
  [image: image]


  Originally published by Oxford University Press in 1913.

  First Skyhorse Publishing edition 2012.

  All rights to any and all materials in copyright owned by the publisher are strictly reserved by the publisher. All inquiries should be addressed to Skyhorse Publishing, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018.

  Skyhorse Publishing books may be purchased in bulk at special discounts for sales promotion, corporate gifts, fund-raising, or educational purposes. Special editions can also be created to specifications. For details, contact the Special Sales Department, Skyhorse Publishing, 307 West 36th Street, 11th Floor, New York, NY 10018 or info@skyhorsepublishing.com.

  Skyhorse® and Skyhorse Publishing® are registered trademarks of Skyhorse Publishing, Inc.®, a Delaware corporation.

  Visit our website at www.skyhorsepublishing.com.

  10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

  Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data is available on file.

  Cover design by Rain Saukas

  Cover photo credit Thinkstock

  Print ISBN: 978-1-63220-293-2

  Ebook ISBN: 978-1-63220-770-8

  Printed in the United States of America


  [image: image]


  [image: images]

  ANCIENT IVORY CHESSMAN IN THE BIBLIOTHÈQUE NATIONALE, PARIS.


  PREFACE

  THE aim of this work is threefold: to present as complete a record as is possible of the varieties of chess which exist or have existed in different parts of the world; to investigate the ultimate origin of these games and the circumstances of the invention of chess; and to trace the development of the modern European game from the first appearance of its ancestor, the Indian chaturanga, in the beginning of the seventh century of our era. The subject accordingly falls naturally into two parts: the history and record of the Asiatic varieties of chess, and the history of chess in Europe with its influence on European life and literature.

  Many books have been written upon the history of chess, but none covers exactly the same field as this work. The English writers, Hyde (1694) and Forbes (1860), in the main confine their attention to Oriental chess; the great German writer, Von der Lasa (1897), treats almost exclusively of the European game. Van der Linde alone deals with both Oriental and European chess in approximately equal detail, but it is in three distinct works (1874–81).

  In his great work, the Geschichte und Litteratur des Schachspiels (1874), v. d. Linde was able to incorporate the results of Professor A. Weber’s examination of the early references to chess in Sanskrit literature, and to show that Forbes’s History was both inaccurate and misleading. Since the publication of the Geschichte, however, there have been many additions to our knowledge of special features of chess history. The earliest of these were incorporated in v. d. Linde’s last work, the Quellenstudien (1881), but the later additions can only be found in isolated papers, such as those of Mr. H. F. W. Holt (Chinese chess), Herr A. v. Oefele (Malay chess), Professor A. A. Macdonell (early Indian chess), M. E. V. Savenkof (Siberian and Russian chess), Herr F. Strohmeyer (chess in mediaeval French literature), and Mr. W. H. Wilkinson (Chinese and Corean chess). It was with the idea of making all this information easily accessible to English readers that I formed the plan of writing the present work more than thirteen years ago.

  To all these writers, and many others whose names will be found in the list of works consulted, I am greatly indebted, and in particular to Hyde, to v.d. Lasa (whose kindly encouragement to me in 1897 to proceed with work on the history of chess I recall with pleasure), and to v. d. Linde. But the greater part of the book is based upon my own work at original sources, especially at unpublished Arabic and early European manuscripts on chess. It was my good fortune, at an early stage of my work, to enlist the interest of Mr. John G. White, of Cleveland, Ohio, U.S.A., the owner of the largest chess library in the world. Mr. White’s generous and unfailing courtesy in placing his library freely at the service of any student of chess has been acknowledged over and over again. To me he has given not only this, but far greater help. He has repeatedly obtained copies of manuscripts which it was important that I should see, but which were inaccessible to me, and has placed these copies unreservedly at my service. Whatever in the way of completeness I have been able to achieve is entirely due to Mr. White’s help. Without that help, the book would never have been written. I must also record my indebtedness to Mr. J. W. Rimington Wilson, of Bromhead Hall, Yorkshire, who has lent me many rare books and manuscripts from the chess library which was collected by his father, the late Mr. F. W. Rimington Wilson; to Mr. J. A. Leon, who lent me the valuable sixteenth-century problem manuscript in his possession; to Mr. Bernard Quaritch, who allowed me to examine the Fountaine MS. when it passed through his hands in 1902; and to Mr. H. Guppy, of the John Rylands Library, Manchester, who made special arrangements in 1903, by which I was enabled to consult two important Arabic manuscripts at that time in the possession of the late Mrs. Rylands.

  But apart from this assistance in making the original sources available, the very width of the distribution of chess and the many languages in which the literature of the game is written, would have made my task an impossible one if I had not received the help of many scholars. Among these are my father, Sir James A. H. Murray, who has not only helped me with advice of the greatest value, but has introduced me to many scholars whom otherwise I should have scarcely ventured to approach; Dr. A. C. Haddon, F.R.S.; Professor E. J. Rapson, and Dr. W. H. D. Rouse, who have helped me with Sanskrit references; Mr. S. F. Blumhardt, who translated a small Hindustani work on chess for me; Mr. E. J. Colston, I.C.S., to whom I owe the first complete account of Burmese chess; Professor D. S. Margoliouth, to whom I have taken all my difficulties in reading my Arabic sources; Bodley’s Librarian, Mr. Falconer Madan, who has dated many manuscripts for me; my sister, Miss Murray, of the Royal Holloway College, who has helped me with Icelandic references; Mr. W. W. Skeat, who has helped me in connexion with Malay chess; Mr. I. Abrahams, whom I have consulted about Jewish allusions; Mr. B. G. Laws, who has helped me to establish the European source of the problems in modern Indian textbooks of chess; and Mr. Charles Platt, of Harrow, who has allowed me to include illustrations of Oriental chessmen from his unique collection. To all these and others I express my most grateful thanks for their help. Unhappily, my thanks can no longer reach the late Professor W. R. Morfill, who gave me most valuable assistance with Russian and Czech, and the late Mr. J. T. Platts and Lieut.-Col. Sherlock, who gave me similar help with Persian and Hindustani.

  In conclusion, I should like to express my personal gratification that this book is appearing from the same University Press which, more than two hundred years ago, published the pioneer work on its subject, Thomas Hyde’s Mandragorias seu Historia Shahiludii.

  H. J. R. MURRAY.

  CAMBRIDGE, 1913.


  ERRATA

  For pp. 88, 89, read p. 89 and plate facing p. 86.

  For caliphal-Muqtadir read caliph al-Muqtadir.

  For al-Bīrūnī read al-Bērūnī.

  For khurūg read khurūj.

  For 9 moves read 19 moves.

  For AH 95 read AH 94.

  For 1849 read 1649.

  For thisgame read this game.

  For Marocco read Morocco.
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  NOTE ON THE TRANSLITERATION OF SANSKRIT, PERSIAN, AND ARABIC WORDS

  I HAVE departed in some particulars from the system almost unanimously adopted by Sanskrit and Arabic scholars, with a view to avoiding symbols which would probably confuse the ordinary reader. All these Oriental words will be pronounced with reasonable accuracy if the consonants are given their ordinary English pronunciation, and if the vowels are pronounced as in Italian. The following digraphs represent single sounds:—ch, dh, gh, kh, sh and th.

  ch is to be pronounced as in church.

  dh in Arabic words as th in this, or as z.

  gh is a guttural, heavier than the Scotch ch in loch.

  kh is to be pronounced as the Scotch ch in loch.

  When these combinations are not digraphs, a · is placed between the two letters, as in rat·ha (to be pronounced răt-ha, not rath-a) and Is·haq (to be pronounced Is-haq, not Ish-aq). In Arabic words’ is used for the hamza (produced by a compression of the upper part of the windpipe, and practically the French h aspirée), ‘for the guttural ‘ain (produced in Arabic by a more violent compression of the windpipe, and voiced, but in Egypt and Persia practically equivalent to the hamza), and q for the deeper k which approximates to g as in gay.

  Certain consonants are written with diacritical marks in order to enable the Arabic scholar to restore the written word.1

  The vowels e and o in Skr. words are always long.


  EXPLANATION OF THE CHESS NOTATION USED IN THIS WORK

  IT has been necessary to adopt some simple method of describing the squares of the board and of recording the moves of a game which could be used uniformly for all the varieties of chess included in this work. Since the ordinary English descriptive notation does not lend itself to such adaptation, I have adopted the literal or algebraical notation which is used in all German chess books. The diagram will make clear the method of this notation, and it can obviously be extended without difficulty to a board of any size. In the cases of the Chinese and Corean games, in which the pieces are placed on the intersections of the lines dividing the board and not on the squares, a similar notation is adopted, but now the successive vertical lines are designated by letters and the horizontal lines by numerals.
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  In describing a move, the symbol of the piece that is moved is given first. If it merely move to another square, the description of this square follows the symbol immediately. Thus

  Kte2 means Knight moves to the square e2.

  If there is any ambiguity, the description of the square from which the piece moves is placed in brackets immediately after the symbol of the piece, or the file upon which it stands is prefixed. Thus

  Kt(e2)c4 means the Kt on e2 moves to c4.

  aRe1 means the R on the a-file moves to e1.

  If the piece make a capture, the description of the square to which the piece moves is omitted, and in its place × or takes R, Kt, &c. is written. Thus

  Kt × R means Knight takes Rook.

  Here again ambiguity is avoided (a) by adding the description of the square from which the piece moves in brackets, as above; (b) by adding to the symbol of the captured piece the description of the square on which it stands; (c) by adding both descriptions; or, in the case of Pawns (d) prefixing to one or other, or both of the Pawns, the file upon which it stands. Thus

  Kt(e2) × Kt; or Kt × Kt(c4); or Kt(e2) × Kt(c4); or aP × P; or P × dP; or cP × dP; all of which will be intelligible from what has been said before. The briefest method naturally has the preference.

  If a piece gives check, this is expressed by placing + or ch after the description of the move, with the special forms

  dbl + or ++ , double check; +d (also dis ch), discovered check; + r, checkrook, a check forking King and Rook; m., mate.

  Other symbols are 0–0, castles on King’s wing; 0–0–0, castles on Queen’s wing; [image: images], moves (the exact move not being specified); =, even game;!, good move;?, bad or inferior move.
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PART I. CHESS IN ASIA


  
CHAPTER I

  INTRODUCTORY

  European chess of Indian ancestry.—Asiatic games of similar ancestry.—Classification of Board-games.—Indian Board-games.—The Ashṭāpada.—Speculations on the nature of the original Indian chess.—Previous theories as to the ancestry of the game.

  HISTORICALLY chess must be classed as a game of war. Two players direct a conflict between two armies of equal strength upon a field of battle, circumscribed in extent, and offering no advantage of ground to either side. The players have no assistance other than that afforded by their own reasoning faculties, and the victory usually falls to the one whose strategical imagination is the greater, whose direction of his forces is the more skilful, whose ability to foresee positions is the more developed.

  To-day, chess as we know it is played by every Western people, and in every land to which Western civilization or colonization has extended. The game possesses a literature which in contents probably exceeds that of all other games combined.1 Its idioms and technicalities have passed into the ordinary language of everyday life.2 The principles and possibilities of the game have been studied for four centuries, and the serious student of chess starts now with the advantage of a rich inheritance of recorded wisdom and experience. Master-play reaches a high standard, and has rightly earned a reputation for difficulty. This reputation has often been extended to the game itself, and has deterred many from learning it. Moreover, Western civilization has evolved other games, and teems with other interests for leisure moments, so that chess to-day can only be regarded as the game of the minority of the Western world. In the Middle Ages chess was far more widely played, and the precedence among indoor games that is still accorded by courtesy to it is a survival from the period when chess was the most popular game of the leisured classes of Europe.

  The ancestry of this European chess can easily be established. A number of the mediaeval European chess terms can be traced back by way of Arabic to Middle Persian. Thus we have

  [image: images]

  The name of the game in most of the European languages, e.g. Eng. chess, Fr. échecs, It. scacchi, can be traced back, through the Latin plural scaci (scachi, scacci, meaning chessmen), to the Arabic and Persian name of the chess King, shāh.

  The names of the other chessmen—King and Pawn (L. pedo, a foot-soldier), everywhere; Horse, in Southern Europe—reproduce the meaning of the names of the corresponding men in the Arabic and Persian games.

  The names of the game of chess in modern Spanish or Castilian (ajedrez) and Portuguese (xadrez) not only confirm this evidence, but supplement it by taking the pedigree a step farther back. For these two forms appear in older Castilian as acedrex, and this word is simply the Arabic ash-shaṭranj, the shaṭranj, in a European dress. Shaṭranj, again, is only an Arabicized form of the Middle Persian chatrang, and this Persian word is an adaptation of the Sanskrit chaturanga. All these terms are in their respective languages the ordinary names for the game of chess.

  The names of the chessmen in Persian and Sanskrit are synonymous. In each game there was a King, a Counsellor, two Elephants, two Horse, two Chariots, and eight Foot-soldiers.

  This philological evidence derives some support from the documentary evidence. The earliest works which make mention of chess date from about the beginning of the 7th century A.D., and are associated with N.W. India, Persia, and Islam. It is difficult to assign exact dates, but the oldest of a number of nearly contemporary references is generally assumed to be a mention of chess in a Middle Persian romance—the Kārnāmak—which is ascribed with some hesitation to the reign of Khusraw II Parwīz, the Sāsānian king of Persia, 590–628 A.D. The others belong to N.W. India.

  It is interesting to note that early Persian and Arabic tradition is unanimous in ascribing the game of chess to India. The details naturally vary in different works, and the names in the tradition are manifestly apocryphal. Chess is usually associated with the decimal numerals as an Indian invention, and its introduction into Persia is persistently connected with the introduction of the book Kalīla wa Dimna (the Fables of Pilpay) in the reign of the Sāsānian monarch Khusraw I Nūshīrwān, 531–78 A.D., and European scholars of Sanskrit and Persian generally accept the traditional date of the introduction of this book as established. The so-called Arabic numerals are well known to be really Indian.

  Finally, a comparison of the arrangement and method of the European game of the 11th to 13th centuries A.D. with the Indian game as existing to-day and as described in the earlier records supports the same conclusion. In both games the major pieces occupy opposite edges of the board of 8 × 8 squares, and the Foot-soldiers are arranged on the row in front of the major pieces. The corner squares (a1, a8, h1, h8) are occupied by the Chariol with identical move in most of the games;4 the next squares (b1, b8, g1, g8) by the Horse with the well-known move of the Knight; the third squares from the corners (c1, c8, f1, f8) by the Elephant;5 and the two central squares (e1, e8, d1, d8) by the King and Counsellor respectively with moves that were for long the same in India, Persia, Islam, and Europe.6 The move of the Foot-soldiers, arranged on the 2nd and 7th rows, was also for long the same in the chess of all these countries.

  We must accordingly conclude that our European chess is a direct descendant of an Indian game played in the 7th century with substantially the same arrangement and method as in Europe five centuries later, the game having been adopted first by the Persians, then handed on by the Persians to the Muslim world, and finally borrowed from Islam by Christian Europe.

  Games of a similar nature exist to-day in other parts of Asia than India. The Burmese sittuyin, the Siamese makruk, the Annamese chhôeu trâng, the Malay chātor, the Tibetan chandaraki, the Mongol shatara, the Chinese siang h‘i, the Corean tjyang keui, and the Japanese sho-gi, are all war-games exhibiting the same great diversity of piece which is the most distinctive feature of chess.

  There is naturally far less direct evidence respecting the ancestry of these games than in the case of European chess, but there can be no doubt that all these games are equally descended from the same original Indian game. The names sittuyin (Burmese), chhôeu trâng (Annamese), and chandaraki (Tibetan) certainly, and the names chātor (Malay) and shatara (Mongol) probably, reproduce the Sanskrit chaturanga. The names of some of the pieces in the Malay, the Burmese, and probably the Siamese games, have been borrowed from the Sanskrit.

  If we examine the nomenclature of these games we also find the same meanings recurring throughout. Thus we have—
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  The Malay, Tibetan, and Mongol games are played on a board of 8 × 8 squares, and the initial arrangement of the pieces corresponds closely to the Indian game. The three games of Further India are played on a board of the same size, but the arrangement of the pieces differs from that of the Indian game. The moves of the chessmen are consistent with an Indian ancestry.

  The relationship of the Chinese, Corean, and Japanese games is not so obvious. The first two are played on the lines, and not on the squares, of a board of 8 × 8 squares with a space between the 4th and 5th rows which virtually makes the board one of 8 × 9 squares; the third is played on the squares of a board of 9 × 9 squares. There is, however, no doubt that both the Corean and the Japanese games are derivatives of an older form of the Chinese game. Chinese works refer to the introduction of modifications in their game after 1279. These games introduce new pieces, but the salient fact remains that the Chariot with the move of the Rook (modified in Japan) occupies the corner squares (a1, &c.), and the Horse with the characteristic move of the Knight (slightly modified) occupies the adjoining squares (b1, &c.). This coincidence is too striking to be dismissed as merely accidental. Moreover, it is well known that other Chinese games are of Indian origin.

  We may contrast the position of these games in Asia with that of chess in Europe. If we except Japan, there are only the beginnings of a literature. Each generation accordingly has to start again from the commencement and to evolve its own science of the game. The standard of play remains of necessity low, and there is nothing to deter any one from learning to play. The game has few rivals with which it must compete for popular favour, and it has had no difficulty in most places7 in retaining the first place. Thus the majority of Asiatics are chess-players, and chess may without exaggeration be described as the national game of Asia.

  It is in the wider sense, in which I have just used the word, that I propose to use chess in this book. I include under it all the games which I trace back to the Indian chaturanga, and all the freak modifications that have been attempted from time to time. The first part of this history is devoted to a record of the Asiatic varieties of chess, and the evidence rapidly summarized above will be developed at greater length in the sequel. The broad lines of the diffusion of chess from India are fairly clear. Its earliest advance was probably westwards to Persia; the eastward advance appears to have been rather later, and at least three lines of advance may be traced. One route took the game by Kashmīr to China, Corea, and Japan. A second, possibly the same route by which Buddhism travelled, took chess to Further India. At a later date chess spread from the S.E. coast of India to the Malays. The route by which the game reached Tibet and the Northern tribes of Asia is still doubtful. Persia had meanwhile passed on chess to the Eastern Roman Empire, and, as a result of the Muhammadan conquest of Persia, Islam learnt the game. Henceforward the Muslims became the great pioneers of chess, carrying their game as far west as Spain, and east to India where they imposed the Arabic nomenclature on the Northern and Central Provinces of the Peninsula. Christian Europe had begun to learn chess from the Moors as early as 1000 A.D. From the Mediterranean shores it spread northwards over France and Germany to Britain, to the Scandinavian lands, and Iceland.

  In its outward furniture chess is only one of many games which require a specially arranged surface for play. Games of this type are conveniently grouped under the generic name of Board-games, Ger. Brettspiele, although, as Groos8 has pointed out, the name is not a very fortunate one, since the surface of play is not always a board. Board-games are not only of very wide distribution to-day, but are also of great antiquity. They are by no means confined to the more civilized races: with the exception of the native tribes of Australia and New Guinea, practically every known people has its game or games of this type. It has also been remarked that the difficulty of a board-game is no criterion of the development of the race playing it, for some of the most involved and complicated varieties known are played by tribes that stand lowest in the scale of civilization. Board-games were played by the early inhabitants of Egypt; boards and pieces have been found in tombs even as old as the pre-dynastic period (a. 4000 B.C.),9 they are depicted in paintings in tombs of the Fifth Dynasty (3600–3400 B.C.),10 and the masons who built the temple at Kurna (1400–1333 B.C.) cut boards on slabs which were afterwards built into the roof of the temple.11 Boards, apparently for games, have been found in prehistoric ruins in Palestine.12 Board-games are mentioned in the earliest Buddhist literature of India,13 and in early Chinese works.14 They were played in classical times in Greece and Rome,15 by the Celts in Ireland and Wales before the Norman Conquest of England, by the Norse vikings before they began to harry the coasts of England and France,16 and by the native tribes of America before the time of Columbus.17

  All known board-games, greatly as they vary in arrangement and method of play, appear to fall into one or other of three well-defined groups:

  (1) Race games, in which the men are moved along a definite track. The typical European example is the game of Backgammon (tables, nard).

  (2) Hunt or Siege games, in which one side endeavours to block or confine the adversary. The typical European example is the game of Fox and Geese.

  (3) War games, in which the capture of prisoners plays a considerable part. The typical European example is the game of Chess.

  This classification is convenient, but it must not be pushed too far. In particular, it must not be assumed without further inquiry that it involves any necessary connexion between the individual games of different groups, or even of a single group. However tempting it may be to assume a common ancestry for board-games, it is clear from a closer examination of the various methods of play that the majority have arisen independently, and that only in the case of a small minority in any class is there any evidence of a common origin. The sameness of type which is the foundation of the above classification is at most due to the fact that the games are ‘based upon certain fundamental conceptions of the universe’ (Culin, Korean Games), but more probably, in my opinion, to the universality of the activities which the games symbolize.18 Identity of origin can only be established by the evidence of reliable historical documents, by the linguistic evidence derived from the nomenclature of the games, or by the fact that these show so great an identity of feature that the chances of independent invention are mathematically infinitesimal.

  The existing games which I include under the name of chess form one of the few groups of games whose common ancestry can be established in this way. It will obviously be far more difficult to carry the pedigree farther back, and to discover the origin or relationships of the parent Indian chaturanga, a game already in existence in the 7th century of our era, in still older games. We shall first have to ascertain what board-games were in existence in India at that remote period, and to attempt to elucidate their nature.

  Unfortunately, the general characteristics of early Indian literature are not very favourable for such an inquiry. The earlier Sanskrit literature of the Vedic age, and also of the later centuries when the Brahmanas and Sutras came into existence, was religious in tone and almost entirely poetical in form, and references to games must be exceptional. The later Sanskrit literature gradually extended its field to include secular subjects in general, but as it widened its field the defects of its literary style became more pronounced, and the conceits of the poetry and the extraordinarily condensed character of the prose deprive the allusions of definiteness, and leave too much to depend on the view of the commentator or the personal fancy of the translator. Our knowledge of the older Indian games is thus very vague, and based only upon the comparison of passages, all more or less obscure.

