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THE CODEX FOR CHESS COMPOSITIONS
Spotlight and Comments by Walter Veitch.

Since writing the piece on the Friendship Match retroanalytical studies
I have been shown the 1958 Piran Codex, and the slightly condensed
extracts which follow bear on the main issue involved.

First in the Codex come “General Principles” which inter alia state
that chess compositions divide into two main groups: Problems and
Studies. Problems are of two kinds: orthodox, based on the rules of
the game, and heterodox or fairy chess problems which are only
partly so based. The rules of the game are defined in Note 2 as those
approved by FIDE Congresses 13-15 (1952-6).

Then come (A) Rules for Chess Problems, subdivided into:

I. Orthodox Mating Problems,
II. Heterodox Problems or Fairy Chess Problems.

Section I ends with what is called a supplement to the rules on
castling, en passant captures and the 50-move draw rule, reading:

Art. 3: Castling is always admissible if its inadmissibility cannot be
proved (14). (The notes appear below).

Art. 4: An en passant capture as key move is admissible only if it
can be proved conclusively that the pawn to be captured
moved last and by two squares (15).

Art. 15: If a solution needs more than 50 moves without a capture,
pawn move, or castling being involved, then the position is
not considered drawn (16, 17). If retroanalysis and the
solution prove that both sides have played 50 moves as above
or more, then the position is automatically considered drawn.

Explanatory Notes 14 - 17 read:

(14) K and R must be on their original squares. From the assumption that K and

R have not yet moved, so that castling may still be admissible, no retroanalytic

conclusions may be drawn; it is instead necessary also actually to castle. If Wh

and Bl castling are mutually exclusive he may castle whose move it is. (Example:

Dr. N. Hoeg, 2654 Schwalbe 1933).

(15) Legalisation may also occur only in the course of the solution. (Archetype:

W. Frangen, "Problem” III 1957, p. 52).

(16) This modifies Art. 12, alinea 4, of the FIDE rules which state that a game is

drawn if the player to move demonstrates that 50 moves at least have occurred

without capture or a pawn move.

(17) A supplementary convention exists that an unidentical position is created

also by castling. (Archetype: T. R. Dawson, 1426 The Problemist, 1934).

Next come (B) Rules for Studies. Here Art. 5 reads: The stipulation

(i.e. White to win or draw) must be fulfilled in all variations which

accord with the rules of the game... Castling during the solution is

admissible if its inadmissibility cannot be proved. An en passant
capture as key is admissible only if it can be proved that the pawn
to be captured moved last and by two squares. (Note by WV: The
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final “and” both here and in I(4) has been added by me. Per the
German wording of the Codex it is only necessary to prove that the
last move by the pawn involved was a double step, regardless of when
it was played! One can visualise particular problemists charging to
take advantage of this loop-hole!)

So far the Codex. One could now argue loud and long over the
ingenuity or inanity of, essentially, Notes 14 and 15 above, but I prefer
to confine myself to two questions:

1. In the Friendship Match, by what right were rules and inter-
pretations of the Orthodox Mating Problem Section of the Codex
applied to studies?

2. Furthermore, by what right were studies subjected to rules etc.
which are only partly based on the rules of the game - for never
in the game is there for instance such a thing as retroactive
legalisation - and which therefore according to the General
Principles of the Codex itself belong to Fairy Chess? (Orthodox
problemists might well ask the same question, but it is not for
me to fight their battle for independence from the fairy brigade
which has obviously taken over their territory).

An attempt at justification will most likely start by arguing that the
problem rules apply to sudies “by inference”, but against this I have
no hesitation in using the same dogmatic answer as has been used to
force the Codex “logic” on reluctant composers and solvers, i.e: The
Codex as it stands is in force and binding! The misapplication of the
problem rules to studies in the Friendship Match will, I am sure,
come to rank as probably the worst perversion of the rules in the
history of chess! A questionnaire to obtain the reaction of reputable
chess players would no doubt confirm this, provided they can stop
themselves laughing long enough to give a serious answer! Again, if
more is needed, Section B of the Codex refers to variations in studies
having to accord with the rules of the game, not with those of
problems. By the strangest coincidence I was in a cafe recently just
as at the next table two chess players, whom I shall call White and
Black, were looking at No. 1394 in EG26 by N. Petrovic. This was
their conversation:

Wh: “Yes, I see! As my K and R are on their original squares I am
regarded as being able to castle. So the last move must have
been .. g7-gb to give me g6xf7 as my previous move. Clever!
So now I play 1. f5xg6 e.p. winning, as g7 is inevitable.”

Bl: “Not so fast, old boy! I play 1. .. Beb. Now you must play 2. e3
to stop 2. .. Bf2+. Why? So as not to be stopped from castling,
of course. Look, don’t argue! This is what the composer says and
he won 2nd Prize after all.”

Wh: “But I don’t understand.”

Bl: “Well, you see, according to the Codex rules you may draw no
retroanalytical conclusions from the fact that you are in a position
to castle.”

Wh: “Good God! And your 1... Be5 which makes sense only if I can
castle (for why else stop me?), can one not draw any retro- -
analytical conclusion from that?”

Bl: “Actually, the Codex does not touch on that. But I think you’re
just being difficult. Anyhow, after 2. e3 fxe3 you now castle,
legalising your initial en passant capture ..”

Wh: “Stop! Why can I castle now?”

Bl: “Dammit! Why not? K and R are on their original squares.”
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Wh: “I see. Let’s go back. Because K and R were on their original
squares I could play 1. £5xg6 e.p., the legality of the capture
depending on my right to castle and therefore affirming my right.
But you did not believe me and asked for further proof.”

