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INTRODUCTION

A book on 1..b6 may sound like a joke to classical players, used to replying with a central push
at White’s standard first moves. Since the Hypermodernists, of course, we have known that
1..g6 is a perfectly viable opening for Black, though it is a rare guest in the top players” reper-
toire. But putting pressure on White’s pawn centre with the other bishop is even less popular.
There are many solid reasons for that:

1) As castling kingside is safer, and indeed happens in the vast majority of games, it is quite
useful to speed up the development of that flank. By comparison, after 1..b6 2...£b7, we can
state that Black needs at least three more tempi before he is allowed to castle long,

2) To put extra pressure on the white centre, Black often needs to include his c-pawn in the
battle. If one makes a parallel with the Modern Defence (1...g6) again, pushing the f-pawn would
weaken the black king much more.

3) Finally, one may say: Fianchettoing your queen’s bishop is nice, but it’s not a priority. Why
not logically start with moves you will have to play anywayr’

Well, what can I say? The preceding points are all quite pertinent, but I still see some argu-
ments in favour of 1...b6:

1) First of all the theory of 1..b6 is not as well developed as for more orthodox systems.
Openings that are not played by the world’s top players can be underestimated; this often means
your opponent will be badly prepared and will soon have to think for himself, which is always
good news!

2) Another point for Black is the flexibility of his formaton. He may use his f-pawn to gain
extra control of the e4-square, decide to put his dark-squared bishop on g7 or on €7, or some-
times even on b4, depending on White does. All in all this will leave a free course to imaginative
players.

From this second point, and again in comparison with 1..g6, one can state that Black will
employ a sort of light-squared strategy. Indeed, neatly all of Black’s forces will be directed to-
wards the e4- and d5-squares: his bishop at b7, knight at {6, pawns on €6 and f5 and sometimes
6. The other bishop will add extra pressure on the white centre from b4. This strategy is often
effective as White can’t keep his centre intact for long, just by protectng it with his pieces. He
will thus have to advance his central pawns further, or exchange them, when Black can usually
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get a satisfactory game.

As practice will show you, playing 1..b6 does have a recurrent drawback in many cases: in the
form of the black queen’s knight placement. As the ‘natural’ ... )c6 would invite d4-d5 with gain
of tempo, this one often lands on a6 rather early. When White has already committed himself
with d4-d5, then the horse finds a nice outpost at ¢5. Otherwise, it may have to be patient.

Apart from this small inconvenience, I see no valid reason not to play 1..bo, at least as an al-
ternative weapon!

This book will deal with 1 e4 b6, 1 d4 b6, 1 ¢4 b6 and 1 Df3 b6. It is thus divided into four
sections. As for White’s other first moves, I believe 1..b6 is still good (except after 1 g3! of
course), but Black has a wide range of satisfactory replies in these cases anyway.

Finally, I would like to address my special thanks to all prolific 1..b6 (or 2..b6) players: GMs
Speelman and Blatny, the late Tony Miles, the Latvian duo Kengis and Miezis, IMs Bricard and
Filipovic, to name a few. Without your indirect contribution, this book would have had the
cherry, but the cake surely would have been missing.

Good reading!

Christian Bauer,
France,
September 2005



CHAPTER ONE

1 e4 b6

1 e4 b6: Introduction

Owen’s Defence, 1 e4 b6, is regarded by cur-
rent theory as suspicious. Not because we are
unfamiliar nowadays with hypermodern con-
cepts (1 e4 g6 is much more popular and well
accepted), but it appears that some lines make
Black’s life difficult.

For instance, after 2 d4 £b7 3 £d3 (sec-
tion 2), Black’s task of applying extra pressure
on his rival’s centre is not easy. Following the
most frequently played move 3...e6, Black can
end up in a slightly passive, albeit quite play-
able position, often reminiscent of the French
Defence. If Black doesn’t like 3...e6, Blatny’s
speciality of 3.6 4 We2 H\c6l? (Games 9-
10) is a valid alternative. 4 We2 is White’s
main possibility and presents very special
characteristics. White can opt for a different
fourth move, but he would have to make a
concession in that case.

The other main line, 3 £\c3 e6 4 N3 Lb4
5 8d3 &6 6 £g5 h6 etc, is also delicate for
Black to handle (see section 3). It may not
promise full equality either, even though the
game Glek-Polak went quite nicely, but Black
has eatlier ways to deviate.

To be honest, I don’t think Black can
equalise as quickly with 1..b6 as he sometimes

does in standard openings, and he may suffer
against a well-prepared opponent. Then again,
the well-prepared opponent is rare for such
marginal variations as 1..b0, and in any case,
with reasonable play I'm sute White can’t get
more than a slight advantage from the open-
ing — a risk everyone is running as Black,
aren’t they?