  But we do know that board-games were in existence in N.W. India and the Ganges valley considerably before the commencement of the Christian era. We know this from the occurrence in Sanskrit works of words which are used as the names of boards or surfaces upon which games were played. The commonest of these words is phalaka, but this is simply a generic term for a game-board and conveys no information as regards shape, size, or arrangement. There are next the terms used in connexion with the simplest forms of dice-play, in which everything turns upon the result of throwing the dice and nothing in the nature of a game with pieces is required. Obviously, all that is necessary in this case is a level surface upon which the dice may fall, and Lüders (Das Würfelspiel im alten Indien, Berlin, 1907, 11–15) has shown that adhidevana (used in the Atharva Veda, and usually translated dice-board) meant simply a smooth flat surface excavated in the ground for this purpose. Of more importance for our present purpose is a group of terms which are restricted to boards of definite shape and arrangement. There are two words of this kind: ashṭāpada, meaning a square board of 64 squares, 8 rows of 8 squares, and dasapada, meaning a similar board of 100 squares, 10 rows of 10 squares. These boards were employed for a more complicated form of game in which the use of the dice was combined with a game upon a board (Lüders, op. cit., 65). Both terms appear to have been used also for the games played upon these boards.

  The ashṭāpada would seem accordingly to have been identical in shape with our chessboard or draughtboard, and so it is often translated, though the rendering is to be deprecated as suggesting to the ordinary reader that the board was used for a rudimentary form of one of these games. For draughts there is no evidence at all, for chess none before the 7th c. A.D. Still, the coincidence is so striking that it is worth while to try to discover what the ashṭāpada game really was, in order to see whether it has not some connexion with the rise of chess.

  The meaning of the word is established by Patañjali in his great commentary on the grammar of Pāṇini, the Mahābhāshya, which, according to Macdonell (Skr. Lit., 431), was written between the latter half of the 2nd c. B.C. and the beginning of the Christian era. It is here19 defined as ‘a board in which each line has 8 squares’. In the absence of any reference to any alternate colouring or chequering of the squares, we may assume that it was unchequered, like all other native Asiatic game-boards. Two early comparisons suggest that the ashṭāpada was a familiar object. In the first book of the Rāmāyaṇa,20 according to Jacobi added after the 2nd c. B.C., the city of Ayodhyā (Oudh) is spoken of as ‘charming by reason of pictures consisting of ashṭāpada squares, as it were painted’. The regular plan of the city is probably intended, and the passage may be compared with later ones from Muslim historians. Thus Ḥamza al-Iṣfahānī (c. 300/912), writing of the building of Jundī Shāpūr by the Sāsānian king Shāhpūr (240–270 A.D.), says: ‘the plan of this city was after the fashion of a chessboard; it was intersected by 8 times 8 streets,’ to which a later Persian historian adds the pertinent comment, ‘the figure was after this fashion, but chess had not yet been invented at that time.’ The later geographer Mustawfī (740/1340)21 has a similar statement about the plan of Nīshāpūr in Khurāsān: ‘In the days of the Chosroes, as it was reported, the old town of Naysābūr had been originally laid out on the plan of a chessboard with 8 squares to each side,’ There is also a passage in a Northern Buddhist work, cited by Burnouf in his Lotus de la bonne loi, Paris, 1852–4, 383, in which the world is described as ‘the earth on which ashṭāpadas were fastened with cords of gold’—probably alluding to the division by roads, seas, and mountains, or to the succession of field, forest, and desert.22

  Of more importance is a passage in the Pali23 Brahma-jāla Sutta, or Dialogues of the Buddha,24 according to Rhys Davids one of the earliest of Buddhist documents, purporting to record the actual words of Gotama himself, and dating back to the 5th c. B.C. The Buddha is contrasting the conversation and thoughts of the unconverted man with those of the disciple:

  
    It (sect. 7, p. 3) is in respect only of trifling things, of matters of little value, of mere morality, that an unconverted man when praising the Tathāgata, would speak. And what are such trifling, minor details of mere morality that he would praise?

  

  He then proceeds to enumerate all the many trifles which occupy the thoughts of the unconverted man, and finally comes to games, and gives us a most interesting and valuable list of games—quite the oldest known—which from its interest I quote entire:

  
    Or (sect. 14, p. 9) he might say, ‘Whereas some recluses and Brahmans while living on food provided by the faithful continue addicted to games and recreations; i.e. to say—

    1. Games on boards with boards with 8 or 10 rows of squares.

    2. The same games played by imagining such boards in the air (Pāli, ākāsaṃ).

    3. Keeping going over diagrams drawn on the ground, so that one steps only where one ought to go.

    4. Either removing the pieces or men from a heap with one’s nail, or putting them in a heap, in each case without shaking it. He who shakes the heap loses.

    5. Throwing dice (Pāli, khalikā).

    6. Hitting a short stick with a long one.

    7. Dipping the hand with the fingers stretched out in lac, or red dye, or flour water, and striking the wet hand on the ground, or on a wall, calling out ‘What shall it be?’ and showing the form required—elephants, horses, &c.

    8 Games with balls (Pāli, akkhaṃ).

    9. Blowing through toy pipes made of leaves.

    10. Ploughing with toy ploughs.

    11. Turning somersaults.

    12. Playing with toy windmills made of palm leaves.

    13. Playing with toy measures made of palm leaves.

    14, 15. Playing with toy carts, or toy bows.

    16. Guessing at letters traced in the air, or on a playfellow’s back.

    17. Guessing the playfellow’s thoughts.

    18. Mimicking of deformities.

    Gotama the recluse holds aloof from such games and recreations.’

  

  This passage is quoted at length in many other early Buddhist works, e.g. in Vinaya, ii. 10, and iii. 180. The translation naturally depends considerably on early native commentaries, and it must be remembered that the earliest commentators are considerably later than the original; indeed they only appeared when changes in the spoken language made the written work archaic and unintelligible to the ordinary reader. The commentator was often in a worse position than the modern scholar for interpreting the text, and we often find his explanation absurd or impossible. We are accordingly compelled to accept the above translation with some reserve.25

  We are only concerned now with the first two of the games named. These are the ashṭāpada—here in its Pali form aṭṭhapada—and the dasapada. One of the two commentators used by Rhys Davids, the Sinhalese Sanna, who belongs to the 10th C. A.D. or even later, says that each of these games was played with dice and pieces (poru, from purisa = men), such as Kings and so on.26 His evidence is far too late to be of any value as to the nature of the games in question, but is important as showing that these boards were still used for dice games in his day in Ceylon. Yet, if the second sentence is accurately translated, the games must have been of a character which permitted ‘blindfold’ play without the use of material boards.

  The game on the ashṭāpada also falls into condemnation in an early Brahman work, the Sutrakrilānga.27 The devout Brahman, we are told,

  
    should not learn to play ashṭāpada, he should not speak anything forbidden by the law, a wise man should abstain from fights and quarrels.

  

  A more illuminating reference is to be found in the Harivaṃsa, or Family of Vishṇu, a supplementary book to the Mahābhārata, and generally recognized as a later addition. Macdonell (Skr. Lit., 287) has, however, shown that the Mahābhārata, including the Harivaṃsa, must have attained to its present form by at least 500 A.D. The passage28 recounts a meeting for dice-play between Rūkmin and Balarāma. The former had the reputation of being an expert at dice, the latter was fond of it, but not very skilled in play. Enormous stakes were laid, and Rūkmin won thrice in succession. Finally, sorely provoked by Rūkmin’s expressions of triumph, Balarāma exclaimed, ‘Prince, I wager the vast sum of 100,000 millions, do you accept it? Let us throw the black and red dice on this splendid ashṭāpada.’ Rūkmin made no reply, but threw and lost. Then only did Rūkmin reply, ‘I refuse the wager.’ Neither this, nor Rūkmin’s continued references to his victory, upset Balarāma’s self-control, but when a voice from the skies awarded the victory to him on the ground that ‘silence gives consent’, Balarāma’s long-restrained wrath blazed forth, and seizing the large golden ashṭāpada, he struck Rūkmin to the ground. A second blow broke the teeth of the King of Kalinga. Then, tearing up one of the golden pillars of the hall, Balarāma strode forth, wielding it as a club.29

  We may probably find in this story a reason for the condemnation which Buddhist and Brahman alike pronounce upon the game ashṭāpada. Neither religion countenanced dicing, but neither has been able at any time to suppress it in India. Too great stress has been placed upon the efficacy of legislation, such as is to be found in the Code of Manu, against the use of the dice.30 It is abundantly evident from the whole extent of Sanskrit literature that gambling with dice has been at all times the chief recreation in India. One of the very few secular poems in the Rigveda, occurring in the very oldest part of the collection, which can hardly be put later than 1000 B.C., contains the lament of a gambler who is unable to tear himself away from the dice, although he is fully conscious of the ruin he is bringing upon himself and his home. Lüders (op. cit.) has collected a large number of instances from the epic literature which show the extent of the passion for dicing in post-vedic times. In the Mahābhārata, Nala and Yudhishthira are represented as gambling away their very kingdoms in dice-play.31 The Arabic historian al-Maṣ‘ūdī, writing about 950 A.D., draws a lurid picture of what was currently believed in his day of the gambling propensities of the Indians. He is writing of the uses of ivory, and continues:32

  
    But by far the most frequent use of ivory is for the manufacture of men for chess and nard. Several of the chessmen are figures of men or animals, a span high and big, or even more. During the game a man stands by, specially to carry the men from one square to the other. When the Indians play at chess or nard, they wager stuffs or precious stones. But it sometimes happens that a player, after losing all his possessions, will wager one of his limbs. For this they set beside the players a small copper vessel over a wood fire, in which is boiled a reddish ointment peculiar to the country, which has the property of healing wounds and stanching the flow of blood. If the man who wagered one of his fingers loses, he cuts off the finger with a dagger, and then plunges his hand in the ointment and cauterizes the wound. Then he returns to the game. If the luck is against him he sacrifices another finger, and sometimes a man who continues to lose will cut off in succession all his fingers, his hand, his fore-arm, his elbow, and other parts of his body. After each amputation he cauterizes the wound with the ointment, which is a curious mixture of ingredients and drugs peculiar to India, of extraordinary effectiveness. The custom of which I have spoken is a notorious fact.

  

  At the present day games of chance are among the most popular of Indian games, and are associated with religious festivals, especially with those in which it is necessary to keep watch the whole night through.33

  The ashṭāpada is also mentioned in an account of a game between Sakuni and Yudhishthira in Amarachandra’s Bālabhārata (II. v. 10 ff). In this game two dice (respectively red and black) are used, and each player has an ashṭāpada upon which he throws his die.34 The game was played with pieces (sāri), of which half were red and the other half were black. These are moved in obedience to the throws of the dice; the ‘clatter’ which they make when placed upon the new position is mentioned, and the sāri are compared to monarchs, since like these they are set up, moved, taken captive, and released.

  It seems clear that we have to do here with a game of the race-game class. We may find some confirmation for this conclusion from the comparative study of other Asiatic board-games in which dice are used to define the movements of the men. In India itself there exist a number of examples of games of this class, of which the best known are the games pachīsī and chaupur, which are played upon a four-armed board.

  Games of this type appear to have been practised over the greater part of the world from the earliest times. A wide selection of examples is to be found in Mr. Stewart Culin’s books on games.35 The underlying principle is practically the same in all. The board is arranged so that the divisions or points constitute a track along which the men (in Asia commonly called horses or dogs) are moved in obedience to the throws of the dice or equivalent implements (e.g. staves, shells, seeds, teetotums). The players, who may be two or more in number, are each given a certain number of men whom they have to enter on, move through, and remove from the board in a prescribed manner. Any player can remove, with certain limitations, an opponent’s man from the board by playing one of his own men to the point occupied by the former, and the man so removed has to commence again from the beginning. The player who first succeeds in removing all his men from the board after completing his appointed track, wins the game.

  Probably the oldest and simplest Asiatic game of this type is the game for two players which we call backgammon. It is now played with little variety over all Southern Asia, from Syria to Japan. Chinese records mention its introduction from India with the name t‘shu p‘u (= Skr. chatush-pada, mod. Indian chaupur) as early as 220–65 A.D. Weber36 has collected a number of references to games of this character from early Indian literature, the earliest being from the Mahābhāshya, in a passage in which Patañjali discusses Pāṇini’s explanation of the word ayānayīna,37 in which the termination -ina has the force of ‘to move to’.
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  Board for Pachīsī and Chaupur.38
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  Gavalata Board (Culin, C. & P. C., 851).

  [image: images]

  Ashta Kashte Board (Falk., 265).

  It was possibly the desire to frame a game for four players on similar lines which led to the invention of the four-armed and square boards of which we have several Indian examples. All these boards exhibit a further modification in the special markings that are placed on particular squares. The device is not peculiar to Indian games: it represents an obvious way of adding additional interest to the game which occurred independently to players in many regions. A man which is played to one of these cross-cut squares is treated differently from one played to an unmarked point. It may secure the option of a shorter route home, as in the Corean nyout. It may secure immunity from capture so long as it occupies that point, as in these Indian games, and indeed in the majority of Asiatic race-games. It may be penalized by being compelled to return to the starting-point again, as in the American games of this class. It may be subjected to other penalties, or be given other privileges, as in the various race or promotion games which are invented annually in Europe, America, and elsewhere.
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  Board, Dice, and Men used in Saturankam (chaturanga), (Parker, 695).
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  Sīga Board (Parker, 607), The arrows show the direction of the moves. [The same game is in the Museum für Völkerkunde, Berlin, 1. c. 5708a, as Sadurañgam.]

  Although specially arranged for four players, these games can easily be adapted to use by two players only, and the Indian games of which I give diagrams are often so used. The Ceylon game Gavalata is played by two or four players. When two play, the men enter at A and B respectively, when four, the centre point on each side is the point of entry for one of the players. Each player has one or two cowries instead of men, and four or five cowries are used instead of dice. The men move in the direction of the arrows, and the object is to traverse all the squares to the centre. A player returns an adversary to the starting-point when he plays one of his men to the same point occupied by the adversary, unless it stands on a cross-cut square, or castle. Sīga, which Mr. Parker (Ancient Ceylon, London, 1909, 607) describes as played in Colombo, is the same game, but men similar to the one shown in the diagram of saturankam are used when a proper board (generally of cloth) is employed. Often, however, the game is played upon a board marked for the occasion on the ground, and then the players make use of sticks of distinctive colour or length which they set upright in the square occupied. Saturankam and Ashta kashte are similar games on boards of 81 and 49 squares respectively. A similar game is probably depicted in the gambling scene Chitupada Sila on the coping of the Stupa of Bharhut, a Buddhist monument illustrative of Buddhist legend and history which is now considered to belong to the 4th c. A.D. Here we have four men squatting in pairs on opposite sides of a board of 6 × 6 squares. Beside the board lie 7 square pieces, 6 in a group and one nearer the board and in front of one of the players. They appear to be rudely engraved with dissimilar patterns, and have been variously identified as dice (or similar implements) or coins. The board is scratched on the ground and shows no cross-cut squares, but a short stick has been set up on one of the squares which—from the analogy of Sīga—probably represents a man in course of play.
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  The Bharhut Board.39 The numbers show the positions of the players.

  The existing board-games of this special type in Southern India and Ceylon are all played on boards with an odd number of squares, so that there is a single central square which serves as point of exit for all four players alike. In Pachīsī on the other hand, each player has his own point of exit, and there seems no reason why a similar arrangement should not have been tried upon a square board. In this case the square would obviously be one with an even number of points, and the four central points would serve as the four points of exit for the four players.

  It is to this more complicated type of race-game that I assign the early Indian game on the ashṭāpada board. I find support for my belief in a peculiarity of the modern Indian chessboard which has no importance for chess and has never been explained in a satisfactory manner. On all native chessboards which I have seen, certain squares are cross-cut precisely as in the games of Pachīsī and Gavalata. Native books from the time of Nīlakaṇṭ·ha (17th c.) onwards carefully preserve the marked squares, but attempt no explanation of them. They have even survived the chequering of the board. In their complete form the boards contain no less than 16 cross-cut squares—a1, a4, a5, a8, d1, d4, d5, d8, e1, e4, e5, e8, h1, h4, h5, h8. Other boards omit some of these markings, but do not substitute other cross-cut squares for them. In the chequered boards the markings on the four central squares are not completed.
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  THE MARKINGS ON MODERN INDIAN CHESSBOARDS.

  A. Hyde, ii. 74; Nīlakaṇṭ·ha; Brit. Mus.; Platt Collection.

  B. Weber (v. d. Linde, i. 124, Bombay); Poona; Platt Collection.

  C. Chequered board in Platt Collection.

  D. Weber (v. d. Linde, i. 124, Tanjore).

  E. Delhi.

  F and G. Patiala.

  This peculiarity is not confined to the Indian chessboard. There are markings on the Burmese, Malay, Chinese, and Corean boards, but these do not correspond to the Indian markings, and in some cases are now associated with special features of play. The older Muslim literature of chess makes no reference to the existence of marked squares, but Mr. Falkener possessed a modern Turkish chess cloth in which the squares a4, a5, d1, d8, e1, e8, h4, h5 are marked in one way and d4, d5, e4, e5 in another and more elaborate way.40

  The explanation of these cross-cut squares is, I believe, to be found in the fact that the Indian chessboard is simply the old ashṭāpada board, and preserves its original features, although their purpose has long been forgotten. The ashṭāpada game was, I believe, very similar to the modern gavalata. If two players played, each entered his men at opposite sides of the board; if four, then at each edge. The track ran round the outer edge, then round the inner blocks of 36 and 16 squares, and finished in the centre of the board. The cross-cut squares were citadels, or squares on which a man was immune from capture. As will be seen in the following chapter, this hypothesis provides a simple explanation for the curious fact that the Ceylon game of this type is now called saturankam, i.e. chaturanga.

  The game of chess was invented when some Hindu devised a game of war, and, finding the ashṭāpada board convenient for his purpose, adopted it as his field of battle.41 The fact that he gave his game a new name, chaturanga, shows that his game had no connexion with the game of whose board he availed himself. The meaning of this name is perfectly plain. It is an adjective, compounded from the two words chatur, four, and anga, member, limb, with the literal meaning having four limbs, four-membered, quadripartite. In this original sense it appears in the Rigvēda (X. xcii. 11), in reference to the four-limbed human body, and in the Satapātha Brahmaṇa (XII. iii. 2. 2). It also occurs repeatedly in the Mahābhārata (which existed in its present form by 500 A.D.), in Rāmāyaṇa (which goes back in its oldest form to the 5th c. B.C.), in Kāmandaki’s Nītisāra (dating from the beginning of the Christian era), and in the Atharva Veda-Parisiṣṭas (which are not earlier than 250 A.D.), either in agreement with the word bala, army, or used absolutely as a feminine or neuter substantive, in the sense of army composed of four members, and army generally. It is clear that the word chaturanga became the regular epic name for the army at an early date in Sanskrit. Weber states that the use of the word, as also of the variant chaturañgin, is not only common in Sanskrit, but also in Pali.

  What was meant by the four members of the Indian army is perfectly plain from the repeated connexion of the word chaturanga with chariots, elephants, cavalry, and infantry. In Rāmāyana (I. lxxiv. 4), in Mahābhārata (III. 1504. 4), and in Amarakoṣa (III. 8. 21), the army is expressly called hasty-ashwa-rat·ha-padātam, the total or aggregate of elephants, horses, chariots, and foot-soldiers. Macdonell (op. cit., 118) notes that this was the regular composition of the complete Indian army at least as early as the 4th c. B.C., for the Greek accounts of the invasion of N.W. India by Alexander, in 326 B.C., state that the army of Pauras consisted of 30,000 infantry, 4,000 cavalry, 200 elephants, and 300 chariots. The Greek historian Megasthenes, who spent some time at the court of Pāṭaliputra (Patna) about 300 B.C., when speaking of the military administration of the Indian state, says that there were six departments responsible for the management of the elephants, cavalry, chariots, infantry, baggage, and boats.42 The Code of Mann (vii. 185) also speaks of an army of six parts, to which the scholiast Kullūka Bhaṭṭa (16th–17th c.) adds that the six parts are hasty-ashwa-rat·ha-padāti-senapāti-karmakara, or elephants, horses, chariots, foot-soldiers, general, and camp-followers, i.e. the regular army with its commander and that motley following that always attends an Indian army on its march, and yet adds no fighting-strength to it on the day of battle.43 The Nītisāra of Kāmandaki, ‘a work of policy dating probably from the early centuries of our era’ (Macdonell, JRAS., 118), contains an important and instructive chapter (ch. xix) of 62 slokas, which specially treats of the chaturangabala, or army. The chapter states that the army is composed of elephants, chariots, horse, and infantry; it discusses the ground most suitable for the evolutions of each of these members; it estimates a horseman as equal to three foot-soldiers, and the elephant and chariot as each equal to five horsemen. It suggests several arrangements as suitable for use in war, e.g., infantry, horse, chariots, elephants; elephants, horse, chariots, infantry; the horse in the centre, the chariots next, and the elephants on the wings.44

  We are, therefore, entitled to conclude that the fourfold division of the Indian army into chariots, cavalry, elephants, and infantry, was a fact well recognized already before the commencement of our era.45

  The same four elements—chariots, horse, elephants, foot-soldiers—appear as four out of the six different types of force in the board-game chaturanga. The remaining types prefigure individuals, not types of military force. The presence of the King needs no justification. The addition of the Minister or Vizier is in complete agreement with Oriental custom, and the Code of Manu (vii. 65) lays stress upon the dependence of the army on him. The self-consistency of the nomenclature and the exactness with which it reproduces the composition of the Indian army afford the strongest grounds for regarding chess as a conscious and deliberate attempt to represent Indian warfare in a game. That chess is a war-game is a commonplace of Indian, Muslim, and Chinese writers.

