accomplished players who would use their hospita to further develop their skill.
And, of course, there were many who fell somewlekeetween. It was up to the
propagandists to make sure the chess program imodatals served all of its
clientele3s

Alatortsev laid out in great detail the methodolagyonducting mass chess
work in the hospitals. In order to stimulate inggréAlatortsev recommended that
initially a lecture be given on a general topiavadle interest: chess history, the
political value of chess, or the relationship betwevar and chess. The point was to
conduct introductory lectures that would be intengsto players and non-players
alike 36

Appropriate activities for the different levelsalbility should then be
organized. Simuls were very useful in generatingrest—they appealed to observers
and well as participants. Tournaments of variomsi&i(qualifying, casual, blitz or
team) should also be organized, and the propertavagnduct these events was
described in great detail in Alatortsev’s handbddlasses for both beginners and

more experienced players should be set up. Altheogimteer organizers could often

35. Ibid., 4.

36. Ibid., 5.

312



be found among patients, overall direction musiegswome from representatives of
the Chess Section. This was necessary becauses albgewropagandists must saturate
their chess activities with the correct politicahtent. In short, a hospital chess club
should have all the activities and attributes Sfoaiet factory chess circf.

Hospital chess also enjoyed a protected, legalstétospital administrators
were required to cooperate with representativekefChess Sectici.In turn,
organizers in the hospitals were directed to wdokaly with hospital administrators
to ensure that the chess work complemented otlpectssof the hospital’s
recreational and political activities. Organizemravtold to take charge of all of the
hospital’s chess equipment, inventory it, and regadditional materials as needed.
Alatortsev also suggested a collection of chekestappropriate for the hospital
club’s library3?

The wartime director of the All-Union Chess SectiBnVainshtein, was
heavily invested in the hospital work that was beidirected by Alatortsev.
Vainshtein was especially lavish in his praisenaf temale chess players involved in
this work. He singled out Elizaveta Ivanovna Byk¢¥813-1989), future Soviet and
women'’s world champion, for special mention. Sheegd40 simuls attended by
seven-thousand wounded soldiers and organizedlesargualifying tournaments.

Vainshtein quoted her as saying: “I've never begglad that | can play chess,

37. lbid., 6-14.
38. B. S. VainshteirShakhmaty srazhaiutsia6.

39. AlatortsevShakhmaty v gospitgl82.
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because playing with the wounded soldiers and efiof our heroic Soviet Army
gives them such pleasur®.For her chess work in the hospitals, comrade Bgkov
was awarded an unspecified “special pri#e.”

Even as more normal chess activities slowly resyrtiedhospital work
continued unabated. The first wartime Soviet Chamghip was held in spring 1944,
and participants spent their free days in Moscowilgary hospitals, playing
individual games, giving exhibitions, or just cladgtwith patients. Additional free
days were set aside for all the players so theldogsit hospitals as a group, much to
the delight of the patients.

In Leningrad there was a parallel, if less orgashjzdfort in the military
hospitals. Boris Mironovich Gertsenzon (1920-201#)p was actually a checkers
champion, was the leading force behind the chded @f the Leningrad hospitals,
which also continued throughout the war.

All'in all, the chess initiative in the military Bpitals during the Great
Patriotic War can be seen as the moral zenith efebohess. The need was
enormous, and the effort was heroic. Chess a&sntiere very popular in the

hospitals, with mass participation and enormoubesiasm. In Moscow alone, over

40. B. S. VainshteirGhakhmaty srazhaiutsi&8-79.
41. “Shakhmaty v SSSR za vremia voiny,” listy 2.

42. B. S. Vainshtein, “1944 Chess ChampionshinefdSSR, Soviet Chess
Chronicle June 1944, 4.

43. Gertsenzon, “Shakhmaty v blokadnom Leningradg,”
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thirty-thousand soldiers recovering in military paals received chess ratings by
competing in qualifying tournaments. The simuls adures in the military hospitals
were attended by over two-hundred thousand soléténsmobile solders demanded
to be transported on stretchers to take part irsithels and hear the lecturéBased

on his personal experience, II'in-Zhenevskii haderwed back in 1917 that the tsarist
convalescent hospitals of the First World War waneeding grounds for
dissatisfaction, grievance and revolutionary disenn(see Chapter Four). In the
Great Patriotic War, by contrast, the hospitalsab®ee an opportunity for engaging in
cultural/political work.

Vainshtein’s wartime Chess Section also sent Sowasters to air bases,
naval vessels, and even to the front lines to giiabitions for the airmen, sailors
and soldiers. One of these masters, Mikhail Mildhadh ludovich (1911-1987),
described a simul at an airbase outside of Mosétaway through the session, the
alarm sounded and everyone jumped into actionpddrag to intercept German
bombers. ludovich was uncertain what to do, buedinal officer told him to wait.
The men, he said, would return directly. Indeedess than thirty minutes the airmen
were back at their boards, and play resumed. letlavoted, however, that two of the

chairs were now vacar.

44. P. A. Romanovskizhess in Russia: The Players and Their Games
(Annotated)London: Soviet News, 1946), 12.

45. GARF fond 7576, opis’ 21, delo 15, listy 2, 2.

46. B. S. VainshteirGhakhmaty srazhaiutsiabs.

315



Many chess events (simuls and tournaments) weanaed in the rear units
of the Red Army. As a result of the efforts of Ssiwthess organization over the
previous two decades, chess enthusiasts were corimoughout the army, and
these events were very well received. Chess prdwaderoductive relaxation for the
soldiers before they returned to the front, andahg-term project to permeate all of
Soviet society with chess was also served.

The front lines were not neglected either, withamigers arranging
tournaments and simuls. Often the soldiers therasdbok the initiative. One Red
Army soldier in an active sector of the westermfrarote to the Chess Section: “In
our detachment, during the brief moments of reshess tournament was held in
which twelve people took part. Please reply tom$iow we should proceed with the
results in order to obtain the certificates of gatg ratings for the winnerg.”

For Botvinnik, the war meant that all the attentptarrange a challenge to
Alekhin for the title had come to nothing. But Bminik's status as the heir-apparent
still had benefits. Although all Soviet citizensne@equired to serve during the war—
in the army, in defense industries, on construgbiapects—Botvinnik was shielded
from the war’'s menace. He, along with other tofy@ta, was protected like a
national treasure, a secret weapon prepared asdrpesl for post-war cultural
struggles.

Called up for his army military exam, Botvinnik e2eed a certificate of

exemption from military service due to “weak visibHe applied to leave Leningrad
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for Molotov (Perm) to accompany his wife who waslgesvacuated with the Kirov
Opera and Ballet Theatre. The final decision waderiay the Leningrad Party
secretary, who commented: “Comrade Botvinnik, ydliagain be useful to the
Soviet people as a chess player. Led¥e.”

Botvinnik’s old friend, S. Vainshtein, saw him @if the train station on
August 19, 1941. Botvinnik later claimed he triecconvince Vainshtein to travel
with him, but the old chess player—a veteran offthkerg internment (see Chapter
One) and the fight over political/apolitical chésee Chapter Six)-refusédTwo
days later the rail links to Leningrad were cutlby advancing GermaiA%Five
months later, S. Vainshtein was dead of starvation.

In Molotov, Botvinnik worked as an electrical engan (his vocation). His
first child was born there. The times were hard] everyone had to make sacrifices.
Botvinnik sold his typewriter to help make ends triée

In January 1943, Botvinnik was suddenly assignesldrk in a timber cutting
detail. This was too much for the Soviet chess gham He cashed in his political
capital, calling on his patron, Molotov, who beftine war had granted permission

for Botvinnik’s match with Alekhin. Now he askedlbe relieved of his labor
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requirements. The heavy work of timbering madenpassible for Botvinnik to
prepare himself for whatever postwar chess chatlemgight come his way. Molotov
interceded on Botvinnik’'s behalf and arranged fotvnik’s labor requirements to
be significantly cut and then eliminated entir&ly.

In spite of the war, tournament competition amdrgédlite players, though
reduced, still continued. The tournaments had mgapda value, and they helped
Soviet players to maintain the edge they would neede anticipated international
struggles in postwar chess. In some cases thedf@vaedus of chess players from the
principal cities—players who evacuated along whi industrial sectors that employed
them—led to concentrations of high-level chessvagtin unlikely places. The eastern
city of Sverdlovsk (formerly and currently Ekatdyurg) was an excellent example.
The Leningrad master and close friend of BotvinhMkRagozin; the Ukrainian
Champion, Isaac Efremovich Boleslavskii (1919-19and the veteran
player/organizer, la. Rokhlin, all found themselueSverdlovsk in 1942.
Consequently, in March 1942, a surprisingly andxpeetedly strong master
tournament was held in Sverdlovsk under the Roldhtirection3 In addition to
Ragozin and Isaak Efremovich Boleslavskii (19197)9%he Latvian master, V.
Petrovs (see Chapter Twelve), also found himsefeardlovsk just in time for the

competition®4
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Botvinnik did not compete in the first Sverdlovskithament, but he arranged
to visit the town on business while the tournanvesis underway. He reported that
when he tried to purchase a spectator ticket, there sold out. But when he attended
the tournament anyway, he found the crowds weng sgairse. Soon Botvinnik
discovered the reason: a bread roll had been iadlwdth each ticket, and they had
been quickly purchased by citizens, most of whoohither the time nor the
inclination to attend the evertt.

This first Sverdlovsk event in 1942 was followeyear later by a stronger,
official event in spring 1943. Sverdlovsk was agaiosen as the site because it was
already top-heavy with chess talent. In additibe, $trongest players available in the
rest of the country were invited. This second Skegk event was held under the
direct sponsorship and authority of the All-Unioh&Ss Section—the first major
tournament sponsored by the Chess Section sinaeahbegan. With hospital and
military chess programs well established, B. Vaieshdecided to again sponsor
large-scale competition, using extensive media @meto extract maximum
propaganda value and rekindle enthusiasm amonghtes massé8.Chess was a
normal facet of Soviet life, and scheduling a t@ment in the midst of a war
signaled to friend and foe alike that normal liéereed on.

Sverdlovsk 1943 had another purpose as well: t@ hioa skills of Botvinnik

and his compatriots for postwar contests. By sptidd3, all indications were that the
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Soviets were going to win the war. The previoustarns decisive defeat of the
Germans at Stalingrad indicated that an eventuakSwaictory was no longer in
doubt. Looking ahead to the postwar world, Vainshtmderstood that chess players
need tournaments to maintain and improve theitssidt Sverdlovsk 1943,
Botvinnik won a convincing victory, proving thatetlivar had not shaken his
dominance. This victory reaffirmed his right to teage Alekhin after the war.
Equally important, significant theoretical innowats were unveiled and tested at the
tournament’ One indicator of the high caliber of play at Svevdk 1943 was that
ten of Botvinnik’s fourteen games from this evertrevlater included in a definitive
collection of Botvinnik's best games, a higher pdmn of games than from any
other single competitio?®

There were other examples of tournaments reflgehia diffusion of high-
level chess talent to the provinces. Notable antbam was an event in the city of
Kuibyshev (formerly and currently Samara), wherera@resting masters’
tournament was organized in August 1942. The tonamt was the strongest ever
played in Kuibushev, featuring two grandmastersfaredmasters. Smyslov won the

tournament; Botvinnik did not compéte.
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Another event, worthy of note, took place in Mosdovit942. It was not a
competition, but rather a chess seminar condugtetitieen grandmasters and
several more leading masters. Anywhere else invtirél, an event of this kind
would have been considered unique at any timettanthct it was held with official
sponsorship in the midst of a desperate war i€gainharkable. The reports issued
were considered groundbreaking in the developmiectiess theory. For example,
Romanovskii, now recovered from his Leningrad orde=e above), issued a paper,
“New in Rook Endgames,” which was a considerede@ btheoretical revelation.”
Several of the seminar’s reports dealt with opetiv@gpry, and significant advances
were made. In addition, ludovich presented a repothe psychology of tournament
play that would be required reading for all papants in post-war international
tournaments§? This seminar, even more than the war-time tourmasnés clear
evidence that an important role for chess in thewear world envisioned all through
the war

Summer 1943 found Botvinnik, now relieved of hialbering duties, back in
Moscow. In November he played in the 1943 Moscowr@pionship. Two years had
passed since the defiant city championship in Nde¥m 941, and playing conditions
had largely returned to normal in the capital. Aligh he lost his individual game to

Smyslov, Botvinnik still won the tournament over&ll
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During the tournament, Botvinnik had a meeting vidthvainshtein and
Zubarev, a long-time official at the Chess Sectitno had survived Krylenko’s fall.
The occasion was a dinner hosted by Vainshtein.stibgect of a postwar match with
Alekhin was inevitably broached, and the news watgood for Botvinnik. Before
the war, the official attitude toward Alekhin haédm that, although he was a vile,
treasonous enemy-of-the-people, his chess skilte aeknowledged and grudgingly
admired. Soviet chess couldn't just ignore the daHampion. Alekhin’s games
were published in the USSR, and Botvinnik playedi@sgt him at Nottingham and in
the AVRO event. It was on this basis that the preglary negotiations for an
Alekhin-Botvinnik match had been conducted in e 11930s (see Chapter Eleven).

But the attitude toward Alekhin had hardened dutivgwar, largely because
of rumors of his pro-Nazi sympathies and activitainshtein cited that fact that
Alekhin was considered a war criminal not onlyhie Soviet Union but also by the
French undergroun@.Alekhin, he alleged, also held the official pawitiof Assistant
for Culture under the infamous Gauleiter Hans Frantharge later refuted by
Alekhin’s widow in a letter to the British magazjrighess3 Nevertheless, B.
Vainshtein and Zubarev both agreed at the Noverh®48 dinner meeting with

Botvinnik that a postwar match with Alekhin wasigo&lly unthinkable4 Botvinnik
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was in despair, and this meeting marked the opesfiagsingle-minded pursuit of the
world title that would test the limits of his padial influence.

Initially he reacted to the changed situation veitbtompletely different plan,
complex and problematic. Botvinnik proposed that $oviet Chess Section and the
United States Chess Federation jointly declare Bilekleposed. Botvinnik would
then play a match with the young Polish-Americaam8el Reshevsky, a former
prodigy who was generally acknowledged to be ambagvorld’s best. The winner
of the proposed Botvinnik-Reshevsky match woulgkmelaimed world champion.
This complicated scheme required international eoaton. To this end, Botvinnik
managed to get an audience with the AmbassadbetOnited States, Makhsim
Makhsimovich Litvinov (1876-1951), who was in Mosctor consultations.

Litvinov was receptive as Botvinnik laid out higeahative route to attaining a Soviet
world champion, but he was unwilling to promise mtran “support in principle”
for Botvinnik’'s schemé?> That wasn’t enough.

