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GYULA BREYER





The tragically short-lived Breyer was one of the most intriguing figures in the history of chess … A spokesman for the Hypermoderns, he meant to shock a chess world that had begun to sanctify the dogmas of the Classical school and transform them into eternal verities.
 Anthony Saidy The World of Chess

* * * *

In the Hypermodern movement the name of Gyula Breyer must always rank high, for he was one of its greatest pioneers and probably had a clearer idea than any of his contemporaries as to the true nature of dynamic chess.
 R.N.Coles Dynamic Chess

* * * *

We rated Breyer much higher than his results and felt that if this man, already struggling with heart trouble at the start of his chess career, could recover from his illness he would be a different competitor and perhaps an even greater chess player … Both Réti and Tartakower visibly respected and feared Breyer as one who had even greater talent than them and who would pursue an even greater career.
 Dr. Árpád Vajda Magyar Sakkvilág

* * * *

… Breyer, an iconoclast in the world of chess, who was not content with shattering the old idols in effigy, but destroyed them at the chess board, where he met and defeated many of the leading masters of the Classical school in his short life.
 Harry Golombek Réti’s Best Games of Chess

* * * *

The older stars recognised that Breyer was a great chess player because he had good results. Younger titans proclaimed him a great player because like them he was a revolutionary. And we have the courage to add that he was one of the greatest, because he walked alone and thought deeply as a chess player.
 István Abonyi Magyar Sakkvilág

* * * *

At the end of the year 1921, the chess world lost in Breyer not only a chess master of the first rank, but a pioneer, who by his profound investigations, destructive of old principles, effected reforms. A new Steinitz was all too soon snatched from us.
 Richard Réti Modern Ideas in Chess





Compiled and edited by Jimmy Adams

Gyula Breyer

The Chess Revolutionary

In collaboration with Iván Bottlik
 With translations from the Hungarian by Peter Szabó

New In Chess 2017





© 2017 New In Chess

Published by New In Chess, Alkmaar, The Netherlands www.newinchess.com

All rights reserved. No part of this book may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording or otherwise, without the prior written permission from the publisher.

All photos: New In Chess Archives, unless indicated otherwise.

Cover design: Volken Beck

Supervisor: Peter Boel

Proofreading: Maaike Keetman, René Olthof, Gerard Welling

Production: Anton Schermer

Have you found any errors in this book?

Please send your remarks to editors@newinchess.com. We will collect all relevant corrections on the Errata page of our website www.newinchess.com and implement them in a possible next edition.

ISBN: 978-90-5691-721-0





Contents

Introduction

Chapter 1 – The Budapest Chess Club

Chapter 2 – International debut in Köln

Chapter 3 – Down to zero

Chapter 4 – Prizewinning performance in Pöstyén 1912

Chapter 5 – Breslau 1912: joining ranks with the masters

Chapter 6 – Hungarian Champion

Chapter 7 – Austro-Hungarian rivalry

Chapter 8 – Breyer’s first masterpiece

Chapter 9 – Below expectations in Scheveningen

Chapter 10 – A gambit tournament

Chapter 11 – Unfinished business in Mannheim 1914

Chapter 12 – Outbreak of the First World War

Chapter 13 – New concepts and a new style

Chapter 14 – The Budapest Defence

Chapter 15 – Revolutionary articles

Chapter 16 – Creative competition in Budapest

Chapter 17 – An immortal game

Chapter 18 – Breyer reports

Chapter 19 – Unique annotations

Chapter 20 – Kassa 1918: arrival of the Hypermoderns

Chapter 21 – More original ideas

Chapter 22 – Aftermath of the War

Chapter 23 – Into exile

Chapter 24 – Szellemi Sport

Chapter 25 – Match defeat against Réti

Chapter 26 – A short trip to Vienna

Chapter 27 – Lacklustre form in Gothenburg 1920

Chapter 28 – Breyer’s greatest tournament victory

Chapter 29 – The world blindfold record

Chapter 30 – Bécsi Magyar Újság

Chapter 31 – ‘The most brilliant of all the competitors’

Chapter 32 – Writing to the end

Chapter 33 – Hungarian tragedy

Chapter 34 – The Breyer Variation

Chapter 35 – Legend lives on

Chapter 36 – How Breyer influenced Réti

Chapter 37 – Alekhine and Bogoljubow: the reluctant Hypermoderns

Chapter 38 – Amazing compositions

Chapter 39 – Obituaries, tributes and commemorations

Chapter 40 – Postscript

Chapter 41 – The final journey

Tournament and match record

Tournament tables

Index of openings

Index of games

Index of names

Acknowledgements

Quoted sources





Introduction
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In the pages of chess history, Gyula Breyer (1893-1921) may justly be called an unsung hero. Though ranked with great players such as Alekhine, Réti, Nimzowitsch, Tartakower and Bogoljubow in the development of the hypermodern revolution, very little has been written in the English language about his life and work or indeed his extraordinary style of play.

Yet, paradoxically, his name is constantly mentioned by modern-day competitive players. This is due to the ongoing popularity of the Breyer Variation of the Ruy Lopez, in which Black makes a weird-looking knight retreat to its starting square as early as the ninth move. Also Breyer’s shock proclamation ‘After 1.e4 White’s game is in its last throes!’ is occasionally quoted, usually in jest. But perhaps none of this should come as a surprise, since Breyer made outlandish moves and controversial statements throughout his chess career!

Anyway, by piecing together fragments from magazines, newspapers and books, we have now been able to construct a biography which runs in chronological order and in concert with the many games. Breyer’s short life was a roller-coaster ride, ending tragically in premature death from heart and lung disease, aggravated by a poverty stricken life in exile. Nevertheless, despite his delicate state of health, Breyer filled his hours with intense activity and left behind a substantial body of creative work, rich in content and inspirational in nature. And it is this legacy we have unlocked from the archives, translated from Hungarian into English, and now made accessible to the chess world at large.

Breyer joined the Budapest Chess Club at the age of seventeen and made an immediate impact because of the unorthodox nature of both his style of play and his views on existing chess theory. As it happened, he had timed his arrival on the chess stage perfectly, since this came about in an era when chess players, even grandmasters, had been brainwashed into believing that the principles of play laid down by law-giver Dr. Tarrasch represented the last word in chess proficiency. However, strict adherence to these rigid rules had in fact stifled any further development of the game and led to an excess of routine play, blind faith in published opening theory and an awful lot of boring games and short draws. Not surprisingly, Breyer, a rebel with a cause, vowed to do something about this sorry state of affairs, even if he had to break every rule in the book!

A daily quota of fifty blitz games against strong club members enabled Breyer to quickly absorb all the essentials of existing chess knowledge and, remarkably, in less than two years, thanks to his enormous natural talent, he was already competing successfully against world-class players in international tournaments, where he showed great fighting spirit and will to win.

But Breyer was not satisfied with merely scoring points and winning prizes; he wanted to explore the vast untapped potential of chess, to expand its horizons, to take it where no one had taken it before – to its outermost limits!

Curiously, his opportunity came with the outbreak of the First World War. With the cessation of international competition, these dark days are usually seen as a period of stagnation for chess, yet for the engineering student Breyer it was a time to collect his thoughts and put down on paper all those progressive ideas that were circulating in his fertile brain. Revolutionary articles duly began to appear in the pages of the Hungarian chess magazine Magyar Sakkvilág, and home-grown openings, such as the Budapest Defence (1.d4 ♘f6 2.c4 e5), made their debut in games he played in local tournaments.

Though it was Nimzowitsch who publicly criticised Dr. Tarrasch for his overly dogmatic teachings, it was Breyer who personally invited readers to enter a brave new world where self-reliance and logical reasoning, not slavish memorisation of moves or inflexible principles, offered the greatest rewards in chess. He even went as far as to say: ‘We must condemn the deep recondite chess books to be burned at the stake! Let us at last learn to play chess!’ Whereas Dr. Tarrasch wanted to simplify the task of chess mastery by laying down fixed rules, Breyer wanted to complicate the game by means of unexpected twists and turns in order to reach positions which might confuse an unprepared opponent and offer possibilities of seizing the initiative.