  But the parallelism does not end with the name of the game and the chessmen. It extends to the termination of the play. The immediate object of warfare is the overthrow of the enemy, and in early times this object was secured with equal certainty either by the capture or death of the opposing monarch, or by the annihilation of his army. These are exactly reproduced by the two methods of winning in early chess—the checkmate and the baring of the opponent’s King.

  It would be unreasonable to assume that the attempt to carry out the idea of arranging a war-game between Indian armies upon the ashṭāpada was immediately successful in producing the game as it appears in the oldest records, or even a workable game. But the comparative evidence of the Indian and non-Indian forms of chess shows that the period of experiment was practically past before the game had spread from its earliest centre, and that the moves, method of play, and rules were broadly settled as we know them in the oldest records. Still, one or two of the points of difficulty in the development of the game must be briefly considered.

  1. The number of players. I have already suggested that the use of square boards for race-games may have resulted from the desire to give the track a fourfold symmetry which would allow of four players playing at one time. We have, however, seen that the ashṭāpada was frequently used by two players only, so that we cannot assume that a square board necessarily suggested a game for four players. Moreover, the race-game and the war-game are not really similar. The former is a one-dimensional game, since it only requires a track; the latter is a two-dimensional game and needs a surface.

  We shall see that by the year 1000 there were Indian varieties of chess in existence both for two and for four players. In each variety the four elements of the chaturangabala are completely represented. In the two-handed game the King and his Minister are added, in the four-handed game the King only. The advocate for the priority of the four-handed chess might argue that its representation presents a closer parallel to the Indian army than does the chess for two players. He could also point to the fact that Indian policy has always had an eye on a warfare in which four kings were concerned, to wit, the aggressor, his foe, the neutral, and the one called the ‘middle-most’.46 But I do not think that either argument carries much weight, I have already expressed the opinion that the presence of the Minister in a war-game can be justified from Sanskrit discussions of his functions. And this philosophical view of warfare as involving four Kings can only be looked upon as a generalization, for it is obvious that the aggressor and his foe would be quite capable of conducting a war without the intervention of the other two monarchs. So far as Indian evidence goes, I do not think that it is decisive for or against the priority of either form of chess, though the probabilities are stronger for the priority of the two-handed game. On the other hand the comparative evidence of the non-Indian games tells strongly in favour of the original game of chaturanga having been for two players. This conclusion seems to me also the more natural one. The development of a four-handed game may have been helped by considerations like the above: the analogy of the development of four-handed race-games from the simpler two-handed variety supplies a more probable reason for its appearance.

  2. The arrangement of the forces. Kāmandaki’s treatise shows us that the Indians paid considerable attention to the theoretical arrangement of an Indian army on the battle-field. The problem how best to arrange the elements on the ashṭāpada was a far simpler one, since all disturbing factors were eliminated. The advantages of a symmetrical arrangement must have been obvious from the first, and we may explain the duplication of the chariot, horse, and elephant, and the eight foot-soldiers in this way. The larger number of the last named is explained by the fact that the infantry is numerically the largest part of the army. The positions of the King and his Minister on the two central squares of the first row, and of the Foot-soldiers on the eight squares of the second row, follow so naturally that I think they must have been so from the commencement. But there is no obvious reason why the remaining pieces should be arranged in any particular way, and the existing arrangement, a1 Chariot, b1 Horse, c1 Elephant, was probably only arrived at after experiment. The position of the Horse (b1, g1) is so invariable in all forms of chess, that it must have been fixed very early. As regards the other pieces, the earlier Indian references show that there was uncertainty until comparatively late in India, and now the Chariot, now the Elephant appears on the corner squares. The comparative evidence of the non-Indian forms of chess points, however, to the arrangement a1, Chariot; b1, Horse; c1, Elephant; d1 and e1, King and Minister; f1, Elephant; g1, Horse; h1, Chariot, as having been the more usual Indian one.

  3. The powers of move. We have seen from Kāmandaki that the four elements of the Indian army were of very different values. If war was to be represented by a game, it was necessary to discover some means of reproducing this difference of value. This was cleverly achieved by the original idea of giving different moves to the chessmen, so that the freedom or range of the move should suggest roughly the actual method of movement of the original element in war. The general identity of move in the earlier forms of chess the world over shows the skill with which the idea was carried out: the variation in move of the Elephant recorded in early Indian chess, and exhibited to-day in existing Asiatic forms of chess, may be taken as showing that the final result was only obtained after experiment.

  4. The method of play. All race-games are dice-games, and it is probable that all board-games were in the first instance played by means of dice or other implements of similar import. There is no reason, as far as I can see, why we should make an exception to this in the case of chess. Previous writers have approached the question with a priori arguments. V. d. Linde (i. 79–80) lays stress on the incompatibility of dice and chess, and considers it a dualism that could not be original. V. d. Lasa (1) thought that the greatest probability was in favour of the original game having been a pure game of combination. Macdonell (JRAS., 140) is disposed to take the view that there was a dice-age in the development of chess, as offering a more natural development than that which the opposite view offers. The evidence of the earlier Indian references to chess is purely negative. Dice are nowhere mentioned, but nowhere of necessity excluded from use. It is only at a comparatively late date that we begin to hear of varieties of chess in which the moves were given by the throws of the dice. The four-handed game was a dice-game in its earlier history. The Muslims played their oblong chess on a board of 4 × 16 squares with the help of dice. Even in Europe varieties of dice-chess were not unknown in the 13th c., though it is probable that some of these were of European invention.

  But the later Indian references to the two-handed chess, and the comparative evidence of the non-Indian games show that at quite an early period the possibility of playing chess without dice had been discovered, and the resulting improvement of the game had been recognized. The excellence of the game because it depended upon the intellect alone is already praised in the Middle Persian Chatrang-nāmak.

  With the adoption of a rule of procedure by alternate turns of a single move each, a rule that does not always obtain in Indian dice-games, the game was complete so far as concerns essentials, and players had a workable game of war. Whether its invention may be ascribed to the Buddhist disapproval of bloodshed, which suggested to some enthusiast the possibility of replacing actual warfare by a game, it is impossible to say. It is at least suggestive that we shall find the game first mentioned in India in connexion with a stronghold of Buddhism, and that other early references will be associated with Buddhist regions.

  The date when it occurred to some Indian to represent the chaturanga and its evolutions in a game cannot be fixed, though naturally it cannot be earlier than the organization of the army on which it is based. Chess was certainly in existence in the 7th century A.D., and it had already at that time penetrated to Persia. The evidence upon which the same has been asserted of China is unsatisfactory. The silence of Greek writers as to its existence, although after the time of Alexander the Greeks enjoyed an uninterrupted intercourse with India for two centuries, has been claimed by v. d. Linde (i. 78) as evidence for the non-existence of both the game of chess and also the ashṭāpada at that time, and although his conclusion has been disproved as far as the ashṭāpada is concerned, it is probably correct as regards chess. Writers who romance of ‘five thousand years ago’ and the like are indulging in mere speculation; the real position has been well put by Prof. D. W. Fiske:

  ‘Before the seventh century of our era, the existence of chess in any land is not demonstrable by a single shred of contemporary or trustworthy documentary evidence….. Down to that date it is all impenetrable darkness.’47

  The foundations of the modern investigations of early Indian literature for references to chess were laid by Prof. Albrecht Weber (B. 1821, D. 1901) in a series of papers read before the Berlin Royal Academy of Science in 1872–4. Before his attention was directed to the question by v. d. Linde, the only Sanskrit passage known to relate to chess was one which was first given in translation by Sir William Jones (B. 1746, D. 1794) in his essay On the Indian Game of Chess (Asiatic Researches, London, 1790, ii. 159–65). This gave a description of a four-handed dice-chess, and according to his informant, the Brahman Rādhakant, the Sanskrit text was an extract from the Bhavishya Purāṇa. Sir William Jones himself regarded this game as a modification of the primitive two-handed non-dice chess.48 The exaggerated views current in the early part of the 19th century with regard to the antiquity of Sanskrit literature necessarily led to similar views regarding the age of this four-handed game, and Captain Hiram Cox propounded a new view in his paper On the Burmha Game of Chess (Asiatic Researches, London, 1801, vii. 486–511) by claiming that this four-handed game was the rudimental game of chess, and that the two-handed game was a modification of it. In the hands of Prof. Duncan Forbes (B. 1798, D. 1868)49 this opinion was further developed into a complete theory of the development of chess. Briefly stated, the Cox-Forbes theory is this: A primitive four-handed dice-chess was practised in India about 5,000 years ago. As a result of the action of certain rules, or from the difficulty of always securing a full quota of players, the game gradually became a two-handed game. At a later time the civil and religious ordinances against the use of dice led to the abandonment of the dice-character of the game; and finally, by a rearrangement of the pieces, the game of chess as known to the Persians and Muslims came into existence.

  In its inception this theory depended solely upon the supposed priority of the evidence for the existence of the four-handed game, and when Weber showed the unsatisfactory nature of the evidence in support of the statement that the Indian text was derived from a Purāṇa, scholars abandoned the theory altogether. In any case the 5,000 years of Forbes would have to be reduced greatly in view of the fact that modern scholarship does not place the Purāṇa earlier than 500–550 B.C.

  We possess three texts of the passage in question,50 which, however, all appear to go back to the same source, the Tithyāditattvam (Tithitattva) of Raghunandana, a writer of the late 15th or early 16th century. All are written in the Bengali dialect of Sanskrit in which the remainder of this legal work is composed. Weber claimed that there was nothing to show that the account is not an integral part of Raghunandana’s own book. On the other hand, as will be evident from an examination of the translation which I give in Chapter III, the text of the passage is defective towards the close, and the verses appear to be disarranged. This looks as if Raghunandana had used an earlier source, though since the three existing texts all show the same lacuna and preserve the same order, we are probably right in regarding the Tithitattva as the immediate source of our knowledge of the passage. For the view that the ultimate source is a Purāṇa, we have only the bare word of the Brahman Rādhakant.

  When Weber wrote his papers, the Bhavishya Purāṇa was not accessible to European scholars. Several MSS. are now known to exist in India, and the work has been printed at Bombay (2 vols., 1897), but this edition is of no value for purposes of exact scholarship, as the editors have made extensive additions on their own responsibility. More useful are two MSS. now in the Bodleian Library, Oxford, of which Aufrecht has given good analyses in his Catalogue of the Sanskrit MSS. in that library. He makes no mention of any chess passage, and there is no connexion in which it might conceivably occur. Weber had already stated that later works based upon the Bhavishya Purāṇa, as the Bhavishyottara Purāṇa, contain no chess passage. And the silence of all other Sanskrit works before 600 A.D. makes Rādhakant’s assertion improbable in the highest degree.

  Another theory of the ancestry of chess has been put forward by Mr. Culin in his Chess and Playing Cards (Washington, 1898). He sees in our present games the survivals of magical processes adopted in order to classify according to the four directions objects and events which did not of themselves reveal their proper classification. Dice or some similar agent represent one of the implements of magic employed for the purpose. According to his theory, chess is a game derived from a game of the race type, and the steps of the ascent are (1) two-handed chess; (2) four-handed dice chess (chaturājī); (3) Pachīsī, a four-handed race-game; (4) a two-handed race-game. It is therefore a development of the Cox-Forbes theory, which aims at carrying the pedigree still farther back. Culin’s argument is thus stated (op. cit., 858):

  
    The relation of the game of Chaturanga (i.e. the four-handed dice-chess) to the game of Pachisi is very evident. The board is the square of the arm of the Pachisi cross, and even the castles of the latter appear to be perpetuated in the camps, similarly marked with diagonals on the Chinese chessboard. The arrangement of the men at the corners of the board survives in the Burmese game of chess. The four-sided die is similar to that used in Chausar (i.e. Chaupur). The pieces or men are of the same colours as in Pachisi, and consist of the four sets of men or pawns of the Pachisi game, with the addition of the four distinctive chess pieces, the origin and significance of which remain to be accounted for. By analogy, it may be assumed that the board, if not indeed all boards upon which games are played, stands for the world and its four quarters (or the year and its four seasons), and that the game was itself divinatory.

  

  After stating that students of the history of chess do not now generally accept the Cox-Forbes theory, Mr. Culin continues:

  
    Apart from this discussion, the relation of chess to an earlier dice-game, such as Pachisi, appears to be evident. The comparative study of games leads to the belief that practically all games as Chess, played upon boards, were preceded by games in which the pieces were animated by dice, cowries or knuckle-bones, or by staves, as in the Korean Nyout, the Egyptian Tab, and many aboriginal American games.

  

  All students of the history of games owe very much to Mr. Culin for his careful investigations into the nature, implements, and rules of existing games. His suggestion that race-games may have originated in magical processes deserves consideration,51 and there is much to be said for his view that dice-games preceded games of pure combination. But neither hypothesis has as yet been established as fact, and the further step in his argument which deals with the connexion of the war-game chess and the race-game pachīsī is a very weak one. It has yet to be established that pachīsī or chaupur is older than chess.52 Mr. Culin’s argument depends too much upon resemblances which are only superficial, or can be explained equally satisfactorily in other ways. It shows signs of insufficient acquaintance with the known facts of chess history.

  The theory that chess is a development of an earlier race-game involves the hypothesis that some reformer changed the whole nomenclature in order to make it self-consistent as a war-game, and secured the agreement of all his contemporaries. I find this hypothesis incredible.


  
CHAPTER II

  CHESS IN INDIA. I

  The earliest references in Subandhu, Bāṇa, &c.—The chess-tours in Rudraṭa.—Position in India c. 1000.—Some Arabic references.—Later Indian references.—Nīlakaṇṭ·ha.

  ALLUSIONS to chess begin to appear in Sanskrit literature with the seventh century of our era, and a number of passages from works of that period have been discovered which have been held by Sanskrit scholars to contain references to chess. They vary considerably in value, and only one or two are sufficiently definite to convey any information as to the character of the game mentioned. In others, the only foundation for the belief that chess is intended is the use of the term ashṭāpada. Since this may equally well mean the older dice-game on the ashṭāpada board, these allusions cannot be conclusively attributed to the younger game of chess.1

  The earliest of these references occurs in Subandhu’s Vāsavadattā (ed. Hall, 284), a prose romance, written according to Macdonell (Skr. Lit., 232) ‘quite at the beginning of the seventh century’, which tells the popular story of Vāsavadattā, the Princess of Ujjayinī, and Udayana, King of Vatsa. In this work Subandhu thus describes the rainy season:

  
    The time of the rains played its game with frogs for chessmen (nayadyūtair), which, yellow and green in colour, as if mottled with lac, leapt up on the black field (or garden-bed) squares (koshṭhikā).

  

  The reference to chess in this passage appears to me to be quite satisfactory, although neither the name of the game nor the chessboard is mentioned. Had the race-game been intended, the men would almost certainly have been called sāri: the term nayadyūtair, which Thomas translates chessmen, is explained by the commentator as referring to chaturanga, and the comparison of the frogs hopping from plot to plot to the lac-stained chessmen moving from square to square is not inappropriate. From the mention of two colours only we may perhaps infer that Subandhu was thinking of a two-handed form of chess. Quite as interesting is the use of the word koshṭ·hikā, a cognate of koshṭ·hāgāra, for square. This word, meaning literally store-house or granary, is generally used in the sense of house, and thus presents a complete parallel to the Arabic bait, house, and the Italian casa (French case), house, which are both used in chess in the technical sense of square of the board. It has sometimes been suggested that the Sanskrit term was used as a result of the well-known Arabic legend of the reward bestowed upon the inventor of chess, a calculation which is so thoroughly Indian in character that it may be supposed to be much older that the earliest record of it now existing. It is more likely, I think, that the name koshṭ·hikā suggested the calculation of the sum of the grains of wheat than that the calculation suggested the name for the square of the board.

  F. W. Thomas was the first to call attention to this passage in the ZDMG. (lii. 271). In a later note (ibid., liii. 364) he called attention to the use of the word varshākāla, ‘time of the rains’, or ‘the rains as Kāla’, and endeavoured to establish the reference to Kāla as a technicality of the game. As his argument is based upon the assumption that the Indian chessboard was already chequered in Subandhu’s time, it loses any weight it might otherwise have had. The chessboard has only begun to be chequered in Asia in our own time as the result of European influences. If the reference to Kāla has anything behind it, it is probably nothing more than the old and widely spread commonplace that fate plays its game with men for pieces.2

  Slightly later than Subandhu is Bāṇa, who lived in the early part of the seventh century. Several possible references to chess have been discovered in his works by Macdonell and Thomas. Macdonell first called attention in the Athenaeum (July 24, 1897) to a passage in the Harshachārita, ‘the earliest attempt at historical romance in Indian literature’, in which Bāṇa gives an account of Srīharsha (Harshavardhana), the famous King of Kānyakubja,3 and supreme ruler of Northern India from 606 to 648 A.D., under whose patronage the work was produced. The passage contains a number of puns, and among others Bāṇa in describing the peace and good order of the realm remarks (Bombay edn., p. 86, 1. 11; Kashmir edn., p. 182, 1. 1) that

  
    under this monarch (Srīharsha) … only bees (shatpada) quarrel in collecting dews (dues); the only feet cut off are those in metre: only ashṭāpadas teach the positions of the chaturanga.4

  

  This reference seems to me particularly clear, and the rhetorical figure (parisankhyā) employed is admirably illustrated by the play on the two meanings of the word chaturanga. The mention of the name of the game, chaturanga, makes it plain that in this passage the word ashṭāpada is used in its original sense of a game-board, and not as the name of a game.

  Thomas (ZDMG., lii. 272) has pointed to another passage of a highly figurative character in the same work. In this Bāṇa (Bombay edn., p. 10, 11. 10–12; Kashmir edn., p. 20, 11. 5–8; Eng. trans., p. 6) describes an angry sage as

  
    contracting a frown which, as if the presence of Kāla had been obtained, darkened the ashṭāpada of his forehead, and was the crocodile ornament which bedecks the wives of Yama.

  

  The scholiast explains ashṭāpada as chaturangaphalaka, i.e. the chessboard, but there is nothing in the passage itself to require chess. The simile would be suggested by the resemblance between the deep furrows on the brow of the angry sage, and the dividing lines of the game-board. Thomas suggested an explanation depending on the ‘mottled squares of the chessboard’: this is of course an anachronism.

  Two passages also from Bāṇa’s Kādambarī have been cited as possibly containing references to chess. In Redding’s English version they are thus translated:

  
    dice and chessmen (sāryaksheshu) alone left empty squares (p. 6),

    and

    Chandrapida went away at her departure followed by maidens sent for his amusement by the poetess at Kādambarī’s bidding, players on lute and pipe, singers, skilful dice and draught (ashṭāpada) players, practised painters and reciters of graceful verses (p. 152).

  

  I do not think that we can accept either of these allusions as relating to chess. The use of the word sāri in the earlier passage makes it practically certain that a race-game of the pachīsī type is intended. In the second there is nothing to exclude the possibility that the older ashṭāpada game was intended.

  Much more certain are the two references from Kashmirian poets of the ninth century which Jacobi gave in the ZDMG. in 1896 (1. 227 ff.). The earlier of these occurs in the Haravijaya or Victory of Siva (xii. 9), an extensive mahākāvya or artificial epic, by Ratnākara, a poet who mentions Bālabrihaspati or Chippata-Jayāpīda, King of Kashmīr, 837–47, as his patron, and whom a later writer, Kalhaṇa (Rājataranginī, v. 34), states to have been celebrated under Avahtivarman, 857–84. The chess passage is worded with the double meaning that was so favourite a device of the later Sanskrit poets. The poet is speaking of Aṭṭahāsa, one of Siva’s attendants, and if we read the passage one way it describes him as one

  
    who continually turned the enemy in spite of the latter’s four-square force, of his abundance of foot-soldiers, horses, chariots, and elephants, and of his skilled operations with peace (sandhi) and war (vigraha), into one whom defeat never left (anashṭa-āpadam).

  

  When read another way it may be translated—

  
    who turned not into a chessboard (an-ashṭāpadam) the enemy who had a four-square (chaturasra) form, who abounded in foot-soldiers (patli), horses (ashwa), chariots (rat·ha), and elephants (dvipa), and who had the form (vigraha) of combination (sandhi),

  

  i.e. according to Jacobi (op. cit., 228) and Macdonell (JRAS., 123), of two halves folding together, with reference to the symmetry of the arrangement. There can be no doubt from the mention of the four members along with the ashṭāpada that chess is intended, notwithstanding the non-use of the word chaturanga. The commentator, Alaka, son of Rājanaka Jayānaka, who probably lived in the 12th c., so understood it, for he explains ashṭāpada as chaturaṅgaphalaka.

  The second passage is from the Kāvyālaṅkāra, a work by a slightly later writer, Rudraṭa, who is ascribed to the reign of Sankaravarman, 884–903 (adhyaya 6). He is enumerating different kinds of stanzas, composed to imitate the forms of various objects, and speaks (v. 2) of verses which have the shapes of

  
    wheel, sword, club, bow, spear, trident, and plough, which are to be read according to the chessboard squares (chaturangapīṭ·ha) of the chariot (rat·ha), horse (turaga), elephant (gaja), &c.

  

  The commentator Nami, who dates his work 1125 Vikr. = 1069 A.D., and who lived in Guzerat, explains chaturangapiṭha as chaturangaphalaka, and adds the comment ‘known to players’, and etc. as nara, by which we are to understand the foot-soldier (patti).5
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  1. Knight’s Tour (Rudraṭa).
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  2. Rook’s Tour (Rudraṭa).
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  3. Elephant’s Tour (Rudraṭa).

  Rudraṭa next goes on to give examples of these metrical puzzles, and Jacobi discusses the three chess-puzzles at considerable length. The principle of construction is as follows: certain syllables are placed in the various squares of a half chessboard in such a way that whether the syllables be read straight on as if there were no chessboard, or be read in accordance with the moves of a particular piece the same verse is obtained. The ability to frame such puzzles argues considerable acquaintance with the moves of the chess-pieces, and the metrical conditions of the puzzle add largely to the difficulty of construction.

