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INTRODUCTION

Modern Chess Openings (MCO) has been the standard English language
work on chess openings for almost a century, each new edition presenting
the latest strategies. The book seeks to give the reader a clear and concise
presentation of whichever chess opening he (she} chooses, using the sim-
ple algebraic chess notation. The book is divided into five sections of
major openings groups, each section containing chapters of the specific
openings (or major variations of the openings). The chapter introductions
give an overview of the strategic concepts and some historical informa-
tion. The major content of the book is the tables and notes of chess varia-
tions. The best play (as is currently known) is usually the main variation,
and sidelines are either clever traps and tricks that are good to know, in-
teresting but little tested plans or enticing mistaken strategies along with
their refutation. Some pages are dense material, reflecting the current
focus on these openings, while others are less dense and more suitable for
beginners.

It has been ten years since I wrote MCO-13 (my first effort in this
long series), and there have been changes in not only the chess openings,
but in the approach to chess itself, as many players now study with com-
puters and consult large databases of grandmaster and other games. The
databases allow grandmasters and tournament players the ability to re-
search potential opponents or view thousands of games on an opening
variation. The commercial computer programs are excellent sparing part-
ners for most players and work well calculating three- to five-move vari-
ations. Yet the use of computer technology has not really changed the
ancient game of chess. This is not well understood, and even Kasparov
has been confused by this, losing a match to IBM’s super computer Deep
Blue 3.5-2.5. Lest history evaluate this epic “Man vs. Machine” contest
incorrectly, Kasparov played much worse than usual, trying a faulty anti-
computer strategy when he would likely have won by normal play. I had
a special perspective in this match as I worked with IBM on this project
and set Deep Blue’s opening moves for its two victories. In these games
the computer emerged with a large opening advantage (before it even
began to “think”), which put Kasparov in a hole. Chess openings are very
difficult for computers unless they simply repeat human moves. Imagi-
nation and strategic thinking will always be two strengths humans have
over computers.

Some of my grandmaster colleagues have queried me whether
MCO-14 is a book just for “average” chess players, as it covers the whole
spectrum of openings in one volume. This has definitely NOT been my aim
during its production. The openings are covered in a concise fashion that
is easy to follow, but the content is cutting-edge ideas that I play myself.
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The raw material comes from a million-plus game database, over one hun-
dred books on specific openings, unpublished analyses from the World
Championship cycle, US Championships and other tournaments, months
of super-computer calculations, chess magazines and letters with sugges-
tions from readers. I spent more than a year and a half sifting and evaluat-
ing this material, assisted by the Fritz computer program checking for
tactical errors. This was not enough time to properly cover all the open-
ings, so I engaged specialists in a number of openings to research and write
about them. These contributions are specified in the Acknowledgments.

—Nick DE FIRMIAN
Current US Chess Champion
August 1999
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TIPS FOR THE NOVICE

A chess player first starts to become serious about the game when he reads
a book on chess. While his (her) first book should be a primer on general
strategy, soon after the player needs to learn a few chess openings. Mod-
ern Chess Openings, 14 ed., may look large and difficult, but it is easy to
use even for the novice if he (she) chooses simpler openings to begin with.

A player needs to have openings for playing both White and Black.
As White, choose one first move, usually 1 e4, 1 d4 or 1 ¢4. If, for example
you choose 1 e4, you will need to learn replies to Black’s common re-
sponses, 1...e5,1c5,1... eb, elc., but there is no need to learn them all
at once. If the people you play with reply only 1...e5 then just look up
that. Choose one 1 e4 e5 opening, such as the Evans Gambit, and decide
which lines to play among White’s choices. This way you learn what is
useful to you with a minimum of effort. Again, you may have to learn
something of other openings such as the Two Knights” Defense or Phili-
dor’s Defense if Black plays different second or third moves, but learn this
as necessary. As Black, choose a defense to both 1 e4 and 1 d4. The Center
Counter Defense (1 e4 d5) and the Tarrasch Defense (1d4 d52c4e63Nc3
¢5) are simple openings to play and learn, and the Tarrasch can also be
played against 1 c4 (1 c4 e6 2 Nc3 d5 d4 c5 is the same).

As you become more involved with chess openings you may want to
choose more involved and complex variations to study. These are often
the objectively best lines and also highly interesting.

ALGEBRAIC CHESS NOTATION

It is essential to know algebraic chess notation, a simple method of record-
ing chess moves whereby each square is described by a letter (a,b,c,d,e,f.g
or h) designating which file (column) and a number (1,2,3,4,5,6,7 or 8)
designating the rank (see diagram below).
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EXPLANATORY NOTES

The symbols used to evaluate the variations are:

+

+i

I+

+1

White has slightly better chances
Black has slightly better chances

White has a distinct superiority, although there is no immediate
forced win.

Black has a distinct superiority, although there is no immediate
win.

Positions in which one side or the other has a winning game is expressed
in words.

oo

]

Chp.

corr.

Int.
Ol

The position offers equal chances

The position is unclear, with judgment reserved, or open to fur-
ther experimentation. While this is used in murky positions, these
are probably offering equal chances.

Check

Good or excellent move

Bad or weak move

Acceptable move, but open to further research
Speculative attempt to complicate
Championship

Correspondence

Interzonal

Olympiad



For example, in the diagram on the previous page it is Black’s third move.
The move 3 . . . Bd7 means that the hishop on the ¢8 square moves to the
square d7. 3 . . . Nc6 would mean the knight on the b8 square moves to the
c6 square.

The reader must be sure to know the en passant rule. If Black were to
move in the above diagram 3 . . . {5, then White has the option on his first
reply of capturing the pawn as if it had moved to {6, i.e., 4 exft (the pawn
on e5 moves to the 6 square while removing Black’s pawn on f5—the let-
ter x indicates a capture). It is easiest to ask someone about chess notation
and en passant if you don’t know these.
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KING’S GAMBIT

1ed4e52f4

He KING's GamsiT is part of the mythology of chess. For more than a
T hundred years this opening has represented a lost golden age, a
nobler past of swashbucking sacrifice and gung-ho attack, when
few players were unsporting enough to defend correctly. .

Golden ages have a tendency to evaporate on scrutiny, and the ro-
manticized heyday of the King’s Gambit is no exception. But the unro-
mantic fact that the opening’s successes were very often due to bad
technique is of historical interest. The disappearance of the King’s Gambit
mirrors that of the bad technique and poor positional understanding that
allowed it to flourish. The mid-nineteenth century brought a dawning
awareness that some gambit lines were probably unsound, more likely to
lead to a forced loss than a forced win. Players then began to seek posi-
tional rather than tactical benefits from an opening. By the time of the first
official World Championship match between Steinitz and Zuckertort in
1886 the King’s Gambit was already in eclipse; the six World Champi-
onship matches played between 1886 and 1896 featured only a single
King’s Gambit.

The twentieth century saw its reputation sink even lower. Spiel-
mann’s article “From the Sickbed of the King's Gambit” was followed by
Capablanca’s very disdainful comments in his 1935 book A Primer of
Chess. Bobby Fischer’s famous article from the 1960s “A Bust to the King's
Gambit” should have put the opening to rest. Yet the opening has refused
to die, and some of the greatest players of the twentieth century have found
occasion to use it—Alekhine, Keres, Tal, Fischer (!} and Spassky (who has
scored truly brilliant victories with it}. At the end of the century the King’s
Gambit is still far from its golden age, but with regular use from English
grandmaster Joe Gallagher and Nigel Short’s score of 2-1 in the 1997
Madrid super tournament, it is clear the opening is alive and well.
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With 2 f4 White stakes a pawn for a dominating center and attacking
chances against {7, utilizing the open f-file. White may have problems
with his own king safety, though.

Black has four ways to react to 2 £4: (1) accept and hold the pawn; (2)

accept and return the pawn; (3) decline the pawn; (4} offer a countergambit.

Columns 1-24 deal with 2. ..exf4. The first six columns cover

. g5, supporting the f4 pawn and taking kingside territory. These
columns include the Kieseritzky, Philidor, Hanstein and Muzio lines, of
which the Kieseritzky Gambit sees more use today.

Black’s less usual third moves are the subject of columns 7-12. They
include 3 . .. d6 (the Becker Defense), 3...Ne7 and 3. . Nf6. The first
two of these are particularly reasonable chmces

Black returns the pawn immediately with 3. .. d5 4 exd5 (columns
13-16). With 3 ... Be7 (columns 17~ 18) Black prepares to deliver check
on h4.

Moves other than 3 Nf3 are covered in columns 19-24, including the
King’s Bishop Gambit, 3 Bc4 (columns 19— 20). In these lines White al-
lows . . . Qh4t, but the check is double-edge since the black queen may
lose time retreating.
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Black refuses the pawn and gambits one himself with the vigorous

. d5, the Falkbeer Counter Gambit, (columns 25-30} see above dia-
gram The reasoning is to quickly develop and highlight the weakening of
White’s kingside from 2 f4. Both 3 .. . e4 and Nimzovich’s 3 . . . ¢6 are in-
- vestigated.

This countergambit is often chosen for reasons of style or psychology
rather than simply its objective merits. Great attacking players, such as
Paul Morphy, love to be on the offensive in a wide-open position. Other
players reason that since White seeks the attack by his gambit, this
countergambit that forces him (her ) to defend will have unsettling effects.

/ o
/ﬁ//// ////
aWEaNH

: b

The King’s Gambit Declined is covered in columns 31-36. The usual
move to decline the gambit is 2 ... Bc5, see above diagram (columns
31-35), as White would lose 1mmed1ately after 3 dxe5? Qh4t. Declining
the gambit avoids wild tactics and complications, but gives White more
chances for the advantage than the gambit accepted lines.



KING’S GAMBIT

1e4e5 2 f4 exfa 3Nf3 g5

1 2 3 4 5 6
Kieseritzky Philidor  Hanstein Muzio
4 hd . Be4(l)
g4 Bg7..oiiiii g4
5 Ne5(a) ha........... 0-0 0-0(t)
Nf6.......... Bg7 dé h6 h6 gxf3
6  d4(b) d4 Nxg4 d4 d4 Qxf3
dé Nf6(f) Nf6 de d6 Qf6
7 Nd3 Nxg4 Nxf6t(i) c3(m) c3(p) e5
Nxe4 Nxed Qxf6 Ncbé Nc6(q) Qxe5
8  Bxf4 Nc3 Ne3 0-0 ba(r) d3(u)
Qe7 ds(g) c6(j) Bg4(n) Nf6 Bhé
9 Be2(c) Bxfa Qf3 Qb3 Qb3 Nc3
Nc6(d) 0-0 Rg8 Na5 0-0 Ne7
10 c3 Nxe4 Qf2 Bxf7t Nbd2 Bd2
Bfs dxe4 Bg4 Kfs Qe7 Nbcé
11 d5 Nh6t d3 Qa4 Bd3 Rael

Nb8(e) Kh8(h) Bhé(k) Kxf7(0) Bg4l(s) Qfs(v)

(a) 5 Ng5 is Allgaier’s piece sacrifice. The line 5...d5 (5. .. h6 6 Nx{7 Kxf7 7 d4
£3 8 Be3 d5 9 Nc3 is not so clear) 6 d4 {6 7 Nh3 £3 8 Nf4 dxe4 is good for Black,
Monin-Korolev, corr. 1986-88.

(b) (A) 6 Bc4 d5 7 exd5 Bd6 8 d4 0-0 9 0-0 Nh5 ¥, De la Villa—A. Rodrfguez,
Bayamo 1991. (B) 6 Nxg4 Nxe4 7 d3 Ng3 8 Bxf4 Nxh1 9 Qe2t Qe7 10 Nfé6t+
Kd8 11 Bxc7t Kxc7 12 Nd5+ Kd8 13 Nxe7 Bxe7 with chances for both sides,
Hebden-Littlewood, Hastings 1982.

(c) 9 Qe2 Nc6 10 ¢3 Bf5 11 Nd2 0-0-0 12 0-0-0 Re8 ¥, Hurt-Baca, corr. 1988.

(d) 9...Bg7 10 Nc3! Bxd4 11 Nd5 Qd8 12 ¢3 gains White the advantage,
Reinerman-Winants, Wijk aan Zee 1993.

{e) After 12 Na3 Nd7 13 Nb5 chances are about even, Wortel-Jenni, Slovakia
1996.

(f) 6...d6 7 Nxg4 Bxg4 8 Qxgd Bxd4 9 Nc3 = (Euwe).
(g) 8...Ng3 9 Bxf4 Qe7t 10 Kd2 Nxh1 11 Nd5 Qxh4 12 Qet1t * (Corde).

(h) After 12 Qh5 Qf6 13 Bg5 Qg6 14 Qxgb hxgé 15 Bc4, White has a big edge
(Glazkov).

(i) 7 Nf2 is interesting. The game Short-Shirov, Madrid 1997 continued
7 ...Nc6 8 d4 Bh6 9 Be2 Qe7 10 Nc3 Bd7 11 Bf3 0-0-0 12 a3 (If 12 Ne2 d5—
Shirov) 12 ... Nxe4 with sharp play, chances being roughly equal.

(j) 8...Beb6 9Qe2 Nd7 10 b3 %, De la Villa—]. Fernandez, Barcelona 1990.

(k) After 12 Ne2 Nd7 13 Nxf4 the game is balanced, Nunn-Timman, Amsterdam
1995.

(1) It is too slow to halt Black’s kingside advance with 4 h3. Murey—Kosashvili,
Tel Aviv 1999, continued 4 ...Nc6 5 Nc3 Bg7 6 d4 d6 7 Bc4 hé 8 a3 Nf6
9 0-0 0-0 10 Rel Nh5 .

{m) 7 hxg5 hxg5 8 Rxh8 Bxh8 9 Nc3 Nc6 probably favors Black.

(n) There are other tries here: (A) 8...g4 9 Nh2 (9 Bxf4 is also interesting)
9...f3 10 gxf3 Qxh4 11 f4 is even. (B) 8...Qe7 9 b4 Bg4 10 Qa4 Ki8,
Paoli-Pliester, Leiden 1984; and now 11 e5 (Pliester) would give White com-
pensation for the pawn.

(0) 12 Qxa5 Bxf3 13 Rxf3 c5 is an equal position (Malich).
(p) 7 g37! Bh3 8 Rf2 Nc6 9 Bb5 fxg3 ¥ —Levenfish.

{(g) 7...Nf6 is quite playable here. After 8 ¢5 dxe5 9 Nxe5 0-0 10 Qb3 Qe8
11 Ng6 b5 12 Bxb5 Qe4 there are chances for both sides, Blackburne-Mason,
London 1892,

(r) 8 g37! Bh3(8...g4 9 Nh4 f3 10 Na3 Bf6 11 Nf5 Bxf5 12 exf5 d5 <) 9 gxf4 Qd7
10 Rf2 Nf6 ¥, Angelov—Dobrev, Varna 1983.

(s} The game Halasz—Groszik, Poland 1986 proceeded 12 Bb2 Rad8 13 Rael Nd7
14 b5 Nd8 15 5 Rfe8 16 Ba3 and White had compensation for the pawn in a
sharp position.

(t) Other moves are possible here. 5 Ne5 (The Salvio Gambit) is interesting. After

" 5...Qh4at 6 Kf1 Nc6 7 Bxf7t (7 Nxf7 is too dangerous) 7 . .. Ke7 8 Nxc6t
dxc6 9 Bb3 Nf6 10 d3 the position is approximately even. 5 Bxf7t, 5 Nc3 and
5 d4 have all been played in the past but are now relegated to the dustbin of
history.

(u) 8 Bxf7t+ Kxf7 9 d4 Qf5 10 g4 Qg6 11 Bxf4 Nf6 .

(v) After 12 Nd5 Kd8 13 Qe2 Qe6 14 Qf2 Qf5 it’s a draw. Black can try to deviate
on move 13 with either 13 ... b5 or 13 ... Ng6, but White’s resources are ad-
equate to hold the balance.



KING’S GAMBIT

1 e4 e5 2 f4 exfa 3 Nf3

7 8 9 10 11 12
dB .o Ne7(i)....... Nf6
4 d4(a) d4 e5
g5 ds Nh5(n)
5 h4 Nc3(j) BeZ.......... Qez2.......... d4
g4 dxe4 d6{o) Be7(r) ds
6 Ng1 Nxe4 0-0 d4(s) Be2(y)
Bhé(b) f5 Nds(k) dxe5 0-0(t) g5(z)
7 Nez Nc3 Be4?!(l) Nxe5 g4(u) 0-0(aa)
Qfe Nf6 Be7 Best(p) fxg3 Rg8
8  Nbc3 Bxf4 0-0 Kh1 Qg2(v) c4
c6 fxe4 0-0 Nfe de c6
9 g3(c) Qd2(f) Ne5 c3 hxg3 Ne3
fxg3(d) ds Be6 Bds(q) Bg4 Be6(bb)
10 Nxg3 Nb5{g) Qhs d4 Bd3{w) cxd5
Bxc1(e) Na6(h) Nb6(m) Bxe5 = dxe5(x) exd5(cc)

(a) On 4 Bc4 h6 5 d3 (5 h4 might be better) 5...g5 6 g3 g4 7 Nd4 3 8 c3 Nc6
proved to be favorable for Black in Gallagher—Kuzmin, Biel 1995.

(b) (A) 6...Nf6 7 Bxfa Nxe4 8 Bd3 {5 9 Ne2 %, Hebden—Psakhis, Moscow 1986.
(B) 6 ...f37Bg5 Be7 8 Qd2 h6 9 Bxe7 %, Gallagher-Ziyatdinov, Lenk 1991.

(c) 9 Qd3 Nab 10 e5 dxe5 11 Ne4 Qd8 offers equal chances, Day-l. Ivanov,
Canada 1986.

(d} 9...f3 10 Nf4 Qe7 11 Bd3 Bg7 12 Be3 *, Gallagher-Sh. Jackson, Blackpool
1988.

{e} 11 Rxcl Ne7 12 e5 dxe5 13 Nce4 Qhé results in roughly even chances,
Petrovic-Vujosevic, Yugoslavia 1995.

(f) 9 d5 Bg7 10 h5 0-0 11 h6 Bh8 12 Qd2 Qe8 F (Leko).

(g) 10 Be5?! c6 11 Nge2 Be6 12 Nf4 Bf7 led to a big edge for Black edge in Hector—
Leko, Copenhagen 1995.

(h) 11 Nc3 c6 12 Bxa6 bxab 13 Nge2 ( Leko) is a murky position with chances for
both sides.

(i) 3...f5 is sometimes played. After 4 e5 d6 {4 .. . d5 5 h4 Be7 6 d4 Nh6 7 Bxf4
Ng4 8 Nc3 =, Gunsberg-Swiderski, Vienna 1903) 5 Qe2 Be7 6 d4 Nc6 7 Bxf4
White is clearly better, Bronstein—Drozov, Riga 1986.

(j) Probably 5 e5 is better. Then 5 . . . Nbc6 6 Bxf4 Bga 7 c3 Qd7 with the idea of
Nd8-e6 is about even.

(k) This is better than the older 6. .. Ng6 7 h4 h5 8 Bc4 Qe7 o, Nadyrkhanov—
Nenashev, Tashkent 1988.

(1) Probably better is 7 Bd3 Be7 8 c4 Ne3 9 Qe2 Bg4 10 Bxe3 fxe3 11 0-0-07!
(11 Qxe3 Bxf3 12 gxf3 Nc6 13 d5 Bh4t 14 Ng3t Qe7 is about equal) 11 . . . Nc6
12 d5 Ne5 13 Qxe3 Nxd3+ 14 Rxd3 0-0 15 Ne5 Bf5 ¥, Gallagher-Malanijuk,
Elista Ol. 1998.

{m) Better than 10...Nf6 played in Riemersma-I. Sokolov, Netherlands 1995.
After 10. .. Nb6 11 Bxe6 Qxd4t 12 Kh1 fxe6 Black has a distinct advantage
(1. Sokolov).

(n) 4...Ne4 5 d3 Ng5 6 Bxf4 Nxf3t 7 Qxf3 dé 8 Be2 %, Arnason-1. Zaitsev, Sochi
1980.

(0) 5...g66d4 Bg7 7 0-0 d6 8 Nc3 0-0 9 Nd5 dxe5 10 dxe5 Nc6 is equal accord-
ing to Korchnoi.

(p) 7...Qd4t 8 Kh1 Nf6 9 Nd3 Bd6 10 c3 =*.
(q) 9...Nbd7 10 Nxd7 Bxd7 11 d4 Bd6 12 Bxf4 Bxf4 13 Rxf4 0-0 14 Bd3 * (Zak).

(r) (A)5...g56g4 when6...fxg37Qg2and 6...Ng7 7 h4 led to murky posi-
tions in which White has compensation for the lost material. (B) 5 . . . g6 6 d4
Be7 7 g4 fxg3 8 Nc3 0-0 9 Bh6 is similar. (C) 5 . . . d5 6 exd6t Beb 7 Qb5+ +.

(s) Another promising line is 6 Nc3 Bhdat 7 Kd1 0-0 8 Qe4.

() 6...Bhat 7 Kd1 0-0 8 g4 fxg3 9 Qg2 Be7 10 hxg3 with a huge White advan-
tage, Randviir—Tepaks, Tallinn 1946.

(u) Possible is 7 Nc3 d6 8 Bd2 dxe5 9 dxe5 Be6 10 0-0-0 Nc6, Malinin-
Razvalyaev, corr. 1992, which is slightly in White's favor;

(v) Risky is 8 hxg3 Nxg3 9 Qh2 Nxh1 10 Bd3 f5.
(w) 10 Nh2 Nxg3 11 Rg1 Bf5 12 Nf3 Nh5 is unclear.

(x) After 11 Nxe5 Qxd4 12 Bf4 the position is much better for White (Klaus
Junge).

(v) 6 c4 Be7 7 Be2 Bh4t 8 Kf1 Bg4 9 cxd5 0-0 10 Nc3 Nd7 11 Bd2 (Freeman—
Hajgart, corr. 1960) 11 . . . Nb6 = (Glaskov).

(z) 6...Bg4 7 0-0 Nc6 8 c3 g6 9 Net Bxe2 10 Qxe2 *, Bhend-Pachman,
Kecskemet 1964.

(aa) 7 c4 g4 8 0-0 Rg8 (8 . . . gxf3 9 Bxf3 Ng7 10 cxd5 *) 9 cxd5 Qxd5 10 Nc3 Qds
11 Qd3 Rg6 was even in Reinderman—Huzman, Wijk aan Zee 1993,

(bb)9. .. g4 10 cxd5 gxf3 11 Bxf3 Qg5 12 Ne4 Qg6 13 Qe2 =*.

(cc) Now 11 Qd3 Rgé 12 Nh4 Rh6 13 Nf5 Bx{5 14 Qxf5 Bg7 15 Qd3 Nc6 16 g3 fxg3
17 hxg3 is a small advantage for White, according to Korchnoi.



KING’S GAMBIT

1ede5 24 exfa3Nf3

13 14 15 16 17 18
o T RN Be7
4 exd5 Bec4.......... Nc3
NEB <o Bdé Nf6(s) Bhat(w)
5 Ne3.o.o.oonnnn Bb5t ........ c4 d4(o) e5(t) Ke2
Nxd5 c6(f) c6 Ne7(p) Ng4 d5(x)
6 Nxd5(a) dxc6 da(j) c4 0-0(u) Nxd5
Qxd5 Nxc6(g) Bb4at(k) Ngé Nc6 Nf6
7 d4 d4 Nc3 Be2(q) da Nxf6t
Be7(b) Bdé cxd5 0-0 ds Qxf6
8 Bd3(c) Qe2t Bxfa(l) 0-0 exd6 d4(y)
g5 Be6 0-0 b6 Bxdé Bg4
9 Qe2(d)  Ngsth)  Bd3(m)  Nc3 Qelt Qd2
Bf5 0-0 dxc4 c6 Kf8 Nc¢6
10 0-0 Nxe6 Bxc4 dxc6 Nc3 c3

Nc6(e) fxe6(i) Nd5(n) Nxc6(r) Bf5(v) g5(z)

(a) Neither 6 Bc4 Nxc3 7 bxc3 Bd6 nor 6 Bb5t c¢6 7 Qe2t Be6, nor 6 Qe2t Be7
7 Qe4 lead to anything for White.

(b) Alternatives here tend to favor White, e.g. 7 . . . Bg4 8 Bxf4 Nc6 9 Bxc7 Kd7
10 Bg3 Re8t 11 Kf2 +, Barle~Mariotti, Potoroz 1975, or 7. ..g5 8 c4 Bbat
9 Kf2 Qd8 10 ¢5 *, Provotorov—Svirin, Moscow 1980.

(c) 8 c4 Qedt 9 Be2 (9 Kf2 Bf5 10 Be2 Nc6 11 Rel 0-0-0 ¥, Novikov—Borisenko,
Leningrad 1956) 9. .. Nc6 10 0-0 Bf5 11 Re1 0-0-0 =, Goldberg-Pichler, corr.
1981.

(d) 9 c4 Qe6t 10 Kf2 0-0 11 Re1 Qf6 F (Sokolsky).
(e) White’s has compensation for the pawn, but no more.
(f) 5...Bd7 6 Bxd7t+ Qxd7 7 c4 Bdé 8 Qe2t %, Matuka—Cleemann, corr. 1989.

(g) 6. .. bxcé may be playable, but 7 Bc4 Nd5 8 Nc3 Nb6 9 Bb3 Bd6 10 0-0 is an
edge for White (Glazkov).

(h) 9 Ne5?! 0-0 10 Bxc6 bxc6 11 Bxf4 Nd5 was good for Black in Hartston—Spassky,
Hastings 1965.

{i) 11 Bxc6 bxcé 12 0-0 (12 Qxe61? Kh8 13 0-0 f3 14 Rxf3 Re8 +, Holzvogt—
Schreiber, corr. 1968) 12 . . . Qc7 is equal.

(j) (A) 6 dxc6 Nxc6 7 d4 Bg 8 Be2 is unclear. (B) 6 Nc3 cxd5 7 cxd5 Bd6 with an
easy game for Black.
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(k) 6...cxd5 7 c5 Nc6 8 Bxfa Be7 9 Nc3 0-0 10 Bb5 Ne4 = (Keres).

(1) 8 Bd3 Qe7+ 9 Kf2 Bxc3 10 bxc3 Ne4t is advantageous for Black, Kristiansen—
Pachman, Eckenfjerde 1974.

(m) 9 c5 Ne4 10 Qc2 Re8 11 0-0-0 Qa5 gave Black a strong attack in Gabers—Truta,
Yugoslavia 1978.

{n) After 11 Bxd5 Qxd5 12 0-0 Bxc3 Black has a small edge.

(0) (A} 5 Bb5+ 6 6 dxc6 Nxc6 7 d4 Nge7 =, Ree-Short, Wijk aan Zee 1986. (B) 5 Nc3
Ne7 6 d4 Nd7 7 Bd3 Nb6 8 0-0 Nbxd5 9 Nxd5 Nxd5 10 ¢4 Nb4 11 Relt Be6
12 Bf5 0-0 = (Shirov).

(p) 5...Nf6 6 c4 Bg4 7 Bd3 0-0 8 0-0 b6 9 Qc2 c5 10 ba! +,

. (g) 7 Bd3 is an excellent alternative. After 7 . . . 0-0 8 0-0 c5 8 b4 b6 10 bxc5 bxc5

11 Nc3 Bg4 12 Ne4 White held an edge in Hebden—Johansen, London 1982.

(r) The game Gallagher—Ballard, Paris 1990 continued 11 Nb5 Be7 12 d5 with
White having a small advantage.

(s) The other way is 4 . . . Bhdt 5 Kf1 (5 g3 is an adventurous alternative) 5 . . . d5
6 Bxds (6 exd5 Be? 7 d4 Bd6 8 Ki2 is unclear, Dominguez-Hector, Oviedo
1992} 6. .. Nf6 7 d3 (7 Nxh4 Nxd5 8 exd5 Qxh4 F, Hector—Aagaard, Malméo
1995} 7...0-0 8 Qd2 Nh5 9 Nc¢3 Nc6 10 Nxh4 Qxh4 11 Qf2 *, Short—
Kasparov, London 1993.

{t} (A) On 5 Nc3 Nxe4 is more than adequate for Black. (B)5 d3 d5 6 exd5 Nxd5 =.
(C)5Qe2 0-0 6 d4 d5 =.

(u) 6 Nc3 d6 7 exd6 Bxd6 8 Qe2t Qe7 9 Qxe7+ Kxe7 10 0-0 £6 and White has play
for the pawn (Lepeshkin).

(v) After 11 Nh4 Nxd4 12 Bxf4 Be6 13 Bxe6 Nxe6 there are chances for both sides
in a sharp position, Freeman—Borwell, corr. 1970.

(w} 4...Nf6 is again the alternative. White then has (A} 5 e5 Ng4 6 d4 Ne3 7 Bxe3
fxe3 8 Bed %, Spassky-Kholmov, Moscow 1964, or (B) 5 d4 d5 6 Bd3 dxe4
7 Nxe4 Nxe4 8 Bxe4 Bd6 9 0-0 Nd7 10 c4 c6 = (Lepeshkin).

(x) 5...c66d4 d5 7 Bxf4 dxe4 8 Nxe4 Qe7 9 Qd3 Bf5 10 Be5 Bxe4 11 Qxe4 Bf6
12 Rel is a slight pull for White.

(y) 8 e5 Qa6t 9 d3 Bg4 10 Bxf4 Nc6 is about even (Euwe).

(z) After 11 Kd1 0-0-0 12 Kc2 Rhe8 13 Bd3 Bxf3 14 gxf3 Nxd4t 15 cxd4 Rxd4

16 Qc3 the position was approximately even in Gallagher—Klovans, Oberwart
1993.
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KING’S GAMBIT

1 e4d e5 2 f4 exfa

19 20 21 22 23 24
3 Bed..oooviiiiii Qf3.......... BeZ.......... Ne3d.......... d4
Nf6{a)....... ds ds(h) ds(l) Qhdt(o)  Qhat(t)
4 Nc3 exd5(e) exd5 exd5 Ke2 Ke2(u)
c6(b) Nf6 Nf6 Qh4t(m) ds(p) d5
5 Bb3{(c) Nc3 Bcali) Kf1 Nxd5 Nf3
ds Bgal(f) Bdé Ne7 Bgat Bg4
6 exd5 Nf3 Nc3(j) c4 Nf3 exd5
cxd5s Qe7t 0-0 Nfs Na6{q) Nfs(v)
7 d4 Qe2 Nge2 Nf3 d4(r) Qe1
Bde Nbd7 Bg4 Qh6 Nf6 Qxelt
8 Nf3 d4 Qf2 Rgt Nxf6+ Kxe1
Ncb Qxe2t Nbd7 g5 Qxf6 Bxf3
9 0-0 Nxe2 h3 Nc3 Ki2 gxf3
Bes 0-0-0 Bh5 g4 0-0-0 Nxd5
10 Ng5 Nxf4 d3 Neb e5 c4
h6(d) Nbé(g) fa(k) Qxh2(n) Qbs(s) Ne3(w)

(a) (A) 3...Qh4at 4 Kf1 d5 5 Bxd5 Bd6 6 Nc3 is another way for Black that was
used in the old days—unclear but probably equal. (B} 3...c6% 4 Nc3 d5
5 exd5 Qh4t 6 Kf1 f3 7 d3 fxg2t 8 Kxg2 Nf6 9 Qe2t *, Ivanchuk-Piket,
Linares 1997.

(b) (A) 4...g6 5 d4 Nh5 6 Nf3 Bg7 7 Nd5 was good for White in Zuckerman-—
Kraidman, Netanya 1971. (B) 4 ... Bb4 5 Nf3 Nc6 6 Nd5 =.

(c} (A) 5 d4 d5 6 exd5 cxd5 7 Bb5t Nc6 8 Bxf4 Bb4 =, Bronstein—Averbakh,
Moscow 1982. (B) 5 e5 d5 6 Be2 Bga 7 Nf3 d4 ¥, Amidzi6-Gavrilov, Moscow
1991.

(d) 11 Nxe6 fxe6 12 Bxf4 %, Short-Nikolié, Wijk aan Zee 1997.
(e) 4 Bxds Nf6 5 Nc3 Bb4 6 Nf3 Bxc3 7 dxc3 c6 = (Bilguier).
(f) 5...Bd6 6 Qe2t Be7 7 d4 0-0 =, Westerinen—Romanishin, Helsinki 1992.

{g) Black wins back the pawn on d5 with even chances, Banas—Cvetkovi¢, Trnava
1981.

(h) 3...Nc6 is equally valid. On 4 c3 Nf6 5 d4 d5 6 e5 Ne4 7 Bxfa f6 or 7. . . Be7
equalizes easily.

(i) 5 Bb5% Nbd7 6 Nc3 Bdé 7 Qe2t Be7 8 d4 0-0 9 Nh3 Nb6 =, Planinc-Hennings,
Varna 1970. 5 . .. c6 6 dxc6 Nxc6 7 d4 Bg4 is also fine for Black, Spielmann—
Nimzovich, Carlsbad 1907.
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(j) 6 Ne2 Bga 7 Qb3 Nh5 8 0-0 Qh4 F (Glazkov).
(k) After 11 gxf3 Ne5 Black is much better, Ree~Gligori¢, Teeside 1972.

(1) (A)3...Nc6 4 da Nf6 5 Bf3 d5 6 e5 Ne4 7 Bxf4 Be6 =, Arnason-Westerinen,
Brighton 1982. (B) 3...Ne7 4 Nf3 Ngé 5 d4 Bb4t 6 ¢3 Be? 7 0-0 =,
Schweiger-Barua, Antwerp 1993.

(m) Other moves: (A) 4 ... Nf6, with 5 Nf3 Nxd5 6 c4 Ne7 7 d4 Ng6 8 Nec3 c6 =,
Arnason—Nei, Tallinn 1983, or 5 Bf3 Nxd5 6 Ne2 Be7 7 0-0 0-0 8 c4 equal,
Littlewood-Lengyel, Hastings 1963, or 5 c4 ¢6 6 Nc3 (6 d4 Bbat 7 Kf1 cxd5 F.
Tartakower—Capablanca, New York 1924) 6...cxd5 7 cxd5 is about equal
(Keres). (B) 4 ... Ne7 5 c4 c6 6 d4 Ng6 7 Nc3 Bb4 8 Bf3 is unclear (Keres).

(n) After 11 Ne4 h5 Black is better, Roten-Moen, Eksjo 1981.

{0) 3...g5 4 Bca Nc6 5 d4 Nge7 6 Qh5 Ng6 7 Nf3 Be7 8 Nd5 Nb4 9 Nxb4 =+,
Nemchin-Noskov, Alma Ata 1966.

(p) 4...d6 5 Nf3 Bg4 6 d4 Nf6 7 Bxf4 Nh5 8 Ke3 Qds =, Westerinen—Unzicker,
Moscow 1982,

(g) (A) 6...Bd6 7 d4 Nc6 8 c3 (8 5 0-0-0 9 Bxf4 Nge7 was good for Black in
Spassky—Furman, Tallinn 1959) 8...0-0-0 9 Kd3 Qh6 10 Kc2 % (Svesh-
nikov). (B} 6 ... Nc6 7 Nxc7+ Kd8 8 Nxa8 Ne5 9 h3 Bxf3t 10 gxf3 Qg3 11 d4
Qxf3t is a draw.

(r) 7 Nxf4 Nf6 8 d3 0-0-0 9 Bd2 is roughly even chances.

(s) After either 11 Bxf4 Bxf3 12 Qxf3 Qxd4t 13 Be3 Qa4 14 b3 Qa5, or 11 ¢3 Nc5
12 Qe1 Ne6 Black enjoys a slight but unmistakable superiority.

(t) (A)3...Nf6 4 Bd3 d5 5 e5 Ne4 6 Bxf4 =. (B)3...d5 4 exd5 Qh4t 5 Kd2 Bd6
6 Qelt = (Keres).

{u) 4 Kd2 Nfe 5 Qe2 £3 6 gxf3 d5 7 Bg2 Bd6 8 c3 Bf4t 9 Kc2 Bxc1 ¥, Terpugov—
Selivanovsky, Moscow 1959.

(v) 6...Bd6 7 c4 c5 8 Nc3 Nf6 9 dxc5 Bxc5 10 kd2 Be3t 11 Kc2 Bfst 12 Bd3
Qf2+ 13 Qe2 Qxe2t 14 Nxe2 Bxd3t 15 Kxd3 Ng4 16 Nxf4 Bxf4 17 Relt,
Mason-Kurschner, Nuremberg 1882, is much better for White.

(w) Tartakower had previously opined that 10 . . . Nb4 11 Kd1 was equal. Glazkov
evaluates 10 . . . Ne3 as slightly in Black’s favor.
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KING’S GAMBIT
Falkbeer Counter Gambit

iede52fads

25 26 27 28 29 30
3 Nf3(w)
dxe4(x)
4 d3(a) Qe2(n) ...... Nc3 Nxe5
Nf6(b) cxd5 exfa(r) Bd6(y)
5 Nd2......... dxed......... Nc3 fxes Ni3 d4
exd3(c) Nxe4 Bb4 Ncé Bd6(s) exd3
'6 Bxd3 Nf3(e) Bd2 Nf3(o} d4 Bxd3
Nxd5 Bcs(f) e3(k) Bes(p) Ne7 Nf6
7 Qf3(d) Qe2(g) Bxe3 Nc3 dxc6 0-0
Ncé Bf5(h) 0-0 Nge7(q) Nbxcé 0-0
8 a3 Nc3(i) Bd2 Na4 Ne4(t) Nc3
Bc5 Qe7 Bxc3 Bb6 Bc7(u) Nbd7(z)
9 Ne2 Be3 bxc3 Nxb6 c3 Nc4(aa)
0-0 Bxe3 Nxd5(1) Qxbé 0-0 Bes1(bb)
10  Nb3 Qxe3 c4 Qbs Bd3 Khi
Be7 = Nxc3(j) Re8t(m} Qc7 £ Ngé(v) Re8 =

(a) White has several reasonable but little-played choices here. (A) 4 Bb5t c6
5 dxc6 bxc6 (5...Nxc6 is possible) 6 Bc4 Nf6 7 d4 Bd6 8 Ne2 0-0 =,
Chigorin—Pillsbury, Vienna 1898. (B) 4 Nc3 Nf6 5 Bc4 Bc5 6 Nge2 0-0 7 d4
exd3 8 Qxd3 Ng4 9 Qf3 Re8 is unclear, Spassky—Tumurbator, Leningrad 1960.

(b) 4...Qxd5 5 Qe2 f5 6 Nc6 Bba 7 Bd2 £ (Keres).

(c) Other choices here, such as 5. .. Qxds,5...e3,5...Bf5and 5... Bc5, are
weaker.

(d) 7 Ne4 Nb4 8 Bb5t c6 =, Damjanovié-Pachman, Sarajevo 1966.

{e) (A) 6 Qe2 Bbat (6...Qxd5 7 Nd2 f5 8 Nxe4 fxe4 9 Qbst £ —Tartakower)
7 ¢3 0-0 8 cxb4 Re8 is wild and unclear—Estrin. (B) 6 Be3 Bd6 (6 ... Qh4*
7 g3 Nxg3 8 Nf3 Qe7 9 hxg3 £, Spassky-Matanovi¢, Belgrade 1964) 7 Nf3 0-0
=, Bronstein-Unzicker, Moscow 1976.

(fy 6...Bf5,6...Bgdand6...Be7 are all inferior here.

(g) 7 Bd3 Nfz 8 Qe2t Qe7 9 Rft Nxd3t 10 cxd3 is equal, Tarasevich—
Khachaturov, Moscow 1977.

{h) Again, the alternatives 7 . .. Bf2t+,7...0-0and 7 ... Qe7 are inferior.
(i) 8 g4? 0-0 9 gxf5 Re8 ¥, Spielmann-Tarrasch, Moravska Ostrava 1923.
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(j) 11 Qxe7t Kxe? 12 bxc3 Be4 13 Ng5 Bxd5 14 0-0-0 Rd8 15 c4 %, Gravel-0.
Rodrfguez, Spain 1992.

(k) (A)6...0-0 7 Nxe4 Re8 8 Bxb4 Nxe4 9 dxe4 Rxedt 10 Be2 Rxb4 11 Nf3 =,

Spassky-Bronstein, Moscow 1971. (B) 6 . . . exd3 7 Bxd3 %, Loser—Zakharov,
Moscow 1975,

() 9...Re8t 10 Be2 Bg4 gives Black play for the pawn. This is probably supe-
rior to the column continuation.

{m) 11 Be2 Nf6 12 Nf3 %, Razhdestvensky—Estrin, Moscow 1943.

(n) {A) 4 d4 exd4 5 Nf3 Bg4 6 Be2 Qxd5 =. (B) 4 d3 exf4 5 Nf3 Qxd5 6 Bxf4 Bg4 =,
Sziva—Basagi¢, Jajce 1990.

(o) 6 Qf2 Nxe5 7 d4 Ng4 8 Bb5+ Bd7 9 Qe2t Qe? 10 Bxd7+ Kxd7 11 Qxe7t =,
Arnaudov-Donev, Plovdiv 1989.

(p) (A)6...d4 7 Qe4 Bc5 8 ba Nxb4 9 Ba3 +, Reprintsev—Vasiljev, corr. 1990. (B)
6 ...Bg4 7 Nc3 Nge7 8 Qf2 Bxf3 9 Qxf3 %, Reprintsev—Tsyplakov, corr. 1991.

(q) 7...Bg4 8 Qb5 Bxf3 9 Qxc5 Qh4t 10 Qf2 * (Lepeshkin).

{r) 4...cxd5 5 fxe5 d4 6 Ne4 Nc6 7 Nf3 Qd5 8 Nfz Bf5 9 Bd3 Bg6 10 0-0 =,
Teichmann—Marshall, Mannheim 1914.

(s) 5...Nfé 6 d4 Bd6 7 Qe2t Qe7 8 Qxe7t Kxe7 9 Ne5 Nxd5 10 Nxd5 cxd5
11 Bxf4 6 12 Nd3 N¢6 13 0-0-0 .

{t) (A) 8 Bd3 0-0 9 Ne2 Bg4 10 0-0 £, Day-Mercurl, St. John 1988. (B) 8 d5 Nb4
9 Bc4 Bf5 10 Bb3 Qb6 (10...0-0 11 0-0 Bg4 12 Ne4 £, Spassky—Zsu. Polgar,

Wellington 1988); now 11 Ba4 (instead of 11 a3 of Gallagher—Nunn, London
1987) would be even.

(u) 8...0-09 Nxd6 Qxd6 10 c3 leaves White with a small edge.
(v) 110-0Bg4 12 h3 Bh5 13 Qb3 Bb6 14 Kh1 %, Westerinen—Marin, Manila 1992.

(w}) If 3 Nc3 Black has the choice of 3. . . Nf6 transposing to the Vienna Game, or
3...d4 4 Nce2 Nc6 (4...d3!? Bronstein) 5 Nf3 Bd6 with probably equal
play.

(x) A bizarre continuation is 3...Nh6 4 exd5 e4 5 Qe2 Be7 6 Qxe4 0-0 7 Bd3
Bh4t 8 Kft Bf5 9 Qc4 Bg4, when Black has play for the lost material,
Hort-Miles, Germany 1983.

(y) 4...Nf6 5 Bc4 Be5 6 Bxf7t Ke7 7 Bb3 ReB is an unclear gambit continuation
resembling the Wilkes-Barre Variation of the Two Knights’ Defense.

(z) 8...Bxe5 9 fxe5 Ng4 10 Bf4 Qd4t 11 Kh1 Nf2t 12 Rxf2 Qxf2 13 Qh5 hs
14 Rf1 with a good attack (Alapin).

(aa} 9 Nxd7 Qxd7 10 Qf3 Rb8 10 f5 b6 was about even in Chigorin—~Waldbrodt,
Hastings 1895.

(bb)9...Nc5 10 Nxd6 Qxd6 11 Bc4 Bf5 = (Korchnoi).
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KING’S GAMBIT

Gambit Declined
lede5214
31 32 33 34 35 36

&L e1 T N Nf6(s)
3 Nf3 fxe5(t)

dé(a) Nxe4
4 NC3ovriiriiiiiiiii c3 Nf3

Nf6 Nf6(i) Ng5(u)
5 Bc4 fXE5 v da d4(v)

Nc6{b) dxe5 exd4(n) Nxf3t
6 d3 d4........... Nxe5 cxd4 Qxf3

Bgi4lc)....... a6 exd4 0-0(m) Bb6(o) Qhat
7 Na4(d) Rf1(f) cxd4(j} d4 Nec3(p) Qf2

Bbé(e) Be6(g) Bbat(k) Bd6 0-0 Qxfa2t
8 Nxb6 Nd5 Bd2 Nf3 Be2(q) Kxf2

axbé Bxd5 Qe7 Nxe4 Ncé dé
9 c3 exd5 Bd3 Bd3 e5 exd6

0-0 £ Nd4(h) Nxe4(l) Nf6 = dxe5(r) Bxd6(w)

(a) (A) 3...Nc6 4 fxe5 d6 {(4...Nxe5 is unsound) 5 Bb5 dxe5 6 Qe2 *. (B)
3...d5 4 Nxe5 Nf6 5 d4 Bb6 6 exd5 + (Glazkov).

(b) On5...exfd 6 d4 Bba 7 5 Ne4 8 0-0 Nxc3 9 bxc3 Bxc3 10 exd6 Qxd6 11 Qd3
Bxal 12 Ba3 White has attacking chances for the lost material, Hebden—
Georgadze, Cappelle-la-Grande 1995.

(c) (A)6...Ng4 7 Ng5 0-0 8 f5 Bf2t (8 . .. Ni6 9 g4 h6 10 h4 *, Hellers-Bjarns-
son, Reykjavik 1984) 9 Kf1 Ne3t 10 Bxe3 Bxe3 11 h4 *, Kamishov-Panov,
Moscow 1944. (B) 6...Be6 7 Bb5 a6 8 Bxc6t bxcé 9 f5 =, W. Adams—
Jackson, Boston 1944.

(d) 7 h3 Bxf3 8 Qxf3 Nd4 9 Qg3 is the old line. After 9. .. Nxc2t 10 Kd1 Nxa1l
11 Qxg7 White has a strong attack, so Black usually tries 9...Qe7 or
9 ... exf4 with fair chances.

() 7...Bxf3 8 Qxf3 Nd4 9 Qdi1 b5 10 Bxf7t Kxf7 11 Nxc5 =,
Balashov-Matanovié, Skopje 1970.

(f) 7 5 is a major alternative. Neither 7 ... Na5 8 a3 Nxc4 9 dxc4 hé 10 Qe2 %,
Hartston—Richardson, Southport 1983, nor 7...h6 8 Qe2 b5 9 Bb3 =,
Lepeshkin-Terteriants, Moscow 1982, quite equalizes.

(g) 7...Qe7 8 f5 Na5 9 a3 Nxc4 10 dxc4 £ (Lepeshkin).
(h) 10 ¢3 Nxf3t 11 Qxf3 Nd7 12 Qg3 = (Glazkov).
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(i} (A) 4...Bb6 is interesting. Hector-Georgadze, La Coruiia 1995 continued
5 Na3 (5 d4 exd4 6 cxd4 Nf6 would transpose to the main line, so only a move
like 6 . .. Bg4 would have independent significance) 5 ... Nf6 6 fxe5 dxe5
7 Nc4 Nxe4 8 Nxb6 axb6 9 Qe2 Bf5 with good play for Black. (B) 4 ... Bg4
5 fxe5 dxe5 6 Qadt Bd7 7 Qc2 x; 4...f5 5 fxe5 dxe5 6 d4 exd4 7 Bca Nf6
8 e5 * {Glazkov).

(j) 7 e5 Nd5 8 cxd4 Bb4at 9 Bd2 Nc6 =, Marshall-Vidmar, 1923.

(k) Black is worse after both 7 ... Nxe4 8 dxc5 Qxd1t 9 Kxd1 Nf2+ 10 Ke1 and
7 ... Bbb 8 Nc3 Bg4 9 Bg5 *, Borovsky-Bukhman, Helsinki 1975.

{I) 10 Bxe4 Qxe4t 11 Kf2 Bxd2 12 Nbxd2, So. Polgar-Flear, Brussels 1987, now
12...Qd5 13 Relt Be6 is equal.

(m) 6...Qe7 7 d4 Bd6 8 Nf3 Nxe4 9 Be2 0-0 10 0-0 ¢5 11 Bd3 .

(n) 5...Bb6 6 fxe5 (6 dxe5 Ng4 7 Ng5 h6 8 e6 Bf2+ 9 Kd2 Be3t 10 Kc2 hxgs
11 Qxg4 oo, Nevednichy—Vivanov, Sebastopol 1985) 6 . . . Nxe4 7 Bd3 5 8 exf6
Nxf6 9 0-0 £, Maidla-Sifrer, Debrecen 1992.

(0) 6...Bbat 7 Bd2 Bxd2t 8 Nbxd2 Qe7 9 Bd3 Nd5 10 g3 Nc6 11 Qe2 is favor-
able to White, Westerinen—Blatny, Gausdel 1992.

(p) Also 7 e5 Nd5 8 Bc4 Ba5t 9 Bd2 Bxd2t+ 10 Qxd2 Nbé 11 Bb3 £, Zelevinsky—
Berezin, Moscow 1959.

{q) 8 e5 Ng4 9 Nd5 Ba5t 10 b4 c6 is unclear — Lepeshkin.
(r) 10 fxe5 Nd5 11 Bg5 Nxc3 12 bxc3 £, Karker-Lie, corr. 1987,

(s) (A)2...Qh4t 3 g3 Qe7 4 Nc3 exf4 5 d4 fxg3 6 Bf4 d5 7 hxg3 %, Gallagher—
Berezovsky, Berne 1993. (B) 2 ... Qf6 (Bucherl) 3 Nc3 Qxf4 4 Nf3 Bb4 5 Bc4
Bxc3 6 0-0 Ba5 7 d4 Qxe4 8 Bxf7t+ with a mighty attack, Sanchez-Lugo, Cuba
1992.

(t) If 3 Nf3 Black can either transpose into a main line with 3. .. exf4, or play
3...d5 4 fxe5 Nxe4 5 d3 Nc5 6 d4 Ne4 7 Bd3 %, So. Polgar-Selles, San
Sebastian 1991.

(u) 4...Be7 5 d4 0-0 6 Bd3 d5 7 0-0 ¢5 8 ¢3 %, Nelson—Parveen, England 1991.

(v) 5 Nc3 Nc6 6 d3 Nxf3t 7 Qxf3 d6 8 exd6 Bxd6 9 Be3 Ne5 =, Heuer—Wade, Bad
Woérishofen 1992,

(w) 10 Nd2 Bf5 11 ¢3 %, Sherzer-G. Hernéndez, Santiago 1990.
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HE Giuoco Piano (known outside the English-speaking world as the
T “Italian Game") is a fifteenth-century opening that has stood the

test of time. The name means quiet, or mild, game in contrast to
various gambits White can play. Yet this is misleading, as the type of game
that arises depends on the temperament of the players involved. If White
is an exponent of hand-to-hand combat he plays lines like the Méller At-
tack, trying to blast through the center. Those seeking quiet positional ma-
neuvers prefer the lines with d3 and ¢3, postponing aggressive action
until the middle game. Many of the world’s best players (Kramnik,
Gelfand, Ivanchuk and even Kasparov) use the opening occasionally, and
several grandmasters, such as Kudrin, use it routinely, in preference to the
Ruy Lopez.

Black’s 3 .. . Bc5 in answer to 3 Bcd is an attempt to retain parity in
the center. If White is to achieve control and/or occupation of d4 he will
have to fight for it. Black is trying to keep the balance rather than coun-
terattack immediately, as in the Two Knights’ Defense. Specialists on the
Black side of this opening include Karpov, Portisch, Korchnoi and
Yusupov.

The Méller Attack is 4 c3 Nf6 5 d4 exd4 6 cxd4 Bb4t 7 Nc3 (columns
1-6), in which White offers a pawn for open lines and development. Black
has a variety of defenses in this wide-open position, but most reliable is

.. Nxe4 8 0-0 Bxc3 (columns 1-2).

White can avoid a gambit with the conservative 7 Bd2 (column 7),
which leads to equality. The Cracow Variation, 7 Kf1 {column 8), is prob-
ably too risky. White can deviate from the main lines with 6 e5 (column
9), which also leads to about even chances, but with hvely play. The
Strongpoint Defense, column 10, is slightly passive. 4 ... d6, column 11,
may be better than its reputation.

18

Columns 12-16 cover the positional lines. To play them properly
one must understand the subtleties. Does Black play ... a6 and ... Ba7,

. Bb6? Does he play . .. a6 in response to a4 or...a5? When does
White play a delayed d4 or Black a delayed . .. d5? These questions are
answered in the columns. The Canal Variation, 4 d3 Nf6 5 Nc3 d6 6 Bg5
(column 17), is generally out of favor, although Ivanchuk employed it re-
cently. Column 18 is an interesting gambit with surprise value.
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GIUOCO PIANO

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bca Be5 4 ¢3 Nf6 5 d4 exd4 6 cxd4 Bbat 7 Nc3

(Méller Attack)
1 2 3 4 5 6
e NPT PU PP PP PRSP d5(o)
8 0-0 exd5
BXC3 evvninineiniieniieiieninnananaeises Nxc3 Nxd5
9 ds(a) bxc3 0-0
Bf6(b).ooiiiiiiiiians Ne5 ds(l) Be6.......... Nxc3(r)
10 Rel bxc3 cxb4 Bgs bxc3
Ne7 Nxc4 dxc4 Be7? Be7?
11 Rxe4 Qd4 Relt Bxd5(p) Rel(s)
d6(c) 0-0(i) Ne7 Bxds 0-0
12 Bg5(d) Qxed(j) Bg5 Nxd5 Ne5
Bxgs b5 f6 Qxds Nxe5
13 Nxg5 ad Qe2 Bxe7 Rxe5
h6 ...ooveeets 0-0(g) c6 Bg4{m) Nxe7 Bf6
14 Qe2(e) Nxh7 axb5 Bfa Rel Rh5(t)
hxg5s(f) Kxh7(h) cxbs(k) Kf7{n) f6(q) g6(u)

{a) 9 bxc3 d5 10 Ba3 dxc4 11 Rel Be6 12 Rxe4 Qd5 13 Qe2 0-0-0 14 Ne5 Rhe8 is
good for Black, Steinitz-Lasker, St. Petersburg 1896.

(b) Alternatives are: (A} 9...Ne7 10 bxc3 0-0 11 Re1 Nd6 12 Bd3 hé 13 c4 %,
Demuth-Loonnides, Szombathely 1991. (B) 9. .. Ba5 10 dxc6 bxc6 11 Ne5
Nd6 12 Qg4 = (Moller). (C) 9. .. Nd6 and (D) 9. . . Na5 also fail to equalize.

(c) 11...0-0 is reasonable here. After 12 d6 cxd6 13 Bg5 (13 Qxd6 Nf5 14 Qds
Ne7 and now 15 Qd6 N5 repeats the position, otherwise White allows . . . ds.)
13...Ng6 (13...Bxgs 14 Nxg5 d5 15 Bxd5 Nxd5 16 Qxds hé
17 Nxf7 Rxf7 18 Rael Qf6 19 Re7 Qxfzt 20 Kh1 g5 21 Rx{7 Qxf7 22 Re8t is
drawn—Botterill) 14 Qd5 with roughly equal chances.

(d) 12 g4 0-0 13 g5 Be5 14 Nxe5 Bf5 15 Re3 dxe5 16 Rxe5 Qd7, Rufenacht-Smit,
corr. 1991. Black is better.

{e) Here (A) 14 Nxf7?1 Kxf7 15 Qf3+ Nf5 16 g4 Rf8 is ¥. (B) 14 Bb5+ Bd7 15 Qe2
Bxb5 16 Qxb5t Qd7, now 17 Qe2 Kif8, Barcza—Portisch, Hungary 1969,
17 Qxb7 0-0 18 Rae1 Ng6, Levin-Idema, corr. 1979, and 17 Qd3 hxg5 18 Rael
0-0, Wolff-Lau, corr. 1971 all favor Black.

(f) 15 Rel Be6 16 dxe6 6 (16. .. f5 17 Re3 g4 18 h3 d5 19 Bd3 c6 20 hxg4
Qd6 %, L. Vega—de la Paz, Cuba 1996 ) 17 Re3 c6 18 Rh3 Rxh3 19 gxh3 g6 witl
perhaps a smali edge to Black, Xu Yang-Herrara, Antwerp 1992.
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(g) 13 ... Bf5 14 Qf3 Bxe4 15 Qxf7t Kd7 16 Qe6t Ked 17 Qxe4 Qd7 18 Rel =,
Emery-Menchik, Biarritz 1939.

(h) Or 14 ...Bf5 15 Rh4 Re8 16 Qh5 (16 Ng5 Ng6 17 Rh5 Qd7 18 h3 Ne5 F)
16...Ng6 17 Rd4 Re5 18 f4 Nxf4 19 Rxf4 Bgé =, Pirrot-Chiburdanidze,
Baden-Baden 1987. After 14 .. . Kxh7 15 Qh5t Kg8 16 Rha f5(16...f6 17 g4
Re8 18 Bd3 Kf8 19 Qh8t Ng8 20 Bh7 Kf7 21 Bgét = —Zek) 17 Rh3 f4 18 Qh7+
Ki7 19 Qh5+ Kg8 (19 . . . g6 20 Qh7+ Ke8 21 Rel Bxh3 22 Bbs+ Bd7 23 Qxgbt
Rf7 24 Qg8+ draw, Pantaleoni-Bertino, corr. 1987) 20 Qh7t is a draw.

i) (A) 11 ... Ncd6 12 Qxg7 Qf6 13 Qxf6 Nxf6 14 Re1t Kf8 15 Bhet Kg8 16 Re5
Nfe4 17 Rel +, Durao—Ferrara, Seville 1994. (B} 11 .. . f5 12 Qxc4 d6 13 Nd4
0-0 14 f3 Nf6 =, Schlechter-Mertner, Vienna 1899.

() 12 Qxc4 Nd6 13 Qf4 Re8 14 Rel Rxelt 15 Nxel b5 ¥, Zuck-Spassky, Ger-
many 1990,

{k) Dzindzichasvili-Karpov, Mazatlan 1988; chances are even.

(1) 9...Bxc3 10 Ba3 d5 (10...d6 11 Rc1Ba5 12 Qa4 +}11 Bb5 Bxal 12 Relt =
(Keres).

(m) (A)13 ... fxg5 14 Qxc4 * (Keres). (B) 13...0-0 14 Qxe7 fxg5 15 Qc5 *.
{n) 15 Qxc4t Nd5 16 Nd2 Be6 17 Bg3 Re8 18 Ne4 £ (Sakharov).
{0) 7...0-08e5 Ne4 90-0 Bxc3 10 bxe3 d5 %.

{p) Also 11 Bxe7 Ncxe7 when both 12 Ne4 and 12 Qb3 give White an edge
(Keres).

{q) 15 Qe2 Qd7 16 Rac1, Steinitz—Von Bardeleben, Hastings 1895; now 16 . .. Kf7
would have been unclear after 17 Ne5t or 17 Ng5+. Romanovsky suggested
16 d5, after which 16 . .. Kf7 17 Rad1 Rad8 18 Qe6t Qxe6 19 dxe6t Kgé al-
lows chances for both sides.

(r) (A} 9...Bxc3 10 bxc3 0-0 11 Qc2 h6 12 Rel Be6 13 Bxh6 was good for White
in Steinitz-Schiffers, Rostow 1896. (B) 9...Nb6 10 Rel Be7 11 Bb3 %,
Steinitz-Blackburne, Nuremberg 1896.

(s) Bilguier recommends 11 Bf4, calling it £.
{t) White should probably play 14 Re1 with a small plus.

(u) 15 Bd3 and now not 15...gxh57 16 Qxh5 Re8 17 Qxh7t Kf8 18 Ba3t +
(Gruzman), but 15 . . . Be6 =.
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GIUOCO PIANO

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bc4 Be5 4¢3

7 8 9 10 11 12
NEB .oivrereeieineeeaeieeiinirreeie Bb6.......... d6 Nfe

5 d4 d4 d4 b4
exd4 Qe7 exd4 Bb6

6 [0 L: TP e5(j) 0-0(n) cxd4 d3
Bbat ds d6 Bbé(q) de

7  Bd2.......... Kfa(f) Bb5 h3 Nc3 0-0(u)
Bxd2t(a) d5(g) Ne4 Nf6 Nf6 Ne7(v)

8 Nbxd2 exd5 cxd4 Rel Be3(r) Nbd2(w)
ds{b) Nxd5 Bb6(k) 0-0(0) 0-0 c6

9 exd5 Nc3 Nc3 a4 Bb3(s) Rel(x)
Nxd5 Be6 0-0 a6 Bg4 0-0

10 Qb3c)  Qez(h)  Be3(l)  Na3 Qd3 a4
Na5(d) Bxc3 Bg4 Kh8 Qe7 Ng6

11 Qast bxc3 Qc2 Nc2 Nd2 a5
Nc6(e) =  Nxc3(i) Bxf3(m)  Ng8(p) Beb6(t) Bc7(y)

{a) 7 ... Nxe4 is also reasonable here. After 8 Bxb4 Nxb4 9 Bxf7+ Kxf7 10 Qb3.+
Kf8 (10...d5 can be played) 11 Qxbat Qe7+ 12 Qxe7t Kxe7 the game is
equal, Wedberg—Korman, Sweden 1978.

(b) 8. .. Nxe4 9 d5 Nxd2 10 Qxd2 Ne7 11 d6 cxd6 12 Qxd6 is a promising gam-
bit suggested by Keres.

{c) 10 0-0 0-0 11 Ne5 Nxd4 12 Nb3 Nxb3 13 Bxd5 Qf6 (13 . . . Nxa1l 14 Bxf7t Kh8
15 Qh5 h6 16 Rd1 *) 14 Bxf7t Rxf7 15 Qxb3 =, Khasin-Zagorovsky, USSR
1955.

(d) 10. .. Nce7 11 0-0 0-0 12 Rfel c6 =, van der Wiel-Karpov, Amsterdam 1980.

{¢) Instead of repeating the position, White can try 12 Bbs Bd7, Sveshnilkov-
Mortensen, Leningrad 1984; and now 13 0-0 = rather than the game continua-
tion 13 Qd3 Qe7+ 14 Kf1 Be6 .

(f) The Cracow Variation, trying to keep the tension by avoiding trades.

(g) 7 ... Nxe4 8 d5 Ne7 9 Qd4 Nf6 10 Bg5 gave White a terrific attack in Marshall-
Burn, Ostende 1905.

(h) 10 Qb3 Na5 11 Qa4+ Bd7 12 Bb5 Nxc3 * (Levenfish).
(i) 12 Qe1 Nd5 13 Ba3 a6 14 Re1 Qd7 #, Bartmansky-Butik, corr. 1910.

(j) 6 0-0 Nxe4 7 cxd4 d5 8 dxc5 dxc4 9 Qxd8t (9 Qez Qd3 10 Rel f5 =, Biolek—
Keitlinghaus, Ostrava 1993) 9....Kxds 10 Rd1t Bd7 11 Be3 Ke7 was at least
equal for Black, Demarre—Korneev, Paris 1991.
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(k) (A)8...Be7 9 Nc3 0-0 10 Bd3 f5 11 exfé Nxf6 =, Steinitz-Lasker, New York
1894. (B) 8...Bb4at 9 Nbd2 0-0 10 Bxc6 bxc6 11 Qc2 ¢5 12 0-0 %,
Rayo-Yanez, Madrid 1989.

{1} 10 Bxc6 bxc6 11 Be3 Bg4 12 Qa4 c5 13 dxc5 Bxf3 14 gxf3 Nxc5 15 Bxc5 may
give White a pull, Sveshnikov-Dautov, Pinsk 1986.

(m) 12 gxf3 Ng5 13 Bxc6 Nxf3t 14 Ke2 Nxd4t was unclear in Fernandez—Izeta,
Bilbao 1987.

(n) 6 d5 Nd8 7 a4 a6 8 d6 Qxd6 9 Qxd6 cxd6 10 Bd5 Nc6 11 Na3 Bc7 with chances
for both sides, Raki¢-Djuri¢, Vrnjatka Banja 1979.

(o) 8...h69a4 a6 10 Na3 g5 11 Bft g4 12 hxg4 Nxg4 13 Nc4 Bxd4 14 cxd4 Nxd4
15 Be2 favored White in Spassov-Kontié, Niksié 1991.

(p) 12 b4 f6 13 Ne3 %, Heidenfeld~Euwe, Johannesburg 1955.

(g) 6...Bbat 7 Nc3 Nf6 (7...Nge7 8 Ng5 d5 9 exd5 Bxc3t 10 bxc3 Nxd5
11 0-0 *, Stein—H. Hansen, Gausdal 1996) 8 Bg5 h6 9 Bxf6 Qxf6 10 0-0 Bxc3
11 bxe3 is slightly better for White.

(r) 8 0-0 Bg4 9 Be3 Qe7 with the idea ... 0-0-0 is okay for Black.

(s) 9 0-0 Nxe4 10 Nxe4 d5 11 Bxd5 Qxd5 12 Nc3 Qh5 was fine for Black in
Rahman—Lodhi, Dhaka 1993.

(t) 12 Nc4 Nb4 13 Qd2 Bxc4 14 Bxc4a Nxe4 15 Nxe4 d5 16 Nc5 Nc6 17 0-0 dxc4
18 Nxb7 Rabh8 19 Nc5 Rfd8 20 Qc3 Bxc5 21 dxc5 Qe4 =, Wekh—Barwinski,
Warsaw 1993.

(u) 7 Nbd2 Ne7 8 Bb3 c6 9 Nc4 Bc7 10 Bgs Ng6 11 Nh4 Nxh4 12 Bxh4 h6 13 a4
g5 14 Bg3 Qe7 15 Ne3 Bb6 16 Nfs Bxf5 17 exf5 a5 is fine for Black,
Illescas—Calvo, Palma de Mallorca 1991.

(v) 7...Bg4 8 Nbd2 h6 9 Rel Ne7 10 h3 Bd7 11 d4 Ng6 12 a4 a6 13 Ba3 =,
Kudrin-Large, Hastings 1986.

{(w) 8 Bg5 Ng6 9 Nh4 Nxh4 10 Bxh4 g5 11 Bxg5 Rg8 was dangerous for White in
Moroz—-Podgaets, USSR 1986.

(x) 9 Bb3 0-0 10 Nc4 Bc7 11 Bg5 Ngé 12 d4 h6 13 Bxf6 Qxf6 14 Ne3 a5 T, Gomez
Jurado—Martin, Andorra 1991. In this line 10 d4 Ng6 11 Re1 h6 12 a3 Re8
13 Qc2 Nh5 is also ¥, Zhelnin-Dobrovsky, Odessa 1989.

{(y) 12 Bb3 d5. Now 13 exd5 Nxd5 14 Ne4 h6 15 Bc4 Bf5 favors Black, Yudasin—
Karpov, USSR 1988. 13 Nf1 has been played several times; 13 . . . Be6 14 g3 h6
15 Qc2 Rc8 =, Ljubojevic-Hjartarson, Tilburg 1989; 13 ...h6 14 Ng3 Be6
15 Be3 Qd7 ¥, Short-Salov, Linares 1990.
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GIUOCO PIANO

1ed e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bca Bes

13 14 15 16 17 18
4 3 J PP d3 ... 0-0
Nfé Nf6 Nf6
5 d3 Nc3 d4
a6(a)......... 0-0...cceeun. de dé6 Bxd4(s)
6 00 b4 b4 Bg5 Nxd4
Ba7(b) Bb6 Bbé hé(n) Nxd4
7 Bb3(c) a4 a4 Bxf6 Bg5(t)
0-0 a6 as5(i) Qxf6 de
8 h3 0-0 b5 Nd5 fa
ds d6 Ne7 Qds(o) Qe7(u)
9 Nbd2 Bg5 0-0 c3 fxe5
dxe4(d) h6(f) 0-0 Ne7(p) dxe5
10 dxe4 Bh4 Nbdz........ Bg5 d4 c3
Qe7 g5(g) Ng6 Ng6(}) Nxd5(q)  Ne6
11 Nh2 Bg3 Ba3(j) Nh4 dxc5 Bxeb

Nds(e) Bg4(h) Qe7(k) Kh8(m) Nf4(r) Bxe6(v)

(a) The immediate 5 . .. d5 is premature—6 exd5 Nxd5 7 Qb3 Nf4 8 Bxf4 exf4
9 Bxf7+ Kf8 10 Bc4 Qe7t 11 Kf1 *, Godena—Crepan, Italy 1986.

(b) 6...0-0allows 7 d4, and if then 7 . . . Ba7 8 dxe5 Nxe4 9 Bd5 Nc5 10 Bg5 +,
Petrienko-Miranovi¢, Novi Sad 1988.

(c) White can prevent a quick ...d5 with 7 Re1 d6 8 Bb3 0-0 9 h3 h6 10 Nbd2
Be6 11 Nf1 Re8 12 Be3 d5 (delayed but effective now) 13 Bxa7 Rxa7 14 exd5
Bxd5 =, Yudasin—-Adams, Belgrade 1999.

{(d} 9...Re8 10 exd5 Nxd5 11 Ne4 h6 12 Ng3 (not 12 Bxd5 Qxd5 13 Bxh6 5 or
12 Bxh6 Nxc3) 12...Be6 13 Rel Qf6 with chances for both sides,
Kofidis—-Skembris, Greece 1996. '

(e) After 11... Nd8 (an improvement over 11...Rd8 12 Qf3 Be6 13 Bc2 %,
Boloban-Adams, Germany 1985) 12 Rel Ne6 13 Ndfl h6 is about even,
V. Nevednichy—Notkin, Yugoslavia 1996.

(f) In an analogous position after 9 a5 Ba? 10 Bg5, Portisch played 10... Ne7
11 Bxf6 gxf6 12 Nh4 Ng6 and had fine chances against Ehlvest in Skelleftea
1989.

(g) 10...Bg4 11 a5 Ba7 12 h3 Bh5 13 g4 %, Belov-Landa, Chita 1987.

(h) After 12 a5 Ba7 13 h3 Bh5 14 Nbd2 Bg6 Black has a fully equal position,
Yudasin-Tseitlin, Moscow 1989.
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(i) 7...a6 8 0-0 0-0 9 Be3 Bxe3 10 fxe3 d5 11 exd5 Nxd5 12 Qd2 Be6 13 Na3
Qe7 14 e4 Nb6 15 Bxe6 Qxeb =, Yermolinsky—Anand, Madrid 1998.

(j) Other ideas are: {A} 11 Bb3 ¢6 (11 . . . d5 12 Ba3 Re8 13 exd5 Nxd5 14 Ned =,
Ljubojevié-Korchnoi, Brussels 1987) 12 bxc6 (12 d4 Bg4 13 Bb2 d5 14 h3 dxe4
14 Nxe4 Bf5 unclear, Nunn—Winants, Brussels 1988) 12 ... bxc6 13 d4 Bgd
14 Qc2 Nf4 15 dxe5 dxe5 16 Nxe5 Be2 17 Ndf3 with sharp but equal play,
Mestel-Greenfeld, Beersheba 1988. (B) Another plan (with a different lead-in)
is 10 h3 Ng6 11 Rel c6 12 Bb3 Re8 13 bxcé bxc6 14 Na3 d5 15 exd5 Nxds,
which is probably a little better for Black, Tolnai-I. Sokolov, Croatia 1993.

(k

12 Re1 Bc5 13 Bxc5 dxc5 =, Yudasin-Mikhalevsky, Beersheba 1993. Instead if
11...Nh5 12 d4 Nhf4 13 dxe5 Nxe5 14 Nxe5 Qg5 15 g3 Nh3t 16 Kg2 Qxe5
17 Bd5 with advantage to White, Hjartarson-Short, Manila 1992.

{1} 10...¢6 11 bxcé bxc6 12 Ba2 Ng6 13 Nh4 Nf4 14 Bxf4 exfa 15 Nf3 Bg4 =,
Sermek—Wehmeier, Groningen 1993.

(m) If instead 11...Bg4 12 Bxf6 Qxf6 13 Qxg4 Nxh4 14 Nd2 Ng6 15 g3 Ne7
16 Kh1 Rad8 17 f4 £, Spassov—Kir. Georgiev, Sofia 1992. After 11...Kh8
12 Qb3?! h6 13 Nxgbt fxgé 14 Be3 Bxe3 15 fxe3 Ng4 F, Spassov—Razuvaev,
Burgos 1992. Better is 12 Nxg6+ fxg6 13 Be3 = (Gufeld).

{n) 6...Na5 is a major alternative. On (A) 7 Nd5 Nxc4 8 dxc4 c6 9 Nxf6+ gxf6
10 Bh4 (10 Be3 Qb6 11 Qd2 Bxe3 12 fxe3 Qxb2 ¥ (Estrin)) 10 ...Rg8 11 0-0
Bh3 12 Bg3 Be6 is roughly equal, Ivanovié-Portisch, Reggio Emilia 1984.
(B) 7 Bb3 ¢6 8 d4 Nxb3 9 axb3 exd4 10 Nxd4 hé 11 Bh4 0-0 12 0-0 g5 13 Bg3
Re8 leaves chances for both sides, Morozevich—Kir. Georgiev, Tilburg 1994.

(o) 8...Qg6!? 9 Qe2 Bg4 10 ¢3 Bb6 11 a4 {5, Foltys—Keres, Munich 1936; and
now 12 b4 a5 = (Keres).

(p) 9...a6 10 d4 Ba7 =, Ivanovi¢-Spassky, Bugojno 1986 ( but not 10 . .. exd4
11 cxd4 Ba7 12 Re1 0-0 13 h3 Z, Ivanovié-Ilinci¢, Yugoslavia 1987).

(g} 10... exd4 11 cxd4 Bb6 12 Nxb6 axb6 13 0-0 £, Timman—Nunn, Amsterdam
1986.

(r) (A) 12 0-0 Qf6 13 cxd6 cxd6 14 Bb5t Ke7 o, Tisdall-Hjartarson, Akureyri
1988. (B) 12 g3 Nh3 =, Ivanovié-Kir. Georgiev, Vriac 1987.

(s) (A) For 5 .. .exd4 6 e5 see the Max Lange Attack. (B} 5 ... Nxd4 6 Nxe5 *.

(t} 7 f4 d6 8 fxe5 dxe5 9 Bgs Be6 10 Nd2 Qd7 (11...Qe7 12 ¢3 Bxc4 13 Nxc4
Neb o, Minckwitz—Anderssen, Frankfurt 1878) 12 Bxf6 gxf6 13 ¢3 Bxc4
13 Nxec4 Ne6 14 Qxd71 Kxd7 = (Gufeld).

(u) 8...Be6 9 Na3 Qe7 10 c3 Bxc4 11 Nxc4 Neb 12 fxe5 dxe5 13 Bxf6 Qc5t
14 Rf2 %, Mestel-Szmetan, Buenos Aires 1978.

(v) After 12 Kh1 Qd7 13 Qe2 0-0-0 there are chances for both sides, Zelcié~
Georgadze, San Sebastian 1991.
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EVANS GAMBIT
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bcd Be5 4 b4
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INCE ITS INTRODUCTION in 1830 by Captain W. D. Evans, the Evans
S Gambit has led to many brilliancy prize games, mostly by White.

The Black wins often come in the endgame and do not make the
anthologies. White gives up a wing pawn to gain a tempo towa¥d advanc-
ing in the center with ¢3 and d4. The last edition of MCO said that t'he
glory days of the Evans Gambit had passed; a prediction that has happily
proved to be an error. Since its adoption by Garry Kasparov for .tm./o games
in 1995, there has been quite a revival of interest in it. Enterprising play-
ers like Shirov, Nunn, Conquest and Christiansen have taken it up.

Columns 1—4 cover the acceptance of the gambit and the retreat of the
bishop to a5. White can choose between 6 G-0, column 1, allowing.the
Lasker Defense, and 6 d4 (columns 2—4), which includes the Compromised
Defense, 7 . .. dxc3, and the Half-Compromised Defense, 7 ... Ngt?7 and
6...ds6. If Black plays 5...Be7, then he must reckon witk} the l3ne re-
vived by Kasparov—7 Be2 and 8 Qxd4. Column 6 is the gambit declined, a
seemingly safer line that nonetheless has some pitfalls.
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EVANS GAMBIT

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bcd Bc5 4 ba

1 2 3 4 5 6
BXD4 oot e Bb6
5 c3 a4
2 T Be7 a6(u)
6 0-0..cvennnn. d4 d4(p) Ne3(v)
d6(a) exdd. ..o, d6 Na5 Nf6
7 d4 0-0 Qb3 Be2(q) Nd5(w)
Bb6(b) Nge7 ........ dxc3 Qd7() exd4(r) Nxd5
8 dxe5 cxd4(e) Qb3 Nbd2(m) Qxd4 exd5
dxe5 ds Qf6(i) Bb6(n) Nf6(s) Nd4(x)
9  Qb3(c) exd5 e5 a4 e5 a5
Qf6 Nxd5 Qg6 Nf6 Ncb Ba7
10  Bgs Ba3(f) Nxc3 a5 Qh4 ds6(y)
Qg6 Beb Nge7 Nxa5 Nds cxd6
11 Bds BbS Ba3 Rxas Qe3 0-0
Nge7 f6(g) 0-0(j) Bxa5 g6 0-0
12 Bxe7 Qa4 Rad1 dxe5 0-0 Nxd4

Kxe7(d) Bb6(h) Rba(k) Ng4(o} Nb6(t) Bxd4(z)

(a) (A} 6...Qf6 (Steinitz) and (B) 6.. . . Nge7 are not played any more as White
gets an active game. (C) 6 . . . Nf6 7 d4 Nxe4 8 Nxe5 0-0 9 Ba3 d6 is playable—
Bilguier. The text leads to Lasker’s Defense.

(b} 7...exd4 8 cxd4 Bbb is the old “normal position.” After 9 Nc3 (9 d5 was
often played by Anderssen) both 9...Bg4 and 9. .. Na5 lead to sharp posi-
tions where White’s attack and central influence compensate for Black’s extra
material.

(c) 9 Qxdst Nxd8 10 Nxe5 Be6 11 Be2 Ne7 12 Nc4 Ndc6 13 Bf4 =, Anageliev—
V. Ivanov, Ashkhabad 1995.

(d) 13 Bxcb Qxc6 14 Nxe5 Qe6 15 Nc4 (15 Qa3t Qdé—Levenfish) 15 ... Rd8
16 Qb41tKe8 17 Nxb6 = (Estrin).

(e) 8 Ng5 d5 9 exd5 Ne5 10 Bb3 0-0 11 Nxh7 Kxh7 12 Qh5t Kg8 13 Qxe5 dxc3
14 Ba3 Ng6 15 Qh5 Nf4! 16 Qf3 Qf6 + (Keene).

(f} 10 Qb3 Be6 11 Qxb7 Ndb4 12 Bb5 Bd5 (12 . . . 0-0 13 Bxc6 RbS o, Anderssen—
S. Mieses, Breslau 18 67; 12...Bd7 13 Relt Kf8, Davis-Peters, USA 1983,
now 14 Ne5 should give White the edge) 13 Ne5 Rb8 =, (Botterill).

(g) 11...Bb4 12 Bxc6t1 bxc6 13 Bxb4 Nxb4 = (Levenfish).
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(h) 13 Bxc6t bxc6 14 Qxc6t Ki7 (Botterill) leaves Black slightly better.

{i) 8. ..Qe7 9 Nxc3 Qb4 10 Bxf7+ Kd8 11 Bb2 Qxb3 12 Bxb3 Bxc3 13 Bxc3 Nf6
14 Ng5 +, Hartoch-Eslon, Netherlands 1976.

(j) 11...Bxc3 12 Qxc3 0-0 13 Rad1 +, Neumann-Anderssen, Berlin 1860.

(k) 13 Bd3 Qe6 14 Bxh7t Kh8 15 Nd5 %, Schoder-F. Polgar, corr. 1990. The Com-
promised Defense is hard for Black.

(1) 7. .. Nxd4 8 Nxd4 exd4 9 0-0 with a good attack (Christiansen). This is an im-
provement on 9 Bx{7+ Kf8 10 0-0, Thomas-Unzicker, Hastings 1950; and now
10...Qf6.

(m) A suggestion of Larry Christiansen as an improvement over 8 dxe5 Bb6
9 Nbd2 dxe5 10 Ba3 Na5 11 Qb4 c5 12 Qb2 Nxc4 ¥, Christiansen-Grétarsson,
Yerevan Ol. 1996.

(n) 8...exd4,8...Nf6é and8... Nh6 are all good for White (Christiansen).

(o} After 13 exd6 Bb6 14 h3 Nxf2 15 Rf1 0-0 16 Ba3 cxd6 17 Rxf2 Bxf2t 18 Kxf2
a weird material balance arises, which is probably slight in White’s favor.

(p) 6 Qb3 Nh6 7 d4 Na5 8 Qb5 Nxc4 9 Bxh6 Nd6 10 Qxe5 Nxe4 11 Bxg7 Rg8
12 Qxe4 Rxg7 or 12 d5 Nc5 is okay for Black.

(q) 7 Nxe5 Nxc4 8 Nxc4 d5 9 exd5 Qxd5 is about even. 7 Bd3 and even 7 Bxf7t
have been played occasionally, but need not worry Black much.

(r) 7...d6 8 Qa4at c6 9 dxe5 dxe5 10 Nxe5 £ (Kasparov}).

(s) 8...d6 9 Qxg7 Bf6 10 Qg3 Qe7 11 0-0, Shirov-Timman, Biel 1995. Now
11...Qxe4! 12 Nd4 Be5 13 Qg5 Ne? is very good for Black (Shirov).

) 13 ¢4 d6 (13 ... d5 14 cxd5 Qxd5 15 Nc3 =05 13 . .. Na4!?—Kasparov) 14 Rd1
Nd7 15 Bh6 Ncxe5 16 Nxe5 Nxe5 17 Nc3 £6 18 ¢5 and White had a good attack
in Kasparov—Anand, Riga 1995.

(u) 5...a5 6 bs Nd4 7 Nxd4 Bxd4 8 c3 Bb6 9 d4 exd4 (9. ..Qe7 10 0-0 d6 11 f4
Be6 12 Na3 =, Nunn—Hecht, Buenos Aires 1978) 10 0-0 Ne7 11 Bg5 h6 12 Bxe7
Qxe7 13 cxd4 Qd6 14 Nc3 Bxd4 15 Nd5 =+, Kasparov-Piket, Amsterdam 1995.

(v) 6 Bb2 d6 7 b5 axb5 8 axb5 Rxal 9 Bxal Nd4 10 Nxd4 exd4 11 ¢3 Nf6 12 0-0
0-0 13 d3 d5 14 exd5 Nxd5 15 Qf3 Nfé 16 h3 Re8 17 Nd2 %, Tartakower—

Rhodes, Southport 1950.

(w) 7 d4 exd4 8 Nd5 Nxd5 9 exd5 Qe7t 10 Kf1 Ne5 11 d6 cxd6 12 Bd5 is a promis-
ing gambit, Conquest-Winants, Amsterdam 1996.

(x) 8...e4 9 dxc6 exf3 10 Qxf3 Qe7t 11 Kd1 dxc6 12 Rel Be6 13 Bxe6 *. Also
10 0-0 0-0 11 Qxf3 dxc6 12 Bb2 *, Perez-M. A. Gonzales, Havana 1995.

(y) 10 0-07! Nxf3t+ 11 Qxf3 d6 =, Miranovié-Leko, Hungary 1995.
{z) 13 c3 Ba7 14 Qf3 with compensation for the pawn (Leko).
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TWO KNIGHTS’ DEFENSE
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bc4 Nfé

"] ROBABLY IT wouLD BE correct to call this opening the Two Knights’ At-

P tack rather than to label it a defense. One of the oldest of openings,
| it dates back to 1580, when it was subjected to analysis by Polerio.
3 ... N6 gives White the choice of which road to follow. Should he try to
win a pawn with 4 Ng5 or try to keep the initiative with 4 d4? Authorities
differed violently. Tarrasch called 4 Ng5 “ein stumper zug”—a beginner’s
move. White has developed two pieces and proceeds to crudely attack
with them—obviously not correct strategy. But Steinitz believed otherwise
and more recent opinion seems to be mixed on this subject. The last three
World Champions have played 4 Ng5 on at least one occasion (Fischer
more than once). Aggressive players of the past like Chigorin, Keres, Tal
and Spassky never seem to be afraid to be on the Black side, however.

The direct 4 Ng5 is the subject of columns 1-12. The most usual re-
sponse is 4 ...d5 5 exd5 Na5 (columns 1-8). Columns 1-6 is the main
line 6 Bb5t c6 7 dxc6 bxcé 8 Be2 h6, when White must decide on which
square to retreat his knight to. 8 Nf3 (columns 1-4) allows . . . e4 with the
initiative, while Nh3 is on the side of the board and allows Black the op-
portunity to double White’s pawns. Still, White is a pawn ahead and Black
must show compensation for it. Columns 7 and 8 are lesser played lines
after 5 ... Na5. Column 9 is the Fritz Variation, 4 . .. d5 5 exd4 Nd4 (the
Fried Liver Attack is covered in note (k)). The Ulvestad Variation
(5...b5) is column 10. The fantastic Wilkes-Barre Variation in which
Black simply ignores the threat on {7 with 4. .. Bc5 is seen in columns
11-12. These lines are for the adventurous.

White seeks development instead of material with 4 d4, the subject
of columns 13-29. The Max Lange Attack, 4 . . . exd4 5 0-0 Bc5 is covered
in columns 13-15, while 5 ... Nxe4 is columns 16-18. The Max Lange
leads to more complicated play, while 5...Nxe4 tends to simplicity.
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White’s attempt to avoid these lines with 5 e5 comprises colum,ns 19-20.
This line has been played a lot lately by Sveshnikov, but Blac‘k s chance.s
are reasonable. Columns 21-23 are an attempt by White to quiet the posi-
tion with 4 d3. Play can either transpose into a positional game of maneu-
ver, or Black can try to liven the game up with an early ... dsfthxs isa
little risky. Column 24 covers 4 Nc3, which allows Black to equalize pretty

easily with 4 . . . Nxe4.
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TWO KNIGHTS’ DEFENSE

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bca Nf6 4 Ng5 d5 5 exd5 Nas
6 Bb5t c6 7 dxc6 bxc6 8 Be2 h6

1 2 3 4 5 6
9 N} < T Nh3

ed Be5(t) ....... Bds

10 Ne5 0-0 d3(aa)
Bd6...ovviiiiiiiiiiiins B Qd4in) 0-0(u) 0-0

11 d4 ...l fa c3(k) fa(o) d3{v) Nc3
exd3 exf3(f) Bd6 Bcs Nb7(w} Nd5(bb}

12 Nxd3 Nxf3 f4 Rf1 Nc3 Ne4(cc)
Qc7 0-0(g) exf3(l) Qds(p) Nd5(x) Bc7

13 b3(a) d4 Nxf3 c3(q) Bf3 c4
0-0(b} c5(h) 0-0 Nd5 Bb6 Ne7

14 Bb2 0-0(i) d4 Qa4l(r) Qe2 0-0
Nd5(c) Re8 Re8 0-0 Re8 5

15 Nc3 Kh1 0-0 Qxe4 Rel Nc3
Nf4 Bb7 c5 Re8 Nc5(y) g5

16 0-0(d) Nc3 Kh1 da Nf4 Kh1

Nxd3(e}  cxd4{j) cxd4(m)  Bb6(s} Nb4(z) Ng6(dd)

(a) {A) 13 g3 0-0 14 Bf4 Bxf4 15 Nxf4 g5 16 Qd4 Qe7 17 Nd3 Bg4 18 Nc3 Rads =,
Ljubojevié-van der Sterren, Wijk aan Zee 1988. (B) 13 h3 0-0 14 0-0 Bfs 15
Nd2 Rfe8 16 b3 Rad8 17 Nf3 ¢5 .

(b) 13 ... Bf5 14 Bb2 0-0-0 15 Nd2 Rhe8 16 Kf1 Kb8 17 b4 Nb7 wtih an obscure
position, Short-van der Sterren, Wijk aan Zee 1987.

{c) 14...Ne4 15 Nc3 {5 16 h3 Bab is probably equal, Morozevich—Nenasev,
Alushta 1994.

(d) 16 Nxf4 Bxf4 17 g3 Rd8 gives Black compensation for the pawn, Honfi-Tal,
Sarajevo 1966.

(e) 17 Bxd3 Bxh2t 18 Kh1 Be5 19 Qh5 f5 =, King-Zsinka, Dortmund 1987.

(f) 11...Qc7 12 d4 0-0 13 c3 c5 14 Na3 a6 with balanced chances, Suetin—Keres,
USSR 1950. A footnote to this is 12 0-0 0-0 13 Nc3 Bf5 14 a3 Nd5 15 b4 Nb7
16 Nxd5 cxd5 17 d4 f6 18 c4 fxe5 19 dxe5 *, Milvidas—Mooj, corr. 1988.

() 12 ... Ng4 13 0-0 Qc7 14 ha h5 15 d4 Bhzt 16 Kh1 Bg3 17 Nc3 Nf2t 18 Rxfz
Bxf2 19 Ne4 *+, Usoki—Kluger, Hungary 1972.

(h) 13 ...Qc7 14 0-0 c5 15 Nc3 a6 16 d5 Re8 17 Kh1 Rb8 18 a3 Ng4 and Black has
good compensation for the pawn, Estrin-Levenfish, USSR 1949.
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(i) 14 dxc5 Bxc5 15 Qxd8 Rxd8 16 Bd2 Nc6 17 Nc3, Timman-Bisguier, Sombor
1974; now 17 .. . Ng4 (Timman) allows Black reasonable chances.

(j) 17 Qxd4 Nc6 18 Qas Ne5 19 Bd2 Ng6 =, Vukéevié-Romanishin, Hastings
1976.

(k) 11 0-0 Qd4 (or 11 . .. Qd6) 12 Ng4 Bxg4 13 Bxg4 0-0 =,

(1} (A) 12...0-0 13 0-0 ¢5 14 d4 exd3 15 Qxd3 Bb7 16 Rd1 Ne4 «, Chandler—
Hebden, Wigan 1997. (B} 12...Qc7 13 d4 exd3 14 Qxd3 0-0 15 0-0 Rd8 =,
Skrobeck-Sydor, Lodz 1980.

(m) After 17 Nxd4 Ne4, Riand—M. Mitkov, Geneva 1993, the chances are equal.

(n} 10...Qc7 is a decent alternative. After 11 f4 Bcs 12 d4 exd3 13 ¢xd3 0-0
14 Bd2 Nd5 Black has adequate play, Gilezedinov—Klovans, corr. 1969.

(0) 11 Ng4 Bxg4 12 Bxg4 Bc5 13 0-0 e3 is a sharp alternative. Probably chances
are even.

(p) Also12...Bd6 13 ¢3 Qb6 14 Qa4 0-0 15 b4 Nb7 16 Qxc6 Qd8 17 Na3 a5 with
compensation for the material, Estrin-Leonidov, USSR 1972.

(q) 13d4 Bb6 (13 ... Bxd4? 14 ¢3 *) 14 b4 Nd5 15 bxa5 Qhat 16 g3 Bxa5t 17 Bd2
Qxh2 18 Bxa5 Qxg3t is perpetual check (Geller).

(r) 14 g3 Bh3 15 b4 (not 15 Qa4 Bxf1 16 Nxc6 Nxc6 17 Qxcét Qd7 F, Shirov—
Tominsh, Riga 1984) 15 . . . Bxf1 16 Kxf1 Nxb4 17 cxb4 Qd4 18 bxc5 Qxal .

(s) Black has play for the lost material—Keres.

(t} (A)9...Rb8 10 Nc3 Nd5 (Psakhis—Beliavsky, USSR 1983) 11 d3 Bb4at 12 Bd2
Bxh3 13 gxh3 Qh4 14 Bf3 . (B) 9. .. Qd4 10 d3 Qh4 11 0-0 Bxh3 12 gxh3
Bd6 13 Bf3 &, Dolmatov—Fernandez, Barcelona 1995. (C) 9...g5 10 d3 g4
11 Ng1 Bc5 12 Nc3 Rba8 is even chances.

{u) 10...g5 11 Kh1 g4 12 Ng1 Ne4 13 Bxg4 Nxf2+ 14 Rxf2 Bxf2 £ (Gottschall).

(v) 11 ¢3 Nb7 12 Qa4 Bxh3 13 gxh3 Qd6 14 d3 Nd5 +, Steinitz~Chigorin, Havana
1892,

(w} (A) 11...Rb8 12 Kh1 Nd5 13 Ngi1 f5 14 Nc3 %, Malaniuk-Kruppa, Lvov
1984, (B) 11...Bxh3 12 gxh3 Qd7 13 Bf3 Qxh3 14 Nd2 Rad8 15 Bgz Qfs
16 Qel %, Fischer-Bisguier, New York 1963.

(x) 12...Bb6 13 Kh1 Re8 14 f4 Bc7 15 fxe5 Bxe5 is about even, Dolmatov-Ivkov,
Moscow 1985.

(y) 15...Nxc3 16 bxc3 Bd7, Nunn-Hardicsay, Budapest 1978; now White
should play 17 Bg4 .

(z) 17 Nh5 Ne6 18 Be3 Bd7 19 Ne4 was just a little better for White in Chandler—
Speelman, Hastings 1989.

(aa) 10 d4 e4 11 Nf4 Qc7 12 g3 0-0 13 c4 g5 14 Ng2 Bh3 15 0-0 Rad8 16 Be3
Nh7 ¥, Dolmatov-Ziatdinov, Moscow 1983.

(bb) (A) 11...Rb8 12 0-0 Rb4 13 Kh1 Bxh3 14 gxh3 Rh4 15 Rgl %, Short—
P. Nikoli¢, Skelleftea 1989. (B) 11 ... Bf5 12 0-0 Qd7 13 Kh1 Rad8 14 Ng1 %,
Tuesen—M. Hansen, Copenhagen 1991.
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{cc) (A) 12 Bd2 Rb8 13 b3 Nb7 14 Ng1 Nc5 15 Nf3 Nxc3 16 Bxc3 e4 17 Nd2 exd3
18 cxd3 Bf5 19 Ne4 Re8 20 0-0 Nxd3! =, Ivanchuk-Beliavsky, Dortmund 1998.
(B) 12 Bf3 Nxc3 13 bxc3 Qh4 14 Ng1 f5 15 g3 Qf6 16 Ne2 e4 =, Tringov—Geller,
Havana 1971.

(dd)17 b4 Nb7 18 f3 Nd6 19 Be3 Be6 20 Rb1 Kamsky-Yusupov, Tilburg 1992.
Black does not have quite enough compensation for his lost pawn— %,
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TWO KNIGHTS’ DEFENSE

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bc4 Nf6 4 Ng5

7 8 9 10 11 12
A5 et e Bc5 Wilkes-Barre
5 exd5 Fritz Ulvestad  Bxf7t(s) Nxf7
N5 . oviiriviieanenneennes Nd4(k)...... bs Ke7 Bxfz2t
6 BbSt ........ d3 c3(]) Bfl Bds(t) Kf1(y}
c6(a) hé b5 hé Rf8(u) Qe7
7 dxcé Nf3 Bfi(m) Nf3(q) Nf3(v) Nxh8
bxcé o4 Nxds Qxd5 Nd4 ds
8 Qfs Qe2(f) Ne4(n) Nc3 Nxd4(w) exd5
Rbs(b) Nxc4 Qh4 Qeb Bxd4 Nd4
9 Bd3(c) dxc4 Ng3 Bxb5(r) 0-0 d6
h6 Bes(g) Bb7(0) Bb7 c6 Qxd6(z)
10 Ne4 h3(h) cxd4 Qe2 c3 Nf7
Nd5 0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0 Bbé Qcb
11 b3(d) Nh2 Be2 Bxc6 Bb3 ds
g6 c6(i) Nfa Qxc6 Qe8 ed
12 Qg3 dxc6 0-0 d3 Rel c3
Nf4(e) e3(j) Rxd4(p) edx Qg6(x) Bh4{aa)

(a) Little tested but interesting is 6 ... Bd7 7 Qe2 Bd6 8 Nc3 O-Q 9 Bxd7 Qxd7
10 0-0 c6 11 dxcb Nxc6 12 d3 Nd4 13 Qd1 Rac8 14 Be3 Ba3! with chances for
both sides, Sulkis-Beliavsky, Kosalin 1998.

{b) Black has several other possibilities: (A) 8...Qc7 9 Bd3 Bd6 10 Nc3 Bg4
11 Nb5 Bxf3 12 Nxc7t Bxc7 13 gxf3 =, van der Wiel-Beliavsky, Bz.aden 1980.
(B) 8...Be7 9 Bd3 0-0 10 Nc3 h6 11 Nge4 Nd5 with compensation for the
pawn. (C) 8... h6 9 Ned Nd5 (van der Wiel-Spassky, 1986) 10 Nec3 . (D)
8 ...cxb5 9 Qxa8 h6 10 Ne4 Nd5 11 Nd6t *.

(c) 9 Bxc6t Nxcb 10 Qxc6t Nd7 11 d3 Be7 12 Nf3 0-0 13 Nbd2 (13 Qe4 Rb4a
14 Qe2 e4 ¥) 13 ... Bc5 ¥, Hermann—Schaefer, DDR 1983.

{d) (A) 11 0-07! Nb4 . (B) 11 Ng3 g6 12 b3 h5 13 0-0 Bg7 +, Honfi-Zagarovsky,
corr. 1963.

{e) If 12 . .. Bg7, not 13 Ba3 Nb4 14 Ke2? 0-0 +, van der Wiel-Torre, Sochi 1980,
but 13 Bb2 and if 13...Nf4 14 Ba3 transposes into the column. After
12 ... Nf4 13 Bb2 Bg7 14 Ba3 Nb7 15 Nbc3 5 16 Ne2, van der Wiel-Timman,
Netherlands 1981; now 16 . . . Nxd3+ 17 cxd3 K7 is slightly better for Black.

(f) (A) Bronstein’s sacrifice 8 dxe4 Nxc4 9 Qd4 Nb6 10 ¢4 ¢6 11 0-0 cxd5 12 cxd5
Be7 is probably somewhat favorable for Black. (B) 8 Nd4 Bc5 9 Bed Ng4
10 Bb5+t ¢6 11 dxc6 0-0 was roughly equal in Trapl-Smejkal, Prague 1986.
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(g) 9...Bg4 10 h3 Bh5 11 g4 Bg6 (Korchnoi-Suetin, USSR 1952) 12 Ne5 *.

(h) (A) 10 Bf4 g5 11 Nxg5 Qe7 12 Nh3 Bg4 is wild and unclear. (B} 10 Nfd2 0-0
11 Nb3 Bg4 12 Qf1 Bb4t 13 ¢3 (13 Bd2 Bxd2+ 14 N1xd2 Re8 ¥; 13 Nc3 ¢6 7,
Luckis—Keres, Buenos Aires 1939) 13...Be7 14 h3 Bh5 15 Be3 Nd7 T,
Salwe—Marshall, Vienna 1908.

(i} 11...e3 12 Bxe3 Bxe3 13 fxe3 Ne4 14 0-0 Ng3 is about even.
(j) 13 Bxe3 Bxe3 14 fxe4 Ne4 good compensation for the material (Kondratjev).

(k) The old 5 . .. Nxd5 is a rare thing these days, although not clearly refuted. (A)
6 Nx{7 (The Fried Liver) 6 . . . Kxf7 7 Qf3t+ Ke6 8 Nc3 Nb4 9 Qe4 (9 a3 is pos-
sible also) 9...c6 10 a3 Na6 is unclear—Keres. (B) 6 d4 Bb4t 7 c3 Be7
8 Nxf7 Kxf7 9 Qf3+ Ke6 10 Qe4 b5 11 Bxb5 Bb7 12 f4 g6 is about even,
Kalvach-Drtina, corr. 1986.

(1) 6 Nc3 h6 7 Nf3 Bg4 =; 6 d6 Qxd6 7 Bxf7t Ke7 8 Bb3 Nxb3 9 axb3 h6 10 Nf3
e4 ¥+, Bogolybov—Rubinstein, Stockholm 1918.

(m) 7 Bd3 Bf5 8 Bxf5 Nxf5 9 Qf3, Morozevich-Timman, Amsterdam 1996; now
9. .. Nh4 would favor Black {Timman).

{n) (A) 8 h4 h6 9 Ne4 Ne6 10 Bxb5t Bd7 «. (B) 8 cxd4 Qxg5 9 Bxb5t Kd8 10 0-0
Bb7 11 Qf3 Rb8 12 Qg3 =, Shabalov-A. Ivanov, USA 1996.

(0) 9...Bg4 10 {3 e4 11 cxd4 Bd6 12 Bxb5t Kd8 13 0-0 exf3, Estrin~Berliner,
cort. 1965. Now Estrin says 14 Qb3 is clearly better for White and Berliner dis-
agrees, but White is for choice.

(p) 13 Bf3 e4 14 Bg4t Kb8 =, Ernst-Hijsman, Sweden 1978.

(q) 7 Nxf7 Kxf7 8 dxc6 Bc5 9 Be2 Ne4 10 0-0 Bxf2t+ 11 Rxf2 Nxf2 12 Qf1 was
promising for White in Howell-Volzin, Calcutta 1996.

(r) 9 Nxb5 Bd6 10 Nxd6+ Qxd6 11 d3 Bb7 =, Prie-Tisdall, Debrecen 1992.
(s) 5 d4 d5 6 Bxd5 Nxd4 7 Nxf7 Qe7 8 Nxh8 Bgd is a messy alternative.

(t) 6 Bb3 Qe8 (6. . . Re8 is also possible) 7 0-0 Rf8 8 Nc3 d6 9 Nd5t Kd8 10 c3 hé
11 d4 £, ]. Howell-Al David, Groningen 1995.

(u) 6...Qe8 7 d3 d6 8 Bxc6 bxc6 9 Bed *, Anand-Beliavsky, Linares 1991.

(v) 7 0-0 d6 8 c3 Qe8 9 Qb3 Qh5 with compensation for the pawn, Belov—Boiko,
corr. 1991.

(w) 8 Nc3 d6 9 h3 ¢6 10 Bb3 Qe8 =, Bethmann-Leisebein, DDR 1989.
(x) 13 d4 d6 14 f3 Bh3 15 Re2 =, Schlesing-Dovsden, corr. 1989.

(y) 6 Kxf2 Nxe4t 7 Kg1 (7 Ke3 Qe7 8 c3 d5 is another can of worms—unclear for

100 years) 7 ... (Qh4 8 g3 Nxg3 9 Nxh8 (9 hxg3 Qxg3t 10 Kf1 Rfs 11 Qh5
d5 ¥ Shatunov—Gorin, corr. 1973) 9. .. d5 .

(z) 9...cxd6 10 Kxf2 Bg4 11 Qf1 Ne4t 12 Kg1 +, Ignatiev—Filipov, corr. 1990.

(aa) Instead 12 ... Ne6? 13 Qe2 e3 14 d4 Qf5 15 Ne5 Ng5 16 Bxe3 is winning for
White, Blank—Pankratov, corr. 1993. After 12 . . . Bh4 13 Be3 Bg4 14 Qa4+t Bd7
15 Nd6t?! (White should take the draw with 15 Qd1 Bg4, etc.) 15 . .. cxd6

16 Bf7+ Kxf7 17 Qxd4 Qf5+ 18 Kg1 Qg6 19 Bf2 Bg5 Black is somewhat better,
Belov-Pankratov, corr. 1993.
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TWO KNIGHTS’ DEFENSE

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bed Nf6 4 d4 exd4 5 0-0(a)

13 14 15 16 17 18
Bcs Max Lange ....oooveviviiininininn, Nxe4
Attack
6 e5(b) Rel(o)
d5 .o Ng4 d5
7 exf6 Bf4(k) Bxds(p)
dxc4 ds(l) Qxd5
8 Relt ........ fxg7 exd6 Nc3 .
Be6(c) Rg8 Bxd6 0711 (5) IO Qhs
9 Ngs Bg5s Relt Nxe4(r) Nxe4
Qds(d) Be7(h) Kf8(m}) Bes Beb
10 Nc3 Bxe? Bxd6t Neg5 ........ Bd2 Bg5
Qfs Kxe7(i} Qxdé6 0-0-0 Qaalt) Bb4(w)
11 Nce4{e} Nbd2(j) c3 Nxe6 Bg5(u) c3
0-0-0(f) Rxg7 Qc5 fxe6 h6 dxc3
12 g4 Nxc4 Nbd2 Rxe6 Bh4 bxc3
Qes(g) Be6 ¥ d3(n) Bds6(s) Bb4(v) Ba5(x)

(a) 5 Ng5 d5 6 exd5 Qe7t 7 Kf1 Ne5 8 Qxd4 Nxc4 9 Qxc4 h6 10 Nc3!? (10 Nf3 Qcs
is equal) 10. .. hxg5 11 Bxg5 Qc5 12 Relt Kd8 13 Qf4 Be7 ¥, Carleton—
Franzen, corr. 1991.

(b) 6 ¢3 Nxe4 7 cxd4 d5 8 dxc5 dxc4 9 Qxd8t Kxd8 10 Rd1t Bd7 11 Be3 Ke?
12 Na3 Be6 ¥, S. Khasin—Bicciardini, corr. 1990.

(c) 8...Kf8 9 Bg5 gxf6 10 Bh6t Kg8 11 Nc3 Bf8 12 Nxd4 (12 Bxf8 Kx{8 13 Nxe4
f5 ¥} 12 ... Bxh6 13 Nxc6 Qxd1 14 Ne7t Kf8 =.

(d) 9...Bf8 (Riddell-R. Levitt, Chicago 1994) 10 Rxe6 fxe6 11 Nxe6 Qxf6 =
(Levitt).

(e) 11 g4 Qg6 12 Nced Bb6 13 Nxe6 (13 4 0-0 14 {5 Bxf5 ¥, Blackburne-Teichmann,
Nuremberg 1895) 13 . . . fxe6 14 f7+ Kd7 +.

(f) (A)11 . .. Bfs 12 Nxf7 Kxf7 13 Ng5t Kg8 14 g4 Qg6 15 Rxe6 *. (B) 11 ... Bb6
12 fxg7 Rg8 13 g4 Qg6 14 Nxe6 fxe6 15 Bg5 *.

(g) (A) 13 Nxe6 fxeb 14 fxg7 Rhg8 15 Bh6 d3 16 c3 Bb6 17 Kh1 Ne7 18 f4 Qd5 is
roughly equal. (B) 13 f4 d3+ 14 Kg2 Qd5 15 5 gxf6 16 Nf3 Bd7 17 Nxf6 Qd6 is
murky, Buehler—Smigulska, Oakham 1988.

(h) (A) 9...Qd5 10 Nc3 Qfs 11 Ne4 Be7 12 Bxe7 *. (B) 9... 16 10 Re1t Kf7
11 Bhé *.

(i) 10 ...Qxe7 11 Nxd4 Rxg7 12 Nxc6 *.
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() Not recommended is 11 Re1t?! Be6 12 Re4 d3 13 Nc3 Rxg7 14 cxd3 Qxd3
15 Nd5+ Kf8 16 Qxd3 cxd3 17 Nxc7 Bh3 * (Lisitsyn).

(k) (A) 7 c¢3 d5 8 Bb5 dxc3 9 Nxc3 0-0 10 Qxd5 = (Euwe). (B) 7 Re1 d3 8 Bxf7+ Kf8
9 Qxd3 Bxf2t 10 Kf1 Bxel 11 Qf5 Nf6 12 exf6 Qxf6 with obscure complica-
tions in Garrilo—-Perfillier, corr. 1951.

(1) 7...0-0 8 h3 Nh6 9 Bxh6 gxh6 10 c3 d5 may give Black better chances to
equalize the game.

{m) The alternatives 9...Be7 10 Bb5 0-0 11 Bxc6 and 9. .. Ne7 10 Bxd6 Qxds
11 Qxd4 are not attractive for Black.

(n} 13 Nd4 Nxd4 14 cxd4 Qxd4 15 Qf3 Qf6 16 Qg3 with good attacking chances
for White.

(0) 6 Nc3 Nxc3 (6. . . dxc3 7 Bxf7t Kx{7 8 Qd51 Kes 9 Re1 Be7 10 Rxed d6 11 Bg5
cxb2 12 Rael * —Estrin) 7 bxc3 d5 is fine for Black.

(p) 7 Nc3 (Canal) 7 . . . dxc3 8 Bxd5 Be6 9 Bxe4 Qxd1 10 Rxd1 cxb2 11 Bxb2 f6 X,
Blatny—Smejkal, Prague 1986.

(@) (A) 8...Qd8 9 Bg5 6 10 Nxe4 Be7 11 Bf4 0-0 %, Glyanets—Obukhov,
Chelyabinsk 1989. (B) 8 . . . Qf5 9 Nxe4 Be7 10 Bgb5 f6 11 Nxd4 % (Keres).

(r) The gambit 9 Nxd4 Nxd4 10 Qxd4 f5 fails after 11 Bg5 Kf7 12 Nxe4 fxed
13 Qcat Kg6 or 12 Bh6 Qc5 13 Bxg7 Rg8 +.

(s} Or 12...h6 13 Qez Bd6 14 h3 Qf5 =, Djurhuus—Blees, Gausdal 1993. After
12...Bd6 13 Qe2 Qhs5 14 Qe4 Rde8 15 Bd2 Ne5 16 Rxe8t Rxe8 the game is
equal, Kamsky-Ye Rongguang, Manila 1990. Perhaps 13 Bg5 Rde8 14 Qe2 Kd7
15 Rxe8 Rxe8 16 Qd2 (Pozin—A. Popov, Russia 1993) is a little better for
White.

{t) (A) 10...Qf5 11 Bg5 Bd6 12 Nxd4 Nxd4 13 Qxd4 0-0 14 Nxd6 Qxgs =,
Sveshnikov-Geller, Sochi 1983. (B) 10...Qd5 11 Bg5 Bd6 12 Bf6 0-0
13 Nxd4 Nxd4 =, Zaitsev—-Averbakh, USSR 1964.

(u) 11 b3 Qa3 12 Neg5 0-0-0 13 Nxe6 fxe6 14 Ng5 Rd7 15 Nxe6 Bb4, draw agreed,
Glek-Sveshnikov, Tashkent 1984.

(v) After 13 Re2 g5 14 Nf6t Kf8 15 Bg3 Be? 16 Ne4 Rd8 the game was even,
Estrin—Zaitsev, USSR 1983.

(w) 10...Bds is also played here. If then 11 Bf6?! (Better moves are 11 Nxd6+,
11 h3 oreven 11 h4) then 11. . . Bxh2t 12 Nxh2 (12 Kf1 Bc4t and 12 Kh1 Be5+
are worse) 12. .. Qxd1 13 Rad1 gxf6 14 Nxf61 Kf8 with a big advantage for
Black, Karaklajié-Sanja Jovanovié, Pali¢ 1996.

(x) After 13 Qc1 0-0 14 Ng3 Qg6 15 Nh4 Qd3 16 Ne4 Kh8 17 Qf4 Bxc3 18 Rad1
Qc4 19 Nxc3 Qxc3 20 Qxc7 White’s lead in development balanced Black’s
extra pawn, Kamsky-Kupreichik, Palma de Mallorca 1989.
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TWO KNIGHTS’ DEFENSE

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bc4 Nfe

19 20 21 22 23 24
4 dd oo [ < N Nc3
exd4 Be7 Nxe4(r)
5 e5 0-0 Nxe4(s)
d5(a) 0-0 ds
6 Bb5s Bb3.......... Rel.......... c3 Bd3(t)
Ne4 ds d6 d5 dxe4(u)
7 Nxd4 exds(h) c3() exd5 Bxe4
Bc5.ooiinnnnn Bd7 Nxd5 Be6(m) Nxd5 Bds6(v)
8 0-0(b) Bxc6 Re1(i) Bb5 Rel da
0-0 bxcé Bg4 Bd7 Bg4 exd4{w)
9 Bxcé(c) 0-0 h3 Ba4 h3(o) Bxc6t
dxcé Bes(f) Bhs(j) a6 Bh5 bxct
10  Nxcé Be3 g4 Nbd2 Nbd2 Qxd4
Qha(d) Qe7 Bg6 b5 Nf4(p) 0-0
11 Be3 Rel Nxe5 Bc2 Nf1 0-0
Bab(e) 0-0(g) Nxe5(k) Re8(n) Na5(q) c5(x) =

(a) Other moves are feasible here: (A) 5 . .. Ne4 6 0-0 {6 Bd5 Nc5 7 0-0 Be7 8 Qe2
0-0 =, Khmelnitsky—Romanishin, Sibernik 1990) 6 . . . d5 7 exd6 Nxdé 8 Bd5
Nf5 9 Re1t Be7 10 Bxc6t bxcé 11 g4 Nh6 (11... Nd6 12 Nxd4 Bd7 13 Qf3
0-0 14 Nxc6 =, Edelman—Kaidanov, New York 1994) 12 Bxh6 gxh6 13 Qxd4
Qxd4 14 Nxd4 Kf8 with chances for both sides, A. Tzermiadianos—Agnos,
Athens 1995. (B) 5 ... Ng4 6 Qe2 Qe7 7 Bf4d6 (7 . .. f6 8 exf6 Nxf6 9 Nbd2 <,
Sveshnikov-Ehlvest, Helsinki 1992) 8 exd6 cxd6 9 Nbdz Bf5 =, Valvo-R.
Levit, Chicago 1992.

(b) (A) 8 Be3 is an important alternative. After 8 . . . Bd7 9 Bxc6 bxc6 10 Nd2 Ng5
(10...Qe7 11 Nxe4 dxe4 12 6 fxe6 13 Nxc6 %) 11 c3 Bb6 is a small edge to
White, A. Tzermiadianos-M. Pavlovié, Agios Nikolaos 1995. (B) 8 Nxc6?
Bxf2t 9 Kft Qh4 10 Qxd5 Bc5 11 g3 Qh3t is losing for White, Barolik-
Malinin, corr. 1988.

{c) 9 Nxc6 bxcé 10 Bxcé Bab 11 Qxds Bxfl (11...QxdS 12 Bxd5 Rad8 13 c4
Nxf2 14 Rxf2 Bxc4 e, Pyda-Varavin, Lublin 1993) 12 Qxe4 Bb5 13 Nc3 is
probably even.

(d) 10...Qd7 11 Nd4 Qe7 12 Bf4 f6 {Rogers) also gives Black compensation for
the pawn.

(e) After 12 g3 Qh3 13 Bxc5 Bxf1 (Rogers) there are chances for both sides.
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(f) 9...Be7 10 f3 Nc5 11 f4 Ne4 12 Nc3 Nxc3 13 bxe3 ¢5 13 Nb3 %, Stanciu-
Kovacs, Lublin 1969.

(8) 12 f3 Ng5 13 f4 Ne6 14 ¢3 £, Sax—Smejkal, Vrbas 1977.
(h) 7 Nbd2 Bg4 8 c3 h6 9 Rel Re8 10 h3 %, Gipslis—A. Marié, Biel 1994.

(i) 8 h3 Kh8 9 Re1 {6 10 ¢3 Nb6 (better is 10 . . . Bf5) 11 d4 exd4 12 cxd4 with ad-
vantage to White, Bologan—Gi. Garcfa, Wijk aan Zee 1996.

(i) 9...Bxf3 10 Qxf3 Nd4 11 Qxd5 Qxd5 12 Bxd5 Nxc2 13 Bd2 Nxal 14 Rc1
Rad8 =, S. Dizdar-Mikhalchishin, Zenica 1989.

(k) 12 Rxe5 c6 13 Qf3 Bd6 (13...Bf6?! 14 Re2 Kh8 15 Bxd5 =, Kramnik—
Kasparov, Novgorod 1995) 14 Re2 f5 is unclear (Kramnik).

(1} 7 a4 Nd4 8 Nxd4 exd4 9 c3 dxc3 10 Nxc3 ¢6 11 Qb3 Ng4 12 d4 Bh4 seems to
be balanced chances, Nevednichy-Ceskovski, Yugoslavia 1994.

(m) Other possibilities are: (A) 7 ... Rb8 8 a4 Be6 9 Nbd2 a6 10 h3 Qd7 11 Bb3
Bxb3 12 Qxb3 Rfe8 =, Nevednichy-Zaitsev, Bucharest 1993. (B) 7...h6
8 Nbd2 Na5 9 Bb5 Bd7 10 Bxd7 Nxd7 11 Nf1l Re8 12 Ng3 Bf8 13 Be3 g6 14
h4 £, Berzinsh—-V. Zhuravlev, Riga 1993.

(n) After 12 Nf1 Bf8 13 Ng3 g6 14 h3 Bg7 15 d4 White has a small advantage,
Bologan—Murei, France 1994.

(o} (A) 9 Nbd2 Kh8 10 a4 f6 11 a5 Rb8 12 Nft Be6 is about even, Yudasin—
Ivanchuk, Riga 1991. (B) 9 Bb5 Bd6 10 Nbd2 Kh8 11 h3 Bh5 12 Nc4 6 =,
Ionescu—Kunze, Santiago 1990.

{p) 10...Nb6 11 Bb5 Bd6 12 Ne4 re8 13 Ng3 Bg6 14 a4 a6 15 Bxc6 bxc6 =,
Lazié-Gligorié, Yugoslavia 1990.

(q) 12 Bxf4 exf4 13 Bb5 a6 14 Ba4 b5 15 Bc2 ¢5 16 N1h2 Nc6 17 d4 cxd4 18 Be4
Rc8 19 Bxc6 Rxch =, Yudasin-Dreev, Lvov 1990.

(r} 4...Bc5 transposes into the Giuoco Piano.
(s) 5 Bxf7+ Kxf7 6 Nxe4 d5 7 Nfg5+ (7 Ng3 ) 7 . . . Kg8 8 Qf3 Qd7 =.
(t) 6 Bb5 dxe4 7 Nxe5 Qg5 is good for Black.

(u) 6...f5 7 Nc3 e4 8 Bb5 exf3 9 Qxf3 Be6 10 0-0 Qd7 11 Ne2 Bd6 12 d4 and
White is slightly better, Morovié-Segalchik, North Bay 1996.

(v) Theodd 7 ...Ne7 8 c3 5 8 Bc2 e4 10 Ne5 favors White.

(w) 8...Nxd4 is duller. After 9 Nxd4 exd4 10 Qxd4 0-0 11 Be3 Qe7 the game was
even in Tarrasch-Marshall, Breslau 1912,

(x) White’s superior pawn structure is balanced by the bishop pair, Tartakower—
Bogolybov, Pistyan 1922,
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RUY LOPEZ
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bbs
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HE Ruy Lopez (known in Europe and South America as the Spanish
T Game) is a sophisticated opening that embodies all the principles
of modern chess. Other openings can be out of date, out of fashion
or simply offbeat, but White’s third move, 3 Bb5, begins one of the few
paths in the openings where both sides seek the ultimately best moves.
This approach can be sometimes impractical, as it requires a player to con-
sider many chess principles and know many long variations, making it
easy to make a mistake or blunder. The reader will note that the chapter for
the Ruy Lopez is much longer than any other of the double king-pawn
openings and that the variations themselves are longer. As the opening re-
quires more study and effort to learn, many chessplayers choose to use an
alternate opening (such as the Giuoco Piano) for their repertoire. The effort
to learn the Ruy Lopez can be minimized by choosing one specific varia-
tion (the lines without 3 . . . a6 are particularly easy to learn). Learning the
more difficult and long variations has the virtue of presenting an opponent
with hard problems and the enjoyment of seeing fascinating and cutting-
edge chess ideas.

Despite being one of the most topical openings at the start of the new
millennium, the Ruy Lopez is old, dating to the fifteenth century. It gets its
name from the Spanish priest Ruy Lopez, who was the first to treat the
opening systematically in his Libro del Ajedrez of 1561.

This chapter, like the Sicilian, is very large with many variations of -

different strategies. Therefore it is broken up into three subchapters to
make the material more accessible to the reader. The chapters are: (1) Sys-
tems without . . . a6. (2) Systems with . . . a6: Variants on Moves Four to
Six (including the Exchange, Open and Modern Steinitz Variations).
(3) Main Lines: Closed Systems and the Marshall Attack.
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RUY LOPEZ—_SYSTEMS
WITHOUT ... a6
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Ncé6 3 Bbs
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HE VARIATIONS WITHOUT . . . a6 are thought to to give Black fewer op-
T tions than those systems with it, but this is a generality. It is true

that these variations are the very old defenses to the Ruy Lopez,
but they have their points. In some systems, such as the Berlin Defense,
the White bishop is more exposed on b5 than on a4, where it retreats
after . . . a6. These systems are also simpler to learn as Black, so the novice
is recommended to study one of them before the more involved variations
later in the chapter.

A. The Cuassicat (or Cordel) Derense (columns 1-6) is the straightfor-
ward developing move 3 . .. Bc5. Though probably the oldest defense to
the Ruy Lopez, it still sees use today. White sets problems with 4 c3
(columns 1-5), but Black can often get counterchances as it is difficult for
White to keep control.

B. The Beruin DerensE, 3 . . . Nf6 (columns 7-12) is an underrated var-
itation that has been used by GM Arthur Bisguier for decades. Black’s most
solid line is 4 0-0 Nxe4 5 d4 Nd6 {column 8) as played by Bisguier.

C. The Cozio DeFensk, 3 . . . Nge7 (columns 13-15) and, Birp’s DEFENSE,

. . Nd4 (columns 16-18) are old-fashioned continuations that undoubt-
edly give White a theoretical edge. They continue to see use because the
offbeat positions that arise may confuse many opponents.

E. In the Oup SteNTZ DEFENSE, 3 . .. d6 (columns 19-21), Black de-
fends the center in the most straightforward manner. This is playable, but
White obtains a freer position without much trouble, so the defense is
rarely seen nowadays.

F. 3...g6 (columns 22-24) was popular is the 1980s when it was
discovered that 4 ¢3 a6! {column 23) offered Black good possibilities. Cur-
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rently 4 d4 exd4 5 Bgs (column 24) offers White the upper hand, so

3...g6 sees limited use. ' o
G. 3...f5!? (columns 25-30) is the sharp Schliemann Var}atlon
(sometimes called the Jaenisch Gambit). Black plans to open the f-.fl'le for
the purpose of attack, in the course of which he frequently s.acrlflces zi
pawn or two. The opening has a dubious reputation, bu.t keeping conlt(r9
of the game is difficult for White to do against aggressive play. B'lac 13
having better results with 4 Nc3 fxed 5 Nxe4 Nf6 (columns 25—-26) instea

of the older 5 . . . d5 (column 27).

42

RUY LOPEZ
Classical (Cordel) Defense
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 Bcs

1 2 3 4 5 6
4 B 0-0
5. .0cicnie. Nge7 Qf6(s)
5 d4{a) 0-0!(i) d4........... 0-0 c3
fxed Bb6 Bb6(1) 0-0(p) Nge7
6 Bxc6(b) d4 Qe2(m) d4 Re1!
dxcé(c) exd4 exd4 Bb6 0-07!(t)
7 Nfdz ........ Nxe5 cxd4 e5 dxe5(g) d4
Bde(d) Qds(g) ds 0-0 Nxe4 exd4
8 dxe5 Nxc6! exd5 cxd4 Qds e5
e3 bxcé Nxd5 Re8(n) Nc5 Qg6
9 fxe3(e) dxch Re1t(j) Be3 Bg5 Bd3
Bces Ba6 Be6 Ng4 Ne7 f5
10 0-0 Qxds Bg5 Nc3 Qd1 exf6
Bxe3t{f) exds(h) Qde(k) d6(o) Ne4(r) Qxf6(u}

(a) 5 exf57! e4 6 d4 ex{3 7 dxc5 Qe7+ 8 Be3 fxg2 9 Rg1 Nf6 =, Unzicker—Camnpora,
Bern 1987.

(b) 6 Nxe5 Nxe5 7 Qh5t Ng6 8 dxc5 Nf6 9 Qg5 c6 10 Be2 d5 11 cxd6 Qxd6 12 Be3
Be6 13 Na3 Qc7 14 Nc2 0-0 15 Nd4 was agreed drawn in Tatai-Rantanen,
Thessaloniki Ol. 1984, but White has a small edge in the final position.

(c) 6...exf37! 7 Bxf3 exd4 8 0-0! Be7 (8. .. Nf6 9 Relt *,0r 8. .. Ne7 9 cxd4 +)
9 Qxd4 Nf6 10 c4 0-0 11 Nc3 with control of the center, Brudnova—Soukup,
Pilsen 1995.

(d) A very tricky moveis 7 ... Qg5?! 8 dxc5 Nf6 (8 . . . Qxg2 9 Qh5t) when White
must play carefully. On the natural 9 0-0 Bh3 10 g3 then 10. . . 0-0-0! gener-
ates a fierce attack. Best is 9 Qe2! Qxg2 10 Qft Qg4 11 Nc4 Qh5 12 Be3 Be6
13 Nbd2 0-0-0 14 Qg2 when Black does not have enough for the piece,
de Firmian-Rogers, Philadelphia 1987,

(e) 9 exd6 exd2+ 10 Nxd2 Qxd6 11 0-0 Be6 12 Qhst also gives White an edge,
Stern—Snyder, corr. 1978.

(f} 11 Kh1 Qe7 12 Qf3 Bg5 13 b3 Nh6 14 Ba3 Qe6 15 Ned4 =, Mikhailov—
Sapundzhiev, corr. 1992,

(g) 7...Bd6 8 Qh5t g6 9 Qe2 (9 Nxg67! Nf6 =) 9. .. Qh4 10 Ndz Bf5 11 g4! Be6
12 Nxe4 Bxe5 13 h3! Bxg4 14 Qxg4 *, A. Rodriquez—Del Campo, Matanzas
1994.
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{h) 11 Bf4 0-0-0 12 Nd2 with an extra pawn, Kinsella-Blackmore, corr. 1988.

(i) 5 d4 exd4 6 cxd4 Bbat 7 Bd2 Bxd2t 8 Qxd2 a6! 9 Ba4 d5 10 exd5 Qxd5 11 Nc3
Qe6t 12 Kf1 Qcat =, Alekhine-Bogolybov, St. Petersburg 1913.

{j) 8 Ne5 0-0 10 Nxc6 bxc6 11 Bxc6 Rb8 12 Nc3 Ne7 13 Be4 Ba6 14 Rel Bxd4 =,
Benjamin—Zuckerman, New York 1978.

(k) 12 Nc4 Qb4, V. Ivanov-Roedin, Moscow 1994; now 13 Bxc6 bxc6 14 Rc1 leaves
Black with little compensation for his bad pawn structure.

(1) 5...exd4 6 e5 Ne4 7 0-0 d5 8 Nxd4 0-0 9 3 Ng5 10 Be3 {6 11 Bxc6 bxc6 12
Qd2 Bxd4 13 cxd4 Ne6 14 exf6 Qxf6 15 Nc3 puts White clearly on top as
Black’s queenside pawns are bad, Galje-Fiorito, corr. 1989.

(m) 6 Nxe5 Nxe5 7 dxe5 Nxe4 8 Qg4 Bxf2t+ 9 Ke2 Qh4 10 Qxg7 Rf8 11 Nd2 Nxd2
12 Bxd2 Bc5 13 Rhf1 {(Short-Gulko, Linares 1989) 13 . . . Qxe4t 14 Kd1Qg6=.

(n) Black can get three pawns for the piece with 8 . . . Nxd4 9 Nxd4 Bxd4 10 ex{6
Re8 11 Be3 Qxf6 12 Nd2 Bxb2 13 Rb1 c6 14 Bd3 d5 15 0-0 .

(0) 11 0-0-0 Nxe3 12 fxe3 Bd7 13 Rhf1 dxe5 14 Be4! exd4?! (14 . . . Rf8 may gain
equality for Black) 15 Bxf7+! Kxf7 16 Ng5t Kg6 17 h4! with a tremendous at-
tack, Salov-Perov, corr. 1994,

(p) 5...Nxe4?! 6 Qe2 f5 7 d3 is bad for Black.

{q) White also gains an edge from (A} 7 Qd3 d6 8 Bg5 h6 9 Bh4 Bd7 10 Nbd2 a6
11 Bed %, Svidler-Leko, Linares 1999, or (B) 7 Bgs h6 8 Bh4 d6 9 Bxc6 bxcé
10 dxe5 dxe5 11 Nbd2 Re8 12 Qc2 g5 13 Bg3 Nh5 14 c4 %, Z. Almasi-Gulko,
Pamplona 1996. Not as good is (C) 7 Re1 exd4 8 cxd4 (8 e5?! Ng4 9 Bg57 Nxf2!
10 Qa4 dxc3 11 Bxd8 cxb2 wins, Schlosser—Anand, Prestwich 1990) 8 ... d5
9 5 Ned4 10 Nc3 Bgs 11 Bxc6 bxc 12 Nxe4 dxe4 13 Rxed Bxf3 14 Qxf3
Bxd4 =, Unzicker-Fischer, Leipzig Ol. 1960.

{r) 11 Bh4 d5 12 Nbd2 c6 13 Bd3 Bf5 14 Qc2 Nxd2 15 Bxfs Nxf3t+ 16 gxf3 Kh8
17 f4 Qc7 18 Kh1 Nxf5 19 Qxf5 %, Smirin-Weinstein, Israeli Chp. 1992.

(s) (A) 4...Nf6 transposes into the Berlin Defense (col. 7) on the next page.
This is probably Black’s best choice. (B) 4. .. Nd4 5 b4! Bxb4 6 Nxd4 exd4
7Bb2 £.(C)4...d65c3 Bd7 6 d4 Bb6 7 Bg5 £.

(t) Black can limit the damage by 6 .. . Bb6 7 d4 h6 8 Na3 0-0 9 Nc4 d6 10 a4 *.
(u) 11 ba! Bb6 12 b5 and White wins a knight, Veroci—C. Rogers, Biel 1990.
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RUY LOPEZ

Berlin Defense

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 Nf6

7 8 9 10 11 12
4 00 d4........... Qe2(u)
Be5.......... Nxe4 exd4(r) Bcs
5 Nxe5(a) d4(f) e5(s) c3(v)
Nxe4(b) Nd6 ..ovoeveeniiiiiiennnns Be7 Ne4 Qe7
6  Qe2 Bxcé(g) Qe2 0-0 d3
Nxe5 dxc6 Nd6 ab dé
7 Qxed dxe5 Bxc6 Bxc6(t) Bgs
Qe7 Nf5.......... Ne4 bxcé dxcé hé
8 Nc3!(c) Qxdst Qez(l) dxe5 Qe2 Bh4
Ng6 Kxd8 Bf5 Nb7{o) Bf5 Bd7
9  Qxe7t Nc3(h) Rd1 Nc3(p) Rd1 Nbd2
Bxe7(d) he(i) Qcs 0-0 Bcs ab
10 Nd5 h3(j} Nd4(m) Rel Be3 Ba4
Bd6 Be6 Bc5 Nc5 Qe7 gs =
11 Relt g4 ba! Be3 Nxd4

Kds(e) Ne7(k) Bxb4(n) Neé(q) Bxd4 =

(a) 5 c3 transposes into column 5 the Classical Defense (column 5).

(b} White holds the edge after the straightforward 5 ... Nxe5 6 d4 a6 (6...c6 7
dxe5 Nxe4 8 Bd3 d5 9 exd6 Nf6é 10 Reit Be6 11 Nc3 %, Fedorowicz—
Kaidanov, US Chp. 1993) 7 Be2! Be7 (7 . . . Ba7 8 dxe5 Nxe4 9 Qds! ) 8 dxes
Nxe4 9 Be3 d5 10 ¢4 ¢6 11 cxd5 %, G. Herndndez-Godena, Moscow Ol. 1994,

(c) 8 d4 Nc6 9 Qxe7t Bxe7 is just a minute endgame edge for White, and the com-
plicated 9 Qg4 h5 10 Qxg7 Bxd4 11 Qg3 a6 is about equal.

(d) 9...Nxe7?! 10 Re1 0-0 {10. .. c6 11 Ne4!) 11 Ne4 Bbs 12 Nf6t+ gxf6 13 Rxe7 *,
Howell-Bjornsson, Hafnarfirdi 1992.

{e) 12 Ne3 Re8 13 Bc4 Re7 14 d4 Bf4 15 g3 Bxe3 16 Bxe3 d6 17 h4 and the bishop
pair squeeze Black in the endgame, Griinfeld-Salov, Haifa 1989.