Across the chessboard, Breyer wholeheartedly practised what he preached, and although his experimental ideas sometimes let him down in individual games, no setbacks ever deterred him from continuing his voyage of discovery.

Breyer regarded all opening theory as nothing more than an analysis of the starting position and so he too began his own investigations into openings from the very first moves. ‘We all learned from Breyer,’ said Réti, who in like fashion hit upon a brand-new opening, 1.♘f3 d5 2.c4, followed by the double fianchetto g2-g3 and b2-b3, which bears his name to this day. But lest we forget, it was much earlier, during wartime, when Réti was still playing in the older classical style, that Breyer had recommended fianchettoing bishops in the first few moves, something that was then considered bizarre. For example, he wrote: ‘The white bishop normally stands best on g2, from where it can control seven squares.’ Or ‘1.e4 e6 2.d4 b6!! and Black, without weakening his own position, can play against the weakness of the c4-, d4-, e4-squares, which White has already partially abandoned.’

Over the past hundred years or so, with a few notable exceptions, Breyer’s contributions to chess have been largely ignored by authors, or relegated to just a few lines. True, he sometimes made incorrect assertions and drew mistaken conclusions, but he remained a trailblazer who infused new life into chess and led it in fresh and exciting directions. Breyer had an uncanny knack of creating extraordinary positions, replete with dynamic possibilities, in contrast to Nimzowitsch, whose main focus was on restraint by blockade and prophylaxis, prior to going over to the attack.

However, like Nimzowitsch, Breyer did appreciate the value of overprotection, as shown, for example, by his handling of the d3/e4 and e5/d6 central pawn formations for White and Black respectively. In such cases, by holding firm in the centre, he was often able to launch a flank attack with a kingside pawn advance.

Breyer was also fond of deploying his forces behind a wall of pawns, in order to store up energy and then wait patiently for the right moment to release it against a particular target. Therefore he compared his play to trench warfare, or more precisely ‘the battle of the moving trench, the moving fortress and the tanks.’ This explains his preference for defences such as the Philidor, French, Semi-Slav, and even the King’s Indian, which was then a rarity. In the latter part of his career Breyer adopted the same plan with the white pieces by opening with 1.d4 d5 2.e3.

Though the hypermoderns placed great emphasis on control of the centre, rather than occupation, this formed only part of Breyer’s own agenda. His principal aim in the opening was to obtain positions in which, as White, he could strive for the initiative and, as Black, for counter-play – and not colourless equality!

He repeatedly expressed his admiration for Alekhine, who had the ability to play moves the opponent did not expect, not just in the opening but at any stage of the game. Breyer too had this ability and when discussing the aesthetics of chess he highlighted the theme by stating ‘Beauty in chess is the unusual.’

A year before he died, Breyer achieved his greatest tournament victory, winning in Berlin ahead of a world-class field.

Following this success, he wrote every week for Bécsi Magyar Újsag, a Hungarian language newspaper published in Vienna. All fifty of his columns have been translated for this book and show Breyer as a stylish, versatile, entertaining, witty and weighty journalist, who was ready, willing and able to cover an exceptionally wide variety of chess-related topics.

One little-known issue he raised was the mathematical value of squares, which has not really been handled even in today’s chess literature. Breyer contended that pieces could have no fixed value as their strength varied according to their position on the board at any given moment in the game. It was the value of the squares that mattered.

He also proposed a method of scoring in certain kinds of drawn positions, for example by taking into account the degree of material advantage on the board at the moment when a stalemate was delivered. Such a scoring system could be used to resolve tie-breaks.

When Breyer broke the world simultaneous blindfold record, playing twenty-five boards in Slovakia, he wrote humbly: ‘Blindfold play has no serious significance from the point of view of chess; it is only a mnemo-technical show serving the popularisation of chess.’

Breyer even advocated the creation of a rating system for chess players, fifty years before Professor Arpad Elo’s list came into force! He also proposed that specialised grandmaster titles be awarded for outstanding theoretical dissertations. Then again, he suggested that magazines publish games annotated by both players, with each being then asked to comment on the other’s remarks. He also explained for the first time the mechanics of the queenside minority attack, where two pawns effectively tackle four and create lasting weaknesses in the opponent’s camp.

His final article in the newspaper was on chess problems or, as he put it, chess poetry. He composed a fair number of chess problems, of which three dozen appear in this book. One of these, a retrograde problem with a solution approaching fifty moves, is well and truly out of this world and to this day still held in awe by problemists.

There seemed to be no limit to Breyer’s imagination and even in his final competitive event, held in Vienna, 1921, he was heralded by the press as ‘the most brilliant of all the competitors.’

Following his death, a number of affectionate and well-crafted tributes to Breyer were published, although he was not fully understood during his lifetime and even considered rather eccentric because his theories on chess were so radically different from those that were generally accepted at the time. Yet he was not only liked, but even loved by his colleagues for his humility, intelligence, diligence, cheerfulness, humour, creativity, honesty and integrity – and respected for the strength and fearlessness of his style of play.

Nevertheless, with the irony of fate, after he had passed away Breyer was for the most part forgotten. His name disappeared into the shadows in the wake of the joyful excesses and free spirits of the full-blooded hypermodern revolution, which flourished in the 1920s and which Breyer himself had originally inspired.

As a final word, we should mention the great appreciation shown by Alekhine towards Breyer, when responding to Capablanca’s suggestion that chess was played out and should be reformed by a rearrangement of the starting positions of the pieces or even a larger chessboard: ‘To just such a deadening level the reformist school, these pseudo-scientists, would reduce the noble game of chess, but fortunately there prevails a stronger oppositional force which first asserted itself in the play of Breyer and Réti, whose premature deaths were a distinct loss to the chess world.’

So now, after far too long a time, the present book will now endeavour to reinstate Breyer to his rightful place in the World Chess Hall of Fame!

Presented in these pages are well over two hundred games played by Breyer, with commentaries by himself and his colleagues. The inclusion of contemporary annotations will allow readers to transport themselves back in time and gain an understanding of the level of chess knowledge and standard of play when the games were played. We need only add that for the sake of accuracy and completeness, many of these original comments have been supplemented by our own analytical observations, which are given throughout the book in [square brackets]. However, if no annotator at all is credited, it means we have ourselves provided the commentaries to that particular game.

Jimmy Adams

London 2017



Gyula Breyer is dead, but his spirit continues to be more alive than ever!

by Dr. Savielly Tartakower

Something prophetic lay in his vision, and something feverish in his work. A second Charousek, but Breyer also strove after profundity, whereas his brilliant countryman had shone chiefly only through sharpness. In any case, both sought tirelessly for the discovery of new methods, and, in this respect, Breyer must, without exaggeration, be numbered amongst the all time greats of the chess fraternity!
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Savielly Tartakower



With his death, on 10 November 1921 in Bratislava from a treacherous year-long heart complaint, we have been robbed of not only one of the most brilliant young masters, but also one of radiant personality, with his noble spirit and good nature! Widow and child mourn the 28 year old, who, besides, also achieved excellence in his private profession as an engineer and head of an industrial enterprise, in his, originally Hungarian, but now Czechoslovakian, home town.

As a chess player, Gyula Breyer was a deep thinker, who, by his expansion of the Neo-Romantic principles of play, fulfilled a prominent role, since modern theory owes to him many new, stimulating and inspiring ideas. One need think only of the so famous Budapest Gambit (1.d4 ♘f6 2.c4 e5!), which he, in cooperation with Abonyi, presented to the chess world, just as he so often, especially by even the very first moves (e.g. 1.e4 e6 2.d3), gave his games the original stamp of the most modern methods of play. Furthermore, he developed the (investigated by Réti) queen move 3.♕f3 in the King’s Gambit Accepted, and even before Nimzowitsch frequently plunged himself into the ocean of chess terrors with 1…♘c6 (after 1.e4). Then there is his significant handling of the Sicilian fianchetto (Kostić-Breyer, Gothenburg 1920) and his mysterious looking opening moves (e.g. Breyer-Bogoljubow, Berlin 1920). On the other hand, in the Queen’s Pawn Game, he adopted a quite individual handling of the restrained Stonewall Opening (see Breyer-Leonhardt, Berlin 1920). Finally, he also knew how to win with the interesting sides of the otherwise disapproved move 2.♘c3 (after 1.d4 d5). His strategical conceptions convey an enduring and unmistakable creative spirit, a study of which offers a wealth of valuable suggestions and undreamed-of chess sensations.

