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directed by WALTER VEITCH

We wish to express our thanks for contributions received from Messrs.
V. A. Bron, E. Dobrescu, T. B. Gorgiev, H. Lommer, J. E. Peckover and
J. van Reek which appear below.

EG 24, No. 1295: E. L. Pogosjants. The study is correct. My assertion
on p. 244 that 3. .. Sg6 wins fails after 4. a8S! See also No. 1345
below.

No. 1324: E. Dobrescu. The composer himself advises that an “Italia
Scacchistica” reader found a defence for Black by 7. .. Kcb! 8. Shfs
Ke4 9. h6 Sc2 10. Sb3 Kxb3 11. h7 al@t etec. Mr. Dobrescu amends the
position by adding wPb4, bPb5 and bPd6. The solution is unchanged.

EG 25, p. 242, No. 4: T. B. Gorgiev. The composer refutes my alleged
draw on p. 280 very simply by continuing with 6. Sd4 b5 7. Sc6 b4
8. Sxb4 mate. I too can be blind.

No. 1346: V. Vlasenko. Same mistake by me here on p. 281 as men-
tioned above for the similar No. 1295. After 4. .. Sa4 5. h8S draws.
Fortunately Harold Lommer and J. E. Peckover were on the alert.

A, V. A. Bron

“Trud” 1959
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No. 1356: V. S. Kovalenko. An anti-
cipation is advised by Mr. Bron, who
used the main idea in Position A. Solu-
tion: 1. Be8+ Kab/i 2. ed Sf5 3. Bxeb Se3+t
4. Ke2 (4. Kd2? Sc4t=) Sxd5 5. Bceb
Sb4(6) 6. Bc7(3) mate. i) 1. ..Kb3
2. ed Sf5 3. Bf7, or if 1. .. Kb4(a3) 2. ed
Sf5 3. Bf8+ wins.
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No. 1392: N. Plaksin. This study, originally placed first in the Friend-
ship Match, was eliminated from the final award, apparently because
of the anticipation given here in Position B.1/2, of which T. R. Dawson
in the “Fairy Chess” pages of the Chess Amateur wrote: «. ..the most
glorious retro I have had the privilege of yet printing, is sent me by
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the Budapest circle. Composed during the war, its dedication shows
that chess could rise supremely over all the turmoil. Its talented com-
poser’s death was announced only a few days ago, at a tragically early
age. So that no solver shall miss the idea I state distinctly that the
retfoanalysis proves the game is DRAWN by virtue of the 50-move
Rule!”

B.1 G. Breyer B.2

Chess Amateur, ii.22 (p. 154) Position after 52. .. a3-a2 in
Dedicated to T.R.Dawson “game” leading to
& W. Hunsdorfer Position B.1
13 13
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“Who wins?!” 13 See text 3
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The composer’s ‘game’ arrived at B.2 after Bl’s 52. .. a3-a2 and then
proceeded to B.1 with the following sequence. 53. Qa3 Qb3 54. Rb4 Ra4
55. R,B 56. aR,R 57. Q,Q 58. R,Q 59. Q,R 60. R,Q 61. QR 62. R,Q 63. Q,Q
64. Q,B 65. Q,Q 66. aR,B 67. O,R 58. Q,B 69. R,Q 70. R,Q 71. R,Q 72. aR,R
73. Q,B 74. Q,R 75. R,B 76. aR,B 77. R,B 78. R,B 79. R,B 80. bR,R 31. R,B
82. R,B 83. R,B 84. R6,B 85. R,B 86. aR,Q 87. R,B 88. R,Q 89. R,B 90.
bR,R 91. R.Q 92. R,B 93. R,B 94. R,Q 95. R,B 96. R,B 97.R,Q 98. aR,R
99. R,B 100. R,Q 101. R,B 102. R4b5 Qb4. Diagram B.1.