Other possibilities for White, such as 3 {3,
2 g3 and 2 &)f3, shouldn’t worry Black. These
lesser lines, along with Black’s own early de-
viatons (such as the Hippopotamus), are con-
sidered in the first section below.

Game 1
G.Swathi-P.Harikrishna
Indian Championship, Nagpur 2002

1e4 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 Hf6
The thematic 3...f5 is also well playable and
is seen in the next game.
4 c3 e6 5 Nge2
I like 5 f4 better, as after the closing of the
centre White can contnue 3 (or even
%\h3), and leave the e2-square vacant for the
other knight.
5...d5 6 eb fd7 7 f4 ¢b 8 d3 %c6
Undermining the centre by means of
8..f6?! is suspicious, as White can just ignore
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his opponent’s intention. After 9 0-0! (9 £5?!
fxe5 10 fxe6 &6 on the other hand is less
clear) 9...fxe5? (9..f5 still seems playable for
Black, but then it would have been more logi-
cal to play it in one go) 10 fxe5 Dxe5 11 )4,
with his king stuck in the middle, Black is in
serious trouble.
9 0-0 g6

Stopping any f4-£5 ideas.
10 We1 a6 11 2d1 ¥c7

11..b5 was possible as well and perhaps
better, but having in mind to castle queenside,
Black understandably refrains from advancing
further on this wing.
12 ¢3 £e7 13 £d2 h5 14 b4

14...h4?2!

I’'m not sure about this move; a natural
plan for White is to play for g3-g4, especially
when the centre becomes stabilised, as occurs
in the coming course of the game. If Black
doesn’t get an attack then ..h5-h4 only helps
his opponent.

15 d4 hxg3 16 hxg3 c4 17 He3 0-0-0 18
Wb1

18 &2 immediately was worth consider-
ing, but in this event Black may open lines
with ...f7-f6 and ...g6-g5.
18...f5 19 b5

White had two interesting alternatives at
her disposal: 19 @f2 and the greedy 19 exf6
&xf6 (or 19..8xf6 20 Wxg6) 20 Wxg6 Rdg8
21 Wc2. Black surely has decent compensa-

tion, but it’s not obvious how he will proceed
to assault the safely guarded white king,
19...axb5 20 Wxb5 Edg8 21 &f2 gb 22
Eh1 g4

Harikrishna was evidently annoyed by the
possibility of 23 Exh8 Exh8 24 fxg5 Lxg5 25
&xcd, and 22..gxf4 23 Dxf4 wasn’t appealing
either. Blocking the kingside, however, means
that Black’s last few moves were far from
ideal.
23 Hxh8 Hxh8 24 Eh1 Exh1 25 £xh1
$ab 26 £g2 Wd8 27 ¥Wb1 Wh8 28 H\c2
Wh2 29 £.c1 £¢6 30 £a3 £d8 31 He3

TEE T
/a////

17 o

31...Wh8?

Black should have prevented the sacrifice
that follows with 31..%h5. In that case his
position would have remained defensible.

32 £b4 5b8

32 ¥h5 is already too late: ie. 33 £xa5
bxa5 34 Dxc4.

33 H\xf5 exf5 34 Wxf5+ &b7 35 e6 We8
36 2xdb

36 W7+ was the simplest, but the text
move doesn’t spoil anything.
36...2xd5 37 Wxd5+ Dac6 38 £d6 216
39 Wxc4 Wh5 40 d5 Wh2+ 41 Le3 Hab
42 Weq

Simpler was 42 Wc7+! @46 43 e7 and wins.
42..b5 43 e7 &xe7 44 Wxe7+ a8 45
£xb8?

45 &.¢5! was far more easy. Now Black can

hope again.

8
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45..Nc4+ 46 2d3 &xb8 47 d6 ¥h1 48
&c2?

Throwing the win away; either 48 Wc7+
a8 49 d7 or first 48 ©d4 would have won
for White.
48..We1 49 Wc7+ La8 50 Wc8+ a7
51 Wc7+ a8 ¥%-%

A lucky escape for the current U20 World
Champion!