That he, as a practical player, conjured up the most wonderful combinations, is shown, amongst others, by his brilliant game against Dr. Tarrasch from the Mannheim tournament of 1914.

Breyer’s ‘curriculum vitae scacchisticae’, which culminated in his triumph at Berlin, showed itself, despite his youth and poor health, to be of quality and brilliance. Since his first public appearance in the Köln Main Tournament 1911, where he finished only one point behind the first prizewinner, Rotlewi, the master, born in Budapest 1893, ended up in all tournaments, with only one exception, as a good prizewinner, and, to be precise, in Pöstyén (1912) 6th-7th, Breslau (1912) 7th-8th, Baden-bei-Wien (1914) 4th, Mannheim (1914) 4th-5th, behind Alekhine, Dr. Vidmar and Spielmann.

In the first year after the war, our master could be seen clearly in a fuller, yet admittedly still not complete, bloom of development.

In Kassa (1918) he tied with Schlechter for the 3rd-4th prize.

If he failed in Gothenburg (1920), due to the effects of getting through the hardships of the World War, then he at once rehabilitated himself brilliantly in Kagan’s master tournament in Berlin 1920, where he came first in overwhelming fashion, well ahead of many grandmasters, (such as Dr. Tarrasch, Maróczy, Spielmann, Réti, Bogoljubow and others) and, with this, was advancing towards a possible world championship challenge!

With his idealistic temperament, it is characteristic that he entered, out of the sheer joy of playing, the so weakly sponsored (due to the low value of the currency) Vienna tournament 1921, and, at this gathering, also created a sensation by his generally deeply thought out play, so that the Deutsches Wochenschach rightly noted that he had proved himself as truly the most brilliant of all the competitors. Unfortunately, the heart complaint had then become acute, and this pushed him back to third place, as it also prevented him from competing at the shortly to follow tournament at Budapest, and equally at The Hague. Death was already near… That he is considered by the Hungarians – despite all political upheavals! – as one of their glorious chess representatives, is very obvious.

Another work of art, illustrating his far-reaching strategy, was his game against Esser, played in a local tournament in Budapest 1917, where he – as so often! – took first prize in striking fashion.

An appreciation of Breyer’s theoretical merit has already been given above, and there is just still to be considered his effectiveness as the writer of a chess column in a Viennese Hungarian language paper (Bécsi Magyar Újság) in which he achieved, through the formation of principles and a chess philosophy, a deepening of the intransient Neo-Romantic playing direction.

Brilliant essays were also characteristic of him; he founded and produced his own magazine, which was devoted not only to chess, but also to all modern mathematical games emanating from the human mind.

If, to conclude, we also stress that Breyer, with his setting of a world record of 25 blindfold games in Kassa, January 1921, gave notice of his genius in this reserved area as well, then, together with the previous discussions, it highlights the fact that we will miss, in his so untimely departure, not only personally a modest and likeable man, but also chess-wise a power of the very first rank.

It is therefore no wonder that Gyula Breyer remains unforgettable to all who knew him, and that he has become a symbolic figure in the new chess era. Indeed, he is deserving of great praise, along with the other Hypermodern rebels, since they all are, and remain – seekers of truth!

May the memory of Gyula Breyer be preserved for the future generations!

[Taken from Kagan’s Neueste Schachnachrichten and Die Hypermoderne Schachpartie.]



Breyer’s place in chess history

Assembled extracts from ‘Dynamic Chess’ by R.N.Coles

When Richard Réti showed in both his Modern Ideas in Chess and his Masters of the Chessboard that the development of chess ideas could be seen to follow a continuous pattern, he hinted, without being able to view the matter through the perspective of time, that in his own day evolution of ideas was giving place to a revolution in ideas. But we are now able to view the Hypermodern Revolution as a stage between the old Classicism and the new Dynamism.

The birth of the dynamic idea in chess theory is comparatively recent, dating back no further than the second decade of the twentieth century. It now dominates the entire strategical and tactical conception of the game, and has infused chess with new and vigorous life.

The seeds of the idea can actually be traced back to Steinitz, but while much of Steinitz’s theory and practice was understood and adopted in his own day, the dynamic features of his play were generally regarded as no more than unnecessary eccentricities of style.

To obtain a clear picture of the dynamic revolution in chess theory, it is necessary to examine the background against which it took place. By the turn of the 20th century the theory of the game had been so explored that it appeared as if a final definition could be reached; pre-eminence seemed no longer to depend on greater knowledge of theory, but partly on greater adherence to it and partly on superior technique in applying it. Everything could be reduced to a logical basis once the four basic elements were appreciated.

From the earliest times the element of material had been understood, and an advantage in that element was recognised as conferring a probable winning advantage upon the player who possessed it.

Paul Morphy, in the mid-nineteenth century, threw emphasis on the element of time when he showed that an advantage in time could also confer winning chances, since it enabled its possessor to strike first with the heavier force; with this Morphy combined the conception of control of the central area, since occupation of that area provided the attack with the greater mobility and the greater coherence, while denying those same factors to the opposition.

Siegbert Tarrasch, towards the end of the nineteenth century, emphasised the element of space, showing that an advantage in space could also become a winning factor, because a cramped defence could not move from point to point with the same efficiency as the more mobile attack. The practical application of this principle is inevitably slower and more difficult than the exploitation of an advantage in time.

Finally, there was what Capablanca termed the element of position, which was determined largely by the shape of the pawn structure, and the influence that structure had upon various pieces or squares.

Even before Tarrasch’s day, Wilhelm Steinitz had evolved his theory of strong and weak squares. It had been recognised for some considerable time that pawns which were isolated or backward were sources of weakness; but though such a pawn was weak because it could only be defended by pieces, the fact that it could be so defended meant that it was not always an advisable target for attack, or at least not until almost all the pieces had been exchanged. Steinitz showed that the square in front of such a pawn was also weak, for it constituted what he termed a ‘hole,’ namely a square amongst the hostile pawn skeleton from which an occupying piece could not be driven by pawns; more often the hole was to be found among a group of associated pawns, and Steinitz showed in actual play that occupation of such a hole was a long step forward to victory.

Tarrasch, who absorbed much, but not all, of Steinitz’s theories, expounded his conception of the game in simple terms, and his modified theory, which was part Morphy, part Steinitz and part Tarrasch, became the foundation of the classical style of chess play. Steinitz had often sacrificed time or space or both in his manoeuvrings for strong and weak squares. Tarrasch denied the need to indulge in such eccentricities; to do so was in his view merely to make an already difficult game more difficult, and his opinion found ready and general acceptance. Thereby the classical style forgot, if it ever knew, the dynamic principle.

Briefly, the classical style consisted of a logical development of forces, avoiding any weakness in the pawn skeleton, while keeping an eye open for any weakness in the hostile pawn formation which could be made the object of attack. The centre was occupied by pawns as quickly as possible, or as much of it as could be secured before the enemy could prevent it, space was gained when it could be done without creating a weakness, and time was gained if any opportunity for gaining it should arise. It was a style based upon the accumulation of small advantages.

Certain tactical factors, originating mostly from Steinitz, were accepted as contributing to the chance of later being able to gain an advantage, and of these the chief were first the possession of two bishops against two knights or knight and bishop in any position except a tightly closed one, and secondly, the majority of pawns on the queenside, because in the endgame, after kingside castling by both parties, this majority yielded the remoter passed pawn which was usually a winning endgame factor.

All this was seen to be so essentially logical that it was readily accepted as forming the only correct basis for sound play. If, as so often happened, no appreciable advantage could be obtained in any of the four elements, then it became a question of tactical manoeuvring in order to create or expose some slight weakness. On this the player then fastened, and to its exploitation he developed his entire game. From that point the strategy was clear cut; the best games of the classical style are marked by this extreme simplicity of fundamental strategy.

