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Preface

World Champions exert a strong influence on fashion in opening play,
and Gary Kasparov is no exception. His advocacy of such variations as the
Tarrasch, Catalan and Griinfeld has brought these openings from the
back pages of opening manuals into the forefront of theoretical
discussion. The purpose of this book is to explore the development of
Kasparov’s opening repertoire and to present the core of a repertoire
which the reader can apply in his own games. All recent theoretical
developments have been incorporated into the work, so that the most
important variations of these openings are critically up to date as at
30 May 1988.

It is not our intention to present deep analysis of the middlegame
and endgame portions of Kasparov’s games. The World Champion has
done that himself in a number of places. We will, on occasion, add our
own corrections and improvements to the published canon, but the
games are included primarily to illustrate the themes of the openings. It is
interesting to note the number of top players who have adopted portions
of this repertoire. Jan Timman, Tony Miles and Valery Salov are just
three of the players whose games will be examined in our book. We have
attempted to analyze critically all important positions, and have
introduced a number of new ideas in familiar positions.

The authors have worked together over many months to collect and
analyse the relevant material. Some of the analysis by Grandmaster
Shamkovich first appeared in the American publication Chess Life. Older
material on the Tarrasch was used in our book Play the Tarrasch
(Pergamon Press, 1984). Both the first and second editions of Eric
Schiller’s Catalan (Chess Enterprises, 1983 and 1988) and Griinfeld
Defense: Russian Variations (Chess Enterprises, 1985 and 1988) were used
for the preparation of this work, as well as research notes and analysis for
his forthcoming works on the Closed Spanish and Hedgehog openings.
We are grateful to Bob Dudley for permission to use all Chess Enterprises
materials. To sort out the web of*transpositions in the Spanish and
Hedgehog lines, the remarkable piece of software from Bookup was
employed. ChessBase was consulted to keep the manuscript up to date.
Chessworks Unlimited provided the special software used in preparation
of the manuscript on its Macintosh computers. The manuscript under-
went a thorough proofreading at the hands of Ian Kingston.
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1 Introduction

What is an opening repertoire?
An opening repertoire is the set of
opening lines which a player feels
comfortable playing at any time
against any level of opposition. At
amateur levels it often consists of
only a single approach for White,
say, 1 d4, and a few basic defences,
for example the Sicilian and the
Benoni. At professional levels
there is usually an additional
system held in reserve in the event
that one’s main weapon misfires
and important games need to be
played before there is time to
remedy the defect,

How is the repertoire built? At
all levels of play the repertoire
is generally constructed by
calculating all probable responses
to the moves one chooses and
determining a variation which will
be an effective reply to each.

We can offer a few guidelines
which should be observed while
building one’s repertoire. Nat-
urally, the advice given here is
just a set of guidelines. There is
plenty of room for individual
variation. But there are certain
principles which should always be
followed:

DON’T RELY ON UNUSUAL AND
TRAPPY OPENINGS. They may
earn points in tournaments but
will not provide a good base on
which to build your repertoire.
DON’T BLINDLY COPY THE
REPERTOIRES OF THE BEST
PLAYERS. Some middlegames
must not be entered without a
great deal of knowledge of
certain pawn structures and
endgames.

Don’t BE LAzY. If an opening
involves complicated lines
which must be learned, that
should not scare you. These
lines can be assimilated quickly
without embarrassment if one
has access to a chess computer.
In fact, software is being
developed for microcomputers
with the specific goal of
teaching openings! If you do
not have access to such
technological marvels, study
the lines the same way you
prepare(d) for tests at school.
DoN’T LIMIT YOUR STUDY
OF GAMES TO MATERIALS
INVOLVING JUST THE OPENINGS
you pLaY. One day you will
want to change openings, and
the more experience you have
with a wide range of variations
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the easier that task will be.
DonN'T BLINDLY FOLLOW
ANALYSIS FROM BOOKS. This
even applies to our own
writings! Examine everything
you read with a critical eye. If
the author claims that one side
has an advantage, try to find out
what it is. In fact, when you are
learning an opening from a
book it is a good idea to scribble
notes in the margins articulat-
ing the advantages and
disadvantages of  certain
positions. Keep in mind that
some annotators, especially in
Informant-type  publications,
give incorrect analysis to
mislead future opponents!
IGNORE  ‘STATISTICS’. Some
books provide statistical analy-
ses of openings. Remember,
‘there are lies, damned lies and
statistics’! Many of these books
count a game played between
two beginners as having the
same statistical value as a
World Championship game, or
a game between a GM and a
beginner.

How is it maintained?

There are a number of ways of
staying current with the latest
opening trends. There are reliable
journals, such as Chess Informant
and New In Chess, which can
supply not only raw data but also
Grandmaster opinions. Of course,
one must be careful, as sometimes
‘recommendations’ are actually

traps which are baited with
exclamation marks to catch the
unwary. Trust no-one but
yourself, and double check every
move you intend to incorporate
into your repertoire. Faster access
to new ideas is available via tele-
communications networks like
LeisureLINC, which can be
accessed from all over the world
and which tries to provide
information and games as soon as
events are finished. There are
several computerized databases
which are available to the public
and which contain a great deal of
useful information. Finally, there
is the seemingly endless flow of
monographs on the openings,
produced by theoreticians all over
the world. Books by active
grandmasters are likely to contain
the most accurate information,
although there is always the
possibility that some material,
especially original analysis, has
been withheld for personal use.
Valuable research is also carried
out by less exalted players, but one
should keep in mind that their
ability to evaluate positions is
more limited.

When should it change?

Some players stick with a small
repertoire throughout their career.
Grandmaster Lev Alburt, for
example, has rarely strayed from
his combination of Alekhine
Defence and Benké Gambit as
Black, Wolfgang Uhlmann was

slavishly devoted to the French
Defence, and a number of players
have made a living off the Sicilian
Dragon.

Other players change openings
almost as frequently as they
change their clothes. Universal
players such as Boris Spassky,
Oleg Romanishin, Bent Larsen
and Mikhail Tal can never be
predicted in the early stages of the
game. Gary Kasparov falls into
this group.

Most players, however, main-
tain a preference for a small group
of openings while experimenting
on occasion with a select group of
alternatives. We recommend this
approach to most players. No
player should deny himself some
experience of the classic openings
such as the Spanish Game or
Queen’s Gambit, preferably on
both sides of the board.

Nevertheless, some personal-
ities are better suited toward the
hypermodern play of the Pirc, or
quiet handling of the Caro-Kann,
or wild complications of the
Sicilian Defence. With White, the
strategic tranquility of the Catalan
may be more appealing than the
brawling nature of the king pawn
games.

The time to change openings is
signalled by a change in overall
attitude toward the game and a
certain boredom with familiar
positions. Nothing rekindles the
chess fires like an abrupt change of
scenery, which can be brought
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about by a radical change in ap-
proach to the openings. One
should not fear the complexity of a
new variation, or the accumulated
mass of theory. Many openings
can be handled quite well with
only a basic knowledge of the prin-
ciples of the opening. This applies
to variations as different as the
Modern Defence and the Closed
Spanish. Of course not all
openings are amenable to this
kind of treatment. One can hardly
recommend an innocent foray
into the jungle of the Poisoned
Pawn variation of the Najdorf
Sicilian, or the Marshall Attack!

Kasparov’s Opening Repertoire
In the following sections we will
discuss the development of
Kasparov’s opening repertoire.
For the moment, let us consider
the overall composition of his
repertoire. Viewed without regard
to colour, the chart overleaf shows
the distribution of openings
throughout his career. We have
chosen to use pictures rather than
words because we don’t put much
stock in mere statistics. After all,
many openings are chosen for a
particular orcasion or opponent,
and the exact number of times an
opening has been played is not of
great significance.

The overall picture reflects a
reliance on the more orthodox
Sicilian Defence and Queen’s
Gambits, despite considerable
experimentation on the flanks.
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When Kasparov has the advantage
of the first move, the picture is a
bit different:

Catalan Queen’s Indian Spanish
Queen's indian Nimzoindian Alekhine
Nimzoindian Réti/KIA Pirc/Modern

Bogoindian French

Réti/KIA Hedgehog Sicilian

English Hedgehog Sicilian

Bogoindian

English Caro-Kann
Caro-Kann

Benoni
Dutch

Catalan

Misc. King's indian
Queen's Gambit Russian
spanish Grinfeld
King's Indian crinfeld Alekhine Queen's Gambit Be"gﬂ'tch
Pirc/Modern
Misc.

French
Russian
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His reliance on 1 d4 has reduced
the proportion of Sicilian De-
fences, and there is a broader
range of Semi-Open games even
when 1 e4 does occur. The
Queen’s Indian figures more
prominently.

When playing Black the Sicilian
Defence is dominant. The seem-
ingly large number of games in the
King’s Indian reflects his pre-
ference in the past, but we cannot
tell how he feels about it now
because few players would adopt
that opening against Karpov,
though Kasparov did risk it once in
their fourth match, coming away
with a draw.

Kasparov’s early development:
Becoming a Grandmaster

No great player of the present era
can disclaim the influence of
Bobby Fischer. In Kasparov’s case,
the most obvious ramification of
Fischer’s play can be seen in
Gary’s use of the King’s Indian
Defence. This fighting opening
has brought Kasparov numerous
spectacular victories. He enriched
the theory of the opening with
new moves and new ideas, but
temporarily abandoned it for more
classical defences. Here are a few
impressive examples:

Tukmakov - Kasparov, USSR
1981:1 d4 &f6 2 c4 g6 3 Hc3 Qg7
4e4d65 Qe20-06 2g5c¢574dS
b5?'8cba69ad h6 10 Qd2e611de
Rxe6 12 H3 ab 13 fxbS Hab 14

0-0 £c7 15 Bel HxbS5 16 £xbS dS
17 ed £HxdS 18 He5 He8 19 Hel
Q1520 &Hc6 ¥d7 21 Bxc5 Bxel+
22 el He8 23 el £bb6 24 b3
He2 25 Qa5 Qed 26 He5 WeT! 27
Hd4? (27 Wf1t) 27 ... Ha2 28
A xb6 Hxes 29 We3? (29 Wel =)
29 ... ¥rxc5! 0-1.

Vaiser - Kasparov, USSR 1981:
1d4 62 c4 g63 £)c3 Qg7 4edd6
5£40-065f3¢c57d5e68 Le2ed
9e5&g410cdde 11 h3 e4 12 hgef
13 gf He8 14 15! ¥b6? 15 Lhé
Wxb2 16 Qxg? Sxg7 17 f6+?
(17 Bcl!) 17 ... Bgl! 18 ¥cl! ¥b4!
19 &f1? (19 ¥d2Y) 19 ... £d7 20
£b5 Wdd! 21 D2 He3! 22 He2
We5 23 B2 Hxe2+ 24 fxe2 & xf6
and White’s attack ran out of
steam (0-1, 40). For exceptionally
deep and incisive commentary on
this game, see Fighting Chess
(Kasparov and Wade), where
Kasparov and Vaiser conduct an
analytical dialogue.

Kavalek - Kasparov, Bugojno
1982:1 c4 g6 2 £)c3 Qg7 3 d4 &6
4 e4d6 5 &H 3 0-0 6 h3 e57d5 Hab!
8 fe3 £HhS 9 &Hh2!? 9 £Hd2) 9 ...
We8 10 Qe2?! (10 g4 &4 11 ¥Wd2)
10 ... &4 11 Af3 f5 12 hd4 HeT!
(Typical of Kasparov’s style.
Timman pointed out that a
positional player would probably
prefer 12 ... &c5 with a com-
fortable game.) 13 g3 &Hb4d!! 14
Wb3?! Hfd3+ 15 De2 4 16 £d2
fg?! (Co-author Schiller was
present at this game, and saw this
move shoot out without using
even a full minute of thought.

Queen’s Gambit

Catalan

Queen’s Indian

Nimzoindian
Réti/KIA

King's Indian

Introduction

English
Hedgehog

Griinfeld
Benoni

Misc.

Spanish
French
Pirc/Modern
Alekhine

Sicilian

Caro-Kann
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Such rashness was the source of
immediate frustration, as the
brilliant and effective 16 ... Hx2!!
presented itself to Kasparov as
soon as he let go of his pawn.) 17 fg
Exf3! (Kasparov regained his
balance quickly, and found the
best move.) 18 &xf3 Qg4 19 Hafl
B8 20 £Hd1? (Kavalek could have
saved the game with 20 Re3!)20...
Wif7121 Qe3! Axf3+ 22 Hd2! Wd7
23 Ehgl Wh3! 24 a3 fxed 25
Hxf8+ QI8 26 ab Wh2+ 27 &c3
Hel! 0-1.

Belyavsky - Kasparov, Moscow
(m/8) 1983: 1 d4 £f6 2 c4 g6 3 &3
2g74e4d65130-06Le3a678d3
c5 8 dc dc 9 fxc5 &Hich 10 Hge2?!
HNd7! 11 A2 Hde5 12 Hel Ah6! 13
Hd5?7 (13 fe2) 13 ... e6 14 4bb
Wg5!150-0led! 1614 (16cd!?) 16...
¥hd 17 fe d4! 18 He2 Le3+ 19
@h1 Hxes 20 Ac7 (20 Lxdd Hgd
21 h3 Qxd4) 20 ... Ye7 21 HxeS
W¥xe5 and Black went on to
convert his substantial advantage
into a win.

With White, 1 d4 became the
standard opening for the young
player, and the Exchange
Variation of the Griinfeld was
joined by the out-of-fashion
Petrosian Variation (4 a3) of the
Queen’s Indian. The latter open-
ing not only enjoyed a revival due
to Kasparov’s advocacy, but can
now be said to be the main line of
the Queen’s Indian Defence. Even
though the World Champion has
switched his attention to the
Hybrid and Nimzo-Indian lines,

he has not entirely abandoned his
former love. For example:

Kasparov - van der Wiel,
Amsterdam 1988: 1 d4 £f6 2 c4 €6
3 O3 b6 4 a3 Qa6 5 ¥e2 Qb7
6 £Hc3 c5 7 e4 cxd4 8 Hxd4 fcs
9 b3 &HHc6 10 g5 (The most topi-
cal continuation.) 10 ... a6 11 0-0-0
W7 12 Dbl 0-0-0 13 ¥d2 d6 (At
the time this game was played,
Black was considered to have a
fully playable position.) 14 f3! h6
15 4f4 &He5 (15 ... g5? 16 HHixcs
gxfa 17 Hixb7 Dxb7 18 Wrxf4++
Kristiansen.) 16 h4 &b8 17 h5 Ed7
18 Hcl He8 19 fe2 Ba7 20 Bhdl
Hdd8 21 g4 £Hg8 22 Qg3 He7 23 f4
&5c6 24 L3 Eb8 25 &h4 Ed7 26
&b5+! axbs 27 cxb5 £Ha5 (Or 27 ...
Hd8 28 Hxc5! bxes 29 &Hxcs5, A
&wxd7, Wxa5 Kristiansen.) 28
& 1xas bxas 29 Hxc5 dxc5 30 ¥xd7
Wrxf431 Bd61-0.0n31 ..., Bc832
Hab+Ib8 33 AxeT++; 31 ..., Ha8
32 Wre7 B8 33Eab+++.

Challenging the crown

The ascent to the Olympus of the
chess world (to use the standard
Russian metaphor) is often ac-
companied by innovations in the
opening. Kasparov brought the
Tarrasch Defence back from
obscurity just at the time when its
leading advocates, most notably
John Nunn, were about to aban-
don it. In addition, he took the
Catalan (an opening played
extensively by Margeir Petursson,
who was also a Tarrasch exponent)
and brought it back into the

Grandmaster ranks. These two
openings had suffered from
neglect for some time, as evi-
denced by the fact that no import-
ant literature on either opening
had appeared since the 1960’s. The
authors wrote Play the Tarrasch in
1983, the same year co-author
Schiller published his monograph
on the Catalan. Kasparov had ac-
cess to both manuscripts at the
time he was preparing these
openings, but had decided to ex-
amine the lines before receiving
the material. We mention this
only because some of our critics
have accused us of making a living
off of Kasparov’s openings, a
charge they are free to level at this
book, if they wish! But a serious
point is that the World Champion
has always shown a willingness to
examine material from all sources,
from Grandmaster down to amat-
eur games. He understands that
creative ideas appear in a wide
variety of chess contexts, not
merely in top level play.

World Champion Kasparov

Unfortunately, the political prob-
lems which plagued the chess
world in the mid 1980’s have pre-
vented Kasparov from participat-
ing in large numbers of tourna-
ments. He has spent most of his
time either preparing for or play-
ing against his arch-rival Anatoly
Karpov, and his choice of open-
ings on other occasions must be
viewed in that light. He was not
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about to expose his match
preparation in minor tournaments
and training matches, and often
seemed to choose lines just for
fun, for example his use of the
Meran Defence against Tony
Miles.

His faith in the Griinfeld
Defence is indisputable, and he
has always considered the
‘Spanish Inquisition’ one of the
highest forms of chess art. They
are likely to remain staples of his
repertoire. Recent experimen-
tation with the Najdorf may bring
that variation into his primary rep-
ertoire. Kasparov’s penchant for
complicated positions has seen
the King’s Indian return recently,
particularly against lower ranked
opposition. The Réti, which
brought him success in the critical
24th game of the 4th match against
Karpov, will probably be reserved
for similar situations in which a
small amount of annoying press-
ure is required. Interestingly, Tal
adopted the same opening for a
critical last round game in the 1988
National Open in Chicago, and the
opening may become a favourite
weapon in these sorts of cases.

Some final advice: What to do
when things go wrong

Of course, it would be incorrect to
suggest that Kasparov’s prep-
aration is always correct. In the
opening of this game Kasparov re-
covers from an experiment gone
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awry. He found himself in a
critical position as a result of his
fifth move - a dubious try. Then
he took extraordinary measures to
improve his position. He decided
to seek active counterplay with a
heavy dose of tactics. As a result
he almost managed to equalize the
game. This attitude carried over
into the endgame, where Kasparov
sacrificed his weak pawn in order
to make the rest of his pieces
active. In spite of considerable
simplifications Black achieved
sufficient counterplay, forcing
Karpov to return his surplus
material.

Karpov-Kasparov
Brussels 1987

1 d4 £Hf6

2 c4 g6

3 g3 c5

4 &Of3 cd

5 Hxd4 \%cT" 09

AL DR
/;;;ﬁg/
// % a;/

It is hardly likely that Kasparov
will ever repeat this dubious and
rather strange move. Black places
his queen in a very unsafe position
and lacks control over the critical

d5 square. True, he does attack the
pawn at ¢4, but White can afford to
ignore the threat and reply 6 &c3!
If 6 ... ¥xc4 then 7 e4 Wc7 8 Hel
and Black gets into trouble.
Kasparov, a clever psychological
player, probably knew that Karpov
would not accept the proffered
gift.
6 b3

This is not as principled, but a
good enough move.

6 Qg7
7 Qg2 ds!

Black seizes the first opportu-
nity to create complications,
because after the trivial 7 ... a6
8 £c3 d6 9 f4b2 Black would be
facing an uphill climb in the
endgame.

8 «od &Hxd5

i 7'%f%
ﬂ@:@:

Now what should Black do? His
poorly placed queen hampers
normal development or further
counterplay. If, for example, 9 ...
Whe, trying to exploit the pin of
the &) d4, then 10 Qb2 &c6 11
AxdS £Hixd4 12 e3! D3+ 13 Wxf3
Hxb2 14 Wxf7+ Dd8 15 Bd1 L7

(15 ... Axal 16 Le6+FcT 17 Wf4+
Wd6 18 BExd6 ed 19 Ha3! ++) 16
He3! Axc3 (16 ... Axal 17 Wf4+)
17 Bacl wins.

Also in White’s favour is 9 ...
56 10 Hxeo fLxal 11 ¥xdS or
9 . %e5 10 Qb2 0-0 11 &Hd2.
Kasparov finds a wonderful oppor-
tunity to keep the game balanced.

9 d71?

Black withdraws his queen from
the danger zone and takes control
of the important b5 and d5
squares. The f.c8 will become free
later. Despite the ‘ugly’ nature of
the move, Kasparov finds the true
value.

10 Qb2 0-0
11 Wel!

Some commentators criticised
this move and suggested 11 ¥d2,
although after 11 ... 2d8 12 BEdl
We8! 13 £Ha3 £Hab6 and Black holds
on. With the text, White is freeing
dl for his rook and protects the
£b2 as well. This is a very logical
plan.

| § S (it}

12 Hdl £e6!

13 &ixe6 Wrxc6

14  ¥xe6 be

15 Qxg7 SxgT (3)

The curtain rises on the second
act, an endgame with a weak back-
ward pawn at c6. In addition, the
&)d5 is pinned and White’s bishop
is now much stronger than Black’s.
How can he create serious
counterplay?

16 Ecl

\ White could not play 16 e4

Introduction 19

since 16 . Q_g4' 17 B @e3' 18
S xd8 Ede 19 5c3 Bd2 gives
Black a strong counterattack. It is
only one tactical nuance of
Kasparov’s dynamic plan in this
seemingly quiet position.

16 .. Hed!

A passive defence of the weak
pawn with 16 ... 8b7 is counter-
indicated for Black. Kasparov sac-
rifices the pawn for genuine

counterplay.
17 & as!
18 h3

The pawn on c6 is doomed, but
the immediate 18 Bxc6? would
fail to 18 ... £b4! 19 Hcl Bac8 20
&3 (20 Bxc8?? Hdl mate) 20 ...
Hd2! 21 h3 (if 21 f3 then 21 ..
fe6!) 21 ... Hc2 22 Hed Hxal 23
Hxal Hxa2! and it is White who
has to save the game.

18 .. feb
19 &¢3

Karpov shows his customary
caution. The pawn at c6 is still
inedible due to 19 Bxc6é Hb4 (or

9 ... ad).
19 .. Hxe3
20 EHxc3 Bd2
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21  HExcé

At last!
21 .. Had8
22 Eccl

ﬁbZ! 4)

2

wy 2
//% //

Black’s well-placed rook is full
compensation for his missing
pawn. It is curious that only in the

endgame was Black able to im-
prove his position, which deter-
iorated quickly as a result of his
poor choice at move 5.

23  Bcbl Hdd2

24 Hxb2 Bxb2

25 Del a5
26 2dl g5
27 Qds &f6
28 Q4 €6
29 g4 g6
30 a4 De5!

White found himself in zug-
zwang, and quickly dropped a
couple of pawns. Black’s choice of
active counterplay proved to be a
most effective strategy.

1 Queen’s Gambit

B @;@E%&Q@’ ﬁ

This venerable opening has
seen many waves of fashion for
play on both sides. It can lead to
the wild complications of the
Semi-Slav or to the quiet pos-
itional play of the Orthodox
Variation. Kasparov has enjoyed
both sides of the opening, and we
will deal with two systems, the
Tartakower Variation and the
Tarrasch Defence in Chapter 12.

Here we will discuss the fol-
lowing variations:

Variation I: The Petrosian

System 2 ... €6 3 £ic3 £H6 4 D.g5

£e7 5 3 0-0 6 e3 h6 7 Lxf6

fxf6

Variation II: The Botvinnik

System 2 ... e6 3 &)c3 £Hf6 4 Qg5

c6 5 &f3 dc 6 e4 bS

Variation IIl: The Geller

Gambit 2 ... dc 3 &3 &6 4 &c3

c65ed

Variation I:

The Petrosian System

The authors found the pamphlet
Developments in the Orthodox
Queen’s Gambit 1984-1987 by
Julian Way most helpful in com-
piling the relevant games for this
chapter. All analysis is our own,
uniess otherwise indicated.

1 d4 &Hf6
2 cd4 €6
3 &e3 ds
4 Qg5 fe7
- § &3 hé
6 R xf6 [xf6
7 el

Recently the World Champion
has chosen another variation.
Kasparov-Timman,  Amsterdam
1988: 1 d4 &6 2 c4 e6 3 &Hf3 d5
4 5)c3 Qe7 5 Qg5 h6 6 Lxfe Lxf6
7 ¥b3 c6 8 €3 0-0 9 Edl ¥bb 10
W2 de 11 Axcd c512 Hed Qe 13
dc fQxc5 14 0-0 Qe7 15 fe2 Ad7
16 He5 Bc8 17 Wd3 fe8 18 &cd
W7 19 Hed6 Hd8 20 Hxe8 HExe8
21 A3 Bd8 22 ¥b3 &Hc623 g3 Af6
24 &2 Hab8 25 Hxd8+ Hxd8
1=/,

7 .. 0-0 (6)
8 KHel c6

This is by far the most common
move, although a number of alter-
natives have been tried:
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_
77 W T
/é %I;&

(a) 8. a6 is also seen, but after
9 a3 Black has nothing better than
9 ... c6 anyway, and now 10 £d3
(10 ¢5!? should also bring White a
better position.) 10 ... £d7 11 0-0
makes the inclusion of the a-pawn
moves better for White unless
Black does something like 11... b5,
but then after 12 c¢d cd 13 £He2!
White is better, for example 13

. fb7 14 Qbl He8 15 ¥d3,
Karpov-Short, Brussels SWIFT
1987 which saw White obtain a
small advantage.

(b) 8 ... b6 is an interesting
option, but it seems that Black
is really mixing systems here,
for example Gulko-Shamkovich,
New York Open 1987: 9 &d3 dc!?
10 fed (if 10 fLxcd, then Black
plays 10 ... b7 A £d7 and c5) 10
.. €611 £d2 8a6 12 Wf3 b5 13 a3
&Hd7 (13 ... ¥b6!? was an option,
A Hc8 and £d7) 14 Gxc6 Hbs
15 0-0 o=,

White can also play the the-
matic 9 c¢d ed 10 £d3, although
after 10 ... &b7 11 0-0 Black might
adopt Neishtadt’s idea 11 ... He8!?
or 11 ... &»d7 A 12 ... ¢5.

(c¢) Former World Champion
Boris Spassky has seen both sides
of 8 ... £)c6. But his experience as
Black encouraged him to prefer
the White side, as demonstrated
by his 1968 USSR encounter with
Zhukhovitsky: 9 fle2 dc 10 fxcd
e5 11 d5 &e7 12 Hed Af5 (12 ..
&f5 was seen in Portisch-
Campora, Amsterdam 1984, but 13
Wc21? £Hd6 14 4.d3 is a strong idea
from Belyavsky in ECO.) 13
& xf6+ gf 14 Hh4 Hh7 15 0-0 and
Black is suffocating. Perhaps Black
canrevive Spassky’sideawith 11 ...
Nas!? 12 fe2 ed eg. 13 &Hxed
fAxb2 = or 13 £d2 A xc3 14 Hxc3
¥rxd5 oo,

(d) 8 ... Qe7 returns a tempo a
bit too early, as demonstrated in
Petrosian-Hiibner, m/4 1971: 9 a3
c6 10 £.d3 £Hd7 11 0-0 b6 12 e2
Qb7 13 Bfdl ¥b8 14 cd ed 15
Afst,

(e) 8 ... He8 9 Qe2 dc 10 fxcd
£d7 110-0c512 Hed cd 13 ed L,
Furman-Bukhman, USSR Ch.
1965.

9 Qd3 £Hd7
10 0-0 de

(a) Black is not forced to
capture here. 10 .. e7!? is
possible, leading to unclear comp-
lications, e.g. 11 a3 Hd8 12 Bel g6
13 c5e5 14 ed4 ed 15 ed, where in-
stead of 15 ... ¥xel+, which failed
to 16 ¥xel+ dc 17 Exc3! fxc3 18
Wrxc3 cd 19 h4 in Rashkovsky-M.
Gurevich, USSR Ch. 1987, Black
can play 15 ... ¥xc5 oo, Belyavsky
suggests 11 Hel Bd8 12 ¥b3 dc 13

Wxcd £ in ECO.

(b) Black tried the retreat 10
.. fe7 in Petursson-Large,
Hastings, 1986/87, but after 11
We2!? a6 12 e4 dc 13 Lxcd b5 14
Qb3 c515 Bfdl ¥b6 16 e5 Qb7 17
d5 c4 18 fc2 ed 19 HHxds AxdS 20
Hxd5 White was slightly better.
Somewhat less logical, but also
good is 12 &bl 5 13 a3 Ad6 14
£d3 %e715Fh1 Ph8 16 Hd2 &£f6
17 f4 &d7 18 &f3x, Epishin-
Kuporosov, Tallinn 1986.

(c) After 10 ... b6 11 e4 White
has a traditional advantage,
Agzamov-Vaganian, USSR 1982.

11 fxcd e5

11...c512%e2a613 Bfdl cd 14
Hxd4 We7 15 Hed Qes5 16 H3N
Qb8 17 ¥d2 b5 18 fe2 Hf6!
brought Black equality in
Kasparov-Karpov, London m/12
1986. But after the match the
World Champion improved with
16 ¥hS!, which is much better for
White: Kasparov-H. Olafsson,
Dubai Ol. 1986 went 16 ... Ed8 17
Af1 Ab8 18 ¥aS! b6 19 ¥c3 Qb7
20 &Hc6 fxch 21 Wrxcot.

11 ... b6?! was demolished in
Karpov-Spassky, Lucerne 1985: 12
ed4! Qb7 13 €5 Re7 14 We2 b5 15
£D.d3 c5 16 £Hxb5 cd 17 Led Lxed
18 ¥rxed.

12 w3 (7)

This is Kasparov’s innovation,

which revitalized the line.
12 .. ed
13 ed Hb6

13 ... ¢5 is one alternative and

now:

Queen’s Gambit 23

(a) Timman has recently tried
14 &ed but after 14 ... cd 15 Bel
(15 &xf6+ &Hxf6 16 b3 Wbé!
= Kasparov.) 15 ... £b6 16 £b3
247 17 Hxfo+ Wxf6 18 ¥xd4
¥xd4 19 &xd4 Black had full
equality in Timman-Korchnoi,
Amsterdam 1987, with 19 ... Bfc8,
while Black was also fine after the
other rook move 19 ... Bac8 in
Dohosian-Pigusov, USSR 1986.

(b) 14 Qb3 is best. Kasparov-
Karpov, London m/10 1986, saw
14 ... cd 15 &d5 b6 16 &Hixd4 [xd4
17 ¥rxd4+.

3 ... Be8 has also been seen.
Browne-Abramovi¢, New York
Open 1987 continued 14 ¥b3 Ef8
(14 ... Be7 15 d5 £b6 16 dc &ixcd
17 ¥xc4 be 18 Efdl Wa5 19 £Hd4
fQxd4, Yrjoli-Jonsson, Reykjavik
1986, would lead to an advantage
for White after 20 Wxd4.) 15 ¥c2
&b6 16 £b3 fxd4 17 Hcedl ¢5 18
b5 Ad7 19 Hbxd4 cd 20 Bxd4
6=, but White can strive for the
initiative with 19 &Hfxd4!? cd 20
Hd6 Re6 21 Bxd4L.

14 Qb3 (8 Qfs
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Again Black has explored a
number of paths:

(a) 14 ... g5 was tried in Ribli-
Short, Dortmund 1986 but after 15
Hc2 8f5 16 He2 414 17 Hfel the
doubled rooks secured a strong
advantage which was demon-
strated after 17 ... £Yd7 18 d5! &xc5
19 Qc2 +.

(b) 14 ... Ke8 is another possi-
blity which was tried in Kasparov-
Karpov, Moscow m/23 1985. After
15 Eel QAf5 (15... Bxel+ 16 ¥Wxel
AfS 17 Hed We7 18 &5 L
Epishin-Faibisovich, USSR 1986.
A recent try was 16 ... 2d7 but
White was still able to exploit his
advantage: 17 ¥ed We7 18 ¥f4
He8 19 Eel fe6 20 fLxe6 fxe6 21
Wed HHdS 22 Hixd5 exd5 23 g3 W7
24 h4 2d8 25 h5 Bi8 26 g2 Hel
27 He3 2b6 28 a4 Re7 29 Hhd
Wf6 30 Hf3 1-0, Speelman-Benko,
Europa Cup 1987) 16 Exe8+ ¥xe8
17 ¥Wd2 ¥d7 18 Bel Bd8 19 Wf4
&\dS 20 HxdS cxd5 21 Hes fxes
22 Hxe5 White held a small but
persistent advantage. Perhaps the
other capture, 22 Wxe5, is even
more promising (Tal-Grigorian,

Yerevan 1986).

{c) 14 ... a5 is likely to transpose

below after 15 a3 4f5 16 Hel.
15 Hel a5

Here there are a number of
alternatives:

(a) 15 ... g5 is met by 16 Eal!,
for example, Kasparov-Short,
Brussels 1986: 16 ... £d7 17 d5!
Hc8 (17 ... ©c5 18 fc2 Axc2 19
¥xc2 cd 20 Eadl would only have
been slightly better for White
according to Kasparov.) 18 &Hd4
He6 19 Heb! fe 20 de Hh7 21
Wrxd7 Wb622 e7 Bfe8 23 g4 WS
24 He4 Hxe7 25 Qc2! HI8 26 g3
¥d8 27 Badl Wa5 28 h4 fQe7 29
£ c3! fAxc2 30 Hxe7 Eg831 Hdd7
AfS 32 Exg7+ &h8 33 Wd4 1-0.

7 ... &5 is relatively better, but
Black is still worse.

(b) 15 ... ¥d7 robs the £b6 of
its natural development. After 16
Wd2 a5 17 a3 a4 (or 17 ... BEfe8 18
Ee3 a4 19 fa2 fQe6 20 fxeb
Hxe6 21 Hed feT 22 &5 Lxcs
23 Hxe6 ¥xe6 24 dc £d5 25 Hel
W5 26 HeS g6 27 g3 %-%
Ljubojevi¢-Andersson, Wijk aan
Zee 1987.) 18 Qa2 Hfe8 19 ¥f4
Black nevertheless managed to
equalize with 19 ... fe6! 20 Bxeb
Bxe6 2] Exeb ¥xe622 ¥e7 ¥b3!
in Rashkovsky-Belyavsky, USSR
Ch. 1986. 16 £eS is more prom-
ising, for example 16... Axe517 de
Wrxdl (17 ... Bfe8 18 Wf3 Qg6 19
Hcdl Wi520 %We3 h521 Bd4c522
14 Wc8 23 £)b5 He7 24 £Hd6 Web
25 g3 Hd8 26 Wxg6 1-0
S. Ivanov-Krivov, Jaroslavl Teams

1986.) 18 Hexdl Hfd8 19 g4 L.d3
20 e6!? fe QAxe6+ £ Andersson-
Belyavsky, Reggio Emilia 1986/87.

(c) 15 ... ¥d6 16 We2 Had8 17
Hcdl hS 18 Hes5 fxe5 19 dxes
g6 20 We3 was better for White
in Dlugy-Ornstein, New York
1987.

(d) 15 ... Be8 is a solid move.
After 16 Hxe8+ xe8 17 ®d2
Wd7 18 Hel and now:

(d1) 18...a5 19 ¥f4 g5(19 ... a4
20 Gxf7+1+) 20 Hed Qg7 21 el
fxed 22 HExed a4 23 fc2 He8 24
el Bxed 25 Wrxed Web 16 ¥rxeb
fe 27 &f1 both 27 .. ¥f7 G.
Garcia~Geller, Sochi 1986, and 27
... 28 28 He2 a3! M. Gurevich-
Belyavsky, USSR Ch. 1987, seem
adequate for Black.

(d2) 18 ... Ed8 19 ¥f4 &\d5 20
&xd5 cd 21 &eS transposes to
note (b) to Black’s 14th move.

(d3) 18 ... He8 is to be avoided,
however, because of 19 Hxe8+
Wrxe8 20 Wf4! with a strong attack,
according to Gligoric.

16 a3 ¢ 9)
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An interestmg alternative is 16
£eS, for example 16 ... a4 17 &Hixad

Queen’s Gambit 25

Hixad 18 fixad fe6 19 fic2 Re820
¥d3 g6 (Hjartarson-H. Olafsson,
Reykjavik 1987).
16 .. He8
6 ... ¥d7 is inferior: 17 &eS
fAxe5 18 HExeSt £, e.g. 18 ... Hfe8
19 ¥e2 Had8 20 Hel Hxes5 21
Wxe5 ad 22 WcS! + Karpov-
Belyavsky, CSKA v. Trud, Euro-
pean Team Championship 1986.
Belyavsky suggests 18 ... f.g6!?
17  Hxe8+ eS8
18 Wd2 d7
8 ... &Hd7!? 19 Wf4!? was seen
in Kasparov-Karpov, Leningrad
m/22 1986. After 19 ... fg6 20 h4
Wd8 21 £Had! h5 22 Bel b5 23 &)c3
b8 24 ¥e3 White held a slight
advantage, but 22 ... ¥b8!? might
be better.
19 Hel Hes8
Thisisanimprovementon 19 ...
a4 20 Ga2 Rd8 21 W4 Qg6 22
&es! Qxe5 23 WxeS F Epishin-
Pigusov, Sevastopol 1986.
20 Exe8+ QXeS (10)

om0
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21 ¥4 feb
22 Qxe6 Wxeb
23 e?
The alternative is 23 ¥b8+ but
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Black seems to equalize on 23 ...
W8 24 Wa7 £icd 25 b3 Hxal M.
Gurevich-van der Sterren, Baku
1986, or 25 ¥c5 ¥e6 Ftatnik-H.
Olafsson, New York Open 1987.

23 .. Hed
24 ¥xb7 D xd4
25 b8+

25 &xd4 is met by 25 ... Wel+
26 Bh2 We5+27 g3 Wrxd4 28 Wes+
&h7 29 W5+ 1-% Chernin-
M. Gurevich, USSR Ch. 1987.

25 .. Sh7
26 &Hxd4 Wel+
27 &h2 Wrxf2
28 W8

and a draw was agreed in H.
Olafsson-van der Sterren, Wijk
aan Zee 1987.

Variation 1I:
The Botvinnik System:

1 d4 ds

2 4 c6

3 53 &6

4 Hc3 e6

5 Qg5 dc

6 ed bS

7 €5 hé

8 fhd g5 (11)

This position has been analyzed
for years without a definitive con-
clusion being reached. Kasparov
scored two impressive back-to-
back victories in the 1981 USSR
Ch. which seemed to bury the line
for Black. A couple of years later
I (ES) asked him if he thought
the line was pretty much out of
commission, and he expressed the

/7,,7
N
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opinion that although he was
doing well as White, there was still
plenty of uncharted territory to be
explored. The 1980s have seen a
new wave of explosions in the
accepted theory, and the general
opinion is still that the variation is
unclear. Practical experience,
however, has clearly favoured the
player of the White pieces.

9 &Hixgs! hg

9 ... £)d5 is now considered to

strongly favour White after 10
Oxf7! ¥xhd 11 &Hxh8 Hbd 12
Hcl! Wed+ 13 Qe2 &HOH4 14 a3
&xg2+ 15 Bf1 Hie3+ 16 fe Wxh1+
17 &2 ¥xh2+ 18 Pel fAe7
19 &d2 + Timman-Ljubojevié,
Buenos Aires 1980.

10 fQxg5s Hbd7

11 of 2b7

12 g3 (12) ¥h6

12 ... ¢5 remains a viable alter-

native: 13 d5 fh6 14 Qxh6
Hxh6 15 g2 b4 16 Hed Hxf6 17
Hxcs5 Axd5 18 QxdS ¥xds 19
WrxdS £HHxd5 20 Ecl Hc8 21 BExcd
&b6 22 Hcel led to an equal
position in  Azmaiparashvili-
Dolmatov, USSR Ch. 1986.

< 5
8 | ¥®a N
12 ... Eg8, once a popular line,
has disappeared in view of 13 h4 ¢5
14 d5 ¥b6 15 8g2 0-0-0 16 0-0 b4
17 ©a4 £ Chandler-Westerinen,
Wiesbaden 1981.
13 Qg2 c5
13 .. 0-0-0 14 0-0 &eS5! is a
playable alternative, for example
15 de Hxdl 16 Haxdl b4 17 &ed
a5 18 QAf4 EhS 19 Hd4 c5 20
Hcd and now instead of 20 ... £a6?
21 Hxc5 fQxe5 22 Hel
Ermolinsky-Machulsky, USSR
1982, Black should have played 20
o 245 21 Hc2 ¢4 22 £d2 o3 with
an unclear position according to
Machulsky. 15 %e2!? might be
met by 15 ... &d3 16 Ac3 c5 17
Lxb7+¥xb7 18 de L xcS5, since 19
Axc5? BExh2! wins for Black.
14 d5 0-0-0
Black can try 14 ... b4 15 0-0 b,
where 16 de &eS5 is unclear, but 15
... 0-0-0 simply transposes below.
15 00 b4 (13)
This is the starting point for
most of the contemporary analysis
of the Botvinnik line.
16 &a4 Whs
The two alternatives have van-

Queen’s Gambit 27

»

ished from the scene:

(a) 16 ... ¥a6 17 a3! b3 18 &\c3
£3b6 19 Wrgd £HHxd5 20 AxdS Axds
21 &xd5 Bxds 22 Hadl Bd3 23
Wed4! + Razuvayev-Vaiser, USSR
1981.

(b) 16 ... ¥d6 17 de Wxeb 18
Hel ¥f5 19 3 xb7+ Hxb7 20 Lf4
Wxf6 21 He8! + Agzamov-
Timoshchenko, USSR 1982.

17 a3 ed

17 ... £b8 was the subject of
considerable debate in 1981. In the
USSR Ch., both Timoshchenko
and Dorfman (later to become
Kasparov’s seconds) prepared new
ideas, and each had a chance
to display his wares against
Kasparov ~ in consecutive rounds
no less! The move 17 ... £b8 had
been introduced a few rounds
earlier in the game Anikayev-
Sveshnikov, which continued 18
ab cb 19 Qe3! fxdS 20 LxdS
Exd5 21 ¥re2 &c6 22 Bfcl (14)

In this critical position Black
has tried a number of moves:

(a) Here Sveshnikov played 22
... &b7 and found himself in dif-
ficulty after 23 BExc4 £a5 24 b3!
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Rashkovsky-Timoshchenko saw
23 ¥xb5 Hxb5 24 Hxc3!! be 25
Hxc3 &d7 26 Hab £d827 ExaT+
De8 28 Hc8 Qd6 where White
could have played 29 h4! Eb8 30
HExb8 Axb831 He7+$f832b4 £,
while Novikov-Ivanchuk, USSR
1983, continued 26 .. &e5 27
Bxa7+ &d6 28 L4 BdS 29 Axes
Sxe5 30 Bxf7 £

(c) The latest attempt is 22 ...
HeS5 but after 23 fQxa7 Qh6 24
Hb6+ cT 25 Bel £d3 26 Hxd5+
Wxd5 27 Qe3 &Oxel 28 ¥xel
fAxe3 29 Wxe3 White had a clear
advantage in Salov-Shabalov,
Leningrad 1983. Less effective is
the path chosen by Kasparov
against Tal in the 1983 USSR
Spartakiad: 23 b3 ¢3 24 £ixc3 be 25
Hxc3+ b8 26 Wc2!? Qd6 27
fAxaTl+ b7 28 b4 &6 (Black
could have played for the draw
with 28 ... Hd3!) 29 Qe3 QeS with
an unclear position.

(d) Our tale concerns 22 ... Has
23 b3 ¢3! (23 ... &Hxb3 24 Excd+
2d7 25 &)c3! be 26 BxaT7+ $d8 27
Bxc3! +) 24 &Hxc3 be 25 Bxc3+

d7 26 ¥rc2 24627 Ecl ¥b7 (15)
28 b4! ¥xb4! 29 Bbl g4,
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We are still not out of the theor-
etical jungle. Both of Kasparov’s
games reached this position and
he played 30 fxa7!! and now
the first game, Kasparov-
Timoshchenko, concluded 30...e5
31 %a2! Edl+ 32 Hxdl ¥xd1+33
g2 ¥h5 34 Wad+ He6 35 hd! We2
36 ¥xaS Ha8 37 Wa4! Hxf6 38
Wd7 Pg7 39 Ef3 Wed 40 Wxd6
Hxa7 41 ¥xe5+ &h7 42 EfS
Wc6+ 43 Bh2 1-0. At the end of
the game, the position after 30
fAxa7 was hotly disputed, with
Sveshnikov claiming that 30
...2e5 would have given Black a
good game. Kasparov was frus-
trated by his inability to ‘defeat’
Sveshnikov in the post-mortem
and worked until the wee hours of
the morning satisfying himself
that the line was still good for
White. His hard work paid off the
next day when the position
quickly reappeared on the board
in Kasparov-Dorfmann, adopting
Sveshnikov’s move: 30 ... QeS 31
Hc5! (This was the move that had

escaped the notice of the kibitzers
at the post-mortem!) 31 ... HExc5
(31 ... Ha8 32 HxaS! Hxa$ 33
Hb7+ De8 34 HeT7+ B8 35 &h7
++) 32 Qxc3! £ 33 Wd3+ Bc8
34 Bdl £Hb8 (34 ... Ed8 35 Wa6+)
35 Hcl! ¥ad4 36 Qdé+ &Hc6 37
fAxe5 Hd8 38 ¥bl! Bd5 39 Wbs+
&d7 40 YcT+ De8 41 Wxc6+
Wrxc6 42 Bxcb Bxe5 43 Ec8+ 1-0.
These two games have
discouraged Black from playing 17
... £)b8.