Frustrated, Botvinnik decided to refocus his attenbn the Chess Section
and return to a somewhat less complex, if not égpabblematic, plan: a postwar
match with Alekhin. Botvinnik concluded that he make no progress with B.
Vainshtein, but he believed he had the sympathotlodr members of the All-Union
Chess Section. He also had strong Party connectoshe used them to force
Vainshtein out of his position. The opportunity gam a 1945 conference of the All-

Union Chess Section. Vainshtein expected to bdimaafd as Chairman, but
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unexpected opposition arose to his leadership theeissue of a match with Alekhin.
Initially the vote went against Botvinnik. But thardelegate pointed out that the
Party had already ruled that the match should pé&ee. Even though that approval
had come before the war, all the Party members griendelegates reversed
themselves and voted with BotvinrfkVainshtein, who had tied his leadership to his
opposition to the match, tried to defend himsalt, ibe gave up the fight when
influential Party delegates began to address hidebate as “former chairmafr.”

With Vainshtein’s removal, Botvinnik had eliminatadsubstantial barrier to his
ambition. But Botvinnik also had to continually peothat he remained worthy to be
Alekhin’s Soviet challenger.

In the late spring of 1944 came the Thirteenth So@hampionship—the first
since the German invasion. The pent-up demandeothiess public made this a very
popular event. Many of the spectators were in umfagenerals and privates alike,
spending a precious day of furlough at the Houdgrabns to watch the games. But
in spite of the prevalence of uniforms, this touneat bore none of the trappings of a
cobbled-together, wartime event. It was self-camssly intended to serve as “a
milestone in the further development and flourighofi the Soviet chess

movement.88 By holding a strong national championship in wa#gj the Soviets

66. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin,” 26-27.
67. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tselil07-108.

68. B. S. Vainshtein, “1944 Chess ChampionshimefUSSR, Soviet Chess
Chronicle June 1944, 4.

324



signaled that state-sponsored chess would contimpkaty an important role in the
nation’s postwar cultural life.

Seventeen players participated, including five draasters; a national
championship of this strength was unprecedented/laene in the world. Among the
grandmasters was Flohr (Botvinnik’s opponent inghvetal 1932 match—see Chapter
Nine), who was eligible for the first time to parpate in a Soviet Championship.
Stateless since the Germany occupation of hisen&rechoslovakia in 1938, Flohr
had become a Soviet citizen during the war. Vagishbok proud note of the
addition of Flohr, predicting that under the infhee of the Soviet school Flohr’s play
would soon become “more active, more varied,” all@ahim to finally realize his
full potential6®

Botvinnik won the Thirteenth Soviet Championshimimery convincing
manner. But in 1944, Botvinnik was no longer thaug@ Turk challenging the old
guard. He was now thirty-two years old, and nippngis heels was a pair of
youngsters. Smyslov, ten years his junior, ledriost of the tournament and finished
second. Another youngster, D. Bronstein finish&eédnth, but defeated Botvinnik in
their individual gamé? For Botvinnik, the war had become a dreadful inegmence.
He had reason to fear that he might be supplargmtdhe finally had his

opportunity to claim the world title.
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His fears of being supplanted were, however, urdednat least for now. A
year later, in late spring 1945, the Fourteenthi@dvhampionship was held. By this
time, Nazi Germany was defeated, Eastern Europen@sviet hands, and
Botvinnik was at the top of his form. He finishad anprecedented three points ahead
of his nearest rivall After this victory, Botvinnik was in a solid posit to push his
argument that his match with Alekhin, as approvefdte the war, should now take
place.

What Botvinnik failed to understand was that thetp@r situation made a
match with Alekhin extremely problematic. In théeld930s, the match seemed
possible, even imminent (see Chapter Eleven),Hart the war had intervened. Now,
after the war, there was an additional complicatiba delicate matter of Alekhin’s
war-time behavior. Those persistent wartime runtioas he was in league with the
Nazis proved to be, at least partially, true.

In 1941 Alekhin, a French citizen living under Gamoccupation, wrote
several articles for a Paris newspaper. They wadrsesjuently reprinted in German
chess periodicals, including the Nazi-control@eutsch Schachzeitunglthough the
articles covered a range of chess-related topiost oontroversial was Alekhin’s
application of Nazi racial theory to chess histgiekhin distinguished between
Aryan and Jewish chess. Aryans approached chesBghting spirit—-aggressive,
imaginative and brave. Jews, on the other hangiedlaowardly chess—materialistic

and defensive. A few excerpts will suffice to copviee tone of the articles:
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What is Jewish chess, the Jewish chess idealeat®ssence? It is not hard
to answer this question:

1. Material profit at all costs;

2. Opportunism—an opportunism pushed to the highast with the aim of
eliminating even the shadow of a potential dangerahich consequently
reveals an idea (if one can apply the word “ideethis) namely “defence, in
and for itself.” As far as future possibilities a@ncerned, Jewish chess has
dug its own grave in developing this "idea" whighany form of combat
whatever cannot mean anything else, finally thacide. For by merely
defending one's self, one may occasionally (and diben?) avoid defeat—but
how does one win? There is a possible answer:rigtake by one's
opponent. What if the opponent fails to make thistake? All that the
defender-at-all-costs can then do is whine in camplof this absence of
errors.’2

Apart from the racial language, this sounds aikt & typical Soviet characterization

of bourgeois chess. But Alekhin took his point miéwotther:

Do the Jews, as a race, have a gift for chess? Wity years’ chess
experience | would like to answer this questiothim following manner: yes,
the Jews have an exceptional talent for exploitimgss, chess ideas and the
practical possibilities that arise. But there haslbreen up to now a Jew who
was a real chess artist.

Finally, Alekhin also mentioned Botvinnik in higtiates. According to Alekhin,
Botvinnik, like some Jewish players, showed enorsnaeativity and attacking spirit,
and this had to be accounted for.

The Soviet chess master Botvinnik owes, in my @pineven more than his
American co-religionist [Reshevsky] to the influemaf the younger Russian
school. Instinctively inclined to “safety first,’ehhas slowly become a master
who knows how to use the weapons of aggression. tHmwccurred, is a
curious and typical story: not the ideal of attackl, if necessary, sacrifice,
but—however paradoxical this might seem—the idga@furing, by attacking
possibilities, even greater security for himsedfie@sponsible for this

change. . . . That he is very strong now, thereb@ano doubt. Otherwise, he
would hardly have been able, considering the hglretbpment of chess in
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present-day Russia, to attain the championshipsoéduntry five or six times

in succession . . . . All the same, most of Botikisngames made a dry and

soulless impression. This is easily explained:ghgmno art in which the most
perfect copy could arouse the same feelings asrtpmal and, as far as
attack is concerned, Botvinnik’s chess is just ravarthan an excellent copy
of the old masters'

After the war Alekhin disavowed the articles, alilgb his story was not
always consistent. In a letter to B. H. Wood, foemnaf the British magazin€hess
Alekhin denied any connection with the article$n an interview with a Spanish
newspaper, he claimed that the articles were a@ilyimnocent and theoretical, but
“were rewritten by the Germans, published and ntadeeat chess from a racial
viewpoint.”76

Whether or not he actually wrote these infamouslag, Alekhin participated
fully in the chess culture of Nazi Europe. He cotedean all of the major Nazi-
sponsored tournaments during the war, notably imibty Salzburg, Warsaw, and
Prague. It was customary for players in internaiaournaments to have their
national flag at the table; the flag at Alekhireble was a swastika.

Another mark against Alekhin was his friendshiphaitans Frank (1900-

1946), a war criminal later tried and executed atdshberg. Frank was a strong and
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enthusiastic chess player, famous in the chessiiarhis vast chess library. He
sponsored tournaments in Mé&ehrmachtcompeted in military chess events, and at
one point planned to set up a Nazi chess schoaruliékhin and Bogoliubov8

Bogoliubov, erstwhile Soviet Champion, victor at 8dow 1925, expatriate
and German citizen since 1926, became an enthigsiasinber of the Nazi Party in
the late 1930s, when membership had become reppedtie had successfully
reinvented himself over the years as a bourgeoimm@e He looked and sounded
German (he even spoke Russian with a German acéetig anti-Semitism was well
documented. When he first met the American grantemaRkeuben Fine, at
Zandvoort in 1936, Bogoliubov accused the youngtenad being smugly happy
over the recent Hindenburg disaster (Fine was a.geYears later, Fine retaliated,
accusing Bogoliubov of having conspired to haveGasman rivals thrown into
concentration camps.

Moscow 1925 had been the zenith of Bogoliubov'®earSubsequent

successes were few. He decisively lost two workhgbionship matches against
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Alekhin, and he was happy enough to spend hisrdegliyears as a kind of court
chess player for Frank and the Nazis.

Finally, in this discussion of émigré chess playemSlazi-occupied Europe,
Paul Keres must be mentioned. Keres was an Estomaater, viewed as strong
contender for the world championship after he wdth Fine for first place in the
very strong AVRO 1938 tournament. Keres becamevéeSoitizen by default in
1940 when the Soviets annexed the Baltic statest Jdwve him the right to compete
in the Soviet Championship, and he finished fourtthe Twelfth Soviet
Championship 194€

Keres was in Estonia when it passed from Sovi&@&doman control in the
summer of 1941. During the war years, Keres, aleitig Bogoliubov and Alekhin,
played in all four of the major wartime tournameaitganized by the Nazi-controlled
Grossdeutscher Schachbumdunich, Salzburg, Warsaw, and Prague. He also gave
exhibitions in German army units.

In the case of Bogoliubov, the association withNaeis did not significantly
harm his career, largely because it was already &oe Keres, there would be an
unlikely endgame. The Soviet Union, after a penbdncertainty,
uncharacteristically welcomed back its prodigal,sdthough there may have been
onerous conditions attached. In the case of Alekhmsituation was even more
complicated. The association with Nazism effectiagstroyed his postwar chess

career; no organizer could invite him to a tournanvathout provoking a general
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boycott. This, in turn, seriously complicated Botvk’s quest to wrest control of the
world title.

In spite of the complications, all through 1945 Bohik continued to
advocate for a match with Alekhin. Botvinnik ha@ s$upport of Molotov and, he
believed, of Stalin himself, so he persevered.fli#sd Ragozin rather brazenly
spearheaded an effort on behalf of Botvinnik thatuded a letter to Stalin signed by
leading Soviet masters. Stalin implicitly agré@@otvinnik and the other proponents
of the match sidestepped the question of the Nalakworation, citing only Alekhin’s
dubious disavowal®!

A breakthrough, of sorts, occurred in early 194Bew Alekhin announced his
willingness to play a match with Botvinnik on tregrns that had been agreed upon
back in 1938-193% Botvinnik believed that Alekhin had no choice buplay the
match. He had run out of options; he had placedéiihmn a kind oizugzwandg®
Alekhin said as much in an interview in late 194en he was asked about his

future plans:
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Plans? What plans can | have? The best part offellgds passed away

between two world wars that have laid Europe wdbdéh wars ruined me,

with this difference: at the end of the first wawvas 26 years of age with an

unbounded enthusiasm | no longer have. . . . Tddagntinue to play chess

because it occupies my mind and keeps me from brg@hd remembering.
But Alekhin was playing chess only in small tourreants in Spain and Portugal. He
had been invited to play in an international toameat in London in 1946, but the
invitation had been withdrawn when allegations dal#dakhin’s Nazi sympathies led
to boycott threat& Alekhin must have finally understood that his wag behavior
was unlikely to be forgotten or forgiven. At leasthe West, the postwar chess world
was now implacably hostile to him.

In 1946, Alekhin was a sick man, living alone isteoddy hotel in Portugal,
unable to provide himself even a rudimentary livilmgspite of suffering from
advanced cirrhosis of the liver, he was drinking\vly. An acquaintance in Portugal
noted that, “At the Commerce Hotel . . . the whsibHf was frightened by the tall
foreigner who would order a bottle of coghac upetiring, leaving it empty in his
room each day®® The only capital he still possessed was the widil and there

was even talk of stripping him of that. Alekhin hadmove quickly if he was to

salvage anything.
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These circumstances explained Alekhin’s eagermegkiy a match with
Botvinnik. He needed the money, of course, butlbe wanted to use the match to
fashion some sort of niche for himself in the pastehess world. He must have
known that he would surely lose (all evidence sstgghe would have been trounced),
but surrendering the title to the Soviets mighekhhim from accusations relating to
his Nazi associations and perhaps even pave théavagconciliation with his
homeland. Soviet writers later claimed that Aleklmhis last years, bitterly
regretted his estrangement from his native Rl wistful statement by Alekhin in
1945 seemed to confirm this. In a letter to thenspo of the London international
tournament that had cancelled its invitation to (gee above), Alekhin wrote,

Having devoted my life to chess | have never tgham in anything

not directly connected with my profession. Unfostely, all my life—

especially after | had won the World’s Championspgople have ascribed to

me a political aspect which is entirely prepostsrdtor nearly twenty years |
have been nicknamed “White Russian,” which wasi@derly painful to me,
for this made impossible any contact with my coywofrorigin, which | have
never ceased to love and adniire.

By the beginning of 1946, the situation was s#il from settled. Botvinnik
wanted the match, and he had certainly proven Himsethy. Alekhin wanted the

match and had agreed to abide by the terms thabéen settled upon before the

war—with one important difference. There was ngtmany possibility of a Moscow
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venue; Alekhin could not be allowed on Soviet tergi. However, the British Chess
Federation seemed willing to host the match (preditloscow paid the bill). But
inside the Soviet government there was evideno®wfiicting opinion. With B.
Vainshtein deposed, Nikolai Nikolaevich Romanov1(34993), the Chairman of the
All-Union Committee for Physical Culture and novetleading political figure in
Soviet chess, was in the Botvinnik camp. But thesShSection no longer enjoyed the
influence it had exercised under Krylenko, and ewethe Soviet sports organization
there was a strong aversion to allowing the maidake place. The deputy chairman
of the Physical Culture Council, the parent organan for the Chess Section,
accepted a meeting with Botvinnik and explainetito that the French Communists
were adamantly opposed to the ma&&ihe international situation, explained the
deputy chair, required placating the French consatle

Other opponents of the match with Alekhin also cargd to work against it.
Vainshtein used his police connections in a manetovdeter Botvinnik. Summoned
to the Chess Section offices, Botvinnik found hithamne in a small room with two
NKVD officials, who asked a series of ominous qiges: Had Botvinnik ever met
with White Russian émigrés while abroad? Had he b&en approached by foreign

diplomats while in the USSR? The answers to thesstgppns were “yes.” Botvinnik

92. Alekhin had assumed French citizenship in 182td subsequently been
revoked.

93. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tselil12-113.
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had perfectly innocent explanations, of course that was not the point, as he fully
understood. The meeting was a transparent atteyripedNKVD to intimidate hin®4

Despite the opposition, Botvinnik’s Party contaetsboldened him, and the
negotiations for the match continued. The Sovietdatnot talk directly with Alekhin,
so discussions took place through British interragds. Events developed swiftly
when the organizer of Nottingham 1936, Job Nighalad>erbyshire (1866-1954),
friendly with both Botvinnik and Alekhin, took ovéne discussions. In late January
1946, a breakthrough was achieved, and Derbyséhireastelegram to Alekhin in
Portugal: “Moscow offers substantial sum for chesampionship of world to be
played in England between you and Botvinnik suggestappoint someone in
England represent you and arrange all details ngjpby.”95 A few days later Alekhin
received a follow-up message, a formal challengmfBotvinnik, sent via the
Embassy in Lisbon: “I regret that the war prevertterlorganization of our match in
1939. But | herewith again challenge you to a mébchhe world’s chess
championship % Alekhin, of course, immediately agreed and askdidis du Mont
(1881-1956), editor dBritish Chess Magazin¢o act on his behalf.