Tarrasch’s impact on his contemporaries was even greater than that of Steinitz, but whereas the effect of Steinitz had been stimulating, the effect of Tarrasch was enervating. Steinitz made chess players think; Tarrasch tended to save them thinking by producing a plain and straightforward system of play which expounded the methods to be adopted from the beginning to the end of the game; its very completeness made it appear to be the last and final word on the game. To say that chess became automatic would be putting it too strongly; it still called for the application of the highest mental qualities; imagination still blossomed in sacrificial conceptions of great beauty; but the fire to find something beyond what had already been discovered was gone. If chess was not quite automatic, it was nevertheless possible to make many moves in the game almost automatically; if it was a question of occupying the centre, of seizing an open file, or of creating a strong outpost, these things were done without question. The result was inevitably the growth of a dogma.

Actually, reaction against the barrenness and insufficiency of the dogma was already making itself apparent when Capablanca arrived to give a further lease of life to the classical style. Once his position in the chess world had been established, Capablanca had no hesitation in repudiating some of the more objectionable features of the dogma, but his style was none the less strictly modelled on the approved lines, and indeed he perfected that style, playing it with a new precision and a new refinement of technique.

It was natural that, except among the very top flight of players, a game accurately played in the classical style tended increasingly to end in a draw. If Capablanca had not come along, the classical style would have perished through its own sterility even earlier; as it was, Capablanca himself was forecasting by the late 1920s that the day was not far distant when accurate technique would become the common property of every master player, enabling him to draw with every other master merely by applying it properly, and in this he was admitting that even in his hands the classical style was sterile and had no future. For all his improvements to the Tarrasch doctrine he found himself led into the same cul-de-sac as the rigid dogma had led so many before him.

It was against this background that the dynamic revolution took place, and in fact seems now to have been almost inevitable.

Although Capablanca’s great virtuosity temporarily reprieved the classical style, the signs of reaction were apparent even before he came upon the scene. The principle of keeping the draw in hand and the consequent difficulty of forcing a win created among the chess-loving public a distaste for the methods employed, with their lack of breath-taking risks brilliantly overcome and their tendency to produce an ever-increasing number of dull draws; even many of the won games were won in a manner which excited little enthusiasm in the breasts of the amateurs, on whose support the chess masters depended for the cash prizes for which they competed.

Nevertheless, new forces were at work. A younger generation of masters, gifted with a natural ability to find their way through more complicated positions than those normally associated with the classical style, realised that it was in its essential simplicity that the sterility of the classical style lay. Clearly, if simplification could be avoided and complications successfully created, the situation would offer scope of the nature they sought.

The first impetus towards a more complicated style of play came from Gyula Breyer, who instead of selecting openings where the objectives were small but clear-cut from the outset, not only to himself but also to his opponent, preferred to build up a position full of dynamic energy – ‘malignant energy’, Tartakower called it – which could be released at will at a suitable target and at a suitable moment. In the early part of the game, during which this energy was being created and stored, Breyer often made moves which were in direct conflict with the tenets of the classical style but which were found later to fit perfectly into his scheme of play when the pent-up energy was finally released.

Successes in individual games served to convince Breyer that the hitherto accepted range of openings was inadequate to produce the complicated type of position in which he felt at home. Owing to his premature death in 1921 he did not live to see the astonishing developments of the next few years, but the following game shows him experimenting on these lines. His very odd opening moves are none the less in keeping with his idea of dynamic play, for though, contrary to Tarrasch’s teaching, he gives up both time and space, his game thereby acquires a certain extra hidden energy.

1 Nimzowitsch Defence

Max Euwe

Gyula Breyer

Vienna 1921

1.e4 ♘c6 2.♘c3 ♘f6

Later Nimzowitsch used to answer 1.e4 by developing his queen’s knight, while Alekhine tried developing his king’s knight, but Breyer’s line, with the development of both knights before moving a pawn, is peculiarly his own.

3.d4 e5 4.dxe5

4.♘f3 would lead into a simple version of the Four Knights’ Game, but naturally White hopes for more.

4…♘xe5 5.f4 ♘c6 6.e5 ♘g8

[image: img]

Although White has now gained in both time and space, he will have some difficulty in holding on to his advanced post on e5. This idea, that too early an advance creates weaknesses, was typical of the dynamic line of thought.

7.♗c4 d6 8.♘f3

Clearly, after 8.exd6 ♗xd6, Black’s position is eased and White’s advanced f-pawn becomes more of a hindrance than a help.

8…♗g4 9.0-0 ♕d7 10.♕e1 0-0-0 11.♘g5 dxe5

The first surprising release of energy. If now 12.♘xf7 ♕d4+ 13.♔h1 ♕xc4 14.♘xh8, and Black virtually has two pieces for his rook. The best line for White was the simple 12.♗b3.

12.♔h1 f6
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In return for the sacrifice of the exchange it is Black who has the strong point on e5, a surprising turn after his opening moves.

13.♘f7 ♘a5 14.♘xd8 ♘xc4 15.♕e4 ♘d6 16.♕b4 ♗e7

The threat was 17.fxe5 fxe5 18.♖xf8.

17.fxe5 fxe5 18.♘xb7

Somewhat more promising was 18.♘c6 bxc6 19.♕a5.

18…♘xb7 19.♖f8+ ♗xf8 20.♕xf8+
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Breyer has calculated the defence very exactly, and the energy soon to be shown by his queen’s knight tips the scale.

20…♕d8 21.♕xg7 ♘f6 22.♗g5 ♖g8 23.♕h6

Not 23.♕xf6 ♖xg5.

23…♖g6 24.♕h4 ♘d6 25.♖f1 ♘f5 26.♕xg4 ♘xg4 27.♗xd8 ♘ge3

The deciding blow.

28.♖f3 ♔xd8 29.h3 ♖g3

Preventing 30.g4, after which White has no resource left.

30.♖xg3 ♘xg3+ 0-1

In this game Breyer showed that the conception of holding back the central pawns and inducing the opponent to advance too far could be turned to good account. Tartakower summed it up by saying that the owner of the advanced pawn ‘had his initiative to defend.’

These and other irregular and highly bizarre reactions by Breyer and his associates against the classical dogma, led Tartakower to dub them ‘Hypermoderns’, a term which later attained a stature which Tartakower himself never expected for it. And in the Hypermodern movement the name of Gyula Breyer must always rank high, for he was one of its greatest pioneers and probably had a clearer idea than any of his contemporaries as to the true nature of dynamic chess.

Independently of Breyer, and working from a different viewpoint, Aron Nimzowitsch had meanwhile been having doubts about Tarrasch’s theory of the centre and its control. To Tarrasch it was logical and therefore correct to occupy the centre with pawns, since nothing else could so effectively restrict the centralised activity of the opponent’s pieces.

Nimzowitsch realised that Tarrasch had simplified and diluted the original Steinitzian practice, and that some of the old master’s deeper conceptions had been omitted altogether. He found that Steinitz had conceived the idea of a strong central square which he had controlled but not necessarily occupied continuously. Steinitz’s view, as Nimzowitsch understood it, was that when a strong square had been established, it became a nerve-centre for the radiation of attacks and threats, and therefore all pieces were developed so as to be brought into relation with the strong square. When a large number of pieces were developed so that they all defended the strong square, that square was, as Nimzowitsch put it, ‘over-protected’. He affirmed that from the over-protected square all these pieces could quickly exert their maximum influence.

Consequently, Nimzowitsch himself threw overboard the idea that the only way to secure control in the centre was by pawn occupation, and revived the Steinitzian conception of control without pawns. This idea that central pawns were not necessary for central control was something radically new in chess theory, but it accorded well with the ideas of the Hypermodern school, and indeed Breyer had toyed with it in his game against Euwe.

From this the next step was quite logical, although at the time it had all the appearance of something bizarre. If it was possible to control the centre without pawns and without pawn advances, an opening move which at once created weaknesses could be avoided, and the advance of the central pawns deferred until it was evident how best the hostile position could be undermined and attacked.