Game 2
M.Olesen-E.Brondum
Copenbagen 1995

1e4b62g3 2b7 3 49215
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This position reminds me of the 1 c4 b6 2
&3 8b7 3 e4 e6 4 g3 15 line, examined in
Chapter 3. Indeed, after the logical moves 4
d3 &)f6 White may opt for 5 c4 fxed 6 9c3,
with a likely transposition to the aforemen-

tioned variation, unless Black tries the inter-
esting 0...e5.
4 d3 5)f6 5 Hid2

5 &\c3 seems more natural to me, as block-
ing the c-pawn isn’t that relevant here. Ac-
cording to my sources this position was
reached only once before, in a game S.Boden-
J.Owen, London match 1858, that ended well
for the first player!
5...e6 6 /Hgf3

Maybe 6 &h3 instead, since White consid-
erably loses influence in the centre when he

has to take back with a piece on e4, as in the
course of the game. 'm not sure, though, if
White objectively has better chances of an
opening edge after, let’s say, 6...2¢7 7 0-0 0-0
8 e5 £xg2 9 Lxg2 P4, or 8 exf5 Lxg2 9
Dxg2 ext5 10 W3 Dc6 when 11 Wxf5 Hd4
and 11 ¢3 g6 seem about level to me.
6...fxed 7 Hgh Le7 8 Hgxed

After 8 dxe4 the drawback of the early
knight jump forward becomes obvious: 8...0-0
9 0-0 h6 10 £h3 e5 and Black should be fine,
while on 9 We2?! 226 causes some nuisance.
White must either weaken d4 with 10 c4, go
into the self-pin by 10 &c4, or remove his
queen, when castling will become problem-
atic.
8...2c6

9 0-0

If 9 Dxf6+ Lxf6 10 Ded (after 10 Wh5+?!
g6 11 Wh6 I7fy advocates 11..0d41° 12
Lxb7 Pxc2+ 13 d1 Hxal and Black has
won some material, though the al knight’s
fate might be not too glorious; instead
11..We7 is simpler, when Black is at least
equal) 10..0-0 11 Qxfc+ Wxf6 12 0-0 then
12..Bab8, intending either D4 or L Ded, s
nice for Black.
9...0-0 10 Hxf6+ £xf6 11 Ded Le7 12
c4

Preventing ...d7-d5, which might be annoy-
ing. Alternatives for White (12 Wh5, 12 £d2)
are considered in the notes to Game 72, as
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this position can also arise via the move order
1 &)f3 b6 2 g3 in Chapter 4.

12..We8 13 d4 Wg6 14 He3 Hab 15
We2 2xg2 16 &xg2

7,

78\
A=0

16...5c6?!

16...2.b4! was a more ambitious try to fight
for an edge, e.g. 17 £d2 %6 18 d5 (if 18
We3 d5 with reasonable hopes of getting a
‘good knight vs. bad bishop’ type of position)
18...exd5 (18..4)d4!?) 19 Dxd5 Hae8 20 Le3
Ad4 or 20...£.d6, when Black is more active.
17 2.3 Hae8 18 Zad1 £d8 19 Wd3 Whs
20 We2 Wg6 21 Wd3 Wh5 22 We2 %-%

Game 3
D.Velimirovic-B.Filipovic
Yugostav Team Cup, Becici 1994

1e4b62d4 £b7 313

EA WEEAE
.Q_I:t:l:/t/:l‘.
a8 &
//////// /
//
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\\\\

\\\\
[F=[>

A solid, albeit not very ambitious approach.
White is restricting the 217, but also takes
away the natural (and best) square for his
Hgl.
3...e6 4 2e3

4 ¢4 leads to positons discussed in Chapter
2.
4...d5

The natural 4.6 is also worthy of atten-
ton (see the next game).

5 eb

The attempt to maintain the pawn at e4, by
either 5 £)d2 or 5 £d3, is wrong. Black would
have a vast range of options, among them
5..c5 and 5.dxed, followed by 6..8)f6,
probably being the soundest.
5...c5 6 c¢3 f6 7 Hh3?!

Risky from a strategical point of view. In-
stead 7 f4 looked normal to me and then
7.@h6!? with unclear play. In this atypical
Advance French variation, White may not be
too happy t have played f2-f4, but the
bishop on b7 isn’t especially impressive either.
7...fxeb 8 dxeb &c6 9 2b5

This means that, in the case of a subse-
quent ...a7-a6, White will have to relieve him-

y self of the bishops. Not to everyone’s taste!

9...¥c7

9. WhaH? 10 £f2 Wh5 and, of course,
9...a6 came strongly into consideration. ‘
10 0-0 0-0-0 11 Eel ©h6 12 295 He8
13 c4 d4 14 Hd2

10



71 e4 b6

It is true that White ‘conqueted’ the e4-
square, but there is sill a long way before
@e4-d6 can really be troublesome. White’s
pieces are all over the shop and make me be-
lieve that his opponent’s play has been more
consistent.