18 ab cb

19 g4

White can also play 19 fe3,

with an unclear position arising on
19 ... &5 20 &Hixes fxes 20 Wl
&b8 Kharitonov-Dorfman, USSR
1982, but we feel that the im-
mediate pin is stronger.

19 .. a4
20 QAxbT+  Bxb7

21 Wed+ e

24 ¥xd4 Ade

23  Hfel Hde8

24 Hxe8 Bxe8

25 el 2b8

This position was reached in

Zarubin-Andrianov, USSR 1982,
The position is still quite com-
plicated and the chances are
roughly level. Further develop-
ments can be expected.

Variation III:
The Tolush Gambit
1 d4 d5
2 4 c6
This can also be reached via the
Queen’s Gambit Accepted: 2 ... dc

Queen’s Gambit 29
3 93 96 4 Hc3 6.

3 913 &6
4 &He3 de
5 e4(16)

This gambit continuation has a
long history. It earned respect as a
serious weapon in the hands of
Soviet players in the early post-
war years. The first critical en-
counter was Tolush-Smyslov,
USSR Ch. 1947. Efim Geller was
the leading proponent of the line
for many years, scoring many im-
pressive victories including a gem
of a win against Unzicker (the
complete game is included
below). Gary Kasparov was
responsible for the great renais-
sance in interest in this gambit
continuation in the early 1980s.
The state of the theory was both
described and considerably en-
hanced by the American theor-
etician IM John Watson in his 1985
book 4 &c3 Gambit in the Queen’s
Gambit Accepted & Slav. The 1987
edition of ECO contains no
improvements and merely cites a
few of his ideas and a couple of
more recent games. In this section
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we critically examine both the
existing theory and Watson’s con-
tributions.
5 . b5

Black must accept the gambit,
as to decline will allow White to
achieve an ideal centre and a great
lead in development without any

balancing considerations for
Black.

6 e5 &Hds

7 a4!

White must increase the pres-
sure at every turn or he will fail to
reap sufficient rewards for his
investment. By this move White
prepares to exchange at b5, open-
ing up the long diagonal which will
be exploited by his queen and
light-squared bishop. v

7 .. e6 (17)

There are a host of alternatives,
but they do not lead to a playable
game for Black.

(a) 7 ... b4? 8 Hed weakens the
# ¢4 and increases White’s control
of the centre. After 8 ... 6 9 Qxc4
£d7 10 0-0 £b7 11 &Hfgs5 HTb6 12
£.d3 a5 13 Wh5 ¥d7 14 £¢5 White
was much better in Bondarevsky-
Kalantar, USSR 1947.

(b)7..8b778¢6! forces 8 ... f6
(8 ... fe 9 g5 1) and then White
clamps down on the light squares
with § g3 ¥d6 10 8h3 £a6110-0
Najdorf-Ojanen, Helsinki 1952,

(c) 7 .. fe6 is best met by
Taimanov’s 8 £ig5! £Hixc3 9 be KdS
(9 ... %d7 10 ab cb 11 &xeb Wrxeb
12Wf3 53613 a6 Bc8 14 Re2 )
10 e6! fe 11 &4 or Watson’s 11

g4,

(d)7..58%c3 8bc h6 (8 ... Reb
9 £\g5 see above {c)) 9 g3 Beb6 10
fg2 Q4d5 11 fa3! e6 12 Axf38
Hxf8 13 0-0 A &Hhd, f4-f5 —
Watson.

(e) 7 ... h6 is a new move which
led to an unclear position in
Ermolinsky-Kupreichik, Kuibyshev
1986: 8 ab $¥xc3 9 be ¢cb 10 f.a3 (10
He2!? — ECO) 10 ... fe6 11 Qe2
&6 12 0-0 845 13 &Hd2 a5 14 4f3
Eb8 (14 ... e6 is a playable alter-
native) 15 e6! g6 16 Q.ed (16 Hell?
— ECO) 16 ... fxe4 17 Hxed Wd5
18 ef+ &7 19 Eel &g7 20 £ic5
b4 21 He6+ Ph7 22 4b2 Qg7 23
Wed EbS.

© 7 .. 85 8 ab &£Hb4! (8 ...
Hxc3? 9 be cb 10 HHgs! (A ¥3) 10
..e611g4! Qg612 Qg2 Hd7 13 14!
Ke7 14 13 0-0 15 h4 Ad3 16 15!
+ Inkiov-Padevsky, Pamporovo
1982) 9 fxcd &ic2+ 10 e2 HHixal
11 ¥ad gives White full comp-
ensation, according to Lilienthal.
Although White has a large
material deficit, he has a strong
attack, as shown by Watson. It
would be impolite, to say the least,
to replicate all of his analysis here,
as none of it has been played, but
his main lines run:

(f1)11.. Ad712e6fe 134&e5¢h
14 Qb5 ab! 15 {xd7+ Hxd7 16
Bdl! £b3! 17 Le31? or 17 ¥xb3
Hxes5 18 de.

(f2) 11 ... £Hd7 12 ¥xal! £ b6 13
£Ab3cb 14 HHxb5 and if 14 ... e6? 15
fadlorl4 .. a6158c3e616 Bdl!
followed by d5.

That no one has yet dared to
defend the Black side of this line
demonstrates the convincing
nature of Watson's mvestlgatlons

8 ab é)xc:}

8 ... 2b4 seeks to address the
question of Black’s lagging
development. But after 9 ¥a4! a5
(9 ... &xc3+ 10 be3 £Hixe3 11 Brxcd
Hxb5 12 Wad L) 10 £.d2 0-0 (10 ...
Ab6!? 11 We2 Axc3 12 be ¢b 13
&gS & Petursson) 11 be £)b6 12
W2 5! 13 efgf 14 Be2 (14317 14
. &xc6 15 0-0 Ab7 16 Hadl

Petursson-Valkesalmi, Hamar
1983/84.
9 be cb
10 &gs /b7

ll %’hS (}8)
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11 .. g6

The standard move, but 11 ...
¥d7 is a significant alternative.
After 12 Qe2! Black has:

(a) 12 ... Axg2? 13 Hgl 4d5 14
Hxh7 Bd8 15 Hixf8! Exf8 16
Hxg7 + Watson.

(b) 12...£a613d5! g6 (13 ... ed
14 e6!; 13 ... £c7 14 d6 &HdS 15
&Hxh7 + Prandstetter; 13 ... £c5 14
d6 Watson.) 14 de fe (Trapl-
Mokry, CSSR Ch.1982) 15 ®g4!
&c7 16 0-0 hS 17 g3 +
Prandstetter.

(€)12..h613 2346 (13 ... hg
14 ¥xh8 Qxf3 15 fa3t; 13 ... g6?!
14 ¥h3 £3¢6 15 Hed Le7 16 0-0aS
17 &f4 Had8 18 &d6+ + Szabo-
Orendy, Hungarian Champion-
ship 1961.) 14 0-0! was introduced
in Kasparov-Petursson, Malta Ot
1980: 14 ... £Xd8 15 £ed a5 16 Qg5
Ad5 17 Bfel! &Hc6 (17 ... Yb7 18
Bxd8! &xd8 19 &Hicst fxes5 20
BxdS ¥xd5 21 dc + Kasparov) 18
fhd Ba7 19 g4 Bh7 (19 ... fxed
20 fxed 1) 20 HHd6+ fxd6 21
Bxd5 8e722 Qed g6 23 46! BB
24 {3 £)d8 25 d5! ed 26 S.xd5 5
27 el 2Ed7 28 Eadl £xf6 29 ef
He6 30 fRed! Bxdl 31 QxS
Hxel+ 32 Wxel gf 33 Wes g8 34
W3+ 1-0.

(d) 12 ... f.d5! was suggested
by Kasparov, and seen in Mc-
Cambridge-Choobak, US Open
1983: 13 £xh7 (13 Af31? Watson.)

3 ... 56 14 Hxd8 Exf8 15 Wes
aS!(15...b4160-0b3 17 fa3 -
Rogers-Kirov, Bor 1984, but
everyone agrees that this is better
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for White.) 16 0-0 Ye7 17 Wxg7
Dd7! and White’s attack ran out of
steam. Watson’s suggestion of 16
h4!? is critical. He gives the
following line: 16 ... ¥e7 17 ¥xg?
A RgS;orl6.. 1617 efgf 18 Wgb+
&d8 (18 ... ¥f7 19 Qh5) 19 Lh6
(19 hS may be a better choice.) 19
- ¥¥f7 20 hS ¥rxg6 21 hg Eg8 22
Ahs fxg2 23 Bh4!?

(e) 12 .. &6 deserves con-
sideration, for example 13 Af3
£)d8 14 Hed £d5 o or 13 Hxh?
Bxh7 14 ¥xh7 HHxdd! 15 cd fxg2
16 Bgl 4bd+ F

12 \%gzi (19)
A

gﬁ%ﬁ%:%
S

st B
7 ¢

4:/ "y

12 .. He?

Again Black has a series of
inadequate replies:

(a) Kasparov-Kakageldiev,
USSR 1981 saw 12 ... 2457 13 hd
h6 14 £ed De7 15 8e2 616 £13
(16 0-0!?) 16 ... ¥d7 17 0-0 a5 18
£a3? (QAf4! A HHd6+) 18 ... h5 19
W4 Qxed 20 Wxed Ha6 21 Qel
Ad8 22 Ha3 fe7 23 Bl AdS 24
fa3 Y-, Better is Watson’s 13
Wid! e.g. 13..%d7 14 %16 Hg8 15
Dxh7 fe7 16 ¥4 +.

(b) 12 ... £d7 13 Bbl! Watson.

(c) 12 ... £a6? is a blunder: 13
Hxab! Qxab 14 ¥f3.

{d) 12 ... h6 13 Hed HA7 (13 ...
Rxed 14 Wxed Wds5 15 ¥4 +) 14
fe2 (Watson suggests 14 Eb1, but
14...a6 15 f.xcd4 Qxed looks better
for Black.) 14 ... £d5 (14 ... aS can
be met by Ermolinsky’s 15 Bbl or
simply 15 0-0, which will likely
transpose below.) 15 0-0 ¥b6 (15
..a51? 16 Af3 ¥b6 was seen in
Svenn-Setterqvist, Swedish Ch.
1984, Now 17 £)d6+ is very strong,
e.g. 17 ... Axd6 18 fxd5 ed 19 ed
Wxd6 20 fa3 We6 21 Hfel+
Ermolinsky.) 16 £13 ¥c6! 17 £a3
fAxa3 is Watsons suggestion.
After 18 Hxa3 0-0 White still has
plenty of compensation for his
pawn. Instead, Ermolinsky-
Podgaets, USSR 1982, saw 17 ...
a5?! 18 &d6+ Hxd6 19 fxds
WrxdS 20 Axd6 &6 21 ef Erxd6 22
Bibl 0-0! (If 22 ... ¥dS5, then 23
¥f4! and White is better) 23
HExb5 Efd8 24 Hes +.

13 fe2

Simagin gives 13 h4 hS 14 Wf4
fxg5 15 hg &, while Watson adds
14 Wg3 £ds!

13 . HNd7 (20)

13 ... £dS is a formidable alter-
native. Watson suggests 14 Hed!
&6 (14 ... h5 15 ¥f41) 15 4h6 b4
(15 ... fxed 15 Hrxed Wd5 17 We4
bd 18 413 ¥d7 19 0-0 b3 20 Efd1)
16 £.87 Bg8 17 Af6 fxed 18 ¥xed
WdS 19 W4 9 xf6 20 83 ¥d7 21
ef bc 22 0-0 Hc8 (If 22 ... £ixd4,
then 23 BEfdl &£xf3+ 24 ¥xf3 ¥c8
25 ¥xc3 with a dangerous

initiative.) 23 Qxc6! Exc6 24 d5!
Wrxd5 25 Wb8+ ¥d8 26 Wbs. It is
worth mentioning that ECO fails
to note 14 £ed, despite liberally
quoting Watson in the coverage of
the line.

20 H/////
Y

X

14 Hbl!
Watson’s discovery, motivated
by the fact that 14 4.f3, the normal
move, may have difficulty against

Geller’s 14 ... ¥c8! The most re-
cent example is Rogers-Kostic,
Kraljevo 1984: 15 h4 (another
Geller suggestion) 15 ... hS 16 ¥4
£xg5 17 hg £xf3 18 Wxf3 £b6 19
Hhd Hg8 20 d5 &ixd5 21 Ha3 Wa6
22 Hf4 Hg7, and White does not
have sufficient compensation for
his material. 16 Wg3!? is also
possible, although 16 ... a5 seems
an adequate reply.

The game Geller-Unzicker,
Stockholm IZ 1952 saw 14 ... ¥c7,
originally suggested by Flohr. 15
Hed Hb6 16 Ah6 He8? 17 fgs
fAxed 18 Hxed HA519 A xd5 ed 20
Qxe7 Wxe7 21 0-0Df822 Efbl a6
23 Wf3! We6?! (23 ... g7 +) 24
Wf6! We8 25 f4 Wb7 26 Has He8
27 Hbal b4 28 cb Wxb4 29 Exd5

Queen’s Gambit 33

b7 30 e6 1-0.
14 .. He6
14 ... 8xg5 15 Qxgs Was 16 0-0
£d5 17 Af3! &b6!? 18 W4 +
Watson-Orton, San Jose 1984. But
the simple 14 ... a6 deserves

attention. e.g. 15 fxcd 8 16
Ab3 Wxc3+ 17 £d2 ¥d3 F, or 16
fQxeb fe 17 Wxe6 BB oo,

15 Qf3 Wes

16 0-0 (21)

(e B
. akiag
%}%1%;&
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This is the critical position to
which Watson devotes two full
pages of analysis in his book.

16 .. a6

This seems to be the best of the
lot:

(a) 16 ... &Yb6? 17 Hed Axe4 18
fxed4 £ Watson.

(b) 16 ... h5?! 17 ¥h3 &b6 18
Hed Hd5 19 Lgs! Watson.

(c) 16...a517 Bel 0-0!?, but not

7 ... &b6? 18 Hed! Watson.

(d)16...0-017 Bel a518 d5! ed
was seen in Watson-Bohn,
Rohnert Park 1985. Here 18 Hxf71?
would have been the best try
(Watson)

17 Eel
Control of ed4 is the most
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important factor and the source of
White’s compensation. The rook
on the e-file assists in this cause
and also sets up the central break
d4-d5 at a later point.
17 .. 0-0
17 ... £Hb6 18 Axc6 ¥xc6 19
Hed gives White sufficient com-
pensation for his pawn.
18 d5
Watson also gives 18 ¥h3!? as
an interesting alternative.
18 .. ed
18 ... fxd5 19 Axd5 ed gains

control of e4 for Black, but allows
20 £x71? £)¢5! 21 e6 &Hed 22 Ah6
‘with attack’ (Watson)
19 &M Bxf7
19 ... &5 20 e6 is good for
White, because of the weak dark
squares on the Black kingside.
20 e6
White has more than sufficient
compensation for his pawn, for
example 20 .. Hg7 21 ed fAxd7
22 Qxd5+ &h8 23 Wd4 Hcs 24
Wh4 Ha7 25 .&h6 (Watson)

2 The Catalan

Kasparov adopted this opening
for his match against Korchnoi
during a period where Icelandic
IM (now GM) Margeir Petursson
was its leading exponent and when
the literature on the opening in-
cluded only an old book by
Neishtadt and a small monograph
in English by co-author Schiller.
He retained the opening for
occasional use against Karpov.
Current recommended literature
includes books by Neishtadt
(1986), Moiseyev & Ravinsky
(1984) and Schiller (1986, 1988).

Before the Korchnoi match he
had used the opening only once as
White — against Andersson at
Niksic 1983 — and even then he
claims that he was quite sure of the
defensive  system Andersson
would choose. It was an inter-
esting choice, since Korchnoi was

a known expert in handling the
White side of the opening, and it
would certainly come as a sur-
prise. But perhaps there was an ad-
ditional appeal, in that Kasparov
had only recently abandoned the
King’s Indian as Black and might
have felt some comfort in
fianchettoing his bishop.
Kasparov adopted the Catalan
in his marathon 1984-5 match
against Karpov, and later in the
1985 match against Ulf Andersson,
he brought new life to the Catalan
by adopting a new move order.
We examine four variations:
VariationI:  5..c¢§
Variation II: 5 ... &d7
Variation III: 5 ... &e7 6 0-0
Variation IV 5 ... fe7 6 ¥c2

Variation I:

1 d4 &6
2 c4 eb
3 g ds
4 Qg2 de
5 &f3 (]

In the 9th game of the match
against Korchnoi, Black played
5 .. £bd7 6 0-0 Eb8?!, but after
7 ad b6 8 &HHfd2! White had already
securcd an advantage.

6 0-0 &eb
In Kasparov’s first Catalan
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Kasparov-Korchnoi, (m/5) 1983,
his opponent tried 6 ... £bd7, but
after 7 £Ha3 Hb6 8 Hixcd Hxcd
9 Wad+ 2.d7 10 Wrxc4 bS5 11 2
Bc8 12 dc Axc5 13 b3 0-0 14
He5 Wb6 15 Qg5 Bfd8 16 Wf3
fe7 17 Hxd7 Hxd7 Kasparov
could have obtained a significant
advantage with 18 Hfcl!, instead
of 18 Hacl as played in the game.
7  ad

In the 1985 match against
Andersson, Kasparov obtained a
small advantage with 7 £eS &d7
8 £a3 and now:

(a) 8 ... ¢cd 9 Haxcd Hc8 10
b3 &Hixe5 11 HxeS Kasparov-
Andersson (m/1) 1985.

(b) 8 ... &d5 9 &axc4 cd 10
Hxcb fxc6 11 ¥Wxd4 Hb4 12
Rxco+ Qxc6 13 We3!, Kasparov-
Andersson (m/3) 1985.

7 .. cd!? (23)

%7/
17/ %%/"z -
7, i,

Kasparov has no fear of the wild
complications introduced by this
move. 7 ... §d7 is a calmer alter-
native.

8 &Hxd4! Wrxd4

Black has no choice. After 8 ...
247 9 Hxch:

(a) 9 ... Axc6? 10 &xc6+ be 11
Wxc6+ HAT 12 Wxcd Hb6 13
Wc6+ ++ Toran-Miagmasuren,
Lugano Ol 1968.

(b) 9 ... ¥b6 10 £Hd2 Axc6 11
Bxc6+ be 12 Hxcd &bS 13 Ye2
fe7 14 b3 * Cobo-Vasquez,
Skopje Ol 1972.

9 fxc6+ 247

Not 9 ... bc?! 10 ¥Wrxc6+ Wd7 11
Wxa8 8.5 1143 £ Christiansen-
Lhagva, Lucerne Ol 1982.

10 Hdi Wxdl+

Black is virtually forced to give
up his queen, since 10 ... fxc6 11
Wrxc6+ be 12 Exd4 does not give
Black sufficient compensation for
his material:

(a) 12 ... ¢5 13 Bxc4 and now:

(al) 13 ... 2d6 14 &Hd2 &d7 15
b3 £ Kavalek-Radulov, Montilla
1974.

(a2) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 £c3 Hd5 15
5ed Hb6 16 Hc2 Bdl+ 17 D2 16
18 &HHxc5 fxc5 19 Bxc5+ b7 20
b3 * Szymczak-Franzen, Poland
1979.

(b) 12 ... £Hd5 13 Bxcd 2d7 14
b3 Qd6 15 4b2 16 16 £Hd2 a5 17
&Hed fQe7 18 Hd4 £ Vukovié-
Nikolov, Mezdra 1984.

(c)12... Bd8 13 Hxc4 BEdl1+ 14
g2 Dd7 15 &c3 £ Pomar-
Palacios, Malaga 1965.

11 ¥xdl B xcb (24)

Black has B, & and £ for
his queen, but the game is just
beginning!

12 &Had2

12 ¥¢c2 can be adequately met

by 12 ... hS!

w
%

The text, an idea of Tukmakov
later worked on by Gutman, is the
most popular move, and is
favoured by Kasparov. There are
two common replies:

A 12 ... b§
B 12 ... ¢3

e
13 .. a6 14 ab QxbS L, but
not 14 ... ab 15 BExa8+ fAxa8 16
xcd +.
14 ab [ xb5
15  &Oxed 0-0

Not 15 ... 8xc4? 16 Yad+.
16 b3 B1d8
17 %e2 t
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Kasparov-Andersson, Niksi¢
1983. White’s small advantage is
not easy to exploit. Indeed,
Kasparov failed to do so and
wound up with a half-point for his
efforts: 17 ... Hdc8 18 Qa3 B xa3
19 BExa3 h6 20 ¥c3 fxcd 21 be
BEc7 22 ¥Wd4 Hac8 23 Bad Hd7 24
Wal Hdc7 25 ¥a2 £ed 26 Bxa7
Hxcd 27 ¥b2 &6 28 ¥b7 EfB8 29
f3 Ed4 30 We7 Edd8 31 &2 Ha8
32 e4 Hxa7 33 ¥xa7 e5 Y-

B
12 ¢3!? (26)
This is the prlmary altematlve

,,,,/ . oa
11 /Iﬁ?;
/A/;Q,&

/ // _

oy

Black gives up the pawn
without a fight, and loses time into
the bargain. But there is a definite
advantage to this move — it breaks
up the White queenside pawns
and creates a useful target for
Black’s operations.

13 be

Is this obvious move necessary?
Neishtadt (1986) points out that
after 13 5Hf3 Ed8 14 b3 cb 15
L1xb2 White stands better.

13 .. 0-0-0
3 ... Bd8 14 ¥b3 Qc5 15 &)f3
£ed 16 £)d4 £.d5 17 ¥b5+ Bd7 18
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fle3  Neishtadt (1986).
14 ¥h3 Res
15 &5H13!

This new move improves on 15
h3 which gave White a micro-
scopic advantage in Gutman-
Kraidman, Ramat Hasharon 1980.

15 .. Hed
16 4&Hd4 Hxd4

It seems that there is nothing
better. Helgi Olafsson gives

(a)16.. 8d517 %c2e518 Ae3! +.

(b) 16... 2xd4 17 cd Exd4 18 4b2
or 18 fe3 +.

(c) 16 ... e5 17 &xc6 Axf2+ 18

g2 be 19 Wad ++.
17 od A xd4
18 Ebl Axf2+
19 &if1 h5
19... Bd8 20 ¥c2! HEd521 Bb3 +.
20 Qe3 +

Hjartarson-Hardarson, Nesk-
aupsstadt 1984 saw further 20 ... h4
21 g4 8322 Rl 8xh223 BExco+
bc 24 Wa4 ++.

Variation II:

1 d4 &6

2 4 e6

3 g3 ds

4 Qg2 dc

5 &Hf3 247 (27)

Black’s fifth move was intro-
duced in the 7th game of the
Kasparov-Korchnoi Candidates
match, London 1983. In the press
room. Miguel Najdorf immedi-
ately asserted that he had played it
sometime in the middle of the pre-
sent century.

6 2 c5

Parma considered this position
unclear in New in Chess.

6 ... fc6 is also possible, and
transposes to more familiar lines

* where White obtains only a mini-

mal advantage.
7 00
7 ¥xcd Q6 8 dc HHbd7 9 Qg5
Ad5 10 ¥b5 was equal in
Sosonko-Karpov, Wijk aan Zee
1988, while 8 0-0 &£\bd7 transposes
below.
An interesting alternative is
7 &es, e.g. 7 ... &cb 8 HHixed Axcb
9 Qxc6+be 10 dec fxe5 110-0¥d4
12 £¢3 &, Vaganian-Portisch, St.
John (m/6) 1988.
7 b
8 %xc4
This position also arises from
the move order 4 ... dc 5 ®f3 ¢5 6
Wad+ .Q.d7 7 %xa4 L6 8 0-0.
&Hbd7
.Q,dS 9 WWd3 Qe4 10 Wdl
®c6 11 de fAxcS 12 &c3
Neishtadt (1986). Kasparov re-
marks that Black can already be
satisfied with his position.
9 Qg5 B8
Neishtadt (1986) recommends

9 ... cd (actually Kasparov’s

suggestion) 10 Hixd4 fBxg2 11

Sxg2 De7 12 Bd10-013 &c3 Hcl

14 a4 Wb6, as in Opotensky-

Prukha, CSSR 1945, where ‘White

can hardly count on an advantage’.
10 Axfﬁ (28)

// N
////,%7
%/// . 4/

10 .. &xf6

Kasparov considers this dub-
ious. There are two other ways to
recapture:

(a) 10 ... ¥xf6 11 &3 is better
for White, for example 11 ... fe7
12e40-013d5 L.

(b) 10 ... gf? 11 dc (Spiridonov)
11 ... &xc5 12 ¥h4 is unclear, but
11 £5c3 b5 12 ¥d3 ¢4 13 ¥c2 b4
is no more clear, Inkiov-Pinter,
Zagreb 17 1987.

11 dc Ax3
1..b5 12 cb 4xf3 13 Had+!
Neishtadt (1986).

Gligoric and Krogius suggest 11
o Wd5 12 WxdS Hxd5 13 Hes
BxcS5 14 &xcb be (14 ... Hxc6? 15
£Xc3), but Neishtadt (1986) points
out that White is better in the
endgame after 15 £d2.

12 QAxf3 Lxes (29)

Keene’s comment in this pos-
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ition is appropriate: ‘Strateglcally,
Black has accomplished every-
thing which he should, in theory,
strive for in the Catalan, First of
all, he has liquidated the central
pawns, then he has achieved near
parity in development and finally
he has established an opposite
bishop situation, which normally
facilitates a drawn outcome. The
only problem he faces is the slight
exposure of hisb7 pawn to White’s
kings’s bishop operating along the
a8-hl diagonal’. Kasparov lost no
time in exploiting his single re-
source.

13 %bh5+ Wd7

14 &¢3 Wrxb5

14 ... 0-0 15 ¥Wxb7 ¥xb7 16

Axb7 Bb8 17 Rab! A 17 ... Exb2
18 ©ad4 Hc2 19 £.d3 Kasparov.

15 &HxbS De7

16 b4l! Axb4

17 &xa7t

Korchnoi now should have set-

tled for an uncomfortable position
after 17 ... Ba8 18 HEfbl Bxa7 19
Hxb4 Eb8 20 a4, but instead
chose 17 ... Hc7, and after 18 Efcl
Bd7 19 Habl £.d2 20 Bc2 Ehd8
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21 4xb7 Black’s rooks were falling
all over each other (Kasparov).

Against Karpov, Kasparov fi-
nally had an opportunity to ex-
plore the main lines of the
opening.

Variation I

1 d4 Hfe

2 o4 e6

3 g3 ds

4 Qg2 de

5 083 He7

6 0-0 0-0

7 ¥e2 a6

8§ x4 b5

9 W2 Ab7
10 442 fed

Four years later Karpov tried 10
... £3c6?!, but after 11 e3 &b4 12
fAxb4 Qxb4 13 a3 Ld6 14 HHbd2
Ec8 15 b4! White was clearly bet-
ter (Belyavsky-Karpov, Brussels
1988).
11 el Ab7
Black invites a repetition of
the position after 12 Wc2 Qed 13
¥l 4b7 etc. Alternatively, he can
try 11 ... &bd7, e.g. 12 £a5 HEcB
with unclear complications in
Belyavsky~Vaganian, Brussels
1988 or 11 ... &6 12 R[e3 Hb4
12 £bd2 Korchnoi-Kasparov,
London (m/4) 1983 where White
might be able to obtain a small
advantage with 14 &b31?
12 fe3
Probably best, although 12 a31?
is worth trying.
12 .. &Hds
12 ... £bd7 13 &ibd2 a5 14 £Hb3

a4 15 Hes £
13 &3 &Hd7
13 ... &xe3 14 ¥xe3 leaves
White with control of the central
files.
14 Hdl
14 OHxd5 fxdS 15 Hel
(Yusupov). After 15 ... fixg2
White can choose between the
quiet 16 $xg2 c5 = and 16 Hxg?
Hc8 17 ¥rc6 £b6 which is unclear.
4 .. Hc8
15 &es
Dorfman’s suggested improve-
ment on 15 Hixd5 fxd5 16 Hel
c6! 17 £d3 ¥b6 = Kasparov-
Karpov (m/8), 1984.
15 . &ixe3
If 15 ... £xe3 16 Qxb7 HHixdl 17
£1c6 Hixe3 18 Wrxe3 WeB 19 fxc8
05 20 Hixe7 Wrxe? 21 WxcS
White is much better (Shamkovich).
16 ¥xc3 Axg2
17 &Hixd7!
If 17 $xg2, then 17 ... &Hxe5 18
de We8 brings equality.
17 .. Wxd7
18 Sxg2 t
Analysis by Josef Dorfman.

Variation IV

1 d4 &6
2 4 eb

3 g3 ds

4 QHg2 Ke’
5 O3 0-0
6 We2 (30)

This system enjoyed a surge in
popularity in 1985-1986.
A 6 ..dc
B 6..%¢c6

D 6..c5

6...£bd770-0 transposes to the
Closed System of the Catalan.
A

6 .. de
7 xed a6
8 Qf4

This is the only plan which will
secure an advantage for White.
8 .. Hds
9 &c3 b5
9 ... &Hxf4 10 gf A.d6 11 e3 &Hd7
12 0-0 &£b6 13 ¥b3 f5 14 Eacl c6
15 Had Hixad 16 Wxad Qd7 17
Wb3 ¥e7 18 &He5S +, Adamski-
Velimirovi¢, Bela Crkva 1984,
10 ¥d3 &Hxf4
10 ... 8b7 11 £Hxd5 &xd5 12 0-0
&d713 Bfdl c514e4 Ab715d5ed
16 ed 2.6 17 ¥c2 He8 18 h4 h6 19
&d2 £, Dorfman-Bénsch, GDR
1984.
11 gf Ha7
11 ... Ab7 12 &ed &d7 13
&fg5!? g6 14 h4-Ribli.
12 SHedt &
Analysis by Zoltan Ribli.
B
6 .. &b
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7 00 Hh4
8 Wdl (31)
8 ¥b3!? dc 9 ¥xcd Wd5 10
Wrxc7 L.d6! 11 We3 Hxa2 12 ¥d2
oo _Sveshnikov-Klovans, Pinsk 1986.

4
x .

7,

8 ... dc 9 Ha3! L, Gavrikov-
Speelman, London 1985. The
players agreed a draw here.

9 a3 Hab
10 cd &Hxds
11 &¢c3 HNac?
12 &Hixds Hxds
13 dc A xes
14 e4
14 5e5!? is suggested by Vilala.
14 .. &Hb6
15 We2 i

Vera-Vilala, Cuban Ch. 1985.
C

6 .. b6
7 cd ed
8 Ha3

A reasonable alternative is
8 Hc3 Ab7 9 Hes L.

Now if Black plays 8 ... &b7,
then after 9 0-0 White stands
better. Black should therefore try
to put pressure on the centre
immediately.
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8 .. <5
9 0-0 &e6! (32)
Black should again avoid the
simple 9 ... b7, as after 10 Ed1!
White is better, according to
Razuvayev.

10 .Q.f4
Razuvayev suggests two alter-
natives, 10 Ed1 and 10 Qe3.

10 .. an7
11 dec be
12 Hes Hxes
13 QxeS=
Razuvayev-Vaganian, Sochi
1986.
D
6 .. c5
7 0-0 cd

7...6¢6'?8 cd (8 dcd4!?=)8 ...
Hxd4 9 Hxd4 cd 10 de LAxe6! 11
A xb7 Bb8 12 Ag2 ¥b6 = Kengis.
8 &Hixd4 &b
(a) Not good is 8 ... £a6 9 cd
&xd5 10 BEd1 &£db4 11 ¥b3 b6
12 fe3 &S 13 Wed &dS 14
5! ef 15 AxdS *, Kurajica-
Groszpeter, Oberwart 1984.
(b) 8 ... ¥b6 is an interesting
alternative, for example 9 Hdl
&6 (9 ... Lc5!?) 10 &ixcb be 11

&e3 a6 12 Had Hb8 13 b3 and
now:

(b1)13...e514 Rg5dc 1562 F
Gulko-Georgadze, Tashkent
1984.

(b2) 13 ...dc 14 414 Hb4 15 Ld2
cb 16 ab Ed4 « Georgadze.
9  &Hixeb be
10 b3 (33)

%%
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This position has been heavily
discussed lately.

10 .. as

There are several alternatives:

(a) 10 ... e5 11 Qb2 Hd6 was
seen in Dautov-Pigusov, USSR
1986. Now Dautov gives 12 &¢c31?
£Ab713 Bfdl Hc8 14 e3 We7 15¢cd
cd 16 e2 e4 L.

(b) 10 ... £b7 11 Qb2 a5 12
&3 Hfd8 13 e3 intending Efdl —
Ribli. This is better than 13 £a4
&Hd7 14 Hfel Hac8 15 e3 &Hb6 =
Korchnoi-Lengyel, Havana Ol.
1966.

(c) 10 ... &b4 is the latest word,
from Tukmakov-Belyavsky, USSR
Ch. 1987: 11 4b2 ¥We7 12 a3 £.d6
13 &c3 Ab7 14 Bfdl Hac8 14 e4
dc 16 bec €5 17 Ha4 Hcd8 18 Hd3
Qc¢7 19 Badl %- %

11 ab2
The bishop does not have to be
developed in this direction.
Kurajca-van der Sterren,
Thessaloniki Ol, 1984 saw instead
11 £c3 fa6 12 Had Hc8 13 Bdl
We7 14 fe3 ¢S5 15 cd &HxdS 16
Hxd5! ed 17 Bacl Hfe8 18 ¥d2
Wa7 19 ¥xdS £
11 .. Ha6
11 .. a4!? is interesting, for
example 12 £)d2 a3 13 £d4 dc! 14
e3 cb 15 &xb3 = Kengis.

12 &Hd2 &£Hd7
13 Efdl Ec8
14 &3 fAfe
15 EHacl

5 ... WeTM 16 Axf6 £, H
Olafsson-Geller, Reykjavik 1986.
After the game Geller, who was in-
volved in a lot of heavy theory in
this event, suggested 15 ... &xb2
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16 WWxb2 b6, Word spread
quickly, and in Kengis-Klovan,
USSR 1987 this variation was put
to the test.

15 .. Axb2
16 ¥xb2 b6
17 ed &Hes

17 ... fixc4 18 Bxcd dc 19 Exd7
Ffd8 20 BExd8+ Exd8 21 We2
Kengis.

18 d4! de

White now should have played
19 be, with good prospects, instead
of 19 £e5!

Kasparov seems to have set
aside the Catalan for the time
being, but it may be that he feels
it is not the appropriate weapon
against Karpov. As the return to
the three-year cycle gives him
more time to play in tournaments,
we may see its return.



3 Hybrid Nimzo-Queen’s Indian

Kasparov adopted this opening
for his 1985 KRO match against
Timman in Hilversum.

1 d4 &6
2 4 €6
3 & b6

4 He3 2b4

If Black chooses 4 ... b7 then
he is back in the main lines of the
Queen’s Indian Defence, but is
unable to exercise the same
number of options. For example,
if § a3, then the Petrosian System
cannot be sidestepped as in the
case of 4 a3, where 4 ... a6and 4 ...
¢5 are available.

But White need not enter the
theoretical frying pan with 5 a3.
He can instead opt for less charted
waters, for example Korchnoi’s
5 2f4, which has not had sufficient
tests. Two examples:

(a)5.. 8bd 6 ¥b31aSM (6...cS

is stronger.) 7 e3 £ed (7 ... d6 8
fe2 Hed 9 0-0 fxc3 10 be has
been played, but Black will have to
improve on 10 .. g5 11 Qxgs!
Oxgs 12 ¥b5S+ Hd7 13 trxgs
WxgS 14 Hixgs Qxg2 15 Sxg2 +
Korchnoi-Tarjan, Lone Pine
1981.) 8 Ad3 Hxc3? (8 ... Axc3+
9 be dé6 is recommended by Ribli
and Kallai, although it is by no
means clear that their suggested
planof10...0-0,11 ... £bd7 and 12
... f5 will bring about full equality.)
9 bc fe7 10 e4! £ Korchnoi-
Hiibner, (m/10}, Merano 1980/81.

(b) 5 ... £e7 (A bit passive, but
possibly more accurate.) 6 Wc2!?
£h5? (Black overreacts to the
threat of e2-e4. The bishop re-
treats to a reasonably useful post
while the knight is left dangling.)
72d2d58cded 9¢g30-010 Qg2
&6 11 0-0 and White was clearly
better, since as in some lines of the
Catalan the Qb7 is blocked in by
its own pawn, which has no way of
releasing the diagonal. This means
that the d5-pawn will be under
pressure for a long time. If Black
advances ... ¢7-c5, then White can
also develop pressure along the
c-file.

5 Qs Ab7
6 e3 hé

Black is committing himself to
an expansion of the kingside
which will weaken the area sur-
rounding his king. In return, he
will achieve a powerful outpost for
his knight at e4. A lively game is
virtually guaranteed!

In the United States, 6 ..
fxc3+ 7 bc d6 has been seen,
trying to avoid the weakening
effect of the kingside pawn
advances.

7 Q_M (35)

/4 Zy V//

Here we examine two lines:
I 7..8xc3

o 7. g5
1
7 .. BAxc3+
8 be dé

This is an alternative which pits
the classical central control on
White’s part against the hyper-
modern flexibility of Black’s
pieces. It was seen in the 18th
Game of Kasparov-Karpov Il
which we follow here.

9 &d2 g5

9..e510f3%e711e40bd7 12
fd3 &Hf8 13 ¢5 £, Tal-Hecht,
Varna 011962, or9 ... £bd7 10 a4!?
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a5 11 Ebl 0-0 12 £.d3 ¥e8 (12 ...

Axg2? 13 Hgl gives White a

strong attack.) 13 0-0 e5 14 e4

Toshkov-Kosten, Yurmala 1987.
10 Q,g3 (36)

10 ‘%e';""
é)bd7 is a more logical
plan whnch brought Black at least
equality in Miles-Sokolov,
Bugojno 1987, after 11 hd4 Hg8 12
hg hg 13 ¥c2 e7 14 e4 0-0-0 15
Se2 eS. Betteris 11 f3 £h5 12 A2
f5 13 2.d3 ¥f6 14 Wa4! Y7 15
0-0-0 0-0 16 h3 £ Miles-Seirawan,
Sarajevo 1987.
11 a4
The promising sacrifical line 11
h4 Bg8 12 hghg 13 Qe2!? fixg2 14
B hé! g4 15 .2.h4 was successful for
White in Bareyev-Dolmatov,
USSR Ch. 1987.
1 . as
1.. &6 12 £HHb3 Hed 13 4d3
£ixg3 14 hg is better for White,
according to Kasparov.
12 h4 Hegs
13 hg hg
14  ¥b3! £a6
15  Ebl! B8
16 ¥4d1
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White already holds a clear

advantage.
16 .. fHeb
17 Eh2 De7
18 5! be
19  4bs £ b8
20 dc ds

21 fes &8

22 Ehé £e8
Here Kasparov erred with ...

23 Whs?

23 c4! would have been quite
strong. Kasparov gives the line 23
... 8xb5 24 cb £Hd7 25 L4b2 Hixcs
26 ¥c2 where White’s positional
superiority is far more convincing
than Black’s pawn. The opening
battle is now over, and we present
the rest of the game in abbreviated
form.

23 ... 16 24 2h7 &HgT?

Karpov should have settled for
24 ... Bg725%h6 Qxb526abNnd7,
with a probable draw.

25 W13 D17 26 Wh5+ D8 27 W3
D7 28 Eh6 He8 29 ed g4 30 W4
Hxb531 Exb5 Hd7 32 SxcT HxcS
33 ¥e3 Hixed?

3 ... &xc7? 34 BxcS .

34 Hixed de 35 fxas 15 36 Lbd
Wd7 37 Wd4! Ha7 38 BEh7+?

Time trouble. 38 ¥e5! would
have been devasting.

38 ... g7 39 a5?? Be6?

39 ... ¥xbS! F.

40 ¥rxd7 Hxd7 41 Eh4 BEgd8 42
cd Hdl+ 43 Pe2 Hcl!? 44 a6??
Hc2+! 45 Del Ha2 46 2b6 Hd3!
47 ¢5 Hal+ 48 Pe2 Ha2+ 49 el
g3 50 fg Hxg3 51 i1 Hgxg2 52
el Hge2 53 ¢6 Hal 54 Eh3 14 55

Eb4 BfS7 56 Eb5+ 5 57 Has

2d1?
57 ... Hacl! would have secured
victory.
58 a7?”?

A horrible oversight! 58 c7!
would have saved the game.
58 .. e3
0-1
One of the worst played games
of the many Kasparov-Karpov en-
counters, but one which illustrates
the complexity of the positions
arising from this line.
1|
7 g5!
.cs 8 .Q.d3 cd9ed Axf310
‘%XB &6 11 el fe7 12 Ag3
b4 13 b1 HhS 14 0-0 0-0 15 a3
&c6 16 Ed1 was better for White in
Tukmakov-Salov, USSR Ch. 1987.
8 .Q.g3 (37)

L7
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From this position we examine
games from the Kasparov-

Timman match held in
Hilversum, 198S.
8§ .. IAYY]

Kasparov-Timman (m/2):
This saw a new and typically

Kasparovian gambit line:
9 &Hd2 Hxe3
9 ... 5Hxg3 10 hg Af8 was tried in
Kasparov-Miles, Dubai Ol. 1986.
After 11 f4 Qg7 12 ¥ad We7 13
0-0-0 White held a small but well-
defined advantage.
10 be Axe3
11 Ecl
The authors feel that 11 Eb1!?
deserves serious attention, since it
prevents the bishop from drawing
back to b4. But the position after
1...d6 12 ¥c2 fxd2+ 13 ¥xd2
&d7 is very messy and holds
dangers for both sides.
11 .. 2bd
12 M gh
This is a risky plan. 12 ... Hg8 13
hg hg 14 ¥c2 is an alternative.
13 Hxhd4 £dé
14 g4 A xg3
14 ... ¥e7 15 ¢5 Sxg3 16 Wxg3
&6 oo Plaskett-Short, Brighton
1984.
15 ¥xg3 £eb
15 ... £)a6 would be met by 16 ¢5
with a strong attack, according to

Adorjan.
16 d5 Hel
17 AQd3 dé
18 We7 Eg8
19 h7 Bf8
Not 19 ... ed 20 cd fxd5 21 &Hed
fxe4 22 Hxed winning for White.
20 Hed 0I5
21 Eh3 We7
2 g4 £)hd
23 Vg7 0-0-0
24 56 ed
25 «od b8
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26 HExh4 Axd5
27 g5
White has a won position and
finished up with 27 ... &xa2 28 gh
d529 h7 ¥a3 20 2d1 Eh8 31 &)g8
263 32 Bal %5 33 Wxh8 d4 34
B xd4 W3+ 35 De2.

Kasparov-Tlmman (m/4)

9
181 /t%
% // //.t%u/

» o
.Q.ﬁféﬂ/%
////4@;/'4

" 7 % /y /4
9 %cZ

This is the more conservative

route, reinforcing the centre and

relying on the solidity of the pawn
structure.

9 Axc3+
9..d6 10 Hd3 fAxc3+ 11 be
transposes.

9 .. 1510 £d3 f&xc3+ 11 be is
better for White:

(a) 11 ... £Hxg3 12 hg £)c6 13 d5
£ a$ 14 g4! + Keene-Burger, New
York 1981.