Thus a whole range of new openings and defences was introduced. Réti as White played 1.♘f3 (preventing Black’s …e7-e5), followed by 2.c4 (disputing control of d5). Pressure on the centre was then reinforced by the fianchetto development of the bishops, and only when Black had committed himself beyond repair in the centre did White continue with either d2-d4 or e2-e4 or both, thus physically disputing the centre only when the opponent was not in a position to react against any weaknesses Réti might be creating on his own side.

It was, however, with the Indian defences that the Hypermodern masters wrote their most important chapter in the books of theory and practice. A wholly new vista of opening strategy was opened up, a legacy of which subsequent generations have made full use. The name Indian was given to these openings because, like the Réti System, they frequently made use of the fianchettoed bishop, a development which had been a favourite with Indian players brought up in the slower and more indirect school of Oriental chess.

Apart from the Dutch Defence there was at the time no regular asymmetrical defence against 1.d4. Yet Hypermodern theory held that by 1…d5 in reply Black must inevitably be creating a weakness which could be attacked. While the Queen’s Indian and Nimzo-Indian defences can be readily recognised as kindred systems with their emphasis on white square control and particularly that of e4, the King’s Indian Defence was based on an entirely different strategy, that of striking at the white pawn on d4. However, in practice the defence ran into considerable difficulties. Whereas in the Queen’s Indian the development of the first two pieces – the king’s knight and queen’s bishop – brought pressure at once on to the objective, the development in the King’s Indian Defence of Black’s king’s knight and king’s bishop brought no pressure of any forcible kind on to the centre squares, so that White obtained a fairly free run in the centre in the early stages. For this reason the defence did not attain any great popularity until considerably later. Of course, if White overstepped the bounds of prudence in the centre, then Black might well set up a successful reaction as he did in the Alekhine Defence. It was in an attempt to give the player of the King’s Indian Defence a better share of the centre that Grünfeld developed a variation which later came to be regarded as a separate branch of the Indian defences. The opening moves of his variation ran 1.d4 ♘f6 2.c4 g6 3.♘c3 d5, after which play on the black squares followed quite logically with 4.cxd5 ♘xd5 5.e4 ♘xc3 6.bxc3 c5.

The advantage of this new range of openings was that a more complicated type of middle game resulted. Breyer had already shown that by avoiding opening lines which were too clear-cut it was possible to arrive at a position of much greater dynamic energy than that which resulted from normal openings. It was hoped that the same dynamic energy would be found in these Hypermodern openings with their avoidance of an immediate head-on clash. Certainly, the resulting middle game with its complicated pattern of pressures and veiled attacks was of the type in which the skill of the young Hypermodern masters found full scope.

However, what was later to be seen more clearly was that whereas Breyer kept the need for dynamic energy in the forefront and let the opening more or less take care of itself, the emphasis was now on the new theory of the centre with a not unreasonable hope that dynamic energy would automatically follow, though in point of fact this was not always the case, especially after the first flush when the new range of openings came to be more fully analysed.

Nimzowitsch was a great believer in the weakness of the doubled pawn. He always strove to impose the c3/c4/d4-pawn weakness on his opponents in the belief that he thereby reduced the dynamic potentialities of their positions; the idea of reducing one’s opponents’ dynamism rather than increasing one’s own was much more negative than Breyer’s view of the matter, and it possibly explains in part why Nimzowitsch never quite reached the heights of success attained by more dynamic players. From such examples Nimzowitsch worked out a complete theory of what he termed the ‘Blockade’, the essence of which was that preventive measures could and should be taken against hostile expansion, in other words hostile dynamic possibilities, before one’s own attack was launched. The Blockade might be applied only to one or two points or it might be extended over the whole of the board; in the latter case it might also be associated with the control of extra space, but it could equally well be applied when the opponent controlled more space. It has at times been misinterpreted as equivalent to Tarrasch’s cramping tactics, but the essential difference is that Tarrasch’s manoeuvres were attacking manoeuvres whereas Nimzowitsch’s Blockade manoeuvres are the defensive manoeuvres prior to the launching of an attack.

Even in his own day critics were not missing to query Nimzowitsch’s negative theory of dynamics, and they took the Nimzo-Indian Defence, 1.d4 ♘f6 2.c4 e6 3.♘c3 ♗b4, with its potential to double White’s pawns with …♗xc3, as a typical example. To reduce one’s opponent’s dynamism was not necessarily to increase one’s own, nor was it in keeping with the teaching of Breyer.

Thus the conception of a dynamic revolution which had first been aired by Breyer, so far from being carried through by the Hypermoderns, had tended if anything to change direction in their hands. They became obsessed by the new ideas on the centre, and analytically distracted by the discovery of a tremendous new continent of opening theory. Nimzowitsch, it is true, evolved his own dynamic theory, but it was a negative one, and far removed from Breyer’s original aspirations.

Nevertheless, the man to restore the old impetus and reset the compass was already there. Alexander Alekhine (1892-1946), to the extent that he restored the emphasis on dynamic chess, may be said to be the founder of modern chess play. Gifted with combinative power beyond anything seen since Anderssen’s day, no player was better equipped to reveal the hidden subtleties of a dynamic position.

His genius, indeed, was so diverse that it is practically impossible to define any limits by which it can be said to be bounded. In whatever direction it led him, he seemed to soar above his fellows as an eagle above sparrows, and to range in fields where few if any were capable of following. From first to last his watchword seemed to be ‘Experiment’; ever introducing new moves, some good, some less good, he constantly staggered his opponents with some novel variation, and having displayed it left it to others to examine in detail while he moved on to something else. This ever fertile invention had one aim: to obtain dynamic positions by avoiding lines analysed to exhaustion. It was a method which no player of lesser invention or imagination could have long sustained; frequently it involved considerable hazards.

Where Alekhine parted company with the Hypermoderns was that while he appreciated and understood their new views on the centre, he did not necessarily place the same emphasis on the advantages of withholding central pawn advances; there were in his view many occasions where the old classical method of advancing a central pawn early could do more to increase dynamic opportunities. In this way he shifted the emphasis back from the new views on the centre to Breyer’s demand for dynamic chances at all costs. Even, as Black, in the new Hypermodern Indian defences, Alekhine had no hesitation in advancing a central pawn if he felt it was better.

The leaders of the Hypermodern School believed, like all true revolutionaries, that because they had discovered something new in chess principles, all previous principles were thereby rendered obsolete. Their ideas were presented with all the extravagances and pretentiousness that was inevitable in such circumstances.

It was the task of those who followed to pare away the extravagances of the Hypermodern style, whilst retaining those elements which had something of value; and in this no master played a greater part than Alekhine. He recognised that the old ideas of the Classical school, though they might well need modifying in the light of new theory, nevertheless still had much of value to offer to the student of chess, and his style came to achieve a pleasing blend of the old and the new. For example, Alekhine’s play for control of space was more in the style of Tarrasch, but whereas Tarrasch’s space control was often arid and devoid of tensions, Alekhine’s play retains a strong element of the dynamic chess which is the true legacy of the Hypermodern revolution.





CHAPTER 1

The Budapest Chess Club


Around 1910, on the premises of the Budapest Chess Club in Academy Street, a 16-17 year old bespectacled, thin and tall young boy could often be seen, who, if he wasn’t playing, had usually retired to the corner, busying himself at a chessboard. In this way, he would often amuse himself for hours. He did not participate much in conversation, replied briefly to questions put to him, and was generally very taciturn.

He took part diligently in the internal club tournaments often organised in those days, achieved good results and always excelled in the originality of his conduct of play, especially in the laying of foundations in the initial phase of the game. He made few remarks, but when he did, he always created a stir and even indignation with his conceptions, which were contrary to the principles which were then generally accepted and held to be exclusively correct. Precisely because of this outlook and his behaviour, which was unusual for a young man, he was considered an eccentric.