(f) 5 Re1 Nd6! 6 Nxe5 Be7 7 Ba4 (7 Bd3 0-0 8 Nc3 Nxe5 9 Rxe5 Bf6 =} 7...Nxe5
8 Rxe5 0-0 9 d4 Bf6 10 Rel Nf5 11 ¢3 d5 12 Nd2 Bd7 =, Bronstein~Smyslov,
Moscow 1971.

(g) (A) Amusing is 6 dxe5 Nxb5 7 a4 winning back the knight. After 7 . . . Nbd4
8 Nxd4 Nxd4 9 Qxd4 d5 10 Nc3 c6 11 a5 Bf5 12 f4 Qd7 (12 ... Bxc2 13 f5!)
13 Rf2 h5 14 Be3 Rh6 the game is equal, Nunn-Salov, Haifa 1989. (B) White
can keep the queens on the board with 6 Bg5 Be7 (6 . . . f6? 7 dxe5 +) 7 Bxe?

45



Qxe7 8 Bxc6 dxcb 9 dxe5. Now 9. Nf5 10 Nc3 Be6 11 Qd2 may give White
an edge, but 9 .. . Ne4! 10 Qe2 Nc5 should be equal.

(h) 9 Rd1% KeB 10 Nc3 Ne7!? 11 Nd4 Ng6 12 Bg5 Be7 13 Bxe7 Kxe7 14 Rel Rd8
15 Rad1 Be6 16 g3 Bga 17 Rd3 c5 =, Morovi¢-Rausis, Las Palmas 1995.

(i) (A) 9...Ke8 10 h3 Ne7!?7 11 Rel (11 Rd1 is probably better) 11 ...Nd5
12 Ne4 Nba! 13 Re2 Bf5 14 Nd4 Bxe4 15 Rxe4 ¢5 16 a3 cxd4 17 axb4 Bxb4 =,
Topalov—Kramnik, Wijk aan Zee 1999. (B)9...Be6 10 Rd1t Kc8 (10...Ke8
Ng5 ) 11 Ng5 Bc4 12 b3 Bb4 13 Bb2 Bxc3 14 Bxc3 BdS 15 Nh3! h5 16 Nf4 %,

Dvoirys—Alexandrov, Moscow 1996.

(j) 10 b3 Be6 11 Bbz a5 12 a4 Bba 14 h3 Bxc3 15 Bxc3 ¢5 =, de Firmian-Bisguier,
Las Vegas 1993.

(k) 12 Nd4 Bd7 13 Bf4! c5 14 Nde2 Kc8 15 Radl
1977. White must play very accurately to gain an edge against
Berlin Defense.

() Now 8 Qxd8t Kxd8 9 Rel Nc5 10 Be3 Bg4 11 Nbd2 Ne6 is only a minute
endgame edge, Borge-Westerinen, Gausdal 1995.
3 Ne6 13 Rd2 0-0 14 Rad1 Rd8 =, de Firmian—

+, Geller—Romanishin, USSR
the underrated

{m) 10 Rd4 Nc5 11 Be3 Be7 12 Nc
Gausel, Stockholm 1997,

(n) 12 e6! Bgb (12... fxe6 13 Nxf5 exfs 14 f3 =) 13 exf7t Kf8 14 Qc4 Bd6
15 Ne6+ +, Sulkis~Westerinen, Gausdal 1995.

(0) 8...Nf5 9 Qe4 gb 10 Nd4 Nxd4 11 Qxd4 d5 12 Nc3 £, Ljubojevié-Spassky,
Belfort 1988.

{p) Also 9 Bf4 0-0 10 Nc3 N
15 Rad1 puts Black under pressure, de Firmian—Knezevi¢,

¢5 11 Ne4 Ne6 12 Bg3 f5 13 exf6 Bxf6 14 c3 Be7
Reykjavik 1984.

(q) 12 Rad1 f6 13 Nd4 Nxd4 14 Bxd4 fxe5 15 Bxe5 £, Garcfa—Arencibia, Havana
1993.

(r) On 4 .. . Nxe4 best is 5 0-0, transposing into column 8.

{s) 5 0-0 Bc5 6 e5 Nd5 7 Bgs Be7 8 Bxe7? Qxe7 9 Nxd4 0-0 =, Zsu. Polgar—Sherzer,
Brno 1993.

(t) 7 Ba4 Nc5 8 ¢
pawn sacrifice, Bird-Steinitz,
USSR 1977.

(u) In the nineteent:
such moves are a
or5...g6l=

{v) 5 Bxc6 bxcb 6 Nxe5 Qe7 7 Nd3 Ba6 8 Nc3 0-0 9 b3 Rfes 10 f3 Nd5! allows
Black fine play for the pawn, J. Polgar-Smejkal, Moscow 0l. 1994. Also 7 f4

d6 8 Nxc6 Qxed 9 Qxe4 Nxe4 10 da Bb6 11 c3 a5! 12 Nd2 (Formanek—-Cop-
pini, Italy 1977} 12.. .. Nxd2 13 Kxd2 Kd7 is at least equal for Black. The col:

umn is I Ivanov—Weinberger, Los Angeles 1989.

37! Nxa4 9 Qxa4 b5 10 Qo2 dxc3 11 Nxc3 Be7 is a speculative
London 1866. The column is Kuinda-Tseitlin,

h century 4 d3 and 4 Nc3 were commonly seen. Of course
Iright, but they set Black no problems, e.g. 4 d3 d6 5 ¢3 Be7
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Cozio and Bird’s Defenses

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bhs

13 14 15 16 17 18
Nge7 ........ (Cozio Defense) Nd4 (Bird’s Defense)
4 0-0.......... c3 Ne3(|
............. g Nxd4.......................B
g6(a) g6(d) Ng6(h) exd4 ngﬁl})
5 c3 d4 d4
0-0
Bg7 exd4 exd4 Bes(j) g:((ii:
6 d4d cxd4(e) Nxd4 c3(k) ........ Bcd c3
exd4 ds Bcs c6 d6(m) Bbé
7 g)édfl Nc3 Be3 Ba4 c3(n) d4
Bg7 Bxd4 Ne7 c6(0) Qe7
8 exd5 Bg5 Bxd4 d
3 a4!? -
Nxd5 f6 0-0 d5 Ne7[p) 1(1135
9 Re1t Be3d h4!
! Nd2 b4
Beb Be6 d6 Bbé Bbé :g
10 Bg5(b) 0-0 h5 cxd4 a5 Be3
Qde 0-0 Nge5 Bxd4 Be7 Nxe4
11 Nbd2 Rel hée
Kh1 cxd4 £ R
0-0(c) Bf7(f) Bga(i) 0-0(1) 05)1(5)

(a) 4...Ng6 5 d4 exd4 6 Nxd4 Bc
. 1 5 7 Nb3 Bb6é 8 Nc3, Dzindzichasvili-]
Tilburg 1978, is slightly better for White, asis4 ... a6 5 Bc‘llc eovili-tarsen.

b) 11;,0 ﬁeS .0-0 11 Nxc6 bxcé 12 Bxc6 Rb8 13 Nc3 Rb4 14 Qc2 Rxd4 wins the pawn
ack with even chances, Xie Jun—Ye Rongguang, Kuala Lumpur 1994

{c} 12 Ne4 Qb4 13 Bxc6 bxcé 14 Qc1 Rfi
e8 (14 ... Bf5 15 Ng3 =) 15 h3 R
Bf5 17 Bd2 Qf8 18 Ng3 %, Tiviakov-1. Sokolov, Wijk afn Ze)e 1995. o003

(d) ;\Il\g)ﬁéllo . 361)54Bf;1 b5 6 Bb3 d5 7 d3! f6 (7 ...dxed478 Ng5) 8 Nbd2 Be6 9 0-0
a a5 Be7 12 Ba4 *, Ornstein—Rant: N B

B s anen, Norway 1978. (B)

WS xe4 6 Qez Qd5 7 Nxc6 Nxc6 8 d4 %, Fischer—Shipman, New

(e) 6 Bg5 Bg7 7 cxd4 d5 8 exds Qxd
5 9 Nc3 Qd6 10 0-0 0-
Qb4 =, Dobrev-Radulov, Bulgaria 1991. 0 113 Ned 12 Nea

( )1 4 Q N =
f 2 Rc1 dxe4 13 Nxe4 Qd5 14 c3 st 15 Qa4 a6 16 Bc4 =, MeyeI—Soppela,

(g) 'é‘hls satrgig;lt;olraward 4 d4 exd4 5 Nxd4 leads to an equal game after 5 . . . g6
c3 Bg e3 0-0 8 0- ! N>
R 0 d5! 9 exd5 Nxd5 10 Nxc6é bxcé 11 Bxcé Nxe3d
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{h) Now (A) 4 ... g6 runs into 5 d4 exd4 6 Nd5! Bg7 7 Bg5 h6 8 Bfé Bxf6 9 Nxf6t
Kf8 10 Nxd4 Kg7?! (10... Nfs 11 Nh7t+ £) 11 Qd2! =, Murey—Dreev 1989, as
11...Kxf6 12 Qc3 is a fierce attack. (B} 4...d6 5 d4 Bd7 6 Bca %,
Lasker—Steinitz, World Chp. 1894.

(i) 12 Qd2 g6 13 f4 *, Wedberg-Hartman, Sweden 1989.

(j) 5...c6 6 Bc4 Nf6 7 Rel d6 8 c3 Ng4 9 h3 Ne5 10 d3! Nxc4 11 dxc4 dxc3
12 Nxc3 Be7 13 Bf4 £, Ketterer—Frank, corr. 1986.

(k) 6 d3 c6 7 Bca d5 8 exd5 cxd5 9 Bb5t Bd7 10 Bxd7+ Qxd7 11 Nd2 Ne7 12 Nb3a
Bb6 13 Bg5 {6 14 Bd2 a5 with chances for both sides, Rohde-Christiansen, US
Chp. 1986.

(1) 12 f4 f5 13 e5, Hiibner—Nunn, Brussels 1986; now instead of 13 . . . b57 14 Bb3
¢5 15 Nf3 =+, Black would be only slightly worse after 13 . . . Bb6 14 Bb3.

{(m) Black must take heed, as the more strategic 6...c67 or 6...Ne7? fail to
7 Bxf7t+ Kxf7 8 Qh5t and 9 Qxc5.

{n} 7 d3 c6 8 Qh5 Qe7 9 Nd2 Nf6 10 Qh4 may also give White a slight edge.

(o) (A) 7...Qf6 8 Na3 Bxa3 9 Qadt Bd7 10 Qxa3 Ne7 11 Qb3 *, Ehlvest-
Kupreichik, USSR 1986. (B) 7 . . . Ne7 8 cxd4 Bxd4 9 Qa4t £.

(p} 8 d3 Nf6 9 Nd2 0-0 10 cxd4 Bg4 11 Nf3 Bxd4 12 h3 Bxf3 13 Qx{3 d5 =,
Ehlvest~Ivanchuk, Reggio Emilia 1988. The column is Burnett-Levine,
Philadelphia 1995, with 11 cxd4 instead of 11 b57!.

(q) 4 Ba4 Bc5 5 0-0 Nxf3t 6 Qxf3 Ne7 7 d3 0-0 8 Be3 Bb6 =, Reti-Spielmann,
Vienna 1913.

(r) 4...Nxf3+ 5 Qxf3 Qf6 6 Qg3 Bcs 7 d3 d6 8 Nc3 ¢6 9 0-0 Qg6 neutralizes
White’s initiative, Fleck—Grzesik, Germany 1984.

(s) 12 Bd5 Nfé 13 dxe5 Nxd5 14 Qxd5 Bxe3 15 Rxe3 Rb8 16 Nd2 b5 =,
Romanishin-Malaniuk, Tbilisi 1986.
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Old Steinitz Defense and 3 . . . g6
1 ed e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5

19 20 21 22 23 24
d6 ........... (Old Steinitz Defense}  g6{k)
4 d4(a) (o TR d4
Bd7(b) de(l)......... a6!(p) exd4(s)
5 Nc3 d4 Bc4(q) Bg5!
Nf6.......... exdd......... Nge7 Bd7 Bg7 f6(t)
6 0-0(c} Nxd4 Be4(i) 0-0 d4 Bh4
Be7 g6 exd4 Bg7 de Bg7
7 Bxc6(d) Be3(f) Nxd4 dxe5(m) Bgs Nxd4
Bxc6 Bg7 Nxd4 dxe5(n) Nge7 Nge7
8 Qd3 Qdz Qxd4 Qe2 dxe5 Nc3
exd4 Nf6 Nc6 Nge7 dxes 0-0
9  Nxd4 Bxc6(g) Qe3 Rd1 Qe2 0-0
Bd7 bxcé Ne5 Qc8 0-0 Kh8
10 b3 Bhe! Bb3 Be3 a4 Nde2
0-0 0-0 c6 0-0 Qes ds
11 Bb2 Bxg7 Qg3 Bces Qe3 a3
c6le) Kxg7(h) Ng6(j) Rd8(o) Khs(r) Be6(u)

(a) The moves 4 ¢3, 4 0-0 and 4 Bxc6t bxc6 5 d4 are all sensible and give White
chances for advantage, but 4 d4 is the best and most forceful move.

(b} 4... exd4 5 Qxd4 Bd7 6 Bxc6 Bxc6 7 Nc3 Nf6 8 Bg5 Be7 9 0-0-0 is a line from
Philidor’s Defense that is quite good for White.

(c) Note that this position may arise from the move order 1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5
Nf6 4 0-0 d6 5 d4 Bd7 6 Nc3.

(d) 7 Re1 hopes that Black will fall into a famous trap with 7 . . . 0-07 8 Bxc6 Bxcé
9 dxe5 dxe5 10 Qxd8 Raxd8 11 Nxe5 Bxe4 12 Nxe4 Nxe4 13 Nd3 {5 14 {3 Be5+
15 Nxc5 Nxc5 17 Bg5 Rd5 18 Be7 threatening both 19 Bxf8 and 19 c4 winning
a piece, Tarrasch-Marco, Dresden 1892. Black should play 7 . . . exd4 8 Nxd4
0-0 9 Bxc6 bxcé 10 Bg5 Re8 11 Qd3 h6 12 Bh4 Nh7 =, Lasker—Capablanca,
World Chp. (G6) 1921.

{e) 12 Rad1 Qc7 13 Rfe1, Pillsbury—Steinitz, Vienna 1896. Although Black’s posi-
tion is solid, White has more space and a harmonious position.

(f) 7 0-0 Bg7 8 Bxc6 bxc6 9 Re1l Ne? 10 Bf4 f6 (Stripunsky—Onischuk, Nikolaev
1995) 11 Qd2 is a small edge.
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(g) 9 £3 0-0 10 0-0-07 Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Nxea! 12 fxe4 Bxd4 13 Qxd4 Bxb5 14 Nxb5
Qg5t and 15 . . . Qxb5 wins a pawn.

(h) 12 0-0-0 Re8 13 f3 Qb8 14 g4 Qb4 15 a3 Qb7 16 Rdel Rab8 17 Nd1 leaves
White the more viable attacking prospects, Psakhis—Haik, Sochi 1985.

(i) Moving the bishop again is justified here because f7 is weak. Also reasonable
is 6 0-0 Ng6 7 b3 Be7 8 Bb2 0-0 9 Nd5 %, Rogulj-Orlov, Yugoslavia 1980.

(j) Lasker-Steinitz, world Chp. (G1) 1894. Now 12 Be3 keeps White on top.

. Bb4 is dubious, one reason is that 4 ¢c3 Ba5 5 0-0 Nge7

(k) The rarely played 3.
6 8 b5 Na5 9 Nxe5 wins a pawn for insufficient compen-

6 Bxcé Nxc6 7 b4 Bb
sation.
() Not 4. .. Bg7?! 5 d4 and Black must give up the center.

ernative. Both 7 ... Na5 8 Qa4 c6 9 Be2 b5 10 Qc2 Ne?
dxe5 13 a4!, Kupreichik-Smyslov, Moscow 1976, and
in-Mays, Boylston 1993, leave

(m) 7 Qb3 isa worthy alt
11 Be3 0-0 12 dxe5
7...Nge7 8d5 Na59 Bxd7+ Qxd7 10 Qc2, Ras

White somewhat better.
(n) 7 ... Nxe5?! 8 Nxe5 dxe5 (8 ...Bxb59Qd5)9Qb3 *).
£, R. Byrne—

(0) 12 Nbd2 a6 13 Bc4 Be6 14 Ng5 Bxc4 15 Qxc4 Ri8 16 Nf1 %,
Saloman, Philadelphia 1989.

(p) The most precise move order for Black. 3. .. a6 4 Ba4 g6 allows 5 d4 exd4
6 Nxd4 Bg7 7 Nxcé! bxc6 8 0-0 %, de Firmian-Smyslov, Gopenhagen 1985.

6 0-0 (6 Nxe5 Qg5 =) 6 . .. Bg7 7 d4 exd4

11 h3 Bxf3 =, Chandler-Spassky, Vienna

7 0-0Bg7 8 dxe5 dxe5 9 Be3 Nf6 10 Nbd2

n the queenside by the insertion of ...a6.

ds (see Modern Steinitz Defense, cols. 1-2).

(q) (A) Nothing comes of 5 Bxc6 dxc6
8 cxd4 Ne7 9 Nc3 Bg4 10 Bed 0-0
1986. (B) Now 5 Ba4 d6 6 d4 Bd7
0-0 is equal, Black having gained o
White can do better with 8 Be3 or 8

(r) 12 a5 Bd7 13 Nbdz {6 14 Bh6 Bxh6 15 Qxh6 Nd8 =, Dudek-Kolmann, corr.
1992.

(s) 4. ..Nxd4 5 Nxd4 exd4 6 Qxd4 Qf6 7 e5 Qb6 8 Qxb6 axb6 9 Nc3 Bb4 10 Bdz
Ra5 11 a4 c6 12 Ne4! *, Kasparov—Garcia Santos, Galicia 1991.

.. Be7 6 Bxe7 Qxe7 7 0-0 Qb4 8 Bxc6 dxc6 9 Qxd4 Qxd4 10 Nxd4, de Fir-
w 1990, leaves White distinctly better in the
k-squared bishops limits Black’s counterplay.

() 5.
mian—Azmaiparashvili, Mosco
endgame as the exchange of dar

(u) 12 f4 Bg8, Glek-Hiibner, Germany 1993; now instead of 13 f57! Ne5 14 Nd4 c6
15 Bez d5 =, White should play 13 Kh1 with a small advantage.
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Schliemann Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 f5(a)

4
5 N
N;(:l; Ba4(p) Bxc6(s) dxed
......................... ds Nf6 dxc6 Nf6
6 gezb, ......... Nxf6t Nxe5(j) Nxe5(q) Nxe5 0-0
5(b) Qxfe dxe4 Bcs Bf5 Bcs(v)
7 Nxf6+ Qe2(f) Nxc6
Nd3 0-0 d3
gxf6 Be7 Qg5(k) Bb6 Bds 8e7
8 d4 Bxc6 Qe2
e5 h5t
Bg7(c) dxcé(g) Nf6(l) Ne4 33 aBgs
9 dxe5 Nxe5 f4! Nd5 Qe2 Bxc6
0-0 Bf5 Qxfa(m) 0-0 Qh4 dxc6
10 Bxc6(d) 0-0! Ne5t 0-0 Nc3 Nbd2
bxc6 0-0(h) c6 c6 Nfe Bg4
11 eb d4 d4
) Nxbs 3 3
Res(e) Bds(i) Qh4t(n) axb6(r) Bxe5(t) ggﬁ(w)

(a) :,t;(?il;;agk isngel'sts730. . .NaG 4 Ba4 before playing 4 . . . f5, White replies with 5 da!
e5 Bc -0 Nge7 8 c3 dxc3 9 Nxc3 d5 10 Bg5! Kf: !
axb5 12 Bxb5 and Rct wins back the pi a7 12 Bch bacs 1o soos
e piece) 11 Rc1 Ba7 12 Bxc6 b
c5 14 Nf4 c6 15 e6 i i i i oo
5 e6, leaving Black in dire straits, W. Watson—Nunn, London

(b) 6...Qe7 7 0-0 d5 8 N,
g3 e4 9 Nd4 Bd7 1 .
Stebrni¢, Ljubljana 1992, 0 Bxc6 bxc6 11 d3 *, Dvoirys—

(c) lf(l)ackhs:eks an open game for the bishops. Instead, 8...e4 9 Nh4 Be6
BrOgSksy I?iix;lln(%:skc}dﬁ 12 ¢3 Qe6 13 Bf4 0-0-0 14 f3 Qxf5 15 Nxf5 =

-, , Nikolaev 1 i or

Do e ev 1993, as 15 . . . exf3 16 g3! leaves White the better

(d} 10 e6 Ne5 11 Bf4 (11 0-0 Bx
- e6 12 Nd4 Bg4 13 {3 Bd7 =) 11 6 1
= . 2
Nxd3+ 13 Qxd3 c5 14 0-0 Bxe6 =, De la Villa-Nylor, London 1994. ‘ Bas

(e) 32)(3;30_(11?93 (.:5! =} C.5! 13 Qb5 Bf8 14 b3 Rxe6 15 Qa5 d4 16 Bf4 Bd6 17 Bxd6
=, Almasi-Khalifman, Wijk aan Zee 1995. Black has worse pawn st
ture, but more active pieces. pawh e

(f) 7 0-0 Nd4 8 Nxd4 exd4 9 Re1t B
€7 10 Qe2 c6 11 Bd3 d5 12 b3 0-0! 13
Qxf2t 14 Kh1 Bh3 15 gxh3 Qf3t is a draw, and 15 Rg1 Rae8 16 Qxf8+ %))(;g

17 Rf1 Bxg2t i i ;
1o9s. g2t is a slightly better ending for Black, Buscher-Micic, Germany
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(g) 8...bxcé 9 d4 exd4 10 Bg5 Qe6 11 Qxe6 fxe6 12 Bxe7 Kxe7 13 Nxd4 with su-
perior pawn structure, lanovsky-Tseshkovsky, Russia 1992.

(h) 10...Bxc2? 11 d3 Ba4 12 Ng4 is trouble for Black.

(i) 12 ¢3 c5 13 Bf4! Rae8 14 Rfel cxd4 15 cxd4 leaves Black insufficient com-
pensation for the pawn, Kotronias—Vouldis, Greek Chp. 1992.

(j) 6 Ng3 Bg4 7 h3 Bx{3 8 Qxf3 Nf6 9 0-0 Bd6 10 Nh5 e4 11 Nxf6+ Qxf6 12 Qxf6
gxf6 13 d3 0-0-0 =, Karpov-Lautier, Ubeda 1994.

(k) The older planis 7. ..Qd5 8 c4 Qd6 when 9 Nxa7t aliows Black some activ-
ity for the pawns, but 9 Qh5t g6 10 Qe5t Qxe5 11 Nxe5t ¢6 12 Ba4 Be6
(12 ... Bg7 13 d4) 13 d4 exd3 14 Bg5! Bg7 15 0-0-0 Bxe5 16 Rhel puts White
on top, Timman-Piket, Wijk aan Zee 1995.

(1) Not 8. ..Qxg2? 9 Qh5t winning.

(m) 9...Qh4t?!' 10g3 Qh3 11 Ne5+ ¢6 12 Be4 Be5 13 d3 Ng4 14 Nf7! Bf2t 15 Kd2
(15 Kd1 e3 16 Qf3 Nxh2 17 Qe4t is also good) 15 ... e3t 16 Kc3 b5 17 Ng5
Qh6 18 h3 bxc4 19 hxgs Qxh1 20 Bxe3 Bxg4 21 Qxg4 Belt 22 Bd2 Bxdzt
23 Kxd2 Qxa1l 24 Qe6t with a winning position, Olivier~-Boudin, Royan 1989.

(n) 12 g3 Qh3 13 Bc4 Be6 14 Bf4 Rd8 (14 . .. 0-0-0 + may improve) 15 0-0-0 Bd6
16 Bg5 Qf5 (16 . . . 0-0 17 Qf1!), Bologan—Chandler, Germany 1994; now 17 h4
gives White a clear advantage.

(0) 4...Nf65 exf5 Bc5(5...e4 6 Ng5d5 7 d3 £) 6 0-0 0-0 7 Bxc6 dxc6 8 Nxeb
Bxf5 9 d3 Qe8 10 Qe2 Bd6 11 f4 Nd7 12 Nc4 +, Svidler—Topalov, Wijk aan Zee
(blitz) 1999.

(p) (A) 5 exf5 c6 6 Bd3 (6 Nxe5!7 Qe7 7 0-0 Kd8 8 Re1 = —Nunn) 6. .. Nxf3+
7 Qxf3 Nf6 8 Qe2 Bd6 9 b3 0-0 10 Bb2 Bc7 11 £3 d5 12 g4 b5 with chances for
both sides, Leko-1. Sokolov, Wijk aan Zee 1996. (B) 5 Bc4 c6 6 d3 (6 Bxg8 Rxg8
7 0-0d6 8 d3 £)6...Qf6 7 Nxd4 exd4 8 Ne2 Bc5 9 0-0 £, Hellers—Keller,
Lugano 1986.

(q) The older line is 6 0-0 Bc5 7 Nxe5 0-0 8 Nd3 fxe4! 9 Nxc5 d5 which allows
Black an attack worth the sacrificed piece.

(r) 12 Bb3t Nxb3 13 cxb3 d6 14 b4 Kh8 15 Qb3 f4 16 {3 *, Haba-Brauning,
Kecskemet 1992, 12 ¢3 may gain a greater advantage.

(s) The sharp continuation gains White nothing—5 Nxe5 Nxe5 6 dxe5 c6 7 Nc3
(7 Be2 Qa5t wins the e-pawn) 7 . . . cxb5 8 Nxe4 d5 9 exd6 Nf6 10 Bgs Qa5t
11 Nc3 b4 12 Bxf6 gxf6 13 Nd5 b3t 14 ¢3 Be6 15 Nc7t Kd7 F, Wohlfahrt-
Grabher, Liechtenstein 1993.

(t) 12 dxe5 exf3 13 Rxf3 Qd4t 14 Kh1 Ne4 =, ]. Polgar-Ivanchuk, Dortmund 1997.

(u) 4 Bxc6 dxc6 5 Nc3 Nf6 6 Qe2 fxe4 7 Nxe4 Bgs 8 d3 Qd5 9 h3 Bxf3 10 Qxf3
Bb4t 11 ¢3 Be7 12 Bg5 0-0-0 13 Bxf6 gxf6 14 Ke2 Kb8 =, Velimirovié-Risti¢,
Novi Sad 1995.

(v) 6...d6 7 Qd3 Bga (7...Be7 8 Qc4 Qd7 9 Ba4 =) 8 h3 Bxf3 9 Qxf3 Be7
10 Qd3 a6 11 Bc4 b5 12 Bb3 Nd4 13 Bg5 Nd7 14 Be3 %, Ermenkov-
Damjanovié, Alicante 1978.

(w) 12 Nc4 (Pirttimaki—Konsala, Finland 1992} 12 . . . h6! 13 Bh4 (13 Bxf6 gx{6 =)
13 ... Bxf3 14 Qxf3 g5 produces even chances.
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RUY LOPEZ WITH 3 ... a6,
VARIANTS ON MOVES 4-6
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6

HE VALUE OF 3 . . . a6 was recognized by Paul Morphy one and a half
T centuries ago, and now it is the usual move. If White plays 4 Ba4
(as in all lines except the Exchange Variation) Black can always
break the pin with . . . b5.
The variations included in this subchapter are:

1 The EXCHANGE VARIATION

2 The MoObERN STEINITZ VARIATION

3 Lines with ...a6and ... Bc5

4 ARKANGEL VARiaTION {(and Counterthrust Variation)
5 Fifth-Move Variants

6 Sixth-Move Variants

7 The OpeN VARIATION

1. The EXCHANGE VARIATION, 4 Bxc6 (columns 1-6), has the strategic
idea of obtaining a kingside pawn majority after playing d4 and exchang-
ing for the Black e-pawn (note that White cannot win a pawn with
4 Bxc6). White would have an endgame edge because Black’s queenside
would be difficult to mobilize. Fischer was very successful with this
variation in the 1960s, but no one since then has taken up the torch.
Black’s two bishops and easy development create active play and he has
little difficulty equalizing.

2. The MoberN StEmITZ VARIATION, 4 Ba4 d6 (columns 7-18), see above
diagram, has themes much like several of the variations without . . . a8,
with the added flexibility for Black of playing...b5 at some moment.
5 ¢3 Bd7 6 d4 (columns 7-10) is a strategic maneuvering game that can be
similar to the King’s Indian Defense if White closes the center with d5. The
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Siesta Variation, 5 ¢3 f5 (columns 11-12), is a sharp line, like the Schlie-
mann Variation, and like the Schliemann it is also risky. White’s fifth move
alternatives are equally interesting. 5 0-0 (columns 13-14) leads to an at-
tack for someone—Black attacks in column 13 with 5. . . Bg4 6 h3 h5 and
White attacks in column 14 with a pawn sacrifice. 5 Bxc6t bxcé 6 d4
(columns 15-16) is also a sharp continuation. The older lines 5 c4 (column
17) and 5 d4 (column 18) allow Black to equalize without much trouble.

3. The recent fashion in the Ruy Lopez has been to defend with
3...a6 and ... Bc5 (columns 19-24). This line has not been named yet,
as it has only come into significance in the last few years. For a century it
has been thought that the most sound defense for Black involves placing
the bishop on e7. This is being reevaluated, as placing the bishop on 5 is
much more active. White gains time with d2-d4, but this is not as impor-
tant as previously thought.

4. The ARKANGEL VARIATION is 4 . . . Nf6 5 0-0 b5 6 Bb3 Bb7 (columns
25-28).

This is a sharp counterattacking system where Black plays to win.
7 Re1 (columns 25-26) is the most usual continuation, although Black has
reasonable chances. 7 ¢3 (column 27) is a wild line in which Black sacri-
fices a piece for good play. 7 d3 (column 28) is safe, with chances for a
small edge to White. The Counterthrust Variation, 4...b5 5 Bb3 Na5
(columns 29-30), is an older system in which Black hunts down the
“Spanish bishop,” but this allows White to gain the initiative in the center.

5. In the Fifth-Move Variants (columns 31-36) we have included
5 0-0 Be7 6 ¢3 d6 {column 31) as it has similarities with the next columns.
Here Black refrains from an early b5, since this move gains space, but also
weakens the queenside. In columns 32-33 Black plays 5...d6, but
doesn’t develap the bishop to 7. Columns 34-36 cover 5 Qe2, 5 Nc3 and
5 d3. These take play into less known territory that should not be danger-
ous for Black.

6. Sixth-Move Variants (columns 37—-42) include the Worrall Attack,
6 Qe2 (columns 37-38) in which White frees the d1 square for his rook to
play on the d-file. Black has no serious problems. 6 d4, the Center Varia-
tion (columns 39—40), is also theoretically fine for Black, but the play is
sharp and easy to go astray. 6 Bxc6, the Exchange Variation Deferred
{columns 41—42), loses a tempo over the Exchange Variation, but leaves
the Black knight on f6 and the Black bishop on e7—not their best squares.
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leaving targets to attack.
58 (.ixes Be6 the most fashionable move is 9
mediately contesting the strong Black knight

After 6 d4 bs 7 Bb3 d
Nbd2 (columns 43-45), im
on e4'.rﬁlaylls o.ften very tactical, with long sharp variations
with o Eec ?}?sw c.ontmuation is 9 ¢3 (columns 46--54), Bl.ack respond
e eith ;g 5e4act1ve 9...Bc5 (columns 46—48), or the steady 9 P B ;
Doty fO;Bk)i.CLn s;he f(l)armer, the Dilworth Attack (column 48). 1s st(iell
] . . -9 ... Be7 10 Nbd2 (columns 49-50) j
11(1)gs ‘\t/\'/hltehwnh plea.sant positions. 9. . . Be7 10 Be3 (co)llllincllllsrrse(;l tls}’lle'av,
Bﬂ‘:v;(r)tr;ltAetltt c:li(n arise by the order of moves 9 Be3 Be7 10 ¢3 so tha)t ltila

ack is avoided. Black has reason : i
: abl i i
also against 10 B2 (column 53) and 10 Re1 (col?ucrﬁ?rsli(;s vgeinat this and
.Columns 54-60 investigate lesser '
considers to offer fewer chances. Not
((i(i(f;lll;mlns 515—56), an aggressive line where White looks for
- 1t column 60 Black plays greedily with 6 . . . exd4
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Exchange Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Bxc6 dxc6(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
5 {1 PR d4(t)
(T Qd6 ......... Bg4.......... Bd6 exd4
6 d4 d3(l) h3 d4 Qxd4
Bg4.......... exd4 Ne7(m) h5(0) exd4 Qxd4
7 dxe5(b) Nxd4(h) Nbd2 d3 Qxd4 Nxd4
Qxd1 5 Ng6 Qf6 f6 Bd7(u)
8 Rxd1 Nb3(i) Nc4 Be3(p) b3(r) Be3
fxe5(c) Qxd1 Qf6 Bx{3 Qe7 0-0-0
9  Rd3(d) Rxd1 Bg5 Qxf3 Nbd2 Nd2
Bd6(e) Bga4(j) Qe6 Qx{3 Nh6!(s) Ne7
10  Nbd2 {3 Bd2 gxf3 Nc4 0-0-0
Nf6(f) Bes Bcs Bdé Bcs Res
11 b3 Nc3 b4 Nd2 Qd3 Rhel
0-0-0 Bdé Ba7 Ne7 Nf7 Ng6
12 Bb2 Be3 Be3 Rib1!? Be3 Ne2
Rhe8(g) be(k) 0-0(n) Ngé(q) 0-0= Bd6 =

(a) 4...bxc67! 5 d4 exd4 6 Qxd4 leaves White in control of the center.

(b) 7 ¢c3 Bd6 8 Be3d Qe7 (8...Ne7 9 Nbd2 0-0 10 Qb3+ Kh8 11 dxe5 fxe5 o,
Rozentalis—Beliavsky, Belgrade 1999) 9 Nbd2 0-0-0 10 Qc2 exd4 11 cxd4 Re8
12 €5 Bb4 13 h3 Be6 14 a3 Bxd2 15 Bxd2 Bd5 =, Bebenek-Siciarz, corr. 1992.

(c}8...Bxi3 9 gxf3 fxe5 10 Be3 (10 47! Nf6!) 10...Bd6 11 Nd2 Ne7 12 Nc4
0-0-0 13 Rd3 %, Fischer-Rubinetti, Buenos Aires 1970.

{d) 9 Nbd2 0-0-0 10 Re1 Bd6 11 h3 Bh5 12 g4 Bf7 13 Nfl Rf8 14 Ng3 Be6
15 Kg2 g6 16 Bd2 h5 =, Timman-Beliavsky, Groningen 1997.

{e) On 9. .. Bxf3 10 gxf3! still gives White an edge.

{f) Also equal is 10...b5 11 b3 Ne7 12 Bb2 Ng6 13 g3 0-0 14 Kg2 Rf6, Nunn—
Portisch, Wijk aan Zee 1985.

(g) 13 Nc4 Nxe4 14 Nfxe5 Be6! 15 Rad1 Be5 =, Kaidanov-1. Sokolov, Groningen
1993.

{h) 7 Qxd4 Qxd4 8 Nixd4 is less good since White would like to be castled queen-
side in this particular endgame.

(i) 8 Ne2 Qxd1 9 Rxd1 Bd7 10 Nbc3 Ne7 11 Bf4 0-0-0 12 Rd2 Ng6 13 Bg3 Ne5 =,

Tischar—Spassky. match 1902,
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(j} On 9...Bd6 10 Na5! b5 11 c4 Ne7 12 Be3 pressures the black queenside,
Fischer-Portisch, Havana Ol. 1966.

(k) 13 a4 Kf7 (13...0-0-0 14 a5 Kb7 15 e5! %, Fischer-Spassky, match 1992)
14 a5 c4 15 Nd4 b5 16 Nxeb Kxe6 =, V. Meyers—Onischuk, Hamburg 1993.

(1) (A) 6 d4 exd4 7 Nxd4 Ne7 8 Nc3 Bd7 9 Be3 0-0-0 10 Qe2 f5 =, Waitzkin—
Benjamin, New York 1992. (B) 6 Na3 Be6 7 Qe2 f6 8 Rd1 Bg4 9 Nc4 Qeb
10 Ne3 Bxf3 11 Qxf3 0-0-0 12 d3 c5 13 Qf5 Qxf5 14 Nx{5 c4 =, Illescas—Anand,
Dos Hermanas 1997.

(m) Also good is 6 ... f6 7 Be3 c5 8 Nbd2 Beb 9 Qe2 Ne7 10 ¢3 Nc6 11 Rfd1 Qd7
12 Nb3 Bxb3 13 axb3 Bd6 =, Dvoretsky—A. Ivanov, Philadelphia 1991.

(n) 13 Qd2 Qe7 14 Bxa7 Rxa7 15 Qc3 f6 16 Ne3 Nf4 17 Rfet Rd8 18 Rad1 Ra8 =,
van der Wiel-Z. Almasi, Groningen 1994.

{0) White gains a simple edge after 6 . . . Bxf3 7 Qxf3 Qd7 8 d3 0-0-0 9 Be3 {6 10
Nd2 Ne7 11 b4 Ng6 12 Rfb1 Be7 13 a4, Fischer—Kramer (blitz) Manhattan
1971.

{(p) White’s pieces are more tangled after 8 Nbd2 Ne7 9 Re1 Ng6 10 d4 Bd®6, so he
must play 11 hxg4 hxg4 12 Nh2 Rxh2! 13 Qxg4 (13 Kxh2? Qxf2 )13 ... Qhd =,
Chow-A. Ivanov, Dallas 1996.

(g) 13 b4 f6 14 a4 with a slight endgame initiative, Shirov-Topalov, Madrid 1997.
Note the similarity to Fischer’s play in note (o).

(r) 8 Be3 Ne7 9 Nbd2 Be6 10 Rad1 0-0 11 Qc3 QQe8 12 Nc4 Rd8 13 Nd4 Bcs =,
Kelleher-Basescu, Philadelphia 1997.

(s) 9...Be6 10 Nc4 Bc5 11 Qd3 Rds 12 Qe2 Qf7 13 Na5! Bb6 14 Bdz +, Tim-
man-Piket, Brussels 1992. The column is B. Lali¢-Hebden, Hastings 1996/97.

(t) Black has no difficulties after 5 Nc3 f6 6 d3 Bd6 7 Be3 c5 8 Ne2 Ne7 9 Ng3 Be6
10 ¢3 Qd7 11 0-0 0-0 =, Romanovsky-Botvinnik, Moscow 1935.

(u) Black also has no troubles after 7. ..Bd6 8 Be3 Ne7 9 Nd2 c5 10 Ne2 Be6
11 Nf4 Bxf4 12 Bxf4 0-0-0, Keitlinghaus-Kindermann, Prague 1992. The col-
umn is Petterson—Alekhine, Orebro 1935.
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Modern Steinitz Defense

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 d6 5 ¢3

7 8 9 10 11 12
..f5(n) (Siesta Variation)
BA7. et ier e
exf5(0)
° gg ........ Nge7 ........ Nf6 Bxf5
................... ’ P
7 0-0(a) 0-0(i) 0-0 0-0......... 24
Bg7 Ng6 Qe7(k) Bd3
8 Be3d .d5(e) ds Rel Re1l I(\ilsgs(r]
N6 Nee7(f)  Nbs g6 Be7
Nbd2 Bxd7t c4 Nbd2 Be2(p) {136'
’ 0-0(b) Qxd7 Be7 Bg7 Bxc2 !
fxed
3 Nf1(1) Qxc2
10 1(111(;:) g‘:s I(;I-Co 0-0 Nf6 hxgd
f5
Bg5 da o ex
Bxcs! Nc3 Bxd7 : >
. Bizs f5 Nxd7 hé 0-0 B
5! Nd2
12 dxe5 Ne1l(g) g3 Bh4 d4 Dot
Nxe4 Nf6 5 Qe8 e
Ng5 Qe2
3 exf5 Bc2 lo2
v I}::::(d) 0-0(h) Rxf5(j) Nh5(m) Ne5(q) 0-0-0(s)

d4
(a) 7 Bg5 f6 8 Be3 Nh6 9 0-0 (9 b4 ng7] 10 ]323]38:71\11; (;70];\:;47 :SZEdKSi:ger-
-0 14 Nd2 Kh8 15 Nxc6 bxcé
marl:]ri(—dl\?iook?y 1Trnava 1987)9...Bg7 10 h30-0=11 Qbsf?é;\;W 12 dxe5 fxe5
Ilr; Qxb7 Rb8 14 Bxcé Rxb7 ¥, Kamsky—Wolff, New York 1989.

(b) 9...Ng4 10 Bg5 {6 11 Bh4 Ne7 12 h3 Nh6 13 Bb3 leaves Black disorganized,

Vl.a'd'imirov——Smyslov, Moscow 1990. -
{c) (A) On 10 Rel not 10. .. Qe8? 11 Bxcé Bxc6 12 dxe5 *, but 10...Ng
c

i R
11 Bg5 Qe8 12 h3 Nh6 13 Nf1 {6 14 Bb3t Nf7 =, Klovans—Butnorius, uss
19685 (B) 10 dxe5 dxe5! 11 Bc5 Re8 12 Ba3 Qc8 13 Bc2 b6 =.

b1 18 Raxb1 cxd6 19 Rfd1

5 Nd2 Qcé 16 Nxe4 Qxe4 17 Qb1 Qx : XC

@ iﬁt;xi?aidzgzinst th% isolated pawn, Chandler—-Azmaiparashvili, Moscow
1990.

. 8 dxe5
(e) As in note (c) White gets very little from eXChm]‘;g[:;% 1(r)11t:};z4c¢lalr(15tir4 h83 R);ga
’ -0) 11 b4a b6 12 -
5 9 Be3 Nf6 10 Nbd2 Qe7 (or 0-0)
(11;ch2 Nh5 16 Rfd1 Nf4 =, Hort-Spassky, Germany 1983.
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{f} 8...Nb8 9 Bxd7+ Nxd7 10 c4 h6 11 Ne1 Ne7 12 Nc3 0-0 13 Nd3 f5 14 f3, Z.
Almasi-Zsinka, Cattolica 1993. White is a little better as the position is like a
main line King's Indian Defense with the exchange of White's bad bishop.

(8) 12 exf5 gx{5 13 Nha Nf6 14 f4 e4 15 Be3 c5 16 dxc6 Qxc6 17 Rc1 0-0 18 h3 Kh7
19 Rf2 d5 =, Kholmov—Kornasiewicz, Warsaw 1989.

(h) 14 Nd3 c6 15 a4 Rac8 16 Qb3 fxed 17 fxed cxd5 18 exd5 Qc7 =,
Giorgadze—Oms, Vendrell 1996.

(1) (A) An excellent alternative is 7 Be3!? Ngé 8 h4! h5 9 g3 Be7 10 d5 Nbs
11 Bxd7t Nxd7 12 Nfd2 Nf6 13 3 0-0 14 c4, leaving Black with only passive
pieces, Topalov-Yusupov, Novgorod 1995. (B) 7 Bb3 h6 8 Nbd2 Ng6 9 Nc4 Be7
10 Ne3 Bg5! 11 Nxg5 hxg5 12 g3 exd4 13 cxd4 Kf8 14 0-0 (14 Nd5 Bh3 =) Qf6!

15 Nd5 Qxd4 gives Black active play on the weakened kingside light s

quares,
Short-Portisch, Linares 1990.

(j} 14 Ned Qf8 15 Kgz h6 16 Be3 Qf7 17 Nfd2 z, Anand-Short, Monaco (blind-
fold) 1993. White has a powerful knight on e4.

(k) (A)7...Nxe4 8 Rel f5 9 dxe5 dxe5 (9. . . Nxe5? 10 Nxe5 dxe5 11 Rxe4! fxe4
12 Qh5t) 10 Nbd2 Nxd2 11 Nxe5! +. (B)7...Be7 8 Rel 0-0 9 Nbd2 =

(1) 10 Bxc6 Bxc6 11 Nc4 Nxe4 12 d5 Bb5 13 Rxe4 5 14 Bg5 Bf6 15 Bxf6 Qxf6 16
Nxd6+ cxd6 =, Ufassson-Grétarsson, Icelandic Chp. 1996.

(m) 14 Ne3 Ne7 15 Qd2 f6 16 h3 Be6 17 c4 %, Ribli-Kavalek, Amsterdam 1973.

(n) 5...Nf6 6 d4 b5 (6...Bd7 is column 4) 7 Bb3 Bg4 8 d5 Nb8 9 h3 Bh5 10
a4 X, Keres-Rootare, Tallinn 1945,

(o} 6 d4 fxe4 7 Nxe5 dxe5 8 Qh5+ Ke7! 9 Bxc6 bxc6 10 Bg5t Nf6 11 dxe5 Qds

12 Bh4 Kd7 13 Qg5 h6 14 Qf5t Ke8 15 Qg6t Qf7 16 Qxf7+ Kxf7 17 exf6 gxfﬁ F
(Capablanca).

{P) 9 Re3!? e4 10 Ne1 Bg5 11 Rh3 Nh6 12 Nxd3 exd3 13 Qe1t Kd7 14 Rxd3 Rfs

15 Na3 Ng4 16 Bxc6t bxcé 17 £3 Qe8 18 Qg3 h5 with an attack the for mate-
rial, van der Tak~Nederkoorn, corr. 1986,

(q) 14 Ne6 Qd7 15 Nd2 (15 Nxfg?! Qg4 with attack) 15...e3 16 Rxe3 Nxd5

17 Nxf8 Nxe3 18 Qxh7t Kxf8 19 fxe3 Re8 20 Ne4 Qg4 21 Bdz =*,
Z. Almasi-Winants, Wijk aan Zee 1995.

(r) 8 d5 exf3 9 Qxf3 (9 dxc67 b5 10 Qxf3 Bxb1 11 Bb3 Bg6 +, Capablanca-
H. Steiner, New York 1931) 9...Qe7+ (9. .. Bxb1!? +) 10 Kd1 Be4 11 Qh3 Qf7
12 dxc6 Bxc6 13 Relt Be7 =, Kasparov-Lautier, Lyon 1994. Two World Cham-
pions had no luck with the White pieces, so 8 d5 is not recommended.

1s) 14 Nf1 Re8 15 Qxe7 Rxe7+ 16 Kf2 Nf6 17 83 Rhe8 with an attack despite the
trade of queens, Dvoirys—Frosch, Graz 1994.
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Modern Steinitz Defense

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Bag d6

13 14 15 16 17 18
5 0-0.enenens BXcBt...ooviiiiii, (o7 P d4
Bg4.......... Bd7 bxcé Bd7{o0) bs
6 h3 d4fe) d4 Nc3 Bb3
h5(a) b5 | (: J O exd4 g6 Nxd4
7 da!(b) Bb3 Be3(i) Qxda(l) d4 Nxd4
b5 Nxda(f) Ne7 c5 exd4 exd4
8 Bb3 Nxd4 Ne3 Qd3 Nxd4 Bd5(p)
Nxd4{c) exd4 Ngé g6(m) Bg7 Rb8
9 hxg4 c3(g) Qe2(j) Ne3 Be3 Be6t
hxg4 dxc3 Be7 Bg7 Nge7 Bd7
10 Ngb Qh5 0-0-0 Bf4 0-0 Bxd7t
Nhé6 Qe7 Bd7 Ne7 0-0 Qxd7
11 Bd5 Nxc3 ha Qd2 h3 Qxd4
c6 Nf6 h5 0-0 Nxd4 Nf6
12 c3 Qd1! Nel Bhé Bxd7 Nc3
cxd5(d) c6(h) Qbs(k) Bg4(n) Ne2t = Be7l(q)

(a) 6...Bh5 7 c3 Qf6 (7 ... Nf6 8 d4 b5 9 Bb3 ) 8 g4 Bg6 9 d4! Bxe4 10 Nbd2
with a terrific initiative for the pawn, Fischer—Geller, Bled 1961.

(b) A noteworthy alternative is 7 Bxc6+ bxce 8 d4 Qf6 (8 ... Bxf3 9 Qx{3 exd4
10 Rd1 Be7 11 e5 dxe5 12 Qxc6t Kf8 13 c3 %, Geller-Hansson, Reykjavik
1990) 9 dxe5 dxe5 10 Nbd2 Ne7 11 Nc4 Ngb 12 Qd3 Bxf3 13 Qxf3 Qxf3 14
gxf3 £, Moiseev-Biro, Kecskemet 1990.

(c) 8...Bxf3 9 Qxf3 Qf6 10 Qc3 Nge7 11 dxe5 dxe5 12 Be3 g5 13 a4 %,
Nikolaevsky—Shiyanovsky, USSR 1962.

(d) 13 cxd4 Be7, Hellsten—Winants, Antwerp 1994; now instead of 14 dxe5 Bxg5 =,
White can play 14 Qd2 with advantage.

(e) 6 c3 Nf6 7 d4 transposes into column 11.

(f) 7...exd4 8 c3 dxc3 (8...d3 9 Qxd3 £) 9 Qds! Qe7 9 Nxc3 Nf6 10 Qd1 also
gives White fine play for the pawn, Kindermann-Gohring, Germany 1988.

{g) A well known trap is 9 Qxd4? c¢5 10 Qd5 c4 winning a piece.

{h) 13 Rel Be6 14 Bg5 h6 15 Nd5! with a strong initiative for the pawn,
Arnason—Grétarsson, Reykjavik 1995.

{i) On 7 Nc3 Bga 8 Be3 Qb8 is sufficient for equality.
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() 9 Qd3 Be7 10 h4 h5 11 0-0-0 a5 12 Qc4 Bd7 13 dxe5 fxe5 14 Ng5 Bxgs
15 Bxg5 Qb8 =, Kotronias—Hiibner, Yerevan Ol. 1996.

{k) 13 g3 Qb4 14 f3 Rb8 15 Nd3 Qc4 =, Anand-Yusupov, match 1994.

(I) 7 Nxd4 c5 8 Ne2 Bb7 9 Nbc3 g6 10 Be3 Bg7 11 Qd2 Nfs6 12 f3 Nd7 13 Bg5 Bf6
14 h4 h6 =, Schmittdiel-Tisdall, Gausdal 1990.

(m) 8...Ne7 9 Nc3 Rba 10 b3 Ng6 11 0-0 Be7 12 Nd5 %, Mecking—Keres, Petrop-
olis Int. 1973.

(n) 13 0-0-0 Nc6 14 Nd5 Rb8 15 Bxg7 Kxg7 16 Qc3t {6 with chances for both
sides, Hellers—Goldin, New York 1993.

(o) Also reasonable is 5...Bg4 6 h3 Bxf3 7 Qxf3 Nf6 8 d3 Nd7 9 Be3 Be7
10 0-0 0-0 11 Nc3 Rb8 12 Nd5 Nc5 with roughly equal chances, Brodsky—
Yandemirov, Kstovo 1994. The column is Keres—Capablanca, Buenos Aires
Ol. 1939.

(p) 8 37! dxc3 9 Qh5 Qd7 10 Nxc3 Nf6 11 Qe2 Be? 12 0-0 0-0 13 h3 Bb7 leaves
White little compensation for the pawn, de Firmian—Hiibner, San Francisco
1995.

(g) 13 0-0 0-0 with equal chances, Stoltz—Alekhine, Bled 1931.
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3...a6and... Bc5
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0

19 20 21 22 23 24
3 T Bc5s
6 Bb3 C3uivrenninans Nxe5{r)
Bcs b5(m) Nxeb5
7 ad..iiininnnnn [%: TOUIDTEIIN d3 ...l Nxe5 Bc2(n) d4
Rbs(a) dé d6(h) Nxe5 dé6(o) b5!(s)
8 axb5s ad(e) ad d4 d4{p) dxe5(t)
axb5s Bga(f) Rbs Bxd4(j) Bbé Nxe4
9 c3(b) d3 axb5 Qxd4 ad Bb3
d6 0-0 axbs dé Bg4 Bb7
10 d4 h3 Be3 c3(k} d5 Bd5(u)
Bb6 Bxf3 0-0 c5 Ne7 Bxf2t!
11 h3(c) Qxf3 Nbd2 Qd1 axbs Rxf2
0-0 Na5 h6 0-0 axb5s Nxf2
12 Rel Be2 Qe2 3 Rxa8 Kxf2
Bb7(d) ba(g) Nd7(i) Bb7(1) Qxaslqg) Qh4t(v)

(a) An important alternative is 7 ...Bb7 8 d3 transposing into col. 28 of the
Arkangel Variation. Bad though is 7 . . . ba?! 8 Nxe5 Nxe5 9 d4 £.

(b) 9 Nxe5 Nxe5 10 d4 Bxd4 11 Qxd4 d6 12 f4 Nc6 13 Qc3 Ne7 14 Qd3 (14 Ra7 c5
15 €5 Nfd5 =) 14 ... 0-0 15 Nc3 c5 16 Nxb5 Nxe4 17 Qxe4 Rxb5 18 Ra7 c4!
19 Bxc4 d5 20 Qxe7 dxc4 and the bishops of opposite color allowed Black to
draw with little trouble, Kasparov-Topalov, Novgorod 1997.

(c) White may do better with 11 Na3 0-0 12 Nxb5 Bg4 13 Rel {13 Be3 exd4
14 cxd4 Nxe4 15 Bd5 Qe8 =, Nijboer—Piket, Wijk aan Zee 1998) 13 ... Bxf3
(13 ... d5 14 exd5 Nxd5 15 h3! Bh5 16 g4 Bg6 17 Nc3 *, Anand-Oll, Belgrade
1999) 14 gxf3 Nh5 15 Kh1! Qf6 16 Rg1 Nf4 17 Be3 £, Svidier-Shirov, Linares
1998.

(d) 13 Na3 exd4 14 cxd4 Na5 15 Bc2 b4 16 Nb1 ¢5 17 Bg5 cxd4 {Anand-Shirov,
Wijk aan Zee 1998) 18 Nxd4 b3! 19 Nxb3 Nxb3 20 Bxb3 g5 21 Bg3 Nxe4 =.

(e) 8 d4 Bbb 9 dxe5 (9 Bgs h6 10 Bd5 Bd7 =) 9...Nxe5 10 Nxe5 dxe5
11 Qxdst Kxd8 12 Bx{7 Rf8=.

(f) 8...Rb8 9 axb5 axb5 would transpose into the previous column. The text
move is safer, preventing d2-d4.

(g) 13 Nd2 Rb8 14 Qe2 Re8 15 Nf3 bxc3 16 bxc3 Nb3 17 Bxb3 Rxb3 18 d4 exd4
19 cxd4 Rxf3! with chances for both sides, Anand-Karpov, FIDE World Chp.
1998.
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(h) (A) 8...Bb7 trans i
. sposes into column 28 of the Ark
8...0-09Bg5h6 10 Bha g5 11 Bg3 d6 12 ¢3 = oglin. Pul

(i) 13 c3 Qfﬁ 14 7 ilos—Shi V, 1997, now 15 d4 Bbs
g3 Ne , Milo. Shiro Grom'ngen
B . ; ;
16 Bc2 Ng6 17 b4 gives White an edge (MHOS).

() 8...Nxe

} gel Variation. (B)
» Koglin-Puljek, Dresden 1998,

" : .

47 9 dxc5 wins material, Garcia~Stephenson, Dubai O, 198,

(k) Black was threatening 10...c¢5,11..
11 Qc3 Bb7 12 e5 Ne4 13 Qe3 Na5 is e

(1) 13 a4 Bc6 14 Na3 Re8 =

- ¢4 winning the bishop. On 10 f4 Ncg
qual, Svidler-Shirov, Groningen 1996.

, de Firmian-Tkachiev, New York 1995.

(m) 6...Ba7 7 d4 Nxea 8 Re1 f5 9 Nbdz 0-

0(9...
11 Bgb Qob 12 R 1 s bdzo ( Nxd2 10 Nxe5! +) 10 Nxe4 fxeq

pablanca—Milner»Ba:ry, Hastings 1935,

(n) 7 Bb3 transp?ses into column 20. In this order of moves Whi
the opportunity to guard his e-pawn with the bishop.

(0} 7...d57! 8 d4 dxe4 9 Nxe5 Nxe5

13 Be6t Ke7 14 Bg5+ with pla
(rapid) 199s. P e

(p) 8 a4 Bg4! 9 h3 Bhs 10 b4 Bl
! *9h3l 6 11 axb5 axb5 12 Rx:
Svidler-Benjamin, World Team Chp. 1997, 0 Qef 13 Nad Nda =

{q) 13 Na3 b4 (13, .
Blue Team).

te makes use of

10 dxe5 Qxd1 11 Rxd1 Ng4 12 Bxe4! Rba
ainst the king, Shirov-Ivanchuk, Monaco

- Bd7 14 Qe2 %) 14 cxb4 0-0 15 h3 leaves White on top (Deep
(r) 6 Bxc6 dxcé 7 d3 Qd6 8 Nbd2 B
e6 9 a3 a5 10 b3 Nd7 -
Kamsky-Ivanchuk, Monaco (blindfold) 1996. 711 Ngs 0-012 B2 o -

( ) ... Nx Q - = -
s) 7 e4 8 Qe2 Be7 9 QX84 Ngﬁ 10 c4 0-0 11 Nc3 c6 12 Be2 &, Fedoro

(t) 8 Bb3 Bxd4 9 Qxd4 d6 transposes into column 22.

(u) ;g 81(:37?}14 11 Bxf7+!1? (Short-Onischuk, Wijk aan Zee 1997) 11 Kxf7
XA7T Kgb 13 Nxe4 Bxe4 14 Be3 Bxe3 15 fxe3 Raf8 16 g3 = (Onis(‘:l’.ll.lk]

{v) 13 Kf1 Bxds 14 Qxd5 0-0 5, Stefansson-Hector, Reykjavik 1997.
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Arkangel Variation (and 4. .. b5, 5. .. Na5)
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Ncé6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4

25 26 27 28 29 30
N} {5 T b5
5 0-0 Bb3
bs Na5
6 Bb3 0-0(q)
Bb7(a) d6
7 Rel.iooiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiinns (o TUTIUUTION d3(m) d4
BcS Nxe4(g) Bc5(n) Nxb3........ exd4(t)
8 c3 d4 ad axb3 Nxd4
I [ I 0-0 Na5(h) 0-0(0) f6 Bb7(u)
9 d4 d4 Bc2 Nc3 Nha(r) Bd2
Bb6 Bb6 . exd4 Na5!? Ne7 Nxb3(v)
10 Be3(b) Bg5{e) Nxd4(i) axb5 fa Nxb3
0-0(c) h6 ¢5(j) Nxb3 Bb7 Nf6
11 Nbd2 Bh4 Nf5 cxb3 d5 Rel
hé Re8 Qf6(k) axbs c6 Be7
12 h3 Qd3 Nd2! Rxa8 c4 Nas
Rba(d) de(f) Qxf5(1) Bxa8(p} exf4(s) Rbs(w)

{a) Black can still play the closed variations with 6 ...d6 7 ¢c3 Be7 8 Rel sinc'e
7 Ng5 d5 8 exd5 Nd4 9 Re1?! Bes! 10 Rxe5t Kf8 11 ¢3 Ng4 12 cxd4 Bxd4 is
trouble for White.

(b) White has two serious alternatives. (A) 10 Bg5 h6 11 Bh4 Qe7 (11... 9-0
12 Qd3 g5? 13 Nxg5! hxgs 14 Bxgs exd4 15 e5! Nxe5 16 Rxes threatening
17 Qg6t wins, Diaz-Valdes, Cuba 1988) 12 a4 g5 13 Bg3 h5 14 axb5 axb5
15 Rxa8+ Bxa8 16 h3 h4 17 Bh2 g4 =, Ernst-Jepson, Haninge 1997. (B) 10 a4
h6 11 Nh4 exd4 12 Nfs dxc3 13 Nxg7t Kf8 14 Nf5 cxb2 15 Bxb2 Ne5 o,
Miiller-Lang, Tallinn 1997.

(c) Not 10 . . . Nxe4? 11 d5 winning a piece. 10 . . . Ng4? loses time to 11 Bg5.

(d) Better than 12 ...(Qbs?! 13 d5 Ne7 14 Bxb6 cxb6 15 Bc2 Nd7 16 Nh4! =,
Anand-Kamsky, match 1995. After 12 . . . Rb8 White cannot play 13 d5 Bxx?3
14 dxcé Bxd2 15 cxb7 Bxel as the rook on a8 is not attacked, so Kir
Georgiev—Beliavsky, Budva 1996, continued 13 Bc2 Re8 14 a3 Na7 15 a4 Ncé
16 axb5 axb5 17 Bd3 b4 =.

(e) 10 Be3 exd4 11 cxd4 Na5 12 Bgs Nxb3 13 axb3 h6 14 Bh4 g5 15 Nxg5 Nxed! =,
Anand-Ivanchuk, Belgrade 1997.
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(f) 13 Nbd2 Na5 14 Bc2 ¢5 15 d5 c4 16 Qe2 Kh7 17 b4 =, Savon-Gipslis, USSR
Chp. 1970.

(8) 7...d5 8 exd5 Nxd5 9 d4 exd4 10 Ngs! Qd7 11 Qf3 Nd8 12 cxd4 Be7
13 Nc3 &, Arencibia~Lugo, Ubeda 1997.

(h) 8...exd4 9 Rel d57! 10 Ng5! threatens 11 Rxe4.

(i) White’s attempt to win a piece allows counterplay—10 b4 Nc4 11 Bxe4 Bxe4
12 Rel d5 13 Nxd4 c5! 14 bxc5 Bxc5 15 {3 0-0 16 fxe4 dxe4 17 Rxed Qd5
18 Qf3 Ne5 19 Qf5 Rae8 20 Nd2 b4 21 Rh4 g6 22 Ned! Bxd4t 23 cxd4 Qxdat
24 Qf2 =, Hellers~Shirov, Stockholm 1990.

{(j) 10...Ng5 11 a4 c5 (Z. Almasi-Onischuk, Parana 1991) 12 Re1t Ne6 13 Nf5 .

(k) In another Z. Almasi-Beliavsky game from Belgrade 1998 Black played
11...d5!? which worked out well after 12 37! Ng5, but White should try
12 Qe1 Qd7 13f3 or 12...g6 13 Ng3 Qe7 14 3.

{I) Or12...d5 13 Nxe4 dxe4 14 Ng3 =, Z. Almasi—Beliavsky, Dortmund 1998.
After 12. . . Qxf5 13 Nxe4 Qd5 (Onischuk-Lin Weiguo, Beijing 1998) 14 Re1!
leaves Black in some trouble meeting the threatened double check
(14 ... Qxd1 15 Nd6+ Kd8 16 Nxf7t, or 14 ... Be7 15 Bg5).

(m) 7 d4 Nxd4 8 Nxd4 (8 Bxf7t Kxf7 9 Nxe5+ Kg8 10 Qxd4 ¢5 11 Qd1 Qe8 =)
8...exd4 9 e5 Ne4 10 c3 dxc3 11 Qf3 d5 12 exds Qf6! 13 d7t (van der
Wiel-Gonzalez, Biel 1985) 13...Kd8! 14 Qxf6 Nxf6 15 Nxc3 Kxd7 =
(Ligterink).

(n) The strange looking 7 . . . Bd6 is not so bad—8 ¢3 0-0 9 Nbd2 Na5 10 Bc2 Res
11 Re1 Bf8 12 d4 £, W. Watson-~Hellers, Oslo 1991.

(0) 8...d6 9 Nc3 b4 (9...Na5 10 Ba2 b4 11 Ne2 z, Short-Lali¢, Pula 1997)
10 Nd5 Na5 11 Nxf6+ Qxf6 12 Ba2 h6 13 Be3 %, Kasparov—Anand, World Chp.
1995.

{(p) 13 Nxe5 d5 14 Bg5 Be7 15 Nxb5 dxe4 16 dxe4 Bxe4 17 Nc¢3 (17 Qxds!?)
17 ...Bb7 18 Re1 h6 19 Bfa Bb4 20 Ng4 Nxg4 21 Qxg4 Re8 22 Rxe8t draw
agreed, Kasparov-Shirov, Linares 1998.

(q) Tempting but dubious is the sacrifice 6 Bxf7+ Kxf7 7 Nxe5t Ke7 8 d4 Nf6
9 Qf3 Bb7 F.

(r) Also good is 9 c4 Bb7 10 Nc3 Ne7 11 QeZ c6 12 Rd1 Qc7 13 Be3 Ngé
14 Rac1 *, Fischer—Johannessen, Havana Ol. 1966.

(s) 13 Rxf4 g5 14 Qh5t Kd7 15 Rxf6 =, Arnason—Agdestein, Gausdal 1987; after
15. .. gxh4 White has a strong attack for the piece.

(t) 8...f6 9 Nh4 will usually transpose into the previous column since Black
will eventually have to take on b3.

() (A) 8...c57 9 Bds! (B) 8...Nxb3 9 axb3 Bb7 10 Rel g6 11 Nc3 Bg7
12 Qd3 Ne7 13 Bg5 %, Kotronias-Stein, Gausdal 1990.

(v) 9...¢5 10 Bd5! Bxds5 11 exd5 cxd4 12 Qe1t Qe7 13 Bxa5 £, Smyslov—Evans,
Havana 1964.

(w) 13 Nxb7 Rxb7 14 Qf3 Qc8 15 Ne3 =, Smagin—Kupreichik, Minsk 1985.
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Fifth-Move Variants (and 6 . . . d6)
1 e4 €5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 BbS a6 4 Bad Nf6

31 32 33 34 35 . 36
....... QeZ..........NcS..........dS(p)
5 (l;<07d6 .................... o) ir o
€7 cieeriiinn CB(q)
Rel [or: PUPSPURIO Rel(g) Bb3 Bb3 ) o
° dg Bd47(d) b5 Be7(k) Be7(n
d3 Nbd2
da Bb3 c3 By
’ (I:iag(:] Qe7(e) Nab ds! dé Ngh?'m
b) Rel d4 ds3 Nd5 N1 !
° g3(§ g6 Nxb3 0-0 Nab
; Ng3
9  Nbd2 Nbd2 axb3 Bgb g);z; b 5g
Re8 Bg7 Bb7(h) dxed
- Bb3
Nfl Nf1 Bg5 dxe4 0-0 o
1 Bfs 0-0 hé Nd7 0-0
Bc2
h Bgs Bh4 Be3 Bg5 be
u B:317 hé 85 Nab hé
4 0-0
12 Ng3 Bh4 Bg3 Bc2 B?{O) o
gﬁg(c) Qesl(f) Nxe4(i) Nca(l) g

xda 8 Nxd4 %)
i e in 7 Bxc6t bxcé 8 d4 Nd7 8...e }
(a) WI}\xllt;'};:sslaoglggj ;1;;‘";1;1 tI:I‘{:Slgd7 12 Qd3 Ne6 13 Be3 Qb8 14 a4! (preventing
g Na3: ¢ Q ‘
Qbs) %, Lobron—Kavalek, Regglo Emilia 1985/86

: : ’ - SKY,

(b] 8 h3 Bh5 9 Bxcbt 9 d3 Qd7 10 Nbd2 g5 mixes lhmgs up Kots spﬂS';ky

USSR 1961) g.. b)((CG 10 d4 exd4 11 cxd4 0-0 12 Nc3 Re8 13 Bf4 is also
some what better for White, Ial—KuupeIs, Moscow 1963.

(c) 13d4Bg7 14 a3 &, Gufeld—A. Petrosian, USSR 1979. -
! €ms.
(d) 6. .. Nxe4 7 d4 gives Black more than a pawn's worth of pro

-] tab, Hast-
7 Be7 8 Rel 0-0 9 Nbd2 Red 10 Nf1 h6 11 Ng:l:-:, Tal-Rellsta
© g:;,s 1973/74. (B} 7 . . . g6 8 Re1 b5 9 Bb3 Bg7 10 Bg5 *.

...Qes 13 Bc2 Nh5
5 14 Ne3 . After 12 - 1 ,
O O N N I;f6185 gl?izd;(: 516d}):§ Be6 17 c4 Rd8 18 b4 White is slightly better,
14 Ne3 Ne
Ribli-Kavalek, Amsterdam 1973.

d4
ive— bxcé 7 d4 Nxed (7...ex
i i d alternative—6 . . . DX B
®) 0 ot cs o I:tg;gle:lg(;gcs *, Smyslov—Botvinmk, World Ct}’l‘lp.Blbgﬁsti)4 e
?i:l;d;n?gngxdz 10 Bxd2 Bgs 11 h3 Bh5 12 Rel Bc5 13
Bellin-Bisguier, Hastings 1975/76.
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(h) 9...exd4 10 Nxd4 Bd7 11 e5 dxe5 12 Rxe5t Be7 13 Qe2! ¢5 14 Nf3 Be6
15 Bg5 %, Hiibner-Kavalek, Tilburg 1980.

(i) 13 Nxe5! dxe5 14 Bxe5 6 15 Qh5t Kd7 16 Qg4+ Ke8 17 Nc3 fxe5 18 Nxed Bxe4
19 Qxe4 with good play for the piece (Hort).

{j) Sharper and equally good is 5. .. Bc5 6 Bxc6 (6 ¢c3 b5 7 Bb3 d6 =) 6. . . bxcé
7 Nxe5 0-0 8 0-0 Qe7 9 Nd3 Bd4! =, Tiviakov-I. Sokolov, Linares 1995.

(k) Also 6...Bc5 7 a4 Rb8 8 axb5 axb5 9 d3 d6 10 Be3 Bgs 11 h3 Bhs
12 Nbd2 0-0 =, Alekhine-Duras, St. Petersburg 1913.

(1) 13 Be1 Bb7 14 Nbd2 Nxd2 15 Bxd2 c5 =, Tiviakov—Adams, Groningen 1997.

(m) 5. .. Bc5 can be played since on 6 Bxc6 dxc6 7 Nxe5 both 7 . . . Bxf2+ 8 Kxf2

Qd4t and 7....Qd4 8 Nd3 Ba? are fine for Black. See 5 0-0 Bc5 for compari-
son.

(n) 6...Bc5 7 Nxe5 Nxe5 8 d4 Bd6 9 dxe5 Bxe5 10 f4 Bxc3t 11 bxc3 Bb7
12 e5 Ne4 13 0-0 d5 14 Qg4 Qe?! =, Bisguier-Turner, New York 1955.

{0) 13 Bg3 Bg4 14 h3 Bh5 =, Benjamin—Kaidanov, US Chp. 1997,

(p) Black has no problems with either (A) 5 Bxc6 dxc6 6 d3 Bdé 7 Nbd2 Be6
8 Qe2 Nh5 9 Nc4 Bxc4 10 dxc4 Qf6 =, Flohr-Reshevsky, Kemeri 1937, or (B) 5
d4 exd4 6 e5 Ne4 7 0-0 Nc5 =, Morphy-Léwenthal, London 1858,

(q) The old Duras line is 6 c4 g6 7 d4 exd4 8 Nxd4 Bd7 9 Nxc6 bxc6 10 0-0 Bg7
11 ¢5 0-0 12 Nc3 Qe7 13 cxd6 cxd6 14 3 d5 =, Duras—Cohn, Carlsbad 1911.

(r} White's play is slow, so he should opt for equality with 8 0-0 0-0 9 Re1. The
column is Sax-Z. Almasi, Hungarian Chp. 1997.
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Sixth-Move Variants

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7

37 38 39 40 41 42
6 Qe2 (Worrall Attack) d4 .....(Center Variation) Bxc6(p) Exchange
b5(a) exd4(j) dxc6 Variation Deferred
7 Bb3 Rel.......... e5 d3 ........... Qel(u)
0-0(b) b5(k) Ne4 Nd7(q) c5!
8 c3(c) e5(1) Nxd4 Nbd2 Nxe5
d5 ...l d6 Nxe5 Nxd4(n) 0-0 Qd4
9 ds Rd1(g) Rxe5 Qxd4 Nc4(r} Nf3
Bb7(d) Na5(h) d6 Ncs 16(s) Qxed
10  Bgsle) Be2 Rel Nc3 Nh4 Qxe4
Na5! c5 bxa4 0-0 Nc5 Nxe4
11 Bc2 d4 Nxd7 Bg5 Qf3 Rel
Nd7! Qc7 Bd3 Bxgs Be6 Nf6(v)
12 Bxe7 ds Qf3 Qxc5 Ne3 b3
Qxe? Bd7 d5 Be7 g6 b6
13 Nbd2 Nbd2 Nc3 Qe3 Qg3 Bb2
c5(f) c4a(i) 0-0(m) d5(o0) Kh8(t) Be6(w)

(a) 6...Bd6 7 c3 0-0 8 d4 Bd7 8 Rd1? Nxd4! 10 exd4 Bxa4 +, Lasker—
Willigerode, (simul) 1909. White can gain an edge though with 9 dxe5 Nxe5
10 Bxd7.

{b) Black found a tricky equalizing line in Tiviakov-lbragimov, USSR 1991—
7...d6 8 a4 Bg4 9 c3 0-0 10 h3 Na5! 11 Bc2 Be6 12 axb5 axb5 13 d4 Bc4
14 Bd3 Bxd3 15 Qxd3 Nc4 16 Rxa8 Qxa8 17 b3 Qa2! draw agreed.

(c) 8 a4 RbB 9 axb5 axb5 10 Nc3 d6! 11 h3 Bd7 =, Treybal-Alekhine, Pistyan
1922.

(d) The older line is also alright—9 . . . Re8 10 Re1 Bb7 11 Nbd2 Qd7 12 Nf1 Rad8
13 Bg5 Na5 14 Bc2 dxe4 15 dxe4 Nc4 =, Keres—Geller, Budapest 1952.

(e) 10 Rad1 Re8 11 Nbd2 Bfs 12 Nf1 h6 13 a3 Nb8 =, Anand-Ehlvest, Riga 1995.

(f) 14 exd5 Bxd5 15 Rfe1 Rae8 16 d4 cxd4 17 cxd4 Nc6 leaves Black at least even
chances, Vidarsson—Hector, Reykjavik 1998.

(g) 9 d4 Bg4 10 Rd1 exd4 11 cxd4 d5 12 e5 Ne4 13 Nc3 Nxc3 14 bxe3 Qd7 =,
Feige-van Riemsdijk, Argentina 1997,

(h) A good alternative is 9. ..Be6 10 Bc2 d5 11 d3 Re8 12 Nbd2 Bdé 13 Nf1 h6 =,
Barlov—-Velimirovié, Vr¥ac 1983.
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(i) 14 Nf1 Nb7 15 Ng3 Rfe8 16 h3 Nc5 17 Be3 Rab8 =, Short—Piket, Wijk aan Zee
1997. ’

(j) 6...Nxe4 7 Re1b5 (7. .. f5 8 dxe5 %) 8 Rxe4 d5 9 Nxe5! Nxe5 10 Rxe5 bxas
11 ¢4 %, Smirin—Piket, Wijk aan Zee 1994. ’

(k) 7...0-0 8 e5 Ne8 (8...Nd5 9 Bb3 Nb6 10 c3 «) 9 ¢3 dxc3 10 Nxc3 d6
11 exd6 Nxd6 12 Nd5 Re8 is also equal, P. Cramling-Korchnoi, London 1982.

(1) 8 Bb3 d6 9 Bd5 Nxd5 (9...Bb7 10 Nxd4 Nxd5 11 Nxc6! Bxc6é 12 exd5 =)
10 exd5 Ne5 11 Nxd4 0-0 12 Nc3 Re8 =, Timman-Spassky, match 1983.

(m) 14 Nxd5 Nxd5 15 Qxd5 Bf6 16 Qc5 Qb8 =, Romanovich-Yemilin, St. Peters-
burg 1997. Black can also play 12 . .. 0-0 13 Nxc6 Bxc6 =.

(n) Equally satisfactory is 8...0-0 8 Nf5 d5 10 Bxc6 bxcé 11 Nxe7t+ Qxe7
12 Rel {6 =,

(0) 14 Rad1 c6 15 Ne2 Qa5 16 Bb3 Bg4 =, Honfi~Krogius, Hamburg 1965.

{p) The moves 6 Nc3 and 6 d3 (both solid but unambitious) are covered under
Fifth Move Variants.

(q) 7...Qd6 has been regularly used by Karpov, e.g. 8 Nbd2 Be6 9 b3 c5
10 Nc4 Bxc4 11 dxe4 Qxd1 12 Rxd1 Nd7 =, Hjartarson-Karpov, match 1989.

(r) 9 b3 f6 10 Bb2 Nc5 11 d4 exd4 12 Nxd4Re8 13 Qe2 Ne6 14 Nf5 Bf8 leaves
Black with a solid game, Nijboer-van der Wiel, Dutch Chp. 1994.

(s)9...Bf67! 10 b3 Re8 11 Bb2 c¢5 12 h3 b5 13 Ne3 Nb6 14 a4 =,
Benko-Rossolimo, US Chp. 1968.

(t) 14 b3 Bf7 15 {4 exf4 16 Rxf4 Ne6! {16...Bd6 17 Bb2 Bxf4 18 Qxfs4 Nd7
19 Ng4!) 17 Rf2 Bd6 =, Wedberg—Reshevsky, Reykjavik 1984.

(u) The latest fashion is 7 Qe2 Bg4 8 h3 'Bh5 9 d3 (9 g4 Bg6 10 Nxe5 Bxe4
11 g57 Rg8! 12 d3 Bfs ¥, McDonald-Wells, London 1998) 9. .. Nd7 10 Be3
(10 Nbdz Bg5! =) 10. .. 0-0 11 Nbd2 Re8 12 Rfe1 Bf8 13 Nf1 with perhaps a
slight edge, G. Herndndez—Fernandez Garcia, Zaragoza 1996.

(v) Black got into trouble in Christiansen—Nunn, Germany 1989 after 11 . . . Nd6
12 Nc3 Kd8 13 d4 c4 14 Bf4 ReB 15 b3 cxb3 16 axb3 = Bg4?! 17 Ne5 Bf5
18 Nd5! Bxc2? 19 Rac1 Bxb3 20 Nxf71! Resigns, as 20 . . . Nx{7 21 Bxc7+ Kd7
22 Nbé is mate.

(w) 14 Ng5 Bd7 15 c4 Kf8 16 d4 Re8 17 Nf3 {Anand-Short, Tilburg 1991)
17 ...cxd4 =
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Open Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Baa Nf6 5 0-0 Nxed
6 da b5 7 Bb3 d5 8 dxe5 Be6

43 44 45 46 47 48
....... c3
9 1T T UTURTIIPPPPPI PR PEFLEY: <
Nc5(a) "
m
i th
10 & Bg4(i) 0-0 (Dilwor
B4 it g e
Bc2
....... Ngb Bc2 _—
T B as) BeTl)  BES f5. i
Qf3 Rel Nb3 th))g(r] P
1 ?\;(ci‘ld‘l 0-0-0{g) Qd7(k) Bgb(n) B .
fd4 ex
f1 Nfd4 N
1 a4(b() ) 2;%6* gdB Bxd4 Nxd4 Bxfzt{u)
Beb(c :
xC6 Ne3 cxd4(o) Nxd4 Ié);fg
14 N§4(d) 8xe5 Bhs a5 Bxda(s)
Bbé
ba b4 Be3 Qxd4! II:llf:s
b Ef(ggss Qds! Ne6 ad c5 -
Bxg5h Qxds g4 Nd2(p) ;1;11 Rieg
1 Q)((ig7 exd5 Bgb a3 '
1 bxc5 Nf5 Nxe4 3 Be5(v
17 Re

o(e) dxc3(h) 0-o0(i) axb2(q) Ng5(t) Nxf3(w)
0-0(e

Ng5 Qxd1

: Bc5 10 Nxe4 dxe4 11

i ite an edge: (A)9... g0 Al

@ Altern;’i“};esb;ei;ea:’(\;glﬂe-o 14 I\?Xe‘l Bb6 15 Bf4de98 l(g I:]i(Z:3BI\eIg411 Rdi' o
enaly - Nxd2 10 Qx \

i lgrade 1999. (B) 9. .. s 0:0
Khahﬁnan—GI%IOdéi g)e(eirll Bxeb fxe6 12 Ng5 Bxg5 13 th?'r lg: Glra r% egwgz.
G Be(;dlsolﬁ)l(fel Rf5 17 Bhé! £, Geller—Krasenkov, Capelie-

o, i Be3 Nf5 15 Qc2
i Ne4 Be7 14 Be
tinuation used to be 13 B o it
o Th;m(;)ls ‘I\?xc;%uiz;rfi(::; Qc8, which is an equal po;ltlg.nr,“(lai.ilg N el
S oxda ¢ Rf2 Qg4 =, de 1 —He s
21 Qa5 Rc2 22 “ i
o (21:6}333%;(;71;{?\(1136 QSB 20 Rfd1 Ra7 =, Hubner—é—laﬁ,s \LVl]k aan
ﬁgg FE?] 13 Nxd4 Qxd4 14 Qf3 Rds 15 Qcet Qd7 16 Q;(a et -
| +) 14 Nxd4 Qx S
8 14 axb5 axb5 15 Ne4 = s
(@ 28 et o Coa .bES{bNXbS 17 Be3d £} 15 axb5s Qxe? 16 bxab On() b g%miun-
o Qo lg_ig;fligaﬁaz and Black has trouble recovering the pawn,
18 Qc4
Timman, Biel 1995. omne,
0-0 15 Nxc5 Nxf3t 16 Qxf3 Nxc5 17 axb5 axb5 18 Bg5 Rxa
4...0-
@ ;opalov—Anand, Dos Hermanas 1996.
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{e) 18 Ra3! with attacking chances (A. Rodriguez).

(f) Black has two serious alternatives: (A)11... dxc3 12 Nxe6 fxe6 13 bxc3 Qd3
was tested in the 1995 World Championship. Kasparov—-Anand, game 10, con-
tinued brilliantly 14 Bc2! Qxc3 15 Nb3! Nxb3 16 Bxb3 Nd4 (16 ... Qxa1
17 Qh5t g6 18 Qf3 Nd8 19 Rd1 *) 17 Qg4 Qxal 18 Bxe6 Rd8 19 Bhe! Qc3
20 Bxg7 Qd3 21 Bxh8 Qg6 22 Bf6 with a winning position. (B) 11. .. Bd5!?
12 Bxd5 Qxd5 13 Nb3 Nxb3 14 axb3 Be7 15 Nf3 d3 16 Be3 0-0 17 Bd4 Rfds
18 Qxd3 Qxb3 =, Onischuk-1. Sokolov, Wijk aan Zee 1987.

(8) 12....Bd7? 13 Bxf7+ Ke7 14 Bd5 Nxe5 15

Qe2 d3 16 Qel c6 17 f4 Qh6
18 Bf3 Kd8 19 fxe5 +

, Wolff-Flear, London 1990.

(h) A sharp endgame has arisen in which Black has advanced passed d- and c-
pawns for a knight. Shirov—Timman, Wijk aan Zee 1996 continued 18 Nb3 d4
19 Ba3 g6 20 Bb4 Bg7 21 a4 Kd7 with chances for both sides,

(i) (A) 10...Be7 11 Bc2 Bg4 is just a transposition of moves. (B) 10. .. Nxb3
11 Nxb3 Be7 12 Nfd4! Nxd4 (12...Nxe5 13 Re1 Ng6 14 Nxeb fxe6 15 Nd4 *,

Kuzmin-Beliavsky, USSR Chp. 1977) 13 cxd4 0-0 14 Bd2 f6 15 exfé Bxf6
16 Bf4 .

G) (A) 11... Qd7 12 Re1 d4 13 Nb3?! dxc3 14 Qxd7t Bxd7 15 bxc3 Nds =,
Leko-Anand, Linares 1999, but White should play 13 h3 so that 13 . .. Bh5
14 Nb3 improves the variation. (B) 11...Ne6 12 Rel Bc5 13 Nfi Bhs

14 Ng3 Bg6 15 h4 0-07! {15 . . . Bxc2 %£) 16 Bb3 h6 17 h5 Bh7 18 Bxd5 *, 7.
Almasi~Yusupov, Ubeda 1997.

(k) 12...0-0 13 Nf1 Re8 14 h3 Bhs 15 Ng3 Bg6 16 Nf5 Ne4 17 Nxe7+ Rxe7 18 Bf4
Qd7 19 Nh4 Nc5 20 Nxg6 hxgé 21 Be3 Ne6 22 4 d4 23 Be4 Rads 24 Bf2! Ree8

(24 ... Nxf4 25 Qf3 Nd5 26 cxd4 +) 25 Qg4 Ne7 26 Rad1 =+, Svidler-Adianto,
Groningen 1997,

(1) Or 17...h5 18 h3 £. After 17...0-0 18 a4 d4 19 axb5 axb5 20 Be4 Rfes

21 Qd3 Nb8 22 cxd4 White has a spatial advantage, Haba—Marin, Budapest
1993, .

(m) 10 Qd3 merits serious attention. 10 . . . 0-0 11 Nbd2 (11 Be3 f6! 12 exf6 Qxfe
13 Nbd2—13 Bxd5 Rad8 = —13 . .. Bxe3 14 Qxe3 Nxd2 15 Qxd2 Rads =,

Kamsky-Anand, match 1995) 11. . . f5 12 exf6 Nxf6 13 a4 Rb8 14 axb5 axbs
15 Ng5 (15 Ra6 Bb6 «) 15 . . . Ne5 16 Qg3 Qd6 17 Bcz Bd7 18 Nb3 Bb6 19 Bf4
(19 Nd4 hé 20 Bf4 Bxd4! 21 cxd4 Nh5 =, A. Sokolov-Sulkis, Geneva 1998)
19... Rbe8 20 Nd4 Nh5 21 Bxe5 Rxe5 22 Bxh7+ Kha 23 Qh4 g6 with roughly
equal chances in this complex position, A. Sokolov-Timman, Reykjavik 1988,
(n) White gets a better ending after 12 . . . Bg4 13 h3 Bh5 (13. .. Bxf3 14 gxf3! £}

14 g4 Bg6 15 Bxe4 dxe4 16 Nxc5 exf3 17 Bfa Qxd1 18 Raxd1 Nds 19 Rd7 z,
Karpov-Korchnoi, World Chp. (G24) 1978.

(0) 14 Nxd4 Qd7 15 f4 Nxd4 16 cxd4 6 17 Be3 fxe5 18 fx

e5 Rxf1t 19 Qxf1 Rf8 =,
Leko—Korchnoi, Leon 1994.

(p) 16 Nc1 a3 17 b3 f6 18 Nd3 fxe5 19 Nxe5 Nxe5 20 Bxe4 dxes =,
Ivanchuk-Timman, Riga 1995.

(q} 18 Rb1 Bxe4 19 Rxb2 Qd7 20 Bd3! Bxd3 21 Qxd3 b4 22 Rel %, Hellers—
Wedberg, Sweden 1993.
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{r) Leading only to equality is 12 exf6 Nxf6 13 Nb3 Bbé 14 Ng5 Qd7
15 Nxe6 Qxe6 16 Nd4 Nxd4 17 cxd4 Re8 = (Larsen).

(s) 14 ...Qd7 15 £3 Nc5 16 Kh1 Nb7 17 Be3 %, Stein—Keres, Moscow 1967.

(t) 18 Be3 Re8 19 Qd2 a5 20 Rad1 Qe7 21 Bb1 Kh8 22 Rfel %, Short-Timman,
match 1993.

(u} Teking the rook immediately is better than 13 . . . Qxf67! 14 Qf1! Bg4 15 h3 Bhs
16 Nd4 +.

(v) 17 Kg1 Nxf3+ 18 gxf3 Qxf3 19 Qxf3 Rxf3 20 Bf2 Bh3 is a roughly even ending,
Aseev-Leko, Moscow 1995.

{w) 18 gxf3 Rf7 19 Kgz (19 Ng3 Bg4 20 Kgl Qxf3 21 Qxf3 Rxf3 =) 19... dat?
20 Bxd4 Qg5t 21 Ng3 c5 22 Bf2 Rxfa! 23 Kxf3 Bgat 24 Kg2. Bxd1.=,
Kudrin—Kaidanov, US Chp. 1997. The Dilworth Attack is a promising choice
for Black.
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Open Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Nxed
6 d4 b5 7 Bb3 d5 8 dxe5 Be6 9 c3 Be7(a)

49 50 51 52 53 54
10 Nbd2.......o.oiieens Bed(h).....ooviiiinnnos Be2.......... Re1l(r)
0-0(b} Nc5.......... 0-0(1) 0-0{0) 0-0
11 Qez.......... Bc2 Bc2 Nbdz Qe2 Nd4
Nc5(c) 5 Nd7(i) Qd7 Qd7 Nxe5!(s)
12 Nd4 Nb3 Rel Re1(m) Nd4(p) f3
Qd7{d) Qdz Ndxe5 Rads 5 Bde
13 Bc2 Rei(f) Nxe5 Bc2 3 fxeq
f6 Rad8 Nxe5 {5 Ng5 Bg4
14 b4 Qe2 Bd4 exf6 Be3 Qdz
Na4 Rfes Ng6(j) Nxf6 f4 Qh4a
15  N2f3 Nfd4 Bxg7 Qb1 Bf2 h3
Nxd4 Nxd4 Rgs hé Bf7 c5
16 Nxd4 Nxd4 Bxgb Nh4 Nd2 Qf2
c5 c5 Rxg7 Ne5 Neb Qhs
17 exf6 Nxef Rxe6 Nb3 N2b3 Re3

Rxf(e) Qxet(g) hxg6(k) Nfg4(n) Bgélq) dxe4(t}

(a) 9...Nc5 10 Bc2 Bg4 11 Nbd2 transposes into column 45.

{(b) 10... Nc5 11 BeZ d4 12 Ne4 d3 13 Nxc5 dxc2 14 Qxd8+ Rxd8 15 Nxe6 fxe6
16 Be3 Rd5 17 Rac1 Nxe5 18 Nxe5 Rxe5 19 Rxc2 Kf7 20 c4 b4 21 Rd1 Rds
22 Rxd8 Bxd8 23 Kf1 Bg5 24 Ba7! &, Xie Jun-Zsu. Polgar, Women’s World
Chp. 1996. This slightly worse ending may be Black's best choice.

{c} 11...Nxd2 12 Qxd2 Na5 13 Bc2 Nc4 14 Qd3 g6 15 Bh6 gave White strong
kingside play in Tal-Korchnoi, USSR 1955.

(d) 12. .. Nxb3 13 Nxc6 Nxcl 14 Raxcl Qd7 15 Nxe7t Qxe7 16 14 .

(e) 18 Nxeb Qxeb 19 Qd3 Rg6 20 Bf4 Ri8 21 Rael with strong play on the light
squares, Short~Unzicker, Germany 1988.

() Also 13 Nfd4 Nxd4 14 Nxd4 c5 15 Nxe6 Qxe6 16 3 Ngb 17 a4 £,
A. Rodriguez-Passerotti, Malta Ol. 1980.

{8} 18 f3 Ng5 19 a4 %, Nunn-Wedberg, Novi Sad O). 1990.

{h) This position is often reached by the order of moves 9 Be3 Be7 10 ¢3 in order
to avoid 9 c3 Bc5.
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(i) 11...Bg4 12 Nbd2 Ne6 13 Qb1! Bh5 14 b4 Qd7 15 a4 Rb8 16 axb5 axb5
17 Bf5 £.

{j) 14 ... Nc6 15 Bxg7 Rg8 16 Qh5 Qd6 17 Bh6? Bg4 18 Qh4 0-0-0 wonk?l?c(l;—:)}-xg
exchange in Morozevich-Ivanchuk, New York 1995, but 17 Qhs!
18 Bxh7 nets a pawn.

(k) 18 Re2 Kf8 19 Nd2 Rgs8 20 Nf3 Bfé 21 Qd2 Qdé =, Khalifman-Korchnoi,
Ubeda 1997.

(1) (A) 10...Qd7 11 Nbd2 Rd8 12 Rel 0-0 13 Bc2 Bf5 14 Nxe4 Bxe4 15 Bxe4

dxe4 16 Qxd7 Rxd7 17 e6! fxe6 18 Nd2 with the better endgan:le,
Kotronias—Lirindzakis, Greece 1997. (B) 10...Na5 11 Nd4 0—(],: IZEN 2
Nxd2 13 Qxd2 Nc4 14 Bxc4 dxc4 15 f4 Bds 16 Rad1 *, Unzicker-Euwe,

Dubrovnik OL 1950.

! Ng4! lets Black take over the
12 Bc2 15 13 exf6 Nxf6 14 Qb1 Kh8 15 Ng5?! Ng )
w initiative since 16 Nxh7 Qd6 17 g3 Nxe3d 18 fxe3 Rxf1t leaves the knight

on h7 stranded, Z. Almasi-1. Sokolov, Wijk aan Zee 1995.
(n) 18 Nc5 Qc8 19 Nxeb Qxe6 with chances for both sides, Kir. Georgiev—lvanchuk,
Manila Ol. 1992.

(o) 10...Bg4 11 h3 Bxf3 (1
Havana Ol. 1966) 12 gxf3 Nc5 13 fa Qd7 14 Qf3

Munich 1991.
(p) 12 Rd1 f5 13 Nbd2 Kh8 14 Nb3 Bf7 15 Nbd4 Bhs =, Tal-Keres, Moscow 1966.

6 19 Rfe1 Ncxd4 20 cxd4 a5 = R. Byrne—-Unzicker, Hastings 1971.

1...Bh5 12 g4 Bg6 13 Bb3 *, Fischer-Olafsson,
+, ]. Polgar-Hiibner,

(q) 18 Bxgé hxg
{r) 10 Qe2 Nc5 11 Bc2 d4 12 Rd1 Bc4 13 Qel d3 14 Na3 Qc8 15 Bb1 BdS
16 Bxd3 Bx{3 17 gxf3 Nxd3 18 Rxd3 Qfs! and Black stands well (Euwe).

(s) 11...Nxd4?! 12 cxd4 h6 13 f3 Ng5 14 Nc3 ¢5 15 f4 with a.ttacl'(ing pro'spects,
Hii.bner-Piket, Dortmund 1992. The old column continuation 18 better!

(t) 18 hxgs Nxg4 19 Rh3 Qxh3 20 Qxf7t Rx{7 21 Bxf7+ Kxf7 22 gxh3 cxd4
23 hxg4 Bc5 draw agreed, Teichmann—Johner, Breslau 1913.
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Open Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Bad Nf6 5 0-0 Nxe4 6 d4(a)

55 56 57 58 59 60
B s exd4
7 Bb3 Rel
d5 ds
8 AXB5. ettt e e Nxe5{o) Nxd4(q)
Be6 Nxe5 Bde6
9 [oX SO, Qe2 (Howell Attack)..... Be3(k) dxe5 Nxc6
Nc5 Be7.......... Bes Nc5(1) c6(p) Bxh2t
10 Bc2 Rd1i(e) Be3(i) Nc3(m) Be3 Kh1!
Bg4 0-0(f) Ne7(j) Nxb3 Be7 Qh4
11 Re1 c4 Nbd2 cxb3 Ndz2 Rxed4t
d47!(b) bxc4 Bxe3 Be? Nxd2 dxe4
12 h3 Bxc4 Qxe3 Rc1 Qxd2 Qdst
Bhs Be5(g) Nxd2 Qdrz 0-0 Qxds
13 e6! Be3 Qxd2 Ne2 Qc3 Nxds+t
fxe6(c) Bxe3 c5 Nds Bb7 Kxds
14 cxd4 Qxe3 c3 Nf4 f4 Kxh2
Bxf3 Qbs Qd7 Nb7 a5 Be6
15 Qxf3 Bb3 Rad1 Nd4 a3 Be3
Nxd4(d) Na5(h) h6 = 0-0(n) b4 = 5(r)

(a) Black gains easy equality after 6 Re17! Nc5 7 Bxc6 (7 Nxe5 Nxe5 8 Rxe5t Be7 =}
7...dxc6 8 Nxe5 Be?7 9 d4 Ne6 10 Be3 0-0 11 Nc3 f6 12 N3 Re8 =,
Soler-Mitchell, England 1932.

(b} (A) 11...Be7 12 Nbd2 transposes into column 3 (this is probably Black’s
best choice now). (B) 11...Qd7 12 Nbd2 Rd8 13 Nb3 Be7 14 Nxc5 Bxc5
15 Qd3 *, Petrosian-Kochiev, Riga 1973.

(c) 13... Nxe6 14 Be4 *+, Gutkins-Klavens, USSR 1968.

(d) 16 Qh5t g6 17 Bxg6t hxg6 18 Qxh8 Nc2 19 Bhé! with a winning advantage,
Unzicker-Lehmann, Berlin 1953,

(e) Aggressive, but speculative is 10 c4 bxc4 11 Ba4 Bd7 12 Nc3 Nc5 13 e6 fxe6
14 Bxc6 Bxc6 15 Ne5 Qdb 16 Qh5+ g6 17 Nxg6 hxgé 18 Qxhst Kd7 19 Qg7 d4
with ample compensation for the exchange, Abrosin—Radchenko, USSR 1954.

(f) White gains an edge after 10...Nc5 11 c4 d4 (11...bxc4 12 Bxcd 0-0
13 Nc3 *+) 12 ¢xb5 d3 (12 ... Nxb3 13 axb3 axb5 14 Rxa8 Qxa8 15 Bg5 Bxb3
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fguez—Agzamov, Cienfuegos 1984)
16 Rc1 Bxg5 17 Nxgs h6 18 Nd2! +, A. Rodrfg

13Qf1 ins 14 axb3 Nb4 15 Bdz Nc2 16 Rxa6 Rxa6 17 bxa6 Bxb3 18 Bgs! B.le
(18 . .. Bxg5 19 Rxd3) 19 Bxe7 Qxe7 20 a7 0-0 21 Nbd2 %, Greenfeld—Pernik,

Israel 1983. e
6 Ng5 Bxgs Xxg
® LZB Beacll\g:s 11:; I;l:: g(;(BC :;01 ;;)47( z: ;(i Il{?éle:GB?oX;Sk;—Sogin, Ggoningen 1994.
White’s bishops provide him with some initiative.
(h) 16 Nbd2 Qa7 17 Nd4 Nxd2 18 Qxd2 Qb6 19 Bc2 c¢5 =, Kavalek—Karpov,
Montreal 1979.
(i) White gets very little from 10 Nbd2 Nxdz 11 Bxd2 0-0 12 Rad1 Ne7 13 ¢3 Qdz,
Kindermann—Slobodjan, Nussloch 1996.
(j10... 0-0 11 Rd1 Bxe3 12 Qxed Na5 13 Nbd2 Nxd2 14 Rxd2 c6 15 ¢3 &,
Hjartarson—Korneev, Linares 1995.
(k) Black has no trouble after 9 a4 b4 ‘10 a5 Nc5 11 Bgs Qd7 12 Nbd2 h6 13 Bh4
Be7 14 Bxe7 Qxe7 =, Ljubojevié-Hjartarson, Amsterdam 1991.
i column 51. (B) 9...Bc5 10 Qd3 0-0
0 [li;) [\?0‘3‘ .le:j: 1120 C;:Ztlszzgofgsbl:ég Bxe3 14 Qxe3 Ncb (Stefansson-Piket,
Moscow Ol. 1994) 15 a4 gives White a pull.
(m) 10 c3 Nxb3 11 axb3 Be7 12 Nbd2 0-0 13 ]:?4 d4 14 Nxd4 Nxd? 15113);24(;;:2;4-
16 Ne4 also gives White an edge, Bronstein—-Sorokon, Argentina
stein has aged, but still plays fine chess).
(n) 16 Nc6 Rfe8 17 Qc2 £, Ernst-Wedberg, Gopenhagen 1991. White has pressure
on the c-file.
(o) 8 a4 Nxd4 9 Nxd4 exd4 10 axb5 Bc5 11 ¢3 0-0 12 cxd4 Bb6 13 Nc3 Bb7 =,
Lasker—Schlechter, World Chp. (G8) 1910.
(p) Now 9. .. Be6 10¢c3 Bc5 11 Qe2 0-0 12 Be3 is good for White (Keres). The col-
umn is Fischer—Addison, US Chp. 1966. s 00
i i 7 Qxe7 10 Nx -
@ ﬁh];tfcf‘}n lz)l)}(’cg 1.lezfeflgi ‘ct;el;“;;géea;lﬁn;ngz(gi:!?\%76 gx?i)((iewi% a good endgame,
Karastoichev—Paskalev, Silven 1961..
(r) 16 Nc3 Ke7 17 g4! with an endgame edge, Capablanca—Ed. Lasker, New York
1915.
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RUY LOPEZ MAIN LINES—
CLOSED VARIATIONS AND
THE MARSHALL ATTACK

e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Re1 b5 7 Bb3 is the
1 start of a fascinating opening struggle where both sides are able to
develop and build their positions toward a tense and dynamic
middlegame. The end of this subchapter is the Marshall Attack and Anti-
Marshall Systems, which begin with 7 ...0-0. Everything else begins

with 7 ... d6 8 ¢3 0-0 (see diagram below), which constitutes the Closed
Defense.

Columns 1-6 cover lines in the Closed Defense that are not major
systems. The minor variations 9 h3 Nd7 (columns 1-2) and 9 h3 Be$ (col-
umn 3) can be difficult to meet, although accurate play leaves White
ahead. The impatient 9 d4 without the preparatory h3 is covered in
columns 4-5. Black is all right in these lines. 8 d3 (column 6) is slow and
unambitious.

The most common defense after the usual 9 h3 is still the Cricorin
VARIATION, 9 ... Na5 10 Bc2 ¢5 11 d4 (columns 7-18). Black has the first
threats on the c—file in the main continuation 11 . . . Qc7 12 Nbd2 cxd4 13
cxd4 (columns 7-12), which slows White’s development. Black is quickly
ready for action, as White would hold the advantage if he is able to deploy
his pieces without trouble. The other continuations after 12 Nbd2 are
12...Nc6 (column 13} and 12...Bd7 (column 14). These do not pres-
sure White as much as the main continuation. Other eleventh moves for
Black are 11...Nc6 (column 15), 11...Nd7 (columns 16-17) and
11...Bb7 (column 18). White may be able to gain an edge in these lines,
but the rich and complex positions offer opportunities to the better player.
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In the BRevER VariaTion, 9 h3 Nb8 (columns 19-24), Black redevelops
his queen’s knight at d7, centralizing his pieces and maintaining control
of the center. This allows White time to choose his plan of play on the
kingside, queenside or both. Column 189 is probably White's best line.

The Smys.ov Variation, 9 h3 hé (columns 25-30), has been somewhat
out of fashion for some time. Kasparov's loss to Deep Blue in the second
game of their 1997 match did little to bolster the variation’s image.

The ZaITsev Variation, 9 h3 Bb7 10 d4 Re8 (columns 31-36), has lost
some of its shine since Karpov abandoned it as his regular defense in favor
of the Caro-Kann. It still leads to sharp, complicated positions that are
very difficult to handle, but some games of Anand have indicated that

White should have a theoretical edge.

7.
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The MARSHALL ATTACK, 7 . . . 0-0 8 c3 d5 (columns 37-40), see above
diagram, is a remarkable pawn sacrifice introduced by Frank Marshall
against Capablanca in 1918. Black’s compensation for the pawn is mostly
positional—based on creating weaknesses in the White kingside and
slowing White’s development. There is no direct forcing line that either
side must play, and for this reason the gambit is hard to refute. New ideas
are constanly being tried as the opening remains topical. Currently White
is obtaining some advantage, but the long complex variations leave scope
for alternative play. England’s Micky Adams is the Marshall’s greatest ad-
vocate today.

The Anti-Marshall Systems, 7 ... 0-08 h3 {column 41)and 7 . .. 0-0
8 a4 (column 42), avoid the long complex variations of the Marshall At-

tack and still present Black problems in equalizing.

78

RUY LOPEZ
Closed Defense

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7
6 Re1 b5 7 Bb3 d6 8 ¢3 0-0

1 2 3 4 5 6
9 }I:I?i 7 ........................................ dd .o da(t)
........................ Be6(h) Bg4 Na5(u)
10 d4(a) d4 Be3.......... ds Bc2
Bf6 .......... Nb6 Bxb3 exd4{m) Nas c5
11 a4(b) Nbd2 axb3(i) cxd4 Be2 Nbd2
Bb7(c) exd4(e) exd4(j) Na5(n) Qc8(g) Re8
12 Na3 cxd4 cxd4 Bc2
Nbd2 Nf1
exd4 Nb4 ds(k) c5 c6 Nc6
13 cxd4 Nf1 e5 dxc5(0) h3 h3
Nas c5 Ne4 dxc5 Bd7 h6
14  axbs! a3 Nc3 Nbd2 dxc6 Ng3
axb5s Nc6 5 Res Bxc6(r} Beb
15 Bc2 Be3(f) exf6 Qb1 Nf1 d4
b4 c4 Bxf6 Nd7 Nc4 cxd4
16 Nb1 Bc2 Nxe4 e5
Ng3 cxd4
Re8(d) d5(g) dxe4(l) Ni8(p) g6(s) exd4(v)

(a) 10 a4 Nc5 11 Bd5 Bb7 12 axb5 axb5 1
3 Rxa8 Qxa8 14 d4 Na4 15 Na3
16 Nb5 Qa5 =, Adorjan-Beliavsky, Frankfurt 1998. o b

{b) 11 Be3 Na5 12 Bc2 Nc4 13 Be1 Bb7 14 i
| a4 exd4 15 Nxd4 is al i
for White, Popovi¢-Lengyel, Pecs 1980. 1o eleo lightly boteer

{c) (A) 11...Na5 12 Bc2 Bb7 13 d5 Be7 14 Na3 c6 15 b4! Nc4 16 Nxc4 bxc4
17 dxc6 Bxc6 18 Nd2 *, Leko—Pinter, Hungarian Chp. 1997. (B) 11 Rb8
12 axb5 axb5 13 Be3 Ne7 14 Nbd2 c5 15 Nfi cxd4 16 cxd4 *
Spassky-Smyslov, Bugojno 1984. -

(d) 17 Bf4 ¢5 18 Nbd2 cxd4 19 Bxd6 Nc6 20 Bas =, Oll-Wells, Hungary 1997

(e) 11...Bf6 12 Nf1 Re8 13 N
g3 g6 14 Bh6 Na5 15 Bc2 = irmi
Divenon U3 Chp. 1006, g ¢2 c5 16 d5 %, de Firmian-

(f) White must respect the wave of Black pawns on the queenside. After the nat-
ural 1'5 Ng3 c4 16 Bc2 d5 17 €5 a5 18 Be3 b4 19 axb4 axb4 20 Rxa8 Nxa8
Black’s chances are at least equal, Svidler~Adams, Groningen 1997.

{g) 17 Ne5! Qc7 18 Ng3 g6 19 Qf3 Be6 2
) 0 Nxc6 Qxc6 21 Bh6 Rfe8 22 eS
23 Nh5! with the attack, Topalov—Peng, Elista Ol 1998. e

(h) (A) 9...Qd7 10 d4 Re8 11 Nbdz Bf8 12 a3 g6 14 Ba2 Bg7 15 b4 Nh5
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15 Nf1 %, Kuzmin-Smyslov, USSR 1974. (B)9...a5 10 a4 b4 11 d4 bxc3 12
bxc3 exd4 13 cxd4 d5 14 Ne5! Nba 15 Nc3 Bb7 (Gufeld—Blatny, Hawaii 1992)

16 exd5 Nbxd5 17 Nxd5 Nxd5 18 Qh5 with attacking chances.

(i) On 11 Qxb3 Black has two reasonable choices: (A) 11 ... Qd7 12 Nbd2 Na5
13 Qc2 exd4 14 cxd4 c5 (Matanovié-Pfleger, Hamburg 1965) 15 d5 is a small
edge for White. (B) 11...d5 12 exd5 Na5 13 Qc2 exd4 14 cxd4 Nxd5 15 Nc3
6! 16 Ned4 Rc8 17 Nc5 Bxcs 18 dxc5 Qf6 with roughly equal chances,
Timman-P. Nikoli¢, Tilburg 1990. '

(j) 11...Re8 12 d5 Nb8 13 c4 c6 14 dxc6 Nxcé 15 Bg5 gives Black trouble on the
light squares, Dolmatov-P. Nikoli¢, Hastings 1989/90.

(k) 12... Nb4 13 Nc3 c5 14 Bf4 c4 15 bxcs bxc4 16 Bgb Nd3 17 Re2 Nh5
18 Be3 %, Ivanchuk-Agdestein, Tilburg 1989.

(1) 17 Rxe4 Qd5 18 Rg4! h5 19 Rf4 Rad8 20 Be3 Nb4 21 Qb1 Qxb3 22 Rf5 %,
Anand-Kamsky, match 1994.

(m) 10...d5 11 exd5 exd4 12 Bxd4 Nxd4 13 cxd4 Res 14 Nc3 Bdé 15 Qd3 Z,
Fishbein—Rios, Philadelphia 1992.

(n) Black can also play 11 ... d5 12 €5 Ne4 13 h3 Bh5 14 Nc3 Nxc3 15 bxc3 Qd7!
16 Bc2 f5 17 exf6 Bxf6 =, Panchenko-1. Sokolov, Palma de Mallorca 1989.

{0) 13 Nbd2 cxd4 14 Bxd4 Nc6 15 Be3 d5 =, Unzicker—Keres, match 1956.

(p) 17 Bfs Bxf5 18 Qxf5 Qc8 19 Qh5 Qeb 20 Ne4 Nc4! 21 Bxc5 Nxb2 =,
Haba—Foisor, Bad Worishofen 1992.

(q) The older 11...c6 allows White some chances for advantage after 12 h3 Bc8
(12 ... Bxf3 13 Qxf3 cxd5 14 exd5 Nc4 15 Nd2 Nbé 16 Nfi Nbxd5 17 Ng3
with good play for the pawn; 12 . . . Bd77! 13 Nxe5 dxe5 14 d6 ) 13 dxcé Qc7
14 Nbd2 Qxc6 15 Nft Nc4 16 Ng3 g6 17 a4 Bb7 18 Qe2 £, Sutovsky—Gabriel,
Bad Homburg 1997.

(r) Alsd 14...Qxc6 15 Nfi Rac8 16 Ng3 Rfe8 17 a4 Bds 18 axb5 axbs
19 Qe2 Qb6 19 Bd3 Qb8 =, Movsesian-Adams, Bundesliga 1998.

(s) 17 Qe2 Qb7 18 a4 Rfc8 19 b3 Nb6 =, Adams-Ivanchuk, Linares 1997.

(t) 9 a4 Bgs 10 h3 Bxf3 11 Qxf3 Na5 12 Ba2 b4! 13 cxb4 Nc6 14 Qc3 Qd7
15 Na3 d5 16 b5 axb5 17 axb5 Nd4 18 exd5 Nxd5 produces a sharp position
with chances for both sides, Ljubojevié-Smejkal, Dubai Ol. 1986.

(u) 9. .. Be6 is another good way to play against this slow system—10 Nbd2 Bxb3
11 Qxb3 Nd7 12 Nf1 Nc5 13 Qc2 ds =,

(v) 17 Ne2 (17 Nxd4 Nxd4 18 Qxd4 Rc8 ¥) 17...Nb4 18 Bb1 d3 19 Ned4 Bfs
20 Bd2 Nc2 =, Psakhis-Khalifman, European club match 1997.
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Chigorin Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Baa Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Re1 b5 7 Bb3 d6
8 ¢3 0-0 9 h3 Na5 10 Bc2 c5 11 d4 Qc7 12 Nbd2 ¢xd4 13 cxd4

7 8 9 10 11 12
Bb7. i NCB.. v, Bd7
14 d5...... Nf1 Nb3 ......... a3(p) Nf1
Rac8(a) Rac8 a5 Bd7 Racs
15 Bb1(b) Re2...... Bb1(i) Be3 d5(q)
Ne3
Nd7(c) Nh5(f) exd4! a4 Nasq Ncﬁ{f)]
16  Nf1 aa(g) Nxd4?!(j) Nbd2 Nf1 ds
5(d) bxa4 Rfes Bd7(m) Nh5 Nb4
17 exfs Bxa4 Ng3 Rel b3 Bb1
Nf6 Nfi6 ds Qb7 Rfcs a5
18 Ng5 Ng3 exd5(k) Qe2(n) Ne3 a3
Bxd5 g6 Bb4! Rab8g gb Naé
19 Ne3 Bd2! Bd2 a3 Bdz b4!

Qb7(e) Nc4(h) Bxd2(i) Rfe8(o) Bd8(r} g6(u)

(a) 14...Bc8 15 b4! Nc4 16 Nxc4 Qxcd (16...bxca 17 Re3.Bd7 18 a4 )
17 Rb1 Bd7 (17 ... Qxa2? 18 Nd2 traps the queen) 18 Bd3 Qc7 19 Be3 Ne8
20 Nd2 Qd8 21 Nb3 =, Tseshkovsky-van Riemsdijk, Riga 1979,

(b) 15 Bd3 Nd7 16 Nf1 f5 17 Bg5 (17 exf5 Bxd5=) 17 .. . Nc5 18 exf5 Nc4 19 Bxc4
b?(c4 20 Bxe7 Qxe7 21 Ne3 Nd3 22 Re2 Rc5! 23 b3 e4 with chances for both
sides, De la Villa-Pinter, Spain 1993.

(c) 15...Nh5 16 Nft Nf4 17 Kh2 Qd7 18 Ng1 Nc4 19 g3 Ng6 20 b3 Nbé
21 Ne3 £, van Riemsdijk—Matsuura, Curitiba 1992.

(d) 16... Nc4 17 Re2 Ncb6 18 Rc2 Qb8 19 Ne3 g6 20 Bd2 Na4 21 b3 =, Tal-
Petrosian, USSR Chp. 1959. -

(e) 20 b3 Rfes?! (20...Bc6 %) 21 Bd2 Bd8 22 Bb4 =, Shirov—Alda, Bordeaux
1998. '

(f) 15...d5 16 Nxe5 dxe4 17 Ng3 Rfd8 18 Nf5 Bdé6 1
9 Nxd6 Qxd6 20 Be3 h6
21 Qd2 %, Stefansson-Pinter, France 1994.

(g) 16 Bd3 f5!? 17 dxe5 dxe5 18 Rc2 Qd6 19 Rxc8 Rxc8 20 Nxeb Qxe5
21 Qxh5 Qd4 22 Qe2 fxed =, Ivanovié-Kovadevié, Zagreb 1985.

(h) 20 Bh6 Rfd8 21 Rc1 Qb6 22 b3 =+, Prandstetter—Pinter, Barcelona 1993,

(i) 15 Bd3 (15! 16 dxe5 Nxe4 17 Ng3 {5 18 exf6 Bxf6 19 Nxe4 dxe4 20 Bxed Rad§
21 Qe2 Rfe8 22 Nd2 Qe5 with compensation for the pawn, Fischer—Janosevid
Belgrade 1958. .

81



3 Rfes 17 Bf4 Ncd 18 Qxd4 Nd7

o pensates for his iso-

. . - lit
O s bis e o tont when Black’s activity com

19 Bg5 Bf8 20 Nf5 Nc5 (Honfi),
lated d-pawn.
(k) 18 e5 Bba 19 Bd2 Bxd2 20
. i i tria 1995.
(1) 20 Qxd2 Nc4 21 Rxe8+ Rxe8 22 Qcl Qe5 ¥+, Rabiega—Z. Almasi, Austria

7 Bb1 Bd7
9f4 £ (B)16...Nbd 1
o3 Nas 16 MBS cas 26 3 x) 20 Bd3 Rfes 21 Racl &,

Qxd2 Nc4 wins a pawn, Rigo-Pinter, Dortmund

A) 16 ...Beb 17
w (‘18) a3 Nc6 19 Qe2! Qb7 (19...Nad 20 Bd

Kasparov-Hort, Lucerne Ol. 1982. .
(n) 18 Bb1 Rfc8 19 Nf1 Rc7.20 dS‘NaS! 21 b3 Rxc1 22 Bxcl ax
full equality, Anand-Piket, Linares 1997. N
(0) 20 Bb1 h6 (Nijboer—van der Sterren, Rotterdam 1998) 21 dxe
gains White an edge. 1 1 s R
® ;1) ((:12?3 r\(]2‘2148 15 f;:miilsgn?}fllxk]? Lucerne 1989.
(q) 15 Nb3 a5 16 d5 Nbsg 17 Bd2 a4 18 Nc1 Re8 19 Be3 Nab =
Tilburg 1982.
(r) 20 Bd3 Qb8 21 Kh2 Bb6 22 g3 R

1996.
( ) h may also 4 an dge 15 2 Rif 1 Nc6 1
s) White et e with Re! e8 16 b3 6 17 Bb2 Bf8

18 Rc1 Qb7 19 Bb1 %, Chandler-Thipsay, London 1989.
. .Rfes 16 b3 exd4 17 Nxd4 Bfs 18 Bb2

axb3 Bds with

g 18 Ne3 Na6 19 Nh2 Ncb

, Timman-Torre,

c7 23 Nh4 Qd8 =, Leko—Sturua, Yerevan ol.

Qds 19 Ndf5 £,

ive is 15 .
(t) More passive is 1
Spassky—Keres, match 1965.

, Buda
20 Bd2 Nh5 21 Bd3 Nf4 22 Bf1 5 23 exf5 gx{5 24 R.cll. Leko-Lukacs, Bu
(U) 1993. White is slightly better in this complex position.

pest
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Chigorin Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Bad Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Rel b5
7 Bb3 d6 8 ¢3 0-0 9 h3 Na5 10 Bc2 ¢5 11 d4

13 14 15 16 17 18
(6 o) AP Nc6.......... Nd7...oveeene (Keres Bb7
Variation)
12 Nbd2(a) ds(k) Nbdz........ dxc5 d5(u)
Nc6.......... Bd7(g) Na5(1) cxd4 dxch Nc4
13 d5!(b) Nf1 Nbd2 cxd4 Nbd2z a4
Nds(c) Nc4(h) c4 Nc6(n) Bb7(s) Nbé
14 a4(d) b3(i) Nf1 Nb3(o) Qe2 Nbdz(v)
Rb8 Nbé Nb7 a5 Re8 g6
15 b4 Ne3 Ng3 Be3(p) b3 a5
Nb7(e) c4 Nc5 a4 Bcb! Nbd7
16 axb5s Ba3 Be3 Nbd2 Nft Nf1
axbs Rfe8 Qc7 Bf6(q) Nb7 Nh5
17 Nf1 Qd2 Nd2 ds Bb2 Bh6
Bd7 a5 Re8 Nd4 Nd6 Re8
18 Be3 bxc4 b3 Rel! Rad1 Qdz
Ras(f) Nxc4(j) cxb3(m) Bb7(r) Bf8(t) Bfg(w)

(a) 12 b4 cxb4 13 cxb4 Nc4 14 Nbd2 Bb7 15 Nxcd bxcs 16 d5 a5 17 b5 a4!
18 Bxa4 Qa5 19 Bc2 Qxb5 =, Tal-Sanguinetti, Munich Ol. 1958.

(b) The older line, 13 dxc5 dxc5 14 Nf1 Be6 15 Ne3 Rad8 16 Qe2 c4 17 Nf5 Rfes
18 Bg5 Nd7 20 Bxe7 Nxe7 21 Ng5 Nf8, is simply equal, Rubinetti-Filip, Palma
de Mallorca Int. 1970.

(c) 13...Na5 14 b3 Bd7 15 Nfl Nb7 16 c4 Rib8 17 Ne3 Bf8 18 Nf5 Nd8
19 Nh2 %, Karpov—-Andersson, Stockholm 1969.

{d) Playing only on the kingside is not so promising—14 Nfi Ne8 15 g4 g6
16 Ng3 Ng7 17 Kh2 {6 18 Be3 Bd7 19 Qd2 Nf7 =, Robatsch-Padevsky, Am-
sterdam 1972. White has more space, but Black’s position is solid.

(e) 15...c4 16 Nft NeB 17 axb5 axb5 18 N3h2 f6 19 f4 %, Karpov-Spassky,
USSR Chp. 1973.

(f) 19 Qd2 Rfc8 20 Bd3 g6 21 Ng3 Bfg 22 Ra2 and White has the advantage on
both sides of the board, Karpov-Unzicker, Nice Ol. 1974,

(g) 12...Re8 13 Nf1 Bf8 14 Bg5s Nd7 15 b3 Nb6 16 Rcl Ncé 17 Bbl Ne7
18 Ng3 %, R. Byrne-Ivkov, Skopje Ol. 1972.
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(h) 13 . .. Rfe8 14 b3! (keeping the knight from c4) 14 . . . g6 15 Bg5 Nh5 16 Bxe?
Rxe7 17 Ne3 Nf6 18 Rcl Nb7 19 b4 c4 20 a4 with a distinct advantage,
Stein-Matanovic, Tel Aviv Ol. 1964.

(i) 14 Ne3 Nxe3 15 Bxe3 Rfc8 16 Rc1 Bc6 17 Nd2 cxd4 18 cxd4 Qb7 19 d5 Be8 =,
Karpov—Petrosian, Milan 1975.

(j) 19 Nxc4 bxc4, Shirov-Piket, Wijk aan Zee 1998; now simply 20 Rad1 is an
edge for White.

{k) (A) 12 Nbd2 cxd4 13 cxd4 exd4 14 Nb3 Nba 15 Nbxda4 (15 Bb1l d3 =)
15...Nxc2 16 Qxc2 Bb7 17 Nf5 Re8 =, Matulovi¢-Abramovic¢, Yugoslavia
1996. (B) 12 Be3!? cxd4 13 cxd4 Nb4 14 Bb3 is interesting, intending
14 ...Nxed? 15 a3 Nc6 16 Bds.

(1) 12 ...Na7 13 a4 Nd7 14 Be3 Qc7 15 Nbd2 Nb6 16 a5 £, Nunn—van der Wiel,
Amsterdam 1988.

(m) 19 axb3 Nb7 20 Bd3! Bd7 21 Rel &£, Jansa~Bellin, Wrexham 1997.

(n) Black should not yet give up his strongpoint in the center—13... exd4
14 Nxd4 Bf6 15 Nf1 Ne5 16 Ne3 g6 17 Nd5 Bg7 18 a4 leaves White in control,
Kotkov-Zhukhovitsvky, USSR 1964.

(0) (A) 14 Nf1 exd4 15 Nxd4 Nxd4 16 Qxd4 Ne5 (threatening 17 ... Bxh3!)
17 Qd1 Bf6 18 Ne3 Beb6 19 a4 Nc6 20 Nd5 Bxd5 21 exds Nb4 =, Shirov-Piket,
Tilburg 1997. (B) 14 d5 Nb4 15 Bb1 a5 16 a3 Na6 17 b4 Nbé! =, Suetin—Tal,
USSR Chp. 1965.

(p) Also 15 Bd3 Ba6 16 d5 Nb4 17 Bf1 a4 18 Nbd4 exd4 19 a3 Nxd5 20 exd5 Bf6
21 Nxd4 Nc5 22 Nc6 Qb6 23 Bf4! RfeB 24 Qc2 %, Anand-Piket, Wijk aan Zee
1999.

(g) 16 . .. exd4 17 Nxd4 Nxd4 18 Bxd4 Ne5 19 Nf1 Be6 20 Ne3 Bg5 21 b3 *,
Tarjan—Karklins, US Chp. 1973.
(r) 19 Bb1 Qb6 20 Nf1 Rfc8 21 Qd2 *, Gufeld-Romanishin, Vilnius 1975.

(s) (A) 13...f6 14 Nh4 Nbé 15 Nf5 Ra7 16 Qf3 Kh8 17 h4 Bet 18 hs %,
Tringov—Barle, Yugoslavia 1974. (B) 13...Qc7 14 Nft Nb6 15 Ned Rds
16 Qe2 Bep 17 Nd5! Nxd5 18 exd5 Bxd5 19 Nxe5 Ra7 20 Bf4 with the initia-
tive, Fischer—Keres, Curagao Candidates 1962.

{t) 19 Ne3 Qb8 20 ¢4 Qb7 21 Nd2 Rad8 22 {3 g6 23 Bc3 b4 24 Bb2 Bg7 25 Qf2 Nfs
26 Nd5 Ne6 27 Nfi Nd4 and Black’s careful maneuvering has equalized the
game, both sides having strongly posted knights, Short-Nenashev, Calcutta
1998.

(u) 12 Nbd2 cxd4 13 cxd4 exd4! 14 Nxd4 Re8 15 Nfi Bf8 16 Ng3 g6 17 b3 Nd7
18 Bb2 Re8 19 Qd2 Bg7 20 Rad1 Ne5 =, Wagner-Romanishin, Munich 1993.

(v) 14 Qe2 Nxa4 15 Bxa4 bxa4 16 Rxa4 Nd7 17 c4 Nb6 18 Ra3 a5 19 Nc3 a4 =,
Topalov-Piket, Groningen 1997.

(w) 19 Be3 c4 20 g4 %, de Firmian-Spangenberg, Elista Ol. 1998.
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Breyer Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7
6 Rel b5 7 Bb3 d6 8 c3 0-0 9 h3 Nbs

19 20 21 22 23 24
10 dd o d3
Nbd7(a) Nbd7?
11 NbdZ...ooooiiiiiiiiii e Nh4 ........ c4(o) Nbd2
Bb7 g6(m) c6! Bb7
12 Bc2 Bhé c5(p) Nf1
Re8 Re8 Qc7 Nc5
13 Nft.......... ad..ooien. b4(j) Nf3(n) cxd6 Be2
Bf8(b) Bfs Bfs c5 Bxdé Re8
14 Ng3 Bd3 a4 Nbd2 Bgs Ng3
g6 cb(g) Nb6(k) Bfs exd4! Big
15 a4(c) b3(h) a5 Bed Bxf6 ba(s)
c5(d) g6 Nbd?7 Bb7 gxf6 Ncd7
16 ds Bb2 Bb2 ds Qxd4(g) d4
cdle) Qb6 Rb8 Nb6 Ne5 g6
17 Bgs Qc2 Rb1 Bc2 Nbd2 a4
he(f) Nh5(i) Bas(l) Bc8 = Rd8(r) Bg7(t)

(a) Counterattacking the White e-pawn works badly—10 . .. Bb7?! 11 dxe5! dxe5
(11... Nxe4 12 e6 fxe6 13 Bxe61 Kh8 14 Bd5 *, Gligoriéc-Benko, Bled Candi-
dates Tournament 1959) 12 Qxd8 Bxd8 13 Nxe5 Nxe4 14 Be3 Bf6 15 Nga Nd7
16 Nd2 Nxd2 17 Bxd2 Rfes 18 Bf4 *, Keres~Benko, Bled Candidates 1959.

(b) 13...d57! 14 Nxe5 Nxe5 15 dxe5 Nxe4 16 f3 Ng5 (16...Nc5 17 b4 +)
17 Ng3 Bce5t 18 Kh2 6 19 Bxg5 fxg5 20 Qb1! h6 21 Qd1 +, Lobron—Portisch
Wijk aan Zee 1985. ’

(c) White needs play on both the queenside and the kingside to gain an ad-
vantage. On 15 b3 Bg7 16 d5 Nb6 17 Be3 Rc8 18 Qe2 c6 19 c4 cxd5 20 cxd5
Nbxd5! 21 exd5 Nxd5 Black has full compensation for his knight
Kamsky—van der Sterren, match 1994. ’

(d) 15...Bg7 16 Bd3c6 (16 ...d5?! 17.Bg5 *) 17 Bg5h6 (17 ... Rb8 18 Qd2 Bc8
19 Red1 c5 20 b4 %, Popovié-Abramovié, Yugoslav Chp. 1996) 18 Bd2 Qc7
19 b3 d5! =, de Firmian—Zaitdanov, San Francisco 1999. More promising is
19 Qc1 Kh7 20 h4 pressuring the kingside.

(e} 16 ... Nb6 17 Qe2 Nxa4 18 Bxa4 bxa4 19 Rxa4 = due to White’s better pawn
structure.

(f) 18 Be3 Nc5 19 Qd2 h5 20 Bgs Be7 21 Rad leaves White slightly better in a
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complex, multifaceted position, Shirov—van der Sterren, Wijk aan Zee 1998.

(g) 14...ba 1585 d5 16 exd5 exd4 17 Rxe8 Qxe8 18 ¢4 Nc5 19 Nb3 %, Khalif-
man-Beliavsky, USSR Chp. 1990.

(h) 15 Nft d5 16 Bg5 dxe4 17 Rxe4 Be7 18 Re2 exd4 19 Nxd4 Bfg 20 Rd2 Qc7
21 Bf5 c¢5 22 Nf3 Neb is just a minimal edge for White, Anand-Beliavsky,
Linares 1992.

{i) 18 Bf1 exd4! 19 cxd4 d5 20 e5 Nfs4 21 Nh2 Ne6 22 Ndf3 ¢5 =, Ehlvest—
Krivonosov, Tallinn 1998.

(j) 13b3 Bf8 14 d5¢c6 15 c4 Qc7 16 Nf1 Rec8 17 Ne3 (Liuboievié—Beliavsky, Reyk-
javik 1991) 17 .. . bxc4 18 bxc4 cxd5 19 cxd5 a5 =.

(k) 14 ...a5 15 bxa5 Rxa5 16 Rb1 Ba6 17 d5 Qa8 18 Ba3 %, Beliavsky—
A. Petrosian, USSR 1973.

{1) 18 Bal g6 19 c4 bxc4 20 dxe5 Nxe5 21 Nxe5 dxe5 22 Bc3 Be6 =, Browne—
Karpov, Amsterdam 1976.

. Nxe4 12 Nfs Ndf6 13 Nxe7t Qxe7 14 Re2!
.. Nb6 12 Nd2 c5 13 dxc5 dxc5
erdam

(m) (A) Risky is the pawn grab 11.
{Bronstein) planning 15 Qel and 16 3. (B) 11.
14 Nf5 c4 also offers reasonable chances for Black, Browne-Ivkov, Amst

1972.

(n) 13 f4 c5! 14 Nf3 c4 15 Bc2 Bb7 16 Nbdz Bfg 17 Bxf8 =, and actually agreed
drawn in R. Byrne—Portisch, Amsterdam 1969. The column is R. Byrne—

Unzicker, Ljubljana 1969.
(0) 11 Bgs Bb7 12 Nbd2 h6 13 Bh4 Re8 14 Bc2 c5 15 Bg3 Bi8 =, Zapata-Spassky,
Salamanca 1991.

(p) 12 c5 is most energetic, but White may do better with the rarely played {(A)
12 Qc2 Bb7 13 Nc3 ba 14 Ne2 exd4 15 Nexd4 Re8 16 Nfs %, Hjartarson—

Beliavsky, Linares 1989. (B) 12 a3 bxc4 13 Bxc4 Nxed! =, Howell-van der
Sterren, London 1993.

(q) Worse is 16 Nxd4 Nc5 17 Qh5 Bh2t 18 Kh1 Nd3! 19 Re2 Beb F, Milos—
Timman, Manila Ol. 1992.

(r) 18 Qe3 Nd3 19 Qhé Bf4 20 Qxf6 Rd6 21 Qc3 Nxel 22 Rxel Qd8 with chances
for both sides, Fischer—Portisch, Santa Monica 1966.

(s) 15 Nh2 Ne6 16 Nfs hé 17 Ng4 Nxg4 18 Qxg4 Kh7 draw agreed,
Matanovié-Ivkov, Palma de Mallorca 1966.

(t) 18 Bd3 bxa4 19 dxe5 Nxeb 20 Nxe5 Rxeb = (Matanovic).
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Smyslov Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Re1 b5
7 Bb3 d6 8 c3 0-0 9 h3 h6 10 d4 Re8

25 26 27 28 29 30
11
.................................................................... Be3
Bf8
12 NEL Bc2(n) Nbd2
Bb7 Bd7(0) Bd7(q)
13 Ng3 Bd3 a3
Na5 g6 Rc8(r)
14 Bc2 Bc2 a3 Bc2
(o1 T Nc4 Nc4(h) Bg7 g6
15 b3 b3!(e) b3... Bd3(l) b3 b4
Ncé Nbé Nbé Nbé Nh5 Bg7
16 ds(c) Nh2(f) a4(i) Bd2 Bb2 Rel
Ne7 c5 bxa4(j) c5 Nf4 Nh5
17 Be3 fa bxa4 d5 Bf1 Nb3
Ng6 cxd4 a5 Bc8 f5 Qf6 =
18 Qd2 cxd4 Bd3 Nh2 dxe5

Nh7(d) Res(g) Bc6(k) Nh7(m)  fxed(p)

(a) Not 12. .. exd4 13 cxd4 Nxe4? 14 Bd5 winning a knight.

(b) :Simplification with 13 dxe5 Nxe5 14 Nxe5 dxe5 15 Qf3 ¢5 16 Rd1 c4 results
in complete equality, Keres—Spassky, match 1965.