However, Dr. L. A. Garaza of Montevideo shortened the sequence by
one move in Problem 124-126 (iii.69), by starting from a ‘different B.2’,
namely with the following changes: wRb4, wRbG; bQab, bRa6, bRbS,
bBa4. His continuation then went: 1. Qa3 Eb3 2. Ra4 Rb4 3. Rb5 Qb6
4. aRab5 Ra4 5. Qb4 Ra3 6. Ra4 Qa5 7. Rb6 Qb5 8. Qa5 Qb4 9. Rb5 Rb6
10. Qa6 Qa5 11.aRb4 Ea4 12. Rb3 Qb4 13. Qab Ra6 14. Qb6 Qab 15. R5b4
(Bb5). The position is now the same as the composer’s after Bl’s 68th
in the foregoing, but achieved in 15 rather than 16 moves. Dr Garaza
corrected B.1 by leaving b4 vacant, placing wRa5 and bQ@b5. This
allows the retro-play to begin with bQ, aR to give B.1.

WYV points out that the Laws of Chess require a player to claim the
draw before making his move, so that in B.1, no claim having been
made, W wins by Sxa6t, Kxe6; Bxa2. However, the 1959 Piran Codex,
which seems to have implemented the general consensus on this point,
specifically states in its problem section that retro-proof of 50 conse-
cutive non-capture and non-P moves is sufficient for a draw. In
composition there is no live player to claim.

The very interesting question arises, should the Plaksin have been
eliminated entirely? Certainly the idea is anticipated, but the imple-
mentation is entirely different, and indeed the Plaksin has an elegance
lacking in the Breyer. My view is that No. 1392 deserved to be retained,
though in a lower position in the award.

Articles by Nikita Plaksin, Moscow, appeared in Problem 124-126
(iii.69) on problems, and in Problem 143-144 (viii.71) on studies (5
originals). Both articles dealt with the 50-move rule. (AJR)
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No. 1394: N. Petrovic & No. 1395: N. Littlewood.

No. 1393: A. Koranyi, No. 1400: B. Jamnicki & No. 1401: V. Bartolovic.
Regarding the first two studies Mr. van Reek (who tried to enter a
similar study but had it refused by the Dutch) writes that in his
opinion there is no need to prove the possibility of castling by actually
castling. He quotes from an article “Duals and Similar Phenomena in
Chess Studies” by P. Farago: “A position. in which King and Rook
still stand on their original squares must be regarded by composers
as a castling possibility provided the position itself does not offer proof
to the contrary” and elaborates that a castling possibility exists when
the K and R in question have not yet moved, provided (a) no piece
is between, (b) the K is not in check and (c¢) the K does not have to
traverse a square controlled by an enemy piece. These are the requi-
rements to establish a castling possibility, further proof by exercising
the right to castle is not necessary. The castling possibility is deter-
mined by past and not by future moves, and in retro-analysis one must
establish castling possibilities on the foregoing and not on future play.
Thus in No. 1394 all that is necessary as solution is 1. f5xg6.

The above, adds Mr. van Reek, has enormous consequences on the
studies of the Friendship Match, for in Nos. 1393, 1400/1 it cannot be
determined from the position which of the two sides has the castling
possibility, and therefore it is his view that these studies abuse the
rules of castling.

Opinion of WV: I fully agree with Mr. van Reek and must say that
I find it extraordinary that it should be necessary to put these points
at all. In No. 1394, after 1. f5xg6 Bcb 2. g7, how can the fact that
2. .. Bf2t is now playable possibly influence White’s right to castle
two moves previously? Also in Littlewood’s No. 1395 castling is never
necessary, Rd1lt would serve as well, as would 3. Bxe7+ Ke7 4. Qd8+
Kec6 5. Rxa5 bxab 6. Re5t ete. This does not mean that Nos. 1394/5 are
incorrect, but the castling play is irrelevant.

Serious, however, is the situation as regards Nos. 1393, 1400/1. To my
mind the only justification of these studies would be if it is accepted
as a convention that in positions of this kind the side which castles
first is accorded the right to do so. Does such a convention exist? Is
it confirmed by the Codex? If not, the argument that an uncertainty
over the right to castle can be decided analytically (for this is sup-
posed to be retro-analysis) by the simple fact of one side castling is
not in any way ingenious but simply facile opportunism. Unless it is
an agreed convention it must be wrong. The obscurity on the point
is heightened by EG referring to the question in No. 1393 as an “argu-
ment”, in No. 1400 as a “convention” and in No. 1401 as “logic”. Which
is it? Certainly not logic!