This young man was Gyula Breyer, who, in the pages of chess history, was destined to become one of the greatest ‘Hypermodern’ thinkers. At this time, in various parts of the world, certain deeply thinking chess players began to rebel against the shackles of the Tarrasch school, its rigidity, dogmatism and stereotyped routine. Capablanca’s play – although not particularly theoretically based – was already free from all dogmatic restraints. Nimzowitsch also began to apply his new thoughts, his ‘system’, in practical play. The young Breyer reached similar conclusions completely independently from them, which he matured and developed for 7-8 years and put a small fraction of them into writing in 1917/18. [Asztalos]

Gyula Breyer was born on 30 April 1893 in Budapest. His parents came to the capital from the provinces. His father Adolf Breyer was born in Mohács. His mother Irma Roth came to Budapest from Érsekújvár. They had five children. On Gyula Breyer’s birth certificate his father was shown as a clerk on the register. From the material point of view this means a step backward, judging from the better conditions that can be gleaned from old family reminiscences and contemporary accounts of relations.
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Lajos Asztalos



Even so, the young Gyula Breyer could not have had any material worries. He went to a school of high repute, attended university and travelled to foreign tournaments. The picture that can be put together shows a child and then a young man to whom all the important things of life were available. However this relatively secure material background was to be destroyed by the First World War and the difficult years following it.

He studied for eight years in the famous gymnasium of Barcsay Street in Budapest. The school was well known for its high standard and strictness. He was a good pupil, his certificates contained the two best marks (1 and 2) of the four-mark assessment scale, but there were better pupils than him in his class.

He definitely excelled in mathematics. This is indicated not just by his marks but by the fact that in 1909-1910 he was amongst the problem solvers in Középiskolai Matematikai Lapok [a mathematics periodical for secondary schools], which was already appearing then. The solutions for the published problems were selected from those sent in by readers, just like today. Naturally preference was given to imaginative, elegant and exemplary solutions. On one occasion Gyula Breyer’s answer was also amongst those published. This does not mean extraordinary talent (since there were several hundred problems published a year) but it certainly does mean good ability, interest and education.

He matriculated in June 1910 at the level of his earlier achievements, i.e. Grade 2. In the same year, he entered the technical university. The date of his engineering diploma is 29 March 1918. We can only make guesses about the reasons for his surprisingly long university studies and his marks (only medium grade), which were weaker than his gymnasium results.

We have no precise information on when Gyula Breyer learned to play chess, but the following paragraph appeared in the weekly chess column in the Saturday, 13 April 1901 edition of Pesti Napló.

‘Gyula Breyer, the son of Adolf Breyer, is a Grade 3 elementary school student. Little Gyula has sent in his solution of Problem No. 241 … Although his name cannot be listed among the solvers because of an incorrect solution (♘c5-b3+), nevertheless we find the case noteworthy as it is a welcome indication of the growing interest, even among the youngest, in our noble game.’

This is the first instance we have of Breyer’s keen attraction to chess. It is especially the incorrect solution that guarantees its authenticity, since it excludes the possibility that an adult had solved it for him but had instead allowed the not quite yet eight-year-old to submit his own solution.

There were no further instances of this. In those days, such an early curiosity about chess was quite exceptional. Teenagers between the ages of sixteen and nineteen might have had exposure to the game, provided their school ran a chess club. Even this was a rare occurrence, however. More typical was for young men to join a chess club once they had graduated from secondary school.

Later, in 1907, he appeared as a problem solver in the Budapest daily Az Újság, while in a solving competition lasting for several months and starting in 1908 he finished in the leading group. His own problems were published from 1910. The following year, in Pesti Napló, we can find seven of his works, which shows a relatively lively interest in problems considering that he was primarily a practical player. [Bottlik]



He developed his chess skill amongst the forms of the high school in Barcsay Street, although we do not have a precise record when he was recruited to Caissa’s camp. One of his first partners was Dr. Nándor Hajós, a well-known chess player who, in the forms of the same school, was at that time also dreaming of triumphs in future tournaments.


It was the year of 1909 that brought the first orientation towards serious chess in Breyer’s life. In the autumn of this year the first Hungarian inter-school match was arranged on the initiative of the noted teacher and old friend of the king of games, Dr. László Négyesy. [Abonyi]
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László Négyesy



Incidentally, Dr. Négyesy was then a secondary school teacher, and later, from 1911, a university professor. The list of competitors and the final result of the tournament we have not yet managed to find in the contemporary press (at that time there was no chess magazine in Hungary), however two sources provide information about the tournament: his obituary in the Bécsi Magyar Újsag 11 November 1922 states: ‘Already as a schoolboy he played excellent chess and won 1st prize in the Budapest secondary school championship.’

A more detailed verbal account was given by Dr. Négyesy’s son György: ‘First the participants played all-play-all and the top three were 1. Breyer 2. Szegő, 3. Négyesy. Afterwards these three played another all-play-all which ended in the same order.’

That is to say he already stood out in his environment.

In those days there was no question of chess instruction being available for juniors; children had no business to be in chess clubs, there wasn’t always a chess magazine published, chess books were appearing two or three a year or less frequently and tournament opportunities were not available for young people.

The main role in popularising the game was played by the chess columns of daily newspapers and journals, but even these did not have the instruction of youth as their objective. It wasn’t even an everyday thing for an interested person to have access to these columns. However, Breyer must have read several chess columns of good standard, because he solved their problems and published his own in them. Thus the games and analyses he saw in these columns formed one of the pillars of his chess knowledge when he was a student.

Thus at home and even abroad where at least there was a continuous chess magazine publication, the notion of a young chess player meant a more advanced age by several years than today and even they were far less well prepared. Only exceptional chess talents made their appearance at a young age, and significant knowledge was obtained only when they started competing. [Bottlik]



The entire Budapest Chess Club, which had then fresh impetus, also showed warm interest in the inter-school match held at the Minta secondary school; its leadership offered book prizes, repeatedly visited the venue of the match and even invited there the Czech grandmaster Důras, who happened to be giving a guest display in Budapest and whose simultaneous exhibitions were also made accessible to the young.


Chess master, simultaneous display, match, chess club! Seeing the chess ‘celebrities’ and institutions would have even influenced chess youths less impulsive than Breyer, whilst for him it simply meant a life-long involvement. He appears more and more frequently in the following months at the chess club, then located in the Academy coffee house, taking advantage of the laxness of close supervision of students and the closing of half an eye by the leading officials of the club, which will now no doubt be excused.

Like every successful chess player he also began to compete against the most outstanding opponents and after a few months these began to state that they normally had particularly bad luck against this baby-faced little student. By the time of his matriculation examinations, giving him the long awaited possibility of membership, the general opinion of the club had already been formed about Breyer’s unique style, about whose ‘perversity’ many could justifiably complain.

Opportunities for serious tournament play had also arrived. The environment necessary for this was amply developed by the then fashionable ‘baby tournaments’. This was the name given to the deadly serious confrontations, financed largely by the players themselves, between the belligerent youth of the Budapest Chess Club. The opportunities for training and development offered by these confrontations with several of our players, who subsequently achieved great results (e.g. Havasi, Schweiger, Tyroler, Dr. Négyesy, Biró, etc.), were more accessible than the more cumbersome tournaments. Breyer did not always come first but was always fighting near the top. [Abonyi]



Breyer’s earliest published game was played in Budapest in October 1909 when he was 16 years old. Though he suffered a severe defeat, the game gives an indication of the playing strength of his rivals at that time.


2 Spanish Game

Schoffer

Gyula Breyer

Budapest 1909



1.e4 e5 2.♘f3 ♘c6 3.♗b5 ♘f6

The Berlin Defence, one of the oldest replies to the Spanish Game.

4.d3

The Steinitz treatment. White sets up a solid structure in the centre, in order to concentrate on a kingside attack.

4…d6

4…♗c5 can be met favourably by 5.♗e3!.

5.c3

Creating a square of retreat for his bishop and controlling the d4-square.

5…♗d7 6.♘bd2

White defers castling so he can rapidly manoeuvre his queen’s knight over to the kingside via the vacant f1-square.

6…♗e7

More appropriate would seem to be the development 6…g6, followed by …♗g7 and …0-0, when Black defends the f5-square, to which White’s knight manoeuvre is directed.

7.♘f1 a6 8.♗a4 b5 9.♗c2

The bishop looks passive here but it not only supplies more protection to the centre, but can also spring to life after a timely d3-d4.