The next move came from Moscow on February 28, vithiemmally

proposed to the British Chess Federation thatst havorld championship match

94. Ibid., 113-114.

95. J. N. Derbyshire to Alekhin, Nottingham, Jayuat, 1946, in Francisco
Lupi, “The Broken King, Part 2,Chess WorldOctober 1, 1946, 186.

96. Botvinnik to Alekhin, Moscow, February 4, 1946 Francisco Lupi, “The
Broken King, Part 2,Chess WorldOctober 1, 1946, 186-187.
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between Alekhin and Botvinnik. Moscow, of coursewd pay all expensés.This
awkward arrangement was necessitated in part byetsstent opposition to the
match, particularly in the NKVD. General Stepanddebnovich Mamulov (1902-
1946), Deputy Minister of Internal Affairs and céoassociate of Beria, promised
Vainshtein that if Alekhin attempted to return be tSoviet Union, he would be
arrested the minute he crossed the badi@ler.

The situation in Britain was also tricky; opiniorithvn the British chess
organization was sharply divided. The prospectasting a match for the world
championship, with Moscow picking up the tab, waspattractive. But Alekhin had
been branded a Nazi, and his denials had beenduatgEmic and unconvincing.
Finally, however, the lure of the match won outropelitical squeamishness. On
March 23, a special meeting of the executive bohttie British Chess Federation
voted to host the match. A tentative, starting deds set for the eveft.The last
hurdle had been overcome and everything seemeslitofdace, which was rather
amazing, given the political complexities. But namother obstacle would appear; it
proved insurmountable.

On March 24, 1946, the day after the British Chesderation’s decision to

host the match, Alekhin died. Officially, the causeleath was asphyxiation due to a

97. “Title Chess Proposedyew York TimedMarch 1, 1946.
98. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin,” 26.

99. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tselil14-115.
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piece of meat that had become lodged in his tHf8&ut the circumstances of
Alekhin’s death were obscure enough to encourameésille conspiracy speculation.
Certainly there were numerous inconsistencieserofficial record, and it goes
without saying that Alekhin had many enemies. Sbeleeved he had been
assassinated by French intelligence. Alekhin’s sarthe other hand, was certain that
the NKVD had murdered his father to prevent theam&t! But evidence in support

of these and other theories was, and remains, gieuand circumstantial. And
regardless of the circumstances of Alekhin’s deadtyinnik’s quest for the world

title was now back to square one.

Despite its immediate failure to secure the waild,tthe Soviet chess
organization had emerged from the war in a velgngtiposition. In B. Vainshtein’s
words: “During the difficult years of the Great Ratic War, there developed the best
traditions of the Soviet chess school: team sgirgh morals, and respect for your
partner.192 Vainshtein had every right to be proud of his asplishments as a
wartime chess leader. Soviet chess had done itsriilte war effort, and at the same
time the Soviet chess organization had increasdecahanced its reach. Vainshtein

had also protected the human capital of Soviets;Hegging most of its leading

100. Alekhin’s Death Certificate, Lisbon, March 2B46, in D. L. Markl,
Xeque-Mate no Estoril: a morte de Alexandre Ale&f@heckmate in Estoril: The
Death of Aleksandr Alekhin] (Lisbon: Campo das bstr2001), 112.
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Capablanca, Alekhintrans. Kenneth P. Neat (London: Everyman Cheé333) 455.
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players through the war unscathed. Alone amongittierious powers, the Soviet
Union had protected, nurtured, and advanced itsscheogram during the war. The
difference between postwar and prewar chess weasrding to Vainshtein, “as
heaven from earth. There has been a qualitatiye”"aHaving endured the crucible,

the Soviet school of chess was now poised to damth& postwar world.

103. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin,” 24.
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Chapter Fourteen

Storming the Fortress

The postwar return to normality in the Soviet chagmnization was signaled
by the resumption of publication of the two offigaurnals.Shakhmaty v SSSR
reappeared in May 19464 resumed publication soon after. Chess columns also
reappeared in the popular présheSoviet Chess Chronigléhe wartime journal
printed in English and intended for foreign constiorg continued to publish
through July 1948.

The first major international chess event aftentlae came at the beginning
of September 1945, and it was a popular spectadinlwith political overtones: a
radio match between teams representing the Sowienland the United States. The
initial proposal came from the United States. Timitédl States Chess Federation
(USCF), as part of its project to establish officeations with the Soviet chess
organization, suggested a radio match back in N&eerh943 Botvinnik voiced his
approval of the idea in an article written folhess Revieyvthe official magazine of

the USCF, and published in summer 1944. Botvinmdte:

1. Gino Di FeliceChess Periodicals: An Annotated International
Bibliography, 1836-2008Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 2010), 203.

2. Ibid., 210.

3. N. Zubarev, “Kak byl organizovan radiomatch” fMthe Radio Match Was
Organized], iISSSR-SShA: mezhdunarodnyi shakhmatnyi match g sédirnik
[USSR-USA: International Chess Match by Radio, €dibn], ed. M. M. Botvinnik
(Moscow: Fizkul'tura i sport, 1946), 122.
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It was only recently that | read . . . the propdsahrrange a radio match

between teams representing the USA and USSR. Rdissdrwelcome the

idea. If that match takes place, | think it wilope to be an important event in

the history of chess and will serve to strengthdtucal relations between the

United Nationst

Botvinnik's statement set the political tone foe #vent: improving relations
between the allies by establishing strong culttiesl Chess was the perfect medium
for achieving these lofty goals in the immediatstp@r period when it still appeared
that continued cooperation might be possible. A& Nerk mayor, Fiorello Henry
LaGuardia (1882-1947), observed, chess was a gegidriing for the uneasy allies
“because there’s not much talking and no arguly.”Zubarev, representing the All-
Union Chess Section, wrote on the eve of the mdbéhimatter what the result, one
thing is clear: the cause of developing cultunagrdly ties between Soviet and
American chess players will gain by f#.”

The official invitation came from the Soviets in d 945, who challenged
the Americans to a ten-board radio match. The ehg# came from the Sports

Section of All-Union Society for Cultural Relatiomsth Foreign Countries (VOKS),

not the old All-Union Chess Section, and it wassamed by Botvinnik. Under

4. Mikhail Botvinnik, “How | Won the Title,Chess Reviedune-July 1944,
in The Best of Chess Life and Review: 1933-18680Bruce Pandolfina (New York:
Simon and Schuster, 1988), 263.

5. “Russian, U.S. Teams Begin Chess Matbleiv York TimesSeptember 2,
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7. Zubarev, “Kak byl organizovan radiomatch,” 122.
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Krylenko’s firm control, the Chess Section had doatéd Soviet chess for a decade
and a half. In the postwar world, chess, whileihained fiercely political, came
under the authority of various parts of the goveenmincluding VOKS and the
Komsomal Botvinnik, who had a strong base in f@msomalhad himself become
an independent force in the Soviet chess organizati

The United States Chess Federation enthusiast@etigpted the challenge.
The sponsoring bodies in America were the USCitess Revieyvand the Committee
for Aid to Russia. A mid-July starting date wasesgt upon, although it would later
be moved to the beginning of September at Ameniegnesé

The United States team was guardedly optimistie glayers were largely
confident that they would do well in the matchwklis common knowledge, of course,
that the Soviets had a major chess program. Theridamepress conceded that the
Soviets were far superior in the breadth of theess movement, noting: “It is as hard
to see a big tournament in Moscow as to get ticketa World Series heré.But the
Soviets were relatively untried in team events,lethe Americans had dominated
international team competitions all through the@€3he FIDE had begun
organizing international team events called Chdgm@ads in 1927, and they were

usually held every two years. In 1931, 1933, 1934 aspecially, 1937 American

8. Ibid., 122-123.

9. “Battle of Peace,New York TimesSeptember 1, 1945.
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teams easily won these evetHt&our members of the 1937 “dream team” would be
taking part in the radio matéh The Soviets, however, did not compete in FIDE
events in the 1930s, and were untested in thisofaampetition.

On the eve of the match, the Soviet press appéeareel trying to lower
popular expectations. A feature articledacherniaia Moskv&raced the history of
the “American school of chess,” praising its legdomoponents including Frank
Marshall, still fondly remembered from Moscow 19&&.angely, the article also
extolled the virtues of the recently deceased Clapah, who was actually Cuban.
But the overall message was that the Soviet teahtdk@n on a serious challenge
and a weighty responsibility when it agreed tortrech!? In that spirit, Smyslov and
Boleslavskii praised their respective opponentsheesky and Fine, in an interview
with lzvestii Both of the Americans enjoyed world reputatidrise, especially, was
well known and respected. He visited the Sovieodnn 1937 and had been one of
the few Westerners to achieve success on Sovigbtgr winning tournaments in
Leningrad and Moscow? An article inPravdapointed out that two members of the

American team, Reshevsky and Fine, were conterfidietise world championship. In

10. Walter Arpad FoldealGhess Olympiads, 1927-19@8ew York: Dover
Publications, 1979), 66-140.

11. N. Zubarev, “USSR-USA Radio Matclg§bviet Chess Chronigl&ugust
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addition,Pravdareminded its readers that the Americans had ddedn@lDE-
sponsored national team tournaments in the 1930ise Soviet Chess Chronichkdso
took a guarded tone: “Soviet chess players aregprepfor this match very seriously,
realizing that they will have to deal with verymstg adversariest3

The Soviet press needn’t have taken such pairsiterlexpectations. The
Soviet team, representing the flower of the Sostetss movement, was by far the
strongest in the world. With the exception of Kemgbo was conspicuously absent
(under a cloud for his wartime activities in Nazieapied Europe—see Chapter
Thirteen), all of the leading Soviet players weresgnt. Play commenced on
September 1, 1945. Each team consisted of ten $ioawdry participant played two
games with his counterpart. The Americans playddieasiry Hudson Hotel in New
York, while the Soviets competed from the Transpavh Workers’ House of
Culture in Moscow. The moves were transmitted layaausing a code developed by
an American chess player and the radio technoloatylioth countries had perfected
during the wat$

On the eve of the match, both sides continuedubtt® event as a milestone
in developing cultural understanding between thesalThe tone in the Soviet press

was captured by theoviet Chess Chroniglevhich opined: “No matter what the

14. “Shakhmatnyi Radiomatch SSSR-SShA” [Chess Raditth USSR-
USA], Pravda August 30, 1945.
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result, one thing is clear: the cause of developudtural, friendly ties between
Soviet and American chess players will gain byitThe themes of international
understanding, friendship and cultural exchange @tsninated the opening
ceremonies in New York. Mayor LaGuardia made thenopg speechexpressing the
hopethat the Americans and Soviets would soon be caingpan a variety of sports.
The mayor officially then opened the match by mgkime ceremonial first move on
board ond8

In Moscow, Ambassador W. Averell Harriman (1891-@Pp®hade the opening
remarks. He pointed out that the radio match “malseiealize that we are really near
neighbors, and that all the possibilities existtfos nearness to become a reality in all
of fields of activity and thoughtt® Although the themes of developing friendly
cooperation and establishing cultural ties perntetite official language, there was
an American diplomat present at all times in Moscamd his Soviet counterpart, the
Soviet Consul, kept a close eye on the activitfedb® American team in New Yo#R.

In Moscow, a large audience was expected and pedviak. The Soviets had
become very adept at both generating and managiegsdever. The crowds that

thronged the Transportation Workers’ House of Geltwere greeted by large

17. Zubarev, “USSR-USA Radio Match,” 3.

18. “Russian, U.S. Teams Begin Chess Matbleiv York TimesSeptember
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portraits of the participants and displays of Aroan chess publicatiod$inside the
auditorium, large American and Soviet flags de@dhe stage. There were also ten
huge demonstration boards on the stage, alongseitaral Soviet masters to explain
the games and answer questions. The players, howes not visible; they were
isolated in another room, closed to the public. Destrations boards were also
erected outside to accommodate the inevitable lovedrowds?2

In the United States, the match was greeted wigliegedented enthusiasm—
popular interest at this level had never been asean American chess event. Crowds
in excess of one-thousand filled the grand ballradtie Henry Hudson Hotel and
followed the games on giant demonstration boardadtition, the event attracted
enormous attention from the American media. Magwspapers and radio stations
gave the match unparalleled coverage.

When the games of the first round were completeslas clear that
predictions of a close match were erroneous. ThweSteam won a crushing victory
of eight to two; the Americans managed only one avid two draws. The American

performance in the second round was only slightlyds, leading to a final, lopsided

21. Ibid., 129.

22. N. Viktorov, “Pechat’ o matche” [The Press ba Match], inSSSR-SShA:
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score of 15Y% - 4% in favor of the Soviets, whickceeded the expectations of even
the more optimistic of Soviet fang3”

In the United States, even the disappointing resudtild not to dampen the
popular enthusiasm. The closing ceremony, likentlé&ch itself, was attended by a
crowd that filled the ballroom to capaci#yMaurice Wertheim (1886-1950),
investment banker and chess patron, spoke at thenoay, suggesting that the score
of the match was unimportant, and that the stremgtiy of friendly relations
between the two countries was the really significaricome. He then presented a
silver victory plaque to the Soviet Consul Genarad proposed a return match in one
year25 The Soviets accepted, and then increased thesdbgkiaviting the American
team to visit Moscow in person for a face-to-faneanter rather than a radio match.
The invitation was accepted, and the return matas tentatively scheduled for
September 1948

Although the tone was very diplomatic throughowt thatch and its
aftermath—with emphasis on establishing and buldjood cultural relations between

the rival superpowers—the enormity of the propaganctory for the Soviets was
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obvious to everyondrasnyi sporf a week after the match, was still trumpeting the
lopsided victory of the “Soviet chess school” asgirof “absolute superiority over
the Americans.Krasnyi sportcongratulated the Soviet chess for retainingatstpn
in the vanguard of physical culture and leadingghgmple. The paper called on all
sportsmen to follow the chess team’s example arnderagbold assault on the
world’s sporting heights2?

