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INTRODUCTION 
 

 
This is the third volume of our project to publish all the available games 

annotated by the fourth world chess champion Alexander Alekhine – not 
only his own games, but also games by other players for which he 
contributed notes in various publications. The first two volumes covered 
the periods 1893-1920 and 1921-1924. 

The next three years, 1924-1926, saw Alekhine beginning his ascent 
towards the chess summit. First came the great New York tournament in 

the spring of 1924. Here Alekhine finished third behind Lasker and 
Capablanca, and he was then commissioned to write annotations to all 110 
games, which first appeared in the German tournament book published in 
1925. Translated versions in English and Russian appeared the same year, 
and a revised edition of the Russian book (1989) has been translated for 
this present work, thus providing a fresh English version of Alekhine’s 
annotations. 

Engaged with his literary activities, Alekhine played in no more 
tournaments in 1924, although soon after the New York tournament he 

gave a world record blindfold simultaneous display, a few games from 
which he annotated for his book Auf dem Wege zur Weltmeisterschaft, 
subsequently published in a Russian translation as Na puti k vyschim 
shakhmatnym dostizheniyam. Many games from later tournaments, in 
particular Alekhine’s triumph in Baden-Baden (1925) and Semmering 
1926 (where he finished second behind Spielmann) also appeared there, 
and have been translated for the present work. 

During this period Alekhine annotated games for several periodicals, 
notably Weiner Schachzeitung, Kagan’s Neueste Schachnachrichten, and 
also Shakhmaty, a private magazine published in Soviet Russia by Nikolai 
Grekov. Translations of all these have been included here. 

Translator’s notes have been given where it was felt appropriate. To 
avoid encumbering the text these have been inserted, with suitable cross-
references, at the end of the book.  
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PART TWO: GAMES PLAYED IN EUROPE I. (1924-1925) 

Hastings International Tournament, December 1924 – January 1925* 

Section 1 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

1 Maroczy  1 ½  1 1 1 1 1 6,5 

2 Yates 0  1 ½  1 1 1 1 5,5 

3 Seitz ½  0  ½  1 1 1 1 5,0 

4 Michell 0 ½  ½   ½  1 1 1 4,5 

5 Bolland 0 0 0 ½   0 1 1 2,5 

6 Price 0 0 0 0 1  0 1 2,0 

7 Saunders 0 0 0 0 0 1  1 2,0 

8 Dewing 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  0,0 

Section 2 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  

1 Przepiorka  0 ½  1 1 ½  1 1 5,0 

2 Steiner, E. 1  ½  ½  1 1 0 1 5,0 

3 Tartakower ½  ½   0 1 1 1 1 5,0 

4 Sergeant 0 ½  1  ½  1 ½  1 4,5 

5 Colle 0 0 0 ½   1 1 0 2,5 

6 Norman ½  0 0 0 0  1 1 2,5 

7 Saunders 0 1 0 ½  0 0  1 2,5 

8 Mackenzie 0 0 0 0 1 0 0  1,0 

 

Game 117 

S. Tartakower – H. Saunders 

Hastings-B 1924/5 (2)* 
English Opening A15 

 

1 f3 f6 2 c4 g6 3 b3 g7 4 

b2 0–0 5 g3 d6 6 g2 bd7 7 0–

0 h5 

Unfavourable. 7...c6 followed by 
...c7 and ...e8 was advisable. 
8 xg7 xg7 9 d4 f5 

9...e5 was necessary. 
10 c3 c6 11 b4 

White’s strategy is clear: based 
on the strong bishop diagonal g2-

b7, to open lines by a large-scale  

 
pawn storm. 
11…f6 12 a4 b8 13 b5 d7 14 

d3 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9-tr-wq-trk+0 
9zpp+lzp-snp0 
9-+pzp-snp+0 
9+P+-+p+-0 
9P+PzP-+-+0 
9+-sNQ+NzP-0 
9-+-+PzPLzP0 
9tR-+-+RmK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 
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14...e8? 