14...547 15 214 h6

Maybe Filipovic didn’t want to calculate
the implications of 15..8.€7 16 De4, though
White could play in the same vein in the game
as well.

16 £g93 g5 17 Hf2?!

17 De4 was more accurate in my opinion.
Going into the self-pin with 17..&fxe5? is
obviously inadvisable: 18 6 (18 b4!? intend-
ing &xc6 and Dxc5 might be stronger, e.g.
18.. Wp7 19 £xe5 Wxe5 20 &xc5 and Black
is in trouble) 18..£d6 19 xe8 Hxe8 and
with only one pawn for the exchange, Black
does not have full compensation. Instead
17..Bd8 18 £xc6 Wxc6 19 Dhf2 h5 20 h3
resembles the game continuation, with the
significant difference that Black’s offensive on
the kingside has been slowed down.
17..h5 18 h3 Le7 19 &Hded4 Heg8 20
&d3 g4 21 fxgd

Trying to keep the g-file closed wasn’t any
better: 21 hxg4 hxgd 22 f4 Hh6 and then
23,015 with a big edge to Black.
21...hxg4 22 hxgd

Y
/ ?

\\

\
\

\

w

}.
‘.

22...5g5
This time 22..&cxe5? was possible, in

view of the ‘unpinning means’ .2h4 and
.L2xe4 followed by ..2d6. However, the
game would have remained balanced after the
plausible sequence 23 We2 £h4 24 &xe5
Gxe5 25 A6+ Wxd6 26 Lxe5 d3t 27 We3
(not 27 £.xd6? dxe2 28 Exe2 £16 which is
delicate for White because of ...2.d4+ and/or
~HExg4) 27.We7 28 &xh8 Lxel 29 Hxel
Hxh8 30 Wxe6+ Wxe6 31 HExe6 Ed8 32 He8
d2 33 Hxd8+ &xd8 34 Ra4 £a6 35 Sf2
fxc4 36 a3 with a likely draw.

23 Nd6+ &xd6 24 exd6 Wh7 25 Hf2
B8 26 d7+?

26 Wd3 was correct. I suppose the players
were in time trouble and White was hoping to
distract the enemy queen while at the same
time opening the diagonal for the g3-bishop.
26...52d8?!

And his bhuff works! In fact the pawn
could (and should) have been removed, as
Black’s threat of ..Exf2 is quite serious, e.g.
26..Wxd7 27 Wa4 (the logical complement to
White’s last move) 27..Exf2!! 28 €xf2 d3 or
28 L.xf2 Wh7 29 &f1 Qe5 and it's curtains.
27 Wd2 Wh6 28 We2?

28 Bad1 was a wiser way counter the threat
of 28. Exf2 29 &xf2 Ded+, as Black’s next
should have been a killer.
28...d3"

Evacuating the d4-square for the knight,
after which all of Black’s pieces will join the
assault.

11
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29 We3

Funnily this ‘desperado’ is ignored too.
White’s position was hopeless anyway, as the
following variations prove. After 29 Wxd3
&\d4 all of White’s three sensible moves fail to
save the day:

a) 30 We3 Exf2 (30..8.a8 avoids 31 &7+,
prepares the devastating ..Exf2, and wins too)
31 27+ Sxc7 32 WeS+ 2d8 33 Whs+ Le7
34 d8W+ (or 34 We8+ Hxe8 35 dxe8W+ &6
36 Wds+ g7 transposing) 34..Hxd8 and
here after both 35 Wc7+ %18 36 Wxds+ g7
37 &xf2 What and 35 Wxb7+ &f6 36 Lxf2
Wh2! White’s king gets slaughtered.

b) 30 He3 Exf2 31 £xf2 Ded+ 32 Hxed
L xe4 33 Wxed Wd2+ 34 gl De2+ 35 Wxe2
Wxe2 with a decisive material superiority.

) 30 &c7+ Lxc7 31 Wgd+ e5 (offering
White a worse endgame may be too generous;
instead Black has 31..%d8I? 32 Whs+ &e7 33
d8W+ Hxd8 34 Wxb7+ 16 35 W7 L6
followed by ..Bdf8, .. Wh4 or the materialistic
e2) 32 Wxe5t+ Wd6 33 Wxdo+ Exd6 34
He8 Dge6 35 Eel &d8 when everything
seems under control and Black is ready to
cash d7, but after 36 g5! (go!) 36..&%)xb5 37 g6
Lxd7 38 H8e7+ £d6 39 g7 &d4, although
Black’s position remains preferable he might
not win.