(c) :gngeB cxd4 17 cxd4 Re8 18 Rel exd4 19 Nxd4 ds =, Xie Jun—Geller, Vienna

(d) gr 18...Qc719NI5!1 =, After18 ... Nh7 19 a4 White has a spatial advantage.
Zlee(g ZBISE—Kas%arov, match 1997, continued 19 ... Nh47?! 20 Nxh4 Qxh4

e 8 22 b4 Qc7 23 Recl c4 24 Ra3 R i
21 Qez Qs ec8 25 Rcal *, and White won

(e) Initiating queenside play gi
y gives no advantage here: 15 a4 ¢5 16 b3 Na5
17 axb5 axb5 18 d5 Qc7 19 Be3 Ra7 20 Nd k
2 Rea8 21 f4 Nb7 = ~
Reshevsky, Netanya 1969. N7 = Kavalek

(f) 16 Be3 ¢5 17 d5 a5 - . .
Zoe 1998, a5 18 Nd2 Qc7 19 Qe2 a4 =, van der Doel-Xie Jun, Wijk aan

(g) 19 Nf3 Qc7 20 Bd3 exd4 21 Bb2 with strong play i ini¢
Shopie o, OMLI 1008, g play in the center, Mini¢-Savon,
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(b} 14 ...c5 15 d5! leaves both the bishop on b7 and the knight on a5 badly
placed.
(i) 16 Bb2 c5 17 dxe5 dxe5 18 c4 Nbd7 =, Westerinen—Gligori¢, Berlin 1971.
j 8 Bxa8 19 dxe5 Nxe4 20 Nxe4 dxed
0 ;(15 QxC(IjB5 ll;x;; 2a2xgie:x 1;?5,4123 1:1xe4 b4 (Kindermann-Lukacs, Austria 1994)
24 Rd4! *.
(k} 19 d5 Bd7 20 Bb5 and White trades off Black’s good bishop, retaining more
space and activity, Anand-Kamsky, Linares 1991.
(1) 15 a4 d5! 16 b3 dxe4 17 Nxe4 Nxed4 18 Rxe4 Bxed 19 Bxe4 Nb6
20 Bxa8 Nxa8 =, Stein—Reshevsky, Los Angeles 1967.
(m) 19 Rf1 Be7 20 {4 exf4 21 Bxf4 Bg5 with equal chances, Mather-Davies, corr.
1993.
{n}) 12 a3 Bd7 13 Ba2 a5 14 Nf1 a4 15 Ng3 Na5 16 Be3 c6! 17 Rcl Be6
18 Bxe6 Rxeb6 =, Keres—Portisch, Moscow 1967.
(0) 12 ...Bb7 13 d5 (13 a4 is the Zaitsev Variation] 13 . .. Ne? 14 c4 c6 15 b3 %,
Topalov-Piket, Amsterdam 1995. Black may do better with 13 . . . Nb8.
(p) 19 Rxe4 dxe5 20 c4 Bi5 21 Re3 e4! gives both sides chances in this sharp po-
sition, Ernst—Geller, Helsinki 1992.
+) 14 a3 d57! 15 dxe5 Nxe5
@ :(25 Nx(ibl?lxlg %bg!d??ét}(ll%‘éi; 11\11::8 11‘; ?: cg)ZO Be3 *, Murey-Balashov,
Moscow 1991.

(r) 13...a57! 14 d5 Na7 15 a4 c6 16 axb5 cxb$5 17 c4 leaves White in good shape,
Tseshkovsky—Smyslov, USSR 1974. The column is Hort—Pietzsch, Havana Ol

1966.
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Zaitsev (Fianchetto) Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Ba4 Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Rel b5
7 Bb3 d6 8 ¢3 0-0 9 h3 Bb7 10 d4(a) Re8(b)

31 32 33 34 35 36
11 8d.. Nbd2.......cooiiin Ng5
hsé(c) Bfg Rf8
12 Nbd2 Be2.......... (s L O a3(q) fa(u)
Bfs(d) g6(k) Nb8s{n) g6(r) exfa
13 Bc2 . ds Nf1 Ba2(s) Bxf4
exd4(e) Nbs Nbd7 Bg7 Na5
14 cxd4 b3 N3h2(o) b4 Bc2
Nb4 c6 Nc5! a5 Nds
15 Bb1 c4 Bc2 d5 exd5
c5(f}) Bh6(1) c6 Ne?7 Bxg5
16 ds ad dxcé Nb3 Qhs .
Nd7 b4 Bxc6 axb4 h6
17  Ra3 Nf1 Bg5 cxb4 Nd2
(o2 T 5 Bxc1 hé Nxe4! Bxd5
18  axbs(g) g4(i) Rxc1 Bxf6 Rxe4 Ne4
axb5(h) fa(j) cxd5(m) Qxf6(p) Bxds(t) Bxf4(v)

(a) 10 d3 Re8 11 Nbd2 h6 12 Nf1 Bfg 13 Ng3 Nb8 14 Nh4 d5 15 exd5 Bxd5 =,
Kasparov-Svidler, Linares 1998.

(b) 10...Qd7 11 Nbd2 Rae8 12 Nfi exd4 13 cxd4 Na5 14 Bc2 d5 15 5 Ned
16 Ne3 &£, Dimitrov—Svidler, Linares 1994,

(c) 11... Bf8 12 d5 lands Black in difficulties after both 12 . . . Nb8 13 axb5 axb5
14 Rxa8 Bxa8 15 Na3 ¢6 16 Bg5 Nbd7 17 dxc6 Bxc6 18 Nc2 Qa8 19 Bxf6 Nxi6
20 Nb4! Bxe4 21 Rxe4! Qxe4 22 Ng5 +, and 12 . . . Na5 13 Ba2 ¢6 14 Na3 cxd5
15 exd5 bxa4 16 Qxa4 Nxd5 17 Ng5! Re7 18 ba Nxc3 19 Qc2 +, Karpov-Miles,
London 1984.

(d} 12... exd4 13 cxd4 Nb4 14 axb5 axb5 15 Rxa8 (xa8 16 e5 dxe5 17 dxe5 Nfds
18 Ne4 c5 19 e6! fxe6 20 Ne5 *, de Firmian—Nikoli¢, Tunis Int. 1985.

(e) A solid, though passive, plan is 13...Nb8 14 Bd3 c6 15 Nfi Nbd7
16 Ng3 Qc7 17 Bd2 g6 18 Qc1 Kh7 19 b3 Bg7 20 Qc2 Nfs 21 Be3 Ne6 22 Rad1
Rac8 23 Bf1 %, Kasparov—Karpov, World Chp. 1985,

(f) (A) 15...bxa4 16 Rxa4 a5 17 Ra3 Ra6 18 Nh2! g6 19 f3 Qd7 20 Nec4 Qbs
21 Re3 %, Kasparov-Karpov, World Chp. (G2} 1990. (B) 15 . . . g6 16 Ra3 Bg7
17 e5! dxe5 18 dxe5 Nh5 19 axb5 axb5 20 Qb3 c5 21 Ne4 Bxe5 22 Nxc5 *,
Anand-Kamsky, match 1995,
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(g) 18 Nd4 Qf6 19 N2f3 Nd3 20 Bxd3 b4! 21 Bxc4 bxa3 22 b3 Nc5 23 Qc2 Qgé =,

& Anand-Kamsky, match 1995. ' ;

4
(h) 19 Nd4 with three choices for Black: (A) 19 ... Qb67?! 20 Nf5 glg 25121\;%4;3. (+;
19 Rxa3 20 bxa3 Nd3 21 Bxd3 cxd3 22 Re3 Ncb (21\? 6 th o B -:—_
i better) 24 Nc! £,
23 Bb2 Bc8 (23...Qa5 e is probably
Anand-Beliavsky, Madrid 1998. (C) 19 ... Ne5 20 Rxa8 (Qxa8 21 Nxb5 Rc8
{de Firmian—-A. Ivanov, US Chp. 1996) 22 Re3 £.

(i) Other moves are weaker. (A) 18 Nh2 Nf6é 19 g4 (19 Rfaf;z;sfgc?g fgz:
20 Nxe4 Nbxd5 =, Leko—Z. Almasi, Dortmund 1998. (B) 18 ex o Dot
Bxd5 20 Nxfet Qxfe 21 Bd2 Qxb2 22 Bxb4 Bf7! =, Kasparov—Karpov, Wo
Chp. (G4) 1990. |

(j) Both 18 ... fxg4 19 hxga and 18. .. fxe4 19 Nxe4 allow White ajtr(;ngFa;;:

) tack. After 18 ...f4 19 Nb3 c4 (19...g5 20 axb5 axbb ZtsBdes_ ‘zzeRxaB
mian—A. Ivanov, Philadelphia 1991) White can p.lay 21 ax a);; e
Bxa8 23 Nxb5 Nbd3 24 Bxd3 Nxd3 25 Re3 %, instead of 21 Bx .

Hellers—Almasi, Malmé 1994.
(k) 12 ... Nb8 is often played, similar to the Breyer Variation, but 13 a4 Nbd7
14 Bd3 c6 15 Nf1 leaves White an edge.
{1} 15 ... a5 16 dxc6 Bxc6 17 cxb5 Bxbs 18 Nc4 Nab 19 Bg5 Nb4 20 Ne3 Be?
21 Bx{6 Bxf6 22 a3 =, Anand—Kamsky, match 1994.
(m) 19 cxd5 Nbd7 20 Qd2 a5 =, Wags—Lambert, corr. 1988.
(n) 12...Ne7 13 Nfi Ng6 14 N3h2 Nd7 15 a3 Nc5 16 Ba2 Nf4 Z17 (;‘:)9(;3
18 cxb5 cxb5 19 Bb1 a5 20 h4 g6 21 g3 £, Topalov—Piket, Wijk aan Zee
(o) 14 Ng3 g6 15 Bgs Bg7 16 Qd2 Qe7 17 Nh2 h5! 18 Rad1 Qf8 =, Leko-Piket,
Dortmund 1995. )
(p) 19 Ng4 Qg5 20 Qf3 Qf4! with chances for both sides, Nijboer—Karpov, Wijk
aan Zee 1998.

(q) 12 a4 h6 is a common route into column 1. With this move order E:fliagl; }(1;: 71}1:(-;
option of 12 a4 Qd7 13 axbs (13 d5 Ne7 14 ¢4 Ngb 15 Be2 csb b3 Qo7 =
13...axb5 14 Rxa8 Bxa8 15 d5 Nd8 16 Ba2 c6 17 b4 Nb7 ==

Krzyston-Sokolov, corr. 1989.
{r) 12 ...h6 13 Bc2 Nbs 14 b3 Nbd7 15 Bb2 g6 16 a4 c6 17 Qb1 *, Short—
Hjartarson, Reykjavik 1987.

(s) 13 Bc2 Nb8 14 ba Nbd7 15 BbZ Rc8 16 Qb1 c5 =, Smyslov—Reshevsky,
Moscow 1991. These two legends had battles for over half a century.

(t) 19 Rel e4 20 Nfd4 c5 21 bxcs dxc5 22 Nxc5 Bxa2 23 Rxa2 Qxd4 =, Chibur-
danidze-A. Ivanov, USSR 1980.

{u) Many games have ended 12 Nf3 Re8 13 Ng5 Rf8 14 Nf3 Draw. This is a prob-
lem with the Zaitsev Variation if Black must play to win.

(v) 19 Qf5 g6 20 Niet Kg7 21 Nh5t Kh8 22 Qx.f4 Qgs 23 Qxg5 h;gs 24 Nf6 Be6
with roughly even chances, Gruenfeld-P. Nikoli¢, Lugano 1987.
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Marshall Attack (and Anti-Marshall Systems)
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Bb5 a6 4 Bad Nf6 5 0-0 Be7 6 Re1 b5 7 Bb3 0-0(a)

37 38 39 40 41 42
8 O3 h3(p) a4
ds Bb7(q) Bb7(v)
9 exd5(b) d3 d3
Nxd5(c) de6 d6(w)
10 Nxe5 a3(r} Nc3(x)
Nxe5 Nb8(s) Na5
11 Rxe5 Nbdz Ba2
c6!(d) Nbd7 b4
12 da .. Bxd5 ........ d3(l) Nf1 Ne2
Bds cxd5 Bde c5(t) c5
13 Rel.......... Re2 d4 Rel Ng3 c3
Qh4 Bga(g) Bde Qh4(m) Rc8 bxc3
14 g3 3 Re3 g3 Qe2 bxc3
Qh3 Bh5! Qh4(i) Qh3 Qc7 c4!
15 Be3(e) Bxds h3 Re4 Nfs Ng3
Bg4 cxd5 Qf4(j) Qf5(n) Bds cxd3
16  Qd3 Nd2 Re5 Nd2 Bgs Qxd3
Rae8(f) f5(h) Qfs(k) Qg6(o) c4(u) Bc8(y)

(a} Sweden’s Jonny Hector has championed 7 . . . Bb7, intending 8 ¢3 d5 9 exd5
Nxd5 10 Nxe5 Nxe5 11 Rxe5 Nf4 . White’s best response is probably
8 d4 Nxd4 9 Bx{7t! Kf8 10 Bd5 %, Timman—Hector, Malmé 1997,

{b) 9 d4 exd4 10 e5 Ne4 11 cxd4 Bgd =, Revuckij~Farkas, Hungary 1998.

{c) 9...e4? 10 dxcb exf3 11 d4! fxg2 12 Qf3 Be6 13 Bf4 Nd5 14 Bg3 a5
15 Nd2 * (Tal).

{d) Other moves are simply inferior: {A) 11...Nf6 12 d4 Bdé 13 Rel Ng4
14 h3 Qh4 15 Qf3 Nxf2 16 Re2! +, Capablanca—Marshall, New York 1918. (B)
11...Bb7 12 d4 Bf6 (12.. .Qd7 13 Nd2 Nf4 14 Nes Nxg2 15 Kxg2 Bf6
16 Qf3! +, Gindl-Wenger, corr. 1991) 13 Rel Re8 14 Nd2 b4 15 c4 Nf4
16 d5 Nd3 17 Rxe8t Qxe8 18 Bc2 *, de Firmian-Kreiman, US Chp. 1994,
since 18 . . . Nxb2 19 Bxb2 Bxb2 20 Bxh7+! holds the pawn.

(e) 15 Re4?! g5 16 Qf3 (16 Bxg5? Qf5) 16 ... Bf5 17 Bxd5 cxd5 18 Re3 Rads
19 Nd2 Rfe8 =, Timman-Short, Tilburg 1991.

(f) Instead, 16 ... f5 17 f4 Kh8 18 Bxd5 cxd5 19 Nd2 g5 20 Qf1 Qh5 21 a4! bxa4
22 fxg5 f4 23 Bxf4 Rxfs 24 gxf4 Rf8 25 Re5 Bxe5 26 dxe5 h6 27 Qxa6! +,
Sax~Ehlvest, Skelleftea 1989.
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After 16 ... Rae8 17 Nd2 we have the main line of the Marshall Attack, an ex-
tremely complicated position that may slightly favor White, but offers win-
ning chances for both sides. Two examples: (A) 17...Qh5 18 a4 Bf5
19 Qf1 Bh3 20 Bd1 Qf5 21 Qe2 ¢5 22 Nf3 £, Morovié-Adams, match 1997. (B)
17 ...Re6 18 a4 {5 19 Qf1 Qh5 20 f4 bxa4 21 Rxa4 Rfe8 22 Qf2 g5 23 Rxa6
(23 fxg5 f4 24 gxfa Bh3 is very sharp) 23 . . . gxf4 24 gxfa Kh8 25 Bxd5 cxd5
26 Nf1 Rg8 27 Ng3 Bf3 28 Ra8 with perhaps a slight edge to White. Theory in
this main variation has not changed much for years as players with White,
seeking clearer positions, have concentrated their efforts on other lines.

{g) Also 13...Qh4 14 g3 Qh3 (14 ... Qh5 15 Nd2 Bg4 16 3 Bxf3 17 Nxf3 %)
15 Nd2 Bf5 16 a4 Rae8 17 Rxe8 Rxe8 18 Nf1 h5! gives Black sufficient coun-
terplay, de Firmian-Adams, New York 1996.

(h) 17 Qb3 Re8 (better than 17 . . . Bf7 18 f4 Bxf4 19 Nf3X) 18 Rxe81 Qxe8 19 Nf1
{19 Qxd5t? Bf7 20 Qxd6 Qe3t 21 Kf1 Re8 etc.) 19 ... Bf7 20 Bd2 f4 with full
compensation for the pawn, Kotronias—Nunn, Kavala 1991.

(i) 14 ...15 15 Nd2 f4 16 Rel Qg5 17 NI3 Qh5 18 Ne5 3 19 gxf3 Bh3 20 {4 £
{Tal}).

(j) There are two sharp alternatives. (A) 15 . . . g5 16 Qf3 Be6 17 QI6 Rfes 18 Nd2
(18 Na3 Qh5 19 Bd2 Be7 20 Qf3 Qg6 21 Rae1 g4 =, Hiibner-Nunn, Haifa 1989)
18 ... Qf4 19 Qxf4 Bxf4 20 Rel Bxh3 21 Nf3 Rxelt 22 Nxel Bf5 23 Bx{4 gxf4
24 Nf3 Re8 25 Rel =, de Firmian-Imanaliev, Elista Ol. 1998. (B) 15...f5
16 Qf3 Bb7 17 Nd2 g5 18 Qe2 f4 19 Nf3 Qh5 20 Nxg5! *, Hiibner-Nunn,
Skelleftea 1989.

(k) 17 Re1l Qg6 18 Qf3 Bf5 19 Be3 Be4 (other moves have been tried, but this
seems best) 20 Qg4 h5 21 Qxg6 Bxg6 22 Nd2 %, Tal-Spassky, match 1985.
This ending is difficult to win, however.

(1) 12 g3 Bd6 13 Re1 Qd7! 14 d3 Qh3 transposes back into the column.

(m) 13...Bf5 14 Qf3 Qh4 15 g3 Qh3 16 Bxd5 cxd5 17 Bf4 Bxf4 18 Qxf4 Bxd3
19 Nd2 Rad8 20 Re3 %, A. Rodriguez—Peng, Lucerne 1993.

(n) (A) 15...Nf6 16 Rh4 Qfs 17 Nd2! g5 18 Rh6 Ng4 19 Ne4 Nxh6 20 Nxd6 %,
Svidler—Adams, Elista Ol. 1998. (B) 15...Qd7 16 Nd2 Bb7 17 Rel ¢5
18 Ne4 Be7 19 a4 b4 20 Bg5 Bxg5 21 Nxg5 %, Leko—Slobodjan, Groningen
1997.

(0) 17 Re1 f5 18 Nf3 (18 f4 Bxf4 19 Qf3 Bb8 20 Bxd5t cxd5 21 Nb3—21 Qxd5t Kh8
22 Qxa8 Qb6+ and 23 ... Bb7—21 ... Qf7 22 Nd4 Ba7 =, Leko~Adams, Linares
1999) 18...f4 19 Ne5 Bxe5 20 Rxe5 fxg3 21 hxg3 Bg4 22 Qel Bf3 =, Leko-
Svidler, Dortmund 1998.

(p) Of the Anti-Marshall systems, only 8 h3 and 8 a4 are serious attempts for
advantage. On 8 d4 Nxd4 (or 8...d6! 9 c3 Bg4) 9 Nxd4 exd4 10 e5 Ne8
11 ¢3 dxc3 12 Nxc3 d6 13 Qf3 Be6 14 Nd5 Rc8 15 Bf4 Bgs chances are even,
L. Gurevich-Nunn, Hastings 1992/93.

(q) 8...d6 9 c3 is back in normal closed channels, but White has avoided the
Marshall Attack.

{r) 10 c3 Na5 11 Bc2 ¢5 12 Nbd2 Qc7 13 Nf1 Rfe8 14 Ng3 Rad8s =, Tal-Geller,
Kislovodsk 1966.
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(s} (A) 10...Qd7 has fared poorly of late—11 Nc3 Rae8 12 a4! b4 (12 ... Na5
13 Bxf7t+! Rxf7 14 axb5 wins a pawn) 13 Nd5 Nxd5 14 Bxd5 Na5
15 Bxb7 Nxb7 16 d4 with a distinct edge, J. Polgar—Adams, Wijk aan Zee 1998.
(B) 10...Na5 11 Ba2 c5 12 Nc3 Nc6 13 Bgs Qd7 14 Nh2 Nes,
Kasparov-Adams, Linares 1999. Although Adams lost the game his position
is reasonable at this point.

(t) 12...Re8 13 Ng3c6 (13 ... h6 14 Ng3 Re8 15 Nf5 Bfg 16 Nh2 *) 14 Nf5 Bf8
15 Nh2 d5 16 Qf3 £, Shiov-Adams, Wijk aan Zee 1998.

(u) 17. Ba2 Re8 18 Rad1 d5 19 exd5 Bxd5 20 dxc4 bxc4 21 Bxf6 Nxf6 22 Nxe5 g6
with fair play for a pawn, Shirov-I. Sokolov, Groningen 1996.

(v) 8...b49a5d6 10 d3 Be6 11 Nbd2 Rb8 12 Bc4 Qc8 13 Nf1 Bxc4 14 dxc4 hé

15 Ned Qe6 16 Nd5 Bd8 17 Qd3 Ne7 18 Bd2 %, Z. Almasi-Peng, Groningen
1997.

(w) 9...Re8 10 Nbd2 Bf8 11 ¢3 h6 12 Baz d6 13 Nh4 Qd7 14 Ng6 =%, Kas-
parov—Short, World Chp. 1993.

(x) 10 Nbd2 Re8 11 ¢3 Na5 12 Ba2 c5 13 Ng5 Rf8 14 Nf1 c4 15 Ng3 hé
16 N3 Re8 =, Svidler—Adams, Groningen 1997,

(y) 17 Bg5 Nb7 18 Be3 Qa5 19 Qc4 Ng4 draw agreed, Nunn—van der Wiel, Am-
sterdam 1990.
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PETROV’S DEFENSE
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nf6
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e£Trov's DeFENsE, named after the nineteenth-century Russian master
P who practiced it, is your plain, steady, workman type opening. It

your opponent with no surprises, doesn’t force him into
no imagination by simply
it just does the

presents
long complicated lines and seems to show
copying White’s moves. There are no frills, no glamour;
job. This is problably the reason for its relatively little use, considering
that it's a first-rate defense where White must struggle hard to gain even a
small advantage. White, it is true, can vitually force a draw by trading
down to a dull symmetrical endgame, but this is not a concern if the job
Black seeks to do is equalize chances. The Petrov’s popularity at the club
level is not so high, since there the desire to be a daring combatant is
greater. Yet it is a useful tool for a professional player to earn his (her)
bread with, including some of the recent World Champions.
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,7%,/% % %
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% ’
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The main line is 3 Nxe5 d6 4 Nf3 Nxe4 5 d4 (columns 1-6), see above
diagram. Black’s 5 ... d5 (columns 1-5) supports the knight on e4 and

94

equalizes the amount of territory. White’s usual plan is to try to und
mine the Ne4 with Bd3 and c4 or Rel. If White forces Black to retrer;
u'rlthout too many exchanges he will have the initiative. White pl g
rlsky strategy in column 2—c¢3 and Qb3. He wins a pawn ;1t the cogt a}f,S la
lowing Black a strongpoint on e4. Column 6, 5 . . . Be7, is an old li ; lH ¢
allows White a spatial advantage. ’ e et
White’s fifth-move alternatives in columns 7 and 8 have little promi
of advantage. Column 7 is the drawing line where queens are ex(I:)haxrln 15:1’
early. The only serious winning alternative to the main line is the shii
3 d4!? (columns 9-12), which has seen much use in the last twenty vea: ’
frc}m }?layers looking to unbalance the game. Black’s most reliable cgn)t,inlrf
ation is 3...Nxe4 4 Bd3 d5 (columns 9-10), although Murey’s startlin;
4...Nc6!? (column 11) is not so bad. Column 12, 3...exd4 4 e5 N i
leads to a symmetical pawn structure, but White can develop aggressivefy
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PETROV’S DEFENSE

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nf6 3 Nxe5 d6 4 Nf3 Nxe4 5 d4

1 2 3 4 5 6
B 1 ST O P P PP PP ST PR P PR RERPRPRER Be7
............... -
6 Bd3 B
Be7 . iiieieieiiiniiaaanes NcB..coovenne Bd6
7 0-0 0-0(k) 0-0 h30
Nc6 Bga(l) 0-0 0-
8 (o7: O Rel c4 c4 OR-eO8
Nb4 Bg4(g) Nf6 c6
4
3(h) cxd5(m) cxds(o) ..... Qc2 c
’ g-e()Z @ ?5 ( Bxi3 cxd5 Na6! Nc6(t)
' 3(q) Nc3
Nc3 Qb3 Qxf3 Nc3 a
10 B:&(b] 0-0(i) Qxds Nxc3 £5(r) h6
11 Be3(c) Nbdz Qe2t bxc3 Nc3 g?;
Bfsi{d)  Khs Be7 Bg4 Nc7
5 Rxe8
b3 Qxb7 Bb5 Rb1 c
1 CQG(f)(E) Rf6(j) Qd6(n) bé(p) Be7(s) Qxe8(u)

Nc3 Nxc3 13 Qxc3 Be6!
© 34CXQ§(SC7N;32 ‘}(5) 8;(;30-(02)(;165 l;cllz R];fls ?Af?thuenough play for the pawn,
Hiibner-Smyslov, match 1983. i
(b) 10...Bf5 11 a3 Nxc3 12 bxc3 Ncé 13' cxd5 Qxd5 14 Bf4 Bdé (14 é' 31;238
15 Bxc7 Rac8 o, Svidler-Sakaev, Russian Chp. 1998) 15 c4 Qe4 16 Be
17 Ra2! b6 18 Re1 Bgé 19 Qc1 %, Kamsky—Yusupov, Moscow 1992.

i 4 dxe4 13 d5 Bd6 14 a3 Bxe5
Ne5!17 deserves attention. If 11 . . . 5 12 Nxe ]
(C) 1; axeb4 Bd7 16 bxc5 Qc7 17 Be3d Bxh2t 18 Kh1 £, Wahls—Pavlovi¢, Drester;
1998. Critical is 11 . . . f6! 12 Bg4 Bc8 13 Bxc8 Rxc8 14 Nf3 ¢5 15 Qe'i(lFS i.
or 15 Be3 may be tried) 15 ... cxd4 16 Nxd4 Re8 =, Anand-Kramnik, Fran

furt 1998.
+
{(d) 11...f5 12 a3 Nxc3 13 bxc3 Nc6 14 Qa4 f4 15 Be1! Kh8 16 Rb1 £.

bxc3 Nds 16 Qf3 Beb 17 Bd2 f6 =,
A) 12 Re1 dxc4 13 Bxc4 c6 14 Neb Nxc3 15 =
© '[I‘o)palov—lvanchuk, Novgorod 1996. (B) 12 Ne5 f6! 13 Nd3 Nxc3 14 bxc3 Nxd3 =.

{f) 13 c5 Nxc3 14 bxc3 Nc2 15 Qxb7!7 (15 Rad1 Nxe3 =) 15 . .. N)f(a?l 1;5 R):(ils, (‘i'—e
Firmian-Marciano, Elista Ol. 1998; now instead of 16 ...Bf67 1 ?\Id(} g[
Black should play 16 . . . Qd7 17 Qxd7 Bxd7 18 Ne5 Be8 19 Ba6 6 20 gs!
with equal chances. " o)

i i i imple edge with 9 Bf4.
treating with 8 ...Nfé allows White a simp

© (OAlz ge eaBE:gg c4 Nb4 10 Bft dxc4 11 Nc3! Nf6 (11...Nxc3 12 bxc3 Nc2
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13 Re5 *) 12 Bxc4 0-0 (12... Nc¢2 13 Nh4) 13 a3 Nc6 14 d5 +, Karpov-Por-
tisch, Tilburg 1982.

(h) 9 c4 Nf6! 10 cxd5 Bxf3 11 Qxf3 Qxds 12 Qxd5 (12 Qg3 Qxd4 13 Nc3 0-0
14 Nb5 Qg4 =, Sax-Yusupov, Thessaloniki Ol. 1984) 12 . . . Nxd5 13 Be4 0-0-0
14 Nc3 Bb4 =, Ljubojevié-Tal, Bugojno 1984.

(i) 10...Qd6 11 Nfd2! 0-0-0 12 f3 Bh4 13 Rf1 Bh3 14 Qc2! Qg6 15 Nb3 Rhfs
16 Na3 repulses the attack, Ivanchuk-Anand, Reggio Emilia 1988/89.

(j) 13 Qb5 Rb8 14 Qa4 Bd6 15 h3 Bh5 16 Be2 Rg6 17 Kf1 and White made use of
his extra pawn in Ivanchuk-Shirov, Dortmund 1998. The position is very
complicated and most players will have trouble defending against Black’s at-
tack, but a precise defense should gain White some advantage.

(k) Timid play is 7 h3 Be7 8 0-0 0-0 9 Re1 Bf5 =,
(1) 7. .. Be7 transposes into column 1.

(m) (A) 9 Nc3 Bxf3 10 Qxf3 Nxd4 11 Qe3t Ne6 12 cxd5 Nxd5 13 Nxd5 Qxd5
14 Be4 Qb5 15 a4 Qa6 16 Rd1 Be7 17 b4 0-0 18 Qh3 g6 19 Bb2 Qc4! =, Kas-
parov-Karpov, World Chp. 1986. (B) Noteworthy is the simple 9 Be3, which
keeps play in the position.

(n) 12...Qxd4?! 13 Nc3 gives White a powerful initiative. After 12 . .. Qds6
13 Nc3 0-0 14 Bxc6 bxcé 15 Be3 Nd5 16 Rac1 Rfe8 17 Nxd5 Qxd5 18 Qc4 Bds,
Timman-Yusupov, match 1986; now 19 g3 gains White a slight edge.

(o) If White fails to exchange in the center he enters a long, sharp drawing varia-
tion—9 Nc3 Nxc3 10 bxc3 dxc4! 11 Bxc4 Bgs 12 Qd3 Nd7 13 Ng5 Nf6
14 h3 Bh5 15 f4 h6 16 g4 hxgs 17 fxg5 b5 18 Bb3 Nxg4 19 hxgs Qd7!
20 gxh5 Qg4+ 21 Kf2 Rae8 22 Rg1 Qh4at 23 Kg2 Qh2t 24 Kf1 B4 25 Qf3 Rel+
26 Kxel Qxg1t 27 Ke2 Bxc1 28 Rxc1 Qxcl 29 g6 Re8t 20 Kd3 Qb1t with per-
petual check, A. Sokolov-Oll, USSR Chp. 1989.

(p) Equally good is 12 ... Nd7 13 h3 Bh5 14 Rb5 Nb6 15 c4 Bxf3 16 Qxf3 dxc4
17 Bc2 Qd7 18 a4 g6 19 Bd2 (19 Be3!?) ¢3 20 Bxc3 Rac8 21 Bed Rc4 =,
Topalov—Akopian, Madrid 1997. After 12...b6 13 Rb5 Bc7 14 h3 a6

15 Rxd5 Qxd5 16 hxg4 White has compensation for the exchange, but proba-
bly no more than that.

(q) 10 Bxe4 dxe4 11 Qxe4 Re8 12 Qd3 Bg4 gives Black good play for the pawn.

(r) Sharp tactics follow after 10 ... Bg4 11 Ne5 Bxe5 12 dxe5 Nacs 13 £3 Nxd3
Qxd3 Nc5 15 Qd4 Nb3 16 Qxg4 Nxal 17 Bhé g6 18 cxd5 Qxd5 19 Ne3 Qo5+
20 Kh1 Nb3 21 Qf4 Rfe8 22 Ne4 Qxe5 23 Nf6t Kh8 24 Qh4 Re6 o,
Giaccio-Ginzburg, Argentinian Chp. 1998. This may be Black’s objectively
best continuation, but he must defend coolly.

(s) 13 Ne2 Ne6 14 b4 Bf6 15 Bb2 a6 16 a4 g6 17 Ne5 %, Kaspustin—-Kuzenkov,
corr. 1986.

(t) Slightly better is 9. .. Nbd7 10 Nc3 Nf8 11 d5 Ng6 12 Rel Z, Tal-Smyslov,
USSR Chp. 1981. In any case Black has a passive position.

(u) 13 Bf4 Bd7 14 Qd2 with advantage in both space and mobility, Fischer—
Gheorghiu, Buenos Aires 1968.
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PETROV’S DEFENSE

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nf6

7 8 9 10 11 12
................ dath) xdatt)
’ I(;Ié({?) ....... NXEA .ovrenenrnnemsnsrrnmsannassnsess €
e5
' N ggg(l) ................... Ncb Nxe4d
Nxed  03.ceee -
5 QeZ......cen. Nc3{d) Nxe5 3)5(94(q) 35
Qe7 Nxc3 Nd7 ......... Bd6 N
! X
dxc3 Nxd7(j) 0-0 Bg5! ?\]Xdﬁ
° dN3f6 Be7 Bxd7 0-0 Qd7(r)
Bd3 Nc3
Be3(e) 0-0 c4 N
’ giseﬁ 0-0(f) Qh4(k) Bxe5(n) ed f
- 4
8 Bxe2 Qd2 c4 dxe5 (f)GO (glﬁ
Be7 Ncé 0-0-0 Nc6
0-0-0 c5 cxd5{o) Bf4 geg
° NC'3 Be6 g5 Qxd5 exd3 g
cb! .
2 Qxd3 0-0
-0- Kb1 Ne3(l) Qc oo
1 (111360 Ne5 Bg7 Nb4 Bd6 '
+ 4
Rhel Nd4 g3 Bxe4 lfii;(s) b
Y Nc7(c) Be4l(g) Qh3(m) Nxc2(p)

(a) 3 Nxe4? 4 Qe2 Qe7 5 Qxe4 d6 6 d4 wins a pawn.

- ith equal
Be6 7 Bd3 f5 8 0-0 Bd6 wit eq
ective is 4 Nca Nxed 5 d4 d5 6 Ne3 | o
o lne“e;;uvles(lasn—Schallopp, Frankfurt 1887. (B) Speculative bu7t g)l(l:é:ll(x eg
‘Chances, ai}l 4 Nxf7, e.g. 4 ... Kxf7 5 Nc3 ¢5!7 6 Beat Beb ot Ky
o (;ZGKS;;C;I(;::(ES Ncé V:lith chances for both sides, Topalov—Kramnik,
8
1999. ..
ian, World Chp. 1969. Agains
d2 Bd7 =, Spassky—Petrosian, d CI gaine: o
e BgeN(TSf:jseB 5 Qe2 produces no advantage. White is two tempi ahea
a
fi(::/elopmem, but can make no real use of them. R
Nc6! 6 Nc3 (6 da?! d5 7 Nc3d Bba 8 Qo2 Qe7 8 BfaT'Iirf\?n‘:r:—Yusupov,
e NC c.3 7 dxc3 Be7 8 Bd3 Bga 9 Be4 Qd7 10 Be3 Bf5s =, Ti
6...Nx
match 1986. o
(e) 7 Bf4 0-0 8 Qdz Nd7 9 0-0-0 Nc5 10 Nd4 Res 11 f3 Ne6 12 Be3 Bg
’ Dolmatov-Yusupov, USSR Chp. 1981. U
f) (A) 7 d57! 8 c4 dxc4 9 Qxdst Bxd8 '10 BX34'B?;,ellld-plan#7’“_Ncﬁ
0 Masca}i.r;as Thessaloniki Ol 1984. (B) Still good is
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8 Qd2 Bg4! 9 Bez Qd7 10 0-0-0 0-0 =, Nimzovich-Marshall, St. Petersburg
1914.

(g} Chances are even—12 b3 Bxf1 13 Rhxf1 Bf6 14 h3 Qd7 15 g4 Nc6 16 Nf5 a5
17 h4 Ne7 =, Arnason-Makarichev, Reykjavik 1990.

(h) White has no serious alternatives to 3 Nxe5 and 3 d4, but he can play for sur-
prise value: (A) 3Nc3 Bb4 (3 ... Nc6 transposes to the Four Knights’ Defense)
4 Nxe5 0-0 5 Nd3 Bxc3 6 dxc3 Nxe4 7 Be2 d5 8 0-0 c6 9 Nf4 Bf5 10 c4 d4
11 Bd3 Re8 12 {3 Nd6 =, Adams—Rozentalis, Aarhus 1997, (B) 3 Bc4 Nxe4
4 Nc3 Nxc3 5 dxc3 16! 6 Nh4 7! (6 Nxe57 Qe7 wins, 6 0-0 d6 7 Nh4 g6 8 f4 Qe7
9f5Qg7 F)6...g67f4c6! 8f5d5 T, Estay—Araya, Santiago 1998.

(i) 4 dxe5 d5 5 Nbdz Nxd2 6 Bxd2 Be7 7 Bf4 ¢5 8 c3 Ncg 9 Bd3 Be6 =,
Short-Seirawan, Lugano 1986.

(i) {A) 6 Qe2 Nxe5 7 Bxe4 dxe4 8 Qxed Be6 9 Qxe5 Qd7 10 Be3 Bb4t 11 ¢3 Bde

gives Black fair play for the pawn. (B) 6 Nxf7 Kxf7 (6...Qe7 =) 7 Qh5t Ke7
8 Qe2 Kf7 =, Nunn-Balashov, Malta Ol. 1980.

(k) The most active move, Other choices are: (A)7...Bd6 8 c4 c6 9 cxd5 cxd5
10 Qh5 0-0 11 Qxd5 Bc6 12 Qh5 g6 13 Qha Ng5 (13 . . . Bb4!?) 14 Qg4 Ne6
15 Bh6 Re8 16 Nc3 Bf4 (16 . . . Nxd4 17 Rad1 leaves White a small initiative)
17 Bxf4 Qxd4 18 Be4 f5 19 Qd1 Qxd1 20 Rfxd1 fxe4 21 Be3 %, Kasparov-
Piket, Wijk aan Zee 1999. (B} 7 . . . Be7 8 c4 Nf6 9 Nc3 Be6 10 ¢5 0-0 11 Bf4 c6
12 h3 Re8 13 Re1 &, Svidler-Yusupov, Kazan 1997,

(1) (A) 10 Be3 Re8 11 Nd2 Bg7 12 Nf3 Qh5 13 Nxg5! , Kasparov-Ivanchuk, De-
brecen 1992, but Black could try 11...Nxd2 or 10. .. Nf6 11 Nd2 Rg8 o,
L. Gurevich-Barua, Hastings 1993. (B) 10 £3 Nf6 11 Be3 Re8 12 Qd2 Rgs =.

(m} 12 Nxe4 dxe4 13 Bxe4 Bbs5 14 Bxg5 Rxd4 15 Bg2 Qf5 16 Qb3 c6 17 Be3 Bxf1
18 Rxf1, Hratek-Haba, Czech Republic 1998; now instead of 18 . . .Rd7 19
Qa4 a6 20 Bxc6!, Black should play Alex Ivanov's 18 . . . Rhd8! with equality.

(n) 7...c67 allows White to build his initiative easily—8 Nc3 Nxc3 9 bxc3 Bxe5
(else 10 f4 with a strong attack) 10 dxe5 dxc4 11 Bxc4 Qxd1 12 Rxd1 Bf5
13 Ba3 with a clear advantage in the endgame, Maré6czy—Marshall, Paris 1900.

(o) 9 Bf4 Nb4 10 Na3 Nc5 11 Bb1 dxc4 12 Nxc4 Be6 = (van der Wiel).

(p) 12 Bxd5 Bf5! 13 g4! Bxg4 14 Be4 Nxal 15 Bf4 f5 16 Bds+t Kh8 17 Rc1 c6
18 Bg2 Rfd8 19 Nd2 Rxd2 (19...h6?! 20 ha Rd3?! 21 Bf1! Rd4 22 Be3 Rd5
23 Rxal *+) 20 Bxd2 Rd8 21 Bc3 Rd1 + 22 Rxd1 Bxd1 and though a draw is
likely, White has some winning chances in the endgame because of the knight

on al, e.g. 23 f4 Nc2 24 Kf2 Kg8 25 a4 a5 26 Bf1!7 Nba?! 27 Bxb4 axb4
28 Bedt Ki8 29 a5! +, Nielsen—Viksma, corr. 1995,

(q) (A) 5 Nxe5 Nxe5 6 Bxe4 d5 7 dxe5 dxed 8 Qxd8+ Kxd8 9 Nc3 Bb4 10 Bg5t Ke8
11 0-0-0 Bg4 12 Rd4 Bxc3 13 bxc3 h6 14 Rxe4 Bh3! =, Shirov-Timman, Wijk
aan Zee 1998. (B) 5 d5 Nc5 6 dxc6 e4 =.

{r) (A) 6. .. 167 7 Nxe5 dxe4 8 Qh5t +. (B) 6. .. Qd6 7 dxe5! Qb4at 8 Nc3 dxed
9 a3 Qa5 10 Nd4 Nxe5 11 0-0 with attacking chances (albeit in a sharp posi-
tion), Palac—Kos, Austria 1995.

99



(s) 12 Qd2 Rf8 13 Nc3 Bb4 14 Re2 +, Milu-Tonescu, Romania 1995.

d5 4 exd5 exd4 5 Bb5t c6 6 Qe2t Be7 7 dxc6 bxcb 8 Bc4 0-0 8 0-0 Bgd

9% s—Butler, corr. 1960.

10 ¢3! leaves White the better pawn structure, Prue
(u) 12 Bc5 Beb 13 Bb5 a6 14 Bxc6 bxc6 15 Bd4 %, {vanchuk—Akopian, Lucerne
1997.
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SCOTCH GAME
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 exd4a

HE SCOTCH GAME RECEIVED ITS NAME from a celebrated correspon-
T dence match between London and Edinburgh in 1824, though of
course the three opening moves are older. It is another opening
that was mainstream in the ninteeth century and then more or less aban-
doned in the twentieth century. The Scotch is different, though, because it
has been resurrected to nearly its significance of a century earlier. Garry
Kasparov has led the revival, playing it in three successive World Cham-
pionship matches (1990, 1993, 1995) and inspiring other grandmasters to
add it to their repertoire.

The move 3 d4'more or less forces Black to give up the center with
3. .. exd4. Black must then decide whether to attack the e-pawn (with ei-
ther 4...Nf6 or 4...Qh4), or to develop (with 4...Bc5 or another
move). Columns 1-6 deal with the old main line in which Black plays
4 ...Nf6 and after 5 Nc3, pins with 5. . . Bb4. Columns 1-4 have similar
contours—Black has a center pawn on d5 while White points his pieces at
the kingside. The exchange at {6 in column 2 is a typical Scotch ending—
White has the better pawn structure, Black the two bishops.

Columns 5-6 feature early divergences by White and Black. Columns
7-9 feature the modern variation, 5 Nxc6 followed by 6 e5. This is Kas-
parov’s preference, but Black currently seems to be able to hold his own.
Columns 10-12 show 4 . . . Be5 met by 5 Nxc6. Kasparov likes this line also.
Columns 13-16 feature the old 5 Be3 while 17-18 are the relatively new 5
Nb3. Positional rather than tactical motifs dominate this page. Columns
19-20 show early deviations by both White and Black. Columns 21-22 an-
alyze the Steinitz line 4 .. . Qh4. This attempt at pawn-grabbing has been
around for over a century, and even though Black’s position often looks du-
bious, no really clear refutation is known. Finally, columns 23-24 are the
Scotch Gambit. Black can accept it or dodge it with reasonable prospects.

101



SCOTCH GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 exd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 Bb4(a)
6 Nxc6 bxcé 7 Bd3 d5(b) 8 exd5

1 2 3 4 5 6
Qe7t
Qe2(u)
° Qxe2(v)
Kxe2
10 Nxd5{w)
.................. Qf3(m) Nxd5(x)
R he(h)  Be7 Re8(r)  cxds
12 Rael Nad(e) Bh4 h3 Bg5 gl()ls;
Re8(d) h6(f) Re8(i) h6(n) Bg4
13 Ne2 Bxf6 c4 Bf4 Qe5({s) Bxi?*r
Bga Qxf6 Rb8(j) c5 c6 Kxd7
3 Rdi(y)
4 f4 Qxf6 Rel Rfd1 Qg
! IcleeZ gxf6 Be6 d4 Bh5 Rhest
h4 Be3
Rxe2 c4 cxd5 Ne4 Ql
1 Nhes = Ba6(g) Bxd5(k) Nd5(0) Bgbl(t) Kc6(z)

{a) Alternatives are: (A) 5...Bc5 6 Nxc6 bxcé 7 Bd3 d6 8 0-0 Ng4[\? B4f4 g?
10 Bd2 Qf6 11 Qe2 , Miles—Sorin, Matanzas 1995. {B)5 . . . Nxe4 6 Nxed Qe
7 £3 d5 8 Bb5 Bd7 9 Bxcb bxc6 10 0-0 dxe4 11 fxes =, Pukshansky-V. Ivanov,
Leningrad 1974. - .

{(b) 7...0-080-0Re8 9 Bg5 h6 10 Bh4 Be7 11 Qf3 d6 =, Mahmoud—Mounib, Novi
Sad 1990.

{c) 11 Ne2 h6 12 Bh4 g5 13 Bg3 Ne4 14 ¢3 Bc5 =, Afek-Ziatdinov, Leuven 1996.
(d) 12...h6 13 Bcl £ (13 Bxh6 gxh6 14 Qe3 d4 15 Qxhé Qd6 16 Qg5t Kh8 =)

12...Be6 13 Nd1 h6 14 Bcl Bdé 15 Ned %, Zhuravlev-Shekhtman,
Leningrad 1975. The column is Condie-Thomas, Oakham 1986.

=, Hort-Portisch, Monte Carlo

A) 12 Bxfé Qxf6 13 Qxf6 gxf6 14 Rad1l Be6 =, Ic

© (19158. (B) 12 Rfel Rb8 13 Na4 h6é 14 Bxf6 Qxf6 15 Qxf6 gxf6 16 Radl =,
Nunn-Sulkis, Moscow 1994.

(f) 12...Be5 13 Bf4 Bg4 14 Qe3 Bxf4 15 Qxf4, Godena-Piket, Linares 1995; now
15 ... Re8 favors Black (Piket).

{g) The game Sutovsky—Z. Almasi, Tilburg 1996 continued 16 Racl Rab8
17 g3 Rba with a slight edge for Black.
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(h) (A) 11...Be6 12 c3 Be7 13 Rel Re8 14 ba Nd7 15 Bxe? Qxe7 16 Qd2 a5 =,
Z. Almasi-Shirov, Dortmund 1998. (B) 11. .. Bd6 12 c4 (12 Qf3 would trans-

pose to column 2) 12 ... h6 13 Bh4 Bg4 14 Qc2 Be6 =, Zsu. Polgar—Xie Jun,
Jaen 1996.

(i} (A)12...Be7 13 Rc1 Be6 14 ¢3 Nd7 =, Arkhipov-Mi. Tseitlin, Moscow 1992,

(B}12...Bd6 13 Re1 ¢5 14 b3 Be6 15 Qf3 Rb8 16 Bf5 =, Rublevsky~Gavrikov,
St. Petersburg 1993.

(j) Also 13 ... Beb6 14 ¢c5 Qe7 15 Rl =, Hector-Skembris, Greece 1992.

(k) After 16 Bc4 Re6 17 b3 Qa5 chances are even, Topalov-Skembris, Burgas
1992,

(1) (A} 10...Be7 is an interesting sacrifice. After 11 Bxf6 Bxf6 12 Qhs g6
13 Qxd5 Be6 Black has some compensation, Hoi-Short, Dubai 1986. (B)

10 ... Bxc3 11 bxc3 h6 12 Bh4 Re8 13 c4 %, Trifunovié-Pachmann, Budapest
1948.

(m) 11 Nb5 c5 12 a3 Ba5 13 b4 cxb4 (13 ... Bb6 14 bxcs Bxc5 =, Grushevsky—

Purgin, Russia 1993) 14 Qe1 bxa3 15 Bxf6 gxf6 16 Qe3 Bb6 17 Qhs 5 is about
even (Yakovié).

(n) 12...¢6 13 Ne2 Nd7 14 Bxe7 Qxe7 15 Rfe1 Nc5 16 Nd4 Qd6 17 Bfs g618b4 =,
Estevez—Rivera, Cuba 1988.

(0) 16 Bd2 with a slight edge for White, Radulov-Lukacs, Baile Herculaine 1982.

(p) 9...Be6 10 Bb5t Kf8 11 0-0 Qd6 12 Qf3 Bg4 13 Qf4 d4 14 a3 Bc5 15 Na4 Qxf4
16 Bxf4 Bd6 17 Bxd6+ cxc6 18 £3 Bf5 19 Rfd1 =, Svidler-Arencibia, Moscow
1994.

(g) 10 Bg5 0-0 11 0-0-0 c6 12 Rhe1 is a suggestion of Miles's that is worth a try.

(r) Possible is 11 ... Be6 12 Bg5 h6 13 Bh4 c6, L. B. Hansen—Pinter, Copenhagen
1995; now instead of 14 Na4? Rc8 15 Bg3 Qa5 ¥, 14 Bg3 would be = (Pinter).

(s) 13 Qd2 c5 14 Re5 a suggestion of Krasenkov’s produces a position where
chances are balanced.

{t) 16 Bxgé fxg6 17 Qh3 Bf8 18 Re6 Qc8 with chances for both sides,
Istratescu—Krasenkov, Erevan 1996.

(u) 9 Kf1 cxd5 10 Bg5 c6 11 Qf3 0-0 (not 11. .. h6? 12 BbS5t, Velimirovié-Lukic,
Yugoslavia 1962) 12 Rel =, Myashikov-Shamnaev, USSR 1956. 9 Be2 is an
untested idea of Tartakower’s.

(v) Several other moves are plausible here: (A) 9. .. cxdS 10 Qxe7t Kxe7 11 a3
Bc5 12 Nad Bd6 13 Be3 &, Spangenberg-Kamsky, Buenos Aires 1993, (B)
9...Nxd5 10 Qxe? Kxe7 11 a3 Bxc3t 12 bxc3 Be6 13 0-0 {6, Lautier-Karpov,

Biel 1992; now 14 Bd2 Kf7 15 Rfb1 Rab8 16 Rb3 is a small plus for White
{Karpov).

(w) 10. .. cxd5 11 Nb5 Ba5 12 Bf4 ¢5 13 Bc7 Bxc7 14 Nxc? Kd8 15 Nxa8 c4 is un-
clear, van Houtte—Flear, Brussels 1987.
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(x) 11 Bd2 Rb8 12 Rhe1 Be6 =, Mueller~Aleksandrov, Qakham 1992.

{y) 14 Be3 Bas 15 Racl Rab8 16 b3 Bc3 17 Rhd1 ¢6 18 Rd3 was also good for
White in Rublevsky—Aleksandrov, Oakham 1992.

(z) 16 c4 dxc4 17 Rd4 Ba5 18 Rc1z, Oll-Beliavsky, Manila 1992.
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SCOTCH GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 exd4 4 Nxd4

7 8 9 10 11 12
NIB oo Bc5
5 Nxc6 Nxc6
bxc6 Qf6(m})
6 e5(a) Qdz(n)
Qe7(b) dxcB(O) cevirieieiinnne Qxcb
7 Qe2 Nc3 Bd3(x)
Nd5 Be6.......... Ne7(t) Nif6(y)
8 c4(c) Na4 Qf4 0-0
Ba6(d).......coovnieiniannns Nbé Rd8(p) Ng6(u) 0-0
9 b3e) ........ Nd2 Ndz(k) Bd3 Qxf6 b4(z}
g5(f) g6(i) Qe6 Bds gxf6 Bd4
10 Ba3(g) Qe4 b3 c3(q) Bd2(v) c3
de6 Nbé a5 Bxf2+(r) Rg8 Bbé
11 exd6 Bd3 Bbh2 Qxf2 Na4 c4
Qxe2t Bg7 a4 Rxd3 Bdé Bd4
12 Bxe2 0-0 Qe3 Qxf6 0-0-0 Nc3
Bg7(h) 0-0(j) axb3(l) Nxf6(s) Be6(w) a5(aa)

(a) The alternatives present few problems: (A) 6 Nd2 Bc5 7 Bd3 0-0 8 0-0 d5
9 exd5 cxd5 10 Nf3 Bg4 11 Bg5 Re8 =, Kokanovié-Duri¢, corr. 1990. (B)
6 Bd3 d5 7 exd5 (7 e5 Ng4 8 0-0 Bc5 9 Qe2 Qe7 ¥, Minasian—Bachmatov, USSR
1986) 7 . . . cxd5 8 0-0 Be7 9 Nc3 0-0 =, Stanojevié-Davidovié, Dortmund 1988.

(b) (A} 6...Ne4 7 Qf3 Nc5 (7...Ng5 and 7...Qh4 are no better) 8 Bc4 Ne6
9 Bxeb fxe6 10 Qh5t £ (Gutman). (B) 6...Nd5 7 Bd3 d6 8 exd6 Bxd6
(8...cxd6 9 0-0 Be7 10 Be4 + — Keres) 9 0-0 0-0 10 Re1 is somewhat better
for White.

(c) {A) 8 Nd2 Qe6 7 Nf3 a5 8 Qe4 Qg6 =, Svidler~Smagin, Novgorod 1995.
(B) 8 h4 f6 9 ¢4 Ba6 10 Rh3 0-0-0 ¥, Landa—Garcia, Bayamo 1989. (C) 8 g3 g6
9 c4 Ba6 11 Nd2 Bg7 12 f4 0-0 =, Milov—Pinter, Germany 1994.

(d) 8...Qbat 9 Nd2 Nf4 10 Qe3 Ne6 11 Bd3 Qb6 12 Qg3 was better for White in
Smagin—-Murey, Vienna 1991.

(e) 9g3 g6 10 b3 Bg7 11 Bb2 0-0 12 Bg2 Rfe8 (12 . . . Rae8 13 0-0 Bxe5 14 Qxe5 £,
Rublevsky-Nikoli¢, Polanica Zdroj 1996} 13 0-0 Nb6 14 Rel %, Kasparov-
I. Sokolov, Erevan 1996.

(f) The older moves, 9. .. g6 and 9. . . Qh4, allow White chances for the advan-
tage. Interestingis 9 . . . 0-0-0 10 g3 Re8 11 Bb2 f6 12 Qd2 Nb6 13 a4 Qb4! with
chances for both sides, De la Riva—Xie Jun, Pamplona 1999.
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rov—P. Nikoli¢, Linares 1997) 11 . . . 0-0-0 ==

(g) 10g3 Bg7 11 Bb2 (Kaspa
Kasparov-Anand, New

{h) After 13 cxd5 Bxe2 14 Kxe2 Bxal chances are even,
York 1995.
(i) 9...Nb4 10 Nf3 c5 11 a3 %, Puljck-Erneste, Poland 1984.

(j) Black is for choice, Beliavsky-Nikoli¢, Munich 1994. If 13 f4?! now, then

13 ...d6 ¥ (Sax).

(k) 9 N3 Qe6 10 Qe4 Bb4 11 Bd2 =, J. Polg
10 Ne4 Qe6 11 Nf6t Kd8 12 Bd2 Bab6 13
G. Garcia, Wijk aan Zee 1996.

ar—Piket, Aruba 1995, Also 9...g6
b3 d5 is about even, van der Wiel-

(1) 13 axb3 Rxal 14 Bxal &, Svidler-1. Sokolov, Groningen 1995.

(m) 5...bxcé 6 Bd3 Ne7 7 0-00-08 Nd2 % (Gutman).
fewer problems are 6 Qe2, 6 Qf3 and 6 f4.

(n) Infrequently seen and causing
+, Ehlvest-0. Rodriguez, Lograno 1991.

{(0)6... bxcé 7 Bd3 Ne7 8 0-00-09 Khi1

{p)8...Bd69 Qe3 Nh6 10 h3 0-0 11 Be2 %, Zsu. Polgar—Xie Jun, Jaen 1996.

(q) 100-0Qh4(10. .. b5 11 c3 bxa4 12 cxd4 Qxd4 13 Qg5 %, Ro. Perez—de la Paz,
Santa Clara 1995) 11 Qf4 Qh5 12 Qg3 Ne7 13 Be3 Bf6 =, Zsu. Polgar-Xie Jun,
Jaen 1996.

(r) 10...Db5 11 cxd4 Qxd4 12 Bc2 bxa4 13 Qxd4 Rxd4 14 Be3 is a big edge for
White, Rublevsky—Kupreichik, Russia 1996.

(s) 13 Nc5 Rd8 14 Nxb7 Rb8 =, Rublevsky-Anand, Moscow 1996.
(t)(A)7...Qe7 8 Qg5 Nf6 9 Be3 Bxe3d 10 Qxe3 Be6 11 h3 Nd7 12 Be2 with a

small edge for White, Leko-Svidler, Linares 1999. (B)7...Nh6 8 Qf4 Qe7

9 Be3 Bd6 10 Qg5 {6 11 Qhst Nf7 12 f4 Bb4 13 Bd3 =, Rublevski-1. Ibragimov,

Russia 1996.
(u})8...Qe6 9 Bd3 0-0 10 0-0 Ng6 11 Qg3 Qdé 12 Bd2 5 is about equal,
Nunn-Flear, Hastings 1996.
(v) 10 Na4 Bd6 11 Be3 5 12 exfs Bxfs 13 0-0-0 0-0-0=
1995.
(w) After 13 Nc3 0-0-0 14 g3 Bg4 15 Be2 Ne5 16 Bf4 Bh3 Black’s activity compen-
sates for his pawn weaknesses, Kasparov-Topalov, Las Palmas 1994.
(x} 7 Nc3 Nf6 8 Bd3 0-0 9 0-0 Re8 10 Qd1bs 11 Bf4 Bb7 12 Bb5 Qe6 13 e5 Nd5 =,
Illescas—Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 1997.
n7... Ne7 8 0-0 0-0 9 b4 Bd4 10 c3 Bf6 11 Qe2 Qe6 12 f4 d6 13 Be3 &L,
Azmaiparashvili-Gomez Esteban, Pamplona 1996.
(z) 9 Qf4 d6 10 Qh4 Be6 11 Nc3 Ng4 12 Nd5 Rfes 13 h3 Ne5 14 Ne7t Rxe7
15 Qxe? Bxh3 16 Qh4 Beb Pandavos—Solozhenkin, Naleczow 1988. Black has
enough for the exchange.

(aa) Not 12.. .. Bxc3?! 13 Qxc3 Nxed 14 Qc2 *. After 12... a5 Smagin-Hjartar-
son, Germany 1991 continued 13 Bb2 Re8 14 b5 Qd6 15 Rad1 Qe5 16 h3 c¢5

17 Na4 and White had a substantial advantage.

, Relange-Onischuk, Halle
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SCOTCH GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc¢6 3 d4 exd4 4 Nxd4 Bcs

13 14 15 16 17 18
5 Bed........cooo, Nb
Qo T 3
Bb6.......... Bb4t
6 ¢3(b)
Nge7 ........... o By
: ST Qg6 ab(p) Be7
c .
......................... g3(i) Nd2(l) Nc3
| 4
Ne5(c)....... 0-0 ds(j) Nge7(m) d6 IC\If(Su)
8 Be2 0-0 B
g2 h4 Nds
Qg6 Bb6(g) dxed(k) Bxd4 Ba7 & I(;1-((:)3
9 0-0 Nec2(h) Nd2
cxd4 2
de(d) Qg6 Bxd4 d5 Sgegr) gzz(ﬂ
10 f3(e) Bxb6 cxd4 h5 Bgs 0
0-0 axbé 0-0 Qe6 0-0 a;)(w}
11 §:1 Nd2 Nxed hé 0-0-0 ad
Y o Khs Qg6 g6 f6 dé
2 Ne3 0-0 Rh4
Bh4 Be3
dxe4(f) de = Be6 = 0-0(n) Be6(s) N?:l7(x)

al 5...Bb6 is met most shar ly l)y 6 Nf5. After 6. ..Bxe3 7 Nxe3 Nf6 8 Nc3 0-0
P
9 de White was better in Smagin-Unzicker, Dortmund 1992, and if 6...d5
g ’ ’ f

(b) g ggi Ii(sﬂ:hleoB(lll;maneld Variation. After 6...Bxe3 7 fxe3 Qh4t 8 g3 Qds
4 d6 it is about even, Mieses—
8. .. Qxe4 is risky but perhaps playable. foses-Schelfout, Amstordam 1946,

7...
© 14 ﬁc:f(;e;l(;{zar?fﬁkg fS3 NTS 10801 d5 11 b4 Bd6 12 f4 Ng4 13 5 Bxe5
’ 0OKo-opee: . . o,
ably chances are oven, peelman, Moscow 1994, is a wild position but prob-

d
(d) (1/;)13(12 i\;15310 Bh5 Bg4 11 Bxg6 Bxd1 12 Bxf7+ Kxf7 13 Rxd1 Nc4 14 b4 Bbs
SNz 1)(:961(‘2 g))(es Rhc.:]B 17 c4 dxc4 18 Nxc4 *, Rublevsky—H. Grétarsson
: . (B) 9...00 10 Nd2 d6 1- : '
nikov-Jandemirov, Russia 1995. ! BhS QU6 12 B4 NGt = Svesh-

(e) 10 Kh1 Qxed 11 Nd2 Qg6 1 .
2 Nb5 0-0 13 Nxc7 Rb8 14 Nc4 N:
4 1
16 fxe3 Bf5 17 Nd5 Rbe8 =, Rublevsky-Svidler, Russian Ch;(.CIQQSB Pt Bed

(f} 13 fxe4 Bg4 =, Thérhallsson—Pinter, Manila 1992.

(g) 8...Qg6 9 Nd2 Bxd4 10 cxd
4 d5 11 exd5 Nb4
about even, ]. Polgar—Piket, Tilburg 1996. 4 12 Bf# Nbxds and chances aro
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(h) (A) 9 Kh1 Rd8 10 Qh5 h6 11 Nd2 d5 =, Kasparov-Kamsky, Tilburg 1991. (B)
g Na3 d6 10 Ndb5 a6 11 Nxd6 Bxe3 = (Kuzman). (C) 9 Bb3 Na5 10 Bc2 Nc4
11 Bel d5 =, J. Polgar-Granda, Madrid 1992. The column is Sveshnikov—-

Onischuk, Alushta 1994.

(i) Some other possibilities here are 7 Qd2, 7 Be2 and 7 Nc2.

() (A) 7...b6 8 Bg2 Bb7 9 00 0-0-0 10 Qa4 z, Sveshnikov-Kozyrev,
Chelyabinsk 1975. (B) 7 ... d6 8 Bg2 0-0 9 0-0 Ne5 10 h3 Nc4 11 Bel Neb £,
Palosh—Spassky, Dubai 1986.

(k) 8. ..Nxd4 9 cxd4 Bbat 10 Nc3 Bxc3t 11 bxc3 dxe4 12 Bxe4 c6 13 0-0 0-0 is
equal, Salov—Karpov, Reggio Emilia 1991. The column is Zurovsky-Lukacs,
Manila 1992.

{1} 7 Qe2 Nxd4 8 cxd4 (8 Bxd4 Bxd4 9 cxd4 Ne7 10 Nc3 0-0 11 0-0-0 c6 with

chances for both sides, Ivanchuk-Smyslov, Tilburg 1994) 8 ... Bbat 9 Bdz
Bxd2t 10 Nxd2 Ne7 11 h4 0-0 12 h5 Qh6 =, Pavasovié-Krasenkov, Asti 1996.

{m) 7 ...Nf6 8 f3 d5 9 Bb5 Bxd4 10 Bxd4 dxe4 =, Berg—Hector, Reykjavik 1996.

{n) 13 g3 dxe4, Pavasovié-Skembris, Asti 1996; now 14 Rxe4 would keep chances

balanced.

(0) 6 Nc3 is also played. After6. . . d6, 7 a4 a6 would transpose, while 7 Nd5 Nf6

is fine for Black, Kupreichik—Razuvaev, USSR 1977.

(p) (A)6...ab 7 Nc3 d6 8 Nd5 Ba7 9 Bbs Bd7 10 0-0 Ne5 11 Bd2 Nf6 12 Bxas
Nxd5 13 exd5 *, van der Wiel-Gulko, Amsterdam 1987. (B) 6 . . . Qf6 7 Qe2 a6
8 Nc3 Nge7 9 a5 Ba7 10 Be3 Bxe3 11 Qxe3 d6 12 0-0-0 0-0 =, Ljubojevit-
Karpov, Bugojno 1980.

) 8 Be2 h6 9 0-0 Nf6é 10 a5 Ba7 11 Kh1 0-0 12 f4 Be6 13 Ra4 Re8 14 h3 Qd7
15 Qd3 with even chances, Ljubojevié-Beliavsky, Tilburg 1981.

(r) 9 Be3 Bxe3 10 Nxe3 Nf6 11 Bd3 0-0 12 0-0 Re8 13 {3 Beb =, van der Wiel-

Gomez Estaban, Linares 1995.

(s) 13 f4 Qd7 14 h3 Rae8 15 Qd2 =, Shvertel-Leezan, corr. 1982.
(t) 6 Bd2 a5 7 a3 Bxd2t 8 Qxd2 Nf6 9 Nc3 0-0 10 0-0-0 d6 11 Be2 Bd7 =, Radulov—
Smejkal, Vrbas 1997.

(u) (A) 7 f4 d6 8 Bd3 Bhat 9 g3 Bf6 10 Be3 h5 11 h3 g5 12 Qd2 gxf4 13 gxf4 Nge7
14 Na3 Bh4t 15 Bf2 Ng6 draw, Hubner—Spassky, Linares 1985. (B) 7 g3 Nf6
8 Bg2 d6 9 0-0 Bgd =, Klyavinsh-Borisenko, USSR 1956.

(g

(v) 9 a3 d6 10 BeZ Re8 11 0-0 Nd7 =, S. Garcia-Smejkal, Novi Sad 1976.
(w) 10 f3 a5 11 a4 dé 12 0-0 Nd7 13 Be3 Bf6 and Black is very comfortable,
Ivanovié-T. Petrosian, Tallinn 1979.

(x) 13 Nb5 Bf6 14 Qc2 Nba 15 Qd2 b6 16 Rad1 Bb7 17 f3 Nc5 with roughly even
chances, Ljubojevié-Gligorié, Niksi¢ 1978.

SCOTCH GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 exd4

19 20 21 22 23 24
4 NXA4 .ot Bcd
Be5....oin Nge7(d) Qh4a Bc5(q)
5 Nfs Bcea(e) Nb5(j) c3
d6(a) Nxd4 Bbat(k)..... Bcs dxc3(r)...... d3
6 Nxg7t Qxd4 Bd2(l) Qe2(p) Bxf7t(s) b4
Kfs Nc6 Qxe4t(m) Bb6 Kxf7 Bbsé
7  Nh5 Qds Be2 Be3 Qdst
Qb3{v)
Qh4 Qfe Kd8(n) Ba5t Kf8 Qf6(w)
8 Ng3 0-0 0-0 Nd2 Qxcs5t
0-0
Nfée Ne5(f) Bxd2 a6 Qe7(t) de6
9 Be2 Be2{g) Nxd2 Nd4 Qxe7t(u) a4
Ne5 cb Qf4(o) Nxd4 Ngxe7 a6
10 Nc3(b) Qb3 g3 Bxd4 Nxc3
a5(x)
Neg4 Ng6(h) Qhs Bxd2t ds Ba7
11 Bxg4 fa Nc4 Qxd2 exd5 bs
Nxg4(c) Bc5t(i) Nge7 = Qxe4t £ Nba= axb5s(y)

(a) (A)5...d5 6 Nxg7t Kf8 7 Nh5 Qh4 8 Ng3 Nf6 9 Be2 (9 Qd2 Ng4 10 Qxd5
Bxf2t 11 Ke2 Nf6 F, Ivanovié-Pinter, Plovdiv 1979) 9. .. Ne5 10 Nc3 Neg4
11 Bxg4 Nxg4 12 Qxd5 Bxf2t 13 Ke2 Rg8 14 Nf5 Bxf5 15 Qxf5 £ (Gutmar?)
(B)5 . ..Qf6 6 Nc3 Nge7 7 Ne3 %, Timman-Hiibner, Sarajevo 1991?(C) 5 6
6 Ne3 Nf6 7 Nc3 0-0 8 Bd3 £, Timman-Smyslov, Bugojno 1986. 8

(b) (A) 10_f3?!.RgB 11 Kd2 d5 *. (B) 10 b4 Bxb4t 11 c3 Bc5 12 Ba3 Nxe4 13 Bxc5
Nxc5 F, Timman-Borm, Netherlands 1985.

(c) After 12 Qf3 (12 Rf1 Rg8 13 Na4 Nxh2 14 Nxc5 =, Timman—Karpov, Brussels
198.8) '%2 ... Bxf2t 13 Ke2 Bd4 14 Nb5 Ne5 15 Nf5 Bxf5 16 Qxf5 Bb6 17 g3
White is slightly better (Gutman).

(d) Other unusual moves here are 4...d6, 4...g6, 4...Qf6, 4 Bb4t and
4...Nxd4. T B

(e) Reasonable alternatives are: (A) 5 Be3 Nxd4
3 6 Bxd4 Nc6 7 Be3 Bb4t
g gdfMQ;? 9 Bd3 Ne5 =, S. Arkell-Condie, Edinburgh 1988. (B) 5 Nc3 Nxd4
X ) N
. 196;:?3 7 Qe3 Nb4 8 Bd3 Be7 9 Nd5 %, Schmidt-Velimirovié, Polanica

(f) 8...Bb4 9 a3 Ba5 10 Bd2 Bb6 11 Bc3 Qg6 12 Nd2 d6 13 Kh1 Be6 with even
chances, van der Wiel-Tkachiev, Wijk aan Zee 1995.
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{g) 1f 9 Bb3 c6 10 Qa5 d6 11 f4 Ngé Black has counterplay.

(h) Van der Wiel-1. Sokolov, Groningen 1994 went 10. .. h5 11 Qc3 g5 12 Bxgs
Qxg5 13 f4 Qe7 14 Qxc5 *.

(i) 12 Kh1 d6 is equal according (I. Sokolov).

(j) White may do better with 5 Nc3 Bb4 6 Be2 Nge7 7 0-0 Bxc3 8 bxc3 Qxe4
g Nb5 £, Smagin-Sermak, Vienna 1989.

(k) Steinitz’s 5 . .. Qxeat isn’t played much nowadays as White gains definite
compensation for the pawn. Still, pawn-grabbers may try it, e.g. 6 Be3 Qe5
7 Qe2 Kd8 8 N1c3 a6 9 Nxc7 Qxc7 10 Nd5 Qast 11 ¢3 with chances to both
sides, S. Arkell-Hugue, England 1989.

(1) 6 c3 Ba5 7 Nd2 a6 8 Na3 Bb6 =, Radulov-Trapl, Decin 1976.

(m) 6...Bc5 7 Qe2 d6 8 g3 Qd8 9 Be3 Bxe3 10 Qxe3 Nf6 is about even, Barbero—
Wells, Graz 1991.

(n) (A) 7. ..Qxg2 8 Bf3 Bxd2t 9 Nxd2 Qh3 10 Bxcé %, Gallagher—Costa, Berne
1991. (B) 7 ... Qe5 8 0-0 Nf6 9 Re1 + (Steinitz).

(o) 9...Qe5 10 Rel Nf6 11 Bc4 Qf6 *, Sveshnikov—Sarmek, Bled 1994. The col-
umn is Botterill-Staples, Manchester 1974, where White has enough com-
pensation for the pawn.

(p)} 6 Qf3 Nd4 7 Nxd4 Bxd4 8 c3 Bb6 =, Sibarevié-Chiburdanidze, Banja Luka
1985. In the column White’s initiative more than compensates for the lost
pawn.

{q) 4. .. Nf6 is covered in the Two Knights’ Defense.

(r) For 5 . . . NI6 see the Giuoco Piano.

(s} 6 Nxc3 d6 7 Bgs Qd7 = (but7...Nge7 8 Nd5 f6 9 Bxf6é! = —Keres).

() 8...d6 9 Qca Bga 10 Nxc3 Bxf3 11 gxf3 Qf6 12 f4 Qf7 13 Qb5 *, Sveshnikov-
Kupreichik, Hastings 1984.

(u) After 9 Qxc3 Qb4 the endgame is about equal. The column is Schlechter—
Spielmann, Mannheim 1914.

(v) Another way to play is 7 0-0 d6 8 Bg5 f6 9 Bhd4 Nh6 10 a4 a5 11 b5 Ne5 =,
V. Khenkin-Kholodkevich, USSR 1957.

(w) 7...Qe7 80-0d6 9 a4 a6 10 a5 Ba7 11 Bg5 Nf6, Schlechter-Janowski, 1898;
now 12 b5 axbs 13 a6 is very good for White.

(x) 10 Bb2 Nge7 11 a5 Ba7 12 Bd3 0-0 13 c4 Nd4 14 Nxd4 Bxd4 15 Nc3 Be6
16 Kh1 %, Domingues—Valkarsel, Las Palmas 1972.

(y) If instead 11 ...Ne5 12 Nxe5 dxes 13 bxab bxa6 14 Qa4 Bd7 15 Qd1 leaves
White a small edge, Sveshnikov-A. Petrosian, USSR 1974. After 11.. . axb5
12 a6 Nge7 (12 . . . bxa6?! 13 BdS Nge7 14 Bg5 *, L. Zaitsev—Aronin, Moscow
1964) 13 Bd5 Bb6 14 Bgh Qg6 15 Bxe7 Kxe7 the game is roughly even.
(I. Zaitsev).

VIENNA GAME

1e4e52Nc3

IENNA BEFORE WORLD WAR I was the capital of a polyglot empire and an
V important intellectual center—the names Freud and Wittgenstein
. come readily to mind. The opening is named after this city since
Viennese masters of this time, notably Tartakower and Spielmann, regu-
lar!y employed it. It was also adopted by such giants as Alekhine and
Chigorin around this time. Except for a revival by the American Weaver
Ada.ms in the 1940s and 50s (who claimed it led to a forced win for
White), the Vienna has moved backstage. These days enterprising players
like Shabalav and Anand occasionally play it, but its main proponent is
the Russian grandmaster Tseitlin who wrote a book about it (with
Glaskov).

The idea behind 2 Nc3 is to develop while leaving open the options
of f2-f4 and Qh5 (or Qf3). Black’s most natural reply is 2 . . . Nf6, which is
considered in columns 1-12. Against 3 Bc4 Black can play 3 ... Nxe4
(columns 1-2), the so-called Frankenstein-Dracula Variation, with great
complications. More positional play arises from 3...Nc6, 3...Bc5 or
3...Bb4 (columns 3-6).

Instead of 3 Bc4 White has the slow-building 3 g3 (columns 7-8) or
the old thematic 3 f4 (columns 9-12) with fairly balanced play.

‘ Black’s major second-move alternative is 2 . . . Nc6 (columns 13~1 7)
White now has 3 f4 that can lead to either the Pierce, Hamppe-Aligaier or.
Steinitz Gambits, with interesting chances for both sides. 2. . . B¢5 (col-
umn 18) was played by Capablanca and is a way to avoid the usual lines.




VIENNA GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nc3 Nf6 3 B4

2 3 4 5 6
1 NCB..uonrerenennnenrcinines Bba.......... Bes(y)
NX€4 . oveviinreereennrannes  NCOniien
i f4 d3(z}
! N g:;(Sl] Bb4 Nxed d6(aa)
Nd6 = Nad.........
b3 Nge2 Bg5(m} Qhs5(s) giz
° ge7 Ncé Nxc4 h6 0-0
.......... -
dxc4 Bxf6{n) fxes
° Iljlf%((b )) Esb o0 B)é;[j] Bxc3t{o) d5 Nbd7
c
. f3 0-0 bxc3 Nxd5(t) Ngei
’ NX[ZS) ?5 c6 Qxf6 Nc6{u) Bxc
6
. 2(e) Qds Qd3 Ne2 Nf3(v) ggcf;
e
° 334 Qe7(g) d6(k) d6 Be6 "
9 Qd3 Nxc7+ b3 0-0(p) Nsea Qz7
Nxb3 Kds Beb g5(q) g
Ng3
b Nxa8 Na4 d4 Qhé Bg \
10 o bé Nd7 h5 Nxe5{w) xe
Ni5
fxe3
0-0 Qf3(h) Nxc5 f3 NxeS-r ] Be=
" d-s = Bb7 Nxc5(1) ha(r) Bxd2t{x) g

into the
) Black does well after both 4 Nxe4 d5 and 4 Bx{7+t. 4 Nf3 transposes into
e Boden-Kieseritzky Gambit of the Petrov’s Defense.

i 959.
(b) 6 Qxe5 0-0 7 d4 Nc6 8 Qf4 b6 9 Nge2 Ba6 =, McCormick-Hartles, USA 1
) - ds *,
(c} 6. .. 0-07 ha Nc6 8 Ng5 h6 9 Qg6 Bxg5 10 hxg5 Qxg5 11 Qxgs hxg5 12N
c) 6...0 :
Gufeld-Tarve, Tallinn 1969. i
d) 7 0-0 8 0-0 Nd4 9 Nd5 Nxb3 10 axb3 Nes8 11 Qe2 Nf6 12 Nc6 dxc
... 0 N ;
13 Nxe7+ Kh8 14 Nxc8 * (Larsen .
{e) 8 Nxc6 dxc6 9 Qf3 0-0 =, Shabanov-Raetsky, Gorky 1988. The column is
e XC
Anand-lvanchuk, Roquebrune 1992.

is i i Nxd4 7 Nd5 Neb 8 Qxe5 cb
's 6 d4 is interesting. After 6. .. res <0
® ;N:Ia}‘;eagdf;n;:s (10 Nf3 should favor Black) 10. .. Nxfa 11 Qxf4 White ha
some compensation. .
(g) 8 ...Qf6 9 Nxc7t Kd8 10 Nxa8 b6 11 Nxb6 axb6 12 d4 Nxd4 13 Nf3 £ (Kon
g 8...
stantinopolsky). o
(h) Other tries are: (A) 11 Nf3 Bb7]'12 1(194931\1)((;1;11113(15%513_;\1;(;31‘:41;1 S;XQngNg,;
oo, L. Prins—Zsinka, Cattolica . ' :
1451 g:i Bh]g 15nEI;d2 e4 16 0-0-0 exd3 is probably % but still wild.
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(i) 4 f4 Nxe4 5 Nf3 Nxc3 6 dxc3

Qe7 7 b4 d6 8 0-0 Be6 9 Bxet Qxe6 +, Kuindzhi—
Razuvaev, Tbilisi 1973,

() (A)6...Bb470-0d68 Bg4 Be6 9 Nd5 Bxd
13 Qa4t +, Shamkovich-Gligori¢,
9 Nd5 0-0 10 Ng3 Nxd5 11 exd5 =

510 cxd5 h6 11 Bxf6 Qx{6 12 c3 Bcs
Vrbas 1977. B)6...d67 Qd3 Be7 8 0-0 Be6
» Lematchko-Pedko, USSR 1969.

(k) 8...0-09Kh1 d6 10 {4 exfs 11 Bxf4 =

(1) 12 Qe3 b6 13 fa 6, Short-Karpov, Tilburg 1990; now 14 f5 is a small plus for
White.

» Seibt-Kheberman, corr. 1979,

(m) 5 Nge2 d5 6 exd5 Nxd5 7 Bxds

Qxd5 8 0-0 Qds 9 f4 exfs 10 Bxf4 0-0 =,
Balashov—Nunn, Dortmund 1988,

(n} 6 Bh4 d6 7 Ne2 Be6 8 0-0 85 9 Bg3 h5 is good for Black.
(0) 6...Qxf6 7 Ne2 Na5 8 0-0 =

» Rogers—Karkanague, Khania 1991.
{p) 9 Qd2 can be met byg..

- Qg5 =, Mieses—Reti, Bad Kissingen 1928.
(@ 9...0-010 f4 exf4 11 Rxf4 + (Konstantinopolsky).

(r) 12 Bbs+ Kfs, Cruz—Cobo, Havana 1984; and now 13 Qd3 .

(s) Bad alternatives are: (A) Not 5 fxe5? Nxc3 .

(B) 5 Bxf7+7! Kxf7 6 Nxe4 d5
7 Ng5t Kg8 *. (C) 5 Nxe4 d5 7. (D) 5 Nd5 Be5s

¥
(t) 7 Bxd5? Nxc3 8 dxc3 Qxd5 9 cxb4 Qxg2 10 Qf3 Bh3 .
{u) 7... Nxd2 8 Bxdz Bxdz2t 9 Kxd2 + (Wolff).

(v) (A) 8 a3 Nxe5 9 Qxe5 Re8 . (B) 8

Ne2 Be6 9 Nef4 Nd4 10 Nxba Bxc4 11 c3
Neé6 is promising for Black (Wolff).

(w) 10. .. Bxc4 11 Nxca Nd4 12 ¢3 Ne2t 13 Ke2 Nxa1 14 d3 is good for White
(Shabalov).

(x) After 12 Ke2 Qf6 13 Bxeb Qf21 14 Kd1 Rad8 the game is wild but probably
even chances, Shabalov-Wolff, Boston 1994,

(y) 3...c64 d4 Qa5 5 dxe5 Nxed 6
Herzog-Opel, Graz 1981. If 4 .
8 Ng3 =+, (Harding).

(z) 4 f4 Bxg1 5 Rxg1 d5 6 exd5 0-0 7 d3
Polyak, USSR 1948.

Qd4 d5 7 exd6 Nxd6 8 Bb3 Na6 9 Nf3 #,
-.Bb4 5 Ne2 Nxe4 6 0-0 Nxc3 7 bxc3 Bdé

Re8 815049 d4 e3 10 Qf3 ¢ %, Khavin-

(aa) Alternatives are: (A) 4. .. 0-g 5 Nf3 Re8 6 Ng5 Re7 7 0-0 h6 8 Nf3 ¢6 9 d4 exd
410 e5 Ne8 11 Nxd4 ds =, Arapovié-Beliavsky, Sarajevo 1982. (B}4...c6
54 d6 6 Nf3 b5 7 Bb3 Qe7 8 Qo2 Nbd7 9 Rf1 Bb4 10 fxe5 dxe5 11 g4 =, Short—
Speelman, London 1991. The column is Khavin-Sokolsky, USSR 1944.



VIENNA GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nc3 Nf6

7 8 9 10 11 12
3 fa
d5
4 fxe5(h)
Nxe4
i d3 ... Qf3
Bg2 Nge2 NE3GE) oo
° N%(CB(b] d6 Be7(j) Bg4 Nxc3(o) f5(s)
bxc3 d3
3 Na4(f) d4 Qe2
° 1133):1(;‘)(0] Bg4 0-0 Nxc3(l) da(p) Nxc3
bxc3
h3 Bd3 dxc3 Nf3
’ I(;I-f(? Beb 5 Nc6(m) Ncél(q) da
d4 Qg3
0-0 d3 exf6 Bf4 cx
° Ncé(d) a6(g) Bxf6 Qd7 Bbat Ne6(t)
Bd2 Be2(u)
Rb1 Nxc5 0-0 Qe3
° Rb8 dxc5 Nc6 a6 Bxdzt Beb
Bf3
+ Ne2(k) 0-0-0 Qxd2
10 fzia: b Nbt=  0-00(n) Nxda()  Qd7(v)

i i Bronstein, Moscow 1978.
...c6 4 Bg2 d5 5 exd5 cxd5 is alright, Gull.(o— g
@ ((1};)] ::; ;‘35'? 4 I%Ifa h4 5 Nxh4 Rxh4 6 gxh4 Qxh4 is unclear, Dreey—Khahfman,
USSR- 1984 {C)3...Bbsaand (D)3 ...g6are also reasonable tries.

(b) 5 Be6 6 Nf3 Nc6 7 0-0 Be7 8 Rel Bf6 9 Nxd5 Bxd5 10. d4 is quite lgood for
V\il;i'te after either 10 . . . e4 11 Nd2 Bxd4 12 Nxe4, Schnelder——§chme ev,;;o;g.
1979, or 10.. . . Bxf3 11 Bxf3 Nxd4 12 Bxb7, Schneider-Oppenrider, corr. .

(c) 6 Be7 6 Nf3 Ncé 7 0-0 0-0 8 Re1 Bf6, Soltis-Ljubojevi¢, New York 1985;
now 10 Rb1 would be unpleasant for Black.

(d) 8...Nd7 9 d4 c6 10 Re1 Qc7 11 Qd3 c5 12 Rb1 exd4 13 cx_d4Kc4 :3418133
(I\;li'arinkovié—Pavasovié, Cacak 1995) 14 .. . c3 «. The column is Krasen
Kupreichik, Pinsk 1986.

(e) Other plausible movesare 4 ... 0-0,4...c6and 4...ab.

(f) 6 0-0 h5 7 d3 h4 8 Bgb hxgd 9 Nxg3 Nd4 was sharp and unclear in Augustin—
Nunn, Moscow 1977. . b
itlin—Feller, Moscow vs. Luxembourg,
.. Bb6 9 Nxb6 axb6 10 c4 =, Tseitlin—Feller, g
® (11;233 ‘ (B)Bg ...Qd7 9 f4 %, Tseitlin-Peggi, Vathen 1892. The column is
Tseitlin-Kovacs, Bagneux 1991.

(h) 4 d3 exf4 5 exd5 (5 e5 d4 is poor for White} 5... Nxd5 6 Nxds Qxds
7 Bxf4 Bd6 =, Bronstein-Matanovié, Vienna 1957,

() 5 Qe2 Nc6 6 Nf3 Bf5 7 Qb5 a6 8 Qxd5 (8 Qxb7 Nb4 9 Nxed Bxed T
—Keres) ¥, Berg—Spassky, Bundesliga 1986.

(j) Others moves are: (A} 5...Nc6 6 Bb5 a6 7 Bxc6+ bxc6 8 Qe2 z, Poliak—
Bondarevsky, Moscow 1945. (B) 5. .. Bb4 6 Qe2 Bxc3 7 bxc3 0-0 8 Qe3 =,
Spielmann-Vidmar, Semmering 1926. (C) 5...Bc5 6 d4 Bb4 7 Bd2 Bg4
8 Nxe4 dxe4 9 Bxb4 exf3 =, Ljubojevié-Ciocaltea, Skopje 1972.

(k) 10 Nxe4 dxe4 11 Bxe4 Nxd4 12 c3 Nxf3+ =, Suetin-Nei, Moscow 1968.

() 6...Ng5 7 d4 Neb (7. . . Nxf3t 8 gxf3 Be6 9 Be3 Nc6 10 Qg2 £ —Konstan-
tinopolsky) 8 Be3 Nc6 9 Qf2 o, Cirabisi-Hector, Genoa 1989.

{m) 7...Qd7 8 Bf4 Na6 9 h3 Be6 10 Nd4 draw agreed, Anand-Dorfman, OHRA
1990.

(n) 10 Bc4 Be6 12 Bb3 Na5 =, Djuri¢—Vojinovi, Yugoslavia 1993.

(0) (A) 5...Qh4t 6 g3 Nxg3 7 Nf3 Qh5 8 Nxd5 Nxhi (8. .. Bg4 9 Bg2 is no
better) 9 Nxc7t Kd8 10 Nxa8 *, Hon-van der Sterren, London 1992,
(B)5...Bb4 isan attempt for an immediate draw. After 6 dxe4 Qh4t 7 Ke2
Bxc3 8 bxc3 Bgat 9 Nf3 dxe4 10 Qd4 Bh5 11 Kd2 {11 Ke3 Bxf3 12 gxf3 Qe1t
is a perpetual check as Chigorin’s 12 Bb5t c¢6 13 gxf3 Qh6t is too risky)

11...Qg4 12 h3 Qf4t 13 Ke1 Qg3t 14 Qf2 Qxf2t 15 Kxf3 exf3 chances are
about even, Ezen-Beikhem, corr. 1985.

(P)6...c5 7 Nf3 Nc6 8 d4 cxd4 9 cxd4 Bbat was okay for Black in
Szczepaniec—-Serva, Wroclaw 1962.

(g) (A} 7...dxc3 8 Be2 Nc6 9 0-0 Bc5t 10 Kh1 0-0 is unclear, Ivanovié-Basagié.

(B)7...c5% 8 Be2 Be7 9 0-0 0-0 10 Qel f6 11 Qg3 fxe5 12 Bh6 Bf6 13 Ng5 +,
Becker-Penckens, corr. 1968.

(r) After 11 ¢3 Nxf3t+ 12 gxf3 Qh4t, Postoff-Grille, corr. 1981, or 12...f6
Hodgson-Rivas, Hastings 1981, Black holds a slight plus.

(s} Steinitz's 5. .. Nc6 is not so bad. After 6 Bb5 (6 Nxe4? Nd4 ) 6...Nxc3
7 bxc3 (7 dxc3 Qh4t 8 g3 Qeat =, Contedini—Costieri, Leipzig 1960)
7...Qh4t 8 g3 Qedt 10 Qxed dxe4 11 Bxc6t bxcé 12 Ne2 a controversial

ending arises; Tseitlin thinks Black is better, but Lepeshkin and Konstan-
tinopolsky do not.

(t) 8...c59Be2 Ncé 10 Bf3 Qe7 =, Genter—Solomonovitz, Prague 1924.
{u) 9 Nh3 and 9 Rb1 aremetby 9. .. Qd5, but 9 Bb2 (Tseitlin) bears investigation.

(v} 11 Ne2 0-0-0 12 0-0 Bc5 13 c4 Bxc4 14 Nf4 Nxe5 ¥, Vorotnikov—Kapengut,
Cheliabinsk 1975. The game concluded 15 dxc4 d3t 16 Kh1 dxc2 17 Bd5 Rhe8

18 Bb2 Ng4 19 Rac1 c6 20 Bf3 Ne3 21 Rfel Nd1 22 Rft Qd2 23 Qxg7 Rel 24
Resigns.
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13 14 15 16 17 18
[T s PT T TP e R CMAREEEEEE Bch
L o Y Sireeeesseesieaisi et
3 Beca P ¢ NI3(s)
.......... Hamope- Nt
Bes exta() Allgal;epr G. Steinitz G. 4400
d4
4 Qgae) N
g6(b) g5(g) Qhat exd4
Nxd4
3 d4 .....ooven ha Ke2
° st(C] ga(h) g4 ds(m) ....... ds Nf6(u)
d5{o) Bg5(v)
Nge2 Bc4 Ng5 Nf3 ex
° dé gxf3 h6(k) Bg4 Bgat h6(w)
7 d3 0-0 " Nxf7 Bxf4 Nf3 Bh4
Bg4 ds(i) Kxf7 f5(n) 0-0-0 0-0
dxcé Nb3(x)
3 exd5s d4 Be3
’ l?g(d) Bg4 d5 fxe4 Nif6(p) Bb6
Bd3
4 d2 Bxf4 Nxe4 Qe1l
° §3x82(e] Sce? Bb4 Be7 Bxf3t(q) Re8
-0
= xf4 Be2 Kd3 gxf3 0
10 s dem Bxcat() Qh5=  Rest(r)  Beb(y)

{a) Another try is 4 d3 d6 5 Be3 Nf6é 6 Bxch dxcb 7 Nge2 Na5 8 Bb3 =,
Tartakower—-Rubinstein, Moscow 1925.

(b) Perhaps better is 4 ... Kf8 when 5 Qf37! Nf6 6 Nge2 d6 7 dBBNg)til.Uh.ti . l;aEi
8 h3 £, Hennings—Korchnoi, Sarajevo 1981) 8 Bb3 Bg4 9 Qg3 Be ij;gl erd”
vors Black, Rosselli~Yates, Semmering 1926.‘ By 4...Qf6 5 !

6 Kd1 Kf8 7 Nh3 Qd4 8 d3 Bbé 9 Qf3 *, Alekhine-Jugovsky, 1931.

(c) 5 Qg3 d6 6d3 Nd4 7 Bb3 Be6 =, Spielmann—Tarrasch, Vienna 1922.
(d) 8...Bxe2 9 Nxe2 %, Estrin—Ravinsky, Moscow 1964. )
(e) 9...Qe7 10Nd5 Nxd5 11 Qxg4 £, Larsen—Portisch, Santa Monica 1966.

initz—Bird, London 1866. (B)
3...Nf6 4 fxe5 Nxe5 5 d4 Ngb 6 e5 =+, Steml.tz , 851
o E‘I?fler 3...Bc5 the simplest is 4 Nf3 d6 5 Bb5 getting a favorable variation of
the King’s Gambit Declined.

(g) Attempts to sidestep this by moves like 4...Nf6, 4 ... h6, or 4 ...Be7 lead

to White getting good lines in the King's Gambit; Black’s knight someti‘rines be-
comes a target for White’s d-pawn, and White’s knight on ¢3 controls d5.

(h) (A)5 Bg7 6 d5 Ne5 7 d6 Nxf3t 8 Qxf3 cxd6 9(}14 h6d150 gc: I\;e;;51+g%§7.
. ) h c
on—A. Ivanov, St. Martin 1992. (B) 5...d6 |
gglfgﬁ Nxd7 9 Qd4 f6 10 h4 g4 11 Ng5 =, Arnason-Adams, Manila 1992.
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(i} (A)7...Qg5 8 Rxf3 Nxd4 9 Bxf7+ Kxf7 (9. .. Kd8 10 Rf2 =+, Motwani—Kula,
Berlin 1991) 10 Rxf4t Nf6 11 Nd5 *, Motwani~Antunes, Manila 1992, (B)

7...Bg78 Bxf4 Bxd4t 9 Kh1 Bxc3 10 Bxf7+ Kxf7 11 Qd5t Kes 12 Qh5t Ke7
13 e5 * (Keres).

() 11 d6 Ng6 12 Qe4t Kd8 13 h3 and in a messy position White has compensa-
tion for the sacrificed material.

(k) 6...Nh6 7 d4 Bg7 8 Bxfa Nxd4 9 Bc4 is another murky position, Rytov—
Ivanovsky, USSR 1990.

(I) After 11 bxc3 Nf6 12 0-0 Kg7 13 c4 White has a strong attack, Glazkov—
Soloviev, Moscow 1975.

(m) 5...b6 6 Nb5 Ba6 7 a4 0-0-0 8 Nf3 Qe7 9 Kf2 %, Martin—-Adams, London
1992.

(n) 7...0-0-0 8 Ke3 Qh5 9 Be2 g5 10 Nxg5 Nf6 11 Rf1 Bxe2 12 Qxe2 .
(0) 6 Nxd5 Bg4t 7 Nf3 0-0-0 8 ¢3 5 ¥, Keres—Kumerth, corr. 1935.

(p) 8...Bc5 was analyzed extensively in the 19th century. After 9 cxb7t Kb8
10 Nb5 Nf6 11 ¢3 Rhe8t 12 Kd3 Bf5t 13 Kc4 Be6t 14 Kxc5 (14 Kd3 =} a fantas-
tic—some might say ridiculous—position arises, which is unclear. White has a
better try with 9 Qe1 (L'Hermet); after 9. .. Qh5 10 cxb7+ Kb8 11 Kd2 Bxf3

12 gxf3 Bxd4 13 Bd3 Qxf3 14 Qf1 is complicated but seems to favor White
(Tseitlin).

(@) 9...Re8t 10 Kd2 Qh5 11 Qf2 Bb4 12 Bd3 Re3 13 cxb7+ Kb8 14 Ne5 *,
Chigorin—Mortimer, Paris 1900.
(r) 11 Ne4 Qh5 12 Kf2 Qh4t 13 Ke2 = (Bilguier).

(s) (A) 3 f4 d6 leads to a King’s Gambit Declined. (B} 3 Qg4 Nf6 4 Qxg7 Ri8 5 Qhs
Bxf2+t, ¥, Tsikhelashvili~Karpov, USSR 1968.

(t} 4 Na4 Bb6 (4...Nd7 5 d3 Ngf6 6 Be2 0-0 7 0-0 ¢6 8 Nxc5 Nxc5 9 Nel Ne6

10 ¢3 d5 is about even—Tseitlin) 5 Nxb6 axb6 6 d3 Nf6 7 Be2 Nc6 8 0-0 Ne7
9 Rel £, Tseitlin—Yanvarev, Budapest 1989,

(u) (A)5 ... Ne7 6 Be2 0-0 7 0-0 Bxd4 8 Qxd4 Nbcé 9 Qe3 {5 =, Rosselli-Alekhine.

(B) 5...Nc6 6 Nxc6 bxc6 7 Bd3 Qh4 8 Qf3 Ne7 9 Qg3 &, Tseitlin-Gusev,
Moscow 1978,

(v) 6 Be2 d5 7 e5 Ne4 8 0-0 Nxc3 =, Voitkevich~Tolush, USSR 1962.

(w) 6...Nc6 7 Nxc6 bxcé 8 Bd3 0-0 9 Nad4 Bb6 10 0-0 Qe7 11 Qe2 £, Oll-
Kakhiani, Helsinki 1992.

(x) 8 Be2 Re8 9 {3 ¢6 10 Nb3 Bb6 =, Kuif-I. Sokolov, Netherlands 1996.
(y) 11 Kh1 Nbd7 12 f4 % (Konstantinopolsky).



FOUR KNIGHTS’ GAME
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Nc3 Nf6
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EFORE WORLD WaR I the Four Knights’ Game was very popular. Tar-
B rasch, Schlecter, Mar6czy and Janowski played it with regularity,
and Alekhine had several examples in his first game collection. By
the 1930s it had lost its appeal as masters considered it to be dull and
drawish. The lack of threats and symmetrical structure seemed to leave
Black few problems in reaching equality. This view persisted for sixty
years until English players in the 1990s revived the opening to some de-
gree. After John Nunn wrote a book New Ideas in the Four Knights' the
opening started to be played more frequently. Short, Speelman and Shirov
are some of the grandmasters who try it now.

If Black is satisfied with an equal drawish game, then copying
White's move is a good strategy. 4 Bb5 Bb4 5 0-0 0-0 6 d3 d6 (columns 1-6)
After 7 Bg5 (columns 1-5) Black should not continue with 7 . . . Bg4?! (see
note (b)), but eliminate the queen’s knight with 7...Bxc3 when he
should have few problems. White can play 7 Ne2 (column 6}, but it usu-
ally leads to symmetrical equality.

Earlier deviations form the symmetry are seen in columns 7-12.
Black can play 6 . .. Bxc3 and 7 . . . d5 (column 7}, the Svenonius Varia-
tion, or 6 . . . Nd4 (column 8), to liven up the play, but both are risky. With
6 Bxch (column 9) White can reach a position resembling the Exchange
Ruy Lopez. Columns 10-13 cover the Rubinstein Defense, 4 . . . Nd4, a vi-
olent attempt to avoid the symmetry with a pawn sacrifice. This is popu-
lar today as it is Black’s best winning attempt.

Columns 14 and 15 are little-played fourth-move alternatives for
Black. Both a little risky, but not bad. The Belgrade Gambit, 4 d4 (columns
16-18), is a speculative attempt to complicate the game. Black can either
play into complications (column 16), dodge them with 5 . .. Be7 (column

17) or attempt to avoid the whole question with 4 . . . Bb4.
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FOUR KNIGHTS’ GAME

Symmetrical Variation

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Nc¢3 Nf6 4 Bb5 Bb4a 5 0-0 0-0(a) 6 d3 d6

1 2 3 4 5 6
7 BB e Ne2
Bxe3(b) Ne7(s)
8 bxc3 c3
[0 7: 74 () R Bd7.......... Ne?7 Bas
9 l;le(zjl Rb1(j) Nh4 Ng3
8 ab Nes.......... c6(p) cb(t)
10 d4 Ba4 Bc4(m)
Ba4 Ba4
Ne6(d) Rbs Be6 Ne8 Ng6(u)
11 Bci(e) Bb3 Bxe6(n)
Bb3 d4
c5(f)......... Rds he fxe6 Be6 Re8
12 Bc4 a4 Bh4 Qg4 d4(q) Bb3
Rds c5 Qe7 Qd7 he hé(v)
13 Bd5 Bc4.(h] Re1(k) fa Be3 h3
Nc7(g) hé(i) Nab5(1) exf4(o) exd4(r) exd4(w)

(a) (g] 5...Bxc3 6 bxc3 0-07 Re1d6 8 d4 =, Petrosian—Novotelnov, USSR 1949,
(B}5...d66Nd5 Basl (better t.han 6 ... Bc5 of Tarrasch-Lasker, Munich 1908
or5. .. Nxd5 of Smagin~Purgin, St. Petershurg 1993, which leaves Black with

definit, i ichi
1981;1.1 e problems) 7 d4 Nd7 8 c30-0 9 b4 %, Podlesnik-Kupreichik, Ljubljana

(b) (A) 7...Bgs 8 Bxf6 gxf6 9 Nd5 Bc5 10 Qd2 + (Schlecter). (B) 7...Ne7
tllgl;l(l)m( ((::)679 Bc];l I;Ig6N10 gxgﬁ hxg6 11 f4 £, Bachmann—Marron, Stockholm

. ... Be6 8 Ne2 h6 9 Bh4 Bg4 10 ¢3 Ba5 11 Nd2 i
Borge, Copenhagen 1993. ¢ : 8 12 g3 &, Smagin-

(c) 8...h6 9 Bh4e Qe7 10 Re1l Nd8 11 d4 N
e6 12 dxe5 dxe5 13 Nxe5 Qc5
14 Bxf6 Qxb5 15 Ng4 =, Speelman—Karpov, Linares 1992, «

(d) 10... Bg4 11 h3 Bxf3 (11 Bh5 12
. 84 Bg6 13 d5 *, Spassky—Gligorié, Sara-
jevo 1986) 12 Qxf3 Ne6 13 Bh4 =, Shirov—Yusupov, lenich};g%.g He

(e) (A)‘ 11 Bh4 Rd8 12 Bd3 Nfs 13 Nd2 Ng6 14 Bg3 c5 =, Shirov-Salov, Wijk aan Zee
gl;l;:] 1998. (B) 11 Bd2 c6 12 Bf1 Qc7 13 Nh4, Smagin-Naumkin, Amantea

; now 13... g6 (Smagin) is best, with onl 1i ’ i
Black should try 11...Rd8 or 11. . . c5. Y o slight advantage to White

(f) :;33 - €6 12 Bf1 Rd8 13 g3 Qc7 14 Bg2 =, Louma-Blatny, Czechoslovakia

(8) 14 dxe5 dxe5 15 c4 Bg4 =, Alexander—Pachman, Dublin 1957,

119



(h) 13 dxe5 dxe5 14 Qe2 Nf4 15 Bxf4 exf4 16 Bc4 Be6 17 e5 Nd5 was even in
Nadirhanov—Kholmov, Sochi 1994.

(1) 14 h3 N8 15 Nh4 and now instead 15 . . . cxd47! of Shirov-Lesiege, North Bay
1994, 15 . . . g5 would leave chances for both sides.

(j) 9 d4 h6 10 Bh4 Res =, Urzica—Karpov, Stockholm 1967.

(k) 13 Qc1 Kh7 14 Rel Bg4 15 Qe3 b6 with a balanced game, Marciano-Lukacs,
Montpellier 1991.

(1) After 14 d4 Rbda8 there are two main lines: (A) 15 h3 Kh7 16 Qc1 Nxb3 17 axb3
Bc8 (17 . .. Bcb 18 Ral Rg8 %, Short-Speelman, London 1991) 18 Qe3 b6
19 c4 Rde8 20 b4 Rg8 =, Chandler-Karpov, Reykjavik 1991; (B) 15 Qc1l Nxb3
16 axb3 Bga 17 Nd2 g5 18 Bg3 Nh5 19 Nc4 Nf4 £, Nunn—Smejkal, Bundesliga
1992.
(m) 10 £4 f6 11 fxe5 fxg5 12 Rxfs+ Kxf8 13 Qf3t is a dangerous piece sacrifice but
Nunn’s suggestion of 11 .. . dxe5 is better, when White’s advantage has to be
proven.

(n) 11 Nf5 Bxf5 12 exf5, now instead of 12...Qd7 £ (Tarrasch-Vidmar, San
Sebastian 1911) 12 . . . Kh8 is roughly equal.

(0) 14 Rxf4 Rxf4 15 Qxf4 Nf6 16 Bxf6 Rf8 17 Qe3 Rxf6 18 Qxa7 %, Chandler—
Agdestein, Hastings 1991.

(p) 9...Ng6 10 Nxgb fxgé 11 Bedt Kh8 12 f4 ( or 12 f3 Qe7 13 Rb1 b6 £,
Hijartarson-Rausis, Iceland 1996) 12 . .. Qe8 13 fxe5 dxe5 14 Qb1 b6 15 Qb3 %,
Adams—Korchnoi, Madrid 1996.

(q) 12 Bxe6 fxe6 13 Qg4 %, Marshall-Capablanca, New York 1909, is very much
like previous column.

{r) Nunn-Tatai, Manila 1992 featured 13 . . . b6?! 14 Bxe6 fxe6 15 Qg4 Rf6 16 f4 *.
Instead 13 . . . exd4 14 Qxd4 is about even.

(s) 7...Bg4 8 Bxc6 bxcé 9 Ng3 Nh5 10 h3 (10 ¢3 Bes 11 Nfs Qf6 12 h3 Bxfs
13 Bg5 Qe6 14 exf5 Qxf5 15 g4 Qe6 16 gxh5 Qxh3 e, Berg-Bronstein, Tastrup
1990) 10 ... Nxg3 11 fxg3 Bc5t 12 Kh2, James-De La Vega, Buenos Aires
1985; now 12 . . . Bxf3 is best but still slightly in White’s favor.

{t) 9...Ng6 10 d4 a6 11 Bad b5 12 Bc2 Bb7 13 a4 h6 was here agreed drawn in
Gulko-Sosonko, Thessaloniki 1988.

(u) 10...Bb6 11 d4 exd4 12 cxd4 d5 13 e5 Ne4 14 Bc2 Nxg3 (Podlesnik—Djuri6,
Yugoslavia 1988) 15 hxg3 *.

(v) 12 ... exd4 13 cxd4 Be6 14 Ng5 Bxb3 15 Qxb3 Qd7 16 {3 £, Alekhine-Euwe,
Amsterdam 1936.

{w) 13 ...Be6 is also possible. After 14 Re1 Bb6 15 Be3 Qc7 is equal, Sveshnikov—
Yusupov, USSR 1979. After 13 . . . exd4 14 Nxd4 d5 15 exd5 Nxd5 16 Ndf5 Qf6
the postion is completely equal and was soon agreed drawn in Kuzmin—
Kharitonov, Moscow 1891,
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FOUR KNIGHTS’ GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Nc3 NI 4 Bbs

7 8 9 10 11 12
Bbd..oooiiiiiii e Nd4 (Rubinstein Variation)
5 0-0 Bad(i)
0-0 [+l T Nxf3t....... BcS
6 Bxc6 Nxe5(j) Qxf3(p) Nxe5
dxc6(f) ds(k) c6(q) 0-0(s)
7 d3 Nf3(1) d3 Nd3
Nd7(g)  Bga de Bb6
8 exd5 Ne2 Ne2 d3(m) Bb3 a5(t)
Qxd5 ¢6(d) Bde ds Be7 Nes
9 Bc4(b) Ba4 Ng3 Be3 Qe2 Nd5
Qa5 ds Nc5 Nxf3+ 0-0 de6
10 Rb1 e5 Be3 gxf3 fa Ne3
a6 Ng4 Re8 Bhs Bg4 dxe5(u)
11 Rel c3 Nxe5 Bd4(n) Qf2 Nxe5
beé(c) dxc3(e) Bxes(h) dxed(o) Be6(r) Qg5(v)

(@) 6...d5 7 Nxd5 Nxd5 8 exd5 Qxd5 9 Bc4 Qd6 10 c3 Bc5 11 b4 Bb6 12 a4 a5
13 b5 Ne7 14 Ng5 *, Sterk-Marshall, Pistyan 1912.

(b) 9 c4 Qd6 10 Bxc6 bxc6 11 Bb2 Re8 12 Qel Bg4 13 Nxe5 was also good for
White in Korn-Frydman, corr. 1938.

(c) 12 Qe2 Bg4, Em. Lasker—Reti, Moscow 1925; now 13 Bg5 (instead of Lasker’s
13 Bb2) 13 ... Qxc3 14 Bxf6 gx{6 15 Qe4 gives White a small plus.

(d) If8...d5 9 e5 {9 exd5 Qxd5 10 Be4 Qd8 11 h3 Re8 =, Maréczy—Marshall,
Carlsbad 1929) 9. .. Ng4 10 ¢3 dxc3 11 bxc3 Ba5 12 d4 *, Campora~Acosta,
Argentina 1987.

(e} In the game Perlis—Alekhine, Carlsbad 1919, there followed 12 bxc3 Ba5 13 d4
QQh4 14 h3 Nh6 15 Bc2 Bf5 16 Rb1 b5 17 Bxf5 Nxf5 18 Qd3 Qe4 19 Qxed +.

(f) 6...bxc6 7 Nxe5 Bxc3 (7...Qe8 8 Nd3 Bxc3 9 dxc3 Qxed4 10 Rel Qh4
11 Qf3 Ba6 12 Ne5 z, Tseitlin—-Haba, Ostrava 1991) 8 bxc3 Nxe4 9 Rel f5
10 f3 Nd6 was slightly better for White in Franzoni-Barus, Novi Sad Ol. 1990.

{(g) 7 ... Bxc3 8 bxc3 Bg4 9 h3 Bxf3 10 Qxf3 £, Wittmann—W. Jesuriya, Dubai 1986.
However, Black has very reasonable alternatives in 7 .. . Qe7 and 7 . . . Re8.

{h) 12 Bxc5 Bxb2 13 Rb1 Bd4 was is roughly equal, Lugo-G. Garcia, Cuba 1992.

White’s attacking chances are balanced by Black's queenside play.
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(i) (A) 5 Nxd4 exd4 6 e5 dxc3 7 exfé Qxf6 (7....cxd2t 8 Bxd2 Qxf6 9 0-0 Be7
10 Bc3 Qg5 11 Re1 Qxb5 12 Qg4 with a very strong attack, Shipman—Weber,
New York 1985) 8 dxc3 Qe5+ with a boring and drawish position, Shabanov—
Tseitlin, Leningrad 1986. (B) 5 Bo4 Bcs 6 Nxe5 Qe7! 7 Nf3 (7 Nxf7? d5 F;
7 Bxf7+? Kd8 ) 7 ... d5 8 Nxd5 Nxd5 9 Bxd5 ¢6 =, Vulfson—Shvarts, USSR

1981.

() 6 d3 b5 7 Bb3 Nxb3 8 axb3 d6 9 d4 Qc7 10 Qd3 Be7 11 Bgb 0-0 o, Nunn~
Malaniuk, Pardubice 1993.

k)6... d5 7 d3 Bd6 8 Nf3 Bg4 9 Be3 Bc5 10 Bxd4 Bxd4 11 Qd2 Bxf3 12 gxf3 x,
Shirov-1. Sokolov, Linares 1995.

(1) 7Nd3 b5 8 Bb3 a5 9 a3 d5 10 e5 Ne4 11 0-0 Nc5 12 Nxc5 Bxc5 13 Kh1 0-0
14 Ne2 a4 15 Ba2 f6 16 Nxd4 Bxd4 17 c3 Bxeb =, Adams—Kramnik, Linares

1999.

(m) 8 h3 Bxf3 9 gxf3 g6 10 Kf1 Bg7 11 Ne2 Nxf3 12 d4 Qa5 is unclear, Ponomar-
jov—Gomez Estaban, Pamplona 1996.

{n) 11 e5 d4 12 exf6 dxc3 +, Istratescu—Malaniuk, Erevan 1996.

(o) After 12 dxe4 Bxf3 13 Qxf3 Qxd4 is roughly equal.

{p) 6 gxf3 c6 7 d4 exd4 8 Qxd4 d6 e, Nunn—Cooper, Walsall Kipping 1992. On
6...Bc5 7 f4 Qe7 8 d3 favors White.

{q) 6...Bb4 7 Ne2 0-0 8 c3 Ba5 (8 ... Be7!? Yudasin) 9 d3 (Better than 9 h3 d5
10 d3 dxe4 =, Yudasin—Huzman, Israel 1994) 9. .. ds 10 Bgs Qd6 11 Bxf6
dxe4 12 dxe4 Qxf6 13 Qxf6 = (Yudasin).

(r) 12 0-0 exf4 13 Bxf4 d5 with chances for both sides, Anand-Ivanchuk, Dort-
mund 1992.

(s} 6...Qe7 7 Nd3 Nxe4 (7 . .. b5 8 Nxc5 Qxc5 9 Bb3 *, Armas—Antunes, Cuba
1992} 8 0-0 Nxc3 9 bxc3 Ne6 10 Nxc5 Qxc5 11 Qf3 *, Mainka—-Schwekendiek,
Bad Wérishofen 1992.

(t) 8 Nf4 d5 9d3 Bg 10 3 Nh5 11 Nxh5?! (11 fxg4 Qh4+ 12 g3 Nxg3 13 Neg2 Qf6 14
hxg3 Nf3t Draw, G. Roder—F. Roder, Bavaria 1985) 11... Bxh5 12 Nxd5 {5 ¥
Dediashin—Poleschuk, corr. 1986.

(u) 10...Qg5 11 f4 Qg6 12 0-0 {6, Short-Timman, Linares 1992: now 13 Kh1 c6
is unclear (Timman).

(v) 12 N5c4 f5 13 f4 Qxf4 14 ¢3 Ne6 15 d4 Qh4t (15...c6?! 16 g3 Qed 17 Rf1 =,
Bosch—Giolac, Leukerbad 1992) 16 g3 Qd8 17 0-0 f4 18 gxf4 Nxf4 is about
even, Shirov—-Short, Novgorod 1994.

FOUR KNIGHTS’ GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Nc3 Nf6

13 14 15 16 17 18
4 Bb5...o d4(n)
ab............ Bcs exd4........ooiiii, Bb4
5 Bxcé 0-0(j} Nd5 Belgrade Gambit  d5(t)
dxcé 0-0 Nxed4(o)..... Be7 Ne7
6 f4(c) Nxe5(g) Nxe5 Be4(p) Bf4 Nxe5
Nxbs Nxe4 Nxe5(k) Be7 d6 0-0(u)
7 gbe Nxe4 da Nxd4 Nxd4 Qd4(v)
6 Qd4 Bd6 0-0 0-0 Bxc3t
8 Nf3 0-0 f4 Nbs
Nb5 bxc3
Qxedt Qxe5 Nc6 Bcs Nxd5 R):t;
9 Kf2 Rel e5 0-0
B exd5 Be3(w)
Ngat Be6 Be7(1) Nxf2 Ne5(r) Ng6
10 Kgi(d) d4 ds Qh
5 Qdz N
Qc6 Qf5(h) Nb4 Ne5 c6 R))((Sf
11 N5d4(e) Bg5 ex{6 Nb:
) XC7 Nc3 d3
Qes(f) Bd6(i) Bxf6(m) ds(q) Bf5(s) l?xgﬁ(x)

(a} 5 0-0 Nxb5 6 Nxb5 ¢6
o 1000 xb5 ¢6 7 Nc3 d6 8 d4 Qc7 9 Bg5 Be7 =, Sutovsky-Illescas, Pam-

(b) (A)5...Nxed?! 6 Nxed4 Nxb5 7 Nxf7 +. (B)5...Bb4 6 Be2 Qe7 7 Nd3 =
(c) 6 Nf3 Nxb5 7 Nxb5 Qxe4t 8 Qe2 Qxe2+ 9 Kxe2 Nd5 =.

(d) lc(i) Kg3 Qg6 11 Nh4 Qh5 12 Nxc7t Kd8 13 h3 Nf6 14 Nxa8 Qxhat with the
idea of ... Ne4 and ...Be7 mating is an old idea of Rubinstein’s.

(e) 11 Qe2t Be7 12 h3 Qb6+ 13 d4 Nf6 .

(f) 12 h3 Nf6 13 Kh2 Be6 14 -0-0 oo, Bi i i
e o, e Re1l 0-0-0 e, Bisguier-Soltis, New York (blitz tour-

(g) The quiet 6 d3 Bd6 7 Qe2 Qe7 8 Bd2 Bd
: 7 9 Nd1 Nh5 10 g3
for both sides, Smagin-Ivanchuk, Minsk 1986. B9 86 foavos chances

(h) 10...Qd5 11 Ng5 0-0-0 12 Nxe6 fxeb 13 Qg4 =, Reti-Spielmann, Vienna 1914.

(i) (A)11...h6 12 Qd3 Kd7 13 Bh4 %, Schlechter—Tarrasch, Hastings 1895. After
(B} ?1 o Bd6 12 Qd2 {on 12 g4 not 12...Qu6 13 f4 + leOQkO-BOF(;VS‘k
Rubinstein, Ostend 1907, but 12...Qd5 =) 12...h6 13 Bhfi 5 14 N‘dz;
cxd6 15 Bg3 +, Yudasin-Segalchik, Kemevovo 1995. 5 )

(j) Another plan is 5 Bxc6 dxc6 6 d3
an is ) 0-0 7 h3 Re8 8 =, Psakhi
Hater plan s > o € Ne2 Bf8 9 g4 =, Psakhis-
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(k) 6. .. Re8, Morphy’s move, is possible here. 7 Nf3 Nxe4 8 Nxe4 (8 d4 Nxc3
9 bxc3 Bf8 10 Ng5 h6 =, Ljubojevié-Beliavsky, Linares 1993) 8 . . . Rxe4 9¢3 d5
10 d4 Bd6 11 Ng5 %, Wolff-Winants, Wijk aan Zee 1993.

(1) 9...a6 10 Be2 Bb4 11 d5 Be5+ 12 Kh1 Nxd5, Short-Adams, England 1991;
now instead of Short’s 13 Nxd5, Nunn's 13 Qxd5 d6 14 f5 Nxe5 15 Ne4 is a
strong attack.

{(m) 12 a3 Bxc3 13 bxc3 Nxd5 14 Qxd5 c6 15 Qd3 cxb5 16 {5 {6 o, Nunn—Hodgson,
England 1991.

(n) Glek has been playing 4 g3 consistently for many years, e.g. 4 ...d5 5 exd5
Nxd5 6 Bg2 Nxc3 7 bxc3 Bcs =, Glek-van der Sterren, Germany 1996, or
4...Bb4 5 Bg2 Bxc3 6 bxc3 Nxe4 7 Nxe5 Nxe5 8 Bxed d5 9 Bg2 £, Glek-
Korchnoi, Wijk aan Zee 1997.

(0) 5...Nb4 is an interesting alternative. After 6 Nxd4 (6 Bc4 and 6 Nxf61 have
been played also) 6 . . . Nxe4 7 Nf5 ¢6 8 Nxb4 Qa5 9 Qf3 Bxbat 10 Kd17? (10 ¢3
is better, but White should probably try the sixth-move alternatives)
10...Qe5 11 Nxg7t Kd8 12 Nfs d5 ¥, Prie-Psakhis, Paris 1970.

(p) 6 Qez f5 7 Ng5 d3 8 cxd3 Nd4 9 Qh5t (9 Nxed Nxe2 10 Bgs Nf4 ) 9. .. g6
10 Qh4 c6 11 dxe4 cxd5 12 exd5 Bg7 (12 ... Qa5t probably forces a draw)
13 Qg3 0-0 F, Mishuchkov-Malinin, corr. 1990.

(g) 12 Rxf2 (12 Nxa8 Bg4 13 Bg5 Bxh5 ¥) 12...Bg4 13 Qg5 ¥ (Nunn).

{r) A complicated alternative is 9 . .. Bg5 10 Bxgs Qxg5 11 Qd2 (11 Nxc7 Qe7+ or
11 dxc6 Re8t) 11 . . . Qe5t 12 Be2 a6 13 Nxc7 Nd4 e, Hector—Fernandez Gar-
cia, Spain 1990.

{s) 12 Be2 Bf6 13 0-0 c5 14 Rfel a6 15 a4 Re8 was fine for Black in Bellon Lopez—
I. Ivanov, Benidorm 1982.

(t) 5 Nxe5 Nxe4 6 Qg4 Nxc3 7 Qxg7 Rf8 8 a3 Ba5 9 Nxc6 dxc6 10 Qe5t Qe7?
11 Qxe7t Kxe7 12 Bd2 Bf5 13 bxc3 (13 Bxc3 Bxc3t 14 bxc3 Bxc2 = —
Bogolybov; 13 Bd3 Bxd3 14 cxd3 Rg8 = —Parma) 13 ... Bxc2 14 c4 Bxd2t
15 Kxd2 Bgé 16 h4 h6 17 Rh3 =, Nadyrkhanov—Safin, Bishkek 1991.

(u) 6...d6 7 Bb5t Kf8 (7...c6 8 dxc6 0-0 9 Nd7 +) 8 Nd3 Bxc3t 9 bxc3 Nxe4
10 Qf3 Nf6 11 Bc4 Bg4 = (Gutman).

(v) 7 Bd3 Nexd5 8 exd5 Re8 9 0-0 Rxe5 10 d6 Bxd6 11 Nb5 Bfs 12 Bf4 Rcs
13 Be3 Re5 is a curious draw by repetition.

{(w) 9 Bg5 Nf5 10 exf5 d6 11 f4 is an unclear alternative.

(x) After 12 Be2 d6 13 0-0 Re5 14 Bd4 Bf5 15 Qc4 Re7 16 Bd3 Ng4 17 Rfel Ne5
18 Qb5 b6 chances are equal, Valenti-Arlandi, Lugano 1988.
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THREE KNIGHTS’ GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Nc3

¥ THE PROSPECT OF pLAYING the Black side of that symmetrical opening
I of the Four Knights’ Game makes you depressed, then perhaps the
various deviations of the Three Knights’ Game will be more to
your taste. Such enterprising players as Steinitz, Alekhine, Keres, Larsen
and Geller played it with the motive of avoiding dull draws. These days it
is sometimes seen in the games of van der Sterren, Gulko, Romanishin
(the 3 ... Bc5 line), Tisdall and others.

The most frequent Black third move is 3. . . g6, columns 1-4. After
4 d4 exd4 White has a choice between 5 Nxd4 and 5 Nd5 with both moves
possibly leading to a small edge. Column 5, 3 . . . Bb4 is rarely played but
White usually doesn't get more than a small advantage. Column 6,
3...Bcs, is riskier. As mentioned before, Romanishin has played this
line often, but after the beating it took by Glek at Biel in 1996 it will need
some improvements before it is tried again.




THREE KNIGHTS’ GAME

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Nc3

1 2 3 4 5 6
....... Bb4..........Bc5(v)
L T A
; Nd5 Nxe5
! d4§:1) Bas(r) Nxe5
ex
5 NAS voeerirereinraesnees Nxd4 Bc4ls) dé(ll
Bg7(l;i Bg7 Nf6 Bd6
6  Bgd Be3 (()i-O cé))((iz
Nce7(c) Nf6(k) 6
7 Nxd4........ e5(h) NXCB ovvvvrie Qd2 d3 g(:‘:i([v:))
he(d) hé bxcé 0-0 hé
d5(y)
i 5 0-0-0 c3 N
° }031?4[8) 1?11277(1) ;ga Re8(n} Nxd5(t) Ne7(z)
ds g3
Ng3 Qxd4 Bda(l) f3(0) ex
° QEB Nxd5 Qe7 d5 Ne7 Qh3
d4 Nxe7
Nb3 Qxd5 Qe2 Nxc6(p)
10 a5(f) 0-0 fe(m) bxcé exd4 Kxe7
fa
0-0-0 exf6 Bhé Qa4t
" ?:’)(g) ds(j) Nxf6x Bhs(q) c6(u) Qg2(aa)

(a) 4 Bc4 Bg7 5a3d6 6 d3h670-0= Pedrich-Grabarczyk, Poland 1991.

Nbd5 9 Qd4 c5 10 Qh4 Qa5t
5...Nba 6 Bgs f6 7 Nxi6t Nxf6 8 €5
® [lq)de Qbb is unclear—Berger. (B)5 . . . h6 6 Nxd4 Nf6 7 Nb5 Nxd5 8 exd5 a6
9 Qe2t *, Volchok-Kots, USSR 1962.

{c) 6...Nge7? 7 Nxd4 Bxd4 8 Qxd4 wins. (B)6...16 7 Bf4 d6 8 Nxd4 Nge7
9 Bcd Ne5 10 Bb3 %, Gershman-Tukmakov, USSR 1966.

{d) 7. ..c6 8 Nxe7 Nxe7 9 Qd2 h6 10 Bh4 d5 11 exds g5 12 Bg3 Qxd5 is about
even, Karlsson-Geller, Reykjavik 1986.

(e) 8Bfad59 Qd2 Nf6 10 0-0-0 Nxe4 11 Nxe4 dxe4 12 Bc4 Nfs =, Lehmann-Keres,
West Germany vs. USSR 1966.

(f) 10 d511Bd3 Be6 12 0-0 dxe4 13 Nxe4 £, Bhend-Ackermann, Brocco 1991

() After 12 Bd3 Nf6 13 0-0 dxe4 (Bisguier—Keres, Gothenburg 1955) White gains
: a slight advantage with 14 Bxf6 Bxf6 15 Nxe4.

(h) 7 Bc4 c6 8 Nxe7 Nxe7 90-0=, Honfi-Radovici, Kecskemet 1962.
(i) 8 Bh4 g5 9 Nxe7 Qxe7 10 Bg3 {5 (Zukertort) is equal.

(j) 12 h3 Be6 13 Qxb7 Rb8 14 Qe4 Qe8 15 Rel ¢5 16 b3 Rba and Black has com-
] pensation for his pawn, Osman-Tisdall, Capelle-la-Grande 1993.
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(k) 6...Nge7 7 Qd2 0-0 8 0-0-0 d6 9 Kb1 a6 10 h4 h5 11 Nxc6 Nxc6 12 Bg5 %,
Leko—Alterman, Munich 1991.

(1) 9 Bf4 Qe7 10 Qf3 f6 ¥, Chernin—Radashkovich, USSR 1971.
(m) 10...Qe6 11 Ne4 d6 12 Ng5 *, Radu—Dabrowska, Singapore 1990.

(n) (A)8...Nxd4 9Bxd4 d6 10 f3 Be6 11 g4 ¢5 12 Be3 Qa5 13 Bhé *, Yurtaev—

Gulko, Frunze 1985. (B) 8. . . Ng4 9 Nxc6 bxc6 10 Bd4 Bxd4 11 Qxd4 Qf6 12
h3 Qxd4 13 Rxd4 +, Am. Rodriguez-Lima, Matanzas 1992.

{0) 9 Nxc6 bxc6 10 Bg5 Qe7 11 Bc4 Qe5 12 Rdel d6 13 f4 Qa5 14 e5 £, Abdel-van
der Sterren, Lucerne 1989.

(p) (A) 10 Bb5 Bd7 11 exd5 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Bxb5 13 Nxb5 Qxd5 14 Nxc7 (14 Nc3
Qc6 =, Braun—Geller, Dortmund 1992) 14 ... (Qxa2 15 ¢3 Rec8 leaves an un-
clear position, Malahov—Geller, Russia 1994. (B) 10 exd5 Nxd5 11 Nxc6 bxc6
12 Nxd5 cxd5 13 Bd4 %, Chandler—Geller, Tilburg 1992.

(q) After 12 exd5 Nxd5 13 Bc4 is clearly in White’s favor, Svidler—Geller, Moscow
1992.

(r) (A)4...Nf6 5 Nxb4 Nxb4 6 Nxe5 Qe7 7 d4 d6 8 a3 dxe5 9 axb4 exd4 10 Qxd4
with a slight edge for White (Belavenets). (B) 4...Be7 5 d4 d6 6 Bb5 Bg4
7 dxe5 dxe5 8 h3 Bd7 9 Qe2 *, Botvinnik-Smyslov, Sverdlovsk 1943.

(s) 5¢3 d6 6 b4 Bb6 7 a4 a6 8 Nxb6 * (Keres).
(t) 8...0-09Db4 Bb6 10 a4 %, Alekhine-Cohn, Karlsbad 1911.

(u) White has a small edge after 12 dxc6 bxc6 13 Nxd4 Bd7 14 Rel, Leonhardt-
Tarrasch, Hamburg 1919.

(v) (A)3... 154 d4 fxe4 5 Nxe5 Nf6 6 Bc4 d5 7 Nxd5 Nxd5 8 Qh5+ g6 9 Nxgb hxgé
10 Qxg6t Kd7 11 Bxd5 *, Breyer—Balla, Pistyan 1912. (B) 3 ... Nge7 4 Bc4
Ng6 5 d4 exd4 6 Nxd4 Bb4 7 0-0 Bxc3 8 bxe3 0-0 9 f4 Na5 10 Bd3 =,
Goldenov—Bakulin, USSR 1965.

(w) {(A) 7 f4 Bxc3t 8 bxc3 Qe7 9 Qd4 Nf6 10 e5 d6 11 Be2 dxe5 with chances for
both sides (Romanishin). (B) 7 Bc4 Nfé 8 0-0 0-0 9 Bg5 %, Nepeina-Litinskaya,
Simferopol 1992.

(x) Romanishin’s patent. On 7 . .. d6 8 0-0 Qh4 9 f4 Bd4+t 10 Kh1 leaves White a
clear plus, Verlinsky—Kubbel, USSR 1922.

(y) 8 Be3 Nf6 9 g3 Qg4 10 Qxg4 Bxc3t 11 bxc3 Nxg4 12 Bd4 is a good ending for
White, Istratescu-Hauchard, Bucharest 1993.

(z) {A) 8...c6 9 Ne3 Ne7 10 g3 Qh3 11 f4 +. (B) 8... Nf6 9 Ne3 Nxe4 10 Qe2
Nc5 11 Nd5 Nxd3+ 12 cxd3 + (Glek).

(aa) After 12 Rf1 Bd4 13 Qh5 d5 14 Bd2 Rd8 15 {5 Bxb2 16 Rd1 dxe4 17 Bc4 Black

Resigned in Glek-Romanishin, Biel 1996. Romanishin needs to do some re-
pair work on this line.
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PHILIDOR’S DEFENSE
1e4e52Nf3 d6
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HILIDOR WAS BY FAR THE BEST PLAYER in the eighteenth century. He pro-
P posed this defense in his L'analyse of 1749. In the nineteenth cen-

tury Philidor’s Defense was frequently played—the most famous
example being the game at the opera, Morphy vs. the Duke of Brunswick
et alia. The early twentieth-century greats Nimzovich, Tartakower,
Alekhine and Marco used it occasionally, but the opening has been out of
fashion since then. Its most prominent advocate today is English grand-
master Tony Kosten who plays the defense regularly and has written a
book about it.

White’s usual response is 3 d4 (columns 1-5) when Black has two
main options: maintaining the e5 strongpoint (columns 1-3}, or giving up
the center with 3...exd4. Nimzovich’s 3 ... Nf6 (columns 1-2) avoids
some of the sharper lines White has against 3 . . . Nd7. White can try to ex-
ploit this move order with 4 dxe5 (note b) but the usual continuation, 4
Nc3, leads to a slight spatial advantage. The Hanham Variation 3 . .. Nd7
{col. 3) has been revived since some of the sting of the aggressive 7 Ng5
has been removed. After 3. ..exd4 (columns 4-5) White can recapture
with either the queen (column 4) or the knight (column 5). Both moves
lead to sharp positions where castling on opposite wings is common.
White can play slowly and safely with 3 Be4 (column 6), though this gives
him few chances for the advantage.