Beginning an abortive counter-
action. 14...c7 was correct, after 
which the black position is difficult 
to get at. 
15 e4 e5 16 dxe5 dxe5 17 d6 

Now the disadvantages of the 
manoeuvre initiated with the 
fourteenth move become apparent: 
White invades on the d-file, and the 
e5-pawn is noticeably weak. 
17…fxe4 18 g5 f5 19 c7 e3 

20 bxc6 bxc6 

20...exf2+ 21 xf2 xc6 was 
better. 
21 xa7 h6 22 ge4 g4 23 ae1 

exf2+ 24 xf2 h5 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9-tr-+qtrk+0 
9wQ-+l+-+-0 
9-+p+-+p+0 
9+-+-zpn+p0 
9P+P+-+n+0 
9+-sN-+-zP-0 
9-+-+-sNLzP0 
9+-+-tRRmK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

After the exchange of knights, in 
view of the weaknesses on c6 and 
e5 the endgame is untenable, so 
Black tries to complicate the play. 
25 xg4 hxg4 26 c5 f7 27 

xe5 e6 28 e4 b2 29 xc6 

xc4 30 xf5 a7+ 31 h1 

xf1 

Now follows a pretty conclusion. 
Tartakower has calculated further 
than his opponent. 

32 xg6+ g7 33 e6+ 

Black resigned. 
 

(Neues Wiener Journal, 16 February 
1925 p.8) 

 

 

Game 118 

A. Steiner – D. Przepiorka 

Hastings-B 1924/5 (2) 
French Defence C14 

 
1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 c3 f6 4 g5 

e7 5 e5 fd7 6 xe7 xe7 7 

b5 

Nowadays 7 d2 is rightly 
considered best, since White has no 
need to defend his central position 
with c2-c3. However, in this game 
White pursues a completely 

different plan. 
7...d8 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9rsnlwqk+-tr0 
9zppzpn+pzpp0 
9-+-+p+-+0 
9+N+pzP-+-0 
9-+-zP-+-+0 
9+-+-+-+-0 
9PzPP+-zPPzP0 
9tR-+QmKLsNR0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

8 c4 

This is the new move, which 
White obviously wanted to try. 
Although the text move was a 
complete success here, it is not 
worth imitating, since without 
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compensation he compromises his 
pawn formation and allows the 
opponent strong points in the centre. 
8…dxc4 

Obvious and best. 
9 g4 

This queen move also doesn’t 
make a healthy impression. 9 xc4 
0–0 10 f3 etc. was more to the 
point. 
9...0–0 10 xc4 e7 

Now Black begins to play 
pretentiously. 10...a6 11 c3 c5 
was the obvious response to White’s 
positionally suspect 8th move, and 
it would have secured Black a 
comfortable initiative. 
11 f3 

This also covers the bishop 
threatened by ...b4+. Suddenly 

White is again quite satisfactorily 
placed. 
11...f5 

Highly questionable! 11...a6 12 
c3 (12 xc7 xe5) 12...c5 etc. 
was still appropriate. 
12 g5! f7? 

Suicidal! With 12...b4+ 13 
d2 b6 the game could still have 
been held, for example: 14 a3 xb2 

15 b1 c2 16 b3 c6 17 0–0 
a6, or 14 d3 d5 15 a3 a5. 
13 c1! 

A very nice deciding move, 
which leaves Black hopelessly 
placed, since he is unable to cover 
simultaneously the points c7 and e6 
(after g5). Of course, 13 xc7 
would have been insufficient on  

 
 

account of 13…xe5. 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9rsnl+-trk+0 
9zppzpn+qzpp0 
9-+-+p+-+0 
9+N+-zPp+-0 
9-+LzP-+-+0 
9+-+-+N+-0 
9PzP-+-zPPzP0 
9tR-wQ-mK-+R0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

13...a6 

Or 13...b6 14 xc7!. 
14 g5 g6 15 xe6 

Black resigned, since if 15…h8 
there simply follows 16 0–0, when 
he cannot avoid the loss of the 

exchange with a hopeless position. 
 
