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BOBBY FISCHER AND THE MARSHALL ATTACK
by

Glenn Statile
(1)  Remembrance of Games Past

A little over a century ago a famous if not scandalous Irish playwright by the name of Oscar Wilde informed the throng of officials and journalists gathered to celebrate his arrival upon American soil for a whirlwind lecture tour of the United States that he had nothing to declare except his genius.  The life and games of the American chess genius, Robert James Fischer, who was not exactly a stranger to firing off such self-saluting salvos himself, are the subject of the series of lectures being presented at this symposium. I might add that Fischer’s death at the age of sixty-four, while no occasion for joy, at least strikes a chord which resonates with the natural chess order given that it equals the number of squares on a chessboard.
As we look back upon the prominent features of this chess-filled life it is not difficult to acknowledge that they present us with a biographical narrative that constitutes both the best and the worst of times.  I will leave the highpoints and the low points of the Fischer era to others better qualified to deal with such extremes.   The focus of my presentation therefore, while not consisting of home run material, should at least hit close to home.  In what follows it is my aim to make sense of Mikhail Tal’s interpretation of Fischer’s actual and close encounters with an opening variation whose name is literally synonymous with both the founder and the namesake of the Marshall Chess Club, the venerable institution where we are all gathered today.  I refer of course to the celebrated Marshall Attack which arises from, or deviates from, the Closed Defense to the Ruy Lopez.  So that you may form your own opinion I will withhold Tal’s evaluation of Fischer’s prowess against the Marshall until the very end.  
There is something dramatic if not palpably parallel about the fact that Bobby Fischer, an American chess champion playing at the club named in honor of the former American chess champion and native New Yorker Frank James Marshall, should be subjected to the Marshall Attack three times during a tournament in which the moves of his games were being communicated via teletype, not only between Havana and New York, but under the direction of none other than José Raul Capablanca Jr. at the tournament site in Havana.    Add to this the fact that Fischer played these games at the so-called Capablanca table and you have the makings of a tale that is a worthy successor to that of the once mighty clash between Capablanca and Marshall in New York in 1918.   Marshall meets Capablanca all over again.   
While none of Fischer’s seven games in total against the Marshall Attack were deemed quite memorable enough to be featured within  My Sixty Memorable Games, each of them was played within the relevant timeframe (1957 – 1967) encompassed by this now classic book.  Nevertheless grandmaster Andy Soltis found it fitting to include one of them, the first of two against grandmaster Jan Hein Donner,  as game #50 in his excellent book entitled Bobby Fischer Rediscovered.   That Fischer actually played the White pieces, like Capablanca, and not the Black pieces, like Marshall, in his triad of games against the Marshall Attack in 1965 does not, given the historical circumstances sketched above, tarnish their evocative power in the least to conjure up a remembrance of things past.    Parallels, as non-Euclidean geometry has taught us, are never perfect; moreover, Bobby Fischer was never one to easily succumb to the strictures of any script not written by himself.  He never did venture the Marshall Attack as Black during his chess career.  That he never lost against the Marshall fits in nicely with the slightly altered title of a New in Chess monograph on the Marshall Attack coauthored by Sosonko and Van Der Sterren:  Heads You Win, Tails You Draw.
 
The set of seven Marshall Attack games which Fischer played between 1959 and 1966 amount to no less than steps upon an ascent  whose summit was Spassky in Santa Monica, just as his entire career can be, at least poetically, characterized as a long and winding road which led to Spassky in Reykjavik.  Also, just as Fischer would never encounter the Marshall Attack again after his Marshall encounter with Spassky in 1966; likewise the percentage of serious games in which Fischer played the White side of a Ruy Lopez also fell off significantly, if not precipitously, as his career approached the summit of Mount Spassky in 1972.  A tally of Fischer’s serious games reveals that he played the White side of the Ruy Lopez between 25% and 30% of the time between 1958 and 1963 inclusive.  After his sabbatical from tournament chess in 1964 this percentage would escalate to just below 50% for the years 1965-1967.  It would have been even higher except for a tailing off toward the latter part of 1967.  Fischer’s Ruy percentage as White then plummets to just under 25% between 1968-1970, the years in which he mounted what was to be his final ascent up the ladder leading to the World Championship cycle of 1971-1972.  In the Candidates matches of 1971 against Taimanov, Larsen, and Petrosian no games were played with the Ruy Lopez at all.   Then in the World title match against Spassky  we get two more, the famous win against the Breyer from Game 10 and the Exchange Lopez in Game 16.  In the 1992 match between a lesser Fischer and a somnolent Spassky the first five and last two games in which Fischer had White were Ruys.  Spassky turned toward the Sicilian in mid-match, either to create more winning chances or perhaps to halt his losing streak against the Ruy.   The point I am trying to make is obvious but clear.  Both the Ruy Lopez in general and the Marshall Attack in particular receded from the repertoire of Fischer’s opposition, albeit to differing degrees, during the final years of his active career.  Of course any interpretation based upon such sketchy Ruy statistics in relation to the frequency of the Marshall Attack in Fischer’s games would need to be tempered by a recognition that during the years just mentioned Bobby on occasion steered games in non Ruy-directions:  by playing moves other than 1) e4 – for example, in a handful of serious games in 1970, or by playing the King’s Gambit after 1) e4, e5 against Evans, Wade and Minic; or in introducing the Exchange variation of the Lopez into his arsenal, which he uncorked for the first time against Portisch at the Havana Olympiad in 1966. No opponent of Fischer’s ever came within one move of launching the Marshall Attack against him following Bobby’s game with Reshevsky at the Sousse Interzonal of 1967.   

  While our symposium is surely a scholarly affair there is no reason whatsoever for us to confine ourselves to the straitjacket of solemnity.   It is on that basis that I would like to share a little bit of Fischer chess humor with you.  I once heard a version of the following joke from former U.S. chess champion Arnold Denker during one of the World Open events in Philadelphia over twenty years ago.  It is said that a certain chess player named Boris was mourning the untimely demise of his chess playing chum Igor.    One evening, while Boris was pouring over the latest issue of Chess Life, Igor suddenly appeared to him.  Shocked but nonetheless thrilled by the return of his friend, Boris proceeded to ask Igor whether there was any chess to be enjoyed in the afterlife.  To this Igor readily responded:  “Well I have some good news and some bad news for you.  The good news is that in heaven we play chess all the time.  There is a tournament everyday and all of the great players participate: Fischer, Morphy, Capablanca, Tal and all the rest.”  “Then what is the bad news?” prodded Boris.   “The bad news,” said Igor, “is that you have the Black pieces against Fischer tomorrow night.” 
(2) The Origin of the Marshall Attack 
I would be willing to wager that just about all of us were at one time weaned upon the anecdote about how Frank Marshall introduced the Marshall Attack into professional competition, when he sprang it upon an unsuspecting José Raul Capablanca on October 23rd 1918 in the first round of a tournament held at the Manhattan Chess Club.  The calm before the storm is reached after the following moves, although the move order allows for some slight transposition:  1) e4, e5; 2) Nf3, Nc6; 3) Bb5, a6; 4) Ba4, Nf6; 5) 0-0, Be7; 6) Re1, b5; 7) Bb3, 0-0; 8) c3.    It is from this position that the still respected gambit is then launched with 8) …, d5 for Black.  While a reminder is perhaps not necessary for a Marshall Chess Club audience, we should not lose sight of the fact that the Marshall Attack is not the only opening variation whose provenance is honored by the Marshall surname.  For example, there is the Marshall Gambit in the Semi-Slav which is marked by the following sequence of moves:  1) d4, d5;  2) c4, c6;  3) Nc3, e6;  4) e4, dxe4; 5) Nxe4, Bb4+;  6) Bd2, Qxd4; 7) Bxb4, Qxe4+;  8) Be2.  Nor should we forget the Marshall Defense which commences with: 1) d4, d5;  2) c4, Nf6.  In what follows all of my references to the Marshall will always designate the Marshall Attack as opposed to some other exotic variation plucked from the Marshall family tree.

In Every Move Must Have a Purpose, which by the way is at its most enjoyable in my opinion in its audio form, Bruce Pandolfini states in the customary fashion that Marshall had “developed a curious gambit” which was intended for some future encounter with Capablanca.  Such descriptive terminology should not be equated with any lack of historical knowledge on the part of the author. Bruce’s book after all is about the relation between chess and business, and I have neither reason, inclination, nor any business in criticizing him or his book.  Yet the book, like many others, stands as an example of the kind of historical condensation that many excellent chess writers like Bruce sometimes engage in when their main goal is to direct the reader’s attention elsewhere, to some game or analysis at hand.  John Nunn and Tim Harding, for example, adopt the same condensational approach in their book entitled The Marshall Attack with the locution that “Marhsall introduced the gambit against Capablanca at New York 1918.”  Even more recently Bogdan Lalic in his book of the same title adds to the litany.
  I myself am guilty of having perpetuated the myth of Marshall’s completely independent discovery of the attack named after him, but in my case the reason for having doing so was sheer ignorance.  For those who may be unaware of the true details of the origin of the Marshall Attack it might prove worthwhile to gather together, or should I say  marshal together, the relevant details of the story as they now stand.  I am not the discoverer of these particulars,  but their beneficiary.
Frank Marshall would later testify to his so called discovery in quite proprietary terms as his “new defense in the Ruy Lopez” in his 1932 book entitled Comparative Chess.   It is interesting to note that on p. 104 of this book we find Marshall staking a claim for the originality of 7) …, 0-0, the prelude to the Marshall Attack, rather than 8) …, d5.
  Whether or not Marshall knew of any predecessor, meaning pre-Marshall, games in the Marshall Attack per se, it is likely that he would have been aware of Schlecter’s analogous d5 against Lasker in the Worrall Attack game from their 1910 World Championship match.    An inspection of ChessBase quickly reveals that between 1910 and 1918 Marshall had met Capablanca’s first move of 1) e4 with anything but the Marshall Attack, opting to play his favorite Petroff on five occasions and the French Defense once.   So, while Marshall was perfecting his so-called new method of active defense he was lying in wait, savoring the opportunity to ambush Capablanca.