PHILIDOR’S DEFENSE

1e4 e5 2 Nf3 dé

1 2 3 4 5 6
3 A4
NiG(a) T gc; :
e7(x
4 N
Nl(;iiigb] ........ Nxd4 0-0(y)
i . Ni6(r) Nf6
c4
Ded Nc3 d3
. Be7 0-0
0-0
0-O(c) Bfa(s) c3
0-0 c6
7 a4(d) Qdz Bb3
{i]
cble) c6(t) Bg4(z)
8 l1}91 .......... Qe2 0-0-0 Nbd2
6 exd4(h) b5(u) Nbd7
9 Bg5(f) Nxd4
ab Re8 g} g]?lS
10 dxe5 Ba2
Nxe5(g) Bf8(i) (I:\Js?\f)(w Ilsils(aa]

(a} Against 3. .. {5 the simpl ine i
pgeinst 3 simplest line is 4 exf5 e4 5 Ng5 followed by a subsequent

(b} 4 dxe5 is an attem it thi
pt to exploit this move order. After 4... N
A ... Nxe4 5
gll}:;;i I;>e<c71276 Bzi(gZQBt:; 7 Bf4 d5 =, Geller-Campora, Moscow 1989) 5 QdIS\I(E:
: ex xd6 8 Nc3 Qe6t (8...Qxd5 9 Nxds%) 9 B
White holds a slight edge, Rublevsky—Abramovi, Yugosl;\}ia 19693(:306 10 Qds

(c) 6 dxe5 dxe5 7 Bxf7+ Kxf7 8 N
51 Kg8 9 Ne6
12 Rf1 Nc5 leads to even changces. ¥ 0 Q8 10 Nx7 Qg 11 Nxad e

(d) 7 dxe5 dxe5 8 Qe2 c6 9 a4 Q
c7 10 h3 Nc5 _ .
Yanvarev, Uzhgorod 1987, c5 11 Rd1 Ne6 12 Be3 a5 =, Rosentalis—

(e) 7...a68a5exd4 9 i
oo Qxd4 b5 10 axb6 %, Topalov—Rivas Pastor, Dos Hermanas

(f) 9.d5 cxd5 10 Nxd5 Nxd5 11 Bxd
5 Rb8 12 Qd3 Nfs
O. Korneev-Panchenko, Russia 1995. ? 19 Bh3 b6 14 Bdz Bb7 =,

(8) }: Nxej (11 Be2 h6 12 Bf4 Ng6 13 Be3 Ng4 =, Luciano-Kosten, Imperia 1993)
e xe.S 12 Qf3 Nd7 13 Be3 Bc5 14 Ne2 a5 15 Rad1 Bxe3 16 Qxe3 7=
Vujadinovié-Abramovié, Yugoslavia 1996. 7=

(h) (A)8...a5 9 Rd1 exd4 10 Nxd
: 4 Re8 12 Bf4 Ne5 13 Bb3 Nfd7 is roughl
Petrushin-Savon, Podolsk 1992. (B)8...Qc79h3b610Rd1 Bb7? 11%358131;:2

129



12 Bb3 a5 £. 8. .. b6 9 Rd1 Qc7 10 d5 c5 11 Nh4 a6 12 Nf5 £, J. Polgar-lzeta,
Dos Hermanas 1993.

(i) After 11 Qf3 Ne5 12 Qd1 a5 =, Ruban-Bologan, USSR 1991.
(j) 5 0-0 Be7 6 dxe5 dxe5 7 Ng5 is similar to the text. 5 Ng5 Nhé 6 0-0 Be7
7 Qh5 0-0 8 ¢3 Ni6 is about even.
(k) This is better than the older moves 8 . .. Qf6 and 8...g6.
(1) 9 Qxgs is possible here, with perhaps a slight edge for White.
{m) 11 Bb3?! Nc5 ¥, Magem Badals-Strikovi¢, Zaragoza 1994. 11 Be2 keeps the
game approximately even.

(n) Many moves have been played here. (A) 4 ... a6 5 Bg5 Nc6 6 Qe3 Be7 7 Nc3
(Kotronias—Skembris, Agios Nikolaos 1995) 7...Bxgh = (Kotronias). (B)
4...Nc6 5 Bb5 Bd7 6 Bxc6 was played in many 19th-century games. (C)
4 ...Bd7 5 Bf4 Nc6 6 Qd2 Nge7 7 Nc3 Ng6 8 Bg5 Be7 9 Bxe7 Qxe7 10 0-0-0 £,
Kurajica-Westerinen, Sollingen 1974.

(0) 5 e5 is considered to lead to equality after 5 . . . dxe5 6 Qxd8t Kxd8 7 Nxe5 Be6
8 Bc4 Bxc4.

{p) 8...Be6 9 h4 Re8 10 Bb5 a6 11 Bxc6 bxcé 12 Nd4 Bd7 13 f3 h6 14 Be3 d5
15 exd5 Nxd5 16 Nxc6 %, Rosentalis-Glek, Budapest 1996.

(g} 11 Nxe5 dxe5 12 {3 ¢6 =, Sax—Tseshkovsky, Banja Luka 1981.

(r) 4 ...g6 is another line here. A typical example is 5 Nc3 Bg7 6 Be3d Bg7 7 Qd2
0-0 8 0-0-0 Re8 9 f3 Nc6 10 ha Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Be6 x, V. Chernov-Negulescu,
Rumania 1995.

(s) White has a wide choice of reasonable moves here—6 Bc4, 6 Be2, 6 g3 and
even 6 Qf3 (van der Wiel-Bosboom, Leeuwarden 1994) have been tried.

() 7...d5 8 Ndb5 Bb4 9 0-0-0 c6 10 Nc7 Nxe4 11 Qe3 Bc5 (11... Nxc3
12 bxc3 Badt 13 Kb1 Na6 14 Nxa8 =, Kalegin-Ryabchenko, Russia 1992)
12 Qxed Qxc7 13 Bxc7 .

(w) 8. ..d5 9 exds Nxd5 10 Nxd5 Qxd5 11 Kb1 £, Leko—Barbero, Hungary 1994.

(v) Am. Rodriguez recommends 10 Nb1! instead, which should be at least equal
for White.

(w) 11 Nfs Bxfs 12 exfs5, Am. Rodriguez—Conquest, Cienfuegos 1996; now
12 ...d5 13 g4 d4 would slighly favor Black.

(x) Other choices are 3...Nd7, 3...Qf6, 3...Be6, 3... Bg4, 3...Be6 and
3...Nc6.

(y) 4 d4 exd4 5 Nxd4 transposes into column 5.

(z) 7...Be6and 7 ... Nbd7 (Yusupov) could also be played.

(aa) 10 . .. d57! 11 cxd5 cxd5 12 g4 Bg6 13 Nxe5 Nxe5 14 Rxe5 is good for White—
Black has not enough for the pawn. After 10 .. . Nc5 11 Be2 Neb6 12 Nft Nd7
13 Ng3 Bxf3 14 Qxf3 g6 15 Be3 Bg5, the game is completely equal, Gelfand~
Yusupov, Munich 1994. This line resembles some quiet lines in the Bishop’s
Opening.

130

PONZIANI'S OPENING

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 c3

ONZIANI'S OPENING i$ a simple attempt to build a strong pawn center
P of e4 z'md d4. The plan is somewhat crude, however, and Black can
equalize with little trouble. The opening was popuiar in the nine-
teeth century, but nowadays it is used only for surprise value or by pl
ers like Hector and Velimirovié who wish to avoid the beaten path: e

Black can counter White’s threatened pawn center in several .wa s
He can counterattack and remove White’s e-pawn with 3 ... Nf6 4 d4 ny4.
(columns 1-2), which is the simplest route to equality. He can play 4 35
{column 3) forcing central exchanges. He can try to seize the initiativ;a .v;rith
3.. ..ds (C(.)l.umns 4-6), which leads to sharp play. After 4 Qa4 Black can
ellther sacrifice material with 4 ... Nf6 (column 4) or solidify the center
with f6 (column 5). Both methods lead to appoximate equality. 4 Bb5 (col
umn 6) leads to a sharp position with mutual chances. v o
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PONZIANI’'S OPENING

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 c3

1 2 3 4 5 6
I (PP PR d5{n)
Nt s e dwea
Nxe5
° §5e7(a] ....... Nbs S)l()d54(k) g:l(gs I?I‘e); Q)(;S[V]
5 a4
° II:]IZSS I?I?::;EQ) f\lsell bN:tfg 8:115 (N2e7
’ I}\ll;(gg: ) §§3§+ I;s;lg) gi!ép) S:(s) g(f:}(w)
’ 8:? I:E)S(((:):; g:g gig(q} ((:14d7 I;:é:;x]
0-0
SoDMO B DS M eb 000
3 d4
0 W0 o5 e he G o
6 4
" OR'fi'((i) :?1370) §d6= g);ff%(r) g;ft) 1C3g4(y)

b7+) 7 Ke2 bxc6 8 Qa4 f5

5 ...Be5 6 dxcé Bxf2t (6 . . . Nxf2 7 Qd5 Qe7 8 cx

@ g Nbd2 0-0 10 Nxe4 fxe4 11 Qxe4 Bb6 12 Kd2 d6é 13 Bd3 Bf5 14 Qxc6 *,
Hector-Sandstrom, Copenhagen 1991.

(b) (A) 7 Bd3 Nxe5 8 Bxe4 Bc5 9 Qh5 d6 10 Bgs Bga! + (Anand). (B) 7 Qd4 Qf6
8 Qxe4 Qxe5 =, Lukin—Guliev, Katowice 1991.

(c) 9 Be3 Rh5 10 c4 Qe5 11 f4 Bbdt 12 Kd1 Qe7 is about equal, Makropoulos—
P. Nikoli¢, Athens 1985.

{d) 10...Rh4 11 g3 Rh5 12 0-0-0 Nf6 13 Rel was slightly better for White in
Hector—Marin, Haifa 1989.

(e) 12 Qe3 Bf6 13 Bb5t Kd8 =, Hector-Khalifman, London 1991.

jor li Bcs 7 Nd3 Bbé 8 Qf3 0-0
f) 6 Nxe5 is another major line. Afer6...Qe7 (6...
@ g Be2 %, Stern—-Rodin, corr. 1974) 7 Qd4 Nd6 8 Qe3 Nis 9 Qe2 d6 10 Nf3 Nd7
is roughly equal, Velimirovié-Skembris, Jagodina 1994.

(g 6... Nf6 7 Nxe5 Bcs 8 0-0 0-0 9 b4 Bb6 10 Bg5 h6 11 Bh4 d6 12 Nc4 £,
Chigorin~Gunsberg, Havana 1890.

(h) 8...Be7 9Qg4 0-0 10 Bhe Bfé 11 d6 %, Blad-Clarke, Lugano 1968.
(i) 12 Nd2 Bf6 13 h3 =, Dueckstein—Prameshuber, Krems 1967.
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(j) 4...d6 5 Bd3 (5 Bb5 Bd7 would transpose into the Ruy Lopez) 5. .. Be7
6 0-0 0-0 7 h3 exd4 8 cxd4 Nb4 9 Nc3 Nxd3 10 Qxd3 with a small edge for
White, Dolmatov—Plachetka, Hradec Kralove 1981.

(k) 5...Nxe4 6 Nxe5 Bd7 7 Nxd7 Qxd7 8 0-0 Be? 9 Nd2 Nxd2 10 Bxd2 0-0 is
even according to Estrin, though White may do better with 6 Bxcé.

(1) 7...Bd7 is possible also. After 8 Qb3 a6 9 Be2 Bc8 10 Nxcb bxcb chances are
even, Makropoulos—Dorfman, Zamardi 1980.

(m) 10 b4 Bxd4 11 cxd4 Ba6 12 Re1 Qh4 , Bator—Berkell, Sweden 1986.

(n) 3...154 d4 fxed 5 Nxe5 Qf6 6 Ng4 Qg6 7 d5 Nb8 8 Bf4 d6 9 Ne3 =, Bogdano-
Tsvetkov, Sofia 1955. This is like a Latvian Gambit.

(0) 4...Bd7 5 exd5 Nd4 6 Qd1 Nxf3+ 7 Qxf3 Nf6 8 Bc4 e4 9 Qe2 Bd6 10 d3 0-0

11 dxe4 Nxe4 12 Be3 f5 13 Nd2 Nxd2 14 Qxd2 f4 15 Bd4 Qe7+, Kranzl-Blatny,
Vienna 1991. Chances are about even.

{p} Neither 7 Qxc6t Bd7 8 Qa6 dxe5 nor 7 d4 dxe5 8 Ba6 Bd7 9 Bb7 c5 is good for
White.

(g) 8...Qe8 9 Nd2 Rb8 10 0-0 c5 and Black has enough for the pawn, Nowak—
Kaikamdzhozov, Sofia 1970.

(r) 12 Nd2 Qg6 13 0-0 Bh3 14 Bf3 Re5 =, Lukin-Ma. Tseitlin, Leningrad 1985.

(s) (A) 7...Bd7 8 Be3 exd4 9 cxd4 Ne5 10 Nc3 Nxf3+ 11 gxf3 Qf5 12 0-0-0 a6

13 d5 *, Maas—Mitchell, London 1912. (B} 7... a6 8 Bc4 Qe4t 9 Be3 exd4
10 cxd4 Bd7 may be playable.

(t) After 12 Qd1 Ng6 (Zagorovsky), chances are equal.

(u) 4...Qd6 5 exd5 Qxd5 6 Qe2 6 7 d4 Bd7 (7. . . Bg4 8 c4 Bxf3 9 cxd5 Bxe2
10 Kxe2 a6 11 dxc6 axb5 12 cxb7 *, Sakaev-A. Ivanov, Leningrad 1990}

8 dxe5 Nxe5 9 Bxd7t Kxd7 10 Nxe5t Qxe5 11 Qxe5 fxe5 12 Nd2 *, Sakaev—
N. Mitkov, Leningrad 1991.

(v) 5...Qg5 6 Qa4 (6 d4 is possible here) 6 . . . Qxg2 7 Bxc6t bxc6 8 Qxc6t Kds

9 Rf1 Bh3 10 Qxa8+ Ke7 11 Kd1 Qxf1t 12 Kc2 Bf5 13 Na3 o, Berg—K. Mueller,
corr. 1991,

(w) 7 ... Bd7 8 Nxd7 Kxd7 9 c4 Qf5 10 0-0 Rd8 11 d4 %, Mechkarov-Karastoichev,
corr. 1955.

(x) 8...Bd7 9 0-0 0-0 10 d4 Qh5, Falkbeer—Anderssen, Berlin 1851; now
11 Nbdz is a slight edge for White.

(y) 12 d5 Nf5 13 Bf4 Bc5t 14 Kh1 Ncd4 15 b4, Filchev-Pelitov, Sofia 1954: now

15 ... Bxf3 16 Rxf3 Nxf3 17 bxc5 Nxh2 18 Bxh2 Ng3t is a draw {Filchev). In-
stead of 11 ¢4 White might try 11 Nbd2.
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THE GORING GAMBIT
1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 exd4 4 c3
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i ish and Scotch Gambits. White o
e dovolop posts his bishop on c4 to

HE GORING GAMBIT is 1

sacrifice to develop quickly',
T ifrr:s:ug:vgl and hopes his initiative will lead to a strong attack.

e, so the

White obtains fair compensation for a pawn, butdn:)h:d(\;rggfgg » 50 the

opening sees only occasional use. Alekh.me playe ring on ooce:

as id Marshall and Mieses. Sometimes modern grandmaster el

Slonlas (iltl butinore often in blitz games where sacrifices need less justifi
employ it,

tion. ‘
“ Accepting the gamibt leaves Black w.1t s e White
4 dxc3 5 Nxc3 Bb4, while column 2 is 5...d6. In

t
plays the Danish-like 5 Be4, gambiting two pawns, and Black plays to
aterial. ' do.ma

hold gl:cililning the gambit is safer {columns 4-6). Cclwlumn54) , 1‘2 z.;ds (tio Cr(l)lm}i

llow White a slight positional plus. 4 ... Nf6 {co }m(lin Loads to com:
al' ted and obscure play. Column 6 is Capablanca“s draw gb.t i.s L has
Ellcc;l fxp over the years and is a big reason the Goring Gambi

e

played.

h equal chances. Column 1 is

GORING GAMBIT

1 e4 e5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 exd4 4 ¢3

1 2 3 4 5 6
AXC3.. i d3........... Nf6.......... ds
5 NXC3..oviiiviiiiiininnn, Bc4 Bxd3 e5 exd5
Bb4.......... cxb2 d6(n) Ne4(p) Qxds
6 Bc4 Bca Bxb2 0-0 Qe2 cxd4
d6(a) Nf6(g) de(k) Nf6 f5(q) Bb4+t(u)
7 0-0(b) Qb3 0-0(1) Nd4 exf6(r) Nc3
Bxc3 Qd7 Be6 Be7 ds Bg4
8 bxc3 Ng5 Bxe6 fa Nbd2(s) Be2
Ni6(c) Ne5 fxe6 0-0 Qxf6 Bxf3(v)
9 e5(d) Bbs Qb3 Qc2 Nxe4 Bxf3
Nxe5(e) c6 Qd7 Re8 dxe4 Qc4
10  Nxe5 fa Ng5 Nd2 Qxedt Bxc6t(w)
dxes Neg4(h) Nds . Bfs Qe6 bxcé(x)
11 Qb3 Be4(i) f4 N2f3 Bd3 Qezt
Qe7 d5 Nf6 g6 dxc3 Qxe2t
12 Ba3l Nxd5 Nd2 Bd2 0-0 Kxe2
c5(f) Nxd5(j)) * Be7(m) Bg7(o) Qxe4(t) 0-0-0(y)

(a) A playable alternative is 6...Nf6 7 e5 d5 8 exf6 dxc4 9 Qxd8t Nxds
10 fxg7 Bxc3t 11 bxc3 Rg8 12 Bhé f6 =, Dolgov—Kaverin, corr. 1991.

{b) The immediate 7 Qb3 Bxc3t 8 bxc3 (8 Qxc3 is possibly better) 8. . . Qd7
9 Qc2 Nf6 leaves Black a slight plus, Ciocaltea-Kovacs, Puja 1971.

(c) (A) 8. ..Bg4 9 Qb3 Bxf3 10 Bxf7+ Kfg 11 8xf3 Ne5 12 Bxg8 Rxg8 13 f4 Nf3+
14 Kh1 Qd7 16 c4 (16 {5 Qcs, Cargnel-Hegeler, corr. 1986) with even chances.
(B) 8...Be6 9 Bxeb fxe6 10 Qb3 Qd7 11 Qxb7 =, Bjerring-Lein Varna 1974.

(d) 9 Ba3 is interesting here. After9 . . Bg4 10 Qb3 Bxf3 11 Bx{7+ Kf8 12 gxf3 Ne5
13 Be6 White is slightly better, Styazhkin-Bunich, Leningrad 1984.

(e) 9...dxe5 10 Qez 0-0 11 Ba3 =, Velimirovié-Hug, Vrnjacka Banja 1966.

(f) 13 Bb5+ Kf8 (the most challenging; 13 . . . Bd7 14 Bxd7+ Nxd7 15 Qxb7 Rb8 16
Qxa7 0-0 =, Chudinovskikh~Saharov, USSR 1979; 13...Nd7 14 Bxd7+ Bxd7?
15 Qxb7 =, Velimirovié-Littleton, Hague 1966) 14 {4 e4 15 5 h5 (15...h6 is
possible) 16 Rad1 Qc7, Saksis-Prieditis, corr. 1997. White probably has slighty
worse chances.

(8) 6...Be6 7 Bxe6 fxe6 8 Qb3 Qd7 9 Qxb7 Rb8 10 Qa6 Be’ 11 0-0 Bfs
(11...Nf6 12 Rd1 0-0 13 Qe2 e5 14 Nd5 =, Klovans-Tolush, USSR 1962)
12 e5 Nxe5 13 Nxe5 Bxe5 14 Qxa7 is about even, Levy-Feller, Praia del Rocha
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1969. In this line if 8. .. Qc8?! 9 Ng5 Nd8 10 4 Be7 11 f5 Bxg5 12 Bxg *,
Zhuravlev-Tarve, USSR 1968.

(h) 10...cxb5 11 fxe5 Ng4 12 6 fxeb 13 Nxb5 ab 14 Qxe6t Qxeb 15 Ne7t £,
Obuhov-Kudrjavcev, Russia 1996.
(i) 11 h3 cxb5 12 hxg4 hé 13 Nxbs d5 = {Lepeshkin).
(j) Following 13 exd5 Bc5 14 dxcé Qe7t 15 Kf1 0-0 16 Bd2 Bf5 Black had goed
compensation for his material, Fedoseev—Obultov, Russia 1996.
(k) 6...Bb4t 7 Nc3 Nf6 8 Qc2 d6 9 0-0-0 0-0 10 e5 Ng4 11 Nd5 Bc5 12 exd6 cxd6
13 h4 with a good attack (Dolgov).
(1) 7 Nc3 Be7 8 Qb3 Nh6 9 Nd5 {6 10 0-0 Na5 was good for Black in Csom-Barcza,
Hungary 1967.
(m) 13 Rad1 h6 14 e5 hxg5 15 exf6 Bxf6 16 fxgs Bxb2 17 Qxb2 was a slight edge
for White, Dolgov-Wulthauser, corr. 1990.
(n) 5...Bc5 6 0-0 d6 7 b4 Bb6 8 a4 a6 9 Na3 £, Milner-Barry-Hilton, England
1959.
(0) 13 Rae1 Nd7 14 b4 £, Shevelev—Zarubin, Voronezh 1987,

(p) 5...Nd56 cxd4 d6 7 Bb5 Be7 8 Nc3 Nxc3 9 bxc3 0-0 10 0-0 Bg4 11 Qd3 Qc8
12 Bf4 is a tiny edge for White, Lukin—Ceshkovski, Russia 1995.

{Q)6...d5 7 exd6 f5 8 Nxd4 (8 Nbd2 Qxdé 9 Bxe4 fxe4 10 Qxedt Qeb
11 Bd3 dxc3 = Dueckstein—Xi Jun, Vienna 1993) 8...Bxde 9 f3 Qhat
10 g3 Bxg3t 11 hxg3 Qxh1 12 Bf5 is slightly better for White.

(r) 7 Nxd4 Bc5 8 Nxf5 0-0 9 Qxe4 d5 10 exd6 Bxfzt * (Soltis).

(s) (A) 8 Ng5 Qxf6 9 3 d3 10 Nxe4 dxe4 10 Qxe4t Be6 12 Bxd3 0-0-0 gives Black
good play, Speransky-Yakovlev, Leningrad 1983. (B} 8 Nxd4 Nxd4 9 cxd4 Kf7
10 fxg7 Bbat 11 Kd1 Re8 F, Levy-Boey, Siegen 1970.

(t) 13...Qxe4 14 Bxe4 Bd6 14 Rel Ne7 15 bxc3 0-0 16 Bg5 Ngé 17 Bxg6 %,
Shevelev—Bezman, Simferopol 1989.

{u) 6...Nf6 7 Nc3 Bb4 8 Be2 Ne4 9 Bd2 Bxc3 10 bxc3 0-0 11 0-0 Nxd2 =, Ljubo-
jevié-Portisch, Milan 1975.

(v)8...0-0-090-0 Qd7(9...Qa5 10 Be3 Nge7 11 Na4 Ng6 12 h3 Be6 *, Estrin—
Sevecek, corr. 1868) 10 Be3 Nf6 11 Qa4 %, Mieses-Levy, Vienna 1907.

(w) (A) 10 Qb3 Qxb3 11 axb3 Nge7 12 0-0 a6 =, Ljubojevié-Ree, Amsterdam 1972.
(B) 10 Be3 Bxc3t 11 bxc3 Qxc3t 12 Kfl Qc4at 13 Kg1l Nge7 14 Rel Qxa2
15 Ral draw agreed, Marshall-Capablanca, Lake Hoptacong 1926.

{x) 10...Qxc6 11 0-0 Ne7 12 Qb3 Bxc3 13 bxc3 0-0 14 c4 with a slight White
edge, Neumeier-Svidler, Dortmund 1991.

(y) 13 Be3 Ne7 14 Kd3 c5 15 Kc4 %, Dolgov-Orlovsky, corr. 1993.

DANISH GAMBIT

le4e52d4exds3c3

CCORDING 70 LUTES in his book Danish Gambit, this opening was first
A analyzed by a Danish jurist named Blankensteiner in 1830. In 1856
a Swedish player Dr. H. A. W. Lindehn proposed 4 Bc4, sacrificing
the second pawn. This was used by the Dane Martin From (who usually is
credited with the opening) in Paris in 1867. ’

Ix.l the early years of the twentieth century Marshall, Blackburne
Alekhine and Mieses used the gambit, but with the twenties it sank intoy
desuetude as Black's defenses became known. There are no grandmasters
M./ho use this gambit in serious competition, although recently young Rus-
sian masters Gusev, Sergejevski and Radevic have been injecting new life
into the somewhat moribund Danish.

Cc?lumns 1-2 comprise the acceptance of both pawns, when White
has raking bishops targeting the Black kingside. 5 . . . d5, returning one of
the pawns, is the Schlechter Defense (column 1), thought to lead to an
even but unbalanced endgame. Column 2 is a more ambitious attempt at
refuta.tion. Columns 34 show Black holding on to the pawns at least tem-
porarfly and trying to defend, resulting in unclear play. Column 5 is an in-
te.restmg old line tried by Spielmann and Nezmetdinov and never refuted
Fmal!'y, declining the gambit with 3...d5 is likely good enough for'
e.quahty, with 4 ...Qxd5 usually transposing into the Géring Gambit
lines, and 4 . . . Nf6 5 Bb5+ giving White a tiny edge.




DANISH GAMBIT

1 e4 e5 2 d4 exd4 3 c3(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
B R e PP OO PRSP PT PR PP Qe7.....evenn ds
g— et it
° 3;bz ........................ Bba4t(j) d6 Z«;g{f)) Sé)&w;(X)
Nc3 dxc6
L VR R VA e
f; Bc4
A G S R L
oGy me R Ne e oo
- fxe3 Qxe7t
R v S N <2
o ome o oW W W
- Nf3
" zi?(e) I;::(i) g:;(n] llfli::i;(q) ?S((]v) Rd8(z)

{a} 3 Nf3 Bc5 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d5 6 exd5 0-0 =, Blumenfeld and Klyatskin vs.
Alekhine, Moscow 1920.

{b) 6 exd5 Nf6 7 Nf3 Bbat 8 Nbd2 Qe7t =.

{c) 7 Nc3 Be7 8 Qe2 Nxd5 9 Nxd5 c6 10 Nxe7 Qxe7 11 Bxg7 Rg8 12 Bg}Z, f
Hector-Schussler, Malmé 1985. White could try 8 Qb3 or 8 Qa4t (Chris-
tiansen).

(d) 10...Re8 11 Ngf3 Nc6 12 0-0 h5 is about even.

(e) 12 €5 Nd5 13 Ne4 b6 14 0-0-0 Nf4 15 Nd6t Ke7 16 Nxc8t Raxc8 17 e6, Preo—
Sarink, corr. 1989. White has attacking chances.

(f) Others possibilities: (A) 7 Nd2 Bxd2t 8 Qxd2 Nf6 9 Qg5 2—0 (9...Rg8 10 0-0;?
Nxd5 11 Qh5 with attack—Christiansen) 10 Rd1 Nbd7 ¥, Preo—TFranzen, COIT.
1980. (B) 7 Ke2 Nf6 8 Qadt c6 9 Bxf7+ Kxf7 10 Qxb4 Rc8 is about e(;/ené
Thomas—Teo, Southampton 1986. {C} 7 Kf1 Nf6 8 Qa4+t Nc6é 9 Bxebt dxc
10 Qxb4 Qd1+ wins for Black.

(g) 9 Nf3?! Nxd5 10 exd5 Qe77 11 Kf1 0-0 ¥, Radevich—Asaturyan, USSR 1968.
(h) 10 Rd1 0-0 11 Rxd5 Qe7 should favor Black.

138

(i) Although there is play, objectively White doesn’t have enough compensation
for the lost pawn, Grob-~Weishaupt, corr. 1960.

() (A)5...NIf6 6 e5 d5 7 exf6 dxc4 8 Qxd8+ Kxd8 7 fxg7 Bbat+ 8 Nc3 (Marshall—
Duras, New York 1913; now 10...Rg8 is all right. Also 6 Nc3 d5 7 Nxds
Nxds 8 exd5 Bb4t 9 Kf1 0-0 10 Qd4 £6 11 Ne2 gives White some attacking
chances for the pawn. (B) 5 . . . Nh6 (the Nordic Defense) 6 Nf3 b6 7 Qe2 Bbat
8 Nc3 0-0 9 0-0-0 with the idea of g4, h4 (Collijn) is unclear.

(k) (A)e Nd2 Nf6 7 Bxf7+ Kxf7 8 Qb3+ d5 9 Qxb4 Nc6 10 Qb3 Re8 with play for
both sides. (B) 6 Nc3 d6 7 Nf3 Nf6 8 0-0 Bxc3 9 Bxc3 0-0 10 e5 Ne4 11 Bb2 and
White has compensation for his material, Hartlaub—Testa, Bremen 1913,

(1) The retrograde 6 . . . Bf8 turned out badly in Mieses—Albin, Monte Carlo 1903
after 7 Nc3 Nhé 8 Nf3 Nc6 9 Nds.

(m) 8...Nfd7 9 Qg4 Bf8 10 e6 fxe6 11 Qh5t =
(n} 12 Qxh7 Kd7 13 Nf3 %, Klovans—Petkevich, USSR 1962.
(o) 6 f4 Be6 7 Bxeb fxe6 8 Qb3 Nd7 9 Qxe6t Qe? is better for Black.

(p) 7 Nc3 Nc6 8 Nd5 Na5 9 Qg3 6 10 Be2 ¢6 11 Nf4 Nh6, Mieses—Marshall,
Hanover 1902; now 12 Nh5 would give even chances.

(g) 12 Nd4 Be7 13 f4 0-0 (Bryson—Fernandes, Salonica 1984) 14 e5 play for the
material.

(r) (A) 4 Qxd4 Nf6 5 Bd3 Ncé 6 Qa4 d5 7 Bg5 Bd7 8 Nd2 Ne5 9 Bb5s Nd3+ =,
Preo-Sapundzhiev, corr. 1977. (B) 4 Bd3 d5 5 e5 Nc6 +.

(s) 5Be2 Qxg2 6 Bf3 Qg6 7 Nc3 Bb4 8 Nge2 Ne7 9 Nf4 Qf5 10 Be3 d5 11 Rg1 gives

White fair attacking chances. But 5...d5 6 Nf3 Qe6 7 0-0 Be7 8 Rel Qds
tends to favor Black.

{t) 5. .. d5 is quite playable here. After 6 Nc3 Qe6 7 Nf3 c6 8 Bd3 Be7 9 0-0 Nf6
White probably does not have enough for the pawn.

(u) 10. .. d6 11 0-0 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Nc6 13 e4 0-0 14 Rae1, Romashkevich—Saburov,
Russia 1889; now 14 . . . f6 is about even.

(v) After 12 a3 Bxc3 13 bxc3 0-0 White has not quite enough compensation for the
pawn.

(w) 4...Qxd5 5 cxd4 Nf6 6 Nf3 Bb4t 7 Nc3 0-0 (7. . . Nc6 see the Goring Gam-

bit) 8 Be2 Ne4 7 Bd2 Bxc3 10 bxc3 Nxd2 11 Qxd2 Bg4 =, Ghitescu-Puribzab,
Varna 1958.

(x) (A) 5 c4 ¢6 F. (B) 5 Bc4 Nxd5 6 Qb3 Qe7+ F. (C) 5 Nf3 Nxd5 6 Qxd4 Nc6
7 Bb5 Be7 =, Alekhine-Molina, Buenos Aires 1926.

(y) 5...Bd7 6 Bc4 dxc3 7 Nxc3 gave White a space advantage in Klovans—
Zhuravlev, Riga 1962, even though the game ended as a draw after 7 . . . Bd6
8 Qb3 Na6 9 Be3 0-0 10 Qxb7 Neb5 11 Bxc5 Bxe5 12 Qb3.

(z) Not 11...c57 12 Nxd4 cxd4 13 b3 with a big edge for White, Gusev—
Khachaturov, Moscow 1959, After 11...Rd8 12 0-0 Ba6 13 Bxa6 Nxa6
14 Nxd4 Rxd4 15 Be3 White has a small advantage.
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LATVIAN GAMBIT
1ede52Nf3 5

ALETEA
17

///%? %V'4

i1
7

@ Bl o

3 A

5
Y

N THE WORDS OF THE SwEDisH grandmaster Jonny Hector, :‘The betast
I thing about the Latvian Gambit is that it is nqt as bad as its reptu a-
tion,gThere are a couple of 1i1;§,s t}}at giYe Vl\lshllée : :(;nla:ﬂoa‘zgazs atg}i;

" Fi i amiano in .
e Counte cfﬁbﬁ?&i?ﬁf&ed by Latvian players, notably Behting
R 'Count?rh in the 1920s and 30s. It is played a lot in c?rrespondellce
zﬁgs?ﬁzzz:; of the fantastic complications that can arise, and has a

ted to it. ‘ )
newsg};tlirr:::c;—z cover White's immediate attempt to exploit the a2—g8

i ... fxe4 4 Nxe5 Qg5 (column 1), a blood-
diago.nal Wlﬂft.S x? cii:age:th has been anal)(rlzged and p.layec.l by the
A 111251 l04 ... d5 (column 2), the Svedenborg Variation, is equally
ireatt)ll:;:d ezre;)d exciting., Column 3, 3 exf5, and colu.rx‘m 4, ’I; hd4, ;arrle;
lou 1 ged alternatives that also result in messy positions. The sa N

oy ay1 s 5-6) is most popular these days. Black can reply wit
3thes (S?agi,?a ... Nc6 (note p) or the usual 3... Qfé (columns 5-6).
;V;ists’zctwo main sixth-move options, 6 Nc3 and 6 Be2, seem to ensure a

small edge.
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LATVIAN GAMBIT

le4e52Nf3 15
1 2 3 4 5 6
3 Bed.oooii exf5 ......... d4........... Nxe5
fxe4(a) e4 fxe5 Qf6(p)
4 Nxe5 Nes5(j) Nxe5 d4(q)
Qgsb) ... ds Nf6 Nf6 ds
5 d4 Qh5+ Be2 Bg5(m) Nc4
Qxg2 g6 dé dé fxe4
6 Qhst Nxg6 Bhst Nc3(n) Nec3.......... Be2
g6 hxg6(f) Ke7 dxe5 Qg6 Nc6(t)
7 Bf7t Qxgbt(g) Nif7 dxe5 f3(r) d5
Kd8(c} Kd7 Qe8 Qxd1t exf3 Ne5
8 Bxg6 Bxd5 Nxh8s(k) Rxd1 Qxf3 0-0
Qxh1t Nf6 Qxh5s he Nc6 Nxc4
9 Ke2 Nc3 Qxhs Bxf6 Bd3 Bxc4
c6(d) Qe7 Nxh5 gxf6 Qg4 Qg6
10 Nc3 d3(h) g4 Nds Qe3t Bb5+
e3le) exd3t(i}  Nfe(l) Kd7(o) Be7(s) Kd8(u)

(a) 3. .. b5 merits consideration, providing the Black king with a shelter later in
a particularly critical line. 4 Bxb5 fxe4 5 Nxe5 Qg4 6 d4 Qxg2 7 Rft Nf6 was
at least equal for Black in Strelis—Eglitis, corr. 1977. On 4 Bb3 fxe4 and now
5 d4 exd4 6 Nxd4 Nfé 7 Nxb5 = {(Kosten). The piece sacrifice 5 N¢3 is risky
but possible. On the other hand, 4 Bxg8 calms the waters considerably, lead-
ing to about even chances.

(b) Blackburne’s 4 ... Nf6 is interesting. After 5 Nf7 Qe7 6 Nxh8 d5 7 Be2
(7 Bxd5 Bg4 8 {3 exf3t g Kf2 Qc5t ¥, Woll-Amilibir, corr. 1994) 7 . . . Nc6
with some compensation for the material. 5 Bf7+ Ke7 6 Bb3 d5 is probably a
little better for White.

(c)7...Ke7 8 Bg5t Nf6 9 Qh4 Qxh1t 10 Kd2 e3+ 11 Ke2 Bg7 12 N¢3 ng
13 Ne4 KI8 14 Bxf6 g5 15 Qh5 Qxe4 16 Bxg7t Kxg7 17 Qxg5t and White wins,
Kozlov-Svendsen, corr. 1991.

(d) 9...Qxc1 10 Nf7+ Ke7 and now both 11 Nxh8 and 11 Nd2 are promising for
White but not entirely clear (Kosten).

(e) 11 Nf7t Kc7 12 Be3 Qxal 13 Qg5 Be7 14 Bf4t+ Kb6 15 Na4t Ka6 16 Nc5+ Kb6
(16 ... Bxc5 17 Bd3+ b5 18 Qxc5 Qxa2 19 Nd6 wins, Harding—Comley, corr.
1986) 17 Qg3 d6 18 Bxd6 Bxd6 19 Nxd6 wins (Harding). This is typical of the
wild play in this line.
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(f) 6. ..Nf6 7 Qe5t Be7 8 Bb5+ (8 Nxh8 dxcd 9 b3 Neb 10 Qb5 Beb leaves Black
compensation for the material; 8 Qxe7t Qxe7 9 Nxe7 Kxe7 10 Be2 Rg8
gave Black good play in Nymann-Kozlov, corr. 1991) 8...¢6 9 Nxe7 Qxe7
10 Qxe7+ Kxe7 11 Be2 Rg8 12 g3 . Black cannot use c6 for his knight.

{g) 7 Qxh8 K{7 8 Qd4 Be6 9 Bb3 Nc6 10 Qe3d Bh6 11 f4 Nge7 12 0-0 Nf5 13 Qel,
Jackson—Jensen, corr. 1991; now 13 . . . Bf8 would give Black reasonable com-
pensation.

{h) {A) 10 0-0 Nc6 11 Bxe4 Ne5 12 Qg3 Rg8 +, Drucke-Kranze, corr. 1991. (B)

10 b3 c6 11 Bxe4 Rgs 12 Qf5t Kd8 13 Qf3 Bg4 14 Qe3 Nbd7 15 d3 Qg7 with at
least equality for Black, Heap—Kranze, corr. 1993.

(i) 11 Be3 c6 12 Bb3 Bh6 13 0-0-0 Bxe3t 14 fxe3 b6 15 Rxd3 Kc7 F, Melchor—
Elburg, corr. 1989.

(j) Others possibilities are: (A) 4 Qe2 Qe7 5 Nd4 Nc6 6 Qh51 Kd8 7 Nxc6t dxc6 =,
Psomiddis-Hector, Katerini 1992. (B} 4 Ng1 Nf6 5 g4 (5 d3 Qe7 is okay}
5...h5 6 g5 Ng4 (looks like an Allgaier reversed now) 7 d4 3 8 Bxe3 Nxe3
9 Qe2 Qg5 =, Magee—-Budovskis, corr. 1991. (C) 4 Nd4 Qf6 5 ¢3 Nc6 6 Nb5 Qes
7 Qe2 Kd8 =, Downey—Kranz, corr. 1992.

(k) 8 Nc3 g6 9 fxg6 hxgb 10 Nxh8 gxh5 =, Stummer-Schlenker, corr. 1991.

(1) 11 Nc3 (11 Rg1 Nc6 12 Rg3 Nd4 13 Kd1 g6 is fine for Black, Elburg-Itcap, corr.
1991) 11... Nxg4 12 Nd5t or 11...¢6 12 Rgl is rated as a little better for
White (Kosten).

(m) 5 Bc4 d5 6 Bb3 Beb 7 Bg5 Be7 =, Stockholm vs. Riga, corr. 1934.
(n) 6 Nd27! dxe5 7 dxe5 Qd5 8 exf6 Qxg5 9 Nxe4 Qa5t 10 c3 Beb *.

(o) Better than 10...Kf7 11 Nxc7 %. After 10...Kd7! 11 Nb6t Kcb 12 Nxa8
fxe5 13 Bcd Bd6 Black is slightly better, Pietrusiak—Hector, Sweden 1984.

(p) Speculative but interesting is 3 . . . Nc6 4 Nxc6 {4 Qh5t g6 5 Nxg6 Nf6 6 Qh3
hxg6 7 Qxh8 Qe7 with compensation, Jensen-Magee, corr. 1991) 4. .. dxc6
5 Nc3 Bc5 6 d3 Nf6 with some play for Black, Doncevié-Hermann, Bundesliga
1988.

{q) 4 Nc4 fxe4 5 Nc3 Qf7 6 Ne3 c6 7 d3 (7 Nxed d5 is okay for Black) 7 . .. exd3
8 Bxd3 d5 =, Diravieks—Downey, corr. 1992.

{r) 7 Ne3, 7 Be3, 7 Nd5 and 7 Bf4 are all possible alternatives.

(s) 11 0-0 Nf6 (11 ... Qxd4 12 Nbs Qxe3t 13 Nxe3 Kd8 14 Nd5 *) 12 d5 Nb4
13 Rf4 £, Rublevsky—Maliutin, Russia 1992.

(t) 6...Qd8 7 d5 Nf6 8 Nc3 Be7 9 Be3 0-0 10 Nd2 ¢5 11 Ndxe4 Qb6 12 Rb1 %,
Kosten—Hector, Torcy 1988.

(u) 11 Bf4 h5?! 12 {3 Bf5 13 Nc3 exf3 14 Qxf3 Bxc2 15 Bg5t Nfé 16 Rael c6
(16 . . . Qxg5 17 Qxf6t) 17 Bxi6t Qxf6 18 Qe2 Qd4+ 19 Kh1 Bg6 20 Rxfat win-
ning, Bronstein—Mikenas, Kostov 1941. Better is 11...Nf6, though White
stands better after 12 Nc3.

142

BISHOP’S OPENING

1e4e52Bc4

HE BisHop’s OPENING is an attempt to delay developing the king’s
T knight and to retain the option of moving the f-pawn forward.
Studied by the old masters Lucena and Ruy Lopez, it was also fa-
vored by Philidor. Among modern players only Bent Larsen has played it
ml}ch, but even Kasparov gave it a whirl (winning against Bareev). Often
;lps opening transposes to the Vienna, the King’s Gambit or the Giuoco

iano.

Black’s most natural response is 2 . . . Nf6. Now White is at a cross-
roads on how to defend e4. The most common method is 3 d3 (columns
1-3), and after 3 ...c6 4 Nf3 Black can either go through with 4...d5
(column 1) or play the quiet 4 . . . d6. Both ways seem to be sufficient for
equality. Black can proceed aggressively with 3 . . . d5, usually sacrificing
the e-pawn for active play. This is perhaps a tad too dynamic. Columns
4-5 feature the old 3 d4 in which White sacrifices a pawn for quick de-
velopment. Black can defend with either 7 ... Nc6 or 7 . . . ¢6. Column 6
shows Black imitating White with 2...Bc5. White's attempt to blast
through the center leads to approximate equality.
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THE BISHOP’S OPENING

1ed4e52Bcd
1 2 3 4 5 6
N (I PPN Bc5(u)
3 d3(a) ceiiiiei d4 c3(v)
[ T U, ds exd4 Nf6{w)
4 Nf3(b) exd5 NIi3 d4
[+ [T Be7 Nxd5 Nxe4(n) exd4
5 Bb3(c) 0-0 Nf3(i) Qxd4 e5
Bde(d) dé Nc6 Nf6(o) d5
6 Ne3 c3(f) 0-0 Bg5(p) exf6(x)
dxed 0-0 Bg4l(j) Be7 dxc4
7 Ng5(e) Bb3 Rel Nc3 Qhs
0-0 Nbd7(g) Be7(k) Ncb.......... c6 0-0
8 Ncxe4 Rel h3 Qh4 0-0-0 Qxc5
Nxe4 Re8 Bh5(1) de d5 Re8t
9  Nxe4 Nbd2 g4 0-0-0 Rhel Ne2(y)
Bf5 Bfg Bgé Be6 Be6(r) d3
10 0-0 d4 Nxe5 Bd3 Bd3i(s) Be3
Nab = g6(h) Nxe5(m) Nd7(g) Nbd7(t) dxe2(z)

(a) Other tries for White are: (A) 3 f4 Nxe4 (or 3...d5 4 exd5 e4) 4 d3 Nd6
5 Bb3 e4 =, van Popiel-Pillsbury, Budapest 1896. (B) 3 Qe2 Bc5 4 Nf3 Nc6
5 c3 d6 6 d3 a6 =, Kim-Morgado, corr. 1984.

(b) 4 Bb3 Na6 5 Nf3 Be7 6 0-0 Qc7 =, Mazl-M. Sorokin, Ljubljana 1992.

{c) 5 exd5 cxd5 6 Bb3 (6 Bb5t Bd7 7 Bxd7 Nbxd7 =, Galego-Solomon, Manila
1992) 6 . . . Bb4at 7 c3 Bd6 =, Adams-H. Steiner, St. Louis 1941.

(d) (A)5 ... dxe4 6 Ng5 Beb 7 Bxe6 fxe6 8 Nxe4 £, Honfi-Lukacs, Hungary 1975.
(B)5...a5 6 Nc3 Bb4 7 a3 Bxc3t 8 bxc3 %, Kasparov—Bareev, Linares 1993.
(C)5...Bbat 6 c3 Bd6 7 Bg5 dxe4 (7 . . . Be6 8 Nbd2 Nbd7 9 d4 £, Yudasin-
Alterman, Israel 1994) 8 dxe4 h6 9 Bh4 0-0 10 Nbd2 Bc7 11 0-0 Nab =,
Mestel-Talbot, Hastings 1981. In this line if, 6 Bd2 Bxd2t 7 Nbxd2 dxe4
8 Nxe5 0-0 9 dxe4 Nxe4 10 Ndf3 Nd7 11 0-0 Nxe5 12 Nxe5, Larsen—Nunn,
London 1986; and now 12 . . . Bf5 equalizes.

(e) 7 dxe4 Na6 8 Be3 Qe7 =, Honfi—-Kholmov, Kecskemet 1975.
(f) 6 Nc3 0-0 7 Qe2 Nbd7 8 a4 b6 =, Skora—Antoshin, 1978.

(g) 7 ...Bg4 8 Nbd2 Nbd7 9 h3 Bh5 10 Re1 h6 11 Nft Nh7 12 Ng3 £, Prodanov-
Dolmadzhan, Bulgaria 1981.
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(h) 11 Ng5 d5 12 Ndf3 16 13 exd5 Nxd5 =, Nunn—Scheeren, Wijk aan Zee 1983.
(i) 5 Nc3 Nxc3 6 bxed Nd7 =,

(i) 6...Be7 7 Re1 {6 8 d4 Nb6 9 Bb3 Bg4 10 ¢3 Qd7 11 h3 Bh5 12 g4 £, Freiman—
Konstantinopolsky, Kiev 1938.

(k) Alternatives are: (A) 7...Qd6 8 d4 =. (B) 7...f6 8 Nxe5 *. (C) 7...Bc5
8 h3 Bh5 9d4 +.

(1) 8...Bxf3 9Qx{3 Nd4 10 Qg4 0-0 11 Rxe5 *, Larsen—Berger, Amsterdam 1964.
(m) 11 Rxe5 Nb6 12 Bb3 0-0 13 Nc3 %, Dolmatov-Chekov, USSR 1980.

(n) 4...d5 5 exd5 Bb4t 6 c3 Qe7t 7 Be2 dxc3 8 Nxc3 0-0 9 0-0 Nbd7 =, Laes—
Flores, corr, 1970, is a way for Black to avoid complications.

(0) (A} 5...Nc5 6 Bg5 f6 7 Bed c¢6 8 Nc3 d5 9 0-0-0 %, Estrin—Taimanov,
Leningrad 1949. (B) 5...Nd6 6 0-0 Qf6 7 Re1t Be7 8 Qxf6 £. (C) 5...d5
6 Bxd5 Nf6 7 Bxf7t Kx{7 8 Qxd8 Bbat 9 Qd2 Re8t 10 Kf1 Bxd2 11 Bxd2 =.

{(p) 6 Nc3 Nc6 7 Qh4 Bb4 8 0-0 Bxc3 9 bxc3 0-0 10 Bg5 is compensation for the
pawn (Keres).

(q) If instead 10 ... Qd7 11 Bb5 0-0 12 Nd4 h6 (12. .. a6 13 Bd3) 13 Bxhé gxhﬁ
14 Qxh6 Ng4 15 Qhs5 is dangerous for Black. Also 12 Ne5 Qe8 13 Nxc6 bxc6
14 Bd3 h6 15 f4 with an attack (Estrin). The text avoids these complications.
After 10. .. Nd7 11 Qg3 Nde5 12 Bxe7 Qxe7 13 Nxe5 Nxe5 14 Qxg7 0-0-0 the
position is equal.

(r} 9...0-0 10 Qh4 Nbd7 11 Bd3 g6 12 Re2 Re8 13 Rdel Ne4 14 Bxe7 Qxe7
15 Qxe7 Rxe7 16 Nd4 Nb6 17 {3 c5 is equal.

(s) 10 Qh4 Nbd7 11 Nd4 Nf8 12 Nf5 Bxf5 13 Bxf6 Be6 14 Bxe7 Qxe? 15 Qd4 Qf6
16 Qe3, Schlechter—Teichmann, Vienna 1904. White’s attacking chances bal-
ance Black’s extra pawn.

{t) 11 Qh4 Nc5 (11...c¢5 12 Ne5 Nxe5 13 Rxe5 d4 14 f4 Nd7 15 Bbs Bxg5

16 fxg5 Qc7 White has compensation, Timoshchenko~Karpov, USSR 1967)
12 Nd4 Ng8 13 Bxe7 Qxe7 14 Qg3 g6. Now 15 NceZ2, 15 f4 and 15 b4 give
White play in an obscure position.

(u) (A)2...53d3 Nf6 4 f4d65Nf3 fxe4 (5. .. Ncé Keres) 6 dxed Bgd 7 fxe5 %,
Pereira—Roose, corr. 1982. (B} 2...¢6, (C) 2...Nc6 and (D) 2. .. d6 are all
reasonable moves here.

(v) (A} 3 f4 Bxg1 4 Qh5 Qe7 5 Rxgl Nc6 F. (B) 3 b4 Bxb4 4 f4 d5 5 exd5 e4 . (C)
3 Qg4 Qf6 4 Nc3 Ne7 (4. . . Qxf2t is risky) 5 Qg3 Nbcé =, Chekov-Perez, Cara-
cas 1976. (D} 3 Nf3 usually transposes into other openings such as the Giuoco
Piano.

(w) Some alternativesare 3...Qf6,3...Qe7,3...Nc6and 3...d5.
(x) 6 Bb5t Bd7 7 Bxd7+ Nfxd7 8 cxd4 Bb4+t = (Larsen).
(y) 9 Kf1? dxc3 10 Nxc3 Qd3+ 11 Nge2 Rxe2 12 Qd5 Re2t .

(z) 11 Nd2 Na6 12 Qxc4 Qxf6 13 Qxe2 leads to a balanced position with drawish
tendencies.
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CENTER GAME
1 e4 e5 2 d4 cxd4 3 Qxd4

ERLWSNAH
b, 127
KErT) JARE

\

e THE KinG's GamaiT, the Center Game is an atten.lpt to knock out
L Black’s central strongpoint at e5. It succeeds in this, b.ut the result-
ing exposure of the queen allows Black to develop W}th tempo, so
his forces enter the game quickly. This is another opening that waﬁ
thought to have been buried in the nineteenth ce'ntqu {even thol{lgf
Mieses got a winning position against Capablanca with it). At the end o
the twentieth century some adventurous grandr.nasters from tl.le fo;m;a;
USSR started playing it with some success, for.cmg a reevaluation o (l) <
lines once considered good for Black. Morozevich and Shabalc?v have lle
the revival but Shirov (against Karpov} and Adams have u.sed it as .we. .
3...Nc6 4 Qe3 Nf6 5 Nc3 Bb4 6 Bd2 0-0 7 0-0-0 Re8 is the main line,
covered in columns 1-2. After 8 Qg3 Black can play the supposed refuta-
tion 8...Rxe4 or the more conservative 8...d6 favored by K'arp((i)v.
5 ... Be7 (column 3) is a quieter way to balance tl'le game. The White de-
viation 5 e5 (column 4) is not as bad as its reputation. 4...g6 (cc?lumln 5)
is a reasonable way to sidestep the main lines. In column 6 White plays

4 Qa4, a Genter Counter with an extra tempo.
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CENTER GAME

1 e4 e5 2 d4 exd4 3 Qxd4 Nc6(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
4
5
6 Bd2 Bd2(k) Qe4(o) Bd2(s) Nc3
0-0 ds d5 Nf6(t) 0-0
7 0-0-0 exd5 exd6t 0-0-0 Nf3
Re8 Nxd5 Be6 0-0 d6
8 Qg3(d) Qg3(l) Be2(p) Be2 0-0-0
Rxed(e) ..... d6 Nxc3(m) Nfé de6 Bd7(y)
¢] a3(f) 3 Bxc3 dxc7 h4 Qc4
Bd6(g) Ne5 Bf6 Qxc7 Ne5 Beb
10 f4 h4a Bxf6 Qa4 hs Qe2
Re8 Kha(i) Qxfe Bcs Neg4 Nd7
11 Nf3 Nh3 0-0-0 c3 Qg3 h4(z)
Bces(h) Nh5(j) 0-0(n) 0-0(q} Nxh5(u)  Nde5=

(a) Black could try 3 ... Qf6 4 Qe3 Bb4+t 5 c3 Ba5 6 Bc4 d6 7 f4 Ne7 8 Nf3 Nbcé
9 Qe2 Bb6 =, Thorsteinsson-Gunnarsson, Reykjavik 1990,

(b) Some other choices here are 4 Qc4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d5 =, Mieses—Leonhardt, Berlin
1920, and the unusual 4 Qd2 or 4 Qd1.

(c) 4...Bb4t 5c3 (5 Nc3 Nge7 6 Bd2 0-0 7 0-0-0 d6 8 Qg3 Kh8 9 {4 {5=, Tolush-
Botvinnik, USSR 1944) 5 . . . Ba5 5 Be2 d6 7 Na3 Bb6 8 Qg3 Qf6 is about even,
Braga-Hoen, Buenos Aires 1978.

(d) 8Bca d6(8...Na5 9Be2d5 10 Qg3 =) 9 {3 Na5 10 Bb3 Nxb3+t 11 axb3 a5 T,
Romero-Karpov, Madrid 1992.

{e) 8... Nxed 9 Nxed Rxed 10 c3 Bf8 11 Bd3 Re8 12 Nf3 and White has compen-
sation for the pawn.

(f} (A) 9 f4 d5 10 Bd3 Re8 7, Wallyn—S8harif, Lyon 1990. (B) 9 Bd3 Rg4 10 Qh3
(Zinn-Sax, Bajal 1972) 10...d6 F.

(g) 9...Rg4 10 Qe3 Ba5 11 3 Rg6 12 h4 Bb6 13 Qel d6 14 h5 Nxh5? 15 Rxh5
Bxgl is a messy position with chances for both sides, Shabalov—Socrates
(computer), Cambridge 1994. Computers like to take pawns.

(h) After 12Bd3 d5 (12. .. d6 13 Rde1 Rxelt 14 Rxet Ne7 15 Nha Bd7 F) the po-
sition is murky, Shabalov-A. Ivanov, USA 1994,
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(i) (A)10...c6?! 11 h5 turned out badly for Black in Morozevich-Hebden, Lon-
don 1994. If (B) 10.. . . h6 not 11 Bxh6 Nh5 12 Qg5 Qxg5 13 Bxg5 Bxc3 with
compensation, but 11 Qh2 intending g4 (Karpov).

(j) 12 Qh2 c6 13 a3 Ba5, Shirov—Karpov, Dos Hermanas 1995; now either 14 Nf4
or 14 Ng5 would have kept the chances balanced.

(k) (A) 6 Qg3 is an alternative. After 6...0-0 7 Bh6 Ne8 8 Bf4 d6 9 0-0-0 Be6
White was a little better in Winawer—Janowski, Nuremberg 1896. (B) After
6 Bca Nba 7 Qd2 0-0 8 a3 Nc6, White had no advantage in Soloviev—Yudovic,
USSR 1955.

(1) This is better than 8 Nxd5 Qxd5 9 Ne2 Bg4 10 Nf4 Qd7 11 {3 0-0-0 12 0-0-0 Bf5
13 Bd3 Bd6 F (Griffiths).

(m) Anand recommends 8 . . . 0-0 9 Bh6 Bf6 10 0-0-0 Be6 11 Ne4 Kh8 =,
(n) After 12 Nf3 White holds a small plus, Adams-Anand, Linares 1994.

(o) After 6 Qe2 d6 (6...d5 7 h3 Nh6 8 Bxh6 gxh6 9 Nf3 is better for White)
7 £3 Nh6, both 8 Bxh6 Qh4t 9 Qf2 Qxh6 and 8 exd6t Beb favor Black. Also
no help is 7 exd6t Be6 8 dxc7 Qxc7 9 Nf3 Bc5 =, Makovets—Maréczy,
Budapest 1895, and 7 h3 Ngxe5 8 f4 Qh4t 9 Kd1 Ne4 +.

(p) (A) 8 dxc7 Qd1t 9 Kxd1 Nxf2t 11 Kel Nxe4 . (B) 8 Ba6 Qxd6 9 Bxb7 Qb4t
10 Qxb4 Nxb4 11 Na3 Rb8 12 Bf3 Ne5 F, Mieses—Burn, Breslau 1912. 8 Bc4
and 8 Bb5 are also possibilities.

(q] 12 Nf3 Ng4 13 0-0 Qb6 14 Ng5 Nxf2 15 Qc2 Nh3+ 16 Kh1 Nxg5 17 Bxgb Be3 =,
Ghinda-~Lukacs, Baile Herculaine 1982.

(r) 5 Bca Bg7 6 Ne2 Ni6 7 Nbc3 0-0 =, Antoshin-Zurakhov, USSR 1956.

(s) 6 Nf3 Nge7 7 Bc4 d6 8 Bd2 0-0 9 0-0-0 a6 is probably about even, Smederevac—
Kicovi¢, Yugoslavia 1954.

(t) 6...Nge7 7 0-0-0 0-0 8 Bc4 d6 9 h4 £, Mieses—Spielmann, Breslau 1912.

(u) After 12 Rxh5 gxh5 13 f3, White has fair play for his sacrificed material,
Chigorin—Otto, St. Petersburg 1883.

(v) 4...Bc5 must be reasonable here, as wellas 4 ...Be7 and 4 . .. g6.
(w) 5 Nf3 d5 6 Nc3 dxed4 immediately equalizes.

(x) 5...h6 6 Bh4 Qe7 7 Nc3 Qb4 8 Qxb4 Bxba 9 Bxf6 gxf6 10 Nge2 is somewhat
better for White (Keres).

(y) 8...Ng4 is also possible here. After 9 Bxe7 Qxe7 10 Rd2 White is hard-
pressed to prove an advantage.

(z) An attempt to liven up the position. After 11 Bxe7 Qxe7 White's slightly
greater command of space means little. The column is Milev-Chipev, Bulgaria

1961.
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UNUSUAL DOUBLE
KING PAWN OPENINGS

lede5

HE HUNGARIAN Derenst, 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 Be4 Be7!? is an attempt to avoid
T the intricacies of the Giuoco Piano or the Two Knights' Defense.
Played by positional defenders like Reshevsky, Hort and Smyslov,
ithas areputation for solidity and stodginess. After 4 d4 d6 White now de-
termines the future course of the game; he can try for a small edge in the
endgame (column 1, note b) or he can play for a space advantage on the
queenside with 5 d5 followed by a subsequent c4, with King’s Indian-like
play (column 1). If he prefers more fluid piece play he opts for 5 Nc3 (col-
umn 2). Either method usually leads to a slight edge. .

Column 3, 3. .. d8, is another attempt to defuse White’s setup, lead-
ing to sharp play slightly favoring White. At least the territory is mostly
unmapped in this line.
. The brazen Queen’s Pawn Counter Gambit; 2 . . . d5 (columns 4-5),
is an impatient attempt to seize the initiative. Black gives up a pawn,
sometimes two, to get ahead in development and misplace White’s queen.
Almost never played at a high level, the opening needs some new analy-
sis to rehabilitate it.

2 Ne2 (column 6) is Alapin’s Opening, a curiosity from the turn of
the century.
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UNUSUAL DOUBLE
KING PAWN OPENINGS

1ede5
1 2 3 4 5 6
2 Nf3..oovves (Hungarian (Queen’s Pawn Counter Gambit) Ne2 {Alapin)
NcB..oovennes Defense) ds{n) Nf6(v)
fa(w)
3 Bc4 exd5(o)
Be7 . iiiiiiiini s de(j) e4(p) Nxe4(x)
d3
4 d4 c3(k) Qe2
dé6(a) Be7(]) Nfé(g)....... f5 Nc5
d3 fxeb
5 ds(b)........ Nc3 Qb3 Nc3(r)
Nb8 Nf6(g) Nhé Be? Nf6 ds
d4
d3 h3 d4 Nxe4 dxed
° I?Ifﬁ (C) 0-0 0-0 Nxd5(s) fxed Ne6(y)
Nc3 Nf4
7 c4 0-0 Bxh6 d3
0-0(d) a6(h) gxh6 0-0 Bba c5(z)
8 h3(e) a4 Nbd2 Qd1 Qbst Nc(il}
Nbd7 exd4 Na5 Bg4 c6 cxd4
b4 Ncxd5s
9 Nc3 Nxd4 Qc2 Be2 Qx
Nes(f) Nb4(i) Nxc4(m) f5(t) exf3(u) Nc6(aa)

{a) 4...exd4 5 Nxd4 d6 6 Nc3 Nf6 7 0-0 0-0 8 h3 Nxd4 9 Qxd4 c6 10 a4 £,
Spassky-Hort, Reykjavik 1977.

dst (6 Bds Bd7 7 Ng5 Bxg5

5 dxe5 dxes (5 . . . Nxe5 6 Nxe5 dxe5 7 Qh5 £} 6 Qx

® 8 Qh5 %, Bronstein—Shcherbakov, USSR 1955) 6 . . . Bxd8 7 Nc3 Nf6 &, van
der Wiel-P. Nikoli¢, Malta 1980.

{c) 6 Nc3 Nf6 7 h3 c6 =, Chekover-Rabinovich, USSR 1938.

(d) 7...Nbd7 8 Nc3 Nfs 9 h3 Ng6 10 0-0 0-0 11 Be3 Nh5 12 Rgl Nhif4 13 ]'3f‘lkf5
14 Kh2 Qe8 15 ex{5 Bx{5 16 Ng1 with a White edge in Lukovnikov—-Malevinsky,
USSR 1976.

{e) 8 Nc3 c6 9 0-0 Nbd7 10 Rb1 Re8 =, Mestel-Smyslov, Las Palmas 1982.
(f) 10 0-0 g6 11 Bh6 Ng7 12 Qe2 £, Fuchs-Kholmov, USSR 1967.

(g) 5...Bg46Bb5exda 7 Qxd4 Bxf3 8 gxf3 Nf6 9 Rg1 Kf8 10 Bxc6 bxc6 11 Be3 %,
Sveshnikov—Padevski, Plovdiv 1973.

i - f note (a). (B) 7...h6
7 ...exd4 would transpose into Spassky-Hort of 1 . ;
(h) gA}]{el ReB 9 Be3 exd4 10 Nxd4 Bfo 11 Bf4 %, Tal-Filip, Miskol¢ 196;.((5;)
7 ...Nxe4 8 Nxe4 d5 9 Bxd5 Qxds 10 Nc3 Qds 11 dxe5 *, Mariotti-
Osterman, Yugoslavia 1975.

(i) 10 Nd5 Nbxd5 11 exds =, Lipnitsky—Petrosian, USSR 1951.
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(j) Other third moves are: (A)3...g6 4 d4 exd4 5¢3d3 (5. .. dxc3 6 Nxc3 Bg7
7 Qb3 is dangerous for Black) 6 0-0 Bg7 7 Qb3 Qe7 8 Bg5 with an edge for
White, Macijewski-Schinzel, Lodz 1980. (B} 3. .. Nd4 4 Nxd4 (4 Nxe5 Qg5

5 Bxf7t+ Ke7 6 0-0 Qxe5 7 Bxg8 Rxg8 8 c3 is speculative) 4 . . . exd4 5 c3 dxc3
6 Nxc3 * (Unzicker).

(k) Also (A) 4 d4 Bgs 5 h3 Bxf3 6 Qxf3 Qf6 7 Qb3 Nd8 8 dxe5 =,

Gavrikov—Vladimirov, USSR 1978. If 7...Nf6 8 Qb3 or 8 d5. (B} 4 0-0 Be6
5 Bxe6 fxe6 6 d4 exd4 7 Nxd4 £, Solomon-Sarapu, Manila 1992.

{1} (A)4...Bg4 5 d4 Qe7 6 Be3 Nf6 7 Qb3 =, Levenfish-Tolush, USSR 1936. (B)

4...8650-0 Bg7 6 d4 Nf6 7 dxe5 dxe5 8 Qxd8t+ %, Bologan-Kr. Georgiev,
Capelle-la-Grande 1992.

{m) 10 Nxc4 5 11 Ne3 %, Makarichev—Averbakh, USSR 1978.

(n) Other rarely played moves are: (A) 2...Qe7 3 Nc3 c6 4 d4 d6 5 Bgs Nf6
6 Qd2 %, T. Georgadze—Kupreichik, USSR 1971. (B) 2. . . f6 {Damiano’s De-
fense) 3 Nxe5 Qe7 4 Nf3 d5 5 d3 dxe4 6 dxed =, Schiffers~Chigorin, St. Pe-

tersburg 1897. (C) 2 . . . ¢6 3 Nxe5 Nf6 4 d4 Nxe4 5 Bd3 Nf6 6 0-0 Be7 7 h3 =+,
Malyutin-Bondarenko, Moscow 1991,

(0) 3 Nxe5 Bd6 4 d4 dxe4 5 Bca Bxe5 6 Qh5 Qf6 7 dxe5 =.

(p) 3...Bd6 (The Elephant Gambit) 4 d4 e4 5 Ne5 Nf6 6 Nc3 0-0 7 Bcd *,
Motwani-Rogers, Plymouth 1989.

(@) 4 ... Be7 5 Qxe4 Nf6 6 Bb5t Bd7 7 Qe2 +, Morphy—Paulsen, New York 1857.
(r) 5 d3 Be7 6 dxe4 0-0 7 Nc3 Re8 8 Bd2 Bb4 9 0-0-0 is also good for White.

{s) 6...0-0 7 Nxf6t+ Bxf6 8 d4 Re8 9 Be3 =+, Khaled-Volpinar, Novi Sad 1990.
(t) 10 Ng3 Nc6 11 ¢3 %, Salomonsson—H. Sorensen, Malmo 1982.

(u) 10 Bg5 cxd5 11 0-0-0 Ncé Tal-Lutikov, Tallinn 1964, now 12 Qe5 is a clear
plus for White.

(v) Other possibilities are: {A) 2. .. Bc5 3 ¢3 Nc6 4 d4 Bb6 5 f4 Nf6 6 fxe5 Nxed
7 Nd2 %, Alapin—Halprin, Vienna 1898. (B) 2. .. Nc6 3 Nbc3 Bc5 4 Na4 Be7

5 d4 Nf6 6 dxe5 Nxe5 7 f4 Nc6 8 e5 Ng4 9 h3 Nh6 =, Cheab-Lodhi, Novi Sad
1990.

(w) 3 Nbc3 Nc6 4 f4 d5 5 fxe5 Nxe4 6 d4 Bb4a 7 Bd2 Bg4 8 Nxe4 dxe4 9 c3 =,

Bakonyi-Exner, Hungary 1925.

(x) (A) 3...exf4 4 Nxf4 d5 5 Nxd5 Nxd5 6 exd5 Qxd5 7 Nc3 Qe5t 8 Qe2 =,

Hemra-Arulaid, USSR 1948. (B) 3...d5 4 fxe5 Nxe4 5 d3 Nc5 6 Be3 Nc6
7 d4 Ne4 8 Nd2 Bf5 9 Nxe4 Bxe4 =, Plater—Kolarov, Moscow 1956.

(y) 6...Ne4 7 Nd2 Nxd2 8 Bxd2 Bg4 = (Keres).

(2) If 7 .. . Be7 8 Nc3 c6 9 Be3 0-0, Bakony—Kosti¢, Spindlerovy-Mliny 1948; now

10 Bd3 g6 11 Qd2 with the idea 0-0-0 is slightly better for White.

(aa) Now instead of 10 Bd2?! Nxf4 11 Nxf4 Nxe5 12 Bb5+ Bd7 13 Qe2 Bd6 F,

Alapin-Rubinstein, Vienna 1908, White should play 10 Bb5 Nxf4 11 Bxc6+t
bxc6 12 Nxf4 Bb4t with even chances (Fine).
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ALEKHINE’S DEFENSE

1 e4 Nf6

HIS PROVOCATIVE, COMBATIVE DEFENSE immediately unbalances the pawn
T structure and spatial equilibrium of the board. White gains terri-
tory (after the advance e5), but is then forced to defend it. The ap-
proach is the “hypermodern” concept that occupying the center is not
important, controlling it is what counts. There are almost no dull or sym-
metrical lines for White to choose, making Alekhine’s a good choice for
aggressive, fighting players. Adams, Alburt, Korchnoi and Fischer have
been pracititioners of this defense, attesting to its dynamic possibilities.

The negative view of Alekhine’s Defense is that Black simply gives
away space for no significant return. Sometimes White routinely obtains
control of the board, leaving Black cramped with little room to maneuver.
There is enough danger of this happening to make most grandmasters
avoid Alekhine’s as a frontline defense, using it instead as a surprise
weapon to unsettle an opponent, as Alekhine did when launching the
opening into respectability against A. Steiner at Budapest in 1921. The
unconventional Alburt is the one high-level player who regularly replies
to 1 e4 with 1...Nf6, and his thorough knowledge of the opening has
brought him fair success.

The Modern Variation, 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 Nf3 (columns 1-12), is con-
sidered White’s best response. White keeps a modest space advantage and
seeks no more until all his pieces are deployed. 4 . . . Bg4 (columns 1-6) is
Black’s most tested reply, although White maintains a pull. Columns 4 and
5 are offbeat lines that may confuse an unprepared opponent. 4...g6
(columns 7-9) produces sharp positions that require accurate play.

The Exchange Variation, 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 Nb6 5 exd6 (columns
13-18), is a relatively safe response. White gives up his central point at 5
. to avoid problems and just develops logically. Black's most enterprising
* recaptureis 5 . . . cxd6 (columns 13—16), which preserves the chance for a
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dynamic central advance. White’s best chance of advantage seems to be
column 15 (6 Nc3), trying to take play into an advantageous endgame.

A

7.4

//%//}ﬁ// _______ »
% o %7 %y /A%,,,/
VI T AN E

7
The Four Pawns’ Attack, 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 Nb6 5 f4 {columns
19-24), attempts to dominate the center with pawns {see diagram above).
White’s aggressive reaction must be met by careful defense; otherwise
White will obtain the initiative and a great advantage in space. Theory has
given Black several reasonable plans to counter the aggression, so a pre-
pared player will have little reason to fear this variation. The main line
has not been improved for years {column 19)—White sacrifices the ex-
change to press his initiative, requiring active defense from Black.

Of the minor variations, the Two Pawns’ Attack (columns 25-26}, is
an aggressive attempt to gain an attack, often at the cost of a pawn. Black
gains full equality against this and the other minor variations with accu-
rate play.

ALEKHINE’S DEFENSE

Modern Variation

1 e4 Nf6 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 Nf3 Bg4

1 2 3 4 5 6
5 3T ST DO S P h3
e6......... Ncé Bxf3
6 0-0 0-0! Qxf3
Be7 coiiireiiiiiiiiinns 5 ! dxe5(p} dxes
7 c4 Nxe5 dxe5
Nbé Nxe5(q) e6
8 h3(a) . dxe5 Bce4(s)
Bhs5(b) cxd6 Bg6 Bxe2 Nc6
9 Nc3 ds Bd3 Qxe2 Qe4
0-0(c) exd5 Bxd3 Qd7 Nde7
10 Be3d cxd5 Qxd3 c4 Be3
as(d) ........ d5 Bxf3 Nf6 Nb4 Nf5
11 exd6{e) c5(g) Bxf3 (k) Nxe6 Rd1 0-0
cxd6 Bxf3 Ne5 Qd7 Qfs Qh4
12 Qb3 gxf3(h) Be4 Qe2 Nc3 Qxha

N8d7(f) Nc8(i) Be7(1) Kf7(0) Ncs(r) Nxh4 =

(a) 8 exd6 cxd6 9 Be3 0-0 Nc3 d5 11 ¢5 Bxf3 12 Bxf3 Nc4 13 Bf4 Nc6 14 b3 N4a5
15 Rc1 b6 =, Sax—Hecht, Wijk aan Zee 1973. White should keep the wedge on
e5 for cramping effect.

(b) 8 ... Bxf3 9 Bxf3 Nc6 10 Bxc6t gives White a simple edge in space and pawn
structure.

(c) 9...dxe5 10 Nxe5! Bxe2 11 Qxe2 Qxd4 12 Rd1 is a powerful initiative for the
pawn.

(d) Black has also played 10...a6 with the same idea—to play 11...Bx{3
12 Bxf3 Nxc4 13 Bxb7 Ra7!. After 10...a6 11 b3 d5 12 c5 Nc8 13 g4 Bgb
14 Nel! f6 15 exf6 Bxf6 16 f4 White has an edge, Nunn—Agnos, Isle of Man
1994.

(e) 11 b3 Na6 12 g4 Bgé 13 h4 h6! is unclear (not 13 . . . Bxh4?? 14 g5 winning).

(f) 13 Qb5 Bg6 14 c5 Nc8 15 Rid1 1, Glek-Shabalov, USSR 1989. White’s queen
is in some danger, yet his queenside initiative is strong.

(g) 11 cxd5 exd5 (11 ... Nxd5 12 Qb3 1) 12 Nel Bxe2 13 Qxe2 Nc6 14 Nd3 Qd7
15 Rad1 Nd8 16 Nc5 Qc8 17 {4 f5 =, Plachetka-Bagirov, Kirkovan 1978.
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(h) White can keep his pawn structure intact at the cost of allowing the Black
knight to come to c4—12 Bxf3 Nc4 13 Bf4 Nc6 14 b3 N4a5 15 Rc1 Qd7 16 Bed
f6 17 exf6 Bxf6 18 Qd2 b6 =, Geller-Bagirov, USSR Chp. 1979.

(i) 13 f4 Nc6 14 5 exfs 15 Bf3 f4 16 Bxf4 Bg5 17 Bg3 Nge7 18 Bga!
Sax-Ivanchuk, Tilburg 1989.

(j) Safer playis7...Nde7, although White is certainly for choice after 8 Qa4 or 8
exd6.

(k) Also good is Boleslavsky's 11 gxf3! Ne5 12 Bb5t Ned7 13 Qd4 Qf6 14 Relt
Be7 15 Qx{6 gxf6 16 Nc3 .

(1) 13 a4 Nbd7 14 f4, and White has greater control of the board, Zadrima—
Koroveshi, Albania 1991.

(m) Alternatives are: {(A) 6 0-0 Bxf3 7 Bxf3 dxe5 8 dxe5 e6 9 Nd2 Nd7 10 Rel
Qc7 11 Nec4! 1, since 11...b5?! 12 Bxds cxd5 13 Nd6t Bxd6 14 Qxds! .6
(Gufeld—Goh, Penang 1991) is the point of 11 Nc4; {B) 6 c4 Nc7 7 exd6 exd6 is
very little for White.

9 Nf3 dxe5 10 dxe5 e6 =, Adams—Burgess, England
) gl?)]ggl?g‘)l?;gz %)(Q(;(Bg: }(llid(} ¢6 9 0-0 dxe5 10 dxe5 Nd7 11 Rel h6 12 Ni3 Qc7
13 ¢4 Ne7 14 Nc3 0-0-0 15 Qe2 g5 = {Burgess).

{0) 13 Ng5t Ke8 14 Rg1 Na6 15 Nc3 &, de Firmian—Burgess, Gausdal 1995.

+
=

{p) (A) 6...e6 transposes into column 3. (B} 6...Nb6 7 h3 Bxf3 (7 ... Bhs
8 e6!) 8 Bxf3 e6 9 Nc3 6, Aseev—Sorokin, Russian Chp. 1995.

(g} 7 ...Bxe2 8 Qxe2 Nxd4?! 9 Qc4 ¢5 10 Be3 a6 11 Nc3 6 12 Bxd4 Nbé 13 Qbi
cxd4 14 Na4 Nxad4 15 Qxb7! Qd5 16 Qxf7t Kds 17 Rfel +, Thorsteins
C. Hansen, Reykjavik 1985.

() 13 Be3 g6 14 Nb5 Rc8 15 Nxa7 Nxa7 16 Bxa7 Bg7 17 Bd4 =,
Kindermann—Siegel, Germany 1992.

(s) 8 Qe4 Nd7 9 Bc4 Nc5 10 Qe2 Nbé =, Pavlenko-Bagirov, USSR 1979..The col-
umn is Zhuravlev-Alburt, Odessa 1974. Black has few problems against 5 h3.

ALEKHINE’S DEFENSE

Modern Variation

1 e4 Nf6 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 Nf3

7 8 9 10 11 12
BBt dxeS.. ..o Nc6(r)
5 Bedl@).........ooo Ng5 Nxe5 c4
Nbs(b) c6(j) Nd7 ......... g6 Nb6
6 Bb3 c4 Nxf7(l) g3(o) e6!
Bg7 Nc7 Kxf7 Bg7 fxe6
7 a4lc)......... Ng5 Qf3 Qh5+ Bg2 Nc3(s)
dxe5(d) e6(g) f6 Ke6 0-0 g6
8 a5 Qf3(h} exf6 c4(m) 0-0 h4
Né6d7(e) Qe7 exf6 Ns5f6 c6(p) Bg7
9 Bxf7+ Ned Qe3t dst Rel Be3d
Kxf7 dxe5 Be7 Kdé Bf5 e5(t)
10  Ng5t Bgs Nf3 Qf7 c3 ds
Kg8 Qbat 0-0 Ne5! Nd7 Nb4
11 Ne6 c3 Bd3 Bfs Nf3 a3
Qe8 Qa5 Re8 c5 Re8 Nab
12 Nxc7 Bf6 0-0 Nc3 Nbd2 h5
Qds(f) Bxf6(i) ds(k) a6(n) N7f6(q) Bf5(u)

(a) A major alternative is 5 c4 Nb6 6 exd6 cxd6 transposing into the Exchange
Variation, column 13.

(b) 5...c660-0Bg7 7 exd6! Qxd6 8 Nbd2 Bg4 9 h3 Bxf3 10 Nxf3 Nd7 11 Bb3 %,
Christiansen—Vaganian, New York 1990.

(c) 7 Qez 0-0 8 h3 Nc6 9 0-0 Na5 10 Bg5 d5 11 Nbd2 h6 12 Bh4 {5 o,
Duarte-Vasquez, Santiago 1997.

(d) On 7...a5 White has a strong and simple plan to take squares—8 Qe2 0-0
9 h3! Nc6 10 0-0 dxe5 11 dxe5 Nd4 12 Nxd4 Qxd4 13 Re1 Bf5 14 Nd2 and
Black gets pushed back. Note that Nc6-a5 has been eliminated.

(e) 8...Nd5 9 Nxe5 0-0 10 0-0 1 ¢57 11 Nxf7! Kxt7 12 Qf3t+ wins, Nunn—Schroll,
Vienna 1991.

(f) 13 Nxa8 exd4 14 ¢3 Nc5 15 cxd4 Bxd4 16 0-0 e5, Christiansen-Alburt, US
Chp. 1990. The position is sharp and difficult to evaluate. White is now ahead
in material, but Black controls the center and should win the knight on a8.
With 17 Nc3 and perhaps 18 Nb5 White should gain a small edge.

(g not7...0-078e66.7...d58f4f69NFf3 Nc6 10 ¢c3 0-0 11 0-0 Bf5 12 Nh4 %,
Balashov—Baturin, Alborg 1993.
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13 Nf3 6 =,
(h) 8 f4 dxe5 9 fxe5 ¢5 10 0-0 0-0 11 c3 cxd4 12 cxd4 Ncé

ovich-Alburt, Reykjavik 1984. o B
i Shamkfﬁ 0-0 14 Qxe5 Qxe5 15 dxeb Ncé .16 fa I:Iiafggvznh just a mini
0 IBdQ:me edge for White, Hort-Begovac, Switzerlan . e
j o f6 6 c4 Nbb 7 6! fxg5 8 d5 gives White a bind onlcritical squares for
v :a.c.ri.ficed knight, O’Kelly-Golombek, Amsterdam 1951. -

f8 14 Qd2 dxc4 15 Bxc4t Beb =, Ljubojevi¢-Tal, Brusseis . . '

o i mising, but White can avoid complications with
}:Sgilx)/l:chances for a small edge. s
Nc3 ba 12 Nxd5 cxd5 13 ¢4 Nf6 14 Qe5 'e(fe
he attack roughly balances the extra piece,

mal

(1) The knight sacrifiqe
6 Nf3 or 6 Bc4, whic

3 b5 9 a4 c6 10 Bh3t Kd6 11

) ‘;58 Bg2 Qdé 16 Bf4 Kd.7 and t

Yemelin-V. Popov, Russia 1998. .

0-07 g6! 14 Re1 Bh6 winning) 13 . . . QbS! 15 o s

161 +_Keres, or 13 ... b6 14 Rb1 gb o
o 15 Bd3 looks good for White, although thg po

4B})ld players might try both sides of this variation.

eer after 6 . ..c6 7 0-0Bg7 8 Rel

(n) 13 b4! {not 13 0-
Kxc5 15 Na4t K
16 Rb7!), now 14 Rcl Qxb
tion is undeniably unclear.
(0) The more standard 6 Bc4 also leaves White fr
0-0 9 Bb3 Beb 10 Nd2. _—
(p) 8 c57! 9 dxc5 Nb4 10 Qe2 Qc7 11 ¢3! Qxc5 (Plas
P ooz b4 6.
79) 12 Nxf7 Rxf7 13 cx
e 15 Nh4 £, Anand—Adams, match 1994.
P ds5 gé
d6 cxd6 7 Bbst Bd7 8
b oo0: (B) ..cBShSBfﬁBBdSBxd:?7
2 =, Landa-Agdestein,

t—Valvo, New York

(g) 13 Nc4 Qo7 14 Noe5 Ngd

layed are: (A) 4. .
o 1;%32’ E gjartarson—Wolf, Germany 1990; }[112] ;11. i
Qxd3 (Ix’es 8 dxe5 e6 9 0-0 Nd7 10 Qed

Capelle-la-Grande 1999. . )
W promising position with 7 Ng5 e5 8 d5 Nd

n 1993.
f6 13 Nxd5 exda 14 Nxd4 .
Qcs 16 Be2 cb 17 g4 Bd7 18 Qd3 *,

9 Bd3,

White also achieves.a D
© D. Gurevich—Yermolinsky, St. Marti

(t) 9...d51005Nd711h58512h6B

(u) 13 hxgb hxgb 14 Rxhst E.lth 15 NgggS6
Korneev—-Dyachkov, Russian Chp. 1996.

160

ALEKHINE’S DEFENSE

Exchange Variation

1 e4 Nf6 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 Nb6 5 exd6

13 14 15 16 17 18
CXAB..oeiii i exd6
6 NI3 i Nc3 Nc3
g6(a) g6(g) Be7(in)
7 Bez.......... h3 Be3.......... Bd3(k) Bed.......... Qf3
Bg7 Bg” Bg7 Bg7 Ncé Ncé6(p)
8 0-0 Nc3 Rc1(h) Nge2 Nf3(n) Be3
0-0 0-0 0-0 0-0 Bg4 0-0
9 h3(b) Be3 b3! 0-0 b3 0-0-0
Nc6 Nc6 e5(i) Nc6 0-0 s
10 Nc3 Rc1 dxe5 Be3 Be2 g3
Bf5 d5(e) dxe5 Bga! Re8 f4
11 Be3{c) c5 Qxds 3 Qd2 gxf4
d5 Nc4 Rxds Bf5! Bfe Bfs
12 c5 Bxc4 c5 b3(l) 0-0 c5
Nc4 dxc4 Né6d7 Bxd3 ds Nd7
13 Bxc4 0-0 Bc4 Qxd3 c5 Bh3
dxc4(d) Bf5(f) Nc6(j) e6 = Nc8(o) Kh8(q)

(a) 6...Bg4 7 Be3 ¢6 8 Nbdz Be7 9 h3 Bf5, Leimkiihler-Bagirov, Eupen 1993,
seems reasonable for Black. Yet to be tested is 10 84 Bg6 11 Bg2 giving White
more space.

(b) 9 Nc3 Nc6 10 Be3 Bg4! 11 b3 d5 12 c5 N8 13 b4 a6 14 Rb1 e6 15 a4 N8e7
16 b5 axb5 17 axbs (Oll~Wallach, Manila Ol. 1992) 17. .. Bxf3! 18 Bxf3 Na5 =.

(c) 11 Bf4 h6! 12 Re1?! (12Be3=)12...e5 13 Be3 e4 14 Nd2 d5 15 cxd5 Nxds T,
Geller-Vaganian, Moscow 1985,

(d) 14 Qa4 e5! (14 ... Bd3 15 Rfd1 f5 16 d5 Ne5 17 Ne1 1) 15 Rfd1 exd4 16 Nxd4
Nxd4 17 Bxd4 Bxd4 18 Qxc4 Bxf2+t =, Sigurjonsson—Alburt, Reykjavik 1982.

(e) White is prepared to meet 10. .. Bf5 with 10 d5 Ne5 11 Nxe5 . Also less
satisfactory is 10...e5 11 d5! Ne7 12 Be2 Nf5 13 Bg5 Bf6 14 Bxfe Qxf6
15 Ne4 £, Serper—Yermolinsky, Tilburg 1994.

(f) After 14 Qa4, not 14...Bd3?! 15 Rfd1 e5 16 d5 Nd4 17 Nxd4 exd4
18 Rxd3! &, but 14. ., e5! =, Pytel-Gipslis, Lublin 1982. The White rook al-
ready on c¢1 doesn’t make much difference compared with the previous column.

(8) 6...Bf5 7 Qf3 Qc8 8 ¢5 dxcs 9 dxcs Qxc5 10 Qxb7 Bd7 11 Be3 Qc6 12 Qxch
Nxc6 13 Nf3 %, Dvoretsky—Platonov, USSR 1973.
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(h) 8 Qd2 0-0 9 h3 Nc6 10 Nf3 d5 11 CS. Nc4 .12 Bxca dxc4 13 d5 Nb4 14 0-0 Bf5
15 Bd4 Bd3 =, Seirawan-Wirth, Zurich (simul) 1988.
(i)u...f5 10 Nf3 fa 11 Bdz Ncé 12 d5 Ne5 13 Nxe5 Bxe5 14 Be2 %,
M. Ivanov-Chekhov, Moscow 1995.
(j) 14 Nf3 Nd4 15 Ng5 Rf8 16 Nce4 Nfs 17 0-0 Nfﬁ 18.1\.Id6 Nxd6 19 (é;‘lde. 113;156?0
a4 with the better ending for White, Dzindzichasvili-Alburt, US Chp
(k) 7 ha h5 8 Be3 Bg7 9 Qb3 Nc6 10 Rd1 0-0 11 Be2 5 =, Kurajica-Hecht, Wijk
aan Zee 1973. )
(1) 12 Bxf5? Nxc4! puts Black on top. The column is
1971.

Minié-Gipslis, Yerevan

(m) 6...g6 7 Nf3 Bg4 8 h3 Bxf3 9 Qxf3 Bg7?1 10 ¢5 £, Kaminski-Oliwa, Polish

Chp. 1996.

{n) 8 Bd3 Bf6é 9 Nge2 0-0 10 0-0 B
Rabinovich, USSR Chp. 1937.

(0) 14 h3 Beb6 15 b4 a6 16 b5 axbs 17 Nxb5 Na5 18 B
dal 1996.

(p) Black probably does better wit.h
11 Nge2 Re8, Dolgener—Fogarasi,
position is solid.

(q) 14 d5 Ncbg 15 cxd6 cxd6 16 Bxf5 Rx{5 17 Nge

g4 11 f3 Bh5 12 b3 Re8 =, 1lyin-Zhenevsky—

f4 £, Djurhuus-Tisdall, Gaus-

7...¢6 8Bd3 d59ch Ne6d7 10 Bf4 0-.0
Budapest 1993. Although he lacks space his

2 +, Korchnoi-Miles, Biel 1992.
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Four Pawns’ Attack
1 e4 Nf6 2 e5 Nd5 3 d4 d6 4 c4 Nb6 5 f4 dxe5(a) 6 fxe5
19 20 21 22 23 24
0 2 PPN c5(q)
7 Be3 d5
Bf5 eb
8 Nc3 Nc3
e6 exd5
9 Nf3 cxd5
Be7. oo, Bg4.......... Qd7......... Bb4(n) c4
10 d5.......... Be2 Be2(i) . Be2(k} Be2 Nf3
exd5(b) 0-0 Bxf3 0-0-0 Na5(o0) Bba(r)
11 exds(c) 0-0 gxf3 0-0 c5 Bxc4
Nb4 f6 Qh4t Bga!(l) Nd5 Bxc3t
12 Nd4 exf6(f) Bf2 c5 Bdz bxc3
Bd7(d) Bxf6 Qf4 Nd5 Nc6 Nxc4
13 €6 Qdz2 cb Nxd5 0-0 Qadt
fxe6 Qe7(g) Nd7 Qxd5 0-0 Nd7
14  dxeb Rad1 Bb5! Ng5 Bg5 Qxc4
Bc6(e) Rads(h) Be7(j) Bxe2(m) f6(p) Nb6(s)

(a) 5...Bf5 6 Nc3 e6 7 Be3 Be7 8 Nf3 0-0 9 Bd3! Bxd3 10 Qxd3 *.

(b) 10...Nb4 11 Rc1! exd5 12 a3 c5 13 axb4 d4 14 Bxd4 cxd4 15 Qxd4 Bxb4 16
c5 Nd5 17 Bb5t Bd7 18 0-0 Nxc3 19 Bxd7+ Qxd7 20 bxc3 Qxd4t 21 cxd4 *,
Flores—Carretero, corr. 1989. White’s strong center provides the endgame ad-
vantage.

(c) 11 Bxb6?! axb6 12 cxd5 Nb4 13 Nd4 Bg6 14 d6 (14 Bb5t c6 15 dxcé 0-0!)
14...0-0 15 a3 cxd6 16 axb4 Rxal 17 Qxal dxe5 18 Ndb5 Bxb4 =,
Kabisch-Biehler, Germany 1989.

(d) 12...Bg6? 13 Bb5t Kf8 14 0-0 Kg8 15 Nf5 Bxf5 16 Rxf5 N4xd5 17 Bxb6é Nxb6
18 Qb3 Be5t 19 Kh1 Qe7 20 Na4! Nxa4 21 Rxf7 wins (N. Weinstein).

{e) 15 Qg4 Bh4t 16 g3 Bxh1 17 0-0-0 Qf6 with even chances in this complicated
position. Fernandez Garcia-Leko, Debrecen 1992, continued 18 Bb5t c6
19 gxh4 when 19... N6d5 puts Black on top. White can play 18 gxh4 0-0
19 Bb5 c5 20 Bg5 Qe5 21 e7 cxd4 22 exf8=Qt Rxf8 23 Rxh1 dxc3 24 Qxb4 h6 =,
Murey-Alburt, Beersheba 1980.

(f) 12 Qb3 a5 13 d5 a4 14 Nxa4 Na5 15 Qb5 Nbxc4 16 Bxc4 c6 17 bxc6 bxcb F,
Handoko-Baburin, Liechtenstein 1992,
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+
(g) 13 ...Rf77! 14 Rad1 Rd7 15 c5 Nd5 16 Nxd5 exds 17 Ne5 Bxe5 18 Rxf5 *,
F. Garcia—Pomar, Barcelona 1985.
, Spassky—Fernandez, Dubai Ol. 1986.
0 Bf5 15 Ng3 Bg6 = 16
.. Nc¢2 18 ¢5 Qc6 +,

{h} 15 Qc1 Kha 16 h3 h6 17 Rf2 Bh7 =
3 Be2 0-0-0 14 0-0-
i) 10 Qd2 Bb4 11 a3 Be7! 12 Ne4 Qd7 1 )
0 h4?QNb4! 17 b3 (17 axb4 Qa4 18 Bd3 Nxc4 wins) 17 .
Hiibner-Hort, Biel 1987.
(j) 15 Bxc6 bxcé 16 0-0 £, Leriche-Bergeron, Quebec 1997.

s 10 d5 exd5 11 cxd5 Nb4 12 Nd4 N6xds 13 Nxd5 Nxd5

(k) Aggressive but risky i Qxds Qf5 and Black has suffi-

+ Bxdé 17

14 Nxf5 Bbat 15 Ke2 0-0-0 16 N(.iﬁ |
cient play for the piece, TomiéGipslis, Dortmund 1978. )
0 11 f6 12 d5! exd5 (12 ...Nxes 13 Nxe5 f).(es 14 a4 6) 13 Bxb6 axbé

14 ;:xd5 6 (14 .. . Nxe5? 15 Nxe5 fxe5 16 Rxf5 wins).
(m) 15 Qxe2 Nxd4 16 Bxd4 Qxd4t 17 Kh1 Qd2 18 Qxdz Rxd2 19 Rxf7 Bxcb =,
Volkman-Lisanti, Trier 1991. N
-0 0-0 {12 . . . cxd4 13 Nxd4 Bgl a
. Nb4?! 10 Rc1 c5 11 Be2 Be7 12 0-0 0-0 { t
w ?\Icﬁ 11\; Nxc6 bxcé 16 Qxds Rxds 17 Rfd1 0-0 18]b54b‘:*,NI:f$5()slegl\£§gkg:igé
Ncé
llorca 1969) 13 dxc5 Nd7 14 a3 .
?;lnl\}ae%eNI\;I(:s 18 Bd4 BxeZ 19 Qxe2 *, Abraham-Prichly, corr. 19'90.f6le1§
amexfinished quickly—19 . . . Nc6 20 Be3 Bf67? 21 Red1 Qe7 22 Rxf6! gx
%(d? Qxd7 24 Qg4+ and mate next move. N
(0) 10...0-0 11 0-0 Bxc3 12 bxc3 Na5 13 Nd2 Qd7 14 Rf4 Bgb 15 Qfr £
Zuidema—Hecht, Amsterdam 1971. . .
b4 Nxb4 18 Qd2 1) 17 Bh6é
6 16 Nxd5 Qxd5? {16 . . . fxg5 17 Nx/ 1

7 12 %Zf:? gr):d the bishop on b4 is in dire straits, Rohde-Shamkovich, New Yorl
1976.

d3!Bg4(9..
6...Bfs 7 Nc3 e6 8 Nf3 Bb4?! 9B
@ 12 Ne4! 6) 10 0-0 Nc6 11 ¢5! Bxc3 12 bxc3 %,

Banja 1973.

. Bxd3 10 Qxd3 ¢5 11 0-0 cxd4
Velimirovi¢—Martz, Vrnjatka

(r) 10...Bga 11 Be2 Be5 (11.... Bba 12 0-0 6) 12 Ng5 Bf5 13 Rf1 Bg6 14 h4 hé
15 hs! *, Biiker-Fleck, Germany 1985.

{s) 15 Qb5t Qd7 16 Qxd7t Bxd7 17 d6 Rc8 18 0-0 Rxc3 =, Formane
New York 1995.

k—Shabalov,
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Minor Variations

1 e4 Nf6 2 e5(a) Nd5

25 26 27 28 29 30
3 c4 (Two Pawns’ dd oo Nc3
Nb6 Attack) de Nxc3(n)
4 c5 Bc4.......... fa dxc3......... bxc3
Nd5 Nbé dxe5(k) dé ds(q)
5 Bca(b) Bb3 fxe5 Nf3 d4
e6(c) dxe5(i) c5 Nc6 c5
6 Nec3 d4 Qh5 Nf3(l) Bf4{o) Nf3
Nxc3(d) b6 eb cxd4 dxe5(p) Nc6
7 dxc3 cxb6 dxe5 Qxd4 Qxdst Be2
Nc6 axbé a5 Ncé Nxd8 Bg4
8 Bf4 Nf3 a4 Qe4 Bxe5 0-0
Bxc5(e) Ba6(g) Na6 g6 c6 e6
9 Qg4 Bxab Nf3 Be4 Bd3 Rb1
g5! Rxa6 g6 Nbé6 f6 Rb8
10  Bxgs 0-0 Qh3 Bb3 Bg3 h3
Rgs(f) Nc6(h) hé(j) Bg7(m) e5 = Bh5 =

(a) 2 Nc3 d5 3 e5 (3 exd5 Nxd5 =) 3. .. da! [3...Nfd74f4e65Nf3056g3 *)
4 exf6 dxc3 5 fxg7 cxd2t 6 Bxd2 (safe is 6 Qxd2 Qxd2+ 7 Bxd2 Bxg7 8 0-0-0
Bg4=)6... Bxg7 7 Qf3!? Bxb2 8 Rd1 Qd6 9 Bc4 Bf6 10 Ne2 Nc6 11 Bc3 Bxc3+
12 Qxc3 Qb4 ¥, Balashov-Timoshenko, Moscow 1989.

(b) 5Nc3 e6 6 d4 (6 Nxd5 exd5 7 d4 b6 =) 6 . . . Nxc3 7 bxc3 b6 8 cxb6 axb6 9 Nf3
Bb7 10 Bd3 d6 11 0-0 Be7 =, Sveshnikov—Morozevich, Alushta 1994,

(c} 5...¢6 6 Qe2 b6 7 Nc3 Nxc3 8 dxc3 bxc5 9 Nf3 e6 10 Ng5 f5 11 Bf4 =,
Shirazi-Alburt, Lone Pine 1981. Alburt later equalized against Soltis in New
York 1984 with 6...e6 7 d4 b6, but White can play 7 Nf3 Bxc5 8 0-0 and
9 d4 with attacking chances.

(d) 6...d6 7 Nxd5 exd5 8 Bxd5 c6 9 Bxf7+! Kx{7 10 cxd6 =. Vasiuknv-Spassky.
Thilisi 1959.

(e) 8...Qh4 983 Qe7 10 b4 g5 11 Be3d Nxe5 12 Bd4 Bg7 13 Be2 d6 14 cxd6 cxd6
15 h4 with an initiative for the pawn, Posch-Baburin. Vienna 1995.

(f) 11 Nh3 Be7 12 f4 Nxe5 13 fxe5 Bxg5 14 Qh5 Rg7 15 0-0 Qe7 16 Bd3 b6 17 Bed
¢6 =, Krol-Bardeli. Zbaszyn 1993.

{g) 8...Be7 90-00-0 10 Nc3 Bb7 11 Bd3 d6 12 Bb1 Nd7 13 Ned dxe5 14 dxe5

Nc5 =, Torok-Baburin, Budapest 1992.
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(h) 11 Nbd2 Be7 12 Ne4 Qa8 13 a3 Ra4 =, Fodre-Krizsany, Budapest 1995.

(i) 5...Bf5 6 Qf3 Qc8 7 Nh3 e6 8 Ng5 Nc6 9 ¢3 Qd7 (9... dxgs? 1_0 Nxm]
10 exdé cxdé 11 0-0 d5 with chances for both sides, Strikovi¢-Lukic,
Yugoslavia 1991.

(j) 11 Nc3 Nc5 12 0-0 Nxb3 13 cxb3 Nd5 14 Rd1 Bg7 =, Kotronias—Kakageldiev,
Manila Ol. 1992.

(k) 4 ... Bf5 5 Nf3 e6 6 Bd3 Bxd3 7 Qxd3 c5 8 0-0 Nc6 9 5!7 mfd4 10 fxeb fxeb
11 Ng5 and White’s original play has gained an edge, Georgiev—Petkov, Bul-
garian Chp. 1992.

(1) Bad is the impetuous 6 c4? Nb4 7 d5 Bf5 8 Na3 e6 8 Qadt Qd7 1.0 Qxd7t Nxd7
and White is overextended in the endgame, Zapata—-Tal, Subotica 1987.

(m) 11 0-0 Bf5 12 Qf4 0-0 13 Nc3 Qb8 =, Kupreichik—Varga, Debrecen 1992.

(n) 3...e6 4 Nxd5 exd5 5 d4 d6 6 Nf3 Nc6 7 Be2?! (7 Bd3 is more aggressive)
7...Be7 8 Bf4 0-0 =, Simisch-Alekhine, Budapest 1922.

(0) 6 Bb5 Bd7 7 Qe2 a6 8 Bc4 e6 9 Bf4 dxe5 10 Nxeb Bd6 =.

(p) 6...g6% 7 Bc4 Bg7 8 Ng5 0-0 9 e6 f6 10 Nf7 Qe8 11 Qe2 *, Gallego-Tisdall,
Yerevan Ol 1996. The column is Lombart-Santo Roman, Uzes 1989.

Q4... de6 5 f4 g6 6 Nf3 Bg7 7 d4 0-0 8 Bd3 ¢5 9 0-0 dxe5 10 dxe5 Nc6 11 Qel
leaves White with more control of the center, Trapl-Stratil, Czech League
1995. The column is Vaisman-Alburt, Bucharest 1978.
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE

1 e4 c6

HIS UNPRETENTIOUS DEFENSE has gained greater favor in recent years,
T placing it among the most respected defenses to 1 e4. The plan of
1...c6 and 2...d5 seems strange at first. Black advances only
slowly in the center, often lags in development and makes no aggressive
movements. It is no wonder that the defense, known since the sixteenth
century, was little understood until the 1890s, when H. Caro of Berlin and
M. Kann of Vienna first analyzed it seriously. Many famous players have
since made use of the opening, but its greatest exponents have been three
World Champions of the twentieth century: Capablanca, at the beginning
of the century, Botvinnik in the middle years and Karpov at the end.

The positive attributes of the Caro-Kann are that Black succeeds in
developing all his pieces without creating weaknesses or making other po-
sitional concessions (such as the locked-in queen’s bishop the French De-
fense accepts). On the minus side, White is granted more freedom of
movement. White’s challenge is to make use of his extra mobility before
Black completely frees his position. )
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The PANOV-BOTVINNIK ATTACK, 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 cxd5 4 c4 (columns
31-42) is a time-honored plan to turn the defense into an open game (see
above diagram). Play is often similar to the Queen’s Gambit Accepted or
the Semi-Tarrasch Defense (of the Queen’s Gambit). Black has various de-
fenses that offer reasonable chances.

New strategies have been invented in the Apvance Variation, 2 d4 d5
3 e5 (columns 42-48). The old play for White was a direct attacking
scheme that led to tactical fights. Now White usually plays positionally
with 4 ... Bf5 5 Nf3 and 6 Be2, a strategy developed by English players,
most notably Nigel Short. The reader will notice the dense material of
columns 4248, reflecting the new ideas discovered.

The Two Knigurs’ Variation, 2 Nc3 d5 3 Nf3 {columns 49-54), takes
play into different territory, often similar to a reversed King’s Indian.
White delays (or avoids) d4 in favor of flexible piece play. Black has a freer
hand here than in the main line, allowing several equalizing choices.

Columns 55-60 cover three minor variations. Black plays 3 . . . g6 in
columns 55-56, a type of hybrid Caro-Pirc defense. This is offbeat, but
fairly respectable. The Excuance Variation, 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 cxd5 4 Bd3
(columuns 57-58), is a simple plan to develop pieces and play for a king- -
side initiative, but it holds few prospects for an advantage. The Fantasy
Variation, 2 d4 d5 3 {3 (columns 59-60), is not theoretically critical, but
can be used to surprise an opponent.

Lines without 2 d4 (other than the Two Knights’ Variation) are the
subject of columns 61-66. 2 c4, (columns 61-63) requires some careful de-
fense from Black to equalize. Columns 64-65 is the King’s Indian reversed
strategy, which is not dangerous if Black chooses a good plan.



CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Main Line 4. . . Bf5

1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 dxe4 4 Nxe4 Bfs 5 Ng3 Bg6 6 h4 heé
7 Nf3 Nd7 8 h5 Bh7 9 Bd3 Bxd3 10 Qxd3

1 2 3 4 5 6
....e6
[0 1oy R CIRTT T €
1S PRSPPI Rha Bfa.......... de,
o o6 Ngf6(r)  Ngf6
e
-0- 0-0-0
I 1 1 O Qe2 Bf4 0-0-0
N ONgf(?[a) Ngf6 Qa5t(n) Be7 Be7
-0- Bd2 Ne5 Qe2(u)
Ned.......... Kb1 0-0-0 ;
1 O-E—O(b) 0-0-0(f) 0-0-0(i) Qb6{o} 0-0(s) 0-0
0-0-0 Qe2 Ne5
14 3 c4 Ne5 . .
?\Ixeé&[c) c5 Nb6(j} Be7 Qab [¢
17 Kb1 dxc5
4 Bc3 Ba5(k) Rg4!?
10 S)f(g(d) cxd4 Rd5 Ngf6 Rads Nxc5
Bd2 Kb1(v)
Nxd4 Bxbs(l) Rxg7 :
1° ggé ab axb6 Bi8(p) Qc7 Qc7
Ng6 Be3
Nf3(g) c4 Rxf7 )
v (C:é[e) Be7(h) Ra5(m) Kxf7(q) Rfes(t) Rfds

} 12 Bd6 13 Ne4 Ngf6 14 Kb1! Bf4 15 Nxf6t Nxf6 16 Bxfa Qxf4 17 Qa3 Qc7
e 18 i\ie;S Qe7 19 Qe3 %, Khalifman—Seirawan, Amsterdam 1995.

b) (A)13 . .. Be7 14 Nxf6t Bxf6 15 Qe4 0-0-016 Bfa £, Karpov—Seira\évan, ;‘n};z;rjz
( 1983 (B) 13...Rd8 14 Nxf6t Nxf6 15 Ne5! a6 (15...Bcb 182Qg
17 Q;(g7 6) 16 Bf4 Bd6 17 Qg3 *, Wedberg-Stean, Lucerne Ol. 1982.

(c) 14 Nc5 15 Nxc5 Bxc5 16 c4! Rhe8 (16 . . . Bxdf? 17 Nxd4 c958128 Nb5 wins)
17 BcB Kb8 18 Qe2 %, Christiansen—Chandler, Wijk aan Zee 1982.
d) 15...Bd6 16 c4 c5 17 d5 (17 Be3 cxd4 18 Bxd4! %, Hﬁbnir—;{]ar;z{sgil—,
: Bafc.eiona 1989) 17 ... Nf6 18 Qc2 exd5 19 cxd5 Rhe8 20 Be3 £, So. g
Buchnicek, Czech Republic 1994.
Nf3 Rd7
(e) 18 Bc3 exd4 19 Nxd4 (19 Bxd4 Qa5 20 Kb1 Qf5'1’ 0) 1.91. . .Ssﬁvgl(l)“e b
° 21 Ne5 Bxe5 22 Bxe5 Qa5 23 a3 £, de Firmian—-Miles, Biel 1989.
edge, although it is tough work to make progress. B .
(f) (A)13 Bd6 14 Ne4 Nxe4 15 Qxe4 0-0-0 16 ¢4 c(5 17 Bcg 0;(;15 sllgmll\?)r(éz ag
d4?! (14 ... 0-0-
i lumn. (B) 13...c¢5 14 c4 cx
p(rie‘;\lll:(l:zz';mf;l; 17 Qg6t Kds 18 Rhel Kc8?! (18...Qb6 1001;: 7b:::;)
19 Rxe6 b6 20 Qf5 Kb7 21 Bf4 Qc5 22 Rxf6! Nxf6 23 Rd7t Kc6 24 Rc B
Evans—Berger, Amsterdam 1964.

(g) 17 Nb3 Be7 18 Ba5 b6 19 Bc3 Nc5 20 Qf3 Qb7 =, Spassky-Portisch, match
1980.

(h) 18 Qe2 Bd6 19 Ne4 Nxe4 20 Qxe4 Nf6 21 Qe2 Qc5 22 Ne5 Bxe5 draw agreed,
Hort-Karpov, Waddinxveen, 1979.

(i) (A) 13...Bd6 14 Nf5 Bf4 15 Bxf4t Qxf4 16 Ne3 0-0-0 17 Kb1 Rhe8 18 Nc4 =,
Ivanovi¢-Garcfa Palermo, Reggio Emilia 1984. (B) 13...¢5 14 Rh4 Rc8

15 Nf5 cxd4 16 N3xd4 Qc4 17 Qxcd Rxc4 18 Rel o, Ro

driguez~Valerga,
St. Martin 1995,

() 14 ... Nxe5 15 dxe5 Nd7 16 f4 Be7 17 Ne4 Nc5 18 Nc3 %, Spassky-Petrosian,
World Chp. 1966. White's pawns grip the kingside.

(k) 15 c4!? Rxd4 16 Be3 Rxd1t 17 Rxd1 Rgs (17... Qxe5?! 18 Rd8t+ Kxds
19 Bxb6t axb6 20 Qxe5 1) 18 f4 Kb8 19 Ne4 Nxed 20 Bxb6 axb6 21 Rd7 Qc8
22 Qxe4 6 23 Qd3 Bc5 24 Ng6 bs! ¥, Fedorowicz-Adianto, New York 1993,

(1) 16 b4 Rxa5! 17 bxa5 Ba3t 18 Kbl Na4 19 Qf3 Bb4 20 Rd3 Qxa5 T,
Ulmanis-Jone, corr. 1977,

(m} 18 Kb1 Bd6 19 f4 Rd8 20 Ne4 Bf8 21 g4 b5 =, Luther—Adianto, Liechtenstein
1993.

(n) Black can play safely at the cost of a small disadvantage—12 . . . Bd6

13 Bxd6 Qxd6 14 Ne4 Qe7 15 Qa3! Qxa3 16 bxa3 Ke? 17 Rbl Rb8
18 Nc5 Nxc5 19 dxc5 a5 20 Ra4 %, Klausner-Wolf, corr. 1989.

(0) 13...Qc7 14 0-0-0 Be7 15 Rh3 0-0-0 16 Qez Bd6 (16...Ngfé 17 Nf5)

17 Ne4 Bf4 18 Rh4 Bxd2t 19 Nexd2 Ne7 20 Nc4 £, Martinovié-Miles, Am-
sterdam 1985.

(p) 16. .. Kf8? 17 Rxf7t+ Kxf7 18 Qg6+ Kf8 19 Ne5 Nxe5 20 dxe5 Ng8 21 Nf5! Re-
signs (21 . .. exf5 22 e6 and 23 Qf7 mate), Lindstrém-Likka, corr. 1976.

(q) 18 Ne5t Nxe5 19 dxe5 Nd5 20 Qg6+t Ke7 21 Ne4 Rd8 (21...Kd7 22 c4 Qds
23 Be3 Qe7 24 f4 %, Leconte-Olivier, corr. 1990) 22 c4 Kd7 23 Qf7+ Kcs
24 Qxebt Kc7 25 cxd5 cxd5 26 Qxb6t axb 27 Nf6 %, Casado-Espino, corr.

1990. White’s rook sacrifice is promising, although the final verdict is still
out. To avoid 11 Rh4 see note (r}.

(r) 11...Qa5t 12 Bd2 Qc7 transposes into column 1, avoiding column 4
(11 Rh4). On 11 ... Qa5t 12 ¢3 Ngf6 13 a4 Nd5 the game is equal.

(s) 13...a5 14 Rhel a4?! 15 Ng6! Nd5 16 Nf5! Bfs 17 Bds Rg8 18 c4 Nb4

19 Qh3 fxg6 20 Rxe6 Kf7 21 hxg6t Kxe6 22 Rel+ Ne5 23 Bxe5 Resigns,
Beliavsky-Larsen, Tilburg 1981.

(t) 18 Nxe7t Rxe7 19 Nf5 Ree8 20 Nxh6+1? gxh6 21 Bxh6 Kh7 22 Bci Rgs
23 Qd2 Rg7 24 g4! with a strong attack, Kauranen—Neishtadt, corr. 1988.

(u) 13 Ne4 Nxe4 14 Qxe4 Nf6 15 Qe2 Qd5 16 c4 Qed 17 Qxe4 Nxe4 18 Be3 Bf6 =,
Armas-Tal, Germany 1990. Note that in this column Black can often
play ... Qc7, transposing into previous columns,

(v) 16 Bxh6? Qa5 17 Bg5 Qxa2 gives Black a terrific attack. The column is
Gallagher-Hort, Brocco 1990.



CARO-KANN DEFENSE
4. .. Bf5 Variation
1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 dxed 4 Nxe4 Bf5 5 Ng3(a) Bg6

7 8 9 10 11 12
................... Bec4..........Nf3..........Nle2
6 Eg ...................... Be nEs N
7 NE3 e fa N1e2 Bd3(n) Nf4(r)
Nd7Nf6'7 eb Nf6 e6 e5!(s)
-0(j 0-0(0) Nxg6
Bd3(b Ne5(e) Nf3 0-0(j)
° Bxdg : Bh7 Nd7(h) Bdé Ngfé hxg6
4 dxe5
d3 Bd3(f) h5 fa c
° 827 Bxd3 Bh7 Qd7(k)  Bds Qast
Bd2
xd3 Bd3 Bd3 b3
10 I?I:?B (926 Bxd3 Bxd3 0-0 Qxe5t
11 0-0-0 Bd2 Qxd3 Qxd3 Bb2 Qequr
eb Nbd7 Qc7 g6 c5 Qxe
12 Kbi(c) fa Bd2 f517(1) Bxg6 Bxe2

0-0-0(d)  Be7(g) Ngf6(i)  exis(m)  hxgblp)  Nbd7=

{a) 5 Nc5 Qb6 6 g4 (6 N3 e6 7 Nb3 Nd7 8 Bd3 Bg6 =) 6 . . . Bg6 7 f4 e;:‘v ti \%ﬁfﬁi
9 dxc5 Qb4+t 10 c3 Qe4 11 Bg2 Qxe2t 12 Nxe2 Nf6 13 gb, van tel fiol-vor
der Werf, Wijk aan Zee 1995: now with 13 ... Ne4 Black has at least eq
chances. ‘

(b) White chooses to play the positions of the mai.n line (col.s..l-—(li] wl“:St:; ;;z;\;vl?
on h4 instead of h5. Although it is less cramping on h4 it is also le p .

(c) 12 Rhel 0-0-0 13 Qb3 Bd6 14 Ne2 Ng4 15 Rf1 Ndf6 =, Lasker-Lee, London
1899. -

(d) 13 c4 c5 14 Bc3 cxd4 15 Nxd4 a6 16 Nf3 Bc5 17 Qe2 Bd6 18 Ne4 Be7 19 Nx
Bxf{6 =, Spassky—Petrosian, World Chp. 1966.

(e) 8 h5 Bh7 9 Bd3 Bxd3 10 Qxd3 e6 11 Bdz (11 Bf4 Bd6 12 Ne5 Qc7 13 O-g;g
Nbd7 =, A. Rodriguez—Spraggett, Havana 1997} 11. .. Nbd7 tran:p.os;s int
columnys and 11...c57? 12 Ne4a Nbd7 13 0-0-0 Qc7 14 dxc5 £ is Hazai-
Campora, Tuzla 1983.

(f) White gets nothing from 9 Bc4 e6 10 Qe2 (threatemng Nxf7) NI((if51 115113‘2::
(de Firmian-Brunner, Biel 1996) 11... .Bb41*! ) forcing ;2 ) lz,th °
12 Bd2? Nf4! is trouble. Interesting is 11 Bd2 intending 11. xz " N§7
13 Qf3 with play. Ivanchuk-Dreev, Russian Chp. 1998 cont?l'nue fs a
12 0-0-0 Nxe5 13 dxe5 Qc7 14 £4 0-0-0 15 Ne4 Be7 16 h57! f6 17 ex{6 g
18 Rhf1 Rhe8 draw agreed.
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(g) 13 0-0-0 0-0 14 Qe2 ¢5 15 dxc5 Nxc§ 16 Bc3 Qc7 17 f5 %, Adams-Leko,
Linares 1999.

(h) Black should avoid 8. ..Bdé 9 Ne5 Bxe5? 10 fxe5 Ne7 11 h5 Bh7 12 ¢3 ¢c5
13 Qg46, Arnason-Adianto, Dubai Ol. 1986. The game ended shortly—

13...Rg8 14 Bc4 cxd4 15 0-0! Qc7 16 b3 dxc3 17 Ba3 Nbc6 18 Rxf7! Qxe5
19 Bxe6 ¢2 20 Raf1 Bd3 21 Bd7+ Kd8 22 Bxc6 Resigns.

(i) 13 Ne5 c¢5 14 0-0-0 cxd4 15 Qxd4 Bc5 16 Qc4 0-0! 17 Nxd7 Nxd7 18 Ne4 Rfcs
19 g4 Be7 =, Mortensen—Danielsen, Denmark 1994.

() 8 Nf4 Bd6 9 Bb3 (9 Nxg6 hxg6 =) 9. .. Qc7 10 Qf3 Nbd7 11 h4 0-0-0 12 h5 Bf5
13 Nxf5 Qa5t 14 ¢3 Qxf5 15 Qd3 Qxd3 16 Nxd3 h6 17 Rh4 Rhe8 18 Be3 Nds5 =,
Keres—Petrosian, First Piatigorsky Cup 1963.

(k) 9...Qc7 10 Kh1 Nbd7 11 {5 exf5 12 Nxf5 Bxf5 13 Rxf5 0-0 14 Qf1 Rae8
15 Bg5 &, Zaitsev—-Pavlov, USSR 1967. White has attacking chances.

(1} Black is not worse after the ordinary 12 b3 Na6 13 Bb2 Be7 14 c4 Nc7 15 Qf3
0-0, van der Wiel-Seirawan, Baden 1980.

(m) 12 ... gxf57! 13 Bg5 Be7 14 Rae1 Na6 15 Nxf5! exf5 16 Ng3! Nb4 17 Qc4 Nbds
18 Nxf5 Ng8 19 Bxe7 Ngxe7 20 Nxe7 Nxe7 21 Rxf{7 with a winning game,
Milos-Valerga, Buenos Aires 1996. After 12 . . . exf5 13 Bg5 Be7 14 Rael 0-0
15 Nxf5 gxf5 16 Rxf5 (Reynen—van Antwerpen, corr. 1992) 16...Nd5
17 Bh6 Qe6 chances are roughly equal in a sharp game.

(n) Insipid is 7 Bc4 Ngf6 8 0-0 e6 9 Qe2 Be7 10 Rel 0-0 =.

(o) 8 Bxg6 hxg6 9 Qe Ngf6 10 Bd2 Qc7 11 0-0-0 ¢5 =, de Firmian~Seirawan, Lone
Pine 1981.

(p) 13 Rel Qc7 14 dxc5 Bxc5 15 Qc2 Rfd8 16 Ne4 Nxed 17 Qxe4 Draw,
Spassky-Karpov, match 1974.

(q) Equally good is 6...e6 7 Nf4 Qc7 8 h4 Bdé 9 Nxg6 hxg6 10 Ne4 Bf4
11 g3 Bxc1 12 Qxc1 Nf6, Panchenko-I. Ivanov, Vilnius 1978.

(r) 7 h4 h6 8 Nf4 Bh7 9 Bcd e6 10 Qe2 Bd6 11 Be3 Nbd7 12 Ngh5 Nxhs
13 Nxh5 Rg8 =, Tal-Botvinnik, World Chp. 1960.

(s} 7...e6 8 ha! Bd6 9 h5 Bf5 10 Nxf5 Qa5t 11 Bd2 Qxf5 12 Bd3 =, Gligorié—
Pomar, Tel Aviv Ol. 1964. The column is Tseshkovsky-Bagirov, USSR 1978.
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Main Line 4 . . . Nd7
1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 dxe4 4 Nxe4 Nd7

13 14 15 16 17 18
Nf3
|13 K SN P Ng5...coevne )
° Ngf6(a) Ndfé(o) Ngf6
N1f3(p) Ng3
Ng5
° eg’(b) Bg4(q) e6..conennns c5(v)
7 N1f3 h3 Bd3 dxc5(w)
BdB...ooiiiiiiiiniais he(k) Bxi3 c5 e6
Nxe6! Nxf3 0-0 b4(x)
® S:Z(C) fxe6(1) eb cxd4(s) be
Be2
4 Bgét g3! Nxd4
° II:IIie‘} Ke7 Bdé6 Bcs bxc5s
b5
4 Bfa(m) Bg2 c3
10 g)f(: .......... c5 Qa5t Ne7 0-0(t) Bb7
B Bc2 c4
11 Qe2(d) Bd2(g) c3 0-0
Qc7(e) Qc7(h) Kds 0-0 Re8 Qc7
12 Bd2 0-0 0-0 Qe2 Bg5 Bt;z
b6 Nf6(i) Be7 Qc7 ab Bd6 .
3 a4
13 000 Qh4 Rel c4 Q
Bb7(f) Bd7(j) Nf8{(n) b6(r) Bxd4(u) a5(y)

(a) 5...Ndf6é 6 Ng5 Bg4 7 N1f3 Bh5 (7 ... h6? 8 Nxf7 Bxf3 9 Bg6! Qa5+t IOdeZ
wins; 7...e6 8 h3 1) 8 ¢3 e6 (8...Qc7 9 Qc2 hé 10 Ne6! Qd6 11 Nia 1)
9 Qb3 Qc7 10 Ne5 Bd6 (van der Wiel-Karpov, Amsterdam 1988) 11 h3 =.

(b) (A) 6...h6?7 was harshly dealt with in Tal-Oll, USSR 1986———172N946' Ccl)e:(si:r1
8 Bd2 Qb6 9 Nf3 (9 Nxfs =) fxe6 10 Bg6t Kd8 11 0-0 c5 B ;61. e
13 Nxd4 e5 14 c¢5! Nxc5 15 Ba5 exd4 16 Qxd4t ch7'17 x| a b
18 Rac1 e5 19 Qc4 Bcb 20 Rfd1 Rf8 21 b4 Bd4 22 Rxd4! Res‘lgrlls (22. .'t.hex(B)
23 Qc7t Ke7 24 Rel etc). Oll picked the wrong guy to mix it up ‘]:1‘”6 .fxee
6...g6 7 N1f3 Bg7 8 Qe2 0-0 8 h4 h6 10 h5! Nxhs 11 g4 Nhf6 12 Ne
13 Qxe6t attacking, Dizdarevic-Menken, Hessen 1994.

i initiative. 8 0-0 h6 9 Ne4 Nxe4
White gets no advantage unless he presses the ini
© 10 Bxeg4 0-0 11 ¢3 ¢5 12 Bc2 Qc7 13 Rel Rd8 14 h3 Nf6 15 Qe2 cxd4
16 Nxd4 Bh2t 17 Kh1 Bf4 =, Kamsky—Karpov, Tilburg 1991.

i 13 dxe5 Qa5t 14 c3 Qxe5t
h4 Ke7!? (threatening 12 . . . g5!) 12 Ne5 Bxe5 . L
@ 1; (8183 b6 16 (540-0 g5 17 Qh3! c5 18 Rhel Bb7 19 Be4 with attacking chances
for the pawn, Morozevich-lordachescu, Chisinau 1998.
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(e} 11... €5 12 dxc5 Bxc5 13 Bd2 Qb6 14 0-0-0! Bd7 15 Ne5 *, Benjamin-Orlov,
US Chp. 1994.

(f) 14 Ne5 (better than 14 Kb1 0-0-0 15 Ba6 Bxa6 16 Qxa6t Kb8 17 Qe2 Qb7
18 Ne5 Bxe5 19 dxe5 Nd5 =, Adams—Seirawan, Bermuda 1999) 14...c5
(14...0-0-0 15 f4 £} 15 Bb5t Ke7 16 dxc5! Qxc5 (16 . . . Bxe5 17 cxb6 Qc5
18 Qxe5 Qxe5 19 Bb4+t wins) 17 a3 a5 18 Bc3 Rhd8 19 Bd4 Qc7 20 Nc4 Bes
21 Beb with a distinct initiative, Anand-Karpov, Monaco 1996.

(g) (A) Black is all right after 11 Qg4 K18 since the White queen is exposed on the
kingside, e.g. 12 0-0 Qc7 13 Rel b6 14 ¢3 Bb7 15 h4 Rd8 16 Bd2 Nf oo,
Shirov-Karpov, Monaco (blindfold) 1998. If Black chooses the move order (B)
White may prefer 11 0-0 Nf6 12 Qh4 Qc7 13 Re1 Bd7 14 Bg5 (14 Bd2 trans-

poses into note (j)) 14...Be7 15 dxc5 Qxc5 16 Ne5 Bc6 17 Qh3 Rd8 o,
Ivanchuk-Karpov, Dortmund 1997.

(h) 11...Nf6?! 12 Bbst Bd7 13 Qxb7 Rb8 14 Bxd7+ Nxd7 15 Qa6 Rbé
16 Qa4 Rxb2 17 dxc5 %, Psakhis—-Meduna, Trnava 1988,

(i) 12...c4 13 Be2 Nf6 14 Qh4 Bd7 15 Ne5 Bxe5 16 dxe5 Qxe5 17 Bf3! 0-07!
(17...Bc6 18 Bxc6t bxcé 19 Qxc4 0-0 20 b3 %) 18 Bxb7 Rab8 19 Bfa Qbs
20 Bxb8 *, Almasi—Karpov, Tilburg 1996.

(j} 14 Rfe1 cxd4 15 Rad1 0-0-0 16 Qxd4 Qc5 17 Be3 £, Shabalov—Gulko, US Chp.
1996.

(k) (A) 7...Qc7?! 8 Qe2 h6 9 Bg6! hxg5 10 Bxf7+ Kd8! 11 Nxg5 Nb6 {van der
Wiel-Karpov, Amsterdam 1987) 12 g3 6. (B) 7...Be7 8 0-0 (8 Qe2 h6
9 Nxe6 fxe6 10 Bg6t Kf8 11 0-0 Nb6 12 Ne5 with compensation for the knight,

Almasi-Kumaran, Kopavogur, 1994) 8 . . . h6 9 Ne4 Nxe4 10 Bxe4 Nf6 11 Bd3
0-0 12 Bf4 ¢5 13 dxc5 Bxc5 14 Qe2 % (Khalifman).

{1} White’s attack is even more fierce after 8 ... Qe7 9 0-0 fxe6 10 Bg6t Kds
11 Bf4. The historic final game of the Deep Blue-Kasparov match, New York
1997, continued 11...b57?! 12 a4 Bb7 13 Re1 Nd5 14 Bg3 Kc8 15 axb5 cxbs
16 Qd3 Bcb 17 Bf5! exf5 18 Rxe? Bxe7 19 ¢4 Resigns. Black could fight on, but
seeing 19 .. .. bxc4?! 20 Qxc4 Kb7 21 Qa6 mate he threw in the towel.

(m) White lost his way in Wolff-Granada Zufiiga, New York 1992—10 0-0 Qc7

11 Re1 Kd8! 12 ¢4 (12 Rxe6 Bd6 13 Rel Nf82) 12 ... Bb4 13 Re2 Nf8 14 Ne5?
(14 Bc2eo) Nxgb 15 Nxg6 Re8 .

(n) 14 Bd3 Bd7 15 Ne5 Kc8 16 b4 Qb6 17 Nf7 Nd5 18 Bg3 Rg8 19 c4 Nxb4
20 Be4 Be8 21 Nd61 Bxd6 22 Bxd6 a5 23 a3 Na6 24 QI3 and White’s control
of the board outweighs Black’s extra piece, McDonald~Summerscale, London
1994. This knight sacrifice (8 Nxe6) gives White better chances, yet adventur-

ous players may still wish to try the Black side as it is easy for White to go
wrong.

(0} The most usual move is 5. . . Ngf6 6 Bd3, transposing into column 13. Also
6 Bd3 now transposes into note (a). This column looks at alternatives.

(p) 6 Bc4 €6 7 Ne2 c5 8 0-0 h6 9 Nf3 a6 10 a4 cxd4 11 Nexd4 Bd6 12 Qe2 Ne7
13 Ne5 Qc7 =, de Firmian-Karpov, Biel 1990.

(q) 6...h67 7 Nxf7 Kxf7 8 Ne5+ Ke8 9 Bd3 wins.
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(r) 14 b3 Rads 15 Bb2 Rfe8 16 Rad1 %, de Firmian—A. Fernandes, New York 1993.

(s) 8...Be7 9 Qe2 0-0 10 Rd1 Qc7 11 ¢4 cxd4 12 Nxd4 a6 12 b3 Re8 14 Bb2 £,
Kasparov—Karpov, Amsterdam 1988.

(t) 10...Bxd4 11 cxd4 0-0 12 Bg5 h6 13 Bf4 Nb6 14 Bcz Nbd5 15 Bes %,
Tal-Flesch, Lvov 1981. The game was another Tal masterpiece—15 ... Qb6
16 Qd3! Nb4 17 Qd2 Nxc2 18 Bxf6! Nxal 19 Nh5 e5 20 dxe5 g5 21 e6! Qxe6
22 h3! (A whole rock down, Tal calmly plays for kingside squares; the knight
on h5 is secure and the attack will be irresistible.) 22 ... Qf5 23 Rxal Be6
24 Re1 Qg6 25 g4 Rac8 26 Bc3 Rfd8 27 Qe3 Rd3 28 Qe5 Rexc3 29 bxed Kh7
30 Nf6t Kg7 31 Nd5t Kh7 32 Ne7 Resigns.

{u) 14 cxd4 Qa5 15 Be3 Qd5 16 Qe2 b6 17 Bb3 Qd6 18 Qf3 Ra7 =, Taulbut-
Speelman, Hastings 1981.

(v) 6...g6 7 Bca Nb6 8 Bb3 Bg7 9 0-0 0-0 10 h3 a5 11 a4 with a minimal edge,
Farago-Szabo, Budapest 1996.

(w) 7 Bd3 cxd4 8 0-0 g6 9 Nxd4 Bg7 10 Rel 0-0 =, Zapata—Spiridinov, Moscow
1989.

(x) 8 c6 bxc6 9 Be2 Be7 10 ¢4 0-0 11 0-0 ¢5 12 b3 Bb7 13 Bb2 Qc7 14 Qc2 Rfd8
15 Rad1 Nf8 16 Ne5 Ngb6 =, Rodriguez-Iglesias, Argentina 1995.

{y) 14 Qc2 h5 15 Nf1 0-0-0 16 N1d2 Bf4, Tiviakov—Adams, Ischia 1995. Chances
are roughly equal in this wild and crazy position.

CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Main Line 4. .. Nd7
1 e4 ¢6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 dxe4 4 Nxed4 Nd7

19 20 21 22 23 24
5 Nf3 .o, Bc4
Ngf6 Ngf6
6 Nxf6+ NES.. o Nxfet
Nx{6 e6(i) Nxf6
7 Ne5(a) Qe2 c3(w)
BeG.......... Nd7(e) Nb6(j) Qc7
8 Be2 Bf4(f) Bb3..iiiie Bd3 Qb3
g6 Nxe5 h6(k) h6 e6
9 0-0 Bxe5 N5f3 N5f3 Nf3
Bg7 Qds!(g) a5.....oiii c5 c5 Bd6
10 c4(b) c4(h) c3 Bf4(o) dxc5(r) Bg5
0-0 Qast c5 Ndb5 Bxc5(s} Nd5
11 Be3 Qd2 a3(l) Be5 Ne5 0-0
Ne4(c) Qxd2t Qc7 Qast Nbd7 b6
12 Qc2 Kxd2 Nh3(m) Nd2 Ngf3 Rfe1
Nds Bfs Bd7 b5(p] Qc7(t) 0-0
13 b3 Bd3 0-0 dxcs 0-0(u) Qc2
c5(d) Bxd3 = cxd4(n) Bxc5(g) 0-0(v) h6(x)

(a) 7 Bc4 is column 24. 7 ¢3 Bg4 8 h3 Bxf3 9 Qxf3 e6 10 Bc4 Be7 11 0-0 Nd5
12 Be3 Qb6 13 Qe2 0-0 =, Kasparov—Karpov, World Chp. 1987.

(b) 10 ¢3 0-0 11 Ret Nd7 12 Nd3 Bc4 13 Bg5 Re8 14 Bf1 Bxd3 15 Bxd3 Bf6
16 Bxf6 Nxf6 =, Browne-Loftsson, Lone Pine 1976.

(c) Without this move Black fails to equalize, e.g. 11...Nd7 12 Nf3 Nfé
13h3 Qc7 14 Qcl Rad8 15 Bf4 Qc8 16 Be5 £, Pedzich-Lehmann, Germany 1991.

(d} 14 Rad1 Nf5 15 d5 Bxe5 16 dxe6 Qc7 17 exf7t Rxf7 =, A. Sokolov-Karpov,
match 1987.

() 7...Bf57! 8 c3 e6 9 g4! Bg6 10 h4 gives Black a problem with his light-
squared bishop.

(f) 8 Nd3 g6 9 c3 Bg7 10 Be2 e5 11 dxe5 Nxe5 12 Nxe5 Qxd1+ 13 Bxd1 Bxe5 =,
Leko-Karpov, Belgrade 1996.

(g) 9...Qb6Y 10 Bd3! f6 11 Bg3 Be6 12 Qe2 Bf7 13 0-0 e6 14 c3 0-0-0
15 Bc4 Re8 16 b4 h5 17 h4 Rg8 18 Qf3 Be7 19 a4 g5? 20 a5 Qd8 21 a6 gxh4
22 axb7t Kxb7 23 Rxa71! Resigns, Larsen-Rogoff, Lone Pine 1978.
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(h) The column has been the continuation of many games ending in draws. More
interesting is 10 Be2!? Qxgz 11 Bf3 Qg5 12 Qe2 with complications,
Kavalek—Christiansen, US Chp. 1986.

(i) 6...Nd5 7 N1f3 h6 8 Ne4 N7b6 9 Bd3 Nb4 10 0-0 Nxd3 11 Qxd3 e6 12 Ne5
gives White an edge (Fischer).