///%ﬁ%// ///ﬁ

YRR

29..50d4
29...d2! would have improved on what fol-
lows, eg. 30 He2 A\d4 31 K7+ Exc7 32

Wes+ 2d8 33 Wha+ Le7 34 d8W+ Hxd8 35
Wxh7+ 26 and Black is winning.

In the rest of the game the Croatian will
spoil other rather easy wins and finally drop
the full point. A pity, as he had handled the
game excellently up to here.

30 £c7+ &xc7 31 Web5+ &d8 32 Wb8+
&e7 33 d8W + HExd8 34 Wxb7+ &d6 35
b4

If 35 Wxa7 Who+ 36 &f1 W4 37 Wxbo+
De7 and White is powerless against all the
threats.
35...%h2+ 36 {1 Ehi8

Or 36.. W4 and wins.

37 bxeb+ &xcb??

The last mistake. Instead, 37..bxc5 38
Wao+ @e7 39 Wxa7+ 216 40 Wxc5 g6 and
White gets mated.

38 We7+ Hd6 39 Wxf8 Hc2 40 Hixd3+
&d4 41 W2+ &3 42 Hac1 1-0

Game 4
L.Yudasin-A.Nuevo Perez
Dos Hermanas 1998

1e4 b6 2d4 2b7 3 3 e6 4 £e3 H}f6 5
£d3 c5 6 c3 Hch

Black could also transpose into a French-
like position by 6..d5 7 5 @ fd7, with the idea
of 8..82a6 exchanging the bad bishop. In that
case White enjoys a space advantage and may
claim a slight plus.

12
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7 a3 £e7 8 He2d6

Retaining central flexibility. Black may later
on decide on either ...d6-d5, or ...e6-e5, de-
pending on the turn of the events.
9 0-0 0-0 10 Hd2 Zc8 11 &h1

7
7
7

AT A

%A@ 2 1A
/, s

The outcome of the opening is that White
stands a bit better owing to his space advan-
tage. However, the game is quite rich strategi-
cally and Black has his chances, too.
11...a6 12 b4 cxd4 13 cxd4 b5 14 f4
£b8

Still not committing himself in the centre,
as after 14..d5 15 e5 Qg4 16 Lgl 5 17 h3
@h6 18 b3 White’s prospects would be
greater. White has more space and can choose
between a plan involving g2-g4 or taking ac-
tion on the queenside.

15 £g3 He8 16 Wb1 g6 17 5 {Hgd 18
fxe6 fxe6 19 291 £9g5 20 ¥We1 e5?!

Black takes a central decision at last, which
paradoxically seems too eatly to me! I prefer
20..2f8 21 We2 We7 22 Eadl (making the
threat of Wxg4 effective) 22, Exfl 23 Exfl
(or 23 Dgxfl Dh6l?) 23..8d7 and White’s
edge is limited to acceptable proportions.

21 d5!

Naturally White seizes the opportunity to
gain more space, and doesn’t allows ...e5xd4
followed by ..&)e5.
21...He3 22 Bf3 Ee7 23 Wd1?!

Mote critical was 23 a4l with the idea
23..bxa4 24 Qe2 Hc8 25 &\c4 and a nice ad-
vantage for White.
23...¥c8 24 He2 Ece7 25 £b6 Ef7!

Thanks to the trick 26 2.xc7? Exf3, threat-
ening a fork at f2, Black stays in the game.

26 Hxf7 Hxf7 27 Hf3 Le3 28 Lxe3
Dxe3 29 Ye1 Hea?

I don’t know what spoke against
29.. Wxc1+ 30 Excl h6, preventing the knight
jump to g5 and e6. Black will then continue
Nd7-b6, and as far as I can see, he is not
running any particular danger.

30 Hgb!

§\\
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30...Bf22!

This metely helps White bring his king to-
wards the centre for an eventual endgame,
and it is very unlikely that his opponent can
create setrious threats with only the queen and
rook tandem. 30..Ef6 was better, though
would have left White clearly on top anyway.

13
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31 &g1 Ef6 32 &xcd bxcd 33 We3 Hd7
34 Hc1 Wc7 35 a4 ab

Or 35..8b6 36 De6 Exe6 37 dxet Dxad
38 Ef1 and White will win easily.
36 2e6 Wh6 37 Wxb6 Hxb6 38 bxab
Hxad 39 Excd4 Hcb 40 Hxch dxcb 41
Exc5 1-0

Not a terribly spectacular game, but the
way Yudasin built it and kept control was still
exemplary.