As it turns out however Marshall had already given into the urge to play the Marshall Attack against a certain Walter Frere in 1917, who by the way was sufficiently skilled to both draw and defeat Emmanuel Lasker in simultaneous exhibition games in 1894 and 1926 respectively.  On this earlier pre-Capablanca occasion Marshall did not play 11) …, Nf6 but instead had forged ahead two moves earlier with the Steiner variation that commences with  9) …, e4.  Such labeling is a bit anachronistic since in 1917 the later Hollywood Herman Steiner and U.S. chess champion of 1948, a prominent example of the Romantic school of chess, would have only been around twelve years of age.  Irving Chernev included the Frere-Marshall game in his 1000 Best Short Games of Chess,  while Marshall himself published it fifteen years after the fact in the aforementioned Comparative Chess (1932).

After having his gambit brilliantly repulsed by Capablanca the always optimistic Marshall was willing to venture it again later in the same tournament against J.S. Morrison.  This time he won in grand style.  But even though he succeeded in avoiding the sequence of moves that had allowed Capablanca to seize positional superiority, in his game against Morrison, a Toronto based Canadian master, the American champion Marshall somehow followed the course of a game played between Sittenfeld (White) and Soldatenkov (Black) from Paris in 1901 until move 18.  After the Morrison-Marshall game appeared in the American Chess Bulletin Soldatenkov penned a letter of protest, and in so doing staked his own claim as the inventor of what we still call the  Marshall Attack.  The score of the Sittenfeld-Soldatenkov game was published in a journal called The Strategy.
  While the score of this game does not provide Soldatenkov with a first name, it is fascinating to note that Marshall would eventually lose a game as White in a Falkbeer Counter Gambit in 1928 to a certain B. Soldatenkov.
But the gestation period of the Marshall prior to its ceremonial unveiling at the highest professional level by Marshall against Capablanca in 1918 has been traced back even further, into the final decade of the previous century.  In 1893, whether in Havana or New York no certainty yet prevails, a game was contested between the German master Carl August Walbrodt as White  and a quartet of consulting Allies named Conill, Herrera, Lopez, and Ostalozza.   The master was victorious.  This game, as far as we know, is the true locus classicus of the Marshall Attack, not to mention the Steiner variation which the Allies played.  The moves of this game were published on pages 22-23 of the February 1893 issue of The Chess World, a Washington D.C. based chess magazine, as well as two months later on pages 120-121 in the German magazine entitled Deutsches Wochenschach.
  As it was the collaborating Allies who actually launched the attack against the theoretically startled Walbrodt, chess history thus provides us with an affirmation, or a falsification depending upon your point of view, of the old maxim that two, not to mention four, heads are better than one.
What I especially like is the fact that the debut of the Marshall Attack occurred either in Havana or New York.  This chess inspired version of a tale of two cities not only represents a kind of foreshadowing to the two contestants who would wage a war with it twenty five years later in 1918, but, as previously indicated, also anticipates Bobby Fischer’s own three telephonically transmitted games against the Marshall Attack in 1965.  Fischer not only played these games from the Marshall Chess Club in New York City, but had the honor of sitting at what is now called the Capablanca table, a recently renovated table now appointed with a plaque bearing Fischer’s name, which is somehow curiously misspelled as ‘Fisher’.       
Here are the game scores for anyone interested in playing over the three known pre-Capablanca/Marshall games featuring the Marshall Attack without delay.
Marshall Attack – Historic Game 1  - (1893)

White – Walbrodt

Black  -  Allies

1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5; 7) Bb3, 00;

8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, e4;  10) dxc6, exf3;  11) g3, Bg4;  12) d4, h5;  13) Bg5, Re8;

14) Nd2, Nh7;  15) Bxe7, Rxe7;  16) h3, Bxh3;  17) Nxf3, Rxe1+;  18) Qxe1, Qf6;

19) Qe3, Bg4;  20) Ne5, Ng5;  21) f4, Ne6;  22) Nxg4, hxg4;  23) Bxe6, fxe6;
24) Re1, Re8; 25) d5, Kf7;  26) Qe4, Re7;  27)  dxe6+, Qxe6;  28) Qxe6+, Rxe6;
29) Rxe6, Kxe6;  30) Kf2, a5;  31) Ke3, g6;  32) Ke4, a4;  33) Kd4, Kf5;  34) Kd5, Kf6;
35) b4, axb3;  36) axb3, Kf5;  37) b4, Kf6;  38) c4, bxc4;  39) Kxc4, Ke6;  40) Kc5, Ke7;
41) b5, Kd8;  42) b6, cxb6;  43) Kxb6, Kc8;  44) c7, Resigns.   (1-0)
Marshall Attack -  Historic Game 2 - (1901)
White – Sittenfeld

Black  - Soldatenkov

1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;
8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, Nxd5;  10) d4, exd4;  11) cxd4, Bb4;  12) Bd2, Bg4;  13) Nc3, Nf6;

14) Be3, Bxf3;  15) gxf3, Qd7;  16) d5, Ne7;  17) Bg5, Qh3;  18) Bxf6, Bd6  (in this position Marshall played  18) …, gxf6 against Morrison);  19) f4, Bxf4;  20) f3, Qxh2+;

21) Kf1, Nf5;  22) Ne4, gxf6;  23) Qd3, Kh8;  24) Qc3, Rg8;  25) Qxf6+, Rg7 and White
Resigns.  (0-1)
Marshall Attack – Historic Game 3  -  (1917)

White – Walter Frere

Black  -  Frank Marshall

1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;
8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, e4;  10) dxc6, exf3;  11) d4, fxg2;  12) Bf4, Bg4;  13) Qd3, Nh5;

14)  Bxc7, Qxc7;  15) Qe4, Nf4;  16) Qxe7, Qxe7;  17) Rxe7, Bf3 and White Resigns.  (0-1)
(3) Bobby Fischer and the Marshall Plan
3.1)  Fischer Avoids the Marshall Attack
   Bobby Fischer auspiciously avoided the Marshall Attack only three times during his professional career.  Each of these games was played during the Portoroz Interzonal in 1958, the tournament in which he earned the GM title at the tender age of fifteen.  While not exactly a Doppelgänger for Louis Pasteur, Fischer nevertheless, regardless of overall intentions, thrice chose to inoculate himself in this tournament against the forbidding long range dangers stemming from the Marshall Attack with his selection of the so-called Anti-Marshall 8) h3.    An obvious question is why.  After all material aggrandizement would become a well known Fischer trademark in later years.  Fischer once rejected the offer of a draw from grandmaster Vlastimil Hort during their game at the Siegen Olympiad in 1970 on the basis that he was a pawn up, although he agreed with the Czech GM that he didn’t know whose position was superior.  Grandmaster Andrew Soltis even goes so far as to cast Fischer as an outright and unabashed materialist.
  Was Fischer then just running scared at Portoroz with his cautious sidestepping of the Marshall Attack and the extra pawn being served up to White?   Such a verdict would be far too strong, if not laughable, but in the case of one of his Portoroz opponents Fischer certainly possessed a justifiable rationale for averting the Marshall.

By selecting 8) h3 as his means of avoiding the Marshall Attack Fischer was able to preserve, at least for the time being, the positional character of a Closed Ruy Lopez.  If Black can invert the more usual Closed Ruy move order of  7) …, d6 and 8) …, 00  then White can just as well return the favor by switching the more or less standard 8) c3 and 9) h3.   Understood in this light one might easily surmise that Fischer’s decision not to tangle with the Marshall Attack at Portoroz was more a matter of sticking to his pre-tournament opening strategy and predilections, his Closed Ruy bread and butter if you will, than any acknowledgement of theoretical concern with White’s status should he accept the Marshall gambit.    But while Fischer steered his games with Hector Rossetto (Round 3), Mikhail Tal (Round 12), and Laszlo Szabo (Round 16) away from the Marshall Attack with the Anti-Marshall 8) h3, he did nevertheless allow the Marshall as a possibility in Round 18 against Alexander Matanovic when the latter played 7) …, OO instead of 7) …, d6.  It will be recalled that Fischer quite candidly admitted to a premeditated strategy for succeeding at Portoroz, with success being measured in terms of qualifying for the Candidates tournament by finishing in one of the top six places.  Before the beginning of the Interzonal Bobby told Milo Radoicic, a Yugoslav journalist, that his formula for success involved drawing with the grandmasters and defeating the half-dozen patzers in the field.
  Of the four, Rossetto, Tal, Szabo, and Matanovic only the Argentinian Rossetto was not yet a grandmaster at the time of the Portoroz Interzonal in 1958.
A scrutiny of Fischer’s round by round results at Portoroz easily illustrates that he more or less, as a complete body of work, succeeded in converting his pre-tournament goal into reality.   Fischer didn’t lose to a single grandmaster in the event.  The two players to whom he lost,  Benko and Olafsson, both gained their GM titles as did Fischer on the strength of their performances at Portoroz.  Fischer  defeated grandmaster Larsen in a famous Sicilian Dragon as well as won five games from non-grandmaster participants.  Nevertheless Fischer’s fulfillment of his pre-tournament goal required his having to overcome the rocky start of  drawing in a bad position through a fortuitous draw offer by the Bulgarian IM Neikirch in Round 1, winning a lost game against the lesser master Fuster in Round 2,  and then losing to a classy performance by Benko in a Samisch variation of the King’s Indian in Round 4.