(j) Not 7 ... Be7? 8 Nxf7! winning.

(k} It is too dangerous to take the pawn—8 . .. Qxd4? 9 N1f3 Qd5 10 Ne5 Qxg2
11 Rf1 Be7 12 Nef3! Qg4 13 Nx{7 6, Arnason-Helmers, Reykjavik 1982.

(I} 11 dxc5 Bxc5 12 Ne5 0-0 13 Ngf3 Nbd7 14 0-0 Nxe5 15 Nxe5 b6 16 Qf3 Qc7! =,
Adams-Seirawan, Bermuda 1999.

(m) 12 Ne5?! cxd4 13 cxd4 (Kasparov-Karpov, Linares 1994) 13...Bxa3!
14 Ngf3 Bbat leaves White with too little for the pawn.

(n) 14 Bf4 Bd6 15 Bxd6 Qxd6 16 Rad1 0-0 17 Rxd4 Qc5 =, Short-Gulko, match
1994.

(0) 10 ¢3 Be7 11 Bed (11 dxc5 Nbd7) Nbd5 12 Ne5 0-0 13 Ngf3 Qc7 14 Bd2 b6
15 0-0 Bd6 16 Rfel Bb7 =, Dvoiris-Meduna, Sochi 1983.

(p)12... cxd4 13 Ngf3 Be7 14 Nxd4 0-0 15 0-0-0 Bd7 16 Kb1 Qb6 17 c4! Nb4
18 Ne4 Nxe4 19 Qxe4 =, Anand-Khalifman, Biel Int. 1993.

{q) 14 0-0-0 Bb7 15 Ne4 Be7 16 Nd61 Bxd6 17 Bxd6 Rd8 18 Be5 0-0 19 Nf3 Nd7
20 Bd6 Rfe8 =, Shabalov-Karpov, Tilburg 1996.

(r) 10 Be3 Nbd5 11 Ne5 a6 12 c3 cxd4 13 Bxd4 Nfs 14 Qf3 Nxd3t =,
Wedberg-Adorjan, Reykjavik 1982.

(s) Complications arise from 10...Nbd7 11 b4 b6 12 Nd4 Nd5 (12. .. bxc5?

13 Nc6 Qc7 14 Qxebt fxe6 15 Bg6 mate!) 13 Bb2 Nxb4 14 Nxeb Nxd3t

15 Qxd3 Qe7 16 0-0-0 fxe6 17 Qe4 Rb8 18 c¢6 Nc5 19 Qgbt Qf7 20 c7! Ra8

21 Rd8t Ke7 22 Qxf7+ Kxf7 23 Nf3 6. Black could hold his troubles to a min-

imum with 11 ... Nd5 12 Bd2 Qf6 13 Rb1 a5 14 a3 .

Playable is the long and complicated continuation 12.... Nxe5 13 Nxe5 0-0

14 Bd2 Qd5 15 0-0-0 Qxa2 16 c3 b5 17 Bxh6 Bb7! 18 Nd7 {18 Bb1 Qa4 =)

18 ...Nxd7 19 Qg4 Qa1t 20 Bb1 g6 22 Rxd7 Ba3 22 bxa3 Qxe3t 23 Kd1 Rfd8

24 Rd2 Rxdz+ 25 Bxd2 Rds 26 Qg5 Bf3t 27 gxf3 Qxf3t ¥, Barlov-Radulov,

Belgrade 1982.

(u} (A) 13 Bd2? Nxe5 14 Nxe5 Bxf2t! 15 Kxf2 Qxe5 16 Qxe5 Ng4t nets a pawn.
(B) 13 Bf4 Bb4t! 14 Nd2 Bxd2t 15 Kxd2 0-0 16 Rhd1 Nc5 17 Kel Nd5 =,
Timman-Karpov, match 1993.

(v) 14 Rel Bd6 15 Nc4 Be7 with equal chances, Izeta~Karpov, Dos Hermanas
1993.

(w) 7 Nf3 Bf5 8 Qe2 e6 9 Bgs Be7 10 0-0-0 Bg4 11 h3 Bxf3 12 Qxf3 Nd5 =,
Fischer—Petrosian, Bled 1961. .

(x) 14 Bh4 Ne7! 15 Bxe7 Qxe7 16 Ne5 c5 =, Balashov-Hort, Tilburg 1977.

(t
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Main Line, 5. .. gxf6 and 5. . . exf6
1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 dxed 4 Nxed Nf6 5 Nxf6t(a)

25 26 27 28 29 30

Bxt6 exf6
6 K PR j

e R L
KRR - I v
8 -

NN an e evw e
9 B

O-g(io 3‘.10.0 1(31}!1)2 ;f(i] 2583 1131337
10 0-

AP o N R
T Ne e owowma,
12 b:

h;(e) lf33h5(i) chsiﬂn E;gsﬁ[q} I]?JZ:;(U) gfg(lx)

(a) 5 Ng3 g6 6 Nf3 Bg7 7 Be2 0-0 8 0-0 Qb6 9 b3 a5 =, Sax—Larsen, Tilburg 1979.

(b} [7)(1]\192 Nc}il7 8 Ng3 Bg6 9 ha h5 10 Be2 Qa5 11 ba Qc7 12 Nxh5 e5! 13 Ng3
-0-0 14 h5 B'h.7 15 Bg4 Kb8 with compensation for the pawn due to White’s
scattered position, Cazelais-Spraggett, Quebec 1989.

{c) 7...e68g3Qd5 9 Bg2 Qc4 10 Nh
4 Bd3 11 Be3 Nd7 12 Qd2 Qa6 13
14 b3 %, De Armas-Santa Torres, Sagua La Grande 1989.Q i fdt Bes

(d) 10...e5 11 Qb3 Nb6 12 Rel Bdé
13 Bh6! Rhg8 14 dxe5 fx
16 Qc2 £, Dvoiris-Orlov, St. Petersburg 1995. 8 0 19 N4 Beb

(e) :/‘(]ih('lafl Bxf3 lfl Bxf3 Kb8 15 Bf4 Bd6 16 Bxd6 Qxd6 17 Rad1 h4 18 c4 and
ite’s attack is the more dangerous, de Firmian-Conquest, London 1986.

(f) 6...Bf5 7 Bd3 Bg6 8 Qe2 e6 9 Bd
: 2 Bd6 10 c4 7
Garcia—Donner, Havana 1968. o Q7 11 65 Be7 12,00 =,

(8) 7...e6 8 h3 (8 0-0 Qc7 9 h3 hs!?) Bh
17 5 9 0-0 Qc7 10 c4 Nd7 11 Be3 0-0-
12 Qa4 Kb8 13 b4 £, Wolski-Stummer, Bad Wérishofen 1990, o 000

(h} Also 8 h3 Bh5 (Bxf3 9 Bxf3 1) 9 0-0 Nd7 10 d5 Rd8 11 c4 Nb6 12 Be3 Bxf3
13 Bxbs! axb6 14 Bxf3 £, Smyslov-Pachman, Amsterdam 1964.
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(i) 13 Qc2 Bg6 14 f4 Ng4 15 Bxga fxg4 16 5 h6 17 Ne6 6, King-Emms, England
1987. Black does better to play the normal 10...e6 11 Qa4 *, Emms—
Schmedders, Hastings 1993.

{j) 6 Bc4 Bf5 7 Ne2 h5 8 Be3 e6 9 Nf4 h4 10 Qe2 Nd7 11 0-0-0 Be7 12 Bb3 Qc7
13 g4 Bh7 14 h3 0-0-0 =, Fries Nielsen—Jelling, Denmark 1988.

(k) 6. ..Bf5 7 Ng3 Bg6 8 h4 h6! 9 h5 Bh7 10 c3 e6 11 Be3 Nd7 12 Qd2 Qa5 13 Be2
0-0-0 14 Bxh6 Bxh6 15 Qxh6 e5 and both sides have chances in this obscure
position, Meking-Larsen, San Antonio 1972.

{1) 13 Rd1 Qa5 14 Bc4 e6 15 Rhel Kf8 16 Kb1 Na6 17 Qf3 with attacking chances
for the pawn, Vogt-Ermenkov, Stockholm 1969.

(m) 6...Bf5 7 Ne2 Bd6 8 Ng3 Bg6 9 Bc4 0-0 10 0-0 Re87! (10. .. Bxg3 11 hxg3 6)
11 f4! b5 12 Bb3 Be4 13 Qh5! Qd7 14 Nxe4 Rxe4 15 Bc2 g6 16 Qh4 Re8 17 5
and already White is winning, Nunn—Arkell, London 1987.

(n) The conservative approach is 8 Ne2 Re8 9 0-0 Qc7 10 Ng3, which may be
slightly better for White after 10...g6 or 10 ... Nd7. Not 10.. . . f57 11 f4! ¢5
12 d5 Bd7 13 c4 *, Khalifman—Seirawan, Wijk aan Zee 1991.

(0) (A) 9...h6 is passive—10 Be3 Nd7 11 h3 Nb6 12 c4 ¢5 13 0-0 =, Hort-
Antonio, Novi Sad Ol. 1990. (B) 9. . . Kh8!7 10 0-0 Qc7 11 Ng3 g6 12 Ne4 Be7
13 g3 Be6 14 Bf4 Qd8 15 Rfe1 £, McDonald—Okrajek, Bad Worishofen 1993.

(p) 10...f5 11 h5 Qf6 12 hxgé fxgb 13 Qb3t Kh8 14 Bgs! Qg7 (14 ... Qxg5?
15 Qf7 wins) 15 0-0-0 with good attacking chances, Sznapik-Plachetka,
Bratislava 1983.

(q) 13 Bh6 Nd7 14 g4!? Bd5 15 0-0-0 Bxh1 16 Rxh1 Bfg 17 Bdz, Kudrin-King,
England 1988; now instead of the game continuation 17... fxg4?
18 Qb3t Kg7 19 Rxh7t! Kxh7 20 Qf7+ Kh8 21 Nf4 Resigns, Black should play
17 ... Nb6 18 gxf5 Qd5 19 Ng3 Qxa2 with almost equal chances.

{r) (A) 6...Qe7t 7 Qe2 Be6 8 Bb3 Na6 9 c¢3 Nc7 10 Bf4 Bxb3 axb3 Nd5
12 Bg3 a6 with a minimal edge for White, Keres—Smyslov, Amsterdam 1971.
(B)6...Qb6 7 c3 Beb is interesting.

(s) 7 Qe2t Qe7 8 Qxe7t Kxe7 9 Ne2 Be6 10 Bd3 Nd7 =, I. Gurevich-Dlugy, New
York (blitz) 1993. Black’s doubled f-pawns are a negligible liability here.

{t) 8...Be6 9 Bxe6 fxe6 10 Bf4 Re8 11 c3 Bxf4 12 Nxf4 Qd7 13 Qg4 %, Post—
Tartakower, Mannheim 1914. Black’s pawn on 6 causes a small weakness.

(u} 13 Rad1 Nd5 14 Bct b5 15 Kh1 Re7 16 Ne4 Rae8 =, Milos-U. Rodriguez,
Oviedo 1993.

(v) 6 g3!? ¢5 7 Nf3 Bd6 8 Be3d (Qc7 9 dxc5 Bxc5 10 Bxc5 Qxc5 11 Qe2t
(Tal-Lechtynsky, Tallinn 1979} 11 ... Kf8! 12 Bg2 g6 13 0-0 Kg7 with only a
minute plus for White.

(w) (A) 6...Bg4 7 Be2 Bd6 8 h3 Bh5 9 Nh4 Bg6 10 Be3 f5 11 g3 %, Kupre-
ichik—Hort, Germany 1995. (B) 6 . . . Na6 7 Be2 Bd6 8 0-0 Nc7 9 ¢4 0-0 10 Rel
Re8 11 h3 Bf5 12 Be3 with a tiny edge, Unzicker~Backwinkel, Germany 1983.

(x} 13 c5 Be7 14 d5 cxd5 15 Qxd5 Be6 16 Qh5 Red8 17 b4 a5 18 a3 {5 =, Larsen—
C. Hansen, Naestved 1988.
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Panov-Botvinnik Attack
1 e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 cxd5 4 c4 Nfé 5 Nc3 Ncé

31 32 33 34 35 36
6 7 S N N3 o cxd5
Be6.......... Qa5.......... e6(j) Bg4.......... €6 Nxd5
7 a3(a) Bd2(e) c5(k) cxd5 c5(p) Bc4(s)
Qd7 dxca(f) Be7 Nxd5 Ne4(q) Nbé
8 ba(b) Bxc4 Bb5 Qb3(m) Qc2(r) Bbs
dxc4 eblg) 0-0 Bxf3 5 a67?!(t)
9  Bxf6 Nf3(h) Nf3 gxf3 Bbs Bxc6t
gxf6 Qds Ne4 e6(n) Bd7 bxcé
10 ds Bg5 Bxe7 Qxb7 0-0 Nf3
0-0-0 Be7 Qxe?7 Nxd4 Be7 e6
11 Bxc4(c) 0-0 Qc2 Bb5+t Bxc6 0-0
Ne5 0-0 Ng5 Nxb5 bxcé c5
12 Bb5 a3 Nxg5 Qcbt Bfa & Be3 =
Qc7(d) a6(i) Qxgs(l) Ke7(o)

(a) There are serious alternatives: (A} 7 Bxf6 gxf6 8 c5 Rg8 9 g3 Bg4 10 Be2 Qd7
11 Bxg4 Rxg4 =, Psakhis—Zontakh, PotoroZ 1995; (B) 7 ¢c5 Ne4 8 Bh4 Nxc3
9 bxc3 Qa5 10 Qd2 Bf5 11 a4 e5 12 Bb5 Bd7 13 Nf3 e4 14 Bxc6 bxcé
15 Ne5 Qa6 =, Gelfand-Dreev, Munich 1994; (C) 7 g3 Qa5 8 Bg2 Ne4 9 Bxe4
dxe4 10 d5 0-0-0 11 Bd2 Nb4 12 Nxe4 Bf5 13 Qb1 Qb6 14 Ne2 e6 =, Tal-
Hodgson, Sochi 1986.

{b) 8 Bxf6 gxfé 9 g3?! 0-0-0 10 Bg2 Bg4! 11 f3 Be6 12 ¢5 Bf5 13 bd e5
14 Nge2 Qe6 ¥, Topalov-Leko, Vienna 1996.

(c) Not 11 dxe6? Qxe6t 12 Qe2 Ne5 F. Lanka evaluates 11 dxc6 Qxc6 12 Qa4 Qb
13 Rd1 Bh6 14 Nf3 Rhg8 as compensation for the piece.

(d) 13 Nge2, Lanka~Adianto, Adelaide 1990; now instead of 13...Rg8? as
played, simply 13 ...Kb8 avoiding trouble on the c-file leaves Black with
good play.

(e) (A) 7 Bx{6 exf6 8 cxd5 Bb4! 9 Qd2 Bxc3 10 bxc3 Qxd5 11 Nf3 0-0 =, van der
Sterren—Nikolac, Eerbeek 1978. (B) 7 Qd2 Be6 8 ¢5 Ne4! 9 Nxe4 dxe4 10 Qxa5
Nxa5 =, Ernst-Engqvist, Gausdal 1992.

(f) 7...Qds 8 Nf3 e6 9 c5 Be7 10 Bb5 0-0 11 0-0 £, Kinderimann-Goldenberg,
Trouville 1982. White has control of the e5 square and a good queenside pawn
majority.
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(g) 8. ..Nxd4? 9 Nb5 Qb6 10 Nxd4 Qxd4 11 Qa4t Bd7 12 Bxf7+ wins the queen.

(h) 9 d5 exd5 10 Nxd5 Qd8 11 Qe2t Be6 12 Nfa Nd4 13 Nxe6 fxe6 14 Qd3 Qb6 =,
Bronstein—Bagirov, Tallinn 1981.

(i} 13 Ba2 b5 14 Re1 Bb7 15 Qd3 %, Kosten-Bagirov, Yurmala 1987. This is a typ-
ical isolated queen-pawn position in which White is more active.

(j) Black lands in trouble with both (A) 6 ... Qb6 7 cxd5 Nxd4 8 Be3 e5 9 dxe6
Bcs 10 exf7t Ke7 11 Be4 Rd8 12 Nf3 6, and (B) 6...dxcd 7 Bxc4! Qxd4
8 Qxd4 Nxd4 9 0-0-0 e5 10 Bb5+ (10 f4 ) Bd7 11 Bxf6 gxfﬁ 12 Bxd7t Kxd7
13 Nf3 Be5 14 Nb5 =, Ginzburg—Salas, Argentina 1991.

(k) Black wins after 7 cxd5 exd5 8 Bxf6?! Qxf6 9 Nxd5 Qd8 10 Bc4 Be6 11 Qe2? bs!.
(1) 13 Bxc6 bxcé =, Keres—Alekhine, AVRO 1938.

(m) White does best to play actively, otherwise Black has an easy time. If 8 Bc4 €6
9 0-0 Be7 10 h3 Bxf3 11 Qxf3 Nxd4 12 Qe4 Nxc3 13 bxc3 Rc8 (13 ... Nc6 2}
14 cxd4 Rxc4 15 Qxb7 Qd7 =, Tartakower-Nimzovich, Liege 1930.

(n) 9...Nb6 10 Be3 6 11 0-0-0 Be7 12 d5 exds 13 Nxd5 Nxd5 14 Rxd5s Qc?
15 Kb1 0-0 16 f4 Nb4 17 Rd4 Ncé 18 Rd1 Bf6 19 Bg2 £, Anand-Karolyi,
Frunze 1987.

{0) 13 Qxbs Qd7 14 Nxd5t Qxd5 15 Bgst f6 16 Qxd5 exd5 17 Be3 Ke6 18 0-0-0
Bb4 19 Rd3 Rhd8 20 a3 Rac8t 21 Kb1 Bc5, with just a minimal edge for White
in the ending, Karpov—Kramnik, Linares 1993.

(p) 7 a3 and 7 cxd5 Nxd5 transpose into the Queen’s Gambit, Semi-Tarrasch
Defense.

(g) Normal development leaves White better: 7 ...Be7 8 Bb5 0-0 9 0-0 Bd7
10 a3 a6 11 Bd3—White controls e5 and has a queenside pawn majority.

(r) 8 Bd3 Nxc3 9 bxc3 Be7 10 0-0 b6 11 cxb6 axb6 12 Rel Ba6 14 Bc2 0-0 =,
Blek-Vladimirov, Frunze 1988. The column is Vasiukov-Padevsky, Varna
1971.

{s) 7 Nf3 transposes into column 34. 7 Bbs Nxc3 8 bxc3 Qd5 9 Be2 Qxg2 10 Bf3 Qgb
11 Ne2 e5! 12 d5 Nd8 leaves White too little for the pawn, Shamkovich—

Adianto, New York 1994.
(t) Black should do better with 8 . . . 6 9 Nf3 Be7 10 0-0 0-0 11 Rel Nb4. The col-
umn is Alekhine~Coleman, Buenos Aires 1926.

CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Panov-Botvinnik Attack
1e4 c6 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 cxd5 4 c4 Nf6 5 Nc3

37 38 39 40 41 42
6. e g6
6 Nf3 Qb3(0) ceeieiiiiiiiien cxd5
Be7...... e Bb4(i) Bg7 Bg7(u)
7 C5.riiinnnnn, cxd5(e) cxd5(j) cxd5
! Bc4
0-0(a) exd5(f) Nxd5 0-0 O—CO ™
8 Bd3 Bbst Qc2(k) Be2 N
.......... ge2 Nge2
b6 Bd7(g) Nc6 Nbd7 Nbd7(r) N§d7
9 b4 Bxd7t Bd3(l) Bf3 g3 Nf4
a5 Nbxd7 Bas Nbé Nbé Nbé
10 Na4 Qb3! Bed{m) N;
ge2 Bg2 Bb3
Nfd7! Nb6 hé Bg4(p) Bf5: Bf5
11 b5(b) 0-0 0-0 Bxg4 Nif4 0-0
bxcs 0-0 0-0 Nxg4 h6 Qdz
12 dxc5 Bgs Rd1 a4 a4 a4
e5(c) hs Qds Nf6 a5(s) as
13 <6 Bh4 Qb3 Nfs 0-0 h3
e4(d) Rc8(h) Rd8(n) a5(q) g5(t) h5(w)

(a) Starting immediately with a queenside counter leads to grave troubles—
7...b6?! B b4 a5 9 Na4 Nfd7 10 Bb5 0-0 11 Bf4 threatening 12 c6
Euwe—Kramer 1941. ,

(b) 11 h4 is very tricky as White threatens 12 Nxb6é Nxb6 13 Bxh7t! Kxh7

I1(4 lNgSf f/;xi? 15 hxg5t Kg8 16 Qh5 winning. Black defended well in
arlsson-Mahlin, corr. 1970—11...f5 12 Ng5 Qe8! 13 Kf1 axb4 14 N.

Nxc5 15 Naxc5 bxc5 16 Nxf8 c4 F. @ # s

(c) 12... Nxc5? 13 Nxc5 Bxc5 14 Bxh7+ Kxh7 15 Ng5t Kg6 16 Qc2t +.

(d) 14 cxd7 Nxd7 15 0:0 exf3 16 Qxf3 Ne5 17 Qg3 Nxd3 18 Qxd3 d4 =, Sokolsky—
Smagin, corr. 1964. ’

(e) 7 Bg5 0-0 8 Be2 dxc4 9 0-0 a6 10 Bxc4 b5 11 Bd3 Bb7 12 Qe2 Nc6 13 Rad1 Nb4 =
Zsu. Polgar-Inkiov, Stara Zagora 1990. '

(f) 7. .. Nxd5 transposes into the Queen’s Gambi i
ses it, Semi-Tarrasch Defense,
8 Bca Nc6 or 8 Bd3 Nc6. seh Defenso, aftr

(g) 8...Nc6 9 Ne5 Bd7 10 0-0 0-0 11 Rel Re8 12 Bg5 Be6 13 Bxc6 bxc6 14 Na4
1, Zsu. Polgar-Larsen, Monaco 1994.
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(h) 14 Rfel Rcé 15 Re2 g5 16 Bg3 Nh5 17 Rael £, Adams-Granada Zuiiiga,
Elenite 1993.
(i) 6. .. Nc6 transposes into col. 35.

(j) (A} 7 Bd3 dxc4 8 Bxc4 transposes into the Nimzo-Indian Defense. (B) 7 Bd2
0-0 8 Rc1 b6 9 exd5 Bxc3 10 bxcd Qxd5 11 c4 Qdé 12 Be2 Bb7 =, Hort-Ribli,

Manila Int. 1976.
(k) 8 Bd2 Nc6 9 Bd3 0-0 10 0-0 Be7 11 Qe2 Nf6é 12 Ne4 Qb6 13 a3 Bd7
14 Rfd1 Rad8 15 Nxf6t Bxf6 =, Kamsky—Karpov, match 1996.
{1} 9 Be2 0-0 10 0-0 Re8 11 Rd1 Bfg 12 Bd3 g6 13 Be4 Nxc3 14 bxc3 Bd7
15 Bf4 Rc8 =, Wolff-Lutz, Groningen 1993.
(m) 10 a3 Nxc3 11 bxc3 Nxd4 12 Nxd4 Qxd4 is Speelman’s daring pawn grab, giv-
ing Black reasonable chances.
(n) 14 Bb1 Bxc3 15 bxc3 b6 16 Nd2 f5 =, Golfstein-Spraggett, Canadian Open
1997.
(0) 6 Bgs Bg7 7 Bxfé Bxi6 8 cxd5 (8 Nxd5 Bg7 9 Nf3 Nc6 then ...e6
and ...Nxd4)8...Qb6 9Bbst Bd7 10 Bxd7+ Nxd7 11 Nge2 0-0 12 0-0 Rfd8
13 Qd3 Rac8 14 a4 Bg7 15 a5 Qa6! 16 Qe3 Re8 =, Smyslov-Bronstein, USSR
1967.

(p) 10...Bf5110-0 Qd7 12 a4 Bd3 13 d6 Be4 14 Qb4 (Milos—Christiansen, Szi-
rak 1987) 14 . . . Qxd6 15 Qxd6 exd6 16 Bxb7 Rabs 17 Bf3 Nbd5 allows Black

play for the pawn.
(q) 14 0-0 Qd6 15 Rd1 Rfd8 16 Nbs Qd7 17 d6 exd6 18 Nc3 Ra6 19 Be3 Rc8 =,
Sax-Gipslis, Valby 1994.

(r) 8...Na6 9 g3 Qb6 10 Qxb6 axbé 11 Bg2 Nba 12 0-0 Rd8 13 d6! exd6
14 Bg5 Re8 15 a3 Nc6 16 Rfe1 Bg4 17 Bxf6! Bxf6 18 Nd5 Bd8 19 Nec3 *,

Tal-Botvinnik, Moscow 1966.

(s) 12...Qd7 13 a5 Nc8 14 Na4! Nd6 15 0-0 g5 16 Nd3 Bh3 17 Ne5 %,
Suba-Dvoiris, Sochi 1983.

(t) 14 Nfe2 Qd6 15 Nb5 Qb4 16 Qxb4 axb4 17 d6 is Makarichev's suggestion,
producing unclear complications after 17 ...Bd3 or 17 . .. exd6.

() 6...Nxd5 7 Qb3 Nxc3 (7... Nb6 8 d5 Bg7 9 Bed 0-0 10 Rd1 £) 8 Bc4! e6
9 bxe3 Nc6 10 Nf3 Bg7 11 Ba3 Bf8 12 0-0 +, Tal-Pohla, USSR 1972.

(v) 7 Bb5+ Nbd7 8 d6 exd6 9 Qezt Qe7 10 Bf4 Qxe2t 11 Bxe2 Ke7 12 Bf3 Nbé
13 0-0-0 Be6! 14 Bxb7 Rab8 with level chances in this complex ending,
Johansen—Rogers, Canberra 1995.

(w) 14 Qe2 Ne8 = Trabeth-Horvath, Balatonbereny 1994. Black threatens

15 ... Bxd4, and 15 Re1 Nd6 16 Qxe7?? loses to 16 . .. Rfe8 17 Qxd7 Rxelt.
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE

Advance Variation

led4c62dads53e5

48
\ ch
dxch
i Nc6(v)
Bb5({w)
e
6
Be3
Nd7(b) Nc6 c5(1) dxc4(t) Nge(7XJ
7 Nh4(c) c3 h4{m) Ncs Bxca c3
Bg6(d) Bg4{i) h6(n) eb Nd7 Bd7
8 Nd2 Nbd2 Be3 Nxd7 Bg5 Bxcé
c5 cxd4 Qbe! Nxd7 Be7 Nxcé
9 c3 cxd4 4! f4
‘ ! d2
Ncé(e) Nge7 Ncé c5 8a5 g;
10 Nxgé a3(j) f5 c
E 3 Nge2 f
hxg6 Nfs Bh7 Ne7 05)-0 I\)I(fess
11 gfa b4 Qdz Nf3 Qe3 Nf3
e7 Be7 0-0-0 h5 Bxg5 Nxf3t+
12 g3 h3 0-0-0
gxh5(q) hxg5 xf3
Qbs(f) Bxf3(k) c4(o) Nf5 = Nb6(u) }(3lg7(y)

(a) White's strategy beginning with 4 Nf3 was popularized by England’s Ni

E_S.hort,‘ wh(? has recently favored (A) 5 a3. ShfrtELeko, Placg’s 193;22;5;8:&
: tt (,SdBf(A Bxlljl 7 Rxb1 Nc6 8 Qb3 Qb6 9 Qxb6 axb6 10 cxd5 exd5 11 Bb5 +.
1e er defense is 5...Nd7 6 c4 dxc4 7 Bxc4 Nb6 8 Bb3 Ne7 9 0-0 Ned5
B(I) Rl((el Be7 11.Nbd2. Q-O, Short-Adams, Groningen 1997. White is active, but

ack has a solid position. (B) 5 ¢3 ¢5 6 Be3 Qb6 7 Na3 c4 8 Qa4+ Nc6 9 b3 Qa5!
10 Qxa5 Nxa5 11 Nb5 Kd7 12 bxc4 Nxc4 13 Bxc4 dxc4 14 d5 exd5 15 Rd1 Ba .
16 Nxa7 Nh6 =, Tkachiev—Adianto, Jakarta 1994. °

(b} (A)6... Bg6 7 ¢c3 Nf5 8 Nbd2 c5 9 g4!? Nh4 10 Nxh4 Qxh4 11 f4 h5 12 g5 Nc6
:ggl?fz(gxdtl 14 Nf3 Qg4at 15 Rg2 Qf5 16 Nxd4 =, Xie Jun-Hort, Copenhagen
b Nl.)d J6...¢57 c4 Nbcé 8 dxc5 d4 9 Bd3 Bxd3 10 Qxd3 Ng6 11 Qe4 Bxc5

2 0-0 13 Nb3 Bb6 14 Bg5 %, Bologan-Razuvaev, Reggio Emilia 1997,

(c) ; c3 i‘s a good alternative. Benjamin-Seirawan, US Chp. 1991 continued
...¢58 dXC5.NCG 9 b'4 Ndxe5 10 Nd4 Bxb1 11 Rxb1 Be7 12 f4 +. Karpov
was more cautious against Anand in their 1991 match, 7... 16 8 Na3 a6
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9 Nc2 Bh7 10 Nce1 ¢5 11 Bd3 Bxd3 12 Nxd3 Ng6, with only a minor edge to
White.

(d) 7 ... Qb6 8c3 c5 9 Nxf5 Nxfs 10 Bd3 g6 11 Re1 Nb8 12 Bxf5 gxi5 13 c4 dxca
14 d5 +, Nunn-Adams, Brussels 1992.

() 9...Qb6 10 Nxg6 hxgé 11 Nf3 Nf5 12 c4! dxc4 13 d5 0-0-0 14 Bxcd %,
Almasi-Bareev, Ubeda 1997.

(f) 13 h4 Rc8 14 Kg2 cxd4 15 cxd4 Rc7 16 Rb1 a6 17 b4 £, Sutovsky—-Adianto,
Buenos Aires 1997.

(g) 5...Nd7 6 0-0 h6 (usual is 6 . . . Ne7 transposing into the previous column)
7 b3 Ne7 8 c4 Ng6 9 Na3 Be7 10 cxd5 cxd5 11 Nc2 £, Almasi-Kallai, Hungary
1997.

(h) 6 Be3 cxd4 7 Nxd4 Ne7 8 c4 Nbcé 9 Qa4 a6 10 Na3 Qa5t 11 Qxa5 Nxa5
12 0-0 dxc4 13 Nxc4 Nxc4 14 Bxc4 Be4 =, Svidler-Epishin, Russia 1997.

{i} 7. ..cxd4 8 Nxd4 (8 cxd4 also offers chances for an edge) Nge7 9 Nxf5 Nxf5
10 Bd3 Be7 11 Re1 d4 12 a3 dxc3 13 Nxc3 %, Ivanchuk—-Anand, Linares 1999.

(j) 10 h3 Bxf3 11 Nxf3 Nfs 12 Rb1 Qb6 13 Be3 Be7 14 b4 0-0 15 Bd3 Nxe3
16 fxe3 Rac8 17 Kh1 Qds 18 Qe1, Anand—Karpov, Reggio Emilia 1981; now
Seirawan’s suggestion 18 . . . g6 allows Black to level the chances.

(k) 13 Nxf3 0-0 14 Bb2 a6 {Short-Karpov, match 1992) 15 Bd3 and White’s king-
side possibilities put him on top.

() (A})6...Ne7 7 Nfac58hacxd4 g Nb5 Nec6 10 h5 Be4 11 f3 a6 12 Nd61 Bxdé
13 exd6 g5 14 Nh3 h6 15 fxe4 dxed4 16 Bg2 {5 with a wild and crazy position,
Topalov-Anand, Linares 1999. (B) 6...f6 7 ha fxe5 8 h5 Bf7 9 dxe5 Nd7
10 f4 Qb6 11 Nd4 = Bc5?! 12 Na4 Qa5t 13 c3 Bxd4 14 Qxd4 ¢5 15 Qd1 =,
Sax—Lauber, Hungary 1997.

(m) 7 Be3 Nc6 8 dxcs Nxe5 9 Nd4 Nd7 10 f4 Be4 =.

(n) 7...cxd4 8 Nxd4 h5 9 f4 hxg4 10 Bb5t Nd7 11 f5 Rxh4 12 Rf1 exf5 13 e6 fxe6
14 Nixe6 Qe7 15 Qe2 (Krempel-Giert, corr. 1990} 15 . .. Kf7 16 Ng5t Ke8 =.

(0) 13 Nf4 Qa6 14 fxe6 Nb4! 15 exf7 Ne7 16 a3 Nxc2, Prasad-Ravi, India 1991. In
this wild and messy position chances are roughly equal. Black threatens
17 ...Nal, 18 ... Nb3 mate, s0 17 Qf2 b5 (17 ... Nal 18 Re1l) 18 Bg2 ba!? is
one reasonable variation.

(p) 5 Bd3 Bxd3 6 Qxd3 eb 7 Nge2 Qa6 8 Qh3 b5!? 9 b3 Nd7 10 Qd3 Ba3
11 0-0 Ne7 =, Pilgaard-Pedersen, Denmark 1996.

(q) 12 57! hxg4 13 fxe6 gxf3 14 exd7t Qxd7 15 Qxf3 cxd4 16 cxd4 Ncé ¥, Ve-
limirovié-Kasparov, Moscow 1982.

(r) 4 Bd3 Bxd3 5 Qxd3 e6 6 Nc3 Ne7 7 Nge2 Nd7 8 0-0 a6 9 Nd1 c¢5 10 c3 Rc8
11 Ne3 h5 12 Bd2 g6 =, Hellers-Ivanchuk, Bie} 1989.

(s)4...h65g4Bd76h5c57c3e68 f4 Qb6 9 Nf3 leaves White in control of the
kingside, Tal-Pachman, Bled 1961.

(t) Equally good is 6...Nd7 7 cxd5 cxds 8 Qb3 Qb6 9 Bb5 Ne7 10 Na4 Qc7
11 Bd2 Nc6 12 Rel a6 13 Bxc6 bxc6 14 Nf3, draw agreed, Hjartarson-Khalif-
man, Tilburg 1994.
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(u) 13 Bb3 Ne7 14 0-0 h4 15 Nf4 Rd7 =, Férster—Polak, Bern 1994.

(v} 4...e6 5 be3 Nd7 6 Bb5 Qc7 7 Nf3 Bx ,
¢5 8 Bxc5 Qxc5 9 Nc3 N -0 0-
11 Rel %, Lutz—Campora, Biel 1996. 4 o7 100000

(w) 5 Nf3 Bg4 6 Bb5 Qa5+ 7 Nc3 e6 8 B
e3 Nge7 9 Bd2 =
Spassky—Kotov, Moscow 1955. ’ Q7 10 Doz 6 =,

( ) xc6 Bxc6 9 Nf3 axb CXi =, van segundo—-Khenkin
x) 6b4a57c3Bd78B 4 10 cxb4 b6 S S do-Kh
s 8 nkin,

(y) 130-0 0-(.) 14 Nd2 Bb5, Lutz~Kacheishvilli, Pula 1997; now instead of 15 Rf27!
€5 =, White can play 15 Rfe1 e5 16 Qf5 with an edge (Lutz). B
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Two Knights’ Variation
1 e4 c6 2 Nc3 d5 3 N3

49 50 51 52 53 54
2T PP SRR PRSP PR PRI Nf6.......... dxed
T e5 Nxe4
* gsz ...Bh5 Ne4 Nd7(r)
XEB et
exd5(m) Ne2 Bea(s)
° S)f(ﬁfB .................. €6 cxd5 Bg4(p) Ngf6
- i Neg5
da!(i) Bb5t Nfg1
° gg dxe4(j) Ncé Bxe2 e6
Bxe2 Qe2
Bd2.......... g3(e) Nxe4 g4
’ Nbd7(a) Bfa(f) Nf6 Bg6 €6 Nd5({t}
Ne5 d3 d4
4 Bd2 Bd3
° %b4(b) d4 Qxd4(k) Rc8 Nc5 hé
Nf3 Ne4
Nb1 c3 d4
° ?\Isg(;) Qbs Qds e6 Ncd7 Be7
0-0
b3 0-0 Qe2(n) 0-0
10 2: a5 © Be7 Bb4 c5 0-0
11 Nb1 Rd1 h4 c3 a4

3
Q6@ Bxdzt(h) Nbd70) Nger@)  Nesta)  as(u)

-0-0 =
(a) Tate-Epishin, New York 1993, continued 7 . . . Be7 8 g4 I\ia(i 9g57! (90-0-0 £)
g...Nd7 10 h4 Nb4! 11 Qd1 (11 0-0-0?7'd4)11... Qb6 =.

-0-0 &
(b) (A} 8 ...g6 9 Qg2! Bd6 10 f4 d4 11 Ne2 e5 12 fxe5 }}laxzsl;al %15 I:lllz ggg I(\)I:xg,‘;
i .(B)s...h6 ! Ne
Wiel-van Mil, Dutch Chp. 1991. ( )
‘l,ir;gtgcs l192 Nd1 Qc7 13 f4 =, Timman-Miles, Amsterdam 1985.

(c) 9 a3 Ba5 10 g5 (10 0-0-0 0-0 =)10...Ng8 11 h4 d4 12 Nb1 h6 =,

1 &, Suetin-Shamkovich, USSR
?113 a3 Bxd2t 14 Nxd2 Qc3 15 Ra2! £, 4
@ 1‘:‘2)71323 %as?ead 12 ...Ne7 13 a3 Bxd2t 14 Nxd2 Qc5 gives equal chances.

(e) 7 a3 Bc5 8 Be2 0-0 9 0-0 Nbd7 10 Qg3 Bd4 11 Bh6 Ne8 12 Bgb Ndf6 =,
Fischer-Larsen, Zurich 1959. s
(f) Also 7...Nbd7 8 Bg2 Bc5 8 0-0 0-0 10 Qe2 Bd4 11 Kh2 Bxc3 12 bxc3
13 dxed Qa5 is equal, Smyslov—Flohr, USSR Chp. 1950.

- d4

10 c3 Bcs 11 Bel Nbd7 12 Nd2 Ne5 13 Qe2 dxc3 14 bxc3 0—0' 01! .15 d‘ltrﬁ;(m

©® 16 cxd4 Rxd4 with a strong initiative for the small material inves ,
Daniliuk-Bezgodov, Cheliabinsk 1987.
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(h) 12 Nbxd2 Nbd7 13 Bgz Qc5 14 Qd1 h5 =, Fischer-Benko, Bled Candidates
1959,

(i) White can play more slowly with 6 d3, which transposes into the previous
columns after 6...Nf6 or take an independent course after 6...Qf6
7 Qe2 Bb4 8 Bd2 Nd7 9 a3 Ba5 =, Unzicker-Pomar, Varna Ol. 1962,

() 6...Nf6e 7 Bd3 Qb6 (7...dxe4 8 Nxes
9 exd5 Nxd5 10 Rd1 Qf6 1
Smagin, Russian Chp. 1995.

Qxd4 is the column) 8 0-0 Qxd4
1 Qg3 with good play for the pawn, Balashov—

(k) 8...Nxeq4 9 Qxe4 Nd7 10 c3 Nfs 11 Qe2 Bd6 12 0-0 =

%, Short—Karpov,
Monaco 1993.

(1} 12 Qg3 Nxe4 13 Bxe4 g6 14 Bf4 with an initiative worth more than the sacri-
ficed pawn, Korchnoi-Spassky, USSR Chp. 1959.

(m)} 5d4e6(5...dxes 6 Nxed Bxf3 7 Qxf3 Qxd4 8 Be3 Qxb2 9 Bca!) 6 Be2 Bba
7 0-0 Nf6 8 Bg5 h6 9 Bxf6 gxf6!? oo, Staller-Khenkin, Bad Ragaz 1995.

(n) It doesn't pay to rush matters: after 10 h4 f6 11 Nx;
12...Kf7 13 a3 (Ljubojevié-Salov, Linares 1
14 Bxc6 Rxc6 gives Black an edge.

(0) 12 h5 Be4 13 3 0-0! 14 Nxc6 Nxc6 15 Be3 Qf6! 16 fxe4 Nxd4 17 Bxd4 Qxd4
18 Rd1 Bxc3t 19 bxc3 Qxc3t 20 Kf1 dxed 21 Qxe4 f5! 22 Qxe6t Kh8 23 Kg2!
Qxc2t 24 Qe2 fxg4 25 Rhf1 Qc5 26 Rxf8+ Rxfs 27 h6! *, van der Wiel-van der

Sterren, Dutch Chp. 1991. This is a long and sharp line where one expects the-
oretical improvements every few years.

(p)5...Qb6 6 d4 c5 7 dxe5 Qxc5 (7...Nxc5 8 Nf4 €6 9 Be2 Be7 10 0-0 %)
8 Ned4 Nc6 9 Bb5 a6 10 Bxcét bxcé 11 0-0 Qb6 12 e6! fxe6 13 Bfa g6 14 Be5
Nf6 15 Ng5 %, Fischer—F. Olafsson, Bled Candidates 1959,

(q) Estrin—-Kopylov, Moscow 1951. Black has a solid
small edge with 12 da4.

g6 hxg6 12 Qd3 (12 Bd3 f51)
991), the simple 13... a6

position, yet White earns a

(r} (A)4...Bg4 5 h3 Bxf3 6 Qxf3 e6 7 c3! Nf6 da %. (B) 4 ... Nf6 5 Nxfet gxfe
683 Bg4 7 Bg2 Qd7 8 h3 Bf5 9 Nh4?! Be6 10 d3 Na6 11 Be3 hs 12 Qdz Bds =,

van der Wiel-Miles, Brussels 1986. Somewhat better is 9 d3 with thoughts of
0-0-0.

(s) 5 d4 transposes into the main line 4 ... Nd7 variations.

(t) 7...Nb6 8 Ne5! Nxc4 9 Qxc4 Qd5 10 Qxd5 exds Ngxf7 +.

(u) Tseshkovsky-Dzindzichasvili, USSR 1972. Whi
for the attack while deterrin
Bd3.

te has a slight edge if he plays
g Black’s pawn breaks—a plan such as ¢3, Re1 and
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CARO-KANN DEFENSE

3...g6, Exchange and Fantasy Variations

led4c62dads

55 56 57 58 59 60
3 Ne3....o.on... Ndz ......... exd5 (Exchange f3 (Fantasy Variation)
g6(a) g6(f) cxd5 Variation) dxed......... e6(r)
4 e5(b} Ngf3 Bd3 fxe4 Nc3
Bg7(c) Bg7 Nc6 e5 Bb4
5 f4 h3 c3 Nf3 Bf4
h5 dxe4(g) Nf6.......... Qo7 Be6(o) Nf6
6 Be3 Nxe4 Bf4(i) Ne2 Bg5(p) Qd3s
Nh6 Nd7 Bg4(j) Bg4(m) Be7 b6
7 Nf3 Bd3 Qb3 f3 Bxe7 Nge2
Bg4 Ngf6 Qd7(k) Bd7 Qxe7 Bab
8 h3(d) 0-0 Nd2 Na3 Nc3 Qe3
Bxf3 Nxe4 e6 a6 Bg4 0-0
9 Qxf3 Bxe4 Ngf3 Nc2 Bc4 0-0-0
Nfs 0-0 Bxf3 eb Nd7 Be7
10 Bf2 Bgs! Nxf3 Bf4 ds g4
h4(e) hé(h) Bds(l) Bdé(n) Ngf6(q) bs(s)

(a) 3...b5?! 4 a3! simply leaves Black with a queenside weakness.

{b) 4 h3 dxe4 5 Nxe4 Bg7 6 Nf3 transposes into the next column. Black has also
played 4 ... Nh6!? 5 Bf4 {6 6 exd5 cxd5 7 Nb5 Na6 8 c4! 0-0 9 cxd5 Qxd5
10 Nc3 .

(c) 4...h55Bd3 Nh6 6 Nce2 c5 7 c3 £.

(d) 8 Be2 Bxf3 9 Bx{3 e6 10 Qdz Bf8 11 0-0 Nd7 12 g3 a6 13 Ne2 Nf5s 14 Bf2 Qb6
15 b3 Be7 16 ¢4 £, Stefansson-Pelikan, New York 1997.

(e) 11 Bd3 e6 12 Ne2 Nd7 13 Bx{5 exfs 14 g4 hxg3 15 Nxg3 Bf8 16 h4 &,
Blatny—Casagrande, Germany 1992.

(f) Of course 3 . . . dxe4 4 Nxe4 is back in the main line. This column and the pre-
vious one show the difference between 3 Nc3 and 3 Nd2 if Black doesn't cap-
ture on e4.

(g) Black can keep the position closed with the odd-looking 5 ... Nh6 6 Bd3
0-0 7 0-0 f6! 8 Re1 Nf7, yet after 9 c4 Na6 10 exd5 cxd5 11 Qb3 Nc7 12 cxd5
b6 13 Ne4 White has the more harmonious position, Svidler-Georgadze,
Gausdal 1992.
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(h) 11 Be3 ¢5 (Chandler—Christi i
13 Bxh6 . er—Christiansen, Thessaloniki Ol. 1984) 12 Qd2! cxd4

(i) fSthS appears more natural, but 6 . . . Bg4 7 0-0 e6 allows Black quick equal-
ity.

(i} 6 ... g6 7 Nf3 Bg7 8 Nbd2 Bf5! 9 Bxf5 gxf5 10 Ne5 Qb6 =, Spielmann-Simisch
Berlin 1920. ’

(k) 7...Qc8 is also reasonable, but 7 . . . Na5?! 8 Qa4t Bd7 9 Qc2 e6 10 Nf3 Qb6
1'1 a4! (avoiding the exchange of light-squared bishops) is an edge for White
Fischer—Petrosian, USSR vs. Rest of the World 1970. ,

(I} 11 Bxd6 Qxd6 12 0-0 0-0 13 Rael Rab8 14 Ne5 b5 15 a3 a5! 16 Bxb5 Ne4
17 Nxc6 Qxc6 18 a4 Nd6 =, Torre-Adorjan, Shenzhen 1982.

(X]l) 6...e6 7 Bf4 Bdé 8 Bxde6 QXdG 9 Nd2 Nf6 10 fa! N; 4 = er—L.el
i 11N
8 3 £, Mey Lein,

(n) 11 Bxd6 Qxd6 12 0-0 Nge7 13 Qd2 %, Lein-Goffman, USA 1980.

(0) Riskyis5...exd4 6 Bc4 when White has qui i
quick play against the {7
6...Be7 7 0-0 Nf6 8 Ng5 0-0 9 Nxf7!. Py e o 08

(p) Not 6 Nxe5? Qh4+t. 6 c3 Nf6 7 Nxe5 Nxe4 8 Nf3 Be7 9 Bd3 Ng5 10 Nbd2 Nd7

11 0-00-0 12 Qc2 h6 13 Kh1 Nxf3 14 Nxf3 Bdé 15 Bd2 Qa5 =, A —Sei
00012 Q Qa5 =, Adams~Seirawan,

(q) 11 h3 Bxf3 12 Qxf3 Nb6 13 Bb3 0-0 =, Murrey-Seirawan, New York 1985.
{r) 3...864c3Bg7 5 Na3 Nd7 o, Vinogradov—Kopylov, USSR 1946.
(s} 11 Ng3 b4 12 Nce2 Bc4 =, Wall-Hodgson, British Chp. 1990.

191



CARO-KANN DEFENSE
Lines without 2 d4 (Except Two Knights’)

1 e4 cb
61 61 63 64 65 66
2 o O PP d3 i Nc3
ds(a) ds ds
3 exds Nd2 Qf3
cxds e5... g6(m) dxe4(p)
4 cxds(b) Ngf3 Ngf3 Nxed
N6 .o, Qxd5s Bde Bg7 Nd7
5 Bb5t ........ Nc3(f) Nc3 g3(l) Be2(n) d4
Nbd7(c)  Nxd5 Qdé Nfe €5 Ndfs!
6 Nc3 Nf3 d4 Bg2 0-0 c3
a6(d) Nxc3(g) Nf6 0-0 Ne?7 Nxe4
7 Qa4 bxc3 Nge2(j) 0-0 b4 Qxe4
Rb8 g6 e6 Re8 0-0 Nf6
8 Bxd7+t d4(h) 83 Rel Bb2 Qc2
Qxd7 Bg7 Be7 Nbd7 Nd7 Bg4
9  Qxd7t Bd3 Bg2 c3 Rel Ne2
Bxd7 Ncé 0-0 a5 a5 e6
10 Nge2 0-0 0-0 a4 a3 Ng3
Rd8(e) 0-0(i) Rds(k) Nc5 = Qc7{0) Qds =

(a) 2...e53 d4 Bbat 4 Bd2 Bxd2t 5 Qxd2 d6 6 Nc3 Qf6!? 7 Nge2 Ne7 8 0-0-0 0-0
9 f4 Bg4 10 f5 NcB (Sax-Miles, Lugano 1989) 11 d5 £.

(b) 4 d4 transposes into the Panov-Botvinnik Attack.

{c) 5...Bd7 6 Bc4 b5 7 Bb3 Na6 8 Nf3 Nba 9 Ne5 Nbxd5 10 Nc3 e6 11 0-0 %,
Stohl-Blatny, Vienna 1993.

(d)6...g6 7 Nf3 Bg7 8 0-0 0-0 9 d6 exd6 10 d4 with a minimal edge,
Alekhine-Feigin, Kemeri 1937.

{e) 11 d4 Bfs 12 Nf4 g5 13 Nfe2 Rg8 14 Be3 Nxd5 =, Lautier-Illescas, Barcelona
1993.

(f) 5 Qa4+ Nbd7 6 Nc3 gb 7 Nf3 Bg7 8 Qb3 0-0 9 Bc4 a6 10 as b6 11 d4 Bb7
12 Bf4 Nh5 13 Be3 Qc7 14 0-0 Rac8 15 Nd2 Ndf6 =, Kazhgaleyev—Hellsten,
Yerevan Ol. 1996.

'z} ... Ncb T d4 transposes into the Panov-Botvinnik Attack.

_:2ie3) bt dwbipus is 8 hd BeT b3 Ncb 10 Rb1 Qe7 11 Ba3 Bf5 12 Rb3 a6
13 Re5 Q47 12 Qb3 0-0 =. A. Sokolov-Rarpov. match 1987.
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(1) 11 Re1 Bg4 12 h3 Bxf3 13 Qxf3 Qa5
14 Bb2 Racs 1 =
Lobron, Groningen 1993. @ 00 19 w4 RIdS =, Bblvest-

(i) 7 Bed e6 8 Nf3 Nc6 9 0-0 Be7 10 Nb5 Qds 11 Bf4 0-0 =, Makarichev-Seir

Hastings 1979/80. B

(k) 11 Qc2 Qa6 12 Be3 Nc6 13 a3 Bfs 14 Rfd
1 Ne7 15 Bg5 Nfd5 1
draw agreed, Nunn-Miles, Biel 1986. ¥ 6 Nxd3 exds

(1) 5 d4 exd4 6 exd5 cxd5 7 Nxd4 Nc6 8 N2f3 Nf6 9 Be2 0-0 10 0-0 Re8

11 Rel Qb6 12 ¢3 Bg4 =, Adams-Morovi
. ovi¢, New York 3 i
Godena-Seirawan, Lugano 1988. ort 1999 The column is

(m) 3...Nd7 4 Ngf3 Qc7 5 exds! cxd
. ! cxd5 6 d4 g6 7 B3 Bg7 8 0-0 e6
10 Nft £, Fischer-Marovié, Zagreb 1970, ’ 0 9 et N7

(n) White can continue in the style of the King’s Indian Att:

K wi
6 Bg2 Ne? 7 0-0, but retaining the bishop on the f1— el s mors ey

a6 diagonal is more active.
(0) 11 Bf1 Re8 12 d4 exd4 13 Bxd4 =, Havecker-Schmidt, corr. 1993.

(p) Black may choose the more complicated 3 ... d4 4 Bcd Ni6 5 e5 dxc3 6 exfe

exf6 7 bxc3 Bd6 8 d4 0-0 =, Harvath—Borsi, H i
. . , -] , Hunga .
is Lutikov—Petrosian, USSR Chp. 1960. Berian Chp: 1991, The column
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FRENCH DEFENSE
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After 2 d4 db the most direct solution to Black’s attack on e4 is the
ADVANCE VARIATION, 3 €5 (columns 1-6). See above diagram. Clearly visible
here is the White pawn chain on the dark squares, which urges for king-
side play, and the Black pawn chain on the light squares, which supports
queenside play after the usual 3. . . c5. Although frequently used by Ben-

jamin and Sveshnikov, the Advance Variation leads only to equal chances
against correct defense.

After 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Nf6 4 Bg5 (see diagram) 4 ...Be7 5 e5 Nfd7
6 Bxe7 Qxe7 is the CuassicaL Variation, which was orthodox play in the
early twentieth century. The White plan combining 4, Qd2 and 0-0-0 (col-
umn 7) leaves White with a solid center and some initiative. Other lines
allow Black reasonable counterchances. The Alekhine-Chatard Attack,
6 h4 (columns 11-12), isa pawn sacrifice Black does best to accept, when
the extra pawn compensates for the White’s initiative.

The MacCutcHEON VaRiATION, 4 . . . Bb4 (columns 13-15), is a sharp al-
ternative to the prosaic 4 . . . Be7. Play is more original than in the Ortho-
dox Variation as neither king may find a safe haven. Recent practice
shows that White should gain an edge due to his dark-square control.

The Burn's Variation, 4 . . . dxe4 (columns 16-18), is a respectable al-
ternative to allowing the advance 5 e5. White obtains a slight advantage
in space, which is acceptable to some players when they have Black
(Sweden’s Ulf Andersson is one example). It is similar to the Rubinstein
Variation (3 ... dxe4) and there are some transpositions between these
variations.

Black immediately gives up the center with 3 . . . dxe4 in the Rusix-
STEIN VARIATION (columns 19-24). Recent fashion has produced a renais-
sance for the Rubinstein, as French Defense players have decided that
seeking exchanges and looking to simply neutralize White’s initiative is
acceptable practice. White obtains a slightly more active game, but Black’s
solid position is difficult to break down. Note that the Rubinstein Varia-
tion also arises from the move order 1 e4 6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 dxed 4 Nxed.
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The Stenrz Variation 3 N3 Nf6 4 e5 (columns 2.5-.30), sefe Sbo‘vei(li;;
agram, is White’s alternative to the Classical Varlatllcl).n, wx.tth ;ufr:1 )is
: ifference (in the usual line wi
chances for the advantage. The di (in- Jith 5 Al is
ite” i develops inside the pawn chai
that White's dark-squared bishop vn chain 0 03 In
i i Black should avoid the o
d of outside the pawn chain at g5.
(s:t:lilmzl 25 in which he sacrifices a piece for three pawns. The Pawn[ gr:i)
of column 27 is sharp, but risky for Black against a good attacking player.
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If Black seeks direct counterplay and postional in;balanc:;s,_ég)s
choice should be the The WiNawER VariaTiON, 3 Nc3 Bb;l) -((}:10 um‘?ss knights,
i ttles of space vs. structure, bishops vs.
B oo wontoral ivel lex struggle. After 4 e5 ¢5
initiative vs. material ensure a lively comp . ; c5
:n::ilg;(c&l' 6 bxc3 Ne7 (see diagram below) White has the choice of im:

mediate tactical play or positional play.

White can play 7 Qg4, the aggressive, complicated Poisoned Pawn
Variation (columns 31-36). Black obtains positional compensation for the
pawn in the lines following 7...Qc7 8 Qxg7, but more recent practice
has shown that 7 . . . 0-0 {columns 35-36) should also be satisfactory.

In the main line Winawer (columns 37-42) White plays positionally
with 7 Nf3 (columns 37—40) or 7 a4 (columns 41-42), intending to use the
advantage of his bishop pair and kingside pawn wedge. Play can be very
difficult—for years Fischer had trouble with these positions—yet with
best play White should obtain some advantage, at least with 7 Nf3.

Columns 43-45 cover the older 6 . . . Qc7, which is similar but a bit
less flexible than 6 . .. Ne7. The tactical 5. .. Ba5 (columns 46—48) has
been a favorite of Armenian players in the 1980s and 90s. White needs to
react precisely to gain the advantage.

Alternatives to 5 a3 are seen in columns 49 and 50, These produce
no special problems for Black. Columns 51-54 cover the alternatives to
4...c5, plans involving ... b6 and the exchange of light-squared bish-
ops. This is positionally well motivated, but it slows Black’s queenside
counterplay.

White has a choice of second-rate continuations if he wishes to avoid
the positional complexities of 4 €5 (see columns 55-60). Some of these
fourth-move alternatives are entertaining, but none of them are dangerous
to a well-prepared player.
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The TARRASCH VARIATION, 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 (columns 61-90), see diagram
above, allows White to avoid the pin .. . Bb4 and maintains the mobility
of the c-pawn for the drawback of temporarily. blocking the queen’s
bishop. Favored by Adams and Benjamin, it is safer and positionally
clearer than 3 Nc3, but also less aggressive. Black’s usual responses are
3...Nf6,3...c5and less frequently 3 . . . Nc6.

The main line after 3 . . . Nf6 is 4 e5 Nfd7 5 Bd3 c5 6 ¢3 is given in
columns 61-66. White seeks to simply develop his pieces and maintain
his central pawn wedge. Black can obtain reasonable chances by a
timely . . . f6, attacking the head of the pawn chain instead of the base.

Alternative lines are covered in columns 67-72. With 5 f4 (columns
67-69) White seeks to fortify his pawn wedge, but Black has counter-
play from the insecure White king. Black’s fourth-move alternatives in
columns 70-72 have not been proven reliable, but could be underrated.

The point to 3...¢5 (columns 73-84) is that White’s 3 Nd2 puts
no pressure on d5, so Black has more freedom in the center. 4 exd5 exd5
(columns 73-78) is a classical continuation that usually leaves Black
with an isolated d-pawn, but mobilized and active pieces. White ob-
tains a slightly more comfortable position, but for many players this is
insignificant—Korchnoi has played the Black side for decades. Black
can avoid the isolated d-pawn with 4...Qxd5 (columns 79-82), an
equally favored continuation in which Black has no structural weak-
nesses, but White may gain an attack. The active 4 Nf3 (columns 83-84)
leaves tension in the center, which seems to benefit Black as much as
White.

Guimard’s 3 . . . Nc6 (columns 85-90) is surprisingly good consider-
ing that the move blocks the important Black c-pawn. The idea is to play
directly for the d4 and e5 squares. White can have trouble reacting to this,
but good sharp play (such as column 86) gives Black problems.

The ExcraNGe VAriATION, 2 d4 d5 3 exd5 exd5 (columns 91-93), is a
simple continuation that gains no advantage. The view that it is a drawing

line is only partially correct, a isi
, as many decis
the players is in a fighting mood. g ¢ fames accur when one of
o Uhn.usu.al l.mes inCll‘ldeS Chigorin’s 2 Qe2 (column 94), 2 d3 (column
), which is like the King’s Indian Attack, and 3 Nf3 d5 4 Nc3 (column

96). These present no special prob) i i
Franch postions problems, but allow White to avoid typical
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FRENCH DEFENSE

Advance Variation

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 e5 c5(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
........................ Nf3(x)
4 05 P N
Nc6(b) "
° glf)3 Bd7...l Nge7(t) Nc6
L R T V
Be2(o) Na3(u) 0-0
.......... a3(g)
° S)fil(c] cd g .......... Bd7(l) Nge7(p} cxd4 Nge7(y)
f4
-0(q} cxd4 B
d4 Nbd2 b4 0 p
’ ;:\;(hﬁ(d] Na5(h) cxd4 cxd4(r} Nfs Ng!
Bg3
i d4 cxd4 Nc2 g
° 1:1?53 (e] 3327[1) CR);a Nf5 Qbs(v) Be7
Nc3 Bd3 Nbd2
4 0-0 Bb2
° I;S‘l‘i' 0-0-0(]) Na5s Be7 Bbat f5 .
Nbd2 g4 Kf1 ex
10 gﬁ: I(3217 Nc4 Nh4 Be7 gxf6
h4 Nh4
1 Nxcd4(m) Nxh4
H gga gzﬁ dxc4 Bxh4 Bd7 f5!
4 Nxg6
Nf1 Rel Be3
. ?iicsf(f) h6(k) a5(n) 0-0(s) Nhé(w) hxg6(z)

i i k,e.g. 3...b64c3
i f the pawn chain. Alternatives are weak,

o gg;c;;r;ga;hg lf):?\?eo? 7 Nsz h5 8 Ndf3 Ba6 9 Bxa6 Nxa6 10 Be3 Nf5 11 Bf2 Be7
12 Ne2 =+, Kupreichik-Korchnoi, Sochi 1970. e
b) An interesting try is 4 ... Qb6 5 Nf3 Bd7 6 BeZ. cxd4.(6 .. 11;22 Z(;:m.i:ued
o Bbs5 trading off the bad bishop. Wilder-Weiss, Chicago 7, ontinued

gxgéii Bxe2 9 Nxe2 Bb4t 10 Bd2 Nc6 11 0-0 Bxd2 12 Qxd2 Nge7 with j
small edge for White. ,
Nh6 with: (A) 7 Bd3 cxd4 8 cxd4 Ni5 9 Bxfs exf5 10 thihge(t; 11 NerbZ?
fc) 6. 'h'4 0-0-0 =, Benjamin-Shaked, Kona 1998. (B) 7 B)shﬁdgx ( 8. .Q.dz o
12B 3 Qxal 9' Qc2 cxd4 10 Nxd4 puts Black’s queen 111 La['lgil;g; 5 Qdz b7

g 07) 0-0 10 Na3 cxd4 11 cxd4 f6 12 exf6 Rxf6 13 Nc2 %, Lein ,

York 1989. .
(d) 7...Nge7 8 Na3 Nfs 9 Nc2 Bbat 10 Kf1 Be7 11 h4 %, Benjamin Bareev,
M'unich 1994,

Nxd4?! 11 Nxd4 Qxd4
7! b2 9 Nhd2 gxh6 10 0-0 Qb6 (10. .. ) .
© (1/2)815]1);}:2 :a. sgzculative gambit, but one that may appeal to attacking players
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(B) 8 b3 Nf5 9 Bb2 Bbat 10 Kf1 Be7 11 Nc3 Qd8 12 83 16 13 Kg2 fxe5 14 dxe5
0-0 =, Sveshnikov~Portisch, Biel 1993,

(£) 13 Nxc3 b4 14 axb4 Qxb4 15 Bb5 Bd7 16 Bxc

6 Bxc6 17 Qd2 Bbs 18 Nxb5s
Qxbs =, Nunn-Schmittdiel, Dortmund 1991,

(8) White has a dubious gambit with 6 Bd3 cxd4 7 cxd4 Bd7
Qxd4 10 Ne3. Either 10. . . Qxe5 11 Rel Qb8! 12 Nxd5 Bd6, or 10. .. a6
11 Qe2 Ne7 12 Kh1 Nc6 13 £4 Nb4 leaves Black with slightly better chances.

(h) 7...f6 8 Be2 fxe5 9 Nxe5 Nf6 (9...Nxe5 10 dxe5 Qc7 11 0-8 Ne7 12 b3 cxb3
13 c4! with initiative, Kasper-Uhlmann, Berlin 1982) 10 f4 Bd6 11 Bhs+t g6
12 Bf3 0-0 13 Qe2 £, Pahtz~Uhlmann, Nordhausen 1986.

(i) 8 g3 Bd7 9 Bh3 Ne7 10 0-0 h6 11 Ne1l 0-0-0 12 Ng2 Kb8 13 Rb1 Kas 14 Kh1
Nec6 15 4 g6 =, Lobron-Hjartarson, Manila Int. 1990,

8 0-0 Nxd4 9 Nxd4

(j) White obtains better prospects after 9. .. Ne7 10 Re1 h6 11 Rb1 Nc8 12 Nf1
Qb3 13 Qxb3 Nxb3 14 Bf4 Ba4 15 Ng3 %, Sveshnikov-Lutz, Berlin 1989,

(k) 13 Ng3 Qd7 14 Nh5 Ba4 15 Qd2 g6 16 Nf6 Qc7 =

» Dabrowska—Peng, Jakarta
1993. Unusual maneuvering by both sides is called

for in this closed position.

(1) An interesting try is 6 ... Nh6 7 b4 cxd4 8 cxd4 Nf5 9 Bb2 Be7 10 Bd3 a5
11 Bxf5 exf5 12 N¢3 Be6 13 b5 a4 14 0-0 (Ivanovskis—]onckheere, corr. 1992),
now 14 ... Na5 15 Qxad 0-0 is a promising pawn sacrifice.

(m) 11 Bxc4 dxc4 12 Rc1 ¢3! 13 Bxc3 Ne7 14 0-

0 Nd5 15 Ne4 Be7 16 Bd2 0-0 with
compensation for the pawn, Sax-Nogueira:

s, Lucerne 1989,
(n) 13 Nd2 axb4 14 Nxc4 Qd8 15 axb4 b5 (15..

- Bxb4t 16 Be3 %) 16 Nd6+ Bxds
17 exd6 Nf6 18 Rc5 =, Sveshnikov-Lputian,

Moscow 1991,
(o} 6 a3 f6 7 Bd3 Qc7 8 0-0 0-0-0 9 Bf4 €4 10 Bc2 h6 =, Adams
1992. 6 a3 is more promising with Black’s queen on b6,

(p) (A)6...16 7 0-0 fxe5 8 Nxe5 Nxe5 g dxe5
12 Bf3 exd5 13 Re1 Qd6 14 Nc3 Nf6 15 ba!?
the pawn) 15 . . . Bc6 16 bxcs QxC5 o,
(B)6...Nh67 Bxh6 gxh6 8 0-0 Qb6 9
Bareev, Novgorod 1997,

—Epishin, Ter Apel

Qc7 10 ¢4 0-0-0 11 cxd5 Qxe5
(15 g3 and 16 Bfs is good play for
Timman-P. Nikoli¢, Dutch Chp. 1997,
Qd2 Bg7 10 Na3 0-0 11 Nc2 <, Topalov—

(@) 7 Na3 cxd4 8 cxda Nf5 9 Nc2 Nb4 10 0-
13 Rd1 b6 =, Campora-Dreev, Biel 1995,

m@7z... Ng6 8 83 Be7 9 h4 cxd4 10 cxd4 0-0 11 h5 Nhg 12 hé 86 13 Nbd2 =,
Hjartarson~Korchnoi, Amsterdam 1991. (B) 7. . . Nf5 8 Bd3 cxd4 9 Bxfs exf5
10 Nxd4 . (C) 7...Rc8 8 dxcs Ng6 9 b4 Be7 10 Be3 Ncxe5 11 Nxe5 Nxe5
12 Nd2 0-0 13 f4 Ng6 14 Nb3 Qe8 15 Bd4 =, Peng-Yusupov, Elista 0. 1993,

(s} 13 f4 f6 14 exi6 Bxfs 15 Re1 g6 16 Qd2 =, Nunn-Anand, Munich 1991.

(t) 5...Nh6?! 6 Bd3 cxd4 7 cxd4 Nf5 8 Bxf5 exf5 g Ne3 Be6 10 Ne2 h6 11 h4
Qa51 12 Kf1 Be7 13 Kg1 %, Adams-Lputian, Pula 1997, The pawn structure
allows White more active prospects.

(u) 6 a3 Bd7 7 b4 cxd4 8 cxd4 Nf5 9 Bb2 a5 10 b5 Na7 11 a4 Bb4t 12 Nbd2 =,
Baklan-Glek, Bad Zwesten 1999,

0 Nxc2 11 Qxc2 Qb6 12 Qd3 Rcs
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{v) 8...Qa5t 9 Bd2 Qb6 10 Bc3 Be7 11 Bd3 a5 12 a3 Bd7 13 0-0 p-o 14 g4 Nh4
15 Nxh4 Bxh4 16 f4 {6 17 g5! fxg5 18 Qh5 *, Hodgson—B. Lali¢, Isle of Man

1995.
(w) 13 Rg1 Ng8 14 Rb1 a5 15 Qe2 Nb4 16 Nxb4 axb4 17 a3 with a spatial advan-
tage, Rohde-Spraggett, New York 1986.

(x) (A} 4 dxc5 Nc6 5 Nf3 Bxc5 6 Bd3 f6 7 Qe2 fxe5 8 Nxe5 N6 =. (B) 4 Qg4 (:xizl
5 Nf3 Nc6 6 Bd3 Nge7 7 0-0 Ng6 8 Rel Be7 9 a3 0-0 10 Nbd2 fs5! ¥,
Gershkovich—Petrosian, Thbilisi 1945.

(y) Also playable is 6 ... 6 7 Qe2 fxe5 8 Nxe5 Nxe5 9 Qxe5 Nfé 10 Bf4 Qb6
11 Nd2 Be7 12 Nb3 0-0 =, van Wigerden-van der Sterren, Leeuwarden 1977.

(z) 13 Nf3 Bf6 14 Bb5 Bd7 15 Bxc6 bxcé F, Hartman—Bekefi, Toronto 1994,
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Classical Variation

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Nf6 4 Bg5 Be7 5 e5(a) Nfd7(b)

7 8 9 10 11 12
6 BXE7 1t s h4 (Alekhine-Chatard Att.)
Qxe?7 Bxg5 ........ c5(t)
7 4 Bd3(m) hxg5 Bxe7(u)
0-0(c) 0-0 Qxg5 Kxe7(v)
8 Nf3 Nce2(n) Nh3 f4
c5 c5 Qe7 Qbs
9 QA2 dxcs(i)  ©3 Nf4 Nad(w)
Ncé Nc6(j) f6 g6(p) Qcb
10 0-0-0 Bd3 fa Qg4lq) Nxc5
Nbé6(d) f6 fxe5 Nc6 Nxc5
11 Qe3.......... dxc5 exf6 fxe5 0-0-0 dxcs
cxd4 Qxc5 Qxf6 cxd4 h5(r) Qxc5
12 Nxd4 Bds(f) g3 Nxd4 Qf3 Qdz
Nxd4(e) Bd7 Nxc5 Nxe5 Nbe Nc6
13 Rxd4 Kbi(g) 0-0 Bxh7+ g4 0-0-0
Bd7 Racs Bd7 Kxh7 h4 Bd7
14 ha £ Bxh7t Qd2(k) Qhst Nh3 Kb1 =

Kxh7(h) Nxd3(l) Kgs(o} Bd7(s)

(a) 5 Bxf6 Bxf6 6 Nf3 ¢5 (6 . .. 0-0?! 7 Bd3 c5 8 e5 Be7 9 h4!) 7 exd5 exd5 8 Bb5+
Ncé 9 0-0 0-0 10 dxc5 Qa5 =,

(b) 5...Ne4 6 Bxe7 Qxe? 7 Nxe4 dxed 8 c3 c5 9 Qg4 cxd4 10 Qxg7 Rf8 11 Ne2
Nc6 12 Rd1 *, Zhelnin—-Glek, Kharkov 1986.

(c) 7...a68Nf3c59dxcs (9 Qd2 Nc6 10 0-0-0 c4!7 is double-edged) 9. .. Nc6
10 Bd3 Qxc5 {10... Nxc5 11 0-0 {5 12 exf6 Qxf6 13 Qe2 0-0 14 Ne5 =+,
Liberzon-Benzion, Israel 1974) 11 Qd2 Nb6é 12 a3 Nc4 13 Bxc4 Qxc4
14 0-0-0 £ (Psakhis).

(d

Other choices make White's task easier: (A) 10 . . . 6 11 exf6 Qxf6 12 g3 cxd4
13 Nxd4 Nc5 14 Bg2 Bd7 15 Rhel =, Stahlberg—Keres, Kemeri 1937; (B)
10...a6 11 dxc5! Nxc5 (11...Qxc5 12 Bd3 b5?! 13 Bxh7t! Kxh7 14 Ng5t
Kg8 15 Qd3 Re8 16 Qh7t Kf8 17 Qh5 Nd8 18 Nh7+ Kg8 19 Rd3 +, Chan-
dler-Agnos, London 1989) 12 Qe3 b5 13 Bd3 Nxd3 14 cxd3! {6 15 Rhf1 Bd7
16 Ne2 fxe5 17 Nxe5 *, Arnason-Dolmatov, Sochi 1988. (C) 10...c4!?
11 Nb5 Nb6 12 h4 Bd7 13 Nd6 Rab8, Bologan—Gleizerov, Calcutta 1999; now
14 h5 (instead of 14 f5?! f6! =) would leave White slightly better chances.
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{e) 12 ...Bd7 13 Kb1 Qc5 14 h4 Rac8 15 Rh3 Na5 16 Nb3! Qxe3 17 Rxe3 Nac4
18 RI3 with a superior endgame for White, Larsen—Bareev, Hastings 1990.
This is an example of a common theme from the Classical Variation—White
gains play on the dark squares.

(f) (A) 12 ha!? Bd7 13 h5 should be met by 13 ... h6, instead of 13... Ric8?!
14 h6 g6 15 Nh2! and 16 Ngd, Almasi-Ziiger, Altensteig 1993. (B) 12 Kb1
Bd7 13 Nb5 Na4 (13...Nxe5? 14 Nxe5 Bxb5 15 b4 wins) 14 Nd6?! f6! ¥,
Hjartarson-Brynell, Stockholm 1996.

White can also sacrifice immediately—13 Bxh7t Kxh7 14 Ng5t Kg8 15 Qd3
Rfe8 16 Qh7t Kf8 17 Rhe1l Qb4 18 Qhst Ke7 19 Qh4 Kds! with a complex,
probably balanced position, van der Wiel-Korchnoi, Amsterdam 1991.

(h) 15 Ng5+ Kg8 16 Qd3 Rfe8 17 Qh7t Kf8 18 Qhs Ke7! 19 Nxf7 Na5! 20 Nd6,
Sax—Timman, Rotterdam 1989. Here the players agreed to a draw. Chances are
balanced, but a wild and difficult game should ensue. With 13 ... Nas (in-
stead of 13 ... Rac8) Glek-Morozevich, Russian Chp. 1998 continued the
same until move 18 when 18 Nce4 dxe4 19 Nxed Qc6 20 Rd6 QbS5 21 Qhst
Ke7 22 Qh4t Kf8 was agreed drawn.

Tricky is 9 Bd3, hoping for 9. .. cxd4? 10 Bxh7+! Kxh7 11 Ng5t. The game
Szilagyi-Harding, corr. 1989, continued 11 ... Qxg5 12 fxg5 dxc3 13 Qh5t
Kg8 14 0-0 Nxe5 15 Rael Ng6 16 Re3 e5 17 g4 Rd8 18 Rh3 Rd6 19 Qh7t Kf8
20 Rh6! Rf6 21 Rxf6 Resigns. After 9 Bd3 Black should play 9. .. f6 10 exf6
Qxf6! 11 Ng5?! Qxf4 12 Bxh7t Khs 13 Qhs Nf6 14 N7t Rxf7 156 Qx{7 kxh7
16 Rf1 Qxd4 Rf3 Qg1t with excellent winning chances.

(g

(i

(j) (A)9...Qxc5 10 Qd2 Nc6 11 0-0-0 Nb transposes into the previous column.
(B)9...Nxc5 10 Bd3 will usually transpose back into the column, but White
could also play 10 Qd2 Nc6 11 0-0-0 a6 12 Qe3 bs 13 Bd3 with a small edge.

(k) 14 Qe2 Nd4 15 Nxd4 Qxdat 16 Qf2 Qb4 17 a3 Qb6 =.

(1) 15 cxd3 e5! 16 Rael exfa 17 Nxd5 Qd6 18 Nxf4 Bg4 19 Qe3 Rad8 20 Rf2 hé
21 ha Rf7 with full compensation for the pawn, Arnason-Bareev, Sochi 1988.

(m) (A)7 Qd20-08f4c59 N¥3 transposes into column 7. (B) 7 Qga?! 0-0 8 Nf3 c5
0 Bd3 cxd4 (also 9 . . . f5) 10 Bxh7t Kxh7 11 Qh5t Kgs 12 Ng5 Qxgb 13 Qxg5
dxc3 with advantage to Black (Alekhine).

{n) This attempts to maintain the central pawn wedge. More circumspect is 8 Nf3
¢5 9 dxc5 N6 10 Qe2 6 11 exf6 Qxf6 12 0-0 Nxc5 =, Savon-Rozentalis, Odessa
1989.

(0} 15 Qxe5 Nc6 16 Nxc6 bxcé * (Keres).

[p] 9...Nc610Qg4 (10Qdz2 Nb611Nh5f5=)10... Nxd4 110-0-0 Nf5 12 Nfxds
exd5 13 Nxd5 Qxe5 14 Bb5 0-0 15 Bxd7 leaves White somewhat better in a
complex struggle, Khalifman—Gulko, Reykjavik 1991.

(@ A good alternative is 10 Bd3 Nb6 11 Bxg6! Nc6 (Sax-Bareev, Moscow 1990}
12 Bxh7 *.

(r) 11...Nb6™ 12 Rh6! Bd7 13 Bb5 0-0-0 14 Bxc6 Bxc6 15 Rdh1 +, Sax—Kovadcevic,
Vinkovci 1993.

(s) 15 g5 0-0-0 16 Qf4 Na5 17 Ng1 Nac4 18 a3 ¢5 =.
204

® gt(};:sm;:l\)f(ess ailow White the advantage: (A) 6 ... a6 7 Qg4 Bxg5 8 hxg5 c5
5 dxes Qellsfﬂk(f)BgS Nbcé 11 0-0-0 *, Thiel-Jenssen, Hungary 1994; (B)
s s 0_0‘0(1. S g6 8 exfﬁ!. *) 8 exf6 Nxf6 9Qe2 c5 10 dxc5 Na6
L Qg4 2 %, Spassky-Guimard, Gothenburg 1955; (C}) 6...h6 7

8 9 Nf3 Nc6 10 0-0-0 +, Dubinin—-Rabinovich, USSR Chp. 1934.

(u) 7 Nb5 f6 8 Bd3 a6! 9 Qh5t Kf8 10 Rh3 axb5 11 Bh6 Qa5+ 12 Bd2 Qc7 13 Rg3

cxd4 14 Nf3 Nxe5 15 Rxg7!
g7! h6 16 Bh7 Kxg7 17
18 Qh5t), Rossetto~Stahlberg, Vifia del Mar 1%47. ot Praw (7. K57

(v) Z3 .()._(?())(elsft? Nbl'? 0-0 ‘9 Nc7 cxd4 10 Nxa8 f6! 11Qxd4 Nc6 12 Qd2 fxes
- G 14 13 Qd6 15 Ne2 Bd7 16 Nc3 Rxa8 17 Ned with a very smu‘l‘l

edge for White Bronstein—Stahiber ape 0 o) (3
f » y
. ) 8 Bud p st 1950. Some pla TS may

(w) ;/\;h}i{tl;elalsn has a dangerous double pawn sacrifice with 9 Nf3 Qxb2 10 Nb5 a6
1R Qxalz 1.2 Nd6 Qa5t 13 Kf2, Matulovié-Zaradié, Zagreb 1955. The col-
n is analysis from the Russian Chess Openings Encyclopedia .
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MacCutcheon and Burn’s Variations

1 e4 6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Nf6(a) 4 Bg5

13 14 15 16 17 18
Bb4... (MacCutcheon Variation) dxe4 (Burn’s Variation)
5 e5(b) Nxe4
h6 Be7 .\ iiieieiaienens Nbd7
6 Bd2(c) Bxf6 Nf3(w})
Bxc3 Bxf6......... gxf6 Be7
7 BXC3.riiieiiieniiiiieaaas Bxc3 Nf3 Nf3 Nxf6t
Ne4 Ne4 0-0(0) b6(t} Bxf6(x)
8 Qg4(d) Bb4(m) Qd2(p) Bc4{u) h4
-1 TN Kf8 c5 bé{q) Bb7 hély)
9 Bd3(e) ha!(i) Bxc5(n) Nxf6t Qe2 Bxf6
Nxd2 c5(j) Nxc5 Qxfé c6 Qxfe
10 Kxd2 Rh3 dxcb Bd3 0-0-0 Bc4
c5 Ncé(k) Nd7 Bbh7 Qc7 0-0
11 Nf3(f) Bd3 Qd4 Ng5 Rhe1 Qe2
Ncé Nxd2 Qc7 h6({r) Nd7 c5
12 Qfa Kxd2 Nf3 . Nh7 Kb1 0-0-0
Qa5(g) c4 Nxc5 Qxd4 0-0-0 cxd4
13 dxch Be2 Bd3 Nxf8 Ba6 Rxd4
Qxc5(h) bs(l) Bd7 = Kxf8(s) Bxa6(v) e5(z)

{a) We note here two rare tries by Black on move 3: (A) 3 ... Nc6 4 Nf3 Nf6 5 Bgs
Be7 6 5 Ned 7 Bxe? Qxe7 8 Bd3 Qb4 9 Bxe4! dxe4 10 a3 Qxb2 11 Nxe4 =
(Russian Encyclopedia). (B) 3...Be7 4 Nf3 Nf6 5 Bd3 c5 6 exd5 cxd4
7 Bb5+ Bd7 8 Bxd7t Qxd7 9 dxe6! Qxe6t 10 Ne2 *.

{b) (A) 5 exd5 Qxd5! (5 . .. exd5?! 6 Qf3 c6 7 Bxf6 £) 6 Bxf6 Bxc3t 7 bxc3 gxf6
8 Qd2 Qa5 9 Bd3 Bd7 10 Ne2 Bc6 11 f3 Nd7 12 0-0 0-0-0 =, Magem Bada'l.s—
Glek, 1996. (B) 5 Nge2 dxe4 6 a3 Be7 7 Bxf6 gx{6 8 Nxe4 {5 9 N4c3 b6 =, Kuijf-
Ree, Amsterdam 1983. :

(c) The best square for the bishop. Alternatives are: {A) 6 Bh4 g5 7 Bg3 Ne4 =.
(B) 6 Bc1 Nea 7 Qg4 Kf8 8 a3 Bxc3t 9 bxc3 ¢5 10 Bd3 Nxc3 11 dxc5 Ncé
12 Bd2 15! 13 exf6 Qxf6 14 Qf3 Ne4 =, Malich-Fuchs, East Germany 1963.
(C) 6 exf6 hxgs 7 fxg7 Rg8 =. (D) 6 Be3!? Ne4 7 Qg4 Kf8 8 a3 Bxc3t 9 bxc3 c5
10 Bd3 Nxc3 11 dxcs Neb 12 Ni3 f5! 13 exf6 Qxf6 =, Klovans-Shereshevsky,
USSR 1977,

(d) 8 Bd3 Nxd2 9 Qxd2 c5 10 dxc5 Qc7 11 Qe3 0-0 12 Nf3 Nd7 13 0-0 Nxc5
14 Nd4 Bd7 =, Fink-Stoppel, Vienna 1966.
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{e} White obtains active play for a pawn after 9 Bc1 c5 10 Bd3 Nxc3 11 dxc5 Qa5
12 Bd2 Qa4 13 h3 Ne4 14 Ne2 Nxc5 15 Qf3 Qh4 16 0-0 Nc6 17 g3 Qe7 18 Qe3,
Tal-Vooremaa, Tallinn 1981.

(f) Too ambitious here is 11 h4 Qa5 12 h5 g5 13 47 cxd4 14 Nf3 dxc3t 15 Ke2
Qa4! pinning the f-pawn, Seirawan—-Makarychev, Reykjavik 1990.

(g) 12...Qc7 13 h4 f5 14 g4 cxd4 15 cxd4 Ne7 16 gxf5 exf5 17 Bb5t Kis 18 Bd3 +,
Fischer—Rossolimo, New York 1965.

(h) 14 Nd4 Nxd4 15 Qxd4 (also 15 cxd4 %) Qxd4 16 cxd4 Bd7 17 a4 Bc6 18 a5
with a distinctly better endgame for White, Tischbierek—Stock, Munich 1992.

(i) Natural development allowed Black to equalize in Anand-Ivanchuk, Linares
1992—9 Nf3 ¢5 10 Bd3 Nxd2 11 Kxd2 Nc6 12 Qf4 Qe7 13 a3 Bd7 =, but White
could try 12 dxc5!?. Short-Morozevich, Bundesliga 1998 saw instead 11. . . c4
12 Be2 Nc6 13 a4 Bd7 14 h4 a6 15 Qf4 b5 16 g4 .

(j) 9...15 10 exf6 Qxf6 11 Nf3 Nc6 12 Qf4 Nxd2 13 Qde e5 14 BbS exd4
15 Bxc6 dxc3 16 Qxd5 bxcé 17 Qc5t Qe7t 18 Qxe7t Kxe7 19 0-0-0 %, Harju—
Olafsson, corr. 1980.

(k) 10...Qa5 11 Bd3 Nxd2 12 Rg3! g6 13 Kxd2 cxd4 14 Qxd4 Nc6 15 Qf4 d4
16 Nf3! Qxc3t 17 Ke2 Qxa1l 18 Qf6 Rg8 19 h5 + (Maré6czy).

(1) 14 Rg3 Rg8 15 Qf4 a5 16 Bh5 Qe7 (Yurtaev—Shabalov, Riga 1988), now 17 a3
Rb8 18 Ne2 leaves White clearly on top.

(m) (A) 8 Bd2 Nxd2 9 Qxd2 c¢5 10 dxc5 Nd7 11 Bb5 0-0 12 Bxd7 Bxd7 = (Psakhis).
(B) 8 Ba57! 0-0 9 Bd3 Nc6 10 Bc3 Nxc3 11bxc3 f6 F, Fischer—Petrosian, Cura-
¢ao Candidates 1962.

(n) A blunder is 9 dxc5? Nxf2 10 Kxf2 Qh4t and 11... Qxb4. The column is
Spielmann-Nimzovich, Gothenburg 1920.

(0) 7...Bd7 8 Qd2 Bcé 9 Nxf6+ Qxf6é 10 Ne5 0-0 11 0-0-0 Nd7 12 Nxc6 bxcé
13 h4! Rab8 14 Rh3 ¢5 15 Qg5 *, Spassky—Petrosian, World Chp. 1966.

(p) 8 ¢3Nd7 9Qc2 e5 10 0-0-0 exd4 11 Nxd4 Qe7 12 h4 Nc5 13 Nxc5 Qxc5 14 Bd3
h6 =, Glek-Lputian, Antwerp, 1993.

(g) 8...Nd7 9 0-0-0 b6 10 Bc4 c6 {avoiding 10...Bb7 11 d5!) 11 Qe3 leaves
White more control of the center, Kindermann—-Dreev, Nussloch 1996.

(r) Dangerous complications arise from 11 . . . g6 12 0-0-0 Nc6 13 h4! Nxd4 14 h5
Bxg2 15 Nxh7! Kxh7 16 hxg6t Kg8 17 Rh6 Nf3 18 gxf7+ Rxf7 19 Rxf6 Nxd2
20 Rg6t Rg7 (20 ... Kf8 21 Rxg2 Nf3 22 Bgb Rf6 23 Bh7 +) 21 Rxg7t Kxg7
22 Rg1 Nf3 23 Rxg2tKh8 24 Rgé *, Sax—M. Gurevich, Manila Int. 1990.

14 ¢3! Qh4 (14 ... Qe5% 15 Be2 threatens 16 Qd8 mate) 15 g3 Qf6 16 Rf1
(16 0-0!? Qf3?7 17 Be4 +) 16 ... Nd7 17 f4 Nc5 18 0-0-0 leaves Black with in-
sufficient compensation for the exchange, Kindermann—Bareev, Pardubice
1994. Black could try the strange continuation 13 ...Qxb2!? 14 Bh7t+ Kh8
15 0-0 Na6 16 Nxe6 Kxh7, but 17 Nd8 Be4 18 Nx{7 is still better for White.

(s

(t) 7...f5 is active but loosens squares. After 8 Nc3 Bf6 9 Qd2 c¢5 10 d5! 0-0
(10...exd5 11 Qe3t Beb 12 Qxc5) 11 0-0-0 e5 12 h4 Nd7 13 d6 Nb6 14 Qe3 e4
15 Ng5 Bd7 16 g4! Bd4 17 Rxd4 cxd4 18 Qxd4 {6 19 Bcdt Nxc4 20 Qxc4t Kg7
21 Ne6t+ White was clearly better in Lau—Sakaev, Dortmund 1991.
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{u) White should consider 8 Qd2 Nd7?! (8...Bb7) 9 Qhs! Bfs 10 Qf4 Bb7
11 0-0-0 %, Botvinnik—Guimard, Groningen 1946.

{v) 14 Qxa6t Kb8 15 Qe2 Rhe8 16 c3 Nfg 17 g3 %, Leko-U. Andersson, Ubeda
1997. This variation gives Black a solid yet cramped position.

(w) 6 Nxf6+ Nxf6 7 Nf3 transposes into the Rubinstein Varia.tion .(col. 1.9): The
reader should note the similarity of the column to the Rubinstein Variation.

(x) Passiveis 7 ... Nxf6 8 Bd3 c5 9 dxc5 Qa5t 10 ¢3 Qxc5 11 Qe2 Bd7 12 Ne5 Bcé
13 h4! Rd8 14 0-0-0 %, Spassky—Petrosian, World Chp. 1966.

{y}) 8...¢59Qd2 cxd4 10 0-0-00-0 (10 . . . e5 11 Re1) 11 Nxd4 a6 12 g4 Qb6 13 Bg2
leaves White more active, Krakops—Gavrikov, Riga 1995.

(z) 14 Rd2 a6 15 Rel Re8 16 Qe4 Nc5 17 Qe3 and Black is under pressure,
Shabalov—Schwartzman, US Chp. 1997.

208

FRENCH DEFENSE

Rubinstein Variation

1e4eb6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 (or 3 Nd2) dxes 4 Nxeq

19 20 21 22 23 24
N7 oot e Bd7
5 Nf3 Nf3
NEIB Be7 Bc¢6
6  Nxf6t(a) Bd3(p) Bd3
Nxf6 Ngf6 Nd7
7 Bg5s.......... Bd3(i).......... Qe2! 0-0(s)
h6........... c5 [o3: T Be7(m) 0-0(q) Ngf6
8  Bxfe(b) Bb5t(e) dxc5(j) Qe2(n) 0-0 Ng3(t)
Qxf6 Bd7 Bxcs 0-0 b6 Be7
9 Bb5t! Bxd7t Qe2(k) Bg5 Nxfet b3
c6 Qxd7 Qc7 c5 Nxfe 0-0
10 Bd3 Qe2(f) Bd2 dxc5 c4 Bb2
Bd6(c) Be7(g) 0-0 Qast Bb7 Bx{3
11 c3 0-0-0 0-0-0 c3 Rd1 Qxf3
0-0 0-0 b6 Qxc5 Qes c6
12 Qe2 dxc5 Nebs 0-0-0 Bd2 c4
Rds(d) Qc6(h) Bb7(l) g6(o) Rd8(r) Re8(u)

(a) (A) 6 Bd3 Nxe4 7 Bxe4 Nf6 8 Bg5 (8 Bd3 is col. 21) 8. .. Qd6! 9 Bxf6 gxf6
10 0-0 {5 11 Bd3 Bg7 =, Anand-Speelman, Linares 1991. (B) 6 Bg5 Be7 trans-
poses to Burn’s Variation, col. 18, while 6 Bg5 h6 7 Nxf6+ Nxf6 is this column.

(b) This simple exchange seeks a small advantage. Other tries: (A) 8 Be3!? Nd5
9 Qdz (9 Qd3!?) 9... Bd6é 10 0-0-0 Bd7 11 Ne5 Bxe5 =, . Polgar—Speelman,
Hastings 1992/93. (B) 8 Bh4 c5 9 Bb5+ (9 Bc4!? cxd4 10 0-0 Be7 11 Qe2 a6
12 Rad1 b5 13 Bb3 %, Morozevich-Ulybin, Russia 1998) 9. .. Bd7 10 Bxd7+
Qxd7 11 Qez Be7 12 0-0-0 0-0 13 dxc5 Qc6! 14 Ne5 Qxc5 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Nd7
Bxb2t 17 Kxb2 Qb4+t 18 Kc1 Qa3t = (19 Kd2?! Rfc8 F), Benjamin—Christiansen,
us Chp‘ 1997. (C) 8 Bd2 ¢5 9 dxc5 Bxc5 10 Bd3 0-0 11 Qe2 Qb6 (11 ... e5!7)
12 0-0-0 Ng4!.

(c) 10... g6 11 c¢3 Bg7 12 Qe2 0-0 13 0-0 Rd8 14 Rad1 Bd7 15 Ne5 =. Smyvslov—
Dolmatov, Rostov 1993.

‘ {d) 13 0-0 ¢5 14 Rad1 cxd4 15 cxd4 (Belov). Although Black has a solid position

White will keep the initiative with the knight coming to e5.

(e) Out of fashion, but still dangerous, is Tal's 8 Bc4 cxd4 9 0-0 Be7 (9 . . . Bc5!7)
 10Qe2 h6 11 Bf4 0-0 12 Rad1 Bd7 13 Rxd4 with which he sacrificed his way
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to victories against Portisch and Benko. This is recommended for attacking
players only.

(f} 10 Bxf6 gxf6 11 c3 cxd4 12 Nxd4 Bcs 13 Qf3 0-0-0 =, Spassky—Petrosian,
World Chp. 1966.

(g) 10...cxd47! 11 0-0-0 Bc5 12 Qe5 Be7 13 Nxd4 Re8 14 4 0-0 15 Nfs Qc7
16 Nxe7t Qxe7 17 Rd2 %, Fischer-Sarapu, Sousse Int. 1967.

{(h) 13 Kb1 (13 Ne5 Qxc5 14 Bxfé Bxf6 15 Nd7 Bxb2t = —see note (b) (B))
13 ...Qxc5 14 Ne5 Rfd8 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Nd7 (Timman-Korchnoi, Lucerne
1989) 16 . . . Qe7 17 Qb5 aé! is equal (Timman) since 18 Qxb7? Rdb8 wins for
Black.

(i) (A} 7 Bc4 ¢5 8 0-0 cxd4 9 Nxd4 (9 Bg5 Be7 10 Qe2 is note (e)} 9...Be7
(9...Bc5 10 ¢3 =) 10 0-0 0-0 11 ¢3 a6 12 Re1 is just a small plus for White.
(B) 7 Be3!? Nd5 8 Ne5 is worth a try.

(j) 8 0-0 cxd4 9 Nxd4 Bc5 10 ¢3 0-0 11 Rel is a simple small edge for White. This
is typical of the Rubinstein Variation. White is slightly more active and Black
obtains a solid position.

(k) 9 0-0 0-0. 10 Qe2 Qc7 11 Bg5 b6! 12 Ne5 Bb7 = 13 Bx{f6 gxf6 14 Bxh7t Kxh7
15 Qh5+ Draw (perpetual check), Ivanchuk-Karpov, Las Palmas 1996.

{I) 13 f4 Nd5 14 Kb1 f6 15 Nf3 Nxf4 16 Bxf4 Qxf4 17 Qxe6t Kh8 =, Topalov-
Nogueiras, Yerevan Ol. 1996.

(m) 7...b6 8 Qe2 Bb7 9 Bg5 Be7 10 0-0-0 0-0 11 h4 with attacking chances,
Bronstein~Kan, Moscow 1947.

(n) Less aggressive is 8 0-0 0-0 9 Qe2 b6 10 Bg5 Bb7 11 Rad1, Szabo-Snaevarr,
Munich 1936, though even here White retains attacking chances.

(o) 13 h4 b6 14 h5 Bb7 15 hxgé hxg6 16 Be3 Qa5 17 Bd4 =, Kupreichick—Kataev.
Sverdlovsk 1984.

(p) White has other reasonable choices: (A) 6 c4 Ngfé 7 Nc3 0-0 8 Bd3 ¢5 9 0-0
cxd4 10 Nxd4 =, Sax-Ree, Amsterdam 1984. (B) 6 Bf4 Ngf6 7 Nxf6+ Nxf6
8 Bd3 ¢5 9 dxc5 Qa5+ 10 ¢3 Qxc5 12 0-0 with a small edge, Oll-Tal, Seville
1992.

(q) (A)7...Nxe4 8 Qxed c5 9 Qg4 Bf6 10 Be3d cxd4 11 Bxd4 Bxd4 12 Qxd4 Qf6
13 Qb4 =, Svidler—Haba, Yerevan Ol. 1996.(B)7 ...c58 Nxf6t+ Bxf6 9 d5 Nbé
10 Bb5t Kf8 11 dxe6 Bxe6 12 a4 *, Timman-Granada Zuiiiga, Amsterdam
1995.

(r) Najdorf-Stahlberg, Budapest 1950, continued 13 Bc3 Nd7 14 h4 ¢5, when
15 Be2 looks promising for White.

{s) 7 ¢3 Ngf6 8 Nxf6t+ Nxf6 9 0-0 Bxf3!? 10 Qxf3 Qd5 11 Qe2 Be7 12 Rel 0-0
13 Bf4 £, Adams—Rozentalis, Belgrade 1999.

{t) The text is most natural, yet most aggressive is 8 Neg5!? Bd6 (8. .. he?!
9 Nxe6! fxe6 10 Bgét with a strong attack) 9 Re1 h6 10 Nh3 Bxf3 11 Qxf3 c6
12 Nf4 0-0 13 Nh5 £, Korchnoi-Dreev, Brno 1992.

(u) 13 h4 g6 14 h5 Qa5 15 hxgé hxgé 16 a3! Qg5 17 Rlel £, Ivanchuk-Epishin,
Tilburg 1992.
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FRENCH DEFENSE

Steinitz Variation

1 €4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Nf6 4 e5 Nfd7(a)

25 26 27 28 29 30
5 | S S Nf3(t)
ch chb
6 Nf3 ‘ dxc5
Nc6(b) Nc6
7 Be3 . Bf4{u)
Qb6 oo CXd4u i ab Bxc5
8 Na4(c) Nxd4 Qd2 Bd3
Qa5+ Qb6 ......... Bc5(m) b5 f6
9 3 Qd2()  Qdz dxcs(g)  exf6
cxd4......... c4 Qxb2 0-0(n) Bxc5 Nxf6
10 b4! b4 Rb1 0-0-0 Bxc5 0-0
Nxb4(d) Qc7 Qa3 a6 Nxc5 0-0
11 cxb4 Be2(f) Bb5 h4 Qf2(r) Ne5 -
Bxb4t Be7 Nxd4(j) Nxd4 Qbs Bd7(v)
12 Bdz 0-0 Bxd4 Bxd4 Bd3 Nxc6
Bxd2t 0-0(g) Bb4 bs Rba! Bxc6
13 Nxd2 Qb1 0-0(k) Kbi(o) 0-0 Qe2
bé(e) b5(h) ab(l) Bb7(p) Na4(s) Qe7 =

(a) 4...Ne4 5 Nxe4 dxe4 6 Bc4 a6 7 a4 b6 8 Ne2 Bb7 9 0-0 Nc6 10 ¢3 Ne7 11 Ng3
c5 12 Be3 Qc7 13 Qe2 Ng6 14 Bb3 Rc8 15 Racl Qb8 16 Bc2 Qa8 17 Qg4 =+,
Georgadze-Toria, Tbilisi 1986. \

(b) 6...Qb6 7 Bed ab (7...Qxb27 8 Nb5!) 8 Na4 Qa5t (8. .. Qc6 9 Nxc5 Nxc5
10 dxc5 Bxc5 11 Qd2! Bd7 (Luther—Piskov, Erfurt 1993), now 12 Bd3 leaves
White with a comfortable plus) 9 ¢3 cxd4 10 b4 Qc7 11 Qxd4 Nc6 12 Qd2 b5
13 Nb2 f6 , Lutz—Morozevich, Elista Ol. 1998.

{c) 8 a3 cxd4 9 Nxd4 Bc5 10 Na4 Qa5t 11 ¢3 Bxd4 12 Bxd4 Nxd4 13 Qxd4 bs
14 Qb4 Qxb4 15 axb4 Ke7 =, Nunn-Ehlvest, Reykjavik 1990. The White
knight is poorly placed on a4.

(d) Retreating with 10...Qc7 11 Nxd4 allows White a simple, clear advantage
due to control over the d4 and c5 squares.

(e} Instead 13 ... g5?! 14 Rb1 gxf4 15 Bb5 Rb8 16 Nc5 Qc3 17 Nd3 with a big edge
for White, Short-Timman, Amsterdam 1994. After 13...b6 14 Bd3! White's
extra knight is worth more than the three Black pawns: (A) 14 . . . Nc5?! 15 Nxc5
bxc5 16 0-0g6 (16 . . . 0-0 17 Bxh7t! Kxh7 18 Qh5t Kg8 19 Nf3 f6 20 Ng5! wins
(Timman)) 17 Rc1 Qb6 18 Qa4+t Bd7 19 Qa3 Rc8 (19 . . . c4 20 Bxc4) 20 Rb1 with
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infiltration to follow: (B) 14 ...Ba6 15 Nb2 Nc5 16 Bxa6 Qxab 17 Qe2 Qa3
18 Qb5t Ke7 19 0-0 Qe3+ 20 Rf2 Rhe8 21 Nft Qc3 22 Rf3 d3 23 Rd1 Qdat 24
Kh1 Ne4 25 Nxd3 *, Nunn—Zysk, Germany 1987.

{f) 11 Nc5 Be7 12 Nxd7 Bxd7 13 a4 0-0-0 14 g3 5 15 h3 h5 16 Be2 g6 17 Qd2
Rdg8 =, Khalifman—Vaganian, Moscow 1990. Svidler’s 11 g3 Be7 12 Bh3 is
worthy of investigation.

(g) 12...b5 13 Nc5 a5 14 a3 Nxc5 15 dxc5 0-0 16 Nd4 Nxd4 17 Bxd4 Bd7 18 Qd2
axb4 19 axb4 Rxal 20 Rxal Qb7 =, Anand-Dreev, Biel Int. 1993. White should
try 15 bxcb so that 15 . . . 0-0 16 Qb1 transposes into the column.

(h) 14 Nc5 a5 15 a3 Nxc5 16 bxc5 Rb8 17 Ng5 g6 18 Qel f6 19 exf6 Bxf6 20 Nf3
b4 21 Ne5 %, Oll-Vaganian, USSR Chp. 1989.

(i) {A) 9 Be2 Bc5! 10 Na4 Qa5t 11¢3 Bxd4 12 Bxd4 Nxd4 13 Qxd4 b6 with at least
equality for Black, Gaprindashvili-Ree, Wijk aan Zee 1979. (B) 9 Ncb5 a6!
10 Nf5 Bc5s F.

Gy11... Ndb8?! 12 0-0 a6 13 f5! axb5 14 fxe6 Bxe6 15 Nxeb fxe6 16 Nxb5 Qa5
17 Qf2 wins, Poluyakov-0O. Ivanov, USSR 1989.

(k) 13 Rb3 Qa5 14 a3 Be7 (Bxa3? 15 Nxd5 +) 15 {5 ex{5 16 Nxd5 Bh4t 17 Kd1 and
now not (A) 17 . . . Qd8? 18 Nf6t! gxf6 19 gxf6 0-0 20 Rg3+ Kh8 21 Qh6 Rg8
22 Rg7 Resigns, de Firmian-Hiibner, Polanica Zdroj 1995, but (B) 17 . . . Qxd2t
18 Kxd2 Bds! 19 Rg3 a6 20 Bxd7+ Bxd7 21 Rxg7 Be6 22 Nf6t Kfs! =

() Better that 13...0-0 14 Rb3 Qa515 Qf2! 5 (15. .. a6? 16 Bxd7 Bxd7 17 Bbé
wins) 16 Rfb1 Be7 16 Bxd7 Bxd7 17 Rxb7 *, Kruppa-Kaidanov, USSR 1988.
Note that White also keeps the initiative after 13 ... a6 14 Rb3 Qa5 15 Rib1!
Be7 16 Bxd7+ Bxd7 17 Qe3!.

(m) 8...Nxd4 9 Bxd4 Nb8 10 Bd3 Nc6é 11 Bf2 Be7 12 Qh5 Qa5 13 0-0 leaves
Black in difficulty, Nunn-Sutton, Peterborough 1984.

Black can play to draw with 9... . Nxd4 10 Bxd4 Bxd4 11Qxd4 Qb6 12 Qxb6
Nxb6 13 Nb5 Ke7. White is slightly better because of the better bishop, but
Black’s position is hard to crack. More dynamic and more risky is Kasparov's
12 Qd2!7.

13 Rh3 b4 14 Na4 Bxd4 15 Qxd4 Qa5 16 b3 Bb7 17 ¢3 Rfc8 18 Kb2 bxc3t
19 Rxc3 #, Nijboer—Luther, Leeuwarden 1992. Short tried 15 ... {6 against
Kasparov in Amsterdam 1994. After 16 Qxb4! fxe5 17 Qd6 Qf6 18 f5!! Black
was in great difficulty.

{p) 14 h5 b4 15 Ne2 a5 16 Bxc5 Nxc5 17 Nd4 Ne4 18 Qe3 Qb6 19 Bd3 &,
de Firmian—Short, Manila Int. 1990.

(q) It is not clear what move is best for White. Other tries: (A) 8 h4 Bb7 10 h5 Be7
11 dxc5 Nxc5 12 Bd3 Rc8 =, Kasparov—-Bareev, Dortmund 1993. (B) 9 Qf2 Qb6
10 Bd3 cxd4 11 Nxd4 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Bc5 13 Ne2 Bxd4 14 Nxd4 Nc5 15 0-0
0-0 may give White a slight pull, Kruppa-Savchenko, Minsk 1996. (C) 9 a3
Bb7 10 Bd3 cxd4 11 Nxd4 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Bc5 13 Ne2 Bxd4 14 Nxd4 with a
small edge, Vasiukov—-Dokhoian, Moscow 1990. (D) 9 Be2 Bb7 10 a3 Rc8
11 Nd1 cxd4 12 Nxd4 Bc5 13 ¢3 Na5 =, Topalov-Shirov, Wijk aan Zee 1999.

(r} 11 Bd3 b4 12 Ne2 Qb6 13 Ned4 Nxd4 14 Nxd4 a5 15 Qe3 0-0 16 0-0 Bab =,
Nunn—Korchnoi, Amsterdam 1988.

(n

(o

-
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(s) 14 Nxa4 bxa4 15 Qxb6 Rxb6 16 b3 Ke7 =, Mokry-Schmidt, Moscow Ol. 1994.

(t) 5 Nce2 ¢5 6 ¢c3 Nc6 7 f4 is an attempt to maintain the pawn center. After

? ... b5 8 Nf3 ba 9 {5 bxc3 10 fxe6 fxe6 11 bxe3d cxd4 12 cxd4 Bb4t the game
is level, Sax—Korchnoi, match (G8) 1991. l

{u} Rigo’s 7 Bb5 can be met by 7 .. . Bxc5 8 0-0 0-0 9 Na4 Be7 10 Re1 Qa5 =

(v) Premature is the advance 11 Ne4? 12 B
AN 4] xed Rxf4 13 Nd3 Bxf2t 14 Rxf2
Rxfz 15 Bxh7t Kxh7 16 Qh5+ Kg8 17 Nxf2 + e5 18 Rd1 d4? (18 ... Be6)
19 Nfe4! Qe7 20 Rft dxc3 21 Ng5 Qxg5 22 Qxg5 cxb2 23 Rb1 Resigns,

Ljubojevié-Bed i i ;
V\’/orld’ Chp. 1‘;625.“31(1, Skopje Ol. 1972, The column is Spassky—Petrosian,



FRENCH DEFENSE

Winawer, Poisoned Pawn Variation

1 ed 6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e5 ¢5 5 a3 Bxc3t 6 bxc3 Ne7 7 Qg4

31 32 33 34 35 36
[0 Y2 s 0-0{(p)
8 Qxg7(a) Bd3.......... Nf3
Rgg Nbcé(g) Nbcé(u)
9 Qxh7 Qhs Bd3
cxd4 Ng6(r) f5
10 NEZi it iieee i Kd1 Nf3 exf6
Nbcé Nbc6 Qc7 Rxf6
11 f4{b) Ni3 Be3(s) Bgs
dxc3 dxc3(n) c4 e5(v)
12 Qd3 Bf4 Bxg6 Qga(w)
Bd7(c) Bd7 fxgb Rx{3!
13 Nxc3 ........ Qxc3........ Rb1{j) Ng5 Qg4 gxf3
a6 Nf5(g) da(k) Rf8 Qf7 cd
14 Rb1(d) Rb1 Nxd4(i) Bd3 h4 Be2
Nab5(e} d4(h) Nxd4 Qbs Qfs exd4
15 h4 Qd3s Qxd4 Be3d Qxfs Bf6e
Nf5(f) 0-0-0(i)=  Nf5(m) d4(o) Rxf5(t) Qf8(x)

(a) 8 Bd3!7 c4 (8. ..cxd4 9 Ne2 dxc3 10 Qxg7 %) 9 Be2 Nf5 10 Nf3 Nc6 11 Qh5
h6 12 g4 Nfe7 13 Ng5 (Lautier—Vaiser, France 1996) 13 ... Rf8 14 Nh3 Qa5 =.

(b) 11 Bf4 dxc3 12 Qd3 Bd7 13 Qxc3 0-0-0 14 h4 Ng6 15 Bg3 Ngxe5 =.

(c) 12 ...d4 13 Nxd4 Nxd4 14 Qxd4 Bd7 15 Rg1! Nf5 16 Qf2 Qc6 17 Bd3 Qd5
18 Rb1 Bc6 19 Rb3 %, Ernst-Einarsson, Reykjavik 1990.

{d) 14 Ne2 Rc8 (14 . . . Nf57! 15 h3 Na5 16 g4 Bb5 17 Qc3 *) with two choices: (A)
15 Bd2 Nf5 16 h3 Nxe5! 17 fxe5 Bb5 18 Qc3 Qd8 19 Qb2 Qh4t 20 Kd1 Qf2
with a strong attack for the piece, Jezek-Kolcak, corr. 1991. (B) 15 Rl?l Na7!
16 Qb3 Bb5 17 Nd4 Bxfi 18 Kxf1 Nac6é 19 Nxc6 Qxc6 =, Arnason-Timman,
Reykjavik 1989.

(e) Also 14 ... Rc8 15 h4 Nf5 16 Rh3 Nce7 17 Bd2 Bc6 18 hs Nh6 19 Rg3 Rxg3
20 Qxg3 Nef5 21 Qh3 d4 22 Nd1 Qd8 with compensation for the pawn,
Korchnoi—Nogueiras, Brussels 1988, Tal notes the possible continuation 23 g4
Nh4 24 Rb3 Ba4 25 Bd3 Bc6!?.

(f) 16 Rh3 0-0-0 17 h5 Rg4 with about even chances, Lutz-Uhlmann, Dresden
1998. This is typical for the French Poisoned Pawn. White has the extra pawn,
but his king is stuck in the center, allowing Black attacking chances.
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(g) 13...0-0-0 14 Ng3!? (14 Rb1 d4 15 Qd3 Nf5 is back in the column} 14 . .. Rh8
15 Bd2 Rdg8 16 0-0-0 Kb 17 Bd3 Nc8 18 Rdgl %, Spassky-Nogueiras, Mont-
pellier Candidates 1985.

(h) Less accurate is 14 ... Rc87! 15 Bd2 a6 16 Rg1 b5 17 g4 and already Black is
in difficulties, Short-Kosten, Hasting 1988/89.

(i) Black has equal chances in this complex position. Sznapik-Nogueiras, Thes-
saloniki Ol. 1988, continued 16 Rg1 Be8 17 g4 Nh4 18 Rg3 f6! 19 exf6 e5 20 g5
Bf7 21 Bh3t Kb8 22 fxe57? (22 f5) 22 ... Nxe5 23 Qe4 Rge8! 24 Kf1 (24 Qxh4
Qxc2 wins) 24 ..". Negb 25 Qg4 Qxc2 26 Bf4t+ Nxf4 27 Qxfat Ka8 28 Re1 d3
29 Qxh4 Qxe2t! 30 Resigns. ’

(j) White can try to develop with 13 Be3 0-0-0 14 g3 Nif5 15 Bf2 Kb8 16 Bh3 Nce7
17 g4 (17 Qxc3 Qxc3 18 Nxc3 Rc8 19 Kd2 Re7 and Rgc8—Sulman) 17 . . . Nhé
18 Rg1 Rc8 19 Nd4 Ng6 20 Qe3 *, Sax~Sulman, Pula 1997. However, the the-
matic move for Black is 15 . . . d4! with an unclear game. One possible varia-
tion is 16 Bh3 Nce7 17 g4 Ne3 18 Bxe3 dxe3 19 Qxe3 Bc6 20 0-0 Rh8 oo,

(k) {A) Now 13 ... Nf5 is met by 14 h3! d4 15 g4 Nh4 16 Qh7 Nf3+ 17 Kf2 0-0-0
18 Kxf3 Nxe5t 19 fxe5 Bc6t 20 Kf2 Bxh1 21 Rb4 Qxe5 22 Bfs *, Horvath—
Uhlmann, Szirak 1985. (B) 13 ... 0-0-0 14 Nxc3 Na5!? 15 g3 Kb8 16 Ne2 Ba4
17 ¢3 Nf5 18 Bh3 d4! , Svidler-Ivanchuk, Linares 1999.

{1) 14 Ng3 0-0-0 15 Ne4 Nxe5! 16 fxe5 Qxe5 17 Qe2 Bc6 18 Ng3 Qha is good com-
pensation for the piece, Smirin—Short, Tilburg 1992,

(m) 16 Qf2 Bc6 17 Rgt Rd8 18 Bd3 Rxd3! 19 cxd3 Qd8 with more than enough
compensation for the exchange, Palkovi-F. Portisch, Eger 1987.

(n) Dangerous complications follow 11 ... Nxe5 (note that this may arise from
0...Nd7) 12 Bf4! Qxc3 13 Nxe5 Qxalt 14 Bc1 d3! (14 ... Rf8 15 Bd3 Bd7

16 Rel Nc6 17 Nxf7!, Fuchs—Uhlmann, 1966) 15 Qxf7t+ Kd8 16 Qf6 dxc2t

17 Kxc2 Qa2t 18 Bb2 Bd7 19 Nf7t Ke8 20 Nd6+ Kd8 21 Nxb7+ Ke8 22 Be2!.

(o) 16 Bf4 Ng6!? {Thipsay—Agdestein, Thessaloniki Ol. 1984), now 17 Bxg6 fxg6
18 Qxg6t Kd8 19 Nxe61?! Bxe6 20 Qxe6 Rxf4 21 Qg8+ Kc7 22 Qxa8? d3 wins,

so Thipsay played 17 Ne4 0-0-0 18 Nd6t Kb8 19 Bg3 Ngxe5 and slowly lost
the game.

(p) 7...Kf8 8 Nf3 Qa5 9 Bd2 Qa4 10 Ra2 b6 11 Qfs h6 12 ha Nd7 (A. Sokolov—
Eingorn, USSR Chp. 1988), now White keeps the more harmonious position
with the simple 13 Bd3 and 14 0-0.

(q) 8...f59 exf6 Rxf6 10 Bgs Rf7 11 Qh4 h6 12 Bxe7 Qxe7 (12...Rxe7 13 Qg3
QaS 14 Ne2 %) 13 Qxe7 Rxe7 14 0-0-0 Nc¢6 15 dxc5! b6 16 Bb5 =, Kruppa—
Savchenko, Kherson 1989.

(r) Black must beware: (A) 9...h6? 10 Bxh6! gxh6 11 Qxh6 Nfs 12 Bxf5 exf5
13 0-0-0 f4 14 Nh3 Ne7 15 Ng5 Bf5 16 g4! Be4 17 Rhel Qb6 18 e6 Bg6 19 Rd3
Resigns, Maus—Hiibner, Lugano 1989. (B} 9 . . . Nf5 10 Nf3 f6 11 g4 c4 12 gxf5
cxd3 13 Rgl Ne7 14 exf6 Rxf6 15 Rxg7t! Kxg7 16 Qg5+ Ng6 17 fxgé hxgb
18 Bf4 Bd7 19 Be5 dcx2 20 h4! Be8 21 Nh2 with a winning attack, Kruppa—
Kamerov, Kherson 1991.

(s) Morozevich has a creative idea—11 h4!? exd4 (11...c4? 12 Ng5!) 12 Kd1
dxc3 13 Rh3—risky but entertaining.
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(t) 16 Ke2 h6 17 g4 Rf7 18 Ragl Bd7 and White has only a minimal endgame ad-

i 1993.
vantage, Kamsky—Yusupov, Linares
{u) 8 f5 9 exf6 Rxf6 10 Bg5 Nd7! (10... Qa5 ?1 Bx.fﬁl Qxc3t 12 ];;;isl\:)gg
¢ l'i. Rcl gxf6 14 h4 +) 11 Bd3! c4 12 Be2 Rf5 (Smirin-Ulibin, USSR 198
Nf6 14 Bxf6 Rxf6 15 Ne5 =.
(v} 11 Rf7 12 Bxe7 Rxe7 13 Qh4 g6 14 0-0 c4 15 Be2 Bd7 16 Rfel Qf8 17 Bf1
Rae:8 18 Re2 %, Sax-Schmidt, Warsaw 1987.

3 Bxfe gxf6 14 Qxf6 exd3,

1 game results from (A) 12 Qh4 e4 1 :

) ]?sr;kixqilsl—anghoian, Klaipeda 1988. (B) 12 Bxh7+ Kxh7 13 Qh5t Kg8 14 Bxf6
gxf6 15 dxe5 Qf8! also holds the balance.

(x) 16 Bxd4 Nf5 17 Qg5 Nfxd4 18 cxd4 Bf5 19 ¢3 Re8 20 Ra2 Re6 with excellent
compensation for the exchange, Maliutin—Piskov, USSR 1989,

FRENCH DEFENSE

Winawer Variation, Main Line

lede62deds3 Nc3 Bbq 4 e5 €5 5 a3 Bxc3t 6 bxc3 Ne7
: 37 38 39 40 41 42

7 N a4{r)
Nbcb........ Bd7.......... Qc Qa5
8 Be2(a) dxch(g) Bb5+(j) a4(m) Bdz........ . Qdz
Qas(b) Qe7(h) Bd7 b6(n) Nbcet Nbcs
9 Bd2 Bd3 Bds3 Bbst Nf3(s) Nf3
Bd7(c) Ba4 Bas4 Bd7 Bd7 Bd7
10 00 Rb1 0-0 0-0(0) Bbs(t} Be2(w)
c4(d) Nd7 -c4(k) Bxbs Qc7(u) f6
11 Ng5 Rb4 Bez axb5s 0-0 exf6
he Beo he Nd7(p) 0-0 gxf6
12 Nh3 0-0 Ne1 Qds3 Re1 dxc5
Ngs Nxc5 Nbce h6 b6 0-0-0
13 Bhs Rg4. g3 Rag Bds 0-0
0-0-0(e) Ng6 Kd7! 0-0 he e5
14 fq Nd4 Ng2 Bd2 Qc1 c4(x)
Rdfs 0-0-0 Qg8 Rfcs c4 d4
15 Qe1 f4 Nf4 Rc1! Bf1 Qh6

Nge7(f)  Bdr(j) Qb7()  NfB(q) Ky Ng6(y)

Larsen, match 1971, White must reckon though with g . _ Qa5 9 Bdz c4
10 Bf1 16 11 exfe 8xf6 oo, R. Byrne-Korchnoi, London 1979,

(b)s... Qc7 9 0-0 Bdy 10 Re1 16 11 Bfg Ng6 12 Bg3 fxes (f5 13 h4!) 13 Bd3 0-0-0
14 Bxg6 hxg6 15 Nxe5 Nxe5 16 Bxes *, Nunn-Hegss, Lugano 1986,

(c} 9...cxdg (9...Qaq 10 Rb1!) 10 cxdg Qa4 11 Rbi! Nxd4 12 Bd3 Ndce
13 Rb3! gives White terrific compensation for the pawn, Dolmatov-0ll, USSR
Chp. 1989 (13 . .. 0-07 14 Bxh7+1). Black cannot improve with 12 . Nxf3+
13 Qxf3 Qd4 14 0-0! Qxe5 15 Re1 Qf6 16 Qg3 +,0r12. -« Nec6 13 0-0 Nxf3+
14 Qxf3 Nxe5 15 Qg3 Nxd3 16 Qxg7 winning,

(d) It is dangerous to open the position with 10...16 11 c4! Qc7 12 cxd5 Nxds
13 ¢4 Nde7 14 exfs 8xf6 15 Bc3 0-0-07 (relatively best js 15. .. cxd4 16 Nxda
Nxd4 17 Qxd4 e5 18 Bhst Ng6 19 Qe4 %) 16 d5! exd5 17 cxd5 Be6 18 Bxfs
Rhg8 19 dxcs! Rxd1 20 cxb7t Kb8 21 Rfxd1 with overwhelming compensa-
tion for the queen, Markan‘chev—Lputian, USSR 1979,
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(e) 13 ... Nce7 14 a4! 0-0-0 15 Qe1 Kb8 16 Bc1 Rc8 17 Ba3 +, Planinc-Timman,
Amsterdam 1974.

{f) 16 a4 f6 (Balashov—Naumkin, USSR Chp. 1991) 17 Bcl fxe5 18 fxe5 Rxf1t
19 Kxf1 Rf8t 20 Nf2 % (Naumkin).

(g) Choosing broken pawn structure in exchange for activity. Instead: (A) 8 Bd3
Qc7 9 0-0 c4 10 Be2 is like the next column except here the Black b-pawn is on
b7 instead of b6—a minor improvement for Black. (B) 8 Be2?! Qc7 9 0-0 Ba4 =
with pressure on c2. (C) 8 a4 Qa5 should transpose into column 41 or 42.

(h) More promising may be 8...Ng6 9 Bd3 Nc6 10 0-0 Ncxe5 11 Nxe5 Nxe5
12 Bf4 Qf6 13 Qd2 Nxd3 14 cxd3 d4 15 cxd4 Qxd4 16 Bd6 f6 with just a min-
imal edge for White, Chandler-Beliavsky, London 1985.

(i) 16 Rg3 Kb8 17 Qet Ka8 18 h4 Nxd3 19 cxd3 h5 20 Be3 %, Spassky—Korchnoi,
match 1977.

{j) 8 a4 Bab 9 Bb5t (9 Bxa6 Nxa6 10 0-0 Nbs =) 9. .. Bxb5 10 axb5 Qd7 11 Qe2
c4 12 Ba3 Qxb5 13 Ng5 Qd7 (13 . . . h6 14 Qh5 g6 15 Qf3!) 14 Qh5 Ngé 15 0-0
Nc6 16 f4 0-0-0, Gulko-Eingorn, USSR 1983. White has compensation for the
pawn, but probably no more.

(k) Black chooses to close the postion, making the game a strategic fight. Instead,
10...h6 11 Rel Qc7 12 dxc5 bxc5 13 c4 Nd7 14 cxd5 Nxd5 15 Qe2 %,
de Firmian-Antonsen, Stockholm 1997.

(1) 16 Ra2 Kc7 17 Nh5 Rafs8 18 Bg4 Kb7 19 Rel Re8 20 Bh3 Rhf8 21 Re2 =,
de Firmian-Gulko, San Francisco 1995. Despite his awkward-looking posi-
tion, White has the initiative on the kingside.

(m) (A) 8 Bd3 (8 Be2!? b6 =) b6 9 0-0 Bab 10 Bxa6 Nxa6 11 a4 Nc6 12 Qe2 Nab8g
13 Ba3 Nd7 =, Cooke-Claasen, Dortmund 1993. (B) Noteworthy is 8 h4!? Bd7
g h5 h6 10 Bd3 Ba4 11 dxc5 Nd7 12 Rh4 Qa5 13 Be3 %, Short-Ivanchuk, Hor-
gen 1995,

(n) (A) 8...Nbc6 9 Ba3 cxd4 10 cxd4 Qa5t 11 Qd2 Qxd2t 12 Kxd2 Na5
(12 ...Bd7 13 a5! Nf5 14 Bc5 +) 12 Bd3 Bd7 14 Rhb1 Rc8 Bb4 Nect 16 Bd6
leaves Black an unpleasant endgame, Golubev-Ivanchuk, Klaipeda 1985. (B)
8...Bd7 9 Bd3 Nbcé 10 0-0 c4 transposes into note (a).

(0) 10 Bd3 Nbcé 11 0-0 h6é 12 Ba3 Na5 13 Nd2 0-0 14 dxc5 bxc5 15 Nb3 Nxb3
16 cxb3 £, although the position is very unbalanced.

(p) (A) 11...0-0 12 Qd3 h6é 13 Ra4 Rc8 (13...Nd7 is back into the column}
14 dxc5 bxc5 15 Rg4 with attacking prospects. (B) 11 ... a5 12 Ng5 h6 13 Nh3
Nd7 14 Nf4 0-0 15 Nh5 %, Ivkov-R. Byrne, Sousse Int. 1967.

{q) 16 Ra6 Qd7 17 Rcal c4 18 Qft Qxb5 19 Rxa7 Rxa7 20 Rxa7 Nc6 21 Ra2 £,
Karpov—Mednis, Vienna 1986.

{r) Adventurous is 7 ha!? Qa5 (7 . .. Qc7 is safer) 8 Bd2 cxd4 9 cxd4 Qa4 10 Nf3
Nbc6 11 Bd3 Nxd4 12 hs Necé 13 Kft Nf5 14 Bxf5 exf5 15 h6 with active play
for the pawn, Fedorowicz—Yermolinsky, St. Martin 1993.

(s) In the great Herceg Novi blitz tournament of 1970 Fischer experimented with
9 Qg4 against Korchnoi. After 9. .. 0-0 10 Nf3 f6 11 Bd3 f5 12 Qg3 c4 13 Be2
b5 14 0-0 bxa4 15 Ng5? Nxd4 Fischer suffered his only loss of the tournament.
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(t) Black has comfortable equality after the straightforward 10 Be2 f6! 11 exf6
gxf6 12 0-0 (12 ¢4 Qc7 13 cxd5 Nxd5 14 c4 Nde7 15 Bc3 cxd4 16 Nxd4 Nxd4
17 Qxd4 e5 =) 12 . .. 0-0-0 13 Rel ¢4 =, Tringov-Timman 1983.

(u) 10...c4 110-0 a6 12 Bxc6 Bxc6 13 Ng5 h6 14 Qh5 g6 15 Qh3 Bxad 16 Ribt is
somewhat uncomfortable for Black, Nunn-Hiibner, Germany 1987.

(v) 16 Bf4 Ngb 17 Bg3 Qd8 18 Qd2 f5 19 ex{6 Rxf6 20 Nh4 Nge7 =, Nunn-Gulko,
San Francisco 1995.

{(w) (A) 10 Bd3 f6 11 0-0 fxe5 12 Nxe5 Nxe5 13 dxe5 0-0 14 c4 Qxd2 15 Bxd2 Bcé
17 a5 Rad8 =, Fischer-Uhlmann, Stockholm Int. 1962. (B) 10 Ba3 cxd4
11 cxd4 Qxd2t 12 Kxd2 Nf5 13 ¢3 Na5 14 Ra2 f6 (Brunner-Kindermann, Bern
1990) 15 Bd3 Nc4t 16 Bxc4 dxc4 =.

(x} 14 Qh6 Rdf8 15 c4 (Timman-Nogueiras, Brussels 1988) 15 ... Nfs 16 Qh5
Ng7 =.

{y) 16 Nd2 f5 17 Nb3 Qc7 18 f4 Nb4 19 Bd1 d3 20 cxd3 Nxd3 with chances for
both sides, Bogdanovi¢—-Uhlmann, Sarajevo 1965.



(e) 12... Ng6 13 Ne2 d3 14 cxd3 Ba4t (14, .. Nc6!—Tal) 15 Kel Qxe5 16 Bg5!
FRENC HD EFE NSE Nc6 17 d4 Qc7 18 h4! *, was the historic first game of the Tal-Botvinnik

: World Chp. 1960.
Winawer Variation (f) 15 Qxc3 Nxe5 16 Qxc7+ Kxc7 17 Nd4 Ng4 18 Ke1l e5 19 £3! Nf6 20 Nb3 Racs
1 ed e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 €5 ¢5 5 a3 21 Bb2 £ (Pachman).
e4 e
45 46 47 48 (g) 8...869Qd1 Nc6 10 Nf3 Bd7 11 dxc5 h6 12 Rb1 Nge7 =, Spassky-Portisch,
43 44 match 1980,
BXCBt .o Bas(n) 12(x) (h) 9 Qxi7t Kx{7 10 Nf3 cxd4 11 Nxd4 Bd7 12 f4 Ne7 13 Rb1 b6 14 ¢4 Re8 =,
b3 DAL ooveieeeei e l]i]( i&x Kindermann~Yusupov, Munich 1990,
6 XC co!
Qc7(a) cxdd(o) Nb5 (i) White may do better with other moves—13 Nf3, 13 c4!7 or 13 Ne2.
...... Nbs
v (077 SOTTTUTIUTOPR RS Nf3 ggg Bo7 Nxd4 (i) 15 h5 Nd7 16 Nf4 Rfc8 17 Rh3 Nf8 with at least equal chances for Black,
f5(b) Bd7(k) © Nxdd Horvath-Uhlmann, Debrecen 1988.
f4 X
8 QE3enrenrren Qhst a4 bxa5(p) BA7(1) cxda! (k) Black can play Ne7 now or next move, transposing into the main lines
Ne7{c) Qf7(g) Ncé dxc3 (6. .. Ne7). Dubious is 7 . . . b6 8 a4 Ba6 9 Bxab Nxa6 10 Qe2 Nb8 11 a5 bxas
Qdith) Ba3 Qxg7 Nf3 325; 12 Ba3 Nd7 13 dxc5 Ne7 14 ¢6! Qxc6 15 0-0 +, Tal-Donner, Wijk aan Zee 1968,
Xg7 7
9 (I:{lng b6 be(l) Rg8 Ne7(u) Byt (I) White has the better endgame after 9. . . cxdd 10 cxd4 Qa5+ 11 Qdz Qxdz2t
Qxh7 Nxc7t{v) Bx 12 Kxd2.
h7 a4 Bd3 Kxd7
10 g?d‘; Bab Na5 Nbc6 Qxe? (m} White has a large advantage, Taimanov-Shamkovich, Leningrad 1951. The
0-0 Nf3(q) Bd3 Nf3 game continued 15 Qh6! Nac6 (15 . . . cxd3 16 Qxfé Ng6 17 Ne5 +) 16 Bfs! Kf7
11 Kd1! Bb5t Ne7 Qe7(r) Nbcb Bb6 {both 16 ... exf5 and 16. .. Nxf5 lose to 17 Qx{6) 17 Bxe6t Bxe6 18 Ng5+
Bd7 Bxbs 0-0 0-0 fxg5 19 Qxe6t Kg7 20 Bxe7 Nxe7 21 Qxe7t Qxe7 22 Rxe7t Kg6 23 Rael h6
12 Qhs5t(d)  axbs Rel 3?7 a6 Ne? 24 R1e6t Kh5 25 {3 Resigns.
Kds(e) Ne7 f5 a4 (n) 5...cxd4 6 axb4 dxc3 7 Nf3! cxb2?! 8 Bxb2 Ne7 9 Bd3 b6 10 0-0 Bb7
13 Ne2 ha(i) exf6 Bd3 ?592 a6 = 11 Nd4 a6 12 Qh5 *, ]. Kristiansen—C. Hansen, Reykjavik 1981.
0-0-0 1 ab=
dxc3 0-0 gxf6 Bd2 Ng5?! (0) 6...cxba? 7 Nb5 Nc6 8 axb4 Bxb4t 9 ¢c3 Be7 10 Bd3 a6 11 Qg4 Kf8 12 Ba3
uoas i\:h(:i] 3:(111) 2%25(8) Nf5(w) Qesly) puts Black in an ugly position, Liberzon-Khasin, USSR 1960.
Nbcs(f) 6{j

(p) 8 Nb5 Bc7 9 Qxg7 Rg8 10 Qxh7 a6! 11 Nxc7+ Qxc7 12 Ne2 Qxe5 13 Bb2 Qfe
14 f4 Nbc6 15 Qd3 Nf5 16 0-0-0 Qh6 17 Kb1

Bd7 =, Miiller-Vaganian, Ger-
many 1993.
i tice. Rare sixth-move alter- Risky is 11 f Nf3 (12 Rb1 Bd7 13 Nf d3 d Nfs =
ical Winawer, less used in modern prac 1 Nf3 =, (q) Risky is 11 f4 Qxa5 12 Nf3 (12 Rb1 Bd7 13 Nf3 0-0-0 14 Qd3 d4 15 g3 Nfs =,
@ Thsvcelsasi.,srl;a(lA] :in ..Nc6 7 Qg4 g6 8 a4 f5 9 Qd1 Qas 1053;%2152(34 8 cxd4 Shirov-Romero Holmes, Spain 1998) 12 . . . Bd7 13 Ng5 0-0-0!7 (Rf8) 14 Nxf7
natives Maksimovi¢, Yugoslav Chp. 1991, (B) 6. ..Qa 6B c6 14 Bb4 *, Nf5 15 Nxd8 Qxd8 and Black has a dangerous initiative for the exchange,
ghiogr llgl—n Nc6 10 Nf3 Qxa3 11 Bb5 Bd7 12 0-0 Qf8 13 Bxc6 Bx Ernst-Karlsson, Swedish Chp. 1993.
a .
Sznapik-Matlak, Polish Chp. 1991. + bt 14 0-0 Ne7 12 dxcs Ng8 (r) 11 e Qxa??! 12 Bd3 Bd7 13.0-0 0-0-0 14 B.g5 BhB 15 Qg7 Rdg8 16 Qf6 leaves
(b) (A)7...f67! 8 Bb5t Nc6 9 Nf3 Qf17 10kB1x;{:57 (1)3(;37 T exda? 8 Qxg7 Qxeat White distinctly better, Hazai—Raaste, Helsinki 1989,
13 Rel *, Oll-Yermolinsky, Sverd ovsZ : h7. Nee7 13 hd =, (s) 15 0-0 Qa4 16 Rfel Ng6 17 Qh6 Rh8 18 Qe3 and White has a stronger grip on
9 Kd1 Qxal 10 Qxh8 Kf8 11 Bd3 Nc6 12 Bx 4 11 Ret +) 10 Bdz g6 11 Bda the important squares, de Firmian-Lputian, Yerevan Ol. 1996,
11 Rcl %
Ne7 (9. ..Qxc2?! 10 Bd2 an
(c) 8...cxd4 9 cxd4

_ ian, Kapfenberg 1970. (t) 8...Nh6 9 Nf3 Bd7 10 Nfxd4! a6 11 Nxc7+ Qxc7 12 Bd2 Nc6 13 NF3 Ne7 14 a4

Y fter 12 Nf3 Nef5 15 Bd3 Qb6 16 Qe2 0-0 17 Qf2 +, Hellers—Knaak, Novi Sad OL. 1990,

in Hj 1 1996, after

v ot s 14 ok b Hlﬁ“ﬂfson'Be;agl;‘lG;‘;)z‘éﬂl7 Bd6 *. The game () 9... Bxb5 10 Bxb5+ Nc6 11 Bd3 Nge7 12 Qe2 Bb6 13 0-0 Nf5 14 Kh1 Qo7

o7 b7 18 s 83;?1(;() Nb2 b5 20 Nxa4 bxa4 21 BbS 15 a4! Nxb4 16 Bxf5 exf5 17 Qb5+ Nc6 18 Ba3 with the attack, Stefansson~
i ickly— b7 18 Nd3 Qd77 1

finished quickly—17 ... Q!

i Miiller, Altensteig 1992.
RI8 22 Qxe7t! Nxe7 23 Bxd7t Kxd7 24 Rb7t Resigns. .