  There is no difficulty in the cases of the rathapadapātha (chariot or rook tour) and the turagapadapātha (Knight’s tour). With the help of the commentator the solutions are easily ascertained. The move of the Turaga or Horse is identical with the existing move of the Knight. The Rat·ha’s move also is consistent with the existing move of the Rook. Both tours are so constructed that they can easily be extended to cover the whole board. Jacobi (op. cit., 229) notes that the Knight’s tour appears to have been very popular, since the commentator Nami gives a sloka which names the squares of the chessboard by akshara ha to sa.

  The gajapadapātha, or Elephant’s tour, presents considerable difficulty. In the first place a complete tour is impossible of construction with the move ordinarily associated with the Elephant (Bishop) in early chess. We have accordingly to do here with an unusual move. If we examine the commentator’s solution, exhibited in diagram 3 above, we see that it consists of two halves, each occupying two lines of the board, that the two halves are precisely the same, and that they are connected by a move from h7 to a6, right across the board. Jacobi treated the diagram as containing two separate solutions, each being an Elephant’s tour upon two lines of the board, and ignored the abnormal leap that apparently connects them as inconsistent with any move ever used in any ordinary game of chess. He then shows that the moves in these two tours are consistent with a fivefold move which al-Bērūnī records as in use in the Punjab in his time, which is still the Elephant’s move in Burmese and Siamese chess, and which occurs in Japanese chess as the move of the differently named piece which occupies the same initial position as the Elephant in most varieties of chess. This move was one to the four diagonally adjacent squares and to the square immediately in front; see diagram 3 on p. 59. Jacobi’s explanation is, however, met by the obvious objection that such a move can easily be extended to cover the half board without the necessity to use an abnormal leap, and it is necessary to explain why it happened that Rudraṭa did not complete his tour in an orderly way when apparently possible, before we can accept the explanation. The fivefold move only admits one possible chess solution which is distinct from a Rook’s tour, viz. that of the diagram on this page, where the lower rows repeat the tour of the upper rows in the reverse direction. Rudraṭa’s problem, however, is not solely or even in the first case a chess one, but is governed by difficult metrical conditions—the syllables must give the same reading whether read as written or read in accordance with the chess rules. A brief examination of the diagram on this page shows that the tour there described allows the use of only two different syllables in the third and fourth lines; thus aababba, abbbabaa. The composer has to replace a and b by two syllables which will afford an approach to a meaning when arranged according to this sequence. Such a task approaches sufficiently near to impossibility to justify the abandonment of the chess condition in part; the composer has carried out a task of quite sufficient difficulty in providing two different metrical solutions for the tour over the two lines.6
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  A still later allusion to chess occurs, as Weber pointed out,7 in Halāyudha’s commentary on Pingala’s Chandaḥsutra, which belongs to the end of the tenth century. Halāyudha is discussing the form of certain metres, and incidentally instructs the reader to

  draw a table of 64 squares (koshṭhāgara) as in the game of chaturanga.

  These passages include all the known references to chess in Indian literature prior to the year 1000. We cannot claim that they establish much beyond the existence of the game, or that we have travelled far from the ‘impenetrable darkness’ of the earlier period. We can, perhaps, form some opinion of the spread and popularity of the game in India from these allusions. We find chess specially connected with the North-West of India, and the upper basin of the Ganges; we find it sufficiently well known in the 7th c. in this region for it to furnish comparisons to the poets and romancers of the time, and so well known in Kashmīr in the 9th c. that not only did poets employ similes derived from its special features, but that the ingenious also devised complicated and difficult puzzles which depended for their solution upon a practical knowledge of chess. The commentator on these puzzles shows that in the 11th c. the game was known in Guzerat, so that by that time we can safely assert that a knowledge of the game was common to all Northern India. The same century may have seen chess practised in the Deccan, if Dr. Bühler’s statement that the Mānasollāsa of the Ṣālukya (Solanki) Prince Someṣvara mentions chess among his recreations can be proved to be accurately translated.8 It is not clear whether chess had reached the South of the peninsula in the year 900, for the Arabic traveller, Abū Zaid as-Sīrāfī,9 when describing the gambling habits of the inhabitants of the coast opposite Ceylon, only alludes to nard and cock-fighting among their recreations. If, however, the date assigned to the Sinhalese commentator to the Brahma-jāla Sutta is correct, chess cannot have been much later in reaching the South of India and Ceylon.

  The oldest foreign references to the practice of chess in India occur in Arabic works. Two of these are of great importance, for in place of the usual Arabic legends of the invention of chess which will be discussed in a later chapter, they give us more or less detailed accounts of the game as it was played in India at the time these works were compiled.

  The earlier of these is a short note which probably formed part of the lost chess work of the Arabic master al-‘Adlī, who was at the height of his fame about 840 A.D. The note is preserved in two later MSS. based in part upon al-‘Adlī’s work, of which I have made great use in my chapters on the Muslim chess. In AH (f 24 a = C f 33a) the note concludes the section on derivative games which is introduced by the rubric ‘Al-‘Adlī has said’, which throughout the MS. precedes extracts from this writer. In H (f 20)10 the note is given in a much condensed form, but again concludes the same section from al-‘Adlī’s book. The passage in AH runs as follows:

  
    And this form is the form of chess which the Persians took from the Indians, and which we took from the Persians. The Persians altered some of the rules, as is agreed. It is universally acknowledged that three things were produced from India, in which no other country anticipated it, and the like of which existed nowhere else: the book Kalīla wa Dimna, the nine cyphers with which one can count to infinity, and chess. The Indian claim to Astrology and Medicine is disputed by the Persians and Greeks.

    Of the Indian rules of chess, one is observed by the people of Ḥijāz, and is called by them the Medinese Victory. If there be with the Kings two pieces, and the King can take a piece, then which ever first takes, so that the other is left with nothing, wins: for the other side will have been left at a particular time destitute of comrades. This is an Indian rule according to which the people of Medina play.

    Another Indian rule is that when the King cannot find a square into which to move, and the other King has nothing wherewith to checkmate him, the first has won. But this is not a Persian rule.11

    Another Indian rule is that the Elephant is placed in the corner, and omits one square in a straight line to jump into the second in a straight line. And this it does in all the squares of the board. Each Elephant has 16 squares, and the company of Elephants can get into all the squares without collision. But in the form of chess which we have taken from the Persians, and which is played now, the Elephants have only half the board, and each Elephant has 8 squares. The number of squares has been reduced because they go slantwise.

    An Indian was asked why they put the Elephant in the corner, and replied that the Commander of an army in which there are elephants must, owing to his importance, be given the place of commander of either the right or left wing. The Persians, however, think that he should be put next the King, being required for pursuit or flight. The Rooks, he said, are horses in … (a lacuna, after which the writer goes on to praise the horse and falcon, and discusses the relative precedence of the kings of Babylon, India, China)…. The value of the Indian Elephant is the same as that of the Firzān (counsellor, the mediaeval Queen).

  

  The second account is to be found in al-Bērūnī’s India. The author, Abū’r-Raiḥān Muḥammad b. Aḥmad al-Bērūnī, was born at Khiva in Khwārizm in 362/973 and lived in Hyrcania on the Southern shores of the Caspian. He died at Ghazna 440/1048. He travelled into India but penetrated no farther than the Punjab, and, besides other works of a historical and chronological character, he wrote c.421/1030 an account of the religion, philosophy, literature, chronology, astronomy, customary laws, and astrology of India. His work is an extremely valuable record by a keen inquirer, but unfortunately he appears to have brought away a rather hazy impression of that variety of chess which was peculiar to India. In this, however, he is no worse than the vast majority of observers even in modern times. He says:12

  
    In playing chess they move the Elephant straight on, not to the other sides, one square at a time like the Pawn, and also to the four corners like the Firzān. They say that these five squares—i.e. the one straight forward, and the others at the corners—are the places occupied by the trunk and the four feet of the Elephant.

    They play chess, four persons at a time, with a pair of dice. Their arrangement of the figures on the chessboard is the following:

    As this kind of chess is not known to us, I shall explain what I know of it. The four persons playing together sit so as to form a square round a chessboard, and throw the two dice in rotation. Of the numbers of the dice the 5 and 6 are not required. Accordingly, if the dice show 5 or 6, the player takes 1 instead of 5, and 4 instead of 6, because the figures of these two numerals are drawn in the following manner—
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    so as to exhibit a certain likeness of form to the 4 and the 1 in the Indian cyphers.

    The name of King applies here to the Firzān (Minister).

    Each number of the dice causes a move of one of the figures. The One moves either the Pawn or the King. Their moves are the same as in the common chess. The King may be taken, but is not required to leave his place.

    The Two moves the Rook. It moves to the third square in the diagonal direction, as the Elephant moves in our chess.

    The Three moves the Horse. Its move is the generally known one to the third square in the oblique direction.

    The Four moves the Elephant. It moves in a straight line, as the Rook does in our chess, unless it be prevented from moving on. If this be the case, as sometimes happens, one of the dice removes the obstacle, and enables it to move on. Its smallest move is one square, its greatest 15 squares, because the dice sometimes show two fours, or two sixes, or a four and a six. In consequence of one of those numbers, the Elephant moves along the whole side on the margin of the chessboard: in consequence of the other number it moves along the other side on the margin of the chessboard, in case there be no impediment in the way. In consequence of these two numbers the Elephant in the course of his move occupies the two ends of the diagonal.
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    Four-handed chess. After al-Bērūnī.

    The pieces have certain values, according to which the player gets his share of the stakes; for the pieces are taken and pass into the hands of the player. The value of the King is 5, that of the Elephant 4, of the Horse 3, of the Rook 2, and of the Pawn 1. He who takes a King gets 5, for two Kings he gets 10, for three Kings 15, if the winner is no longer in possession of his own King. But if he has still his own King, and takes all three Kings, he gets 54—a number which represents a progression based on general consent, and not on an algebraic principle.

  

  In the main this is a description of the four-handed dice-chess to which I devote the next chapter. Falkener (139–42) thought that al-Bērūnī only refers to this game, and that he never saw the two-handed game in India. But Falkener treats al-Bērūnī in a very cavalier manner, going so far as to declare that he can have been no chess-player. On the other hand Sachau, Gildemeister, v.d. Linde, and v.d. Lasa all agree in thinking that al-Bērūnī did see both games in India, and the last two writers think that it is possible to infer from his describing the four-handed game in terms of the ordinary chess, that he regarded the former game as a modification of the latter. This seems to be going too far: al-Bērūnī, writing for Arabic readers, would naturally explain the Indian game by comparing it with the Muslim game that his readers knew. But I think it is quite clear that al-Bērūnī did see the two-handed game in India, firstly from the fact that he gives two descriptions of the Elephant’s move; secondly from the curious clause that the name of the King applies also to the Firzān. Four-handed chess is still played in India, and it is usual to use the ordinary set of chessman for the purpose. The two allies share out the men of one colour, and one uses the ‘Queen’ as a King. I believe that the clause refers to this custom, and that it accordingly presumes the existence of ordinary chessmen and consequently a knowledge of the two-handed game.
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  1. Indian Four-handed chess.
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  2. Indian (al-‘Adlī).
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  3. Indian (al-Bērūnī).

  The Elephant’s Move in early Indian chess.13

  The fivefold move of the Elephant has been felt to be a difficulty. Falkener suggested that al-Bērūnī must have obtained it from Japanese chess! But there was no necessity to go so far afield. The move exists in the Burmese and Siamese games, and Rudraṭa’s tour raises the presumption that it existed in the Punjab or at least in Kashmīr before al-Bērūnī’s visit. Moreover, the al-‘Adlī account shows that the move of the Elephant was not fixed in India. We have records of no less than three moves of this piece having been tried in India, and with the discovery of this uncertainty the difficulty that has been felt ought to disappear.

  These three moves are exhibited in the diagrams on this page. The first, a diagonal leap, became the widest spread, and it is probable that it is the oldest move. It is the only one which passed westwards, and it exists in Chinese chess also. It became again at a later date the ordinary Indian move. Al-Bērūnī records it as existing in the four-handed game, though in connexion with the Rook. The appearance of the other two moves may have been due to a feeling that the original move was not in harmony with the value of the elephants in war. In actual life they were highly esteemed as one of the most potent divisions of the army; on the chessboard it must have soon become evident that the Elephant was the weakest of the major pieces. The obvious remedy for this want of verisimilitude was to increase the power of move of the chess-piece. Al-‘Adlī records one such attempt. The power is evidently increased, twice as many squares are now accessible to each Elephant, and one or other of the four Elephants on the board can now reach each of the 64 squares; the power is now estimated to be equal to that of the Firzān (counsellor). The attempt which al-Bērūnī records appears to be a later one, and it has proved more enduring. It has the advantage of fitting in with the peculiarly Indian idea that the elephant is a five-limbed animal, which has resulted commonly in the description of the trunk as a hand. The move also gives the piece a higher value which has been estimated as rather more than that of a Knight. This move appears to have been in the main associated with Buddhist centres, and its disappearance from India may be connected with the overthrow of Buddhism there.

  Al-‘Adlī’s statement that in India the Elephants occupied the corner squares is the earliest reference to the uncertainty in the position of this piece, to which I have already referred. From a comparison of the existing information the following points become clear.

  (1) In the four-handed game the piece with the Rook’s move stood next the King, and the piece with the Elephant’s move stood in the corner. The piece next the King retained the name of Elephant.

  (2) Two authorities (al-‘Adlī and the late Vaidyanātha, see later) transfer this arrangement of the moves to the ordinary chess, so that the piece with the Rook’s move stood next the King, and the piece with the Elephant’s move stood in the corner. In these cases the names were also interchanged, and the Elephant stood on a1, &c.

  (3) By the 17th c. generally the piece with the Rook’s move had been definitely fixed on the corner squares, but changes were introduced in the nomenclature. To-day three main divisions may be made. The original nomenclature, Chariot a1, Horse b1, Elephant c1, is the usual nomenclature in Northern India and in the Maldive Islands. The inverted nomenclature, Elephant a1, Horse b1, Chariot e1, is the rule in the extreme South of India among the Tamils, Telugus, and Kannadis. A new nomenclature, Elephant a1, Horse b1, Camel c1, is widely spread. It has been noted as far North as Delhi, and is the rule over the greater part of Central India and the Deccan.

  From al-‘Adlī we learn that the Indian rules varied in two particulars from those of Baghdad. One of these variations relates to Stalemate, a situation without parallel in war, which is a consequence of the limited area of the board, and the method of play by alternate moves. The rules regarding Stalemate have varied all through the history of the game, and this old Indian rule by which the victory is given to the player whose King is stalemated, illogical as it is, reappeared in England from 1600 to about 1800. In India the rule has long been replaced by other conventions.14

  The other relates to the ending which, following the usage of early English chess, I call Bare King. In early chess the player who was robbed of all his men lost the game. Occasionally it happened that at the close of a game both sides were reduced to the King and a single piece, while the player whose turn it was to move could take the enemy’s last piece, leaving his own piece en prise. Indian—and Medinese—players counted this a win to the first player on the ground that the opponent was first bared. Persian, and Arabic players generally, reckoned such an ending as drawn.

  Chess must have received a great stimulus in India as a result both of the Muhammadan invasion and conquest of North-Western India, begun before 750 and completed by 1100, and of the settlement in South-West India of Persian (Parsi) refugees in search of an asylum where they could still practise their Zoroastrian religion. But while the Parsis appear to have adopted the native Indian method of play, the Muslim conquerors brought with them their own game, and have retained it ever since almost entirely free from Indian influence. It is probably due to this Muslim conquest that the references to the ordinary two-handed chess that I have been able to collect for the 11th to 18th centuries are drawn entirely from Central and Southern India.

  It is a very remarkable fact that in these Southern works, chess, the two-handed game of pure combination, is no longer called chaturanga, but has received a new name. The exact form of this name varies from one authority to another, but in every case the word is a compound of the Skr. buddhi, intellect, and all the forms may be translated by the one English name, the Intellectual Game.15 But it is perhaps even more remarkable that the name chaturanga appears side by side with the new name of chess as the name of a dice-game. It has generally been assumed that this was a two-handed dice-chess, but this does not seem to have been the case. All the evidence goes to show that this dice-chaturanga was a game closely allied to the original ashṭāpada game, if not that game itself.

  I imagine that the explanation of this strange transference of name is as follows. The invention of chess did not interfere with the popularity of the ashṭāpada game, and for a long time the games existed side by side, the race-game preserving its old name, and chess being known as chaturanga. Gradually the term ‘ashṭāpada’ passed out of use: we have already seen how commentators of the older literature found it necessary to explain ashṭāpada by chaturangaphalaka, chessboard. At the same time the original meaning of ‘chaturanga’ was forgotten and the word was known in colloquial language merely as the name of a game, the game played on the chaturangaphalaka. The time then came when—possibly only in Southern India, far from the original home of chess—‘chaturanga’ was used indifferently for both games played on the chessboard. With the necessity for discrimination between two games so different in character, the name ‘chaturanga’ became confined to the more popular game, which happened to be the race-game, and a new name had to be found for the less popular game, chess. A name was chosen which admirably described the distinctive feature of chess, its freedom from the sway of chance, and its presentation of a struggle between two minds for the mastery. To-day chess is practically unknown to the natives of Ceylon, but the race-game on the board of 9 × 9 squares is known in Ceylon and Southern India as Saturankam or Chaturanga.16

  This Southern Indian use of chaturanga as the name of a race-game provides a satisfactory explanation of certain statements by commentators which have hitherto puzzled chess-writers. Thus Govardhana (12th c.) in his Saptasatī mentions a poor woman who lives and dies, tormented by the fire of separation, and revives again at a kind look from the eye of the villain (lit. player, but the word had obtained the derived sense of villain from the unfair play that the gambler so often employed) like a sāri. The commentator Ananta (1702 without era, therefore either 1646 or 1780) adds, ‘i.e. like a chaturanga-man (chaturaṅgagūṭikā, lit. chess-horse), which, as often as it dies, i.e. is placed out of the game, is always again restored by the fall of the dice.’ Similarly, the undated commentator to Dhanapāla’s Rishabhapaṅchāsikā (c. 970 A.D.) explains the obscure passage—‘The living beings become like sāri on the board (phalaka) of life, although torn from the senses (i.e. set in motion by the dice) if they espy you (the point of the board) not sharing in imprisonment, murder and death’—as referring to chaturanga. For Dr. Klapp’s consequent mistake, see ZDMG., xxxiii. 465, and Qst., 5. The chaturanga of both these scholiasts is, I feel certain, the race-game, not chess.17

  The same game is obviously intended in the passage quoted by Weber18 from a MS. of 1475 Samvat (= 1419 A.D.) of the Siṅhāsanaxatriṅṣika, in which a gambler discourses at length to King Vikramāditya on the different games that he knows and their special excellencies, among them being chaturaṃga.

  Chess and this race-game chaturanga appear in sharp contrast in the Pañchadandachattraprabandha, a Jaina version of the tales of King Vikramāditya,19 which contains many Persian words and is not older than the 15th c. In the story the King is set the task of defeating the daughter of a wise woman thrice at play. The King offers her the choice of games, and like Yvorin’s daughter in Huon of Bordeaux, she prefers not to risk her reputation upon the chances of the dice.

  
    The king said: ‘What game will you play?’ She answered, ‘What are the other games worth, rāmdhika, nāla, chashi, lahalyā, chaturaṃga-ṣāri, paṣika, &c.? We will play the intellectual game (buddhidyuta).’ ‘As you wish’, said the king. The king ordered a board (phalaka) to be brought; the game was arranged on both sides: Prince (nṛipa), Counsellor (mantri), Elephants (hasty), Horse (aṣva), Infantry (padāty), and Forerunner (agresara). They began step by step to play the moves (?), The king decided naturally upon an involved game, and he began to play with the help of his invisible āgnika.20

  

  The list of the pieces leaves no doubt as to the identity of buddhidyuta with chess. All the original members of the chaturanga are here except the Chariot, whose place is taken by the Forerunner (agresara). Weber (op. cit.) and Gildemeister (Schaakwerld, 1875, 330) see in the use of this term one of the Persicisms so frequent in the work, and recall the occasional use of the Per. mubariz, champion, as an epithet of the Rook in the Shāhnāma. But there is no evidence that the Persians ever gave the piece any name except Rukh, and this explanation has nothing to recommend it. I think we must regard it as entirely Indian. There has always been a greater variety in the names of the pieces in Indian chess than in the game elsewhere.

  We have a very important section on chess at the end of the fifth book (the Nitimayūkha) of Bhaṭṭa Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s great encyclopaedia of ritual, law, and politics, the Bhagavantabhāskara. This work was written about 1600 or 1700 at the command of Bhagavantadeva, son of Jayasinha. The fifth book treats of monarchs, their anointing and consecrating, the whole course of the royal method of life, and the instruments by which the king governs. One of these is the army (bala), and in this connexion Nīlakaṇṭ·ha permits himself a digression in which he speaks of the game which depends not on mere material force but on mental powers.21

  
    1. After the discussion of the foregoing subject, viz. the deportment of kings, which is most important for princes, Nīlakaṇṭ·ha, the son of Ṣaṃkara, describes the intellectual game (krīḍā buddhibalāṣritā).

    2. We draw eastwards 9 lines and also northwards 9 similar lines upon a piece of cloth, or on a board or on the ground. Thus we obtain the board of 64 squares (catuḥshashṭipadā).

    3. We mark the corner squares with geese-feet, also the two middle squares in the same lines, also in the centre we mark 4 squares, and we arrange the warring forces of the two armies on the board.

    4. On the two centre squares of the last 8 squares stand the King (rājā) and Counsellor (mantrī), by them the Camels (ushṭra), then the two Horses (vāha), then the two Elephants (dantī). In the next row are placed the 8 Pawns (patti). The host on the other side is arranged similarly, and both are ready for battle.

    5. The King moves straight and aslant to 8 squares; the Counsellor aslant only; the Camel (karabha) moves similarly but it passes over a square in the middle like a chain; the Horse (vājī) passes over a square different from the square lying in the straight line into 8 aslant squares. The Elephant (kuñjarā) moves straight out to all squares in its file. The Pawn goes straight forwards.