Game 5
A.Shchekachev-C.Bauer
French Leagne 2003

1 53 b6

LW
,/41// 7 .,/2 z
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This position arises from the two move
orders, 1 M3 b6 2 e4 and 1 e4 b6 2 3, with
toughly the same frequency.
2...£b7 3 &Hc3

Other third moves are less logical, though
also playable:

a) 3 d3 shuts in the f1 bishop and is likely
to transpose into King’s Indian schemes dis-
cussed later in the book; for instance, 3...e6 4
g3 A6 5 £g2 d5 6 Dbd2 Le7 7 0-0 (Games
73-75) or 3..g6 4 g3 Rg7 5 £g2 ¢5 6 0-0
(Games 76-77).

b) 3 £d3 blocks the d-pawn, and carrying
out the plan c2-¢3, £¢2 and d2-d4 seems a bit
fanciful here.

) The ‘coffee house’ 3 £c4?!, intending
3. Rxed 4 xf7+ Exf7 5 Dgh+ Le8 6 Dxed
with some advantage, is well met by the sim-
ple 3..e6, and a subsequent ...d7-d5 will hit
the bishop.
3...5f6!

Y
//@/

Strangely enough, Khalifman doesn’t con-
sider this possibility at all in his book Opening
for White according to Kramnik 1.9 (vol, 3) ! Of
course Black has other optons: for instance,
3..g6 is seen in the next game, while 3..e6 4
d4 is the main line introduced in Game 7.

Black can also play 3..c5 4 d4 cxd4 5
&xd4, transposing to a Sicilian 2..b6 varia-
tion. Khalifman’s comments on this position
are a bit illogical, in my opinion. He claims
that White will be better here, on the general
grounds that Black’s system is slow and not a
main line. I believe this can be explained both
by the quantity of work he had to do (1 &)f3
b6 was a minor line in the book) and his ap-
proach to chess (Khalifman plays exclusively
main lines).

When coming to more concrete matters,
he quotes B.Gelfand-V.Topalov, Dos Het-
manas 1999 (Black was fine throughout the
game), and offers the line 5..a6 6 2.g5 Wc7 7
&d5 £2xd5 8 exd5 WeS+ 9 £e3 Wxd5 10
£e2 e5 11 D3 Df6 12 0-0 e4 13 Ad2 in-
tending 14 “xed4! with compensation for
White. Let’s investigate this interesting line.
On Black’s 7th move, 7..&xd5 is indeed the
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best choice (after 7..We5?! White can trans-
pose anyway with 8 £e3 £xd5 9 exd5, and
has the extra possibility 8 257, with the idea
8..¢6? 9 Wd4! and wins); but instead of his
faulty 8th move Black can try 8.6 9 £xf6
gxf6 which is probably only a bit better for
White.

I would also like to note a likely improve-
ment over 11 A3, ie. 11 &5 when White
has sufficient compensation for the pawn and
even a slight initiative. On the other hand, I'm
less sure about White’s counterplay if, after 11
N3 6 12 0-0, Black goes for 12..8c6,
rather than 12...e4?l,

As T believe 3.6 is good enough for
Black, I will just add a httle more advice for
anyone who wants to test this otiginal form of
the Sicilian. The first key moment is on move
6, where White has a vast range of options:

EA g@ﬁ@a
%/i/ Qt
121%////
//////

//

N\

After 6 £d3, 6.6 is the most appropriate
reply (as played in the aforementioned Gel-
fand-Topalov game). Black then develops
with ..d7-d6, ..&2bd7, .46, ...0-0, ..Ec8 and
eventually ...b6-b5. His only concern in the
opening is not to allow f2-f4, e4-e5 under
unfavourable circumstances.

If White goes for the quiet 6 g3, then ...d7-
d6, ..c7-¢6, .\d7, ..Bc8 is quite flexible.
Black can then decide how to best develop his
kingside.

Finally, White has two dangerous continua-
tions at his disposal: the English Attack with

£e3, Wd2, £2-£3, 0-0-0; against which I think
Black can use the same set-up as with the
pawn on b5, ie. ..e7-¢6, . Wc7, .. &b4, 6.
And secondly, a White system involving a
quick f2-f4 and 0-0-0, e.g. 6 f4 6 7 £d3 Wc7
8 W3 followed by 2d2, 0-0-0 and g2-g4.
This kind of positon is quite rich and unbal-
anced, both sides ‘running the risk of losing
control’. It’s a matter of taste, but I believe the
position offers chances for both sides.

4 e5 Hdb5

E%
7
.