(b)11...d612d5'ed 13 cd &xd5
14 £d4 W16 15 f3 which has seen
two impressive wins for White,
separated by two decades:

(bl1) 15 ... &Hxg3 16 hg £d7 17
AxfS ¢S5 (17 ... 0-0-0 18 Had! is
good for White after either 18 ...
We5 19 P2 aS 20 g4 Hhe8 21
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Hael 24b722 Bxh6or 18 ...a5 19
&2 h5 20 Habl hd 21 e4 4b7 22
gh gh 23 &He6.) 18 b5 g7 19
Hego+ Sd7 20 AfS+ He6 21
RBxeb+ Hxe6 22 Hdd &Hics
(Slightly better was 22 ... £xd4 23
ed c5, although after 24 0-0-0
White would still have a clear
advantage.) 23 W5+ Be7 24 Wd5
W6 25 0-0-0 Eaf8 26 e4 W7 (26 ...
hS 27 eS! 1) 27 &5+ &d7 28
Wxf7+ Bxf7 29 Exh6 Exhé 30
&xh6 and White went on to win
(Tal-Diickstein, Ziirich 1959).

(b2) 15 ... £¢5 16 Axf5 Hbd7 17
£b5 0-0-0 18 Ed1!! Qe6 19 fed
b8 20 Bxd6! Hes 21 Exd8+
Hxd8 22 0-0 £.d7 23 £Hd4 fad4? 25
LAxeS 1-0 (Ribli-Seirawan, Malta
OL. 1980).

10 be d6
0 ... &xg3 11 hg &£Hcb was the
standard continuation until 12
BhS! provided a clear advantage
in TIonescu-Kengis, Timisoara
1987.
11 Qd3 5
1. &Hxg3 12 hg! &Hd7 (12 ...
6 13 Qed! 1) 13 Ned Gxed 14
Wrxed £6 15 Wd3 g4 16 £Hd2 We7
17 a4 aS 18 Bbl £ Christiansen-
de Firmian, USA 1985.
12 d5(39)

An interesting alternative is 12
¢5!? Black should reply 12 ... dc 13
&e5 with an unclear position in
which White has full compen-
sation, but not 12 ... bc 13 ¥b3
after which it is very difficult for
Black, for example 13 ... %c8 14
fAxed! fe 15 £d2 cd 16 cd AdS

17 ®c2 Wb7 (17 ... &£c6 18 0-0 a6
19 &ixed Qxed 20 Hxed =+
Bareyev-Salov, USSR Ch. 1987.)
18 0-0 h5 (18 ... 0071 19 f3 *
Basin-Agzamov, Pitsunda 1985, or
§ ... &Hd7 19 Efcl + Agzamov-
Bibilashvili, Pitsunda 1985.) 19
h4 g4 20 f3! + Kapengut and
L Botvirmik

A ¥ % E
,_g_ n»r

Other paths have been ex-
plored, and new ones sought,

(a) 12 ... ed 13 cd fxd5 14 HHd4
transposes to Ribli-Seirawan,
above.

(b) 12 ... £d7 13 fxed fe 14
Wxed W6 15 0-0 0-0-0 has been
suggested by Kharitonov as an
improvement on 15 ... £¢5 16 ¥d4
 Kharitonov-Vaiser, USSR 1984.
But Kharitonov supplies his own
remedy: 16 ¥xe6 Wrxe6 17 de £c5
18 £Hd2 Hixe6 19 £3 where White
stands better.

{c) 12 ... ¥f6 was introduced in
Salov-Timman, St. John (m) 1988:
13 fxed fe 14 Wxed (14 Hd4 ed)
14 ... ¥rxc3+ 15 Pe2 Wb2+ 16 Hd2
W6 17 hd g4 18 h5 (18 Wrxgd ed) 18
. &d7 19 Ghd ¥f5 20 drxeb+

Wxeb 21 de HHcs5 22 €7 2d7 (22 ...
Axg2?23 BEhgl £h3 24 e4 intend-
ing 25 Xe3, Hg3.) 2313 Bag824 ¢4
gf+ 25 gf Bg2+ 26 &e3 Hhgs 27
Bafl £e6 28 H2 HExf2 29 &x2
429 ... £Hg5 30 £Hf1) 30 416 .H.c6
31 £Hb3 De8 32 Hd4 £.d7 33 £HBS
7 34 Gh4 BEg2+ 35 Fe3 He6 36
8c3 ¢537He2 Ha438 53 Be639
£e2 flad 40 Hc3 Aok 41 HbS
Axb5 42 cb HHd4 43 Af6 Bxa2 44
Axd4 Hal+ 45 &4 cd 46 Hgl
Bxe7 47 Bg7+ De6 48 Hgo+ De7
49 Hxhé Eb3 S0 BEh7+ Peb 51
BEh6+Pe7 52 BEh7+Pe6 53 Exa’
Bxb5 54 h6 BhS 55 h7 BEh3 56
Bb7 Enl 57 Hg7 316 58 Eb7 Debd
59 HExb6 Hxh7 60 BEbS Ehl 61
BdS Bdl 62 EhS Bd3 %-%.

13 h4

13 de would be met by 13 ...

xd3+ 14 Hrxd3 W6 15 ¥d4 HEr8
with unclear complications.

13 .. g4

13 ... ©Hxg3 14 fg is significantly

better for White,

14 &Hdd 6

15 0-0 (40)

i/&@// Z/if/?/
=N B =

15 &bab
15 .. @xdi& 16 ¥xd3 e$ has also
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been seen with some regularity,
but both Kasparov and Tony Miles
have been quite effective in
dealing with it. 17 £xf5 is the
strongest move, and on 17 ... 8¢8,
then, with the brilliant 18 f4!!
(Kasparov-Timman, Hilversum
(m/6) 1985 saw 18 &)d4 ed 19 cd
5120 e4 Wg621 ¥c3 0-022 Hfel
&d7 23 e5 b7 24 Ee3, but now
with 24 ... Hae8!25 Hael de 26 de
£¢5 27 e6 He7 the situation would
be unclear, not much better for
Black, as some authorities have
claimed. White plays 28 fe5!, e.g.
28 ... &Hxe6 29 Qg3 or 29 de where
Black would have to avoid 29 ...
Wxe6? because of 30 £d6, and
adopt 29 ... Bxe6 30 fxc7 =),
White breaks throtgh to score the
point:

() 18.. . ¥xf519e4 Wh520fe de
21 ¢5Hd8 22 d6 We8 23 de+ Sxc?
24 ¥d5 £c6 25 HI7+ £.d7 26 Hafl
Hd827 B1f6Bc8 28 cb ab 29 ¥rb5!

1-0 Miles-Belyavsky, Tilburg
1986.

(b) 18 ... Axf5 19 e4 fh7 20 fe
g7 21 ed cd 22 fxd6 &Hd7
(Nunn).

(c) 18 ... gf 19 Bxf3 AxfS 20

Bxf5 Wg7 21 Axe5! de 22 d6 £cb
23 ¥d5 Wd7 24 HxeS5+ Hxes 25
Hxes Bf726 Brl+Sg827 Bf6! cd
28 Wg3+ Wg7 29 Hg6 Eh7 30
¥xd6 + is but one line of
John Nunn’s extensive analysis of
this position in New In Chess
Yearbook 6.

16 &Hxeb &xe6d

17 QxS g7
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18 Qg6+ &d7

19 3 Baf8
20 fg We?
21 ed D8

22 ¥d2 &h8
Miles-Timman, Tilburg 1986
saw instead 22 ... £)c5 23 BxfB+
Exf8 24 ¥rxh6 W6 25 QAf5 £3xfS
26 Wrxf6 Elxf6 27 exfS Qa6 28 Q.2
fxc4 29 fd4 BEf7 30 f6 and now
instead of 30 ... Bh7? 31 fxcs!,
the best move was 30 ... 2)d7, after
which the chances would have
been equal.
23 EBxf8
23 ¥d4 was suggested by
Timman in his notes to the game,
and was seen in van der Linde-
Duistermaat, Utrecht 1986: 23 ...
He§ 24 e5! de 25 fxeS!
(improving on Kasparov’s 25
xeSy 25 ... Ehg8 26 h5 £d6 27
Exf8 Hxf828 fg7 Hg829 Axh6+.
23 .. Exf8
24 ¥xh6 8
25 Hel
Kasparov claimed that 25 g5
leads to a substantial advantage
for White but Timman gives 25 ...
5 26 Bfl Bxfl+ 27 &xfl Qa6
28 &gl Qxcd intending 29 ..

Hixed 30 Lxed Hrxed 31 ¥rxg7?
A .xdS and Black wins.

25 .. Axed

26 5

According to Timman, 26 €5 is

better, for example 26 ... de 27
fHxes Hf5 28 QAxtS BExf5 29 dé6
¥Wd7 30 de+ &b7 31 5 with

counterplay.
26 .. V416!
27 od ahs
28 €5

If 28 dc+, then Black would
reply 28 ... &b7.

28 .. Wrxgb
29  rxeg6 Axg6
30 eb &Hes
31 47 Exd7
32 ed BEd8
33 Heb

Here Timman erred with 33 ...
AhS and the game eventually
ended in a draw. He should have
played 33 .. QAf5, where his
analysis runs 34 Ef6 Axd7 (34 ...
Hxd7 35 fe5) 35 Bf7 &5 36 4Af4
&c8 37 hS Hh8 38 g4 £Hheé! 39
Hxh6 Hxh6 40 Hg7 Lxgd! 41
Hxgd ExhS 42 c4 BRfS with an
endgame that Black should win.

4 Modern Benoni

U %

Kasparov, once an advocate of
this opening for Black, has been
devastating against it with White.
Watson (1985) is a good survey of
the theory.

1 d4 &Hf6
2 4 c5
3 d5 eb
4 £l ed
5 cod dé
6 ed g6
7 f4 Re7

White is preparing to blast open
the centre so Black must not be
tardy with his development, e.g.

(a)7...a678e5! A7 9 &3 A g7
10 Hed! dxes 11 Hd6+ N8 12 Qe2
(Kapengut) or 12 &g5 ef 13 &dxf7
We7+ 14 fe2 intending 15 &xf4!
*+ Sishkin-Volovich, USSR 1960.

(b) 7 ... ¥e7 8 HH3 £Hbd7 (8 ...
Qegd 9 h3 Qxf3 10 Wxf3 Qg7 11
fd3 + Panno-Aitken, Munich OL

1958.)9 5! de 10 fe £Hxe5 11 fb5+
Ned7+ 12 B2 Higd+ 13 Bg3 Hes
14 &HxeS Wxes+ 15 4Af4 +
Shamkovich-Zhelandinov, USSR
1959.

%% // %/
o LR
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Here Black usually chooses
between:
I 8 ... &fd7
II 8 ... &Hbd7
8 ... &d7 9 e5 £Hh5 10 £Hf3 0-0
runs into trouble on Watson’s 11
fe2orl1l Axd7&Hxd7 (11... ¥Wxd7
12 0-0 +) 12 g4 5Hxf4 13 Qx4 de
(Garcia-Rossetto, Buenos Aires
1959) and now 14 fe3 (Watson) is
clearly better for White.
I
8 .. Hid7
9 a4 (43) 0-0
This sensible move is practi-
cally forced:
()9 ... a6 10 Qe2! ¥hd+ 11 g3
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Wd8 1253 0-0 13 0-0 He8 14 Wc2!
% Cebalo-Lobron, Reggio Emilia
1985/86, and although perhaps
Black is safe after 14 ... £f6, e.g. 15
£d2 Qh3, 15 £5! gf 16 ef HHgd 17
&HgS leaves White with an
advantage.

(b) 9 ... &a6 10 H3 HHe7 (10 ...
&£Hb4? led to a quick kill in
Kasparov-Nunn, Lucerne Ol
1982: 11 0-0 a6 12 fxd7+ Axd7 13
51+ 13 ... 0-0 14 Qg5 6 15 Af4 of
16 fxd6 Axad 17 Exad ¥xd6 18
£h4 fe 19 HfS Wd7 20 Hxes Hh8
21 &£ixce5 1-0) 11 0-0 (11 Le2! may
be a significantly stronger move)
and now:

(b1) 11 ... &Hxb5 12 ab 0-0 13
Qd2 &Hb6 is level, according to
Kapengut.

(b2)11...a6 12 Axd7+ &xd7 13
£510-0 14 Qg5 416 (14 ... 16 15 Af4
+) 15 Wd2! He8 16 ¥4 We7 17
¥Wh4! £ Baumbach-Danner, corr.
1985.

(b3) 11 ... 0-0 12 £d3 Eb8 13
fe3 a6 14 Af2 b5 (14 ... £6 15
£Ah4 ¥d7 16 ¥d2 bS5 17 ab ab 18
Dxf6 Axf6 19 e5 fg7 20 HHed de
21 d6 * * Vaganian-Hausner,

/
éfé,

Athens 1971) 15 ab ab 16 Hel (16
Ah41? 26 17 Qg3 intending e5 -
Schranz.) 16 ... b4 17 £a4 Hb6 18
£xb6 Exb6 19 Wb3 Qa620e5++
Zerlinsky-Lipiridi, corr. 1985.

(€)9 ... %hd+ 10 g3 We7 11 £f3
0-0 120-0 Ha6 13 e5'de (13 ... £Hbd
14 Hel a6 15 411 de 16 d6 ¥e8 17
fe b6 18 e6 fe 19 Hc4 was Tal-
Velimirovié, Moscow I1Z 1982,
where 19 ... 4b7! 20 Exe6 ¥f7 21
Hed Wxcd 22 Hxcd Axf3 23 ¥b3
&h8 would have led to unclear
complications  according  to
Keene. So perhaps White should
simply play 18 Qg5 with a com-
fortable advantage.) 14 d6 ¥d8 15
£d5 £ Kouatly-Hulak, Toluca IZ
1982.

10 @B ( 44)
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10 .. £a6

Again there are a number of
alternatives, but with precise play
White comes out way ahead:

(a) 10... b6 11 0-0 £.a6 12 &xab
Hixa6 13 15! gives White a strong
attack, Hollis-Hammar, corr.
1977/78. If 13 ... &eS5, then 14
Hixe5 AxeS 15 ¥f3 intending 16
fh6.

Z
%

(b) 10 ... £Hf6 11 0-0 Lg4 is met
by 12 e5! £Hh5 (12 ... de 13 fe £Hfd7
14 6! fe 15 de fxe6 16 &Hgs +) 13
Wel! a6 14 fc4 £ Dobosz-
Streitberg, Prague 1981.

(©)10... Be8110-0a6 12 £d3 +
ECO.

(d) 10 ... a6 11 fQe2 (11 QAcd?
comes into consideration.) and
now:

dh) 11 ... 6?12 0-0 A.gd 13
e5! xf3 14 Axf3 de 15 fe Hfd7 16
e6! + Semkov-Popov, Bulgarian
Ch. 1980/81. A striking example is

2 ... Wc7 13 e5! £e8 14 e6! fe 15
Ncd WeT 16 de Hc7 17 5! £c8 18
D5 A6 19 Hed! Lxgs 20 Hfxgs
gf 21 &Hxd6 * Kasparov-Kuijpers,
Dortmund 1980.

(d2) 11 ... ¥c7 is dubious as well
as White has a clear advantage
after 12 0-0 c4 13 £d2 b5 14 ab
&b6 15 Fhl (Li Zunian-Sax, Biel
1Z 1985). But 13 fe3! &5 145 is
even stronger.

(d3) 11 ... Be8 12 0-0 &Hf3 13
fe31? is unclear, e.g. Petursson-
Stefansson, Icelandic Ch. 1987: 13
.. Rg4 14 Wd2 & bd7 15 Ld3 Ec8
16 &hl where instead of 16 ...
%a5? 17 £g5 +, Black could have
created interesting complications
with 16 ... ¢4 17 f.c2 Qxf3 18 Bxf3
&\c5. Better is 13 e5! £bd7 14 HHg5
de 15 5 &6 16 fg hg 17 Ae3 £H8h7
18 &Hxh7 &Hxh7 19 fAxcs =

Barbero-Szalanczi, Bundesliga
1987.
(d4) 11 ... a5 12 0-0 a6 13 &HbS

&Xf6 14 5 de 15 fe &HxdS 16 Lgs
¥Wd7 o Kouatly-Sax, Budapest
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1982.
1 00 &Hbd

Kapengut suggested 11 ... £3¢7!?
here but after 12 Q¢4 (12 &d3 isa
viable alternative, e.g. 12 ... a6 13
Hel He8?! fe3! + Federau-
Tringov, Berlin Open 1985.) and
now:

(a) 12 ... He8 13 Hel Hb6 14
Qb3 White stands better, accord-
ing to Kasparov.

(b)12...a6 13 Hel Bb8(13...b5
14 ab £ Horstmann-Soos, Lugano
1984.) 14 &5 b5 15 e6 (Watson’s 15
fa2 is also good.) 15 ... bc 16 €7
We8 17 £5!! Dh8 18 ef(W)+ Wxf8
19 fg hg 20 &g5 + Cherepkov-
Mochalov, USSR 1983.

(©12..5Db6 13 a2 Hgd 1413
83 15 Wxf3 Ha6 16 a5 Hd7 17
fQcd Hb4 18 £)bS W6 19 ¥Wb3 a6?!
20 &c7! Bac8 21 £e6 Hfe8 and in
Pergericht-Griinfeld, Brussels
1986 White broke through with 22
f5! fe 23 fe ¥d8 24 QAgs.

12 Hel a6

2. He8 (12 .. &f6 13 h3 £

Watson.) 13 h3 a6 14 fc4 f.d4+15
&xd4 cd 16 Ha2! Hxa2 17 Kxa2
¥Wh4 18 b3! worked to White’s
advantage in Meyer-Einarsson,
Reykjavik 1984.

13 4f 45)

The bishop must retreat all the
way home, to avoid being further
harrassed by the black knights.

13 .. Be8
3 ... &6 14 h3 Ee8 15 fcd!
&Hd7 (15 ... b6 16 Wb3 Ha7 17 e5
Hd7 18 Hed de 19 £Hd6 EfB 20
Oxf71 &xf7 21 d6+ Pe8 22 QL xab!
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+ Pevenka—Jandovsky, corr. 1984.)

16 fe3 &b6 17 4f1 4d7 18 Af2

Hc8 19 g4 c4 20 a5 £Ha8 21 e5 gives

White a dominating position

(Horvath-Bénsch, Kezthely 1980).
14 h3 Eh8

Alternatives are not sufficient:

(a) 14 ... ¥c7 15 ¥b3 5 16 L.d2
5Hf8 17 e5 was crushing in
Nyepomayaschy-Agapov, Lenin-
grad 1980.

(b) 14 ... b6 15 fe3 Ab7 16 42
Hc8 (Ree-Hulak, Wijk aan Zee
1983) 17 ¥b3 * Ili¢.

(c) 14 ... &f6 15 f.cd transposes
to Horvath-Bonsch, above.

15 AQe3 b6
16 ¥d2 /b7
17 4n We7

18  fod Wi
19 Hg3 2h6
20 ¥R
This position is clearly better
for White (Enevoldsen-Filipowicz,
Siegen Ol. 1970)
1
8 .. &bd7 (46)
Kasparov (BCO 2) proclaims
this line pretty much dead after:
9 e5 de

10 fe @hS

11 eb Wh4+
11 ...fe 12 de 0-0 13 £Hf3 Q.d4 14
fe3 or 14 Qg5!
12 g3

Co-author Shamkovich pro-
poses 12 &d2!, e.g. 12 ... fe 13 de
WoS5+ 14 Hc2 WS+ 15 ¥Wd3 Wrxeb6
16 £f3 with a decisive attack, since
16 ... 0-0 is met by 17 fc4, and
otherwise 17 Hel is coming:

12 .. Hxg3
13 hg Wxh1

It is possible, however, that
recent developments may re-
habilitate the line:

14 el

Another alternative is 14 ed+
Hxd7 15 Axd7+ (15 We2+!1? B
16 fe3 Ee8 favours Black) 15 ...
Hxd7 16 Wgd+ f5 (Not 16 ... &d8?!
17 Qg5+ 6 18 0-0-0! ++ Plaskett-
Norwood, Chester 1983.) 17 Wad+
&c8 18 Held Axc3+ (18 ... Lh6?!
19 fxc5 g2 20 Wcd! with better
chances for White; Burgess-J.
Anderson, London 1985) 19 bc
Wxd5 20 BEd]l ¥c6 (Riemersma-
Bezemer, Hilversum 1986) 21
Wrxc6!? be 22 HI3 o Norwood.

14 B xc3+!
14 ... 0- 0 15 ed 8xd7 16 &xd7
Hae8 17 fixe8 Exe818We2! Rd4
19 0-0-0! Hxe3 was played in
Littlewood-Norwood, London
Docklands 1985, and now 20 ¥c2!
would have secured a significant

advantage.
15 be Wed
16 W3 ¥rxf3
17 &Hxf3 fe
18 de 0-0
19 ed Axd7

20 Qxd7 Hxf3

This position was supposed to
be clearly better for White,
according to Norwood, but 21
fxc5 Bxgl 22 feb+ HgT 23
fHda+ DB 24 &d2 b6 brought
Black equality in G. Nikoli¢-
Lindemann, Harkany 1987. So
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White should play ...

21 QAf4! Bxc3

21 ... 8522 e2! Hxc323 fQeb+

&f8 24 Hd6+ De8 25 &d2 leads to
a similar advantage as that
presented below.

22 Qeb+ 18

23 Qdé+ Se8

24 Hd2 Ef3
25 Eel Bf2+
Or 25 ... &d8 26 AdS Bf2+ 27

&3 HA7 28 Axc5 BEh2 29 Hel+
&ds 30 Axb7 Hb8 31 Hg7 Exa2

32 fd6 ++.
26 D3 B3+
27 B4 2d8
28  fxc5

White has a winning position
— analysis by co-author
Shamkovich.
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Kasparov was an advocate for
the Black side of this opening for
some time in the early stages of his
career, and seems to be redis-
covering it now. This may have
something to do with the fact that
Anatoly Karpov is one of the
leading exponents of the White
side of the opening! As Karpov no
longer employs the defence as
Black, we have had little oppor-
tunity to see how Kasparov reacts
to it these days. Nevertheless, his
brave gambiteering interpretation
of most of the common systems is
of great interest to modern chess
players, being part of a long cre-
ative tradition which has featured
such players as Boleslavsky,
Bronstein, Geller, Stein and
Fischer. We recommend that you
study his brilliant handling of this
opening in games against Vaiser

(Moscow 1981), Kavalek (Bugojno
1982), Belyavsky (m/8 1983) and
Tukmakov (USSR Ch. 1981), all of
which are annotated in detail by
Kasparov in The Test of Time.

1 d4 (S
2 o g6

3 He3 Re7
4 e4 dé

5 &f3 0-0
6 Qe2 e5

Other moves are not considered
to be sufficient for equality:

(a) 6 ... Qg4 7 Qe3 HIAT?
8 &Hgl! £, e.g. Kasparov-Vukic,
Banja Luka 1979: 8 .. fxe2
9 Hgxe2 e5 10 0-0 a5 11 ¥d2 &c6
12 f3 ed 13 &Hxd4 &c5 14 Hadl
£He6 15 Hdbs! He8 16 Wel ¥bg 17
Ah6 Hh8 18 Hd5 &HHb4 19 a3 Ha6
20 f4 ¢6 21 f5 cd 22 fe Exe6 23 ed
He7 24 Q14 Hd7 25 Hxd6 ¥d8 26
bS5 £S5 27 We3 b6 28 b4 ab 29 ab
&a6 30 g5 ¥b8 31 d6 Hxb4 32
fe7 Wb7 33 BExf7 Sxf7 34 Afl+
216 35 Qxf6 1-0.

(b) 6 ... £c6 7 dS5 £Hb8 8 Qg5 hé
9 Qe3 c5 10 Hd2! Hab 11 0-0 Kd7
12 f4 £ Najdorf-Cordovil, Siegen
OL. 1970.

() 6 ...c57d5¢e6 8 0-0 Be8
9 Af4! ed 10 ed &ed 11 &HHxed
Hxe4 12 ¥d2 £ Sosonko-Keene,
Hastings 1975/76.

7 fe3
It is this fairly conservative
treatment which has brought
Kasparov significant success as
White. White postpones castling
in favour of rapid development,
with an eye toward an early queen-
side battle.
Black has no fewer than eight
defensive tries:

i 7 ... &b
II 7 .. &Dgd
I 7 ... &bd7
v 7..ed

A\ 7 ...c6

\% | 7 ... e7
VIl 7 ... ¥e8
VIII 7..h617

9 &Hd2 ¢S
9..&8d7 10b4 {511 f3 and now:
(a)11..f41282a5(12...g513

¢5 &6 14 &cd £e8 15 ¢d cd 16
£b5 b6 17 a4 £ Gligorié~Nagendra,
Lucerne OL. 1982) 13 a3! g5 14 ¢5
&6 15cdcd 16 &cd ab 17ab Exal
18 Wxal £e8 19 ¥ra5! was decisive
in Wirthensohn-Valiente, Lucerne
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Ol. 1982.

(b) 11 ... a5 12 ba Hxa5 13 £)b3
Ha8 14 ¢5 £ Magerramov-
Lechtynsky, Baku 1980.

(¢) 11 ...&f6 12 ¢5h5 13 h3 Hh8
14 &cd Le8 15 ¥d2 Ad7 16 0-0-0
g’ 17 &bl b8 oo Stone-
Gurevich, World Open 1987.

10 g4 £e8

10 ... &xg4 runs into 11 fxgd £5
12 h31? fg 13 hg a6 14 a4 847 15
f3 % Polugayevsky-Rodriguez,
Toluca IZ 1982.

11 g5 2h3

11 ... f5 creates serious kingside
weaknesses: 12 gf 5 \xf6 13 h4 a6 14
hS * Petkevich-A. Petrosian,
USSR 1974.

12 Hgl a6

13 a4 Zb8
14 Qded! Dxgd
15 xed b6

16 XHbl

White has a much better game
(Portisch-Andersson, Siegen OL
1970).

7 . élgd ( 49)

5’-’4
1

W 74
s ,

If any move were to directly
refute White’s plans it might be
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this one, since it attacks the strong
fe3. But White can attack the
Black queen with tempo, and this
leaves the &g4 looking a bit silly.
Nevertheless, this is a popular
option for Black these days.

8 Qg5 f6

9 4Ghd A

If Black continues the assault
with 9 ... g5 then after 10 f.g3 Hh6
either 11 h3 or Geller’s interesting
idea 11 c5!? intending 11 ... g4 12
& h4 is sufficient to guarantee an
advantage for White.

9..c610¥%c2 &Hd7 11 BEdl We7
12 0-0 h5!? 13 h3 £h6 seems in-
adequate for equality after 14 ¢5!?
dc 15 de &£Hxes 16 Hxes Wxes 17
Qcd+ Hh8 18 Qg3 E Bialas-
Werner, Germany 1987.

9 ... £d7 is a more reasonable
plan. After 10 0-0 ©Hh6 11 W2,
11 ... g5 is playable, for example
12 Qg3 g4 13 Hhd!? 14 HbS
fS o Garcia Palermo-Klundt,
Germany 1987.

10 d5 He’
11 &Hd2 £Hhé

11 ... hS allows White to take
charge on the queenside with 12
0-0 £5h6 13 £3 ¢5 14 Eb1! 5 15 b4
b6 16 bc bc 17 ¥ad + Grefe-
Quinteros, Lone Pine 1976.

12 3 g5

12...¢513 Bbl f5 14 0-0 D7 15
b4 b6 16 bc be 17 a4 also gives
White a strong queenside initiat-
ive (Spassov-Doncev, Bulgarian

Ch. 1981).
13 AR f5
14 040 £g6

14 ... ¢5 (via transposition)
was seen in Ki. Georgiev-
Damljanovi¢, Vrsac 1987: 15 a3 g4
16 fg &Hxgd 17 Axgd! fg 18 bd! b6
19 8h4 L.

15 ¢5 &4
16 cod cd
17 &hi

White stands better (Podgaets~
Legky, USSR 1981). Although the
Black pawns seem to be advancing
toward the White monarch, White
can exchange on f5 and then use
e4 as a base of operation for his
knights.

m
7 . @bd7 (50)

8 0-0 c6

As might be expected there are
a large number of alternatives. We
cannot go into great detail in a
book of this size, but refer the
reader to Keene er al. (Forth-
coming).

(a) 8 ...ed 9 &Hxd4 He8 10 f3 c6
11 £3¢2 £)b6 12 Wd2 Le6 13 b3 d5
14 ed cd 15 ¢5 £ Cobo-
Hulbrandsen, Siegen Ol. 1970.

(b) 8 ... ¥e7 9 de de 10 &d5
Wd8 (10 ... &xd5 11 cd would also

leave White in control) 11 ¥c2
£gd 12 Dg516 13 £.d2 c6 14 He3 f5
15 ef &Hxe3 16 Axe3 gf 17 ¢S is
better for White, but Antunac
suggests 14 ... Hc5.

(c) 8 ... He8 appears sensible,
but it is hard for Black to achieve
equality after9d5'e.g. 9 ... g4 10
fg5 16 11 8hd hS (11 ... HY 12
&d2 £Hh6 13 3 Hf7 14 bd &h6 15
£A1217£5 16 ¢5 &Hd7 17 c6!? is given
by Gligori¢.) 12 &£d2 ©Hhé 13 {3
&7 14 b4 £h6 15 £Hb3 ¢5 16 de be
17 b5 &b7 18 a4 a5 19 ¥d3 ¢5 20
&d5 +  Reshevsky-Kavalek,
Netanya 1971.

(d) 8 ... a5 is a premature flank
action which is countered in the
centre with 9 de de 10 ¥Wc2 &Hg4 11
£d2 c6 12 Ha4 h6 13 h3 &Hgfb 14
fe3 £ Uhlmann-Knaak, Leipzig
1980.

() 8..5gd49 Dg5 1610 Ld2!is
probably the best path to the ad-
vantage, e.g. 10...c6 11 b4 512 d5
413 f.cl! c5 14 &Hb5 Hdf6 15 g5
% Uhlmann-Knaak, Leipzig 1977
or 10 ... ©h6 11 b4 £H7 12 ¥b3 c6
13 Hadl %e7 14 Qe3f515dede 16
ef gf 17 Bfel &h8 18 &1 £ Miles-
Ciocaltea, Montilla 1978.

9 d5 cd

It seems that this is the best
available move, in light of:

(a) 9 ... Hgd 10 Hg5 6 11 Kd2!
We7 12 &el 513 ef gf 14 fxgd fg
15 &e4 is better for White, accord-
ing to Tseitlin.

(b) 9 ... c5 10 el £He8 11 £Hd3
a6 12 a4 Wre7 13 Wd2 £&)c7 14 a5 (5
1531416 42 Q1617 b4 cb 18 Had
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gave White a tremendous game in
Polugayevsky-Nunn, Toluca IZ
1982.

10 «od Hed
11 Qg5 f6
12 Q_dZ ( 51)

Also madequate is12...£Hh6 13
Hcl a6 14 a4 &7 15 ¥c2 Qh6 16
b4 £ Vogt-Kaspaer, Leipzig 1982.

13 b4 a6
14 a3

White’s spatial advantage on
the queenside, combined with the
lack of Black counterplay on the
kingside, gives the first player
much better chances (Yusupov-
Gavrikov, Yerevan 1982)

Iv
7 .. ed
8 &xd4 (52)

The surrender of the centre is
rarely a good idea so early in the
opening.

8 .. Ee8
9 f3 c6
10 {f2

10 0-0 d5 11 cd £Hxd5 12 &Hxd5
cd was roughly level in
Damljanovi¢-Byrne, New York
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Open 1987.
10 ¥d2 d5! 11 ed cd 12 0-0 £c6
13 £xc6 be provided equality in
Portisch-Bouaziz, Szirak IZ 1987.
10 .. ds
If Black does not aim for this
central counterplay he will sit by
idly while his opponent continues
to improve his position.

11 ed cd
12 0-0 &eb
13 ¢3!
White stands better, for

example 13 ... £Hh5 14 &d2 Qe5 15
g3 &gl 16 Bfel &He6 17 Hixeb
Qxe6 18 f4 f4xc3 19 be £ Hort-
Gligori¢, Tilburg 1977.

8§ d5!
Once again this central advance
is the correct response to the move
... €6.

8 .. cd

9 od Hgd
10 QAgs 6
11 Q42! &Hhé
12 00 Ay i
13 Hel )
14 &Hd3

White is better, for example 14
.. 9Hd7 15 Hcl &6 16 3 £4d7 17
b3 £ I. Adamski-J. Adamski,
Poland 1981.

7 \%e7 (54)

9 (g5 6
10 {hd hs
11 o

11 h3 is not as good. Kasparov-
Chiburdanidze, Baku 1980: 11 ...
£h6 12 £1d2 ¢5 and Black could be
satisfied with the results of the
opening. Kasparov won the
middlegame battle, however: 13
HF1 &7 14 g4 hg 15 Hxgd g5 16
fxc8 Hxc8 17 &e3! gh 18 &HOHf5
Wd8 19 We4 HHg5 20 Hixhd BT 21

OS5 a6 22 hd Hh7 23 Hgl 18 24
&e2 Ha7 25 a4 b6 26 ¥h5 h8 27
Hg6 BEd7 28 Hagl Eab7 29 g4
Ebc7 30 HEg2 Bb7 31 &f1 Ba7 32
Sgl Bf7 33 He2 #c8 34 4 b5 35
ab ab 36 cb Hab7 37 hS &f8 38
Wh3! HHxg6 39 hg+ g8 40 gf+
&f8 1-0.

11 . cS
12 dc be
13 b4 feb
14 0-0 Hd7
15  &b3 g5!

In Kasparov-Morrison, Graz
World Youth Team Champion-
ship 1981 15 ... £5xh2? led to rapid
disaster: 16 &xh2 g5 17 Ha5! Hbs
18 fg3 hd 19 Qg4 Qxgd 20 ¥rxgd
hg 21 fg a6 22 £d1! d523 He3 Ha7
24 cd ¥xb4 25 e6+ Haf7 26
Hacd He7 27 &5 1-0.

16 g3 5
17 ef Axf5

Chances are roughly level, but
the position holds plenty of possi-
bilities for White.

7 . %eS (55)

King’s Indian 61

10 Qd2 Hxes
11 &d5 Hxf3+
12 4xf3 Wds
13 43 Axc3
14 &xc3

White stands better (Ivkov-
Byrne, Bugojno 1978).
VIII
h6!? (56)

// Z %
// 2 /%

%%

new and popular vari-

This is a

ation.
8 dS

The point of Black’s strategy is
revealed if White goes pawn-
hunting: 8 de £ig4! 9 ed £Hxe3 10 fe
fxc3+! 11 be cd 12 0-0 &6 and
Black has plenty of compensation
for the pawn (Glek-Khalifman,
Leningrad 1985). 9 &.f4 may be a
bit better, e.g. 9 ... HxeS 10 Wd2
&Hh7 11 Hd4 (11 0-0 &Hbe6 =
Renet-van der Wiel, Budel Z 1987)
11 ... 57! 12 &Hc2 Qe6 13 Hel
&Hbc6 14 0-0 and White was
slightly better in Douven-
Riemersma, Amsterdam 1987.

White has tried 8 h3, tokeep the
knight off g4, but he has been get-
ting beaten up lately.

8 .. Hgd
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8 ... £Hbd7 9 £d2 should be slightly
better for White, as Black’s 7th
move seems irrelevant.
9 fecl 5
10 0-0 Hd7
10 ... f4 11 &el is better for
White, according to Lukacs, who

gives 11 ... h5 12 h3 Hh6 13 &Hd3 £
and 11 ... £3f6 12 £)d3 g5 13 gd! L.
11 g3! &ef6

12 £h4 Hxed

13 £ixed fe

14  &xg6! an

15 Qg4 &6

This position was reached in

Lukacs-Sinkovics, Hungarian Ch.
1986. Now White could have
played 16 fxc8! #xc8 17 &g2!
intending h3 and g4, according to
Lukacs.

6 Dutch Defence

Kasparov has not had to face the
Dutch Defence very often, so it is
hard to investigate his repertoire
against this opening. We examine
two lines available to Black, both
of which have increased in popu-
larity over the past few years,
presenting lines which we con-
sider to be favourable for White.
d4 f5

%//
/ pig ir ﬁ?
Q:%@Qfa

Now we examine:
I Modern Stonewall (with bishop
developed at d6)
II Leningrad Variation

I Modern Stonewall

2 .. eb
3 g3 &Hf6
4 Qg2 d5
5 o3 c6
6 0-0 Adé

This is the contemporary hand-

ling of the Stonewall, with the
bishop keeping an eye on the
e5S-square. It enjoys the patron-
age of Grandmasters Agdestein,
Karlsson, Yusupov and Short.

7 b3 We7 (58)

7

% %
% V47
LAY
LBALE

8§ ad 0-0
8 ... Hbd7!1? 9 La3 b6 10 W2
Bb711cdcd 12 Ecl 0-0 13 Axd6
Wxd6 14 ¥c7 Wxc7 15 Bxc7 fab
16 a5 Hac8 17 abab 18 Exc8 Hxc8
19 Hxaé6 Hcl+ 20 £f1 Hxbl =
Bischoff-Nascimento, Lucerne
1985.
9 Qa3 D xa3
10 &Hxa3 &Hbd7
Inferior is 10 ... &d72! 11 &¢c2
He8 12 Hicel! &hS 13 HHd3 Hbd7
14 ¥c2 dc 15 ¥xc4 £ Hort-Marié,
Vinkovci 1970.

11 as b6
12 ¥d2 Hed
13 ¥b2 2b7
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Here Kasparov-Short, London
(m/1) 1987 saw 14 b4?! ba 15 ba
Hab8 16 Efbl c5! 17 ¢l Hfc8 18
el cd 19 Wxd4 ¥cS 20 Ebs
Wxd4 21 &Hxd4 and now
Goodman suggests 21 ... dc 22
Hixe6 Df7.

Instead, Goodman’s 14 &2
should still leave White with a
small advantage.

II Leningrad

2 . g6

3 g Hf6

3...028742g2d658)3 Hhéis

favoured by IM Michael Basman.
White should neither castle,
which practically removes his
option of attacking on the kingside
with h4 and h5, nor adopt the
‘recommended’” 6 h4, which is
premature until Black castles.
Instead, he should play 6 &c3 0-0
7 h4 with a strong attack. Black
cannot delay castling for too long:
6...c6 7 ¥c2 Wc7 8 b3 HHa6 9 Ab2
0-0 10 h4! +.

4 Qg2 2g7
5. &8 0-0
6 0-0 dé6

7 &3 (59)

On7..c58dcdc9Wxd8 Exd8
10 &f4 or 10 &b5 Ha6 11 Af4
looks strong.

7 .. e8

(a) 7 ... £)c6 8 d5 and now:

(al) 8 ... He59 &HxeS de 10 e4 f4
(10 ... e6 11 ef ef (11 ... gf!? was
suggested by Botvinnik.) 12 fle3 e4
13 £d4 He8 14 Bel b6 15 f3 £
Collins-Sherwin, New York 1952

or 10 ... fe 11 £ixed Hixe4 12 Hxed
and now: 12 ... 8513 We2 ¥d7 14
fg5 Bf7 15 Hael Menchik-Seitz,
England 1930 or 12 ... £h3 13 Hel
Wd7 14 Qe3 Q515 ¥c2 Radulov-
Kolarov, Varna 1968.) 11 b4 g5 12
Hel a6 13 £b2 We8 14 Hcl Hgd
15 Hc2 x Farago-Poutiainen,
Budapest 1975.

(a2)8..9a59%d3¢5(9...e510
de 2xe6 1153 £Hc6 12 .4b2 £ed 13
Hacl He8 14 Bfd1 2f715e3g516
h4 h6 £ Scheeren-Chernin,
Amsterdam 1980) 10 b3 a6 (10 ...
Hed 11 4b2 a6 12 £d2 b5 13
HNdxed fe 14 fxed bc 15bc Eb8 £
Udovci¢-Matulovié, Yugoslavia
1960.) 11 &b2 Hb8 12 Hael b5
13 Bal bec 14 be Eb4 15 &Hd2 &Hgd
16 a3 Eb8 17 Wrc2 2.d7 18 €3 &e5
19 £He2 * Nikolac-Bertok, Yugo-
slavia 1969.

(b) 7 ... c6 8 d5!:

(b1) 8 ... %e8 9 BEbl £a6 10 b3
£d7 11 &4b2 and Mikhalchishin-
Lerner, USSR 1983, saw 11 ...
557112 b4 £Hab 13 a3 &Hc7 14 Wd2
&h8 (14 ... Hd8 intending ... 5
was a bit stronger) 15 Bfel ¥f7 16
ed fe 17 HHg5 Weg8 18 &Hicxed HHgd

19 &Hxd6!! ¢d (19 ... Exf2 20 Wxf2
Hxf2 21 Hdf7+ *) BeT7+ +.

(b2) 8 ... ¥c7 is an important
line, since it can also arise from the
move order 2 ... £f6 3 g3 d6 4 A g2
€6 5 3 W7 6 d5 g6 7 £c3 fg7
8 0-0 0-0. White should play 9 £Yd4
£ (Gaprindashvili-Gurieli, USSR
1980).

(b3) 8 ... €59 de (The automatic
reply, although Tukmakov’s 9 dc!?
deserves tests.) 9 ... fxe6 10 ¥d3
£a6 (10 ... h6 11 L4 d5 12 Hadl
£ab6 13 ¢d £ Amado-Tempone,
Buenos Aires 1983, or 10 ... £bd7
11 84 2306 12 b3 HHed 13 HHd4 =
Kasparov.) 11 44 $He4 (11 ... He8
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12 £g5 ¥d7 13 b3 £ Yusupovor 11
... b6 12 £Hg5 Efe8? 13 Axd6! +
Hulak-Gazic, Montpellier 1985)
12 HHxed fe 13 Wxed HicS 14 We3
fxcd 15 Hadl He8 16 el Axe?
17 Bxd6 ¥a5 18 £.d2 £ Yusupov-
Barbero, Mendoza 1985.

After 7 ... %e8, Kasparov
(BCO2) gives 8 &Hd5 &Hxd5 9 cd
bS5 10 Hel (10 ¥b3 ¥xb3 11 ab
cb 12 Qg5 He8 oo Zhukovitsky-
M. Tseitlin, USSR 1986) 10 ... £a6
11 3 2d7 12 £)d3 c5 13 dc6 fxcb
14 B.xc6 be 15 b3+ Ef7 16 ¥xbs
cb 17 Qd2 e5 = Balashov-
Malanyuk, USSR Ch. 1986.
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(Modern Exchange Variation)
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Even a little bit of thought will
suffice to demonstrate that no
matter how one structures one’s
repertoire there must be at least
one position which one must play
for both sides. Perhaps the most
prominent overlap in Kasparov’s
repertoire is the Griinfeld, which
he has had to face frequently as
White ever since taking up 1 d4,
and which he now also plays as
Black. Now if it were a simple
matter for White to obtain an ad-
vantage against the Griinfeld,
Kasparov would hardly make the
defence his primary weapon with
Black. So it is not surprising that
we are no more successful in est-
ablishing an edge for White than
Kasparov’s opponents! But the
lines in this chapter lead to rich, if
balanced play and are by no means
drawish. They remain extremely

popular at all levels of play.

In Chapter 8 we examine the
Griinfeld from Black’s point of
view, but here we examine the sys-
tem which Kasparov has used very
successfully to defeat Natsis at the
1980 Malta Olympiad. Although
he has recently adopted a fian-
chetto approach, his most im-
pressive victories have come in the
Modern Exchange Variation.

1 d4 &Hf6

2 4 g6

3 &He3 ds

4 5Hf3 Re7
5 od &Hxds
6 ed Hxe3
7 be cS

If Black plays an immediate 7 ...
0-0, then 8 fe2 ¢59 0-0 Qg4 10
fHe3e611 Ebl achieves a position
which holds even more promise
than the text, for example 11 ...
W7 12 Wb3 b6 13 Efd1 £Hd7 14 h3
Axf3 15 @xf3 £ Chekhov-
Tomaszewski, Moscow 1986.

8 Ebi!? (61)

This move was introduced by
co-author Shamkovich in his game
against Gheorghiu, played in
Cleveland 1975, a fact not men-
tioned by Adorjan in his recent
book on the Griinfeld.