(Wiener Schachzeitung 1925 No.1 
p.6) 
 
 

Game 119 

H. Saunders – E. Colle 

Hastings-B 1924/5 (3) 
Sicilian Defence B85 

 

1 e4 c5 2 f3 c6 3 d4 cxd4 4 

xd4 f6 5 c3 d6 6 e3 e6 7 

e2 e7 8 0–0 0–0 9 b3 a6 10 

a4 b6 11 f4 b7 12 f3 c7 13 

e2 ac8 
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XIIIIIIIIY 
9-+r+-trk+0 
9+lwq-vlpzpp0 
9pzpnzppsn-+0 
9+-+-+-+-0 
9P+-+PzP-+0 
9+NsN-vLL+-0 
9-zPP+Q+PzP0 
9tR-+-+RmK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

14 g4? 

A premature attack, to which 
Black correctly replies with an 
immediate counter-offensive in the 
centre. 

Although White has not played 
the opening brilliantly, he neve-

rtheless stands satisfactorily; he 
should have played 14 fd1 
followed by the doubling of rooks 
on the d-file. 
14...b4 15 g5 d7 16 g2 d5! 

An interesting pawn sacrifice, 
which it was nevertheless best for 
White to accept, since after the 
continuation chosen by him Black 
gains strong pressure in the centre; 
the danger for him on the kingside 
is merely illusory. 
17 exd5 xd5 18 xd5 xd5 19 

xd5 exd5 20 d4 

20 xd5 xc2 21 xd7 xb3 
22 xe7 fe8 23 a3 was better, 
with chances of a draw. 
20...c4 21 f5 c5 22 c3 ce8 23 

ae1 e4 24 f6 fe8 25 h3 e5 

26 fxg7 
 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9-+-+r+k+0 
9+-+-+pzPp0 
9pzp-+-+-+0 
9+-vlpsn-zP-0 
9P+qsNr+-+0 
9+-zP-vL-+Q0 
9-zP-+-+-zP0 
9+-+-tRRmK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

26...d3! 

The decisive move. The second 
part of the game is conducted very 
consistently by Colle. 
27 g6 fxg6 28 f2 

If 28 e6, then not 28...g4+ 29 
xg4! xg4 30 xc5 xe6 31 

xe6 bxc5 32 e7! etc., but 
28…xe3!  29 f8+ xf8 30 
gxf8+ xf8 31 xe3 f3+ and 
wins. 
28...g4 29 d2 c4 30 de2 

xd4 31 cxd4 xe3! 32 xe3 

xd4 33 f3 xe3 

White resigned. 
 

(Shakhmaty 1925, No. 1, p.10) 
 

Game 120 

G. Maroczy – R. Michell 

Hastings-A 1924/5 (4) 
Ruy Lopez C98 

 
1 e4 e5 2 f3 c6 3 b5 a6 4 

a4 f6 5 0–0 e7 6 e1 b5 7 

b3 d6 8 c3 a5 9 c2 c5 10 d4 

c7 11 h3 0–0 12 bd2 c6 13 

d5 d8 14 f1 e8 
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XIIIIIIIIY 
9r+lsnntrk+0 
9+-wq-vlpzpp0 
9p+-zp-+-+0 
9+pzpPzp-+-0 
9-+-+P+-+0 
9+-zP-+N+P0 
9PzPL+-zPP+0 
9tR-vLQtRNmK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

15 g3 

In such positions g2-g4 is more 
usual, but here Maroczy follows his 
old system, which, incidentally, he 
successfully adopted in his game 
with Cohn, Karlsbad 1907 – to 
allow the move …f7-f5, and after 

the pawn exchange in the centre to 
operate against the illusory – in my 
view – weaknesses on e5 and f5. In 
this game he is also successful, but 
only thanks to several tactical 
mistakes by the opponent. 
15...g6 16 h6 g7 17 h2 f6 18 

g1 f7 19 d2 d7 20 e2 

h8 21 b3 f5 

Not bad, but it was even better to 
prepare this advance with ...g8 
and ...af8. 
22 exf5 gxf5 23 h5 g8 24 c4 

d8 25 g3 f8 26 c3 xh5 27 

xh5 g5? 