Bl: “That’s right, old boy. You might be cheating.”

Wh: “Then you played a move to stop me castling although you don’t
believe I can.”

Bl: “That’s just an inference, old boy.”

Wh: “And now, again because K and R are on their original squares,
I play 3. 0-0, affirming my right to castle, and you do believe
me. Why?”

Bl: “But you’ve actually castled, old boy.”

Wh: “Yes, but I still might be cheating. Where’s the difference?”

Bl: “Frankly, now you put it that way, I don’t quite know. But in
a recent article Dr. Dumic calls this a logical whole.”

Wh: “I’d rather call it logic with a hole!”

Bl: “You mustn’t be rude, old boy. Dr. Dumic says that 5 committees
of in all 40 members slaved tirelessly over the Codex at Piran
for a whole week, sometimes until 2 o’clock in the morning.”

Wh: “H’'m! I see. You know, I've often wanted to try some of that
Slivovitz. Good stuff, I believe.”

Bl: “Yes, there’s a wine called Plavac, too, which has a reputation.
There’s a good little wine shop just round the corner. Shall
we...”

Wh: “Good idea! Let’s go! I certainly don’t want to see any more
studies such as this.”

And off they went, while I sat on, thinking. And I must say that at
2 o’clock in the afternoon over a cup of coffee in London things some-
how did not seem the same as once they did at Piran.

SPOTLIGHT
Directed by Walter Veitch

EG217, p. 306-7; After the high comedy of the misapplication of the
Piran Problem Codex to retroanalytical studies, we are now presented
as an encore with the “Appendix - Point 12” which, no doubt in a
completely innocent attempt at codification, threatens to bring to
artistic chess the age of permissiveness!

Relative to “the composer’s right to his work” it is recommended in
(a) that a position be marked, say, “2 solutions” if it is reprinted after
a “related and perfectly good” dual solution has been found. My first
reaction is that such a position should not be reprinted at all: “A study
is pointless if there is an alternative to the composer’s solution”
(Troitzky, see EG 11, p. 296); “La belle combinaison retourne au
néant” (Chéron, EG 3, p. 39). Secondly, the expedient of adding “2
solutions” ete.,, while workable perhaps in the case of problems, is
totally impracticable for studies because of the indefinite length and
number of the possible variations. Take as just one instance No. 1513
(I. Kovalenko) where EG27 already gives two solutions. But in the
first 5. Bf3 also wins, and in the second also 7. Rxhl. So “4 solutions”?
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Or shorten the second line by a move and ask for 3 only? Clearly, it
will not do.

Worse follows in (b) of the “Appendix” for cases where the intended
solution fails, but somebody else discovers a line which does succeed.
The recommendation here is that the original composer, i.e. the chap
who has shown himself to be totally blind to the needs of the situation,
be invariably quoted in connection with the position (even if
modified), though it is conceded that the person who understood what
it was all about “deserves some credit”! It is nice to know that the
Rev. Saavedra did not completely waste his time, but the real “work”
now is apparently the haphazard placement of the pieces and secondary
only is the analysis of the position, especially the correct analysis! To
take a parallelfrom chemistry, penicillin was known before Alexander
Fleming discovered its effect on bacteria; has he perhaps been given
too much credit for discovering this bit of incidental intelligence?!
The worst aspect of (b) however is that it constitutes a direct invitation
to poor quality work, hence my reference to permissiveness. It would
grant composers immortality, see (d), for the rushed, half-baked and
even botched presentation of any new idea, which would obviously
be grossly unfair on conscientious composers who may have been
working on the same idea for years in order to give it a complete and
correct artistic form. It is the latter achievement which deserves the
credit. Ideas, if one does not have to make them work, are easy;
plenty of people have invented the perpetuum mobile! An illustrative
example can again be found in EG27. I do not know whether No. 1507
(F. S. Bondarenko) lays claim to anything very special with its three
fortress positions, but the first line with bQ at g2 is a fortress only in
so far as it is a dungeon for the bQ! White wins simply by 12. Sxd5.
In the third line (Note viii) 9. Rgl wins at least bPe4 and this fortress
too turns out to be a castle in the air. The sound line (Note vii) can
also be shortened but is relatively best. So No. 1507 wholly fails as a
“3 fortress” position, yet if this is a new and legitimate thematic idea
(which seems doubtful) the Appendix would bestow credit ever-
lastingly on its composer.

Turning to (c), the recommendation made there certainly does justice
to the study in the formal tourney. But presumably it is intended as
a corollary, though curiously nothing is said on this crucial point, that
in future the other study is to be held to be anticipated, and this
would in no way do justice to the latter. Crass injustice could indeed
arise if the formal tourney study proved faulty whereas the second
study proved sound (e.g. identical but one column to the left); then,
per (b) of the Appendix, the former study would still have to be
credited with the idea which would be quite unfair. Since on the
facts such studies are quasi-contemporary, can they not be treated as
such? To do otherwise, to me, would be to ignore the rights for the
sake of the rules.

A further point. Just as for ideas in chess compositions, so it is for
rules on the composer’s right to his work: formulation is not enough,
practical application also is essential. And I wonder what hope there
is of that, certainly in the field of studies, having regard to the near
total lack of knowledge one often finds of what has been done before.
EG27 again provides a striking example in No. 1491 by L. Zoltan
which was given a Hon. Mention in 1970 although J.R.H. quotes some
1967 anticipations by Kovalenko and Dvizov. But this play is much
much older. It is for instance No. 17(b) in Fine and, I believe, the
actual position of which Philidor said in 1728: “Mon Dieu! Not that
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