    6. It takes always moving obliquely. When it arrives at the last square, it becomes a Counsellor when it is returned thence to the square it occupied previously. If it arrive at the end on a goose-foot it becomes a Counsellor at once, and not only after the return to the former square. Thus the rule is correctly taught according to the regulation.

    6*. Dividing itself by non-repetition, and variety, the game is doubly desired. There is a division for the square, and what is placed upon it, and through this the first is doubly desired. (Text corrupt, and meaning doubtful.)

    7. Hereupon the two Pawns (padati) which stand before the two Counsellors (sachivā), and along after them the two Counsellors themselves are to be moved two squares distant. Also another piece which goes one square distant is advanced at the same time by others.

    8. A piece standing in the way does not hinder the Horse (haya) and Camel (ushṭra) from going and coming. The Horse and the rest hinder the Elephant (gaja) if they stand before it.

    9. The two Pawns (patti) which are placed next the back corners of the Counsellor are firm, so also are the two which go in the chain behind the Camel.

    10. This army placed in double array which accomplishes the slaughter of the enemy according to the usual arrangement is called durokhaṣa.

    11. If the Elephant (dvipa) is placed in the centre opposite to the opposing King after the removal of his own, it is called kātīṣa.

    12. No piece should be placed without protection, and it is desirable to protect by a weaker piece. It is not proper to protect another piece rather than the King. The slaying of the King is yet considered proper.

    13. Imprisonment is counted as a defeat of the King. If the King is left entirely alone it is reckoned a half-victory, if he is checked 64 times in succession he is also held to be defeated.

    14. When a King is imprisoned without standing in check, and no other of his pieces can move, he may slay the piece of the enemy in his vicinity which imprisons him.

    15. If a piece remains over in the army of the imprisoned King, the player of it counts up the counter-marks (?); then he adds 2 for himself and doubles the sum. (Meaning not clear.)

    16. When he has finished, he numbers the marks, if there are 64 against him, he loses. If he has as many he is equally defeated, if he has more the result is reversed.

  

  Immediately following this text are three Knight’s tours, the solutions of which are concealed by syllables written on the chessboard, which, when read in the correct order of the tour, yield a connected text. These tours are not only re-entrant, but also to a certain extent symmetrical, and the verses are all based on the same tour, starting from different squares.22 The text begins:—

  
    Draw a diagram of 64 squares, write the syllables siṃ na hi beginning in the S.W. (top right-hand) corner, and also in the N.E. (bottom left-hand) corner. Afterwards move the Horse by reading these syllables, ṣri siṃ, hana, &c.

  

  The solution to the first diagram, ascribed to a king of Sinhaladvīpa (Ceylon), is—

  
    There was a rich host of wise men under king Ṣrī Siṇhaṇa. They knew how to move the Horse into every square, a move at a time.

  

  The second diagram is ascribed to Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s father, Ṣamkara.

  
    Ṣamkara moved the Horse from his square by 63 leaps in the incomparable palace of Prince Rāmeṣa surnamed Nārāyaṇa.

  

  The third diagram is solved by a poem, which concludes:—

  
    Thus again Nīlakaṇṭ·ha moved his Horse from here.

  

  It is accordingly Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s own.
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  Knight’s Tour (Nīlakaṇṭ·ha).

  It has generally been assumed that Nīlakaṇṭ·ha describes a game that has been largely influenced by Persian usages. This view depends mainly upon Weber’s clever conjecture that the two technical terms durokhaṣa and kāilṣa were Sanskrit transliterations of Persian terms—du-roka-shāh (two Hooks-King, i.e. the game in which these pieces have their usual positions) and kāt-i-shāh (the migration of the King, i.e. the game of transposed King and Rook). This, however, is entirely a matter of nomenclature, and I can detect no other evidence of Persian influence. The method of play is unlike that of the Persian Shaṭranj, and the rules are throughout essentially Indian. We may account for the two Persian technicalities by ascribing their introduction to Parsi players.

  Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s account of chess is on the whole clear and intelligible; the few obscurities only concern minor points, such as the method of calculating the result in the case of stalemate. The instructions for describing the chessboard are very interesting; the scratching of the diagram on the ground is contemplated, and the marked squares are carefully defined. Apparently the arrangement of the chessmen is the normal one, and the two Kings are placed upon the same file (see § 11). The want of fixity in the names of the pieces is typically Indian. The name of each piece is constant, but four different names are used for the Elephant, three for the Horse, and two each for the Camel, Counsellor, and Pawn. I infer from this that Nīlakaṇṭ·ha was accustomed to play with carved pieces which reproduced the actual figures of men and animals. The two players (7) commence the game by each making a double move: Pd4 and Qd3, Pd5 and Qd6. Some players moved a third man on this move, apparently a second Pawn. The initial double step (9) is only allowed to the Pawns on the a, d, and h files; the other Pawns can move only one square at a time. Promotion (6) is connected with the marked squares; the Pawn ‘queens’ at once on the marked squares a8, d8, e8, h8; but elsewhere it has to make some further move—apparently to the square it had occupied the previous move, but the text is not sufficiently explicit. Checkmate and Perpetual check are wins, Bare King a half win. A King in a position of stalemate is allowed to remove the piece which confines him: the final result of this position apparently varies with circumstances.

  Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s rules are important as the earliest statement of the rules of the native chess of Southern India. In some points his rules approximate to rules observed in Malay chess; in others they show a remarkable similarity with the rules associated with the German village of Ströbeck. In common with existing forms of Indian chess (specially the form I call Parsi chess) are the restrictions on the double step of the Pawn, and the abnormal method of playing the first move. In contrast are the rules of Pawn promotion.

  Slightly later than Nīlakaṇṭ·ha is a work by Vaidyanātha Pāyaguṇḍa, who lived in the first half of the 18th century or later. This work has for title Chaturangavinoda, The Game of Chess, but only the last chapter of 44[image: images] slokas treats of the game. The text of the unique MS.23 is hopelessly corrupt, and Weber could only give a few extracts. It deals with the ordinary two-handed game without dice. Beyond this we only know—

  
    The Chariots (ratha, syandana) occupy the corners, next to them are the Horses (turaja). then the Elephants (dvīpa, nāgendra, nāga), and in the centre are the King (rājā, nripa) and his Counsellor (mantri). The 8 Foot-soldiers (padāti) stand in front….

    The Chariot leaps diagonally into the third field….

    The Horse goes (?) to the corners of a square standing on 4 squares….

    The Elephant goes in the 4 streets….

    The Counsellor goes one or two or all squares diagonally….

    The King goes to all the squares round about….

    The Pawn goes one field forwards, and takes to both sides….

  

  The special points about this description are: (1) the name chaturanga is still used for the ordinary two-handed chess, (2) the original names of the pieces remain, (3) the Chariot and Elephant have interchanged moves, precisely as al-Bērūnī describes in the case of the four-handed game, and (4) the Counsellor’s move is approximating to the modern move of the Queen: it is apparently identical with our Bishop’s move.

  I have now come to modern days, when Europeans were again coming into direct contact with India. We possess no satisfactory accounts of Indian chess in the descriptions of the early voyages to the East. A few sets of native chess were brought home, and Hyde obtained some from Sheldon and describes them in his Mandragorias.24 Forbes (162–3 and 249–51) quotes from two English volumes of memoirs of the close of the 18th cent. some references to games between Europeans and natives, but the information is too unscientific to be of much value.


  
CHAPTER III

  CHESS IN INDIA. II

  The Four-handed Dice-game.—The account in Raghunandana.—The method of play.—The modern four-handed game.

  IN the present chapter I propose to deal with the history and practice of the four-handed chess of which I have already given an early account from al-Bērūnī’s India. Considerable reference has been made already to this game in the concluding pages of Chapter I, in connexion with the Cox-Forbes theory of the ancestry of chess, in which it plays an important part. Present opinion, on the other hand, regards the four-handed game as only one of the many modifications of the two-handed chess which have appeared from time to time in Asia. From this point of view, one of the most remarkable features of this variety of chess is its unusual vitality. Al-Bērūnī wrote his description of the game c.1030. The Bengali account which Forbes used is contained in a work written somewhere about 1500. The game—reformed by the abandonment of the dice—is still played in India to-day. Modifications of chess have not as a rule exhibited such powers of life. Special circumstances may give them a certain vogue for a time, but with the removal of these influences the game has generally fallen into complete disuse.

  The only clear ancient reference to the present variety that I know in Indian literature occurs in Kalhaṇa’s Rājataraṅgiṇī, a metrical chronicle of the Kings of Kashmīr, which M. A. Stein, the English translator, dates 1148–9 A.D. The passage1 runs:—

  
    The king, though he had taken two kings (Loṭhana and Vigraharāja), was helpless and perplexed about the attack on the remaining one, just as a player of chess (who has taken two Kings and is perplexed about taking the third).

    He had no hidden plan (of game) to give up for its sake (his figures). Yet he did not pay any regard to his antagonists who were taking his horsemen, peons and the rest.

  

  This seems to be a quite satisfactory reference to the highest form of victory possible in this game—chaturājī.

  We are fortunate in possessing two descriptions of this four-handed game which Sir William Jones and later writers have designated chaturājī.2 The earlier of these—al-Bērūnī’s—has been already cited; the later—Raghunandana’s—was given in translation by both Sir W. Jones and Forbes. Van der Linde gave in the Geschichte (I, Beil., 3–13) the Bengali text and a German version, which Weber had prepared at his suggestion from the three known texts of the slokas in the Tithitattva.3 Weber’s German version has served as the basis of the following translation:—

  
    Yudhisthira having heard of the game of chaturanga applied to Vyasa for instructions concerning it.

    Yudhisthira said—

    1. Explain, O supereminent in virtue, the game on the eight times eight board. Tell me, O my master, how the Chaturājī may be played.

    Vyasa said—

    2. On a board of eight squares place the red forces in front, the green to the right, the yellow at the back, and the black to the left.

    3. To the left of the King (rāja), O Prince, place the Elephant (gaja), then the Horse (aṣwa), then the Boat (naukā), and then four Pawns (vaṭi) in front.

    4. Opposite place the Boat in the corner, O son of Kunti; the Horse in the second square, the Elephant in the third.

    5. And the King in the fourth. In front of each place a Pawn (vaṭikā). On throwing 5, play Pawn or King; if 4, the Elephant (kuñjara).

    6. If 3, the Horse; if 2, then, O Prince, the Boat must move. The King moves one square in every direction.
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  Four-handed chess. After Raghunandana.

  
    7. The Pawn moves the same, only forwards, and takes what happens to be in either angle in advance; the Elephant moves at pleasure in the four cardinal directions.

    8. The Horse (turaṃga) moves aslant, crossing three squares at a time; the Boat moves aslant two squares at a time, O Yudhisthira.

    9. Sinhāsana, Chaturājī, Nṛipākṛishṭa, Shaṭpada, Kākakāshṭha, Vṛihannaukā, Naukākṛishṭaprachāraka.

    10. The Pawn and Boat take whether they can be taken or not, O Yudhisthira; the King, Elephant, and Horse (hayaṣ) take, but avoid being taken themselves.

    11. The player should guard his forces with all possible care; the King, O Prince, is the most important of all.

    12. The most important may be lost if the weaker are not protected, O son of Kunti. As the King’s chief piece is the Elephant, all others must be sacrificed to save it.

    13. To enable the King to obtain Sinhāsana or Chaturājī all other pieces—even the Elephant—should be sacrificed.

  

  I. SINHĀSANA (A throne).

  
    14. If a King enters the square of another King, O Yudhisthira, he is said to have gained a Sinhāsana.

    15. If he takes the King when he gains Sinhāsana, he gains a double stake; otherwise it is a single one.

    16. If the King, O Prince, mounts his ally’s throne, he gains a Sinhāsana, and takes over the command of both armies.

    17. If a King, seeking a Sinhāsana, moves six squares away, he is exposed to danger although he still seems well protected.

  

  II. CHATURĀJĪ (The four Kings).

  
    18. If you still keep your own King, and take the other Kings, you obtain Chaturājī.

    19. If your own King slays the others in obtaining Chaturājī, you gain a double stake; otherwise it is a single one.

    20. If the King slays the other Kings on their own squares, his stakes are fourfold.

    21. If, at the same time, Sinhāsana and Chaturājī are both possible, the latter deserves the preference.

  

  III. NṚIPĀKṚISHṬA (Exchange of Kings).

  
    22. If you have two Kings in your hand, and your own King is still there, the King who is taken by the enemy is taken back again.

    23. If you have not the two Kings in your hand although the enemy has the other, the King must kill a King at his own risk.

    24. If a King marches out through the nṛipākṛishṭa, he must be killed for death or life. There is no rescue afterwards.

  

  IV. SHAṬPADA (The move of six squares).

  
    25. If a Pawn reaches the edge excepting in the corner and the King’s square, he assumes the power of the square, and this procedure is called the Shaṭpada.

    26. If Chaturājī and Shaṭpada are both obtainable, O Prince, Chaṭpada naturally has the preference.

    27. If the Pawn’s Shaṭpada is marked with King or Elephant (hasti), it cannot assume it.

    28. If the Pawn stands through ten (?i.e. for many moves) on the seventh square, the weak forces opposite can be slain at pleasure.

    29. O son of Kunti, if the player has three Pawns left, according to Gotama, he cannot take Shaṭpada.

    30. If, on the contrary, he has beside the Boat only one Pawn, it is called gāḍhā, and no square matters to him.

  

  V. KĀKAKĀSHṬHA (A draw).

  
    31. If there are no forces left upon the board it is called Kākakāshṭha. So say all the Rākshasas. It is a drawn game.

    32. If there be a fifth King created by the Shaṭpada of a Pawn, and he is taken, it is a misfortune. He will then slay as he moves the moveable forces. (Meaning doubtful.)

    33. If this happens a second time the victor slays the hostile forces.

    34. If, O Prince, Kākakāshṭha and Sinhāsana happen together, the latter preponderates, and no account is taken of the other.

  

  VI. VṚIHANNAUKĀ (The Boat’s triumph).

  
    35. If a square is occupied, and on the four squares behind it the four Boats are collected, he who causes this to happen by his Boat obtains all four ships.

    36. The gaining of the four Boats is called Vṛihannaukā.

  

  VII. NAUKĀKṚISHṬA (The exchange of Boats).

  
    (There is a gap here.)

    … Never place an Elephant opposite another Elephant.

    37. That would be very dangerous. If, however, there is no other square, then, O Prince, Gotama says the Elephant (hasti) may be placed opposite the Elephant.

    38. If you can take two Elephants (gaja), slay that to the left.

  

  This description is rather fuller than that given by al-Bērūnī, but in the main the two accounts appear to be consistent with one another. It is, however, defective towards the end; and the rules that define the circumstances under which the exchange of Boats was permitted are wanting. The last 2[image: images] ṣlokas seem to be out of place, and Weber moved them to the close of the opening portion, following ṣloka 11, while Falkener has attempted a more extensive rearrangement of the poem.4

  So far as the names, positions, and moves of the pieces, and the interpretation of the throws of the dice go, the two accounts are in agreement, except that the Bengali text substitutes a Boat for the Rook or Chariot, and al-Bērūnī contemplates the use of a cubical die in the place of the oblong die of the poem.5 The cubical die is, however, only a substitute for the oblong die, since the other throws (the 1 and 6) are made equivalent to two of the throws of the oblong die. The change, of course, disturbs the chances of the game (if a dice-game throughout) by leading to a more frequent use of the King, Pawn and Elephant, with a consequent shortening of the game.

  It is probable that the replacement of the Rook or Chariot by the Boat was confined to Bengal, where the same change has been made in the nomenclature of the two-handed game. It is most probably the result of an attempt to discover a meaning for the Muslim chess term rukh, which had been introduced into Northern India in consequence of the Muhammadan conquest. The original meaning of the word rukh was not generally known either by the Persian or by the Arabic grammarians, and many popular etymologies were current among them. The Hindu in Bengal associated it with the Sanskrit roka, a boat or ship, and carved the chess-piece accordingly. Once carved so, it is easy to see how, with the loose nomenclature used in our Indian authorities, it became usual to employ the more ordinary term, nauka, for the boat in Bengali.

  It will be seen in the sequel that the Boat has replaced the Rook in Russian, Siamese, Annamese, and Javan, probably in most of these cases independently. If this explanation of the origin of this term in Bengali is correct, it is another argument for the late date of the passage in the Tithitattva, since it puts the appearance of the Boat at a date subsequent to the Muslim invasion of India.

  It is a peculiarity of the game that the King is not obliged to move when attacked, and that the King is liable to capture precisely in the same way that every other piece is liable in the ordinary game. Indeed, the whole game seems to have had for its aim the capture of as many prisoners as possible. Al-Bērūnī tells us that every piece had its definite value, and the division of the stakes was governed by the number and value of the pieces taken. The value of the Pawn is 1, of the Rook (Boat) 2, of the Horse 3, of the Elephant 4, of the King 5. If a player preserved his own King and captured the other three, he obtained 54. Al-Bērūnī was unable to explain the reason for this number and regarded it as a mere convention of the game. But it is the exact value of the other three armies when calculated in accordance with his figures, and thus represents the highest score possible, and it may have been obtained in that way. It then agrees with the poem, where this mode of winning is given as the most profitable. The poem only deals with the stakes realized by the capture of the Kings or the taking of their thrones. The victory appears to be estimated in a different way from that described by al-Bērūnī.

  The scale in the poem may be summarized thus:—
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  The game is played by four players allied in pairs. In the poem red and yellow are allies, green and black. The nature of the alliance does not clearly transpire: it can hardly have been very cordial and sincere, when it was equally profitable to capture the ally’s King or an enemy’s King, and a necessity for the gain of the most profitable victory. The poem adds a further inducement to treachery in the privilege that the seizure of the throne of the ally’s King involved the elimination of the ally, and secured the sole conduct of the two armies.

  We do not know for certain how the move circulated. The analogy of other four-handed Indian games, Pachīsī, Chaupur, &c., would require the move to go round in a counter-clockwise direction. From the advice in ṣloka 38 to take the Elephant on the left in preference to that on the right, Forbes argued that the move went in the opposite direction, and prima facie his argument seems sound.

  When we come to the actual method of play, further difficulties appear. Both accounts speak of the use of dice to determine which of the various men are to be played, but neither account is sufficiently explicit, and while al-Bērūnī speaks of a pair of dice, the poem does not seem to contemplate the use of more than a single die. Nor is it stated anywhere with absolute clearness that the die or dice are to be employed throughout the game, though I think that the continuous use of the dice is implied from al-Bērūnī’s curious disquisition on the Elephant’s move, and I see nothing in the poem inconsistent with the use of a pair of dice. Neither source again has anything to say as to what was done in cases in which the dice gave impossible moves. At the outset no Elephant can move. With two dice such as al-Bērūnī prescribes, the chances are 2 to 19 on the throws 4, 4 or 6, 6, which can only be met by a move of the Elephant, and 11 to 10 on one of the dice giving a 4 or a 6; with a single die the chances are 1 to 3. Did the player lose his turn, or could he throw again? And when the game had been some time in progress, many throws must have been quite impossible to use. A player loses his Horse, for instance, and the throw of 3 is useless. Did the game as it went on resolve itself more and more into a long and wearisome succession of shakes of the dice-box with moves upon the board at greater and greater intervals, and, if so, what were the elements of vitality that kept the dice-game alive for at least 500 years?

  To these questions there is no certain answer possible. The various solutions that have been suggested will be briefly discussed in the Appendix to this chapter. It is not a difficult matter to construct a playable game of chance out of what we know by framing a code of laws to meet all the cases which the two accounts leave uncertain. But it would be a hard matter to prove that any such conjecture had accurately reproduced the original game; while the existing four-handed Indian game affords but little help, for the game is no longer played with dice, and it is to the use of the dice that all the uncertainty is due.

  The rules of pawn-promotion (the skaṭpada) are rather vague. It is clear that the Pawn could only be promoted at the edge opposite to that from which it started to move, for otherwise there would be no reason for the exact term shaṭpada (six steps). Promotion is not allowed on the squares originally occupied by King or Elephant (27); these are two of the marginal marked squares, and in the ordinary game promotion is facilitated, not prohibited, on these squares. No Pawn can be promoted until a Pawn has been lost (29), and probably also, though not explicitly stated, until the masterpiece of the file has been lost. Probably in such a case it is debarred from moving to the 8th rank. Promotion is to the rank of the master-piece of the file (25). But when a player has lost all his superior men save his Boat and one Pawn he may promote this Pawn on any square of the opposite edge to the rank of any piece, King included (30, 32).

  The four-handed game would appear to have been played chiefly in Bengal, the North-West Provinces, and the Punjab. Sir William Jones’s authority, the Brāhman Rādhakant, told him ‘that the Brahmans of Gaur or Bengal were once celebrated for superior skill in the game, and that his father, together with his spiritual preceptor Jagannāth, now living at Tribeni, had instructed two young Brāhmans in all the rules of it, and had them sent to Jayanagar at the request of the late Raja, who had liberally rewarded them.’6

  According to Raghunandana the four-handed dice-game was chiefly played on festivals like that of the full moon, when it is occasionally incumbent upon the worshippers to keep watch throughout the night. He states that on these occasions it was customary to relieve the tedium of the night with games of dice, and specially with chaturājī. I know of no living authority who has seen this game so played. None of the modern Indian chess-books which I have consulted mention the game as a living variety of chess, and the two which make any reference to it at all have obtained their knowledge of it from European works, and only include it for its historical interest. The Hindu Ram Chandra Pradan, in reply to questions from v.d. Linde in 1874 (v.d. Linde, i. 79), had never heard of this dice-game and declined to believe in its possibility.