As the games against Rossetto, Tal, and Szabo from Portoroz are the only three in which Fischer ever employed an Anti-Marshall line against serious competition it obviously follows that he never had the opportunity to test the merits of 8) a4 as an anti-Marshall alternative.   This queenside aversion of the Marshall has increased in theoretical pedigree during the intervening years between then and now.  In his career to date, according to ChessBase, Garry Kasparov has employed the 8) h3 anti-Marshall move on seven occasions – with six draws and only one win, against Michael Adams (1999), to his credit, while he sports a record of six wins and two draws in eight games with 8) a4, including three wins against Nigel Short in the renegade non-Fide sponsored World Championship Match of 1993.
A survey of the openings played by Fischer during his professional chess career indicates that, in addition to the seven games actually contested against the Marshall Attack, and the three games in which he avoided it at Portoroz in 1958, there were sixteen serious games in all in which Fischer’s opposition opted against the opportunity to initiate the Marshall Attack with 8) …, d5 against him.  Among his opposition in this latter category of games included the likes of:  Reshevsky – twice, Keres, Korchnoi, and Spassky.  From a psychological perspective this group of near Marshall games contains some features of interest.  Consider that three of them, against Szabo, Ivkov,  and Kholmov, were played as part of the Capablanca Memorial event of 1965, the same tournament in which Fischer would meet the Marshall three times.  Fischer’s sensational loss against Kholmov in Round 18 was due in large part to Bobby’s b4 on move 19, a blunder which  allowed for a spirited 19) …, Nd4 in response.  This loss however had the effect of energizing a wounded Fischer, who rebounded by winning his final three games of the tournament in Rounds 19-21, thus allowing him to share second place with Geller and Ivkov, only a half-point behind the winner Smyslov whom Fischer had defeated in their individual encounter in Round 2 in a Ruy Lopez featuring 5) d3 instead of the more usual 5) 00.  As it turns out, Fischer’s game against Szabo at the Capablanca Memorial in 1965 was his first with the White pieces against this opponent since the 1958 game at Portoroz in which he had avoided the Marshall.  Additionally, Spassky’s avoiding of the Marshall against Fischer on November 14, 1966 at the Havana Olympiad took place precisely three months to the day after their previous encounter which featured a Marshall Attack.  This Marshall game was the second of the two games Fischer had played against Spassky at the Piatigorsky Cup tournament in Santa Monica, which by the way was also the first game in which he had ever played the White pieces against Spassky.  After the avoided Marshall Attack at the Havana Olympiad in 1966 Fischer would not conduct the White pieces against Spassky again, discounting the unplayed Game 2 of the World Championship Match in Reykjavik, until the Russian World Champion came very close to smashing Fischer’s Sozin Sicilian in Game 4 of their title match in 1972.  With five games against his Russian nemesis in the decade between 1960 at Mar del Plata and 1970 at Siegen without a single win, Fischer would not defeat Spassky in a single game until he sealed the clinching 41) …, Bd3 in game 3 of the world title match in Reykjavik.

The final time that an opponent of Fischer’s elected not to play the Marshall Attack against the future World Champion when the positional opportunity arose occurred when Reshevsky did so at the Sousse Interzonal in 1967.  The game took place in Round 11, which turned out to be the penultimate round as far as Fischer was concerned, as he would unceremoniously drop out of the event after a mini-slugfest Sicilian featuring a flank attack beginning with 13) …, h5 against Robert Byrne in Round 12.  In the Reshevsky game Frank Brady reports that Fischer not only arrived fifty minutes late,  he then rubbed it in by proceeding to spend another five minutes in the lobby of the hotel before actually playing his first move.  Reshevsky was totally unnerved.  Fischer however was unperturbed, declaring that “I still have enough time for Reshevsky.”
   It would certainly have been interesting if the theoretically neglectful Reshevsky had indeed played d5 on his eighth move instead of d6.  At least he would not have fared any worse than he eventually did.   Subsequent to the Portoroz Interzonal in 1958 Fischer would never again voluntarily choose to sidestep the Marshall Attack on White’s eighth move.   That distinction of avoiding the Marshall, dubious or not, is to be accorded to his opposition.  To threaten but not play the Marshall Attack by switching 00 and d6 allows Black the possibility of playing against an Anti-Marshall line rather than continue with a Closed Ruy.
In the decade prior to Portoroz, from 1948 through 1957, neither 8) h3 nor 8) a4 were the principal means of avoiding the Marshall.  During this timeframe 8) h3 and 8) a4 were each played in 31 games according to ChessBase, with Kasparov-like scores of +1 and +6 for White respectively.  The move 8) d4, on the other hand, was tried in 78 games with a +5 score for White.  Prior to Portoroz neither Rossetto nor Tal had ever ventured a Marshall Attack in a professional encounter, although the latter did try it out on at least three future occasions.  In his 1965 match with Boris Spassky the wizard from Riga would play against the Marshall in three games.  Moreover these games would most likely have been on Fischer’s mind when he sat down to play Spassky in the second of their two games at the Piatigorsky Cup tournament held in Santa Monica in 1966.    But Szabo had not only played the Marshall Attack prior to Portoroz, he had done so with success.  In six games on the Black side of a Marshall prior to the Interzonal at Portoroz in 1958, with the games against Tolush (I Asztalos Memorial) and Van den Berg (Haifa – Tel Aviv; won by Reshevsky) actually taking place in 1958, Szabo had amassed a record of four wins and two draws.  It should be noted here that I have not been able to conclusively ascertain definitively whether these winning Marshall Attack games by Szabo against Tolush and Van den Berg were played prior to 08/05/58, the date of the first round of the Portoroz Interzonal.   The game against Van den Berg seems to have been played quite early in the year according to an online chronological listing of the great tournaments in chess history, while the game against Tolush is listed by ChessBase prior to the game against Van den Berg. Curiously, it does not seem that Szabo, thanks in part to Fischer’s reluctance, was ever able to test his Marshall Attack again after his beautiful win against Van den Berg. 
Given Fischer’s vaunted omniscience concerning opening theory and games played by his opposition, even allowing for the technological deficiencies of his era, his choice of the anti-Marshall 8) h3 against Szabo probably packed more than just a prophylactic punch.  In chapter 22 of the Nunn-Harding book on the Marshall Attack Harding writes the following.  “Unlike other eighth moves which are played to avoid the Marshall altogether, this is a specific anti-Marshall designed to invite but refute  8) …, d5.  White can develop his night at c3 and Black’s …, Qh4 will not win a tempo.”  On the following page he adds:  “The main point of 8) h3 is that after 8) …, d5;  9) ed, Nxd5;  10) Nxe5, Nxe5;  11) Rxe5 White has options involving Nc3.  However, Black’s gambit is perhaps not as obviously bad as once thought.”
  In any case Fischer would have been aware in his game against Szabo at Portoroz that he was sitting across from a practiced and successful exponent of the Marshall Attack.  Also, Szabo had previously met the anti-Marshall 8) h3, played against him by Fischer, in a game contested with Bondarevsky a decade before in 1948.  That game, resulting in a draw, had transposed into a more usual variation of the Closed Ruy Lopez, with the Black knight hopping to a5 on the ninth move.  Szabo’s scintillating Marshall Attack games against Tolush and Van den Berg had resulted from Marshall’s  11) …, Nf6  and the Steiner variation  9) …, e4 respectively.  His game against Fischer in Portoroz followed a different course than the aforementioned game with Bondarevsky.  Fischer’s anti-Marshall 8) h3 led to  drawn results with 8) …, d6;  9) c3, Nd7 in his game against Tal in Round 12, and 8) …, d6;  9) c3, Na5 in his game with Rossetto in Round 3.   
As indicated Fischer’s choice of 8) h3 allowed him the flexibility of steering a game away from the Marshall Attack while remaining on a routine Ruy track.   At the same time he would be offering the player of the Black pieces the opportunity to still plunge ahead with d5 under altered circumstances.  It should be noted that d5 remains in the running even in the case of the anti-Marshall variations beginning with 8) a4.  Despite Fischer’s anti-Marshall steering of the position Szabo nevertheless managed to play the Marshall-in-spirit move of d5 after  8) h3, Bb7;  9)c3; d5.  In the 8) h3 anti-Marshall repertoire of pre-Portoroz games both Szabo and Fischer could have been familiar with such games as Fuentes- Keres (1943), which was won by Black;  Simagin-Averbakh (1949), which resulted in a draw;  and Vasconcellos-Pogars (1952), with another win for Black.   While the Fischer-Szabo game at Portoroz also ended up as a draw it is not devoid of interest.  Szabo obtained what seems to be a more than satisfactory position, but then allowed Fischer to initiate a middle game variation in which the latter exchanged, in a roundabout way, his Queen for Rook and Bishop.   More than this, however, Fischer missed a win on move 16.  Here are the moves of the Fischer-Szabo game from Portoroz (1958).  
Fischer Avoids the Marshall  (Interzonal Tournament Portoroz - 1958)
White – Bobby Fischer