9…♘a7

Making way for …c7-c5; however Black usually achieves this in the Spanish by …♘a5, with gain of tempo, due to an attack on the bishop on b3. Here there is no bishop to attack and so White has saved valuable time.

10.♘g3 c5 11.♗e3 ♘c6 12.d4 ♕c7

The typical development, but he might have considered 12…♘g4.

13.♕d2 0-0 14.0-0 h6?

A serious weakening of his kingside. He should seek active counter-play by 14…cxd4 15.cxd4 ♗g4, putting pressure on d4.

15.♘h4!
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The knight is bound for f5. Now the preventive 15…g6 is unplayable because of the weakness of h6. But after 15…♘xe4 16.♗xe4 ♗xh4, 17.♗xh6 is interesting. Then (1) 17…gxh6 18.♕xh6 f5 19.♗d5+ is winning, and (2) 17…cxd4 18.♗xg7! is also decisive, since Black will be mated by 19.♘h5+ if he captures the bishop. However (3) 17…f5 18.♗d5+ ♔h7 19.♗g5 ♗xg5 20.♕xg5 g6 is not so clear.

Perhaps best is 15…cxd4 16.cxd4 exd4 17.♗f4 ♘h7, e.g. 18.♘hf5 g5 19.♘xh6+ ♔h8, giving rise to complications that seem to favour Black.

15…♔h7

An attempt to protect h6.

16.♘hf5 ♗xf5 17.♘xf5

Threatening 18.♗xh6 gxh6 18.♕xh6+, mating.

17…♘g8

Another knight retreat, this time to cover h6. More active was 17…♘g4 18.dxc5 dxc5 when Black can follow up with …♘xe3.
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18.f4!

Intending not only to play 19.fxe5 dxe5 20.d5 ♘a5 21.d6 or 20…♖ad8 21.♕f2 ♘a7 22.♘xe7 followed by 23.♗xc5, but also to activate his king’s rook for the attack.

18…g6

If the e5-pawn makes a capture, then the ‘Spanish’ bishop comes to life with an opportune e4-e5 – compare the note to White’s 9th move. With the text, Black hopes to drive off the knight, whilst, at the same time, closing the b1-h7 diagonal of the dangerous bishop.
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19.fxe5!

Still this move.

19…gxf5

After 19…dxe5 White could play simply 20.♘xe7 ♘cxe7 21.dxc5, retaining an extra pawn together with the two bishops. Or 19…cxd4 20.cxd4 gxf5 21.exd6 (1) 21…♕xd6 22.e5 ♕d5 23.♕f2 ♔h8 24.♕xf5 winning; or (2) 21…♗xd6 22.e5 as in the game.

20.exd6 ♗xd6 21.e5! ♗e7

A counter-sacrifice on e5 would also be insufficient, e.g. 21…♘xe5 22.dxe5 ♗xe5 23.♖xf5 and Black’s king is too exposed, as after 23…♔g7 24.♗xh6+ ♘xh6 25.♕g5+ wins.

22.♖xf5 ♔g7

If Black avoids the discovered check of the bishop by 22…♔h8, then simply 23.♗xh6 ♘xe5 24.♖h5 ♘g4 25.♗f4+ winning the queen and mating shortly afterwards.
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23.♗xh6+!

Even though the bishop on e7 prevents ♕g5+, White is still able to play this sacrifice.

23…♘xh6

If 23…♔h8 24.♖h5; or 23…♔h7 24.♖xf7++ ♔h8 25.♖h7 mate.

24.♖g5+!

The point.

24…♔h8

24…♗xg5 25.♕xg5+ ♔h8 26.♕xh6+ and mate next move.

25.♖h5

Black resigned.

26.♕xh6+ is a winning threat.


Breyer competed in many tournaments between 1910-1914 and also devoted a lot of further attention to chess besides. This must have consumed a great proportion of his time and energy.

The Budapest Chess Club was founded in 1911 and between 1911-1913 it livened up. In January 1911 Lasker paid a visit and in the autumn there were further appearances by Capablanca and Marshall.

When, in January 1911, Breyer defeated Lasker in a simultaneous display, he aroused attention not just by the result, but by the conduct of his game, which was adorned by deep calculation and a fine combination. [Abonyi]




In those days a simultaneous display was a more notable event than today, an exhibition by a world champion even more so: even well-known players undertook to play against the master giving the exhibition.

The game is interesting: in the complications Breyer outplayed and won spectacularly against Lasker, who was short of time. The game was published abroad as well! [Bottlik]




3 Danish Gambit

Emanuel Lasker

Gyula Breyer

Simultaneous exhibition, Budapest 1911



1.e4 e5 2.d4 exd4 3.c3 d5

An uncompromising way to decline the daring Danish Gambit.

4.exd5 ♕xd5 5.cxd4 ♘f6 6.♘f3 ♗b4+ 7.♘c3 0-0 8.♗e2
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8…♘e4

Black has developed very quickly, but wants to undertake positive action before White castles and, by gaining time with an attack on the enemy knight, improves his position. After 8…♘c6 9.0-0 could follow (1) 9…♕a5 10.♗d2 ♘d5 (10…♖d8 11.a3 ♗e7 12.d5! ♘b8 13.♗c4 is very good for White, while 12…♘xd5 13.♘a4 ♘f4 14.♗xa5 is also to White’s advantage.) 11.♘xd5 ♕xd5 12.♗xb4 ♘xb4 13.♘e5 ♗e6 (perhaps even better is 13…c5) 14.a3 ♘c6 15.♘f3, Réti-Breyer, Baden 1914, and (2) 9…♕d8 10.♗g5 h6 11.♗h4 ♗e7 12.♖c1 ♗g4 13.♘e5 ♗xe2 14.♘xe2 ♘b4 15.♕b3 a5 etc.

9.♗d2 ♗xc3 10.bxc3 ♘c6 11.0-0

After 11.c4 ♕d6 12.d5 ♘xd2 13.♕xd2 ♘e7 14.0-0 c6 15.♖fd1 ♖d8 Black has nothing to fear.
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11…♕a5

Preventing 12.c4 because of the reply 12…♘xd2 13.♕xd2 ♕xd2 14.♘xd2 ♘xd4.
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Emanuel Lasker



12.♕c2 ♗f5 13.♗d3

If 13.♘h4 ♘xd2 14.♕xd2 ♗e4.

13…♖fe8 14.♗e1

Threatening both 15.♘h4 and 15.c4, which if played at once can be met by 14…♘xd2.

14…♕d5?

Moving out of the firing line of the ♗e1, whilst covering his knight on e4 again, in anticipation of 15.♘h4. However 14…♘d6! 15.c4 (15.♗xf5 ♕xf5) 15…♗xd3! 16.♕xd3 ♕f5 would have saved him a lot of trouble.

15.c4

To be considered was 15.♖b1 ♘d6 (not 15…b6 16.♖b5 ♕d7 17.♖xf5 ♕xf5 18.♘d2, winning two pieces for a rook) 16.♗xf5 ♘xf5 17.♖xb7.

15…♕d6
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16.d5

He could play 16.♗c3 here, or even 16.♘h4, e.g. 16…♘xd4 17.♘xf5 ♘xc2 (or 17…♘xf5 18.♗xe4 ♕d4 19.♗xf5 ♕xa1 20.♗c3 winning) 18.♘xd6 ♘xa1 19.♘xe8 ♖xe8 20.♗b4 a5 21.♗a3 with an extra piece after capturing the knight on a1, or 16…♕f6 17.♘xf5 ♕xf5 18.f3 ♘xd4 19.♕b1 followed by a capture of the pinned knight.

However Black could reply to 16.♘h4 with 16…g6 or even get away with 16…♗g6!? and after 17.♘xg6 ♘xd4 regain his piece since on 18.♕b1 follows 18…♘c5 and an attempt to retain the extra material by, for example, 19.♘h4 fails to 19…♘xd3 20.♕xd3 ♘e2+. Or else 17.d5 ♘d4 18.♕b1 (18.♕d1 ♘c5) 18…♘e2+ 19.♗xe2 (if 19.♔h1 ♘f4) 19…♘c3 20.♕xb7 ♖ab8 21.♕c6 (not 21.♕xa7 ♘xe2+ 22.♔h1 ♕f6 forking knight and rook) 21…♕xc6 22.dxc6 ♘xe2+ 23.♔h1 ♖b6 etc.