8 .. 0-0

Griinfeld: Modern Exchange Variation 67

/EA Q/

The alternatives have dropped
from sight:

(a) 8 ... a5 9 Hb5! ¥xa2?
allows White to establish a strong
attacking position with 10 Exc5,

for example 10 ... 0-0 11 fic4 Wal
12 Qxf7+! Sxf7 13 &Hg5+! (Our
suggestion, which we feel is
stronger than 13 ¥b3+, as sug-
gested by many pundits.) 13 ...
g8 14 Hxc8! Hxc8 (14 ... ¥b1 15
Exf8+ Qxf8 16 0-0 is also hope-
less for Black.) 15 ¥b3+ with mate
to follow.

If instead of taking the a-pawn,
Black tries 9 ... ¥xc3+, then 10
£.d2 a3 11 2! c4 12 fxcd is
much better for White (Gaprin-
dashvili-Khadilkar, Lucerne Ol
1982).

(b)8...5c69 d5 Axc3+ 10 4d2
Lxd2+ 11 ¥xd2 £Hd4 12 Hxd4 cd
13 ¥rxd4 ¥ra5+ 14 Wd2 ¥xd2+ 15
&xd2 gave White his customary
endgame advantage in Ksieski-
Szitkey, Trnava 1986.

(c) 8 ..cd9 cd ¥aS+ 10 ¥d2
Wrxd2+ 11 Axd2 0-0 12 ficd e6 13
d5! also secures a significant end-
game advantage for White, for

example 13 ... HEe8 14 0-0 b6 15
Hbcl Qa6 16 de fAxcd 17 Excd
* van der Sterren-Sokolovsky,
Dortmund 1986.

(d)8..a69 Qe2 Wa5100-0isa
perfectly sound gambit, e.g. 10 ...
Wxa2 11 Hg5 Wa5 12 d5! h6 13
Qe3 £d7 (13 ... Axc3 14 Hd2Y
14 c4 ¥c7 15 £d2 where White
is clearly better. (Petursson-
Gutman, Biel IZ 1985).

(e) 8 ... Bgd 9 Wad!+ Qd7 10
£2b5 0-0 11 0-0 &6 12 d5 a6 13
fxc6 be 14 dc fe8 15 Af4 +
Rashkovsky-Veingold, USSR
1981. On 9 ... £d7, Rashkovsky
gives 10 £HHe5 Axe5 11 de 0-0 12 h3
Heb6 13 f4 b6 15 ¥c2 Hcd 15
fQxc4 HHxc4 16 0-0 £. We find 16
Hxb7!? £Hb6 17 fLe3 to be a good
alternative.

9 Qe2
1 9..cd
I1 9 ... ¥a5
II1 9..bb6
v 9 ... &b
A% 9. Hgd

No longerseenis9 ... ¥c¢7 10 0-0
£g411d5a612c4b513 cbab 14
¥e2 ¢4 15 HEbS + Yusupov-
Kouatly, Toluca I1Z 1982.

9 ... £Hd7 10 0-0 &Hf6 11 2d3
leaves White holding the initiative
(Danner-Wittman, Caorle 1985).
I

9 .. cd
10 «cd WaS+

The best move, according to

both Kasparov and Karpov.
11 ¥d2
The pawn sacrifice 11 £d2!?
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Wxa2 is still unclear, but in our
opinion it is probably not quite
correct. The critical position arises
after 12 0-0 (62)

/AN
v
2’ 7

(a) 12 ... b6 13 ¥cl %e6 14 Q¢4
WWd7 (14 ... ¥xed 15 Hel %b7 16
b4 Re6 17 Exeb! fe 18 Hg5s h8
19 &£Hixe6?! &Hd7 o Gelfand-
Dorfman, Minsk 1986, but 16
£2.h6!?and 19 Eb3 are two possible
improvements for White.) 15 &5
Qxe516 de La6!17 Ah6 Hxcd 18
A8 ¥e6 19 Whoé WxeS5 20 Efcl
b5 21 Hxb5! Qxb5 22 fg7! 6 23
Ah8!! D7 24 Wxh7+ De6 25
We8+ Bd6 26 Wd8+ Pe6 27 We8+
&d6 28 ¥d8+ 'Y4-%4, Petursson-
Ftacnik, Tallinn 1981.

(b) 12 ... ¥re6 13 Wrc2 ¥d7 14 d5
b6 15 a2 (15 Ab5!1? Wd6 16
Bfcl!?) 15 ... %d8? (15... Ab7!in-
tending ... Bfc8) 16 fe3 &£d7 17
&Hd4 b7 and now instead of 18
AW (Conquest-Korchnoi,
Lugano 1986), White could have
obtained a superior position with
18 Efcl! &¢5 19 3.

(c) 12 ... &Hd77! 13 Ab4 Me6 14
Wc2 £ib6 15 LbS Hd7 16 dS Wes
17 h3 ¥f4 18 Lxd7 &Hxd7 19 fLxe?

Hfe8 20 d6 + R. Short-Moraza,
Dubai Ol. 1986.

11 .. Wxd2+

12 Qxd2 ( 63)

X181

%7

A

12 e6!

Also playable is 12 ... b6 13 0-0
(13 Hcl Qb7 14 £d3 £a6 15 Pe2
Bfc8 16 a4 &Hc7 17 Qe3 eb6 with
roughly level chances; de Boer-
Mikhalchishin, Cascais 1986) 13 ...
Ab7 (13 ... Bd8 14 Ebcl Qa6 15
fxa6 Hxa6 16 Hc4! £ Samo-
Lputian, Geneva 1986) 14 d5 fa6
15 8xab &£xa6 16 Le3 with about
equal chances, according to
Karpov. Schmidt-Bafias, Trnava
1986, continued 16 ... Efe8 17 £d4
fAxd4 18 Lxd4 e6 19 de Exeb6 20
f3 Hd821 fe3 BEd322 Eb3! Hed6
23 Bcl dg7 24 &2 &)c5 25 Qxcs
bc 26 BExc5 with a better endgame,
so clearly there is still reason for
White to adopt this line.

13 00 b6

Black has already achieved
equality. But that does not mean
that the whole line must be aban-
doned.

14 EBfd1
Perhaps 14 Hfcl is a better try.

Griinfeld: Modern Exchange Variation 69

Our only example involves mis-
matched players, so it is not sur-
prising that White obtained an
edge in Gaprindashvili-Erenska,
Dubai Ol 1986 after 14 ... £a6 15
B xab &ixab 16 Hcd HEfc8 17 HEbcl
Ecd h6 19 h4 Hd8 20 a4 Sh7 21
B4 216 22 g3. Further tests were
awaited.

14 .. ab7
15 d§ ed

16 ed Hd7
17 b4 Efc8
18 fe7

Gufeld suggested 18 £d4, but
after 18 ... £Hf6! Black has a strong
position, for example:

(a) 19 £Hc6 HHixds.

(b) 19 £Hb5 Lxds.

(c) 19 d6 fed! 20 HEbcl £HdS5 21
Hxc8 Bxc8 22 f3 He3! F.

18 .. Lfe!
19 do6 Se7

In this unclear position Black’s
chances are to be preferred. We
now follow Karpov-Kasparov (m/
13) 1987.

20 Hel

According to Karpov this was a
dubious move, and either 20 £b5
or 20 £Hd4 would have led to equal-
ity. Gligori¢ prefers the latter
course.

20 ... Hcs
21 AbS feb
22 fxc6

Karpov suggests that at this
point he had nothing better than
22 Q.xf6+ &xf6 23 £)d4, but he felt
that it was a bit drawish and did
not wish to bring the game to a

close so soon.

22 .. Hxc6
23 Hadl Be3
24 Ee3 f6

The game continued 25 g4 g5 26
h4 h6 27 hg hg 28 &Hd4 fxd4 29
Hxd4 Eh830 Eel Hc231a4a532
f4 Beb6 33 fg Ixgs 34 Hfl Sgb 35
Hf2 Hhc8 36 Bdf4 Hxf2 and a
draw was agreed. Note that 37
Bx2 Bg5? 38 HExfé! £Hxf6 39 d7
would have won for White, but
Karpov no doubt realised that his
opponent was unlikely to fall into
that trap!

11
9 .. ¥a$ (64)

10 0—0
10 Bb5 ¥xc3+ 11 Q4d2 a3
12 Bxc5 with an unclear position
was seen in the seminal game

Shamkovich-Gheorghiu, Cleve-
land 1975. Recently this line has
scored well, with White choosing
12 Ea$, for example 12 ... ¥b2 13
B xc5 txa2 14 0-0 We6 15 fHcd!
Delmas-Gorlinger, corr. 1984, or
3 .. &6 14 d5 Hd4 15 Hixd4
Axd4 16 Bcd Qg7 17 0-0 b6 18
Hc2 ¥d4 19 fc3! £ Danner-
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Schmidt, Wroclaw 1985.
10 .. Wxa2

An alternative path is 10 ... ¥xc3
11 £d2(11d5¥%a512 Rg5 He813
¥cl a6 14 Bdl £d7 gives Black
adequate counterplay; Raetsky-
Konopa, USSR 1985.) 11 ...%a3 12
We2 fQd7 13 Exb7 (A more
ambitious path is 13 dc f.c6 14
b5 £a6 15 Bfcl &7 with un-
clear complications in Belyavsky-
Tukmakov, USSR Ch. 1983) 13 ...
£c6 13 BEb3 fLad 15 Hxa3 Qxc2
16 dc fxed with roughly even
chances in Minibéck-Konopka,
Eger 1985.

11 Qg5

11 d5'? deserves consideration.
1 .. Web
12 e52!

More promising is 12 Hel!?,
since 12 ... ¥xe4 is met by 13 £4bS
* although 12 ... b6 13 d5 leads to
an unclear position where White
has a strong initiative in compen-
sation for his material.

12 .. Ed8
13 ¥ad hé6

13 ... ¥rc6 14 Wb3 Qeb 15 c4!!is
better for White, for example 15 ...
cd 16 Sxe7 HEd77! 17 A.d6 Yed 18
fd3 ¥f4 19 Hel * Ubilava-
Georgadze, USSR 1984, or 17 ...
W8 18 &HHgs AfS 19 c5! &6 20
fc4 + Ehlvest-Stohl, Leningrad
1984.

14 d5 Wregd
15 Wxegd Qxgd
16  fHxe7 B xd5
17 h3 Ed7
18  fQxc5 Af5

19 Ebdl Bxdl
20 Exdl AN ]
21 Qdé
Y-1, Yonov-Zernitsky, USSR
1985.
I
9 .. b6 (65)

10 0-0 =Q,b7

The immediate 10 ... c¢d is met
by 11 cdand now 11... b7 12 ¥d3
transposes below, but 11 ... 6
allows White to seize the initiative
with 12 Bg5 ¥d6 13 ¥d2 Qb7 14
¥e3, Lputian-Lali¢, Sarajevo 1985.

11 ¥d3 cd

1.. 8a6 12 ¥e3 ¥c8 13 d5
Qxe2 14 Wxe2 is slightly better
for White, as the Black queen
seems misplaced. An interest-
ing example is Whitehead-
Fernandez, New York 1987, which
saw 14...c4!? 15 Bb4 HHd7 16 Excd
a6 17 Bel &£¢5 18 fg5 Bfe8 19
e5 Had8 20 Hd4 ¥xe2 21 Hxe2 f6
with some, but probably not
enough, compensation for the
pawn.

11 ... ¥d7 12 Qg5 h6 13
fAfd 15 14 He5! fLxe5 15 Lxes
clearly favours White (Kengis-

Griinfeld: Modern Exchange Variation 71

Tseshkovsky, Minsk 1985).
12 cd Ha6
2 ...e6 13 Qg5 ¥d6 14 Ye3
Hc8 15 Bfdl was clearly better for
White in Lputian- Lahc Sarajevo
1985.

13 Ye3 wWd7
14 Qxa6 5xab
15 a3 Wh7
16 Qe3 e6

17 h4

This led to a complicated pos-
ition with chances for both sides in
Cvitan-Gavrikov, Vrsac 1985.

v
9 . Z2c6 (66)

10 d5 @eS

10 ... Axc3+ 11 fd2 fHxd2+ 12
¥xd2 and now:

(a) 12 ... £Ha5 13 h4 is currently
held to favour White:

(al)13 ... g4 14 h5 Bxf3 (14 ...
£xh5? 15 ¥h6 intending 16 £Hg5,
16 g4 ++) 15 gf e5 (15 ... b6 16 Whé
¥d6 17 hg Wrxg6 18 Wh2! Hh8 19
Hd2 We720e5!' ++or16...g5 17
Wxg5+ Hh8 18 Hgl Hg8 19
W8+ Wxg8 20 Hxg8+ Hxg8 21
f4 ) 16 hg! fg 17 d6! + Novikov-
Danailov, Poznan 1985.

(a2) 13 ... f6 14 h5 gh 15 g5 fg
16 ¥xg5+ &h8 17 ¥xh5 Bf7 18
Wxf7 g8 19 Wxe7 b6 20 Qd3
c4 21 Q2 g7 22 d8+ g8
23 ¥Wf6+ g7 24 e5 1-0 Frank-
Sildmets, 6th US corr. Ch.

(b) 12 ... £Hd4? 13 Hxd4 cxd4
14 Mxd4 is clearly better for
White:

(bl) 14 ... a5+ 15 ¥d2 ¥xd2+
16 Hxd2 Bd8 17 Pe3 gave White
a dominating endgame advantage
in Kasparov-Natsis, Malta Ol.
1980.

(b2) 14 ... e6 15 d6! Wa5+ 16
Wd2 Wxd2+ 17 &xd2 e5 18 Fe3
and again the endgame was much
better for White (Popescu-
Stefanov, corr. 1983).

11 &Hxes Qxes
12 ¥d2 e6

An interesting optionis 12 ... b6
13 f4 Qg7 14 0-0 e6 15 d6 Qb7 16
£Af3e517 c4 ef! 18 Wxf4 Ad4+ 19
&h1 f6 20 2b2 Hxb2 21 Hxb2
with a complex middlegame
(Olafsson-Ftacnik, Esbjerg 1985).

13 f4 fe7
14 4 ed
4 ... He8 15 e5! is better for
White, for example 15 ...f6 16 d6 fe
17 4b2 ef 18 fxg7 Bxg7 19 0-0
28! (19 ... e5 20 d7! ¥xd7 21
Wxd7 Axd7 22 Hxb7 Had8 23
fgd! He7 24 Hdl +) 20 Bxf4
Bxf4 21 ¥xf4 ¥f6 Tal-Vaganian,
USSR Ch. 1984, and now White
should have played 22 We4!e.g. 22
... Bb8 23 Bf1! ¥d4+ 24 ¥xd4 cd
25 Bbl! 2d7 26 43 b6 27 c5 Hc8
28 ¢6! fxc6 29 Bl £d7 30 Exc8
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Axc8 31 Ac6 intending 32 d7
(Gligori¢). Instead, the game
ended in a draw after 22 ¥e3 b6 23
Wed,

15 «od fd4
16 4b2 whe!
17 fd3 c4!

18  fGxcd He8
... and it is not clear who stands
better (H. Olafsson-Helmers,
Gjovik 1985).

9 . .Q.g4 (67)

10 00 AxM3
11 Axf3 cd
12 cod HAxd4

. ¥xd4 led to a slight
advantage for White in Lerner-
Vatnikov, USSR 1983, after 13
Exb7 Hic6 14 fel ¥xdl 15 Bxdl

Hfc8 16 fe2.
13  Exb7 &b
14 a4 Wd6
15 Qa3

According to Gligori¢, White
might pursue 15 Eb5 here.
15 .. fcs
. with a balanced game in
Rubinetti-Sax, Lucerne Ol. 1982.
Although White cannot find an
easy advantage against the
Griinfeld (that’s why Kasparov
plays it as Black!), these lines
provide interesting dynamic play.

Griinfeld Defence (Black)

Kasparov adopted this opening for
his 1986 match against Karpov.
When it was first seen there was
pandemonium in the press room.

1 d4 &6
2 4 g6
3 &5l ds ( 68)

The opening became the centre
of a theoretical debate in the third
and fourth matches.

In spite of failures in the first
part of match III, Kasparov main-
tained his faith in the opening and
it carried him to victory in both
matches. Altogether, the matches
saw 19 Griinfelds, applying a var-
iety of systems. Kasparov also
used the opening with success in
games against Hiibner, Seirawan
and others. As in the case of the
Tarrasch Defence, Kasparov’s
advocacy of the opening brought
many other players’ attention to it.

Because of the wide range of
variations in which Kasparov has
made significant contributions,
we shall examine a number of
lines.

I White fianchettoes
II  White plays fcl1-f4
III  Russian Systems
with ¥d1-b3
IV Classical
Exchange Variation
V  White plays fcl-g5
VI  White plays ¥d1-ad4+

1 d4 &6
2 26

3 913 Qg7
4 g3 c6

5 Qg2

A recent example of the im-
mediate central capture (after 4 ...
dS instead of 4 ... ¢6) is 5 cd £Hxd5 6
Bg2 5b6 7 He3 £HHc68e30-090-0
He810 Hel e511d55a512e4¢h
13 Qg5 6 14 Qe3 &acd!? 15 dc
&ixe3 16 Wxd8 Exd8 17 cb Axb7
18 Hxe3 &h6 19 Heel &£cd 20
Hadl (After 20 b3 &a3! 21 Hedl
&c2 22 BRabl! Ha3 23 Hal &Hc2
with a draw, since 22 Bxd8+ HExd8
23 Bfl Bd3 24 ©Hd5 Axd5 25 ed
Bxd5 gives Black a slight advan-
tage — Kristiansen.) 20 ... &f8 21
h4 Eac8 22 &h3 Hxdl 23 Bxdl
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Hxb2 24 Hd7 Bxc3 25 Bxb7 &icd
26 Hh2 Hd6 27 HExh7 Ag7 28 hS
gh 29 BxhS5 Hcl+ 30 g2 B2 31
He6 Hixed 32 Hgd Bd2 33 4b3 as
34 EfS £Hd6 35 BEhS Hed 36 EfS
&Hd6 37 EhS Hed 14-1 Karpov-
Kasparov Amsterdam 1988.
ds (69)

69 E%.@. > E
"x 1// 1141
i ///% at
"y
e

LR Ll
Z.

This is the move order that was
applied in games 3 and 13 of the
third Kasparov-Karpov match. In
the fourth match, games 1 and 3
saw the move order 3 g3 ¢6 4 &Hf3
Qg7 5 Qg2 d5. What is the dif-
ference between the two ap-
proaches? The main point is that
after 3 g3 c¢6 White can play 4 d5!?
if he wishes, even though this is
not known to bring any significant
advantage after 4 ... ¢d 5 cd d6.
With the delayed fianchetto this is
not possible, since 5 d5 would
have beenmetby 5...cd 6 cd ¥aS+
7 &3 Hxds!

6 cd cd
T &3

On 70-0 0-0, 8 £Ye5 is less effect-
ive. Kasparov has played 8 ... £g4.
After 9 Hixgd Qxgd 10 £c3 Hich it
is not easy for White to obtain an

advantage: 11 h3 £d7!12e3e6 13
b3 Was 14 £.d2 W7 15 Bcl Bac8=
Polugayevsky-Kasparov, Moscow
1981. Or 11 AxdS &Hxd4 12 Axb7
Hxe2+ 13 Hixe2 ¥Wxdl 14 HExdl
Axe2 15 Hxa8 [Axdl =
Veli¢kovié-Henley, Tbilisi 1983.
But one notes that he didn’t
choose to play this line against
Karpov!

7 . 0-0

8 &Hes

This is the most accurate man-

ocuvre. After 8 0-0 Hed! 9 ¥b3
&\c6 Black equalizes very easily
and faces no problems, according
to Kasparov.

8§ .. eb

This is not the first time that the

variation has seen action in World
Championship play. Botvinnik-
Smyslov, (m/21) 1957 saw 8 ... &.f5
90-0 £ed 10 Hixed fxed 1113 Af5
12 fe3 £Hd7 13 Hxd7 Wxd7 -4
One must keep in mind, however,
that Botvinnik had just lost a
critical game which had broken
Botvinnik’s spirit and left him too
tired to try to overcome an 11'2-8%;
score. The next, final game of the
match was drawn in just eleven
moves. Geller tried 10 2e3 £Hxc3
11 bc &c6 12 Hxcb be 13 Had
against Fischer at Palma de
Mallorca 1970, but came away
empty handed after 13 ... ¥b6.
Larsen notes, however, that White
was not obliged to throw away first
a pawn, and then a possibly ten-
able endgame.

9 00

This is better than 9 2.g5 ¥b6!
10 ¥d2 &fd7 11 D3 &6
(Karpov-Timman, Bugojno 1986)
played before the match, where
White did not achieve any
advantage.

9 .. @fd7 (70)

// ///1/1/
o |

From this position experience
has been varied. Karpov-
Kasparov, (m/3) 1986 went:

10 &3 £eb
11 Qf4 &Hf6

A good alternative is 11
... ¥b6, seen in Akhmilovskaya-
Chiburdanidze, match 1986, which
continued 12 £ad ¥ra5 13 Ecl bS
14 £¢5 &xc5 15 Hxces &d7 with
equal chances.

12 Hes [a7
13 Wd2 &Hxes
14 fHxes

If 14 de, then 14 ... £Hg4! 15 ¢4
d4! 16 ¥xd4 fc6 17 ¥d6 b6
intending 18 ... 2fd8 (Dlugy).

14 .. L6
15 EHfdl Hd7
16 Qxg7 Sxg?
17 HBacl &Hf6

Black has already equalized,

according to Kasparov.

Griinfeld Defence 715

18  ¥f4 b8
19 b8 Haxb8
20 f3 Efd8
21 &N

The methodical 21 e4 can be
metby21...de 22 fee5!23d5 2d7,
according to Kasparov. With the
text move White concedes equal-
ity. In the next example, Karpov
tries a more ambitious plan.

21 .. Ebc8
22 e3 £e8
23 Hd2 &Hdé

and Black had no problems.
In game 13 of the same match,
Karpov tried:

10 f4 f6 (71)

%ﬁ
ﬁ

Boleslavsky recommended 10
...&dxe5 11 fe £6, and this has been
passed on uncritically in the litera-
ture. Each co-author of this book
separately found the simple 12 ef,
after which it is difficult for Black
to equalize: 12 ... Exf6 13 f4 L or
12 ... xf6 13 &4h6 £. The obvious
nature of this line has no doubt
contributed to its failure to
apppear in praxis.

.. &6 has disappeared as
a result of Kasparov-Nunn,
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Brussels 1986: 12 e4! de 13 Qe3 f5
14 ef Bxf6 15 Hxed Bxfl+ 16
Wxfl (1) £Hxd4?? (16 ... fxd4 17
fAxd4 ¥xd4+ 18 Zhlintending 19
Hdl or 19 &f6+ or 16 ... £d7 17
Hadl h6 18 &c5 We7 19 fed) 17
Hdl e5 18 &g5t 1-0
11 &3 Heb
12 Qe3
Keene and Goodman suggest
12 e4, an interesting move, but one
which lacks punch after 12 ... de 13
Hxed Hibb.
12 .. b6
13 AR
White prepares two strong
advances: e4 and gd4-g5. Black
stops both.
13 .. f5
More exciting was 13 ... £c4!?
followed by 14 b3 (14 ¥b3 also de-
serves consideration) 14 ... £Ydé6!
seizing control of the important
ed-square. But 14 e4!? Hixb2 15
We2 &Hcd 16 ed ed 17 HxdS is
unclear, though perhaps in
White’s favour. Meanwhile, 13 ...
f.d7 is dubious on account of 14
e4! (Kasparov).

14 &e5 ad7
15 ¥d2 &8
16 ¥e3! h8 (72)

Not 16 ... 5Hd6? 17 &Hixc6 Lxcb
18 Wrxe6+. The text prevents this
manoeuvre because Black will
have the resource ... 2f8-¢8.

17 Efdl

Some commentators, including
Eduard Gufeld, recommended the
sharp thrust 17 g4, intending 17 ...
Hxe5 (17 ... £8e7 g5 ) 18 de fg

19 %g3 hS 20 h3"7 (73). The
resulting position is very import-
ant for the evaluation of the entire
variation starting with 13 ... 5.

White has clear compensation
for the pawn after 20... gh 21 f4xh3
eT (or21...%e822e41)22 fcSas
well as after 20 ... g5 21 3 &e7 22
hg h4 23 Wh2 £)g6 24 £e2 £b5 25
£\d4. 1t is easy to understand why
Kasparov declined to enter this
variation in the fourth match.

After the text Kasparov not
only equalized, but even seized
the initiative:

17 .. &£Hd6
18 b3 Hc8
19 Hacl Qes8
20 fel [Af6! F

Karpov-Kasparov, (m/3) 1987:
10 4 éDc6 ( 74)

(TE E®
%%%t@j%
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11 Qe3 b6
11 ... &dxeS5 is dubious: 12 fe {6
13 ef Exf6 was unclear in Karpov-
Chiburdanidze, Bilbao 1987: 14
Wd2 8d7 15 Phl Exfl+ 16 Bxfl
We7 17 Ed1 with a slight advan-
tage for White. In Soviet Sport 17
fAgl is suggested, but after 17 ...
Hd8! 18 e4 de 19 &HHixed Hxd4 20
fAxd4 Dc621 Qc5 Bxd2 22 fxeT
Hxg2! we feel that it is Black, if
anyone, who holds the advantage.
12 .Q.fZ (75)
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White is ready to advance in
the centre. In Karpov-Kasparov,
(m/1) 1987, Black entered unclear
complications with 12 ... &d7 13

Griinfeld Defence 17

ed! &e7 (13 ... de 14 Lxe4 would
have given White a slight advan-
tage due to his control of the
centre) 14 HHxd7 ¥rxd7 15 e5 Bfc8
16 Hcl Qf8 17 Af3 (17 g4 is
interesting here, for example 17 ...
£.h6 18 Q.h4 Hicd 19 We2 £c6 20
Hcedl b5 21 Hd3 o, with an
initiative for White.) 17 ... Ec7! 18
b3 Hac8 19 ¥Wd2 &c6 20 Wb2 ab
and Black had equalized.

12 .. HeT

13 a4

Here 13 e4 would have been

met by 13 ... de, equalizing.

13 . a5

14 b3 Q47
15 Efel fcb
16 &b5 &be8
17 €3 £Hdé6
18  &xdé Wxdé
19 Qel Efbs
20 Qf 16

21 513 d7
22 ¥c2 AT
23 Qd2 &Hdé

Black can claim more than
equality, so it seems that Kasparov
has solved the problems posed by
this opening system.

I
1 d4 &6
2 o g6
3 &3 d5
4 Q4 2g7 (76)

When Karpov was first con-
fronted by Kasparov’s use of the
Griinfeld Defence, he chose to
adopt a fairly mild system in reply.
A 5 5f3
B 5el
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7/ a "% Z
2 / %
BiE
%

7
%

This position can also arise
from the move order 4 £Hf3 Qg7 5
A4,

5 . e51? (77)

cn 7]
P % » )

This is a typical counterthrust
in the Griinfeld Defence, but
often Black delays it until after5 ...
0-0 6 Bcl.

6 dc a5
7 Eel

Theoreticians have concen-
trated on the line 7 cd &xdS
8 Wxd5 fQxc3+ 9 Ad2 (78) and
now:

() 9 ... Axd2+ 10 ¥rxd2 ¥xc5
11 Ecl ¥f5, seen in Petrosian-
Shamkovich, Moscow 1966, is no

longer appropriate because of
Botvinnik and Estrin’s 12 &d4!
Wd7 13 Whé!

(b) 9 ... Qeb6!? 10 Wxb7 (10
fHxc3 Wxe3+ 11 Wd2 Wxe5!=) 10
... &xd2+ 11 £xd2 0-0 and now:

(bl) 12 ¥xa8? is strongly
countered by 12 ... Hd8! 13 Bdl
(13 b4!? ¥xbd 14 Ed1 Exd2 =) 13
.. fds F

(b2) 12 e4 is also possible, but
Dreyev-Yepishin, Tallinn 1986,
saw 12 ... £Hc6! 13 Wab Hxc5 14
Wbs Wd6 15 Hcd Wd4 16 fe2
Efc8 17 0-0 Habg 18 Wrad ¥rxed 19
Hfel £d4 20 Q1 ¥f4 21 b3 Hc5
22 ¥xa7 BhS5 23 h3 Exh3 24
Wxb8+ Wrxb8 25 gh Hf3+ 26 g2
f2d5 0-1.

(b3) 12 b4 ¥ad 13 e4 £)d7 14
bS5 a3 15 c6 Hf6 16 Le2 el 17
Bd1 Bfd8 (17 ... Hxed 18 ¥d3 +)
18 3 aS5! gives Black counterplay,
according to Belyavsky. 13 ¥xa8!?
is more principled. After 13 ... £c6
14 ¥b7 Hd8! 15 Hdl (15 Ecl
Wa3) Black can go for the draw
with 15 ... 5d7 16 ¥a8+ (16 ¥rc8+
&7 F) 16 ... Hd8 etc, but risky is

5 ... &xb4 16 e3 (forced) 16 ...

&e2+ 17 He2 QdS! (Co-author
Shamkovich originally suggested
17 ... 8g4+? 1813 &Hxe3 but Robert
Ciaffone came up with 19 ¥b3!!,
refuting the line. 17 ... hS may be
playable.) 18 ¥c7 or 18 ¥¥xe7.

Summing up, it is clear that
Karpov avoided the 7 cd line out of
respect for 9 ... Qe6.

7 .. de
8 e3 WxcS
9 Wad+

Jon Tisdall gives both 9 &d2
&Hh5! and 9 HeS Hh5 10 Yad+
&\c6! but in this latter line White
could play the much stronger 10
¥d5!, so in our opinion 9 &eS is
best met by 9 ... &ch.

9 .. £eb

An interesting alternative is 9 ...
£d717 10 ¥rxcd Wb6 11 Qe2 (11
£.c7 ¥xb2 12 Bbl a3 13 Hxb7
0-0 and 11 £Hb5 £Hab 12 Q.c7 Yeb!
are acceptable for Black, accord-
ing to Kasparov.) 11 ... 0-0 12 0-0
and now 12 ... f.e6! is equal, but
not 12 ... Hc8? 13 ¥Wxc8+! Axc8
14 Hd5 He6 15 HExc8+ LAf8 16
Efcl with a very dangerous attack

(Kasparov).
10 fSxcd 0-0
1 00 247 (79)
12 ¥%bS

Kasparov has not mentioned
Taimanov’s suggestion of 12 £)b5
intending 13 fQxf7+), but Black
can reply 12 ... ¥h5 13 fe2 e5! 14
Qg3 (14 &fdd &Hxd4! 15 AxhS
Axb5F) 14 ... a6 15 £H)c3 Hd4 16
Hxdd fxad 17 Qxh5 &Hxh5 18
Hxad HHxg3 19 hg ed F.

Griinfeld Defence 719
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12 %xbs
Karpov—Kasparov (m/1) 1986
now went 13 Qb5 Hac8 14 Bfdl
Hfd8 15 h3 h6 16 Dfl a6 17 fe2
fe6 18 Hxd8+ Exd8 19 &eS
&Hixe5 20 fixe5 Hd2 21 b3 and a
draw was agreed.

5 e3 (80)
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74

Here the central thrust is the
normal move for Black.
6 dc Was
7 Zel de
This is safer than 7 ... He4, as
played in Karpov-Kasparov, (m/5)
1986. After 8 cd £ixc3 9 Wd2 ¥xa2
10 be Kasparov chose 10... ¥xd2+!1?
(Petrosian-Fischer, (m/2) 1971,
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saw 10 ... ¥a5 11 fcd Hd7 12 He2
(12831912 ... £e5 13 Qa2 Af5?
14 Qxe5! fxe5 15 £d4 . But
Fischer could have kept the
balance with 13 ... ¥xc5 14 &Hd4
b5!) 11 Sxd2 £Hd7 12 b5 0-0 13
Axd7 Axd7 14 e4 £5!7 15 e5 e6!?
(W. Schmidt-Gross, Nalechov
1984, saw 15 ... Hac8 16 ¢6?! bc 17
dé6 ed 18 ed and now Black could
have obtained an advantage with
Adorjan’s 18 ... Hfe8! The
Hungarian theoretician also gives
16 d6 Bxc5 and 16 e6 Rad 17 fe3
Ab3! as leading to an advantage
for Black, but Kasparov showed
that 16 c4 Exc5 17 fQe3 actually
leaves White in charge, and we
feel that 16 Qe3 fAxe5 17 &3 is
also promising. So while we agree
with Kasparov that the line played
in the game with 10 ... ¥xd2+ is
not refuted, nevertheless it is not
clear that Black will be able to
achieve equality. We can say, how-
ever, that 10 ... ¥xd2+ has been
rehabilitated, at least for the time
being.
8 LHxcd

Black has nothing to fear on
8 Wad+ Wxad 9 Hixad Ld7 10
Hxc4 &d5!, seen in Wexler-
Foguelman, Buenos Aires 1964.

8 .. 0-0

Now 9 &e2 is interesting, for
example 9 ... ¥xc5 10 ¥b3 Wa5 11
0-0 £c6, Kraidman-W. Schmidt,
Nice Ol. 1974, where ECO re-
commends 12 h3 with a slight
advantage to White. We feel that
10 ... &c6 is significantly stronger,

intending 11 ... £a5, for example
11 ¥b5 ¥rxb5 12 QxbS5 (12 HxbS
&as!¥) 12...£b4130-0a6 14 .cd
b5 F.

9 M3 (81)
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9 .. x5
There is no particular reason
why 9 ... £c6 cannot be played
here, delaying the capture until
the following move.
10 4b3
The aggressive 10 £b5?! allows
easy equality with 10 ... ¥b4+ 11
5Hd2 £Hd5 or 11 Pe2 Qeb! 11 ...
& e4, which occupied the attention
of the press room during the 1986
London match, is also a very
interesting idea.
10 .. ATV ]
1 00 a5
11 .. ¥h5 is an alternative
which we feel is in no way inferior
to the text. After 13 h3 Bd8 White
can choose between 13 £d2 He8,
correctly evaluated as even by
Boleslavsky, and 13 e2 e5, which
led to an unclear position in
Ageychenko-Gik, USSR 1966.
12 h3 Qf5 (82)
13 We2

Fowy i

The normal move. Karpov-
Kasparov, (m/9) 1986, saw instead
13 &d4d Qd7! 14 ¥e2 &Hxd4!
(Kasparov’simprovement on 14 ...
e5 played in Gulko-Tseshkovsky,
Sochi 1975.) 15 ed 6! 16 £.d2 ¥b6
17 Efd] Q.c6 18 He3 ¥as 19 fLd2
b6 20 Qe3 Was 14-Y%. The feeling
in the press room at the time was
that Black would have had the
better chances had White not
opted for the draw by repetition.

13 .. Hed

14 &d5

14 &xe4d fQxed leads to
equality:

(a) 15 Bfdl Qxf3 16 xf3
LAxb2 17 Bbl Ag7 18 {d5 e6 19
fed HHe520¥e2 Had8 = Hansen-
Wiedenkeller, Helsinki 1986.

(b) 15 g5 2d5 16 fcT7 Wxc7 17
fxd5 We5 18 ¥b5 Hd8 where
Black’s chances are no worse
(Sahovi¢-Lanka, Jurmala 1978).

(c) 15 £Hd2 Qd5 16 Lxd5 ¥xdS
and a draw was agreed in Hort-
Uhlmann, Moscow 1971.

14 .. e5 (83)
15 Exce6!?
Tremors were felt in the
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analysis room when this move
was played in Karpov-Kasparov
(m/11) 1986. Amazingly, it scems
to have been a novelty. Tisdall
suggested that the effect on
Kasparov was more psychological
than ‘chessic’, but we are not so
sure.

The alternative 15 fh2 is an
abject retreat which can be dealt
withby 15 ... &e6 16 Bfd1 Bad8 17
We4d Hd6 18 We2 (Moran-
Wittmann, Dubai Ol. 1986) 18 ...
Hed = Gipslis.

15 .. ef

15 ... bc 16 He7+ Hh8 requires
some analysis:

(a) 17 &ixe5 QxeS 19 &Hxcb
Wd2! ¥

(b) 17 &Hxc6 b6 18 &cxes
fe6! leads to unclear compli-
cations, according to Kasparov.

(c) Co-author Shamkovich has
proposed 17 &xeS5!, where White
has more than sufficient compen-
sation for his exchange, for
example:

(c) 17 .. Qxe5 18 &xch
(intending 19 Hcxe5) 18 ... Ah2+!
19 &xh2 (19 xh2? WcT+F) 19...
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Wd2! with an unclear position, e.g.
20 Hel Hac8(20... ¥xe2 21 Bxe2
Hac822 Hd4 Bcl+23 Hf1.2.d724
fHc2! He8 25 Hb3 Exfl+ 26 Hxfl
Hb5275d4 fAxe2+ 28 Bxe2 £)21
&d4 Wrxe2 22 Hxe2 Hcl+ 23 Hfl
(intending 24 g4) L.

(c2) 17 ... f6 18 &Hxf5 fe 19 &Hxg7
Sxg7 20 We2 Hes 21 Hgh!

The text is not necessarily in-
ferior (despite Gipslis’s pejorative
comment in ECO), and allows
Black to hold the balance with
precise play.

16 Ec7 Leb!
17 el

Gipslis (in ECO DII) gives this
21 and claims that 17 £e7+&h8§ 18
Hfcl is + even though after 18 ...
Axb319ab(19ef?! Qd5F)19...fe
20 ¥xe3 £Hd6 21 ¥f4 Had8 22
Hg5? h6 23 Heb g5t F or 22 Whe
h6! Black is no worse in a rather
unclear position. So the choice be-
tween 17 &e7+ and the text is
more a matter of taste, and we find
Karpov’s choice more appealing.

An inferior alternative is 17
HExb7? £)d6! 18 He7+ Bh8 19 £ic6
c5 20 Axe6 Wxc6 21 HeT fe 22
ef Hf5 F Szilagyi-W. Schmidt,
Budapest 1986.

17 .. Wh5
18 HeT+ Zh8
19  fxe6!
19 ef would fail to 19 ... £Hg3'1 20
fg ¥b6+.
19 .. fe

20 %bi! &Hgs
The game resembles a pro-
longed duel of the sort popular in

MGM movies of the 1930s.

21 &Hhd Hxh3+1?

This move may be good enough

to survive, but Karpov is correct
when he points out that 21 ... fe!
would have led to a draw after 22
Exgb+ hg 23 Hixgb+ D8 24
&e7+. That may prove to be the
final word on this line.

22 Sh2 Wh5

23 Hexg6+ hg

24 ¥rxg6 We5

The sparring continues. The

game, which was awarded the bril-
liancy prize (paid in gold
sovereigns!) for the best game of
the London half of the match con-
cluded in a draw after 25 Ef7 Exf7
26 Wxf7 Hgs 27 Hgb+ Fh7 28
Axes Hxf7 29 Hixf7 Hg6 30 £Hd6
fe 31 Hcd ef 32 Exf2 bS5 33 &ed a5
34 Bp3 a4 35 Hc2 EI336Des A.d4
37 He2 Axe3 38 BExe3 Hf2 39 b3
Hxg2+ 40 Df3 Hxa2 41 ba %-%.

The Russian Systems

1 d4 &Hf6
2 cd g6

3 &He3 ds

4 3. 'y
5 b3

The Russian Systems have been
a consistently popular reply to the
Griinfeld for many years, and they
are considered the main lines in
the ECO classification. After the
standard 5 ... dc 6 ¥xc4 0-0 7 e4,
Black has a wide range of choices.
Adorjan, in his recent book on the
Griinfeld, thinks highly of 7 ... a6,
but the World Champion clearly

doesn’t share his confidence, pre-

ferring the classical 7 ... 2.g4 and

the modern 7 ... £aé lines.
Karpov-Kasparov, (m/17) 1986:

5 de

6 %xc4 0-0

7 ed Hgd

8 el Hd7

9 Hdi &b
10 fe2 £Hb6
11 %5 dé
12 €5 Wxes

On 12 ... ¥d7?!, 13 h3 Qxf3 14
Qxf3 e6 15 Hed gives White a
clear advantage. An interesting,
but flawed, option is 13 e6!?, for
example 13 ... fixe6 (13 ... fe? 14
£est) 14 d5 fxc3+ (forced) 15 be
&xdS 16 c4 b6 17 b5 (forced)
&3 18 Axd7 £Hxb5 19 cb Axd720
be fxc6 F.

13 dc (84)
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At the end of 1986 this was the
critical position.
13 .. £e8
. &d7 is tempting, even
though Kasparov points out 14
h3!:
(a) 14 ... Axf3 15 gf Hdxe5? 16
f4 + or 15 .. Bfd8 16 f4 L.
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(b) 14 ... Reb6 15 &Hg5 &HdxeS 16
Hixe6! (16 f4 &Hed 17 el Ha3) 16..
fe 17 f4 £f7 18 ficd!e5190-0ef20
Axf4 9da+ 21 &hl Axc3 22 be
Dg7 23 HdT! '

Nevertheless, in the latter line
Shamkovich found 17 ... &hé!, a
move which Kasparov missed.
After 18 0-0 Had8 19 Exd8 Exd8
(intending 20 .. &£d3) 20 Hdl
Hxdl 21 &Hxdl HA7 22 Qs &f7
23 &e3 Qg7 24 £ed h6 or 24 g4
£.d4 the chances are roughly level.

14 h3!

In Karpov-Kasparov, (m/15)
1986, where Karpov first employed
5 ¥b3 against Kasparov, 14 &£\b5
was seen, but 14 ... Eb8! proved a
strong reply, as after 15 £xc7 e6!
the knight was forced to retreat
right away, or else risk being
trapped by ... a6. After 16 &£b5
&\8e7 Karpov had to recognize the
solidity of Black’s position. After
considerable thought (at the
London Press Centre we thought
our telex link had broken down!)
Karpov found 17 Hd2! but
Kasparov answered boldly with 17
... b6!?, and after 18 cb ab 19 fg5!
&5 Karpov allowed the game to
quiet down: 20 b3 h6 21 .Af6 QAxf3
22 Axf3 &ixeS 23 fxe5 Qxe5 24
0-0 Efd8 25 Htdl Hxd2 26 Bxd2
Hc8 27 g3 Ecl+ 28 &g2 IR 29
Qed Del h-%. With 20 &Hfd4!
Hxd4 21 Hxd4 Hxd4 22 Hxd4
fxe2 23 SHxe2 Bxe5 a lot of
pieces come off the board, but
‘White has slight pressure’
(Kasparov).
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Sacrificing a pawn, White ob-
tains strong play in the centre,
especially along the d-file. Karpov
does not like to sacrifice material
unless it is clearly worked out in
advance. The speed with which he
played this game (5 minutes used
for the first 14 moves) shows that it
was.

14 .. Axf3
15 4xf3 LxeS

In the London Press Centre we
were sure that Kasparov would not
goinfor 15 ... Hixe5 16 fxb7 Ebs
17 c¢6 with strong pressure.
Kasparov gives 17 ... ©c4 18 £Hd5!
Hxe3 19 fe £d6 20 Hxe7+Th8 21
Hxd6! cd 22 de2 Axb2 23 Hbl
££6 24 £HdS L.d8 and now either
25 ¢7 fxcT 26 HHxcT 5 27 £Hab or
25 Hcl.

16 Sixcb

Forced, according to Karpov.
Kasparov analysed 16 Ed7 e6 17
Lxc6bc 18 f4 Rg7! 19 Bxc7 He8
20 Bxc6 £He721 Eab Eeb8 22 HHad
&£d5 23 Qcl es!

16 .. be
17 Qd4

We do not award the customary
exclamation mark here. Sham-
kovich presents strong arguments
in favour of 17 f4!7:

(a) 17 ... fxc3+ 18 bc Eb8 19
0-0 £57! (19 ... f6 is much better,
although Black is still fighting to
hold the position.) 20 bl Bxbl
21 Exbl BEd822 Eb7 Bd723 Eb8
Bd8 24 2d4 Df7 25 Qes5 +.

(b)17 ... Rg7 18 0-0 Eb8 19 Ef2
f6 (19 ... £f5 20 Bd7 Bb7 21 Bfd2

and 22 £.d4) 20 47 Bb7 21 Kfd2
&f7 22 g4 intending f5.