Black  -  Laszlo Szabo

1)  e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;
8) h3, Bb7;  9) c3 (Note 1), d5;  10) exd5, Nxd5;  11) d3 (Note 2), Qd6;  12) Nbd2, Rad8;
13) Ne4, Qg6; 14)  Ng3, Bc5;  15) d4 (Note 3), exd4;  16) cxd4 (Note 4), Ndb4;  17) Be3, Nxd4;  18) Nxd4, Bxd4;  19) Bxd4, c5;  20) Bxc5, Rxd1 (Note 5);  21) Raxd1, Nd3 (Note 6);  22) Bxf8, Nxe1;  23) Rd8, h5;  24) Bb4+, Kh7;  25) Rd6 (Note 7), Qb1 (Note 8);  26) Rd1, Qg6;  27) Rd6, Qb1;  28) Rd1, Qg6;  29)  Rxe1, h4;  30) Re3, hxg3;  31) Rxg3, Qb1+; 
32) Kh2, Qf5;  33) Kg1,     (1/2-1/2)
Notes:
1)  In his analysis of a Kamsky-Bacrot game following this Anti-Marshall line in the Washington
     Post on June 4, 2007 (p. C10) GM Kavalek writes, about Fischer’s old Portoroz game with 

     Szabo, that “It does not make sense to prevent the Marshall Attack only to allow it under 

     worse circumstances on the next move.”  In more recent play 9) d3 has been White’s usual
     choice.
2)  Nunn-Harding (p. 210) prefer  11) d4! to Fischer’s  11) d3.  If 11) Nxe5, Nxe5; 12) Rxe5,  

     then Nf4 for Black.  
3) Agur (p. 163) looks at 15) Bg5.  Then  15) …, Rd7;  16) Rxe5, Nxe5;  17) Nxe5, Qxg5;
    18) Nxd7, Nxc3 [18) …, Ne3;  19) Qh5];  19) Qg4.  If  15) …, h6;  16) Bxd8, Qxg3;

   17) Bh4;  Or  15) …, f6;  16) Ne4, Bxf2+ [16) …, Bb6;  17) Nh4];  17) Nxf2, fxg5;  
   18) Nxe5;  Or 15) …, Nf4;  16) Bxf4, Rxd3;  17) Nh4  [not 17) Qe2, exf4;  18) Bc2, fxg3], 

   Rxd1;  18) Nxg6, Rxa1;  19) Rxa1, hxg6;  20) Bg5.
4)  After 13) …, Qg6;  14) Ng3, Bc5? (threatening Qxg3), 15) d4!, exd4, Fischer played

     16) cxd4.  According to Kavalek he missed 16) Nh4, Qf6;  17) Ne4, Qxh4, 18) Bg5 –
     trapping Black’s Queen. 
5)  Not 20) …, Qc6;  21) Qf3.
6)  Not 21) …, Qc6;  22) Ne4.

7)  Or 25) Bxe1, h4;  26) Rd4, hxg3;  27) Rh4+, Kg8;  28) Rf4.
8)  If instead 25) …, f6;  26) Bxe1, h4;  27) Rd7 and Black’s Bishop is hampered, or 27) Rd4
     and an easy win according to Agur (p. 164).

In summation,  avoiding the Marshall at the Portoroz Interzonal was a strategic decision upon Fischer’s part.  Fischer let it be known that his primary sights were set upon advancing into the Candidates tournament.  Sticking close to the terrain of the Closed Ruy Lopez, while avoiding a possible Marshall rumble with a still up and coming Tal, are credible reasons for playing the anti-Marshall 8) h3.  Against Szabo Fischer also had reason to think twice about allowing  the Marshall    Attack. Szabo not only had a good record with the Marshall, but  had recently won a celebrated  game against Van den Berg.  Fischer’s rare lapse in missing 16) Nh4  deprived him of the fruits of his caution.
3.2)  Fischer Versus the Marshall Attack

It is convenient to divide Fischer’s chess games against the Marshall Attack into three parts.  One might recall that Julius Caesar afforded himself a similar convenience in the case of his compartmentalization of Gaul.   In part one of his chess excursions into Marshall land Fischer played successfully against the Marshall Attack on two occasions.  He won games against Sidney Bernstein and Herbert Seidman in the 1959-1960 and 1960-1961 U.S. Championships respectively.  Of course neither of these players were a true test of Fischer’s mettle against the Marshall, both rolling the dice with the inferior Steiner variation.    Fischer’s second appointment with the Marshall Attack came at the Capablanca Memorial tournament of 1965.  Fischer played all of his games in this tournament from the relative quiet of the Marshall Chess Club while his opponents enjoyed the tropical pleasures of sunny Havana.  Fischer’s three Marshall foes at this event were the Belgian GM Alberic O’Kelly de Galway, whose name sounds about as Belgian as the Blarney stone;  the British IM, Robert G. Wade – a native New Zealander, who was the coeditor of the first famous anthology of Fischer’s games and who also helped Fischer prepare for his world title match by providing him with a compilation of Spassky’s games;  and the Dutch GM Jan Hein Donner, whose playing ability, as Frank Brady reports, Fischer absolutely disdained.
  Finally, Fischer’s swan song against the Marshall Attack came to pass a year later in 1966 at the second of the two Piatigorsky Cup tournaments held during the decade of the 1960’s.  At Santa Monica Fischer would come up against the Marshall Attack twice more, once against the disdainful Donner and once against his bearish bete noire GM Boris Spassky.  Perhaps Spassky thought he might provoke the great Bobby into refuting his Marshall gambit in a journalistic huff, reminiscent of how his earlier King’s Gambit win against the American at Mar del Plata in 1960 had once incited Fischer to try and refute the King’s Gambit in a now famous article.
As is well known, Fischer never even came close to playing the Marshall Attack himself in a serious game.  This is not surprising given that he only responded to 1) e4 with 1) …, e5 as Black in ten or so serious games during his career, all of which transpired between 1960 and 1963.  Between 1960 and 1962 Fischer chose 3) …, Bc5, the move which initiates the Classical Defense to the Ruy Lopez, in five games beginning with 1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5.  His abandonment of 1) …, e5 as a response to 1) e4 almost undoubtedly had to do with his desire to provide himself with better winning chances when playing the Black pieces against strong opposition.   While Fischer would never again face the Marshall Attack in a serious game after his tussle with Spassky at the Piatigorsky Cup tournament, Frank Brady  relays an interesting anecdote about how Korchnoi once attempted to convince other players to try out the Marshall Attack on Fischer at the Rovinj/Zagreb Tournament of Peace in 1970.  Korchnoi said:  “I even tried to convince one or two Yugoslavs not to play the Sicilian against him but to try, for instance, the Marshall attack.”  Brady then adds that “perhaps Korchnoi forgot that Fischer is also expert at playing against the Marshall.”
  Nobody, including Korchnoi himself, took this advice to heart, Gligoric being the only one to respond to Fischer’s 1) e4 with 1) …, e5, albeit in a losing cause.  Another classic case of do as I say and not as I do.  The Marshall Attack held its own during the tempestuous 1960’s, achieving a winning percentage of 48% in approximately 400 games according to ChessBase.  A slight reversal in the fortunes of the Marshall set in however during 1970, with White accruing a +14 advantage in only 49 games.  During the period from 1966-1970 ChessBase indicates that the Kevitz variation of the Marshall Attack featuring 12) Bxd5  in response to 11) …c6 led to an advantage of +12 for White in only 33 games.  The 15) Re4 line of the main line Marshall also fared extremely well in the early 1970’s, scoring +5 in 18 games in the period from 1971-1973 according to ChessBase.  IM David Levy even went so far as to once sound the death knell of the Marshall Attack with two articles in Chess entitled The Marshall Gambit Has Been Refuted.   But as in the case of Mark Twain the obituary of the Marshall Attack was premature.  It still remains a viable weapon for Black in top level chess.
3.2a)  Part I – Fischer Faces the Marshall Attack at the U.S. Championship  

Fischer continued  his dominating habit of going undefeated at the highest level in U.S. chess, for the third consecutive year, in the U.S. Championship of 1959-1960.  His game against Sidney Bernstein took place in Round 8 of the eleven round event.  Although it was Fischer’s penultimate game with the White pieces in the tournament he had not yet met the same opening response from Black more than once.  In Round 1 he played against Bisguier’s Petroff, in Round 2 against Raymond Weinstein’s Caro Kann, and in Round 5 against Robin Ault’s Pirc.  Then in Round 8, played on December 28, 1960, Bernstein was in the mood for a Steiner variation of the Marshall Attack.  While Bernstein lost this game to Fischer, his first ever Marshall Attack in serious competition according to ChessBase, he apparently never made any self-binding New Year’s resolution a few days later not to attempt the Marshall again.  Grandmaster Bogdan Lalic, in his recent book on the Marshall, incorporates a nice win by the same Sidney Bernstein in a Steiner variation of the Marshall Attack against a player named Van Linden in 1974.