16…♘e5!

If 16…♘d8, then 17.♘h4.

[image: img]

17.♗xe4?

Falling into a deadly trap. He should have contented himself with 17.♘xe5 ♕xe5 18.♖b1 (if 18.♗b4 ♖ad8 when 19.f3 loses to 19…♕d4+ 20.♔h1 ♘g3+) 18…b6 19.♗b4.

17…♘xf3+ 18.gxf3

Of course not 18.♗xf3 ♗xc2.

18…♕g6+

The immediate 18…♖xe4 is stronger because in some cases the queen on d6, assisted by the rook, threatens mate on h2. If then (1) 19.fxe4 ♕g6+ 20.♔h1 ♗xe4+ nets the queen; (2) 19.♕xe4 ♗xe4 20.fxe4 ♕g6+ 21.♔h1 ♕xe4+ 22.f3 ♕xc4 decides; (3) 19.♕d2 ♕g6+ 20.♔h1 ♕h5 21.♕c3 ♖h4 wins.

19.♔h1

[image: img]

19…♖xe4!

The point of the knight sacrifice. If 20.fxe4 ♗xe4+ wins the queen.

20.♕c3

Black also wins after 20.♖g1 ♖xe1 21.♖axe1 ♗xc2 22.♖xg6 ♗xg6 or 20.♕b3 ♖h4 21.f4 ♕h5 22.♕g3 ♖h3 23.♕g2 ♗e4 24.♕xe4 ♖xh2+ 25.♔g1 f5 26.♕d3 ♖h1+ 27.♔g2 ♕h2+ 28.♔f3 ♕h3+ 29.♔e2 ♕xf1+.

20…♖h4

Threatening 21…♕h5, when 22.♕e5 (defending h2) is refuted by 22…♕xf3+.

21.♖g1?

White therefore seeks to protect the h2-square by ♖g2, but he could have fought on much longer with 21.♕e5 ♕h5 22.♕g3 ♖h3 23.♕g2 ♖xf3 24.♗d2 ♗h3 25.♕g5 ♕xg5 26.♗xg5 ♗xf1. The text is a blunder.

[image: img]

21…♖xh2+! 0-1

It is mate in four after 22.♔xh2 ♕h5+ 23.♔g3 ♕g5+ 24.♔h2 ♕h4+ 25.♔g2 ♕h3.

In the Budapest Chess Club tournament of February 1911, Breyer had his baptism of fire in a public competition. His first opponent was Géza Vas, against whom he was able to obtain a dangerous attack with the black pieces, and even if he did not win, he harassed his opponent in a way which would have done anyone proud, against a then active and feared master-strength player. In the tournament, the youth, who wasn’t yet eighteen, gained 4th-5th place, leaving behind him an impressive list of names. [Abonyi]

The result was reported by Abonyi to the committee meeting of the Budapest Chess Club on 3 April 1911: only well-known players came ahead of Breyer and therefore this was a fine success for a novice.

Sterk 11; Merényi, Tyroler 10½; Breyer, Vas 10; Biró 7½; Joannovics 7; Balogh, Strasser 6½; Schweiger 5½; Glasner, Grencsárszky 4½; Fluss 4; B.Steiner, Pinke 3½.


4 Queen’s Gambit: Slav Defence

F. Strasser

Gyula Breyer

Budapest Chess Club tournament 1911



1.d4 d5 2.c4 c6 3.♘c3

3.♘f3 would have prevented Black’s next enterprising move.

3…e5

[image: img]

Introduced by Winawer in Monte Carlo 1901, this counter-gambit was a great favourite with Breyer.

4.cxd5

Some alternatives are (1) 4.♘f3 exd4 5.♕xd4 ♘f6 6.cxd5 cxd5 7.♗g5 ♗e7 8.e3 ♘c6 9.♗b5 0-0 10.♕a4 ♘e4 with equal chances; (2) 4.e3 exd4 5.exd4 ♘f6 etc., see Mieses-Breyer, Scheveningen 1913; (3) 4.dxe5 d4 (4…dxc4? 5.♕xd8+ ♔xd8 6.a4 favours White) 5.♘e4 ♕a5+ 6.♘d2 (not 6.♗d2? ♕xe5 7.♘g5 ♘f6 8.♘1f3 ♕d6 etc.) 6…♘d7 (6…♕xe5 7.♘gf3 ♕d6 8.g3 ♘f6 9.♗g2 c5 10.b4! cxb4 11.♘b3 ♘c6 12.♗f4 is very strong for White) 7.e6 fxe6 8.g3 e5 with a complicated position.

4…cxd5

[image: img]

5.e3

A passive continuation which blocks in his queen’s bishop. (1) 5.dxe5 d4 6.♘e4 ♕a5+ 7.♘d2 ♘c6 8.♘gf3 ♗g4 9.g3 ♗xf3 10.exf3 ♕xe5+ is fine for Black, while if (2) 5.e4!? dxe4 6.d5 ♘f6 7.♗g5 ♕b6 8.♗xf6 gxf6 9.♗b5+ ♗d7 10.♗xd7+ ♘xd7 Black can develop comfortably, as in the original game with this variation, Marshall-Winawer, Monte Carlo 1901.

5…exd4 6.♕xd4

White hopes to obtain chances against the isolated d-pawn. But in return for this, Black has an easy and active piece development, whereas White’s queen’s bishop is passively placed and his queen unable to maintain its centralised position for long.

6…♘f6 7.♘f3 ♗e6 8.♗b5+ ♘bd7 9.0-0 ♗e7 10.♘e5

Really he should have tried to complete his development by bringing the queen’s bishop and rook into play.

10…0-0

[image: img]

11.♗xd7

Surprisingly, 11.♘xd5 is possible, winning a pawn. One sample variation: 11…♗c5 12.♘xf6+ ♕xf6 (12…gxf6 13.♕c3 fxe5 14.♗xd7) 13.♘xd7 ♗xd4 14.♘xf6+ ♗xf6 15.♖d1 ♖fd8 16.♗e2 ♖xd1+ 17.♗xd1 ♖d8 18.♗f3. However, this leaves White in an awkward position due to his vulnerable first rank and the queenside pressure to which he is subjected by the black bishops.

11.♘xd7 is relatively better, but after 11…♗xd7, 12.♘xd5? loses to 12…♗xb5, and 12.♗xd7 ♕xd7 leaves Black ahead in development. The text move concedes the two bishops.

11…♘xd7 12.♘xd7

If 12.♘xd5 ♗c5 13.♕e4 ♘xe5 14.♕xe5 ♕xd5, winning a piece.

12…♕xd7 13.♗d2 b6

So as not to lose the a-pawn after 13…♖ac8.

14.♖ac1 ♖ac8 15.♖fd1 ♖fd8

[image: img]

Black has intentions of embarrassing the enemy queen by the combination of …♖c4 and …♗f5, so White takes precautionary measures.

16.♘e2

This is designed to challenge the opponent’s rook on the c-file, and also to find a future for the knight on d4 after his queen is dislodged, thereby maintaining the blockade of the isolated d-pawn. However 16.♗e1 is better, freeing the d-file for his rook and anticipating any …d5-d4 advance.

16…♗f6 17.♕b4

To cover b2.

17…♖c4!

Black is happy to open the d-file where he has already doubled up his major pieces.

Also 17…d4 is strong.

18.♖xc4

Not 18.♕b3 ♖xc1 19.♗xc1 d4! when the black bishops come to life.

18…dxc4

[image: img]

19.f3

Preparing his next move as well as making possible e3-e4 in response to …♗f5. If instead White attempts to prevent the enemy queen from invading on d3, by playing 19.♘f4, then follows 19…a5! 20.♕a3 (20.♕xb6 c3! 21.bxc3 ♗xc3 wins the pinned bishop on d2) 20…♗f5 with the deadly threat of 21…♗c2. Also 19.♘c3 is perilous, e.g. 19…♗f5 20.♗e1 
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