5 &xd5

Others:

a) 5 &c4 Qxc3 6 dxc3 aims for an acceler-
ated development. (6 bxc3 is playable as well
and would likely transpose to the next note.)
In general, White’s active pieces are about
enough to compensate for his inferior pawn
structure but not more. For example: 6...e6 7
Lf4 (7 Lg5 doesn’t cause any trouble either;
eg 7..8e7 8 h4 d6I?, while 8..d5 9 &d3 &d7
was equal in S.Djuric-C.Bauer, Stifa (rapid)
2003; Black will continue ...&\c5(-e4), ... 8d7
and ...0-0-0, when he is by no means worse)
7..d58 £.d3 ¢59 c4 dxc4 10 Lxc4 Wxd1+ 11
Exd1 with a level endgame, as White’s lead in
development can easily be neutralised. It is
also not clear at this point whether the pawn
at e5 will become a source of concern for
White or, less likely in my opinion, will help
him by securing a space
J-Gallagher-]. M.Degraeve, Clermont Ferrand

advantage.
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2003, continued 11..83¢6 12 0-0 £.e7 13 Ed2
h6 14 h4 Ed8 15 Efd1 0-0 16 £e2 Exd2 17
Hxd2 Ed8 18 Hxd8+ £xd8 19 ¢3 £c7 20
£h2 @e7 21 h5 £.d5 22 c4 £.xf3 23 Lxf3 16
24 exf6 Lxh2+ 25 Lxh2 gxf6 26 g3 D5+
27 2f4 A6 (or 27..4)d417; after the other
knight move Black can make a draw if he
wishes, simply by doing nothing) 28 £.e2 &f7
29 g4 e5+ 30 Le3 £5 31 f4 L6 32 b3 a5 33 a4
De8 34 £f3 g7 (a terrible blunder,
whereas after 34..8\c7 it is still White who
has to be careful) 35 g5+ hxg5 36 fxe5+ &f7
37 h6 (the point) 37..f4+ 38 Ded De6 39
£h5+ g8 40 L4 1-0.

b) 5 d4 e6 6 Lcd Dxc3 7 bxc3 d5 (7..d6
was intetesting as well, though I figured White
would then have more dynamic possibilities;
but not the immediate 8 d5?, as both the pos-
sible replies 8..dxe5 9 dxe6 Wxdl+ 10 &xdl
f6 or 10..&xf3+ 11 gxf3 fxe6, and 8..exd5 9
£xd5 £xd5 10 Wxd5 c6, followed by either
11..d5 ot ..d6xe5, are fine for Black) 8 £.d3
(8 exd6?! would only help Black’s develop-
ment) 8..8a6 9 &g5 (another option was to
play with a2-a4, either after the bishop swap
on a6 or not) 9..£xd3 10 cxd3 h6 (expelling
the undesirable horse before Wh5 arrives) 11
&h3 (maintaining the options of f4-f5 and
&)f4-h5; this is far more logical than 11 )f3)
11..¢5 12 0-0 (or 12 dxc5!?) 12...cxd4 13 cxd4
Nc6 14 Le3 Wd7 15 94 and in this bal-
anced position a draw was agreed in
V.Akopian-C.Bauer, Enghien les Bains 2003.
Black could continue here either with ...0-0-0,
or else ..8e7, after which he must decide
whether to allow a subsequent @f4-h5 or
prevent it by the slightly weakening ...g7-g6.

¢) As yet nobody dared to run away with
either 5 De2 or 5 Ded, though these two
moves make sense to me. White is ready to
chase the £\d5 with c2-c4, and can then carry
on with §g3, d2-d4 etc. Even if White
shouldn’t achieve an edge, this option keeps a
maximum of pieces and complexity, which
may suit certain players. Black has a large

range of possible replies, from which ...c7-¢5
ot ...e7-e6 seem the most natural.
5...2xd5 6 d4 e6

7 $e2

If 7 c4!? b4+ 8 S)d2 £b7 and ..0-0, ..f7-
f6 with roughly equal chances. Instead,
7. 8.xf3? 8 Wxf3 Lbat+ 9 Rd1 D6 10 Le3
is slightly better for White. The fact that he
can’t castle anymore isn’t that relevant here, as
Black can’t quickly exploit it by opening up
the centre.
7...c5 8 c4 £xf3 9 £xf3 A6

10 d5?!

A dubious pawn sacrifice. Safer was 10
f.xc6 dxc6 11 L.e3 cxd4 12 Wxd4 Lba+ 13
&e2 and anything other than a draw would be
a surprising result.
10...5xe5 11 L.ed

Or 11 dxe6 Dxf3+ 12 Yxf3 fxe6 13 L5

16



1 e4 b6

L7 14 Lxe7 Txe7 and Black is a lot better.
With only heavy pieces left on the board, his
king won’t be bothered too much, and the
pawn should tell in the long run.
11..f5 12 4f3 Hc8 13 0-0 £d6 14
£h5+ g6 15 Re2 0-0 16 Hel &HHf7 17
dxe6 dxe6

Black has retained a sound extra pawn and
thus has a clear advantage.