Maybe Black can hold, but it
certainly isn’t pleasant!

17 .. ff4

It is obvious that Black cannot
afford to exchange bishops be-
cause this would allow immediate
infiltration of the seventh rank by
the white rook, where the pawns
on the c-files must eventually fall.
The bad position of the &c8
causes Black too many problems.
In London, we analysed 17 ..
Axd4 18 Exd4 Eb8 19 b3 f5 (or
else £\c3-e4) 20 2d7 Bb7 21 Pe2
e6 22 Hhdl He8 23 Hd8+ and
Black is very passive. Kasparov
looked at 19 ... a5 20 Ea4! Eventu-
ally, he concluded that after the
trade of bishops, 18 ... a6 would
have been relatively best, but even
so Black would be uncomfortable.

18 0-0 a5??

18 ... e5! equalized in Karpov-
Timman, Tilburg 1986: 19 fe3
Qxe3 20 fe He7 21 BEd7 &5 22
Bxc7 Bfc8=.

18 ... Ee8 19 Hfel &f8 would
have been better than 18 ... a5,
which was tantamount to resig-
nation.

19 EHfel ad

19 ... f6 20 He6 Hab6 21 HdS is
easy. Perhaps 19 ... He8 should
have been tried, although White is
still clearly better (20 £e4 Sf8 21
fc¢3). Karpov had only consumed
30 minutes to this point.

20 KHed Lh6
21  Qes a3

22 b3
In Leningrad, the press had
already given up the game as hope-
less. In London, we all agreed with
Jon Speelman, who said of the
pawn on a3: ‘This pawn either
lives (which means that Black suc-
cessfully sacrifices on b3 or wins
the a2 pawn; then he would have
adequate counterplay and would
wriggle out of a serious problem)
or dies. If it dies, then Black is
totally lost.’
22 .. Hal
Kasparov decided to jettison his
pawn on ¢7 and seeks counterplay.
1f22.. 8g723 Axg7&xg7 24 Bd7
Ea7 Black is totally tied down and
White can go after Black’s stranded
pawn with Ed7-d4-a4 etc.
23 Bd7!
23 Qxc7 fHg7! gives Black
chances.
23 .. fel
None of the published analysis
has addressed Basman and
Ravikumar’s suggestion of 23 ...
Efd8!? e.g.:
(a) 24 Exe7 2825 Bxc7 Axc5;
(b) 24 Bxc7 f6 25 Qf4 Qxf4 26
Hxf4 Hd3;
(c) 24 Bed4! Exd7 25 Bxd7 *.
This was published in the
London Press Centre bulletin, but
copies are rare because some
British Chess Federation (BCF)
officials refused to allow reprints
due to their unhappiness with
some of the editorial comment.
24  Hxc7 ab2
25  Had!
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Kasparov remarks that ‘25
Hxe7 would also have won.’ In
London, a Psion computer pro-
gram gave 25 ... Bfd8 26 He2 £\ c8
27 Hc7 Bd3 28 Bc2 fxc3 whichiit
evaluated as much better for
White. But Karpov notes that 25
Hxe7 would have been dubious,
because of 25 ... fxc3 26 Axc3
& bS5 intending 27 ... Bfd8-d2xa2.

25...5b526 HExc6 Hfd827 Eb6
Bd5

A last trap: 28 £Hxb2? Bxe5! 29
Hxe5 ab.

28 D83 £)c329 Hxe3 Axe330¢6
44d4 31 Eb7 1-0

IV The Classical
Exchange Variation

1 d4 Hf6

2 cd g6

3 &3 ds

4 cd &Hxds
5 ed4 &Hxe3
6 bc Re7
7 RAcd(85)
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In Chapter 5 we discussed the
Modern Exchange Variation,
where White develops his knight
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at f3. Here we discuss the older
variation, which Karpov used
against Kasparov in the fourth
match.

7 .. c5

8 &He2 &eb

9 fe3 0-0
10 0-0 ™

This is more accurate than 10 ...
cd 11 cd fLgd.
11 f3 @as (86)
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12 Axf7+

This was perhaps the most sur-
prising move in Karpov-Kasparov
1V, where it was introduced in the
fifth game and repeated in the next
three games in which Karpov had
White. Karpov, whose opening
preparation for this match was
absolutely excellent, introduced
both new moves and new ideas at a
frightening pace. Modern opening
theory has not taken this move
very seriously, because White
disrupts his own pawn structure
while giving Black counterplay. It
is unlikely that this judgement will
change as a result of the games in
this match, although it is clear that
Kasparov had to work quite hard

to obtain a playable game.
Griinfeld players can be grateful to
the World Champion for
demonstrating the correct plan for
Black.

The first critical position arises
after

12 .. Bxf7
13 fg Bxfl+
14 &xfl (87)
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14 .. ¥d6

Reacting at the board to the first
use of 12 Qxf7+ in game 5,
Kasparov thought for over an hour
before playing this move.

Kasparov did deviate from this
plan once, in Karpov-Kasparov
(m/9) 1987 14 ... c¢d 15 cd ¥b6!?
was played. After 16 gl eb6 17
d3 ¥xgd 18 BEf1 Hc8 19 h3 ¥d7
20 d5! Karpov demonstrated that
the formation with pawns at d5
and e4 was superior to that with
pawns at d4 and e5. Black was
unable to equalize and after 20 ...
Ned 21 Qd4 eS 22 de Wxe6 23
Qxg7 Sxg7 24 &HHf4! White held a
clear advantage.

Then he returned to this prin-
cipled move in the 11th game. The

basic questions facing the players
in this position are:

(1) Should Black be trying to re-
gain the pawn?

(2) Should White hold on to the
pawn at all costs?

(3) What positional price will be
paid by White if he advances his e-
pawn to e5?

(4) Is it necessary for Black to
transpose to somewhat better
known positions by c5xd4?

As a result of the four games
played in the match, we can con-
clude that each question can be
answered in the negative, but such
questions had not been discussed
before the match, and most people
had forgotten about the Spassky-
Korchnoi encounter in the 1955
Soviet Championship, which saw
(with the inclusion of 10 ... cd 11
cd) 15 ... ¥d7 16 h3 We6 17 ¥d3
Wc4! 18 Wd2 Wab (intending 19 ...
Hb3) 19 We2 £Hcd 20 b3 Bhs 21
Del Hd2! 22 Lxd2 ¥xe2 and
Black equalized. It is not clear
why Kasparov did not follow
Korchnoi’s plan, although he did
get his queen to c4 in the 11th
game. Let us now examine the
Karpov-Kasparov games, begin-
ning with game 5.

15 52! (88)

This concedes the central light
squares to Black, although it is not
easy to exploit this circumstance.
Nevertheless, with correct play
Black can take advantage of this
dubious move.

15 .. d5
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16 4Af Ef8
17 Dgi
17 g5 as suggested by

% %
i i@/i
E ¥ /@/

Georgadze, comes strongly into
consideration. The idea is to lock
Black’s bishop into the King’s
castle. Tisdall gives 17 ... ¥e4 18
Hgl! Hed 19 HF3 Hel3+ 20 LAxe3
Wxe3 21 ¥b3+Ph8 22 Hel where
2 ... Bxf3+ doesn’t seem to work
and 22 ... ¥xg5 is an unpalatable
alternative. Correctis 17 ... ¥f7 18
el ¥f5 19 hd4 h6!, applying the
same sort of strategy as in game 7.
If 20 £g3, then 20 ... Yg4 21 Hed
(or 21 gl hg) 21 ... ¥xh4 22 Hgl
g4 with counterplay.
17 .. £h6!
All of Black’s pieces are
involved in the game.

18 h4 Wf7
19 Qg3 fHe3+
20 ¥h2 Wed
21 Ebl b6

22 Eb2 wds!
23 ¥%d3 Hed
24 EHbl (89)

This is the critical position of a
magnificent battle. Black has
seized key central positions and
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has more than enough compen-
sation for his pawn. At the same
time, however, he lacks any con-
crete attacking plan. Kasparov
chose ...

24 .. b5!?

It is possible for Black to ‘take
the bull by the horns’, as
Campomanes might put it, and
crush the White opposition im-
mediately: The best method is 24
..g5! (90)
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This absolutely unexpected
kingside foray was suggested by
Kasparov after the game. Strange-
ly, however, commentators have
not mentioned this in published
analysis to date. The rationale of
the move is to seize control of the

critical f4 square in order to renew
the threat of Q2 and £e3 (The
immediate 24 ... 22 fails to 25
& f4) Here are the main
variations:

(a) 25 h5 412! 26 fxf2 Bxf2 27
Hgl &ixe5 28 Wg3 Hxe2 29 de
Hxa2 30 HEel Hd2 and Black wins.

(b) White also loses on 25 hg
Axg5 26 Hgl (26 Hgl Web! and
Black wins) 26 ... &3 27 We2
Ef2!! or 27 Eb2 c4! 28 Wbl Hfl.

(¢) 25 Ed1 would be met by the
strong reply 25 ... gh 26 xh4 412
27 ¥h3 Wed! 28 A xe7 Bf729 Lf6
He3 F Zaitsev.

(d) Another interesting line is
25 Bh3!1? A2 26 Axf2 (against the
threat of 27 ... £e3) 27 Bxf2 27
Hgl Hxe5 28 We3 and now Black
plays 28 ... &xg4!! launching a
punitive action against the White
monarch. If 29 &xgd then 29 ...
WS+ 30 g3 (If 30 &h5 then 30 ...
Bf4!! wins) 30 ... Hxe2 31 ¥rxe2
W4+ 32 Hh3 ¥xh4 mate. 29
Wxe7 also fails because of 29 ...
6 30 Hg3 (30 WeS gd+ 31 Bh2
WxeS 32 dxe5 £d5 33 Hel &He3
wins) 30 ... gxh4 31 &xh4 Ef4+
ends the game.

What is the final conclusion
concerning the critical position of
the game? In spite of Black’s clear
positional superiority, only one
paradoxical move is capable of
exploiting it, and that is 24 ... g5!!
Cruder methods will not succeed.
The move actually played in the
game, 24 ... b5, is not nearly as
strong and gives White real

chances to survive after 25 Exb5!,
permitting a forced draw after 25 ...
Hxe5 26 Bxc5 &Hxgd+ 27 &h3
We6! 28 ¥ed D2+ 29 Bh2 Hgd+
etc. If instead 25 ... £)d2!?, then 26
Ebl! should hold.

25 &h3n

This seemed, at first glance, a
cautious and reliable move, very
much in keeping with Karpov’s
style. Now Kasparov’s chances for
creating any successful attack
were vastly reduced. He then
played the late middlegame in-
exactly and fell into deep time
pressure, eventually giving up the
full point after the next poor
move.

25 .. a6?!

Some  analysts, including
Kasparov, later found the very
strong reply 25 ... b4!, demolishing
White’s pawn centre. After the
virtually forced 26 ¢b cd we have:

(a) Jon Tisdall suggested in
Chess Life 2/88 27 BEd1!? &b2 28
Wxe3 Hxdl 29 ¥xd4 with the
conclusion that Black faces con-
siderable technical difficulties,
but it is he who is playing to win.
We haven’t found any serious ob-
stacles after 29 ... ¥xd4 30 &xd4
02 31 Axf2 Bxf2 .

(b) Tisdall is right in pointing
out that 27 ¥b3 fails to 27 ... d3 28
Ed1 d2 29 £ c3 We6 30 Hed Ed8!
31 Hc5 AxceS 32 be Hd4! and
Black is better.

(©) 27 &3 ¥e6 28 Hed hS!
(Better than 28 ... &£xe5 29 f.xes
¥xe5 30 g3 with real chances to
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hold.) 29 &h2 &HixeS F. It is
curious that in this analysis the
White king is shuttling between h2
and h3.

Against Tisdall’s 25 ... £d2!?,
White should play 26 &gl! (not 25
Hxb5? e6! F) 26 ... &Hixbl 27
¥xe3 with an unclear position.

26 Hgl ed
27 &3 Bds8
28 a4! dc

29 xc3 We6
Better was 29 ... ¥d3! 30 ¥xd3
Hxd3 31 ab &Ha3! -
30 &h2 ba
An interesting alternative was
0 ... £a7!? intending ... £e3.

31 Ebd &Hd2
32 Hxad O+
33 $h3 Hdl

Kasparov was down to his last
minute here.

34 He2 =0 |
35 e2 hS
36 fel Wd7?

The decisive error. 36 ... Eal
would have given Black real draw-
ing chances.

37 ¥xa6 Hal?
38  ¥xgo+ 1-0

Now let us look at the next
game, Karpov-Kasparov, (m/7)
1987 (91):

16 .. Bd8!?

Kasparov may have been afraid
of Georgadze’s 17 g5!inreply to 16
.. Bf8 as played in game five.

17 el

The two players renewed their
dispute of this variation at the
European Options Exchange
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Tournament, Amsterdam 1988. In
this position, Karpov produced the
-innovation 17 ¥¢2!?, but did not
succeed after 17 ... ¥cd! 18 ¥b2 (if
18 ¥ed 4)\c6!, seizing either the
d- or e-pawn) 18 ... 2h6 19 h4 (7
20 Dgl (if 20 g5 &Hed 21 el EfY
FF) 20 ... Af8 21 &He3 (21 Af1?
Ncd F) 21 ... Hcd 22 Wre2 W2+ 23
Wxf2 Qe3 24 Wxe3 &xe3. The
game is even, as 25 g5 is met by 25
.. cd 26 c¢d Bf4 27 Ecl &d5 =
Karpov took the second pawn, but
destroyed his pawn structure: 25
de Hc8 26 BEbl Exc5 27 Exb7
Hxg4 28 Bb4? h5 29 HHed BxeS F
(2-'» 57). Keene suggested 28
Hxe7 BExc3 29 &f1, but 29 ... Ra3!
should give Black even chances in
the ending. Thus Kasparov suc-
ceeded again in Karpov’s latest
attempt to improve White’s plan
with Qxf7+.
17 .. ed
White would react to 17 ... 4h6
by playing 18 h4 followed by 19 g5.
Black decided to regain his pawn,
but this gives White time to re-
group his pieces and seize the in-
itiative. Since Black will not be

able to deploy his bishop at h6, the
plan with 16 ... Xd8 seems faulty.

18 g5 Wis
19 h4 Hed
20 Hgl Wed
21 a4 hé6!
22 Ha2!

22 gh fxh6 would free the
Black bishop and enable it to join
in a strong attack.

22 .. hg
23 Whbl!

Now White has a slight initiat-

ive.

23 . gh
24 ¥4b3 Web
25 &4 wf7

26 Hixg6! Wrxg6
27 ¥xcd+  Hh8
28  Hb2 cd

29 od g4

The position appears to be ba-
lanced, although Tisdall main-
tains that after 30 Wf7! Hxd4 31
Qxd4 Wrxdd+ 32 22 ¥xe5 33 &5
Wel+ 34 Bf1 ¥eS Karpov, instead
of playing 35 ®hl1?, could have
continued 35 ¥f4! which ‘would
probably push Black over the
brink ...". After the move played in
the game Kasparov was able to
draw in 79 moves.

Game 11 saw Karpov choose to
keep his centre intact and support
it with his queen.

15 &gl We6
16 ¥d3 (92)

This is better than 16 £Hg3 cd
17 ¢cd Ed8 which would have given
Black strong pressure for the
pawn.

éé/,,;i
S

White offers the g-pawn to
Black, who spurns it, preferring to
exchange queens.

16 .. Hred!?

16 ... cd 17 cd ¥xgd 18 Efl!
would transpose back to the 9th
game of the match, an experience
Kasparov would certainly not wish

to repeat.
17  ¥rxed Hixed
18 Q4f2

18 g5 h6! 19 fxe7 cd? 20 cd
He8 21 Hcl! Has 22 Hc7 £ was
played in Seirawan-Lputian, St.
John 1988. But 19 ... He8! 20 fxc5
b6 21 Qb4 a5 (Gligori¢) was a

better try.
17 . cd
19 od e5!
20 45

Now Kasparov managed to
bring the bishop into the game.
20 .. Sh6
21 h4 f4d2 (93)
This is a critical position for
Black’s imaginative bishop tour.
The Black forces are very active
and there is a concrete target at e4
(for example 22 a4? £Hd6 23 &Hg3
Hc8 followed by .. Hc4), and

Griinfeld Defence 91

White’s extra pawn at g4 plays no
role at all. We consider this pos-
ition dynamically balanced.
22 Hdl Qas!?
The bishop may be overindulg-
ing in sightseeing. 22 ... b5 seems
more logical.

23 XHel bs
24 He2 Hd6
25 Hel Hed
26 &Hf1 Hdé
27 Hgl Hed
28 g5

Inviting a draw by repetition.
Now 28 ... a6 should give Black
sufficient counterplay, for ex-
ample 29 &fl Ef8 30 De2 Hf4 31
h5 Bg4 32 hg hg = (33 &f3 Hfd+).
In the actual game, the nervous
play on both sides is not of interest
to the discussion of the opening.

So what can we conclude from
the theoretical battle over 12
D xf7+? Karpov demonstrated
that the old handling of the line is
not sufficient for equality, but
Kasparov demonstrated that any
disruption of White’s pawn centre
is very dangerous indeed. The best
course of action for Black seems at
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present to be to get the queens off
the board and not to worry about
the extra pawn at g4.

All of this is very interesting,
but is likely to remain a footnote
to the main theory of the line,
which we follow here, starting
from diagram 86.

12 4d3 cd
13 «od £e6 (94)
” a/ i %

This is the standard position of
the Classical Exchange Variation.
14 XHcl

The long controversial ex-
change sacrifice 14 d5 fixal 15
Wxal f6 is not seen as frequently
at the top level these days. The
main lines run:

(a) 16 Bbl Qf7 (16 ... b6, 16 ...
Dg7, and 16 ... £d7 are all reliable
alternatives.) 17 2h6 He8 18 Ab5
Wd6 (or 18 ... ¥b6+ 19 £HHd4 Hed8
20 Re3 Wes 21 Of5 ¥a3 22 fcl
Wes5+ 23 Qe3 a3 24 fcl Wes+
=% van Gaalen-van der Wiel,
Utrecht 1986) 19 Qxe8 fxe8 20
Wc3b621 Bcl £HHb722 Ae3 $f723
Wd2 ¥Wd8 24 &Hd4 Ec8 25 Bf1 ¥d6
= Pinter-Pfibyl, Sochi 1981.

(b) 16 Ah6 doesn’t even seem to

equalize anymore: 16 ... Ee8 1/
4 2718 Hel b6 19 Df1 Hed8
20 5 £.xdS5 21 ef ¥xf6 and Black is
better, according to Boleslavsky.

(c) 16 ¥d4 QAd7 17 ©Hf4 b6 18
£.d2 %7 19 Wbd Wrd6 20 Da6 Lc8
21 ¥b5 Qxa6 22 Wxa6 Hfc8 23
&e6 with compensation (Toften-
Martin, London 1984).

(d) 16 Ad2 2d7 17 ¥el b6 18
2h6 Ef7 19 g3 e5 20 f4 ¥e7 21
h4 &£b7 22 hS = Vaiser-Stohl,
Tallinn 1986.

14 .. Hxa2
15  ¥ad

15 d5is also seen, but after 15 ...
£2b3 16 ¥el e6 17 ¥b4 ed 18 Hcs
fcd 19 Axcd Hxcd 20 Exds
WxdS 21 ed Hixe3 22 Hcel Hxds
Black has full equality in this line
which was originally proposed by
co-author Shamkovich.

15 . fe6
16 dS 247
17 ¥b4 b6
18 4!

18 Qa6 (Spassky-Shamkovich,
Sochi 1967, was agreed drawn
here.) 18 ... £.c8! 19 f£xc8 Hxc8 20
Exc8 Wrxc821 Wxe7 ¥c2ledtoan
equal position in I. Sokolov-
Kapetanovié, Yugoslavia 1984,
which was agreed drawn after 22
Hel &4 23 L2 a5 24 d6 Wd2 25
d7 £e5 26 £Hd4 Hd3 27 1 £Hxf2!
28 d8 (%) &dl1! (intending 28 ...
We3+) 29 2hl1 N2+,

18 .. e6

It is possible that 18 ... Ec8!?,
introduced in 1987, is a stronger
move. For example:

(a) 19 &¢3 £b7 20 fa6 Hc7 21
€5 £3c5 22 fcd b8 23 Wa3 Hecl
24 Bfd1 (Vizhmanavin-Ivanchuk,
USSR 1987), and now 24 ... Hh8!
gives Black a solid position.

{b) 19 Qa6 EHxcl 20 Excl e621
d6 £c6 22 Wd2 e5 23 £5 £b8! 24
Bb7 gf 25 ef QXI5 26 &3 fe627
£hS51? (Gligori¢ suggests 27 He7)

6 ... Whd 27 Hixg? Sxgl =
Doimatov-Gavrikov, USSR Ch.
1987.

19 46 Heb

19 ... €520 f5 Hc8 21 £)c3 fcb
22 &55bS ¥d7 (Or 22 ... 8xb5 23
Exc8 ¥xc8 24 QAxbS with a big
advantage for White.) 23 f6! £h8
24 Qe2 Hfd8 25 Hedl Eb8 26 h3
h527 Bd2! Thisisstrongerthan 27
&h2, seen in Balashov-Hansen,
Malmo 1987/88. White has a clear
advantage in the final position.

20 b3

20 a3 comes into consider-
ation.

20 .. es
21 15

This position was reached in
Dolmatov-Gavrikov, USSR Cham-
pionship 1986, After 21 ... ¥h4!
intending 22 ... 8.h6 the position is
unclear, eg.:

(a) 22 6 4h6;

(b) 22 g3 ¥h3;

(c) 22 A2 W5 23 £)c3 HHd4 .

These last two games do not by
any means constitute a refutation
of Black’s opening strategy, al-
though they have presented
Griinfeld practitioners with new
obstacles to overcome. Kasparov
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clearly preferred to steer clear of
these waters, but may choose to
navigate them in the future.

\/

1 d4 AT
2 4 g6
3 &3 ds
4 O3 fe7
5 .Q.gS (95)

BT

Thls was the approach adopted
by Seirawan against Kasparov at
the Dubai Olympiad. Kasparov
has employed the White side as
well, against Smyslov in the Can-
didates’ finals of 1984.

5 .. £ed
6 od

If White does not wish to give
up the bishop pair then he can play
6 &h4, but after 6 ... &ixe3 7 bede
Black has a good game, for ex-
ample:

(a)8e3 2e69 Re2(9 Eb1b610
£d20-011 Hxcd AdS 12 ¥d2 ¥d7
13 £a3 ¢5 14 3 ¥a4 « Mecking-
Fischer, Buenos Aires 1970) 9 ...
0-0 10 0-0 &Xd7 11 £g5 Ad5 12 e4
h6 13 ed hg 14 A.xg5 HHb6 15 ¥d2
He8 16 £h6 Qf6 = Groszpeter-
Ftatnik, Trnava 1983.
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(b) 8 Wad+ ¥d79 ¥xcd b610e3
£a6 11 ¥Wb3 Qxfl 12 &xf1 ¢S5 13
De2 cd 14 cd £Hc6 15 Ehd1 0-0 16
Hacl Hac8 = Foisor-W. Schmidt,
Polanica Zdroj 1982.

6 f.f4 is no more effective, e.g.
6...%xc3 7bc 0-0 8 cd Wrxd5 9 b3
a510e3c¢511 Qcded12ed Hcb6=
Bronstein-Suetin, USSR Ch. 1965.

6 .. Eyxgs
7  &Hxgs e6
8 &3

8 ¥d2 is a major alternative, but
it appears that after 8 ... ed 9 We3+
&f8! White cannot obtain any
advantage. An example is 10 ¥f4
L1611 h4 h6 12 D3 c6 13 €3 feb
14 d3 £)d7 15 0-0-0 b8 16 ¥xb8
Hxb8 = Bisguier-Korchnoi, Lone
Pine 1979.

8 Wad+ c6 9 dc &Hixc6 10 HI3
deserves thorough practical test-
ing.

8§ .. ed
9 e3

9 b4 ¥d6 10 a3 0-0 11 €3 ¢6 12
fe2 4f5 13 0-0 £Hd7 gave Black
equality in Seirawan-Kasparov,
Dubai 01 1986.

0-0 (96)

10 b4
10 Qe2 has fallen from favour.
One secure equalizing line is 10 ...
He8 11 0-0 418 12 £e5 ¢6 13 Af3
£d6 14 &Hd3 Af5 15 Bel £d7 16
e ¥b6 17 Hg3 Axd3 18 ¥rxd3
&f6 19 Eabl a5 = Gurgenidze-
Zilberstein, USSR 1974,
10 .. c6
11 b3
(a) 11 Qe2 a5 12 b5 a4 13 0-0
a5 14 ¥d2 Qg4 15 be be 16 h3
Axf3 17 Axf3 £Hd7 was equal in
Ostermeyer-Korchnoi, Biel 1984.
(b) 11 £d3 £Hd7 12 0-0 £Hb6 13
a4 De614b5¢515de fAxec3 16 Ecl
£b2 17 Bbl Af6 18 cb was seen
in Seirawan-Korchnoi, Brussels
1986, where Black could have
equalized with 18 ... ¥xb6é.
1 .. fHeb
12 Hel
12 8e2 £Hd7 13 0-0 g5 14 Bacl
a5 gives chances for both sides
(Bogdanov-Gulko, USSR 1973).
12 .. Hd7
13 Q43
13 2e2f5140-0a6 15 BEfel &h8
16 QAf1 f4 17 ef Exf4 18 Hxeb
Bxf3! 19 gf WgS5+ F was seen in
Cebalo-Kavalek, Reggio Emilia
1985/86. 18 £Had would have lim-
ited the damage.

13 .. We7
14 00 Efc8
15 Had b6

In this unclear position chances
are about equal (Browne-
Timman, Buenos Aires 1980).

1 d4 16

2 o g6

3 He3 ds5

4 oOHf3 Qg7
5 %a4+ (97)

Thisis a thoroughly innocuous
line, with which Kasparov has had
no difficulty.

5 .. [a7
6 b3 de

7 ¥rxed 0-0
8 e4 b5!
9 4&Hxbs

9¥b3 ¢5 10 e5 &Hgd 11 Axb5 cd
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12 &Hxd4 Qxb5 13 Hdxb5 a6 14
£a3 Wdd! 15 ¥We2 HHc6 16 We2
¥xeS5! gave Black a substantial
advantage in Hiibner-Kasparov,
Brussels 1986.

9 .. Hixed

10 &xc7

Kengis points out that 10 ¥d5

c6 11 ¥rxed fails to 11 ... &f5! F.

10 .. &Heb

11 &Hxa8 WasS+

12 Qd2 &Hxd2

13 &Hxd2 HHxd4

14 7 Wxc7

15  &OxeT He2+

16 <di &Hixal

17 Qd3 Hxb2

18 De2

In Bonsch-Jasnikowski, Harkany
1985, White obtained some com-
pensation for his material after 18
... Bc8? 19 Bbl fe5 20 £)dS, but
after 18 ... f.c6! Black would have
had a clear advantage.
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Kasparov has relied on the
Sicilian Defence for most of his
career. We will concentrate on two
systems which have played a
major role in his repertoire — the
Scheveningen (including the
Keres Attack) and the Taimanov
Variations. We will also note some
significant contributions to the
theory of the Richter-Rauzer and

Najdorf Variations.
1 e4 cS
2 o3

I Scheveningen Variation

This variation was especially
important in the first two
Kasparov-Karpov clashes, before
Karpov switched to 1 d4 as his
primary weapon. Kasparov has
written an entire book on the
subject (available in an English
translation by co-author Schiller),

together with his trainer Nikitin,
who has been a leading Soviet
expert on this system for many
years, and who had already written
profusely on the subject.

It is not really possible to give a
full Sicilian repertoire for Black —
such a task would require at leasta
full volume by itself. The authors
have endeavoured to provide
significant coverage of the major,
popular lines. There are many
good sources for the less familiar
lines, some by Kasparov himself.

e6
3 d4 cd
4 &Hxd4 &6
5 &He3 dé

6 Qe2(99)

6 g4, the Keres Attack, is gen-
erally sidestepped by Kasparov,
who employs a variety of move
orders to avoid it.

6 .. a6

Black can adopt a number of
move orders, but this one, which
can also arise¢ from the Najdorf
move order 2 ... d6 3 d4 cd 4 £Hxd4
6 5 £)c3 a6 6 el eb, is a solid
one, as Black generally chooses
to include the advance a7-a6 in
his plans. One example where
Kasparov omitted the move is his
game against Kupreichik from
Kislovodsk 1982: 1 e4 c5 2 &3 e6
3 d4 cd 4 DHxdd Hcb 5 He3 d6b
6 Qe3 e 7 Le2 Qe7 8 4 0-0
9 ¥d2?! (intending 0-0-0) 9 ... eS!
10 &3 (10 &5 Qxf5 11 ef ef 12
fxf4 d5! gives Black the initiative,
according to Kasparov.) 10 ... £ig4!
11 f5? (11 £d5! would have led to
a level position according to
Kasparov.) 11 ... £b4! 12 £d3 (12
0-0-0 d5!'and 12 Qg1 d5! both give
Black a strong initiative.) 12 ... d5!
13 £Hxd5 HHxd5 14 ed ed! 15 fxed
He8 F 16 0-0-0 A.f6 17 Qg5 Hxed
18 h3 &ie5 19 Qxf6 ¥rxf6 20 Hixes
WxeS 21 g4 Q.d7 and, as Kasparov
noted, ‘the rest was a matter of

technique’.
7 00 fe7
8 f4 0-0
9 &hi T (100)

This is a typical starting point
for the analysis of the Scheven-
ingen material. White has devel-
oped his pieces, staked a claim in
the centre, and shuttled his king to
safety. Black has developed calmly
and has maintained his flexibility
with regard to the deployment of
his queenside pieces.
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10 a4

This policy of restraining
Black’s queenside has occupied
centre stage for the last ten years.
White can, of course, delay this
move, and Kasparov has faced
three alternatives:

(a) 10 Qe3 &c6 11 a4 just
returns to the text.

(b) Karpov-Kasparov, (m/5)
1984-5: 10 &3 £3c6 (Kasparov has
never employed the more passive

0 .. &bd7) 11 a4 He8 12 fe3
Eb8 13 Hel (Kasparov had an
unpleasant experience with 13
Af2 418 14 Hel in an encounter
with Razuvayev in the 1978 USSR
Ch.: 14 ... £d7 15 ¥e2 &xd4 16
£xd4 b6 17 e5!? de 18 fe 1b4? 19
Hadl £f8 20 Bfl £Hg6 21 Hed +
but 18 ... £c5! would have been
much stronger.) 13 ... 2d7 14 ¥d3
(This entails an old-fashioned idea
of redeploying the White forces
with Bal-dl and fe3-cl.
Kasparov experiences no diffi-
culty in achieving full equality.) 14
. &xd4 15 Dxd4 eS! (A typical
Kasparov counter-thrust. The
previously standard 15 .. fc6
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allowed White to obtain advan-
tage with 16 a5.) 16 Qa7 Ebc8 17
fQe3 (Karpov prevents Black from
advancing his b-pawn, which
would have been possible on 16
He3.) 17 ... ¥c4 18 a5 h6 (A useful
prophylactic move, as the immedi-
ate 18 ... 318 would have been met
by 19 fe de 20 Q.g5!) 19 h3 2820
242 ¥d4 21 Qe3 Wbd Yo-1%.

(¢) Karpov-Kasparov, (m/43)
1984-5: 10 Wel (This introduces a
well-known offensive formation
with 10 ... &c6 11 Qe3 Qd7 12
g3, but Karpov actually intends
to place his queen at f2. Kasparov
chooses an active counter-strategy
on the queenside.) 10 ... b5! 11 4f3
Ab7 12 €5 £e8 (In their mono-
graph, Kasparov and Nikitin
suggested that 12 ... de 13 fe &)fd7
is a playable, if risky alternative.)
13 5 de 14 fe Qxf3 15 ef+ BExf7 16
Oxf3 &Hd7 17 g5 (17 Le3 We6 19
Hd1 4b4 20 £d2 £Hd6 =Kasparov
and Nikitin.) 17 ... 48 18 a3 &Hd6
19 &d2 Bxfl+ and a draw was
agreed after a couple more moves.
A rather relaxed ‘book’ game
which was a sort of time-out in the
gruelling marathon match. In
game 7 the protagonists returned
to consideration of the main line
(below). But there was every
reason for Karpov to respect
Kasparov’s ability to defend the
main line, based on the following
examples:

(c1) 9 ... £3c6 (In the Scheven-
ingen, it is often better to study
positions grouped thematically,

rather than by specific move
orders. In our book, all of our
branchings refer to the boldfaced
main move order. In other words,
this line (cl) departs from the
position after 9 &hl in the bold-
faced text.) 10 fe3 £.d7 11 el bS
12 a3 ¥b8! (Better than 12 ... ¥c7
where White could play 13 g3
Hab8 14 e5! de 15 fe &£Hxe5 16
Hxf6! Axf6 17 Af4 T Kasparov-
Korsunsky, USSR 1978.) 13 ¥g3?!
b4! 14 ab ¥xb4 15 BEfdl ¥xb2 16
Hxch fxc6 17 S.d4 ¥b7 18 Habl
We7 19 57! (Too late; better 19
Bd3F)19... de 20 fixe5 ¥c8 21
Hd4 g6 22 Hcd We8 23 {517 ef 24
Hbé Hc8! 25 Hxab Hed 26 Hxed
Hxed F.

(c2) 9 Wrel £Hc6 10 fe3 Hxd4?!
11 &xd4 b5 12 HEdl ¥c7 13 e5! de
14 fe £d7 15 Hed Ab7 16 Hf6+!
&h8 17 ¥h4 (17 ¥g3! would have
been more precise, for example 17
... h6 18 ¥d3 + or 17 ... gf 18 ef
Hxf6 19 QAd3! with a strong
attack.) 17 ... h6 18 ¥h3 Had8! 19
Wd3 &xf6 20 ef Axf6 21 Bxf6 5!
and Kasparov successfully re-
pelled the attack. Nevertheless, in
his subsequent games in this line
he avoided the premature capture
at d4.

10 ... &b
11 fQe3 He8
12 Af3

Geller’s 12 Qgl!? was seen in
Karpov-Kasparov, (m/10) 1985: 12
... b8! (improving on 12 ... e5? 13
Hb3 ef 14 a5! &e5 15 Bxf4 Leb6 16
&\dS5 which allowed Geller to over-

run Polugayevsky in the 1983
USSR Ch.) 13 ¥d2 (Kudrin-
Arnason, Bor 1984, saw White gain
an advantage with 13 ¥d3 after 13
o Exd4?1 14 Axd4 e515 Ha7 Ha8
16 Qe3, but after 13 ... b4 Black
would lay claim to equality, at the
very least, for example 14 ¥g3 e5!
or 14 ¥d2 d5!1? 15e55e4.) 13 ... e5
(The prosaic 13 ... £xd4 is good
for White, while 13 ... 8.d7 14 £Yb3!
gives Black a lot of trouble, since
he has to contend with the threat
of 15 a5, but 14 ... b6? fails to 15
fxa6 and 14 ... Ha$s is met by 15
e5!) 14 &£b3 £Has5!? (Black must
navigate these tricky waters with
great care. This move must be
played right now, as it creates the
threat of capturing at b3, thus
taking White’s attention away
from the centre. If, for example, 15
fe, then Black does not have to
recapture immediately with 15 ...
de, although that is playable
provided that on 16 &£d5 he plays
16 ... £xb3! and not 16 ... Hixd5??
17 ¥xd5, but he can also interpose
15... £xb3!, as 16 ed £Hxd? is fully
playable.) 15 &£ixa5 ¥xas 16 £a7
Ha8 17 Qe3 Wbh4!? Once again,
Kasparov heads for complications.
In his comments, he gives 17 ... ef
18 Qxf4 Qe6 or 18 Hxf4 feb 19
2.d4 £Hd7 as equal, but 18 Hxf4
L.e6 19 £d5 is, in our opinion, not
so clear, since 19 ... ¥xd2 20
&xeT+ Hxe7 21 Axd2 is better for
White, e.g. 21 ... d5 22 €5 &£ed 23
Abd or 21 ... £Hd7 22 2b4 Hc5 23
e5. Therefore the text move was,

Sicilian Defence 99

at least from a psychological and
perhaps from an objective view-
point as well, the correct choice.
The remainder of the game con-
tained a number of errors by both
players, but Kasparov managed to
survive.

12 g4!? &55xd4 13 ¥xd4 Hd7 (13
.. e517=) 14 g5 b6 15 213 b7 16
Qg2 Q8 17 ¥d2 Hac8 18 f5 Wed
19 g6 hg 20 fg fg 21 12 5H\f6 22 g3
e5 with a roughly level position
which was agreed drawn (Tal-
Kasparov, SWIFT Blitz 1987).

12 £f3 b6 13 Yel HHb4 14 Hcl
2b7 15 Ld3 e5 16 fe de = Tal-
Hansen, Wijk aan Zee 1985. If 17
£f2!7 then 17 ... £d8; if 17 g3,
Hac8 18 2h6 Hh5 19 ¥gd g6 .

12 .. Zb8 (101)

13 Hel would transpose above
to Karpov-Kasparov, (m/5) 1984-5.

13 el e5 14 &fS A xf5 15 ef e4
16 f.e2 dS 17 ¥f2 £Hb4 18 Hacl hS
19 h3 b6 20 g4 LQcS 21 g5 o with
a slight initiative for White
(Basanta-Hernandez, St. John
1988).

13 .. 247
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Karpov-Kasparov, (m/45)
1984-5, saw instead 13 ... £xd4
(A reasonable move. 13 ... £a5
should be met not by 14 ¥e2 &cd
15 fcl e5! F, but by 14 b3 d5!? 15
e5 b4 16 Hde2 Hed 17 Axed de
18 &dS!, a possibility overlooked
by the theoreticians and com-
mentators.) 14 Qxd4 e5 15 Qa7!
(Geller-Timoshchenko, USSR
1986, saw the eccentric 15 fgl!?ef
16 a5 fe6 17 Lb6 Wc8 =, although
the consistent 15 ... b5 is also
worthy of consideration. Karpov’s
move was an innovation.) 15 ..
Ha8 16 fe3 AQd7! (Taimanov
suggested 16 ... ef 17 2xf4 fe6 but
18 Hfdl Hed8 19 £ie2! intending
20 £d4 gives White a very
pleasant position.) 17 a5 Hac8 18
fe2 (Preventing Black from
transferring his queen to b4.) 18 ...
Bc6 (It is clear that this is a more
active post for the bishop than e6.
But what if White plays 19 £Q.d3,
intending to attack on the king-
side? Dorfman suggested during
the game the wild variation 19 ... ef
20 b6 Wb8? 21 Hxf4 d5 (21 ...
£d7!12)22 ed £Hixd5 23 &Hxd5 AxdS
24 BfS Q8c6 25 EhS h6 26 Ld4
with a formidable intiative. But 20
... ¥d7! 21 Bxf4 ¥re6 is a superior
option.) 19 ¥d3 wd8!? (By
threatening 20 ... ef 21 Qxf4 dS,
Kasparov encouraged the White
rook to transfer to d1.) 20 Efd1. If
20 .2b6¥d721 Eadl, assuggested
by Taimanov, Black would obtain
a playable game with 21 ... ef 22
Hxf4 We6 23 Bdfl (23 £.d4 £Hd7)

3 ... Bd8 24 Q.d4 &HHxed!?

Kasparov has  successfully
solved his opening problems in
the Scheveningen, even when he
found himself in rather difficult
situations.

14  £b3

It took Karpov some time to
appreciate the value of this move.
In Karpov-Kasparov, (m/2) 1985,
he played 14 ¥f2 £yxd4 (14 ... b6 is
an interesting alternative.) 15
fAxd4 e5 16 fe3 Le6?! (A rather
bold and adventurous solution,
leading to a position rich in pos-
itional and tactical possibilities
which appeal to Kasparov’s fight-
ing spirit. 17 £b6 is playable for
Black. Kasparov suggests 17 ...
Wed 18 fe2! ¥e6 19 a5 and now 19
.. fAd8! is best. Objectively, we
must prefer 16 ... ef 17 2xf4 and
now 17 ... fc6! followed by 18
Hfdl Af8 or 18 Hadl HbdS.
Sometimes psychological con-
siderations override objective
evaluation. In this game, it turns
out for the best, as far as Kasparov
is concerned.) 17 f5 fcd 18 4b6
c8 and now we come to a pos-
ition of considerable interest
(102).

19 Hfcl (Kasparov, as well
as Averbakh and Taimanov,
suggested 19 Bfdl! as the refu-
tation of Black’s dubious plan
initiated with 16 ... fe6. It is truly
a powerful and logical move, but
Black can survive his trials and
tribulations if he avoids 19 ... d5 20
ed Wrxf5 21 b3 Qb4 22 £Ha2! and
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chooses instead 19 ... Hd7! 20 b3
LAxb3! or 20 fa7 EaS 21 Qe3 b3
where White is only slightly
better. Karpov's move created the
immediate threat of 20 b3, but
allowed Kasparov to create tac-
tical counterplay.) 19 ... d5! 20 b3
fAbd 21 £Ha2 Ga3! (Kasparov
either overlooked or under-
estimated this zwischenzug.) 22 bc
fxcl 23 HHxel Wrxcd! 24 ed e4 and
Black was able to make good use
of his strong passed pawn at e4.
14 .. b6 (103)

Now that White has eliminated
the possibility of an exchange of
knights in the centre, Black must
determine what sort of queenside
formation is appropriate. 14 ...
&a5 would not be successful here,
because 15 £xa5 W¥xa$ aliows the
strong break 16 e5!

15 g4!

In Karpov-Kasparov, (m/18)
1985, Karpov played 15 A2, but
after 15 ... fAc8! (Not 15 ... as
because of 16 &xas ba 17 e5!) 16
L¢3 (This manoeuvre seems a bit
artificial and is in any event too
slow. Now Kasparov managed to

7
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w1thout difficulty.) 16 .. éad7 17
Hael f4b7! (Kasparov notes that
17 ... £a5 is met by 18 5! with an
initiative for White, and he is
certainly correct, as after 18 ...
&xb3 19 ¢b de 20 fe Lb7 21 Hed
A xe4 22 fxed (Kasparov), Black’s
position is not pleasant, for ex-
ample 22 ... Bbd8 23 ®f2 K8 24
LAf4. 1t is curious that Karpov
managed to effectively restrict
Black’s plans involving ... ¢6-a5.)
18 e5 Ebd8 19 W2 HfB! (Now it
was Karpov who had some prob-
lems to solve.) 20 fe4 de 21 fe
£c522 HxcSbe! 23 Afdand herea
draw was agreed even though
Kasparov claims that his position
would have been the stronger one
after 23 ... Hid4 24 %3 Ph8. Why
agree to the draw, then? We know
that psychological points can play
abig role in amatch, and Kasparov
was no doubt content simply to
survive once again with Black.
The text was introduced in the
most critical game of the match —
the final one. In Karpov-~Kasparov,
(m/24) 1985, the then World
Champion made up his mind to
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adopt a classical attacking posture.
This was no doubt due to the
match situation, which required a
win in order to retain the title. One
notes that when Kasparov found
himself in an identical situation in
Seville, he chose a quite different
approach, adopting the unam-
bitious Réti Opening.

The advance of the g-pawn is in
keeping with Karpov’s general
approach to the Scheveningen. He
frequently employs the Keres
Attack, which we will discuss
below. The introduction of this
move creates a typical, rich,
Sicilian position which makes all
of the previous examples pale by
comparison. The game has been
subject to so much scrutiny that
we will concentrate on the main
points and introduce a few new
ideas of our own.

15 .. A8
16 g5 57
17 i

Both players were aware of the
recent game between Sokolov and
Ribli, where the Russian ‘Sicilian
Knight’ played 17 Qg2 £a5 18
Wf2  aliowing his lines of com-
munication to be cut after 18 ...
&Hed 19 Acl.

17 .. 218

17 ... £aS is still not on, because
of 18 Hadl!

18 Qg2 2b7
19 Hadl

Perhaps 19 Hael is better, as
Black cannot prevent the transfer
of the rook to h3.