Bobby was subjected to the Marshall Attack once again at a U.S. Championship a year later, this time by Herbert Seidman.  Both Bernstein and Seidman sported lifetime records against Fischer of one draw against three losses.  Seidman once cracked the top ten in the early days of the U.S. Chess Federation’s rating list and participated on the American side in the famous radio match between the U.S. and the Soviet Union in 1945.  He was no stranger to the Orang-utan Opening which begins 1) b4, an unusual opening ploy whose introduction into high level tournament play by Tartakower against Maróczy in New York 1924 supposedly came about as the result of a consultation between the former and an orang-utan at the zoo on the preceding day.  Seidman holds the dubious honor of once winning the most games in a U.S. Championship while finishing last.  Unsurprisingly, he also lost the most games.  Seidman moreover holds the trivial, in the sense of ‘trivia’ as opposed to inconsequential, distinction of having the only head other than that of Donald Byrne that Fischer was able to scalp at the famous Rosenwald Memorial tournament of 1956, hosted by none other than the Marshall Chess Club.  Whereas Bernstein’s most recent game with Fischer prior to his Marshall Attack game had been a loss to  Fischer’s Najdorf in 44 moves at the 1957-1958 U.S. Championship, Seidman had succumbed in only 17 moves on the Black side of a Center Counter game in his most recent pre-Marshall skirmish over the board with Fischer at the 1959-1960 U.S. Championship.  Like Bernstein, Seidman’s launching of the Marshall Attack against Fischer was, according to ChessBase, his maiden voyage with Frank Marshall’s secret weapon in high level competition.   Neither Bernstein nor Seidman would sit across from Fischer ever again in a serious tournament game after their respective losses with the Marshall Attack.  While not generally considered as a lasting monument to Fischer’s greatness; nevertheless the Marshall Attack game with Seidman did find its way into the now classic instructive work Bobby Fischer Teaches Chess.

In his games against Bernstein and Seidman the reigning U.S. Champion Fischer was confronted with the Steiner variation of the Marshall Attack, which stems from 9) …, e4. While Herman Steiner certainly played the variation, introducing it to a European audience against Stoltz at the Hamburg Olympiad in 1930, he did not invent it.  He was preceded by Marshall himself in the 1917 game against Walter Frere, not to mention the allied attempt to deal a blow to the German master Walbrodt in 1893.    It is not even true to say that it was Steiner who introduced the variation which bears his name into tournament practice.  Lalic claims on p. 104 of his book on the Marshall Attack that “This gambit line was introduced into tournament practice in 1929 by Herman Steiner.”  On p. 135 of the Nunn-Harding book on the Marshall Attack Nunn writes: “This variation is generally named after Herman Steiner (1948 US Champion) who introduced it into international chess in 1930, but it was originally played by Marshall himself in 1926.”  I think it safe to say that Marshall’s Steiner variation duel with Edward Lasker at the 1926 Chicago Masters tournament, which ended in a draw, is a fairly significant precedent for the history of the variation.  
Here are the moves of Fischer’s games against Bernstein and Seidman.
Fischer vs Marshall Attack – Game 1  (U.S. Championship 1959-1960)
White – Bobby Fischer

Black  - Sidney Bernstein

1)  e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 0-0, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 0-0
8)  c3, d5;  9) exd5, e4;  10) dxc6, exf3;  11) Qxf3(Note 1), Bg4;  12) Qg3, Bd6;  13) Qh4 (Note 2), Re8; 14) f3, Bf5 (Note 3);  15) d4, Bxh2+;  16) Kxh2, Ng4+;  17) Kg3, Qxh4+ (Note 4);  18) Kxh4, Rxe1;  19) fxg4, Rxc1;  20) gxf5, Rd8 (Note 5);  21) a4, b4;  22) d5 (Note 6), Rb8;  23) d6, cxd6;  24) Bc4, Rc8;  25) Bxa6, Rxc6;  26) Bb5, Rb6;  27) c4, d5;  28) a5, g5+;  29) Kxg5, h6+;  30) Kg4, Rb8;  31) a6, dxc4;  32) a7, Ra8;  33) Bc6, h5+;  34) Kg5, Rxb1;  35) Rxb1, Rxa7;  36) Rc1, Ra2;  37) Rxc4, Rxb2;  38) f6   (1-0)
Notes:
1)  Theory now gives  11) d4 as better.  The resulting demolition of White’s kingside pawn
     protection is thought to be outweighed by the chances to obtain a superior location for
     White’s pieces.   For games with 11) d4 in this variation  prior to this Fischer-Bernstein game 
     see ChessBase:  Grosetti-Lavatelli (1937 correspondence game);  O’Kelly-Rohacek (1949);  
     Kulipers-Oudheusden (1952); Abroshin-Zhuravlev (1957).  An important game which  

     galvanized support for the merits of this move was Browne-Bisguier (1974).
2)  Here Fischer veers away from 13) f4 as played in the recent Van den Berg-Szabo game 
     (1958).  Interestingly, there are no prior games in ChessBase with 13) Qh4. In their book  

     on  the Marshall Attack Wade-Harding (p. 106) however cite a game between  Prilepsky- 

     Dolodonov from the quarterfinals of the 7th USSR Championship in 1931.  Thus Fischer can
     be credited, for all practical purposes, with a theoretical novelty.

3)  In a correspondence game between Petursson-Johansson 1963  14) …, Bxh2+ was tried.  It 
     led to an exciting draw after 15) Kxh2, Qd6+;  16) Kg1, Rxe1+;  17) Qxe1, Re8;  18) Qf2, 
    Bxf3;  19) gxf3, Qd3;  20) Bd1, Nh5;  21) Na3 [If Qh4, Nf4], Re6.  (See Lalic, p. 109)  
4)  Or 17) …, Rxe1;  18) Qxd8+, Rxd8;  19) Bd2, Rxb1;  20) Rxb1, Bxb1;  21) Kxg4.  White

     threatens Bf4.
5)  Black should play  20) …, Kf8 in order to keep d5 and d6 at bay.  If then  21) a4, bxa4;

     22) Bxa4, Re8.  (See Lalic, p. 109).  
6)  Wade-Harding (p107) cites analysis from Hans Kmoch from Chess Review 3/1960, pp. 86-7.
     If 22) …, bxc3;  23) bxc3, a5;  24) c4, Kf8;  25) c5, Ke7;  26) Na3, Rxa1;  27) Nb5, Rb1;

     28) d6+, cxd6;  29) c7, Rxb3.  Or  24) Bc4, Rb8;  25) Bb5, Kf8;  26) f6, gxf6.  According  to

     Kmoch neither side is winning.  Fischer does not mention Kmoch’s analysis when he later  

     claims, but does not prove, a win for White after 20) …, Rd8 in My 60  Memorable Games.
Fischer vs Marshall Attack – Game 2  (U.S. Championship  1960-1961)

White – Bobby Fischer

Black  - Herbert Seidman
1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 0-0, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 0-0;
8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, e4;  10) dxc6, exf3;  11) Qxf3, Bg4;  12) Qg3, Bd6;  13) f4 (Note 1), g5;
14) d4, Kh8;  15) Re5, gxf4;  16) Bxf4, Nh5 (Note 2);  17) Rxh5 (Note 3), Bxh5;  18) Nd2, Re8;   19) Rf1, Re2;  20) Bd1, Rxd2;  21) Bxh5, f6;  22) Re1, Bxf4;  23) Qxf4, Rxb2;
24) Re8+, Qxe8;  25) Bxe8, Rxe8;  26) h3, b4;  27) cxb4, Rxb4;  28) Qxf6+, Kg8;

29) Qg5+, Kh8;  30) Qf4, Ra4;  31) Qf7, Rg8;  32) Qxc7, Rxa2;  33) Qe5+, Rg7;

34) g4, h6;  35) Qb8+, Rg8;  36) c7   (1-0) 
Notes:

1)  With 13) f4 Fischer deviates from his game with Bernstein and selects the move with

      a previous track record.  Seidman’s 13) …, g5 varies from the more customary 13) …, Re8.   

      In Mitchell-Barda (correspondence 1950) White, against 13) …, g5, played 14) d4, Kh8;
     15) Re5, gxf4; 16) Qh4 

2)  16) …, Rg8 is better.
3)  If 17) Qxg4, Nxf4;  18) Qxf4, f6.
3.2b)  Long Distance Call to Havana

Fischer’s long distance participation in the Capablanca Memorial tournament of 1965 marked his return to competitive chess, his most recent event having been the U.S. Championship of 1963-1964 in which he racked up a perfect score of 11-0.  Those who enjoy the ‘On the Road’ genre, a la Jack Kerouac or Bob Hope, would most likely appreciate John Donaldson’s detailing of Fischer’s cross country simultaneous exhibition tour of 1964 in his book entitled A Legend on the Road:  Bobby Fischer’s Simultaneous Exhibition Tour.  The 1965 Capablanca Memorial tournament was the fourth such event held in honor of the former World Champion.  Despite such an association with Cuban chess royalty, the original patron of this high paying event was none other than Che Guevara, the hero of the revolution.  As the director of the Cuban National Bank Che had little trouble in securing the prize fund and appearance fees.  This was especially helpful as the phone bill for the Fischer hook-up between the Marshall Chess Club and the Havana tournament site is reputed to have been about $10, 000, all of which was paid by the Cuban organizers.  Fischer was forced to participate in the 1965 event from afar via teletype as the State department was not issuing travel visas to Cuba to American citizens at that time.  Fischer attempted an end run around this diplomatic obstacle by claiming journalistic status, which had worked previously for Larry Evans, but was unsuccessful.  Fischer finished joint second with Geller and Ivkov in the twenty-two player field, a half point behind Smyslov.  Pundits at the time were divided as to whether Fischer’s unusual playing conditions afforded him an advantage or constituted a handicap.  On the one hand Fischer’s opponents would have no time to acclimate themselves to the inconvenience and the anomaly of telephonic play.  On the other hand Fischer had  to bear this burden in each and every round.

