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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 1(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-g5 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. .. Bc5. Now you must play 2. e3
to stop 2. . . Bf2f. 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. .. Bc5 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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