221
220



(v} Also 10 Nbxd4 Nc6 11 ¢3 Nxd4 12 cxd4 0-0 13 Be2 Nc8 14 0-0 Nb6 15 a4! £,
Dolmatov-Lputian, USSR 1983.
(w} 15 Rfb1 Nce7 16 a4 g6 17 Qf2 Qb6 18 c3 Kf8 19 cxda %, Aseev—Budnikov,
Moscow 1991. -
3 i rt’s 6 Qual? Ne7 7 dxc5 Bxc3t 8 bxc3, but the old -
% Eg;eiztlg};gggféir.l.sl\slg;)! 9 NfQ3g[9 Qxg7?! Rgs 10 Qxh7 Nxe5 11 Be2 Qa5 +)
g...Qc7 10 Qxg7 Rgs 11 Qxh7 Nxe5 12 Qh5s Nxf3t 13 Qxf3 Bd7 14 Bf4
(Shamkovich-Gipslis, USSR 1961) 14 ... Qxc5 =, .
(y) 15 Qf3 Be7 16 Qxf7 Qxf7 17 Nxf7 Rhis 18 Ng5 h6 19 Nf3 Ncb 20 Rfel Rxf3!
21 gxf3 Nxe5 and Black holds the edge in the endgame.
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Winawer Variation

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 e5

49 50 51 52 53 54
G5 BB eeeeeeeree et Qd7(q)
5 Bd2.......... Qg4(d) - OO Qg4(m) Bd2(r)
Ne7(a) Ne? Bxe3t....... Bfs Bfs b6(s)
6 a3} Nf3(e) bxc3 Bb5+(i) Nh3(n) Bb5
Bxc3 Nbcé Qd7(f) c6 Ne7(o) c6
7  Bxc3 Bb5 a4(g) Ba4 Bg5 Ba4
Ncé(c) Bxc3t Ba6 Bas(j) Nbcé a5
8 Nf3 bxc3 Bxa6 Nce2 Bbs a3
cxd4 Qa5 Nxa6 Bbs Bd7 Bxc3
9  Nxd4 Bxcét Qg4 Bb3! 0-0-0 Bxc3
Nxe5 bxcé f5 c5(k) he Bab
10 Nxe6 Bd2 Qhst c3 Be3d Bdz
Bxeb Qa4 g6 Ncé ab Bbs
11 Bxe5 0-0 Qe2 Nf3 Be2 Bxb5
0-0 Nf5 Nb8 Nge7 Qcs cxb5s
12 Bd3 Rfcl h4 0-0 Nf4 Qg4
Nc6 = 0-0 = h6(h) Nfs5(1) Qb7(p) f5(t)

(@) 5...Nc6 6 Nb5 Bxd2t 7 Qxd2 Nxd4 8 Nxd4 cxd4 9 f4 Qb6 10 b4!? Nh6 11 Nf3
Nfs 12 Bd3 Ne3 13 Kf2 Bd7 14 a4 with a faint edge for White, Hector-
C. Hansen, Vejle 1994.

{b) 6 Nb5 Bxd2t 7 Qxd2 0-0 8 c3 Nbc6 9 f4 a6 10 Nd6 cxd4 11 cxd4 f6 12 Nf3
Ng6 =, Timman-Agdestein, Taxco Int. 1985.

{c) Black can land in trouble with 7 . . . cxd4 8 Qxd4 Nbcé 9 Qg4 Nf5 10 Nf3 0-0
11 Bd3 *, Keres—-Spassky, Moscow 1967.

(d} A tricky line is 5 Nf3 Nc6 6 dxc5 Nge7 7 Bd3 d4 (7 . . . Ng6 8 Bxg6 and 9 Be3 )
8 a3 Ba5 9 b4 Nxb4 10 axb4 Bxb4 11 Bb5t Bd7! (Fine-Botvinnik, AVRO 1938,
continued 11 . . . Nc6?! 12 Bxc6t bxc6 13 Rad! Bxc3t 14 Bd2 + and Fine went
on to score a quick victory) 12 Qxd4 Bxc3t 13 Qxc3 Bxbs F.

(e) 6 dxc5 (6 a37! Qa5!) 6 ... Nbc6 7 Bd2 Nf5 8 Nf3 Bxc5 9 Bd3 h5 10 Qf4 Nce7 =,
Leko—Hertneck, Moscow Ol. 1994. The column is Hebden-Vaganian, Hastings
1982/83.

(f) On6...Ba6 or6 ... Ne7 White creates play on the kingside with 7 Qg4 since
there is no painless way to defend g7. For example, J. Polgar-L. B. Hansen,
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Vejstrup 1989, saw 6. .. Ne7 7 Qg4 Kf8 8 Nf3 Ba6 9 Bd3 c¢5 10 dxc5 Bxd3
11 cxd3 bxc5 12 0-0 Nd7 13 a4 £.

Qg4 f5 8 Qg3 Bab 9 Bxab Nxa6 10 Ne2 0-0-0 (10...Nb8
Nxe6! Qxe6 13 Qxg7) 11 a4 Kb7 12 0-0 Qf7 (12...Nb8
+, Fischer—Bisguier, US Chp. 1957.
gxf5 17 Ba3 Rdg8 18 Nh5 Na5

an-Planinc, Banja Luka 1974.
h compensa-

(g) Equally good is 7
11 Nf4 threatens 12
13 a5 =) 13 c4 Ne7 14 Bg5 dxca 15 Qc3
{h) 13 Nh3 Nc6 14 Nf4 Nge7 15 g4! 0-0-0 16 gxts

20 Bb4 Necé 21 Nf6 Qg7 22 Nxg8 Rxg8, Timm
Black will post a wonderful knight on ¢4, but it is still not enoug

tion for the exchange.

(i) The intention of this move is to avoid the exchange of light-squared bishops if
possible. On 6 Nf3 Ne7 7 Bd3 Ba6 Black has good chances for equality.

(§j)7...a58 Ncez Ba6 9 Nf3 Ne7 10 0-0 Nf5 11 Ret b5 12 Bb3 ¢5 13 c3 =,
Fedorowicz—Zerm, Philadelphia 1997.

(k) 9...Ne7 10 Nf3 Bc4 11 Bxcé dxcd 12 Ng3 h6 13 0-0 Ngé6 1
Nd7 16 b3 =, Kruppa-Moroz, Kherson 1989.

%, Cabrilo—Arancibia, Manila Int. 1990.

4 Nh5 Qd5 15 Qe2

(1) 13 Re1 Be7 14 Bc2 g6 15 Nfa
. Ne7 is also reasonable) 6 N3 Ne7 7 ha h5 8 Bgs Qd7 9 Bbs
der Wiel-Portisch, Tilburg 1988.

7 7 Be2 Ba6 8 0-0 Ne7 9 Bxa6 Nxa6 10 Ne2 Nb4
er—P. Nikoli¢, Germany 1988. (B) 6 Bg5 Qd7
Nf3 Nhé =, Topalov-Vaganian, Groningen

(m) 5 Bd2 Bf8! (5 .
c6 10 Bd3 Ba6 =, van

(n) Other choices are: (A)6Nf3Qd
11 ¢3 with a slight initiative, Hiibn
7 f4 h6 8 Bha h5 9 Qh3 Ba6 10
1993.

(0) (A)6...Ba6 7 Nbs Qd7 8
Kirner, USSR 1979. (B) 6..
10 Bxa6 Nxa6 11 g4 Nxe3 12 fxe3 Bb4 130-0 £

(p) 13 Qf3 0-0-0 14 Nh5 Bes 15 g4 Kbs 16 Qg2 Rc8 17 Qf1 Ka7 18 f4 with pres-
sure, Perenyi—Portisch, Hungary 1987.

a4 Ne7 9 Ni4 Ngé 10 Nh5 Rgs 11 Bh6! *, Tal-
.Qd7 7 Nfsa Nhe 8 Qh3! Nf5 9 Be3 Ba6

, Simagin-Lyskov, Moscow 1957.

White. After 5 a3 Bxc3t 6 bxc3 ¢5 or

{q) 4. ..Ne7 is sometimes played to confuse
Winawer or into col. 51. 4. . . Ne7

6. ..b6 play transposes into the main line
5 Bd2?! c5 is col. 49.

.. Bf8 6 Bb5 c6 7 Ba4 is similar to col. 52) 6 bxc3 b6 trans-
Qg4 f5 6 Qg3 b6 7 Nh3 Bab 8 Bxa6 Nxa6 9 Nf4 £

+, Nunn-Hort,

(r) (A) 5 a3 Bxc3t 5.
poses to col. 51.(B) 5

(s)5...Ne7 6 Qg4 Nif5 7 Bd3 hs 8 Qf4 Nc6 9 Bxfs exfs 10 Nf3
Amsterdam 1988.

(t) 13 Qh5t g6 14 Qe2 h6 15 ha Nc6 16 Qd3 Nge7 17 Ne2
Germany 1993.

+, Khalifman—Panzer,
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Winawer Variation, Fourth-Move Alternatives

1e4 eb6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bba

\ 55 56 57 58 59 60
Nge2 ................
NEO2 o X SO Bd2.......... Qg47(p)
Bxc3t dxe4 Nf6 P
5 a3
bxc3
Be7.......... Bxc3t dxed Sifgg(m] I?ng
6 N .
ng4 Nxc3 Qg4(g) Qxg7
c6(a) Nc6(d) Nf6 Rgg Shs
6
7 I}i?é(b) Bb5(e) Qxg7 Qhs .
. ) Ne7 Rgs Qxda(n) (?533
OQOS ?gs Qh6 0-0-0 Bdz2
o 6 i o
S Nbd7........ Rg6(j) Bfs Ng4!(g)
-0- Be3 Ne2 Qd2(k,
) h4
Nd5 0-0 b6(h) b6 gg‘l 1(\21363
10 ha
b QGdz Bgs Bb2 Qh3 Nge2
. : a Qe7 Bb7 Qxf2 cxgd4
RE;? Bxcé Qh4 0-0-0 Be2 N.
17 Nxc6 Bb7 Qe7 Rh4 Nx;:lz4
12 )
tf]i;i(i ) N5x?4 N g?: c4 Qxh4! Kxf2
e5(f) h6(i) Nbd7(l) Qxh4(o) Bc5({r)

(a) Also good is 6 Nf
! $6...NI6: (A) 7 Qd3 0-0 8 Bf4 N
o Bo ¢ bd7 9 0-0-0 N 5 =
glrg,s(lelj [Is(rlooglrills, Moscow 1991. (B) 7 N2c3 0-0 8 Be3?! (8 )E(lf:l 1—()) ?XM Nvod
c3 f4 11 Bcl Nc6 F, Keres—-Mikenas, Moscow 194_0 o

(b) 7 Be3 Nf6 8 N2c3 0-0 9 N| 3 b6 10 Be2 Bb7 11 0- 7 = e—
8 1 0 Qd 12 de Rfds , Alekhin

(c) 13 Nf4 (Westerinen-C i
. asadei, Cattolica 1993}, now B
instead of the game continuation 13 . . . Nxf4 14 Bxfl: ;3)1; Sllgoag}ﬂﬂy 1 o=

d) (A o} help is 6 Nf6?! 7 Bgs +. (B 6. f5 7 3! exf3 8 QXfS QXd4 9 Qg
ng (285 1 Be2 RI%B 12 (1 g 3 Qh )24 C - '3
Nf6 10 7 11 B 16 Rg6 1 4 Bd7 14 Bg5! Bcé 15 0-0-0
Bxgz 16 Rhel Be4 17 Bh5 Nxh5 18 Rd8t Kf7 19 Qth Res 1818, Alekhine—

(e) Black has no problems after both 7 d5 Nce7! and 7 Be3 Nf6

(f) 13 dxe5 Qxd2t 14 Kxd
2 Nxe5 wi .
mala 1987, xe5 with an equal endgame, Gipslis—Casper, Yur-

(g) The gambit 6 3 exf:
3 exf3 7 Nxf3 Nf6 8 Bd3 all i
chances. Black is wise to decline it with 6 . . ?:;S7%2?%}’:2}’&!};;{*&3?3“%
T
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(h) 9. ..c5 10 Ng3 Qc7 11 Bbs! {11 Qe3 Qc6 =) 11 .. .Rg6 12 Qd2 a6 13 Be2 b6
14 0-0 Bb7 15 f3 = (Russian Encyclopedia).

i ? ! 14 Bxe7 Nxh6 15 Bh4 Rgd wins) 13 ... 0-0-0 14

0 :33953;?8(?: tﬁ:: fSr):(])?x.s I;agr‘:u:Fisc)l(1er——Kova(’;evié, Zaggreb 1970, where Fischer
lost to a violent attack after 15 0-07 Ng6 16 Qxh6 Rh8 17 Qg5 Rdgs. Nonethe-
less, the recommended 15 Nh5 is a little better for White.

(j) 8...c59Ne2 Nc6 10 dxc5 Rgé 11 Qdz Bd7 12 Rb1 Qc7 13 Qd6 %, Smyslov—-
Botvinnik, World Chp. 1954.

(k) 9 Qe3 iuoks more natural, but after 9. . . Nc6 10 Bb2 Ne7! Black will gain time
attacking the queen.

(1) 13 Ne2 0-0-0 14 Nc3 ¢5 15 d5 exd5 16 Nxds Nxd5 17 cxd5 Rd6 18 c4 bs =,
R. Byrne-Sherzer, New York 1988.

{(m) Murky complications arise from 5 . .. Qxd4 6 0-0-0 hs(6...f57 Qg3 Bdé 8
Bf4 Bxfat 9 Qxf4 Qc5 3 ) 7 Qe2 Nf6 8 Bh6 Qe5 9 f4 Qfs 10 Bxg7 Rg8 11 Bxf6
Qxf6 12 Nxe4 Qxfat, Jensen—Kroll, Arhus 1987.

(n) 7...Nc6 8 0-0-0 Rg6 9 Qh4 Bxc3 10 Bxc3 Qd5 11 b3 Ne7 12 f3 %, Keres—
Botvinnik, World Chp. 1948.

(0) 13 g3 Qh6 14 Bxh6 Bxh6t 15 Kb1 Bd7 16 Nh3 Be3! =, Rasmussen—Czibulka,
corr. 1988.

(p) 4 exd5 exd5 transposes into the Exchange Variation. l

inc-] 975 White gained an edge after the natural-

@ }gorl’(li:é"{lic. nggége;)hé%:ol‘;vd; 10 Bxcé ngc(i 11 Nge2 dxed 12 dxcs Ng4
13 Qd4 Qxd4 14 Nxd4 £.

(r) 13 Be3 Qf6t 14 Kel Bxda 15 Bxd4 Qxd4 with at least equality for Black.
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FRENCH DEFENSE
Tarrasch Variation, 3 . . . Nf6é Main Line

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 Nf6 4 e5 Nfd7 5 Bd3 ¢5 6 ¢3

61 61 63 64 65 66
R e b6
7 NEZ.ii i Ngf3 Ne2(v)
cxd4(a) Qb6 Ba6
8 cxd4 0-0 Bab
B it e Qbs(p) cxd4(s) Nxa6
9 exfB .o Nfa(k) Nf3 cxd4 0-0
Nxf6 Nxd4(1) f6 Nxd4 b5{w)
10 0-0(b) Qhst exf6 Nxd4 a4{x)
Bde Ke7 Nxf6 Qxd4 b4
11 Nf3(c) exf6t 0-0 Nf3 c4
Qc7.cuenenn. 0-0 Nxfé Bd6 Qbé Nc7
12 Bg5(d) Bf4 Ng6t Ne3! Qa4 Nf4
0-0 Bxf4 hxg6 0-0 Qb4(t) Be7
13 Bha(e) Nxf4 Qxhs Be3(q) Qc2 cxd5
e5(f) Ne4(h) Kf7(m) Bd7 Qc5 exds
14 dxe5 g3(i) 0-0(n) a3 Bxh? dxec5
Nxe5(g) Qfe(j) e5(o0) Bes!(r) b6(u) Nxc5(y)

(a) It.is best to exchange immediately. 7 ... f67! 8 Nf4 Qe7 9 exf6 Qx{6 10 Nf3
cxd4 11 0-0! Nc5 12 Rel Be7 13 cxd4 *, Torre-Ostos, Novi Sad Ol. 1990.

(b) 10 Nf3 Bd6 11 Bf4 Bxf4 12 Nxf4 Qa5t 13 Qd2 Qxd2t 14 Kxd2 0-0 15 Rhel
Ne4t 16 Bxe4 Rxf4 17 Bd3 Bd7! 18 Ke3 Rafs =, Sorokin-Dreev, Borzhomi
1980.

(c) Noteworthy is 11 f4!? Qb6 12 Nf3 0-0 13 Kht Bd7 14 a3 Ne7 15 Nc3 Nf5
16 Ne5 Be8 17 g4 Ne7 18 Qe2 Rd8, Rodin-Smirov, Russian Club Chp. 1995.
White has chances for the initiative in this double-edged position.

(d) (A) 12 Nc3 a6 13 Bg5 0-0 14 Bha Nh5 15 Re1 g6! 16 Bg5-Qg7 17 Be3 Bd7
18 Bft h6 19 g3 Be8 20 Bg2 g5 =, Rogic—Beliavsky, Portoroz 1996. (B) 12 g3
0-0 13 Bf4 Bxf4 14 Nxf4 Qb6 15 b3 Kh8 16 Ng5 e5 17 Nxh7 Nxh7 18 Qh5 e4
19 Ng6+1 Kg8 20 Qxd5t %, Dvoiris—M. Gurevich, USSR Chp. 1988.

(e) 13 Rc1 Ng4 14 Ng3 g6 15 Nh4 e5 16 Be2 Nf6 17 dxe5 Bxe5 18 b4 Bf4 19 Bxf4
Qxfa 20 b5 Nd4 21 Nf3 Nxe2t 22 Nxe2 Qb4 23 Nc3 with just a tiny edge,
Johnson-Powell, corr. 1993.

{f) 13... Nh5 14 Qc2 h6 15 Bgb is slightly better for White after both 15 . . . Rxf3
16 gxf3 Bxh2t 17 Kh1 Nf4 18 Ng3 and 15 . . . Nf4 16 Nxf4 Bxf4 17 Rfe1.
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(g) 15 Nxe5 Bxe5 16 Bg3 Bxgd 17 Nxg3 Qb6 18 Qd2 Bd7 19 Rfel Rae8 20 h3 Bb5
21 Be2 and White has just a minor edge, Svidler-M. Gurevich, Haifa 1995.

(h) 13...Qd6 14 g3 €5 15 dxe5 Nxe5 16 Nxcb Qxeb 17 Qb3 %, Timman—Kuijf,
Dutch Chp. 1987.

(i) White has other choices: (A) 14 Ne2 Rxf3! 15 gxf3 Ng5 16 Kh1 (16 f4 Nf3t
17 Kg2 Qh4 18 Kxf3 Qh3t 19 Ng3 e5 ) 16 . . . €5 17 dxe5 Nxf3 18 Bxh7t Kh8
19 Ng1 Ncd4 20 Nxf3 Bg4! 21 Nxd4 Bxd1 22 Raxd1 Kxh7 =, Kramnik—-Ulibin,
Moscow 1991. (B) 14 Q1 Ng5 15 Nxg5 Qxgs 16 Ne2 Qxcl 17 Raxcl a6 18 a3
Bd7 19 Re5 Racs 20 Rfcl Na7 21 Re? Beb =, De la Riva-De La Villa, pamplona
1998.

(j) Not 14 ... Ng5?! 15 Ne5 Nxe5 16 dxes Rxfa 17 gxf4 Nh3t 18 Kh1 Nxf4 19 Rgl

Bd7 20 Rg4! +, Ivanovié—Maksimovi¢, Yugoslav Chp. 1991. After 14 ... Q6

15 h4 h6 16 Bxe4 dxe4 17 Ne5 Rd8 18 Nxc6 bxcé 19 Qad leaves White slightly
better, Spraggett-Matamoros, Dos Hermanas 1998.

- (k) White cannot maintain the pawn center since 9 f4 fxe5 10 fxe5?! Nxd4 nets a
pawn for insufficient compensation.

1) 9...Qe7 10 Nf3 fxe5 11 dxe5 Ndxe5 12 Nxe5 Nxe5 12 Qh5+ Nf7 14 0-0 g6
15 Qe2 Bg7 16 Bb5t Kf8 17 Re1 with good compensation for the pawn,
Glatt—Sinke, corr. 1987.

{m) 13 ... e5!7 14 Ni3 (safer than 14 Bxgb e4 15 0-0 Ne2t16 Kh1 Nf4) 14.. .. Nxf3t
15 gx{3 Bf5 16 Bxf5 gxfs 17 Bgb Qast 18 Kf1 e4 19 Qh3 leaves White with the
better of the complications, Kholmov-Jurek, Decin 1996.

(n) 14 Qh4 e5 15 Nf3 Nxf3t 16 gxf3 Bf5 17 Bx{s ngS 18 Bgb Qas5t 19 Kf1 g6é!
20 Bxf6 Qabt 21 Kg2 Qxf6 =, van der Wiel-Timman, Brussels 1986.

{0) 15 Nb3 (15 Nf3 Nxf3t =) Nxb3 16 axb3 Bf5 17 Bx{5 gxf5 18 Bg5 Bc5 19 Qh3
Qd7 =, Unzicker-Libeau, Munster 1994.

(p) 8...Nb6 9a3ab 10 b3 Bd7 11 0-0 Rc8 12 Bb2 Be7 13 fg =, Estrin—Arapovié,
Lublin 1978.

{q) 13 Bgd Kh8 (13 . .. Qxb2? 14 Nbs Be7 15 Rb1 Qxa2 16 Ra1l Qb2 17 Ra4! and
18 Bcl wins) 14 Na4 Qc7 15 Rel Ng4 16 h3 Nh2 =, Akopian—Ulibin, Minsk
1990.

(r) 15 Qd2 (15 Nb5 Bb8 =; 15 Ng5 Ne7! 16 h3 Be7 =) 15.. .. Bh5 16 Ne5 Ng4 =,
L. Gurevich-Gdanski, Chile 1990.

(s) Declining the pawn is also possible—8 . .. Be7 9 Rel g5 10 Nft cxd4 o=
(t) 12...Be713Qg4gb 14 h4 allows White dangerous kingside play for the pawn.
{u) 15 Bf4 Bab6 16 Rfc1 Qxc2 17 Bxc2 Ncb =, Furman-Uhimann, Polanica Zdroj

1967. Black’s calm defense takes the sting out of the pawn sacrifice. White can
try 14 Qe2 Qb6 in this line, but he has no more than equality.

(v) (A} 7 Nh3 Bab 8 Bxab Nxa6 9 0-0 b5 10 Qg4 Nbb 11 Nf3 Qd7 12 dxc5 Nxc5

13 Nfa £, Akopian—-Short 1996. (B) 7 fa!? Ba6 8 Bb1l cxd4 9 oxd4 Nc6 10 Ndf3
Qc7 11 Be3 Bbat 12 Kf2 Rcs 13 5 with kingside initiative, Licina—Horvath,
Moscow 1994.
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(w) 8...Nc7 10Nf4 B
o 67 11 Qg4 g6 12
Kestler_Keene, Mannhein. 19g75 Re1 Qc8 13 c4 dxc4 14 Nxc4 0-0 15 dxc5 =,

(x) h Is 3 ¢ g RELE ==
X 1te also ps an (’ng with 10 € i h4 h5 13 Qe2
w kee N Nf4 Be7 11 (Zg‘l g6 12 ; Q =

(y) 15Nb30-016 Be3 N N
5e6 17 N
New York 1007 xe6 Nxe6 18 f4 g6 19 {5 +, Rozentalis—Shabalov.
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FRENCH DEFENSE

Tarrasch Variation, 3 . . . Nf6 and Unusual Third Moves
1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2

67 68 69 70 71 72
NEB oo vveeereeiniierereaeeenreaininiarianes A6 .. teeenriinriieeeaines Be7(s)
Ngf3......... e5 . Ngf3
4 5(a g
?\If(d;(b) c5 Bd7(p) Nf6
dxc5(n) Ngf3(q) e5
° g;[C) Bxc5 Bb5s Nfd7
Bd3 Be2 Bd3
3
¥ CNCS Nc6{o) Bxe2 c5
7 Ndf3 v Ngf3 0-0 Qxe2 ES
cxd4add) ..... Qa5 a5(1) Nge7 c5 6
8 cxd4 Be3(h) Bbs c3 dxc5 Qe2
Qb6 bs(i} Qbs 0-0 Bxc5 cxd4
-0 cxd4
9 3(e) dxch Qa4 Rel 0
]ng41‘ b4 cxd4 Ngé Ncé a5
10 Kf2 Nd4(j) Nxd4?!(m) exd5 c4! Nf1
g5! Qxch Nc5 exd5 Nge7 Ba6
d5 Bxab
h3(f Qa4! Qc2 Nb3 cx
H gxf(4) Bb7 Bd7 Be7 Nxd5 Rxa6
* 4 Ng3
12 Bxf4 Bbs Bxc6 h3 £ Qc
f6(g) Ncba(k) bxcé ¥ Be7(r) Ra7(t)

(a) 4Bd3c55exd5 (5. .. dxc5 dxe4 =) Qxd5 =.

dxc5 ) 6 exf6 Nxf6 7 Ngf3

b) On 4 ...Ne4 5 Bd3 f5 (5...Nxd2 6 Bxdz c57 Ngf:

® Bd6 8 0-0 0-0 9 Re1 ¢5 10 dxc5 Bxc5 11 Nb3 Bb6 12 Nbd4 *, Anand-Mariotti,
Thessaloniki Ol. 1988.

(c) 5 Ngf3 c5 6 c3 Ncb 7 Bd3 transposes into column 65.

(d) 7. .. Qb6 is often played, delaying the exchange of pawns, which is rarely of
any significance.
5 11 Kf2 a4 12 Ne2 6
ASassk’59h4canbemetby9...Be7!10g3a. Ne
“ (13)Kgp2 0—0yl4 h5 a3 15 b3 f5 with chances for both sides, Adams-Dimitrov,
Elenite 1993. (B) 9 Ne2 {6 10 g3 Bb4t =.

(£} (A) 11 fxg5 Ndxe5 12 Nxe5 Nxe5 13 Be3 Nc4 =. (B) 11 Ne2 {6 12 exf6 gxf4 13 {7t
Kx{7 14 Kg2 Rf8 o, Kempen-Gibbs, corr. 1994.

(g) 13 Kg2 Bfg 14 Rh2!? Qxb2t 15 Kh1 Qa3 16 Rc1 Bg7 17 Bd3 0-0, chances are
roughly equal, Waitzkin~Shaked, US Junior Chp. 1996.
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(h) Black is posed few problems by the old 8 Kf2 Be7 9 Bd3 Qb6 10 Ne2 {6 11 ex{6
Bxf6 =, Reshevsky—Vaganian, Skopje 1976.

(i) White has a simple advantage after 8. ..cxd4 9 Nxd4 Nxd4 10 Bxd4 Nb8
11 Nf3 Nc6 12 Bd3 Bd7 13 Be3, Adorjan~Farago, Hungary 1974.

(j) 10 a3 b3 11 Ne2 (11 Qxb3 Bxc5 ) 11 ... Bxc5 12 Bxc5 Nxc5 13 Ned4 Nxd4
14 Nxd4 £, Dolmatov-Prandstetter, Hradec Kralove 1981.

(k) Schandorff-Knudsen, Arhus 1983, continued 13 Nge2?! bxc3 14 bxc3 ab o,

White should play 13 Kf2 bxc3 14 Nxe6 with a clear advantage in the compli-
cations.

(1} 7...Qb6 8 Nb3 cxd4 9 cxd4 a5 10 a4 Bbat 11 Kf2 f6 12 Be3 0-0 =, Steinitz—
Schiffers, Russia 1896,

{m) White should accept equality with 10 cxd4 Na7 11 Bd3 Qb4. The column is
Palmiotto~Bascetta, corr. 1989.

(n) For 5 exds exd5 see 3 . . . ¢5 4 exd5 exd5 5 Ngf3 a6 (col. 75).

(0) 6...Nf6 7 0-0 dxe4 8 Nxe4 Be7 9 Qe2 Nbd7 10 ¢4 0-0 11 Bg5, and White has
a distinct edge, Gelfand-Dolmatov, Moscow 1989. The column is Speelman—

Schussler, Thessaloniki Ol. 1988, in which Black had no compensation for his
isolated queen-pawn.

(p) 4...c55 c3 Nc6 6 Ndf3 Bd7 7 Bd3 (7 dxc57! Bxc5 9 Bd3 Nge7 =) 7. . . Rc8
8 Ne2 cxd4 9 Nexd4 Nge7 10 Qe2 Nxd4 11 Nxd4 Nc6 12 0-0 Qc7 13 Nxcé
Bxc6 14 Rel %, Aronin-Shamkovich, USSR 1952,

(q) Black quickly equalized after 5 Ne2 c5 6 Nf3 Bb5 7 c3 Nc6 8 Be3 cxd4 9 Nexd4
Bxf1 10 Kxf1 Nge7, Oll-Topalov, Ibercaja 1992.

(r} 13'Qg4 0-0 14 Ne4 . The column is an improvement on Lau-Eingorn, Palma
de Mallorca 1989, which saw instead 11 Rd1 0-0 12 Ne4 Qb6! =.

(s) 3...dxe4 4 Nxe4 is the Rubinstein Variation. Black’s rarely played alterna-
tives are suspect: (A) 3. .. {57! 4 exf5 exf5 5 Ndf3! Nf6 6 Bd3 Bd6 7 Ne2 0-0
8 0-0 9 ¢4 c6 10 Qb3 *, Psakhis—Shilov, USSR 1978. (B) 3...b6 4 Ngf3 Be7

5 Bd3 dxe4 6 Nxe4 Bb7 7 0-0 Nf6 8 Qe2 0-0 9 Bf4 Nbd7 10 Rad1 +, Hellers—
Kekki, Nordic Chp. 1985.

(t) 13 h4 h6 14 Nh5 g6 15 Nf4 Qc8 16 Be3 Bb4t 17 Kf1 %, Ehlvest—Lputian.
Manila Int. 1993,



FRENCH DEFENSE

Tarrasch Variation

1 ed 6 2 da d5 3 Nd2 c¢5 4 exd5 exd5

73 74 75 76 77 78
Bb5t
5 NEEB e e s
N%G ........................ ab....ooiinns Nf6(o) NcB.......... Bd7
6 Bbs Be2(j) Bbst Qe2t(r) Qe2t
Bds6(a} ca(k) Bd7 Be7(s) Be7!
dxc5
7 dxc5.....eenn 0-0 0-0 Bxd7t dxcs
Bxc5(b) cxd4 Bds Nbxd7 Nf6 Nf6
8 0-0 Nb3(g) b3 0-0 Nb3 Nb3(v)
Ne7 Ne7 bs() Be7 0-0 0-0
9 Nb3 Nbxd4 a4 dxc5 Be3(t) Be3(w)
Bd6(c) 0-0 Bb7(m) Nxc5 Re8 Re8
10 Re1(d) Be3{h) bxc4 Nb3{p) NIf3 0-0-0(x)
0-0 Bga bxca Nce4 a6 a6
Bxd7
11 Bd3(e) h3 Bxc4! Nfd4 Bd3
h6 Bhs dxc4 Qd7 d4! Nbxd7
d2
12 h3 Qdz Nxc4 f3 Nfxd4 Q
Nf5 Rc8 Be7 Nd6 Nxd4 a5
13 c3 c3 Rel Nc5 Nxd4 a4

Qfs(f) Bba(i) Qe7(n)  Qe7(q) Bxc5(u) Q7=

(a) Other moves fall short: (A) 6...Qe71?! 7 Be2! cxd4 8 0-0 Qd8 9 Nb3 Bd6
10 Nbxd4 Nge7 11 b3! 0-0 12 Bb2 Ngé 13 c4 =, Tal-Holm, Kapfenberg' 1970.
(B) 6...a6 7 Bxc6t bxc6 8 0-0 Bd6é 9 dxc5 Bxc5 10 Nb3 Bb6 11 Be3! Bxiil
12 Rel *+. (C} 6...Bd7 7 0-0 Nxd4 8 Nxd4 cxd4 9 Qe2t Be7 10 Nf3 =,
Alekhine—Bartostek, Prague 1943.

(b) 7 ...Qe7t 8 Qe2 Bxc5 9 Nb3 Qxe2t 10 Kxe2 Bbé 11 Be3 Bg4 12 h3 Bh5
13 Bxb6 *, Tal-Korchnoi, USSR Chp. 1973.

i White gains the edge
Previously 9 ... Bb6 was equally popular. Nowadays
[C) with 10 R};l 0-0 11 Be3 Bg4 (11. .. Bf5 12 c3 Be4 13 Bxb6 Qxb6 14 Nfd4 f,
Wolff-Wilder, Philadelphia 1986) 12 Bxb6 Qxb6?! (12 ... axb6 .13 c3 %)
13 Bxc6 Nxc6 14 Qxd5 Nb4 15 Qed Bx{3 16 gxf3 *, Karpov-Krogius, USSR
1970.

{d) (A) 10 Nbd4 transposes into the next column. (B) 10 Bg5 0-0 11 Bh4 Qbi
12 Bd3 a5 13 a4 Nf5! =, Rozentalis-Psakhis, Sevastopol 198?. (C) 10 Bxgg
bxc6 11 Qd4 0-0 12 Bf4 Nf5 13 Qa4 a5! 14 Rfel Be6 =, Smagin-W. Schmidt,
Copenhagen 1990.

(e) A maijor alternative is 11 Bg5 Bg4 with further choices: (A) 12 Bh4 a6 l13 gﬁg
h6 14 Bg3 Re8 15 ¢3 Qc7 =, Aseev-Epishin, Sevastopol 1986. (B) 12 h3
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13 Bxc6 bxc614 Nbd4 Rc8 15 c4 h6 16 Bxe7 (16 Bha g5) Bxe7 17 g4 Bg6
18 Ne5 Bc5 =, Wolff-Gulko, New York 1987. (C) 12 Be2 Re8 13 ¢3 hé

14 Bh4 Qb6 15 Bxe7 Rxe7! 16 Qxd5 Rae8 17 Qd2 a5 with active play, Psakhis—
Vaganian, Moscow 1981.

{(f) 14 Bc2 Rd8 (14 ... Be6 15 Qd3 Rfe8 16 Bdz g6 17 Re2 Bf8 18 Rael %, Wolff—
Benjamin, San Francisco 1991) 15 Qd3 g6 16 Bd2 a5 17 a4 b6 18 Qe2 Ba6
19 Bd3 Bxd3 20 Qxd3 d4!? 21 cxd4 Nfxd4 22 Nfxd4 Nxd4 23 Bc3 Nxb3 24 Bxfe
Bh2t 25 Kxh2 Rxd3 26 Rad1 %, Brodsky-Lputian, Wijk aan Zee (B) 1999.

(g) 8 Nxd4?! Bxh2t! 9 Kxh2 Qh4t 10 Kg1 Qxd4 F, Geller-lvkov, Skopje 1969,

(h) 10 ¢3 (10 Bg5 6 11 Be3 Ne5 12 Ret a6 =) 10...Bg4 11 Qa4 Qd7 12 Be3 a6
13 Be2 Nxd4 14 Qxd4 Nc6 =, Karpov—-Korchnoi, World Chp. 1974.

(1) 14 Bf4 Bxf4 15 Qxf4 Bxf3 16 Nxf3 Qb6 17 Bxc6 bxcé =, Kunzelman~Schwarz,

corr. 1989. This line is more comfortable for White, although it produces no
significant edge.

() White also gains a plus from the straightforward 6 dxc5 Bxc5 7 Nb3 Ba7 8 Bg5
Nf6 (8...Ne7 9 Qd2 0-0 10 0-0-0 %) 9 Qe2t Be6 10 Nbd4 Qe? 11 0-0-0 0-0
12 Nf5 %, Jansa-Andersson, Biel Int. 1985.

(k) Less committal is 6 . . . Nf6 7 0-0 Be7 8 dxc5 Bxc5 9 Nb3 Ba7 10 Bg5 (Bf4!7 +)
0-0 12 ¢3 Re8 e, Kudrin-Dreev, New York 1991.

(1} Safer play is 8 . .. cxb3 9 axb3 Ne7 10 Re1 0-0 11 Nf1 Nbc6 12 Ne3 Bf4 13 Bd3

Be6 14 Ba3 Re8 15 ¢3 Qc7 16 Ra2 Rad8 17 Rae2 =, Geller—Korchnoi, Moscow
1975.

(m) White obtains great compensation for a knight after 9. .. ¢3?! 10 axb5! cxd2
11 Bxdz2.

(n) Black is under heavy attack. Geller-Dreev, New York 1990, continued 14 Rb1
Qxc4 15 Rxb7 Nc6 16 Nd2! Qxd4 17 Bb2 Qxa4 18 Re4 Qa2 19 Bxg7 0-0-0

20 Rb3 Bf6 21 Qg4t Ke7 22 Qf4t Kc8 23 Bxf6 Nxf6 24 Qxf6 Qxc2 25 Qf5t Re-
signs.

(0) Rare and underrated is the immediate 5 . . . c4. Then 6 Be2 Nc6 7 0-0 Bd6 8 b3
cxb3 9 axb3 Nge7 is like note (1) with Black saving a tempo (no a7-a6). White
has only a minimal edge after 6 b3 cxb3 7 Bb5+ Bd7 8 Qe2t Qe7 9 Bxd7+ Nd7
10 axb3 Ngf6, Beliavsky~Gulko, Reykjavik 1991,

(p) (A) 10 Nd4 Qd7 11 Qf3 0-0 12 N2b3 Nce4 13 Qf5 (13 Nfs Bds! =) 13 ... Rfcs
14 Re1 Bf8 15 ¢3 with a tiny edge, Kasparov—Kharitonov, USSR Chp. 1988.
(B) 10 Re1 0-0 11 Nf1 Re8 12 Be3 a5 13 Re2 b5 14 Bd4 Ne6 is about equal,
Rozentalis—Bareev, Elista O). 1998.

(q) 14 Nd3 0-0 15 b3 (c3!?) Rad8 16 Be3 Rfe8 17 Rel %, A. Sokolov—Bareev,
Geneva 1996,

(r) 6 Ne2 Nf6 7 0-0 Bd6 8 dxc5 Bxc5 9 Nb3 Bbs 10 Ned4 0-0! 11 Nxc6 bxcé

12 Bxc6?! Ng4! threatening 13...Qh4 with a deadly attack, Yudasin-
Vaganian, USSR 1982,

(s) White has the better endgame on 6 . . . Qe7 7 dxc5 Qxe2t 8 Nxe2 Bxc5 9 Nb3
Bb6 10 Bd2 Bd7 (10... Nge7 11 Bb4 =+, Euwe-Botvinnik, 1948} 11 Be3 {6
12 0-0 Nge7 13 Bd4 *+ (Keres).
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{t) Black regains the pawn with good play after 10 Nf3 Re8 11 Be3 Ne4 and cap-
turing on c5.

(u) 14 3 Ng4 15 0-0 Qh4 16 h3 Nxe3 17 fxe3 Bxh3! 18 gxh3 Bxd4 19 cxd4 Qg3+
20 Kh1 Rxe3 21 Bxh7+! =, Brynell-Schmidt, Naestved 1988.

(v) 8 Ngf3 0-0 9 0-0 Bxc5 10 Nb3 Re8 11 Qd3 Bb6 =, Gruenfeld—Kaminski, Wichern
Open 1992.

(w) 9 Bgs runs into 9. . . Re8 10 0-0-0 a5! 11 a4 Na6 12 Nh3 N‘f7! 13 Bxd7.Qxd7
14 Qe5 Ne6 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Qxds Qxa4 when the a-pawn gives Black fine at-
tacking prospects, Dvoirys—Gruenberg, Sochi 1983.

{x) 10 Nf3 a6 11 Bd3 a5 12 a4 Ng4 13 0-0 Nab 14 c6 Bxc6 15 Bd4 Nb4 =, Karpov—
Bareev, Tilburg 1994. The column is Robatsch-Spassky, Beverwijk 1967.
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FRENCH DEFENSE

Tarrasch Variation

1ed4e62dad53Nd2cs

79 80 81 82 83 84
4 EXAB ..t e Ngf3
Qxd5 Nc6.......... cxd4(t)
5 Ngf3 Bbs Nxd4(u)
cxd4(a) dxe4(p) Ni6
6 Bca Nxe4d exd5{v)
Qdsé(b) Bd7 Nxd5
7 0-0(c) Bg5(q) N2f3
Nf6 Qast Be7
8 Nb3 Nec3 Bc4
Ncé a6(r) 0-0
9 Nbxd4(d) Bxc6 0-0
Nxd4 Bxc6 Bf6
10 NXA4.ooviiiiiiiiiii Qxd4 d5 c3
Bd7.......... a6 Bd7(n) Bxds Ncé
11 b3(e) Rel.......... b3(k) Bf4 0-0 Rel
0-0-0(f) Qc7(h) Qc7 Qxd4 Bcb Nxd4
12 Bb2 Bb3 Bb2(l) Nxd4 Ne5 Nxd4
Qc7 Bds(i) Bdé Rc8 Qc7 Qbs
13 Qe2 Nf5! Nf3 Be2 Rel Nif3
hs(g) Bxh2t{j)  b5{m) Nd5(o) Nf6(s) Ne7 =

(a) 5...Nc6 6 Bc4 Qd8 7 dxc5 Bxc5 8 0-0 Nf6 9 Qe2 Qc7 10 Ne4 Be7 11 Rel Bd7
12 b3 0-0-0 13 Bb2 +, Nunn-Levitt, London 1983.

(b) (A) Trying to retain the extra pawn with 6 ... Qc5 leads to trouble—7 Qe2
Nc6 8 Nb3 Qb6 9 0-0 Nge7 10 Rd1 Nf5 11 Bd3 Nd6 12 a4 a6 13 a5 Qa7 14 Ra4
Nb5 15 Bxb5 axb5 16 Raxd4! Nxd4 17 Nfxd4 +, Beliavsky-P. Nikoli¢, Wijk
aan Zee 1984. (B) 6...Qd8 7 0-0 a6 8 Nb3 Qc7 9 Bd3 Nc6 10 Nbxd4 Nxd4
11 Nxd4 Bd6 12 h3 Ne7 13 Re1 0-0 14 Qh5 Ng6 15 Nf3 with a kingside initia-
tive, Adams-Dreev, London 1995.

(c) Castling queenside is also to be considered—7 Qe2 Nf6 8 Nb3 Nc6 9 Bg5 a6
10 0-0-0 b5 11 Bd3 Be7 (11. .. Bb7 12 Nbxd4 Nxd4 13 Nxd4 0-0-0? 14 Bxb5!
axb57! 15 Nxb5 +, Smagin-Levitt, Amantea 1993) 12 Kb1 Bd7 13 Rhe1 Rd8
with chances for both sides, Landenbergue-Hug, Horgen 1994.

(d) Setting Black few problems is 9 Re1 Bd7 10 g3!? (10 Nbxd4 =) 10.. . . Qc7 111
Bf4 Bd6 12 Bxd6 Qxd6 =, Bensiek-Michel, corr. 1989.
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(e) (A) A major alternative is 11 ¢3 Qc7 (11...0-0-012 Qe2 Qc7 13 ad4! +) 12 Qe2
Bd6 (12 . .. Be7 13 Nb5 Qb8 14 g3 £, Adams—Glek, Places 1996) 13 Nb5 Bxb5
14 Bxb5t Kez 15 g3 a6 16 Ba4d %, Ivanchuk-Ehlvest, Manila 0O1. 1992. (B}
11 Bb3 Be7 12 Bg5 0-0 13 Re1 Rfd8 14 ¢3 Qe5 15 Bh4 b5 =, lvanchuk-M. Gure-
vich, USSR Chp. 1988.

Less sharp is 11...Be7 12 a4 Qc7 13 Re1 0-0 14 Bb2 Bd6 15 h3 a6 16 Qf3 £,
Stromberg—Nordstrom, Sweden 1994.

(f

-

14 Nf3 Ng4! 15 h3 Bcé 16 Rid1 (16 hxga? Bxf3 17 gxf3 hxg4 18 Qes Bd6
19 Qe4 gxf3 20 Qxf3 Ba3 wins) 16... Bc5 17 hxga hxgd 18 Bes! Rxd1t 18
Qxd1 Qe7 20 Nh2 Qg5 21 Bg3 Rxh2! 22 Bxh2 (22 Kxh2? Qhst 23 Kgl Bxg2!
wins) 22 . . . g3 23 Bxg3 Qxg3 24 Qf1 Qf4 25 Rd1 Bd6 26 Rxd6 draw agreed,
Kopilov-Kahn, corr. 1889. A wonderful tactical fight! Certainly the last word
on this entertaining line is yet to be said.

(h) 11... Bd7 12 Bb3 0-0-0 13 Bgs Qc7 14 Qf3 Bde! 15 h3 Bh2t 16 Kh1 Be5
17 Rad1 Bxd4 18 Rxd4 Bc6 19 Qc3 Rxd4 =, Wolff-Mednis, New York 1980.

(i) Black may wish to sidestep the complications by 12 . . . Bd7 13 Qf3 Bd6 14 h3
0-0-0 15 Bd2!?7 Bcé 16 Nxc6 Bh2t 17 Kh1 Rxd2 18 Nb4 =*, Marciano—
Goldewicht, Utasellato 1991.

(j) 14 Kh1 with two defenses: (A) 14 ... Kf8?115 Qd4 h6 (15 . . . ex{5 16 Qxfe! *}
16 g3 exf5 17 Bf4 Qc6t 18 Kxh2 *, Beliavsky-Hertneck, Munich 1991. (B)
14 ...0-0 15 Nxg7 Rd8 16 Qf3 Kxg7 17 Bh6t Kgb 18 ¢3 Nh5 19 Bcl! Bf4
(19...f5 20 g4! b5 21 gxh5t Kg7 22 Qg2t =+, Adams—-McDonald, England
1997) 20 g4 Ng3t 21 fxg3 Bxcl 22 Raxcl b6 23 Be2t Kg7 24 Be4 Ra7 25 Rc2
Bb7 26 Rh2 =, Brodsky—Glek, Wijk aan Zee (B) 1999.

(k) 11 a4 Qc7 12 Qe2 Bd6 13 h3 0-0 14 Rd1 b6 15 Bgb Bh2t 16 Kh1 Be5 =,
Ljubojevi¢-Hiibner, Wijk aan Zee 1988.

(1) Black has no difficulties after 12 Qe2 Bc5 13 Bb2 0-0 14 Rad1 b5 15 Bd3 Bb7
16 Nf3 Qf4, Kotronias-Kindermann, Debrecen 1989.

(m) 14 Bd3 Bb7 15 h3 0-0 16 Qe2 h6 17 Ne5 Rfds 18 f4 Best 19 Kh2 Bd4 =, Tal-
Hiibner, Brussels 1987.

(8

{n) The immediate exchange of queens allows White a small edge—10 . .. Qxd4
11 Nxd4 a6 {11 ... Bd7 12 Be2 Bc5 13 Nb3 Bb6 14 Bd2 £, Tiviakov—Chernin,
Podolsk 1993) 12 Be2 Bd7 13 Bf4 Nd5 14 Bg3 Bc5 15 Rfd1, van der Wiel-
Chernin, Wijk aan Zee 1986.

(o) 14 Bg3 Bcb 15 Nb3 Bb6 16 c4 Ne7 17 Rfd1 Nf5 =, Womacka-Luther, Dresden
1987.

(p) Equally good is 5. .. cxd4 6 Nxd4 Bd7 7 Nxc6 Bxc6 8 Bxcb bxc6 9 ¢4 Bcb
(9...Nf6? 10 Qad Qd7?! 11 e5) 10 0-0 Ne7 =.

(q) 7 Be3 Qa5t 8 Nc3 exd4 9 Nxd4 Bba 10 0-0 Bxc3 11 bxc3 Nge7 12 Nxc6 Bxc6 =,
Kuijf~Uhlmann, Amsterdam 1990.

(r) Catastrophe befell Black after 8. . cxd4 9 Nxd4 Bb4?! 10 0-0 Bxc3 11 bxc3
Qxc3 12 Nfs! exf5 13 Relt Be6 14 Qd6 a6 15 Bd2! Qxc2 16 Bb4 winning, Tal-
Uhlmann, Moscow 1971.

(s) 14 Bxf6 gxf6 15 Nxc6 Qx i
] ¢6 16 Qh5 Be7, Gibbs—R i
just compensation for the pawn. Fosts, com. 1980, White hao

(t) Trangpositions to other lines occur from 4... a6 (into 3 a6, col. 70}

4...Nf6 5 e5 Nfd7 (into 3...Nf6 o
4 exd5 exd5, col. 76). ' 4 e5) and 4...Nf6 5 exd5 exd5 (into

(u) White can play 5 exd5 Qxd5 6 Bc4 transposing into 4 exd5 Qxd5 (col. 79)

(v) 6 e5 Nfd7 7 N2f3 Nc6 8 Nxc6 bxc6 9 Bd3 Ba6! 10 0-0 Bxd3 11 Qxd3 Be7 12 ¢4

0-0 =, Svidler-Dreev, Rostov 1 i i
0-0 = Svidie 993. The column is Kramnik-Illescas, Dos Her-
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FRENCH DEFENSE

Tarrrasch Variation, Guimard’s Line

1 e4 e6 2 d4 d5 3 Nd2 Nc6

85 86 87 88 89 90
4 INGEB et c3
Nf6(a) e5(q)
5 a5 exd5
Nd7 Qxd5
6 Be2......... Bd3.......... Nb3 ......... Bb5.......... (oK T Ngf3
f6(b) 6(g) a5(j) a6(l) f6 exd4
7 exf6 exf6(h) ad Bxc6 exf6 Bc4
Qxfé(c) Qxfé b6 bxcé Qxf6 Qf5(r)
8 Nf1 0-0! Bgs Nb3 Be2(o) Nxd4
Bd6(d) Nxd4(i) Be7 a5(m) Bde Nxd4
9  Ne3 Nxd4 Qd2 Bg5 Nf1 cxd4
0-0(e) Qxd4 hé Be7 0-0 Be6
10 0-0 Rel Bxe7 h4 Ng3 Qa4t
Qg6 Nf6 Nxe7 hé Nbé Bd7
11 g3 Ne4 Nci Be3 Be3 Qb3
Nf6 Qb4 c5 a4 e5 0-0-0
12 Nh4 Ngs * c3 Nc5 dxe5 0-0
Qe8s(f) 0-0(k) Nxc5(n) Nxe5(p) Bd6(s)

{a) Too ambitiousis 4. ..e55 Bb5 exd4 6 Nxd4 Bd7 7 Nxc6 bxc6 8 Bd3 Bc5 9 0-0
Nf6 10 e5 Ng4 11 Nf3 *, Fiorito-Feige, Argentina 1997.

(b) 6...Be7 7 Nf1 0-0 8 Ne3 f6 9 exf6 Nxf6 10 0-0 Bd6 11 c4 b6 12 a3 Ne7 13 b4
dxcd 14 Nxc4 Nfd5 15 Bd3 h6 (Psakhis-Drashko, Sarajevo 1984) 16 Rel £.

(c) White obtains a simple edge after 7 ... Nxf6 8 0-0 Bd6 9 Re1 0-0 10 c4 b6
11 b3 Bb7 12 Bb2 £, Svidler—Vysochin, Yurmala 1992.

(d) 8...e5 9Ne3 e4 10 Nxd5 Qd6 11 Be4 exf3 12 0-0 Nb6 13 Re1t Kd7 14 Re6!
Nxc4 15 Rxd6+ Nxd6 16 Bf4 +, Peters—Lakdawala, Long Beach 1992.

{e) 9...b6 10 0-0 Bb7 11 Ng4 Qf5 12 h3 0-0-0 13 Rel h5 14 Ne3 Qf6 15 c4 £,
Ivanov-Naumkin, Moscow 1991.

(f) 13 f4 Bd7 14 Re1 Ne7 15 Ng4 ¢5 16 ¢3 %, Zagorovsky—van Manen, corr. 1991.

(g) 6...Nb4 7 Be2 c5 8 3 Nc6 9 0-0 is similar to the variations arising from
3...Nf6 4 e5, except that White has gained time from the Black knight'’s tour.

(h) Hellers—Jacobsen, Groningen 1984, was a wonderful short game—7 Ngb fxg5?
8 Qhs+ g6 9 Bxgbt hxgb 10 Qxg6t Ke7 11 Ne4! Ndxe5 12 dxe5 Nxe5 13 Qf6+
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Kd7 14 Qxe5 dxe4 15 Bxg5 Qe8 16 0-0-0t Bd6 17 Qb5t c6 18 Rxd6t! Kxd6
19 Rd1t Kc7 20 Bf4t Resigns. Black can defend better by 7 . . . Ndxe5! 8 dxe5
fxg5 9 Qh51 Kd7 10 Nf3 g6 11 Qg4 Be7 12 Nxg5 Qg8 13 Qa4 h6 14 Nf3 Kds8 =,
Nunn-Short, British Chp. 1979.

(i) It is better to decline the pawn with 8 . . . Bd6 9 c4 0-0 10 Nb3 h6 11 Qe2 dxc4
12 Bxc4 Nb6 13 Bb5 Bd7 14 Be3 a6 15 Bd3 =, Emms-Titshoff, Miinster 1995.
The column is Ghinda—Urzica, Romania 1984.

(j) (A} 6 ... Be7 7 Bb5 0-0 8 0-0 Ncb8 9 Qe2 b6 10 Bf4 Bb7 11 Bd3 a5 12 Rfd1 a4
13 Nbd2 Re8 14 c4 Nf8 15 Racl with a definite plus, Suetin-Korchnoi,
Leningrad 1951. (B) 6 ... f67! 7 Bb5 *.

(k) 13 Bd3 Ba6 14 0-0 Bxd3 15 Nxd3 c4 16 Nf4 b5 17 axb5 Rb8 18 Rfe1 Rxb5
19 Ra2 Qb6 20 g4 Rb8 21 Re2 x, R. Byrne-Sahovié, Reykjavik 1982. White’s
kingside play has more potential than Black’s queenside demonstration.

(1) 6...a5 7 a4 Na7 8 Bd3 ¢5 9 c4 cxd4 10 cxd5 Nc5 11 Nc4 exd5 12 Bgs =,
Djurié-Drashko, Sarajevo 1984.

(m) 8...¢5(8...Be7 9 Na5 Nb8 10 Be3! Bb4t 11 Bd2 *) 9 Bg5 Be7 10 Na5! Nxe5
(10...Nb8 11 Bxe7 *} 11 dxe5 Bxg5 12 Nc6 Qd7 13 Nxg5 h6 (13 ... Qxcé
14 Qh5) 14 Nxf7 £, Yudasin-Drashko, Thilisi 1987.

{n) 13 dxc5 Ba6 14 Qd4 (Tolnai-Monin, Budapest 1990) 14 ... Bb5 15 Rh3 Qc8
16 0-0-0 leaves White more freedom to maneuver.

(o) 8 Bb5 Bd6 9 Nf1 5 10 dxe5 Ncxe5 11 Nxe5 Qxe5t =, Radulov-Szabo, Mon-
tilla 1975.

(p) 13 Bxb6 axb6 14 Qxd5t Be6 15 Qxb7 Qf7 16 Rd1 Rxa2 17 0-0 Rxb2 draw
agreed, De Wit—Brynell, Brussels 1996.

(q) Action is called for. If instead 4 . . . Nf6 5 5 Nd7 6 Bd3 {5 7 g4! +,0r4 ... dxed
5 Nxe4 Qd5 6 Bd3 e5 7 Qe2 Be6 8 f4! exf4 9 Nf3 0-0-0 10 Bxf4 +, Lauterbach—
Dahlgruen, Haifa 1989,

{r) 7...Qh5(7...Qc5 8 0-0 with attacking chances) 8 cxd4 Nf6 9 0-0 Be7 10 Rel
0-0 11 h3 Bd6 12 Nf1 %, A. Sokolov-Kovadevié, Novi Sad 1984.

(s) 13 Nf3 (Black has the attack after 13 Bxf7 Nh6) 13 ... f6 14 Rel Ne7 15 Bd2
Nc6 with only a minimal edge to White, Simi¢-Praznik, Slovakia 1996.
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Exchange Variation and Unusual Lines

1 e4 €6
91 92 93 94 95 96
.......... QeZ..........d3 ree 2 NE3()
2 (é; ............................. Q2 a N
iati f3 Ndz N¢3
3 exd5 (Exchange Variation) II:IICB e e
exd5
i 3(p) Nce2
........ Nf3..........Nc3() g3 g .
* g(cilsﬁ[a) Bd6(e) Bb4(j) g6!(n) dxe4 c
3
5 c3 calf) Bd3 Bg2 d;(eﬂl rI:\”s!
Ne6(b) Ni6 Ncé Bg7 e i
- Bg2 [{&
Nc3 Ne2(k) 0-0 o
° Iljlfgl(;) 0-0(g) Nge7 Nge7 Nc6 c6
0 cxd5s 0-0 d3 Ngf3 i:(t)
’ (E)!_gzl Nbd7 Bi5 0-0 Bcb "
0-0 g
Bg5s Ng3 c3 be?
° f(;j? hé Bxd3 d6 0-0 e
0-0
9 Nbd2 Bh4 Qxd3 a3 ZC; o
0-0(d) Nbé 0-0 b6 -
Be2 Nce2 Nbd2 Qe2 e
10 };3?5 = Be7(h) Qd7{l) hé(o) be(q)

es—4 . . . C5,
As Black is not under pressure he could play many reasonable mov
@ 4 ; N6, 4 . . . Nf6. The text is the simplest, though.

te to a draw, e.g. 5 ...
intaini mmetry has been a common rou N
© Ig/[;lnzt%;\llr;;ns ]t;;z g?,() 80-0 }I;fS 9 Bxd6 Qxd6 10 Ng3 Bxd3 11 Qxd3 Nd
° .
Draw, Hort-Petrosian, Hastings 1977/78.

Ned! 11 Bxe4 dxed 12 Qxed
.0 8 Ne2 Re8 9 Bg5 Be7 10 Bed 12
AN Sf?gf;;1h§§501i N(fil Nxe3t 15 fxe3 Bd6 16 Qf3 c5, and Black has active
4! I .
I[\)Ilay for the pawn, Malaniuk-Psakhis, Moscow 1983

lumn
(d) Black could play 9 0-0-0 if he wants to make a sharper game. The colu
ack © o
is Tal-Korchnoi, USSR 1955. o
Bga 5 h3 Bh5 6 Qe2t Qe7 7 Be3 Nc6 8 Ne3 0-0-0 Qv%fl“?lib 11991'
[9) (11}) 43Qd7g12 Nd2 f5 13 Nb3 Nf6 14 f3 =, Kasparov—Short, Tilburg L
. >a—] oczy, Lake
Bd3 Nf6 6 0-0 0-0 7 Bg5 Bg4 8 Nbd2 Nbd7 =, Capablanca Maroczy.
5 - .
o Hopatcong 1926. There is more punch to 5 c4. it 11 s <. Ulbin
Bh5 10 g4 By +,
Bxc4 0-0 8 0-0 Bga?! 9 h3
(g) (A)B... dxca 7

Lautier, Sochi 1989. (B) 6 .c67 Bg5 0-08 cxds Qbﬁ 9 Bxf6 QXbZ was all
I‘lght for Black in Teske Knaak, Stlalsund 1988
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(h) 11 Bx{6 Bx{6 12 Qb3 Bg4 13 0-0 Bxf3 14 Bxf3 Bxd4 15 Rad1 %, Ulibin~Monin,
USSR 1986.

(i) With 4 ¢4 N6 5 Ne3 White unbalances the pawn structure. Ashley—de Firmian,
Bermuda 1997, continued 5 . . . Bb4 6 Bd3 0-0 7 Nge2 dxc4 8 Bxc4 Nbd7 9 0-0
Nb6 10 Bb3 Re8 11 Bg5 h6 12 Bh4 Be6 13 d5 Bf5 with chances for both sides.

(j) 4...Nfé 5 Bg5 Be7 is a solid alternative. The column continuation often
arises from the order of moves 1 e4 6 2 d4 d5 3 Nc3 Bb4 4 exd5 exds5.

(k) a3 Bxc3t 7 bxc3 Nge7 8 Qf3 Be6 9 Nh3 Qd7 10 Nf4 Bf5 11 0-0 0-0-0 =, Short—
Timman, Tilburg 1990.

(1) 11 ¢3 Bd6 12 Bf4 a6 13 Rfe1 Rae8 14 Qf3 Nd8 =, Spielmann-Euwe, Zandvoort
1936.

(m) Other reasonable choices are 2...Nc6, 2...Be7 and 2. ..b6, but Black
should avoid 2 .. . e5 3 f4! when White has a slightly improved King's Gam-
bit.

(n) White gains a small initiative after 4 . . . Be7 5 Bg2 d5 6 d3 Nf6 7 0-0 0-0 8 5
Ne8 9 c4, Psakhis-Stikovié, Yerevan Ol. 1996.

(0} 11 Rd1 e5 12 b4 Be6 13 Bb2 b5 =, Hort-Gheorghiu, Manila Int. 1976.

(p) Also commonly played is 4 Ngf3 c5 5 g3 Nc6 6 Bg2 Be7 7 0-0 transposing into

the King’s Indian Attack. White should consider this, as the column allows
Black easy play.

(g) 11 Ne4 Bab 12 Nfd2 Qd7 13 h3, Timpel-Schmidt, Germany 1994; now
13 ... Qe6 gives Black at least equal chances.

(r) 2 c4 d5 3 exd5 exd5 4 cxd5 (4 d4 is note {i)) 4 . . . Nf6 5 Bb5+ Nbd7 6 Nc3 Be7
7 Qf3 0-0 8 Bxd7 Qxd7 9 Nge2 Rd8 10 Nf4 Bdé = (Keres and Minev),

(s) Black can force play into more usual lines with 3 ... Nf6 4 5 Nd7 5 d4 c5

(Steinitz Variation) or 3...Bb4 4 e5 Ne7, probably transposing into the
Winawer Variation.

(t) 7 cxd4 cxd4 8 Qa4 Bd7 9 Nexd4 Bbat 10 Kd1 Be5 11 Qc4 Nxe4! 12 dxed Nxd4
13 Nxd4 Bxd4 ¥, Kiriakov—Kapengut, USSR 1965,

{u) The position is roughly equal, but players who like King’s Indian pawn struc-
tures will prefer White.
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N THE MODERN ERA, the Sicilian Defense has been the defense of cham-
I pions. Kasparov and Fischer became World Champions with al-
most religious devotion to the Sicilian, while all other World
Champions of the twentieth century have used it at least fairly exten-
sively. Other luminaries and national champions have been likewise cap-
tivated by the sea of Sicilian variations, making the theory of the opening
rich with a diversity of plans and ideas.

The opening dates back to Italy of four hundred years ago. It was
mentioned by Polerio in 1594 and given its name by Greco early in the
next century. The match between MacDonnell and La Bourdonnais in
1834 greatly helped the chess world appreciate the virtues of the Sicilian,
which requires some sophistication to think of playing as the strategy is
not initially obvious.

With 1. .. c5 Black stakes out territory in the center, denying White
the pawn duo of e4 and d4. The black d- and e-pawns will later advance
to control key squares, but their presence around the king allows Black to
blunt any quick attack. White’s most effective plan is Morphy's d4 (after
Nf3), gaining space and opening lines. After . ..cxd4 Black has an open
c-file for counterplay, along with his two center pawns that play their ini-
tially defensive role. The positions arising are asymmetrical, which has
the appealing aspect of local imbalances on the board. Frequently White
will have pressure on one area of the board and Black on another area,
such as the typical White kingside attack vs. Black’s queenside counter-
play. Thus the games tend to be lively, with fierce struggles and winning
chances for both sides. The lively play, combined with the inherent
soundness of the defense, is the reason for the Sicilian’s popularity.

This chapter is large, as there are many variations of the Sicilian that
differ significantly in strategy and positional structure. Therefore the
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c.hapter is broken up into subchapters of major variations or similar varia-
tions. These subchapters are:

1. The NAJDORF VARIATION

2. The Dracon Variation (and Accelerated Dragon)

3. The SCHEVENINGEN VARIATION

4. Systems with 2. .. e6—TAIMANOV VARIATION, PAULSEN VARIATION and
FOUR KNIGHTS' VARIATION

5. Classical Sicilian—RICHTER-RAUSER ATTACK, BOLESLAVKY VARIATION and
SOZIN-VELIMIROVIC ATTACK

6. Systems with ... Nc6 and ...e5—SVESHNIKOV (PELIKAN] VARIATION,
Karastinikov and LOWENTHAL VariaTiON (and 4 . . . Qb6).

7. Non-open systems (lines without 2 Nf3 and 3 d4)—CLosep SiciLiaN

2 c3 Sicilian, 3 Bb5 variations, the f4 Attack, Unusual Second
Moves. .
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NAJDORF VARIATION
1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 a6

7

/
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His Has BEEN caLLED the Rolls-Royce or Cadillac of chess openings.

T The number of devoted followers to the Najd.or-f makes it zlikm lt)o zi

religion. The followers are convinced that thls. 1s.the abso. u%e t;,s
ame of chess, and they spend much of their lives sez.irchmg or
f the Najdorf thirty moves
and could

play“in ttlile"gb analyzing amazing variations o
:i}::ap.tr ';‘lhe opZning was the favorite of t‘he great Bobl.)y F}scher, and could
have been called the Fischer Variation m'stead of taking its nz'imh rom the
Polish/Argentine grandmaster Miguel Na]df)l:f. Kasparov', Pgr?sc ,
and your author are among the many practitioners of this (.a,denst;. while
The strategy behind 5 . . . a6 is to prepare for queensi g p a); whlle
keeping maximum flexibility. Black’s e-pawn may go to e ot;or ,;mny
queen’s knight to d7 or 6 or Black may de.velop only his que;,n T mans
moves (the Poisoned Pawn Variation). Play is usually sh'ar;l) an agliations,
many variations leading to almost unfat.homable tactica (;oglp cau .
White’s sixth move does much to determine the character oh-t e.gz: n(is ©
6 Bg5 (columns 1-18) is the sharpest response, as White mre s &
castle queenside and launch a fierce attack with a pawn f:OI}T C;p Oli)sone(i
Black can cross up White’s plans with 6...e6 7 fa Qb6!7, the

Pawn Variation (columns 1-6), see diagram below.
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The retreat 8 Nb3 (columns 5-6) is a concession to Black, although
some players like the sharp, equal positions that arise. The critical lines
begin with 8 Qd2 Qxb2 (columns 1-4). White has a serious lead in devel-
opment, but Black’s flexible position is difficult to crack.

The old main line of 6 Bg5 is 6...e6 7 f4 Be7 8 Qf3 Qc7 9 0-0-0
Nbd7 (columns 7-12). White’s most promising continuation is the pawn
storm, initiated by 10 g4 (columns 7-9). A significant change in the theory
is column 7, which used to be considered equal and now is regarded as
definitely favorable for White. Black has a reasonable alternative in col-
umn 8 (13 ... Bxg5t). Columns 9-12 investigate alternatives for White
from the main continuation, but Black is able to hold the balance in these
sharp lines.

Less used variations following 6 Bg5 are the subject of columns
13-18. Column 13 was a favorite of former US Champion Walter Browne,
but it is suspect. The Polugaevsky Variation, 6. ..e6 7 fa b5 (columns
14-15), looks suicidal but has defied attempts to refute it. Column 16
(7 ...Nbd7) and column 17 (7 . .. Qc?7) are respectable alternatives to the
Poisoned Pawn Variation or the old main line. Column 18 is an out-of-date
continuation that leaves White with the initiative.

6 Be2 (columns 19-24) is the most popular positional treatment. It
has gained even more followers in recent years as Black has weathered
well the sharp, tactical assaults on the Najdorf. Strategic concerns and
piece maneuvering play a much greater role here than the sharp varia-
tions. After Black’s usual response 6 . . . e5, the struggle revolves around
the weakened d5 square. Currently Black has adequate resources to bal-
ance the struggle.

6 Bc4 (columns 25-30) is another sharp continuation. This got a
workout in the 1993 World Championship match Kasparov vs. Short and
was a favorite of Fischer. The evaluation has not changed much in twenty
years: the double-edged positions that arise leave Black as many winning
chances as White.

6 Be3 (columns 31-34) has become a serious weapon in White's ar-
senal. After 6. . . e5 (columns 31-33) the strategic factors, such as control
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te may also add an

of d5, is similar to the 6 Be2 lines, but with 6 Be3 Whi "Ned) has beon

attacking element by castling queenside. Column 34 (56 ..
tiveto 6. .. e5.

hown by Kasparov to be a good alterna

’ 6 g}:; (cofumns 35-36) is a positional treatment that has sur
lue. Black will be worse if his play is imPre01se. - .

va 6 f4 (columns 37-40} can lead to either a posm-on‘al or atta(}:ll:n‘g

game. Play is not as forced as in the 6 Bg5 or 6 Bf34 vanatl.ons as W 1nes Z

strategy involves slowly building an attack. With the direct respo

6...e5 (columns 37-38) Black gains equal chances. ‘

Columns 41—42 cover White’s unusual sixth-move alternatives.

prise

246

SICILIAN DEFENSE

Najdorf, Poisoned Pawn Variation

1 ed ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 a6 6 Bg5 e6 7 f4 Qb6(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
8 QA2 .o Nb3(v}
Qxb2 Be7.......... Nbd7(z)
9 Rbl.i i Nb3 Qf3(w) Be2(aa)
Qa3 Qa3(q) Nbd7? Be7
10 | I Bxf6......... e5(1) Bxf6(r) 0-0-0 Qd3
Ncé(b) gxf6 dxe5 gxi6 Qc7 Qc7
11 fxe6 Be2 fxe5 Be2 Bd3i(x) Bf3
fxe6(c) Nc6(i) Nfd7 Nc6(s} b5 he{bb)
12 Nxc6 Nxcé Bc4(m) 0-0 a3 Bxf6
bxcé bxcé Qa5(n) Bd7 Bb7(y) Nxfé
13 e5(d) 0-0 0-0 Kh1 Rhel 0-0-0
dxe5(e) Qas! Nxe5 Rc8 Nc5 e5
14 Bxf6 Kh1 Rbe1 Bh5 Qh3 f5
gxf6 Be7 Nxc4(o) Bg7 0-0-0 Bd7
15 Ne4(f) f5 Qf4 Rf3 Nxc5 Kb1
Be7{g) h5(j) Ndé 0-0 dxc5 b5
16 Be2 Bf3 Ne4 Rda(t) e5 Nd2
h5(h) Kf8(k) Qc7(p) f5(u) Nd5= Rc8=

(a) The interpolation of 7 ... h6 8 Bh4 Qb6 can be met by 9 a3 {as 9. .. Qxb2?
10 Na4 wins the queen), when the option of Bf2 gives White the initiative.

(b) 10...b5 11 fxe6 fxe6 12 Rb3 Qa5 (12...Qc5? 13 Ncxbs!) 13 Bxf6 gxf6
14 Be2 h5 (14 ... b4 15 0-0! Bg7 16 Nd1 0-0 17 Bc4 + —Hartston) 15 0-0 Be7
16 Kh1 Bd7 17 Qd1 b4 (Bogdanov-Glushenko, corr. 1970) 18 Qb1 =.

(c} Not 11... Bxe6? 12 Nxe6 fxe6 13 Bc4 +.

(d) A major alternative is the calmer 13 Be2 Be7 14 0-0 0-0 (14. .. Ri8 avoids
forced draws) 15 Rb3 Qc5+ (15 ... Qa5 16 Nd5 Qxd2 17 Nxe7+ Kf7 18 Bxd2
Kxe7 19 e5! +) 16 Be3 Qe5 17 Bf4 Qc5t 18 Kh1 (18 Be3 repeats the position)
18 ... Ng4 19 h3 e5 20 Na4 Qa7 21 Bc4t Kh8 22 hxg4 exf4 23 Nb6 d5! 24 exd5
cxd5 25 Bxd5 Rb8 26 Nxc8 Rbxc8 27 Rh3 Qb6 =, Ivanchuk—Kasparov, Linares
1990.

(e} White has good attacking chances after 13 . . . Nd5 14 Nxd5 cxd5 15 Be2 dxe5
16 0-0 Bc5t 17 Kh1 Rf8 18 ¢4 Rxf1t+ 19 Rxf1 Bb7 20 Qc2! (Fischer).

(f) The natural-looking 15 Be2?! Qd6! ¥ allows the Black queen to return to play.
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(g) Also playable is the greedy 15 ... Qxa2 16 Rd1 (16 Nxfet Kf7 17 Rd1 Qb2!
18 Ne4 Bb4 F) 16...Be7 17 Be2 0-0 18 0-0 Ra7 19 Rf3 Kh8 20 Rg3 Rd7
21 Qh6 Rf7 22 Qh5 Rxd1t 23 Bxd1 Qa5 24 Kf1 Qds! 25 Qx{7 Qxd1t 26 Ki2
Qxc2t 27 Ke3 Best that led shortly to a draw in G. Andersson—Pousen, corT.
1992.

(h) 17 Rb3 Qa4 with two choices. (A) 18 c4 5 19 0-0 fxe4 and Black is at least all
right in this complex position, e.g. 20 Qxc3 Qxa2 21 Bd1 Ri8 22 Bxh5t Kds
23 Rd1f Bd7 24 Qe3 Qa5 25 Rb7 Bcb 26 Rdxd7+ Kes 27 Rde74 Kd8 draw
agreed, Kavalek—Fischer, Sousse Int. 1967. (B) 18 Nxf6+ Bxf6 19 c4 Bhat 20 g3
Be7 21 0-0 ha 22 Qd3 Qa5 23 Bh5t Rxh5 24 Qg6t Kd8 25 Qxh5 Qc5t .

(i) 11...Bg7 12 0-0 f5 13 Rfd1 Nc6 14 Nxc6 bxc6 15 Rb3 Qcbt 16 Kht 0-0
17 Qxd6 Qxd6 =, Matanovi¢—Bronstein, Wijk aan Zee 1963.

(j) White has attacking chances if Black plays the old line 15 ... exf5?! 16 exI5
Bxf5 17 Bxab! Qxa6 18 Rxfs d5 19 Rel Qb7 20 Qh6! (Nunn).

(k) 17 Rb3 Ra7 18 Qf2 Rb7 ¥, Ziegler-Magnusson, Stockholm 1988. White doesn't
obtain enough compensation for the pawn in this line.

(1) An important alternative, worked out to equality in the 1980s, is 10 Be2 Nbd7
(10...Be7 11 0-0 Qa5 12 f5 Nc6 is also good) 11 0-0 Be7 12 e5 (12 f5 Neb F)
12 ... dxe5 13 fxe5 Nxe5 14 Bx{6 gxfe! (14 ... Bxf6 15 Rxf6! gxf6 16 Ned is
dangerous) 15 Ne4 {5 16 Rb3 Qa4 17 Nxf5 (17 Qc3 Rg8 F)17 ... ex{5 18 Nd6t
Bxd6 19 Qxd6 Qe4 20 Rel Nc6 21 Kf1 Be6 22 Bhs Qcat 23 Rd3 Nd8 24 Qd7+
Kf8 25 Qd6t Ke8 26 Qd7+ Draw, Pogrebniak-Guk, USSR 1986.

(m) 12 Ne4 hé! 13 Bb5 axb5 14 Nxb5 hxgs 15 Nxa3 Rxa3 =+, Platonov—Mini¢,
USSR vs. Yugoslavia 1968.

(n) Black has a good alternative in 12 ...Bb4 13 Rb3 Qa5 14 0-0 0-0 15 Bf6 Nxf6
16 exf6 Rd8 17 Rxb4 Qxb4 18 Qg5 gb with at least equal chances.

(o) 14 ... Nbc6 15 Nxc6 Nxc6 16 Qf4 Be5t 17 Kh1 0-0 18 Qg3 Bd4 19 Ne4 results
in attacking chances for the pawns, Gaida—Grigoriev, corr. 1992.

{p) 17 c4 (Hellers-Oll, Groningen 1984), now Black should return the piece with
17 ... Nb5! 18 cxbs Qxf4 19 Bxi4 {6, when White’s initiative is not quite
worth the two pawns.

(q) 9. ..Nc6 allows White to reach a slightly favorable endgame almost by force:
10 Bxf6 gxf6 11 Na4! Qa3 12 Nbé Rb8 13 Nc4 Qa4 14 a3 b5 15 Nxd6t Bxdé
17 Qxd6 Qxe4t 17 Be2 Qds (Black must trade queens—17 . .. Bb7? 18 0-0-0!
Qe3t 19 Kb2 Rd8 20 Qe7 Qxe2 21 Rhei Qh5 22 g4 Qxgé 23 Qxb7 Rxdl
24 Qxc6t Ke7 25 Qcst Kes 26 h3 Qf3 27 Nd4 Rxd4 28 Qxd4 Rgs 29 Re3 +)
18 Qxd5 exd5 19 0-0-0 Be6 20 Bf3 Ne7 24 Nc5 . Some grandmasters are will-
ing to defend Black’s position to make a draw, but this is not recommended for
most players.

(r) 10 Bd3 Be7 11 0-0 h6 12 Bxf6 (12 Bh4 Nxe4! 13 Nxe4 Bxh4a ¥, Spassky—
Fischer, World Chp. 1972) 12 . . . Bxf6 13 5 dxe5 14 Nea Nd7 15 f5 Qe7 &,
Mukhin~Sorokin, USSR 1973.

(s) 11...h5120-0 Nd7 13 Kh1 (13 f5 Nc5 14 Qd4 Nxb3 15 axb3 Qc5 16 Qxc5
dxcs 17 fxeb fxe6 18 Rxf6 Bg7 = —Nunn) 13...h4 14 h3 Be7 15 Rad1 b6
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16 Qe3 Bb7 17 {5 Rc8 18
1o Qey W7 fxe6 fxe6 19 Bg4 (Short-Kasparov, Riga 1995)

(t) 16 Rg3 Kh8 17 Rf1 Ne7! 18 {5 exf5 F, Shabalov—de Firmian, US Chp. 1997

(u) 17 exf5 exf5 18 Nd5 (A. R
b . Rodriguez—Vera, Havana 1978
19 Rg3 Qb2 is a complicated, roughly balanced position. hnow 18 G

) IE:/[mol"3 a;tematives are: (A) 8 a3 Nbd7! 9 Be2 (9 Qd2? Qxb2 10 Nb3 Nc5!)
QXI)Z qeRl:;) Nb3 hé = V. Georgiev-Ermenkov, Bulgarian Chp. 1995. (B) 8 Q(l.‘!
€ Qa3 10 {5 Be7 11 Be2 Nc6 =, Nunn-Kasparov, Brussels 1986 ((;)

8 Bxf6 gxf6 9 Be2?! Rgs!
71 Rg8! 10 Bf3 Qxb2 =
Magerramov, corr. 1992. Qxb2 11 Na4 Qa3 12 ¢3 Nd7 ¥, Harman—

(w) 9 Qe2 h6 10 Bxf6 (10 Bha? Nxe4!) Bxf6 11 0-0-0 Nd7 12 h4 Bxc3 13 bxc3 Nf6

14 Rh3 e5 15 5 Bd7 16 c4 Q
! 5 c6 17 Re3 ¥
Nonilso i o Ba7 1o a5 18 g4 a4 19 Nd2 0-0-0 ¥, Deppe—

(x) K]V;;t(i ha; several alternatives: (A) 11 Qg3 b5 12 Bxf6 Nxf6 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5
1 SXdSG R))::zSZa(;dIJ(Sb 16 Nxb5 Qb6 (16...Qc4!) 17 Qxg7 Rfs 18 Nde6t Bxgﬁ
o Rxas 20 ; I;Jad77=,18habalov—de Firmian, US Chp. 1996. (B) 11 g4 b5

) g 4 a3 Rb8 15 h4 b4 16 axb4 Rxb4 i
= A —
?gllmson, Oakham 1992. (C) 11 a4 h6 12 Bh4 g5 13 fxg5 Ne5 14 Qkfgpli?fn4
Qg1 Bd7 16 h3 Ng6 =, Chiburdanidze-Nunn, London 1985. ¥

{y) Alsogoodis 12... Rb8 13 Rh
! s1z... e1 b4 axb4 Rxb4 =, Camposra-M i
Aires 1997. The column is Spassky-Portisch, Tilburg I;Q;rga erovie, Buenos

(z) 8...Qe3t 9 Qe2 2 i
i Qe2 Qxe2t 10 BxeZ is well known to be an endgame edge for

(aa) g[gf:; Be7 transposes into the previous column. 9 Qe2 Qc7 10 0-0-0 b5 11 a3
" RX(Zig:i 537 13 Bg2 h6 14 Bxfé Nxf6 15 e5 dxe5 16 Nxb5 Qb6 17 Nd6+ Bxsﬁ
Qxd6 19 Bxb7 Ra7 =, Ljubojevié-Browne, Buenos Aires 1980.

(bb)11...Rb8 12 0-0-0 b5 13 Kb
- 1 b4 14 Ne2 a5 15 g4 % a4?! 16 Nhd
=+ a4?! 4 Qc5 !
dxe5 18 Nc6 e4 19 Bxe4 Rb6 20 Bxf6 gxf6 21 Neds =+, Krakops(}IC\Jml/Zkzsv.

Cappelle-la-Grande 19 Lo L
Pty e 1897. The column is Ljubojevic-Kir. Georgiev, Novi Sad
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SICILIAN DEFENSE
Najdorf Variation, 6 Bg5—O0Id Main Line

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfé 5 Nc3 a6 6 Bg5 €6
7 fa Be7 8 Qf3 Qc7(a) 9 0-0-0 Nbd7

7 8 9 10 11 12

10 g4 it Bd3...ooiiiiiis Qg3(v)
b5 |1 T hé bs!

11 Bxf6 Rhel Bha(r) Bxf6(w)
Nxf6(b) Bb7 g5 Bxf6(x)

12 g5 Qg3(n) fxg5(s) Bxbs!
Nd7 b4! Ne5 0-0!

13 - O a3(j) Nd5 Qe2 Bxd7
Nc5?!........ Bxg5t Rb8s exd5 Nfg4 Bxd7

14  félc) Kb1 h4(k) e5!{o) Nf3 €5
gxf6 Nes b4 dxe5 hxgs dxe5

15 gxf6 Qh5s axb4 fxe5 Bg3(t} Ne4
Bfs Qe7{g) Rxb4 Nh5! Nx{3 exd4

16  Rgi!(d) Nxe6(h)  Bh3 Qh4(p) Qxf3! Nxf6t
Bd7(e) Bxe6 Qe5(l) Bxgb Ne5 Kh8

17 Rg7 fxeb Nb3 Qxg5 Bxe5 Nh5
Bxg7(f) g6(i) Qb6(m) g6(a) dxe5(u} Rgsly)

(a) 8...Nbd7 9Bc4! h6(9...Qc7 10 Bxe6!) 10 Bxf6 Bxf6 11 0-0-0 Qb6 12 Nxe6!
fxe6 13 Bxe6 Nfs 14 Bb3 with a strong attack, Giles-Browne, US Open 1988.

(b) 11...gxf6 (11... Bxf6?! 12 Bxbs! =) 12 f5 Ne5 13 Qh3 0-0 14 Rgl Kh8
15 Nce2 Rg8 16 Rg3! Bd7 17 Nf4 +, Brodsky-Stoica, Romania 1994.

{c) Less incisive is 14 h4 b4 15 Nce2 (15 Nb1 Bb7 =; 15 fxe6 fxe6 16 Nce2 gb =)
15...e5 16 Nb3 Nxed! 17 Qxe4?! (17 Bg2 =}17...Bb7 18 Rd5 1.1(:8'19 c3 Qc4
20 Qxc4 Rxc4 21 Bg2 Bxd5 22 Bxd5 Rxh4! ¥, Nunn-Browne, Gjovik 1983.

(d) The best move, putting Black under strong pressure. There are many sharp al-
ternatives, e.g.: (A} 16 Bh3?! b4 F. (B} 16 Qh5 Bd7 (16 . . . b4?! 17 Nd5! exd5
18 exd5 Bb7 19 Re1t+ Kd8 20 Kb1! with a strong attack) 17 Bh3 b4 18 Nce2
0-0-0 19 Qxf7 Bh6t 20 Kb1 Rdf8 21 Qh5 Rxf6 =, Browne-Mecking, San Anto-
nio 1972. (C) 16 a3 (second best) Bd7 17 Qh5 Qa5 18 Be2 b4 19 axb4 Qxb4
20 Rhf1 Rb8 21 Qxf7+! Kd8! 22 Nb3 a5 23 Qh5 %, Ernst-de Firmian, New York
1990.

(e} (A)16...b4 17 Nd5! exd5 18 exd5 Bd7 19 Rg7 0-0-0 20 Rxf7 Bh6t 21 Kbl
Rdf8 22 Rxfst Rxf8 23 Ne6 Nxe6 24 dxe6 Bxe6 25 Bh3! Qd7 26 Qa8t Kc7
27 Qa7t Kc8 28 Qxabt Kc7 29 Qa5+ Kc8 30 Rd4! Rxf6 31 Qa8t Kc7 32 Recat

250

Bxc4 33 Qa7t winning, Simon-Pasztor, Hungary 1997. (B) On 16 . . . h5 sim-
ply 17 a3 leaves White in control.

(f) If 17 ... b4 then either 18 Nd5 exd5 19 exd5, as in note (e), or 18 e5 d5
19 Nxd5! exd5 20 Qxd5 *. After 17 ... Bxg7 18 fxg7 Rg8 White has 19 e5!
0-0-0 20 exd6 Qb6 21 Ne4! Bc6 22 Nxc6 Qxc6 23 Qc3 Qxed 24 Qxc5t Kb8
25 Qc7t Ka8 26 Qx{7 +. Las Vegas theoretician Danny Olim and many other
players have spent tremendous time trying to rehabilitate Black’s position
after 13 . . . Nc5, so far to no avail.

(g) White gains a bit more from 15...Qd8 16 Rg1 Bf6 17 fxe6 0-0 (17...g6
18 exf7t Kxf7 19 Qhé £) 18 Bh3 g6 19 Nd5 Kh8 20 Qe2 fxe6 21 Bxe6 Ra7
(Psakhis—Cvitan, Geneva 1992) 22 Rgf1 .

(h) 16 fxe6 (16 Rg1 Bf6 17 fxe6 g6 =) 16 . . . g6 17 exf7+ Kxf7 18 Qe2 Bga 19 Qf2+
Qf6 20 Qxf6t+ Bxf6 21 Be2 Bc8 with a more comfortable ending for Black,
Shabalov-Hellers, New York 1993.

(i} 18 exf7t Kx{7 19 Qe2 Kg7 20 Nd5 Qd8 21 Bh3, and White holds a very small
edge, Shmuter-Gruenfeld, Rishon 1994. N

{j) 13 Bh3?! b4! 14 Nce2 Bb7 15 Kb1 Nc5 16 Ng2 d5! with the initiative, Smyslov—~
Fischer, Bled Candidates 1959.

(k) An old line is 14 Bh3 Nc5 15 Rhg1 b4 16 axb4 Rxb4 17 {5 Qb7! =,

(1) 16 ... Qb6 17 Nf5 Bf8! is all right (not 17 . . . exf5 18 Nd5 Qc5 19 exf5 *), for
example, 18 Ne3 Qa5 19 Qe2 Nb6 =, Boetew—Tenev, corr. 1987.

{m) 18 h5 Nc5 19 Nxc5 dxch! 20 g6 fxg6 21 hxgé h6 22 Nd5 exd5 23 Bxc8 0-0 T,
Kaplan-Browne, Madrid 1973.

(n) (A) The slow 12 a3 can be met by either 12 . . . Qb6 or 12 h6 =, (B) Black is the-
oretically fine after the complicated 12 Nd5 Nxd5 13 exd5 Bxg5 14 Rxe6t fxe6
15 Nxe6 (15 Qh51? g6 16 Bxg6t hxgé 17 Qxh8t Nfs 18 Nxe6 Bxfat! ¥)
15...Qb6! 16 Qh5t g6 17 Qxg5 Qe3t 18 Kb1 Kf7 19 Qh6 Rags 20 Ng5t Ke8
21 Qh4 Kd8! F, Maliszewski-Surowiak, corr. 1992.

14 exd5 Kd8 15 Qe3 Nb6 16 Nf5 Nbxd5 17 Qd4 (17 Qe2 Bc8 ) 17 ...Bf8
18 Be4 Kc8 19 Nxg7 Nxe4 20 Ne8 (Kohlweyer-Tomczak, Baden-Baden 1987)
20 ... Qc6 21 Qxh8 Qxe8 F. This variation is involved and tactical, but pre-
cise play should give Black the edge.

-~

(o

{p) The spectacular 16 6 leads to a draw after 16... Nxg3 17 exf7t Kxf7
18 Rxe7t+ Kg8 19 hxg3 Qxg3 20 Ne6 Qe5 21 Rf1 Nfg 22 Bf5 Bc8 23 Re8 Kf7!
24 Re7t Kg8 25 Re8 Kf7, Hellers—de Firmian, Biel 1989.

(q) 18 €6 (18 g47! h6 19 Qd2 Ng7 20 e6 Nfg ¥) 18 . . . Nc5! 19 exf7t+ Kxf7 20 Rf1t
Kg8 21 Nf5 Ne6 22 Nh6+ Kg7 23 Nf5t is a draw. Neither side can deviate from
this line without incurring some disadvantage.

(r) (A) 11 Qh3 Nb6 12 {5 e5 13 Nde2 Bd7 14 Be3 Bc6 =, Chandler—Browne, Bath
1983. (B) 11 h4 Nc5! F.

(s) 12 e5 gxh4! 13 exf6 Nxf6 14 5 e5 15 Nde2 Bd7 16 Be4 Rg8 « (Nunn).

(t) 15 Bxg5 Bxgst 16 Nxg5 Qc5 17 Nh3 Bd7 leaves Black with enough compen-
sation for the pawn.
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i 1996.
(u) 18 Rhft Rh7 19 h4! Bd7 20 h5 0-0-0 21 g4 =, ]. Polgar-Gelfand, Vienna i
Bb7 13 exf6 {13 Qg3 dxes 14 fxe5 Nd7 1?(Bxbjl:l:
b5 16 Ndxb5s Qc5 17 Qxg7 Qxe5! is fine for Black, Mischke—Bral;:zdt;, ;xdé
o1 13 Bxf3 14 Bxf3 Bxf6 15 Bxa8 Bxd4 16 R}fd4 d5 17 Bx
1291\113((15 ch 19 Relt Kf8 =, Keres—Fischer, Bled Candidates 1959.
Ndxb5 Qb8 13 e5 dxe5 14 fxe5 Nxeb 15'Rhe1 (15 Blgé I(\:I}f‘gll
Ng6 16 Nc7+ Kf8 17 Nxa8 Qxa8 ¥, Shirazi-Browne, p.

(v) 10 Be2 b5 11 Bxf6 Nxf6 12 e5

(w) 11 Bxb5 axbs 12
16h3g5!1)15. ..
1983. S

(x) 11...Nxf6 12 €5 dxe5 13 fxe5 NA7 14 Bxbs! axb57! .
15 Ndxbs Qb6 16 Qxg7 *.
{y) 18 Rxd4 Rac8 19 Qf2 (19 ¢c3 Bc6 20 Kbl .Bd5 =) 1? .. .;las 20 Kb1 Ba4 21 b3

Y Bxb3 22 axb3 Qxh5 =, Ivanovié—de Firmian, Vr3ac¢ 1983.

.. 0-0 15 Bxd7 %)
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SICILIAN DEFENSE
Najdorf Variation, 6 Bg5
1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 a6 6 Bgs

13 14 15 16 17 18
BB Nbd7
7 fa(a) Bca
Be7.......... bs...Polugaevsky Nbd7........ Qe7(t) Qa5
8 Qf3 e5(f) Variation Qf3(o) Qf3(u) Qdz
he?! dxe5 Qc7 b5!7 e6(x)
9 Bh4 fxe5 0-0-0 5(v) 0-0-0
Qc7(b) Qc7 bs b4 b5
10 0-0-0 exf6 ......... Qe2 Bxbs(p) Ncbs! Bb3
Nbd7 Qe5t Nid7 axbs axbs Bb7
11 Be2! Be2 0-0-0 Ndxb5s Bxb51 Rhel
g5(c) Qxgs Bb7(j) Qbé(q) Bd7 0-0-0
12 fxg5 0-0(g) Qg4(k) e5 fxe6 a3
Ne5 Qes(h) Qxes(l) Bb7 Bxb5 Be7
13 Qeld Nf3 Bd3(m) Qe2 Nxbs Kb1
Nfga(d)  Bost hé he! Qcs Qbs
14 Bxg4 Kh1 Bh4 Bxf6(r) Bxf6 3
Nxg4(e) Qxf6(i) g5(n) gxf6(s) Qxbs(w)  Kbs(y)

(a} The alternatives allow Black to equalize quickly: (A) 7 Qf3 h6! 8 Bxf6 (8 Bh4
Nbd7 9 0-0-0 Qc7 =)8...Qxf6 9 Qxf6 gxf6 10 Be2 h5 11 0-0-0 Bd7 12 Kb1
Kd8 13 f4 Nc6 14 Rhft Kc7 =, Bokucheva-Platonov, Gorky 1971; (B) 7 Qd3 bs
8 0-0-0 b4 9 Nce2 Bb7 =, Tisdall-H. Olafsson, Torshavn 1997. (C) 7 Qez he
8 Be3 b5 9 a3 Bb7 10 f3 Nbd7 11 0-0-0 Rc8 =, Zaitdinov—Browne, San Fran-
cisco 1999.

(b) 9...g5 is the (in)famous Goteborg Variation. After 10 fxg5 Nfd7 11 Qhs!
(11 Nxe6 fxe6 12 Qh5t Kf8 13 Bb5! Rh7! 14 0-0t Kg8 is entertaining, but
not better for White) 11...Ne5 12 Bg3 Bxg5, simplest is 13 Nf3 Nbcé
(13... Nbd7 14 Nxg5 Qxg5 15 Qd1 *) 14 Rd1 Bf6 15 Be2 Rh7 16 Bi2 Qa5
17 Nd4 Nxd4 18 Bxd4 Bd7 19 0-0 Bh8 20 Qh4 +, Geenen—Spassov, corr. 1994.

(c) Black has a difficult choice. On {A) 11. . . b57! 12 Bxf6 Nxf6 13 e5 Bb7 14 Qg3
dxe5 15 fxe5 Nd7 16 Nxe6! fxe6 17 Qg6+t Kd8 18 Qxeb is very strong,
M. Hansen-Sephan, corr. 1984. (B) 11...Rb8 12 Qg3 Rg8 13 Rhfi g5
(13...b5 14 e5 dxe5 15 Nxe6!) 14 fxg5 Ne5 15 Nf3 hxg5 16 Nxg5 Rg6é 17 Qf4!
b5 18 Nx{7! Nx{7 19 Bh5 and White is winning (Nunn).

(d) 13...Nh7 14 Rhf1 hxg5 15 Bg3 Nf8 (15 . . . Bd7 16 Nf3 +) 16 Nf3 f6 17 Nxg5!
fxg5 18 Bxe5 dxe5 19 Qf2 +, Feldman-Lubin, Leningrad 1970.
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(e) 15 Qdz hxg5 16 Bxg5 Nfz 17 Bxe7 Nxd1 18 Nd5! exd5 19 Bf6 =, Planinc-
Pokojowczyk, Polanica Zdroj 1979.

(f) Alternatives allow Black to develop aggressively. (A) 8 a3 Bb7 =. (B} 8 Qf3 Bb7
9 0-0-0 Nbd7 10 Bd3 Be7 11 Rhel Qb6 =, Kupper—Tal, Zurich 1959.

(g) Crazy complications ensue with 12 Qd3 Qxf6 13 Rfi Qe5 14 Rd1 Ra7 15 Nf3
{15 Ndxb5 Rd7 16 Qc4 Be5 «) 15 ... Qc7 16 Ngs {5 17 Qd4 Qe7! 18 Bh5t g6
19 Qxh8 Qxg5 20 Bf3 Nd7 (Hellers-Polugaevsky, Biel 1989), and now
21 Qxh7 leaves White with a slight plus.

{h) 12 ...Ra7 13 Qd3 Rd7 14 Ne4 Qe5 15 Nf3 Qxb2 16 Qe3 Bb7 17 Rab1 Qxc2
18 Nigs Qc7 19 fxg7 Bxg7 20 Nfét Bxfe 21 Rxfé with a dangerous attack
(Nunn}.

(i) 15 Ne4 Qe7 16 Ne5 f5 (16...0-0 17 Nxf7 %) 17 Bh5t g6 18 Nxgb! hxgs
19 Bxg6t Kf8 20 Nxc5 Rh6! 21 Nxe6t Bxe6 22 Bxf5 Bf7 with just a faint edge
to White, Diaz—Vera, Havana 1986.

(j) 11 ... Nc6 12 Nxc6 Qxc6 13 Qd3 b4a! 14 Ne4 Bb7 « is a good alternative.

(k) White can sacrifice now with 12 Nxe6?! fxe6 13 Qg4 Qxe5 14 Bd3 Be7 15 Bxe7
Kxe7 16 Rhel h5 17 Qb4at Qc5 18 Qh4t Nf6 19 Qg3 Ki8 F, Sauermann-—
Lassen, corr. 1983.

() Black should probably try the less usual 12... Qb6 13 Be2 Nxe5 14 Qh3
Nbd7 15 Rhel h6 16 Bh4 g6 (16 ...g57 17 Nxe6! fxe6 18 Bf2! Qxf2 19 Qxe6t
Kd8 20 Bxb5 +, Goth~Smrcka, corr. 1984} 17 Bg4 h5 18 Bxe6 Bhét 19 Kb1
fxe6 20 Nxe6 Kf7 21 Rxd7+ Nxd7 22 Nf4 Bxf4 23 Qxd7t Kg8 24 Re6 Qgit
25 Nd1 (Venn—Castalso, corr. 1986) 25 . . . Rh7 =.

{m) (A) White is worse after 13 Bxb5 axb5 14 Rhe1 h5! 15 Qh4 Qc5 16 Ncxb5
Rxa2! 17 Kb1 Bd5 (Polugaevsky). (B) 13 Be2 Bc5 14 Rhfl Bxd4 15 Rxd4 {6
16 Bd2 f5 17 Qh4 0-0 18 Rd3 Qf6 19 Bg5 Qf7 e, Ponisch-Pfeiffer, corr. 1989.

15 Nxe6! h5! 16 Qh3 Bh6 17 Kb1 g4 18 Nc71! Qxc7 19 Rhelt Kf8 20 Be7t Kg8
21 Qxh5 Bg7 22 Qg5 Nc6 23 Bf5 Nce5 24 Bd6 +, Mendes—Ribeiro, Portugal
1989.

A sharp line is 8 Qe2 Qc7 9 0-0-0 b5 10 g3 b4!? (10...Bb7} 11 Nd5 exd5
12 Bg2 (12 exd5t Be7 13 Nf5 Nc5! 14 Nxg7+ Kd8 =, Yudasin-Gelfand, Manila
Int. 1990) 12 . .. Be7 13 Nf5 Nb6 14 Nxg7+t Kf8 15 Bh6 Kg8 16 Nh5 {Shirov—
Gelfand, Dos Hermanas 1995) 16 . . . dxe4 17 Nxf6+ Bxf6 18 Qxe4 Bg4 =, al-
though the position is very complicated.

(p) (A) White can force a draw with 10 e5 Bb7 11 Qh3 dxe5 12 Nxe6 fxe6 13 Qxe6t
Be7 14 Bxf6 (14 Nxb5 axb5 15 Bxb5 Bed! F; 14 Bxb5 axb5 15 Nxb5 Qué
16 Nd61 Kd8 17 fxed Kc7! 18 Qxe7 Rxa2 =) 14 . . . gxf6 15 Be2 h5 16 Nd5 Bxd5
17 Rxd5 Nb6 18 Bxh5t Rxh5 19 Qg8t Bf8 20 Qe6t draw agreed, Capelan—
Polugaevsky, Solingen 1974. (B) 10 Bd3 Bb7 11 Rhe1 Be7! transposes into col-
umn 10.

11...Qb8 12 e5 Ra5! (12 ... Bb7 13 Qe2 dxe5 14 Qc4! is strong, Tal-Stean,
Hastings 1973/74) 13 exi6 gxf6 14 Bh6! Bxh6é 15 Nxdé+ Ke7 16 Kb1 Rd8
17 Rhe1 Nb6 18 Ndb5 Rxb5 19 Nxb5 Nc4 20 Qb3 Nd2+ 21 Rxd2 Rxd2 22 Qb4at
Rd6 23 g3 Bd7 24 Qxd6t draw agreed, Brodsky~Timoshenko, Moscow 1992.

(n

{o

(q
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(r) 14 Bh4?! dxe5 15 fxe5 Nd5 16 Nxd5 Bxd5 17 Rxd5 exd5 18 Nd6+ Bxd6
19 exd6+ Kf8 20 Qe7t Kg8 21 Qxd7 Rxa2 +.

(s) 15 Nxd6t Bxd6 16 Rxd6 Qb4 17 Qd2 Nbé F, Hellers-V, Ivanov, Phi i
, A , Philadelph
1992. 15 exd6! should leave chances about level. e

(t) (1?) Walter Browne has often played 7 ... Nc6. This can transpose into the
Richter-Rauzer variation, but critical is 8 e5 h6 9 Bha g5 10 fxg5 Nd5
11 Nxd5 exd5 12 exd6 Bxd6 13 Qe2t Kf8 14 0-0-0 Nxd4 15 Rxd4 hxg5
16 Bf2 £, Shabalov-Browne, Chicago 1997. (B) Danner’s 7 ... Be7 8 Qf;i
Qa5!? is logically met by 9 0-0-0 Bd7 10 Bh4 N¢6 11 Nb3 Qo7 12 gs x.

(u) (A) 8 Qe2 Nc6 9 0-0-0 Nxd4 10 Rxd4 Be7 (as played by Kasparov) gives Black
equal chances. (B} 8 Bxf6 gxf6 9 Be2 Nc6 10 Nb3 b5 11 a3 Bb7 12 Bd3 hs
13 0-0 Ne7 =, Wittmann~Gavrikov, Vienna 1990.

(v) 9 0-0-0 b4 10 e5?! Bb7 11 Nch5 axb5 12 Bxbst Nbd7 (12 ... Nfd7? 13 Nxe6!
fxe6 14 Qh3 Kf7 15 {5 Be4 16 fxe6t Kg8 17 Qb3 +, Kr. Georgiev—-Kasparov,
Malta Ol. 1980) 13 Qh3 b3! 14 exf6 (or 14 Qxb3 Bd5 15 c4 Ne4 =, van der Wiel—

Brunner, Baden-Baden 1992) 14 . . . bxa2 15 Kd2 Qa5+ 16 ¢3 0-0-0 7, Heinrich—
Hefka, corr. 1992.

(w) 15 Bxg? Bxg7 16 Qxf7t Kd8 17 Qxg7 Re8 18 Rf1 b3 19 cxb3 Qa5+ 20 Kd1 =
Hector-Rashkovsky, Espergaerde 1992. : -

(x) 8. ..h69Bxf6 Nxf6 10 0-0-0 66 11 Rhe1 Be7 12 4 0-0 13 Bb3 Re8 14 Kb1 Bfg

) . .
éi 541 EI,\(J;;gl} 16 Qg2 gave White a strong attack in Spassky—Petrosian, World

(y) 15 Be3 Nc5 16 Ba2 b4 17 axb4 Qxb4 18 Nb3 =, Gulko-Petrosian, Moscow
1976. '



SICILIAN DEFENSE
Najdorf Variation, 6 Be2
1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 a6 6 Be2

19 20 21 22 23 24
P T R AR Nbd7{u)
L Beo  Nesw
€7 v et
8 g:g(b] ...................................... gzg(o) 807&) SéB
e A« WA
w0 o e own B B o
H {)35 (e) ?{18 I:Iicsis g)::f: g’;f; ?;:7
P v A R
s EgZS(f ) ggg;[[l)(]) gg; = g(;‘; !(q) 0N-((:)ejts)[t) Ic\lI:(‘;w]

i i fter 7 ...h6 8 0-0 Be6 9 Rel
is safe and solid, but not challenging. A
« 7NlI)\jifg 11?) ;afleBe7 11 a4 b6 12 b3 0-0 13 Bb2 Qc7 14 h3 Rfcs 15 Qd2 Qb7 Black
has fully equal chances, Zapata—H. Olafsson, Belgrade 1988.

(b) 8 Be6 9 f4 Qc7 10 Kh1 Nbd7 (10 ... 0-07! ‘llsfS ﬁff l‘lZ %3;%5;:3&5(:11)(23
{N j irmi tockholm
4 15 {6 =, Hjartarson—de Firmian, (11
:1‘(: I;]e)](elql e 0-0 12 5 Bc4 13 a5 transposes into note (m), the old main line,
which gives White easier play.
bxa4
(c) Black has many ways to go Wrong: (A) 9...b5 10 a4 B:ﬂ llslNlj(gg N:;ﬁ
(11 b4 12 Be3 %) 12 Rxa4 Bcb 13 Ra3 Nxe4 14 Na5 Ni6 o o 14
16 Bc4' Nd4 17 Rh3 *, Kasparov-Anand, Las Palmas 1996. (B) 9 .6. 1.1 ;34 o
Qc7 ll.f5 Bca 12 g4! £ asinnote (b). (C) 9. .. Qc7 10f4 (10 afiBse s 12 hes
12 5 Bc4 13 a5 is the old main line, note (m)) 10 ... b5 11 li xe 12 Pgd
Nbd7 13 Bd3 hé 14 Bh4 Bb7 15 Qe2 g6 16 a4 b4 17 Nd1 &,
Akesson, Torshavn 1997. ‘
d) 10 Bg5 Nbd7 (10. .. Bb7 11 Bxf6 Bxf6 12 Bca Ncb, Kasparov—Ge(ifax(l;il, I;nz;‘;;
( 1997g' now 13 a4 is a little better for White) 10. .. Nbd7 ‘Ll 1\1135 O ey
12 fi; ds! with good chances) 11...Nxd5 12 Qxd5 lllf Bd 3 e
14 Rad1 Nf6 15 Qxd6 Qxd6 16 Rxd6 Nxe4 =, Sutovsky—Gelfand, Te

d to a difficult defense,
i i cise move Black would be condemne &
t© W‘tl}ﬁl\n th;\?bpdr:?‘ 12 a4 Qc7 13 Rf2 h6 14 Bf1 Rfc8 15 Ncl Nc5 16 N1ia2 a5?!
eg. 11... 4! '
17ng2 +, Solozhenkin—Saulin, Russian Chp. 1995.
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(f) 14 exd5 Nd7 15 ¢3 bxc3 16 bxc3 Bg5 17 Bgl Qc7 =, Anand—Gelfand, Dos Her-
manas 1997.

(8} 9...Qc7 10 a4 Be6 1114 Nbd7 12 Kh1 exf4 13 Rxf4 Ne5 with a minimal edge
for White, Karpov—Polugaevsky, Candidates match 1974.

(h) (A) 10 f4 exf4 11 Bxf4 (11 Rxf4 Nc6 12 Nd5 Bxd5 13 exd5 Ne5 14 Rb4 Qc8 =)
11=Nc6 12 Kh1 Rc8 13 Qe1 Ne8 (or 13 ...Nd7 14 Rd1 Nde5 e} 14 Rd1 Bh4
15 Qd2 Bf6 16 Be3 Be5 =, Pritchett—Portisch, Malta Ol. 1980. (B) 10 Nd5 Nbd7
11 Qd3 Bxd5 12 exd5 Re8 13 a4 Bf8 14 a5 Rc8 15 ¢4 ed (15...g6!7) 16 Qd1
Ne5 17 Nd2 Nfd7 18 b4 f5 19 Rcl Qh4 with chances for both sides.

Kosten-Hellers, Esbjerg 1988. (C) 10 a4 Nc6 11 a5 Bxb3 12 cxb3 Nxa5 13 Nd5
Nc6 is a roughly equal game.

(i) 10...b5?! 11 a4 b4 12 Nd5 Nxe4 13 Nxe7+ Qxe7 14 Qxb4 f5 15 Na5 =,
Yudasin-Gavrikov, Sverdlovsk 1984.

{j) 13 Rfc1 Rfe8 14 Nd5 Qc6 15 Bf3 Bxd5 16 exd5 Qc4 17 Qd3 Qh4 =, Chandler—
A, Petrosian, Yurmala 1983.

{k} 14 Qe1 Bf8 15 Nc1 h6 16 h3 Qc6 17 Bf3 Ra8 18 Nd3 b5 =, van der Vaeren—
Curtacci, corr, 1992,

(1) (A) Slow play is also unpromising—9 Re1 Be6 10 Bft Nbd7 11 Nd5 (11 a4 Re8
12 a5 Qc7 =) 11... Nxd5 12 exd5 Bf5 13 a4 Rc8 14 c3 Bg6 =, Geller-Lutz,
Dortmund 1991. (B) For 9 a4 see note (o).

(m) The old main line, which can arise by various move orders, is 9. .. Qc7 10 a4

Be6 11 5 (11 Be3—see note (g)) 11... Bc4 12 a5 Nbd7 13 Kh1 b5 14 axb6
Nxb6 15 Bg5 Rfc8 16 Bxc4 Nxc4 17 Bxf6 Bx{6 18 Nd5 Qd8 19 Ra2 =, Klovans—
Commons, Primorska 1976.

(n) 10 fxe5 (10 Bf3 Bb7 =) 10 . . . dxe5 11 Qxd8 Rxd8 (or 11. . . Bxds!) 12 Bg5 Be6
13 a4 b4 14 Bxf6 Bxf6 15 Nd5 Bxd5 16 exd5 Ra7 =, Klovans~Gutman, USSR
1978. The column is Larsen—Romanishin, Riga Int. 1979.

(o) (A) 8 a4 allows Black’s knight to come to b4, covering d5. Casteneda—Browne,
Philadelphia 1993, continued 8 . . . Nc6 9 f4 0-0 10 0-0 Nb4 11 Kh1 Bd7 12 a5
Rc8 13 Bed Bc6 =. (B) 8 Bg5 Be6 9 Bxf6 Bxf6 10 Nd5 Nd7 11 a4 Rc8 12 ¢3 0-0
13 a5 Bg5 =, Del Campo—de Firmian, Linares N.L. 1994,

(p) 9 f4 exf4 10 Bxf4 Nc6 11 Qd2 would transpose into the column after 11. . .
0-0 12 0-0-0, but Black can also try 11. .. d5!7 12 exd5 Nxd5 13 Nxd5 Qxds
14 0-0-0 Qe4 with good chances to equalize, R. Byrne—King, London 1991.

(q) 14 Nxe6 Qxe6 15 Kb1 Rac8 16 Rhel Rc5 17 Bd3 Rfcs =, Dolmatov-Browne,
Reykjavik 1990.

(r) 8. . exf4 allows White to gain a tempo over note (h). After 9 Bxf4 Be7 10 0-0

0-0 11 Kh1 Nc6 12 Qel Rc8 13 Rd1 White is clearly better, de Firmian—
Hamann, Copenhagen 1998.

(s) (A) 9...b5 should be met by 10 a3 instead of 10 g5 bd! . (B) 9. .. h6 10 g5
hxgs 11 fxg5 Nfd7 12 Bg4 +, D. Gurevich-Balashov, USSR 1974.

(t) 14 h4 Be7 15 Nd4 Qa5 16 Nf5 +, R. Byrne-Sanders, US Open 1990.

(u} (A) 6. .. eB transposes into the Scheveningen Variation, as does 6 . . . Qu7
70-0 6. (B) Toorisky is 6 .. . b57! 7 a4 b4 8 Nd5. (C) 6 . . . gb is Black’s other
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reasonable attempt to aveid main lines. White could then play as in the Clas- SICILIAN DEFENSE

sical Dragon with 7 0-0 Bg7 8 a4 0-0, where the interpolation of a4, a6 is - —
slightly to White's benefit. A sharper try is 7 g4 Bg7 8 g5 Nfd7 9 Be3 b5 10 Qd2 Najdorf Variation, 6 Bc4

Bh7 o, Svidler—Xu Jun, Yerevan Ol. 1996.
(v)7...g68a4 b6 9 f4 Bb7 10 Bf3 Qc7 11 Qel 5 12 Nde2 Bg7 13 Kh1 0-0 14 {5!

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 a6 6 Bc4 €6 7 Bb3(a)

Rae8 15 Qh4 *, Smagin-lini¢, Yugoslavia 1991. 25 26 27 28 29 30
{w) 14 exd5 exd5 15 c3 Bd6 16 h3 Nes 17 Nb6 *, Geller-Quinteros, Baden-Baden b5, Nbd7(r)
1985. 8  0-0(b) f4(s)
Be7.......... D Bb7{m) Nc5
9 Qf3 i fa(j) Re1(n) 5.0 e5
Qc7..cuvennn. Qbs Bh7(k) Nbd7(o) Be7(t) dxe5(w)
10 Qg3 Be3 eb Bgs Qf3{u) fxe5
0-0(c) Qb7 dxe5 he(p) 0-0 Nid7
11 Bhé Qg3 fxe5 Bxf6 Be3 Bf4
Ne8 b4(g) Bc5! Nxf6 e5 b5
12 Rad1(d) Na4 Be3 Qd3 Nde2 Qe2(x)
Bd7 Nbd7(h) Ncé Nd7 Nxb3 Bb7
13 Nf3(e) f3 exf6 Qh3 axb3 0-0-0
Ncb 0-0 Bxd4 Ncs bs! Qas
14 Bf4 Rad1 Qel Bds! Nxb57?! Rhft
Qb7(f) Kha(i) Bxe3t(l)  Qc7(q) ds(v) Be7(y)

(a) (A) Some players choose 7 0-0 here so that 7 . . . b5 8 Bb3 is column 25, thus
avoiding 7 . . . Nbd7 of column 29. White’s options are reduced, though in re-
sponse to 7...Nc6 or 7...Be7. (B) 7 a3 Be7 8 Ba2 0-0 9 0-0 b5 10 f4 Bb7
11 {5 e5 12 Nde2 Nbd7 13 Ng3 Rc8 14 Bg5 Rxc3! 15 bxc3 Nxe4 ¥, Ermenkov—
Portisch, Skara 1980. :

(b) (A) Rarely played any more is the old line 8 f4 Bb7 9 f5 5 10 Nde2 Nbd7
11 Bg5 Be7 12 Ng3 Rc8 13 Nh5 (13 0-0?! h5!) 13 ... Nxh5 14 Qxh5 0-0 =. (B)
8 Bg5 Be7 9 Qe2 0-0 10 0-0-0 Nxe4! 11Qxe4 Bxg5t 12 f4 d5 ¥, Hengst-Miiller,
corr. 1877,

{c} 10...Nc6 11 Nxc6 Qxc6 12 Rel Bb7 (12...0-0 13 Bh6 Ne8 14 Nd5! Bds
15 a4 or 15 Re3 £} 13 Qxg7!? Rg8 14 Qh6 0-0-0 15 Qh3 Kb8 16 {3 Rg6 17 Be3
Rdg8 18 Re2, Ivanchuk—-Polugaevsky, Monaco (blindfold) 1993, leaves Black
with an initiative, but no clear compensation for the pawn.

(d) 12 Rfe1 Bd7 13 a4 (13 Nf5? exf5 14 Nd5 Qd8 15 exf5 Bf6 wins), is Kasparov—
Gelfand, Paris 1991. Black would have an equal game after 13 . . . Bf6 14 Rad1
bxa4.

(e} (A) 13 a3 Nc6 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 Bf4 Qb7 16 Rfel a5 =, Short-Kasparov, World
Chp. 1993. (B) 13 f4 Nc6 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 {5 Kh8 16 Be3 b4 17 Na4, A. Sokolov—
Gelfand, USSR Chp. 1989; now 17 . . . Nf6 leaves both sides with active play.
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(f) 15 Rfel b4 16 Ne2 e5 17 Bg5 Be6 18 Nh4 Bxgb 19 Qxgs Nab 20 Bd5 Bxds
21 Rxd5 Nc4 =, Hratek-Lutz, Germany 1996.

(g) White retains some initiative after 11 . . . Nc6 12 Nixcb Qxc6 13 {3 %, Hiibner—
Armas, Germany 1989, but 11. .. 0-0 12 Bh6 Nes 13 Rad1 Bd7, similar to the
previous column, is sensible.

(h) 12 ... Nxe4?! 13 Qxg7 Bi6 14 Qh6 Rgs 15 {3 *, Tisdall-Popovych, New York
1974.

(i) 15 Rfe1 Rb8 16 Kh1 Ne5 17 Ne2 Qc7 =, Short—Kasparov, London 1993. White
may do better to play for the queenside with Zapata’s 14 Rfd1 Kh8 15 Rac1.

(j) (A) 9 Be3 0-0 10 f4 b4 11 Na4 Bb7 12 5 dxe5 13 Nxe6!? fxe6 14 Bxe6t Kh8 -

15 Qxd8 Rxd8 16 fxe5 Ng8 17 Nb6 Ra7 = 18 Rad1?! Nc6 19 Rxd8 Nxd8
20 Bxg8 Kxg8 21 Nc8 Bxc8 22 Bxa7 Nc6é F, Kaidanov—de Firmian, Las Vegas
1994. (B) 9 a4 b4 10 Na2 Bb7 11 Bxe6 fxe6 12 Nxe6 Qd7 13 Nxg7+ Kf7 14 Nhs
Bxe4 15 Nxf6 Bxf6 16 Qh5t Kg8 17 Nxb4 Ncé =, Polgar-Ribli, Hungarian Chp.
1971.

(k) Also reasonableis9...0-0 10 5 dxe5 11 fxe5 Nfd7 12 Be3 Nxe5 13 Qh5 Nc4
14 Bxca bxc4 15 Rad1 Qc7 16 Rf3 g6 17 Qhs f6 18 Rdf1 e5 19 Rg3 Bd8 20 Nf3
Nc6 21 Bch Be7 22 Rxg6t hxgé 23 Qxgbt with perpetual check, de Firmian~—
Ivanchuk, Amsterdam 1996.

(1) 15 Qxe3 Qd4 16 Rael Rd8 =, Zhidkov-Lepeshkin, USSR 1970.

(m) Very dangerous is 8 ...b4?! 9 Na4 Nxe4 10 Re1 d5 (10. .. Nf6 11 Bg5 Be7
12 Nf5 exf5 13 Bx[6 gxf6 14 Qd5 wins) 11 Bf4 Bb7 12 Nxe6! fxe6 13 Qhst Kd7
(13...g6 14 Qe5 *) 14 Rxe4 winning, Rowley—D’Arruda, 1989.

(n) 9 47! b4 10 Na4 Bxe4 T

(0} 9...b4a 10 Na4 Nbd7 11 a3! Nsxe4 (11 . . . bxa3 12 Bxeb! fxe6 13 Nxe6 Qa5 1¢
Rxa3 *) 12 Nxe6! fxe6 13 Bxeb *, de Firmian—-Hort, Baden-Baden 1981.

(p) Black must watch out for sacrifices: (A) 10... Be7?! 11 Bxe6! *. (B
10...Nc5 11 Bd5! b4 Bxb7 Nxb7 13 Nd5 exd5 14 exd5t Kd7 15 ¢3 *, Tal-
Mukhin, USSR 1872.(C) 10.. .. Qb6 11 a4 ba 12 Nd5 exd5 13 exd5t Ne5 14 a5
Qc5 15 Be3! QcB 16 Ba4t Ke7 17 f4 =, Adams—Sadler, Dublin 1993.

(q) 15 Bxb7 Qxb7 16 b4 Nad (16... Nd7 17 Nxe6!) 17 Nxad *, de Firmian—
Ehlvest, Polanica Zdroj 1995.

(r) (A) Often played is 7...Nc6, transposing into the Sozin Variation. (B)
7 ... Be77 can be met by 8g4! Nc6 (8 ... h6 9Rgl Nc610Be3 £;8 ... d59exd5
Nxd5 10 Nxd5 exd5 11 Nfs %) 9 g5 Nd7 10 h4 Nc5 11 Be3 £, Djurhuus-van
Wely, Gausdal 1994.

(s) 8 Qe2 Ncb 9 Bgb Be7 10 fa h6 11 Bxf6 Bxf6 12 0-0-0 Qc7 13 g4 Bd7 14 h4
0-0-0 =, Farago—Roehrich, Budapest 1995.

{t) @... 57! 10 Nde2 Nxb3 11 axb3 h6 12 Ng3 Bd7 13 Nh5 *, Zapata~Fedorowicz,
Philadelphia 1993,

L1000 11 Aed feeB 12XE Nah 13 Nxemt QueT 12 2x03BAT = Berttelot-

1oefiss
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(v) 15 exd5 Nxd5 16 N F i
g3 Bb7 ¥, Akopian—Anastasi ilisi i
better to decline the pawn with 14 g4 b4 15 N::lin’ oiliet 1959, White docs

(W) k 2 B =
9 Nfd7 l}() exd6 Nf6 11 Be3 Bxdé 12 Qf3 0-0 13 0-0-0 Z, Slltvlenk()v

(x) lllir(ggsigrst li§§3th41154 Qg‘i{lgS!? 15 0-0-0, Short-Kasparov, World Chp. 1993;
ates 15... Rh6 . :

nore Short o 6 16 Qxg5 Qxg5 17 Bxg5 Rh5 18 Bf4 Bb7 as bet-

(y} 15 Qu4 g6 16 Bh6 Nxe5 17 Q4 b4 with a shar

Ftacnik, Czech Republic 1995. p. unclear position, Vavra-
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SICILIAN DEFENSE
Najdorf Variation, 6 Be3 and 6 g3
1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfé 5 Nc3 a6

31 32 33 34 35 36
B Bed .. g3
............................... Ng4 e5(u)
7 Nf3 Bgs Ndez........ Nb3
Be7(m) hé6 bs(v) Be7(y)
8 Bca Bh4 Bg5(w) Bg2
Nbd7........ Be7(h) 0-0(n) g5 Nbd7 0-0(z)
0-0
9 ga(c) Qdz2 0-0 Bg3 Nd5
bs(d) Nbd7(i) Beb Bg7 Be7 Be6(aa)
4
10 g5 g4 Qe2(o0}) Be2(q) Bxf6 a
Nh5(e) h6(j) bs hs Nxf6 Nbd7
11 a4 0-0-0(k) Bb3 Bxg4(r) Nec3 a5
bxa4(f) b5 h6 Bxg4(s) Be6 Qc7
12 Rxa4 ha Rfd1 3 a4 h3
Be7 Nbé Nbd7 Bd7 ba! hé
13 Nds Qf2 a3 0-0 Nxb4 Rel

Bxg5(g)  Rba(l) Qes(p)  Nc6(t) Qas(x) b5(bb)

i ing i he Scheveningen Variation.
(a) (A) A common reply is 6 . . . e6, transposing into t
(B) 6...Nbd7 7 g4 d5 8 Nb3! Nxe4 9 Nxd5 Nd6 10 Qe2 e6 11 Bf4 Nbé
12 Nxb6 Qxb6 13 0-0-0 *, Sax—Balashov, Baile Herculaine 1982.

-0-0 Nce5 13 Nd5 Bxds

b) (A) 8 f4 exf4 9 Bxf4a Nc6 10 Qe2 Be7 11 h3 Nd7! 12 0-0
: 14 Rxd5 0-0 15 h4 Rc8 =, Shirov-Gelfand, Greece 1993. {B) 8 Nd5 Nbd7 9 f3
Bxd5 10 exd5 g6 11 c4 Bg7 12 Bd30-0=. (C) 8 Qd2 Nbd7 9 f3 is note (c) below.

(c) 9 Qd2 b5 with two continuations: (A) 10 a4 b4 11 Nd5 Bxd5 12 exd5 Nb6
13 Bxb6 Qxb6 14 a5 Qb7 15 Bc4 Be7 16 Ra4 Rbg 17 Qd3 Ra8 18 Qd2 Rb8
19 Nc1 Bds 20 Nd3 Bxa5! 21 Rxa5 Qc7 =, Shirov—Gelfand, Vienna 1996. (B)
10 g4 Nb6 11 g5 Nfd7 12 Nd5 Res! 13 0-0-0 Bxds 14 exd5 Ne4 =, J. Polgar-
Gelfand, Novgorod 1996.

(d) 9...h6 10 Qd2 Be7 transposes into the next column.

(e) Also possible is 10. .. ba!? 11 Nd5 Nxd5 12 exd5 Bfs 13 Bd3 Bxd3 14 Qxd3
Be7 15 Rg1 0-0 16 0-0-0 a5 with reasonable chances for Black, Leko—Kasparov,

Linares 1999.

{f) This is necessary now since 11 ... b4?! 12 Nd5 Bxd5 13 Qxd5 Be7 14 Na5! is
very strong.
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(g) 14 Bxg5 Qxg5 15 Nc7+ Ke7 16 Nxa8 Qh4t 17 Kd2 Qg5t 18 Ket Qh4t 19 Kd2
Qg5t Draw, Topalov—Gelfand, Madrid 1996. White may improve with
13 Qd2!7 instead of allowing the tactical play.

(h) 8...h5 9 Nd5 Nxd5 10 exd5 Bfs 11 Bd3 Bxd3 12 Qxd3 Nd7 13 0-0-0 Be?
14 Kb1 Bgb 15 Bf2 %, Adams—Svidler, Linares 1999.

(i) 9...0-0100-0-0Nbd7 (10...b5 11 84 b4 12 Nd5 Bxd5 13 exd5 a5 14 Kb1 a4
15 Nc1 £) 11 g4 b5 12 g5 Nh5 (12 ... b4a?! 13 Ne2 Nh5 14 Ng3 +} 13 Nd5 Bxd5s
14 exd5 b4 (14 . .. Rc8 15 Bh3 %, R. Byrne-Fischer, NY Blitz 1972) 15 Kb1 a5
16 Bb5 leaves White with more. control of the board, Milos—Kuczynski,
Moscow Ol. 1994.

(j) 10...b57! 11 a4! b4 12 Nd5 Bxd5 13 exd5 Qc7 (13...Nb6 14 a5 Nbxds
15 g5 *) 14 g5 Nh5 15 0-0-0 Nf4 16 h4 =, Nunn-Sadler, London 1993.

{k) 11 h4 b5 12 Rg1 Nb6 13 g5 Nfd7 14 Nd5 Bxds 15 exd5 hxg5 16 hxgs Rcs =,
Kir. Georgiev—Kasparov, Paris 1995.

(1) 14 Kb1 Nc4 15 Bxc4 bxc4 16 Nc5 Qa5 =, Socko—Lutz, Groningen 1995, since
17 N5a4 Nd7 18 f4 exf4 19 Bxfa Nc5 favors Black.

{m) Alternatives allow White an edge: (A)7 ... Qc7 8 a4 Be7 9 a5 0-0 10 Be2 Nbd7
(10 ... Nc6 11 Bbe Qd7 12 Nd2 d5 13 Nxd5 Nxd5 14 exd5 Qxd5 15 0-0 Be6
16 ¢3 %, Smirin-Kuczynski, Moscow Ol. 1994) 11 0-0 b5 12 axb6 Nxb6
13 Qd3 Bb7 14 Nd2 Rac8 15 Nb3 Nc4 16 Be1 hé 17 Rd1 =, Stefansson—Gausel,
Moscow Ol. 1994. (B) 7 ... h6 8 Bec4 Be7 9 0-0 0-0 10 Nh4 Qc7 11 Bb3 Be6
12 Qf3 Nc6 13 Nf5 *+, Kotronias-Bouaziz, Manila Ol. 1992,

(n) 8...Be6 9 Bxeb fxe6 10 Ng5 Qd7 11 Qf3 d5 12 0-0-0 d4 13 Bxd4! exd4 14 e5
Ncb 15 exf6 Bxf6 16 Nce4 Bxg51 17 Nxg5 0-0-0 18 Qh3 %, Hellers—de Firmian,
Reykjavik 1990.

(0) 10 Qd3 Nc6 11 a3 (Shirov—Gavrikov, Horgen 1994) 11...b5 12 Bd5 Rc8
13 Rfd1 Qc7 =.

{p) 14 Ne1 (Short—Kasparov, Horgen 1995) 14 . . . Nc5 15 Bxc5 dxc5 16 Bxe6 fxe6
17 a4 b4 18 Nb1 Nh5 19 g3 Qg6 is equal according to Short, but most players
would prefer White. Black should consider 13 ... Rc8 14 Nh4 Rxc3 15 bxc3
Nxe4 16 Bxe6 fxe6 17 Qg4 Bxh4 =.

10 Qd2 Nc6 11 Nb3 b5 12 f3 (12 h4 gxh4 13 Bxh4 Be6 =) 12 . .. Nge5 13 Bf2
Na5 (or 13 ... Rb8 14 Nd4 b4 15 Nd1 Nxd4 16 Bxd4 d5! with chances for both
sides, Ivanchuk-Kasparov, Linares 1999) 14 Nxa5 Qxa5 15 Nd5 Qxd2t
16 Kxd2 Rb8 17 ¢3 Bb7 =, Aronian-H. Olafsson, Yerevan Ol. 1996. A sharp
idea is 11...f5 12 exf5 Bxf5 13 h4 Qd7 14 0-0-0 Nb4 15 Nd4 Rc8 16 a3
(Anand—Gelfand, Biel 1997} 16 . . . Bxd4! 17 Qxd4 Nxc2 ee.