The decisive error, as a result of 
which a pawn is lost. Black should 
have played 27...g5 28 e2 g7 
and ...g8 with double-edged play. 

 

IIIIIIY 
28 f4 e4 29 xe4 fxe4 30 xe4 

g7 31 e3 b4 32 b2 af8 33 

e2! f6 34 fxe5 xe5 35 xe5 

dxe5 36 f1 xf1 37 xf1 g5 38 

e1 e8 39 f3 f5 40 xe5 

xh3+ 41 g1 g8 42 f7+ g7 

43 f3 

43 g4 xg4+ 44 g3 xg3+ 45 
xg3+ xf7 would have been a 

mistake. 
43...h6 44 e5 e8 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9-+-+r+-+0 
9+-+l+-mk-0 
9p+-+-+-zp0 
9+-zpPsN-+-0 
9-zpP+-+-+0 
9+P+-+RzPq0 
9P+-+-+-+0 
9+-+-wQ-mK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

45 f2! 

An elegant concluding 
combination. 
45…g4 46 f7+ g8 47 g7+! 

h8 48 h7+ 

Black resigned. 
 

(Shakhmaty 1925, No. 1, p.9) 
 

Game 121 

F. Yates – J. Seitz 

Hastings-A 1924/5 (6) 
Sicilian Defence B43 

 

1 e4 c5 2 f3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 xd4 
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a6 

Paulsen’s system of defence, 
which, however, it is better for 
Black to employ only after the 
move c3, since in this position 
White could have advantageously 
played 5 c4!, nipping in the bud the 
opponent’s attempts to obtain 
pressure on the c-file. 
5 c3 c7 6 d3 f6 7 0–0 e7 

8 e3 

For the moment this move is not 
necessary, and it merely blocks the 
e-file. It was more energetic to 
prepare f2-f4 with 8 h1, as 
Bogoljubow played in similar 
positions against Sämisch (Bad 
Pistyan 1922) and Rubinstein 
(London 1922). 
8...d6 9 e2 

White plays too slowly. White 
not 9 f4 immediately? 
9...bd7 10 f4 c5(?) 

An intentional disregard for an 
old, but not yet obsolete (as some 
‘hyper-modern’ maestros think) 
principle, according to which in the 
opening one should not without 
need make repeated moves with one 
and the same piece… By playing 

10...0–0 followed by ...b7-b5 (...b7-
b6) ...b7 etc. Black would have 
had a perfectly satisfactory game.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

XIIIIIIIIY 
9r+l+k+-tr0 
9+pwq-vlpzpp0 
9p+-zppsn-+0 
9+-sn-+-+-0 
9-+-sNPzP-+0 
9+-sNLvL-+-0 
9PzPP+Q+PzP0 
9tR-+-+RmK-0 
xiiiiiiiiy 

11 b3! 

The correct reply, after which 
Black faces an unpleasant dilemma: 
if he himself exchanges his knight 
for one of the opponent’s minor 
pieces, the open c-file will be 
entirely in White’s favour. But 

otherwise he has to reckon with the 
threat of xc5 or xc5 and e4-e5, 
thanks to which White gains a 
strong initiative in the centre. 
11..d7 

Also in chess one must have the 
courage to admit one’s mistakes: the 
lesser evil was 11...cd7. 
12 ae1 

Already here 12 xc5 dxc5 13 
e5 was very strong. However, there 
is indeed no need for White to rush. 
12...c8 13 xc5 dxc5 14 e5 d5 

15 xd5 exd5 16 c3 

16 c4 (16…dxc4 17 xc4 f5 
18 g4 e4 19 xf7+) was also 
good. However, also after the move 
in the game Black appears to have 
no defence against the advance of 
the central pawns. 
16...h5 
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