Fischer faced the Marshall Attack three times at the Capablanca Memorial.  He drew with successive Whites in Rounds 4 and 6 against Belgian GM Alberic O’Kelly de Galway and British IM Robert Wade respectively.  In Round 16 he won a nice game against the Dutch GM Donner.  This trio of games were all contested on the battleground of the main line of the Marshall Attack, which is marked by 11) …, c6.  In the period between 1960-1965 ChessBase indicates that White enjoyed an overall +12 score in games played against the Steiner variation of the Marshall Attack, whereas Black outpaced White by six games in 150 games played with the main line.
There are some interesting biographical and personal facts that we can ascribe to Fischer’s three Marshall opponents at the Capablanca Memorial event of 1965.  GM O’Kelly, for instance, was the chief arbiter at both of the World Championship Matches contested between Petrosian and Spassky, the first in 1966 and the second in 1969.  He also was the third ICCF World Correspondence champion and an excellent linguist who once served as translator in Yugoslavia in 1972 for a conversation between Botvinnik and Marshall Chess Club president Frank Brady.  The O’Kelly variation of the Sicilian, whose initial moves are 1) e4, c5;  2) Nf3, a6, is named after him.  Robert G. Wade was a New Zealand born British IM who once turned down the title of Honorary Grandmaster, deeming it as less significant than that which he had earned in over the board play.  Wade twice won the British Chess Championship (1950/1952) and, like O’Kelly, has an opening associated with his name, the Wade Defense, which is marked by the moves 1) d4, d6;  2) Nf3, Bg4.  Wade gained notoriety as a publisher, heading up Batsford before relinquishing the corporate reins to Raymond Keene.  His anthology of Fischer’s games is a veritable collector’s item.  To assist Fischer in preparation for the world title match with Spassky he compiled a list of the latter’s games in the famous red book, Bobby’s constant companion at Grossinger’s in the Catskills.  Wade also coauthored an important book on the Marshall Attack.  He died on November 29, 2008, thus passing away in the same year as Fischer.  Advanced in age or not at eighty seven, Wade’s final tournament was the Staunton Memorial just four months prior to his death.  It was mentioned earlier that Fischer did not have a high opinion of Donner as a player.  One quote from Donner which lives up to his reputation as a world class chess character is the following  “I love all positions.  Give me a difficult game, I will play it.  Give me a bad position, I will defend it…But totally won positions, I cannot stand them.”

A survey of Fischer’s games with White at the Capablanca Memorial reveals that, after Round 2, every game in which Black responded to Fischer’s customary 1) e4 with 1) …, e5 ended up either in a Marshall Attack, or an averted Marshall in which the player of the Black pieces resisted the opportunity to blaze ahead with 8) …, d5.  One has to wonder whether the Havana sun was somehow pounding out a common message, play the Marshall against Fischer, or perhaps Fischer was just the chance recipient of a quirk of fate.  In his assessment of Fischer’s play to the Committee for Physical Culture and Sports former World Champion Vasily Smyslov wrote the following:


Fischer’s openings are well-practiced, but their range is limited.  He is unlikely to come up with theoretical revelations or new opening systems.  Fischer is a good performer, but not an improviser.  I remember the Havana tournament, in which Fischer played over the telephone from New York.  His partners Wade and O’Kelly had prepared to play the Marshall Attack in the Ruy Lopez, and B. Parma, playing White, used the system against the variation with Qb6 and Qb2 in the Sicilian Defense.
 

According to ChessBase O’Kelly had ventured the Marshall twice before in serious competition,  most recently in a drawn effort against Robatsch in 1963.  Prior to his Capablanca Memorial game with Fischer the Dutch GM Donner had lost with the Marshall Attack in a game against former World Champion Max Euwe in 1950.  He did win with it however against Jonathan Penrose in 1966 in a game that occurred between his two Marshall’s with Fischer at the Capablanca Memorial and the Piatigorsky Cup.  Wade’s Marshall Attack against Fischer was a debut and a last hurrah for him at the highest level of chess competition.  He had never played the Marshall in a top flight game before his encounter with Fischer; nor did he ever play it again afterwards, although he did essay it against a player named C. B. Wood in a London League game from 1965.  When Fischer returned to the King’s Gambit twice at Vinkovci in 1968, after having played it in serious competition only once before at the 1963-1964 U.S. Championship against Larry Evans, one of his two wins was against Wade in the very first round.  As this was the first time that Fischer had played Wade since the Capablanca Memorial three years prior, one might wonder if Bobby was meting out a little chess justice, returning gambit for gambit.
Here are Fischer’s three games against the Marshall Attack from the Capablanca Memorial.   Against the Steiner variation of the Marshall we have seen that Fischer came prepared with an alternative to the customary 13) f4, which for all practical purposes was a theoretical novelty.  A year later, perhaps unimpressed with 13) Qh4 despite his win over Bernstein, he reverted to the usual 13) f4 treatment of the position against Seidman.  At the Capablanca Memorial we witness something analogous.  Against the main line 11) …, c6 of the Marshall Attack Fischer plays 12) g3 against O’Kelly in the first of his three Marshall encounters.  According to ChessBase this move had been played in this position only once before, in the game Glienke-Matthaus (1956) which resulted in a win for Black. Nevertheless 12) g3 would be hailed as the Fischer variation.  Perhaps unsatisfied with the position he obtained Fischer then switched back to the more normal 12) d4 for his games against Wade and Donner, scoring a victory against the latter.  Fischer will resort to 12) g3 once more in his Marshall Attack game with Spassky a year later, but this move has the drawback of losing a tempo as the customary timing of the g3 move by White in the …,c6 line of the Marshall forces Black’s Queen to have to move from h4.
Fischer vs Marshall Attack -  Game 3  (Capablanca Memorial - 1965)

White – Bobby Fischer

Black  - Alberic O’Kelly de Galway
1) e4, e5;  2)  Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4)  Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;
8)  c3, d5;  9) exd5, Nxd5;  10) Nxe5, Nxe5;  11) Rxe5, c6;  12) g3, Bf6;  13) Re1, Ra7 (Note 1);  14) d4, Re7;  15) Rxe7, Qxe7;  16) Bxd5 (Note 2), cxd5;  17) Be3, Re8;  18) Nd2, Bh3;   19) Qf3, Qe6;  20) Re1, Bg4;  21) Qg2, Bh3;  22) Qf3, Bg4;  23) Qh1, h5;  24) h4, Qf5 (Note 3); 25) Qg2, Qd3;  26)Nf1, Qc4;  27) a3, Qa2;  28) f3, Bf5;  29) Qd2, Re6;  30) Bf2, Rxe1;  31) Bxe1, Qb1;  32) Ne3, Be6;  33) Ng2, Be7;  34) Nf4, g6;  35)Kg2, Bd6;  36) Nxe6, fxe6;  37) Bf2, Kf7;  38) Be3, Ke8;  39) Bh6, Kd7;  40) Bg7, Qf5;  41) Bh8, Qf8;  42) Be5, Bxe5;  43) dxe5, Qf5;  44) Qe3, Kc6;  45) b4, Kb7;  46) Kh2, Ka8;  47) Qe2, Kb7;  48) Kg2, Kb8;  49) g4, Qf4;  50) Qf2, Kb7;  51) Qd4, Qc1;  52) Qd3, Qe1; 53) gxh5, gxh5;  54) f4 (Note 4)  (1/2, 1/2)
Notes:
1)  In the aforementioned Glienke-Matthaus game (1956) Black had played 13) …, c5, although  

     the maneuver with …, Ra7 and …, Rae7 would occur a couple of moves later than in this 
     game.   According to O’Kelly, a better try for Black would have been 13) …, Bf5 with the   

     idea of  playing  …, Qd7 and …, Rae8.  Thus Black could respond to any Kevitz-like capture  

    of his  Knight on d5 by White’s light squared Bishop with his Queen.  
2)  Zaitsev and Lalic (p. 68) prefer 16) Na3 in this position.  The correspondence game 

     Decsi-Angelov (1984) continued    16) Na3, Bh3;  17) Nc2, Re8;  18) Bd2, Qe4;  
19) Ne1, Qg6;  20) Bc2, Bf5;  21) Bxf5, Qxf5;  22) Qf3, Qg6;  23) Qd3, Qg4;  

24) Ng2, g6;  25) f3 and White eventually converted his pawn plus into a win.
3)  Wade and Harding (p. 70) give 24) …, b4 as better than the text.  After Fischer’s response  

      Black’s position becomes more difficult to defend than it need be.
4) Black must be careful not to play 54) …, Qxh4;  55) Qh7+, Kc6;  56) Qg6, Qg4+;  57Qxg4,
    hxg4;  58) Kg3 and White wins.  If instead 56) …, Qxf4  White can still entertain winning
    thoughts if Black fails to achieve perpetual check.
Fischer vs Marshall Attack – Game 4  (Capablanca Memorial – 1965)
White – Bobby Fischer

Black -  Robert Wade

1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;