Many years later, Botvinnik felt safe giving thedit for the victory where it
belonged-to the efforts of Krylenko. Certainly thatch was the realization of
Krylenko’s vision of Soviet domination of world cég set in motion twenty years
earlier with the Moscow International Tournamenfl®25. But in 1945, Botvinnik
was quite content to accept Stalin’s beaming apgravhich was indirectly conveyed
to the team as: “Well done, guy®”

In United States chess circles, after the enorofithe catastrophe finally
sunk in, there was the inevitable soul-searchirrgofl Denker, United States
champion and first board for the ill-fated Ameridaam (he lost both of his games to
Botvinnik), gave his assessment in a letter publisihChess ReviewAmerica’'s top

players, he complained, were too busy earningiagito devote the time to chess

27. "Pobeda Sovetskoi Shakhmatnoi Shkoly” [Victofythe Soviet Chess
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required to compete with the Sovié¥Although he did not specifically say so,
Denker implied that the Soviet players were fultdi professionals who could devote
all their time to preparation and competition. Tiss not entirely accurate.
Botvinnik, for example, worked as an electrical ieegr. Other Soviet masters were
also gainfully employed. The system of stipends streim employment for Soviet
masters was still in the future. The real diffelemas that all Soviet players were,
ultimately, state employees, and they were routigeanted generous leave for
preparation and participation in important evelt®ssence, American players were
handicapped by a system of private enterprise, avheprofitable cultural activities
were not as highly valued as they were in the SdaWeon—an explanation both sides
could agree upon.

Meanwhile, British chess players, feeling excluddemanded the opportunity
to suffer their own drubbing at the hands of thei&s. William Winter, British chess
master and outspoken Communist (see Chapter Elewas)one of the principal
organizers of the Soviet radio match against GBeigin, played in June 1946.
Winter was a leading member of the Society for @altRelations with the USSR,
and was the father of its “Chess Section,” the Arfgbviet Chess Circle. This group,

founded after World War 11, issued the challengéh® Soviets and took the lead in

29. Arnold Denker, letter to the edit@hess Reviewanuary 1946, ihe
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organizing the subsequent radio mai€fhe challenge was accepted by the All-
Union Chess Section—probably with great pleasuaglidRmatches were relatively
cheap, and they produced a fine spectacle forfooghgn and domestic consumption.
They highlighted not only the Soviet chess schibot,also Soviet technological and
organizational expertise.

Winter was under no illusions about the strengtBafiet chess. As he
pointed out, while British chess during the war baén “almost moribund,” Soviet
chess had continued “practically on a prewar st@lecourse, Winter was also very
aware of the recent hammering suffered by the Acaarteam at the hands of the
Soviets. Nevertheless, the British seemed to beliegy could somehow muddle
through, or, as Winter suggested, “We could attldeswith honor.31

Since the match with the United States had bedmieally flawless, it was
quickly agreed to use the same basic rules anck@uves in the British matca.
There was, however, one significant difference:Bhash and Soviet teams
consisted of twelve boards (instead of ten), antl beams reserved the last two
boards for women. As Winter explained, women'’s shesl made a great deal of
headway before the war, thanks largely to the exampd influence of Vera

Menchik (see Chapter Eleven). Menchik had beeedith 1944 in a London air raid,
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but in the 1930s she had inspired a strong won@ess movement in Britain. The
British organizers, who knew little about Sovietmen’s chess, hoped that the
inclusion of two women on each team would improviigh chances in the matéh.
They were mistaken. Women'’s chess in the Soviebtunias well-developed, and
the British women lost all of their games.

Aside from the inclusion of two women, the Sovern that confronted the
British was nearly identical to the team fieldediagt the Americans, with one
noteworthy addition: Paul Keres had begun the lmagl back to official favor. He
played second board for the Soviets, directly bdBmtwinnik. The British team
included all of Britain’s leading players, but thegre not on the same level as their
Soviet adversaries. One interesting indicatiorhid gap was generational. The
average age of the British team (excluding the wonaeas forty-two. The average
age of the Soviet team (again, excluding the wones) twenty-eight. The age
statistics invite analogous comparison betweenvtioenations. Soviet chess was
young, vigorous and dynamic—poised to dominatgtstwar chess world. British
chess, on the other hand, had a proud historywasithow well beyond its prime and
in decline. Chess was an apt metaphor for theivelpbsitions of the Soviet Union
and Great Britain in the postwar world.

The match was a disaster for the British who woly tiree games out of
twenty-four played. The final score was eighteesixgwhich was roughly

equivalent to the score in the Soviet-American matinter’s response to the
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British team’s hammering was philosophical, taksa¢pace in the fact that the match
was conducted in “complete harmony,” and was “bierafnot only to British chess
but, in its small way, an undoubted contributionite better understanding which is
so essential to the future of the worfd.”

September 1946 also saw the return match in Mosatiwthe United States
team, as had been planned a year before at th&usmrcof the radio match (see
above). The political ground had shifted duringititervening year. The hard-line
Stalinist, Andrei Zhdanov, was now directing Soweltural policy. The so-called
Zhdanov doctrine redeployed Soviet culture fromctioning as a tool of cooperation
in international relations to serving as a weapothe Cold Wae? This change can
be seen in the different political atmosphere surding the second meeting with the
American team.

On the eve of the match with the United StatesStbvet team was tired—
most of the members had just returned from a grgetiternational tournament at
Groningen, Netherlands (see below), arriving in twe the night before the match
opened. The Soviet team gathered at the Hotel Mostcoeceive their ideological
instructions from Romanov, director of the Supredoeincil for Physical Culture,
and Nikolai Aleksandrovich Mikhailov (1906-1982)etFirst Secretary of the

Komsomol. Mikhailov spoke at length about the pcdik significance of the match.
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The players were told that their instructions,sssied by the top Soviet leadership,
were to humiliate the American team by an eventgreaargin than they had in the
radio match a year earlier. This assignment waaved with shock and dismay by
the Soviet players. They exchanged uneasy glanodssome of them became “pale
from fear.’s6

Botvinnik, as team captain, felt obliged to chatjeMikhailov on behalf of
his comrades. With some trepidation, he politelygasted that this kind of pressure
on a tired team might prove counterproductive. Butlk suggested a more modest,
realistic goal. When Botvinnik finished, a visildynoyed Mikhailov asked if anyone
else cared to speak; not surprisingly, no onediearly unhappy, Mikhailov abruptly
walked out of the meeting, followed by Romariév.

The match itself was as tense as the meeting wikhailov. Although the
Soviet team now included Keres, the Americans, had, strengthened their team.
The first round, however, went to the Soviets lgy/lthpsided score of seven to three.
In the second round, Botvinnik faced an ethicamina familiar to every serious
chess player. His opponent, Reshevsky, made a lmdveeglected to punch his
clock 38 What should Botvinnik do? At Nottingham 1936, fzene situation had

developed in his game with the renegade, Bogoliubod in that case, Botvinnik
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called his opponent’s attention to the oversigbe(€hapter Eleven). Now, however,
in the spirit ofzhdanovshchinaBotvinnik’s sporting impulse seemed to have
vanished. He simply sat and allowed Reshevsky'skdo tick away the precious
seconds. Botvinnik’'s morally dubious tactics werearded when Reshevsky, now
short on time, made a serious error and lost theega

After the second round, the final score in the retmagainst the Americans
was 12 ¥2-7 Y in favor of the Soviets. Although thies still a very one-sided
competition, the American team could at least ptmrgignificant improvement over
their score in the radio match the year before. fidauVertheim, non-playing captain
of the American team, behaved as though the Amesibad won the match,
declaring that “the myth of invincibility which hasirrounded the top flight Soviet
players has been demolished.”

On the surface, the spirit of fellowship and coapien still prevailed, the
unpleasant clock incident in the Botvinnik-Reshgvgame notwithstanding. The
Americans “reported enthusiastically on the treatintleey received in Russia and
expressed satisfaction with the [playing] condiéid# American chess organizer,
Kenneth Harkness (1896-1972), spoke at the posthmiateption hosted by the
American embassy. He announced that the Americans \viting the Soviet team

to play a face-to-face rematch in 1947, this timéhe United States. He also
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reminded the American and Soviet notables at tbeptéon that, “the most important
objects of the chess match—the contribution toviigeddship between the two
countries and the opportunity for personal acqaaiceship which are invaluable—had
been accomplished?In that spirit, the Americans presented to Romamgift
intended for Stalin—a beautiful pipe featuringreefcarved rendition of Stalin and
Roosevelt playing cheg43But in spite of the fine words and noble gestu@sd

War politics intervened, and the proposed 1947 telmia the United States never
took place.

For the Soviet team, there was an interesting gpddo the match, perhaps
related to the controversy between the Soviet t@adnKomsomol leader, Mikhailov
(see above). Moscow authorities announced on Octbliet, in recognition of their
fine victory, cash prizes were awarded to the teambers, ranging from one to
five-thousand rubles for each playéOn the same day, however, Moscow notified
the organizers of an international tournament agBe that the four-player Soviet
contingent promised for that event would not pgrtite. No explanation was given,
and the unexpected, last-minute cancellation thhewPrague tournament into

chaos®

42. “Embassy Entertains Chess Team& York TimesSeptember 18,
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43. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tselil25.
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Prague 1946, effectively ruined by the Sovietss the second major postwar
international tournament. The first major postwdernational tournament was in
Groningen, Netherlands, held just before the matith the United States. In August-
September 1946, the world’s elite gathered at Gigen to play in an event of great
significance.

The Groningen tournament of 1946 was importanafoumber of reasons.
The tournament had a propaganda purpose, demamgt@the world that the
Netherlands was rapidly recovering from wartimeages?6 It was also an important
test of postwar Soviet chess strength. In addiitomas the first major tournament
since the death of Alekhin (see Chapter Thirteeh)ch had left the position of
World Chess Champion vacant—an unprecedentedisitudts such, Groningen was
potentially important in the complicated processlodosing Alekhin’s successor, a
process that FIDE wanted to control.

FIDE, the world chess body, had been founded had®?24 (see Chapter
Eight), but its role and influence had been stitithited. On important factor in its
relative impotence was the ongoing boycott by thei& Union, which had been
consistently hostile to the organization. Since71¥2DE had been instrumental in
organizing the Chess Olympiads (international teampetitions) held at roughly

two-year intervalg? But FIDE exerted little influence and no real cohbver the

46. Max Euwe, Hans Kmoch, and B. H. Wodtie Groningen International
Chess Tournament, 1948utton Coldfield: Chess, 1949), 4.

47. FoldedkChess Olympiad$3-14.
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title of world chess championship, which remainsseatially the property of
whomever held the title. Subject only to publicrapn and his own conscience, the
world champion decided when, against whom, and uwtat conditions he would
defend his crown. As with any autocratic systempfams arose when the ruler died
without heir. In March 1946, Alekhin died in possies of the crown, and the chess
world experienced what Botvinnik termed its “TimieTooubles.”8 There was no
precedent for handling a vacant throne.

FIDE, out of necessity as much as ambition, stepmedhe vacuum. A few
months after Alekhin’s death, an FIDE Congressim#éte Swiss city of Winterthur
in June 1946 to reconstitute itself after the Wawe Soviet Union was explicitly
invited to join the revived organization:

Europe is awaiting and expecting the affiliationd8SR chessplayers. By the

collaboration of this great area, where chessveldeing as perhaps nowhere

else, the consolidation of European chess woulachemplished. The
government and chess authorities of the USSR gently requested to take
once more into consideration the eventuality afijog the new FIDE?

The Congress, however, opened without Soviet adterel in fact, only six countries

were representéd.Even so, a telegram was received from the Sokeefsesting that

48. M. M. Botvinnik, “Stanovlenie FIDE” [The Formah of FIDE], in
Match-turnir na pervenstvo mira po shakhmatam, Galtpskva, 1948 dThe
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El'ilanov (1950; repr., Khar’kov: Folio, 1999), 8.
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the Soviet Union be informed of future FIDE meetinfhe Congress optimistically
interpreted this as suggesting a Soviet intentigoin FIDE51

The issue of the world championship was, of couwaghe Winterthur
Congress’s agenda, although it was difficult toieed anything definitive with such
limited participation. The Congress tentativelyided to accept a proposal to
organize a tournament among the top players baséuea prewar performance.
Those candidates were the former world champiomezand the Americans, Fine
and Reshevsky. The Soviets were also allotted glogg, and the Congress
tentatively nominated Botvinnik, Smyslov and Keresaddition, the winners of two
impending international tournaments—Groningen aragir—would be added if they
were not among those already see@denally, the Winterthur Congress mapped out
a system of candidate tournaments and matchesn@elsig select a new challenger
for the title every three years, thus systematitinggprocess and placing it firmly
under FIDE contro$3

The Congress requested the Soviets to confirm pagticipation in the

proposed tournament and endorse the Soviet cardidatninated by the Congress.
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If any of the nominated players were not acceptdbke Soviets were requested to
name replacement players, also no later than Séeteha*

Timing was important. The plan for a super-tournatte decide the issue of
the world championship was not accepted by everySame in FIDE suggested that
former world champion, Max Euwe, should simply ciahe title; he had defeated
Alekhin in a match in 1935, only to be defeated ireturn match in 1937. If Euwe
had managed a clear win at Groningen 1946, he rhad been simply made world
chess champion by acclamatin.

Unfortunately for Euwe and his supporters, the Soplayers were well-
represented at Groningen, and they were very ssitdeBotvinnik finished first,
Euwe was second, and Smyslov was third. Botvinntk Buwe played to a draw in
their individual game. In the end, the indecisigsults at Groningen seemed to
confirm the necessity of a tournament to deterrtiieechampionship. In fact, some
of the contenders for the title were not even presehe Americans, Reshevsky and
Fine, were not at Groningen. Significantly, Ker&s bt compete either. Even
though he had played second board in the radiomvatb the British earlier that

year (see above) and he would also play in thempwpmatch in September 1946 in

54. Ibid.
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Moscow with the Americans, he was not yet beingvedld to compete outside the
Soviet UnioneS

The question of Soviet participation in the progbsetch-tournament for the
world championship remained undecided. Romanoa,riremo to Zhdanov in late
August 1946, advocated Soviet participation. Hecaeéd that Botvinnik should be
confirmed immediately as a Soviet representatiuéniore time should be requested
to make a final decision on the other two slotsn@nov wanted to see the final
results of Groningen, then in progress, as wethagerformance of the Soviet team
in its Moscow match with the United States, whiabwbd not start until September
2057 More to the point, the state security apparatuslevbave to approve the Soviet
nominees. Botvinnik was already tried and testet Smyslov and, especially, Keres
were problematic.

Smyslov’s participation survived official scrutinyut Keres’ candidacy did
not. The Central Committee CPSU Personnel Depattregorted that, while nothing
compromising was found on Botvinnik and Smyslovjrarestigation of Keres had
uncovered “serious compromising material from therst police about his

collaboration with the Germans during the Germacupation of the Estonian Soviet
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Socialist Republic3® This might have been the end of the matter, buthie
intervention of Stalin himself. Stalin overrule&t@PSU Personnel Department,
citing the Secretary of the Central Committee ef Bstonian Communist Party, who
personally vouched for Keres’s political relialyil#® Keres would be allowed to
participate.