19 . g6
20 fel Ebc8?!
Kasparov suggested 20 ... &¢5
to stop 2d3-h3, but21 Edel!?isa
reasonable try (Kasparov con-
sidered only 21 &xc5). Perhaps
the rook would reach the h-file

after all.
21  Ed3! & b4
22 Eh3 Re7 (104)

Kasparov noted that 22 ... f5!?
should give Black good chances to
hold the draw. This means that
White’s attack initiated by 15 g4 is
strong, but not necessarily de-
cisive. Black is not lost even after
the text, however, as we shall see.
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23 .Q.e3

All of the commentators, in-
cluding Kasparov, criticised this
move as too timid, and suggested
23 f5 instead. On the other hand,
Kasparov himself demonstrated
that White does indeed maintain
an advantage with this move,
thanks to the weakness of the
d-pawn. Now 23 f5 is fully in the
attacking spirit of this variation,
but even so Black could maintaina
shaky and unclear balance with 23

%Aﬁ/
<

... ef 24 ef Bxg2+ 25 Hxg2 Wb7+
26 Lgl Hcd! 27 fg Bgd+ 28 Hg3
Exg3+ 29 hg He5 30 gh+ Hhs
with compensation for the pawns.
So White’s choice in this position
was more a matter of taste than an
objective mistake.

23 .. BeT!

24 Jgl Hce8

25 Efd1! fs!

Otherwise White will play 26
¥d2, attacking the weak point at
de.

26 gf Hxf6!

By sacrificing the pawn,
Kasparov achieves full counter-
play. The opening and early
middlegame have come to an end,
and Black is no worse for wear, so
the attack with 15 g4 does not
seem to have achieved its
objective. The rest of the game is
extremely interesting, but it has
been extensively analysed else-
where so we present the moves
with just a few comments: 27 Hg3
E17 28 L.xb6 b8 29 Qe3 £HhS 20
Hg4 (30 BEf3 would have led to
material loss for White after 30 ...
2xc331bcHa2!)30...5631 Ehd

(Obviously a repetition of moves

would have left Karpov without
his title, so there really wasn’t
much choice. On 31 Eg5 Black
would have played 31 ... £h6 32
Hg3 Hh5 33 Bf3 Hef8 34 Qh3
£2.c8.) 31 ... g5! 32 fg £HHg4! 33 Wd2
Hixe3 34 Wxe3 HHixc2 35 Wh6 La8!
36 Hxd6 (This hastens the end,
but the title had already slipped
away many moves ago.) 36 ... Eb7
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37 ¥%xa6 Hxb3 38 Hxe6 Hxb2 39
Wed Hh8 40 e5 ¥aTl+ 41 Bhi
Qxg2+ 42 xg2 Nd4+ 0-1.

I Taimanov Variation

1 e S

2 O3 eb

3 d4 cd

4 Hxd4 AN
5 &Hb5 dé

6 c4

6 fAf4 as seen in Fischer-
Petrosian, match 1971, is no longer
so popular. Kengis-Romanishin,
Jurmala 1987: 6 ... e5 7 fe3 £f6 8
fg5 ¥asS+ (Petrosian’s § ... Le6
was better.) 9 Wd2 &xed 10 ¥rxas
£xas 11 Qe3 oo,

6 .. &6
7 &1c3 a6
8 &a3 (105)

This system is one of the
Maroczy Bind formations which
Kasparov has been willing to
defend. In the next chapter we will
examine another. If Black wishes
to play the Scheveningen, but does
not want to face the Keres Attack,
then he must either adopt the
Najdorf move order (see below)
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or allow White to seize the centre
as in this line.
8 .. Qel

A number of players, including
co-author Shamkovich, prefer 8 ...
b6, for example 9 fe2 Qb7 10 0-0
fe7 11 f4 0-0 12 fe3 b8! A
recent example of this approach is
Geller-I. Sokolov, Pantevo 1987,
which saw 10 ... £e5 11 f4 Hed7 12
Af3 Qe7 13 ¥e2 0-0 14 g4!17d5 15
ed ed 16 g5 He8! 17 Wg2 £HHed 18
Hxd5 fAxdS =. Geller gives 18 cd
+, but in our opinion Black
actually has a fully playable game
after 18 ... fixa3 19 &ixed Af3.

But Kasparov’s most striking
contribution to opening theory is
the so-called ‘Gary Gambit’ with
8 ... d5!? We will examine that line
at the end of this section.

9 de2 0-0
10. 0-0 b6
11 el ab7

Kasparov could still have
chosen the strategy employed
against Tseshkovsky, at Minsk
1979, if he had played instead 11 ...
&e5. That game continued 12 f4
Hed7 13 43 Qb7 14 ¥e2 Wc7
(Kasparov criticised this move in
The Test of Time and recom-
mended 14 ... He8 instead. We feel
that 14 ... Ec8 is a good alternative
as well, for example Hebert-
Shamkovich, Lone Pine 1981: 15
g4 &Hes5 16 Wg2 £He8 17 g5 5! with
plenty of counterplay for Black.)
15 Bacl Bac8 16 g4 £Hc5 17 Wrg2
d5!? (This is the consistent move,
but Kasparov has also proposed

the fantastic variation 17 ... g5:: 10
fg £\fd7.) 18 €5 (On 18 ed or 18 cd,
18 ... £d3! is very strong according
to Kasparov.) 18 ... £)fed4 19 cd ed
20 b4 £Hixc3 21 Bxc3 d4! and even
though Kasparov was not proud of
his 14th move, he must surely
have been happy with this
position.
12 ¥b3 (106)

12 Ecl allows Black to play 12
.. &es5, e.g. 1313 Bc8 14 ¥d2 ¥e?
15 Bfd] ¥b8 16 ¥rel L.d8 17 ¥f2
Hed7 18 Afl Lc7 and Black has
secured d6 (Hernandez-Semkov
St. John 1988)
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This was introduced in the
game Karpov-Kasparov, (m/3)
1984-5: Not all of Kasparov’s
departures from known theory are
to he held as models of correct
decision making. In this case, the
more popular 12 ... £d7 would
have been a better choice, but
Kasparov decided that the terrain
would have been too familiar to

his rival.
13 ¥xb6 Hxed
14 &Hixed Lfxed

15 ¥xd8 Axds
16 Hadl! ds?!

An impatient move. White is
already in possession of a clear
advantage, thanks to the weakness
of the Black pawns at a6 and dé6.
Nevertheless, Black does hold one
trump card — the offside position
of White’s £)a3. His position was
therefore tenable, after, for
example, Gufeld’s 16 ... &b7 17
&bl 416, since 18 b3 (18 b4 a5 19
b5 a4! leads to a complicated
position with chances for both
sides.) 18 .. Efd8 19 f3 fc6
intending ... d4. The pseudo-active
break 16 ... d5 created an unbal-
anced position which Karpov
found uncomfortable.

17 13 AfS

18 od ed

19 Hxds feb

20 Hdé Axa2?
Polugayevsky showed that

more resistance could have been
offered by 20 ... fe7 21 Hxab
Hxa6 22 fixab Eb8 23 Ad4 &\c6
24 Q3 K5+ 25 Hhl fixa?, but
Black would still have been in
deep trouble.

21  Hxa6 Zb8

22 Q¢5 He8

23 Qbs!
and White won after a few more
moves. It was a rough defeat, par-
ticularly because it involved the
failure of a prepared innovation.
Kasparov did not try to improve
this particular line. Instead, he
developed a new idea, inspired by
bitter experience.
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In Karpov-Kasparov, (m/12)
1985, the bomb was dropped:
8 .. dsi? (107)

This remains the most sen-
sational innovation of the Karpov-
Kasparov matches. The idea of
such a sacrifice is nothing new
(indeed, the move was first played
in Honfi-Dely, Hungary 1965, and
promptly forgotten; Kasparov dis-
covered the idea independently).
Kasparov was surely aware of the
line of the Dragon Sicilian: 1 e4 ¢
253 £)c63 d4 cd 4 Hxd4 g6 5 el
Re762e3 67 Led0-08 b3 as
9 £3 d5!? 10 ed &b4, and also the
games in the Taimanov which see
this motif applied later in the
game, a recent example of whichis
Haba-Mokry, Prague 1986: 8 ... b6
9L0e2 3e7100-00-011 fe3 Hes
12 3 Ab7 13 Wel Wc7 14 W2
&ed7 15 Bfdl Jac8 16 Bd2 Hfes
17 Badl d5! 18 ed ed 19 &ixds
Hxd5 20 cd £d621 FhIbBSIF. A
similar idea also appears in the
English Opening: 1 ¢4 ¢5 2 &f3
&6 3 d4 cd 4 Hxd4 €5 5 &bS d51?
6 cd L¢3, with sufficient counter-
play, e.g. 73 0-0 8 £5¢3 a6 9 Qe2
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ed 10 0-0 He8 11 &£d2 4f5 12 a3
Hbd7 13 Hb3 A.d6 F/=, Antunas-
Shamkovich, New York 1981. But
the early advance of the d-pawn is
still a striking original idea.
Kasparov has noted that although
it seems to lack sufficient
foundation, one must keep in
mind that the White £a3 is offside
and will serve as one of the focal
points of Black’s attack.

Most of the members of the
professional chess community
have branded the experiment as a
failure, on the basis of a single,
impressive victory for White. But
if the refutation were that simple,
why did Kasparov and his team fail
to find it during their extensive
preparation for the match? Co-
author Shamkovich devoted con-
siderable effort to the investi-
gation of this mystery, and the
present section may be considered
our ‘interim report’ on the subject,
which we expect has not perman-
ently disappeared from the public
arena.

9 ed ed
10 cd &Hbd
11 LQe2! (108)

Karpov-Kasparov, (m/12) 1985
saw 11 f.c4 Dg4!(11...b65120-0bc
13 Hel+ fe7 14 d6 + was given
by Kasparov, and T. Horvath-
Szabolcsi, Budapest 1986, failed to
improve: 12 ... Qe7 13 Af4 Qg4 14
fRe2 Hbxd5 15 HxdS HxdS 16
fxgd &xf4 17 &3 &Hgb — 17 ...
b8 18 Hfel + — 18 Bfdl with a
decisive advantage for White.

Also inadequate is 12 ... £d6 15
Hel+ Hf8 14 41 +) 12 Re2 (12
¥d4!? was tested in Santo-
Roman-Kouatly, Cannes 1986: 12
.. b5 and now instead of
Kasparov’s 13 4537 f.¢5 F, White
chose 13 £cxb5 ab 14 Axb5+ 447
15 d6! £Hc2+? 16 Hxc2 a5+ 17
£Hd2 ¥xb5 18 0-0-0 with a strong
attack. But Black could have
played more strongly, for example

5 ... %a5! and now 16 ¥e5+ &Hd8
17 0-0 £d3! F or 16 L.d2 ¥xb5! 17
Hxb5 &c2+ 18 &dl &Hxd4 19
Hc7+ $Hd8 20 Hxa8 Leb F. So
Black is still in business here.) 12
.. Bxe2 13 Wxed+ WeT 14 fQe3
Hbxds 15 &£He2 (15 Hxds &HxdS5 16
0-0 ¥e6! = Kasparov.) 15 ... £ixe3
16 £ixe3 %e6 17 0-0 Y2-1A.
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1 .. feT!

11... 8c5?! was seen in Karpov-
Kasparov, (m/16) 1985: 12 0-0 0-0
13 Af3 (13 L¢g5 leads to a roughly
level position.) 13 ... &f5! 15 4g$
He8 15 ¥d2? (15 HHc4!? £d3 16 a3
would have given White counter-
play, according to Kasparov.) 15 ...
b5! (Black clearly has full compen-
sation for his material and

probably stands better already.) 16
Hadl &d3! 17 £Habl? (17 d6!?
Kasparov.) 17 ... h6 18 &h4 b4 19
Had D.d6 F20 Lg3 Hc821b3 g5t
22 Bxd6 ¥xd6 23 g3 Hd7 24 Lg2
(24 £b2 would have allowed the
brilliant reply 24 .. ¥fe!!
Kasparov.) 24 ... ¥f6 25 a3 a5 and
Black went on to win.

But, as Kostiuchenko pointed
out, 12 Qe3! would give White a
substantial advantage. This was
confirmed in the famous game
Karpov-van der Wiel, Brussels
1986: 12 Qe3! Qxe3 13 Wad+ £)d7
(13 ... b5 14 ¥xb4 Qb6 150-0 fas
16 Q.xb5+! with a winning attack,
or 13 ... Ad7 14 ¥xb4 ¥b6 15
WWxb6 Qxb6 and, according to
Kasparov, ‘White’s superiority is
obvious because Black is con-
demned to a difficult defence,
although the endgame can prob-
ably be held.” Van der Wiel gives
16 &c4 A.d4 17 Bdl £ and 16 ...
fHc5!17 A3 +, which is probably
an overstatement, since on 17 ...
0-0 18 0-0 Black might try 18 ...
£b517, e.g. 19 £Hxb5 ab 20 Hes
£.d4 21 5Hd3 He8! 22 a3 £Hd6 with
compensation. So this variation
may still be alive.) 14 ¥xb4? (The
correct line, as van der Wiel
pointed out, is 14 fe! ¥hd+ 15 g3
We7 16 Hadl a5 +, to which we
add 17 £Hc4 0-0 18 a3 +.) 14 ... Q¢S
15 ¥Wed+ Bf8 16 0-0 b5 and van der
Wiel eventually saved the game.

There are still other options for
Black, but they do not seem to be
adequate:
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(a) 11 ... Hbxd5 12 0-0 Qeb6 (12
.. Bxa3? 13 ¥ad+lor12.. Qe7 13
Hxds Hixds 14 Af3 Qe6 15 Hic2!
X/+ Kasparov.) 13 Qf3 Qe7 14
Nxds QxdsS 15 fgs T/+.

(b) 11 ... bS 12 &c2! (12 0-0?
£.d6 13 Hc2 Hixc2 14 Hrxc2 W7
followed by either 15 ... 8xh2+ or

5...bd4) 12 ... &ixc2+ 13 ¥xec2 £
since 13 ... &d6 is met by 14 &xb5!
and 13 ... b7 runs into trouble on
14 4f3.
12 0-0

0-0 (109)

_ A,t
a

We feel that this position may

be playable for Black.
13 A

13 £Hc2 HbxdS5 and Black is not
worse.

13 .. Af5
14 ¥d4 b5!

Now the &£a3 is cut off and if 15
d6, Black can play 15 ... fxd6 16
Edl £d3! F. FurtLer tests are still
needed to determine the validity
of Kasparov’s idea, but in our
opinion rumours of its death have
been greatly exaggerated.

III Najdorf Variation
1 e4 cS
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2 &f3 dé

3 d4 cd

4  &Hxdd &fe
5

®c3 a6 (110)

When Black chooses this
method of avoiding the Keres
Attack, he must be prepared to
face the formidable main line of
the Najdorf with 6 Qg5. But
Kasparov, like Fischer before him,
is not afraid of fights! His op-
ponents, however, have not been
so bold, and only Najdorf guru
John Nunn has dared to employ
the main lines.

6 Qg5 e6
7 14 whé

The dreaded Poisoned Pawn
Variation.

8 ¥d3

We must wait for examples of
the normal continuation 8 ¥d2,
which Kasparov used as White in
his younger days. At the time this
game was played (Brussels 1986),
White’s 8th move was fashionable.

8 . Hrxb2
9 Ebl a3
10 f5 feT!

11 fQe2

As Kasparov has noted, 11 fe .o
12 ¥4 0-0' 13 &£Hxeb bS! wins for
Black, but 13 &f5!? &6 is less
clear.

11 .. AT
12 fe fe
13 &Oixeb be
14 e5!1?
14 0-0 is a more normal move.
14 ... de

15  Axfé gf
16 QhS+ 18
17 ¥d2

Nunn’s intended improvement
on van der Wiel-Gavrikov,
London 1985, which saw 17 0-0 e4!
18 ¥h3 5 +.

Kasparov suggested that 17
We3!? Hg8 18 Who+ Hg7 19 Eb3
a5 20 0-0 f5 would lead to
unclear complications. On 21
&Hed4!, Black must avoid 21 ... Ea7?
22 Hb8 ¥rc7 23 Wrxe6 ++, but 21 ...
£h4 22 56 is still messy.

17 .. SeT!
18 HEb3 Wra5!

Black must be careful; if 18 ...

Wd6 19 &HHd5! Black is in trouble

(Kasparov).
19 0-0 Hg8!
20 Shi &h8
Black has fully consolidated his
position.
21 ¥he

The last chance, hoping to get
in 22 BExf6.

21 .. ds
22 5Hed f5
23 Af

23 Bh3 Ag5!
23 .. 8!

24 YhS

Kasparov’s only slip — even
stronger, as he later remarked, was
4 .. Hgd! 25 BEh3 g7, winning.

25 Qe8
26 fxcé

Bg7

as
Rab6
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27 Ef &ds
0-1
With this brilliant example of
counter-attack we must conclude
our brief foray into the forest of
the Sicilian Defence.
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This is one of the most popular,
but at the same time most
mysterious opening systems. Its
labyrinth of transpositions baffles
opening classifiers and authors,
and to date no monograph has
appeared on this prolific line.
Black seems to play passively
during the opening, hoping for an
explosive middlegame break. The
variation is rather like a coiled
spring, which can burst out at any
moment. Black can play for breaks
in the centre (with ...e5or...dS) or
on the flank (usually with ... b$).

There is some resemblance to
the Taimanov System of the
Sicilian and other Maroczy Bind
positions, but here Black has more
pronounced pressure on the a8-hl
diagonal. The position was not
considered playable until the
1970s, when it became clear that

White’s vice-like grip on the
centre was not of a permanent
nature. Many players have
agdopted a positional approach as
Black, but Kasparov has preferred
to engage in tactical brawls. The
defence played a significant role in
his repertoire in the early 1980s.
As we have mentioned, this is
not an opening which leads itself
to clear organization and dis-
cussion of individual lines. We
will present a selection of sig-
nificant games by Kasparov, with
some general discussion of the
ideas behind the Hedgehog.

1 4 c5

2 5Hf3 &Hf6
3 &He3 b6

4 g3 Ab7
5 Qg

There are a number of paths
into the Hedgehog complex, and
the preceding moves represent a
fairly pure move order which
allows Black to choose between
deploying his .18 at g7 or e7. But
this flexibility is rarely needed, as
Black generally has a preference
which he need not disguise in the
opening. So in the examples
below, we will show the actual
move order used in each game and
discuss the significance of each

choice. We will place our
commentary in the context of each
game, rather than adopt a
variation-based format, because
the depth of transpositions and
bewildering variety of move-
orders cannot be captured in a
brief chapter.

Karpov-Kasparov, USSR Team
Ch. 1981, was the second meeting
of the two giants and it started off
with Karpov adopting the English
move order:

1 o &Hfe
2 &3 c5
3 &3 eb
4 g3 b6

Black could also opt for the
Tarrasch Defence with 4 ... d5, but
this game was played before

Kasparov ‘discovered’ that
opening.
5 Qg2 2b7
fHe7 (112)

6 0-0

8 xd4 de
Black can develop with tempo
by 8 ... &)c6, but after 9 ¥f4 fol-
lowed by Edl Black comes under
some uncomfortable pressure.
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9 Qg5
This is just one of many
strategies tried by White in the
early 1980s. White must find some
way of exploiting Black’s only real
weakness — the d-pawn.

9 .. a6
10  Qxf6 H.xf6
11 ¥4 0-0
12 Efdl fe7
13 %ed Hxed
14 ¥xeq Ha7
15 Hd4 8
16 b3 He8!
17 a4 Wes
18 Ha2 Afe

19 Had2 Be7
20 ¥b1! Qe
21  b4!?

This is the only way to obtain
active play, but the c-pawn is weak,
and Kasparov will be able to take
advantage of this. This rather risky
approach is not in keeping with
Karpov’s usual style, but even at
this stage Karpov recognized in
Kasparov a potential challenger
who should be putin his place (ina
1981 interview, Karpov said of
Kasparov that ‘he does not play as
well as he thinks he does.) It is not
clear whether Karpov still holds
this opinion.

21 .. Whs

Not 21 ... ¥xc4?? which loses to
22 Hc2.
22 He2 Hec8
23 b5?

Perhaps Karpov was trying to
confuse his young opponent. The
correct plan was 23 ¥b3, as White
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has nothing to fear from 23 ... d5 24
cd Bxc2 25 Hxc2 Hxe2, because
White obtains an overpowering
position with 26 £)d4. At the same
time, 23 ... €5 24 Hf3 b5 is met by
25 Hdcl. Black’s best plan would
be to settle for equality with 23 ...
£d7, because the combinative 24
¢S bc 25 &Hixe6 fe 26 Wrxeb+
doesn’t work, with 26 ... ¥f7 pro-
viding the refutation.

23 .. ab
24 ab Bxcd
25 Hxc4
On 25 &¢6 Kasparov had pre-
pared 25 ... Exc2 26 Hxe7+ Hh8!

(protecting the h-pawn) 27 Af3
WeSs 28 £Hxc8 Bxc8 F.

25 . Bxcd
26 ¥a2! Wes
27 a8 Hxd4
28  Wxb8+  Lf8
29 Hal

Here, instead of 29 ... d5?!,
Kasparov claimed that 29 ... h6! 20
Ha8 HEdl+ would have brought
a clear advantage for Black. So far
as the opening is concerned,
Kasparov was clearly successful in
one of his first attempts at defend-
ing the Hedgehog.

In the strong Tilburg Inter-
national of 1981 Kasparov de-
fended the Black side against
Hiibner, who varied with:

9 b3

White prepares to deploy his
bishop on the queenside. He can
choose to place it in the centre as
well. 9 Qe3 was seen in Korchnoi-
Hjartarson, (m/4) 1988: 9 ... 0-0 10

Hadl £bd7 11 &b5d5 12 4f4 AcS
13 ¥d3 dc 14 ¥xc4 a6 15 &e3 bS
with plenty of counterplay for
Black.
9 .. 0-0
Korchnoi-Hjartarson, (m/6)
1988, saw instead 9 ... £bd7, to
which Korchnoi chose a forceful
and original reply: 10 £b5!? and
now Hjartarson went wrong with
0 ... £c5 (10 ... &ed 11 ¥xg?
Af6 12 Whe Qxal 13 Hgs +) 11
Hdl d5 (11 ... ©fed 12 ¥xg7 Af6
13 Whé QAxal 14 &HHgs!! Wfe 15
Hxed Hixed 16 Lxed fxed 17
Hxd6+ 1) 12 cd ed 13 &h3!0-0 14
Qb2 a6 15 &3 He8 16 Hacl
He6?! 17 fxe6 fe 18 Had and
Korchnoi easily won this critical
match game. So Black had better
castle immediately.

10 e4

10 Q.a3 isa common alternative.
10 .. &Hbd7
11 %e3 a6 ( 113)

7 // " ’/

/
/i% 2.
/",/@@

12 &Hd4
The Hedgehog is a slow-
moving opening, and White can
afford to take time out to redeploy
his forces on more promising

squares.
12 .. W7
13 Qb2 Bfe8
14 h3 Af8
Black’s position is already

preferable in view of the potential
breaks at dS and b5 (or even e5).
White must exercise caution here.
For example, he would find him-
self in trouble after 15 f4? e5! 16
&5 d5! (Kasparov).

15 EHfel Had8

16 XHe2 g6

17 Eael Whs

18  ¥d2 fe7

19 di &es
20 fQel?
20 Ed2 was a more promising
alternative, according to

Kasparov. White is swimming,
playing without a plan, and soon
found himself in difficulty.

20 ... Hc8
21 Qg5 h6
22 fel Hed8

23 Qb2 (114)

23 .. b5!
24 cb ds!
Two methodical breaks in a row
— an unusual sight! Black has firm
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control of the initiative.
25 ed
There is not much choice, since

25 e5 is met by 25 ... &Hfed F.
25 .. &Hxds
26 Hxds A xds
27 b4t fAxg?
28 Ixg2 eS!
29 be ed
30 EHda”

30 ¥d3 would have limited the
damage, according to Kasparov.

30 .. Hxces

31 ba WaB+

32 W3 Wxab

33  Hedl afs

34 %e4 %M' (115)

Black clearly stands better,
even though material is still equal.
His passed pawn at d4 is con-
siderably stronger than White’s
a-pawn. Kasparov was able to
convert his advantage into a full
point;:

35 a3

35 &.xd4 is not on because of 35
.. &fds!

35 . Be8?!

35 ... hS would have been more
effective, according to Kasparov.

36 Wh7 Hds!
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37 Ed3 h5
38 Eid2 e8!
39 &N

After this move the win is
simple. 39 &h2 should have been

played.
39 .. Zbs
40 7 B xb2!
Hiibner-Kasparov, Tilburg

1981, concluded 41 HExb2 %ed 42
Wed Whi+ 43 De2 Wgl! 44 Ebl+
&Dh7 45 f4 h4! 46 Eb5 ExbS 47
Wxb5 hg 48 g5 W2+ 49 Hdl
Wfl+ 0-1.

One of Kasparov's more im-
pressive victories with the Hedge-
hog came at the expense of former
World Champion Smyslov, at the
4-team Match tournament held in
Moscow 1981.

1 of3 c5
2 o4

White declines the invitation to

the Sicilian Defence with 2 e4.

2 &6
3 g b6

4 Qg2 /b7
5 00 eb

6 &3 fe7
7 b3

There is no reason why White
cannot delay the advance of his

d-pawn.
7 . 0-0
8 Qb2 dé
9 €3

In this way White prepares to
advance d2-d4, and if Black
captures, then recapture with a
pawn is possible, maintaining
strong central pressure.

9 . Hbd7
a6 (116)

11 e2
In a dramatic encounter at the
World Youth Team Champion-

ship at Graz, 1981, Kasparov
demonstrated his skill with the
Black © pieces against Jon
Speelman, who chose 11 Hcl.
Now instead of the normal 11 ...
Ec8, Kasparov once again bravely
entered a web of complications
with 11 ... b5!? 12 d5 (On 12 dc
Kasparov intended the wild 12 ...
&xc5 13 cb ab 14 &Hixb5 Hxa2 15
[xf6 Qxf6 16 Hxd6 La6! 17
Hxcs fe2!! 18 ¥bl Hb2! and the
result of the devastation isan over-
whelming advantage for Black!) 12
... ed 13 &Hxd5 &£Hxd5 14 cd 4f6 15
Axf6e &xf6 16 Hh4 a5 and
Kasparov exploited his advantage
in the endgame.
1 .. Hed

This prevents White from
playing e3-e4. 11 ... Ec8 is also
possible, as on 12 e4 Black can
capture at d4, and White will have
wasted a tempo in the slow march
of his e-pawn.

12 HBfd1 ¥Wh8!?
A rather provocative choice. 12
. ¥c7 is more cautious.
13 &ixed LAxed
14 £es? fxg2
15 Hxd7 Wh7
16 &8 Af3

17 ¥d3

White hopes for 18 ¥xh7+.
17 .. Exf8
18 XHd2 5

Kasparov sacrifices the ex-
change in order to obtain a strong
attack along the al-h8 diagonal.
Still, this bold action may not be
justified, and if Smyslov had
chosen here 19 a3!, Kasparov
might have regretted his decision.
Instead, Smyslov embarks on a
series of poor moves.

19 EHel? el
20 c3? Ef6

21  a3? We8
22 de hs!
23 hd We4
24 &h2 be

25 Hhl g6
26 Hgl A xhd
27 WaS hé

0-1.

Was Kasparov lucky? Sure, but
fortune favours the brave!

Where does the Hedgehog
stand in contemporary practice? It
is still extremely popular, and
White has been seeking improve-
ments in a number of ways. One
popular idea is the return to re-
capturing at d4 with the knight,
after first supporting the centre. A
recent example is Vaganian-Co.
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1 &8 c5
2 4 &6
3 &Held e6
4 g3 b6
5 Qg2 Ab7
6 0-0 a6

6 .. 8e77 Bel d5 was seen in
Vaganian-Portisch, match 1988,
but we feel that 7 ... d6 is a more
cautious approach, and play

should therefore transpose below.
7 EHel fe7
8 ed dé6
9 d4 cd
10 &xdd4 (117)
R

Thisisa classical Maroczy Bind
position.

10 .. W7

11  fe3 0-0
1... £bd7 was met in Ivanov-
Shamkovich, St. John 1988: 12
Bcl Ec8 13 f4 0-u (13 ... ¥b8! is
more accurate, and if 14 g4, then
14 ... hS is a strong possibility.) 14
gd! £c5 15 Af2 £He8 16 g5 g6 17
Wd2 &Hg7 18 512 gf 19 ef fxg2 20
Sxg2 b7+ 21 Pgl ef 22 Hxe?
Wxe7 23 HHdS Wd8 24 Hf6+ Hh8
25 ¥f4 and now Black should have
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played 25 ... £ed «/F, instead of
25 ... £e826 Hixh7 &xh7 27 ¥ha+
Hg8 28 Hc3 Hed 29 Eh3 drxgs+
30 Hg3 £6 31 fe3 and now Black

blundered with 31 ... ¥xg3??
instead of 31 ... £xg3 oo.

12 Hecl &£bd7

13 f4 Bfe8

14 gd4!?

This is a typical Sicilian attack-

ing idea.

14 .. hé

15 g5 hg

16 fg Hh7

17 g6! Hhi8

18 gf+ Sxf7

19 Efl+ De8

20 Hds! ed

21 cod ds

22 Heb [gs

23 &Hxd8 fxel+
24 &hi Haxd8
25 Hc7

and after this spectacular display
White managed to win after a few
more moves.

Of course this game was hardly
the refutation of the resilient
Hedgehog, and Black still has a
wide range of valid plans from
which to choose. Kasparov’s
contributions to this opening are
important, greater in quality than
in quantity.

11 Spanish

Kasparov played the Spanish game
a bit in his early years, but put it
aside until 1985, when he started
to play it for both sides. At
the Hilversum match against
Timman, co-author Schiller asked
him how he had managed to
absorb all of the theary so quickly
asto be able toemploy it in serious
play. He replied that it was not
necessary to know all of the latest
moves in order to play the
Spanish. An understanding of the
underlying principles is sufficient,
because the Spanish is primarily a
positional opening.

To discuss even the Zaitsev
variation alone in any depth would
require an entire book (co-author
Schiller has written such a book,
published by Chess Enterprises in
1989) and so we will confine
ourselves to the two principal
variations which have featured

prominently in the World
Champion’s play.

1 ed es

2 &3 Heb

3 4abs a6

4 Qa4 516

5 090 fHe?

6 Eel b5

7 4b3 dé

8 3 0-0

9 h3 ab7
10 d4 He8
11 &bd2 LA18 (118)

4
=

In this position we find the
World Champion continuing with
12 a4 as White and often defend-
ing the Black side after 12 a3.

1 12 a4
II 12 a3

A dubious innovation is 12 £g$
He7 13 f47! h6 14 HHdf3 We8 and
White was on his way to being
pasted in Arnason-Geller,
Reykjavik 1986. After the more
normal 13 d5, Black can play 13 ...
£as! 14 L.c2c615 b4 &cd 16 Hxed
bc 17 dc fxc6 with good play
(Timman-Karpov, Bugojno 1980).

Against 12 d5 the best retreat is
12 ... £b8, e.g. 13 &f1 £Hbd7 14
&£g3 g6 and now:

(a) 15 c4 Ag7! 16 cb ab 17 Ae3
We7, as proposed by Lev Gutman.
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(b) 15 &Hh2 [g7 16 a4 &eT! 17
£\g4 Hixgd 18 hg was seen in Elen-
Gligori¢, Portoroz-Ljubljana 1977,
where Gutman recommends 18 ...
c6 19 Hf1 with sufficient counter-
play for Black.

On 12 f¢2,then 12 ... g6 is play-
able, but Black can also choose to
enter the Breyer Variation with 12

.. £)b8.
I
12 a4 hé6

Karpov tried 12 .. ¥d7 in
Karpov-Kasparov (m/46) 1984-5,
but after 13 ab ab 14 HExa8 QA.xa8
15 dS &d8 16 &1 h6 17 £H3h2 he
found himself in a difficult pos-
ition. Convinced of the strength of
the line, he later adopted it as
White against Smejkal at the 1986
Olympiad in Dubai, obtaining a
smaller, but still significant
advantage after 15 ... £b8 16 &Hfl
£a6 17 Ags feT 18 Hgld. Smejkal
had previously defended 15 ... £e7
16 c4 Eb8 against Popovi¢ at
Zagreb 1985, but was probably
afraid to repeat the line because
of 16 £f1. In the meantime, how-
ever, Karpov found the improve-
ment 15 &Has5!, which he
introduced in Karpov-Kasparov,
(m/5) 1985: 16 L.a2 c6 17 b4 &Lb7
(17 ... ©c4? 18 &Hxcd be 19 Ags cd
20 QA.xf6 de 21 £ixes and 19 Lxcd
cd 20 ed Ec8 21 ¥b3 are both very
good for White.) 18 c4 Ec8 19 dc
W6 with equal chances. But it is
not clear that Black will be able to
equalize against 18 £f1,as18...cd
19 ed Hc8 20 fg5 Hxc3? runs

into 21 Axf6 gf 22 Hh4 win a
strong initiative for White, so
Black ought to play 20 ... &7 with
unclear complications after 21
¥d2, according to Kasparov.

13 Qc2(119)

It is not wise to block the centre
with 13 d5, because Black can then
obtain favourable Breyer-type
positions with 13 ... Hb8 (13 ... &Ha7
14 &Hfl c6 15 £H3h2 left the
initiative in White’s hands in
Nunn-Smejkal, Dubai Ol 1986,
and 13 ... £e7 14 ¢4 allows White a
free hand on the queenside,
Jansa-Nikoli¢, Esbjerg 1982.) and
now if 14 c4, then 14 ... c6! puts
strong pressure on the White
centre (but not 14 ... bc? 15 &ixcd
with a comfortable advantage for
White in Kindermann-Greenfeld,
Beersheva 1984.) If White then
trades rooks with 15 ab ab 16 Exa8
fixa8, and then grabs the pawn
with 17 dc, then Black obtains
counterplay with 17 ... b4! (17 ... bc
leads to a more prosaic equality
after 18 HHixcd Axc6 19 fad.) 18
fad4 &Hxc6 and now White’s
kingside play is balanced by

Black’s queenside opportunities,
for example 19 ©f1 ¥b8 20 g4
(20 £g3 g6! followed by ... Hc8 is
better for Black.) 20 ... 2c821 &Hg3
£)d8 22 g5 hg 23 £Hxg5, as seen in
Kasparov-Dorfman, USSR Ch.
1978.
13 .. ed
Karpov prefers to move pieces
to b8 here, but he fails to equalize:
(a) 13 ... &b 14 H.d3 ¢6 15 £ f1
Nbd7 16 &HHg3 We7 17 £.d2! g6 (17
.. 2ad8 18 ab ab 19 c4 A fa5) 18
¥cl &h7 19 b3! £ Kasparov-
Karpov, (m/9) 1985. After 19 ...
£.g7 20 We2 H8 21 fLe3! &Heb 22
Hadl Hacg 23 Qf1 Af8 24 Hd2
b8 25 Wbl Qa8 26 b4 &b7 in-
stead of 27 ab?! ab 29 HEedl White
should have played 27 ¥a2!, in-
tending Eb2, de, c4 (Kasparov).
(b) 13 ... Eb8 allows White to
open the a-file without exchang-
ing rooks: 14 ab ab 15 2d3 £.c8 16
&fl and White was better in
Timman-Karpov, Tilburg 1986.
(c) 13 ... ¥d7 seems out of place
here, as after 14 d5 £e7 15 b3
Black is left without a clear plan
(Spassky-Balashov, Toluca Zonal
1982).
14 «cod b4
15 4bl (120) 5
Theory has settled on this as the
best move in view of the failure of
the alternatives to achieve a play-
able game for Black:
(a)15...%d716 Ea3 bal7 Exad
a5 18 Ha3 b5 19 £Hh2 g6 20 Hgd
&xg4 21 Hrxgd4 and despite the
time wasted by the White rook,

Spanish 119

2%

BN
E S e d

AN
NN
\\
NN AN
\
\
Ny N RN
AN
NN

A\

\\\\i
R

\ Yl\
@W&
S

A\

N
bl

DN

Black still lacks sufﬁment counter-

play (Dvoris-Lerner, Kharkov
1985).
(b) 15 ... g6? allows the aggres-

sive try 16 e5!? In Matulovié¢-
Lukacs, Vrnacka Banja 1985, play
continued 16 ... de 17 de £HhS5 18 ab
ab 19 Hxa8 ¥xa8 20 &Hed Hd8 21
We2 5H1d5 22 Wxb5 HHhf4 23 Axf4
Eyxf4 24 £ 6+ Hg7 25 Led Qxed
26 Hxed4 £Hd3 27 Ead ¥b8 28
De8+ Hxe8 29 ¥xd3 Wxb2 30
Ec4 c5 h-Y%. Therefore we prefer
16 d5, e.g. 16 ... £g7 17 ¥b3 £.

(c)15...bal6 BExa4a517 Halis
also insufficient:

(c1) 17 ... 2a6 18 Hh2 L Sax-
Bafias, Balatonberenyi 1984,
where Black committed suicide
with 18 ... %a8? 19 Hae3 Wa720e5
Nfd5 21 Bg3 de 22 de Hae6 23
Ned Bh8 24 HI3 ¥rb6 25 &fgS hg
26 Hxg5 g6 27 dwh5+ 1-0.

(c2) 17 ... g6 18 Hae3 £ Sax-
Belyavsky, Moscow Interzonal
1982.

(c3) 17 ... ¥d7 18 &Hh4 with an

initiative for White (Ehlvest-
Belyavsky, USSR Ch. 1984). The
game continued 18 ... ¥b5 19 Hf3
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HNh7 20 g3 Hgs 21 Hhf3 Hxf3+
22 HHxf3 ¥Wh5 23 4.d2 He7 24 ¥l
&h8 25 d5 ¢5 26 Hgd A.cB8 27 Bi4
De828¢e5g529 Hf6 de 30 8&xb4 ab
31 ¥c2 DgT 32 d6 Bxf6 33 de
A xe7 34 Yed 1-0.
16 45
Kasparov tried 16 dc dc 17 e5
against Balashov in a game played
in the Soviet Union in 1982, but
after 17 ... £Hd7 he wasn’t able to
achieve anything.
16 b3 is also too slow, as after 16
.. cd 17 £Hxd4 ba 18 Hxa4 a5 the
game was level in Tseshkovsky-
Balashov, Minsk 1982, a tourna-
ment notable for its contributions
tothe theory of the Spanish Game.
16 .. &Hd7
The immediate fianchetto is
also possible. After 16 ... g6 17 £f1
fg7 18 Ha3! ba 19 Hxa4 a5 20
Ha3 fa621 Hg3 Black was feeling
the pressure in Aseyev-Dorfman,
USSR Ch. 1984, although Sax and
Hazai suggest here 21 ... £Yd7! and
Black should be safe.
17  Ha3 (121)
The standard plan with 17 £f1
runs into the surprlsmg counter

/ﬂﬁi‘%ﬁ

17 ... 5!, leading to an unclear
position in which Black’s chances
are to be preferred (de Firmian-
Belyavsky. Tunis Interzonal 1985).
17 .. cd!
18 &Hd4

Kasparov-Karpov (m/14) 1986
saw 18 ab ab 19 £1d4 HExa3 20 ba
&d3 21 fxd3 cd 22 Ab2 ¥as 23
Hf5 He5 24 fxeS (24 4 is
interesting: 24 ... £c4 25 £xcd be
26 Hxh6+ gh 27 ¥ed+ = or 26
Axg7 fAxd5!? 27 ¥al Hxed 28
Hxed QAxed 29 Axf8 c3) with an
unclear position with chances for
both sides.

Sax-Short, match 1988, tried to
improve with 22 He3 &eS 23
HxbS Was 24 Hd4 el 25 2H2b3
£a626 H.d2 Wb2 27 Qb4 g6 28 {4
(28 ¥d2 £Hied 29 Wrxb2 £Hxb2 30
£\c6 is better for White, but 28 ...
Wrxd2 29 Hxd2 Qg7 is less clear.)

8 ... £c4 29 Hxd3 Hxed 30 ¥f3
He8 31 &h2 Qg7 32 Hic6 We2 33
Nbd4 Wxf3 34 BExf3 Hed 35 £HHb3
He2 36 £HHcd4 Hed 37 Hcb He2 38
&g3 (An attempt to win, but it
doesn’t work) 38 ... £e3 39 h4
Hxg2+ 40 Hh3 fc8+ 41 5 Axf5+
42 Bxf5 gxf5 43 Qxd6 Eb2 44
HDeT+ PhT 45 Hies 456 0-1.

18 .. W6 (122)

Recent attempts to improve
upon this advance have proven
fruitless:

(a) 18 ... ¥b6?! 19 5! was
crushing in Sax-Nikoli¢, Lugano
1987: 19 ... £e5 20 Hg3 Ph7 21
N3 D8 (21 ... g6 22 HHxh6 Lxh6
23 Bxh6 Bxh6 24 ¥d2 +) 22 HHxg7

fxg7 23 Wd2.
(b) 18 ... £e5 19 ab ¥bé and
now:

(bl) 20 £D2f3 &£bd3! (This is
better than 20 ... £ed3 since 21
Re31?Hxel 22 Hixel Wre7 23 Wd2!
a5 24 £ef3 5 gives full compen-
sation for the exchange.) 21 fxd3
Hxd3 22 Bxd3!? cd 23 ¥xd3 ab 24
¥xb5 (Ernst-Bjerke, Malmd
1987-88) 24 ... ¥xb5 25 Hxbs Hal
(intending 26 ... Qxd5) 26 &£c3
Hab F.

(b2) 20 &£Hxc4!? was seen in Sax-
Short, Subotica 1987. After 20 ...
HNxcd 21 Bg3 £c8!(21...ab 22 &5
g6 23 ¥hS! ®h7 24 Hixh6!! gh 25
e5+ wins for White) White has two
options:

(b21) 22 Axh6?! ab 23 &)f3
(Weaker is 23 £b3, suggested by
Petran, since 23 ... £e5 24 ¥d2
£a6 25 Qe3 ¥d8 26 Hd4 HeS! F)

3 ... Hal (Sax-Short), and now,
instead of 24 £g5, stronger would
have been 24 b3 £e5 (24 ... £a3 25
Wd2 1) 25 W¥d2 £g6 26 Afd t/x
(Petran), but 24 .. £Ha6 seems
more sensible to us.

(b22) 22 b3!? &He5 23 fe3
(intending 24 £)c6) 23 ... HHgb 24 f4!
Wd8 25 f5 £e5 26 Wrd2 a5 27 A.xh6
¥Wh4? (27 ... 4717 ) 28 $h2 £4d7
29 Qg5 Wh5S 30 Hfl! = (A.
Sokolov-Portisch, Brussels 1988;
move numbers given here differ
from the actual game, in which
there was an early repetition.).

This gambit line (20 &xc4!?)
needs more detailed analysis and
examination. Hence we cannot be
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sure that Black’s opening strategy
has been refuted by the knight
sacrifice. It is interesting to note
that Kasparov did not play 1 e4 at
all in the fourth match against
Karpov, but in the Amsterdam
Options Exchange Tournament in
1988 he played it twice.

(b3) Pliester recommends 20
&f5, but we feel that Black will
quickly gain the upper hand with
20 ... ©Hbd3 21 8.xd3 &Hxd3 22 He3
ab F.

19 @2!3 ®d3

.. £c5 20 ab ab 21 &xbs
Exa3 22 &Hxa3 fa6 led to an
unclear position where there is
plenty of compensation for the

material in Kasparov-Karpov,
(m/16) 1986.
20 Qxd3
20 BExd3!? cd 21 ab!? is an
interesting line which deserves
practical tests. Black might be able
to play 21 ... &5, e.g. 22 b4 &Hixed
23 ¥rxd3 Qxd5 24 Hc6 Lxc6 25 be
d5 F.
20 .. b4
21 fxed
21 Eal cd 22 Wxd3 &Hc5 23 Wed
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as! 24 &Hb5 Hac8 is definitely
better for Black.

21 .. ba

22 b3

In this state-of-the-art position
both  sides have chances,
according to analysis by Kasparov.
It is entirely possible that White is
slightly better here. For example:

(a) 22 ... He5 23 Lxa3 HHxcd 24
be g6 25 ¥d3 Qg7 26 Ebl +.