8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, Nxd5;  10) Nxe5, Nxe5;  11) Rxe5, c6;  12) d4, Bd6;  13) Re1, Qh4;
14) g3, Qh3;  15) Be3, h5 (Note 1);  16) Qf3, h4;  17) Bxd5, cxd5;  18) Nd2 (Note 2), Be6;  19) Bf4, Bg4;  20) Qg2, Qxg2+;  21)  Kxg2, h3+;  22) Kg1, Bxf4;  23) gxf4, Rfd8;  24) f3, Be6;  25) Nb3, Rab8;  26) a3, Rb6;  27) Kf2, g6;  28) Re5, Kg7;  29) Rae1, Kf6;  30) Na5, Rh8;  31) b4, Rc8;  32) R5e3, Rg8;  33) Nb3, Ra8;  34) Ra1, g5;  35) fxg5+, Kxg5;  36) Rg1+, Kf6;  37) Ree1, Rc6;  38) Rc1, Bf5;  39) Rge1, Rg8;  40) Rg1, Ra8 (Note 3);  41) Nc5, a5;  42) Ra1, Rcc8;  43) Ra2, Rg8;  44) Rg3, axb4;  45) cxb4, Rh8;  46) Rg1, Rhg8;  47) Rxg8, Rxg8;  48) Ke3, Re8+;  49) Kf4, Rg8;  50) Re2, Rg2;  51) Ke3, Rg1;  52) a4, bxa4;  53) Nxa4, Rd1;  54) Rb2, Rd3+;  55) Kf2, Rxd4;  56) Nc3, Rd3;  57) Ne2, d4;  58) b5, Bc8;  59) Nc1, Rd1;  60) Nb3, Rh1;  61) Kg3, Rg1+;  62) Kf4, Rg2;  63) Rd2, Bb7;  64) b6, Ba8;  65) Rxd4, Rxh2;  66) Rd6+, Ke7;  67) Rh6, Rb2;  68) Nd4, h2;  69) Kg3  (1/2-1/2)
Notes:
1)  In Bobby Fischer Rediscovered (p. 146) Soltis mentions that Leonard Barden had pointed
     this move out, citing as precedent a game in Minsk in 1961 between Boleslavsky and Saigin

     in which Black fared well after 16) Qf3, h4;  17) Nd2, Bg4;  18) Qg2, hxg3;  19) fxg3, Qh5.  

     Soltis goes on to say that Fischer’s handling of the position with 17) Bxd5 stifled further GM 

     interest in the line.

2)  Wade had planned to meet 18) Qxd5 with  18) …, hxg3;  19) hxg3, Bxg3;  20) Qg2, Qxg2+;

     21) Kxg2, Bd6, hoping that his two Bishops would compensate for the pawn.
3)  Wade suggests 40) …, Rxg1;  41) Kxg1, Kg5 with the intended follow-up of Kf4 and Rg6.
      (p. 213 of Wade’s anthology of Fischer’s Collected Games)
Fischer vs Marshall Attack – Game 5  (Capablanca Memorial – 1965)
White – Bobby Fischer

Black  - Jan Hein Donner

1)  e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;

8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, Nxd5;  10) Nxe5, Nxe5;  11) Rxe5, c6;  12) d4, Bd6;  13) Re1, Qh4;
14) g3, Qh3;  15) Be3, Bg4;  16) Qd3, Nxe3 (Note 1);  17) Rxe3, c5;  18) Bd5, Rad8;
19) Nd2, Bb8 (Note 2); 20) Bg2, Qh6;  21) d5, c4;  22) Qd4, Bf5;  23) b3, Rc8 (Note 3);
24) bxc4, Bd6;  25) Qb6, Bf4 (Note 4);  26) Qxh6, Bxh6;  27) f4, g5;  28) Re5, Bd3;  29) c5 (Note 5), Rxc5;  30) d6, Rxc3;  31) d7, gxf4;  32) Rae1, Bg7;  33) Re8, Bd4+;  34) Kh1, Bf6;  35) gxf4 (Note 6), (1-0)

Notes:

1)  Played by Geller against Spassky in their 1965 Candidates match.

2)  After White’s 21st move it will become apparent that Black would prefer to have the
     dark squared bishop on c7 rather than b8.  For then Black could meet 21) d5 with 21, …, c4;

     22) Qd4, Bb6. 

3)  Soltis (p. 147) points out that Donner here fails to capitalize on a blockading opportunity

     which heads toward a Bishops of opposite color ending.  23) …, cxb3;  24) axb3; Rd7;

     25) c4, bxc4;  26) bxc4, Rc8;  27) c5, Ba7;  28) Qc4, Rdc7;  29) Rxa6, Rxc5;  30) Rxh6,  

     Rxc4;  31) Nxc4, gxh6;  32) Rf3, Rxc4.
4)  Better than 25) …, bxc4;  26) Qxa6.  (Agur, p. 196)
5)  It is aesthetically pleasing to note how Fischer is willing to relinquish several pawns  

      in order to advance his central pawn to d7.
6)  Much better than 35) Rxf8+, Kxf8;  36) Re8+, Kg7;  37) d8 Queen;  Bxd8;  38) Rxd8, 

     Rc1+.
3.2c)  Rendezvous With Spassky

Bobby Fischer’s next and last encounters with the Marshall Attack came at the Piatigorsky Cup International tournament held in Santa Monica, California during the latter half of July and the first half of August 1966.  With the lone exception of the U.S. Championship of 1965-1966, the Piatigorsky Cup was Fischer’s first chess competition since the conclusion of the Capablanca Memorial less than a year before.  Thus within a year Fischer had been subjected to the Marshall Attack as White a total of five times in twenty four games.  If the period between 1966 and 1970 exhibited Fischer’s mastery of the Exchange variation of the Lopez, then the year which separated the Capablanca Memorial from the Piatigorsky Cup might be characterized as Fischer’s Year of the Marshall.
It is safe to say that Fischer’s overall performance with the Exchange Lopez was superior to that of his play against the Marshall Attack.  Between 1966-1970 Fischer scored an overwhelming 5.5 out of 6 with the Exchange Ruy, a figure which obviously does not include his two Exchange Ruy draws with Spassky in 1972 and 1992 respectively.  Counting the games against Bernstein and Seidman, Fischer’s lifetime score against the Marshall was 5 out of 7, a total consisting of three wins and four draws.    Of course it would not be correct to jump to the conclusion that Fischer’s skill with the Exchange variation of the Lopez necessarily exceeded his grasp of the Marshall Attack.  There are many relevant factors that would need to be taken into consideration in comparing his handling of these two tributaries of the Ruy, such as Fischer’s post-1964 competitive rust combined with his meteoric rise in strength in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s.   An interesting connection can be made between these two variations of the Ruy Lopez in relation to Fischer’s play as White in the Finals of the Havana Olympiad in 1966.  After surprising Portisch with the Exchange variation, Fischer played it again the very next time he had White.  He was rewarded with a twenty five move victory against Gligoric.  His next White was against Spassky with whom he had drawn only three months prior at the Piatigorsky Cup in a duel fought on the terrain of the Marshall Attack.  So what did Fischer do?  He eschewed the Exchange variation in favor of a Closed Ruy, thus perhaps daring Spassky to attempt the Marshall once again.  Spassky rejected Fischer’s kind offer, but not before teasing him with 7) …, d5.  While well known for his calm exterior and sobriety of demeanor, Spassky had a keen sense of humor, once describing the dissolution of his first marriage metaphorically as due to the incompatibility between Bishops of opposite color.  Even though Fischer had managed no better than a draw against Spassky’s Marshall at the Piatigorsky Cup tournament, still it was a significant career result, being the first time in three games against the Russian in which Fischer did not emerge the loser.  After the game with Spassky there would be two more games with White for Fischer at the Olympiad.  Minev responded to Fischer’s 1) e4 with a French Defense, but Jimenez responded with the symmetrical move 1) …, e5.  As you might have guessed if you don’t already know, Fischer went back to the well one more time for another refreshing technical victory with the Exchange variation.  

The Piatigorsky Cup tournament of 1966 was the second of two tournaments sponsored by Jacqueline Piatigorsky, a Rothschild by birth, and her renowned cellist husband Gregor.  Jacqueline was no mere chess dilettante, for she was a strong enough player to have competed in the U.S. Womens Chess Championship on several occasions.  The first Piatigorsky Cup tournament in 1963 had resulted in a joint first for Keres and Petrosian.  The site of that event was none other than the Ambassador hotel in Los Angeles, the very place where Robert Kennedy would meet his untimely end five years later.  Another Robert, Robert Fischer, was no stranger to either Jacqueline or Gregor  Piatigorsky, for he had abandoned the match they had arranged for him with Reshevsky back in 1961 when it was deadlocked at 5.5-5.5.   I may be wrong but I would advance the claim that the Piatigorsky Cup tournaments once were the strongest held on U.S. soil since New York 1927.   