After Groningen, the Soviets hurried back to Mosdomtheir return match
with the American team (see above). Significardlythe recognized contenders for
the world title were in Moscow for the match in 8apber 1946. Reshevsky and Fine
were members of the American team; Keres, Botviani#d Smyslov were all playing
for the Soviet team. Euwe was also present. Rombhadvnanaged to include Euwe
by offering him the honor of official arbiter fone¢ USSR-USA matc#f. Interestingly,
it had taken a decision by the Party’'s Politburaltow Euwe to visit the Soviet

Union &1
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After the match, a meeting was held at Moscow headgrs of the All-Union
Society for Cultural Relations with Foreign Couasi(VOKS) to discuss plans for
choosing the next world chess champion. The Sos&#sed to be planning to out-
maneuver FIDE and take control of the process. RemaChairman of the All-
Union Committee for Physical Culture, and Vladi@@menovich Kemenov (1908-
1988), chairman of VOKS, represented Soviet offtman.

After protracted and sometimes acrimonious delaat@greement was
reached for a lengthy match-tournament in whicthedche six players would
contest four games against each of the other gaatits. The first half of the
proposed super-tournament would be held in The etatpe second half would be
hosted by Moscow. Once the negotiations were fir@hcluded, a reception was
held at VOKS to sign the agreement and annourtoetlite world.

Unfortunately a problem emerged; the reception edd, but unfortunately
the agreement was not ready to sign. Romanov tatkiihik aside and confessed
that Party officials had some technical reservatiamout certain areas of the
agreement. According to Romanov, the concerns mely financial. Romanov
expressed his assurances that everything wouldedesgp in a month, so Botvinnik
suggested a plan to save the reception and theapine agreement. He proposed
that the players make a gentlemen’s agreementoutigignatures, accepting the

match-tournament as planned. If no one raised tbrecwithin thirty days, the
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agreement would automatically go into force. Batvk's plan was accepted in a
spirit of trust and good wil2

Thirty days went by with no objections, and theesgnent for the match-
tournament was then in effect. But Botvinnik wasglle to reach Romanov to
confirm that the problems had been worked out.IFin@a December, three months
after the gentlemen’s agreement in Moscow, Botkigaiined an audience with
Romanov. Botvinnik listened in stunned disbelieRasnanov told him that the
agreement had been unilaterally repudiated by tveeSleadership.

If the original misgivings had actually been fineicmoney was no longer
the issue. Now, mirroring the spirit ohdanovshchinahe Soviet leadership
demanded that the entire event much take placeoscMv. Botvinnik, seeing his
title slipping away, vehemently protested thatdeeision was wrong. Romanov was
appalled at Botvinnik’s presumption. “What?” heecti “A leadership decision is
wrong?!'s3

The agreement for a match-tournament to fill theawd world title, which had
seems so promising in the summer of 1946 was imBles at the end of the year. In
an editorial aptly titled “World Championship Busgt;” the British magazin€hess
laid out its understanding of the way the impass® dreveloped. Soviet sensibilities,
claimedChesshad been terribly wounded by suggestions in thielbpress that

allowing three Soviet participants in the world et@onship tournament would open
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the door to Soviet cheating. In retaliation, thei8ts (with no tradition or
understanding of a free press) now refused togyaatie if any part of the tournament
was held in the Netherlands. Further the Sovieblstill refused to join FIDE, even
though the Winterthur Congress had gone to enorremgghs to conciliate the
Soviets, even going so far as to expel Spain—adiogn dues-paying FIDE member—
in response to Soviet demands. Finally, €&@ssthe frustrated officials in FIDE,
weary of Soviet intransigence, had abdicated friogir forevious organizational role—
suggesting, in effect, that Euwe and the Dutch Fagote should work it out with
Botvinnik and the Soviet chess organizattékIDE’s slogan, “We are one people,”
seemed naively incongruent with a postwar worldkadty sharp ideological
divisions.

Disgusted with the turn of events, Botvinnik regal\to give up competitive
chess. He stopped competing and turned his attetttibis engineering career. He
boycotted the 1947 Soviet Championship. Botvinnddisence allowed Keres to win
a very convincing victory, proving that he wasleatst, the second strongest Soviet
players> The press ignored Botvinnik’s absence, leadingojoular speculation that

he was out of favor or perhaps even under arreBrafdainterview dispelled

64. “World Championship Bust-UpChess December 1946, 63.

65. Bernard Cafferty and M. E. Taimandihe Soviet Championships
(London: Cadogan Chess, 1998), 59.

363



rumors of his arrest, but Botvinnik used the opyityy to announce to the world his
retirement from competitive che%s.

While Botvinnik was boycotting Soviet chess, Romanontinued to work
through channels to have the world championshigigturnament revived. Finally
his efforts bore fruit. In response to Romanov'sesaties, the Politburo of the CPSU
authorized him to attempt an agreement with theb@hess Federation for the
match-tournament under the conditions agreed Mascow the previous September.
The Politburo also authorized all the necessamniomg, as well as confirming the
participation of Botvinnik, Smyslov and Keres. Raroa knew he need not fear any
further problems from the Party over finances aspenel; the document was signed
by Stalin$’

The Dutch Chess Federation, however, proved unsiatstic about making
common cause with the Soviets and taking contréh@fevent from FIDE. Many in
FIDE now favored an alternative plan: handing tteevn back to Euwe (who was
Dutch) and then immediately arranging a champigneratch with a leading player,
probably Reshevsky. Naturally this plan had theatiny of many in the Dutch
Federation.

FIDE held a second, larger postwar Congress atHEwgie in July-August

1947. The continuing vacancy on the world chessnghinvas becoming a scandal,
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and FIDE’s handling of it had been the target ofslen and scorn. FIDE leadership
had to resolve the issue or risk becoming irrelevaimce the Soviets had repudiated
the agreement for a six-man match-tournament, ssswus developed at the
Congress for returning to the alternative plan ¢@s@ve): naming Euwe champion
and then arranging a match with Reshevsky. In effdDE had decided to call the
Soviet bluff. Having gone to the brink, the Sovesdership, facing the prospect of a
non-Soviet, FIDE world champion, suddenly and abiyupffered a gambit of its own:
the Soviets now announced they were ready to P8

The decision was groundbreaking, but its timing waxblematic; the FIDE
Congress at The Hague was nearly over. The phyanchbureaucratic logistics of
getting a Soviet delegation to the Congress in tongarticipate in the world
championship question were considerable. Romanotacted Botvinnik, who
quickly sprang back into action, using his Partgreections. He appealed directly to
Aleksei Aleksandrovich Kuznetsov (1905-1950), seoseof the Central Committee
CPSU, to grease the bureaucratic machinery andlspeeSoviet delegation to The
Hague®? In spite of all Botvinnik’s exertions, howevergtdelegation would have
missed the Congress, had FIDE not once again acodated the Soviets by altering

its schedule and adding an extra day to the Cosadtes
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Even with the extension, the final session of tka@ess began without the
Soviets. Unable to delay any longer, the delegates preparing to vote on
resolutions that would have passed the crown ba&utve. At the very last minute,
the tardy Soviet delegation dramatically enteredtdll, and Dmitrii Vasil’evich
Posnikov (1921-2012), the head of the delegateaquested the floor. He made two
points, and together they changed everything. RlistSoviet Union would join
FIDE—the bourgeois chess organization it had beweifing since 1924. Everyone
understood that Soviet participation would remak2E: As the American delegate
to the Congress observed: “Of far-reaching effethe entry of the USSR, hitherto
outside of the Federation, into closer and permiargationship with the other
leading chess-playing nations as an affiliated. unis understood that Russia has
600,000 registered players-”

Posnikov’s second point was that the Soviet Umvas now prepared to
embrace the original gentlemen’s agreement fronte®dper 19462 The new world
champion would be decided by a six-man team-touemanhalf played in The Hague
and half in Moscow?3 The only question left to settle was where thertament

would begin and where it would end. Each side watdenhost the latter part of the
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event. Posnikov had been instructed to insistttittournament must end in Moscow,
but he was astute enough to realize that demankaigaccommodation would mean
overplaying his hand. Posnikov nervously agreea doawing of lots to settle the
order of venues, and he was visibly relieved whesddw won the right to host the
second half. Afterwards he darkly joked with Botvkt “How would | have

explained in Moscow my failure in drawing lotg#®”

Botvinnik now ended his retirement, returning teshwith a vengeance. He
requested and received several months of paid keawvehis engineering
responsibilities in order to prepare. He trainddparily with his friend, Ragozin, as
was his habit. He also had the assistance of difieihd and erstwhile adversary,
Flohr, now a Soviet citizen. Botvinnik used thartiag regimen he had developed in
the 1930s (see Chapter Eleven). He kept a revediarg of his training for the 1948
World Championship, which he published years ldtdaid out a schedule for six
months of intensive preparation. The plan inclupglegsical training, of course, and
he was careful to nurture both his scientific arehtive talents. He also played secret
training matches with both Ragozin and Flohr to es innovationsg>

Botvinnik’s diary also contained psychological pled on all of his opponents.

This illustrated, again, Botvinnik’s adherencehe tdea of chess as a struggle in
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which the question of the best move was highlytredg(see Chapter Eleven).
Botvinnik concluded that his most dangerous advgmsauld be Keres, and he set
about creating a number of unpleasant surprisesifiordesigned specifically to keep
Keres off guard and sap his confideri€e.

As preparations for the event continued, Botvinalkays strong-willed and
assertive, began to increasingly play the roldeptima donnaOne of the
Americans, Fine, had dropped out at the last minithes left only five participants;
one player would have a bye each round. This eefbidleness, Botvinnik
complained, coupled with a generally relaxed scleedtiplay, gave players too
many free days. He believed the time off would istplay, and he protested
vigorously. Another issue involved accommodatidrise players’ hotel at The Hague
was several miles from the playing site, and tlaggais were to be taken by car to and
from the tournament. Botvinnik, however, wantedtay at a hotel near the site so he
could walk to the games. Walking helped him to BdBut when he tried to enlist the
support of the other Soviet players on these isghey turned their backs on him
(literally). According to Botvinnik, they had alréya conspired among themselves not
to concede anything that might give him an advamtalylany years later, Smyslov

brushed aside suggestions that Botvinnik’s behavas less than comradely. While
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he that conceded Botvinnik acted strangely befaceduring the event, Smyslov
graciously attributed it to nervous tensién.

During the period between the 1947 FIDE Congresistia@ 1948 Match-
Tournament for the World Chess Championship, sicemit changes had taken place
in the Soviet sports organization. Romanov had keenappointed Chairman of the
Sports Committee in 1945, and after B. Vainshteas Yorced to relinquish control of
the Chess Section (see Chapter Thirteen), Romassopally administered the
Chess Section as well. Although chess was achievipgecedented postwar
triumphs—the matches with the United States, thiemaith the British, the
tournament at Groningen—other areas of Soviet spené¢ not living up to the
standards of the Zhdanov doctrine, which stipul#éited the Soviets much be first in
all areas of international competition. For examplel946 a European football team
visited the Soviet Union, playing exhibition gameseveral cities. When the
Europeans defeated the Stalingrad team, Stalidjqtadly, took the loss personally.
More seriously, in 1948 Soviet ice-skaters hadgreréd badly in the world
champion competition®. A meeting of the Politburo was held to discussspeed-
skating fiasco and Soviet sport generally. Accagdimone of the skaters present at

the meeting, Romanov was attempting to deliverepaed report on Soviet sport
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when he was rudely interrupted by Stalin, who sstgge “Explain better how you
have disgraced our spof®Beria volunteered that since the NKVD sports
organizationDynamq was flourishing, perhaps the police should taker @ontrol of
all Soviet sports. Beria suggested NKVD Colonel-&ahArkadii Nikolaevich
Apollonov 1907-1978) for the job, and Stalin agréed

Under Apollonov, the ideals of the Zhdanov Doctnimauld be ruthlessly
pursued. For example, Apollonov enacted a systestijgénds for top athletes
(including chess players), allowing them to traitl fime. Like Krylenko, Apollonov
was himself a strong chess player: category-omagth, which is roughly equivalent
to an American master. lurii L'vovich Averbakh (182 described Apollonov as “a
typical apparatchik. People were afraid of him, amith good reasons?2 The 1948
Match-Tournament for the World Chess Championshopld/be held under the
watchful eye of Apollonov and the NKVD.

The opening ceremonies for the long-anticipatechewere held on the
evening of March 1, 1948, at the Town Hall in Thegde. A crowd of about 250
chess masters, dignitaries and members of the rfibeliathe rooms. After a round
of speeches, featuring translations into threedaggs (English, Dutch and Russian),

the players drew numbers for pairing purposes. iBotk drew number one, which
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was noted with approval by the Soviet contingemtictv numbered over twenty
(included a physician and other shadowy figuresninown responsibilities). They
kept mostly to themselves—described by one obsasi€iclose as bees in a hivig.”
Play began the next day after a short speech bghidieman urging spectators to
refrain from smoking (a last minute demand from $o@iet delegation). He was
ignoreds4

Keres began the tournament in great form, defe&inge and Smyslov, but
when he played against Botvinnik, he hazarded dicadly irregular opening” and
eventually lose> In his second encounter with Botvinnik (each ptagentested five
games with every other player), Keres again playaegak opening and quickly
succumbed to a strong attack. As one analyst ng@zidics have wracked their
brains for an explanation of Keres’ incredibly ih@fay against Botvinnik. It almost
seems that he is psychologically barred from produgood chesss® There were
clues, however, that pointed toward a possibleagilon—Keres may have not been
entirely a free agent in the tournament. When Palik Schmidt (1916-1984), an

Estonian chess player who, unlike Keres, remaindgéarmany after the war,
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attended the tournament as a spectator, he ngtwalited to speak to his erstwhile
countryman. As one observer noted, “It was intemggb see the two old friends
[Keres and Schmidt] chatting under the watchfulseykthe Soviet ‘team.®”

The first half of the tournament went well for Botuik. When play shifted
from The Hague to Moscow, for the second part eftdturnament, Botvinnik led
with six points. Reshevsky was second with 4-1/@tsoKeres and Smyslov trailed
with four points each, and Euwe was a distant.fiéifter some misadventures at the
Polish frontier and Soviet border, the playersvadiin Moscow?8 The Soviet players
received a rousing welcome; a huge crowd greetem tit the train station with
flowers and cheer®.