(6) 22 ... £¢5 23 Wrc2 a2 24 4b2
We6 25 Hd2 Hac8 26 Lc3 Qe .
I

12 a3 ( 123)

7.
AL
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Kasparov has handled this pos-
ition from the Black side. White
does not attempt to attack the
Black king but rather keeps his eye
on the queenside, preparing the
advance of his b-pawn.

12 . hé

This transposition into the
Smyslov system is considered the
only playable option at present.

(a) 12 ... ¥d7 13 Qc2 Had8 14
&Hb3 h6 15 d5 He? 16 £a5 ¢6 17 c4
gave White the advantage in
Psakhis-Balashov, USSR Ch.
1980-81.

(b) 12 ... g6 13 Qa2 Qg7 (Black
can try 13 ... ¥d7 now but it seems
that after 14 b4 a5 15 d5 White has
secured an advantage, for example
15...5e716bac617 c4 Exas518dc
Hixc6 19 cb Hxb5 20 a4 Has 21
Hed Hab 22 fAgS  Lukin-
Polovodin, USSR 1984.) 14 d5!
with an initiative for White, for
example 14 ... £Yb8 (14 ... HeT 15
c4!c616b4bc 17 dct Gutman.) 15
b4 c6 16 c4 Ea7 (Gutman provides
16 ... be 17 de! &ixcb 18 Hixed HHd4
19 fg5!'and 16 ... c¢d 17 cd a5 18
£Hb3 ab 19 ab . 16 ... £Hbd7 17 de
HAxc6 18 Ab2 is slightly better for
White.) 17 &b2 be (17 ... £bd7 18
Hcl a8 19 dc! Axc6 20 We2! +
Gufeld-Aseyev, USSR 1986) 18 dc
fxc6 19 A xc4 and White stands
better.

13 Qe

13 fa2 can be met by the
interesting move 13 ... £a7!?, or by
13 ... 6 b8 14 b4 ed (14 ... &Hbd7 15
Qb2 g6 16 Wbl Qg7 17 c4 was
agreed drawn in Dobrovolsky-
Plachetka, Trnava 1983.) 15 cd
Hixed 16 b3 W6 17 ¥e2 Hixd2
18 Hxe8 &Oxf3+ 19 gf &b
with compensation (Mortensen-
Hjartarson, Copenhagen 1985).
After 20 Exa8 Black should have
simply recaptured, saving the
knight move for later.

13 .. Hb8

Probably best, although an
interesting alternative is 13 ... g6!?
14 £f1 Ha5 15 Hg3 £Hc4 16 b3 £Hb6
17 4.d3 Ag7 with unclear compli-
cations (Aseyev-Timoshchenko,

Irkutsk 1986).
14 b4 (124)

14 b3 is a major alternative.
Black plays 14 ... £bd7 and now:

(a) 15 4b2 g6 16 a4 might be
met by Hjartarson’s 16 ... £h5,
while 16 Hcl c6 17 c4 ed 18 Q.xd4
27 19 b4 ¥c7 20 ¢5 dc 21 be
& h5 led to unclear complications
in Romanishin-van der Sterren,
Tallinn 1987.

(b) 15d5 ¢6 16 c4 Yc7 and now:

(bl) 17 b2 Heb8 18 dc Axcb
19 cb ab was agreed drawn in
Smyslov-Gligori¢, Sochi 1986.

(b2) 17 51 Heb8 18 HHg3 A8
19 a4 isabitslow,e.g. 19...bc20bc
&e5 21 fa3 &Hfd7 22 He2 cd 23 cd
a5 24 &Hc3 fLab with a decisive
queenside advantage (Liang-Sun,
China 1986).

(b3)17 a4 Hec8 18 BEa2ba19ba
a520 fa3 Qa6 21 Hh2 g6 22 Hhfl
cd 23 cd h5 24 ¥f3 Qe7 25 Qd3
fxd3 26 ¥xd3 ¥c3 27 Wxc3
Hxc3 28 Ebl £c5 29 Qxe5 Bxcs
30 £He3 Hac8 31 BEb7 Af8 32 £b3
Hcl+ 33 &Hixel Bxcl+ 34 &dh2
£Ah6 35 g3 Hixed 36 g2 He3 37
Ed2 &HHxad 38 BHd7 Af8 39 Ha2
&5 40 Hc7 £h6 41 Ecb fAxe3 42
fe Hel 43 Hxd6 Hxe3 44 &h2
Bb3 1»-Y; Sax-Short, match 1988.

14 .. Hbd7
15 Abh2 g6
It is hard to pass judgement on
5.. Bb8 16 c4 ed 17 cb ab 18
Hxd4 5, since the game was
abandoned as drawn in Byrne-
Geller, Reykjavik 1986.
16 c4

Spanish 123

Unclear compllcatlons arise
after 16 Wbl Qg7 (16 ... £h5!? 17
g3 cSis also unclear.) 17 b3 Ec8!
18 £Has Qa8 19 d5 £Hb6 20 a4 Wd7
21 ab ab 22 Qd3 (Psakhis-
Portisch, Sarajevo 1986).

16 .. ed
17 ¢b ab
18 @xd4

c6 (125)

. A
4.9./%7
11 A

L //
NTH

19 a4

Neither of the alternatives lend
any clarity to the picture:
(a) 19 Bcl ¥b6 20 £d3 Hg7 21
£2b3 Sokolov-Izeta, Bilbao 1987.
(b) 19 £H2b3 Bc8 20 HHas Qa821
Wd2 ¥b6 22 Hdb3 ¢5 Klovan-
Goldin (m/1) USSR 1987.
19 .. ba
20 fxad b6
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This was Kasparov’s original
contribution to the theory of the
variation. Here Timman had to
find methods of pursuing White’s
initiative.
21 &2
21 b5?! was seen in the first
game of Timman-Kasparov,
match 1985, but after 21 ... cb 22
fAxb5 d5! 23 HExa8 fixa8 Black
had more chances in the un-
balanced position.
21 .. W7
22 Qb3 Exal
This is more exact than 22 ...
fa6 23 Hcl fg7 which led to an
unclear position in Timman’s
third game against Kasparov: 24
&Hed Ab5 and Black held the

initiative.
23 Qxal
23 ¥xal Hg724 Qc3 HeSledto
equality in Hiibner-Portisch,
Tilburg 1986. '

23 .. fe7
24 He3 c5
25 be &xes

26 Qxfé6 2.xf6

This unclear position was
agreed drawn in Timman-Karpov,
Bugojno 1986.

The Closed Variations of the
Spanish Game are among the
most profound in all of chess, and
we can be confident that the
World Champion will continue to
enrich the theory of these lines.

12 Queen’s Gambit

Kasparov has explored a variety of
defences within the domain of the
Queen’s Gambit Declined. We
will concentrate on two variations
which have played a significant
role in his repertoire — the
Tarrasch Defence and the
Tartakower Variation.

The Tarrasch Defence

This defence became unfashion-
able in the post-war years until
Boris Spassky resurrected it for his
match against Petrosian in 1969. It
fell into disfavour again, until a
few stalwarts, led by John Nunn,
brought it back in the early 1980s,
and Kasparov picked it up a bit
later. The authors have written a
monograph on the subject (Play
the Tarrasch, Pergamon 1984.)
References to ‘Shamkovich’ in the
new edition of ECO D refer to that
work. In this book we cover the
basic variations and incorporate
the critical developments of the
last five years.

1 d4 ds
2 4 eb
3 &3 cS
4 cd ed
5 &3 He6
6 g3 &H 6
7 Qg2 fe7

Kasparov’s defeats at the hands
of Karpov have put a damper on
the general enthusiasm the
Tarrasch enjoyed in 1983-84,
although Icelandic GM Margeir
Petursson and Murray Chandler
remain faithful to the opening.

I 9 dc

I 945
III 90b3
IV 9 Qe3
I
9 dec Axcs

9 .. d4 is now out of com-
mission, and this is the only move
seen in contemporary praxis.

10 Qg5

10 £a4 has fallen from favour.
After 10 ... Qe7 11 Qe3 (White
should avoid 11 &d4 Hed! 12
Hxc6 be 13 Ke3 Was 14 Bl feb
15 a3 £f6 16 .d4 Qxd4 17 ¥rxd4



126 Kasparov’s Opening Repertoire

Hd2!, Weltmander-Aronin, 1958.)

1..He812 HEcl (12 £nd4 fgd 13
Hxc6 be 14 Hel fbd 15 Ad2 £d6
16 Hcl Hc8 17 a3 LHed 18 fQel
£A.d7F Chamrak-Vaganian, USSR
1957.) 12 ... Qg4 and now:

(a) 13 h3 Qh5 14 &Hd4 ¥d7
15 &xc6 be 16 Hel Abd 17 Q.d2
D8 = Ree-Petursson, Reykjavik
1984.

(b) 13 ¥b3 ¥d7 14 L5 Hed 15
fQxeT Hxe7 16 Efdl d4 led to
an unclear position in Kukuk-
Marjanovi¢, Yugoslav Ch. 1984.

(©) 13 &c5 fAxcs 14 Lxc5 (14
Bxc5 ¥d7 led to an equal position
in Szabo-Parmae- Palma de
Mallorca 1969.) 14 ... ¥d7 (This is
the new line, replacing 14 ... He4
15 fe3 ¥d7 16 &a4 Had8 17 Bfdl
h6 Hort-Ivkov, Palma de Mallorca
1970.) 15 Eel Bad8 16 £5d4 h5 17
&6 be 18 Ldd HhT 19 ¥d2 £
20 f3 Af5 and chances were equal
in Partos-Petursson, Biel IZ 1985.

10 .. d4 (127)

The older 10 ... fe6 is still

playable, but less frequently seen.

'/1:/, /:I:

/ Q / ’a/ '
2 :

This is now the standard move.
(a) 11 Ha4 4b6! 12 £Hixb6 ab 13
a3 h6 14 {16 Wxf6 15 Hel He8 =
Bagirov-L. Grigorian, USSR 1967.
(b) 11 Hed Le7 12 Axf6 Qxf6
13 Ecl Eb8 (13 ... He8 14 Hel
fe7 15 £Hd3 Af8 16 Wd2 a5 17
Bfdl Ag4 18 &Hdc5 AxcS and now
19 Hxc5? %e7 gave Black the
advantage in Nikoli¢-Kasparov,
Niksi¢ 1983, so White must play
19 &ixc5 with roughly level
chances.) 14 £el fe7 15 Hd3 ¥b6
16 a3 Qg4 h-Y» Adamski-Rogers,
Valjevo 1984. Or 13 ¥d2 fle7 14
Hidl fgd4 15 ¥4 Gxf3 16 ¥xf3
Wh6 17 b3 ¥xb3 18 ab *
Palatnik-Klinger, Havana 1985.
11 .. Wxf6
12 &Hds
12 Hed We7 13 HHxc5 Wxces
does not bring White any
advantage, for example 14 ¥d2
1515 g5 16 16 Whs £e7 withan
equal game, according to Keres.
12 .. d8
2 ... ¥d6!? is an alternative,
e.g. 13 &Hd2 fQeb 14 &Hfd Qb6 15
Hcl (15 %ad Eac8 16 Efcl Has5 17
Hxeb Hrxe6 18 Af3 Hfdg =
Trabattoni-Defize, Malta Ol
1980.) 15 ... Bfd8 16 a3 Hac8 17 b4
a5 18 b5 &£e5 19 fxb7 Bxcl 20
Wxcl d3 21 e3 Hb8 22 £xe6 Wrxeb
and there is clear compensation
for the pawn (Dealune-Southam,
St. John 1988), although 23 &f3
Exb7 24 Hxe5 HeT 25 £Hc6 Wb3
26 bl ¥xa3 27 Edl would be
clearly better for White.
13 &d2 (128) Ee8
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AV y
ﬁ . %// .

..a6?' 14 Bcl Qa7 led toone
of the World Champion’s most
spectacular victories — Kasparov-
Gavrikov, USSR Ch. 1981: 15 &\c4!
Bb8 (15 ... £h3 16 A xh3 ¥xd5 17
Qg2 We6 £ would have been
wiser.) 16 &Hf4! b5? (16 ... 2517 17
Wd2 Hc8!?) 17 £Hd6! ¥rxd6 (Black
is sliding rapidly downhill. 17 ...
£e5 might have slowed the pace a
bit.) 18 Hxc6 ¥d8 19 Wc2 He8 20
Hcla521.8d5! (Keep your eye on
this peripatetic cleric!) 21 ... £b6
22 Wb3! (22 Axf7+ would also
have been good, e.g. xf7 23
Wxh7 d3 24 £Hxd3!) 22 ... He7 23
A3 He5 24 Ah5! g6 25 Axg6! hg
26 HExg6+ 2fB8 27 Eho6! De7 28
EHcco! BfS 29 Wf3! Qc7 30 Wed+
He531 Hg6+!! g 32 Eh7+ S8 33
Wrxg6 1-0.

14 Hel
14 Hel is a major alternative,
but after 14 ... a6 (14 ... Reb6is also
playable, but Kasparov failed to
equalize against Miles at Niksi¢
1983, and it has fallen from
favour.) 15 Hcl Qa7 and now the

alternatives are:
(a) 16 HHcd LQeb 17 &4 H[f5!

where Black will equalize with ...
Qf5-e4;

(b) 16 &5b3 A5 17 Wd2 He4 18
fAxed Exed = Bgaard-Petursson,
Gausdal 1984.);

(c) 16 ¥b3 Hb8 17 a3 (17 &4
He5! 18 Hcd HbS 19 Wa3 Hb4! =
Miles-Hjorth, London 1984) 17 ...
He5! 18 £Hf4 Ha5 19 ¥b3 HbS 20
We2 Af5 Black has equalized
(Miles-Chandler, West Germany
1984).

14 .. 2b6
15 &b3

There are a few other moves
which are seen in tournament
play:

(a) 15 Hel fQeb6 (15 ... Rgd!? s
an interesting alternative, e.g. 16
&4 fas5 17 HHixAS Hrxas 18 b4!?
Hxb4 19 Wrd2 Hc6 20 Wrxas Hixas
21 &c7 d3! = Spraggett-Leski, San
Francisco 1987.) 16 £\f4 §xa2 and
now:

(al) 17 fxc6 be 18 b3 Has5 19
Hc2 &xb320&Hxb3 d3 21 &Hxas de
22 ¥al (Miles considers this
position better for Black, while
Ribli and Kasparov claim that it is
better for White! We consider it
equal.)22... Be423 Hcl Wg524¢3
(24 h4!? was suggested by Rogers.)
24 ... Wb5! = Spraggett-Chandler,
Hong Kong 1984.

(a2) 17 b3 fa5 18 Hc2 (18 &d5
d3! 19 e3 £e5 20 Bf1 Hc8 21 Hal
Hc2!22 Bxa2 Exa2 23 b4 Hxb4!
24 Qxa2 a5 25 &Hxd3 (25 ¥b3
Rxd2 26 &Hxd3 [xel FF) 25 ...
Sxd3 26 b3 ¥f5!27 He2 £)cl 28
We4 He8 29 g4 Hxcd 0-1 King-
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Chandler, Reykjavik 1984.) 18 ...
Qxd2 19 HExd2 ¥a520 BEb2 d3 21
& xd3 Had8 = Christiansen, or 18
.. xb3 19 &Hxb3 d3 20 Hxcé!
A xel (20 ... be 21 £Hixas ¥xas 22
Axc6 d2 23 Bfl £+ Chandler) 21
Hcl (Chandler) 21 ...d2 22 Bbl a5
23 &d3 £ Karpov-Chandler,
London 1984.

(b) 15 Hf4 Qg4 16 h3 AfS 17
£Hb3 Qed 18 fixed Hxed 19 ¥d3
He5 20 £Hd2 £Hb4 = Seirawan-
Frey, Mexico 1980.

(©) 15 &icd feb 16 Hf4 Q5 17
Hel Hc8 18 a3 fle4 = Psakhis-
Lputian, USSR Ch. 1985.

15 .. Qe6
16 &Hf4

No more effective is 16 &HHixb6
b6 17 HHcs Lgd 18 Had ¥b4 19
a3 We7 = Palatnik-Legky, USSR
1981.

16 .. Wwdé6 (129)

o EEEEn
t mtmt
Eawes
// /%,,%4,

-

P
,/ 4

é A -
% w %y
L % 2

//i/% ,,,,,, ﬁ
g B

17 a3

This is the only move that
denies Black easy equality:

(a) 17 a4 Bad8 18 &ixeb Wxeb
19 Qxc6 be 20 a5 fcT 21 HHxdd
WeS522e3c523 We2 cd 24 ed ¥rxa$
25 ¥rxc7 Wd2! 26 ¥xa7 ¥xb2 =

Knaak-Groszpeter, Trnava 1983.
(b) 17 Hixe6 trxe6 18 Hc2 Ead8
19 2d2 h5 20 a4 (20 a3!? is an
interesting suggestion by Lputian,
aiming to redeploy the knight at
d3, but 20 h4 ¥f6 21 a3 £HeS 22
£l g5 23 hg ¥rxgs 24 £d3 &Hgb
(24 ... £Hgd!? is a good alternative.)
25 EBc2 h4 led to unclear
complications in Spiridonov-
Groszpeter, Polanica Zdroj 1985,
and we do not feel that Black’s
chances are any worse.) 20 ... ¥c4
21 Bxc6bc 22 a5 Hc7 23 ¥e2 (but
not 23 2d3?! h4 24 ¥d2 h3 which
gave Black the advantage in Knaak-
Lputian, Berlin 1982) 23 ... ¥xc2 24
Hxc2 BdS5 25 Hxc6 fxas =.

17 . Rad8
18 Hel fed
19 4£&Hd3 He7
20 %&beS fAxcs

21 &Dxc5 b6
The position holds chances for
both sides (Jansa-Chandler,
Plovdiv 1983).

II
9 Qg5 cd

The co-authors of this book
thought that 9 .. c4 had been
buried.

To begin with there is Kasparov-
Hjorth, Dortmund 1980: 10 &e5
fe6 11 f4 &Hixe5 12 fe! Hed 13
fxeT $ixc3 14 be Wrxe7 15 e4 Hd7
16 a4!, but Bekelman has come up
with 16 ... de 17 fixe4 2.d5 where
Black is only slightly worse.

We had tried to resurrect 11 ...
&\g4, an old Lasker idea, but found
12 &Hxgs fxgd 13 AxdS dxgs 14

~unpleasant.
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fg ¥xg5 15 Ef4 Had8 16 ¥fl!
Nogueiras~Lputian,
Sarajevo 1985, confirmed our
judgement, but saw 16 ¥d2
instead. In either case one would
not wish to be playing the Black
pieces. But 15... 6 16 f.g2 Had$
17 &h1 h6 18 Wgl He7 19 e4 Hgh
20 Hafl fg4 21 h4 ¥hS led to

.unclear complications in Salov-

Lputian, 1986-87, so it isn’t dead

_yet.

White may therefore return to

11 £Hxc6 be 12 b3 WaS 13 Had,

which is still very slightly better

for him.

10 @xd4 (130)

BT
mm

10 .. hé
A popular alternative in the

1980s is Margeir Petursson’s 10 ...
'He8, although Kasparov does not
'seem to have much confidence in
‘it.

(a) 11 ¥ad Q.d7 12 €3 &ed 13
Axe? HixeT 14 a3 HHixe3 15 Wxce3
Wb6 16 Efdl Hac8 17 Wa3 Jg4 18
Bd3 and White held a slight
advantage in Suba-Zysk, Dort-

‘mund 1984.

(b) 11 Ecl1 h6 12 24 Qg4 13 h3

feb 14 &ixe6 fe 15 e4 d4 16 5 dc
17 ef A.xf6 18 bc Wxdl 19 Hcxdl
Had820c4 Exdl21 Exdl Bd822
B xd8+ fxd8 =Lalic-D. Ross, St.
John 1988.

11 Qe3

The standard reply, as others
fail to secure any sort of opening
advantage:

(a) 11 Qxf6 Axf6 12 &\b3 d4! 13
Hed4 He7 14 Bcl ¥b6 15 Hecs
Hd8 16 Hcd fxcS! 17 HHxes Wrxb2
Seirawan-Kasparov, Niksi¢ 1983.

(b) 11 Af4 Qg4 12 h3 &hS 13
£b3 a5 14 Hxd5 Hxd5 15 LxdS a4
16 £ycl &6 17 Eb1 £Hd4 and Black
has full compensation.

1 . §e8 (131)

Here there are five 51gn1ﬁcant
paths:
12 ¥b3
12 Wa4
12 %2
12 Bcl
12 a3

moOw>»

12 ¥%h3 &as
13 ¥e2 Agd
14 &5 (132)

14 h3 and now:
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(a) 14 ... £d7 15 Badl Qebisan
interesting line suggested by
Mikhail Tal.

(b) 14 ... &15 15 Eadl (15 Efd1l
£ Monokroussas) 15 ... b4 16 g4
Qg6 17 &5 7! 18 Axd5?! (18
fd4! Hed! 19 ¥d3 Qxc3 is
roughly level.) 18 .. &Hxd5 19
Exd5 Axf5 20 ¥xf5 HExe3! 21 fe
(21 Bd7 Wes =) 21 ... ¥g3+ 22
&h1 ¥xh3+ 23 Dg3 Wel+ -1
Grivainis-Monokroussas, Las
Vegas 1984.

2\ E77
B,/i/ ,,,,,
w//;/@/
/,4 // Z/ %/

14 Ab4
308 15 .Q2d4! (15 &HHxeT+
ﬁxe7 16 Hadl ¥e8 17 h3 4h5 18
A xdS Ag6 19 ¥l £Hxd5 20 BExdS
&Hed 21 Ld4 Bec7 = Karpov-
Kasparov, (m/7) 1984-5) 15 ... f.¢5
16 fxc5 Hxc5 17 £He3 fLe6 18
Hadl was better for White in
Karpov-Kasparov, (m/9) 1984-5.
15 fd4
15 h3 is an alternative and now:
(a) 15 ... fxf5 16 Wxf5 Qxc3
17 bc seems slightly better for
White, e.g. 17 ... £ c4 18 £.d4 Hxe2
19 Efel!? £/= Kouatly-Martin,
Thessaloniki Ol. 1984.
(b) 15 ... &nhS 16 g4 Qg6 17

Hadl HEc8 = Korchnoi-Ivkov,
Zagreb 1970.

15 .. Qxe3
16 £xc3 Exe
17 ¥%d3
White stands better, for

example: 17 ... Ee8 18 He3 Le6 19
WbS! b6 20 Eadl a6 (Portisch-
Chandler, London 1984) 21 ¥a4!
& Timman.

B
12 %‘!a4 (]33)
133 E/// w
5817 1

2
) | ﬂ/ /
/4 / //@
@ .
;/?15/4

13 Hadl

13 Efdl and now:

3 ... £ib4 14 b3 a5 15 &HxdS
Hfxds 16 fxd5 &Hxd5 17 ¥rxds
fg4 £ La Plaza-Schiller, corr.
1983.

3 ... 5Has5 14 ¥c2 Hce8 15 &f5
He616 HxeT+ Hxe? 17 2d4 Ed7
18 Eacl &e8 19 ¥d3 &£c6 20 e3
Hxdd 21 Wxd4 £ Cvitan-
Handoko, Zagreb 1985.

13 .. &Hb4
14 b3 as
15 a4l (134)

15 Bd2 a4 16 ¥d1 a3 17 ¥bl
A8 18 ba Hxa3 19 ¥b2 ¥a8
(Belyavsky-Kasparov (m/2) 1983)
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20 &c2! Hxe2 21 Hxc2 fc6 22
Hdl Hed 23 Hxed de L.

15 £HxdS5 HbxdS 16 fxd5 Hxd5
17 ¥xdS £h3 F Vaganian-Ivkov,
USSR v. Yugoslavia 1975.

U

T
/Aﬁt%i

%

":/”7 22 %7 <

P
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2R B9

.QJB 16 Hie2 Qe6 17 Hd4
®e4 18 &xb4 ab 19 Hb5 Wa5 20
Axed de 21 ¥e3 (Vaganian-
Nunn, Buenos Aires 1978) 21 ...
Wrxad 22 £c7 Qb3 23 Hel Qc2 24
Hixe8 Hxe8 25 Hal ¥Wbs! =
Shamkovich and Schiller (1984).
16 &db5
16 £c2 b5! 17 £xb4d ba 18 £Hixad
Hxb4 19 £1b6 (19 £Hc3 Axc3 20 be
a4 F Majorov-Ehlvest, USSR
1983) 19 ... Exe3! 20 ¥xe3 fc521
Hxd7 fxeld 22 Hxf6 Wrxf6 23 fe
Wxb2 24 HAxd5 (Korchnoi-
Kasparov, Herceg Novi Blitz 1983)
4 ... ¥xe2 (Keene).
16 .. fHeb
The position is roughly equal.
C
12 ¥e2 (135) Qgd
13  Hfd1l Wd7?!
13 .. 41814 Bacl Ec8 15 &Hxch
bc 16 £.d4 Ab4 17 Ed2 ¥e7 18 a3

%y / ///y /%
11 AIH

an %y

/ %/ }A'// //
Q;

faS was seen in Belyavsky-
Kasparov, (m/6) 1983, and now
with 19 h3! £h5 20 b4 Qb6 21 e3
Belyavsky claims White could
have claimed an advantage. But 14
.. HExe3!? 15 fe g6 intending ...
A h6 deserves serious consider-
ation, and may be Black’s best
option in this line.
14  £b3 Hac8

14 ... Had8 15 Hacl Le6 16 &Hcs
Hxc5 17 AxcS d4 18 £bS Hb4! =
Sandstrém-Brojtigem, Berlin 1985.

15 Hacl
15 £xd5? is met by 15 ... £Hd4!
15 .. Adé
16 a3 fAes
17 &S

17 &xd5!? is possible, for
example 17 ... £Hd4? 18 ¥rxc8!, or
17 ... &©xd5 18 Exd5, where
neither 18... £ d4 19 ¥d3! + nor 18
... b4 19 ¥rxc8 * are acceptable
for Black, so it seems that 13 ... &8
is a better choice for Black.

17 .. e
18  &HxdS Hxd5
19 Exds b6

The position is unclear, accord-

ing to Kasparov in ECO D II.
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D

12 Ecl (136)

13 We2

The alternatives fail to provide
White with any advantage:

(a) 13 £Had Was5 14 a3 Hes5 15
fd2 Wd8 = Youngworth-
Gligori¢, Lone Pine 1980.

(b) 13 Bel &Hgd 14 &HxdS5 Hixe3
15 fe 2d7 = Garcia Gonzalez-
Gligori¢, Buenos Aires Ol. 1978.

(c)13&b3 feb 14 H.c5 Axc5 15
NxesS We7 = Mecking-Spassky,
Palma de Mallorca 1969.

(d) 13 &xc6 be and now:

(d1) 14 Had Hg4! 15 L5 Qab!
(Better than 15 ... 8xc5?! 16 &xc5
% Timman-Gligori¢, Niksi¢ 1978.)
16 Hel Wf6 17 Wd4 ¥xd4 18
A xd4 fixe2 =or 17 Hxd4 g6 18
&He5 Axc5 19 Bxce5 Heb =.

(d2) 14 Qd4 Af5!? 15 ¥d2 and
in Adorjan-Gligori¢, Vrsac 1983, a
draw was agreed after 15 ... ¥d6 16
Bfel; Kasparov gives further 16 ...
a5 17 b3 ¥e6 18 Had £.a3 19 4b2
Qb4 =

13 .. Re6
14 EBfd1 WeT!?

An untested Kasparov sugges-
tion in ECO D I1. He gives further
15 £Hb3 Hgd 16 L5 Wf6 . We

" feel that after 17 €3 ¥h6 18 h3

&ges there is a double-edged pos-

ition with chances for both sides.
4 ... Hg4 is weak, because 15

Hixe6 17 fe allows 16 HxdS *.

E

12 a3 (137)

11 Q./:I:
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Th1s move was seen frequently
in the Smyslov-Kasparov Can-
didates’ final, 1983.

12 .. fe6

Kasparov has analysed 12 ...
Lfg4!?, but there is no practical
experience as yet. Nevertheless,
White should stand better after
either 13 b3 £Hal 14 £a2 or 13
Wad,

In our opinion the best move
is 12 ... Af8, e.g. 13 Wb3 He5 14
Hadl Eh5 15 Qh3 &asS 16
a2 fQgd4 oo Ki. Georgiev-
Kindermann, Plovdiv 1984.

13  &hi

13 ¥b3 ¥d7 14 &Hxe6 fe 15
Hadl fd6 16 fHcl Hh8 oo
Korchnoi-Kasparov, (m/2) 1983.

Atpresent, 13 £xe6 fe 14 Wad is
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considered best, for example 14 ...
Ec8 15 Hadl Ph8 16 Phl a6 1714
&a5 and now instead of 18 f5 b5
19 ¥h4 £Hg8 20 Wh3 &cd 21 fAcl
fe5 22 fe fixcl 23 Bxcl Hel3 &=
Smyslov-Kasparov, (m/12) 1984).
Kasparov recommends 18 {d4
followed by 18 ... £c4 19 ¥b3 Qs
20 e4!? £
3 . )

. Wd7 14 Hxe6 fe 15 4!
gedS! 16 fAgl Hac8 17 ¥ad &hs
18 Hadl £ Smyslov-Kasparov,

(m/2) 1984.
14 3 f2h5
15 &xc6

15 fgl ¥d7 16 a4 Q5 17
Hadl fb6 18 Hfel fQg6! =
Smyslov-Kasparov, (m/8) 1984.

15 .. be
16 %Had W8
17 Qd4 We6
18 Hel Hd?
19 Hc3

and now instead of 19 ... Q6
20 e3 g6 (Smyslov-Kasparov,
(m/10) 1984), where White could
have obtained an endgame
advantage with 21 Q.xf6 ¥rxf6 22
d4! ¥xd4 23 ed, 19 ... Lgb!
would have equalized, according
to Kasparov.
I
9 b3
The variation with 9 b3 has
been an infrequent visitor to the
tournament scene ever since a
new defence with an early ... b6

appeared.
9 .. &ed
10 Qb2 416 (138)

11 &a4
11 &Hxed de 12 ©Hd2 Lxd4 13
Axd4 cd 14 HHxed Qf5 15 &d2
He8 = Mestel-Nunn, London 1984.
1 .. b6!
12 EHel Be8
12 ... fa6 13 dc fxb2 14 Hxb2
bc154d3 He8:see12... Be813 dc
Axb2 14 &Hxb2 be 15 £d3.

13 dc Axb2
14 &xb2 be
15 &ad

15 &Hd3 fab6 16 Hf4 &Hbd (16 ...
d41?) 17 £d2 &Hxa2 18 Hixed Hixcl
(18 ... de 19 ¥xd8 Haxd8 20 Bxc5
Hd2 o) 19 £c3 g5 20 Wxcl gf
21 &xd5 (Arencibia-Perez, Cien-

fuegos II 1984) 21 ... Axe2! oo,
15 .. Hab
16 ZHel c4

17 &h4
(a) 17 £Hd4 &eS! o Kasparov.
(b) 17 £Hd2 ¥f6 18 Hxed de 19
bc Ead8 20 b3 (20 ¥c2 e3!?) 20
... €3! 21 fe &e5 22 Bfl! Whé 23
Bf4 (Novikov-Sturua, USSR
1984) 23 ... g5! 24 Bd4 Exd4 25 ed
g4 26 h3 He3 & Sturua. 27 Hb2
would be met by 27 ... ¥d6!
17 .. Was
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18 &f5 g6
19 4&Hd4 Hac8
This position was reached in
Larsen-Kasparov, Niks$i¢ 1983,
where 20 &xc6 Exc6 21 Lxed de
22 ¥d7 would have brought a level
position.
v
9 Ge3 c4!? (139)
This move has moved in and
out of fashion over the past two
decades.

w
A
.

//ﬂ/ a
1

X

- w7
/.‘l i /%,_,
A@ :

e

10 @es hé6!
Black’s fortunes have been
greatly improved by this recent

discovery.
11 b3 cb
12 &Hixeb be
13 ab as
14 2

Timoshchenko-Kasparov, USSR
1983, saw Black gain the upper
hand after 14 f.c1 (14 d2 4f5!=)
14 ... Abd15&ad He816 £d2 Qa6
17 Bel Af8 18 ¥rc2 Hed 19 &Hc3
Hxd2.

14 .. Ha6
15 Had Ab5
Black has equalized (Kasparov).

The Tartakower Defence

1 d4 ds

2 eb

3 el &6

4 Qg5 fHe7

5 e3 0-0

6 &3 hé

7 fh4 b6 (140)

This defence has featured
prominently in the World Cham-
pionship matches of the last
decade. In the most recent match
in Seville, there were two games in
a row played with the line, with
Karpov and Kasparov changing
sides'

K oY
=

///,, 2
'/2 ///

I 8 ¥b3
IV 8 Bcl
\% 8 Ad3
VI 8«cd
|
8§ Qe2

We begin with the most popular
line, seen in the Seville match.
8 .. Ab7
8 ...dc is premature, e.g. 9 A.xc4
£Ab7 10 0-0 Hed 11 Hxed LAxed 12
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Hg3 ¢5 13 dc fAxc5 14 &Hes £
Groszpeter-Lein, St. John 1988.
9 Qxfé6 Axf6
10 «cd ed
11 b4

This principled move sets up a
characteristic of the Tartakower
Variation, by establishing ‘hang-
ing pawns’ for Black.

11 0-0 was Karpov’s choice in
the 19th game of the 4th match.

(a) After 11 ... ©Hd7 12 b4 ¢5 13
bc bc he avoided transposition
below (14 Ebl) by introducing 14
Wb31? Kasparov replied by simpli-
fying the central situation with 14
... cd 15 &Hxd4 fAxd4! 16 ed LHb6
and after 17 a4 b8 18 a5 £Hc4 19
Axcd dc 20 Wxc4d ¥d6 Karpov
found the only move which pre-
served the advantage — 21 ¥cS!
After the exchange of queens
White held a slight advantage, but
Karpov-Kasparov, (m/19) 1987,
was eventually drawn after excel-
lent defensive play by Kasparov.

(b) Another popular reply is 11
... Be8, for example 12 ¥b3 c6 13
Hadl Ha6 14 Efel &7 15 Ad3
£e6!? (15 ... gb is safer) 16 Ab1 g6
but White is better after 17 ¥c2
(Belyavsky-Karpov, Tilburg 1986).
Or 12 b4 c6 13 ¥b3 ¥d6 13 Hel
£Hd7 14 ©d3 £ Torre-Lali¢, St.
John 1988.

1 .. c5

There are two alternatives:

(a) 11 ... c6 12 0-0 ¥d6 13 ¥b3
£d7 14 Bfd1 Bfd8 15 Hacl LeT7=
Farago-Ki. Georgiev, Wijk aan
Zee 1988.

(b) 11 ... ©c6 12 ¥b3 £e7 13 0-0
wd6 14 Hacl a6 15 b5 £
Groszpeter-Garcia, St. John 1988.

12 be be
13 Ebl fe6
3 ... %as5 14 0-0 cd 15 &Hxdd
56 16 £HdbS HeT 17 Wad ¥rxad
18 £Hixad L.cb6 19 &Hes5 Efc820 Hfcl
Hxb5 21 fAxb5 d4 22 HHd7 de 23
Hxf6+ gf 24 fe Hab8 25 fLad g7
26 Exb8 Bxcl+ 27 &2 BcT a-Y1
Timman-Karpov, Amsterdam 1988.
14 0-0 &nd7 (141)
YA 7 ol 7/
/ / ';// ////%/”
%m%,w/
;/ /é V7 %

2
77 x

o

i//, | I

B Y B
15 Qb5 W7
16 d3
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16 ¥c2 was seen in games from
the marathon match:

(a) 16 ... BEfd8 17 Bfcl Hab8 18
a4 Wd6 19 dc HHxe5 20 Lxc6 Wrxch
21 Hb5 BeT 22 HixaT (22 W5 Wel
23 Hes5 Hb7 24 Hd4 BcT 25 £Hbs
Hb7 -  Kasnarov-Karpov,
(m/38) 1984-85) 22 ... ¥ra6 23 £3b5
Wxad 24 Wxad Hixad 25 Hfdd £
Karpov-Kasparov, (m/39) 1984-85.

(b) Kasparov-Karpov, (m/42)
1984-85: 16 ... Bfc8 17 Efcl £4xb5
18 Hxb5 ¥rc6 19 dc &HxcS5 20 WS
We6 21 Hfd4 Wxf5 22 Hxf5 Heb
23 Bxc8 Hxc8 24 &Hxa7 Hc2 25
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b5 Hxa2 26 h3 Has -4,

16 .. Bfc8
This was Karpov’s innovation
in the 18th game of the Seville
match. Until then Black had
preferred the other rook move: 16
... Bfd8 17 Bfdl Hab8 18 fQxc6
Wxc6 19 Hxb8 Exb8 20 dc Axc3
21 ¥xc3 ¥xc5 brought Black

equality in Karpov-Kasparov,
(m/18) 1985.
17 Efcl Hab8

Kasparov gives 17 ... &xb5 18
Hxb5 6 with no evaluation. We
feel that White has the advantage
here.

18 h3 cd

Kasparov’s suggested improve-
ment on Karpov-Kasparov, (m/18)
1987, which saw 18 ... g6? 19 Qxc6
Bxb1 20 ¥rxb1! ¥rxc6 21 dc Wrxc5
22 He2 ¥f8, where Karpov missed
23 &f4 £Hb6 24 h4! which would
have given him a significant
initiative.

I
8 %’cz (142)

b - v,%
",

8 .. [b7
9 Qxf6 L[ xf6
10 cod ed

1 0-0-0 cS

12 dc Hdat

13 &Hxds Nxes

14 fcd b5

15 &Hxfe+ W16

16 Qds

Not 16 QAxb5? Qed 17 ¥c3
Bfc8! F+F.

16 .. Hac8

17 &b &Hadq

18  e2

£ Kasparov-1. Zaitsev, Baku
1980.

8 .. Qb7

9 Qxf6 B xf6
10 cod ed
11 ZAdil Ee8
12 a3

12 2.d3 ¢513 dcHHd7 14 c6 Axch
15 0-0 &c5 16 a3 d4? 17 Hxd4
£Axd4 18 ed gS 19 dS succeeded
in Kasparov-Belyavsky, USSR Ch.
1978, but Black can equalize with
2 ... £c6 13 0-0 £Has5 14 2 c5!
Polugayevsky-Tal, Alma Ata 1980.
12 fQe2 ¢6 13 0-0 &d7
transposes to Variation I.
12 .. c6
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12 ... ¢5 13 dc £)d7 14 cb ¥xb6
15 ¥xb6 A xc3+ 16 bcab 17 bS5
Petursson-Li, Biel IZ 1985.

13 4d3 Hd7
14 00 &Hf8
15 Qb1 g6

16 Hfel £eb
17 Qa2 Qe
7 ... 7 18 a4 Had8 19 b4!
%wb8 20 Wc2 % (Korchnoi-
Kasparov, (m/10) 1983.
18 ad bS!
19 %2 as
Black has a good game, for
example 20 £e2 b4 21 ab ab 22
&Hel b6 23 4b3 Hac8 24 £)d3 ¢5
= Agzamov-A. Petrosian, USSR
Ch. 1985.

8 .. _Q.b7
9 Qe2 &Hbd7
Black can also capture immedi-

ately: 9 ... dc 10 fxc4 £Hbd7 11 0-0
c5 12 Wre2 (12 de &Hxc5 13 We2 a6
14 EBfdl %e8 15 &e5 b5 o
Szilagyi-Bonsch, Bundesliga 1987)
12 ...a6 13 ad cd 13 £xd4 &3¢S and
now:

(a) 15 Efd]l We8 16 Qg3 &fed

17 &xed Hxed 18 Re5 A6 19
Axf6 Hxf6 20 ¥c2 Bd8 21 Le2
Hd622 ¥c7 ¥b8 23 h3 was agreed
drawn in  Yusupov-Karpov,
Bugojno 1986.

(b) 15 £3 ©Hh5!? 16 4.2 Qd6 17
Efdl &e7 with an unclear pos-
ition in  Portisch-Hjartarson,
Reykjavik 1987, or 15 ... ¥e8 16
We2 Bc8 17 Qa2 £\dS = Portisch-
Vaganian, match 1988.

10 cd

100-0 ¢S 11 Qg3 a6 12 cd &HxdS
13 &HHxd5 f4xdS 14 dc &Hxcs 15 b4
Hed 16 Lc7 He8 17 a3 as! =
Karpov-Kasparov, (m/17) 1984-85.

10 .. ed
11 0-0 c5
12 dc be
13 Qg3

13 Wc2 Hc8 14 Efdl b6 15
Wbl Bfd8 16 Hc2 ¥e6 17 Lg3
&h5 18 Hed2 Hxg3 19 hg &Hif6 20
¥c2 g6 F Korchnoi-Karpov, (m/1)
1981.

13 .. bh6!?
14 Had as
Safer is 14 ... ¥e6 15 b4! c4 16

&Hd4 ¥a6 = Timman-Belyavsky,
Thessaloniki Ol. 1984.
15 &hd g6
Karpov evaluates this position
as unclear.
16 V2! fcb
6 ... g7 17 4d3 threatening
LA xgb6 gives White a strong attack.
17 &ixg6!? fg
18  ¥rxg6+ h8
19 ¥xhé6+ P8
20 Qg4 Hixgd
21 rxc6 &Hef6
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22 He3
White has more than sufficient
compensation for his material.
A/
8 Q43 (145
This is presently a very popular
line.

145
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9 Qxfb6 Axf6 10cded 110-0¢5
12 dc be 13 b3 L6 14 Qe2 Hd7
15 Bfdl Eb8 16 We2 a5 17 Hd2
was better for White in Portisch-
Vaganian, (m/3) 1988.

9 .. &Hbd7
10 e2

10 fg31? ¢5 11 Ecl ab 12 od
&xd5 13 £ixd5 fxd5 14e4 &b7 15
bl £ Romanishin-Ki. Georgiev,
Leningrad 1987.

0 .. e
11 BAfdi

11 Hacl Hed 12 Hg3 Hixgd 13

hg = Torre-M. Gurevich, Lenin-

grad 1987.
1 . &ed
12 Qg3 od
13 &Hixdd Hixg3
14 hg &Hfe

15 Hacl 2b4

16 «od Axc3

17  Hxc3 Hxds

18 Heel He8

19 a6
and a draw was agreed in
Novikov-Lputian, USSR Ch. 1984.
Vi

8 «cod ed (146)

8 ... &xd5 is also playable:

(a) 9 Axe7 Wxe7 10 £xdS ed
and now Winants-Kasparov,
Brussels 1987, saw 11 Hcl 2e6 12
Wad c513 a3 HcR 14 De2 BB 15
dc be 16 0-0 a5 with chances for
both sides.

(b)9Hxd5ed 10 Qg3 Hgd 11a3
c5 12 dc be 13 fe2 Qf6 =
Agdestein-van der Sterren, Wik

aan Zee 1988.

o
f/; %

146
W

Z
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9 Qa3 ab7
This is an old and traditional
line which Karpov feels offers the
best chances for White to gain the
advantage (ECO 1987).
10 0-0 c5
10 ... ©ed 11 fxe7 ¥xeT 12
b3 (12 He5 Hd7 134 HHixeS 14fe
c51 15 el Had8 16 Hdl Wg5 17
Bf3 6! equalized in Kasparov-
Belyavsky, (m/7) 1983.) 12 ... Hd8
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13 Hacl ¢5 14 2b1 &c6 15 Bfdl
Hxe3 16 ¥xe3 cd = Gligorié-
Kurajica, Rovinj/Zagreb 1970.
The text was seen in games 1, 3
and 5 of the 1983 Kasparov-
Belyavsky Candidates’ match.
11 Hes! &bd7
Kasparov-Belyavsky, (m/1)
1984 continued 11 ... £c6 12 fa6!
We8 13 fAxb7 xb7 14 Qxf6!
Axfe 15 Hg4! Hd8! 16 &HxdS
Hxd4! 17 Hdfe+ White held a
slight advantage.
12 418!

12 ¥f£32 cd 13 ed &HixeS 14 de
Hd7 15 fxe7 Yxe7 16 Hixds
WxeS 17 De7+ Hh8! led to
equality in Kasparov-Belyavsky,
Moscow (m/3) 1984.