Spassky, who had recently lost a World Championship Match to Petrosian by a narrow margin, won the 1966 Piatigorsky Cup by a half point over Fischer.  Fischer’s road to the bridesmaid position in this eighteen round double Round Robin event was virtually a tale of two tournaments.  Fischer lost three games in succession in Rounds six, seven, and eight which led to his being in next to last place at the halfway point with 3.5 points after 9 games.  He quickly atoned for this collapse however by winning four in a row between Rounds 10 and 13.  Fischer and Spassky met for the second time in the tournament in the penultimate round, and over 900 spectators were treated to a Marshall Attack projected upon a screen to facilitate viewing.  It was the first time that Fischer had conducted the White pieces against the future World Champion whom he would ultimately succeed.  Fischer’s other Marshall Attack opponent at the Piatigorsky Cup, Jan Hein Donner, finished last in the event with only 6 points.  One might wonder why Jacqueline Piatigorsky would bother to invite Donner to her tournament in that, by comparison, Fischer’s views about women in chess were thoroughly enlightened.  Among Donner’s many attempts at misogynous wit and wisdom is his following definition of love.  “Love is trying your whole life to teach your wife to play chess.”
   

Fischer’s game with Donner at Santa Monica, although resulting in a draw, was not without some last minute drama.  In Profile of a Prodigy Frank Brady writes the following about the conclusion of this game.

Fischer’s next opponent was Donner, with whom he could only manage to draw.  This was particularly upsetting to Bobby because he disdains Donner’s playing ability.  When Bobby was about to make his 30th move, in a slightly inferior position for Donner, he touched a piece and with a sickening feeling realized it was a mistake.  ‘After touching the Bishop, Fischer sat for seconds with his finger on the piece desperately looking for another move.  He had seen the point at the last minute – as usual, there is no other move!’  Fischer was no less than furious.


The Fischer-Donner game at the Piatigorsky Cup followed their game from the Capablanca Memorial a year before until Fischer varied with 18) Qf1.  Spassky’s decision to play the Marshall Attack against Fischer would not have been much of a surprise.  Not only had Spassky played the Marshall before in high level competition, he had never lost with it.  Additionally, it had been his weapon of choice in defending against Tal’s 1) e4 in their recent Candidates Match of 1965.  Spassky drew all three of his Marshall Attack games against Tal, and defeated him when the latter opted to sidestep the gambit line with the anti-Marshall 8) a4.  Tal had played the Kevitz variation featuring 12) Bxd5 in the 11) …, c6 line of the Marshall in two of the games against Spassky and 12) d4 in the other.  Fischer did not follow suit.  For Spassky, Bobby decided to reprise his unusual early g3 move which he had brandished against O’Kelly at the Capablanca Memorial.  Spassky was ready with a surprise of his own, responding with 12) …, Nf6, a theoretical novelty according to ChessBase.
Here are Fischer’s games from the Piatigorsky Cup against Donner and Spassky.
Fischer vs Marshall Attack – Game 6 (Piatigorsky Cup – 1966)
White – Bobby Fischer
Black -  Jan Hein Donner

1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc6;  3) Bb5, a6;  4)  Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;

8) c3, d5;  9) exd5, Nxd5;  10) Nxe5, Nxe5;  11) Rxe5, c6;  12) d4, Bd6;  13) Re1, Qh4;
14) g3, Qh3;  15) Be3, Bg4;  16) Qd3, Nxe3;  17) Rxe3; c5;  18) Qf1 (Note 1), Qh6;  19) Nd2, Rad8;  20) Nf3, Bxf3;  21) Rxf3, cxd4;  22) cxd4, Qd2;  23) Rd3, Qg5;  24) Rc1, Rc8;  25) Rdc3, Rxc3;  26) bxc3, Ba3;  27) Rc2, Rc8;  28) c4, bxc4;  29) Bxc4, Qf5;  30) Bd3 (Note 2), Rxc2;  31) Bxf5, Rc1;  32) Qxc1, Bxc1;  33) Kf1, Kf8  (1/2,1/2) 
Notes:
1)  Fischer is the first to deviate from his game with Donner at the Capablanca Memorial in

     1965.   Now if 18) …, Qxf1+;  19) Kxf1; Rad8;  20) Kg2 is good for White (Nunn-Harding,
     p. 57).
2)  I have heard that Fischer attributed this blunder, which squanders any possible winning 

     chances, to an intrusive photographer.  Better is 30) Qb1.    In a 25-ply search Rybka 2.0
     Beta 8 mp gives the following two possible variations.  30) Qb1, Rd8;  31) Qb3, Rxd4;

     32) Rc3, Be7;  33) Rf3, Qc8;  34) Bxf7+, Kh8;  35) Rc3, Qf8;  36) Rc7, Rd8 (1.13);

     Another line goes 30) Qe2, Bb4;  31) Rb2, a5;  32) Rb3, Qd7;  33) Rf3, Rf8;  34) Qe4, g6;  
     35) Qe5, a4;  36) Kg2, a3  (1.07)  Black must obviously avoid 30) Qb1, Rxc4;  31) Qb8+.
Fischer vs Marshall Attack  -  Game 7  (Piatigorsky Cup  -  1966)

White  -  Bobby Fischer

Black  -  Boris Spassky

1) e4, e5;  2) Nf3, Nc5;  3) Bb5, a6;  4) Ba4, Nf6;  5) 00, Be7;  6) Re1, b5;  7) Bb3, 00;
8) c3, 00;  9) exd5, Nxd5;  10) Nxe5, Nxe5;  11) Rxe5, c6;  12) g3, Nf6;  13) d4, Bd6;
14) Re1, Bg4;  15) Qd3 (Note 1), c5;  16) dxc5 (Note 2), Bxc5;  17) Qxd8, Raxd8;  18) Bf4 (Note 3), h6;  19) Na3, g5;  20) Be3, Bxe3;  21) Rxe3, Rd2;  22) Nc2 (Note 4), Re8;  23) Rxe8+, Nxe8;  24) Ne3, Bf3;  25) Bc2, Nd6;  26) b3, Kf8;  27) a4, Ne4;  28) Bxe4, Bxe4;  29) axb5, axb5;  30) b4, Rb2;  31) g4, Kg7;  32) Kf1, Kf6;  33) Ra5, Rb1+;  34) Ke2, Rb2+;  35) Kf1  (1/2,1/2)

Notes:
1)  An alternative is 15) f3.   Best according to Lalic (p. 72) is 15) …, Bh3.  This led to 
     16) Bg5, Qc7; 17) Bxf6, gxf6;  18) f4, Bxf4;  19) Qh5, Bxg3;  20) Re2, Rfe8;  21) Kh1, 
     Rxe2;  22) Qxe2;  Bf4;  23)  Nd2, f5  with advantage for Black in Yudovich-Zapletal,

     Correspondence 1972-1976.  If White accepts the sacrifice after 18) …, Bxf4 with 19) gxf4
     Then  19) …, Kh8 [not 19) …, Qxf4;  20) Qd3];  20) Kh1, Rg8;  21) Qf3, Bg2+;  22) Qxg2,

     Rxg2;  23) Kxg2, Qxf4 with a winning position for Black.
2)  GM Gutman recommends 16) Bc2, c4;  17) Qf1, Qd7;  18) f3, Bh3;  19) Qf2.
3)  Better is 18) Bg5, Rfe8;  19) Nd2  (Lalic, p. 72).
4)  Lalic (p. 73) suggests 22) c4, b4;  23) Nc2, a5;  24) Re5.
3.3)  Concluding Remarks


This concludes our survey of Bobby Fischer’s near and close encounters with the Marshall Attack, a retrospective  I dare say that is replete with psychological ploys, tournament strategy, theoretical novelties, and significant career moments worthy of our Marshall memorial to the life and games of our club’s greatest ever member.  Fischer’s play against the Marshall never quite glittered to the point of meriting a shower of gold pieces like those which were once allegedly poured over our patron Frank Marshall after his celebrated Qg3 against Levitzky in Breslau in 1912.  We will never know what Fischer may have had in store for the Marshall had it been played against him just one more time as he ran roughshod over all opposition in 1970 and 1971, not to mention another Marshall confrontation with Spassky in 1972.  Concerning the Soviet preparations for Fischer the great Mikhail Tal had the following to say in his contribution to the USSR Chess Federation attempt to thoroughly prepare Boris Spassky to meet his greatest challenge.  


The first thing that strikes one (I hope I am not alone in this) is the amazing constancy exhibited by the American Grandmaster.  He has been using, to impressive effect, the same schemes for ten if not fifteen years.  At any rate the range of Fischer’s openings has not changed substantially since Portoroz, especially when playing White.  The move e4 yields a great advantage to White – this was Fischer’s conviction before, and it is still his conviction.
The difference between Fischer vintage 1958 and now is that at that time he was “chary” of the Marshall Attack  (Fischer v Szabo game in which 8) h3 occurred), but now he is not afraid of it, although to my mind he does not encounter it convincingly enough.  On the other hand, the possibility that Spassky may use this variation must have occurred to the American.  To my mind 3) Bc4 cannot be ruled out.

I leave it to you to decide for yourselves whether you would agree with Tal that Fischer, to a limited extent, was plagued by a Marshall problem.    A good deal of what I have written and shown seems to bear Tal out.   Although a child of the Cold War, Fischer could never be accused of  behaving in any way remotely diplomatic.  Yet as a true chess warrior he knew in principle that any ascent to the pinnacle of chess would require a commitment to never hazard 1) e4 as White in the absence of a viable Marshall Plan.  No self-respecting American chess champion should ever leave home without one.  In this respect it would be fascinating to know whether Fischer arrived in Reykjavik empty handed or with more than Spassky was ready to handle.  Now that he is no longer among us I sincerely hope that he is enjoying the peace of mind that will enable him to fulfill his youthful anticipation of a chess filled future.  “All I want to do ever is play chess.”
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