(r} A tactical mess arises after 11 h4 Nc6 12 Nb3 gxh4 13 Rxh4 Be6 14 Qd2 Qb6
15 Nd5 Bxd5 16 exd5 Nce5 17 0-0-0!? Bh6 18 f4 Qe3 19 Qxe3 Nxe3 20 fxe5
Nf5+ 21 Kb1 Nxg3 22 exd6! Bgs 23 Rb4 Nxe2 24 dxe7! Bxe7 25 Rxb7 with
complications favorable to White, De La Villa~Hodgson, Zaragoza 1993. Black
could try instead 17 . . . Ng6 18 Rh3 Bh6 19 f4 Nf6 c.

Kasparov, who has won so many games with 6 . .. Ng4, was also successful
against Shirov in Wijk aan Zee 1999 after 11 . . . hxg4!? 12 0-0 e6 13 Qd2 Nd7
14 Bxd6 Ne5 15 Ndb5!7? axb5 16 Nxb5 6 .

—

(q

(s
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() 14 Bf2 e6 15 Nce2 Ne5 16 b3 g4 17 f4 h4a! 18 Be3 h3 19 g3 Ncé =, Shirov—

Kasparov, Linares 1997. .

i i he Taimanov and Scheveningen

A) Lines with 6 . ..e6 are covered under t o

w (Variations. (B)6...g67Bg2Bg78h3 Qc7 9 Bg5 Nbd7 10 Qdz Nb6 11 b3 %,
Tal-Hulak, Novi Sad 1974.

wv)7.. .Nbd7 8 a4 b6 9 Bg2 Bb7 10 h3 Be7 11 g4 Nc5 12 Ng3 0-0 13 0-0 g6 14 f4
exfs 15 Bxf4 £, A. Ivanov-Browne, Las Vegas 1996.

12 0-0 Bb7 13 Be3 Rc8 14 a3
A) 8 Bg2 Nbd7 9 h3 Be7 10 g4 0-0 11-Ng3 Nc5
w (gﬁl= Kgamsky—Wolff, US Chp. 1993. (B) 8 a4 Bb7 9 Bg2 Be7 10 axb5 axbs
11 Rxa8 Bxa8 12 Bgd Nbd7 =, Peters-Tarjan, US Chp. 1984.
xe7 Kxe7 16 Qd2 Rhb8 17 Rb1 Rb4 18 Bd3 Rab8 19 0-0 a5

14 Nc6 Qc5 15 N 1
b with compensation for the pawn due to queenside pressure and dark square

play, A. Ivanov—de Firmian, US Chp. 1989.

(y) (A} 7... b5 8 Bgb Be7 B... Nbd? 9 a4 b4 10 Nds *+) 9 Bxfé B|Xf6b10 a4B;5,
Arnason-Hellers, Debrecen 1992. (B) 7 ... Nbd7 8 a4 b6 9 B(,:4.+B 7 l:J lg }
Be7 11 Qd3 0-0 12 0-0 Qc7 13 Rfd1 Rfc8 14 Bx{6 Nxf6 15 Nd2 £ (controt o
d5), Kudrin-Vigorito, Philadelphia 1997.

el Rc8 12 Nd2 Rc5!? 13 Nft Qa8 14 Qd3

-0 Bb7 11 R .
(z) 8...Nbd7 9 a4 b6 10 0-0 6 Nca d5 o, P. Popovié-Schumi, Vienna

(14 g4 Rxc3!) 14...0-0 15 Ne3 g6 1
1994.

(aa) 9... Nbd7 10 a4 b6 11 Rel Bb7 12 Nd2 Rc8 1.3 Nf1! Ncs 14 Bg5 Neb 15 Bxf6
Bxf6 16 Ne3 £, P. Popovié—Polugaevsky, Sarajevo 1987.

(bb) 14 axb6é Nxb6 15 Na5 Rics 16 Bed Nc4 with a minimal edge for White,

P. Popovi¢-Fta¢nik, Novi Sad 1984.

SICILIAN DEFENSE
Najdorf Variation, 6 f4 and 6 Misc.
1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 da cxd4 4 Nxd4(a) Nf6 5 Nc3 a6

37 38 39 40 41 42
B .iieeieeee e A4, fat(v)
B5 . Qc7..ccvinns Nbd7{o)  Ne6(s) bs(w)
7 Nf3. . Bd3(k) = Be2 Be2 a4
Nbd7 g6(l) e5(p) e5 b4
8 a4(b} - 0-0 fxe5 Nxc6 Nd5
. .Be7[c) ) Bg7 * dxe5 bxc6 Nxd5
9 Bd3(d) Nf3 Nf5 f4 exd5
) 0-0 Nbd7 Qb6 Qas(t) g6
10 o0 - Qe1 Bf3(q) 0-0 Be3
Ncb5..oo.nnn exf4 b5(m) g6 Rbs Bb7
11 Kh1 Bxfa(h) e5 Ne3 Kh1 Bc4
exfa(e) Qb6+ dxe5 Bb4 Be7 Qc7
12 Bxf4 Khi fxe5 0-0 fxes Bb3
Bg4! Qxb2 Ng4 Bxc3 dxe5 Nd7
13 Be3(f) Qel(i) e6 bxc3 Bca Qd2
Rc8(g) Qbs(j) fxe6(n) 0-0(r) 0-0(u) Nf6(x)

(a) 4 Qxd4 is used by players who wish to avoid theory. After 4 ... Nc6 5 Bb5
Bd7 6 Bxc6 Bxc6 7 Nc3 Nf6 8 Bgs €6 9 0-0-0 Be7 10 Rhel 0-0 11 Qd2 h6

12 Bf4 (12 Bh4 Nxe4! ¥ 12...e5 chances are equal, Sutovsky—Hodgson,
Harplinge 1998. Also reasonable is 4 ... a6 5 c4 Nc6 6 Qd2 g6 =.

(b) (A) 8 Bd3 b5 9 0-0 Be7 10 Kh1 0-0 =. (B) 8 Bc4 b5 9 Bd5 Rb8 =. White must
stop Black on the queenside to play for an advantage. :

{c) 8...Qc7 9 Bd3 g6 10 0-0 Bg7 11 Qel b6 12 Qh4 Bb7 13 Kh1 0-0 14 {5 allows
White good attacking chances, P. Cramling—Arnason, Reykjavik 1994.

(d} 9 Bc4 Qa5 10 Qe2 (10 Bd2 exf4 =) 10 . . . exf4 11 Bxf4 0-0 12 0-0 Ne5 13 Nds
Nxd5 14 Bxd5 Qb6+t 15 Kh1 Nxf3 16 Qxf3 Be6 =, Leko—Sutovsky, Tilburg
1996.

(e) 11...d5 12 Nxe5 dxe4 13 Be2 Qc7 (13...Qxd1 14 Rxd1 %) 14 Be3 b6
15 Qe1 Bb7 16 Qg3 Rad8 17 Rad1 =, Psakhis-Balashov, Irkutsk 1986.

(f) 13 Qd2 Bh5 14 Rael Bg6 15 b4 Nxd3 16 cxd3 d5! =, Z. Almasi-Oll, Yerevan
Ol. 1996.

(g} 14 Qe1 (14 Qd2 Nxd3 15 cxd3 d5 = or 15 Qxd3 Be6 =) 14 . .. Bh5 15 Nd4 Ng4
16 Nd5 Bh4 17 Qd2 Re8 18 Nf5 Nxe3 19 Qxe3 Bg6 20 Qd4 Re5 with even
chances, Kindermann—de Firmian, Biel 1995.
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{h) White can avoid the pawn sacrifice with 11 Kh1 Nh5!7 12 Nd5 (12 Nd4 Ndfe
13 Be2 g6 =, J. Polgar-Gelfand, Linares 1997) 12 ... Nc5 13 Nd4 g6 14 Nxf4
Nxf4 15 Bxf4 Bgs 16 Qd2 Bxf4 17 Qxf4 Neb =, Dvoirys-Shneider, Podolsk
1993.

(i) 13 Nd5 Nxds 14 exd5 Qba! T.

(j) 14 Nd5 Nxd5 15 exd5 Qd8! 16 c4 Nc5 17 Bc2 Bg4 18 Qg3 Bxf3 19 Rxf3 Bh4
20 Qh3 gb 21 Bh6 Bf6 22 Rafl Bg7 23 g4! with attacking chances that com-
pensate for the pawn, but not more after 23 ... Qe7, Jepson-A. Rodriguez,
Nondaiz Ballneario 1994.

(k) 7 a4 Nc6 8 Be2 g6 9 0-0 Bg7 10 Nb3 0-0 11 Kh1 b6 12 Nd5 Nxd5 13 exd5 Nb4
14 ¢3 Bf5! and Black has counterplay, Anand-Ljubojevi¢, Thessaloniki OL
1988.

{1) Black could try the unusual 7 . . . e5 8 Nf3 b5!? with fair chances.

(m) 10 ...0-0 11 f5! b5 12 Qh4 Bb7 13 Bh6 or 13 fxgb gives White a dangerous
attack.

(n) 14 Qh4 NdeS5 (14 . . . Ngf6 15 Bh6 £]) 15 Nxe5 Nxe5 16 Be4 Bb7 (Almasi-Lalic,
Hrvatska 1996) 17 Bxb7 Qxb7 18 Bh6 *.

(0) (A) 6...g67! 7 Nf3! Bg7 8 e5 Nh5 9 Bc4 0-0 10 Ngb 6 11 g4 =, Kavalek—
R. Byrne, US Chp. 1978. {B) 6 . . . e6 transposes into the Scheveningen Vari-
ation.

(p) 7...g6 8 0-0 Bg7 9 a4 0-0 10 Kh1 Nc5 11 Bf3 %, Stoica-Buljovcié, Bajmok
1984.

(g) 10 Nd5 Nxd5 11 Qxd5 Qc5 12 Qb3 Nf6 13 Be4 Qb4t =, Kasparov-Gelfand,
Horgen 1994.

(r) 14 Qe1 Nc5 15 Kh1 Be6 16 Qh4 %, Wallace-Agrest, Sweden 1995.

(s} 6...e5 7 Nf3 h6 8 Bc4 Qc7 9 Bb3 Be6 10 0-0 Nbd7 11 Nh4 %, Balashov—
Sunye, Wijk aan Zee 1982.

(t) Also reasonable is 9 . . . a5 10 0-0 Be7 11 Qe1 0-0 12 Kh1 Nd7 =.
(u) 14 Qe1 Kh8 =, Fishbein-Browne, USA 1994.

{v) Other sixth moves have little theoretical importance. On (A) 6 h3 Black gains
easy equality with 8...e6, 6...g6 or 6...Nc6, but not 6...e57! 7 Nde2
Be6 8 g4 % that gives some justification to 6 h3. (B) 6 Bd3 e5 7 Nde2 Be7
8 0-0 0-0 9 Be3 b5 10 a3 Nbd7 =, Hassabis-de Firmian, Reykjavik 1990. (C}
6 Rg1!? (planning 7 g4 like a Keres Attack) 6...e57 Nb3 h5!7 8 Bg5 Be7 9 Be2
Nbd7 10 a4 b6 11 Nd2 Bb7 12 Nca Qc7 13 Ne3 Qc5 14 Qd3 Qd4 =, Glek—
Lautier, Bad Zwesten 1999.

(w) Safer for Black is to transpose into column 31 with 6 ...e5 7 Nb3 Be6 8 Be3,
or play as Kasparov does with 6 . .. 6, transposing into the English System
against the Scheveningen.

(x) 14 Ne2 a5 15 0-0-0 Rc8 16 Nd4 Bg7 17 Nb5 Qd8 18 g4 with attacking
prospects. Anand-Topalov. Wijk aan Zee 1999.
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DRAGON VARIATION
(INCLUDING THE ACCELERATED DRAGON)
1 4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 g6

HE DRAGON VARIATION is Black’s most direct attacking (or counterattack-
T ing) scheme in the Sicilian. The fianchettoed bishop on g7 exerts a
powerful influence on the long diagonal, bearing down on the cen-
terand queenside. The opening is named for the serpentlike pawn formation
of Black’s kingside (see diagram above). The name is also appropriate for the
aggressive, dangerous character of the defense. Black can generate crushing
attacks when things go his way, or his position can go up in flames itself.
The Yugoslav Attack, 6 Be3 Bg7 7 £3 Nc6 8 Qd2 0-0 (columns 1-18}, see

diagram below, meets the aggressive Dragon with a response worthy of St.
George.

White castles on the queenside and thrusts forward his kingside
pawns, playing for mate. The most involved and complex positions arise in
the Soltis Line, 9 Bc4 Bd7 10 0-0-0 Rc8 11 Bb3 Ne5 12 h4 h5 (columns 1-6).
White has chances for advantage with the subtle 13 Bg5 {columns 1-3), al-
though play is involved and dangerous for both sides. ’
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The older plan for Black is to play 12. . . Nc4 (columns 7-8) instead
of blocking h4-h5. This and the other Black alternatives after 9 Bc4 (cov-
ered in columns 9-12) allow White some initiative. As usual in the Yugo-
slav Attack, one slip by either side can be fatal.

Recent theory has favored 9 0-0-0 (columns 13-15), not losing time
with 9 Bc4 and Bb3. The problem with this had always been that Black
plays in the center with 9.. .. d5, but the positional approach of column
13 is pleasant for White, Black can gain equality against 9 g4 (columns
16-17). Black takes risks with the delayed castling system of column 18.

The Classical Variation is 6 Be2 Bg7 7 0-0 0-0 8 Be3 Ncb (columns
19-24). White castles kingside, putting his monarch away fron the dan-
gerous Dragon diagonal (a1-h8). White seeks to keep a spatial advantage,
a safer and more natural stategy than the Yugoslav Attack, but Black has
adequate resources to gain equality. Columns 25 and 26 are alternative
variations for White after the classical 6 Be2. Column 26, in which White

castles queenside, is especially interesting.

6 f4 is the Levenfish Variation {columns 27-29), in which White
plays for a quick attack in the center. Black has little trouble if he responds
with & . . . Nc6 (column 27). 6 g3 (column 30) is a way to take play into un-
usual territory and not theoretically troublesome for Black.

E AughAL
AEiaLi 1

,,,,,, h 0 .
a1
W BNiE Y

/A A %7 K
@i

\

The AccELERATED DraGON is 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 g6, see diagram

above. The idea behind this variation is to achieve the break . .. d7-d5 in
one move. For example, both 5 Nc3 Bg7 6 Be3 Nf6 7 Be2 ds and 5 Nc3 Bg7
6 Be3 Ni6 7 3 0-0 8 Qd2 d5 leave Black a full tempo ahead of the normal
Dragon.
White needs to control d5, and he can do this with pieces (Nc3 and
Bc4) or pawns (e4 and c4). The former can transpose into the Dragon, but
there are many independent lines that are covered in columns 1-6. These
are generally complicated, tactical lines that leave Black with good
chances if he is familiar with the theory.

With 5 c4 White establishes the Maroczy Bind (columns 7-12}. This
leads to a quieter positional type of game, yet Black will get strangled if he

cannot find active play.
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SICILTAN DEFENSE

Dragon Variation, Yugoslav Attack—Soltis Line

1 e4 c52 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 g6 6 Be3d Bg7 7 f3 Nc6 8
Qd2 0-0 9 Bca Bd7 10 0-0-0 Rc8 11 Bb3 Ne5 12 h4 h5

1 2 3 4 5 6
1 y
3 gi:v(a] .................................... Bh6.......... Kbi1.......... g4(x}
) ! Bxhs(q) Nc4 hxg4
4 lebl ......................... fa(l) Qxhs Bxc4 hs
T Re8 Nc4(m) Rxc3! Rxc4 Nxh5
15 g4(b) Rhe1(
1(g) Qd3 bxc3 Nde2
as5!(c) Qa5(h) Ng4!?(n) Qc7(r) bs e ](3(]51'6
16 gxh5 a3(i) Bxc4 .
‘ Kb1 Bhé
a4(d) Qaé!(j) Nfz Re8!(s) Qa5 RQ(fiﬁgl
17 he! fa Qe2
g4 Bxg7 Bxg7
Bhs Nc4 Nxh1 Qxc3(t) Kxg7 Q))((§7(Y]
18 h7+(e) Bxc4 Bb3
gxh5 Nf4 fxg4
Nxh7 Rxc4 Qb6(o) Nc4 Rfc8 NfgS
19 Bds e5 fs
Bxc4 Ncd5 Rh4
ba(f) Nh7(k) Bxd4(p) Rxc4(u) Qxd2(w}  g5(z)

(a) 13...Ncd 14 Qe2! Na5 15 Kb
. ! 1, Geller-Miles, Linares 1 i
on the queenside and ready for kingside action. " 1993, eaves White safo

(b) ;g ghel a5 16 f4 Nc4 (16...N9g4?! 17 e5! a4—17...b4 18 Na4 =+
1 esxfg: 1Rxf7 19 e6 *, Tornai-Horvath, Budapest 1994) 17 Bxc4 l;xc4
9 Ncb5 dxe5 (19...Qb67 20 Nxd6! exd6 21 exfe wins, Santo

g 1
Roman-Moin, t, Cannes 993) 20 fxe5 Nd5 with ¢ nces for both sides, v.
5 with cha S both sid S, van

(c) 15... hxg4 16 h5 Rxc3 (16 N
4 ... Nxh57?! 17 Nd5 Re8 18 Rxh5! gxh5 19
Z. Markovié —-M. Markovi¢, Nig 1993) 17 h6! Nxf3 18 Nxf3 RxfgS 19 h: (72112 2
20 Bhét Kgs 21 Bg7! * (Nunn). X87 Ko7

(d) ;gn. i;)g(;()hfﬂﬂ N;JiszeB 18 Nf4! (18 a3 Nc4 19 Qd3 Be6! o, Khin-Zaw, Yan
... Nxf4 19 Qxf4 Nc4 (19 a420Bd5Qb62’11 ] .
199 . hS e6 22
Garcia~Henao, Desempate 1988) 20 Qg3 Qb6 21 h5 a4 (21.. dse ’22 hl(;fli f)
22 Bxc4 bxc4 23 hxgé *, Kiss—Farago, Budapest 1997, . o

(e) After 18 Bd5?! Kh7! B i is king i
o1k lack has an edge since his king is now safely hidden on

(f) 20 Nce2 Nxg5 21 hxgs 6 22 Nf4 (22 Ng3 o) 22 . . . Bg7 23 Ndxe6 fxe6 24 Nxe6

X 5 BxeGt Nf7 2 (] X = a —
Bxe6 25 Bxe( 7 26 f4 Re8 27 Q dé6 QXdB 28 Rxd6 Kf8 29 Ra6 %, Garcia
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(g) (A) 15 g47! hxga 16 h5 Nxh5 17 Nd5 Rxds 18 exd5 Nxf3 19 Nxf3 gxf32,
Martin—Mestel, Lloyds Bank 1994. (B) 15 f4!7 Nc4 16 Qd3 Qc8 17 f5 Neb
18 Qe2 Kh7 19 Bxf6 Bxf6 20 g4 hxgd 21 Nd5 Bg7 e, Large-W. Watson, London
(rapid) 1991. (C) 15 Bh6 Bh8 16 g4 a5 17 gxh5 Nxh5 18 f4?! Ng4 ¥, Finn-
Mestel, Hastings 1991.

(h) 15...b5 16 f4 Nca 17 Bxcé (17 Qd3 may be better) 17 . . . Rxc4 18 e5 b4 oo,
Glimbrant-Komljenovi¢, Andorra 1991.

(i) 16 f4 Nc4 17 Bxc4 Rxc4 18 Bxfe Bxf6 19 Nd5 Qxd2 20 Nxf6t exf6 21 Rxd2 {5 =,
Beliavsky—Georgiev, Wijk aan Zee 1985.

{j) 16 ...b57t 17 Bxf6 exf6 18 Nde2 Rc6 19 Nd5 =, Anand-Kasparov, World
Chp. 1995.

(k) 20 e6 Bxe6 21 Nxe6 Bxc3 22 bxc3 Qxa3 23 Nd4 Nxg5 24 hxgs Ra4 draw
agreed, Smirin-Hodgson, Ischia 1996. 25 Nb3 leaves Black perpetual check.

(1) 14 g4 hxg4 with two continuations: {A) 15 h5 Nxh5 16 Nd5 Rxd5 17 Bxd5 Qb6
18 Bb3 gxf3 =. (B) 15 f4 Nc4 16 Qd3 (16 Qez b5 17 5 Qad =) 16...b5
17 f5 gxf5 18 exf5 Qcs 19 Rhf1 Ne5 20 Qe3 Rxc3 21 Qxc3 Qxc3 =, Sax-Kir.
Georgiev, Quebec 1986.
(m) 14 ... Neg4 15 Rhel Qa5 16 5 gxf5 17 Nxfs Bxfs 18 exfs Re8 19 Nd5 %,
Kamsky-lvanchuk, Buenos Aires 1994.
(n) 15 ...b5 16 e5 Ng4 17 exd6 Rxg5 18 fxg5! Nf2 19 Qe2 Nxd1 20 Rxd1 Nxd6
21 Ncxb5 Nxbs 22 Nxbs Bxbs 23 Bxf7t +, Rocha-Langier, Mar del Plata 1989.

(o) 18...a5 19 a4! changes little in the position.

(p) 20 Rxd4 Rxf5 21 exf5 Qxd4 22 fxg6 Qg1t 23 Nd1 Bg4 24 gxf7t Kg7 25 Qdz2 %,
Klovans-Tiviakov, Groningen 1991.

(q) 13...Nc4 14 Bxc4 Rxcd 15 Bxg? Kxg7 16 Kb1 Qa5 17 Nb3 Qc7 18 g4 hxg4
19 h5 gxf3 =, Short—Fleck, Germany 1987.

(r} 15 ... Qa5 16 Kb1 Rc8 17 g4 Qxc3! transposes back into the column. Note that
Black waits for 17 g4 to capture on c3 so that 18 Ne2 would leave f3 un-

protected.
(s) 16...a57 17 f4 Nfg4 18 Qg5 a4 19 fxe5 axb3 20 cxb3 Nf2 21 6! +, Short-H.
Olafsson, Wijk aan Zee 1987.

(t) 17 ... a5 18 Nf5! Bxf5 19 exf5 Qxc3 20 fxg6 Nca 21 gxf7+ Kxf7 22 Qel =+,
W. Watson—Kudrin, Paima de Mallorca 1989.

{u) 20 Rd3 Qbat 21 Nb3 Nxhs =, De Jong~Jeuthe, corr. 1989.

(v) 15 Nb3 Qc7 16 Bd4 Bc6! 17 Qe2 b5 18 e5 Nd5 19 Nxd5 Bxd5 =, Kaplan—Miles,
Hastings 1976/77.
(w) 20 Rxd2 Nxd5 21 Nxd5 Kf8 =, Anand-Kasparov, World Chp. 1995.

{x) 13 Rdgl Qa5 14 Kb1 Re5! (14 . . . Re4!?) 15 g4 hxg4 (15 .. Rxc3 16 gxh5! co)
16 h5 Nxh5 leaves Black with somewhat better chances.

(y) 17 fxgd (17 Bgs? Nxf3 ¥) 17...Bxh6 18 Qxhé Qfat 19 Qxfa Nxfa T,
Goodman-Miles, England 1974.

(z) 20 Rh3 Rxc3! ¥ (Sapi and Schneider).
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Dragon Variation, Yugoslav Attack

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 g6
6 Be3 Bg7 7 £3 0-0 8 Qd2 Nc6 9 Bca

7 8 9 10 11 12
BA7Z. i Nxd4(u)
10 0-0-0(a) Bxd4
RcB..oovvviiiinniannn [ 1 PR Qc7(r) Be6
11 Bb3 Bb3 Bb3 Bb3
- Nes Rfcs Na5 Qa5
12 h4(b) Kb1(i) h4 0-0-0
Nc4 Ne5 Nc4 b5(v)
13 Bxc4 haf(j) Bxc4 Kb1
Rxc4 Nc4.......... b5 Qxc4 b4
14 h5{c} Bxc4 Ncxbs(m) Bh6(s) Nds
Nxh5 Rxc4 Qxd2(n) b5 Bxd5
15 g4 +Nb3 Bxd2(o) Bxg7 exd5
Ni6 Qc7(k) Nc4(p) Kxg7 Qbs
16 Ndez........ Bhs(f) Bd4 Bxc4 Kb1
d3
Re8(d) Nxe4 Be6 Rxc4 e6 8b7
17 Bhé Qe3(g) hs b3 " hs
Rhel
Bhs(e) Rxc3(h) a5(l) Re5(q) ba(t) a5{(w)

(a) 10 Bb3 allows the possibility of 10 . .. Nxd4 11 Bxd4 b5 12 h4 a5 13 a4 bxad
:gglglxa‘l Be6! with chances for both sides, Shirov-Ivanchuk, Wijk aan Zee

(b) (A} 12 g4?! b5! allows Black immediate i
! queenside play. (B) 12 Kb1 Nc4
13 Bxc4 Rxc4 14 g4 Qc7 15 g5 Nh5 16 Nd5 Qd8 17 Ne2 Be6 18 Ng3 Bxd5
19 exd5 Qd7 =, Svidler-van Wely, Wijk aan Zee 1999.

(c) This move is by far the most common choice, but 14 .
s g4 may be stronger, e.g.
14...b5 15 h5 b4 16 Nd5 e6 (16...Nxd5 17 exds Qa5—17 g . Qf7
18 Kb1 £ —18 Kbl Qxd5 19 Qh2 *) 17 Nxb4 when Black has practical
chances for the pawn, but careful play should favor White.

(d) 16...Qas7?! 17 Bh6 Bxh6 (17 . .. Bh8 18 Bx{8 is not enough compensation for
the exchange) 18 Qxh6 Rfc8 19 Rd3! * threatening 20 g5 Nh5 21 Nf4
Karpov—Korchnoi, match 1974. ,

(e} 18 e5 Nxg4! (18 ... dxe5? 19 g5 *} 19 fx
(s... ? + g4 Bxe5 20 Bf4 Qa5 21 Bxe5 5
22 Qh6 Qg7 ¥, Kerek—-Schneider, Budapest 1994. e
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(f) There are several alternatives for White, all as significant as 16 Bh6, though
likewise gaining no advantage. (A) 16 Nb3 Re8 17 Bh6 (17 e5 Nxg4! as in the
previous column) 17 . ... Bh8 18 Bgs Qcs 19 Rh4 (19 Qh2 Be6 =) 19 . . . Nxg4!
20 fxg4 Bxgd (Khalifman) leaves Black in good shape. (B) 16 Nd5 eb
17 Nxf6t Qxi6 18 Qh2 Rfc8 =. (C) 16 Kb1 Res! 17 Nd5 6 18 Nxf6t+ Qxi6
19Qh2 h6!1?7(19...e51s sensible) 20 Qxd6 Rd8 = (Ward). (D) 16 e5 Nxg4 (also
16 ... dxe5 17 Nb3 Rc6 18 Bc5 h6 e, Wibe—Nesis, corr. 1991) 17 fxg4 Bxgd
18 Rdg1 dxe5 19 Rxg4 Rxd4! 20 Bxd4 exd4 21 Ne4 Qd5 with fair compensa-
tion for the rook, Hellers-Ernst, Sweden 1987.

(g) (A} 17 Nxe4? Rxd4 18 Qh2 Be5 19 Qh4 Rxd1t 20 Kxd1 f5 21 Bxf8 Kxf8 +,
Baikov—Utiatsky, USSR 1967. (B) 17 Qh2 Be5 18 fa Bxd4 19 Rxd4 Rxd4
20 Bxf8 h5 21 gxh5 Qxf8 22 hxgh Qg7 23 gxf7t Kxf7 24 Rg1 Bg4 25 Nxe4 Rxe4
26 Rxg4 =, Reichelt-Schneider, Dortmund 1988.

(h) 18 bxc3 Nf6 19 Bxg7 Kxg7 20 Rh4 Rg8 21 Ne2 Bcb with chances for both sides,
Wells-Duncan, England 1994. i

(i) 12 h4a Ne5 13 h5 Nxh5 14 g4 Nf6 15 Bh6 Rxc3 16 bxc3 Bxh6 =, Tal-Wade,
Palma de Mallorca 1966. White can play 13 Kb1 transposing into the column,
but it is most flexible to play it on move 12.

(j) The positional approach, 13 Bg5, gains an edge after 13 . . . Nc4 14 Bxc4 Rxc4
15 Nb3 Qe5 16 Bf4 Qe6 17 Ne2. Black does better with the sharp 13 . .. Res!
14 Rhel (14 Bxf6 Bxf6 15 Nd5 Qxd2 16 Nxfet Kg7 =) 14...b515 f4 Nc4
16 Bxc4 bxc4 17 €5 Rb8!? 18 exf6 exf6 19 Bh4 Qba with good play for Black,
Sievers—Ward, England 1991.

(k) There is no good square for the queen: (A) 15 ... Qe5 16 Bd4 Qe6 17 Rhel Bcb
18 Qd3 a5 19 e5 =, Thérhallsson—Tisdall, Gausdal 1996. (B) 15...Qa6
16 e5! Nes (16 ... dxe5 17 Nc5) 17 Nd5 Bxeb5 18 Nxe7t+ Kfs 19 Nd5 Rxc2
20 Bhét Ng7 21 Qxc2 Bf5 22 Qxf5 gxfs 23 f4 *, Zuckerman—van Scheltinga,
Wijk aan Zee 1968. (C) 15 ... Qd8 16 Bh6 *.

1)

18 hxg6 hxgé 19 a4 b51? (19 ... Rb4 20 Rh4 b5 21 Nxb5 Qc4 22 Nc3 Rab8
23 Rdh1 *, Wood-Ward, Lloyds Bank 1994) 20 Nxb5 Qb8 21 Nc3 Rb4
22 Bxf6?! Bxf6 23 Nd5 Bxds 24 Qxd5 Rab =, Stefansson-Ward, Reykjavik
1998, as . . . e6 has been prepared. White can play 21 Bc3 Rxa4 22 N5d4 with
slightly better chances, although the position is very sharp.

(m) 14 h5 Nec4 15 Bxc4d bxc4 16 Bh6 Bxhé 17 Qxh6 Rab8 18 Nd5 Nxd5
19 exd5 Qa3 20 Nb3 cxb3! 21 bxa3 bxc2+t 22 Kal cxd1{Q}t 23 Rxd1 Bf5 =,
Tolnai-Jovicié, Leibnitz 1990.

(n) 14 ...Qds?! 15 Qe2 Rc5 16 Nc3 Rbs 17 Ne6! fxe6 18 Bxc5 dxc5 19 f4 =,
Glek—Ward, Copenhagen 1995.

(0) 15 Rxd2 Rab8 16 Nc3 a5 17 a4 Nc4 18 Bxc4 Rxc4 19 Rd3 Reba 20 Ndbs Bxbs
21 axbs Nd7 =, Schlosser—-Ward, Oakham 1990.

(p) 15... Rab8 16 Nc3 Nc4 17 Bgb Kf8 18 Nde2 Be6 19 Bcl Nd7 20 h5 with a dis-
tinct edge to White, Brinck Claussen—Borge, Copenhagen 1994.

(q) 18 c4 aé (18 ...e5 19 Ne2 Bxb5 20 cxb5 Rxb5 21 Bgs *, Thérhallsson—
Halldorsson, Iceland 1994) 19 Nc3 Rb8 20 Kc2 Ng4 21 fxg4 Bxd4 22 g5 *,
Reeh—Ward, England 1993.
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(r) 10...Qb8 11 h4 Rc8 12 Bb3
a5 13 h5! a4 14 Bd5 Nxh5 15 g4 Nf6 1 ! {
17 gxf5 Nb4 18 fxg6 Nfxd5 19 Bd4! Bxd4 20 Qxd4 e5 21 if7+ KfBG o
Agdestein-Karlsson, Gausdal 1987. & 2t =

(s} 14 h5 Rfc8 15 g4 b5 16 K ¥
1305 g b1 b4 17 Nd5 Nxd5 18 exd5 F, Kiss—Pirisi, Budapest

() 18 hxgsé fxgb 19 Nce2 e5 20 Nb
3 R
corr. 1992. ac8 21 g4 Be6 22 Ng3 *, De Jong-Golzow,

(u) 9...Nd7 10 Bb3 Nbé 11 Nds!
i ! Nxds 12 Bxds is a si {
White, Jurkovi¢ —Petrillo, Genoa 1987. X5 BA7 13 Is @ simple edge for

(v) 12...Bxb3 13 cxb3! Rfc8 14 Kb
. :xb3! 1 keeps th ite ki i
while h4, h5 starts a kingside attack. ps the Whito king sale on the queenside

(w) 18 Ba4! gives While a clear advantage, Browne—Kastner, USA 1970
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Dragon Variation, Yugoslav Attack
9 0-0-0, 9 g4, Misc.

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 g6 6 Be3 Bg7 7 f3(a)

13 14 15 16 17 18
[ 41 ¢ TS R L L LEREERETTEREEERER Nc6
8 Qdz2 g((ll?
Nc6
0-0-0(w)
G 0-0-0urreiiriiie e g4
A5 oo Nxd4(i} Be6(0) Rc8
4
10 exd5......... Qe1(h) Bxd4 0-0-0(p) g
Nxd5 e6(i) Be6 Nxd4........ Ne5 Ne5s
11 Nxc6 hal(j) Kbi1 Bxd4 ha(t) ha
bxc6 Qc7 Qc7(m) Qa5 Bc4 h5
S
12 Bd4(b) h5(k) Nd5(n) a3 Bh3 g
e5(c) Nxh5 Bxds Rfc8(q) Bab Nh7
13 Bco exd5 exd5 h4 b3 Kb1
Be6(d) exd5 Rifc8 Rab8 Qa5 0-0
fa
4 Ne4 Ndb5 Re1! h5 Kb1
! REB(e) Qg3 a5 b5 Rfc8(u) Ng4
d5 Bgl
5 Bc4 Bf2 g4 = hxg6(r) N
! RZB{Q) Qfat= fxgb(s) Qxdz(v) ab(x)

(a) 7 Bcd Ng4! 8 Bbst KI8 gives Black fully equal chances.

been known that grabbing a pawn is dangerous here—

o) 2‘2 I}\lli)i(stlg:(l(giS 13 Qxd5 Qc7 14 Qcs (14 Qxa8?! Bf5 ¥) 14 . .. Qbs 15 b3 Bf5 16

Bd3 Rc8 17 Qa5 Re3 18 Bxf5 Rxe3 19 Be4 Qf4! with goqd play for the pavs.rr;'

Ivanchuk-Hodgson, Amsterdam 1996. White has declined the pawn with

13 Bh6 Bxh6 14 Qxh6 Qa5 15 Kb1 e5! 16 h4 Rb8 17 Bd3.(‘l7 llS'BfS) 17 ... 9:4

18 fxe4 Qb4 19 b3 dxe4 20 Be2 Qc5 21 h5 g5 =, Podlesnik—Justin, Yugoslavia
1989.

(c) Black has experimented with alternatives. (A) 12...Nxc3 13 Qxc3 ghg;
14 Be3 Bxe3t 15 Qxe3 Qb6 16 Qxe7 Beb 17 Qaa Rfds (17... '?a
18 Re1 Rfed 19 Bd3 c5 20 Qa4 %, Becerra—Gallego, Linares 1997) 18 Ba6!? 35
19 Be2 c4 20 f4 *, Kasparov-Topalov, Amsterdam 1995. (B) 12...Bxd4
13 Qxd4 Qbs (13...Qc7 14 Bc4 +) 14 Na4! Qa5 1‘5 b3 Bf5 16 g4 Be6
(16 ... Bxc2 17 Rd2!) 17 Qeb Qb4 18 c4 %, Herra—Hernédndez, Havana 1993.

(d) Black should not yet worry about Bxf8 as he would get fine compensation in
dark-square play. 13 . . . Re8 allows 14 Nxd5 cxd5 15 Qxd5 Qxd5 16 Rxd5 Be6
17 Rd2 Bxa2 18 b4 a5 19 Bb5 Rec8 with a tiny edge for White, but even
stronger is 14 Ned4, when 14 ... Be6 transposes into note (e) and 14...f5
15 Nd6 Bf8 16 Bb5! Bd7 17 Ba4! Re6 (17. . . Qh4 18 Bb3) 18 Nb7 Qh4 19 Bxfs
Qxa4 20 Ba3 Qc4 21 b3 Qa6 22 Na5 leaves White in control.

(e) 14...ReB15h4 h5 (15...5 16 Ng5 Bh6 17 c4 is good; 15 . .. h6 16 g4 Qc7
17 g5 h5 18 Be4 %, Ehlvest-Marin, Calcutta 1997; 15... Nf4 16 Qel Qc7
17 g3 Nd5 18 g4 a5 19 a4 %, Zivkovié-Milosevié, Pula 1996) 16 Bc4 a5
17 a4 Nf4 18 Qxd8 Raxd8 19 Rxd8 Rxd8 20 Bxe6 Nxe6 21 Bb6 with an
endgame advantage, Kudrin~Golubev, Moscow 1995,

(f) A sharp continuation is 15 c4 Re8 16 g4 Qc8 17 Nd6 Qa6 18 b3 Nfo
19 Nxe8 Rxe8 20 Bd3 Nd7 with compensation for the exchange,
Hendriks—Traut, corr. 1990. :

(8) Not 15.. .. Qc8? as White can finally take the exchange safely—16 Bxf8 Qxf8
17 Qa5 *. After 15 ... Re8 16 h4 a5 17 Bb3 h6 18 g4 Ra8 19 a4 + White con-

trols some extra squares in a complex position, Popovié-Sax, Subotica Int.
1987.

{h) 10 Kb1 Nxd4 11 e5! is a recent addition to White's options. Adams—Ivancuk,
Dortmund 1998, continued creatively 11 . . . Nf5 12 exf6 Bxf6! 13 Nxd5 Qxd5!

14 Qxd5 Nxe3 15 Qd2 Nxd1 16 Qxd1 Be6 17 Bd3 Rfd8 with compensation for
the queen. N

(i) 10...e5 11 Nxc6 bxcé 12 exd5 Nxd5! (12 ... cxd5?! 13 Bg5 Be6 14 Bc4 )
13 Bc4 Be6 14 Ne4 Qo7 15 Be5 Rfe8 16 h4a Ni4 may also equalize,
Dvoirys—Medvegy, Oberwart 1996.

(j) 11 g4 e5! (because f3 is now unprotected) 12 Nxc6 bxcé 13 exd5 cxd5 14 Bg5
(14 g5 d4 15 gxf6 Qxf6 16 Ne4 Qxf3 ¥) 14 ...Bb7 15 Qxe57?! h6 16 Bha g5
17 Bel Nxg4 +, Morozevich-Savchenko, Moscow 1991.

(k) 12 exd5 exd5 13 Qd2 h5 14 Bf4 Qe7 15 Bg5 Qb4 16 Nb3 d4 17 Nxd4 Nxd4
18 Qxd4 Qxd4 19 Rxd4 Nh7 =, Gallagher-Hodgson, Bern 1996. The column is
Adams-Tiviakov, Wijk aan Zee 1996.

() (A) 9...Bd7 10 g4 Rc8 11 h4 Ne5 12 h5 Nxf3!? 13 Nx{3 Bxg4 14 h6! Bhs
15 Be2 %, Ehlvest-Henley, New York 1997. (B) 9...Be6 10 Nxe6 fxe6
11 g3! *, as the White bishop can pressure from h3.

(m) 11...Qa57 12 Nd5 Qxd2?! 13 Nxe7+ *.

{n) Wild complications result from 12 h4 Rfc8 13 h5 Qa5 14 hxg6 hxg6 15 a3 Rabs
16 Bd3 b5 17 Qg5 Bcd 18 f4 e5!7 19 fxe5 b4 20 exf6! Qxg5 21 fxg7 f6
22 Bxcdt Rxc4 23 Rh8t Kxg7 24 Rxb8 bxc3 25 Rb7+ %, Edelman—Sziebert,

Budapest 1996. The column is Golubev-Stisis, Biel 1994, with 15 g4 instead
of 15 a4?!.

(o) (A) Black should wait for White to castle before exchanging on d4, e.g.
9...Nxd4 10 Bxd4 Be6 11 h4 Qa5 12 h5 Rfc8 13 hxg6 hxg6 14 a3 Rabs
15 Bd3 with attacking prospects, Nunn-Ward, Lloyds Bank 1984. (B)



9...Bxg4?! 10 fxg4 Nxg4 11 Nb3 a5 12 a4 Rc8 13 0-0-0 Nce5 14 Kbl *, Zsu.
Polgar-Ashley, New York 1992, (C) 9...e6 10 0-0-0 d5 11 Bez Nxd4
12 Bxd4 dxe4 13 g5 Nh5 14 Qe3d! Qc7 15 Bxg7 Kxg7 16 Nxe4 +, Morris—
Kudrin, Gausdal 1982.

(p) 10 Nxe6 fxe6 leaves Black with a compact center and the open f-file bearing
on the f3 pawn. Ward cites 11 0-0-0 Ne5 12 Be2 Qc8! 13 h4 Nc4 14 Bxc4 Qxcé
as equal. Worse is 12 . . . Rc8 13 h4 Qa5 14 h5 .

(q) 12... Rab8 13 h4 b5 14 Nd5 Qxd2t 15 Rxd2 Bxd5 16 exd5 a5 17 Bh3 Nd7
18 £4 Bxd4a 19 Rxd4 Rfc8 20 g5 allows White a slight endgame edge, Stripun-
sky—-Obsivac, Fera Vrana 1992.

(r) A tactical mess arises after 15 h6 ba! 16 Nb5 (16 hxg7 bxa3! ) 16. .. RxbS
17 Bxb5 Qxbs 18 hxg7 bxa3 19 Qd3 axb2t 20 Bxb2 Bc4 e, Shirov—Golubev,
USSR 1985.

(s) Not 15 ... hxg6? 16 Qg5 *,0r15... b4? 16 Nd5! Bxds 17 g5 *, Zsu. Polgar—
Lindemann, Vienna 1991. After 15 . . . fxg6 16 g5 Nh5 17 Bxg7 (Sax-Relange,
Pula 1997) 17 . . . Kxg7 18 Qd4t Kf7 19 Nds b4!? gives chances for both sides.

(t) 11 g5 Nh5 12 f4 Nc4 13 Bxc4 Bxc4 14 b3 Beb 15 Nce2 Bg4 =, Herbrechtsmeier—
Kern, corr. 1983.

(u) 14...Qa3?115g5 Nh5 16 f4 Nc6 17 Bg4 Nxd4 18 Bxd4 Bxd4 19 Qxd4 Nxf4
20 e5 %, Anand-Milenkovi¢, Sharjah 1985.

{(v) 16 Rxd2 Nxd5 17 exd5 Re3 is equal.

(w) 9 Bc4 is also reasonable against this delayed castling system. After 9...Rc8
10 Bb3 Ne5 11 0-0-0 Qa57! (11...Nc4 along more usual lines is better)
12 h4 Nc4 13 Bxc4 Rxc4 14 Nb3 Qc7 15 Bda Bc6?! 16 e5! dxe5 17 Bxe5 White
had a big advantage in Fischer—Camara, Siegen Ol. 1970.

(x) 16 Nde2 b5 17 Nd5 Bc6 18 Bg2 Re8 19 Ne3 +, Myo-Tiviakov, Jakarta 1997.

SICILIAN DEFENSE

Classical Dragon

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfe
5 Nc3 g6 6 Be2 Bg7 7 0-0 Nc6 8 Be3 0-0

19 20 21 22 23 24
9
I};Ié)ba ...................................................... Qd2......... fa(r)
......................... a5............a6(k) d5(n) Qbs!
10 f4 a4 a
4(1) exd5 d3
Qc8.......... Na5(e) Be6 Be6 Nxd5 ggll ©
11 Kh1(a) 5 f4(i) f4
Nxc6(o B
Bg4(b) Bc4 Rc8 Rc8 bxcﬁ( ) Bi(gii(‘)
12 Bg1 Bd3(f) Bf3(j) 15 Rad1 Bxd4
Rbs , Bxd3 Nd7 Bxb3 Qc7 Qxd4t
13 Nd4 cxd3 Rf2 cxb3
i Nxd5s{p da
Bxe2 ds!(g) Nb6 Nas cxd5 ? S)):d4
14 Qxe2 Nxa5 Be2 Bd3 Qxds Bd1
bs!? Qxa5 Nc4 Nd7 Be6 Beb
15 e5(c) e5 Bxc4 Rec1
Qc5 Rf2
dxes(d) d4(h) Bxc4 = Nc5(m) Qxc5(q) Racs =

(a) (A) 11 Bf3 Bg4 12 h3 (12 Nd5 Bxf3 13 Qxf3 Nd7 =) 12... Bxf3 13 Qxf3 e6
;: llz?zdlstt} 15 f5 Ne5 16 Qf2 Nc4 = (Fedorowicz). (B} 11 h3 Rd8 12 Bf3 Be4
€5 =,

(b) Black can also play 11' ... Rd8 12 Bg1 d5 13 e5 Ne4 14 Bd3 {5 15 exf6 exi6
16 Nb5 {5 17 ¢3 Bf7 with fair chances, Barua-Tiviakov, Tilburg 1992.

[C] 15 Nxc6 (lXC(i 16 Bxa7 b4! 17 Nd5 ( 7 Bxb8?! b + 7 .Rb7 w e
1 !
Xc3 ) 17 . R ins th

(d) 16 dxe5 Nd7 17 Nxc6 Qxc6 18 B
\ y g xa7 Rb7 19 Bda =
Glek-Khalifman, Moscow 1995. b4 20 Not Nxes =

e) ;g f5 .NR(ilallalBlflhl (;l {57! Bd7 12 g4 Ne5 13 g5 Rxc3! is good) 11 ... Na5
c 4 Bd7 itaj imirovi
2215 Noa 13 14 Bxcd Rxc4 15 Qe2 b5 16 a4 %, Seitaj~Velimirovi,

(f) 12 Nxa5 Bxe2 13 Nxb7 ] i
N2 Nxay Dol xb7 Bxdt 14 Nxd8 Bxc2 was equal in Lasker—Riumin,

(g) ;;r W} I?thbS' 14 Qxb3! Ng4 15 Bg5, Mortensen—Arnason, Esbjerg 1984, is good
nite since 15. .. ’
strong, Bd4at 16 Kh1 Nf2t+ 17 Rxf2 Bxf2 18 Nd5 Re8 19 {6 is

(h) 16 Bxd4 Nd7 17 {6 ex{6 18 ext6 Bx{6 g
? 2 19 Bxf6 Qb6+t 20 Rf2 Nx{6 2 g =
Rufenacht-Sagorowski, corr. 1991. e NI 2 QI K7 =
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(i) 11 Nd4 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Rc8 13 f4 Bc4 14 Rf2 65 oo, Tolush-Rovner, Leningrad
1939.

{j) 12 Kh1 Nd7 13 Bf3 Nb6 14 Bxb6 Qxb6 15 Nds Bxd5 =, Shamlfovich—de Fir-
mian, New York 1985. The column is Hartman—Ernst, Norrkoping 1988.

i i i i ise from the Najdorf
(k) The lines with ...a6 in the Classical Dragon often arise
move order, 5...a6 6 Be2 g6 etc. On 9...Bd7 10 f4 b517 11 }'3xb5. Ng4
12 Qf3 Nb4 is unclear, Nagy—Wharton, Budapest 1992, but 10 Kh1 is slightly
better for White.

() 10 fa b5 11 Bf3 Bd7 12 Qd2 Rb8 13 Nd5 b4 =, Glek-D. Gurevich, USA 1994.
(m) 16 Bc2 Nc6 17 Kh1 6 18 Qg4 £, Backelin—Karlsson, Uppsala 1992.

(n) 9...Ng4 10 Bxg4 Bxgs 11 Nxc6 (11 f4 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 e5! =} 11...bxc6
12 Bh6 Bxh6 13 Qxh6 Rb8 14 b3 Qa5 15 Qe3 &, Timman-Topalov, Novgorod

1995.
(o) 11 Nxd5 Nxd4! 12 c4 e5 =, Honfi-Gufeld, Kecskemet 1958.
(p) 13 Bd4 e5 14 Bc5 Rd8 15 Ne4 Bfs 16 Ng3 (16 Nd6 Bfg!) 16 . .. Be6 =.
{q) 16 Bxc5 Bxb2 =, Kovalev—-Savchenko, USSR 1988.
(r) Any slow move such as 9 Kh1 or 9 h3 is met with 9. .. d5! =

{s) (A) 10 Qd2? Nxe4 wins a pawn. (B) 10 e5 dxe5 11 dxe_5 Nxe5 12 Nfs Qxb2!
13 Nxe7+ Kh8 14 Bd4 Qb4 15 Bxe5 Qxe7 16 Qd4 Nh5 F.

(t) 11 Nd5 Bxd4! 12 Nxb6 Bxe3t 13 Kh1 Bxb6 leaves Black well on top, Horo-
wicz-Reshevsky, US Chp. 1951. The column is Podlesnik—Savchenko, Ljubl-

jana 1996.
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Dragon Variation
Minor Classical, Levenfish, Misc.

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 d6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 g6

25 26 27 28 29 30
6 BeZ..ooooiiiiiii {4 (Levenfish Variation) g3(r)
Bg7 Nc6!......... Bg7.......... Nbd7 Nc6(s)
7 0-0........... Be3 Nxc6(h) e5 Be2(p) Nde2(t)
0-0 Nc6(e) bxc6 dxe57!(m) Bg7 Bg7(u}
8 Nb3 Qdz(f) e5 fxe5 0-0(q) Bg2
Ncé 0-0 Nd7(i) Nfd7(n) 0-0 0-0
9 Bg5(a) 0-0-0 exd6(j) e6 Bf3 0-0
Be6(b) Nxd4 exd6 Ne5 £ Rb8
10 fa(c) Bxd4 Be3(k) Bbst Nb3 a4
bs! Be6 Be7! Nbcé Nbé a6
11 Bf3 h4! Qf3 (1) exf7t a4d! Nd5
b4 Qa5 ds Kf8{o) Be6 b5
12 Nd5 Qg5 0-0-0 Nxc6 a5 axb5
ab b5!7? 0-0 Qxd1t Nc4 axb5
13 a4 Qxbs g4 Nxd1 = gat Bg5
bxa3(d) Qc7(g) Bf6 = Nd7(v)

{a} 9 Kh1 a5 10 a4 Be6 11 f4 Qb6 12 Nd5 Bxd5 13 exd5 Nb4 14 Bf3 Qab =,
Sigurjonsson—Arnason, Iceland 1985.

(b) White gains a slight plus after 9...a5 10 a4 Be6 11 Kh1 Rc8 12 f4 Nb4
13 Nd4 Bc4 14 Ndb5! BxeZ 15 Qxe2 Rc5 16 Radi =, Fishbein-Olesen,
Philadelphia 1992. .

{c) 10 Kh1 Na5 11 f4 Nc4 12 f5 Nxb2 13 Qc1?! (13 Qel =) 13 ...Bc4 14 e5 Bxe2
15 Nxe2 Ne4 16 {6 exf6 17 exf6 Re8! ¥, Khalifman—Savchenko, USSR 1984,

(d) 14 Rxa3 a4 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Nxf6t exf6 17 Nd4 Qb6 18 c3 Bb3 =,
Ye—Ljubojevié, Moscow Ol. 1994.

) 7... Nbd7 8 0-0 a6 9 a4 is a hybrid Najdorf-Dragon where Black has some
trouble freeing his position.

(f) 8 Nb3 0-0 9 f4 Be6 10 g4 is an attempt to smash Black on the kingside. In
Shabalov-Finegold, Key West 1994, Black leveled the chances with
10...Na5 11 g5 Nd7 12 Bd4 f6! 13 gxf6 Nxf6 14 Qd2 Rc8 15 f5 Bf7.

(g) 14 e5 (14 h5 Rfc8 «) 14. .. Ne8 15 exd6 Nxd6 16 Qc5 Qxc5 17 Bxcs Bxc3
18 bxc3 Rfc8 19 Bxd6 exd6 20 Rxd6 Rxc3 21 h5 Re5 22 Kb2 Rf5 23 Rb1 draw

279



agreed, Shirov-Topalov, Madrid 1996. White has some chances for advantage

in this line.
(h) (A) 7 Bb5 Bd7 8 Bxcb Bxc 9 e5 dxe5 10 fxe5 Ne4! 11 Nxe4 Bxed 12 0-0 Bg7 =,
Penrose—Barden, Hastings 1957/58. (B} 7 Nf3 Bg7 8 Bd3 0-0 9 0-0 a6 =,
i)s... dxe5?! 9 Qxdst Kxd8 10 fxe5 Nds 11 Bd2 Bg7 12 0-0-0 Kc7
13 Nxd5 t cxd5 14 ¢4 %, Adianto-Babu, Madras 1996.
(j) On 9 Qf3 Black simply develops, sacrificing the soldier on cb for time—
9...Bg7 10 Bb5 0-0 11 Bxc6 Rb8 =, Bronstein—Vasiukov, USSR Chp. 1959.
(k) 10 Qd4 Nf6é 11 Be3 Be7 12 Bez 0-0 13 0-0 c5 14 Qd2 d5 15 Bf3 Bb7
16 Rad1 Rb8 =, Szabo—Reshevsky, Helsinki 1852.
() 11 Qd2 0-0 12 0-0-0 Nb6 13 Be2 d5 14 h4 hs! 15 g4?! Bxg4 16 Bxgé Nc4
17 Qd3 Qbs! 18 b3, Larsen-Lein, Lone Pine 1979; now 18 ... Nxe3
19 Qxe3 Re8 20 Qd2 hxgd 21 hs Qd6 is favorable for Black, though compli-
cated. The column is Tarjan-Timman, Venice 1974.
{m) Black may still be able to equalize with 7. .. Nh5 8 Bb5t Bd7 9 eb fxeb
10 Nxe6 Bxc3t 11 bxc3 Qc8 12 Bxd7+ Kxd7 13 Ngb Qxc3t 14 Bd2 Qo4
15 Rb1 b6 o, Conquest—W. Watson, England 1989.

(n) A common mistake has been 8 . .. Ng4? 9 Bbst Kig? (9...Bd7 10 Qxg4 also

wins) 10 Ne6t winning the queen.

(0) 11 ... Kxf7 12 0-0t Bf6 13 Nxc6 bxcé 14 Qxds Rxd8 15 B
San Pedro-Diaz, Vasallo 1993. The column is Dzafarov-Guseynov,

a4 Ba6 16 Rel %,

corr. 1975.

(p) 7 Nf3 Qc7 8 Bd3 a6 9 0-0 Bg7 transposes into the Najdorf Variation, column
39.

(q) 8Be3 0-09 0-0 a6 10 Bf3 e5 11 Nb3 exf4 12 Bxf4 Ne5 13 Qe2 Beb =, V. Ristit—
N. Risti¢, Yugoslavia 1990. The combination of Be3 and f4 is not best against
this system. The column is Ely-Miles, Birmingham 1973.

(r) 6 Bc4 Bg7 7 h3 Nc6 8 Be3 0-09 Bb3 Qa5 10 0-0 transposes into the Acceler-

ated Dragon, column 3.
(s) 6...Bg7 7 Bg2 0-0 8 h3 (8 0-0 Bg4! 9 Nde2z Qc8 =) 8...Nc6 9 Nb3 Rbs!
10 a4 b6 11 0-0 Bb7 =, Petursson—de Firmian, Akureyri 1994.

(t) 7 Bg2 allows the exchange 7 ... Nxd4! 8 Qxd4 Bg7 9 0-0 0-0 with simple

equality.
fuy 7... Bd7 8 Bg2 Qc8 g h3 Bg7 10 a4 0-0 11 Be3d Rds 12 Qd2 Nb4 13 Rcl %,
Rechlis—Rachels, Manila Int. 1990.
{(v) 14 Ra2 h6 15 Bd2 Bb7 16 B3 Nde5 17 b3 €6 =, G. Herndndez-Serper, Chicago

1997.
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Accelerated Dragon

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 Ncé6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 g6 5 Nc3 Bg7 6 Be3 Nf6

1 2 3 4 5 6
7 NXCB ..o, Bc4
bxc6 B
Qab.....ioiiiiiieee 0-0
8 eb
0-0(k)
NgB.......... Nd5 0-0 aBSb ’
9 fa(a) Nxd5 Bb3(l)....... Nb3 3(t)
Nhé6 cxd5 dé Qc7 ds
10 Qdz(b) Qxd5 h
! 3 fa exd5.
) 0-0 Rba Bd7 d6 Nba Ny
0-0-0 Bxa7(g) f4(m)
Be2 Nde2
d6(c) Rxb2 Qh5(n) b6(q) a4 l?\lxbiS(W)
12
l;;;éd) Bd4 Nf3(o) g4(r) Nxa4 Nde2
Rxc2(h) b5 Bb7 Nfxds ste
13 Bsfz Bd.’.i a3 g5 Bf2(u) R
c e6(i) a5 Nd7 Bf5 b;l
14 Bcale) Qa8
Qds3 Nd5
oy ) 0-0 0-01
13] Rc6(j) b4(p) Qds(s) bs(v) Rcalz(;)

(a) 9 Bd4 Qa5 10 Bc4 Bx
E e5 11 0-0 Nf6 12
Tringov—Stein, Sarajevo 1967. Fot d0 10 Bre3 dres 14 Qoz B =

(b) (A) Whi i
[191’7_111(;313 sél?c:sg Othe wrong plan in C. Marino-Donaldson, Philadelphia
Qb6 15 o4 Ra(;lé ‘;,i 11'N64(?B(}6! 12 exd6 exd6 13 Bxd6 Bg4 14 BeZ Re8 15};\1g3
’ nning. 10 Qf37! 0-0 11 Be4 d5! 12
Bd7 14 Qf3 Re8 15 Bd3 Bg4 7, Fichtl-Gereben, Warsaw 13)5(?‘)6 X6 13 Qe

[ ) .. 3 Nf5 13 Bf2 d6 4 dxe5 15 gxf5 Bxf5 leaves Black Qo lit-
c) 11 QBS 12h d6 14

(d) ii ;))((((112 ;)}(;61;1(3x%6 (13 Bd4 Bxd4 14 Qxd4 Nf5 15 Qd2 d5 =) 13 Qxd6
3 Ba6 16 Bc5 Bxd3 17 Bxf8 Bxf1 . gt Kx
20 Rxg2 Rb8 ¥, Fritz 2-Kasparov, Germany 199)1(3. 10 g7 Brgz 19 Rg1 Ko7

4 p4?!
(e) ll)ﬁcizt.éi;\h‘llsal}; ggzt Rbl; 16 Bxd4 cxd4 17 Qxd4 Qa5 18 Rhel Be6
— , Austria 1969, is good for Black as the t ’
lowed by . . . Rfb8 gives him a very strong attack. Pthrestof -, Kb fol-

(f) 15 Bd5 Bxd5 16 Nxd5 (16
1 Qxd5? Rbs 17 g4 Nd4 18 Bxd4
20 fxe5 Qb6 ., Faulks-Donaldson, Bermuda 1995) l); ngé 13 lI{\IXfcﬁli (I;X?g
...e N

18 exf6 Qxf6 19 g4 Nd4 20 B
vt xd4 cxd4 21 Qxd4 Qxd4 22 Rxd4 d5 is a roughly
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(g) (A) 11 0-0-0 Bb7 12 Qd4 (12 Qd27?! Bxe5 13 Bd4 Bxd4 14 Qxd4 0-0
15 Qxd7 Qa5 16 Bc4 Bxg2 17 Rhgl Bf3 18 Rd3 Be4 19 Red Qb6 20 b3 Qfe
21 Rgg3 Rid8 22 Qxa7 Ra8 23 Qc7 Bxc2 *, Radulov-Forintos, Hungary 1969)
12 ...0-0 13 f4 d6 14 Bc4 Qc7 15 Bb3 dxe5 16 fxe5 Bxg2 =, Stein—-Nei, USSR
1960. (B) 11 Bc4 0-0 12 0-0-0 (12 f4 d6 13 Bb3 Bb7 14 Qd2 dxe5 15 0-0-0 exf4 =,
and 12 0-0 Qc7 13 Bf4 Bb7 14 Qd4 d6 15 Rfe1 Rfd8 16 Qc3 Rbe8 17 Bb3 Qxc3
18 bxc3 dxe5 19 Bxe5 e6 20 Bxg? Kxg7 21 Re3 Re7 is also equal) 12.. .. d6
13 Bxa7 Rb4 14 Bb3 Qc7 15 exd6 Qxa7 16 d7 Rxb3 17 dxc8(Q) Bxb2t
18 Kb1 Rbs 19 Qh3 Bg7t+ 20 Kc1 Bb2t 21 Kbl Bg7t draw agreed, Frolov-
Shabalov, USSR Chp. 1991.

(h) 12 ...Rb8 13 Bc4 0-0 14 0-0 Bb7 15 Qc5 d6 16 exd6 exd6 17 Qa7 Bxg2!
18 Kxg2 Ra8 19 Qb6 Qd7 and since Black threatens . .. R{b8, White must
allow ...Qgat with perpetual check.

(i) 13...Rc6 14 0-0 Ba6 15 Bxa6 Rxa6 16 a4 0-0 17 Rfd1 Ra5 18 Qb7 Qa8
19 Qb4 Bxe5 20 Bxe5 Rxe5 21 Rxd7 draw agreed, Soltis-Cvitan, Moscow
1989.

With two choices: (A) 15 Bb5 Ra6 16 Bxa6 Qa5t 17 Kf1 (17 Ke2? 0-0
18 Bb7 Qb5+ 19 Ke3 Bxb7, Barcza—Pokojowczyk, Subetica 1981)17...0-018
Qa7 Bxa6t 19 Kgl =, Rachels—Petursson, Manila Int. 1990. (B) 15 0-0 0-0
16 Bb5 Ba6 17 Qxd8 Rxd8 18 Bxc6 Bxf1 19 Kxf1 dxc6 20 Bc3 Rd3 21 Rc1 Rd5
22 Re1 Rc5 23 Re3 Red 24 Bb2 h5 =, Kupreichik-Petursson, Reykjavik 1980.

(i

(k) Black’s 7 . .. Qa5 forces White to castle kingside, as is plainly shown when
White tries other eighth moves, e.g.—(A) 8 Qd27? Nxe4! 9 Nxc6 Qxc3 wins, or
(B) 8 Nb3 Qb4 9 Bd3 Nxe4 etc.

(1) 9 h3!? Qb4 (9...d6 is safer) 10 Bb3 Nxe4 11 Nd5 Qa5 12 Nxc6 dxcé

13 Nxe7t Khs 14 Rel Nc5 15 Qd6 Nxb3 16 axb3 Qds 17 Qxd8 Rxds
18 Bb6 =, Hector-Andersson, Haninge 1990.

(m} 11 Re1 Rac8 12 Qd3 Ne5 13 Qe2 Qa6! (fighting for the c4 square) 14 Qxab bxab
15 Nd5?! {15 Rad1 Nc4 16 Bcl =} 15...Nxd5 16 Bxd5 Nc4 17 Bxe4 Rxcd ¥,

Povah-Silman, England 1978.

(n) 11...Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Bc6 13 Qd3 (13 Nd5 Rfes 14 Bxf6 exf6 15 f5 Rxe4
16 fxg6 hxgh 17 Nxf6t Bxfo 18 Rxf6 Qc5t 19 Khi d5 20 Qf3 Qe7 =,
Hector-Donaldson, Malmé 1986) 13 ... Rad8 (planning ...e5 and ... d5)
14 Rad1 Nd7 15 Bxg7 Kxg7 16 Kh1 Nc5 17 Qd4+ e5 18 Qe3 Nxb3 19 axb3 exf4
20 Rxf4 Qe5! =,

{o) 12 Qd3 a5 13 Rael b5 14 a3 b4 15 Nxc6 Bxcé 16 axb4 axb4 17 Nd5 Nxds
18 exd5 Ba4! T.

(p) Worse is 14 . .. a4 15 Bd5! Nxd5 16 exd5 *, J. Polgar-Kamsky, Buenos Aires
1994. After 14 ...b4! 15 axb4 axb4 16 Rxa8 Rxa8 17 Ne2 Qa5 is equal,
Hector—Minzer, La Corufia 1995. Critical and complicated is 15 Ne2 bxa3!
when 16 Ng3 axb2 17 Nxh5 bxa1{Q) 18 Rxal Nxh5 is about equal.

(q) 11...Rd8 12 Bf3 e5 13 Rf2 Be6 14 Nd5 Bxd5 15 exd5 exf4 16 Bxf4 Ne5
17 Rel Nfd7 18 c4 Nc5 19 Nxc5 Qxc5 =, Prandstetter-Znamenacek, Prague
1992.

(r) 12 Bf3 Bb7 13 Rf2 Na5! 14 Nxa5 bxa5 15 Bd4 Nd7 16 Nd5 Bxd5 17 exd5 Bxd4
18 Qxd4 Qc5 19 Rd1 Rfb8 20 c3 Rb7 &, Hammie-Silman, USA 1975.
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(s) 15 Rl)l’(ls Nd47?! eti! 16 Nc3 Nxd4 17 Bxd4 e5 18 Be3 exfa 19 Bxf4 Bxcl
20 bxc3 Nes F, Saveride-Silman, USA 1974) 15...e6! 16 Nc3 Bxcd
17 bxc3 Ne7! slightly favors Black (Silman).

(t) The important alternativelis 9 a4 Ng4 10 Qxg4 (10 Nxc6 Nxe3 11 Nxd8 Nxd1
12 Nd5 e6 13 Nc7 Rb8 14 Rxd1 Rxd8 15 Nb5 b6 16 f4 Ba6 17 e5 Bxbs
38;)1(2503;8;) 10 ... Nxd4 11 Qh4 Nxb3 12 cxb3 Ra6?! (12 . . . 6 seems bet-
er - e6 14 Rfe1l b6 15 Bh6 Bb7 16 Bxg7 Kxg7 17 Re3 =
Larsen, Las Palmas 1992. : s 3 = Topalov

{u) 13 Bd4 Bxd4 14 Qxd4 Bf5 15 Nac3 Nxc2t 16 Bxc2 Nxc3 17 Qxd8 Rixds
18 Bxf5 Nxe2 19 Kxe2 gxf5 20 Rhe1l e5 =, Petrushin-Khashin, USSR 1976.

(v) 15 Nac3 Nxc3 16 Nxc3 Qxdt 17 Rfxd1 Bxc2 18 Bxc2 Nxc2 19 Racl Bxc3
20 Rxc2 Bf6 21 b3 h5 =, Kuzmin-Tukmakov, Kishinev 1975.

(w) 11 Nxd5 f5 12 Nxc6 (12 ¢3 fxe4 13 fxed e6!? 14 Nf4 Nxd4 15 cxd4 Bxd4
16 Qxd4 Qxd4 17 Bxd4 Rxf4 18 0-0-0 Bd7! =) 12...bxc6 13 Nb6 Rbs
14 Qxd8 Rxd8 15 Rd1 Rxd1t 16 Kxd1 fxe4 17 fxe4 Bxb2 18 Nxc8 Rxc8

19 Ke2 Be5 20 Rb1 Bxh2 21 a4 Bc7 22 Rb7 Kf7 =, I
o Koz Bos 2 , Ivanchuk~Zsu. Polgar,

(x) (?ritical is 14 a3, when White gets two pieces for a rook, but allows Black ac-
tive counterplay—14 ... Nxc2t 15 Rxc2 Bxc2 16 Qxc2 b4 17 Nad Qxd5
18 Nb6 Qe6 19 Kf2 {19 Nxa8 Qxe3 20 Nc7 Re8 21 Nd5 Rxc2 22 Nxe3 Rxb2
23 axb4 Rb1t 24 Nd1 a4 25 0-0 a3 26 Ndc3 Rxb4 27 Rd1 h5 28 Rds+ Kh7
29 Ra8 Rb3 30 Rc8 Rb2 31 Ra8 = —analysis by Bagirov} 19...Rabs
20 Nf4 Qa2 21 axb4 axb4 22 Qb1 b3 23 Qxa2 bxa2 24 Rai, Lanka~Priedniek
USSR 1980; now 24 . .. Rb7 25 Rxa2 Rfb8 26 Nc4 Rb4 is an even ending. '

15 Nd4 Bxd4 16 Qxd4 Nxc2 17 Rxc2 Bxc2 18 Bh6 e5 19 Qxe5 {6 20 Qe6+ Rf7
21 N.e4 !’3xe4 .22 fxe4 Qd7 23 Qxd7 Rxd7 24 Rxf6 Re8! with an equal ending
de Firmian-Pigusov, Moscow 1989, :

(v
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Accelerated Dragon, Maroczy Bind

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 g6 5 c4

7 8 9 10 11 12
INEB cvvvvrerrneensenensnees Bg7
Be3
° 1:;3 Nh6 ..oovvene Nf6
Nc3 Nc3
f3.eveiinens Bez  Ne3 T 00
’ Nxd4(a) Nxd4 dé Ng4.... :
i Be
Be2 Qxgd
° gx;i * (1:32;(;1 ! 0—80 0 Nxd4 B6.eeeieeeenns de
: 0-0
- Qd1 0-0(r)
° pestt) gg(?[e) ?50 Ne6(m) Bb7 Bd7
0-0 -
Qdz exf5 Rc1(n) Nxc6(s) 3?“21&;)
10 8d§ Be6 gxi5() d6(o) Bxch(t)
. Bxd4
Re1 Recl fa ba(p) giﬁ B)éa
" Be6 Qas(f) Qbs(k) 0-0 )
d2
12 Nd5(c) f3(g) Nxf5 Be2 8d7(u) B
Qxa2(d) Rfcs(h) Qxb2(l) a5(q)

Be3 0-0,
lso play 7 ...Bg7 8
i layed f2-f3 Black can also pl : | } o0,
e e Wth 1t:l ga;eg i[ngdZ deters Black’s equalizing conhguﬁug;}aabg =’

Whenlflhfizal‘(;erd‘l Be6 11 Rcl Qa5 12 Qd2 Rics 13 b3 a

9...Nx 366

Ernst—Petursson, Reykjavik 1994. s veasdr 15 ba o

11 Be2 Beb 12 Rc1 b5! 13 cx fon

(B) 9 B8 b or ?SZBigJS then 15 ... Nc5 with very good plzay for the pa

1: Nx}l)lsxaoarlﬁ Nxbs Ra2 =, Topalov-Antunes, Candas 1992.

2 Nd7
ternative is 12 Be2 Rfc8 13 b3 aG 14 Na4d Qx§;+;5 é(xmiingen
41 (16 h4 f5 17 Bd3 Rab8 18 Nc3 Nc5 =, NllboerR—fgslué ) Rgad.8 N
129%].16 e gx{s P (318 gZS‘l dS)fSN;ifo 22 cxd5 Nf6 23 Bb6 Rd7
: d1 x) 20 Nc3 d5 g b6 R
22 I(:(X(:iisw?:(l?z szl?lgiilendgame edge, A. Rodriguez—Antunes, Matanzas
24 Ke

2
i j dgame plus. After 12... Qxa
13 Kxd2 White enjoys an en 2 e
VS 71‘ %221*4 Be2 (14 Bd4 Rae8 15 Nd5 Bxd5 16fcx£t5)6R(;; leG e o)
18 Nxel Nd7 19 Bxg7t Kxg7 20 Qc3t Kgd 21 K;d4 o e o
li QX(I:\IgB 15 Nd5 Bxd5 16 cxds Rfcs 17 0-3 ag 181d e 1994
200 +, Shaked-Donaldson, .
+ Kxg7 22 €5 *,
20 Qxb4 axb4 21 Bxg7 el
(e) White's alternatives may be preferable: (A) 9 0-0 0-0 10 Qe3 Bel
e

12 b3 QX€3 13 Bxe3 Nd7 14 Racl c5 15 f3a51 Nd5 xd5 1 exd
N 1 3 a5 16 B 7 5 Bb2
18 Rc2 Ba3 =. (B] 9 Be3 0-0 10 de Be6 11 0-0 Q85 12 Rab1!? Rfc8 13 b3 Ilg‘l

(c) The important al
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(13...b5 14 ba Qc7 15 €5 dxe5 16 Nxb5 £, Ivanchuk-Kovadevi¢, Belgrade
1997) 14 Nds Qxdz 15 Bxd2 Kf8 (15 . . . Bxd5 16 exd5 x) 16 Bg5 {6 17 Bd2
Ne5 18 14 £, Gelfand-Andersson, Polanica Zdroj 1997.

(f) 11...a6 12 b3! bs? (Black should transpose back to the main lines with
12...Qa5 13 {3 Rfc8 when 14 Nad is similar to note {c)) 13 cxb5 axbs
14 Bxb5 Qa5 15 Bc6! Ra6 16 Nad! +, Serper—Donaldson, Las Vegas 1997.

(g) 12 0-0 Rfc8 13 b3 a6 14 f4 Re5 15 Bf3 Rac8 16 Qe3 b5 17 e5 dxe5 18 fxe5 Nd7
19 Bd5 bxc4 20 b4 Qxb4 21 Bxe7 Qa5 22 Bxeb6 fxe6 23 Bxcs Qxcb
24 Qxc5 Nxc5 =, Wojtkiewicz-Donaldson, Hamburg (rapid) 1994.

(h) 13 b3 a6 14 Nd5 (14 Na4 transposes to note (c) after a later ... f6 and Be3)
14...Qxd2t 15 Kxd2 Nxd5 16 cxd5 Bd7 17 h4 6 18 Be3 f5
20 g4 fxg4 21 fxg4 Bb2 =, Mokry-Zsu. Polgar,

(i) 8 h3 5 9 exf5 Nx{5 10 Nxf5 Bxf5 11
Larsen, Bled/Portoroz 1979.

19 exf5 gxfs
Tentianské Teplice 1985.

Qd2z Qa5 12 Rel 0-0 =, Tsing Huan~

(j) 10. .. Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Bxd4 12 Qxd4 Nxf5 13 Qd2 Bd7 14 Bf3 Bc6 15 Bds+ x,
Tal-Kupreichik, Sochi 1970.

{k} 11...Bd7 12 Qdz Ng4 13 Bxgé fxg4 14 Radl Qe8 15 Nde2 Rd8 16 b3 Qgb
17 Nb5 +, Illescas—Abramovic, Biel Int. 1993.

() 13 Nxh6t Bxh6 14 Rc1 Bg7 15 Rc2 (15 Nd5 Qxa2 16 ¢5 Kh8 17 Bf3 Be6
18 cxd6 exd6 19 Nc7 Bb3 T, Yermolinsky~I. Ivanov, USSR 1980) 15 . . . Qa3

16 Qd2 Be6 17 Kh1 Rac8 with chances for both sides, Spassov-Nicevski, Sofia
1976.

(m) 9...e5!7 10 Nb5 (10 Bd3 0-0 11 0-0 d6 12 Nb5!7 Nxb5 13 cxbs ds
14 exd5 Qxd5 15 {3 Be6 16 Qe2 Qd7 17 Rid1 *, Z. Almasi—Chatalbashev,
Krynica 1998) 10...0-0 11 Qd2 Qh4 12 Bd3 d5 13 cxd5 Nxbs 14 Bxb5 Qxe4
15 0-0 Rd8 16 Rfd1 * 16. ..Qf5 17 Racl Bd7 18 Be2 e4 19 Rc7!? Beb
20 dxc6 Rxd2 21 Rxd2 bxc6 22 Be4 Be5 23 Rb7 (23 Rxf7 Qxf7 24 Bxf7+ Kxf7

25 Rd7+ Ke6 26 Rxh7 a5 =, Gufeld—Espig, Sochi 1972) 23 . . . Rf8 24 Rxay Bfs =,
Quist-Espig, Germany 1993.

(n) 10 Be2?! Bxc3t 11 bxc3 b6 12 0-0 Bb7 13 f3 Qc7 14 Rb1 0-0 15 Qdz2 f5
16 exf5 gxf5 .

(0) 10...Qa5 11 Be2 b6 12 Qd5 Qxd5 13 cxd5 Nd4 14 Bea Bb7 15 Kd2 e6
16 Rhd1 %, Ribli-Rogers, Germany 1995.

(p) Taking away ¢5 from the Black knight. A different type of game arises from
11 Bd3 (11 Qd2 Qa5 12 Be2 Bd7 13 0-0 Nc5 14 {3 Na4!=)11...0-0 12 0-0 a5

13 Bb1 Bd7 14 Qe2 Bc6 15 Rfd1 =, Beliavsky—Velimirovié, Reggio Emilia
1986/87.

{q) Worse is 12...b6 13 Qd2 Bb7 14 f3 Kh8 15 0-0 {5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 f4 =+,
Suba-Joksi¢, Zurich 1987. The column is Marjanovié¢-Velimirovi¢, Sarajevo
1984, which continued 13 a3 axb4 14 axb4 Bd7 15 0-0 Bc6 16 Qdz Ra3

17 Nd5 Re8 18 Rfd1 Nfg 19 h3 .
(r) 9 Nxc6 immediately may also give White some advantage.

(s) There are some tricky lines to avoid: (A) 10 Rc1? Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Bhe!
12 Rc2 Nxed . (B) 10 Qd2?! Nxd4 11 Bxd4 e5! 12 Bxe5 Nxe4 13 Nxe4 Bxe5 F.

285



(C) 10 3 Rcs 11 Qd2 d6 12 Rfd1 is slightly better for White, but Black could
try 10 . .. Nh5.
(t) On 10. .. dxc6 11 c5! is very good for White.
(u) 13 a4 Qb7 14 a5 bxa5 15 Rxa5 Rfb8 16 Rb1 Qb4 17 Nb5 *, Ghitescu—
Gavrilakis, Sofia 1986.
+, Tukmakov—

Nc57! 14 e5! £,
A) 10 Nb3 a5 11 Nd2 Nb4 12 a3 Na6 13 Rb1
) E}e)balo, Bled 1997. (B} 10 Rcl Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Bc6 12 f3 a5 13 b3 Nd7

14 Bxg7 Kxg7 15 Qd4t+ Kg8 16 Rfd1 £.
(w) 13 Kh1 Nd7 14 Bxg7 Kxg7 15 4 Nc5 16 Bf3 a4 17 Rael %, Karlsson—Wedberg,
Eksjo 1980.
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SCHEVENINGEN VARIATION
2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfé 5 Nc3 d6

.o, '/ﬁ}yy K
Bumal

AMED AFTER THE Dutch ary, the Scheveningen Variation is a classi-
N cally motivated defense. Black creates a backward pawn center
with his duo at d6 and e6, leaving no weakness on the important
central squares d5 and e5. Black intends to simply develop his (her)
pieces and then proceed with queenside counterplay. The Scheveningen
has been a favorite of Kasparov’s, although he often arrives at the position
through transposition, playing 5 ... a6 and 6 . . . e6. Other top players use
the defense frequently and it is well respected, but it doesn’t have the de-
voted following of the Najdorf or Dragon Variations, perhaps because it is
too straightforward and logical. White has several ways to combat the
Scheveningen Variation, almost all of them leading to dynamic positions.
The main line is 6 Be2 Be7 7 0-0 Nc6 8 f4 0-0 9 Be3 a6 {columns 1-6),
in which both sides develop before embarking on an active plan. White
can play to restrict Black on the queenside with 10 a4 (columns 1-3) as
did Anand in several games of his 1995 World Championship match with
Kasparov. Plans where White plays g4, launching a kingside assualt, can
be very dangerous. 10 Qe1 (columns 4-6) is a more direct attacking at-
tempt, which Black has less trouble handling.

Other variations of 6 Be2 are covered in columns 7-12. Black de-
lays or omits ... a6 in columns 7-9, leaving White somewhat freer. An
early . .. a6 and less played lines are the subject of columns 10-12.
Black has reasonable chances in these, so often White should look to
transpose into column 1.

The Keres Attack, 6 g4 (columns 13-18), is the sharpest response to
the Scheveningen, favored by attacking players. White immediately be-
gins kingside operations, not waiting to complete development. The safest
response is 6...h6 (columns 1-3), holding kingside space. Black can
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i i lumn 4), 6 . . . Be7 (col-
o (o formauont‘:gg::gs.t .o.f Z?lf)(z;)ing White the initiative.
e developed into a dangerous attack-
0s and early 90s, but accurate
ck. 6 f4 (columns 22-23)
ble position, but they are

maintain a solid p

5)or6...Ncb
o 6)B93 (columns 19-21) had been

i layers in the 198
i eme by English p :
o S(t::rmeasuyres have been dlscoverec'l for i?»laa
Cmcllns g3 are reasonable choices to obtain a play
an

not theoretically critical.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Scheveningen Variation, Main Line (6 Be2)

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d6
6 Be2 Be7 7 0-0 Nc6 8 Be3 0-0 9 f4 ab

1 2 3 4 5 6
10 B Qel{n}
Qc7(a) QC7 e Bd7{w)
11 Khi(b) Qg3.......... Kh1 Rd1(x)
Re8(c) Nxd4(o} NxdA4(s) Nxd4
12 Bf3(d} Bxd4 Bxd4 Bxd4
Rb8(&)....o.vvvveinenn, Bd7 b5 b5 Bcé
13 g4............ Qd2 Nb3 a3 a3(t) Bf3
Nxd4 Na5(h) b6(j) Bb7 Bb7 Qc7
14  Bxd4 Qf2 ga(k) Rael Qg3 e5
e5(f) Nc4 Bc8 B Bc6 Nd7
15 fxe5 Bcl g5 Bd3 Rae1 exd6
dxe5 e5 Nd7 e5(p) Rae8(u) Bxd6
16 Ba7 Nde2 Bg2 dxes Bd3 Bxcé
Ras exfa Bb7(1) Nh5 e5! Qxcb
17 g5 Nxf4 Qhs exd6!?(q) fxe5 Qg3
Rd8(g) Be6(i) Nb4(m) Nxg3(r) Nh5(v) g6 =

(a) There can be several different move orders that reach this position. 10 . . . Bd7
11 Nb3 transposes into column 7.

(b) A useful waiting move. Instead, (A) the retreat 11 Nb3 b6 12 Bf3 Rbs
13 Qe2 Nd7 14 Rfd1 Na5! allows Black active play, Yuja-Arnason, Thessa-
loniki 1984. (B) 11 Qe1 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 e5 13 Be3 exf4 14 Bxf4 Be6 15 Qg3 Nd7
16 Bh6 Qc51 17 Khi Qe5 18 Bf4 Qc5 19 Nd5 Bxd5 20 exd5 Ne5! 21 Bxe5 dxeb
22 Qxe5 Bd6 23 Qf5 Rae8 with good play for the pawn in the bishops of op-
posite color middlegame. )

{c).11...Rd8 12 Qel (12 Bf3?! Ne5!) 12...Nxd4 13 Bxd4 e5 14 Bgl! exfsa
15 a5 Re8 16 Bb6 Qb8 17 Rxf4 Be6 (17...d57118 Qf2 dxe4 19 Bc4! +) 18 Qg3
Nd7 19 Bd4 NeS5 20 Na4 Qc7 21 Nb6 Rabs 22 c4 *, Klovans-Maksimenko.
Riga 1988. (B} 11...Bd7 12 Qe1 Nxd4 13 Bxd4 Beé 14 Qg3 %£.

{d).(A) 12 Bd3 Nb4 13 a5 Bd7 14 Nf3 Rac8 15 Bb6 (15 Bd4 Bc6 16 Qel Nd7
‘17 Qg3 Bi8 =, Svidler~Anand, Linares 1999) 15...Qb8 16 Qe2 Bc6
17 Nd4 Nxd3 18 cxd3 d5 =, Anand-Kasparov, World Chp. 1995. (B)
12 Qe1 Nxd4 13 Bxd4 e5 14 fxe5 dxe5 15 Qg3 Bda! =.

() 12...Nxd4 13 Qxd4 e5 14 Qd2 exf4 15 Bxf4 Be6 16 Rfd1 Rads 17 h3 =%,
Panchenko-A. Sokolov, Moscow 1981,
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(f) 13 ...Bf8 14 g5 Nd7 15 Bg2 g6 16 Qd2 %, de Firmian—Schroer, Philadelphia
1997.

(g) 18 Qe2 Ne8 19 Be3 (19 Qf2? Rxa7!} 19...Be6 20 Qf2 Rdc8 (20. .. Qca
21 Nd5 Bxd5 22 b3 Qc3 23 exd5 %, Dolmatov—-Namgilov, Russian Chp. 1996)
21 Rad1 Bcb 22 Nd5 Bxdb 23 Rxd5 Bxe3 24 Qxe3 Qxc2 25 Rxe5 with a sharp
position, Voitsekhovsky—Vaulin, Russian Chp. 1997. White has serious at-
tacking chances {Qf4 is next) while Black’s pawn structure is better. Both
sides should note the interesting line 20 Bg4 Bc4 21 Qf2 Qc6! 22 b3 Bxfl
23 Rxft Nd6 (23 .. .16 24 Nd5! £) 24 Nd5 Re8 25 c4 b5! =.

(h) (A)13...Bd7 14 Nb3 b6 15 g4 Bc8 16 g5 Nd7 17 Bg2 is similar to the next
column. (B) 13...Nxd4 14 Bxd4 e5 15 Ba7 Ra8 16 Be3 Bd7 (16 .. .exf4
17 Bxf4 Be6 18 Rfd1 £ is note (e)) 17 ab Rac8 18 Be2 Bcb «, Karpov—Kasparov,
World Chp. 1985.

(i) 18 b3 Ne5 19 Bb2 Rbe8 20 Racl Qc5 21 Qg3 g6 with chances for both sides,
Anand-Kasparov, Linares 1997.

(j) 13 ... Na5 14 Nxa5 Qxa5 15 Qd3 Rad8 16 Rfd1 Bcé 17 ba! Qc7 18 b5 Bd7
18 Rabl axb5 20 Nxbs! with the initiative, Anand-Kasparov, World Chp.
1995.

(k) 14 Qd2 Rabs 15 Bf2!? Bc8 16 Bg3 Nd7 17 €5 dxe5 18 Rael Bb7 19 fxe5 Ncxeb
20 Bxb7 Rxb7 21 Qe2 {6 22 Qxa6 Bb4 23 Nb5 Qc8 24 c3 Bfs and White is just
a shade better, Anand-Topalov, Linares 1999.

1 16... Rbg 17 Qh5 g6 18 Qh3 Nb4 19 f5! Ne5 (19... Nxc2? 20 fxgé fxgb
21 Rf71) 20 Nd4 exf5 21 exf5 Bb7 22 Ne4 %, Rachels-Browne, US Chp. 1989.

(m) 18 Nd4 g6 19 Qh3 e5 20 fxed Nxe5 (20...dxe57 21 Rxf7!) 21 Rael Bf8
22 Rf4 Bg7 with chances for both sides, Aleksieva—Palac, Cannes 1997. White
probably has a theoretical advantage in this 12 . .. Bd7 line, but in practice
Black finds many resources.

(n) Slow is 10 Kh1 Bd7 11 Qel {11 a4 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Be6 =) 11... b5 12 a3 Qb8!
13 Qg3 b4 14 axb4 Qxb4 =. Notice that the Black queen saved a tempo here by
not going to c7.

(0} 11 ...Bd7 12 Kh1 transposes into note (r).

(p) Less complicated is 15 . . . Rae8 16 Qh3 e5 17 Be3 Qd7 =, J. Polgar—Portisch,
Monaco 1994, but 16 Kh1 is pleasant for White.

{q) 17 Qf3 dxe5 18 Nd5 Bxd5 19 exd5 exd4 =, Hazai—Averkin, Sochi 1982.

(r) 18 dxc7 Nxf1 19 Nd5 (Wang-Liang, Beijing 1993) 19.. .. Bxd5 20 exd5 Bd6
21 Be5 Rfes8 22 Bxd6 Rxel 23 Kfz Rd1 24 Bf4 Nxh2! 25 Bxh2 Rxd3
26 cxd3 Kf8 27 d6 Kes . This is a long and complicated variation, yet Black
seems to be in good shape.

(s) Black can again step into a critical variation with 11...Bd7 12 Qg3 b5
(12...Kh8 13 a3 b5 14 Bd3 %) 13 €5 dxe5 14 fxe5 Nxe5 15 Rxf6!? Bxf6
16 Bf4a ba! 17 Ne4 Kh8 18 Nf3 OQxc2 19 Nxe5 (19 Nxf6 Nf3 o}, now Reyes—
Eseban, Jaca 1990 continued 19... Qxe2? 20 Nxf6 gxf6? 21 Bh6 Resigns.
Black can try instead 19 . . . Qxe4 20 Bf3 Qc2 with fair chances.
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(t) 13 e5 dxe5 14 dxe5 Nd7 15 Ne4 Bb |
5 7 16 Bd3 Rad8 17
Draw, Chandler-Ribli, Germany 1991. ’ (283 s 16 Bxed Nes

(u) The older defense leaves Whi i
»fense 28 ite with attacking prospects—15 b7
16 Bd3 b4 17.Nd1! bxa3 18 bxa3 g6 19 Nf2 Nh5 20 Qe3 Nxf47! 21 Qxf4Q )5
22 Ng4! =, Shirov-Benjamin, Horgen 1994. h °

(v) 18 Qh3 dxe5 19 Be3 Nf4 20 Bxf4 exf4 21

slavia 1996. ~e5 g6 =, Brenjo-Abramovi¢, Yugo-

(w) :g Bf Nxd4 11 Bxd4 b5 12 Rd1!? Bb7 (12...b4?! 13 Na4 Nxed? 14 Bf3)
3 Qc7 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 Nd7 16 Bxb7 Qxb7 17 Ne4 Qc7 18 3 Kh

19 Nd6 Kg8 20 ¢c3 =. Qg ’

(x) 11 Qg3 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 Be6 13 Rae1 b5 14 a3 Qd7! and . . . a5 with quick coun-

terplay. White should i
N, uld try 11 a4, as the colump (analysis by Kasparov) brings
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Scheveningen Variation, 6 Be2

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 dé 6 Be2

7 8 9 10 11 12
BE7 ittt ab
[0 Bei(s)
’ (Iil-((:](i Qc7()....... Nbd7 Nbd7(t)
........... Kh1 fa f4(p) g4
’ 13903 ............. 0-0 Be7(m) b5 h67!(u)
f4 Kh1 Bf3 fa
° Nxd4{j) 0-0 Bb7 Nc5
Bf3(n) e5(q) Bf3
Nb3(a) fxe5(f) Qxd4
10 a6(b) dxe5 Bd7 Ncé Bxf3 e5
13 Nf5
Nf5 Bf3 Nxc6 Nx
H ?\14615[(:) Bxf5 Bcb bxcé dxe5 Bxf5(v)
fxe5 exf5
5 Rxf5 a4 Na4
1 ;168 g6(g) Qc7 Bb7 Ng4 Qbs
2 Nd5
Nxa5 Rf2 Be3 c4 Qe
1 Q::5 Nd4 RfdS 5 ba! Nxd5
2 Na4 Qxds =
4 d2 Bd3(h) a5 Qc
! I%:B(d) bs(i) d5(k) Nd7(o) Rc8(r)

3 57! (13 Bf3 b5 =) 13...6e5
1 Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Bc6 12 Qg3 g6 1 3 ;
@ 12 1;2:3 Nxe4 15 Nxed Bxe4 16 Bh6 Re8 17 Kh1 Rc8 . Black's queen on d8

helps with the defense. e
Nd7 14 Rad1l %, Anders-
...Qc7 11 Bf3 Rfd8 12 Kh1 Be8 13 Qe2
© g(}r)l—llgkora?(\:/axjo 1992. (B) 10...a5 11 a4 Nb4 12 Bf3 e5 13 Rf2 Bdcﬁ l‘leszf)
exf4 15 Bxf’4 Qbst 16 Kh1 Nd7 17 Bxd6 Bxdé 18 Rxd6 Ne5 19 Nd5 Q
Ne7+ Kh8 21 ¢3 £, Mokry-Bonsch, Brno 1991.
i iti tricted on the queenside. On
k allows 12 a5 his position becomes cons !
© Ilf1Blacb6a lg Bf3 Rbs 13 Qe2 Nb4 14 Rad1 Qc7 15 g4 White has a clear plus,
Fishbein—Cebalo, Herning 1991.
(d) Or 14 Qc7 15 Bd4 £. After 14.. .. Rc8 15 Bf3 Qc7 16 a5 Bcb 117 Bbé Qbs
18 Raell White controls more space, Geller-Espig, Dortmund 1991.

(e) On 9...Qc7 Black would equalize against t;(o}tlh 1}(1) N;ié)s %281?1;3
I N i 1 when e
d4 11 Bxd4 e5. White should play 10 T -
tlr(;rgf):):::into column 1 and 10 . . . Bd7 11 Qe1 leaves White with his usual

initiative.
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(f) 10 Nb3 exf4 11 Bxf4 (11 Rxfa Be6 12 Nd5 Bxd5 13 exd5 Ne5 =) 11. .. Be6

12 Kh1 d5 13 e5 Nd7 14 Nxd5 Ndxe5 15 c4 Bgb =, Kamsky~Anand, Buenos
Aires 1994,

(g) 12...Qxd1 13 Rxd1 g6 14 Rf2 Nd4 15 Bh6 Nxe2t (15... Nxc2? 16 Bg5! Nds
17 Bxe7 Nxe7 18 Rd7 Nc6 19 B4 *, Geller—Tal, USSR Chp. 1983) 16 Rxe2
Rfd8 17 Rf1! Ng4 18 Bd2 =, Prodanov-Cvetkovié, Varna 1983.

(h) 14 Qd3 Qbsé! (lllescas) equalizes immediately as White has trouble with bz.

(i) 15 a3 a5 16 Bg5 b4 (Burnazovié —Petrovi, Pula 1990) 17 axb4 axb4 18 Rxa8
Qxa8 19 Bxf6 .

(j) (A} 9...a6 10 Nxc6! bxc6 11 5 dxe5 12 fxe5 Nd5 13 Ned4 &, Mestel-Stean,

Margate 1982. (B) Interesting is 9. . . Qb6 10 Nb3 Qc7! 11 Bf3 a6 12 a4 bg
13 Be3 Bb7 (Adorjan) that seems to give Black fair chances.

(k) 15 e5 Ne4 16 Bxe4 dxed 17 Qc4 Racs 18 Qe2 (18 Bxa7 e3!) 18...Bb4
19 Bxa7 Bxa5 =, Benjamin-Shabalov, Pleasantville 1993,

(1} Black takes risks with 7...b5 8 Bf3 Ra7 9 a4 b4 10 Na2 d5 11 e5 Nfd?

12 Re1 Bc5 13 Bf4 0-0 14 Nci Re7 15 Neb3 =, Khalifman-Nepomnishay,
Leningrad 1988.

(m) 8...b5 9 Bf3 Bb7 10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 Nfd7 12 Bf4 b4 13 Ne4 Nxes

14 Kh1! Be7 15 Ng5 Bxg5 16 Bxb7 Qxb7 17 Bxe5 0-0 18 Qg4 =, Karpov-Ljubo-
jevié, Turin 1982.

(n) 10 a4 Nc6 11 Be3 transposes into column 1.

(0) 15 Be3 Rad8 16 b3 Rfe8 17 Rad1 Bc6 18 Nc3 N

f8 19 g3 Bf6 with just a minor
edge, Landa~Milov, Oberwart 1994,

(p) 8 a4 b6 9 f4 Qc7 10 Kh1 Bb7 11 Bf3 Be7 12 Qe2 0-0 13 g4 Nc5 14 g5 Nfd7,

Dasakis-Kofidis, Katerini 1993; now 15 Bg2 and 16 Rf3-h3 should generate
real attacking chances.

() 10a3Rc811Qel Red 12 Be3 h5!7 13 Kh1 e5 14 Nb3 Ng4 =, J. Kristiansen-Mokry,
Malmé 1985/86.

(r) 15 Bf4 (15 h3 Qa5) 15 . . . Qa5 16 b3 Qb5 17 Rae1 h5 18 Qd2 Nc5 19 Nb2 Rds =,
Anand-]. Polgar, Dortmund 1996,

(s} White can always respond to . .

- a6 with a4 if he is willing to play the main
lines of cols. 1-3.

(t) Black can also play the usual 7 . . . Be7, after which 8 f4 0-0 9 9 0-0 Nc6 is the
main lines of cols. 1-6.

(u} Black's best play is Kasparov’s untested suggestion 8...Nc5 9 Bf3 he

10 h4 g6! =. 9 f3 b5 10 a3 Qc7 11 85 Nfd7 12 Qd2 Nb6 was unclear in Pier-
rot-Bastidas, Argentina 1997.

(v) 11...g6 12 fxe5! Nixe4 13 Nxed Nxed 14 Nxd6t Bxd6 15 exd6 *. The col-
umn is Liang-Rodriguez, Penang 1991.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Scheveningen Variation, Keres Attack

1 ed c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfé 5 Nc3 d6 6 g4

13 14 15 16 17 18
| TP POSPPPPPPRPRR a6.....oniniin Be7.....oenes Nc6(u)
5
7 TP h4{g) g5 g5 g
ixgs Nce6..oovennns Be7{m) Nfd7 Nfd7 Nd7
h4 Be3(v)
8  Bxgs Rg1 Rg1(n) Be3
Ncé(a) h5(h) ds b5 Nc6 a6(w)
i Be3 Qd2(x)
9 Qd2 gxhs(i) exd5 a3
Qbs(b) Nxh5 Nxd5 Bb7(p) 0-0(s) Qc7
0-0-0
10 Nb3 Bg5 Nxd5 h4 Qe2
EG) Nf6(j) Qxds Nbé(q) Nxd4 Nxd4
11 0-0-0 Rga(k) Bg2 h5 Bxd4 Qxd4
Bd7 a6 Qca N8d7 a6 bs
-0-0 ha
12 h4(c) Nxc6 Be3 g6! 0-0
Qc7 bxcé Bd7 hxg6 bs Rbs
Kb1
13 Be2 Qf3 Qe2 hxg6 a3
0-0-0(d) Rb8 Qxe2t Rxh1 Rb8 b4
14 fa(e} 0-0-0 Kxe2 gxf7+ fa Na4 =

Be7(f) Qbs(l) Nc6(o) Kx{7(r) Res(t)

(a) 8...a6 9 Bg2 Bd7 10 Qe2! Be7 11 0-0-0 Qc7 12 h4 Nc6 13 f4 leaves White
more active than in the column, Geller—Korchnoi, Moscow 1971.

i i On 9...a6 10 0-0-0 Bd7

b) It is good to chase the knight from the center.

® 11 h4g Be7 12 f4 Nh5 13 Bh3! Nxd4 14 Qxd4 f6 15 Bgd Qc7 16 {5 fxg5
17 Bxh5t Rxh5 18 Qxg7 *, Veroci Petronic-loseliani, 1980.

(c) 12 f4 0-0-0 13 h4 Qc7 14 Bg2 Be7 15 Bf3 is another order of moves to arrive at
note ().

(d) Sharper is 13 ... b5 14 Rhe1l Be7 15 Kbi b4 16 Nd5! exd5 17 exd5 .Nas
18 Nd4 Kd8 18 Qf4 Kcs 20 Bf3 with an attack for the piece,
Griinfeld~Akopian, Haifa 1995.

f6! gxf6 18 Bxg4t Kbs

14 h5 Be7 15 Qf4!? Ne5 (15 ... e5 16 Qf3 Bg4 17 Qx

© 19 Nd5 =, Tisdall-Jansa, Oslo 1988} 16 h6 Ng6 17 Qf3 Ne5 18 hxg7! £, van
Riemsdijk—Paolozzi, Brazil 1986. Black should try 14 . . . Nxh5 15 Bxh5 f6.

(f 15 Bf3 g6 16 Ne2 Ne8 17 Bxe7 Nxe7 18 Qe3 5 with a very small edge for
White, Palac-Stohl, Vinkovci 1995.
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(g) (A} 7 Rgt Ncb 8 h4 is an equally common order of moves as the column con-
tinuation. White has played plans for a slower buildup: (B) 7 h3 Nc6 8 Be3 g5!
9 Bc4 Ne5 10 Bb3 a6 11 a4 Bd7 12 3 Rc8 13 Qe2 Qa5 14 0-0 Ngé =,
Bologan—Atlas, Yerevan Ol. 1996. (C) 7 Bg2 Nc6 8 h3 Bd7 9 Be3 a6 10 f4 Qc7
11 Qf3 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 e5 13 Be3 Bc6 s, Svidler—Akopian, Russia 1993.

(h) 8...d5 9 Bb5 Bd7 10 exd5 Nxd5 11 Nxd5 exd5 12 Be3 Qxh4 13 Qe2 Nxd4

14 Bxd4t Qe7 15 Bxd7t+ Kxd7 16 Be3! Rd8 17 0-0-0 £, Ashley~Salov, New
York 1995.

(i) 9 g5 Ng4 10 Be2 d5! 11 Nxc6 (11 Bxg4 hxg4 12 g6 f6 13 exd5 exd5 =)
11...bxc6 12 Bxg4 hxg4 13 Qxg4 d4 14 Ne2 Rb8 gives Black good play for
the pawn, Schmittdiel-Adorjan, Dortmund 1984.

{j) 10...Qbs6?! 11 Nb3 a6 12 Qe2! (now a more active post than d2) 12 ... Qc7
13 0-0-0 b5 14 Bg2 *, Ljubojevi¢ —Kotronias, Dubai Ol. 1986.

(k) 11 Qd2 Qb6 12 Nb3 a6 13 Be2 Qc7 14 h5 Nxh5 15 Rh1 g6 16 Bxh5 gxh5
17 Qe2 b5 18 Rxh5 Rxh5 19 Qxh5 b4 =, Popovi¢-Ljubojevi¢, Manila Int. 1990.

(1) 15 b3 Nh5 16 Rg1 d5 17 Kb1 Bb4 18 Bh3 Qa5 19 Ne2 Bd7 20 c¢4! with the at-
tack, Morovié-Veingold, Spain 1993.

(m) 7...a6 8 Bg2 Nc6 9 g5 hxg5 10 hxgs Rxh1t 11 Bxh1 Nd7 12 f4 Qb6

13 Nde2 g6 14 b3 Qc5 15 Qd2 b5 16 Bb2 Bb7 17 0-0-0 %, Anand-J. Polgar,
Madrid 1993.

(n} Now 8 Bg2 is not so effective because Black has time on the kingside—
8...Nc6 9 g5 hxg5 10 hxgs Rxh1t 11 Bxh1 Nh7 12 f4 g6! 13 e5 (otherwise
Black plays ...e5) 13 ... dxe5 14 Nxc6 bxcb 15 Qxd8t Kxd8 16 Bxc6 Rb8 =,
Kruppa—Epishin, Minsk 1990.

(0) 15 Nxc6 Bxcé 16 Bxc61 bxc6 17 Bd4 0-0 18 h5 with just a small plus for White
in the endgame, Rasik—Jansa, Ostrava 1992.

(p) Against 9. .. Nb6 Shamkovich has found a strong plan—10 Rg1 (10 h4 is not
so effective here) 10...N8d7 11 f4 Bb7 12 {5 e5 13 Ne6! fxe6 14 Qh5t g6
(14 ... Ke7 15 fxe6 *) 15 fxg6 Ke7 16 gxh7 Bg7 17 0-0-0 Qe8 18 g6 6 Nf6?
19 Qxe5! Qc6 (19 . . . dxe5 20 Be5 mate) 20 Rxd6 Qxd6 21 Bes with a winning
game, Shamkovich-Benko, US Chp. 1978.

(g) 10...Nc6 11 h5 Rc8 12 Rh3! Nde5 13 f4 Nxd4 14 Bxd4 Nc4 15 b3 Nbé
16 Qd2 *, Luther-Rotstein, Spain 1994.

(r) 14 ...Ke7? 15 Qg4 Qc8 16 Qxe6t Kd8 17 Qe8t+ Kc7 18 Ne6t Kc6 19 Nd5!
wins. After 14 ... Kxf7 15 Qf3+ Qf6 16 Qxh1 White has a distinct advantage,
Adams—C. Hansen, Wijk aan Zee 1991.

(s) 8...a6 10 Qe2 Qc7 11 0-0-0 b5 12 Nxc6 Qxc6 13 Bd4 b4 14 Nd5 exds
15 Bxg7 Rg8 16 exd5 Qc7 17 Bf6 Ne5 18 Bxe5 dxe5 19 f4 with good compen-
sation for the piece, Karpov-Dorfman, USSR Chp. 1976.

(t) Perhaps 14 ...b4 * is better. After 14 ... Re8 15 Qh2!? Bf8 16 g6! hxg6
17 h5 b4 18 hxgb h6 19 axb4 Rxb4 20 f5 5 21 Be3 Nf6 22 Bg5 White is clearly
on top, Rogalewicz-Kjejdo, corr. 1993.

(u) (A) 6. ..e5? has confused many White players, but a clear solution has been
found—7 Bb5t Bd7 8 Bxd7t Qxd7 9 Nf5 h5 10 gxh5 Nxh5 (10... Nxe4
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11 Nxg7t +} 11 Bhe! Nc6 (11.
14 exfs Rxh6 15 Nd5
tral thrust is also bad—6 .
has an isolated pawn.

{v) 8 Ndb5 Nbé 9 Bf4 Ne5 10 Qh5 Ng6 11 Be3 a6 12 Nd4 d5 13 0-0-0 Bb4 with
counter play, Mieske-Mochocki, corr. 1993.

8. . Nb6 9 hd d5 10 Bb5 Bd7 11 exd5 exd5 12 Qe2 Be7 13 0-0-0 =,
A. Ivanov-Lesiege, Philadelphia 1991. (B)s..
previous column.

(x) An old move, but probably best. On 9

{Nunn-Howell, London 1990) 12... ]
idea is 9 Bc4!? along the lines of the Velimirovi¢ Atta

Hort—Andersson, Las Palmas 1973.

..g6 12 Bxfgs ) 12 Qxh5 Ne7 13 Qg5 Nxf5
+, Morovié-Suba, Las Palmas 1995. (B) The other cen-

. ds 7 exds Nxd5 8 Bb5t Bd7 9 Nxd5 and Black
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. Be7 9 h4 transposes into the

h4 Qc7 10 Qe2 b5 11 Nxc6 Qxcb 12 Bd4
b4 13 Nd5 a5 is unclear. A noteworthy
ck. The column is

SICILIAN DEFENSE

Scheveningen Variation

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d6

19 20 21 22 23 24
B Be3 . e f4 . g3(y)
.Nc6 aG(s) Na6(z)
7 f4(m) Qf3 ..ot Bd3(w) Bg2
Be7(n) Qbe! Be7 Bd7
8 QI3 Nb3(t) 0-0 0-0
Qc7(0) Qc7 0-0(x) Be7
9 0-0-0 g5(i) 0-0-0(p) g4 Nf3 Rei(aa)
Bb7(c) gxf5 a6(q) b5 Nbd7 0-0
10 g4 exf5 g4 Bd3(u) Qel Nxc6
h6 ds Nxd4 Bb7 Nes Bxcé
11 h4(d) gxf6(j) Bxd4 g5 Be3 a4
b4 d4 e5 Nfd7 Nxd3 Qd7
12 Nce2(e) Bc4 fxe5 Be3 cxd3 Re3
ds Qc7(k) dxe5 Nc5 bs Rfds
13 Bh3(f Qd3 Qg3 a3 Qg3 Rd3
dxe4 dxe3 Bdé Ncé Re8 b6 =
14 g5 0-0-0 Be3 0-0 e5

hxg5(g) exf2!(1) Bxga!(r) Nxb3(v) Nd5 =

(a) This attacking plan is known as the English System since it was developed by
English players (e.g. Short and Nunn) in the 1980s. 7 f3 b5 8 g4 h6 9 h4 b4
10 Nce2 e5 11 Nb3 Be6 12 Ng3 d5 13 Bd3 Nbd7 14 Qe2 a5 15 Rgt a4
16 Nd2 Qc7 17 g5 hxg5 18 hxg5 dxe4 =, Anand-Gelfand, Linares 1994.

(b) 7...Nc6 slows Black a bit. 8 £3 Be7 9 g4 Qc7 10 0-0-0 b5 (10...0-0
11 g5 Nd7 12 h4 b5 13 g6! *, Adams-Sheldon, British Chp. 1997) 11 Nxc6é
Qxc6 12 h4 Bb7 13 Kb1 Nd7 14 Ne2 Ne5 15 Nd4 Qc7 16 h5 %, Ivanchuk-
J. Polgar, Buenos Aires 1994.

(c) 9...b4 10 Nce2 d5 11 exd5 Nxd5 12 Nf4 N7f6 13 Bcd Bb7 14 Rhel Qc7
15 Bb3 with threats for White due to his well-developed centralized game.
Dgebuadze-Stohl, Czech Republic 1995.

(d) 11 Bd3 Ne5 12 Rhel b4 13 Na4 d5 14 exd5 Nxd5 15 Bf2 Bd6 =. Hjartarson—
Kasparov, Thessaloniki 1988.

(e) 12 Nb1 d5 13 Bh3 g5 14 hxg5 hxg5 15 exd5 Nxd5 16 Bxg5 Qb6 17 Bg2 Rxh1
18 Bxh1 Rc8 19 Re1 Qa5 20 f4 Qxa2 21 5 Nc5 22 fxe6 Bg7 with roughly even
chances in a very sharp position, Anand-Kasparov, Linares 1999.

297



(f) Black has at least equality after 13 Ng3 dxe4 14 g5 hxgh 15 hxg5 Rxh1
16 Nxh1 Nd5 17 g6 Qf6, Nunn-J. Polgar, Amsterdam 1995.

{g) 15 hxgs exf3 and White must play 16 Ng3 Ne4 = since 16 Nf4?! Ne4
17 Qel Rxh3! 18 Nxh3 e5 19 Nb3 a5 allows Black a strong initiative,
Anand-Ljubojevi¢, Buenos Aires 1994.

(h) Black can transpose into the Keres Attack with 7 ... Nc6 8 g5 Nfd7 (col. 18)
orplay 7. ..h68f495(8...b5emd8...eSarerisky,butB...N069h3Q07
10 Qe2 b5 11 Nxc6 Qxc6 12 Bg2 Bb7 e, Leko—Gelfand, Dortmund 1996}
9 Nfs hs 10 gxh5 exfa 11 Bxfa Nxh5 12 Nxd6t Bxdé 13 Bxdé Qhat
14 Kd2 Qg5+ 15 Kel Qh4t with a draw, Timman-Kasparov, Wijk aan Zee
1999.

(i) White has tried 9 Bg2 gx{5 10 exfs Rg8 11 h3 Nc6 12 Qe2 with practical
chances for the piece, but even 12 ... Bxf5 13 Bxc6t bxc 14 gxf5 is all right
for Black.

11 Qf3 d4 12 0-0-0 Nbd7 13 Rxd4 exd4 14 Bxd4 Bc5 15 Bxc5 Nxc5 16 Bca Qe7
17 gxf6 Qe5 18 Rd1 Bxf5 19 Rd5 Qe1t 20 Rd1 Qe5 =, Gipslis-Rastjanis, corr.
1988.

(k) 12...0Qxf67113 Nd5 Qc6 14 Bxd4! Bb4at 15 ¢3 Qxc4 16 Be3 Be7 17 Nb6 Qcé
18 Rg1 Bd8 19 Nxa8 %, Blehm—Novikov, Capelle-la-Grande 1997. The game
finished 19...b5 20 Qe2 Nd7 21 Bd4 Bfé 22 Nb6! Nxb6 23 Bxe5 Kf8
24 0-0-0 Nc4 25 Rdst! Ke7 26 Bxfe+ Kxf6 27 Rxh8 Bxf5 28 Qe8 Bd7
29 Qd8+Ke6 30 Relt Kf5 31 Rxh7 Resigns.

(1} 15 Bx{7t! Kxf7 16 Qd51 Ke8 17 f7+ Ke7 18 Qf3 Bh6t 19 Kb1 Kf8 with about
equal chances, Shirov—J. Polgar, Dortmund 1996. The whole line is highly tac-
tical and difficult to play.

G

(m}) 7 f3 a6 8 Qd2 transposes into note (b), while 7 Bc is the Sozin Variation.

(n) 7...e5 is a good alternative. After 8 Nf3 Ng4 9 Qd2 Nxe3 10 Qxe3 exf4
11 Qxf4 Be6 12 0-0-0 Be7 13 Nd5 0-0 14 Kb1 Rc8 15 Be2 (Svidler-A. Sokolov,
Russian Chp. 1994) 15 . . . Bxd5 16 Rxd5 Qc7 17 ¢3 ab is almost even chances.

(0) Now 8 . ..e5 9 Nxc6 bxch 10 f5 Qa5 11 0-0-0 0-0 12 Bc4 is to White’s advan-
tage as his play from g4-g5 is more significant than any play Black generates
in the center or on the queenside. After 12... Bb7 13 g4 d5 14 g5 dxc4
15 gxf6 Bxfé 16 Qh5 White has an attack, Thipsay-Murugan, India 1988.

{p) Too tame is 9 Bd3 a6 10 0-0 0-0 11 Nb3 Nb4 and . ..Nxd3 =

{q) 9...0-0 gives White a target—10 Rgl a6 11 g4 Nxd4 12 Bxd4 b5 13 g5 Nd7
14 Rg3 with a powerful attack looming, Spraggett—Arakhamia, Bern 1995.

(r) 15 Bb5t axb5 16 Nxb5 Qc6 17 Nxd6t Kf8 18 Nfs (Geenen—Bolzoni, Belgium
1993), now 18...h5 (Geenen) solves Black’s problems since 19 Qxe5 Qxe4
and 19 h3 Nxe4 20 Qxe5 Bxf5 21 Qxf5 Rxa2 are fine for Black.

(s) (A) 6 ... Nc6 7 Be3 transposes into the previous column. (B) 6 . . . Be7 has lit-
tle independent significance and will transpose into column 21 or 23.

(t) 8 a3 has the idea that 8 ... (Qxd4 loses to 9 Be3, but after 8 ... Nc6 White
should play 9 Nb3 anyway and this has no advantage over the immediate re-
treat.
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(u) 10 g5 b4!? 11 Nb5 axbs 12 gxfé Nd7 13 Bxb5 gxf6 14 f5 Qb6 (Gipslis—van

Wely, Gausdal 1992) is alrigh i
: ght for Black since 15 fxe6 fxe6 6
17 Qxh8 Ba6 gives Black activity for the exchange. Xe0 16 Qule Qb

v) ?;t]l;:rd;han 14. .. B'e7 15 Qf2 Nxb3 16 cxb3 0-0 17 h4 Rfe8 18 b4 Bfs
19 a L g;i 20 h5 with pressure, Mestel-Polugaevsky, Reykjavik 1990. After
- .. Nxb3 15 cxb3 g6! 16 Rad1 hé Black has counterplay. .

(w} ;\Bftgr fi ge? b5 8 Qf3 Bb7 9 Bd3 Nbd7 10 g4 b4 11 Nce2 e5 12 Nb3 exfs
xf4 h5! Black has full equality, Micayabas-Browne, New York 1984.

(x) Black should aim to swap off the bishop on d3 for his knight in order to blunt

tliljel:u‘}vg}sfde attack..ﬂ ... Nc6 is playable as the knight can go to b4, but this
g 1 L .nte the option of 9 Nxc6 bxcé 10 Kh1 then 11 Na4 and 12 c'4 £ Tk
column is Mokry-Nguyen Anh Dung, Yerevan Ol. 1996, -

(y) (A) 6 Bc4 is rarely pl i
y played against the Scheveningen. Black can tr i
0 . . . : ans
the Najdorf Variation with 6 . . . a6 or into the Sozin Variation with GP.D.SGI\III::;O

He has an even better plan—6 . . . Be
...Be7 7 Bb3 0-0 8 Be3 Na6!
a6 11 0-0 Qc7 =. (B} 6 Bg5 h6 7 Bxf6 Qxf6 =. 019 Nes 10.Q0

(z) If Black plays a6 now
. A or on one of the next few iti i
transpose into the Taimanov Variation, 6 g3. moves the position will

(aa) 9 Nce2 Re8 10 ¢4 0-0 11 b3 a6 12 Bb2 b5 =, Gligori¢ —Boleslavsky, Zurich

1953. The column is Browne—P i
etrosian, San Antoni i i
stead of Petrosian’s 13 . .. Ne8. ono 1972, with 1.+ b6 in-
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SICILIAN VARIATIONS WITH
2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4
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Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nc6 is the TAIMANOV VARIATION (see above
2 diagram). Black plays to avoid an early confrontation, maintaining
a flexible position at the cost of reducing his aggressive posibili-
ties. Quick attacks against the king or long tactical lines are less common
than most Sicilian variations, so White must usually opt to play for
positional pressure. Transpositions into the Paulsen or Scheveningen
Variations can easily occur.

5 Nc3 a6 6 g3 (columns 1-6) is a safe plan, attempting to control the
center and keep Black restricted. Black has several setups to choose from,
most leaving him slightly cramped, although not in serious trouble. Col-
umn 2 is an active plan for Black.

& Be2 (columns 7-12) is sharper than 6 g3. Play could transpose into
the Scheveningen Variation if Black chooses 6 . . . d6 and ...Be7. A par-
ticular feature of the Taimanov is ... Bb4 from column 7, which leads to
White sacrificing a pawn to control central and queenside squares.

6 Be3 (columns 13-14) is similar to 6 Be2 and can transpose into it,
yet there are some distinct sharp lines. 6 Nxc6 (column 15) opts for quick
development in exchange for Black’s strong center. 5 Nb5 d6 6 c4 (columns
16-17) reaches a Mardczy Bind-type position where Black is restricted,
but White can make little use of this. 5 Nb5 and 6 Bf4 forces Black to play
e6-e5, but the plan is too time consuming and Black has no problems.
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o .Thef l:?lULS;‘N (or Kan) VariaTioN, 4 . . . a6 (see above diagram), is a close
sin of the Taimanov. Black has an even m i i
: : ore flexible position as th
queen’s knight need not develo i a aurcs.
! p to ¢6. White has somewhat more a
. I3 re )
sive choices than the Taimanov Variation since Black has made ni po
yet to contol the center. o move
White can play sharply wi
\ ply with 5 Bd3 (col i
1o 8 Kingaiie e (columns 1-4}, which often leads
XVhit’e seems to gain some edge from this reply.
1 ldmblllous is 5.04 (columns 5-6), trying to control the center. Black
shou Ii‘]eact aggressively (column 5) when his chances are good
y Blazk CC:OE)CS(::?HS 71\;1:) 'IY}/lould tlranspose into the Taimanov Variation
... Nc6. The Paulsen variations of th 1
their own style, though i aintai e it rove
s gh White can maintain some initiative wi
. : e with prope
play. The offbeat continuations 5 Nd2 {(column 11) and 5 g3 (colu . 11) )
are not dangerous for Black. e
, The Four KNIGHTS’ VARIATION, 4 . . . Nf6 5 Nc3 Nc6 (columns 1-4), is
rarely pllayed, tho.ugl} it is quite a reasonable choice considering its s!ur-
fn[:;e value. If White is prepared he can gain an edge by following column
, but this is t.he only advantageous continuation.
The Sicilian Counter Attack, 5 ...Bb4 (columns 5-6), is tactical

and so promising against an un it is si
Whits Eaomising against prepared opponent, but it is simply bad if
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Taimanov Variation

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nc6 5 Nc3 a6 6 g3

1 2 3 4 5 6
10774 ) S PP RE d6 ....oevennn Nge7(t)
N By d
X 4
° (E)l-e07 .............. Bc5..oiennns Nxd4() ..... de (Izlgi(p] ;d?
PN he® B bow e e
N T A
1 th;i el CN4d7 l?éi ’ ?iies 307 (c)l—‘(a)2
N I];I:;l :;(h] 1:53d1 ﬁ_’:ﬁi) 345' (';37
" gﬁ?(ﬂ lejg(i) 322(1) Sft:l?(o) ?\Ise(;)(s) Eb!}(v]

(a) Note that in the Taimanov (and Paulsen) Variation B'lack F’f“ play...
a6, ...Nc6 and . .. Qc7 in different orders and arrive at this position.

into column 5. (B) 9 b3 0-0
b) (A) 9 a4 0-0 10 Nb3 d6 11 f4 Bd7 transposes in ¢
© (10] Bbz d6 11 Nce2 Nxd4 12 Nxd4 e5 13 Nf5 Bxf5 14 exfs ds! =
Parma-Matanovié, Zagreb 1965. .
(c) {A) 9. .. d6 transposes into column 4. (B) 9. .. 0-0 10 Nxc6 dxc6 11 e5 Rgi
12 Qf3 Nd5 13 ha Nxc3 14 Qxc3 Bd7 15 Bg5 Be8 16 b4 a5 17 a3 ade
18 axba Rxal 19 Rxa1 Bxg5 20 hxg5 Qb6 21 Bft Qd4 (21 . .. Rd4 22 Rag R
23 Qe3! %) 22 Qxd4 Rxd4 23 Ra8 Kf8 24 ¢4 with a definite endgame edge,
Georgiev—Umanskaya, Greece 1993.
i i .. Nc6 11 exf6 gxf6 12 Qg4 with a king-
d) 10 €5 is possible here. 10 . . . Nb5 (10 .. . Nc
@ side invssion) 11 exf6 Nxc3 12 fxg7 Rg8 13 Qd3 Rxg7 14 bxc3 Rb8 15 Rb1. X,
Wagman-Tolnai, New York 1993.

(e) 11 Bf4 d6 12 Qd2 e5 13 Bg5 Ng4 14 Nd5 Qc6 15 Rf1 hé 16 h3 Be6 17 hxgd
hxg5 =, Tal-Barlov, Sochi 1984.

(f) 14 Be3 Bxe3 15 Rxe3 0-0 16 Nc3 Qxc4 17 Qxd6 =, Djurié ~Gostisa, Yugoslavia
1991.

12 hxg3 d6 13 Nd3 h5 =, A.
A) 9 Bf4 e5! 10 Nb3 exfa 11 Nxc5 fxg3 A
@ &vanov—Benjamin, Chicago 1995. (B) 9 Nb3 Ba7 10 Kh1 (10 Bgb Ne5 =)
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10...d6 11 f4 h5 12 h3 Bd7 =, de Firmian-Benjamin, US Chp. 1995.
(C) 9 Be3 Ne5 10 h3 b5 =, de Firmian-Sjoberg, Stockholm 1998.

(h) 12...b5?! 13 Nb2 c5 14 bxc5 Bxc5 15 Qg4 K18 16 Nd3 *, Tiviakov—Liang,
Beijing 1997.

(i) 14 Rb1 Bd4 15 Bb2 ¢5 16 Bxd4 cxd4 17 ¢5! Nxc5 18 Qc2 b6 19 Ricl Bet
20 Nxc5 Qxc5 21 Qxc5 bxch 22 Rxc5 Bxa2 23 Rxest =, Spangenberg-Sadler,

Buenos Aires 1995. The endgame is sharp as Black’s a-pawn provides coun-
terplay.

() 8...h6 9 Rel Nxd4 10 e5! Nb5 11 Nxb5 axb5 12 exfe gxf6 13 c3 d6
14 Be3 Bd7, de Firmian-Rohde, New York 1988; now 15 Qf3 wins the pawn
back with a superior position.

(k) After 10...Bxd4 11 Bxc7 d5 12 exd5 Bxc3 13 bxc3 Nxd5 14 Be5 6 15 c4!
Black has a poor ending, Honfi—Kozma, Wijk aan Zee 1969. ’

() If instead 13...Ke7 14 Bxc5 Qxc5 15 Na4 Qc6 16 f4! a5 17 Qd3 bs
18 Nc3 Be6 19 Qxb5! Qxb5 20 Nxbs Bc4 21 Nxd6 Bxf1 22 Nf5+ leaves White
clearly ahead, Kotronias-Damjanovic, Belgrade 1993. After 13...Bg4
14 Bxc5 dxc5 15 f3 Be6 16 f4 Rds 17 Nd5 Bxd5 18 exd5 e4 19 Rfe1! Rxds
20 Rxe4t Kd8 21 Qe2 Rxd1t 22 Qxd1t Qd7 23 Qxd7+ Kxd7 24 Res White has
the edge in the endgame, brilliantly converted into a win in the game
Fischer-Taimanov, match 1971.

(m) (A)9...Rb8 10 Nxc6 bxc6 11 e5 d5 12 Ne2! c5 13 c4 d4 14 Nf4 g6 15 Nd3 =,
Tiviakov-Plachetka, Torcy 1991. (B) 9...Bd7 10 Nxc6 bxc6 11 Na4 Rbs

12 ¢4 ¢5 13 Nc3 Be7 14 Bf4 o5 (14 . . . Rxb2 15 e5!) 15 Bo1 *, Kavalek—Garcia
Gonzalez, Buenos Aires Ol. 1978,

(n) 12...Nd5 13 Nxd5 cxd5 14 Bf4 Bd6 15 Qxds! *.

(0) 14 Na4 Nd5 15 Bd2 Bf6 16 Re2 leaves White with the better pawn structure,
A. Ivanov-Ashley, Philadelphia 1989.

(p) 8...Qc7 9 Nxc6 Bxc6 10 Rel Be7 11 Bf4 Nf6 12 e5 dxe5 13 Bxe5 Qc8
14 Ned4 Nxe4 15 Bxe4 Bxe4 16 Rxed =, Sutovsky-Brodsky, Groningen 1993.

(q) 9 Rel Be7 10 Nxc6 Bxc6 and now both 11 e5 dxe5 12 Bxc6t bxc6 and
11 a4 0-0 12 a5 Nd7 13 Be3 Qc7 14 Na4 Rae8! are equal.

(r) 13 exd5 Nb4! 14 dxe6 Bxes gives Black great activity for the pawn.

(s) 14 Be3 Bb4 15 Ne2 f6! 16 c3 Be7 17 exfé Nxf6 18 Ng3 Bd6 =, de Firmian—
Zvjaginsev, Biel 1995.

(t) This threatens 7 ... Nxd4 8 Qxd4 Nc6 =. The immediate exchange allows
White a small plus—6 . .. Nxd4 7 Qxd4 Ne7 8 Bf4 Nc6 9 Qd2 b5 10 Bg2 Bb7
11 0-0 Be7 12 Rfd1 Na5 13 b3 Rc8 14 Ne2 0-0 15 c3 Bcé 16 Nd4 =, A.
Ivanov—Christiansen, US Chp. 1994.

{u) (A) 7... Na5 8 Qh5! Nec6 9 Bg5 Qc7 10 Bf4 d6 11 Nxa5 Nxa5 12 0-0-0 =,
Timman-Andersson, Tallin 1973. (B) 7...b5 8 Bg2 Qc7 9 Be3 Bb7 10 f4 +.

{v) 14 g4 Re8 15 g5 Nb4 16 Qf2 b5 17 axb5 axb5 18 f5 Nxc2 19 Qxc2 b4
(Topalov-Illescas, match 1994) 20 f6! Bd8 (20. . . Bf8 21 g6! hxgb 22 fxg7 Bxg7
23 Qf2) 21 fxg7 allows White attacking chances.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Taimanov Variation, 6 Be2

1 ed ¢5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nc6 5 Nc3 a6 6 Be2

7 8 9 10 11 12
[ R EE TR Nge7
fa Bf4(u)
62 P TP
’ Nf6(a) Nxd4(s) Ng6
Nxc6!
8 BE3eeieeeririeneinian, Kh1 Qxd4
BE4(b) Bb4.......... Nxd4 b5 bxc6
Bd6
9 Na4(c} Qd3s(l) Qxd4 Be3
(J-?).F ......... Be7(h) 0-0 Bcs Bb7 Bxd6(v)
10 Nxc6(d) c4(i} Bgs Qds 0-0(t) Qxd6
bxcé(e) Nxe4 Bxc3 b5(o) Rc8 Qe7
Rad1 0-0-0
11 c4(f) c5 bxc3 fa
Bd6 0-0(j) Ne5(m) Bb7(p) Nf6 Qxd6
12 f4 Rel Qe3 Bf3 Bf3 Rxd6
Nxe4 Rd8 Neg4 h5(q) h5 Ke7
h1 Rhd1
13 Bd3 Qbar? Qh3 e5 Kl
Nf6(g) Nxd4(k) Nxfz+(n)  Ng4(r) Be7 = Nf4(w)

d2 Nf6 11 Rad1 b4

7 ...b5 8 Nxc6 dxc6 (8 . . . Qxc6 9 Bf3 +) 9 Bg5!? Bb7 10 Q¢

@ 12 Bxf6 gxf6 13 Na4 c5 (Anand-Leko, Dortmund 1996) 14 Nb6! Rd8 15 Qxdst
Qxd8 16 Rxd8+ Kxd8 17 {3 (Miles) gives White an endgame advantage.

(b) 8 ...d6 now (and earlier) transposes into the Scheveningen Variation.

(c) 9 f3 0-0 10 Na4 d5 11 Nxc6 bxc6é 12 Nb6 Rb8 13 Nxc8 Rfxc8 14 Bxa6 Rd8 lets
Black take over the initiative, Peterwitz—Christ, Germany 1992.

{d) Possibly better is the immediate 10 c4 Bd6 11 g3 Nxe4 12 Bf3 Nf6 (12 . f5
13 c5! Be5 14 Nb6 Rb8 15 Bxe4 fxe4 16 Nc4 %, Gufeld-Conquest, Has'tullgs
1986/87) 13 65 Nxd4 14 Bxd4 Be7 15 Rcl d5 16 cxd6 Qxd6 17 Nb6 giving
White more than enough pressure for the pawn, Todorovi¢ ~1. Sokolov, Yugo-
slav Chp. 1988.

(e) 10...dxc6 11 c4 Bd6 12 f4! Nxe4 13 Qc2 f5 14 c5 Be7 15 Nb6 Rba
(Tal—Suetin, Sochi 1973) 16 Bd3 Nf6 17 Bd4 with excellent play for the pawn.

ine is j Rfxc8 (not 12 ... Qxc8?!
The older line is just equal—11 Nb6 Rb8 12 Nxc8 i
0 13 e5 Nd5 14 Ba7 Ra8 15 Bd4 c5 16 c4! *) 13 Bxab Rf8 14 Bd3 Bd6 15 g3 Beb
16 a4 Bxb2 17 Ra2 d5 =, Kamsky-Ehlvest, Linares 1991.

{g) 14 Bb6 Qb8 15 Bd4 Be7 16 c5 Rd8 17 Nbé d6! 18 Nxa8 dxcs’ 19 Bx{6
(19 Be5 Qa7!) 19. .. Bxf6 20 Qe2 Qxa8 with about even chances, Thipsay—
Al Modiahki, Calcutta 1996.
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(h) The alternatives lcave Black in trouble. (A) 9...Bd6 10 g3 Be7 11 c4! d6
12 £3 Bd7 13 Rc1 0-0 14 Nxc6 Bxc6 15 Nb6 Rad8 16 ba +, Kasparov—]. Polgar,
Linares 1997. (B) 9. .. Ne7 10 c4 Nxe4 11 Qc2 N6 12 ¢5 *.

(i) 10 Nxc6 bxcé 11 Bd3 (11 Nbé Rb8 12 Nxc8 Qxc8 13 e5 Nd5 14 Bcl Bes
15 Qd3 0-0 16 Qg3 Re8 17 Rd1 a5 =, Salov—Karpov, Buenos Aires 1994}
11...¢512c4 Bb7 13 Nc3 0-0 14 4 d6 15 Qf3 Rad8 16 Qh3 Rfe8 17 Rae1 Nd7
18 Rf3 Nf8 19 f5 BI6 =, Shirov—Anand, Wijk aan Zee 1999.

() 11...Nf6 12 Bf3 0-0 13 Rc1 Rb8 14 g3 g6 15 Nb6 Rd8 16 Qa4 =x, Kamsky—
Karpov, Buenos Aires 1994,

(k) Not 13...Rb8? 14 Rfd1 d5 15 cxd6 Bxd6 16 Bf3 with strong pressure,
Shirov-Leko, Frankfurt 1996, After 13 ... Nxd4 14 Bxd4 Nd2 15 Qbs Qf4

16 Be3 Qxa4 17 Bxd2 d5 Black has a good game. White could try instead
13 Qc2.

(1) (A) 9 Nxc6 bxcé 10 £4 d5 11 e5 Bxc3! 12 bxc3 Ned 13 Bd3 Nxc3 14 Qel d4
15 Bb2 ¢5 = (Shirov). {B) 9 Bg5 Bxc3 10 Bxf6 gxf6 11 bxc3 Ne7 12 Qdz ds

13 exd5 Nxd5 14 Qh6 Qf4 15 Qg7 Rf8 16 Rad1 Bd7 o, Reefat—Franzoni, Yere-
van Ol. 1996.

(m) 11...Qe5 12 f4! Qxe4 13 Qg3 Nxd4 14 Bxf6 Nfs 15 Qg4 h5 16 Qxh5 gxfe
17 Bd3 Qd5 18 Rf3 Re8 19 Bxfs Kf8 20 Qh6t =, Rublevsky—Gagrahmanov,
Russia 1996.

(n) 14 Rxf2 Nxe4 15 Bh4 Nxf2t+ 16 Bxf2 d5 17 Bd3 h6 =, Oll-van der Werf, Hol-

land 1996. White's attacking chances compensate for Black’s better pawn
structure.