(Dr Garaza’s article in Problem 101-102, ix.€%, illustrated the incon-
gruities in straight problems of the Codex rule that if a side claims
the right to castle it must execute it in the solution. But the writer
nevertheless opined, speaking for problems, that “there is no impedi-
ment for both tendencies to coexist, the composer choosing the one he
preferzin ;aach case”. The oldest example quoted was a Havel 2-er of
1922. AJR

I happen to be involved in this matter in a different way. 1 sent in to
this Tourney a study which was referred to in the Award, Dr. S.
Zlatic writing: “Also according to the Codex positions with partial
solutions are not solvable (General Principles, Explanatory Note 7)
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and so I could not accept alternative solutions. This eliminated 4
positions, among which a very impressive one, though it was not quite
correct. (Note by WV: It was held that Black could draw in one line,
but this in unfounded, the winning move was overlooked.) The initial
position of this study enabled 4 alternative solutions to be proved,
each completely excluding the other 3, which could be confirmed by
the retro-play. Such a composition has an orthodox character, so the
question arises whether the present rules of the Codex should be
revised on this point.”

So the mysterious Codex forbids partial solutions. Hard luck on me,
but fair enough if these are the rules, and no particular complaints
on my part. Put, lo and behold, I then find accepted Nos. 1393, 1400/1,
in which positions which can only be partially solved (i.e. only one
side can castle but it cannot be decided which) are admitted on no
better grounds than the assumption, arbitrary or by grace of Codex,
that the side castling first thereby furnishes analytical proof of its
right to do so. If that is possible (and it should not be), then perhaps
my study could also be admitted by the device of nominating one of
the four alternatives as the solution, thus “proving” that this was the
line played and eliminating the objection of the alternative solutions!
Why not?

Dr. Zlatic writes in the Award that he was not keen to take over as
judge of the endings section from Mr. Hernitz because the present
rules of the Codex for chess compositions fail to cover all the possi-
bilities that can occur in endings and various unresolved questions
therefore render the task of the judge particularly difficult. One must
feel sympathy for Dr. Zlatic and hope that now the Codex will be
reviewed, for is has apparently brought about a “classic” situation
where the First Prize winner among the retroanalytical studies of the
Friendship Match is a study offering no conclusive analytical proof
whatever!

Note by AJR: The Codex was adopted by the FIDE Problem Commis-
sion at its 1958 Piran meeting which immediately followed the “First
World Congress of Chess Problemists” held there at the generous
initiative of the Yugoslavs. The adoption was ratified by the “big”
FIDE at its 1959 Luxemburg meeting.

DIAGRAMS AND SOLUTIONS

No. 1519: P. Farago. The following solution is as published in Thémes-
64. It is taken from 7 pages of lithographed German text by the
composer, passed by the Budapest composers J. Ban and G. Paros to
Harold Lommer and thence to the Fargette brothers. (See F14 on p.
279 of EG 26, where bPa6 appears in error as white.) It appears that
the study was successfully solved after 19 years by Antoniu Moldovan
of Timisoara, but that the composer never published his analysis. The
reader-analyst will be intrigued that a mystery-within-a-mystery
remains: see note (ix) of the solution.

1. d7/i Qb7/ii 2. e6/iii Kxf5/iv 3. e7/v Kf6/vi 4. e8St/vii Kgh/viii
5. Kg7/ix c4/x 6. a4/xi and now both sides do best to repeat moves,
either 6. .. Qa7 7. Kh7/xii Qb7 8. Kg7 Qb2+ 9. Kh7 Qb7, or 6. .. Kf5
7. Kh6 Qhlt 8. Kg7 Qb7/xiii, or 6. .. Kh5 7. Kh7 (thr. Sg7+) 7. .. Kgb
8. Kg1, though bad would be 6. .. Sa7 7. Sd6 Qb2+ 8. Kh7 Qxb8 9. d8Q+.
i) 1. g7? Qxf5t+ wins. ii) 1. .. Qhlt 2. Kg7 Qh6t 3. Kf7 Qh8 4. g7
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