In the Soviet Union, top Party leadership was wiatglevents very carefully.
During the rest days allowed between the two ldgeetournament, Botvinnik was
summoned to Party Central Committee. He found Hims¢he office of Zhdanov;
also in attendance was Kliment Efremovich Vorosh{{b881-1969) and head of the
Sports Committee, Apollonov. The officials quesadrBotvinnik closely about the
tournament, the behavior of his comrades, androispects for winning the title.
Botvinnik described a tense atmosphere with Zhdgaming nervously around the

room, while Voroshilov and Apollonov remained selaé@d sullen. The point of the
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meeting was never really clear to Botvinnik. Theders seemed vaguely concerned
that Reshevsky might outplay Botvinnik in Moscowddhey wanted Botvinnik to
promise them that he would win. The meeting endigd the Zhdanov assuring
Botvinnik that he enjoyed the full support of therty leadershi®

Play resumed in Moscow’s House of Unions on Aptil Two thousand
spectators crammed themselves into the playing &adl twice that many waited in
the streets outside. In spite of Botvinnik’'s aseues, Reshevsky was his most
dangerous opponent in Moscow. Reshevsky completéjylayed and defeated
Botvinnik in their first Moscow encounter. The Setvaudience gave Reshevsky a
standing ovation. Averbakh was present for thi;mevend he noted that the new head
of the Sports Committee and overall director ofi8bsport, Apollonov, was furious
at the spectator applause. Averbakh described époW's face as “black as
thunder.?1

It wasn't just the spectator applause that offendedllonov. When Botvinnik
resigned to Reshevsky, he did so in the traditiarafl: extending his hand in
congratulations. The next day was a free day faviBoik, but he found himself
summoned to the Sports Committee, where Apolloreratied Botvinnik for shaking

Reshevsky’s hand “at a time when the battle isgpeonducted against kowtowing to

90. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tseli137-139.
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the West.?2 Botvinnik was indignant. “You invited me for thi8rkadii Nikolaevich?
Excuse me, but | have to prepare for my next gdthe.”

Despite the setback of a loss and an unsettlirgv@w with Apollonov,
Botvinnik recovered his form, playing so strongtgt his ultimate victory became
increasingly evident. He defeated Keres twice mkezps was playing well against
the rest of the competitors, but he could not stgmtb Botvinnik. Finally Botvinnik
racked up so many victories that he was able txllfirst place before the final
round.

First place and the title of world chess champiassed to Botvinnik after a
short, perfunctory draw with Euwe, on May 9, 1948vas a public holiday
(commemorating the end of the Great Patriotic Vdag the venue, the House of
Unions, was overflowing with deliriously happy cbedans. As an observer recorded,
the audience “burst into enthusiastic cheers attthimph of Soviet ches8#Euwe
remembered that the other games had to be adjotonéfteen minutes “to make

room for an impromptu tribute to Botvinnik. Audienand photographers were

92. Soltis,Soviet Chessl74-175.

93. Daniel Johnsonyhite King and Red Queen: How the Cold War Was
Fought on the Chessboa(Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2007), 71.

94. Yanofsky and Slavekoorde, “Battle Royal...A RotonydRound Account
of the Thrilling Contest for the World’s Chess &ijtl 395.
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uncontrollable; Vidmar and his assistant Kotov [ttnament arbiters] good-
naturedly allowed the hullabaloo to run its cour®e.

The rest of the match-tournament was somewhaftéintatic, but the second
place finish of the young master, Smyslov (he wamty-seven), boded well for the
future. Interestingly, Keres finally managed toedgfBotvinnik in the final round.
The outcome did not matter to Botvinnik, who hagadly won the title, but it
allowed Keres to tie for third place with the Angam, Reshevsky. Thus, in the five-
man tournament, the Soviets dominated the top plda@wve finished last.

Botvinnik’s triumph was not without controversygtdebate swirled around
his games with Keres. Two circumstances fueleacctimroversy. First, Keres was in
a precarious political situation after the war. el lived under Nazi occupation and
played chess in Nazi organized tournaments. There wertainly ample grounds to
arrest him under Article 58 of the Penal Code, thuetle was evidence that his
prosecution was intended. Averbakh claimed to Ispaken with a NKVD official
who processed the warrant for Keres’s affeBt. Vainshtein was in Tallinn, Estonia
in September 1944, the day after it was retake8dyet forces. He met with the
head of the Estonian NKVD, and they specificallycdissed Keres’s case. Vainshtein
was invited by the Estonian NKVD to intervene orré&s behalf, but he refused.

Putting personal sympathies aside, Vainshtein sbérat Keres’s crimes—

95. Alexander Munninghoff and Max Euwdax Euwe, the Biography
(Alkmaar, The Netherlands: New in Chess, 2001), 277
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cooperating with the Germans and hobnobbing wittkAin—deserved a twenty-five
year sentence under Article 58, and he refuse@ctorbe involved’ Vainshtein also
claimed that Keres was either in custody or unttesecsurveillance from September
1944 until April 1945. It was during this time thé&tres wrote a letter to Molotov,
Botvinnik’s patron, begging to be reinstated irite Soviet chess family. Writing to
Molotov, claimed Vainshtein, was tantamount to ksgotacing his fate in the hands
of Botvinnik98

Although he was spared the ordeal of the Gulage&aras not permitted to
play in the USA-USSR radio match in 1945, not akkovio compete for the
Fourteenth Soviet Championship in 1945, and nanhftd to travel to Groningen in
1946. According to Averbakh, Keres was “still dsged.®® He was, however,
partially rehabilitated in time to take part in ttaglio match with Great Britain in
1946, the rematch with the American team in Mosets® in 1946, and the Fifteenth
Soviet Championship in 1947. These latter everdgpgmed Keres for his participation
in the match-tournament that decided the world ghianship in 1948.

The second circumstance that fueled the controweesyKeres’s strangely
weak play against Botvinnik during the 1948 evémtheir first game, Keres played

a bizarre opening innovation, blundered away a pavine middle game, and lost a

97. S. B. Voronkov, “Match Botvinnik-Alekhin Shakhmatnyi vestniklay
1993, 24.
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textbook king-and-pawn ending. In their second gafeees was crushed in only
twenty-three moves. In his third game with Botvigri{eres again gave away a pawn
and then traded down to a clearly lost endingh&rtfourth game, Keres was
completely outplayed and lost quickly in anotheirfiature.” Only in their fifth and
final encounter in the match-tournament, when Botk had already clinched the
title, was Keres able to win a game. This win, decitally, secured a third-place tie
for Keres. The fact that Keres could lose four gautoeBotvinnik and still tie for third
indicated that Keres was playing well enough agdiissother opponents. The scores
of all five of Keres’ games with Botvinnik in th®48 match-tournament are included
in the Appendix A.

Many observers, in 1948 and since, have lookeldeatwo issues discussed
above (Keres’ political problems and his weak @gginst Botvinnik) and suggested
the obvious conclusion: that Keres was pressuréosto Botvinnik, thus helping to
ensure the latter’s victory. However, all of thedence is circumstantial. Keres never
directly addressed the issue, nor did Botvinnilgept to declare that he had not
thrown the last round games to KetésNo archival material proving the allegation
has come to light. In addition, it must be consedethat Botvinnik had already
established a winning record against Keres bef®48,1and he would continue to
win most of their encounters thereafter. Botvinnko prepared individually,

subjectively, for each opponent, claimed to hagedalrered a chink in Keres’s

100. Botvinnik,K dostizheniiu tselil41-142.
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psychological armor, allowing him to demoralize Estoniantl There were
certainly precedents of analogous situations, xangle, Bogoliubov’s
uncharacteristically weak play against Alekhinhe ©930s.

On the other hand, the charge that Soviet playerked as a team in
international competitions had already been rasddre 1948, and it would continue
to plague Soviet chess. The issue was raised bgllapa at the Moscow
tournaments of 1935 and 1936 (see Chapter Eleaad)confirmed by Lasker’s
behavior at Nottingham in 1936. It would becomeamdard complaint during the
period of Soviet hegemony that followed 1948, culating in the famous charges
made by the American player, Robert James Fisdi®&3(2008), that the Russians
had taken advantage of the FIDE system and fixatbvebiess. Fischer’s article cited
the 1948 tournament and controversial losses bgs&r Botvinnik. He claimed that
the system of Soviet cheating had since becomiutishalized, with the Soviets
colluding in all of the qualifying events in FIDEgorld championship cycl&2

In a way, the charges against the Soviet playerfrated the unprecedented
triumph of Soviet chess. The Soviet Union was thig country strong enough to
field so many leading players in an internationadrd; it was the only country that
could realistically conduct or be accused of thisllof collusion. The Soviets had

become a hegemonic force in world chess. The Segletol of chess, in turn,

101. Ibid., 128-129.

102. Bobby Fischer, “The Russians Have Fixed WGhess, Sports
lllustrated, August 20, 1962, 18-19.
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represented the chess masses. Chess had pendaepdgland broadly into Soviet
society and the cultural level of the masses had lserrespondingly elevated.
Botvinnik represented the Soviet school of ches$sclvrepresented the Soviet
masses, and Botvinnik was the undisputed World £@dmmpion. The last fortress

had been stormed.
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Conclusion

From the end of the Second World War until the denaf the Soviet Union,
the Soviets dominated world chess. The world td#mtured by Botvinnik in 1948,
remained in Soviet hands throughout this periodepkfor the brief Fischer interlude
(1972-1975). This hegemony, the reign of the sted&iSoviet school of chess,”
proved enormously useful as a tool of internatigorapaganda, touting the
superiority of the Soviet system.

Soviet claims were well-supported by events. Fr@&#8luntil 1972 Soviet
possession of the world title was never seriousigdtened. FIDE control of the
process provided an orderly system of tournamerdsvaatches, culminating every
three years in the selection of a new challengee. dntire process was completely
dominated by Soviet players. This was aptly illatgd by first test of the FIDE
system, which began in the summer of 1948 withSteekholm interzonal
tournament, the first step of the process to quali€hallenger to Botvinnik, the
world chess champion.

A quick explanation will help put Stockholm 1948parspective. At the
Winterthur Congress in 1946, FIDE, hoping to introd order and control into the
process of selecting the challengers for the wiitie] divided the world into eight
zones. Zonal competitions were arranged to sebaticgpants from each zone for an
interzonal tournament. Stockholm 1948 was the zotesl tournament in the first
world championship cycle. The top qualifiers frote&holm, in addition to seeded

players, were invited to play in a candidates’ t@ment in Budapest in 1950. The
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winner of that competition would win the right tace Botvinnik in a match in 1951
for the world titlel
The political significance of Stockholm 1948 foetBoviets was twofold.
First, there was the imperative of keeping the diitle in Soviet hands. According
to the official (secret) report filed by the heddlee Soviet delegation to Stockholm:
The political significance of the . . . tournamgnew . . . due to the aspiration
among certain FIDE members, after Botvinnik’s vigtm the world
championship tournament match, if not to wrenchvibdd championship
from the USSR, then at least in every possible twaypmplicate the struggle
on the forthcoming competitions . 2. .
Second, there was an important propaganda pob# thade about the depth of the
Soviet chess organization’s strength. The thremgtst Soviet players—Botvinnik,
Smyslov and Keres—were not competing in Stockh&8latvinnik, of course, was the
world champion, and he was not required to quaimyslov and Keres, on the basis
of their participation in the recently completedt®Match-Tournament for the
World Championship, were seeded directly into teetistage—the candidates’
tournament in Budapest—and were not required tpipl&tockholme Thus, the

Stockholm interzonal allowed the Soviets, absesit tlop players, to demonstrate the

depth of their chess organization:
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The victory of the Soviet chess players in the haoment would become the
best testimony to the USSR possessing not onlykngepresentative of the
highest chess such as Botvinnik, Smyslov, Keresalso a chain of excellent
masters following them, capable of winning big mtgional competitions. It
would become the testimony to our chess movemenglable to advance
tens of talented mastets.

There were twenty participants at the Stockholrarizdnal of 1948; seven
were Soviets.Under the Apollonov regime (see Chapter Fourtesgh Soviet
player was given time off before the tournamernest and train. Each player was
supplied with a trainer. They were given accesdltthe recent games played by the
“foreign” contestants as well as psychological pesf prepared by the NKVD. When
the delegation went to Stockholm, it included tvem+playing masters whose job was
to “help the Soviet participants in analyzing adjead gamesvith foreigners’®
(emphasis added)

Upon their arrival in Stockholm for the interzotalirnament, the leaders of
the Soviet delegation immediately picked a quasith the organizers over the
tournament schedule. When the organizers refusadjtst the schedule, the Soviets

attributed this recalcitrance to forces seekinge'nery possible way to complicate the

conditions for the Soviet masters.When the drawing of lots to determine the order

4. “Otchet o sovetskoi delegatsii na mezhdunarasimakhmatnyi turnir v
StokgolI'm,” GARF, fond 7576, opis’ 21, delo 93 tI&
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of pairings worked to Soviet disadvantage by faga@ome of them to play their own
countrymen in early rounds, “thus stripping onethaoof the points&the Soviets
accused the organizers of treachery. The poirttisfrather remarkable complaint
was that, when the Soviet players were paired @atlye tournament, they had to
play real games. If they were paired later in thethament, they could make
arrangements for strategic draws, or even throwegaimone another, as
circumstances suggested. This was reiterateditatke official report, which
contained the stark admission that, “when a gansetwae held between two
members of the delegation, individual talks werlel lom the tactic in the forthcoming
competition.®
In addition to the complaints detailed above, taders of the Soviet
delegation to Stockholm objected to the size ofpllaging area, the noise, the
smoking, the Western press coverage, and the fesécarity. The last point became
particularly pertinent when a bizarre disturbaramktplace during round nineteen:
An unknown person rushed into the tournament hgihg “Russian
murderers,” “Russian bandits” and started overhgnhe table where
Bronstein and Tartakover were playing, trying tartapart the flag of the
USSR. . .. It took a lot of effort to get the faff out of the tournament hall.

The competition was interrupted for 30 minutes.rét@st was made to the
organizer of the tournameft.

8. Ibid., list 7.
9. Ibid., list 10.
10. Ibid., list 12.
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The Soviet players were kept on a very short Iégste delegation leaders.
The Soviets all stayed at a hotel outside theagtyter, and every attempt was made
to either keep the delegation together during tiree or, failing that, to keep all
members under close observation. Political meetvege held regularly. All in all,
the delegation leaders reported that “the behafithie participants was basically
satisfactory and high discipline was maintain&d.”

The 1948 Stockholm interzonal tournament was at gugecess for the
Soviets. In spite of the fact that they had esa#ntsent their “second string,” six of
the seven Soviet players finished in the top selem@ronshtein finished first, a full
point ahead of the pack. In the subsequent caretithturnament in Budapest in
1950, seven of the ten players were Soviets, aayldbminated the top positions in
that tournament as well. Bronshtein and Boleslavid for first at Budapesg They
subsequently played a match, won by Bronshteinthi®honor of challenging
Botvinnik.

Until 1972, no non-Soviet player was able to eamright to play for the
world title. Charges of collusion aside, Soviet daation took place in a context of
indisputable Soviet chess skill. The question satggself: How did Soviets get so

good at chess that they were able to maintain anamprecedented hegemony.
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Winter, the British chess player instrumental igaoizing the 1946 radio match,
accounted for Soviet strength this way:

The reasons for the astounding triumphs of Smhets appear to me
to be twofold. First, in the classless societyhaf Soviet Union every citizen
is given an equal opportunity to shine in the gawieggreas in the rest of the
world, chess is almost entirely confined to thearmgnd middle classes, thus
giving the Soviet Union a chess potential out afgartion to the size of the
population. Secondly, chess organization is plariaeshcourage, from the
start of a chess player’s life, scientific studylanfirst-class masters.