  On the other hand, a four-handed game of chess played without dice is still played in India. Ram Chandra Pradan told v. d. Linde that he had often seen this non-dice form played. The opposite players were partners, and chessmen of only two colours were used. It has been seen more recently in the Punjab at Naushahra, near Peshawar. Mr. J. Cresswell, who has recorded the fact,7 was shown the game at the conclusion of an ordinary game of chess which he had been watching. Three of the players were Muhammadans, the fourth a Hindu. They used the ordinary chessmen, dividing each colour between the allied players, and using the Farzīus (Counsellors, ‘Queens’) to supply the places of the two extra Kings required. The partners sat opposite one another, the game was played without dice, and there was no wager on the result, nor any value attached to the prisoners taken. He was informed that the game terminated

  (1) when one side succeeded in capturing both of the opposing Kings;

  (2) when one side succeeded in capturing all the opponent’s men excepting the Kings;

  (3) when all four Kings were left bare; in which case the game was drawn.

  On this occasion there was no exchange of captured Kings, no attempt to capture the partner’s King, and no promotion of Pawns was necessary. In the Autumn of 1909 I met a young Punjabi from Lahore who was in this country for purposes of education. He told me that shaṭranj was played in Lahore either as a two-handed or as a four-handed game; the two-handed game was the more usual.

  Although these modern authorities speak of the use of the ordinary chessmen of the two-handed game being used, special sets for the four-handed game are not unknown. Mr. Falkener possessed a fine set in two colours, in which the Rooks are Boats, and has given a photograph of it in his Games, &c. (facing 119).

  The modifications in the method of play which Mr. Cresswell describes appear to be natural ones after the removal of the dice and the abandonment of the method of scoring based upon the numerical values attached to the pieces taken. The game has gained in strategy, and the alliance between the partners is now straightforward. There is no longer any point in capturing the partner’s King, and each side can devote its entire energies to the task of winning without fear of treachery. Rules for Pawn-promotion probably exist, but from the nature of the game they can only seldom come into operation.

  This is the game which in the Cox-Forbes theory is the primitive chess. Forbes discovered the seed from which our chess was to spring in the privilege that a player who gained his partner’s throne henceforward secured the sole conduct of the two armies. He considered that this manœuvre was an object of prime importance, and that it would often happen ‘that after some 20 or 30 moves, the contest remained to be concluded between two players only’. Moreover, he finds the use of the dice not only alien to the spirit of the game, but forbidden by the rigid law and religion of the Hindus. It is a small step to imagine that two players often sat down to chaturājī, and played it from the start without using dice at all. To unite the allied armies of red and yellow along one edge, to move the allied armies of black and green from their respective sides to the other edge, to replace two of the Kings by Viziers, are changes which appeared to Forbes with the advantage of the knowledge of the two-handed game, simple, obvious, and natural.

  I feel bound to differ. Quite apart from the historical difficulties narrated in Chapter I, which appear to me to be insuperable, the transformation so glibly described seems to me unnatural, unlikely, and incredible. The value of the manœuvre by which the third and fourth players are eliminated seems exaggerated so long as the moves are dictated by dice, and the possibility of its successful accomplishment is much smaller than Forbes imagined. It will take a King seven moves at least to reach his partner’s throne, and he must move right down the front of the two opposing armies, exposed the whole way to attack and possible capture. The probability of seven fives turning up in the first 20 or 30 throws is extremely small. Again, undue weight is laid upon the religious and legal ordinances against the use of dice. Nothing is more certain than the continuous existence of gambling in India from the earliest times, and the two divinities, Siva and Parvati, are often depicted playing a dice-game. The theory of the final transformation I leave, as I believe it condemns itself.

  APPENDIX

  ATTEMPTS TO RECONSTRUCT THE FOUR-HANDED GAME

  Of the two old descriptions of the game, that of al-Bērūnī contains most information as to the practical play, the Bengali poem being mainly concerned with advice to the player as to the considerations which should guide him in making captures or exchanges, and with a description of the different values of the various forms of victory. The rules governing the division of the stakes need not detain us now, except in so far as they suggest aims to be kept in view through the game, since they do not affect the broad question as to how the game was played. Both authorities agree in the initial positions of the forces, and in the moves of the pieces and the interpretation of the throws of the dice.

  
    5 (including 1) K or P moves.

    4 (including 6) Elephant (with move of our R) moves.

    3 Horse (with move of our Kt) moves.

    2 Boat or Rook (with move of Elephant in diagram no. 1, p. 59) moves.

  

  Turning to al-Bērūnī’s account, we notice that he speaks of the use of two dice, though he does not explain how they were to be used. It only appears incidentally from his note on the Rook’s move that the dice are to be thrown simultaneously, although this would of course be the natural conclusion one would draw in any case. Nor is the method of interpretation of the throws at all clear. There would seem to be five possible ways of using the throws. These are: (1) The sum total of the pips might be taken and interpreted as laid down above. But this does not harmonize with the account of the Rook’s move, and of the 21 (or, supposing the two dice are distinguishable the one from the other, 36) combinations possible, 12 (21) give totals of 7 and upwards, and are unintelligible. (2) One die gives the piece to be moved, the other prescribes its move. But this again does not harmonize with the Rook’s move, and, besides, both King and Horse have more than six moves open to them in some positions, and the cubical die could not distinguish between more than six. (3) A combination of (1) and (2), which would involve the difficulties of both at the least. (4) Only one of the throws is to be used at the option of the player. This would reduce the number of unintelligible throws, and allow for the exercise of a certain amount of discretion. But again the Rook’s move is a difficulty, unless there is a special privilege attached to the throw of doublets. If so, 5 . 1 and 6 . 4, as meaning 5 . 5 and 4 . 4 respectively, would have to be counted as doublets. If both dice could give moves in such cases, this hypothesis satisfies the account of the Rook’s maximum move. (5) Both throws are used, and the players may, if the dice both give intelligible moves, play two moves simultaneously. This also satisfies the Rook’s move. The solution appears to me to rest between (4) and (5), and the latter of these is the less complicated in working.

  The analogy of Pachīsī may help to solve some points. In this game a player has considerable liberty with regard to his use of his throws. In the first place he continues to throw and play until he throws one of the three lowest throws of the eight possible. There is accordingly nothing un-Indian about the simultaneous play of two or more moves, and the orderly succession of alternate moves is not an absolute necessity. In the second place, a player may decline to take his throw when it is his turn, or even if he throw, he may decline to play the throw if he would spoil his position by so doing.

  Of previous writers, only Forbes and Falkener have attempted to lay down rules for the game, though v.d. Linde experimented with the game, and published the results in the Schachzeitung (1874, 33). Forbes, who only contemplated the use of the single die, suggested that a player forfeited his move when the die gave an unintelligible throw, and cited the analogy of English backgammon. This receives some support from the rules of the Arabic dice oblong chess (see Ch. XVI). Falkener considered that the die was only used to determine the first move, and was discarded afterwards, because ‘the game is too ingenious to be subject to a chance which would render inoperative the most brilliant conceptions, and by which the worst player, having luck on his side, might defeat the most skilful’. And he surmounted the difficulty of an unintelligible throw occurring at the start, e.g. a 4, by supposing that there are only four openings, and that ‘the throws of the die on starting meant one of the principal pieces or its pawn, and this seems supported by the Rajah and its Pawn being mentioned together for the first throw, verse 5 (of the poem).’ But an examination of the ṣloka, upon which he relies, does not support his interpretation. The throw of 5 moves a King or a—not his—Pawn. There are also not four, but nine possible opening moves (one of each Pawn, one of the B, two of the Kt, and two of the K), and his argument about the ingenious nature of the game ignores the root-idea of dice-games. It is precisely the possibility that he deprecates that is the fascination in the use of the dice.

  I have satisfied myself by trial that a playable game is possible, using two dice throughout, on the basis of allowing either both throws to be used, or only one, at choice. But these are not the only ways of constructing playable games from the material supplied by al-Bērūnī and the Bengali poem.


  
CHAPTER IV

  CHESS IN INDIA. III

  The modern games.—Three main varieties of chess played.—Summary of the nomenclatures.—The crosswise arrangement of the Kings.—Hindustani chess.—Parsi chess.—Standard of play.—Specimen games.—Native chessmen.—The problem.

  CHESS is played at the present time over the whole of India and the adjacent islands. There is, however, no absolute uniformity of rule as in Europe, and native writers tell of three main types of play as existing in the peninsula, to which they give the names of the Hindustani, the Parsi, and the Rūmī chess. Of these the first two appear to be the modern descendants of the original Indian chess, while the third may be traced back to the Muslim game which has been introduced by the Muslim conquerors of Northern India. The rules of this Rūmī chess have been fixed for the last hundred years, and the game seems able to resist the influence of the European moves and rules of play. Neither the Hindustani (North Indian) nor the Parsi (South Indian) game exhibits the same fixity of rule; it is not always easy to classify the type of game described by European observers; both games are very susceptible to the influence of the European chess, and there are also everywhere local peculiarities of rule. The characteristic feature of both games consists in the rules of Pawn promotion. Native observers say that these games are gradually losing ground, and there can be little doubt that in the long run both forms will be replaced by the European chess.

  Although it is convenient to collect together in the present chapter the nomenclature of all types of Indian chess, I only propose to deal here with the Hindustani and Parsi games—those which I regard as the modern representatives of the older Indian chess. The Rūmī game will be described later in Ch. XVII, with the other modern forms of the Muslim chess with which it is intimately connected.

  Naturally in a land that contains so many different languages as India, the names of the chessmen vary from place to place with language or dialect. The game itself is called shiṭranj (shaṭranj) in the Muhammadan regions: in the Deccan and Southern India the name, as already stated, is a compound of the word buddhi, intellect. The information that I have been able to collect as to the names of the chessmen is exhibited in the following table. For purposes of comparison I include the earlier nomenclature from the passages quoted in the two preceding chapters.
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  The initial arrangement of the men in the Hindustani and Parsi games is exhibited in the accompanying figure. The only difference between this arrangement and the European one consists in the relative positions of the Kings and Ministers (Counsellors, Viziers—our Queens). In the European game both Kings stand on the same file and the white Queen stands on her King’s left and the black Queen on her King’s right. In the Indian games each Minister stands on the King’s left, and as a result each Minister faces his opponent’s King.16 This method of arranging the pieces, conveniently termed crosswise, is now the rule in all games of chess upon the board of 64 squares that are played in Southern Asia, with the exceptions of Burmese and Rūmī chess. In Turkish chess, Egyptian chess, and these Indian games the Minister stands on the King’s left: in Persian chess and the Malay games, on the King’s right. This diversity of plan makes impossible the explanation favoured sometimes that the crosswise arrangement had its origin in considerations of court etiquette which forbad the Minister to stand on a particular side of his sovereign. The most probable explanation is that it is a result of the unchequered nature of the Oriental chessboard, which prevented the growth of conventions which could be defined by reference to the colour of particular squares, as is the case in modern European chess. In their fullest form granting the right of beginning the game to the player of a particular colour, these conventions are quite recent in origin, and are merely matters of convenience to secure uniformity and even conditions of play; they are not essential to chess, and have no real importance for the theory of the game. If the need were felt for similar conventions for the arrangement of the chessmen upon an unchequered board, it is obvious that the arrangement can only be defined in terms of the relative positions of King and Minister, and the crosswise arrangement gives no real or imagined advantage to either side. But the change seems to have been made without remark, and, so far as the evidence goes, it appears to be of quite recent introduction. It was not the rule in Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s account of the Indian chess, and the Persian MS. Y,17 copied in Delhi in 1612, still shows the European opposite arrangement. The earliest reference that I know to the crosswise arrangement in any country is contained in the passage from Hamilton’s Egyptiaca (London, 1809) which is quoted later (p. 357).
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  The Modern Indian Chess. C = Camel; E = Elephant.

  In Hindustani chess the ordinary moves of the pieces are identical with those of the European pieces occupying the equivalent initial positions. The Rook (elephant, chariot, boat) moves as our Rook, the Horse as our Knight, the Elephant (camel) as our Bishop, and the Vizier (minister) as our Queen. The King (raja, padshah) moves to any of the squares contiguous to the one he is occupying, and in addition he is permitted once in the game, whether he has already moved or not, to leap as a Knight, but this privilege is lost if he be checked before he has availed himself of it. The Pawns move straight forward one square at a time only, and capture in the same way that is the rule in the European game. Singha in his account (which in many ways describes a game that seems more like the Parsi chess) adds the information that the King cannot capture on his leap, nor exercise it to cross a square which is commanded by a hostile piece.

  A Pawn which arrives at the 8th row receives promotion to the rank of the master-piece of the file, i.e. a Pawn reaching a8 (a1) or h8 (h1) becomes a Rook, reaching b8 (b1) or g8 (g1) a Horse (Kt), reaching c8 (c1) or f8 (f1) an Elephant (B), and reaching d8 (d1) or e8 (e1) a Vizier (Q). The possibilities of promotion are further complicated by the rule that no Pawn may be promoted until the player has lost a piece of the rank that the Pawn must adopt on reaching the eighth row. Before a Pawn can be promoted to an Elephant (B), that particular Elephant which could reach the ‘queening’ square must have been lost. A player may not have on the board more pieces of any kind than he had at the commencement of the game. Accordingly, we have a further rule that no Pawn on the 7th row can be advanced to the 8th, until its immediate promotion is legally possible. Thus a player with an advanced Pawn on d7 cannot play Pd8 so long as he has a Vizier on the board: if he wishes to ‘queen’ this Pawn, he must first sacrifice the existing Vizier. During this pause the advanced Pawn enjoys no immunity from capture: it can be taken like any other piece.18

  The game is played from the commencement by alternate moves, precisely as is the case in the European game.19

  Three conclusions of a game are recognized—

  checkmate, which is identical with the European checkmate: the Urdu term is māt.

  burd, or half-win, when a player succeeds in capturing all his opponent’s superior pieces, whether he leave him any Pawns or not.20

  bāzī qā’īm, or draw, when both players are left with a single piece. Singha terms this termination chaturbolla.

  Stalemate is not recognized, and a player is not permitted to make a move which stalemates his opponent.21 Perpetual check is recognized as a drawn game, but the game must not be abandoned, so says Durgāprasāda, until check has been given 70 times in succession!

  The following specimen of Hindustani chess is taken from the Benares work of Syamakiṣora. The Kings are to be placed upon e1 and d8:
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  The Parsi chess differs considerably from the game that I have just described. The moves of the superior pieces are the same, except that the King is allowed to make his single leap as a Knight out of check, and can even capture a hostile piece by it.23 But the Pawns’ moves are quite different. Each of the four Pawns which stand in front of the King, Vizier, and Rooks, i.e. on the a, d, e, and h files, is allowed the full European initial move, so long as the master-piece of the file, which stands behind the Pawn it is desired to play, has not been moved. The other four Pawns, as in the Hindustani game, can only move one square at a time.24

  There is also some variation with respect to Pawn-promotion. It is not clear from my authorities that the restriction to promotion of a BP, which I have recorded in the case of the Hindustani game, obtains in the Parsi game. On the other hand, the Pawn which is promoted on the Knights’ files is specially privileged. When the player moves the Pawn from the 7th sq. to the 8th, and promotes it to the rank of Horse (Kt), he can, if he choose, on the same move, make a further Knight’s move with the newly promoted piece.25 There are also some local peculiarities with regard to the Pawn promoted on its King’s file. According to one European writer (CPM., 1866, 35), the Deccan player was at liberty in this case to select the rank of any piece that he had already lost for the promotion-value of this Pawn. Another observer (CPC., 1843, 150) extends this privilege to a Pawn queening on the Vizier’s file also. Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya and Gillay, both native authorities, give the rule as I give it for Hindustani chess.

  At the commencement of the game, the player who has the move begins by playing a certain number of moves in succession. In so doing he is not allowed to cross into the opponent’s half of the board. The native chessbooks generally speak of 4 or 8 moves being played in this way,26 but they give examples of arrangements which they recommend for use which require from 4 to 9 moves. Mr. Gillay told me that 4 moves were usually played in Northern, and 3 in Southern India, ‘as the player wishes to bring the King in a good position’. Lala Raja Babu says that in Parsi chess the players commence by playing 4 simultaneous moves. When the first player has made the number of moves that had been agreed upon, or which suited his plans, the second player proceeds to make an equal number of moves with the same restriction that he must keep to his own half of the board. At the conclusion of this rearrangement of the forces the game continues by alternate moves, precisely as in European chess. The earliest trace of this custom is to be seen in the chess passage which I have quoted from Nīlakaṇṭ·ha. The native player Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya Shastrī defends the custom in his Essays on Chess (xiv), as allowing ‘of a general disposition and all the pieces being brought out before any exchange takes place, without giving to either player any decided advantage’, a consummation which he considered would be more likely than the European method of play ‘to bring forward the learner’, and ‘to produce the greatest number of good players’: an opinion which has certainly not been borne out in the experience of the 19th c.

  The following combinations of opening moves are given in the native chess-books which I have used. The order of the moves is naturally immaterial. The Kings stand on e1 and d8.

  A. In four moves. I.—Pd4, Pe4, Pe3, Pf3. II.—Pe4, Pd3, Pf3, Be3. III.—Pe4, Pd4, Kte3, Ktf3. IV.—Pe4, Pd4, Kte3, Be3. V.—Pd3, Bf4, Pe3, Be2. VI.—Pe4, Pd4, Be3, Bd3. VII.—Pd4, Ph4, Bf4, Ktf3. VIII.—Pd4, Pc3, Pg3, Ktd2. IX.—Pe4, Pd4, Pc3, Be3. X.—Pe3, Pd3, Pc3, Pf3. XI.—Pb3, Pg3, Bb2, Bg2.

  B. In six moves. XII.—Pe4, Pd4, Be3, Bd3, Ktc3, Ktf3. XIII.—Pd3, Pc3, Pb3, Pa3, Ktf3, bKtd2.

  C. In seven moves. XIV.—Pe3, Pd3, Pg3, Bg2, Ktf3, Ke2, Re1.

  D. In eight moves. XV.—Pe4, Pd4, Be3, Bd3, Pc3, Pf3, Kte2, Ktd2. XVI.—Pd4, Bf4, Ph4, Pa3, Pc3, Pc4, Ktc3, Ktf3. XVII.—Pe4, Pd4, Be3, Bd3, Ktf3, Ktc3, Ke2, Re1. XVIII.—Pe4, Pd4, Be3, Be2, Ktc3, Ktf3, Ph3, Kf1.

  E. In nine moves. XIX.—Pe4, Pd4, Be3, Bd3, Ktc3, Ktf3, Pg3, Kg2, Re1.

  There are different methods of concluding the game. While the ultimate object—the mate of the opponent’s King27—is the same as in European chess, the Parsi and Southern Indian chessplayer is more fastidious than the modern European as to the method by which he gives mate. The European esteems all his pieces alike for the purpose. The Indian thinks differently. In his opinion the highest achievement and the most brilliant conclusion is the mate with a Pawn,28 and he will steer his way past opportunities for brilliant sacrifice and past obvious mates on the move, if he thinks that he can, at the end of a long and wearisome manœuvre, give checkmate with a Pawn.

  Stalemate is not recognized. ‘Stalemate is not known in the Hindoostannee game,’ says Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya; ‘if one party get into that position the adversary must make room for him to move. In some part of India he that is put into this predicament has a right to remove from the board any one of the Adversary’s pieces he may choose.’ Perpetual check is also forbidden: the attacking player must vary his procedure.

  If a player lose all his superior pieces, whether he has Pawns remaining or not, the game is said to be būrd or būrj and is reckoned as drawn. Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya gives it as a win to which very little credit is attached, and adds that in many parts it is only counted a draw. Mr. Gillay says that it is called panchamobara būrj if the superior force has four pieces besides the King when the game is abandoned as būrj. Another observer in the Deccan (CPM., 1866, 34) says: ‘If at the end of the game, either player is left with only one piece, with or without Pawns, the game is drawn; or, if only Pawns are left, the game is drawn. This rule, however, admits of various modifications. In some cases, if one piece only is left, it becomes endowed with new powers and renders it difficult for the adversary to escape. But this, I assume, is rather a mode of giving odds than a distinct variety of the game.’ Something like this has been recorded of one form of Malay chess.

  The following specimens of play with the Parsi rules are taken from the two Marathi chess-books which have been used as authorities for this form of chess. The Kings are to be placed on e1 and d8:
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  In addition to the ordinary chess, and the games upon larger boards, or with other than the usual pieces, which I shall discuss in a later chapter, there appears to be a variety played in parts of Western India in which the usual arrangement of the men and the ordinary rules are observed with the single exception that no piece can be taken so long as it is supported by some other man.32

  When we compare the rules of these two modern India games with the little information that we possess with reference to the older game of India, or even with the transitional forms described by Nīlakaṇṭ·ha and Vaidyanātha, it becomes clear that contact with European players has already made profound changes in the native chess. Thus, the European modifications in the rules of certain pieces, introduced in Europe just before 1500, have been adopted in Indian chess since Nīlakaṇṭ·ha’s day, and the older moves of Elephant or Camel (our Bishop) and Minister or Vizier have completely disappeared. The existing move of the King in India is based upon the rule current in Europe in the later Middle Ages. The Pawn’s move in Parsi chess exhibits a limitation to the general use of the double step which for long was in existence in German chess. Even the rules of Pawn promotion—to-day the most typical feature in the Indian games—would seem to have their origin in a peculiarity of English chess about 1600. In the older Indian chess, just as in the Muslim chess and the older European chess, the only promotion possible was to the rank of the Vizier (Firzān, Queen). In English chess c. 1600 a player was allowed to promote to the rank of any piece which had been already lost. Indian players have developed this in characteristic fashion, making the tactics of the End-game very different from those in our chess. The same European inspiration can be seen in other aspects of Indian chess of which I have still to speak. All the native text-books which I have seen betray very considerable signs of the use of European books, and must be used with much caution. Most of them teach the European rules as well as the native ones: one book, that of Lala Raja Babu, has incorporated an English work on the End-game33 making the necessary changes in it to make it applicable to the Hindustani chess.
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  INDIAN CHESSMEN

  Hyde, ii. 123

  From the evidence of European chessplayers the general standard of play in India is not high. This is not surprising, since all the conditions that make for the development of great skill are wanting. The science of chess has never been developed, and the literature of the game is still elementary in character. Chess clubs are few in number, and for the most part exist for the practice of the European game. Only a few names have stood out as of importance in the history of chess. I may mention Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya Shastrī of Tirputty near Madras, who made a reputation in Bombay among the small European chess circle, to whom he was familiarly known as the Brahmin. He was the author of a Sanskrit poem,34 which he afterwards translated into English under the title of Essays on Chess, Bombay, 1814, in which he attempted to adapt the native chess to the European and gives the earliest collection of Indian problems of non-Muslim workmanship that we possess. The compromise which he attempted between the two games naturally reduces the value of his work from the historical point of view. Ghulam Kassim, a Madras player, made his mark in the European game. He took part in the correspondence match between Madras and Hyderabad in 1829, and in collaboration with James Cochrane published an Analysis of the Muzio Gambit, Madras, 1829.