12 .. Hxes™N

12 ... He8 would have been only

slightly better for White,

13 de £e8
14 Qg3 &7
15 Vg4

This gave White a large advan-
tage in  Kasparov-Belyavsky,
{m/3), 1983.
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Keeping up with the World Cham-
pion is quite a task! As this book
proceeded through the production
stages, many interesting develop-
ments have taken place. Rather
than rewrite entire chapters, we
have placed the new material here,
at the end of the book.

Sicilian Defence

Important developments have
occurred in both the Scheven-
ingen and Keres Attack.

Scheveningen
1e4 524130463 d4 cd 4 HHxdd £Hf6
5 83 e6
6 f4

Kasparov has also faced the
popular systems with fe3 and
¥d2: Khalifman-Kasparov, USSR
Ch.1988:1e4c52 &3 e63 d4 cd
4 HHixd4 &6 5 £Hc3 d6 6 Le3 a6
7 ¥d2 Qe7 83 &¢6 9 0-0-0 0-0 10
g4 Eb8 11 h4 Hixd4 12 fLxd4 &£Hd7
13 g5 b5 14 &bl W7 15 hS b4 16
Ne2 HHes5 17 Hgl 15 18 gf Axf6 19
h6 g6 20 b3 £4b7 21 &h3 We7 22
Eh2 a5 23 He2 H7 24 Q.xf6 ¥xf6
25 f4 Bbc8 26 Hf3 ¥e3 27 He3
Wrxd2 28 Bxd2 Hc3 29 Bxc3 be 30
Hd3 Qxed4 31 Bxc3 Axf332 fixeb
2h5 33 Bc7 g5 34 fg He8 h-th.

6 .. a6

7 Qe2

In Yudashin-Kasparov, USSR
Ch. 1988, White tried a more
aggressive plan, but it did not meet
with success: 7 &e3 b5 8 Wf3 Qb7
9 fd3 &bd7 10 a3 Hc8 11 0-0 Ke7
12 Rael 0-0 13 ¥h3 &5 14 412
&Hfd7 15 hl 4Af6 16 Bdl He8 17
fegl g6 18 Hde2 Dg7 19 £5 We7 20
244 £f6 21 Hrg3 e5 22 fg hg 23
fe3 Hfxed 24 Qxed Hixed 25
Nxed QAxed 26 Hic3 [Lb7 27 hd
Hcd 28 Lg5 We6 29 Hd2 Hegd 30

Wd3 f6 0-1.
7 . fe7
8 00
Ehlvest-Kasparov, USSR Ch.
1988, saw instead 8 a4 ¥c79 0-0 0-0
10 el &c6 11 fRe3 e5 12 &£b3
£bd 13 W2 Hxc2 14 Ab6 Wbs 15
Hadl fe6 16 fe £Hd7 17 &dS
fxd5 18 Exd5 &b4 19 Hddl
HixeS 20 £Hd4 g6 21 Las Hbeo 22
Dc3 Hxd4 23 Bxd4 a7 24 Shi
Hac8 25 8.d1 ¥b6 26 a5 Wd8 27
Bb4 &Hd3 28 Wd4 Hxc3 29 be
&xb4 30 cb d5 31 b3 de 32 ¥rxed
Wd7 33 ¥d5 Wxd5 34 Qxd5 Qxbé
35 fxb7 Qxa5 36 Axa6 h5 37 f.cd
g7 38 Hal 4b6 39 Ebl HdS8 40
g3 Hd6 41 fe2 Qc7 42 Bcl %-h.

8 .. 0-0
9 &hi We?
10 a4 &b

Kasparov delayed this move
in van der Wiel-Kasparov,
Amsterdam 1988, and equalized
comfortably: 10 ... BEd8 11 el b6
12 g3 4b7 13 f5e5 14 f4h6 AfR
15 Qg5 fe7 16 &h6 Af8 17 Qg5
BeT th-Y.

8 (147)

147 H/// f 0 ////,

= . .

12 feln?

This is Geller’s idea from the
10th game of the 1985 Karpov-
Kasparov match (see p. 98).

In van der Wiel-Kasparov,
Amsterdam 1988, Kasparov again
expanded his repertoire, greeting
12 413 with the old fashioned 12 ...
£d7 intead of his trusty 12 ... b8.
Play continued 13 £b3 (13 £3de2!?
is an interesting alternative.) 13 ...
£a51? 14 HHxaS (Against 14 e5
Kasparov suggested 14 ... £icd! 15
ef Hxe3 16 We2 HHxf1 17 fe £Hxh2
18 &xh2 Q.c6 with unclear compli-
cations, an evaluation with which
we agree.) 14 ... ¥xa5 15 ¥d3
Had8 16 ¥d2 Hc8 17 eS de 18 fe
Wxe5 19 Axb7 Bcd8 20 414 a5
21 He2 Qc8 22 fcb BB 23 4f3
W4 24 Qc7 Bd7 25 QeS5 b7 26
aS Bfd8 27 Had Qxf3 28 ¥Wxf3
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Wre5 29 Qxf6 gf 30 Ehd £531 Bh3
Wrcd 32 g4 £4 33 g5? (time pressure)
33..Bd434 Bf2 Bxg5 35 g4 £6
36 BEhf3 &h8 37 Heg2 Hd2 38 h4
Bxg2 39 Sxg2 Lh6 40 Sh3 Hel
41 ¥hS ¥c6 42 Ph2 21843 BN {5
44 ¥e2 Hgd 0-1. This was a very
complicated tactical game, with
White’s central advance being
countered with play along the
¢- and d-files.

12 . Eb8

13 48

This is a novelty, replacing

13 ¥d2.

13 .. fad7
14 &b3 b6
15 g4 fAc8
16 g5 &£od7
17 Qg2 A8
18 ¥13

Sokolov is regrouping his forces
in a novel manner, choosing &gl
and ¥f3 instead of ¥d2-2.

18 .. Has

For his part, Kasparov has
chosen a classical plan since
White does not have 19 fe3 avail-
able because of 19 ... £c4 20 fAcl
fb7 with a big edge for Black.

19 Hd2 Ab7

20 Whs g6

21 Wh3 Ebe8

2 f5 £es (148)
23 fe?

After this exchange Black could
easily repel all threats and grab the
initiative. A more promising plan
would have been 23 Hf4!? for
example 23 ... Hiacd 24 Hixcd Hixcd
25 Zafl (25 Eh4 is not on because
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of 25 ...h626gh &h7)25.. @65 26
£ d4! and Black is in considerable
danger, e.g. 26 ... ¥cd?! 27 fg fg 28
fHxe5 de 29 Ef7 and White wins,
or26... fg727 Bf4!But23 ... %eT!
is playable, as well as 24 ... ¥rxc4!
in the previous variation.
23 .. fe
24 Ef4 WeT!
25 EHafl Ae7
If 25 ... ¥xg5 then 26 Bxf8+!
Hxf8 27 ¥xe6+ Hh8 29 Exf8+
Exf8 29 Wxd6 with an attack that
provides plenty of compensation
for the exchange.
26 Ehd Ah8
Now after 27 fd4 &acd 28
Hxcd Bxed 29 De3 Heel 30 Ll
b5 Black had an excellent game.

Keres Attack
14 ¢52 53 €6 3 d4 cd 4 HHxd4 HHf6
5 3 d6 6 g4

Kasparov seems to have been
ducking the Keres Attack ever
since his 1984/85 marathon match,
employing the Najdorf and
Taimanov move orders. But
recently he has shown a willing-
ness to defend the Black side, for

example  Ljubojevic-Kasparov,
Beifort 1988:
6 .. &6

Kasparov follows his own
advice as he calls this move ‘the
most logical answer to White’s
flank attack’ in his book on the
Scheveningen.

7 &5 oHd7
8 EHgl fe7
9 Qel 0-0

An interesting choice, consid-
ering that Kasparov recommends
9 ... £bé6! in his book, giving 10
Whs g6 11 We2 e5 12 £b3 feb
with a better game for Black, and
he also examined 10 Hg3, 10 f4
and 10 Qb5. But here, for some
reason, he chose to go another
way.

10 ¥d2 ab
i1 0-0-0 Exd4
12 Qxdd b5

13 4 b4
A typical Sicilian strategy.
14 He2

This is a novelty. Kasparov has
provided analysis only of 13 £a4
a5 14 b3 4b7 15 Qg2 e5! with
good counterplay for Black.

14 .. Was
15 &bl es

Black has achieved a very good
game, which is aided by a series of
biunders by Ljubojevic: 16 QAf2
&5 17 Wed fHe6 18 &cl ef 19
Wxfd4 Hac8 20 A.d4 Bfed 21 £ib3
a4 22 A6 818 23 Hg3 ¥eb 24
Hixes de 25 Kes c4 26 4d6 b3 27
c3 Hcd8 28 e5 £xd6 29 ed Exd6
30 Hcl %es 31 Pal Bed8 32 He3

Hdl 33 Hel Exel 34 Bxel Wa$s
35 a3 ¥d5 36 fe2 g6 37 h4 ¥d2 38
W1 8h3 39 Wel Hel 0-1.

Griinfeld Defence

Not  surprisingly, Kasparov’s

favourite reply to 1 d4 has seen
quite a bit of action, and there are
a number of new developments to
report.

194 262 ¢4 g6 3 2e3 d54 ¢d HHxdS
5ed Hxe3 6be fg?7 fedc58Ne2
&6 9 Q,e3 0-0 10 0-0 (149)

Instead of 10 0-0,
Polugayevsky’s idea 10 Hcl is
fashionable, e.g. Polugayevsky-
Kudrin, New York Open 1989: 10
wcd1lcd®as+ 121 2471304
Hac8 14 h5 eS! 15 hg hg 16 d5 &£Hd4!
17 &Hxd4 Bxcd? 18 Bxcd a6 19
d3! ed 20 Axd4 Qb5 21 ¥h3!
and White won. Huzman and
Vainerman found a significant
improvement, however: 17 ... ed
18 fxd4 AbS!, for example 19
Axg7 Hxcd 20 Bxcd Qxcd+ 21
Dl BxgT 22 Wdd+ 6 23 Hrxcd
Wel+ 24 Wf1 Wxed and Black is
better. Another interesting idea
was seen in Nogueiras-Ljubojevic,
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Barcelona World Cup 1989: 13 ...
Hfc8!?14 h5 £)d8! 15hghg 16 4 d2
Wa3 17 Qb3 Wa6 18 Sgl Wd3!
where Black is clearly better.
Kasparov is not convinced,
apparently, since he gives 10 ...
£\a5! 11 a3 e5 followed by 12 d5
b6 13 0-0 &Hb7 14 ¢4 £Hd6 with
equal chances, though this has not
yet been tested. In any event, we
can conclude that Polugayevsky’s
idea is not particularly dangerous
for Black.

Korchnoi-Kasparov, Reykjavik
World Cup 1988, saw a different
new try for White in the form of
10 Bb1!? (The point of this move
is clear. After 10 ... c¢d 11 cd Wa5+
12 &f1 Black will have to expend
an important tempo to protect his
pawn at b7.) 10 ... £Ha5! 11 £d3 cd
12 ¢d b6 13 0-0 (On 13 h4,
Kasparov suggested 13 ... e5! 14 d5
£5.) 13 ... eb! Wad?! (14 Wd2 looks
more logical here, for example 14
. Ab7 15 Bfcl ¥d7 =) 14 ... 4b7
15 Bfd1 Bc8 16 842 &c6 17 Ll
Whda! 18 Qel Hfd8 19 3 We7 20
£b571 (20 Q2 Lh61? was
suggested by Kasparov, while 21
AbS &HaS gives Black full
equality.) 20 ... a6! 21 fixa6 fxab
22 ¥Wxa6 &xd4! and Black’s
initiative is significant. Kasparov
then demonstrated his tactical
mastery and brilliant intuition in
the middlegame, following on
from the opening in a thoroughly
logical manner, collecting the
point against yet another world
class player.
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10 .. fgd
11 3 Has
Here there are two popular
lines:

A 12 2d3
B 12 @xf7+
A
12 Qd3 cd
13 cod Heb
14 Hel Axa2
15 ¥adq Heb
16 d5 [d7
17 %b‘i e6 (150)

Ity

5 "//Q, R
. //@@/

This has become the main line
of this subvariation, replacing 17 ...
b6, though that move has not been
refuted and is still considered to
lead to unclear play.

18 &3

Here Yusupov uncorked the
novel 18 Hfdl in Yusupov-
Kasparov, USSR Ch. 1988, and the
game continued 18...ed 19ed He8
20 Qf2 bS (20 ... AfS is not so
strong because of 21 @ xf5 Exe2
22 Qed Eb223 Wel followed by 24
d6, according to Kasparov.) 21
Hd4 Hcd! 22 £HHe6 (22 Axcd a5! 23
¥c5 be 24 Wrxcd a4 25 HHico 6 =
and 22 Hxb5 HNb2! are given by

Yusupov.) 22 ... fxc6 23 dc £Hb2
24 Qxb5 (not24 ¢77?7 ¥xd3!1) 24 ...
Hxd1 25 ¢7 ¥dS 26 Sxe8 Hxf2 27
c8(¥) Bxc8 28 HExc8 Hh3+ 29 gh
Wdl+ 30 g2 We2+ 31 &gl h-14.
This was a very important game
for opening theory, but Kasparov
withstood the difficult test
provided by his well-prepared
opponent. Another test lay ahead,
involving the text continuation 18
&e3.
18 .. ed
18 ... b6 comes strongly into
consideration.
19 ed
For some reason the commen-
tators neglected 19 £xd5 fe6 20
Efdl Qxd5 21 ed ¥xd5 22 Qed
b3 23 A.d2 b6 24 QAxa8 Hxa8 25
We7 £cd 26 A4 h527 Yed Hc828
Hd7 ¥b5 29 Hxal ¥c6 30 We7
WS+ 31 fe3 WxeT 32 Exe7 Bcb
33 Axb6 Ah6 34 He8+ &Hh7 35
Ad4+ f6 36 QAxf6 1-0 Wilder-
Kudrin, U.S. Ch. 1988. Instead of
the risky 21 ... ¥xd5, a stronger
move is 21 ... He8, for example 22
A2 48123 %a4 a6! 24 Qhd Wb+
25 Af2 =
19 .. He8
20 Qf (151
On 20 £ed Yusupov suggested
20 ... £5! 21 Qg5 ¥b6 22 ¥xb6 ab
23 Hfe+ fxf6 24 Qxf6 Hf7 and
Black stands quite well, for ex-
ample 25 Qg5 He5 26 £.d2 Hacs.
This is one of the positions of
the gambit system initiated by 14
Bcl. 20 ... b6, 20 ... bS and 20 ...
fe5!? have all been seen here, but

Y

Kasparov, contrary to h1s usual
practice, followed the most
conservative path with

20 .. 218

21 b2

If 21 ¥f4 then 21 ... g517 22 ¥g3

£b3 23 Hbl &£)cs5 24 L2 f5 with a
clear advantage for Black accord-
ing to Belyavsky, but we find this
analysis unconvincing in view of
23 Hed Hixcl 24 Hixgs! g7 25
Bxcl with a very strong attack for
White, so 21 Wf4 deserves further
consideration.

21 .. Ag7
22 Vb4 A8
23 b2 -V

Belyavsky-Kasparov, = USSR
Ch. 1988. Truly a game which
raised more questions than it
answered.

B
12 Gxf7+ Bxf7
13 fg Bxfl+
14 &xil Wd6
15 o5 Wd5
16 AR Hds
17 e2
Discussion of the Seville
Variation of the Griinfeld
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continued in Karpov-Kasparov,
Belfort 1988, where the former
World Champion introduced
17%a4!? to which Kasparov did
not react correctly, playing 17 ...
b6?! and after 18 ¥Wc2 Ef8 (18 ..
Wcd?! 19 Wed! prevents 19 ... £3c6.)
19 Fgl cd 20 ¥d2 We6 21 h3
Hed 22 HgSt and Kasparov was
unable to hold the position. The
game concluded 22 ... h6 23 ¥cl
Wi7 24 Qg3 g5 25 Wc2 Wd5 26 Af2
bS5 27 &£g3 Bf7 28 Hel b4 29 Wgb
Bf8 30 Hed Bxf2 31 Hx2 be 32
W5+ g8 33 Wrc8+Ph7 34 Wrxes
W7+ 35 Pgl c2 36 Hgd A8 37
&f5 g8 38 Hel 1-0.

So Karpov won the most recent,
but by no means last, set in this
theoretical match. The move 17
¥ad! was highly praised, but we
feel that 17 ... BEf8! should provide
adequate counterplay, for ex-
ample 18 gl (18 ¥rxas Wf7!) 18
719 8hd (19 Qg3 ismetby 19
.. 24h6) 19 ... £ic4 20 h3 &e3 with
the deadly threat of 21 ... £ixg2!
The obvious drawback to 17 ¥a4
isthe decentralization of the white
queen.

Thus it should come as no
surprise that Karpov has since
reverted to 17 ¥c2 in his
game against Timman from the
Rotterdam World Cup 1989.

17 .. Wed

18  ®h2 Qh6

19 b4 81812 (152)
Timman introduced this

novelty but it did not work out as
he had planned.
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-
/%,

20 g5 %d3!?
21 bl
21 gh &c4 22 ¥l also favours
White, e.g. 22 ... ¥f5 23 £f4! or 22

®e3+ 23 Bgl Hixg2 24 Ygs!

21 el
22 %el Re7
23 gl Wed
24 He3 Wxh4
25 Hed EBxf2

If 25 ... ¥gd 26 HHxcS b6 then 27
Wed! +. After 26 &£)xf2 ¢d 27 BEd1!
Karpov prevailed.

The last word on the Seville
Variation remains to be said, and
perhaps Kasparov will make the
next contribution.

Dutch Defence

There is not too much to report
here. In the Modern Stonewall,
Kasparov achieved an advantage
against Short at Brussels SWIFT
1987 after 1 d4 f5 2 g3 (avoiding
lines with ... 2f8-b4+) 2 ... &6
3 0p2e64 53 9e75c¢4d560-0
0-0 7 &bd2 (7 b3 isnormal.) 7 ... c6
8 He5 Hbd7 9 Hd3 Hed 10 ¥e2
21611453 Ph8 12 b3 We8 13 fa3
Hg8 14 Hacl, where control of e5

and the spatial advantage play a
significant role.

In the Leningrad, Kasparov
tried a new move which did not
prove much of a success: 3 ... g6
4 &3 Qg7 5 0-0 0-0 6 b3 (More
common is 6 c4 d6 7 £¢c3) 6 ... d6
7 8b2 e8 8 c4 £ab 9 d5 Qd7
10&c3¢c611 Hcl h612e3 Hc8 13
Hd4 f7 and in Kasparov-
Malanyuk, USSR Ch. 1988, Black
had a fully playable game which
was eventually drawn. One
assumes that Kasparov will be
better prepared next time he
meets this opening!

English Opening

1cd4 &f62 03 g63 Hc3 d5 4 cd
&yxdS 5 Wad+ is a modified Griin-
feld which was seen in Korchnoi-
Kasparov, Brussels SWIFT 1987: 5
... 2d7 6 ¥h4!? (6 ¥d4 and 6 b3
both come into consideration) 6 ...
fc6 7 g3 (Kasparov-Kouatly,
simul. 1988, saw instead 7 ¥d4 {6 8
e4 Hixe3 9 be Wxd4 10 Hxd4 4.d7
11 4 ¢5 12 £b3 e6 13 d4 Qb 14
RKd31515&Hxc5 Axc516dcfe)7...
Qg7 8 Hg2 Hd7! (Korchnoi had
probably prepared some inno-
vation in the main line with § ...
0-0, but the World Champion
equalized quickly on 9 £d4 (9 0-0
is well met by 9 ... e5! and Black is
better.) 9 ... fxd4 10 &HxdS (10
Wrxd4 is also met by 10 ... e5! while
on 10 &xd5, 10 ... &f6 gives Black
the edge.) 10 ... £g7 11 0-0 e6 12
Wxd8+ Hxd8 13 &3 Axg2 14
Sxg2 He7 15 d3 Hhe8 16 Qg5+

BHf3.

On the White side, Kasparov
has slacked off a bit in his
enthusiasm for the English, but he
can still be devastating at times:

Kasparov-Ivanchuk, USSR Ch.
1988: 1 ¢4 &3f6 2 He3 e5 3 I3 £Hce
4¢3 0b45 8g20-060-0e47 g5
Axc3 8 bc He8 9 f3 ef 10 Hxf3 dS
11d4Hed 12 %c2dc 13 Ebl 514
84 He7 15 gf £)d6 16 Hg5 ¥rxe2 17
Ld5+ Hh8 18 Wrxe2 Hxe2 19 A4
£)d8 20 HEbel Exel 21 Bxel 447
22 Qxd6 cd 23 He7 L6 24 {6 1-0

Kasparov-Sokolov, Belfort 1988:
1c4f6256)c3eb3edc54e58)g8
5 HI3 Hicb 6 d4 cd 7 Hxd4 HHixes
8 &db5 a6 9 Hd6+ Qxd6 10 ¥rxd6
f611 8e3 £He7 12 806 £f5 13 tes
dé6 14 a5 ¥e7 15 0-0-0 0-0 16 f4
£c6 17 ¥al e5 18 g4 HId4 19 Hd5
W7 20 f5 g6 21 Hgl gf 22 g5 Bh8
23 gf feb 24 ¥xdé QxdS 25 cd
Wrxf6 26 Wrxf6+ Exf6 27 bl £Hd8
28 Q.c5 Hc8 29 Qe7 Hf7 30 Ad6
331 Hgled 32 De2 BI633 44
Hg6 34 Axf3 Hxg3 35 Axed fe 36
hg g7 37 Ed4 £Hf7 38 Exed Bds
39 He7 Exd5 40 HExb7 hS5 41 Ha?
ad 42 a4 1-0

King’s Indian Defence
As Black, Kasparov has returned
to his old stomping ground, and
has been stomping plenty of
opponents. along the way! He has
been scoring points with both
colours. Let’s begin with the
Classical System:

1d4 5362 ¢4 263 He3 QAgTded
d6 5 I3 0-0 6 fe2 e57 0-0
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A battle of the greatest
theoreticians took place in
Kasparov-Nunn, Reykjavik 1988:
7 83 h6 8 0-0 £Hgd 9 Hcl £)cb 10
d5 £e71145d21512 Sxgd fg 13 b4
b6 14 £b3 g5 15 a4 HHg6 16 a5 3d7
17 ¢5 be 18 be a6 19 £d2 &4 20
Hb1? (As Nunn points out, 20 c6!
would have given Kasparov a
significant advantage.) 20 ... dc 21
Ba3 Hf722 & cd Wl6 23 Axc5 H8
24 Qxf8 Haxf8 25 Eb4 h5 26 db
Le6275HdS5 Axd528edcd29 BEbé
Hd7 30 BExa6 ¥g6 31 Bel £Hd3 32
xes Hixes 33 Hxe5 Wf6 34 He2
He7 35 Bceb Exe2 36 Wxe Wal+
37 ¥f1 ¥rxa5 38 Exd6 Ke839 Heb
B xeb 40 de We5 41 Yel g7 h-%.

Yusupov played 7 d5 against
Kasparov at the Barcelona World
Cup 1989. After 7 ... a5 8 g5 hé
9 Sh4 £a6 10 £Hd2 ¥e8 11 0-0
&£h7 12 a3 £d7 13 b3 Kasparov
introduced 13 ... f5!? instead of the
more normal 13 ... h5. Kasparov
achieved plenty of play after 14 ef
gf 15 fh5 ¥R 16 Qe7 He8 17
Axe8 ¥xe8 18 LAhd ed 19 W2
Wh520 Qg3 Heg21 214 ¥gd 2203
He5 when instead of 23 &hl?,
Yusupov should have played 23
Axg5 hg 24 3 ef 25 £Hxf3 4 26
¥g6 with an unclear game, but
Kasparov later blundered away his
position and lost.

7 . AT

8 dS £He7

9 &Hd2 as
10  a3!

Improving on 10 b3 c¢5 11 a3
£)e812 Ebl1f513bdabl4abb6 15



148 Kasparov’s Opening Repertoire

b3 £f6 with equality in Karpov-
Kasparov, (m/17) Seville 1987. After
16 .d3 &h6 17 Bb2 Tal suggests
7 ... f4! instead of 17 ... Bal.
10 .. Hd7

10 ... ¢5 11 Ebl is better for
White, asis 10 ... £d7 11 Ba2 5e8
12 b4 5 13 ¢5 ab 14 ab Hxa2 15
&xa2, Salov-Khalifman, USSR
Ch. 1988.

11 Bbl f5
12 b4 Zh8!

This frees the g8-square for the
He7. 12 ... b6 13 13 f4 14 Had was
seen in the complicated game
Kasparov-Smirin, USSR Ch. 1988,
but Kasparov and Nikitin point
out that after the simple 14 Hb3!?
ab 15 ab g5 16 ¢S White would
stand better. Of course such
positions are embraced by
Kasparov for their strategical and
tactical richness, and even if an
objective advantage cannot be
obtained, the complex nature of
the middlegame favours his style.
So in what follows, we find him on
the Black side of the same line!

13 B (153)

I%Q%

“A
Z

13 We2 b6 14 £b3 ab 15 ab fe!?

(15 ... £Lh6 also comes into con-
sideration.) 16 &Hixed &6 17 Ld3
Hxed 18 Dxed £F5 19 ¥d3 ¥h4
provided Black with good counter-
play in Gavrikov-Kasparov, USSR
Ch. 1988.

13 . £ g8!

A fantastic conception on the
part of the World Champion. 13 ...
A h6 14 £Hb3 fxcl 15 Bxcl ab 16
ab &f6 17 c5 g5 is considered to
provide Black with adequate
counterplay, for example 18 £)d2?!
f4 19 &YbS g4! 20 fg Bg8 21 4f3
fxgd 22 Bh1 Axf3 23 gf Hh5 24
Hegl &g3+!! 25 hg fg 26 Hg2 £Hgb
and Black won quickly in Lukov-
Sznapik, Tbilisi 1988. But perhaps
Sznapik’s suggested 18 ¥c2! was
convincing to Kasparov in home
analysis. We follow Karpov-
Kasparov, Skelleftea World Cup
1989.

14 &b3 ab
15 ab £Hdf6
16 fQd2 &hS

Already White’s position is
near collapse.
17 g3

17 ¢5 &4 18 Lcd Wgs! 19 g3

&Hh3+ 20 Pg2 f4 gives Black a
strong attack.

17 .. HOhi6
18 EfR &h6
19 EHal Bxal
20 Wxal T
21 el f4!

22 g4

If 22 gf ef 23 QA.xf4, then Black is
still on the warpath after 23 ... £hS.
22 .. hS

23 h3 &hT!
24 fel Af6
25 g2 D7
26 Hfl1 &Hhgs
27 ghl (1 54)

27 .. £1xh31!
28 Hxh3 &Hgs
Black has sacrificed the piece
for a single pawn, but he hasa very
strong attack.
29 Hh2
The point is that after 29 Ehl
hg 30 fg f3+! 31 Axf3 &xf3 32
Whé+ 27 33 &xf3 Eh8 Black is

winning.
29 .. hg
30 fg Hh8
31 fAhd

White is willing to return the
material, but 31 HExh8 ¥xh8 was
hopeless. His real problem is that
his pieces are disorganized.

K 7 3+
32 Axf3 Hxf3
33 QAxfe+ W6
34 Exh8 &xh8
35 &gl

And now instead of 35 ... g5?,
Kasparov should have played 35...
&g7!, for example:
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(a) 36 He2 Hhd+! 37 I«
Qxgd+ 38 Fel Whi+ 39 &Hd2
Wxb3;

(b) 36 ¥ve3 &Hd4! 37 £Hd2 g5 38
&e2 Wfd+! or simply 37 ... ic2.

Now let’s take a look at
Kasparov on both sides of the
Sdmisch: 1 d4 £6 2 ¢4 g6 3 H3
g7 4e4d65130-0

Before proceeding further, we
take note that the sacrificial idea
to be seen below has its origins in
Spassky-Bronstein, Amsterdam
1956: 5 ... e5 6 d57 (6 &ge2!M) 6 ...
£hS 7 fe3 £1a6 8 ¥d2 ¥hé+ 9 g3
Exg3 10 ¥f2 Hicfl 11 ¥rxhd Hixe3
12 B27 (12 D217 12 ... Hixcd 13

b3 a3 14 Hge2 &c5 with good
counterplay for Black.

6 Re3 es

7 dS(155)

R & A A

7 .. &£h51?

As Black in Timman-Kasparov,
Reykjavik 1988, the World
Champion chose 7 ... c6 8 £d3 b5
9 cb (9 £Hge2 gives White a slight
advantage, according to EC0) 9 ...
cd 10 ed (Here, too, 10 £Hge2!? is
probably best.) 10 ... e4! Kasparov
is in his element and introduces a
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fine new move. The methodical
pawn sacrifice frees his long
diagonal and the eS5-square.) 11
Sxed Hxd5 12 fg5 Was+ 13 ¥d2
Wxd2+ 14 fAxd2 Axb2 with a
good game. Play continued 15
Ebl Qg7 16 He2 HHd7 17 Hxd6N
&5 18 fc2 fe6 (Black has full
compensation here.) 19 £e4 Rac8
20 0-0 &Hxed 21 Lxed 1522 Ad3
b6 23 el Bfd8 24 Hg5 Bd7 25
Hel &7 26 Le2 h6 27 Lh4 £)dS
28 Qdl Ad4+ 29 4f2 Axf2+ 30
Dxf2 £c3 31 Ab3 fxb3 32 Exb3
Hdl+ 33 Hxdl Hxdl 34 &Hd3
Bd2+ 35 De3 BExg2 36 Ha3 He8+
37 &d4 Be7 38 Hes5+ 2f6 39 &b
Ed7+ 40 Dcd HEc2+ 41 Bb4 HExh2
42 Ha6 Dg5 43 a4 h5 44 Hxa7
Hxa7 45 &Hxa7 0-1.
Gheorghiu-Kasparov, Thessa-
loniki O1. 1988, varied with 8 ¥d2
cd 9 cd £Hbd7 10 &Hge2 a6 11 Hcl?!
HhS Ad3 (a novelty) 12 ... f5 13
Nle2 £Hdf6 13 ef gf 15 £Hg3 and the
same theme re-emerged: 15 ... e4!
16 £Hxh5 £Hxh5 17 fe f4 18 A2 Qed
19 h3! £d7 20 0-0-0 fe5 21 &bl
W6 22 fe2 Hg3 23 Lxg3 (23
Hhel would have maintained the
balance.) 23 ... fg 24 Q3 Hac8 25
&e2 and here with 25 ... Hcs!
Black would have had a clear

advantage.
8 a2 WWha+
9 Af 4
10 RQe3 WWha+
11 g3 g3
12 ¥f2 Hxfl
13 ¥xh4 £xel
14 De2 Hxed

15 Ecl &Ha6
16 &dl &Hb6
17 &He3 Hd7
18 &h3 f6
55| /7 Ef

W.,,/:I:Z,f/.@./
& . f;:t%

%7

%W”/ Y . Y
////

7 A
/=

.

This is the critical position.
According to theory, White stands
better.

19 &N

19 Bhgl Had8 20 b3 ¢6 21 dc
be? 22 £f5! gf 23 HxgT+! is well
known from Karpov-Velimirovic,
Skopje 1976. But better is 21 ...
£ xc6!, where Black can follow up
with ... d6-d5.

19 .. He8
20 Hc3 HeT
21  Hhel Hac8
22 Eb3 Bb8
23 Hd3

Here, in Kasparov-Seirawan,
Barcelona World Cup 1989, White
had a clear advantage. After 23 ...
217 24 Yel £HHc8 25 Was £Hbb 26
xc7! f5 he misplayed with 27
Hc2? fe 28 fe Ebf8 29 HExb6 and a
draw was agreed, although there
was the possible continuation 29 ...
ab 30 ¥xb6 Lh6! 31 Wrxd6 Hf3 32
Wxd7? Hxe3+ 33 &d2 Hb4!
winning for Black. Instead,

Kasparov should have played 27
Ecl fe 28 fe Ebf8 29 HEgl with a
clear advantage, for example 29 ...
Hh6 30 Hxb6! fxe3 31 Hxel
Ef3+ 32 De2 ab 33 Wxb6, where
Black lacks sufficient compen-
sation for the material.

Kasparov started off in the
fashion of the Modern Defence in
Ljubojevic-Kasparov, Thessaloniki
01.1988: 1 ¢4 g62 &)c3 A.g73g3 db
4 d4 c5 5 fe3 cd 6 Lxdd but
transferred to a more normal
King’s Indian with 6 ... £f6 7 &£d5
&bd7 8 £Hf3 0-0 9 £Lg2 €5 and the
game continued 10 &.¢3 &Hxd5 11
cd £)c5 12 0-0 &d7 13 £Hd2 Hc8 14
Hclf5155c4 Ab5 16 a3 QeB 17
Wd2 Bf718 fbd Efc7 19 Hc2 Hab
20 fc3 ed 21 Bxg? SxgT? 22 Hicl
Q17 23 g4 fg 24 Q.xed W6 25 £HbS
Hxc2 26 BExc2 Bxc2 27 ¥xc2 &)c5
28 b4 £ xed 29 ¥rxed h530a3 g531
£yd4 a6 32 Heb+ Bh6 33 Bp2 Qg6
34 We3 W5 35 ¥d4 Wed+ 36 Pgl
Wxd4 37 Hixd4 Red 38 3 gf 39 ef
Hb1 40 2 Deb 41 b5 [a2 42 ba
ba 43 £1c6 BfS5 44 HHb4 Q.cd 45 Fe3
a5 46 &c6 Axds 47 HHdd+ Bes 48
He2 L1749 Higl L4 50 Hh3 A5
51 &2 d5 0-1

Queen’s Indian

Kasparov-Ehlvest, Belfort 1988:
1d45Xf62c4e633b64a3 4b7
5 &3 d5 6 ed Hxd5 T We2 £Hxc3
8 bc f1e7 9 e3 ¥e8 10 &b2 ¢5 11
Bb5+ £c6120-00-0 13 4.d3 Zh8
14 ¥e2 Wc7 15 Badl Had8 16 ed
&as 17 Bfel 46 18 e5 fe7 19
£d2 cd 20 ¢d £.d5 21 Hed 522 ef
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[xf6 23 Hixfo BExf6 24 Hcl Hdf8
25f38)c626 Qed fxed27fee528
d5 £Hd4 29 Yd3 W7 30 2b2 H3+
31 gf Bxf3 32 He3 g6+ 33 Hhl
B2 34 Bgl Whé 1h-1h.

Queen’s Gambit

Probably the big news here is the
addition of the Exchange Vari-
ation to the repertoire as White.
The attacking play characteristic
of his style flows naturally in the
middlegames which arise from
this venerable line. It should come
as no surprise that he prefers to
keep the play to the kingside
rather than go after the minority
attack on the queenside. We ought
to point out that this approach to
the Exchange Variation was suc-
cessfully employed by Botvinnik
back in the 1950s and 60s, es-
pecially in his well known games
against Pilnik (Budapest 1952),
Keres (USSR Ch. 1959) and Larsen
(Nordwijk 1965). The Keres game
is particularly close to Kasparov’s
spirited play. In the examples
below, Kasparov displays a great
deal of flexibility in his approach
to the positions, attacking wher-
ever circumstances permit, on the
queenside, in the centre, or on the

kingside.
1 44 ds
2 4 eb
3 &3 &6
4 Qs

Kasparov has also played (by
transposition) the quiet system
with 4 &3 and an early Q.cl-f4;
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Kasparov-Eingorn, USSR Ch. 1988:
1 &3 &6 2 ¢4 e6 3 &c3 dS 4 d4
Ebd7 5 cd ed 6 &4 £Xb6 7 ¥c2 g6
8e3 Af59 8d3 Qxd3 10 ¥xd3 ¢6
110-0 2g7 12b40-013 b5 He8 14
be be 15 g5 ¥d6 16 &Hd2 Hfd7 17
ad We6 18 4 a5 19 Qg3 41820
e2 V-1,

But he was more successful in
Kasparov-Short, Thessaloniki Ol
1988: 1 ¢4 e6 2 &3 d5 3 d4 Qe?
dcded 5 Afdc66%c2g67e3 AfS
8 Wd2 &6 9 3 ¢5 10 fhé6
{anovelty) 10 ... cd 11 ed a6 12 g4!
Reb6 13 HDge2 Hbd7?! 14 Hg2 Hbb
1503 Bc8160-0 Ec6 17 h3!, where
White already held a clear
advantage. After 17 ... Hfd7 18
&Hdl Eg87? 19 &2 57 Black could
not recover: 20 Hael g5 21 gf &7
22 HHgd QhS5 23 Hg3! 1-0.

4 .. e’
5 od

Of course the World Champion
has not entirely abandoned the
non-Exchange systems: Kasparov-
Timman, Amsterdam 1988 1 d4
&6 2 ¢4 e6 3 HHI3 d5 4 &£c3 Qe 5
£2.g5h66 L.xf6 Axf67 ¥b3 c68e3
0-09 Edl b6 10 %c2dc 11 fxcd
c5 12 &ed fe’ 13 dc fxc5 14 0-0
He7 15 Qe2 £d7 16 &es5 B8 17
Wd3 Qe8 18 &cd HeT 19 Ded6
2d8 20 Hxe8 Exe8 21 L3 BEd8
22 ¥b3 Hice 23 g3 Af6 24 Sg2
Hab8 25 Exd8+ Exd8 V-1,

5 . ed
6 e3 0-0

Black was not so quick to
commit himself in Kasparov-
Smyslov, USSR Ch. 1988, and was

rewarded with an early declaration
of peace: 6... ¢6 7 &3 £3bd7 8 Wrc2
&h59 fxe7¥xe7 100-0-0 b6 11
h3 g6 12 g4 £Hg7 13 Ad3 Qeb 14
£e2 0-0-0 15 D4 Hb8 16 e Hel
17 £d2 £d6 18 hd Hc8 19 £Hb3
&ed 20 4f3 15 Yot

7 243 Hbd?

8 &Hge2

The most aggressive continu-

ation.

8 .. He8
9  ¥e2 H8
10 0-0-0

In Kasparov-Andersson, Belfort
1988, White castled kingside: after
9...¢6100-04)8 11 3! (improving
on Botvinnik’s 11 Ebl.) 11 ... fe6
12 Eael Hc8 13 &hl £6d7 14
fAxe7 Bxe7 15 &f4 He7 16 ¥12
&Hf617edde 18 fe Hed719d5¢d 20
£b5 Bc7 21 ed Ad7 22 fe2 Hc8
23 ¥xa7 b6 24 Wab Hed 25 db
Nxd6 26 HHFdS Hes 27 Wxbs &HF5
28 Wrxd8 Hxd8 29 4d3 Hxel 30
Hxel £gb6 31 a4 £)d4 32 a5 8 33
Rxg6 hg 34 Edl £ie6 35 £HHb6 fcb
36 Exd8+ £ixd8 37 b4 £e6 38 b5
1-0

10 .. feb
11 bt &Hgd

11 ... Ec8!? would have been
wiser. With the kings on opposite
wings time is of the essence, and
the attacks must be launched
without delay.

12 Bxe? WxeT
13 &4 &6 (157)
14 13!

Again, as in the Andersson

game, this move is the prelude to

a strong attack.
14 .. ¢S
15 g4 od
As Kasparov notes, 15 ... ¢4 16
211 ¥d7 17 e4! de 18 d5 fixgd 19
fg ¥xgd 20 ¥f2 gives White a
crushing game.

16 ed Wd6
17 ¥d2 a6

18  4iee2 He7
19 &3 g6

20 Hg Hd7
21 Hhgl HeeB
22 Hdf1!

And now Black’s position wasb

very shaky. After 22 ... £Hgf8 23
$e3 Ph824 HHh51gh25f4igh 2614
h4 27 fe fe 28 g5 He7 29 HHgd Hg7
30 £5h6 ¥b6 31 g6 hg 32 HHf7+ g8
33 ¥hé6! Eh7 34 Hxgb+ &Hxgb 35
xegb+ Hg7 36 ¥h6 1-0 in
Kasparov-Campora, Thessaloniki
Ol. 1988.

Tolush-Geller Gambit

We have a rare example of
Kasparov playing against a non-
human opponent in Kasparov-
Computer, Rotterdam simul. 1987:
1 &3 c62 ¢4 &6 3 &c3 d5 4d4 de
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5e4b56e54d57Tade6 8 Hgs b4
9 Wh5 ¥e7 10 &d2 hé 11 &ged
£a6 12 £e20-0 13 0-0 Bd8§ 14 ab
cb 15 Axh6 gh 16 &HxdS ed 17
Efo+ Bg7 18 4 b7 19 Ef3 Wch
20 f5 Eh8 21 Hafl £d2 22 e6 HfB
23 Dgd b6 24 fo+ hT 25 €7
Wrxdd+ 26 Dh1 £c6 27 Eh3 ¥xb2
28 &xh6 1-0

Other recent games of interest

Nimzoindian

In the Nimzoindian, Kasparov has
not escaped the lure of the popular
4 ¥c2, which has proven such an
effective weapon in the hands of
his arch-rival Karpov. Kasparov-
Sax, Reykjavik 1988, saw 1 d4 &6
2 cd e6 3 £Hc3 Ab4 4 We2 0-0 5 a3
Hxc3+ 6 Wxc3 d6 7 3 d5 8 Qg5
£3bd79e3 He8 10 Hh3 h6 11 Hhé
c612cded 13 Af2c¢514 Hf4¢d 15
Wxd4 WaS+ 16 bg b6 17 ¥d2 as
18 b5 £¢5 19 Hdl £b3 20 ¥b2 a4
21 Qe2 ¥aS+ 22 31 2.d723 4h4
d4 24 Qxf6 gf 25 ed Qb5 26 N2
Qxe2 27 Hxe2 Yg5 28 Hd3 He?
29 HEhdl Hae8 30 £g3 5 31 1
¥h4 32 d5 &5 33 Hd4 Wxh2 34
d6 He3 35 &2 Hxf3+ 36 &xf3
He3+ 37 Ixe3 Wxg3+38&d21-0

French

One doesn’t find Kasparov on
either side of the French Defence
very often, so the following
game is of interest: Kasparov-
Kharitonov, USSR Ch. 1988: 1 e4
e62d4d5 3 &Hd2 54 Hgfl3 &6 5
ed ed 6 QbS5+ Qd7 7 [xd7+



154 Kasparov’s Opening Repertoire

Hbxd7 8 0-0 Qe7 9 dc £xe5 10
£d4 Wd7 11 13 0-0 12 £2b3
Hvced 13 WS EHfc8 14 Hel Af8 15
c3 ¥rxf516 Hixf5 g6 17 £He3 He8 18
Hdl £c5 19 g4 h6 20 h4 HHixb3 21
ab f¢522 g5 hg 23 hg HHed 24 Hgd
86625 g2 He7 26 414 Had8 27
3 £)c5 28 b4 £Hb3 29 Ha3 He2+ 30
FHe3 Hxb231c4 Ee832c5 84833
Hxal Hee2 34 Hxd5 fQe7 35
Bxb7 1-0

Torre Attack

How does the World Champion
handle the Torre Attack? A clear
example was provided in Torre-
Kasparov, Thessaloniki Ol. 1988:

1d4 &6 2 &3 g6 3 f.g5 Ag74c3
d5 5 &Hibd2 HHbd7 6 €3 0-0 7 b4 ¢c6
8 De2 He890-0 651024 h6 11
Hh4 a5 12 b5 ¢5 13 de &HxeS 14
&ixeS BExes 15 Qxf6 fxf6 16 Hel
b6 17 g4 Ab7 18 L3 We7 19 c4
BEd8 20 W2 d4 21 Bxb7 ¥xb7 22
ed BExd4 23 Hcel Hxel 24 Hxel
Wd7 25 £f1 h5 26 g3 hd 27 He3
e6 28 We2 Hed 29 gh 3 30
Hdl Hxh4 31 W3 8d4 32 &Hg2
Eh3 33 ¥ds &6 34 He3 Bf3 35
Fhl Hxf2 36 &Hgd W3+ 37 ¥xf3
Hxf338 Eel Ha3 39 He8+&g740
Hb8 Hxad 41 Exb6 Excd 42 Eab
Bbd 0-1
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