Soviet chess players usually commence the stutheajame in their
schooldays, either at the school itself or at tloeinty Pioneer houses or
children’s cultural centres. Here they receiveringion from the best masters
and theoretician®

A more detailed explanation came from a Soviet gigisen of the nurturing of the
talent of Boleslavskii. On the occasion of Boleskiiis award of the coveted title of
Grandmaster of the USSR, B. Vainshtein wrote:

The fast development of Boleslavskii is to be exmd not only by his chess
gifts, but also by the entire system of the Soefetss organization’s activities
in training masters and preparing new cadres.

Indeed, let us analyze the stages of Boleslags&iiess career. Here he
is as a schoolboy studying, in the children’s clodsis under the guidance of
a master, the theory of play. The novice’s firspstusually have an important
and almost decisive significance. And it is in Br@eporpotrovsk club indeed
that Boleslavskii learns to love chess and beginsitlerstand the beauty of it.
Here it is impressed upon him that the necessangquisites for
improvement are—objectivity, self-critical approadhily and persistent labor.

Thus constantly associating with masters, acquiexperience and
knowledge, in the course of several years Boleklalwgsecame a chess player
of standing. The chess organization advanced Indidature for participation
in serious tournaments. Here Boleslavskii receivisdsporting tempering,
learned to swallow quietly the bitterness of somexpected defeats.

13. Ernst Klein and William WinteiThe Anglo-Soviet Radio Chess Match
(London: Sir Isaac Pitman & Sons, 1947), 5.
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Boleslavskii is no exception. This path to sucaeeas traversed by
Grandmasters Smyslov and Kotov and master Averhakb,recently still
played in the Moscow House of Young Pionéérs.

Identifying, nurturing and training young talenapéd a significant role in
constructing Soviet hegemony, but there were astofs having to do with the
position of respect occupied by chess in Sovidtucaland the perks enjoyed by
Soviet chess players. When future grandmaster,fakér, was trying to decide
whether to pursue a career in chess or scienceskesl his colleagues for advice.
According to Averbakh, they told him: “What prospedo you have [in science]? At
best, you'll end up as one of several thousandisaaling specialists in the country,
whereas in chess . . . you'll get to play in intsgronal tournaments and see the
world.”15

While there is room for discussion as to why and ltlee Soviets achieved
world hegemony, there’s no question about thed&ttat superiority. Botvinnik
retained the world title until 1963, with two brigafterruptions. Each of his
challengers was a Soviet player. In 1951 and 1B6#;innik played drawn matches
with Bronstein and Smyslov respectively. In eacbecahe rules allowed Botvinnik to
retain the title. Then in 1957, Smyslov defeatedldhampion, but lost the title a year
later when Botvinnik exercised his right to a rechain 1960, Mikhail Nekhemevich

Tal (1936-1992), a young Soviet player renownedfsrsharp tactical ability,

14. B. S. Vainshtein, “Editorial Soviet Chess Chronigléuly 1945, 3.

15. Y. AverbakhCentre-Stage and Behind the Scenes: A Personal Memo
(Alkmaar, The Netherlands: New in Chess, 2011), 58.
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decisively defeated Botvinnik, but the seeminglgafatigable Botvinnik again
reclaimed the title in a rematch. Finally in 1968yiet grandmaster Tigran
Vartanovich Petrosian (1929-1984) defeated Botkin&tripped of his automatic
rematch right, Botvinnik declined to undertake #nduous process required to
challenge the sitting champion. The Botvinnik emdesl, but the Soviet monopoly
seemed poised to continue indefinitely.

However, the same year that Petrosian deposedrBaityian American
player, Fischer, demonstrated that he, too, wasce tto be reckoned with in world
chess. In 1963, he swept the United States Chamsipiprshutting out the
competition without conceding even a single draisclier's total domination of
American chess stood in stark contrast to Botviisrskatus as first among equals.
Many expected Fischer to claim the world champigngh1966 or 1969, but factors
having little to do with ability hampered his qudsischer wrestled with a variety of
demons—some seemingly personal, some certainlyeSovi

Fischer accused the Soviets of a variety of offensgpecially collusion at the
candidates' tournaments, the last step in FIDE'Bifstage process for selecting the
challenger to the world champion. Fischer charpatl the Soviets, who were heavily
represented in these events, played as a teanediogcearly draws or even
prearranged losses to their top players, but alwysng all-out against him. Fischer
claimed that he, as a lone player, could not coempéth the Soviet team under the

current rules. FIDE made some reforms—substitutidiyidual matches for
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tournaments in the latter stages of the procesdhbae reforms were too modest to
lure Fischer back, and the title remained in Sovaetds.

In 1969, the United States Chess Federation (UBE§an to maneuver on
behalf of Fischer, who was still boycotting thelpngnary stages of the qualifying
process. Another American agreed to give up hidifgirey position, placing Fischer
directly into the second stage, a series of indiaidnatches where Soviet collusion
was impossible. One on one, Fischer gave an ungeated demonstration of
personal world dominance, disposing of three Sahatlengers in summary fashion.

The 1972 match between the Fischer and the woddscbhampion, Spasskii,
was staged in Reykjavik, Iceland. Billed as “thetichaof the century,” and framed as
a Cold War claslpar excellencethe match proceeded in a veritable circus
atmosphere. Fischer, portrayed as arrogant angdicaysa seemed to represent
everything unattractive about the United StateasSkii, who maintained a calm and
courteous facade throughout, appeared to reprédsebest of Soviet society. But
Fischer was clearly the better player, and aftanaaspicious start, he soundly
defeated his Soviet rival.

Fischer's reign was short; in 1975 he declinecefertt his title. Vying for the
vacated throne were two Soviet grandmasters, Apatevgenevich Karpov (1951- )
and Victor Lvovich Korchnoi (1931- ). Karpov, groechto regain the title for the
Soviets, inherited the crown. Korchnoi, who felbdg used by the Soviet chess

establishment, soon defected. In 1978, when thectaghed again, the Cold War
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once again provided the backdrop. The match, amthtiredible spectacle
surrounding it, went on for months, with Karpov gheentual winner.

Karpov, now the darling of the Soviet chess essabfient in the style of
Botvinnik, went on to successfully defend his tttlece more: against Korchnoi in
1981, and then against a new Soviet challengery®amovich Kasparov (1963- )
in 1984-1985. The latter match, played under a mgp&n-ended format (draws no
longer counted), refused to end. The match wasinated under murky
circumstances after forty-eight games, ostensiblyrotect the health of the players.
A new match was begun later in 1985 under thelmgdt(of twenty-four games)
format. This time Kasparov prevailed and became/thmgest world champion.

The rivals met again in 1986, with Kasparov viaas once more. In 1987, a
fourth match between Kasparov and Karpov endedim &dut match rules allowed
Kasparov to retain his title. The last Kasparov{iar match was held at the end of
1990, with Kasparov again winning by a decisive gimar

The long and often bitter rivalry between the twayi®t grandmasters,
combined with the political relaxation gfasnost split Soviet chess into two
competing camps. With the breakup of the Soviebdmn 1992, the remnant of the
Soviet Chess Federation broke into two correspanféiations. Then FIDE, which
the Soviet Federation had long dominated, fragnteateler the strain. Kasparov's
organization left FIDE in 1993 to form the Professl Chess Association (PCA),
and the rump FIDE returned the world title to Karpbike rival medieval popes,

each world champion claimed exclusive right totttie.
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More than twenty years after the collapse of3beiet Union, the players
reared in the traditions of the old Soviet schaeltill a strong force in world chess.
Young players who came of age after the Sovieapsk are poised to continue in the
same tradition of excellence, even though many represent new independent
nations. Clearly, post-Soviet players in the etslgnty-first century still benefit from
their Soviet inheritance.

The domination of world-class chess was one ofdhesuccess stories in the
failed Soviet Union. But dominating competitiontla¢ world level was only one goal
of the Soviet chess organization. The rationalgfditical chess was, initially, its
military applications, and then was enlarged tooemgass the task of raising the
cultural level of the masses. The question of wéretihhess was able to accomplish
either task is still an open one. But there is aold that chess eventually permeated
the Soviet military and civilian society.

The penetration of chess into the Red Army wastlgnal goal of II'in
Zhenevskii, and remained a focus of the work ofl&mio and the All-Union Chess
Section through the 1920s and 1930s. The needdog ohess work in the Red Army
was identified as a priority at the Fourth All-Uni€hess Congress in 1926, and the
failure to adequately propagandize chess in thegamjilwas often a point of self-
criticism by the Soviet chess organization thesrafthess in the Red Army received
a boost in the Great Patriotic War (see Chaptertddm), and continued to grow in
the decades after the war. By the 1960s, the aftedlArmy Chess Championship

was a major event, where marshals, common sol@dirtseveryone in between
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competed for individual and collective honors. 3amevents were held in other
branches of the Soviet military, and chess wasiaffy encouraged as a productive
leisure activityl6

The permeation of chess into all aspects of civiiaciety was largely
accomplished before the Great Patriotic War. Attverwar, the final fortress, the
countryside, was also stormed. From the chess t#VE925 to the celebrations that
marked Botvinnik’s capture of the world title, taethusiasm for chess was
widespread and genuine. Whether chess actuallyilboted to the task of building
socialism by elevating the cultural masses of #apfe is not a provable proposition.
Nevertheless, chess became a national pastime.ulimsately, was the fruit of the
Soviet chess organization’s work: it made chesgptbperty of the Soviet people.

Krylenko’s political rationale for promoting chesss, of course, that chess
was an ideal tool for uplifting the cultural lewdlthe masses. Achieving a
sufficiently enlightened proletariat was a preregaifor building socialism under
Russian conditions. The same general argument vatsiddjustify teaching chess to
children, hence the slowly growing emphasis on slimshe pioneer palaces, the
Komsomol, culture parks, and other youth club$ian1930s. Development of
programs for school children, however, was sunpgisi slow; some major figures

among Soviet chess organizers were opposed toiatiashess in the schools. lakov

16. Arkadii Grigor'evich Gurvichigra soldat i marshaloyGame of Soldiers
and Marshals] (Moscow: Voenizdat, 1978), 8-10.
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Rokhlin, who had only grudgingly allowed young Botvik to play in the Leningrad
simul with Capablanca in 1925 (see Chapter Sevemptained in 1927:

“They [school children] are very fond of chess and play it eagerly instead

of studying. . . . The teachers . . . have losthair authority. Schoolboys say:

‘How can he teach me if | can win a chess game hiiti?’ The chess

movement in the schools must be given the riglgation. This serious issue

should be resolved by our Congress.”

But Rokhlin’s view did not prevail, and youth chessned more importance
in the postwar era. Near the end of the Sovieppean influential article was written
by Soviet grandmaster and psychologist, Nikolaidiffarovich Krogius (1930- ),
laying out the case for chess in the schools. Thenaents were similar to those
advanced back in 1925 by N. D'iakov, et al., wipabtvided a psychological
justification for Krylenko’s political chess (sed&pter Seven). Krogious claimed
that specific and valuable skills sets were devedidpy chess (decision making,
discipline, objectivity, creativity), and that tleeskill sets generalize to other aspects
of children’s intellectual developmett.

At the end of the Soviet period, many schools enfdrmer Soviet Union
incorporated chess directly into their curriculathe Soviet Union, chess was not an

actual part of formal instruction, although neallyschools had chess sections. With

the demise of many youth clubs after 1991, howawany individual teachers,

17. “V-i Vsesoiuznoi Shakhmatno-shashechyi S"eZARF, fond 7576,
opis’ 21, delo 2, list 20 ob.
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especially in mathematics, began to use chesseshing aid in the classroom. In
contemporary St. Petersburg, most primary schealsht chess in the classroom,
using it in multiple parts of the curriculu Of course, most of the school teachers
themselves were socialized into chess during thveeSera, and they are perpetuating
the legacy.

In general, chess work among the masses was vecgssful for a number of
reasons. First, chess has always had an intrittsec@on for many people. In
addition, chess involved only rudimentary and irengive equipment. It required
relatively little capital investment, and powerfidople believed it paid an enormous
return. Further, there was already a rich chedsir®ylboth in Russia and Europe, to
build upon. Krylenko understood this when he argagainst the German Social-
Democrats who wanted a total boycott of bourgebess. Krylenko advocated,
instead, the expropriation of bourgeois chess milfaurther, state support lent
respectability to chess. It was no longer the gualeasure of Marx and Lenin.
Spending one’s evenings at the chess club becdaatae of good Soviet behavior,
a mark of strong character.

In addition, chess was relatively safe. Politics wary dangerous; other
creative outlets were problematic and sterile. ghgss was different than literature or
the visual arts; because it was a contest, it waggd on criteria of objective merit.
Thus, it was relatively free of the stifling effebiat state control had on

noncompetitive culture. As Lasker wrote in 1924:

19. Inna Panova, interviewed by author, St. Petegsuly 20, 2005.
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On the chess board lies and hypocrisy do not sefarg. The creative

combination lays bare the presumption of a lie;rttegciless fact, culminating

in a checkmate, contradicts the hypocrite. . .esShs one of the sanctuaries,

where this principle of justice has occasionallg kahide to gain sustenance

and a respite . . .2%
In the Soviet chess organization, advancement wssilple through clearly defined
levels of achievement, and it was based on obgdatigrit. Chess was an outlet for a
creative impulse that Soviet culture often suppds€hess became the opiate of the
intelligentsia.

Finally, even when the focus shifted to internaglocompetition after the
World War, chess still served a domestic politicdé. It gave Soviet citizens as
sense of pride; it increased their self-respece lp chess players were household
names, and children were taught to respect theml@snodels. A fine example of
this was seen in a popular Soviet reader for stigdarthird or fourth grade, which
describes the trials and tribulations of four yotays who love chess and want to
become grandmasters. As they play in their firgtlifing tournaments, they try to
emulate their chess heroes—Botvinnik, Smyslov, Fatrosian, Spasskii and Karpov.
The boys learn to respect their (chess) eldersappteciate the rich chess culture that
is their birthright as Soviet citizens. In additithrey learn valuable lessons about

study, perseverance, teamwork and maintaining giymattitude?! In general they

learn to understand and appreciate their chessberiAs a veteran of pre-Soviet

20. Emanuel LaskeLasker's Manual of Che$3924; repr., Philadelphia:
David McKay, 1947), 235.

21. Vladimir Linder,Grossmeisterami ne rozhdaiutgiehere Are No Born
Grandmasters] (Moscow: Russkii iazyk, 1978).
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chess wrote, “if at the time (1896) it had occut@dome dreamer to tell me that in a
few decades young chess players will learn at dchad Pioneer Palaces will have
experienced chess teachers, then this eccentridweummediately sent to a
psychiatrist. ‘Seriously study chess? What folly?He warned the youngsters not to
take the current (1959) state of affairs for grente
Remembering episodes of my long chess life, | wdikklto say to a young
reader: it was hard to get a ‘start’ in chess gr@volutionary times. Now,
you are given all the conditions necessary to imgrchess skills. And this
gives you a high moral duty to have a serious, @ensious attitude toward

participation in chess tournaments, developing yhass talent, and chess in
generak3

22. K. Raush, “Vek nyneshnii i vek minuvshii” [Tiaurrent Age and the Past
Century],Shakhmaty v SSSBanuary 1959, 25.

23. Ibid., 26.
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Appendix

Game One: Karl Marx v. Meyer, off-hand game, Hama867: King's Gambit
Accepted /Muzio Gambit /Paulsen Variation (annotagiare mine).