  Indian chessmen, like those of all countries except China and Japan, may be grouped into two classes. We find sets in which the pieces are actual carvings, reproducing in miniature the animals and men whose names they bear, and other sets in which the pieces have conventional shapes which are easier and cheaper to produce and must therefore have always been the material employed by the ordinary chessplayer. Of the more elaborate type there are many examples in European museums and in private collections. To these al-Maṣ‘ūdī undoubtedly referred in the passage on the uses of ivory which I have already quoted, though I know of no pieces approaching the bulk of which he speaks, unless the so-called Charlemagne King in the Bibliothèque Nationale, Paris, is of Indian workmanship. Indian it undoubtedly is in treatment, but it bears an Arabic inscription on its base which purports to give the carver’s name.35
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  Bambra-ka-thūl (Brāhmānābād) Chessmen.
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  INDIAN CHESSMEN, EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

  From Mr. Platt’s Collection

  Hyde (1767, ii. 123) gives some illustrations of a fine set of this character which Sir D. Sheldon had brought back from Bombay, which I reproduce. He says that both Persians (by whom he means Parsis) and Moghuls used men of this type.

  More modern pieces of this type are often treated on freer lines. It would seem to have been a favourite device of workers in ivory at the end of the 18th century to make the chessmen symbolize the struggle between the East India Company and the native states. Thus a set in the Gotha Museum has on one side two elephants with palanquins (K and Q), two rhinoceroses (B), two horsemen (Kt), two towers bearing small figures with flags (R), and eight soldiers in European uniform. The other side replaces the rhinoceroses by buffaloes, the horsemen by men on camels, and the infantry by eight native soldiers carrying what appear to be folded umbrellas. The presence of the castle for the Rooks is a plain proof of European influences at work. I reproduce a similar set from Mr. Platt’s collection of chessmen.
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  Scachi Indici plani Lignei.
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  Scachi Indici plani Eburnei solidi.

  [image: images]

  Scachi Indici plani Eburnei cavi.

  Indian Chessmen from Surat (Hyde).

  The references to chess in the earlier Indian literature seem to me from their want of fixity of nomenclature to suggest that carved pieces of this first type were in the writers’ minds; but at the present time the conventional type of chessman is by far the more usual. The conventional Indian chessmen are very similar to the ordinary Muslim pieces, and it is quite possible that the Indian type has been developed from, or influenced by, the Muslim pattern. The chief difference is to be found in connexion with the Rook. In the Sunnite Muslim sets this is a tall piece with a very distinct type of head; in Indian sets the Rook is now often a low piece with a flat top which at times is almost like the modern European draughtsman. It is thus of a shape very similar to the Siamese and Malayan Rooks. The change in shape would appear to be of recent date, since the Indian conventional chessmen which Hyde obtained from Surat have much taller and bolder heads.

  The only ancient chessmen of conventional shape which have been discovered in India were found in 1855 or 1856 by Mr. A. F. Bellasis in the course of some excavations upon the site of a ruined city at Bambra-ka-thūl, 47 miles N.E. of Haidārābād, the present capital of the lower Sind. The city, which had unmistakably been destroyed by an earthquake, was at first identified with the Hindu city Brāhmānābād, which was already in ruins in the time of al-Balādhūrī (D. 279/892–3). It is now recognized to be the Muslim town of Manṣūra, which replaced Brāhmānābād in the latter half of the 8th c. and was still in existence in the time of al-Bērūnī (1030), although there is reason to believe that the earthquake had happened a little before his time.36 The chessmen accordingly belong to the early 11th c., and are Muslim rather than native Indian. They are now in the British Museum along with a long die (2 + 5, 1 + 6), a cubic die (1 + 6, 2 + 5, 3 + 4), the fragments of a small box or coffer which was formerly assumed to be the fragments of an inlaid chequered chessboard, and a few other objects obtained at the same time. The chessmen are of ivory, black and white, but are now in a very decayed state, and the ivory has degenerated into a condition not unlike that of lime or chalk. There are now 37 pieces or fragments of pieces. None can be identified with any approach to certainty. Since the various fragments either end in pegs or contain holes of the same size as the pegs, I imagine that they were carved in sections and pieced together; this seems more likely than the view that the men were pegged for use on a board with holes.
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  From Lala Kaja Babu’s work.
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  From Vinayaka Rajarama Tope’s work.
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  Some Modern Indian Chessmen.

  The chessmen which Hyde possessed were coloured red and green, and these are still the usual colours at the present day; less frequently we meet with sets with red and black, or with white and black chessmen.

  These conventional sets must not be confused with the curious elaborate sets carved in India for the European market, in which the English chessmen are treated on Indian lines. The characteristic feature of these curios is the development of the Bishop’s mitre, though the representation of the Rook as a Castle betrays the foreign source of inspiration. Often beautiful works of art and wonderful examples of the native skill in carving, these sets have but little importance for the history of the game: too elaborate for ordinary play, they are the result of the requirements of the European collector of curios.
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  MODERN INDIAN CHESSMEN

  Platt Collection

  The study of chess endings and problems (Urdū naqsh) would seem to have been a late development in non-Muhammadan India. It is somewhat singular that whereas the Muslim players had achieved much success in this branch of chess before the end of the 10th c., it was not until after Hindu players had come into contact with the European game that we find any trace of Hindu problems. The Indian Muslim players were familiar with the traditional Muslim material, and we possess Persian problem MSS. which were copied in India. I am not sure that we possess any problems by players of the Hindustani game which are uncoloured by European ideas. The only native problems which are composed on other lines belong to the Parsi chess. The earliest of these are contained in the already mentioned work of Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya Shastrī (1814). Of the 96 positions in his Essays on Chess, 32 are composed ‘agreeably to the European mode of Play’, and are indeed in part drawn from European works. The remaining 64 are said to be composed under the Indian rules.37 Many of these are repeated in Mangesa’s collection of 81 Pawn mates. Another Marathi work (Vinayaka) gives a still larger collection, classified under the heads: Mates with a piece, Pawn mates, Self mates, Būrj positions, Draws by perpetual check or stalemate, Mates under European rules. Most of the other native chess-books I have seen give collections of problems which have been taken from European books and newspapers.

  An examination of the accessible problems shows that the Pawn mate is held in the highest esteem. Excepting that the position must be possible in that it conforms to the rules of the game in the pieces employed, and in the necessity of leaving the losing player sufficient force to avoid the ending būrj, there seem to be no canons of taste governing the composition of the native problem. The recognition of the higher standard of the modern European problem has probably arrested the development of the native art, which came into existence too late to strive successfully against its Western rival. A selection of Indian problems is given in the appendix to this chapter.

  APPENDIX

  A SELECTION OF PROBLEMS FROM INDIAN SOURCES

  I have restricted my selection to problems that occur in the work of Tiruveṇgaḍāchārya (referred to as ‘T’), and in the two Marathi works of Vinayaka Rajarama Tope (‘V’), and Mangesa Rāmakrishna Telanga (‘M’), since all the other works that I have used have obtained some at least of their problems from European sources. I have already given some indication of the contents of these three books. Of my selection, the first four are mates with a piece, a variety that is only found treated on Indian lines in V; Nos. 5 to 14 are mates with a Pawn, the ordinary type of problem composed in India; Nos. 15 to 17 are būrj endings, and the last problem is a self mate.

  The problems in V are re-numbered in each class. By ‘a’ I mean the būrj positions, by ‘b’ the mates with a piece, by ‘c’ the non-Indian positions1, by ‘d’ the Pawn-mates, and by ‘e’ the other drawn positions.

  The Indian rule prohibiting the winner from taking the last piece of his opponent naturally renders possible new lines of defence. The loser has the chance of drawing by būrj by compelling the capture of his last piece. Accordingly we find that there is a strong tendency to reduce the number of pieces on the losing side, and most of the problems in M which are peculiar to that work leave Black with King and a single piece.

  The solutions which follow are those that are given in the works from which the problems are taken. I have not attempted to prove them the only, or the shortest, solutions.
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  No. 1. Mate in Three.
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  No. 2. Mate in Four.
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  No. 3. Mate in Four.
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  No. 4. Mate in Six.
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  No. 5. Mate with Pawn in Three.
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  No. 6. Mate with Pawn in Four [or Black mates with Pawn in Five].
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  No. 7. Mate with Pawn in Five.
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  No. 8. Mate with Pawn in Six.
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  No. 9. Mate with Pawn in Six.
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  No. 10. Mate with Pawn in Seven.
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  No. 11. Mate with Pawn in Eight.

  [image: images]

  No. 12. Mate with Pawn in Nine.
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  No. 13. Mate with Pawn in Ten.
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  No. 14. Mate with Pawn in Fourteen.
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  No. 15. Drawn.
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  No. 16. Drawn.
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  No. 17. Drawn.
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  No. 18. Self Mate in Six [or Mate with Pawn in Four.]

  Solutions:

  No. 1.—V b66. 1 Qa1, Be3; 2 Qa2 + , K × R; 3 Qg2 mate.

  No. 2.—V b74. 1 Q × P+ , K × Q; 2 Ktd6 + , K × Kt; 3 Pe4 + , K × Kt; 4 Bb8 mate.

  No. 3.—V b77. 1 Kte7 + , Kh8; 2 Qg8 + , R × Q; 3 Kt × B + , P × Kt; 4 Rh4 mate.

  No. 4.—V b26. 1 Bg5, Bd8; 2 Bf6, B × B; 3 P × B, Qf7; 4 Re8 + , R × R; 5 R × R + , Q × R; 6 Q × P mate.

  No. 5.—T 35; M 6; V d65. 1 Rb8 + , R × R; 2 Qb7 + , R × Q; 3 P × R mate.

  No. 6.—V d89. White: 1 Rh4 + , Kg7; 2 Qg4 + , Kf7; 3 Rh7 + , Ke8; 4 Pd7 mate. Black: 1 Qd1 + , Kb2; 2 R × P + , K × R; 3 Qc2 + , Ka1; 4 Qc1 + , Ka2; 5 Pb3 mate.

  No. 7.—V d52. 1 Rd8 + , R × R; 2 Qd7 + , R × Q; 3 Ktd6 + , R × Kt; 4 P × R, [image: images]; 5 Pd7 mate.

  No. 8.—T 48; M 32; V d57 and 87. 1 Qc6 + , Kb8; 2 Qe8 + , Kb7; 3 Qc8 + , Kb6; 4 Rc6 + , Ka5; 5 Ra6 + , Kb4; 6 Pa3 mate.

  No. 9.—T 49; M 33; V d58. 1 Rf8 + , R × R; 2 Qh5 + , Rf7; 3 Qg6, [image: images]; 4 Qe6 + , Re7; 5 Qd7 + , R × Q; 6 P × R mate.

  No. 10.—V d45. 1 Be2 + , Kb6; 2 Bf2 + , Kc6; 3 Bf3 + , Kd6; 4 Bg3 + , Ke6; 5 Bg4 + , Kf6; 6 Kte4 + , Kg6; 7 Ph5 mate.

  No. 11.—T 65; M 56. 1 Rb8 + , Ka7; 2 Ktc8 + , Ka3; 3 Rb6 + , Ka5; 4 Ktc6 + , B × Kt; 5 Bd2 + , Kt × B; 6 Q × Kt + , R × Q; 7 Ra4 + , B × R; 8 Pb4 mate.

  No. 12.—M 64. 1 Re8 + , Qg8; 2 Qf6 + , Kh7; 3 Be4 + , Qg6; 4 Qf7 + , Kh6; 5 Rh8 + , Qh7; 6 Qf6 + , Kh5; 7 Bf5, Q × R; 8 Qg6 + , Kh4; 9 Pg3 mate.

  No. 13.—V d17. 1 Rd8 + , Qc8; 2 P × P, Q × R; 3 Be4 + , Qd5; 4 Pb4, Q × B; 5 Rf8 + , Qe8; 6 Pb5, Q × R; 7 Qg2 + , Qf3; 8 Qg8 + , Qf8; 9 Pb6, Q × Q; 10 Pb7 mate.

  No. 14.—V d69. 1 Ktd7 + d, Kg7; 2 Rf8, Kg6; 3 Kte6, P × Kt; 4 Qf7 + , Kg5; 5 Kte5, P × Kt; 6 Be4, P × B; 7 Be3, P × B; 8 Qe7, Kg6; 9 Kh2, Ph3; 10 Pg3, Ph4; 11 Pg4, Ph5; 12 Pg5, Ph6; 13 Qf6 + , Kh7; 14 Pg6 mate.

  No. 15.—V a16. 1 B × Kt, K × B; 2 Pf8 = B, Pa1 = R; 3 Bg7 + , K[image: images]; 4 B × R.

  No. 16—V a22. 1 Qg8 + , Ka7; 2 R × R, Q × R; 3 Qa8 + , K × Q; 4 Pg8 = Kt and takes Q.

  
    Nos. 15 and 16 illustrate the peculiarities of Pawn-promotion. In another position, V a17 (White: Kg2, Re3, Ktd7, Pb6, g6, h5; Black, Kg8, Rd8, Pd6, g7, h6), the promoted KtP does not make the additional leap after promotion because b8 is commanded by the R. (See n. 25.) Solution: 1 Pb7, Pd5; 2 Pb8 = Kt, Pd4; 3 Ktc6, Ra8; 4 Rb3, Rc8; 5 Rb8.

  

  No. 17.—V a24. 1 R × R(e8), Q × R; 2 Q × P(f6)+ , Kg8; 3 R × R, Q × R; 4 Q × Q.

  No. 18. T 94. Self mate by 1 Bd5 + , B × B; 2 Rh8 + , Bg8; 3 Ktb3, Pa5; 4 Bg5, Pa4; 5 Kta1, Pa3; 6 Bc1, Pa2 mate. Mate in four by 1 Bd5 + , B × B; 2 Rh8 + , Bg8; 3 Ktc6, Pa5; 4 Pb7 mate.

  
    [Note.—The earlier volumes of the CPC. contain several problems which were sent to Staunton by subscribers in India. Some of these positions are the work of native players and are similar in style to the Pawn mates quoted above. Others were the work of English composers. The most famous of these positions is the so-called Indian problem which was published in February 1845 (CPC., vi. 54.—White: Ka1, Rd1, Bg2, h6, Pa2, b3, f2, g4; Black: Ke4, Ktf3, Pb5, b6, e5. Mate in four; 1 Bc1; 2 Rd2; 3 K[image: images]; 4 Rd4 mate), and is now recognized to be the creation of the Rev. Henry A. Loveday (cf. Kohtz u. Kockelkorn, Das indische Problem, Potsdam, 1903), and therefore of European, not Indian workmanship.]

  


  
CHAPTER V

  CHESS IN THE MALAY LANDS

  Introductory.—Spread in Malay lands.—Early references.—The chessboard.—Nomenclature.—Moves of the pieces.—Rules.—Illustrative games.—Malay chessmen.—Concluding observations.

  ALTHOUGH chess is known and played in every Asiatic country to the east of India, the forms of the game that are played by the different peoples present at first sight as wide differences as are found anywhere in chess. On closer investigation, however, it is possible to discover certain common features in some types which enable us to classify these games in three groups, corresponding to the known ethnological families and religions of Eastern Asia. To one group, comprising the chess of Burma, Siam, and Annam, three countries linked by that form of Buddhism which is conveniently called Southern, I devote Chapter VI; to a second group, comprising the chess of China, Corea, and Japan, I devote Chapter VII; while in the present chapter I shall deal with the varieties of chess current among the Malays, which are united by the phenomenon of a nomenclature which has been drawn from many sources, and by a type of move which is closely akin to that of modern European chess.

  To-day, chess is very widely played by the Malay races, and ranks as one of their most popular games.1 On the mainland we possess records of its practice in the British Straits Settlements (Malacca), in the Protected States (Selangor), at Kelantan, and at Johore. We also possess good descriptions of the game as played in Sumatra, in Java, and in Borneo. Von Oefele, who has made a most patient and valuable study of the game as played in Sumatra by the Orang-Batak,2 records that practically every male Batak has some knowledge of chess, while nearly every village meeting-hut has a chessboard carved upon its wooden floor. So violent are the passions aroused at times by the game, which is always played for a stake, that the headman of the village has occasionally had to forbid the practice of the game for a season.2a

  We know very little of the history of chess in these lands. The few Europeans who have made any study of the early history of the Archipelago speak of four successive waves of foreign culture and religion, all of which have in turn left a notable impress upon the customs of these islands. Somewhere about the 7th c. A.D. the Hindu religion established itself in Sumatra and Java, to be followed by Buddhism, and rather later—from the 13th to the 15th c.—by Muhammadanism. From the beginning of the 16th c. the coastal regions have been in continual contact with Europeans, first with the Portuguese, afterwards with the Dutch, and at a later date still with the English. Malay chess reflects all these invasions, since it shows unmistakable traces of Indian and of Arabic, and also of European influence.

  The game is certainly older than any European influences, for on the arrival of the first Portuguese expedition off Malacca in 1509 its commander, Diego Lopez, was playing chess when a Javan from the mainland came on board. The native recognized the game at once, and had some conversation with Lopez on the forms of chessmen used by his countrymen.3

  There is also a reference to the game in the Sějarah Malayu, native history dating from the early 17th century, ch. xviii, in connexion with a visit to Malacca by a certain Tan Bahra, of Pasei in Sumatra.4 The passage goes on to say—

  
    Now this Tan Bahra was a very skilful chessplayer, and one that was unequalled at the game in that age, and he played at chess with the men of Malacca … and beat them all: but Tan Pakarma, son of the Bandahara Paduka Raja, was able to make some resistance … and if Tan Bahra threw away a pawn at the corner, then he was beaten by Tan Pakarma.

  

  Broadly speaking, all forms of Malay chess are played in the same way, the differences only appearing in the refinements of the game. It will therefore be simpler to treat of the game as one, and to deal with the variations of rule or practice as they arise. Even in Java, where for some unexplained reason the otherwise universal Malay nomenclature is replaced by another, the game remains practically the same as in the other parts of the Malay world.

  The game of chess has two names in Malay. The commoner name is main chātor,5 in which main is the Malay word for game, and chātor can hardly be anything but a broken-down form of the Skr. chaturanga. This name is the only one recorded for Borneo, Java, and the Batak race. It is given as the ordinary name by all my authorities except Dr. Marsden,6 who both in his History of Sumatra (ed. 1811, 273) and in his Malayan Dictionary (Part ii, Eng. and Malayan, s.v. chess) only gives the name as main gājah, i.e. the game of the elephant. This name has been recorded as used on the mainland both by Robinson and by v. Oefele, who gives it in the form permainan gājah. This form may be due to the influence of the name of another favourite game, the main rimau, or ‘game of the tiger’,7 though it is not easy to see why the Elephant should have been selected for mention, rather than the Horse or any other piece. The hypothesis that it may be due to Chinese influence—which is based upon the presence of Chinese settlers on the sea coast of the Peninsula, and all the islands, and upon the fact that one possible meaning of the Chinese name of chess, siang k‘i, is ‘the game of the Elephant’—must be rejected, because in all other cases of cultural borrowings, the Malays have adopted, and not translated, the Chinese name. Moreover, it is not easy to see why the Chinese chess, which does not appear to the casual observer to have any connexion with the Malay game, should have been able to exert an influence which was at once so strong that it led to the introduction of a new name for the game, and so weak that it left the actual method of play absolutely untouched.
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  Malay Chessboards. Skeat Collection, Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Cambridge.
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  Malay Chessboard.

  (Malacca and mainland.)
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  Malay Chessboard.

  (Sumatra.)

  The Malay chessboard (lōh chātor or pāpan chātor8) is un chequered, but exhibits special markings which are characteristic of all Oriental boards. These vary so much in the few Malay boards which I have seen that it is clear that no traditional arrangement survives, and I think it probable that they have often become merely decorative. Some of the arrangements are very like those of neighbouring countries; thus one of the boards in the Skeat collection at Cambridge has a traditional Indian marking while the other resembles one of the Burmese markings. The ordinary board of the mainland is said by Mr. Robinson to have only the main diagonals marked—again a Burmese marking—and these diagonals are connected now with the rules of Pawn-promotion, and have probably suggested them. In Sumatra the board has a far more intricate appearance, since the complete network of diagonals of all the 64 small squares of the board is inserted. V. Oefele explains their presence as arising from the method of constructing the board. In order to obtain the correct proportions, he says, the Batak player first draws the outer square, then he inserts the diagonals to obtain the centre of the board and draws parallels to the sides through this point. By repeating this method he obtains accurately the quarter board and the eighth, and so obtains his 64 squares all of a size. Finally, to preserve the symmetry, he adds the missing diagonals, and the complicated figure is complete. This explanation does not seem to me to be satisfactory: while it certainly gives a convenient way of producing the final Sumatran figure, it is by no means the most natural way to draw a board of 8 by 8 squares.

  The board is often made of wood, with the lines incised. This may be done upon a board of the floor of the hut, and a board for permanent use may be so secured. But it is also often scratched in the ground for an alfresco game when a movable board is not at hand.

  The two nomenclatures may usefully be contrasted thus:
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  Of the ordinary Malay names, rāja (= king), mantri (= counsellor, minister), and gājah (= elephant) are all Sanskrit words, and we have already seen that they are or have been in regular chess use in India. Kūda (= horse), tēr (= chariot), and chemōr (= chariot) are Tamil and Telugu, languages spoken on the south-east coast of India, in the vicinity of Madras. The use of chemōr in chess in India has not yet been verified, but tēr is used as the name of the Rook in Tamil, and ghora, the original Indian form of kūda, is widely used as the name of the Knight. Chemōr (chemūr) is given as in colloquial Malay use only by Blagden (JRAS., 1898, xxx. 376). Bīdaq and the two technical terms sah and mat have been taken from the Arabic game. Marsden (op. cit.) gives the alternative terms māil (Malay, = dead) and tammat (Arabic, = finished) as also in use.