(0) Also reasonable is 10...h5 11 Bg5 Ng4 12 f4 f6 13 Bh4 b5 14 e5 {5
15 Nd5!? exd5 16 Qxf5 Qc6 17 e6 dxet 18 Qg6t Ki8 19 f5 Rhé =,
Gallagher-Kobalija, Biel 1997 (the game ended in a draw by perpetual check).

(p} Now 11...h5? 12 e5 Ng4 13 Qh3! Nh6 14 Qxh5 Bb7 15 Bf3 0-0-0
16 Bxb7t Qxb7 17 Qf3 Nf5 18 h3 Qxf3 19 Rxf3 Nd4 20 Rd3 Nxc2
21 Ne4! Nxal 22 Nxc5 is good for White, van der Wiel-Meulders, Lyon 1990.

{g) 12...0-0 13 e5 Ne8 14 Bxb7 Qxb7 15 £5 f6 16 Bf4 Be7 (16 . . . exf5 17 a4 fxe5
18 Bxe5 %, Anand-Kasimdzhanov, Wijk aan Zee 1999) Be7 17 Rael fxe5
18 Bxe5 RcB 19 fxeB Rxfit 20 Rxfl dxe6, Ivanchuk-Hjartarson, New York
1995; now 21 Ne4 Qd5 22 Qf3 h6 23 Be3 gives White an edge.

(r} 14 Bxb7 Qxb7 15 Ne4 Be7 16 b3 Rc8 17 Bb2 Nh6 18 Qf3 Qb8 =, Lutz—
Grabliauskas, Pula 1997,

(s) 7...b5 8 Nxcé6 Qxc6 9 Bf3 Bh7 10 e5 Qc7 11 Ne4 Rc8 12 0-0 Nh6
(12...Qxc2 13 Qxc2 Rxc2 14 Nd6t Bxd6 15 Bxb7 %) 13 Be3 Nf5 14 Bf2 d5
15 exd6 Bxd6 16 Nxd6t Nxd6 17 Bxb7 Nxb7 18 a4 0-0 19 axh5 axb5 20 ¢3 =,
Kudrin—Matulovi¢, Belgrade 1988.

(t) More aggressive play also fails to gain an advantage—10 0-0-0 Rc8 11 Rd2 Nf6
12 Bf3 Be7 13 Rhd1 0-0 14 e5 ba! =, Hector-P. Cramling, Valby 1991.

(u) (A) 7 0-0 Nxd4 8 Qxd4 Nc6 9 Qd3 Qc7 10 Bg5s Bd6 11 Kht f6 12 Be3 b5
13 f4 Be7 14 e5 0-0 15 exf6 Rxf6 16 f5 Bb7 17 Bgs Rf8 with near equality for
Black, Nijboer-van Mil, Eindhoven 1993. (B) 7 Be3 Nxd4 8 Qxd4 bs!

305



9 0-0 Nc6 10 Qd2 Be7 11 Radl 0-0 12 Bfa f6 =, Hjartarson—Taimanov,
Leningrad 1984.

(v) 9...Qb6 10 0-0 c5 11 Bxf8 Rxf8 12 Qd2 %, Beliavsky-Taimanov, Leningrad
1977. Here at least Black’s position is solid.

{(w) 14 Bf3 Rb8, Kovacevi¢-Romanishin, Pula 1990; now instead of 15 a47 Nd5!,

White can play 15 Rbd2 with a pleasant endgame.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Taimanov Variation

1e4 c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nc6

13 14 .15 16 17 18
5 NC3uiei s Nb5(m)
a6(a) de
6 Bed(b).............ooinins Nxc6 cd........ e, Bf4
Qc7 bxcé Nf6 e5
7 Be2.......... Bd3(g) Bd3(k) N1c3(n) Be3
bs(c) Nf6 ds a6 Nf6
8 Nxc6 0-0 0-0 Na3 Bgs
Qxcé Nes(h) Nf6 Be7(0)....... b6 Be6(t)
9 0-0(d) h3 Re1(l) Be2 Be2 Nd2{u)
Bb7 Bcs(i) Be7 0-0 Bb7 Be7!
10 Bf3 Khi e5 0-0 0-0 Bxf6
Rc8!{e} d6 Nd7 bé Nb8(q) Bxf6
11 e5 f4 Qg4 Be3 f3 Nc4
Qc7 Ned7 g6 Bb7 Nbd7 0-0
12 Bxb7 a3 Bh6 Qb3 Bfa(r} Qxd6
Qxb7 0-0 Rbs Nd7 Qc7 Qcs
13 Qd3 Qel Nd1 Rid1 Qdz c3
Nez(f) b5(j) Rb4 = Nc5(p) Be7(s) Bxc4(v}

(a} 5...Qc7 is also commonly played to arrive at the positions of the Taimanov
Variation. It has little independent significance since on 6 g3, 6 Be2 or
6 Be3 Black’s most flexible option is 6 . . . a6.

(b) 6 Bf4 d6 7 Bg3 Be7 (7 ... Nf6?! 8 Be2 Be7 9 Nxc6 bxc6 10 e5 *) 8 Be2 e5!
9 Nb3 Nf6 10 0-0 0-0 11 Qd3 Be6 =, W. Watson—Portisch, New York 1987.

(c) 7 ... Nf6 8 0-0 transposes to the more popular lines of cols. 7 and 8.

{d) On ¢ 4 Black can play either 8 ... Bb7 10 Bf3 Qc4 11 e5 Bxf3 12 Qxf3 R¢8 =,
Anand-Timman, Novi Sad Ol. 1990, or @ . . . Ba3!? 10 Bd4 Bx!)Z 11 Nxb5 Bxa1l
12 Bxal axb5 13 Bxg7 (Qxe4 =, Kavalek-Stein, Sousse Int. 1967.

(e} (A) 10...Rd8 runs into 11 Rel! with the sacrifice Nd5 in the air, e.g.
11...Ne7 12 a4 b4 13 Nd5 Ng6 14 c3 Ne5 15 Bd4 +, Lanka-Drei, Nice 1996.
(B) 10...Qc7 11 e5 Ne7 12 Bxb7 Qxb7 13 Qd3 Nfs 14 Radl Be7?!
(14...RcB!) 15 Bf4 Rd8 16 Ned4 h6 17 g4 Nh4 18 Bg3 Ng6 19 fa +,
Shirov—Adams, Greece 1993,

(f) 14 Rad1 Nf5 15 Ne4 Rc4! = 16 37! Nxe3 17 Qxe3 Rxc2 F, Petermann—
Benjamin, Stockholm 1996.
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(g) 7 Qdz Nfs 8 3 ds 9 exd5 Nxd5 10 Nxd5 exd5 11 0-0-0 Bdé 12 Kb1 0-0
13 h4 Re8 14 h5, Short-Zvjaginsev, Moscow 1994; here instead of the weak-

ening 14 . . . h6?!, simply 14 .. . Bd7 15 h6 g6 is equal.

(h) (A) 8 ... Bd6 9 Nxcb bxcb 10 f4 e5 11 5 Be7 is an unbalanced position, White
having the strong {5 pawn, Black being ready to advance in the center. After
12 Na4 d5 13 Bb6 Qb8 14 Qel a5 15 c4 0-0 16 Rc1 Nd7 chances are equal,
Hector-Emms, Isle of Man 1996. (B) 8...b5 9 Nxcb Qxc6 10 Qd2 Bb7
11 f3 Be5 12 Khl Bxe3d 13 Qxe3 b4 14 Ne2 0-0 15 Rfcl e5 16 c3 &,
Short-Rogers, Manila Ol. 1992.

.. b57! 10 f4 Nc4 11 Bxc4 Qxc4 12 Qd3 Bb7 13
s White play against the weakened queenside, Shor

(i) Now 9. a4 Qxd3 14 cxd3 b4
15 Nce2 allow t-Illescas,
Linares 1990.

d 1994, saw instead 13 ... Qb6?! when 14 Na4

() Kasparov—Ivanchuk, Novgoro
b5 14 ba Bb6 15 a4 bxa4 16 Nxad Ba7 there are

would be strong. After 13 . ..
chances for both sides.

(k) 7 e5 Qc7 8 f4 f5! 9 Bed Ne7 10 Bcs Nd5 =, Rytshagov—Ye, Helsinki 1992.

h1 Bb7 14 f4 c4! 15 bxca dxcé

(1) 9 Qe2 Be7 10 b3 0-0 11 Bb2 ¢5 12 Rael Re8 13K
St. Petersburg 1995. The col-

16 Bxc4 Bb4 17 Bb3 Re8 =, Karasev--Taimanov,
umn is Yemelin-Taimanov, St. Petersburg 1997.

(m) Insipid is 5 c4 Nfé 6 Nc3 Bb4 7 Nxcb bxcé 8 Bd3 e5 9 0-0 0-0 =,

Christiansen—Ribli, Germany 1992.
(n) 7 N5c3 Be7 8 Be2 0-0 9 0-0 b6 10 Bf4 Bb7 11 Nd2 a6 12 a3 N
equal, Ljubojevi¢ —Karpov, Madrid 1973.
. d5 9 cxd5 exds 10 exds Nb4 11 Be2 Nixds
3 Qa4t! b5 14 Naxb5 axbs 15 Bxb5t Ke7
d compensation for the knight, Almasi-

d4 13 Bd3 Nd7 is

{0) A tricky line ensues with 8.
(11...Bc5 12 Be3!) 12 0-0 Be6 1
16 Nxd5+ Nxd5 17 Qe4 with goo
Horvath, Hungarian Chp. 1993.

{p) 14 Qc2 Qc7 15 Racl Rac8 16 Nab1l Nb4 17 Qd2 Qb8 18 f3 Rfd8 =, Yudasin-
Lautier, Pamplona 1992.

(g) Less accurate is 10 . . . Ne5?! 11 f4 Ned7 12 Bf3 Be7 13 Qe2 0-0 14 g4! taking
squares, Geller—A. Sokolov, Pancevo 1987.

(r) 12 Be3 Be7 13 Qd2 Qc7 14 Rac1 Rc8 15 Rfd1 0-0 16 Bf1 Qb8 17 Kh1 Rfe8 is an

equal, typical hedgehog position, Santo Roman-Cebalo, Cannes 1993.

(s) 14 Rfd1 Ne5 15 Racl 0-0 =, 1. Gurevich—Zsu. Polgar, New York 1992. White
has difficulty making his spatial advantage into something concrete.

. Qa5t 9 Qd2 Nxe4 10 Qxa5 Nxab 11 Be3 Kd7

{t) White gains an edge from 8 . .
A. Rodriguez-Hellsten, Yerevan Ol

12 £3 Nf6 13 Bxa7 ds 14 f4! Nc6 15 fxe5,
1996.

(u) 9 N1c3 a6 10 Bxf6 gxf6 11 Na3 d5! 12 exd5 Bxa3 13 bxa3 Qa
White in difficulties, Fischer—Petrosian, match 1971.

(v) 14 Bxc4 Qg4 15 0-0 Rads 16 Qc5 Qxed 17 Rfe1l Be7 18 Rxe4 draw agreed,
Nunn-Tal, Reykjavik 1988.

5 14 Qd2 0-0-0 left
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Paulsen Variation

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 a6

1 2
3 4
. 5 6
6 0-0
Nxc6 Nb3
dé ....... j By
....Qc7 dxc6(j) Ba7 Bthp Qc7
i o S
g) Nd2 Nc
Be7(c) Bd6(h) e5 Ngg El(cig(Q) ggiiui
8 Nc3 ’
O_t(:) II\(;lgé Qhs Qe2 Nxc6(r) 0-0
. Bde dé6 dxc6 0-0(w)
2
8&17((}] c3 Nc4 Be3(n) e5 Bgs
Nes Nf6(k) Bxe3 Qa5! B)g<c3
10 fa fa |
Nxd6t Qxe3 exf6
Qc7 Nxd3 Qxdé Nf6 Bxc3t gilfaﬁz
11 l!)(éll gxd(} Qh4 f4(0) bxc3 Rb1
. e7 Nd7 Qc7 Qxc3t gxf6
Béi(?)[e) c4 0-0 g4 = Qd2(s) Rxb
g ds(i) Nc5(l) Qxai(t) KhB?x)

a)5... i i
(a) b gg:;uﬁz;ezag:mt 6 c4 Bg7 7 Be3 d5! 8 exd5 exd5 9 N¢3 N6, Whit
i 3 Ne7 8 Nc3 Nbcé 9 Be2 0-0 : ok
-0 10 0-0 % y
squares have been weakened, Nijboer-Bologan, Wijk :a?l OZe; f;gl;la(:k o dork

(b) With this White seizes
; € space. Black’s position is too flexi
s‘;tlrz;\xjgzl;;f(lijrvggr(izkln%side play—7 f4 Be7 8 Kh1 Nbd7eglg:2tcl)\lt():r59:;l(() ?\?(‘iﬁ;nObg
X cxd3 Bd7 wi I
Nzl B3 1 with no problems for Black, Lesiege-Shamkovich,

c) (A
(c) (13] gdz gf B.NCS Bg7 9 Be3 0-0 10 Re1!; now 10. . . b6 11 £3 Bb7 12 Bft Nbd7
3 as e:)(dl; fg goo(;i hedgehog position, and 10...Nbd7 11 Bf1 d5
T o s c7xR5 Nb6 14 Nb3 Nbxd5 15 Bc5 Nxc3 16 bxc3 Re8
oy de s ; NCzB};t??B;(gi léxel 20 Rxe1 Bxf6 21 Re8+ pins the bishop
e7 10 Kh1 Nc6 11 Nxc6
13 b3 Qc7 14 Bb2 %, Matulovi¢ —Tringov, Vrnjacka Banjaxfgt}]?ixcs 12 Q200

(d) 9...Nc6 10 Nxc6 bxc 12 K 7 = —
R 6 11 f4 e5
' X ' h1 Nd7 13 f5 a5 14 Be3 %=, Adams

Whi
(e) fil:ti[(;il:pilsg plz:jy 12 Be3 or 12 b3 and Bb2. With 12 Bd2 White leaves th
*ked and can also play on the queenside at some point with bZ—lile_

( d & « = &
f) 13 Ract Bb7 14 b4 Rac8 15 a3 Ql)& 16 Nf3 =, Commons. Na](l()]], Lone Pine
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(g) 7 c4 Nc6 8 Nxc6 dxcé! 9 f4 e5 10 {5 Best 11 Kh1 h5 12 Nc3 Ng4 13 Qf3 Qds!
14 Nd1 Qb4 allows Black active play, Murey—Psakhis, Tel Aviv 1991.

(h) 7...d6 8 c4 g6 9 Nc3 Bg7 10 Rd1 0-0 11 Nf3 Nc6 12 Bf4 e5 (12...Nd7
13 Racl Nde5 14 b3 %) 13 Be3 Bgs 14 h3 Bxf3 15 Qxf3 Nd7 16 Nd5 Qds
17 ba %, Kotronias—Stefansson, Komotrini 1993.

(i) 13 Nc3 0-0 14 b3 Nd7 15 f5! Bf6 16 fxe6 Ne5 17 Qg3 fxe6 18 Bgs with a lead
in development, Anand-Ljubojevi¢, Linares 1993.

(j) 6...bxc6 has been considered suspect ever since Fischer-Petrosian, match
(G7) 1971, which went 7 0-0 d5 8 c4 Nf6 9 cxd5 cxd5 10 exd5 exd5
11 Nc3 Be7 12 Qa4t Qd7 13 Rel! Qxa4 14 Nxa4 Be6 15 Be3 0-0 16 Bc5! Rfe8
17 Bxe7 Rxe7 18 b4 Ki8 19 Nc5 Be8 20 £3 and Fischer went on to win with his
more active pieces.

(k) 9...Bc7 10 Bg5 Nf6 11 Qe2 h6 12 Bh4 Qe7 13 0-0-0! Be6 14 f4! Bxc4
15 Bxc4 b5 16 Bb3 0-0 17 Bxf6 Qxf6 18 Rd7 =, Tseshkovsky-Miles, Bled/
Portoroz 1979.

(1) 13 Be3 Nxd3 14 Rfd1 Qe7 15 Qxe7t Kxe7 16 Rxd3 f6 17 Rb3 Rd8 18 Kf1 Rb8
19 Ba7 Ra8 20 Bb6 Rd2 21 Rcl with a large endgame advantage, van der
Wiel-Miezis, Amsterdam 1996.

{m) 5...Qb6 6 Nf3 Nc6 7 0-0 Qc7 8 b3! Nge7 9 Bb2 Ng6 10 c4 Bes 11 Nc3 £,
Gufeld—Ehlvest, Las Vegas 1997.

(n) An original plan was seen in the game Movsesian—Votava, Gzech Republic
1996—9 Bd2!? Nge7 10 h4!? Ne5 11 h5 hé 12 Rh3 with attacking chances.

(0) (A) 11 g4 e5! 12 g5 Nh5 13 Nd5 Be6 with dark square play, Giaccio-Giardelli,
Buenos Aires 1993. (B) The standard 11 0-0-0 0-0 12 f4 is also an edge for
White, but 11 . . . 5 is worth a try. The column is Browne-Ramirez, Arizona
1990.

(p) Black equalizes easily after 6 Bd3 Nc6 7 Nxc6 dxc6 8 0-0 e5 9 Nc3 Be6
10 h3 Be7 11 Be3 Nd7, Levitan—Frias, New York 1993.

(q) (A) 7 Nc2 Bxc3t 8 bxc3 Nc6 9 Qd3 d5 =, Almasi-Horvath, Budapest 1994. (B)
7 e5 Ne4 8 Qg4 Nxc3 9 a3 Bfg! with at least equality.

(r) The main alternative is 8 Bc2 Qc7 9 0-0 Nxd4 (or 9...0-0 10 Kh1 Nxd4
11 Qxd4 Ng4 12 f4 b5! 13 Qd1 Bxc3 14 bxc3 Qxcd 15 Rb1 ) 10 Qxd4 Ng4
11 e5 Nxe5 12 Ne4 d6 13 f4 Qxc4 14 Be3 Qxd4 15 Bxd4 d5 16 fxe5 dxed
17 Bxe4 0-0 18 Racl with compensation for the pawn, Hector-Paramos
Dominguez, La Corufia 1995.

(s) 12 Bd2 Qxd3 13 fxg7 Rg8 14 Bh6 Qc3t 15 Kfl Qf6 is roughly equal,
Poulsen—Farago, Svendborg 1981.

(t) 13 0-0 Qxf6 14 Bb2 e5 15 Re1 0-0 16 Rxe5 with an attack for the sacrificed
material, Velimirovié-Pikula, Yugoslav Chp. 1996. White won the game, but
precise defense allows Black at least equality.

{u) 7 Bd3 Nc6 8 Nf3s b6 9 0-0 Ng4 10 h3?! (10 g3 =) 10...h5 11 g3 Nges
12 Be3 h4 ¥, Kamsky~I. Gurevich, New York 1991.

(v) 7...Db6 8 0-0 Bb7 9 f3 Bd6?! (9. .. Nc6) 10 Kh1! Be7 (10 ... Bxh2 11 f4 Bg3
12 Qd3) 11 Be3 %, Almasi~Bezold, Hungary 1997.

(w} 8...Bxc3 9 bxc3 Nxed 10 Bd3 Ne5 11 Bc2 0-0 12 Rel £5 13 Ba3 with play for
the pawn, Almasi-Fogarasi, Budapest 1994. '

(x) 13 Qd2 d6 14 Rd1 Nd7 15 Nb3 Nc5 (Hector-Csom, Arhus 1991) 16 Qf4 Qe7
17 Rbd2 =*.



SICILIAN DEFENSE

Paulsen Variation

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 a6

7 8 9 10 11 12
5 NC3.i Nd2 ......... g3
QC7 it bs dé(o) d
6 Bd3.......... Be2.......... g3 Bd3(l) Bd3 Nf3(q)
Nf6(a) b5(e) Bb4!(i) Bb7 Nf6 Nf6
7 0-0 0-0 Ne2{j) 0-0 0-0 exdb
de6(b) Bb7 Nf6 Ne7(m) Nbd7(p) exd5(r)
8 fa Re1(f} Bg2 Re1l c4 Bg2
Nbd7 Ncé Be7 Nbcé g6 Bcs
9 Kh1 Nxc6 0-0 Nxc6 b3 0-0
Be7 dxcé 0-0 Bxc6 Bg7 0-0
10 Qe2(c) e5 Nf4 Bgs Bb2 Nbd2
0-0(d) Bb‘l(g) de f6 b6 Nc6
11 Bd2 Bd3 Nd3 Bh4 Qe2 Nb3
g6 Ne7 Nc6 Ngé Bb7 Ba7
12 Rael £ Qg4 fa Qh5s Rael Nbd4
Bxc3(h) Nd7(k) Be7(n) 0-0 = Bga(s)

(a) The alternatives leave White an edge: (A) 6 ... Nc6 7 Nxc6 dxc6 8 0-0 Nf6
9 f4 €5 10 Kh1 h5 11 a4 Ng4 12 {5 Bc5 13 Qe2 b6 14 Bgs +, Bologan-Motwani,
France 1992. (B) 6...b5 7 0-0 Bb7 8 Qe2 Nc6 9 Nxc6 Qxc6 10 a4 b4
11 Nd5 Nf6 12 Bc4 +, Kupreichik—Sunye, Palma de Mallorca 1989.

(b) 7...Bc5 8 Nb3 Be7 (8...Ba7 9 Qf3 d6 10 Bh6!) 9 f4 d6 10 Qf3 Nbd7
11 Bd2 b6 12 Qg3 g6 13 Rael *, Minasian-Lein, Las Vegas 1991.

(c) 10 Qf3 b5 11 Bd2 Bb7 12 a3 0-0 13 Rael Nc5 14 b4 Nxd3 15 cxd3 Rac8 with
no problems for Black, Ljubojevié-Velikov, Groningen 1970.

(d) 10...b5?! 11 Bd2 Bb7 12 b4! 0-0 13 a4 bxa4 14 Rxa4 Nbb 15 Ral =,
Short-Seirawan, Holland 1983. The column is Jansa—Dankert, Hamburg 1993.

(e) (A) 6. .. Nc6 transposes into the Taimanov Variation, and (B) 6 . . . d6 trans-
poses into the Scheveningen Variation. (C) 6 ... Nf6 7 0-0 Bb4 8 Qd3 Ncé
9 Bgs %.

(f) 8 Bf3 Nc6 9 a4 b4 10 Nxc6 Bxc6 11 Nb1 Nf6 12 Nd2 a5 is just equal, Paglietti-
Gheorghiu, Biel 1989.

(g) Less reliable is 10...Ne7 11 Bd3 Rd8 12 Qe2 c5 13 Bgs h6 14 Qh5 Rd7
15 a4 b4 16 Ne4 Ng6 17 Nd61 Bxd6 18 exd6 Rxd6 19 Bxgé +, Kamsky—Lutz,
Dortmund 1993.
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(h) 13 bxc3 c5! 14 a4 c4a 1 -
e ¢4 15 Be4 0-0 16 Ba3 Rfe8 =, Wang-P. Cramling, Jakarta

(i) Black players have often res

onded by tr: ing i i i
ton vin b N o N P Y transposing into the Taimanov Varia-

- Nf6. The text move forces a concession.

(j) 7 Bd2 Nf6 8 Bg2 Nc6 9 Nb3 Be7 10 f:
> 4 .d6 11 0-0 b5 12 -0 =
Svidler~Shulman, St. Petersburg 1994, Qe BO713 Rae1 00 =
(k) 1.3 Be3 Re8 14 Kh1 Bf8 15 Bg1 b6 16
tion, Boudre-Spraggett, Torcy 1991,
(1) 6 g3 Bb7 7 Bg2 Nf6 8 a3 d6 9 0-0

13 Bg5 Nbd7 14 Qd2 a5 with cha
mund 1997,

Qd2 Bb7 with a completely equal posi-

Qc7 10 Rel Be7 11 a4 b4 12 Naz 0-0
nces for both sides, Topalov—Short, Dort-

{m) (A)7...Nc6 8 Nxcg Bxc6 9 Qe2 d
610 a4 b4 11 Nd5 =+, Karklins-Ev. U,
1973.(B) 7. .. d6 8 Qe2 Nf6 9 Bd2 is similar to column 7. e USA

(n) 13 a4 bxa4 14 Nxa4 0-0 15 B

Glpais. rons. g3 with a distinct White advantage, Stocek—

(0) 5...Nf66e5Nd5 7 Bcs d6 8 exd6

Nf6 9 0- ipsli
Sousss Int o 9 0-0 Bxd6 10 N2f3 =+, Geller-Gipslis,

(p) 7ti . .kflie7 8 ¢4 0-0 9 b3 Nbd7 10 Bb2 Qc7 11 Rel b6 12 Qe2 Bb7 13 Bb1 with
attacking chances, Kapengut-Grigorian, USSR Chp. 1971. The column i
Needleman-Urday, Mar del Plata 1997, e

(9} 6 Nc3?! dxed 7 Nxed e5 8 Nb3 Qxd1+t
A. lvanov-Zapata, Linares N.L. 1992.

(r) 7 t - Qxd5 8 Qx(lis Nxd5 9 Bg2 is also alright for Black, but Lobron drifted
into trouble against Anand in Munich 1994 after 9...Bc5?! (9 Be7)
10 0-0 0-0 11 Nbd2 Nc6 12 Nea b5 13 Nce5 Nxe5 14 Nxe5 . o

(s) 13 Be3 Ne5 14 ¢3 Re8 15 Nc2 Bhé =

9 Kxd1 Nc6 10 Bgz Bgd+ 11 £3 0-0-0+ T,

, Sherzer-Bezold, Brno 1993.



SICILIAN DEFENSE '
Four Knights’ Variation and Sicilian Counter Attack

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 e6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3

1 2 3 4 5 6
Nc6 (Four Knights’ Variation) Bb4 (Sicilian
6  Ndb5...................l. Nxc6 ........ g3(p) e5 Counter Attack)
Bb4(a) bxcé d5(q) Nd5 ......... Ned(w)
7 ad......eeennn Bf4(g) e5 exd5 Bd2H(t) Qg4
Bxc3t Nxed Nd5 Nxd5 Nxc3 Qas(x)
8 Nxc3 Qf3 Ne4(k) Bg2 bxc3 Qxe4
ds d5 Qc7(1) Ndb4(r) Be7(u) Bxc3t
9 exd5(b) Nc¢7t fa Nxc6 Qg4 bxc3
exd5(c) Kf8 Qb Qxd1t 0-0 Qxc3t
10 Bd3 0-0-0(h) c4(m) Kxd1 Bhe Kd1
0-0 Bxc3 Bb4t bxcé g6 Qxal
11 0-0 bxc3 Ke2 a3 ha4! Nbs
d4(d) e5(i) 5 Nd5 Qa5 ds
12 Ne2(e) Nxd5 Nf2{n) Ne4 Qg3 Qba!
Qds(f) Ng5(j) Ba6(o) Ba6(s} d6(v) Ncél(y)

(a) 6...d6 7 Bf4 e5 8 Nd5!? (8 Bg5 transposes into the main lines of the Svesh-

nikov Variation) 8 . . . Nxd5 9 exd5 exf4 10 dxc6 bxcé 11 Qf3 d5 12 0-0-0 Be7

13 Qc3 0-0 14 Qxcb Be6 15 Nc7 Rc8 16 Nxe6 Rxc6 17 Nxd8 Rxd8 with an
equal ending, Kuznetsov—Chelushkina, USSR 1991.

(b) 9 Bd3 dxe4?! 10 Nxe4 Nxe4 11 Bxe4 Qxdit 12 Kxd1 e5 13 Re1l leaves White
slightly better in the ending, de Firmian-Illescas, Linares N.L. 1994. Black
should play 9. .. Ne5! 10 Bb5t+ Bd7 11 Qd4 Nc6 =, Christiansen—Alburt, US
Chp. 1996.

(c) 9...Nxd5 10 Bd2! Nxc3 11 Bxc3 Qxd1t 12 Rxd1 {6 13 f4 with the bishop
pair in the endgame, Psakhis—Andersson, Manila Ol. 1992.

{d) (A) 11...h6 12 Bf4 d4 13 Nb5! Nd5 14 Bg3 (Timoshenko's 14 Qf3 Be6
15 Rfel Qd7 16 Be5 may be better) 14...Be6 15 Rel Qd7 16 Ndé6 %,
]J. Polgar-Stein, Dortmund 1991. (B) 11...Bg4 12 3 Be6 13 Bg5 %,
Janowski-Blackburne, Monaco 1901.

{e) 12 Ne4 Bf5 13 Bg5 Bxe4 14 Bxe4 h6 15 Bh4 g5 16 Bxc6é bxcé 17 Bgd Qds
18 f4 Ne4 19 fxg5 hxg5 20 Qd3 {5 and though Black’s position is somewhat
loose, the centralization gives him counterplay, Kir. Georgiev—Chandler,
Leningrad 1987.
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(f) After 12. .. Qd5 13 Nf4 Qd6 14 Nh5 Nxh5 15 Qxh5 h6 16 Rfe1 Bd7 17 Qh4a
White has a plus, Tiviakov—Sorokin, St. Petersburg 1993. Black has tried other
12th moves without success. (A) 12...h6 13 b4 Bg4 14 Bb2 a6 15 {3 Be6
16 Kh1 *, Rytshagov—Liva, Estonia 1996. (B} 12 . . . Bg4 13 {3 Bh5 14 Bg5 Qd6
15 Qd2 Rad8 16 Rad1 *, Zapata—Chandler, London 1987.

(g) 7 Nd6t7! Ke7 8 Nxc8t Rxc8 2 hands Black a lead in development.

(h) 10 Nxa8 e5 11 0-0-0 Bxc3 12 bxc3 exf4 13 Bc4 (13 Qxf4 Qa5) 13 ... Be6
14 Qxf4 Qxa8—Black has two knights for the rook.

(i} 11...g5 12 Qxe4 Qxc7 13 Bxc7 dxe4 14 h4 g4 15 Bb5 {6 is an equal ending,
Rasik-Rogozenko, European Junior Chp. 1992,

(j) 13 Bxg5 (13 Qe3?! exf4) 13...Qxg5t 14 Kb1-h5! 15 h4 Qg4 =, Martinez—
Khenkin, Alcobenda 1994.

(k) 8 Nxd5 cxd5 9 Bd3 Ba6! 10 0-0 (10 Bxa6 Qa5t) 10 ... Bxd3 11 Qxd3 Qc7
12 Rel Rc8 13 ¢3 g6 14 Be3 Bg7 =, Campora-illescas, Buenos Aires 1993.

(1} 8...Qa5t 9 Bd2 Qc7 10 f4 Qb6 11 Bd3 Be7 12 Qe2 with attacking prospects,
Emms-Sutovsky, Gausdal 1995.

(m) 10 Bd3 Ba6 11 Bxa6 Qxa6 12 Qe2 Qxe2t 13 Kxe2 f5 14 Nf2 Rb8 15 c4 Nb4 is
an even endgame, De La Villa-Nunn, Leon 1997.

{(n) 12 exf6 Nxf6 13 Be3 Qa5 14 Nx{6+ gxf6 15 Kf2 0-0 16 Bd3 Rf7 17 a3 Bcb has
been seen several times in grandmaster praxis. White is a tad more comfort-
able, nothing more.

(0) 13 Kf3 Ne7 14 Be3 Bec5 15 Bxc5 Qxc5 16 Qd6 Qb6 17 b3 ¢5 18 Rd1 Bb7t
19 Ke3 Kf7 20 Be2 (20 Qxb6 axb6 21 Rxd? Bc6 22 Rd2 g5! =) 20...Rhd8
21 Bh5t g6 22 Bf3 Bxf3 23 gxf3 Rac8 with roughly even chances,
Adams-Nunn, Kilkenny 1996.

(p) 6 Be2 Bb4 7 0-0 Bxc3 8 bxc3 Nxe4 9 Bd3 d5 10 Ba3 Nxd4 11 cxd4 Qa5 12 Qc1
Bd7 =.

(q) (A)6...ab 7 Bg2 Qc7 transposes into the Taimanov Variation, 6 g3. (B) Sharp
and risky is 6...Bb4 7 Bg2 d5 8 exd5 Nxd5 9 0-0! Bxc3 (9...Nxc3
10 Nxc6! bxc6 11 bxc3 Bxc3 12 Bxc6t Bd7 13 Qf3 +) 10 bxc3! Nxc3 11 Bxc6t
bxc6 12 Qf3 £, Mestel-Sveshnikov, Hastings 1977/78.

(r) Black has a worse, but defensible ending after 8...Nxc3 9 bxc3 Nxd4
10 Qxd4 Be7 11 Qxd8t Bxd8 12 0-0 {6 13 c4 Rb8, Movsesian—-Chekhov, Ger-
many 1996,

(s) 13 Nd2 0-0-0 14 c4! Bxc4 15 Nxc4 Ne3t 16 Ke2 Nxc4 17 Bxc6 %, Kaidanov—
Khenkin, New York 1994.

(t} 7 Qg4 0-0! 8 Bh6 g6 9 Bxf8 Qxf8 10 Qg3 Qc5 11 Ne2 Ncb6 wins the e-pawn and
gives Black almost equal chances.

(u) 8...Ba5 9 Qg4 0-0 10 Bd3 d6 11 Nf3 g6 12 h4 dxe5 13 h5 {5 14 Bxf5! ex{5
15 Qcat Rf7 16 hxgé hxgb 17 Ng5 Qc7 18 Qh4 wins, Wagman—Barle, Biel
1981.

{(v) 13 Bx{8 Bxf8 14 exd6 Qc5 15 Rd1 Bxdé 16 Nb3! with a winning endgame,
Opl—Klinger, Austrian Chp. 1995.
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(w) A tricky old line that still crops up from time to time is 6. "Q.as.?!
7 exf6 Bxc3t 8 bxc3 Qxc3t 9 Qd2! Qxal 10 fxg7 Rg8 11 c3 and Black is in
trouble, e.g. 11...Qb1 12 Bd3 Qb6 13 Qh6 Q(:5 14 (.]—'0 Qe5 15 I'\II')S! Ni'lﬁ
16 Bg5 Qxg7 17 Nd6t Kfs 18 Qh5 Resigns, Kriviashvili-Paksashvili, Decin

1996.
(x) 7...Nxc3 8 Qxg7! Rf8 9 a3 Nb5t+ 10 axb4 Nxd4 11 Bgs QPS 12 Bh6 Qxb4t
13 ¢3 Nf5 14 cxb4 Nxg7 15 Bxg7 =, Szabo-Mikenas, Kemeri 1939.
b4 15 Nc7t *. After 12...Nc6
) Or 12...Qxe5 13 f4 Nc6 14 fxe5 Nx
v 13 Ne7t Kd8 14 Qdét Bd7 15 Nxa8 Qxe5 16 Ba3 Qd4t 17 Kcl Qait

18 Kdz Qd4t 19 Bd3 Qxf2t 20 Kd1 Qxg2 21 Qe7t Ke8 22 Rf1 e5 23 Qxb7 6
(Berg-Johnsen, Gausdal 1993), White wins with 24 Nc7t Kf7 25 Ne6!.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE,
CLASSICAL VARIATION

2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfé 5 Nc3 d6 has been dubbed the
“Classical Variation” for Black’s straighforward development and for
want of a better name. There are three serious responses for White.

Bg5 1s THE RICHTER-RAUZER ATTACK (columns 1-21), see above dia-
6 gram. White sets up an indirect pin on the f6 knight and prepares
the aggressive plan Qd2 and 0-0-0. Black can continue with
straightforward natural moves, 6. ..e6 7 Qd2 Be7 8 0-0-0 0-0 (columns
1-6) when White has the choice of 9 f4 (columns 1-3) or 9 Nb3 (columns
4-6), which both present Black with some trouble.

Black can change tune and play less natural moves with 7 ... a6
8 0-0-0 Bd7 (columns 7-12), which seems to allow more counterplay. The
continuation 9 f4 b5 10 Bxf6 gxf6 is critical, but Black should be all right.

With 7 ... a6 8 0-0-0 h6 Black puts the question to the bishop. Black
is usually obtaining good chances, although White may gain some edge
with 9 Be3 Be7 10 f4 (column 13).

Alternatives to the usual lines after 6 Bg5 are seen in columns 19-21.
Of these, Larsen’s old move 6 . . . Bd7 is the most significant.

6 Be2 e5! is the Boleslavsky Variation {columns 22-23). It is covered
in only two columns because Black obtains almost immediate equality
and there have been no improvements on White’s side for decades. 6 f3
{column 24} is a more recent idea, though not particularly dangerous.
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6 Bca {columns 25-36) is at least as aggress.ivt? asuﬁ Bgs.kAf.t:aﬁ
6...e6 7 Be3 (columns 25-30) White plays the Vellm.1r0v1c At.t;l.c v:nd
the plan of castling queenside and hunting the Bl.ﬁCk king. Saf:rllllce}s}] and
combinations are routine in this ultra-sharp opening. Thef)retlca ly Black
is alright, but many players are uncomfortable defending again
Whlt‘?l‘flzsgi(;lfikrlltVariation is 6 Bc4 with the 'plan of castling lfm'gsul(:
(columns 31-34). This was a Fischer favofite in the 1960§, blll.t it is Iil?h
considered fearsome today. Black can sidestep the main lines w
6. .. Qb6 (columns 35-36) and also obtain reasonable chances.

SICILIAN DEFENSE
Richter-Rauzer Attack

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfe
5 Nc3 d6 6 Bg5 e6 7 Qd2 Be7 8 0-0-0 0-0(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
9 o Nb3(m)
Nxd4......cooeeniininnnn, hse(i) Qb6 ......... [:1: T a6
10  Qxd4 Bha(j) f3 a4(r) Bxf6
Qa5 e5 Rd8(n) d5 gxfé
11 Bca(b) Nfs Bed(o) . Bb5 = Qhs(u)
Bd7(c) Bxf5 Qc7 ° Nba(s) Khs
12 [<1: T Bb3(f) exf5 Qf2 e5(t) Qhs
dxes Bc6 exfa d5(p) Nd7 Qes
13 fxes ha(g) Kb1 exd5 Bxe7 fa
Bcé hé ds Nxd5 Qxe7 Rgs
14 Bd2(d} Kb1 Bxf6(k) Nxds5 f4 Bd3
Nd7 Qcs Bxf6 Rxd5 b6 Rg7
15 Nd5 Qd3 Nxd5 Rxd5 h4 g4
Qds bs Be5 exd5s Nc5 b5
16 Nxe7t Bxf6 Bc4 Bbs Nd4 = h4
Qxe7(e) Bxf6(h) bs(1) Ne5(q) bd4(v)

(a) Column 1 is sometimes reached by the order of moves 8 ... Nxd4 9 Qxd4 0-0
10 f4. White would have the opportunity to play 10 e5 dxe5 11 Qxe5 Qe8
12 h4 Bd7 13 Rh3 Be6 14 Rg3 Qb8 15 Qe3, Tal-Timman, Brussels 1988, which
requires careful defense from Black.

(b) Black has an easier time with other moves. (A} 11 Kb1 h6 12 h4 (12 Bh4 e5! =)
12...e5 13 Qd3 exf4 14 Bxf4 Be6 =, Shirov—Kamsky, Buenos Aires 1994.
(B) 11 €5 dxe5 12 Qxe5 (12 fxe57! Rd8 F) 12. .. Qxe5 13 fxe5 Nd5 14 Bxe7
Nxe7 15 Bd3 b6 16 Be4 Rb8 17 Rhel Ngb 18 Bxgt fxg6 19 Nb5 Bb7 20 g3 a6
21 Nd6 Bd5 =, Short-Kramnik, Riga 1995, .

{c) 11...h6 12 Bh4 e5 13 fxe5 dxe5 14 Qd3 Bg4 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Rdf1 Bgs+
17 Kb1 Be6 18 Nd5 % Garcia-Papo, Santa Clara 1996.

(d) 14 Bxf6 gxf6 15 Bd5 f5! 16 Bxc6 bxcé 17 g4 Bg5t 18 Kb1 Rad8 =, J. Polgar-
Kramnik, Linares 1994.

(e) 17 Rhe1 Rfd8 18 Qg4 Ni8 19 Bd3; now in many games Black has sacrificed the
exchange 19 . .. Rxd3 20 cxd3 Qd7 21 Bb4 Qd5, but White can retain a small
edge after 22 Bxf8 Rxf8 23 Kb1, Tiviakov-Atalik, Beijing 1997. Black can also
try 19...Rd5 20 Bb4 Qd8 21 h4 Ngé 22 Bxgé hxg6, Yemelin—Kharlov, Rus-
sian Chp. 1996, intending to meet 23 h5 with 23 . .. g5 24 Bd2 Rd4.
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(f) White has tried several moves in this position. (A) 12 Rhel Bc6 13 f5 b5
14 Bb3 b4 15 e5 (A. Ivanov-Khan, Chicago 1997) 15 . . . bxc3! ¥, since 16 ex{6
Qxf5 defends. (B) 12 Rd3 Rad8 13 e5 (13 Rgd3 Kh8)} 13 .. dxes 14 Qxes Qh4
15 Rg3 Kh8 16 Bd3 Bcé 17 Rh3 Rfes! =, Anand-Kramnik, Las Palmas 1996,
because 18 BxI6?! Bxf6 19 Rxh7t Kg8 hands the initiative over to Black.
(C) 12 Kb1 Bc6 13 Rhf1 hé 14 Bhd Qh5! =, Tal-Larsen 1969. Transferring the
queen to the kingside is an important defensive resource.

(g) Black is fine after 13 Qd3 b5! 14 Kb1 hé 15 Bxf6 Bxf6, J. Polgar-Salov, Dos
Hermanas 1997, since 16 Qxd6 Qb6 and 17 . . . Rfd8 generates active play.

(h) 17 Qxd6 Qxd6 18 Rxd6 Rfcs 19 f5 = {but not 19 e5 Be7 20 Rd2 b4 21 Na4
Rd8 ). Instead of the column continuation, Topalov—Kramnik, Novgorod
1995, saw 16 a3?! a5 17 f5 ba .

(i) The immediate 9. .. e5 10 Nf5 Bxf5 11 exf5 is not so good because . .. exf4
can always be answered with Bxf4. Also suspect is 9...d5 10 e5 Nd7
11 Bxe7, trading off Black's good bishop. -

(j) Grabbing the d-pawn allows Black thematic play on the dark squares—
10 Bxf6 Bxf6 11 Nxc6é bxcé 12 Qxd6 Qbé 13 Qd3 Rb8 14 b3 Rd8 15 Qf3 Rd4
16 Rxd4 (16 57 Rxf4) 16 . . . Bxd4 =, Relange-D. Gurevich, Capelle-la-Grande
1994.

(k) 14 Qxf4 d4 15 Bxf6 Bxf6 16 Ne4 Be5 17 Qf3 Rc8 18 Be4 b5! generates coun-
terplay, Matulovié-Ivanovic, Belgrade 1985.

(1) 17 Bb3 (17 Bxb5 Rb8 18 c4 Nd4 19 Rhel {6 =) 17 ... a5 18 a3 a4 19 Ba2 b4
20 Nxb4 Qf6 21 Nd5 Qxf5 22 Qd3 Qg5 23 Qed Rab8 24 ¢3 £, Sabel-Lensky,
corr. 1992,

{(m) (A} As usual, going after the d-pawn allows Black good play—9 Ndb5 Qa5
10 Bxf6 (10 Nxd6? Rd8) 10...Bxf6 11 Nxd6 Rd8 12 f4 e5! =, Korchnoi—
Boleslavsky, USSR Chp. 1952. (B) 9 f3 a6 10 g4 d5 11 exd5 Nxd5 12 Bxe7
Ncxe? =, Rasik-Epishin, Czech Republic 1994.

(n) 10...a6 11 h4 Rd8 12 h5 Qc7 13 h6! g6 14 Qf4 Ne8 15 Bxe7 leaves Black
somewhat loose on the kingside, Nielsen-Muir, Arhus 1991.

(0) (A) 11 Kb1 a6 12 Be3 Qc7 13 Qf2 Nd7 14 g4 b5 =. (B) 11 Nb5 Rd7 12 Be3 Qd8
13 N5d4 Ne5!? 14 g4 d5 15 g5 Ne8 «, Armas—Fedorowicz, Wijk aan Zee 1989.

(p) 12...Nd7 13 Nb5 Qb8 14 g4 a6 15 N5d4 = was first played in
Fischer—Benko, US Chp. 1959/60.

(q) 17 Bxa7 (17 Rd1 Nc4 =) 17 ... Nc4 18 Bc5 Rxa2 =, van der Wiel-Salov, Wijk
aan Zee 1992, '

(r) 10 a3 a4 11 Nd4 d5 12 exd5 Nxd5 13 Bxe7 Ncxe7 14 Bc4 Nb6 15 Ba2 Bd7 =,
van der Wiel-Sosonko, Wijk aan Zee 1982.

(s) Capturing on e4 allows White a strong endgame initiative. Tal-Korchnoi,
Montpellier Candidates Tournament 1985, went 11 . .. dxe4 12 Qxd8 Bxds 13
Rhel Na7 14 Bc4 h6 15 Bxf6 gxf6 16 Nxe4 f5 17 Nd6 Bc7 18 g3 b6 19 Nxf5!
exf5 20 Bd5 Beb 21 Bxa8 Rxa8 22 Nd4 Bd5 23 Re7 Rc8 24 Nb5! Resigns
(24 ... Nxb5 25 Rxd5).
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t) éz Rhgl Bd7 13 5 Ne8 14 h4! Nc7 15 Nd4 also is an edge for White, Z. Wang—
urevich, Belgrade 1988. Play would be similar to this game if Black responds

12... Nes after 12 e5. The ¢ is Fe ic i ii
oo 1e column is Fedorowivz—Winants, Wijk aan Zee

(u) ;3) 11 fa Kh.B .12 f5 b5 13 Kb1 Rg8 14 Ne2 exf5 15 exf5 Ne5 16 Nbd4 Bb7 =
ovans-Smirin, Geneva 1992. (B) 11 h4 Kh8 12 g4 b5 13 g5 b4 14 Na4 Rgé
15 {4 puts Black under pressure, Short-Karpov, match 1992. .

{v) 17 Ne2 e5 18 f5 a5 19 .Kbl a4 20 Nd2 with a clear plus to White despite the
strange placement of his queen, Adams—Frias, London 1990.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE
Richter-Rauzer Attack

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfe
5 Nc3 d6 6 Bg5 e6 7 Qdz a6 8 0-0-0 Bd7

7 8 9 10 11 12
RN T A et
1 3;3(8) g:ffg((il;] g:(:()p) Eg(t) ::fg
11 Bxf6(b) Kbit.......... f5(1) fxg5 Kbi(u) Qe3

gxf6(c) Qb6 Nxd4(m) Ng4 0-0 Be7!
12 K@ Nexi) R R0 Res N
B i B D b
uog o B b B P e
15 pes b1 N B R be

7
10 gg:(g) g};?(k) OQ-((i)%n] ilxx};il(s) E))((:::Z(v) %;B(x)

(a) 10 Nb3 is also logical—10 . . . b5 11 Bx{6 gxf6 12 Kb1 b4 13 N(?Z hs! 14 Ne‘dfl
Qb6 15 f5 Nxd4 16 Nxd4 e5 17 Nf3 Rc8 with chances for both sides, Ivanovic¢-
Popovié, match 1995.

(b) 11 e5 b4! 12 exf6 bxc3 13 Qxc3 gxf6 14 {5 d5 15 fxe6 f).(eﬁ 16 Bh4 Nb4 and
Black has good counterplay, I. Gurevich-Hennigan, Hastings 1993/94.

(c) 11...Bxfe?! 12 Qxd6 Be7 13 Qd3 b4 14 Na4 Ra7 15 Qe3 93.5 16 b3 R.b7
17 Nd2 Na7 18 Nc4 Qc7 19 Rxd7 Qxd7 20 Ncb regains the initiative, Psakhis—
Geller, Moscow 1986.

f5 a5 16 Nf4 a4 with counterplay,

d) (A) 12 Bd3 Qa5 13 Kb1 b4 14 Ne2 Qc5 15

@ i’ischer—Spassky, World Chp. 1972. (B) 12 f5 Qb6 13 g3 b4 14 fxe6 fxe6 15 Ne2
Qf2 =, Tiviakov-Sakaev, St. Petersburg 1993.

{e} 13 Bd3 0-0-0 14 Rhft Kb8 15 Qel Qc5 16 Nd2 Nd4 17 Ne2 Bcé =, Anand-
Timman, Amsterdam 1992.

is king i ttack in van der Wiel-
f) Black kept his king in the center and suffered an a

® Langeweg, Holland 1993—13 . . . b4 14 fxe6! fxe6 15 Ne2 a5 16 Nf4 Qc5 17 g3
a4 18 Bh3 Kf7 19 Rhf1l a3 20 Nxe6! Bxe6 21 Bxe6t Kxe6 22 Qdst Qxds
23 exd5t Kd7 24 dxc6t =.
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(8) 17 Qe1 Rhes 18 Ne2 Bfg 19 Nf4 Bg7 20 Rft Qc5 21 Rf2 +, Leko-Timman, Wijk

aan Zee 1995. Black’s pawn center is somewhat loose. On 21 ... b4 22 Rid2
Bh6 23 Nd4!.

(h) 10 Nxc6 Bxc6 11 Bd3 Be7 12 e5 dxe5 13 fxe5 Nd5 (13 ...Nd7 is sharper)
14 Bxe7 Qxe7 15 Ne4 0-0 16 Rhf1 f5 17 exf6 Nxf6 with only a faint White ad-
vantage, |. Polgar-Dreev, Linares 1997,

(i) 10...Qxf6?! 11-e5 dxe5 12 Ndxb5 Qd8 13 Nd6+ Bxd6 14 Qxd6 exf4 15 Bxas!

Rxa6 16 Nb5 Ra7 17 Nxa7 Nxa7 18 Qd4 Nc6 19 Qxg7 Ri8 20 Rd2 +, Balashov—
Shebakov, Cheliabinsk 1990.

(}) 12 Nxc6 Bxc6 13 Bd3 b4 14 Ne2 h5 15 Rhf1 a5 16 ¢3 Rb8 17 Nd4 Bd7 18 Bc4
Rc8 19 Qd3 bxe3 20 b3 a4 =, Waitzkin—-Mednis, Reno 1996.

(k) 17 ¢3 Qb6 18 f5 Bh6 19 Qe1 Nxd4 20 Nxd4 e5 21 Nc2 a5 with enough coun-
terplay to hold the balance, Hjartarson—Yermolinsky, Yerevan Ol. 1996.

(1) 11 Nxc6 Bxc6 12 Qel b4 13 Nd5 a5 14 Bd3 (14 Rd4 f5! 15 Rcd?—15 exf5
Bg7 = —15... Bxd5 16 exd5 Qf6 17 dxe6 fxe6 18 Rc7 Kd8 19 Rc6 Bg7 ¥,
Ulfarsson—Waitzkin, Cadet Chp. 1994) 14...Bg7 15 f5 (15 g4 h5 =) Bxds
16 exd5 €5 17 Bb5t Ke7 18 Bc Rb8 = as the Black king is safe on e7,
Short-Damljanovié, Manila Int. 1990.

(m) Also reasonable is 11 ... Qb6 12 Nce2 Qa5 13 Qxa5 Nxa5 14 Kb1 Ke7 15 Nf4
Bh6 16 g3 (Yudasin-Tukmakov, New York 1990) 16 . . . Bxf4 17 gxf4 Nc6 =.

(n) White has the more comfortable position, but in Tolnai~Kozul, Croatia 1994,
Black defended accurately to secure equal chances—17 Nd4 f5 18 Nf3 Bc6

19 Nxe5 dxe5 20 Qel Qc7 21 Bd3 Rad8 22 Qe3 Rd4 23 exf5 exf5 24 Rhel
Bxg2! 25 Qxe5 Qxe5 26 Rxe5 Be4 =.

(o) 9...Qc7 10 Bxf6 gxf6 11 Kbt h5 12 Qe1 0-0-0 13 NXCS Bxc6 14°Bd3 h4 15 Rf1
Kb8 16 f5 x, Fedorowicz—Shamkovich, New York 1994.

(p) 10 Bxf6 Qxf6 11 Nf3 Qd8 12 Bc4 Be7 13 Bb3 Qc7 14 {5 0-0-0 15 Kb1 Kb8 =,
Yemelin-Aseev, Russian Chp. 1996.

(g) 10...Nxe4 11 Qe1! Nfé 12 Nf5 Qa5 13 Nxd6t Bxd6 14 Rxd6 0-0-0 15 Rd1
Qc7 16 Qe3 Ne7 17 Bd3 Bcb 18 Kbl &, Lutz-Landenbergue, Biel 1996.

(r) 12 Nf3 hxg5 13 Bg3 (13 Bxg5? {6 14 Bf4 €5 15 Bg3 Bh6 wins) 13 . . . Be7 14 Be2

Nge5 15 Kb1 b5 16 Rdf1 Rc8 17 Nxe5 Nxe5 18 Rf2 f6 =, Short-Kasparov,
World Chp. 1993.

(s} 17 gxh4 Bfs 18 Qd4 Rh7 (18 ...Rxh6 19 Nd5!} 19 Nd5! Bxh6t 20 Kb1 ‘Bg7
21 Nf6t Bxf6 22 Rxf6 Qc7 23 e5 +, Wahls—Anka, Berlin 1995.

(t} 10...Qc7 11 Kb1 0-0?! 12 h5 Rfd8 13 g4 d5 14 e5! Nxe5 15 h6 with a strong
attack, Ehlvest-Timoshenko, New York 1994. The game concluded 15 . . . Nc4

16 Bxc4 bxc4 17 hxg? Be6 18 Qel Kxg7 19 Qh4 Ng8 20 Nxe6t! fxe6 21 Qxh7t
Resigns.

(u) 11 Nxc6 Bxc6 12 Kb1 Rc8 13 Ne2 0-0 14 Nd4 Bb7 15 g4 Qc7 16 Bh3 (Tolnai—
A. Grosar, Ljubljana 1993) 16 . . . Rfe8 =.

(v) 17 f5 Re8 18 Rhf1 Rb8 with both sides attacking in this balanced position,
Abreu—Rodriguez, Cuba 1988.
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(w) 9...h6 10 Bh4 b57! 11 Nxc6é Bxcb 12 Qe3 Qa5 13 Nd5! %, Fedorowicz—
Zaltsman, Reykjavik 1986. Black can improve with 10 ...Rc8 [n‘ow thre.'(:jten-
ing 11...Nxed4) 11 Bg3 Nxd4 12 Qxd4 e5 13 Qd3 Qa5 e, Chiburdanidze—

Arbakov, Moscow 1981,

(x) 17 Qxh7 Bxg2 18 Rhgl Bd5 19 Rg7
dal 1986.

4 =, Vladimirov-Granada Zuiiiga, Gaus-
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Richter-Rauzer

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nfé
5 Nc3 d6 6 Bg5 e6 7 Qd2 a6 8 0-0-0 hé

13 14 15 16 17 18
9 Bf4(t}
Bd7
10 f4. o f3 f4(p) Nxc6(u)
Nxd4(b} Nxd4 Be7(q) Bxc6
11 Bxd4(c) Bxd4(1) Bd3(r) Qel.......... 3
b5 b5(m) b5 Be7(v) ds(y)
12 Qeld.......... Bd3(g) h4(n) h3 h4(w) Qel
Qc7(d) ba(h) Qa5 Nxd4 Qc7 Bb4
13 e5 Na4(i) Qf2 Bxd4 e5(x) a3
dxe5 Rb8 Rbs b4 ds Ba5s
14 fxe5(e) e5 Kb1 Ne2 Rh3 ba(z)
Nd7 dxe5 b4 e5 Nd7 Bbé
15 Ne4 Bxe5 Ne2 Be3 Kb1 exds
Bb7 Bd7! e5 Qa5 Nc5 Bxd5
16  Ndst f5(j) Ba7 Kb1 hs Be5(aa)
Qxd6(f) Bxa4(k} Rb7(0) 0-0(s) 0-0-0 = 0-0(bb)

{a) 9...Nxd4 10 Bxd4 has little independent significance as Black should play
10... Be7 anyway, since 10. .. b57! 11 f4 Bb7 12 Qe3 Qc7 13 Bb6 Qc8 14 e5
is very good for White, Nunn-Fedorowicz, Wijk aan Zee 1991.

(b} 10...Bd7 11 Nf3 favors White.

{c} 11 Qxd4 b5 12 Be2 Bb7 13 g4 Rc8 14 g5 hxg5 15 fxg5 Rh3! ¥, Smirin—Greenfeld,
Israel (blitz) 1995.

(d) Black should investigate the alternative 12 . .. Bb7 13 Bxf6 Bxf6! (13 . .. gx{6
14 Bd3 %) 14 e5 Be7 15 exd6 Bxd6 16 Ne4 {16 Qd4 b4! 17 Na4 Bc7 =,
Smirin-Yermolinsky, USA 1997) 16 . . . Bxe4 17 Qxe4 0-0 18 Bd3 g6 19 h4 h5
20 g4 Qf6 21 Rdf1 % (Yermolinsky).

{e) 14 Bxe5 Ng4! 15 Qf3 Nxe5 16 Qxa8 Nd7 provided Black fine compensation for
the exchange in Ivanchuk-Kramnik, Dos Hermanas 1996.

{f) 17 exd6 Bg5 18 Qxg5 hxg5 19 Bxg7 Rh4 20 Bd4, Short-Anand, Dos Hermanas
1997. Black has some compensation for the pawn with his developed pieces,
but White has the winning chances.

(g] 12 Kb1 b4 (12...Bb7 13 Bd3 0-0 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 Nd7 16 Ne4 Bxed
17 Bxe4 Rb8 18 ¢3 *, Kasparov—Kramnik, Novgorod 1997) 13 Na4 Nxe4
14 Qxb4 d5 15 Qe1 0-0 16 Bd3 {5 o, Palac—Khalifman, Vienna 1996.
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(h) The older 12 ...Bb7 transposes into Kasparov-Kramnik in note (g) above
after 13 Kb1.

{i) 13 Nez Qa5 14 Kb1 e5 15 Be3 0-0 16 Ng3 Rd8 17 f5 d5 18 Qf2 Rb8 =,
Dvoirys—Svidler, Russian Chp. 1997.

(j) 16 Bxb8 Qxb8 17 b3 Bxa4 18 bxa4 0-0 is fine'compensation for the exchange,
J. Polgar-Kramnik, Moscow 1996.

(k) 17 fxe6 Rc8 (17 ...0-07! 18 exf7t+ and 19 Bxb8) 18 exf7t Kxf7 19 Qf4 Qb6
20 Becat Kf8 21 Rhel g5 22 Qf1 Kg7 with roughly equal chances, Z. Wang-
Atalik, Beijing 1996.

(1)) Insipid is 11 Qxd4 b5 12 e5 dxe5 13 Qxe5 Bd7 14 Ne4 Nxe4 15 Qxe4 Re8 =.

(m) 11...e5 12 Be3 Beb has proved a solid alternative, e.g. 13 g4 Qa5 14 Qf2 Nd7
15 Kb1 Re8 16 Nd5 Bg5 17 h4 Bxe3 18 Qxe3d Qc5 =, Ivanchuk-Sax, Buenos
Aires 1994.

(n) 12 Kb1 Rb8 13 Qe3 (13 Bxf6 Bxf6 14 Qxd6 Qxd6 15 Rxd6 Ke7 16 Rd1 Bxc3 =)
13 ...b4 14 Na4 Qc7 15 b3 0-0 16 Bd3 e5 17 Bb2 Bd7 =, Kasparov~Kramnik,
Moscow 1996.

(0) 17 Nc1 Be6 18 Be3 d5 19 Nb3 Qa4 20 Bc5 0-0 21 g4 d4 =, Ivanchuk-Salov,
Tilburg 1996.

(p) 10 f3 also makes problems for Black—10 ... Qc7 11 g4 Ne5 12 h4 b5 13 a3
Rb8 14 Kb1 g6 15 Rh2 %, McDonald-Csom, Budapest 1995.

{q) 10... b5 11 Bd3 Qc7 12 Kb1 Na5 13 Qet Nc4 14 Bel b4 15 Nce2 a5 16 h3 Be7
17 g4 %, Svidler—Lutz, Moscow Ol. 1994.

(r) 11 Be2 b5 12 Bf3 Rc8 13 Kb1 b4 14 Nce2 Qc7 15 g4 e5 16 Nf5 Bxf5 17 exf5 e4
18 Bg2 Na5 19 Bd4 Nc4 20 Qc1 Nxg4 21 Bxed Bf6 with the initiative in Black’s
hands, Wolff-Korchnoi, New York 1996.

(s) 17 g4 Rfd8 (17...exf4 18 Bxfa Be6 19 b3 d5 20 e5 Ned 21 Bxed4 dxe4
22 Nd4 %) 18 c4! bxc3 19 Nxc3 Bc6 20 g5 with attacking chances, Olivier—
Delchev, Chambery 1996.

() (A) 9 Bxf6?! Qxf6 10 Nxc6 bxc6 11 f4 Qd8! =. (B) A good coffee house varia-
tion is 9 Bha Nxe4 10 Qf4 g5 (10 . .. Ng5 11 Nxcb bxc6é 12 Qa4 Qb6 13 Bd3
Rb8 14 f4 Nh7 e, Almasi—Cao, Budapest 1997) 11 Qxe4 gxh4 12 Nxc6 bxcé
13 Qxc6t Bd7 14 Qed Rb8 =, Krogius-Polugaevsky, Thilisi 1956.

(u) Pressuring the d-pawn is useless—10 Nb3 Ne5 11 Bg3 Nb5 =, or 10 Nf3 b5!
11 a3 e5 with an active game.

{(v) 11...Qa5 12 f3 0-0-0 (12 ... Rd8 13 h4 b5 14 Kb1 %, Nunn—van der Wiel,
Wijk aan Zee 1983) 13 Bc4 Nd7 14 a3 Qc7 15 Ba2 Be7 16 Kbi1 %, Waitzkin—
Csom, Budapest 1997.

(w) 12 e5 Nh5 13 Be3 Qc7 14 Be2 g6 15 Bxh5 gxh5 16 B4 0-0-0 and Black’s activity
compensates for the bad pawn structure, Adams-Timman, Amsterdam 1994.

(x) 13 3 b5 14 Bd3 b4 15 Ne2 Qb6 16 g4 Nd7 17 g5 Ne5 18 Kb1 a5 =, Wolff-
Fedorowicz, New York 1989. The column is Kotronias—Shirov, Greece 1993.

{y) White keeps control if Black doesn’t break in the center—11 ... Qb6 12 Bc4
0-0-0 13 Be3 Qc7 14 Qf2Nd7 15a3 £, A. Ivanov-Fedorowicz, New York 1989.
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(z) (A) 14 Bd2 Qe7 15 e5 Nd7 16 Kb1 Bb6 17 {4 h5! 18 Ne2 g6 is a level game,
Topalov-Salov, Madrid 1993. (B) Black has good compensation for the queen
after 14 exd5 Nxd5 15 b4 Nxf4! 16 Rxd8 Bxds =.

-(aa) 16 Nxd5 Nxd5 17 Qg3 0-0 18 c4 Rc8 19 Kb2 Bc7! 20 Bxc7 Rxc7 21 Qe5 Qf6 =,

Hiibner-Salov, Skelleftea 1989.

(bb) 17 Qh4 Be3t 18 Kb2 Bg5 19 Qd4 Bc6 20 a4 (20 f4 Qxd4 21 Rxd4 Bh4)
20.. .. Qxdt.l 21 Bxd4 Rfd8 22 Bc4 Rac8 23 Kb3, A. Ivanov-Thérhallsson,
Philadelphia 1996; now 23 . . . Bf4 whould secure an equal game.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Minor Richter-Rauzer, Boleslavsky Variation,
Rare Sixth Moves

1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d6

19 20 21 22 23 24
...................... Be2...... Boleslavsky = f3(s)
O e Test T Variaion o)
7 Qd3(a) Qd2(d) Nb3 Nb3 ......... Nf3 I;b;i(u)
Be7(b}) Rc8(e) eb Be7 h6(o) e
8 0-0-0 0-0-0 Bd3(j) 0-0(1) 0-0 Bel
0-0 Nxd4 Be7 0-0 Be7 Beb
Rel Nd5
Nb3 Qxd4 0-0 Be3{m)
° ds! Qa5 ab Beb 0-0 Bxd5
10 Bxf6 fa(f) Kh1 Bf3(n) h3(p) exgis
Bxf6 hé(g) Qc7 a5 Be6(q) Nb4
Bf1 cd
ds Bxf6 fa Nds
" (Ie\;(b4 gxf6 Bd7 Bxd5 Nbs! a5
d5 a4 Nd2
12 b5 Be2 Qe2 ex
lcizxc:i[c) Qcs(h) h6(k) Nb4 = Nbd7(r) Nd7(v}

{a) Other alternatives to 7 Qd2 are: (A) 7 Bbs Bd7 8 Bxcé l?xcﬁ 9 Q(§3 hG1 ;(8)7Bk(1)4r
Qb6 11 0-0-0 Be7 12 Nb3 a5 =, Westerinen—Fedorowicz, London 3
(B} 7 Be2 Be7 8 0-00-0 9 Qd3 (Bronstein—Keres, Budapest 1951) 9. . . h6 = or
9...Nxd4 10 Qxd4 Nxe4! 11 Nxe4 Bxg5 =.

(b} Also 7 ... a6 80-0-0 Bd7 9 f4 h6 10 Bh4 g5 11 fxg5 Ng4 12 Nxc6 Bxc6 13 Kb1
hxgs =, Tolnai-Atalik, Budapest 1992.

{c) 12 bxca Nxds 13 c4 Bd7 14 Qxb7 Qg5t 15 Rd2 Nf6 =, Yudasin-Khalifman,
USSR Chp. 1990.

(d} Black’s defense with 6 . .. Bd7 is Larsen’s plan. (A) 7 Be2 e6 8 Qd2 a6 9 0-0-0
transposes into column 12. (B) 7 Bx{6 gxf6 =.

(e) 7 ... Nxd4 8 Qxd4 Qa5 9 Bdz Qc7 10 Bc4 e6 11 Bb3 =, R. Byrne-Benko, USA
1970.

{f) 10 Bd2 mav be better. Then 10...g6 11 Kb1 Bg7 12 Nbs! Q%BQI:SQI;(SQ (plrga
duces favorable complications. On 10 . . . e5 11 Qd3 a6 12 aSRdt;| e vy Od
14 Bg5 Bxd5 15 Bxf6 Qxf6 16 Qxds Qxfz 17 B(?4 Rcb 1(8i h{ 1%86
White has good play for the pawn, Riemersma-Piket, Dordrec .

(g) (A) 10...e6 11 €5 dxe5 12 fxe5 Bcb 13 Nbb Bxb5 14 exf6 Bcé [lf V Bi;f
& 15 Bd2! Rxc2t 16 Kbl *) 15 h4 g6 16 Bcé Bc5 ‘l‘7 Qg4 h5 18 Qe2 *, E;;g(ca
Robatsclh, Austria 1995. (B) The exchange sacrifice is almost sound—10 . . .
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11 bxc3 e5 12 Qb4 Qxb4 13 cxb4 Nxed 14 Bh4 g5 15 fxg5 Be7 16 Bc4 Z,
Schlosser-Lendwai, Austrian Chp. 1992.

(h) 13 Qd2 Bg7 14 Kb1?! {5 15 e5 0-0 hands Black the initiative, Svidler—Aseev.
St. Petersburg 1997. White does better with 12 5 h5 13 Kb1 Qc5 14 Qd3 h4
15 Be2 where he may hold a small edge, Dolmatov—Dorfman, USSR Chp. 1980.

(i) 6... a6 is a position that usually arises from the Najdorf Variation (6 Bg5
Nc6), so the position is covered in that section if White chooses 7 f4 instead of
7 Qd2 e6 reentering the main lines.

(j) 8 Bxf6 gxf6 9 Be2 a6 10 0-0 Be7 11 Kh1 0-0 12 f4 Kh8 gives Black fewer prob-
lems, Tarjan-Ostojié, Venice 1974.

(k) 13 Bh4 g57! 14 Bg3! gxf4 15 Rxf4 Ne5 16 Raf1 *, R. Byrne-Benjamin, US Chp.
1984,

(1) 8 Bg5 Nxe4 9 Bxe7 Nxc3 10 Bxd8 Nxd1 11 Rxd1 Kxd8 12 Rxd6+ Ke7 =, Book—
Bronstein, Saltsjobaden 1948.

{m) 9 f4 a5! (thematic in the Boleslavsky Variation) 10 a4 Nb4 11 Kh1 Be6 12 f5

Bd7 13 Bg5 Rc8 14 Nd2 Bc6 with an easy game for Black, Brooks-Gabriel,
New York (Marshall Chess Club) 1995.

(n) 10 f4 exf4 11 Bxf4 d5 is completely equal. The column is Spassky—loseliani,
Monaco 1994.

(0) White garners a tiny edge after 7 . .. Be7 8 Bg5 0-0 9 0-0 Be6 10 Bxf6 Bxf6
11 Nd5 (control of d5).

{p) 10 Bf1 Bg4 11 h3 Bh5 12 Be2 Bg6 13 Bd3 Rc8 =, Thipsay-Yermolinsky, Lon-
don 1994.

(q) Black is also alright after 10...Re8 11 Bf1 Bfg 12 b3 a6 13 Bb2 b5 14 a4 b4
15 Nd5 Nxd5 16 exd5 Ne7 17 a5 Bb7 18 Bc4 Re8, Xie-Demina, Manila Ol. 1992.

(r) 13 a5 a6 14 Nd5 Nxd5 15 exd5 Bf5 with chances for both sides, Zagrebelny—
Benjamin, Lucerne 1993,

(s) Other rare sixth moves are: (A) 6 g3 Nxd4 7 Qxd4 g6 8 Bg2 Bg7 9 0-0 0-0 trans-
posing to an insipid line against the Dragon. (B) 6 Be3 Ng4 7 Bg5 (7 Bb5 Nxe3 =)
hé 8 Bh4 g5 9 Bg3 Bg7 10 Nb3 Be6 =, Adams—Kramnik, Belgrade 1995. (C)
6 f4 e5 7 Nf3 Be7 8 Bd3 (8 Bc4 0-0 9 Bb3 Bga =)8...Qb6! 9 Rb1 0-0 10 Qe2
Bg4 =, Sznapik—Hort, Lucerne Ol. 1982,

(t) 6...e67 Be3 Be7 transposes into the Scheveningen Variation (6 Be3 Be7 7 3
Nc6).

(u) 7 Nde2 Be7 8 Be3 Be6 9 Qd2 Qa5 =, Dysing-Degerman, Stockholm 1995.
(v) 13 Ne4 5 14 Nc3 0-0 15 Be2 Bg5 =, Topalov—Kramnik, Linares 1994.

329



SICILIAN DEFENSE

Velimirovicé Attack

1 ed c5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d6 6 Bca e6 7 Bed

25 26 27 28 29 30
3 Y2 R P T T PP P PRI D a6
8 e2 Qe2
8—0 ........................................................ a6 Qc7
9 0-0-0 0-0-0 0-0-0
[ OO PP Qas(1) Qc7 Na5
10 Bb3 Bb3 Bb3 Bd3(r)
Qc7(a) Nxd4 Na5 bs
11 Rhgl .coovviiviiiiiiiiinns g4 Bxd4 g4 a3(s)
Nd7 ......... Na5(f) Nxd4fi) Bd7 b5 Bb7
12 g4 g4 Rxd4 Rhg1 g5 g4
Nc5s bs Nd7(j) Rfc8(m) Nxb3t(o) Rcs(t)
13 Nf5(b) g5 g5 g4 axb3 g5
b5(c) Nxb3+t Nc5 e5 Nd7 Nd7
14 Bds{d) axb3 fa Be3 h4(p) fa
Bb7 Nd7 5! Rxc3 b4 Nc5{u)
Kb1
15 g5 fa(g) Rg1 Bd2 Na4
Rfcs(e) b4(h} bs(k) Bb5(n) Nc5(q) Nxd3(v)

(a) 10 ... Qes? 11 Rhgl Nd7 12 g4 Nc5 13 g5 b5 14 Nxcé Nxb3t (14 ... Qxcé
15 Bxc5 dxc5 16 Nd5!) 15 axb3 Qxc6 16 Bd4 ba 17 Qh5! Bb7 (17 ... bxc3
18 Bf6 Qc7 18 Qh6!, slightly better is 17 ... Bd7 18 Rg4! bxc3 19 Rh4 Bxg5t
20 Qxgs f6 21 Qh5 =, Plaskett—Wahls, Hastings 1990) 18 Nd5! exd5 19 Rd3
Rfc8 20 c3 dxe4 21 Rh3 Kf8 22 g6! fxg6 23 Qxh7 Ke8 24 Rxgé Kd7 25 Rxg7 Re8
26 Bf6 and White won in a few more moves, Howell-Ragozin, Cannes 1993.

(b

Fascinating complications also arise from 13 g5 Bd7 (13. ..b5 14 Nxc6
Nxb3+ 15 axb3 Qxc6 transposes into note (a)) 14 Rg3 Rfc8 15 Qh5 g6 16 Qh6
Bf8 17 Qh4 Be7 (17 . . . Nxd4 18 Bxd4 Nxb3t 19 axb3 e5 20 Be3 b.5‘21 Rd2 Be6
22 Rh3! h5 23 gxh6 Bxh3 24 Qxh3 is a good exchange sacrifice) 18 fan!
(18 Qh6 Bfs 19 Qh4 Be7 is a draw) 18 ...b5 19 Nf5?! Nxb3t 20 axb3 exf5
21 Nd5 Qa5! 22 Kb1?! Nb4 wins. White could try 15 Kb1 Nxb3 16 axb3 b5
17 Qh5 g6 18 Qh6 Bfs 19 Qh4 b4a?! 20 Rh3 Bg7 21 Qxh7t Kf8 22 Nfs! gxf5
23 g6 with a strong attack, Hansen—Berg, Denmark 1993.

(c) White has a tremendous attack after (A) 13 ... exf5?! 14 gxf5 Bd7 15 Nd5 Qd8
16 Qh5 Kh8 17 Rxg7! Kxg7 18 f6t, Sokolov-Grigorian, USSR 1978. Better, but
still unsatisfactory, is (B) 13 ... Nxb3+ 14 axb3 b5 15 Nxe7t Nxe7 16 Qd3 *,
Nijboer~Cebalo, Lucerne 1989.

(d) 14 Nxe7t Qxe7 15 f3 Bb7 16 g5 Rfc8 is about equal.

(e) 16 Rg3 Bf8 (16. .. Ne5 17 Rh3 Ng6 18 Qh5 Nfg 19 Nxg7! Bxd5 20 Qh6 and
21 Nh5 is good, Fedorov-Lanka, Pula 1997) 17 Qh5 g6 18 Nh6t+ Kh8 19 Qh4
b4 20 Rh3 bxc3 21 Ng4 f5 22 Nf6 h6 23 Qxh6t Bxh6 24 Rxh6t Kg7 25 Rh7+
Kf8 26 Rh8t Draw, Rogers-Lanka, Linz 1997.

(f) (A) Riskyis 11 ... Nxd4?! 12 Bxd4 b5 13 g4 b4 14 g5! Nd7 15 Qh5 bxc3 16 g6
cxbzt 17 Kb1 fxgé (17 ... hxg6 18 Rxgé fxg6 19 Bxe6t Rf7 20 Qxgb Ne5
21 Bxf7t +) 18 Bxe6t Kh8 19 Rxg6 Ne5 20 Rxg7! Kxg7 21 Rgl+ Kh8 22 Qh6
Resigns, Pieri-Bernard, Paris 1994. (B) An old line recently resurrected is
11...b5 12 g4 b4 13 Nxc6 Qxc6 14 Nd5 exd5 15 g5 Nxe4 16 Bxd5 Qa4
17 Bxe4 (17 Bxa8 Nc3!) 17 ... Be6 18 Bd4 g6 19 f4 Rfc8 (19...Rac8 20 {5
Bxa2 21 Kd2 Rfe8 22 b3), Brunner—Weindl, Switzerland 1991; now 20 Bxa8s
Rxa8 21 Rg3 Rc8 22 a3 is a bit better for White.

(g) (A) 15 Nf5 exf5 16 Nd5 Qd8 17 ex{5 Rd8 eo. (B) 15 h4 b4 16 Na4 Nc5 17 h5 Bd7
18 Kb1 Rac8 19 g6 Bf6 20 gxh7+ Kh8 21 Bg5 £, Ehlvest—Yudasin, USSR 1986.

(h) 16 Nf5! Nc5 (16 . . . exf5?! 17 Nd5 Qd8 18 exf5 Re8 19 Bd4! Bb7—19 . . . Bf6
20 Qxe8t! Qxe8 21 gxi6 +, Nijboer—Winants, Wijk aan Zee 1988—20 g6 fxg6
21 Qe6t Kh8 22 Bxg7t! Kxg7 23 fxg6 wins) 17 Nxe7t Qxe7 18 e5 d5 19 Qf2
Nd7 20 Na4 £, Nunn—Arakhamia, England 1997.

i

=

11...Nd7 allows White more options such as 12 h4 or 12 Rhg1, and also
12 Nf5!? Ne5 (12.. .. exf5 13 Nd5 Qd8 14 gxf5 Nf6 15 Rhg1 with a strong at-
tack) 13 Nxe7t Nxe7 {13 ... Qxe7 14 f4 = —Anand) 14 Qd2 Rd8?! 15 Bf4 =+,
Anand-Salov, Dos Hermanas 1997.

G

Black may also choose (A) 12 ... b5 13 g5 Nd7 14 f4 Nc5 15 Rg1 Rb8 16 Kb1
a5 =, de Firmian-Lein, New York 1990. Black should avoid (B) 12 ...e5?!
13 Rc4 Qd8 14 g5 Ne8 15 Rxc8! Rxc8 16 h4 * as White controls the key cen-
tral squares, Segueiro~de la Torre, corr. 1994.

(k) 16 Kb1 Bd7 17 h4 Rae8 18 h5 Bc6 19 exfs Rxf5 =, Nunn—-Shirov, Monaco
(rapid) 1995.

(I) {A) 9...d5 10 Bb3 Na5 11 e5 Nd7 12 f4 Bb4 13 Bd2 N¢5 14 Rhf1 Naxb3t
15 axb3 a5 16 Kb1 Bxc3 17 Bxc3 Ne4 18 Rf3 +, de Firmian—Sosonko, Lucerne
1989. (B} 9...Bd7 10 f4! Rc8 11 e5 Ne8 12 Nxc6 Bxc6 13 f5! exf5 14 e6 =x,
Topalov-Leko, Dortmund 1996.

(m) (A) 12...b57! 13 e5! dxe5 14 Qxe5 Rfcs 15 g4 Qc7 16 g5 Ne8 17 Nd5 =+,
Yudasin—Fedorowicz, Novi Sad Ol. 1990. (B) 12 ...Bc6 13 g4 Nd7 14 Kb1
Rfe8 15 g5 with attacking chances, Bosch-Sosonko, Amsterdam 1996.

(n) 16 Qel Rxc2t 17 Kxc2 Qc7t 18 Bc3 leaves Black only partial compensation
for the exchange, MacArthur-Epstein, USA 1991.

(0) White gains a continuing attack after 12 . . . Nd7?! 13 Bxe6! fxe6 14 Nxe6 Qc4
15 Nxg7t Kf7 16 Qh5t! Kxg7 17 Bd4t Ne5 18 Nd5 Ncé 19 Bxe5t Nxe5
20 Nxe7 Nf7 21 g6, Benedetti—Cassaro, corr. 1989.

(p) 14 Nf5 is a well-analyzed sacrifice that has been worked out to a draw with
best play—14...exf5 15 Nd5 Qd8 16 exf5 Bb7 17 f6 gxf6 18 Rhe1 Bxd5
19 Rxd5 Rg8 20 gxf6 Nxf6 21 Rf5 Nga! 22 Bgs Ne5 23 Bxe7 Qxe7 24 {4 Qe
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25 Qe4 Nd3t 26 Kd2 Nxel 27 Qxa8t Ke7 28 Qb7t Kf8 29 Qbst Draw,
Waitzkin—de Firmian, Bermuda 1995.
i but not 16 {37! Bd7 which is just too
White has two reasonable plans here,
@ slow. (A) 16 h5 Bd7 17 Kb1 Bxa4 18 bxa4 Qb7! 19 g6 Bf{i 29 f3 Nxa4 21 Q(;:l
0-0 22 gxf7t Qx{7 23 Qxe6 Qxeb 24 Nxeb Nxb2 =, de Flrmnzn—D. gu;eglca‘},
hi i .. Bd7 17 Qxb4 Rb8 18 Qc3 Bx
delphia 1995. (B) 16 Qc4 Qb7 (16. 7 G :
sglfx;}pQw 20 Nf5! exf5 21 Qxg7 Rfs8—Kupreichik-Morawietz, Cologn:
1997—22 exf5 +) 17 5 Nxa4 18 bxa4 dxe5 19 Nc6 Qc7 20 Nxe5 Qxc4 21 Nxc’
Bb7 22 Rhel Bc6 23 Bf4 0-0 24 Bd6 with a tiny endgame edge, Matulovié-
Hamann, Vrnjacka Banja 1967. ‘
(r} 10 Bb3 b5 forces the concession 11 {3 to defe.nd. the e-pawn, after which
11...Be7 12 g4 Nxb3t 13 axb3 b4 14 Na4 Nd7 is fine for Black.

i i hite’s alternatives: (A) 11 g4 b4
lery Salov has dealt effectively with W k:
© Y;Zi Iflrbyl 5 13 Nf5 Be6 14 b3 g6 15 g5 Nd7 16 Nh6 Bg7 =, Nunn-Salov, W);k a.z:;:
Zee 1992. (B) 11 Bg5 Be7 12 a3 Bd7 13 f4 Nc4 14 Rhf1 Rc8 15 Bxc4 Qxc4 wi

active play, Rublevsky—Salov, Oviedo 1992.

t) 12 d5 13 exd5 Nxd5 14 Ndxbs! axb5 (14 ... Qbs 15 I\.IXdS Bxd5 lﬁuNCkB
Bx}.1.1.17 Rxh1 %) 15 Bxb5t Kd8 16 Nxd5 exd5 17 Rd3 with a strong attack,
Nunn-Sosonko, Thessaloniki Ol. 1984.

_Nca? 15 Ndxb5! axb5 16 Nxbs Qb8 17 Bxc4 Bxe4 18 Rhel d5 19 Bd3

(u) 14. St. John

Bxd3 20 Qxd3 Be7 21 Nd4 leaves White a pawn ahead, Wolff-Inkiov,
1988.
(v) 16 cxd3 Be7 17 Rc1 Qd7 18 h4 =, Cselotei-Kovacs, Budapest 1995.

SICILIAN DEFENSE

Sozin Variation

1 e4 ¢5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 d6 6 Bea

31 32 33 34 35 36
BB Qb6(p)
7 Bb3 Ndbs........ Nb3(v)
Be7 ab ab(q) e6
8 Be3(a) Be3 Be3 0-0{w)
0-0 Be7.......... Qc7{m) Qa5(r) Be7
9 0-0(b) f4 0-0 Nd4 Be3
a6............ Bd7(f) 0-0 Na5(n) Ne5(s) Qc7
10 fa fa(g) Qf3(i) f4 Nb3(t) fa
Nxd4{c) Rc8 Nxd4(j) bs Qc7 0-0
11 Bxd4 Qf3 Bxd4 f5 Be2 Bd3
bs Qas b5! e5 e6 b6{x)
12 e5(d) Nde2(h) Bxf6(k) Nde2 fa Qf3
dxe5 Rfd8s Bxf6 Bb7 Nc6! Bb7
13 fxe5 Khi e5 Nds g4 a3
Nd7(e) Qa6 = Bhat(]) Nxd5(o) b5(u) Rad8(y)

(a) (A) 8 f4 Qa5 9 0-0 d5! 10 Nxc6 bxcé equalizes immediately, Zaichik-Chris-
tiansen, Philadelphia 1990. (B) 8 0-0 0-0 9 Be3 is just a transposition of moves.

(b) (A} 9 Qe2 a6 10 0-0-0 Qc7 is the Velimirovié Attack (col. 25-27). (B} 9 f4 a6
10 Qf3 is column 33, but Black can also play 9...Nxd4 10 Bxd4 (10 Qxd4
Ngd4 =) 10. .. b5! =, ,

(c) 10...Bd7 11 f5! Qc87?! (11 ... Nxd4 £) 12 fxe6 Bxe6 13 Nxe6 fxe6 14 Nag! +,
Fischer-Larsen, match 1971.

{d) 12 a3 Bb7 13 Qd3 a5! 14 e5 dxe5 15 fxe5 Nd7 16 Nxb5 Nc5 17 Bxch Bxc5t
18 Kh1 Qg5 with a strong initiative for the pawn, Fischer-Spassky, World
Chp. 1972.

(e) 14 Ne4 Bb7 15 Nd6 Bxd6 16 exd6 Qg5 17 Qe2 a5 18 c¢3 Ra6 19 Rad1 Rxdg!
20 Bxg7 Rxd1 21 Rxd1 Kxg7 22 Rxd7 Be6 =, de Firmian-Fishbein, Philadel-
phia 1997,

(f) (A) 9...Nxd4 10 Bxd4 b5 11 Nxb5 Bag 12 a4 Nxe4 13 c4 Qd7 14 Bc2 =,
Carstens—Marian, Germany 1984. (B) 9.. . . Na5 10 f4 b6 11 5 Ne8 12 Qg4 .

(g) White may do better with 10 Qe2 Nxd4 11 Bxd4 Bc6 12 Rad1 Qa5 13 f4 e5
14 fxe5 dxes, Freidank-Gebuhr, corr. 1988; now 15 Nds! keeps the initiative.

(h) Natural play would be 12 Rad1 Nxd4 13 Rxd4 Bc6 14 Qg3 with some initia-
tive. The column is Kindermann—Lobron, Munich 1991.
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(i) (A) 10 0-0 transposes into column 31. (B) 10 Qe2 Nxd4 11 Bxd4 b5 12 0-0-0
Bb7 =, but not 10 . . . Bd7?! 11 0-0-0 Na5 12 g4 *, A. Ivanov—Ashley, Bermuda
1995.

(j) 10...Qc7 11 0-0-0 b5 12 e5 (12 g4 Nxd4 13 Rxd4 ba!) 12. .. Nxd4 13 (Qxa8
dxe5 14 fxe5 Nxb3t 15 axb3, Yakovich-lonov, St. Petersburg 1993; now
Ionov’s suggestion 15 . . . Bb7 16 Qa7 Ng4 may be enough compensation for
the exchange.

(k) 12 57! dxe5 13 fxe5?! Qxd4 14 exf6 Bcs! =, Kherlin-Shamkovich, USSR
1972. If 15 Qxa8 Qf2t 16 Kd1 Be3 wins.

(1) 14 g3 Rb8 15 gxh4 (15 0-0-0 Be7 16 Rhet d5 F, Morozevich—-de Firmian, Am-
sterdam 1996) 15 ...Bb7 16 Ned, Short—Kasparov, World Chp. 1993; now
simplest is 16 . . . Qxh4t 17 Qg3 Qxg3d+ 18 Nxg3 Bxh1 19 Nxh1 dxe5 =.

(m) 8...Na5 9 f4 b5 10 e5 dxe5 11 fxe5 Nxb3 12 axb3 Nd5 13 Qf3 Bb7
(13 ... Nxe3 14 Qxa8 Nxg2t 15 Kf1! +) 14 0-0 Qc7 15 Nxd5 Bxd5 16 Qf2! *
Qb7? 17 Nxbs! winning, A. Sokolov-Timoshenko, Moscow 1990.

(n) 9...Be7 10 f4 Nxd4 11 Bxd4 b5 12 a3 0-0 13 Qf3 Bb7 14 Rael (this position
can be reached by various move orders) 14 ... Rac8 15 Qg3 Kh8 16 Kh1 Q6
17 Rf3 a5 18 Qg5 b4 19 axb4 axb4 20 Nd1 h6 21 Rh3 with an attack, Ljubojevi¢-
Anand, Buenos Aires 1994.

-

14 Bxd5 Nc4 15 Be1 Qe5t 16 Kh1 Bxd5 17 exd5 Nb6 18 Nc3 Be7 (de Firmian—
Salov, New York 1996) 19 Qf3 % as White threatens 20 Be3 Qc7 21 Bxb6 Qxb6
22 Ne4 *.

(o

-

Unusual tries are: (A) 6. ..g67! 7 Nxc6 bxcé 8 e5 Ng4 (8. .. dxe5? 9 Bxf7+
wins) 9 Bf4! *+ (Sosonko). (B) 6...Bd7 7 0-0 g6 8 Nxc6 Bxc6 9 Nds! Bg7
10 Bg5 Bxd5 exd5 =. (C) 6 . . . 5 7 Nde2 Be6 8 Bb3 Be7 90-0 0-0 10 Kh1 Nas
11 fa £, Sax~Markland, Wijk aan Zee 1973.

(@ 7...Bga s f3 Bd7 9 Qe2 a6 10 Be3 Qa5 11 Nd4 bs 12 Bb3 e6 13 0-0-0 b4
14 Nb1 Be7 15 g4 Nxd4 16 Rxd4 e5 17 Rdd1 % Be6!? 18 Nd2 Bxb3 19 cxb3! =,
Topalov-Kramnik, Dos Hermanas 1996.

(p

(r) After 8 ... Qd8 9 Nd4 e play transposes into column 33 with 10 Bb3 or the
Velimirovié Attack (col. 30) with 10 Qe2.

(s) (A} The e-pawn is poisoned—9 . . . Nxe4? 10 Qf3 {5 11 Nxc6 bxc6 12 0-0-0 d5
13 Nxd5! exd5 14 Bxd5 Rb8 15 Bc6t Kf7 16 Bxe4 winning. (B) 9...Ng4
10 Nxc6 bxcé 11 Bd2 g6 12 Qe2 Bg7 13 {4 0-0 14 0-0-0 £, de Firmian-Dranov,
New York 1993. (C) The most important alternative is 9...e6 10 0-0 Be7
11 Bb3 0-0 12 f4 Bd7 13 f5 Nxd4 14 Bxd4 exf5 15 exf5 Bc6 16 Qd3 Rae8 17
Rad1 Bds?! (17 ... Nd7 £) 18 Kh1 Nd7 19 Qg3 Bf6 20 Bds! *, de Firmian—
Kramnik, Yerevan Ol. 1996.

{t) 10 Bd3 Neg4 11 Bci (11 Bdz? Qb6) 11...g6 12 Nb3 Qb6 13 Qe2 Bg7 14 fa
Nh5! with counterplay, Topalov-Kramnik, Belgrade 1995.

(u) 14 g5 Nd7 15 Bf3 Bb7 with chances for both sides, Christiansen—Yermolinsky,
US Chp. 1997. White should consider 11 Bd3.

(v) (A) 7 Nxc6 bxcé 8 0-0 g6 9 e5!? dxe5 10 Qe2 Qd4 11 Be3 Qd6 12 Rad1 Qc7
13 f4 Bg4 14 Qf2 e4 (14 ... Bxd1 15 fxe5 Qxe5 16 Bd4 attacking) 15 Rde1 Bfs
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16 h3 h5 17 Bd4 Bg7 =, Topalov—-Kramnik, Novgorod 1997. (B) 7 Nde2 e6 8 0-0
Be7 9 Bb3 0-0 10 Bg5 Na5 11 Qd3 h6 =, Hector~J. Polgar, San Sebastian 1991.

(w) 8 Bg5 a6 9 0-0 Be7 10 Bxf6 gxf6 11 a4 Na5 12 Nxa5 Qxa5 =, de Firmian—-Smnirin,
New York 1995.

(x) The old method with 11 ... a6 12 a4 b6 gives Black a little extra activity.

(y) After 14 Qh3 Qc8 15 Nd4 Nxd4 16 Bxd4 Nd7 17 Rac1 Nc¢5 18 Qg3 White has
a slight pull, Schandorff-Oll, Copenhagen 1993.



SICILIAN WITH 2 ... Ncé6
AND .. .e5

HE SVESHNIKOV (OR PELIKAN) VARIATION is 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4
T Nf6 5 Nc3 e5. This looks anti-positional as Black immediately cre-

ates a backward d-pawn. Even worse looking are the doubled
f-pawns Black is forced to accept in the main line. For this reason the vari-
ation saw little use until Sveshnikov showed the dynamic potential of
Black’s position in the 1970s and 80s.

The main line is 6 Ndb5 d6 7 Bg5 a6 8 Na3 b5 9 Bxf6 gxf6 10 Nd5
(columns 1-6). Certainly the Black position looks ugly, with the centralized
White knight sitting on top of the backward d-pawn, plus the doubled Black
f-pawns. Yet Black has some trumps: the doubled f-pawns can be liquidated
with ... f5, the White knight on a3 is out of play, Black has the bishop pair
and the White knight on d5 can be challenged. All this may be enough to
gain equality for Black, but in any case the game is complex and imbalanced.

White declines to double Black’s pawns with 9 Nd5 (columns 7-9),
seeking to steer the game into more static channels where control of the d5
square is enough to gain the advantage. Column 10 (8 . . . Be6) is an older
continuation that fails to equalize. 7 Nd5 (column 11) and 6 Nf3 (column
12) gain no advantage against proper defense.

Black has some uncommon continuations after 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4
Nxd4. 4 . ..e55 Nb5 d6 is the Kalashnikov Variation (columns 1-3}, which
is similar in spirit to the Sveshnikov Variation. The Kalashnikov has been
used fairly frequently in the 1990s, although now its surprise value has
passed and White is gaining the upper hand. 5 . . . a6 is the Lowenthal Vari-
ation (columns 4-5), a tricky continuation playing for quick development.
White has a few ways to reach a better position and so the variation has
been out of favor for years. 4 . . . Qb6 (colurn 6) is a good way to take the
game off the beaten tracks. White may hold some edge (as in note (s)), but
for those short of study time this is recommended.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE
Sveshnikov (Pelikan) Variation

étla\;ldcs 2 Nf3 Ncé6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 e5
b5 d6 7 Bgs a6 8 Na3 b5 9 Bxf6 gxf6 10 Nd5

1 2 3 4 5 6
W g Bg7
Nxb5(o) Bd3.......... c3(w)
. axbs Ne7 Ne7(x)
Bxbs Y
Bg7(b)... o7
N Og (b).......Rg8 Bxfs Bd7(p) Qxe7 g))((z;
-0
e g3 Nc2 exf5 0-0(s) Nc2
Nd4(g) Beb(1) Bg7 0-0(t) f5
14 c4(d) c3(h) g3(m) a4 c3
bxca fxed 0-0 Nd4 f5 8"55
15 51)04 gxezl Bg2 Bxd7+ Nc2 Ne3
. g4 a5 Qxd7 Rb8(u) Bb7
1}2221( Qxh7 0-0 c3(q) exf5 B
e) Rg7 f5 Qcé e4 Reit}
a
17 Rid1 Qhs Qhs Ne3 Re1 Nds

Rb8(f) Ni3+(i) Rb8(n) Bhé(r) Bf5(v) Qg5(y)

(a) 12 0-0 Bg7 13 Qh5 t!ansp()ses back into the column Black can dev1ate with
12.. Bxds 13 exds Ne7 14 c3 Bg7 15 (2]15 e4 16 Bc2 (2(8 17 Rad1 0-0

(17 ... Qc5 18 Bb3 %) 18 Bh
Bern 1996. = 1 Ng6 19 Kh1 Res 20 fa! £, Almasi-Markowski,

1 oing vites tacti —
47113 3 Rg8 14 gxf4 Bg4 15 Qxhy Rg7 16 Qh8 Nd4 17 13?11}216 };iaaivﬁt

3

(c) (A)Y13...0-07 14 exf5 Bxds 15 fe wins. (B) 13 ... h6 14 €3 0-0 15 Nc2 fxeq
xe

16 Bxe4 {5 17 Nfg! uts holes i ’ iti
Chp o puts holes in Black’s position, Spassky—Sveshnikov, USSR

(d) 14 ¢3 0-0 15 Rad1 Rb8 16
5 Re 16 Nc2 Qd7 17 Qe2 Kh8 18 Rieq f
1 .
20 Nxb4 a5 21 exfs Bgs =, R. Byrne-Timman, Bugojno 1;78ts 19 Neba Nxcbs

fe) ((g)) 11: .. ‘112\1;871177;{;(3(1!(08 18 Nxe7t Qxe7 19 Rc3 %, Short-Sax, match 1988
16... 7 18 Rfd1! Kh8 t, i : ince
Z:’)h}g(e is better after both 18 . . . Bga?! ;;ﬂéggsszgﬂfé( mt(;\lt(l;: ighfl\lmn Nes

c2 Kh8 21 Qha4 f5 22 Ne7!, Howell-Jelen, Sloveni;l.ggs o ez

( ) 1 Q 5 (1 -
f) 18 b3 Qd7 9Qh4 § 9 . Bxds 20 Bxds Nb4 21 Rd2 f5 22 (2}13 f3 23 Nc4
Ernst—Ben)amm, Requavlk 1990) 20 Nxf4 exfq4 21 Bxe6 Qxeﬁ 22 Rxc6 fxe4
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23 Rexd6 Qe8 24 Qg4 e3 25 Qf3 leaves Black little compensation for the pawn,
Ernst-Holmsgaard, 1993.

13...Rga14f4 exfa (14 ...Bg7?7!' 15 ¢3 b4 16 Nc2 bxc3 17 Nxc3 exf4 18 exf5s
Rgs 19 Qxh7 Bxc3t 20 bxc3 Bd5 21 gxf4 *, Magem Badals—1. Sokolov,
Barcelona 1992) 15 Nxf4 Qa5+t 16 3 (16 Kd1 Rxf4 17 gxfa Qb4 18 exfs Bd5 is
excellent play for the exchange) 16 . . . Rxf4! 17 gxf4 b4 18 Nc2 bxc3 19 b3 Nb4
20 Nxb4 Qxb4 {Analysis by Chess Base Magazine) gives Black much play for
the exchange, yet White may hold an edge after 21 Qf3.

hin

&

(h) 14 0-0-0 Rc8 is a sharp position with attacking chances for both sides, Barce-
nilla—Altan, World Junior Chp. 1991, continued 15 f4 Bxds 16 exd5 Qf6 17 c3
e4 18 Rhel b4 19 Bxa6 Rc5 20 Rxd4 bxa3 21 Rb4 cxb2t 22 Kbl Qxc3 23 Rb8t
Ke7 24 Qh4t, now instead of 24 ... 67! 25 Qxh7t Rg7 26 Rxe4t!, Black can
draw with 24 . . . Rg5! 25 Qxg5+ f6 26 Rb7+ Kd8 =.

(i) Here White has an important decision on where to place the king. (A) 18 Ke2
Ng5+ 19 £3 Nxe4 20 fxg4 Qc8 21 Qed Qxgdt 22 Qf3 Qxf3t 23 Kxt3 f5 24 Nc2
Kf7 25 Nce3, Beliavsky—Shirov, Groningen 1993; now Black equalizes with
25 ... Nf6 instead of 25 . . . Ke6? 26 Nxf5! as played. (B) 18 Kf1 Rg5 19 Ni6+
Ke7 20 Qh8 Nd2t 21 Kg2 Nxe4 22 Nxe4 Rg6 23 Qhat Kd7 24 Qxds+ Rxd8 =
as Black’s bishop pair compensates for White's extra pawn, Magem Badals—
Zsu. Polgar, Madrid 1992.

(j) The position on move 13 is often reached by the move order 11 exf5 Bxf5
12 ¢3 Bg7, which gives White the chance to go astray with (A) 12 Qf37 Nd4!
13 Nc7t Qxc7 14 Qxa8t Ke7 15 c3 b4! 16 cxb4 Bhé! * 17 Qxh8?! Qb7 win-
ning, or (B) 12 Bd3 e4 13 Qe2 Nd4 14 Qe3 Bg7 15 f3 (15 Bxe4 0-0 is good for
Black) 15 . . . Qhd+ 16 g3 Nxf3t+ 17 Qxf3 exf3 18 gxh4 Bxd3 19 cxd3 Bxb2 F.

(k) 11. .. fxe4? now runs into a winning sacrifice—12 Bxbs! axb5 13 Nxb5 Qg5
14 Nbe7+ Kd8 15 Nxa8 Qxg2 16 Rf1 Ba6 17 Ne3 Qf3 18 Rgl Bd3 19 Qxf{3 exf3
20 Rd1 e4 21 Rxd3 exd3 22 Nb6 and White won the endgame against Black’s
shattered pawns in Almasi-Kuhn, Budapest 1992.

(1) (A) 13 ... Ne77?! 14 Bd3! Nxd5 (14 ... Be6 15 Nxe7 Qxe7 16 Be4 +) 15 Bxf5
Ne7 16 Qg4 *, Ivanchuk-Kramnik, Novgorod 1994. (B) 13...0-0 14 a4 Ne7
15 Bd3! Be6 16 Be4 Rc8 (Anand—Khalifman, Belgrade 1999) 17 axb5 axbs
18 0-0 .

(m) 14 Nce3 Ne7 15 Nxe7 Qxe7 16 Qf3 e4! 17 Qxed ds! gives Black more than
enough for the pawn, Berebora-Vanczak, Szolnok 1989.

(n) 18 Rad1 Kh8 19 Rd2 Bf7 =, Hellers—Schandorf, Arhus 1997.

(0) The other sacrifice on b5 has been worked out to an edge for Black—11 Bxb5
axb5 12 Nxb5 Ra4! 13 Nbc7t Kd7 14 0-0 Rxe4 15 Qh5 Nd4 16 c3 (16 Qxf7+
Kc6 17 Nbat Kb7 ¥) 16 . . . Ne2t 17 Kh1 Kc6 18 g3 Rg8 19 Qf3 Qxc7! (Hor-
vath) and the three pieces are stronger than the queen.

(p) Less tested, but just as good a defense, is 12 . . . Bb7 13 exf5 Rc8!? 14 ¢3 Bg7 =,
Wojtkiewicz-Majorovas, Estonia 1992. -

(q) 16 0-0 Qb7! 17 c4 Rc8 18 f6 Bh6 19 Qd3 Qb6 F, Olthof-Tyagunov, corr. 1984.
(r) 18 cxd4 Bxe3 19 fxe3 Qxg2 20 Rf1 Qxb2 Draw, Nunn-Adorjan, Skara 1980.

338

i

(s) On 13 c4 Black must be willing to sacrifice a pawn, but then he has good
chances—13...f5 14 0-0 (14 cxb5 d5!) 14...0-0 15 Qh5 (15 Qf3 RgeS"’
16 Rie1 £4 17 cxb5 Qg5 18 h3 d5! 19 exd5 f5—Ochoa; 15 Re1 fxed 16 Bxe4 RbB
17 cxb5 axbs 18 Qd3 5 19 Bd5t Kh8 20 Nxb5 e4 21 Qb3 Be5 22 a4 Bd7
23 Racl Qe8 24 Bc4 Qh5 attacking, Kosten—Chandler, Hastings 1991)
15... Rb8 16 exf5 e4 17 Rael Bb7 18 Nc2 bxc4 19 Bxcd d5 20 Bxds B;dS
21 6 Qxf6 22 Qxd5 Rxb2 23 Ne3 Qeb =, Short-Illescas, Linares 1992,

(t) 13 ... 157! 14 exf5 Bb7 15 Rel Qg5 16
3 0-0 17 c4 R —
Lobron, Dortmund 1996. 5 026 10 o4 =, Anand

(u) 1.5 ... Bb7 16 exf5 d5 17 Re1 Qg5 (Borge—Schandorff, Denmark 1996) 18 Ne3 +
since 18 . . . d4 19 cxd4 exd4 20 Qg4 repulses the attack. -

(v) 18 Nba Qb7 19 Bc2 a5 20 Nd5 Rfes 21 i
Qd2 with d i
A. Rodriguez—Huerta, Albacete 1997. o edee for White

(w) [/5\111810gB fgdlZ Bg2 f4 13 e3 0-0 14 Nc2 Kh8 15 Qd3 Bh6 16 a4 bxa4 17 Rxa4
a -0 Bd7 19 Raa1l {5 =, Zapata-Conquest, Cuba 1996
12 Ne3 {5 13 exf5 e4! 14 0-0-0 0-0 =. d ' : () 11.Qho Ne7

(X) 11...1 ransposes into column 3 h recommended as this column 18
5t . This is

[ ) = :
18 ha Qhﬁ 19 Rh3 Kh8§ 20 Kf1 e4, Adams. Nunn, B sel w 2 4
y russels 1992; no 1 g
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Sveshnikov (Pelikan) Variation

1 ed c5 2 Nf3 Nc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4 Nf6 5 Nc3 e5

7 8 9 10 11 12
....................................... Nf3(t)
6 I(\;dbS ............................. A
6
......................... Nds(p) Bca(u)
7 B§5 .............................. N Do
a
exd5 0-0
® 1;56 L Be6 Nb8(q) Bxc3
. Nc4 c4 bxc3
° 1;31375 .................... Qa5t Rc8 a6 Nxe4d
Nc3 Ba3
6(b Bd2 Bxf6
10 gﬁﬁ[ ) Qds gxf6(m) Be7 d6
i Rel
Nxf6t(i) Bd3 Be2(r)
3
" ((:)-U(C) Qxf6 Ne7 0-0 Ngs
j - Nxg5
Bd3(j) Ne3 0-0
2
1 I};Igs .......... Rb8 Qg6(k) Bh6(n) f5 Qxgs
- -0 f4 Bxd6
4(d) ha(f) 0-0 ]
b zx(aal Ne7(g) Be?7 Bxe3 Bf6 Bg4
3 Qci1
Rxa4 Nxfet Qf3 fxe3 g ]
1 35(1] gxf6(h) Be6(l) Qbé(o) Nd7(s) Qxcl

i i diate 8 Bxf6 gxf6 9 Na3 5
btains quick counterplay after the imme
@ ?(l)agl(;BORgat; 11%3 Nd4 12 Nd5 f4 =, Brownescombe—Shaked, USA 1994.

b) 10 Nxe7 Nxe7! 1 Bxf6 gxf6 12 f3 (12 c4 b7 2...f exf5 5 14 Bd3
B ) 12...f513ex Bxf5 1
Be6 15 0-0 0-0 16 c4 f5 17 Rael Ng6 with active play, Russel—Paterson, Scot-

land 1994.

Black has experimented with alternatives. (A) 11... Nez xagllszgecg(eﬁg
13 Bd3 d5 14 Qe2 Bb7 15 0-0-0 Qc7 16 exd5 Nxd5 17 Be‘ll) -;1 s Nd7
Rivero, Cuba 1996. (B} 11.. .Bb7 12 Nc2 .NI,)B 1.3 a4 xz: 14 Rxas e
15 Rba! Nc5 16 Rxb7! Nxb7 17 b4 and White’s plecessck::?n :,o Horye;l 1994t
more than compensating for the e?(l;:lhanl%e,ai(z;)sf::olv; 4 Cl[l;(; i}dﬂ gw n e
(C) 11...Bg5 12 Nc2 Rb8 is sensible. N e Ny 16 ha1?
ar, so perhaps best is 13 a3 a5 14 Bd3 0-0
;Tﬁrpl ;H;(; \];rfl: lfa Qf3 I-);, Nisppeanu—Rogozenko, Bucharest 1995.

(c

-~

(d) Too slow is 13 Be2 Ne7 14 Ncb4 a5 15 Nxe7t Qxe7 16 Nd?g(géﬂ 17 Qd3 b4
with active play for Black, Kamsky—Lautier, Dos Hermanas .

(e) Better than 14 ...Rb87! 15 ha! Bh6 16 Bxa6 Rxb2 17 Bxc8 Qxc8 1B8 f‘%g{g
° 19 0-0 *, Jordachescu—Sawatzki, Berlin 1995. After 14 ... a5 15 Bc
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b3 Kh8 17 0-0 5 18 exf5 Bxf5 19 Nce3 Bg6 20 Be2 Bf7 21 Nc4 e4 22 Kh1 Bgs
chances are even, Leko—Gelfand, Polanica Zdroj, 1998, White may gain an edge

with the unusual 15 Bb5!? Bb7 16 Nce3 Bxe3 17 Nxe3 Ne7 18 0-0, Kasparov—
van Wely, Wijk aan Zee 1999.

(f) This move of Kasparov’s, restricting the dark-squared bishop and consequently
Black’s kingside, has put 12 . . . Rb8 under a cloud. White can only play for a
scant advantage with 13 Be2 Bg5 14 0-0 Be6.

(g) (A} 13...g6 14 g3 Be6 15 h5 Bg7 16 Bh3 a5 17 Nce3 =+, J. Polgar—Illescas, Leon
1996. (B) 13. .. Be7 14 Nce3 Be6 15 g3 Qd7 16 Qf3 %, Tiviakov—Yakovich,
Russian Chp. 1997.

(h) 15 Bd3 d5 16 exd5 Qxd5 17 Ne3 Qe6 18 Qh5 e4 19 Bc2 b4 20 c4 Kh8 21 0-0-0
f5 22 Qg5 Rb6 23 h5 Rc6 24 Kb1 Rc5 25 he Qe5 26 Rh5 Rg8 27 Ng4! Resigns,
Kasparov—Lautier, Moscow Ol. 1994.

(i) White can repeat the position with 11 Bg5 or try 11 c4 Nxed 12 cxb5 Be6

13 Bc4 Ne7 14 0-0 Bxd5 15 Bxd5 Nxd5 16 Ba5 Ndc3! 17 Bxc3 Nxc3 18 bxc3
d5 with even chances, Bokros-Ladanyi, Budapest 1997.

{}) 12 c4 Qg6 13 3 Be7 14 cxb5 Bhat 15 g3 Bxg3t 16 hxg3 Qxg3t 17 Ke2 Bgal?
18 Ke3 f5 19 bxc6 fxe4 is a wild position probably favoring White,
Beikert-Conquest, Baden-Baden 1993. Black can sacrifice only pawns with
15...Nd4 16 Be3 0-0 17 Bxd4 exd4 18 Qd2 d5 19 Bd3 Bg5 «, Anand-Hergott,
Thessaloniki Ol. 1984,

(k) 12...d5?! 13 exd5 Nb4 14 Be4 Qh4 15 Qe2 f5 16 d6! *, J. Diaz—A. Herndn-
dez, Cuba 1997.
(I} 15 c3 Bg5 16 Bxg5 Qxg5 17 Nc2 0-0 =, Findlay-Williams, Toronts 1997.

(m) 10...Qxf6 11 Nb6 Rb8 12 Ncd5 Qds8 13 c3 Be7 14 a4 Bg5 15 Bc4 0-0 16 0-0
allows White a grip on the queenside and the center, Herrera-Cifuentes, Cuba
1996.

(n) 12...Qb6 13 0-0 Qxb2 14 Ncd5 Bxd5s 15 exds Qd4 16 Rb1 Rc7 17 Qf3 %,
Geenen—Prasad, Novi Sad Ol. 1990.

(o) 15 Qf3 h5 16 Nd5 Bxd5 17 exd5 Rh6 18 Rab1 Qab 19 e4 {5 20 a3 f4 21 Kh1 Ng6
22 b4 Qd8 23 c4 *, Fogarasi~Rovid, Hungary 1991.

(p) 7 a4 is too slow to maintain the initiative—7 . . . a6 8 Na3 Be7 9 Bc4 0-0 10 0-0
Be6 11 Bg5 Bxc4 12 Nxc4 Nxe4 13 Bxe7 Nxe7 14 Nxe4 d5 =, Howell-Nunn,
Hastings 1994.

(q) Black can also play 8 ... Ne7 9 ¢3 Nf5 10 a4 Be7 11 Bd3 0-0 12 0-0 Nh4 13 f4
a6 14 Na3 exf4 15 Bxf4 Ng6 16 Bxg6! fxg6 17 Nc4 Qc7 18 b3 Bf5 19 a5 Bed! =,
Ye-Novik, Moscow Ol. 1994.

{r) 11 Be3 0-0 12 Bd3 f5 13 f4 Bh4t+14 g3 exf4 15 Bxf4 Re8t 16 Ne2 Bf6 17 Qc2
{Akopian—Stephens, USA 1993) 17 ... b5 =.

(s} 15 Qc2 exf4 16 gxf4 Bd4+ =, Yudasin—Kramnik, match 1994.

(t) Other moves give little chance for advantage: {A) 6 Nb3 Bb4 7 Bca?! Nxe4
8 Bxf7t Kxf7 9 Qd5t Kf8 10 Qxe4 d5 +. (B) 6 Nf5 d5 7 exd5 Bxf5 8 dxc6 bxcé =.

(u) Black gains the initiative after both 7 Bg5 h6 and 7 Bd3 d5.

(v) Also fine is 7 ... Nxe4 8 0-0 Nxc3 9 bxc3 Be7 10 Qd5 0-0 11 Nxe5 dé6 =,

Kofidis—Makropoulou, Greek Chp. 1994. The column is Mukhin—Minasian,
Leningrad 1990.
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SICILIAN DEFENSE
Open Lines with2...Nc6and 4...e50r4... Qb6
1 e4 c5 2 Nf3 Ncé 3 d4 cxd4 4 Nxd4

1 2 3 4 5 6
O e e e Qbs(r)
Nb5(s)
5 Nb5(a) )
d6... (Kalashnikov Variation) a6 (Lowenthal Var.) a6
B N1c3 Nd6t Be3
° ?3e7(b) a6 Bxd6 Qds!t)
7 N1c3(c) Na3 Qxdé N5c¢3(u)
ab b5 Qf6 eb
Na4
8 Na3 Nds Qdl......... Qxf6(o)
Be6.......... h6 Nge7(i) Qgb Nxf6 b5
Nbé
9 Bd3(d) Be2(f) c4 Nc3 Nc3
Bg5 Be6(g) Nd4(j) ds5(m) Nb4 Rb8
! Nxc8
10 0-0 0-0 cxb5 Nxd5 Kd2!
Bxcl Bgs Nxd5 Qxedt de(p) Qxc8
11 Rxc1 Nc2 exd5 Be3 a3 Bfa
Nf6 Nge7 Qha4(k) Nd4 Nc6 e5
Be3
12 Nec2 b3 Be3 Nc7t Bd3
0-0(e) Bxci(h) Nfs(1) Ke7(n) Be6(q) Nf6 =

(a) 5 Nxc6 bxc6 6 Bca Nf6 7 0-0 (Morphy—Lﬁwenthal, London 1858) 7 . .. Bc5 =.

(b) 6 .. .57 N1c3 a6 8 Bg5! Qd7 9 Nd5 axb5 10 cxb5 gives White the better of the
complications, Pinski-Dobrotka, Bojnice 1994.
Almasi-lvanovi¢, Yu-
c) 7 b31? Ni6 (7...a67! 8 N5c3 5 9 Bd3 f4 10 Nd5 =+, 4
“ goslavia 1997) 8 Bd3 0-0 9 0-0 Nd7 10 N1c3 a6 11 Na3 Bg5 12 Bt?Z + (as White
preserves his dark-squared bishop), Khalifman—Sherbakov, Russian Chp. 1995.

(d) (A) 9 Nd5 Rc8 10 Be3 Bg5 11 Bb6 Qd7 12 Bd3 Bd8 =, McDonald—Kinsn;{a‘;;
Capelie-la-Grande 1991. (B) 9 Be2 Bg5 10. 0-0 (10 Bxg5 Qxg5 11 0-0
12 Nd5 Nf6 13 Nc7+ Kf8 =, Anand—-van der Wiel, Wijk aan Ze(.a 1989)10... Bxc.1
11 Rxc1 Nf6 12 Nec2 0-0 13 Qd2 Qb6 14 b3 Rfd8 =, Z. Almasi-Fauland, Austria
1995.

{e) 13 Qd2 Qb6 14 Ne3 Ric8 15 b3 Rabs 16 Kh1 Qa5 17 Ned5 Nd7 (Fedorowicz—
Bellin, Amsterdam 1996) 18 Qb2 .

{f) 9 b3 Qa5 10 Nab1 Nfé 11 Bd3 0-0 12 0-0 (Aseev-Kalinichev, Berlin 1992}
12...Bg4 13 {3 Be6 .

(g) 9...Bgd 10 Nc2 Nf6?! 11 Bxgs hxgs 12 Qdz Rh6 13 Qxg5 Rgb 14 Qe3 Rxg2
15 0-0-0 *, Hjartarson—Spraggett, Manila Int. 1990.
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(h) 13 Rxc1 Ng6 14 Bg4 0-0 15 Ne3 Nd4 16 Ne2 *, Kuzmin—Sveshnikov, USSR
1987.

(i) (A)8 ... Nf6 9Bg5 transposes into the Sveshnikov Variation, covered in the pre-
vious pages. (B) 8 . . . Nce7 allows the promising sacrifice 9 Bg5 h6 10 Bxb5+!
axb5 11 Nxb5 Ra6 (11 . . . Ra7 12 Nxa7 Qa5+ 13 Qd2 Qxa7 14 Be3 +, Feigin—
L. Ivanov, Kharkov 1997} 12 Ndc7t Kd7 13 Qd2! hxgs 14 Nxaé Nc6
15 Nac7 Nd4 16 0-0-0 *, Edelman-Benjamin, New York 1993. Safer play for
White is 9 c4 Nxd5 10 exd5 bxc4 11 Nxc4 Nf6 12 Be3 Rb8 13 Be2 Be7 14 a4
0-0 15 0-0 %, Bologan-Milov, New York 1997.

() 9...Nxd5 10 cxd5 Ne7 11 h4! Bd7 12 Nc2 h5 13 g3 g6 14 Bg2 Bg7 15 0-0 0-0
16 Nb4 %, Bologan~Stripunsky, Wijk aan Zee 1996.

(k) {A) 11...Be7 12 Bc4 axb5 13 Nxb5 Ba6 14 Na3 %, Klovans-Kiselev, USSR
1988. (B)11...Bd7 12 Be3 *.

(1) 13 Nc2 Be7 14 Be2 Nxe3 15 Nxe3 0-0 16 0-0 f5 17 Nc4 {17 bxa6 {4 18 Nc2 Rf6
with the attack) 17. .. axb5 18 Nxe5 dxe5 18 d6 Rb8 =, Kruppa—Neverov,
Nikolaev 1993. White could try 14 bxa6 0-0 15 Qd2 with chances for advan-
tage, but the position remains double-edged.

(m) Against the slower 9 ... Nge7 White plays 10 h4! h5 11 Bg5 d5 12 exd5 Nb4
13 Bxe7! Kxe7 14 Bd3 Nxd3+t 15 Qxd3 Qxd3 16 cxd3 Bf5 17 0-0-0 with a def-
inite endgame plus, Klundt-Meister, Linz 1995.

(n) 13 Rct (better than the old 13 Qd3 Nxc2t 14 Kd2 Qxd3t 15 Bxd3 Nxe3
16 Nxa8 Nd5 17 Racl Ngf6 18 Nc7 Nbé « as the knight on c7 is trapped)
13 ... Bg4 14 Qd3 Qxd3 15 Bxd3 Rd8 16 h3 Bh5 17 {4 f6 18 Kf2 Nh6 19 c4 =,
Starrer-Radulski, Bulgaria 1991,

(o) 8 Qa3 Nge7 9 Nc3 Rb8 10 Be3 b5 11 Nd5 Nxd5 12 exd5 b4 13 Qa4 =, Freitag—
Neulinger, Austria 1995.

(p) 10...d5 11 a3 d4 12 axb4 dxc3t 13 Ke3! *, Velimirovié-Risti¢, Yugoslavia
1979.

{q) 13 f3 0-0 14 Ke2 % as White has the bishop pair in the endgame.

(r) (A)4...Nxd4?! 5 Qxd4 just centralizes the white queen. (B)4...Qc75c4eb
(5...Qe5 6 Be3 Qxe4 7 Nc3 * with a big lead in development) 6 Nc3 Nf6
7 Be3 b6 (Ivanchuk-Kamsky, Dortmund 1992) 8 Qd2 *. (C} 4...g6 is the
Accelerated Dragon.

(s) More circumspect is 5 Nb3 Nf6 + Nc3 ¢6 7 Bd3 Be7 8 0-0 a6 9 Kh1 Qc7 10 f4
d6 11 Qf3 0-0 12 Bd2 b5 13 Kh1 Bb7 14 Qh3 with attacking chances, Lobron—
Griinfeld, Dortmund 1983.

{t) 6...Qa5t 7 N5c3 e6 8 Nd2 b5 9 a4 b4 10 Nc4 Qc7 11 Nd5! exd5 12 exd5 Nbs
13 Qe2 d6 14 Bb61 Qe7 15 Nxd61 Kd7 16 Ne4 is a tremendous attack as White
threatens 17 Qb5t! mating, Ehlvest-Smirin, Moscow 1992.

(u) 7 Nd4 Nf6 8 Nc3 e5 9 Nf5 d5 10 exd5 Nb4 =, Czebe—Knezevic, Budapest 1996.
The column is Kaidanov-Yermolinsky, Ashville 1992.
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NON-OPEN SICILIANS

HE NON-OPEN VARIATIONS are those in which White does not play 2 Nf3
T and 3 d4. These offer him less chance for the advantage, but there
is less theory to learn and there may be surprise value in the un-
usual lines.

The Closed Sicilian, main line, is 2 Nc3 Nc6 3 g3 g6 4 Bg2 Bg7 5 d3
de (columns 1-6), see diagram below. This has been an occasional
weapon of Spassky’s throughout his career. White expands on the king-
side without opening a central front as in the open variations. Black has
little theoretical difficuity in equalizing, yet White often gets attacking
chances against an unwary opponent.

tr 141
a1
v K8 7,
%, 050 7
/%7 //@/ﬁ %7 //éé/ oL,
a R AR

Minor Closed Variations are covered in columns 7—10. These are an
assortment of plans White has tried in practice. As with the main line
Closed Variation, Black has few theoretical difficulties.

In columns 11-12 we cover the Morra Gambit, 2 d4 cxd4 3 ¢3. This
is entertaining, but not very good.

2 ¢3 has seen a surge of interest in recent years. This is a safe contin-
uation that avoids all the theory of the open lines, yet still allows White to
play an active game. The reader will notice the dense material of these
columns, reflecting the many new plans that have been discovered.
2 ... Nf6 (columns 1-3) has recently been scoring well for Black.-2...d5
{columns 4-5) and 3 . . . €6 (column 6) are also reasonable.

3 Bbs is White’s best theoretical alternative to the open variations.
This logical developing move allows White to castle and retains options
for various plans. The move has more punch against 2. . . Nc6 (columns
1-4) when Black may be saddled with doubled pawns. 2... d6 3 Bbst
{columns 5-6) is considered more of a drawing line.

The f4 Attack arises by 2 N¢3 and 3 f4 (columns 1-3) or 2 f4
(columns 4-6), although the latter is seen less frequently because of the
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reply 2...d5 (column 4). The variati

] (column 4). iation has been oft

glish [gjrand prix circuit and offers scope for originalopl?;f used on the En-

Zovich’lsucl)sflflgll tS;}-cond Moves include 2 Nf3 Nf6 {columns 1-2), Nim-
eat line, 2. .. a6, O’Kelley’s tricky line (column 3), 2 é3 (col-

umn 4), the optimistic Wi i
P ing Gambit, 2 b4 (column 5), and the rare 2 b3
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Closed Variation (main lines}

1 e4c5 2 Nc3 Ncé 3 g3 g6 4 Bg2 Bg7 5 d3 d6(a)

1 2 3 4 5 6
6 f4. Bed....oooiiiiiiiinns Nh3 ......... Nge2
€6.....oinns e5(f) 5., i e6(l) e6(p) e5(s)
7 Nf3 Nha3(g) Qd2 Qdz 0-0 0-0
Nge7 Nge7 Nge7(i) Nge7 Nge7 Nge7
8 0-0 0-0 Nf3 Bh6(m) Be3 Be3
0-0(b) exfal(h) 0-0 Bxh6{n) 0-0 0-0
9 Bei(c) Nxf4 0-0 Qxh6 Qd2 a3{t)
Nd4 0-0 £5(j) Nd4 Nd4(q)  Be6
10 e5(d) Be3 Bh6 0-0-0 f4 Rb1
Nef5 Rbs Be6 Qa5 Rb8 Qd7
11 B2 Rb1 Bxg? Qg7 Nd1 b4
Nxf3+ bs Kxg7 Rf8 f5 Nd4
12 Qxf3 a3 Ng5 Qxh7 €3 Nds
Nd4{e) a5 = Bgs(k) Nec6{o) Ndc6(r) b6 =

(a) 5...e6 6 Be3 Nd4 (6 ...d6 transposes into col. 4) 7 Nce2 Ne7 8 c¢3 Nxe2
9 Nxe2 d6 10 0-0 0-0 11 Qd2 Re8 12 d4 %, Smyslov-Golombek, London 1947.

(b) 8...Rb8?! 9 e5! dxe5 10 fxe5 Nxe5 11 Bf4 b5 12 Kh1 N7c6 13 Nxe5 Nxe5
14 Qe2 Qd4 15 Ne4 Bb7 16 ¢3 Qd7 17 Nxc5 Bxg2t 18 Qxg2 Qc8 19 d4 Rbé
20 Bxe5 Resigns, Lemke—Miiller, corr. 1987.

{c} 9 Bd2 Rb8 10 Rb1 b5 11 a3 Qd7 12 Kh1 a5 13 a4 b4 14 Nb5 Na7 =, Spassky—
J. Polgar, Monaco 1994.

(d) Less tactical play is 10 Qd2 Rb8 11 Rael b5 12 Nh4 b4 13 Nd1 {5 =, Csom~
Minié, Berlin 1968.

(e) 13 Qd1 dxe5 14 fxe5 Bxe5 15 Ne4 {5 16 Nxc5 Qc7 17 b4 Bg7 18 ¢3 (18 Re1 a5!
19 ¢3 Nb5 ¥) 18 ... Nb5 19 Qb3 Nxc3 20 Rael Qf7 21 Nxe6 Bxe6 22 Rxe6 a5 =,
Balashov—Karpman, Moscow 1989.

(f) 6...Nf6 7 Nf3 0-0 8 0-0 Rb8 9 h3 b5 10 a3 a5 11 Be3 b4 12 axb4 axb4 13 Ne2
Bb7 14 b3 Ra8 15 Rc1 Ra2 16 g4 Qa8 17 Qel Qa6 18 Qf2 Na7 19 5 with a
promising attack, Spassky—Geller, match 1966.

(g) Black equalizes routinely after 7 Nf3 Nge7 8 0-0 0-0 9 Be3 Nd4 10 Qd2 exf4
11 Bxf4 Nxf3t 12 Rxf3 Be6 13 Bh6 Nc6 14 Bxg7 Kxg7 =, Smyslov—Tal, Leningrad
1962.

(h) (A) An old trap is 8 ... 0-0?! 9 {5! gxf5 10 exf5 Bx{5 11 Rxf5 Nxf5 12 Be4 =,
since 12 ... Nfe7? 13 Bxh7t Kxh7 14 Qh5t Kg8 15 Ng5 wins immediately.
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(B) Also difficult for Black is 8... Nd4 9 f5! gxf5 10 Qh5 h6 11 RiZ Bes
12 Be3 Qd7 13 Raf1 0-0-0 14 Bxd4 cxd4 15 exf5! Nxf5 16 Nd5 Ne3 17 Rx{7
Nxd5 18 Rxd7 *, Sale~Psakhis, Potoro 1995. The column is Christiansen—
de Firmian, Palo Alto 1981,

(i) Black also gains equality with 7...Be6 8 f4 Nge7 9 Nf3 Nd4 10 0-0 0-0
11 Rae1 Nxf3+ 12 Bxf3 Qd7, Hort~Tal, Wijk aan Zee 1968.

(j) Safe play is 9... Nd4 10 Bh6 f6 11 Bxg7 Kxg7 12 Nxd4 cxd4 =, Mecking-
Portisch, Vriac 1971.

(k) 13 exf5 Nxfs 14 Kh1 Nfd4 with chances for both sides, Pekarek—Gschnitzer,
Germany 1993.

(1) Black can choose immediate queenside play—6...Rb8 7 Qd2 b5 8 4 b4
9 Nd1 eb 10 Nf3 Nge7 11 g4 5! =, La Rota—Kudrin, New York 1996.

(m) 8 4 0-0 9 Nf3 Nd4 10 0-0 transposes into note (d).

(n) White gets attacking chances after 8...0-0 9 Bxg7 Kxg7 10 h4 h6 11 f4 f6
12 g4 Nd4 13 Nh3 Nec6 14 0-0, Smyslov—Brinck-Claussen, Copenhagen 1986.

(0) 13 Kb1 Bd7 14 Nf3 Nb4 with good attacking possibilities for the pawn,
Wanzek—Movsesian, Slovakia 1995.

(p) 6...e57 0-0 Nge? 8 f4 transposes into column 2.

(g) 9...b6 10 Bh6 Bxh6 11 Qxh6 f6 12 Qd2 Bb7 13 f4 d5 14 Nf2 Qd7 15 Rae1 f5
16 Qc1 d4 17 Ne2 %, C. Hansen—van Wely, Cap d’Agde 1996.

(r) 13 Kh1 b6 14 Bg1 d5 15 exd5 Nxd5 =, Spraggett-Yrjila, Yerevan Ol. 1996.

(s) 6...e5 is most effective against 6 Nge2 since the f5 advance is harder for
White to achieve. Black gains equality more slowly with 6. ..e6 7 0-0 Nge7
8 Bg5 0-0 9 Qd2 Rb8 10 Bh6 b5 11 Bxg7 Kxg7 12 f4 Nd4 13 Nxd4 cxd4 14 Ne2
e5 =, Spassky-Karpov, Bugojno 1986. 6 . . . Nf6 7 0-0 0-0 is also acceptable for
Black.

(t) 9 Qd2 Rbs 10 h3a b5 11 f4 b4 12 Nd1 Nd4 13 g4 Nxe2t 14 Qxe2 exf4 T,
Kholmov-Doda, Leningrad 1967. The column is Ekstom—Akesson, Sweden
1995,
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SICILIAN DEFENSE

Minor Closed Variations and Morra Gambit

1e4c5
7 8 9 10 11 12
d4 (Morra Gambit)
: cxd4
3 3 Nc3 c3(m)} c3
’ 56 35 e5(i) Nf6 dxc3(p)
?!{n) Nxc3
4 Bg2 exd5(f) Bc4 h3
N%ﬁ exds Be7 Ncé Nc6
Nf3
Nge2 Bg2 d3 Bd3
° dsg(eb][a) Ngfs de ds! [ [ IO e6(s)
j Bc4 Bc4
ds Nge2 Nd2(j) e5
° Zids df Nf6(k) Nd7 a6{q) Qc7(t)
0-0 Qe2
7 d4 Ne4 Nf1 e6
cxd4 Nxe4 Bg4 fxe6 Nfé Nf6
2 0-0
8 Nxd4 Bxe4 f3 Ng5 Qe
Bba4(c) Nd7 Be6 Nf6 Bg4 Ng4
Rd1 Nb5
0-0 d3(g) Ne3d Bxh7 d
° 0-0 Nfﬁg 0-0 Nxh7 eb Qbs
10 Bgs(d) Bg2 0-0 Qh5+ Bf4 h3

Bxc3e)  Bd6(h) Nes(l) Kd7(o) Be7(r) h5(u)

-0 O- Rb8 10 Kh1 b5 11 Ne2 b4 12 g4 6
5f4d5635Nd77Nf3Be7800009d3 : .
@ 13 exfe Nxf6 with chances for both sides, Lukin-Sveshnikov, St. Petersburg
1994. ' .
d4 Bd7 9 a4 a6 transposes into the
b5...d660-0Be77d3(7d4cxd48Nx N
® Taimanov Variation, 6 g3) 7 . .. 0-0 8 f4 Bd7 9 Kh1 Rc8 10 Be3 %+, Gdanski
Adorjan, Budapest 1993.

{c) 8...Bg49Qd3 Be7 10 h3 Be6 11 Nxe6 fxe6 12 0-0 0-0 13 Bg5 h6 14 Bd2 Qd7
15 Rael £, Fischer—Bertok, Rovinj/Zagreb 1970.

(d) 10 Ncez2 is solid, but Black should hold the balance by active play—10 . .. h6
11 ¢3 Bc5 12 Be3 Bb6 13 h3 Re8 14 Rel Ne5.

(e) 11 bxc3 he! 12 Bf4 (12 Bxf6 Qxfé 13 Bxd5 Rd8) 12... .Bg‘l '13 Qd3 8Q1d7
14 Rfel Rfe8 15 Nixc6 bxcé 16