1.ed e5 2. f4 exf4 3. Bc4 g5 4. Nf3 g4 5. O-O gxf®Ixf3 Qf6 7. e5 Qxe5 8. d3 Bh6
9. Nc3 Ne7 10. Bd2 Nbc6 11. Rael Qf5 12. Nd5 Kd8BL3 Rg8 14. Bf6 Bg5 15.
Bxg5 Qxg5 16. Nxf4 Ne5 17. Qe4 d6 18. h4 @gHghtly better is 18. . . Qg5-g7.)
19. Bxf7 Rf8 20. Bh§Somewhat better is 20. Bf7-e80. . . Qg7 21. d4 N5c6 22. c3
a5(Much better is 22. . . Rf8-f5, leading to 23. @24a7-a6 24.Kgl-h2 Rf5-f6 25.92-
g3 Bc8-d7 26.Bh5-f3 Qg7-f7 27.Bf3xc6 Ne7xc6, wiicis a bishop for a knight.
This was black's most critical error23.Ne6+ Bxe6 24.Rxf8¢Better is 24.Qe4dxe6,
leading to 24...Ne7-g6 25.Rf1xf8+ Qg7xf8 26.Bh3j8-e7 27.Qe6-g8+ Qe7-f8
28.Qg8xh7 Nc6-e7 29.h4-h5 Ng6-f4 30.Relxe7 Qf8k&€IhI-h8+ Qe7-e8 32.Qh8-
f6+ Qe8-e7 33.Qf6xf4 b7-b32K. . . Qxf8 25.Qxe6 Ra@etter is 24. . . Ne7-g6,
leading to 26.Bh5-g4 Qf8-e7 27.Qe6-g8+ Qe7-f8 28XpF Nc6-e7 29.h4-h5 Ng6-f4
30.Rel-f1 Ra8-a6 31.Qh7-e4 d6-d5 32.Qe4xf4 QfSRfBxf4 Kd8-e8 34.Rf4-3.)
26. Rf1 Qg7(Much better is 26. . . Qf8-g8, leading to 27.RfXy8-e8 28.Qe6-f6
Nc6-e5 29.d4xe5 déxe5 30.Qf6-f2 Ne7-g6 31.BhS5x§ee@e82.Bg6-e4 Qebxa2
33.Rf7xh7.27. Bg4(Better is 27.Rf1-f7, leading to 27...Qg7-g8 28d$4Qg8xf7
29.Qe6xf7 Kd8-c8 30.Qf7-e8+ Nc6-d8 31.Bh5-g4+ K8BB.Qe8xd8+ Kb8-a7.)

27 ...Nb8 28.Rf7 1-0

Game Two: N. V. Krylenko v. Lykum, off-hand gamepstow 1925: Evans Gambit.
1. e4 e5 2. Nf3 Nc6 3. Bc4 Bc5 4. b4 Bxb4 5. ¢3 Ba®-O d6 7. d4 Bd7 8. Qb3
Qe7 9. dxe5 Bb6 10. exd6 cxd6 11. Qd1l O-O-O 12. BmB813. Qd3 Nf6 14. Bd5
Rhe8 15. Qc4 Qd7 16. Nd4 Bc5 17. Nxc6 bxc6 18. Rba 19. Bf4 Bxa3 20. Qa6
Rb8 21. Qxa7 Kd8 22. Rxb8 Ke7 23. Rb7 1-0

Game Three: V. Ragozin v. N. V. Krylenko, USSR @epondence Tournament,
1926: Albin Countergambit.

1.d4 d5 2. c4 e5 3. dxe5 d4 4. Nf3 Nc6 5. Bf4 BbAlbd2 Be6 7. e3 d3 8. Qb3 b5
9. Bxd3 Rb8 10. Be4 Nge7 11. Qc2 Bxc4 12. O-O-OB%d. Rxd2 Nb4 14. Qd1
Qc8 15. Bgb Nxa2 16. Kbl Qe6 17. Bxe7 Qxe7 18. Bi&19. Rd7 Qe6 20. Rxc7
Nb4 21. Qd6 Qxd6 22. exd6 Nxc6 23. Rxc6 g6 24. Reb6 25. Rc7 Rd8 26. Rd1 f6
27. Nc6 Rd7 28. Nb8 Rxc7 29. dxc7 Kf7 30. Rd8 R&SNd7 1-0

Game Four: J. R. Capablanca v. A. F. II'in Zhenayskoscow, 1925: Sicilian
Defense

1.e4¢c52. Nc3 Nc6 3. g3 g6 4. Bg2 Bg7 5. NgeB.d#3 Nfé 7. O-O O-O 8. h3 a6

9. Be3 Bd7 10. Qd2 Re8 11. Nd1 Rc8 12. c3 Qa5 4Reayl8 14. f4 Be8 15. g5 Nd7
16. f5 b5 17. Nf4 b4 18. {6 Bf8 19. Nf2 bxc3 20cBxe6 21. h4 Rb8 22. h5 Rb6

23. hxg6 hxg6 24. Nd1 Nde5 25. Qf2 Ng4 26. Qh4 NZe5d4 Nxe3 28. Nxe3 Qxc3
29. dxe5 Qxe3 30. Khl dxe5 31. Rf3 exf4 32. RxeBf23. Qel Rb2 34. Qxe3 Rdd2
35. Bf3 ¢4 36. a3 Bd6 37. Qa7 c3 0-1
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Game Five: J. R. Capablanca v. M. Botvinnik, Lensigsimul, 1925: Queen’s
Gambit Declined

1.d4 d5 2. ¢4 e6 3. Nc3 Nf6 4. Bg5 Nbd7 5. e3 Bbdxd5 exd5 7. Qb3 c5 8. dxc5
Qab 9. Bxfé Nxfé 10. O-O-O O-O 11. Nf3 Be6 12. NRldc8 13. c6 Bxc3 14. Qxc3
Qxa2 15. Bd3 bxc6 16. Kc2 c5 17. Nxe6 Qa4 18. b3 T8 Qb2 Qxb2 20. Kxb2
fxe6 21. f3 Rc7 22. Ral c4 23. bxc4 dxc4 24. Bc8 Rb. Kcl Nd5 26. Rel c3

27. Ra3 Nb4 28. Re2 Rd8 29. e4 Rc6 30. Re3 RAR&4c3 Rxc2 32. Rxc2 Rxc2
0-1

Game Six: A. Alekhin v. M. Botvinnik, Nottingham936: Sicilian Defense, Dragon
Variation (Annotations based on Alekhin’s notés).

1. e4 c5 2. Nf3 d6 3. d4 cxd4 4. Nxd4 Nf6é 5. Ncg®Be2 Bg7 7. Be3 Nc6 8. Nb3
Be6 9. f4(Now 9...d5 is answered with 10 €9.). O-O 10. g4 df)11. f5 Bc8

12. exd5 Nb4 13. d@f 13 fxg6 hxg6 14 Bf3 then 14...Nxg4 15 Bxg4 BMDxg4
Nxc2+ 17 Ke2 Nxal 18 Rxal Bxc3 19 Qxd3.). QxdGNot 13...exd6 because of 14
05.)14. Bc5 Qf4(') 15. Rf1 Qxh2 16. Bxb4 Nxgdrhis forces the draw}7. Bxg4
Qg3 18. RfANot 18 Kd2? Bh6+ and winslg... Qgl 19. Rfl Qg3 20. Rf2 Qgl Y-

Game Seven: P. Keres v. M. Botvinnik, FIDE Worlda@tpionship Match-
Tournament, 1948: English Opening

1.c4e62.9g3d53.Bg2d4 4.b4c55. b5 e5 BdB7. e4 Qc7 8. Ne2 h5 9. h4 Nh6
10. O-O Bg4 11. f3 Be6 12. f4 Bg4 13. f5 Nd7 142Nyb 15. fxg6 fxg6 16. Nf3 Be7
17. Rf2 Qd6 18. Bxh6 Rxh6 19. Qd2 Rh8 20. Ng5 NI6Rel Qb6 22. Nf3 Nd7

23. Ng5 Rf8 24. Rxf8 Bxf8 25. a4 Bh6 26. a5 Qf6 R¢1 O-O-O 28. Nb3 Rf8

29. Ral Qe7 30. Qcl Kb8 31. Ra2 Rf7 32. Qa3 Bxgh8§5 Bdl 34. Qcl Bxb3
35. Rb2 Bd1 36. Qxd1 Qxg5 37. Qel Nf8 38. Kh2 (B6Bh3 Nh7 40. Qd1 Ng5
41. b6 h4 42. Qg4 hxg3 43. Kxg3 Rf8 44. bxa7 Kx&7ab Nxh3 46. Qxh3 Qf4

47. Kg2 Qf1 48. Kh2 Rf2 49. Rxf2 Qxf2 50. Khl Qell. ¥g2 Qe2 52. Kgl Qe3

53. Qxe3 dxe3 54. axb7 Kxb7 55. Kg2 Kb6 56. Kf3 K&5 Kxe3 Kb4 58. Kd2 g5
0-1

Game Eight: M. Botvinnik v. P. Keres, FIDE World &hpionship Match-
Tournament, 1948: Irregular Queen Pawn Opening

1. d4 d5 2. Nf3 Bf5 3. c4 e6 4. cxd5 exd5 5. Qb8 HcBg5 Be7 7. Bxe7 Ngxe7
8.e3 Qd6 9. Nbd2 O-O 10. Rcl a5 11. a3 Rfc8 13.&8H13. Qc2 Bxd3 14. Qxd3
Nd8 15. O-O Ne6 16. Rc3 b5 17. Qc2 Rch8 18. Nel Mr&Rc6 Qe7 20. Nd3 Nb6
21. Nb4 Rd8 22. Qf5 Rd6 23. Rfcl Rxc6 24. Rxc6 RE8BRxb6 cxb6 26. Nc6 Qc7
27. Nxd8 Qxd8 28. Qc2 Qc7 29. Qxc7 Nxc7 30. Nb1l Ki8Kfl Ke7 32. Ke2 Kd6
33. Kd3 Kc6 34. Nc3 Ne8 35. Na2 6 36. f3 Nc7 3B4ANKd6 38. e4 dxe4 39. fxed
Ne6 40. Ke3 Nc7 41. Kd3 Ne6 42. Nd5 Kc6 43. h4 Md8Nf4 Kd6 45. Nh5 Neb6

1. Aleksandr AlekhinNottingem 193¢Nottingham 1936]Moscow:
Fizkul'tura i sport, 1962), 68-71
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46. Ke3 Ke7 47. d5 Nc5 48. Nxg7 Kd6 49. Ne6 Nd7k@® Ne5 51. Ng7 Nc4
52. Nf5 Kc7 53. Kc3 Kd7 54. g4 Ne5 55. g5 fxg5 B8g5 Nf3 57. Kb4 Nxg5 58. e5
h5 59. e6 Kd8 60. Kxb5 1-0

Game Nine: P. Keres v. M. Botvinnik, FIDE World @mgionship Match-
Tournament, 1948: French Defense

1.ed4 e6 2.d4 d5 3. Nd2 c5 4. exd5 exd5 5. Ngf8.atkc5 Bxc5 7. Nb3 Ba7 8. Bgh
Nf6 9. Nfd4 O-O 10. Be2 Qd6 11. O-O Ne4 12. Be3 NB6Nxc6 Bxe3 14. fxe3
bxc6 15. Bd3 Nf6 16. Qel Ng4 17. Qh4 f5 18. Rf4 N65Qg3 Ra7 20. Rafl Raf7
21. Nd4 Nxd3 22. cxd3 ¢5 23. Nf3 Qb6 24. Rh4 h6Neeb Rf6 26. d4 cxd4

27. Rxd4 Qxb2 28. Rxd5 Be6 29. Rd4 Kh7 30. Nd7 BRil7Rxd7 Rg6 32. Qf2 Qe5
33. Rd4 Rb8 34. Qf4 Qe6 35. Rd2 Rb5 36. h3 Re'&KBZ.Rf6 38. Rfd1l Re4

39. Qb8 Rxe3 40. Rd8 Qe5 41. Qxe5 Rxeb5 42. R1dBgf4 Rf7 44. R8d7 Kg7

45, gxf5 Rxf5 46. a3 Rf2 47. Kg3 Rxd2 48. Rxd2 R€&7 Rd4 Rc6 50. a4 Kg6 51. h4
Kh5 52. hxg5 hxg5 53. Rd3 Rc4 54. Ra3 a5 55. Kh3 &h Kg3 Rf4 57. Ral Rg4
58. Kh3 Re4 59. Ra3 Kg6 60. Kg3 Kf5 61. Kf3 Keb B33 Rd4 63. Ral Kd5

64. Rb1l Rb4 65. Rfl Ke4 66. Rel Kd4 67. Kh2 RxadRagl Rc4 69. Rxgb a4

70. Kg2 Kc3 71. Kf3 a3 72. Ra5 Kb3 0-1

Game Ten: M. Botvinnik v. P. Keres, FIDE World Chaonship Match-Tournament,
1948: Nimzo-Indian Defense

1. d4 Nf6 2. c4 e6 3. Nc3 Bb4 4. e3 O-O 5. a3 B&cBxc3 Re8 7. Ne2 e5 8. Ng3 d6
9. Be2 Nbd7 10. O-O c¢5 11. f3 cxd4 12. cxd4 Nb6BIR exd4 14. e4 Be6 15. Rcl
Re7 16. Qxd4 Qc7 17. c5 dxc5 18. Rxc5 Qf4 19. Bb8 @0. Rg5 Nbd7 21. Rxg7
Kxg7 22. Nh5 Kg6 23. Qe3 1-0

Game Eleven: P. Keres v. M. Botvinnik, FIDE Worlda@npionship Match-
Tournament, 1948: French Defense

1.ed4e62.d4d5 3. Nc3 Bb4 4. Bd2 dxe4d 5. Qg4aN®xg7 Rg8 7. Qh6 Nc6 8. O-
0O-0O Rg6 9. Qh4 Bxc3 10. Bxc3 Qd5 11. b3 Ne7 1Bd3 13. Bb2 Bc6 14. c4 Qf5
15. d5 exd5 16. fxe4 dxe4 17. Nh3 Ng4 18. Qg3 (&5xc7 Rc8 20. Qf4 Qe3

21. Rd2 Qxf4 22. Nxf4 e3 23. Rc2 Rg5 24. Be2 Nf2R&1 Rd8 26. g3 Rf5 27. Bfl
Rxf4 28. gxf4 Nd3 29. Bxd3 Rxd3 30. Rc3 Rxc3 31cBXNf5 32. Bd2 Kd7

33. Bxe3 b6 34. Bf2 f6 35. Kd2 h5 36. Kd3 Nh6 37485 38. Re7 Kd6 39. h3 1-0
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