  Of the Javan names, mantri is Sanskrit. So also is probably pateh (Skr. pati = lord or master). Ratu (= king), jaran (= horse), and prahu (= boat) are all Malay. From this it would seem that the Javan nomenclature preserves an older usage. On the other hand the disappearance of the Elephant and its replacement by two Counsellors is obviously the result of intercourse with the Dutch, with whom the corresponding piece has been long called by the name of Counsellor.10 It is more difficult to account for the replacement of the Chariot by the Boat. The same change has been made in the chess of the neighbouring lands of Siam and Annam, and also in the game as played in Bengal, where, however, it cannot be shown to be older than 1500. But Siam has exerted hardly any influence upon Malayan customs, and it is difficult to believe that Bengal can have had an influence sufficiently strong to affect the Javan nomenclature. I think it more likely that the change was made independently. The Chariot or Cart is of little use in a land of jungles, and it may very well have been replaced in chess by the Boat as representing the more usual means of transport.

  Collectively the chessmen are called būwah chātor, i.e. the pieces (lit. fruit) of the chess.11

  At the commencement of the game the chessmen are arranged as in the Indian game (diagram, p.80) with the one exception that the relative positions of the Rāja and Mantri are reversed. In the Javan game, if MacGleans (Sch., 1867, 226) is correct, the Indian arrangement is followed. The Mantri is stationed at the right-hand of the Rāja. The arrangement is consequently crosswise. The powers of move of the pieces hardly differ at all from those which existed in European chess in the middle of the 16th century. The Mantri, Gājah, Kūda, and Tēr have exactly the same moves as their respective equivalents, the Queen, Bishop. Knight, and Rook, in modern European chess. The ordinary move of the Rāja is identical with the ordinary move of the King to any adjacent square. In addition he possesses certain powers of leaping into a square two squares distant. This liberty is not uniform throughout the Malay lands. In Borneo, according to Raja Brooke of Sarawak,

  
    The King, when checked for the first time, has the right of making the Knight’s move, or to move two squares. After this sally, he is reduced to the same powers as a European King. The first move (in which he can of course take), on being checked, alters the game considerably, as one great object then becomes to prevent the check of your own King early in the game, and to gain a check of your adversary … for it will be evident if the King be once checked, he is deprived of one great advantage which your adversary still holds. Castling is not allowed except in two moves, the first being the Castle’s move up to the King, and on the King receiving a check, he can exercise his right of jumping to the inside of the Castle.12

  

  In Java, according to Sir T. Stamford Raffles,

  
    The King, if he has not been checked, may move two squares the first time, either as a Knight or otherwise…. The King cannot castle after having been checked. Castling is performed by two moves; the Castle must first be brought up to the King; after which the King may pass over the Castle at any future move, provided he shall not have been checked, or that no piece has occupied the square he would move into.13

  

  According to Mr. H. O. Robinson,

  
    Castling is effected in various ways in different parts of the Malay Peninsula and Straits Settlements; the recognized method in Selangor is to move two squares whether a piece intervenes or not,14 but not in conjunction with one of the Rooks. This is permitted even if the King is in check. The King may, also, before he is checked or moved from his own square, once move or take like a Knight. In Clifford and Swettenham’s Malay Dictionary it is stated that the King may, also, if he has not moved or been checked, move once over two vacant squares15; this privilege move is unknown to the Selangor Malays.

  

  Finally v. Oefele says that in Batak chess the King may, for his first move, move from e1 to any of e2, e3, d1, d2, d3, e1, c2, f1, f2, f3, g1, g2—12 squares in all. Five of these are in virtue of its ordinary power of move, and 7 are to a second square. There are also two other squares, viz. c3 and g3, which are also only distant two squares, but no mention is made of them, and we must conclude therefore that the old leap of the Elephant in Arabic chess is prohibited. The leap may be made to remedy the first check, but at no subsequent turn of play, even if the first check is remedied by the interposition of a man or by the capture of the cheeking piece.

  The use of the term ‘castling’ is of course inaccurate, since the manœuvre intended takes two moves. The leap naturally follows the Rook’s move, since the latter piece has no power of jumping. The manœuvre is quite well known, and occurs nine times in the nine games from native play that v. Oefele gives; on two of these occasions the King leaps out of check. In another game he makes the Knight’s leap in order to capture a Pawn.

  The differences in practice are accordingly in connexion with two points: (1) whether the Rāja can or cannot make the leap when checked for the first time; and (2) to which of all the squares two steps distant the leap can be made. The rules given by the older observers are not sufficiently explicit here.

  Every Bīdaq or Pawn is permitted the double-step for its first move, precisely as in European chess. Variety of practice appears to occur in connexion with taking in passing. Raja Brooke (Borneo) says:

  
    A Pawn, moved out, cannot pass an adversary’s Pawn; his first move being restricted to one square in this case.

  

  Sir T. Stamford Raffles (Java), on the contrary, allows the Pawn ‘passar battaglia’;

  
    The Pawn may move two squares the first move, even though it should pass the check of an adversary’s Pawn.16

  

  Robinson and v. Oefele give the rule thus: A Pawn can only take another Pawn in passing when its own advance is blocked by another Pawn; e.g. with white Pawns on g2 and h3 and a black Pawn on h4, if White plays Pg4, Black may reply P × P in passing17; if however there were no Pawn on h3, Black could not take the Pawn on g4 in passing, because he is not now blocked. This is a refinement which a casual observer would miss, and it is quite possible that it is the rule in Borneo and Java, and that the apparent discrepancy does not really exist.18 Robinson notes a further peculiarity in Pawn-play among the Selangor Malays. If White has a Pawn on h2, and Black a Pawn on g3, White being to play, he cannot play Ph3 or Ph4, but must play P × P, i.e. if he move the h-Pawn. If however White had also a Pawn on f2, he may now play either of the Pawns to its 3rd or take the Black Pawn, but he may not play either Pawn to its 4th.

  V. Oefele states that the Bataks allow the King’s Pawn to defer its double step until its second move, e.g. 1 Pd3; 2 (or later) P(d3) d5; in such a case it is liable to be captured in passing on its second move, with similar conditions to those already given.

  Pawn-promotion is quite different from the European practice. Generally a Pawn is promoted immediately on reaching the 8th rank only on the corner squares. Elsewhere it has to make some further move or moves. Raja Brooke says ‘two extra moves’ and illustrates the rule in the case of a Pawn played to c8; it is promoted by 1 Pb8, 2 Pa8; or 1 Pb8, 2 c7 or a7; or 1 d8, 2 e8 or e7. He explains that ‘this is a delay rather than a prevention, as from the number of squares which may be taken, it is extremely difficult to guard them all’. Sir T. Raffles, on the other hand, says that the Pawn after reaching its 8th rank on any file excepting the Rook’s files ‘must retrograde three moves before it can become a Queen’. This in Zimmermann’s somewhat loose description becomes: ‘the 3 joy-leaps (Freudensprünge) of Ströbeck are necessary before queening a Pawn.’ Robinson’s full account will again help to clear up these discrepancies. He says:

  
    When a Pawn has reached the eighth square on the Rook’s file it queens at once; the player has also the option of selecting any other piece. If on reaching R7 a piece on Kt square is en prise and captured on the next move, the Pawn must move back one square diagonally before queening. On reaching the eighth rank of the Knight’s file it has to move back one square diagonally, either to the right or left, before queening; on the Bishop’s file two squares, and on the King’s or Queen’s file three squares.

  

  I think it is obvious from this that the two diagonal lines that are drawn on the chessboard of the Peninsula are associated with this rule of promotion. The diagonals pass through the Rook’s squares, and promotion takes place at once, the Kt square is distant one square diagonally, and an additional diagonal move is necessary before promotion takes place. The B square is distant two, and the K and Q squares are distant three squares, and in these cases two and three diagonal moves are respectively necessary.

  V. Oefele’s rules of Pawn-promotion are different again. Some of the Bataks do not know any rule, and when a Pawn has reached its eighth rank it turns about and retraces its way square by square across the board still moving and capturing as a Pawn, and it has the possibility of marching up and down the board an unlimited number of times.19 Generally the Batak players require an additional diagonal move to be made before promotion is possible. The two concluding steps—that from the 7th to the 8th rank, and the diagonal step—may both be made in the same turn of play, a double move called gelong, which is subject to the opponent’s right to take the Pawn in passing on the 8th rank. A Pawn may make a capture on the second move of the gelong. The gelong may not be played if the Pawn give check by the first part of the move. For example: White P on e7, Black R on f7. White can play P–e8–f7 taking the R, all in one move. If, however, the Black K be on d7 he can only play Pe8, check! Similarly, if it is possible to take a piece on the 8th rank, this capture is obligatory when the Pawn is moved, and the gelong is forbidden. In these two cases a second move is necessary to secure the right to promotion. Apparently the promotion is still incomplete and the Rāja must next make a move.20 The promoted Pawn is now permitted to move in accordance with its new dignity, but it is still debarred from making a capture until its second move. It is not stated whether the Pawn is immune from capture during these operations. When finally promoted it can take the rank of any piece.21

  This is a very long and complicated process, and very different from the rule as given by Robinson. It will be remembered that the Batak board is also covered with an elaborate network of lines which would not suggest a rule for promotion in the same way as the board of the mainland.

  It is usual on the mainland to warn a player that his Mantri is under attack. Blagden gives mor as the call for this purpose. Robinson gives dōman as used at Selangor when the capture is threatened by another Mantri, and mā as used when any other piece makes the threat.

  The term for discovered check is aras.22 This is derived from the Arabic i‘ra (Per. ‘irā, Hindustani ‘arop) which is regularly used in this sense in the earlier writers. Robinson gives aras sah as meaning double check and aras mā as a check which forks the Mantri. V. Oefele notes that the Bataks make a distinction between sah, direct check, and aras, discovered check. If the latter is irremediable—i.e. in European parlance is mate—the Batak calls the game drawn (sri): e.g. White, Kg1, Qh6, Kth7; Black, Kh8; the move Kt(h7)f6 is aras and the game is drawn. This leads to a still greater anomaly, a piece which is covering a check is deemed to have no power of giving check to the opposing King: e.g. White, Kg5, Bg4; Black, Ke2, Rf3, Pd3; White can calmly play Kf4 and draw the game.

  Stalemate, called metuh (v. Oefele), or mūttu (Robinson), is reckoned as a draw.

  There appear to be no special rules respecting Bare King in the Batak game. Sir T. Raffles says for Java:

  
    A piece or Pawn must remain on the board till the last; if the King is left alone it is considered as stalemate, and he wins.

  

  The allusion is probably to the English rule of stalemate at the beginning of the 19th century, in which the King who was put into the position of stalemate was counted as having won the game. MacGleans (Sch. 1867, 227) says of Java, however, that Bare King is a drawn ending. At Selangor the rule is different again; Mr. Robinson says:

  
    Towards the end of a game care must be exercised in not capturing all the opponent’s pieces, for if the King be left solus the game is practically drawn, as he may move just as he pleases, like a King, Queen, Bishop, Knight, Rook or Pawn! He is then termed Rāja Lela with powers to bermaharaja lela, i.e. to play the Maharaja Lela.23 …

  

  The fact that the game is generally played for a stake naturally leads to the game at odds being often played. V. Oefele notes that the usual odds given by a strong player is to undertake to mate the opponent on one of the four central squares (d4, e4, d5, e5). This is called Tepong.

  The crosswise arrangement of the Rājas, combined with the modern powers of move, has led to the prevalence of the wing attack in the actual game. Raja Brooke remarks that the ordinary method of opening the game in Borneo was to advance the QRP, the QKtP and QBP and to manœuvre the Q behind them. This is well illustrated in the nine games which v. Oefele gives from Batak play. After recording some games played by natives in his neighbourhood, he arranged a match between the best of the local players, by name Singambati, and Sibayak, whom popular opinion declared to be one of the best living Batak players. Sibayak had no difficulty in beating his opponent by 4–0. From his experience of native play, v. Oefele states that there are certain regular lines of opening play which are popular among players. The better players observe the rule that a piece once touched must be played.24 The study of the simpler endings is also attempted with some system.

  I select three games from v. Oefele’s work as illustrating well the main features of Batak play. In all of them I give the move to White, and the King’s are to be placed upon d1 and e8.

  [image: images]
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  MALAY CHESSMEN (SELANGOR)

  From the Skeat Collection in the Museum of Archaeology and Ethnology, Cambridge

  [image: images]

  There is no systematic study of the problem in Malay chess, but v. Oefele notes that a position is occasionally arranged on the board and a wager laid upon its solution. One such position that he had seen is the well-known European problem, White, Ke5, Re1; Black, Ke8, in which White gives mate on the third move.31

  The chessmen in use on the mainland are generally clumsily carved from soft wood, with no distinction of colour, the one side being only distinguished from the other by a daub of lime or paint. Mr. Skeat tells me that the Pawns are often made afresh on each occasion of play. Ivory sets for royal use, and other sets of harder wood are not unknown. I give illustrations of some of the chessmen in the Skeat Ethnological Collection, and of some other sets as well. The more highly finished chessmen approximate in pattern to the modern Muslim pieces used in India. Since the Malays of the Peninsula are Sunnite Muhammadans of the Shafi‘ite school, the use of carved pieces, images of the actual forms represented, is forbidden by their religion.

  In Sumatra, it is usual to make fresh chessmen on each occasion of playing. This only occupies about 10 minutes. A piece of bamboo or the midrib of a palm leaf is obtained and the pieces are quickly cut after a conventional pattern. The two sides are distinguished by slight variations in the shape. The pattern does not look to me to be derived from the Muslim type of the mainland. Most noteworthy is the fact that the Mantri is made the tallest of the pieces. The Kūda, with head cut aslope, may be a recollection of an early type of European Knight which is still occasionally repeated in English sets, and the Tēr with its cleft in the top recalls the old shape of the European Rook.

  The country whence the Malays obtained their chess has been represented by different writers as Arabia, Persia, and India.32 The philological evidence derived from the nomenclature is only satisfied by the hypothesis of an Indian ancestry, with later modifications as a result of the knowledge of Arabic which resulted from the introduction of the Muslim religion from Southern India. It is not improbable that the Tamil and Telugu terms were also introduced with Muhammadanism.

  [image: images]

  I. A set of hard wood in the possession of Mr. Robinson.

  [image: images]

  II. From v. Oefele.

  [image: images]

  III. From Mr. Claine’s paper, BCM. 1891.

  MALAY CHESSMEN.

  The evidence of the practical game points to Southern Europe33, and suggests that extensive modifications have been made in rule and move as a result of the intercourse with Portuguese and Dutch since 1500. The existing variations all appear to me consistent with the view that the European practice of the middle and later half of the 16th century remodelled the native game. The differences are superimposed, not fundamental. They occur just in those points in which uncertainty exists to-day among beginners, or in circles out of touch with the literature of the modern game. At the same time the use of the unchequered board, and the whole question of Pawn-promotion, is still pure Asiatic. To the objection that the European powers of move had already taken root in India, and that there is the simpler possibility that the change came via India, the Pawn’s move seems a sufficient answer. Had the change come from Southern India, we should have found the double step restricted to particular Pawns, or hedged about with conditions: we should probably also have found restrictions placed upon the free promotion to the rank of any piece.


  
CHAPTER VI

  CHESS IN FURTHER INDIA

  Introductory remarks.—I. Burmese chess.—Name of the game.—The chessboard.—The chessmen.—Nomenclature.—Initial arrangement.—Rules.—II. Siamese chess.—Name of the game.—The chessboard.—The chessmen.—Nomenclature.—Initial arrangement.—Rules.—Specimen game.—III. Annamese chess.

  MODERN European observers have recorded the practice of chess in each of the three great political divisions of Further India (Indo-China). Their accounts show that each of these countries has its own peculiar variety of chess, while the Chinese game has been introduced by the numerous Chinese settlers, and is widely played in Siam and Annam.

  At first sight the native Burmese and Siamese games, of which alone we have sufficiently detailed information as to the method of play, look very diverse. Closer investigation, however, results in the discovery of certain features which link the two games together. These are—(a) the fivefold move of the Elephant, which al-Bērūnī recorded as existing in India in his day, occurs in each game; (b) both games begin from a different arrangement of the chessmen from that followed elsewhere: in Burmese there is no prescribed arrangement for the pieces, but only for the Pawns; in Siamese chess a definite initial arrangement exists; (c) the rules of Pawn-promotion are unusual.
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Reference K Q B Kt R P
Primitive chess (conjectural) | rija mantri hasty! ashwa rét-ha? paddti
Ratnakara, c. 850 . — — dvipa? ashwa ratha® patti
Rudrata, ¢. 876 . . . . — - gajal turaga ratha?
Pafichadandrachattra- nripa mantri | hasty? ashwa agresarat | padaty

prabandha, c. 1450.
Raghunandana, ¢. 1500 . raja — gajal ashwa nauka’® vati
nripa kunjara® | turamga vatika
hasty ! hayas
Nilakant.ha, 1600-1700 . raja mantri | ushtra® vaha danti! patti
saciva karabha® | vaji kunijara® | padati
haja gajal
dvipa!l
Vaidyanatha, c. 1725. raja mantri | dvipa?! turaja ratha? padati
nripa nigendra?! syandana ?
nagal
Muslim (Hyde), 17th ¢. shah wazir fill suara rukh 2 piyada
Parsi (Hyde), 17th c. . | shah ferz hatehi?! cahura | ruch? chajer
MOGHUL & Persian, Delhi, | shah wazir fil? asp rukh 2 piyada
' 18908, farzin
Hindi, Delhi, 18908 shah wazir unt ghora hat-hi?! paida
mantri paidal
Bengali, Calcutta, 1857° | raja mantri | gajal ghora nauka ® piyada
Bengali, Burdwan,1909°* | raja mantri | gaj?! ghora nauka® boray
daba pil? aswa
Hindustani, = Benares, | shah wazir fill asp rukh ? piyada
1885.10 padshah | farzin ghora ratha ? paidal
| kashti
ditto, Saharampur, 1887! | shah farzin fil? asp rukh 2 piyada
badshah
Hindi, Benares, 188412 . | padshah | wazir pil? ghora rukh ? piyada
Hindi (Gillay), 190113 rajah wazir voutay ? kutherai | array?! pathay
ratha? ashwa athi?!
PARSI. Bombay (Himley) | passa wazir ots ghora hatthi!l pada
qal'e®
Maldive Is. (Culin) padshah | wazir fi? asp rukh 2 piyada
ghora burj ¢
Bombay (Weber), 1874 . | raja mantri | ushthra® |ashwa hasti! padati
MARATHI. Poona, 18934 | raja wazir unt? ghora hat-thi! | piyada
Bombay, 18931 . . raja wazir unt? ghora hatti? piyada
KANNADI (Gillay), 1901 1 | dorai munthri | voutai? kutherai | array! pathay
prathani | theru? ashwa
TAMIL Y0 13 | dorai munthri | voutai? kutherai | array?! algo
TELUGU (Gillay), 1901 ther? ashwa se;oy
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3 Bh4 Bd7
4 Bd3 Kte7
5 Kte2 Ke7
6 Ktd2 Rf8
7 Rel Pg6
8 Ke2  Pg5
9 Bf2 Pc5
10 Kbl ¢cPxP
11 PxP+d bKtc6
12 Qa4 Re8
13 Pe5 PxP
14 PxP BxP
15 Qa5+ Kb
16 Qa3 Ktfs
17 RxKt RxR
18 QxP+ Kc8
19 Ktb3 Qd8?
20 Ktas Re7?
21 Qa8m.
II
Pe4 Pe5
1/Pd4 Pf6
Pec3 Kte7
Be3 Phe
2 Bd3 Bb7
3 Ktd2 Qgb
4 Kf1 Ph6
5 Kte2 Ktds
6 Qc2

White

7P xKt

8 Pd5

9 Kte4
10 Qel
11 Pb3
12 Pb4
13 Kt x B
14 BxP
15 Kgl
16 Be4
17 Ph3
18 Kh2
19 Rf1
20 Pa4
21 Qd1
22 Bb3
23 Pc4
24 Pa5
25 Pg3
26 Kg2
27 Rx R
28 K x Kt
29 Kg2
30PxP
31 Rel
32 Qf1
33 QI8 +
34 Rf1
35 RxR
36 QxP
37 Ph4
38 Pg4
39 Kg3
40 Pg5
41 Qe3
42 Kte3

Kt x B+ 43 Kta4

Black ‘White
Bdé6 44 Kt x P+ Ke8

Qgb 45 Pes
Bes 46 Qf4

RIS 47 QxQ+

Pbs 48 Ktc4
Bb6 49 Kt x
cP x Kt 50 Ktc4
Pf5 51 Kf2
PxP 52 Pbs

P

Rf3 53 Pd6 +
P xeP 54 Pc6 +

Pde6 55 Ph6
Ktd7 56 Pb7

Ktfo 57 Pb8=Kt & leaps

Ke?7 to ab

Rf8 58 Ktes
Ke8 59 Kted

Qhd 60K xP

Ktg4 + 61 Ke3
Rt2+ 62 Kteh
Kt xR 63 Kte5

+

Black

Pe4
Qe5
PxQ
Ke7
Pes
Pe2
Kds8
Ke7
Kb7
Kec8
Kd8g
Ke8

Kf7
Kg6
Bd7
BxP
Kf5
Ky4
K x P

Rf3+ 64 Kt x B By,

Qgb

P x.P

Rd3 J Pe3
1{ X B 1 Pd3
Kd7 Pf3
Rf3 Pe3
PxR+ 27DTb3
Beg 3 Pg3
Qub 4 Bg?2
Phs 5 Pe4
Ke7 6 Ped
Bg4 7 Kf2
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