18 213 Wf6 19 Waa

19...Hc7

Stronger was 19..8e5! 20 Le2 #c6 and
then ...&)d4 with a big plus for Black. Funnily,
I remember having feared 20 Wxa7?! &xf3+
21 gxf3 Wha 22 £4 during the game!
20 ¥b3 He7 21 a4 Heb 22 a5 HEb8 23
Wc3 bxab

Here 23..b5! 24 cxb5 Exb5 and Black has
a huge advantage.
24 Hxab Eb4 25 b3 EZb6 26 h3 &f7 27
Hbb Hd7 28 £a8? d3! 29 Wxf6+ Lxf6
30 Ed1 ©Dxe1 31 Exc1 £f4 32 Eb1 Exbb
33 cxbb HEd2 34 £f3 2e5 35 &f1 £d4
36 £2e2 Zc2 37 g3 e5 38 Zd1 g5 39 3
h5 40 e1 Zb2 41 £c4 Eh2 0-1

Game 6
B.Lalic-E.Kengis
Prla 1997

153 b6 2 e4 £b7 3 53c3 g6
Black agrees to transpose into a Hippo-

potamus, considering that the White set-up
without c2-c4 and f2-f4 is not too frightening.
Of course this is only because of the current
move order; instead after 1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3
&3 g6, White has more options than just
transposing with 4 &)f3.
4d4 £g75 £c4

5 £¢5 is sharper and likely to cause Black
more headaches.
5...66 6 0-0 He7

7 b

7 Bel is a significant alternative:

a) 7...0-0 8 5 d62! (8...d5 may be a more re-
liable choice; after the bishop’s retreat Black
continues ...c7-c5 and reaches a satisfactory
game) 9 Ro5 Lxf3I? (at first sight a confes-
sion that something has gone wrong with
Black’s set-up. With more scrutiny, however,
Black’s idea doesn’t look that bad: first she
gets rid of her future bad bishop, then she
closes the centre and finally attacks the white
pawn chain. The alternatives were anyway
pretty grim, e.g. 9..h6 10 Lxe7 Wxe7 11 d5
or 9..dxe5 10 dxe5 and White’s lead in devel-
opment makes itself felt in both cases) 10
Wxf3 d5 11 £xd5? (in the event of 11 L.f1
Black nawrally follows up with 11...c5, but the
accurate 11 Had1! slows down this counter-
play, threatens then to take on d5, and thus
secures White a lasting edge) 11..exd5 12
Lxe7 Wxe7 13 Hxd5 and then:

al) 13948 14 Qe+ Lxf6 15 Wxa8
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£¢7 16 Hadl and White stood much better,
which was so until the end when she appar-
ently lost on time 16..a5 17 c4 We7 18 Wed
£d7 19 b3 Ee8 20 Wc6 DI 21 4 Ed8 22
Wr3 Qe 23 d5 Wes+ 24 hl DB 25 f5
gxf5 26 Wxfs We7 27 Hd3 Hgo 0-1
A.Otwinowska-J.Lebel Arias, French League
1996.

a2) 13..Wd7! was correct, when we have a
complete change of picture: 14 QD6+ (14
Ne7+ wouldn’t solve White’s problems either:
14..Wxe7 15 Wxa8 c6, intending .. Wc7 and
.Na6, while after 16 d5 simply 16...8.xe5
yields Black a comfortable edge) 14..2xf6 15
Wxa8 c6 16 ext6 Pa6 and White’s chances of
surviving are quite shm.

b) In the event of 7...d6!?

White may try 8 e5 anyway. After 8..dxe5
he has to take back with his knight, 9 Nixe5,
but this may still be a tad better for him:

b1) 9..&bc6? 10 Dxf7! not too surpris-
ingly gives White 2 wild attack: 10..&x{7 11
Hxe6 (or 11 Lxe6+ Le8 12 Rd5 with the
idea of 13 £¢5) 1.5 (1.8 12 Kg5 is
no fun either) 12 295 &Hxcd 13 Exe7+ with a
close to decisive edge for White,

b2) 9..0-0! 10 4 with a slight advantage.
Note that 10 @xf7!? is now much less effec-
tive because of 10..Exf7 11 £xe6 Wxd4 un-
clear.

7...0-0
Attacking the centre at once with 7..do6l,

would have avoided the game continuation.
In that case Black’s game looks quite satisfac-
toty to me.

8 db5!

8 Hel transposes to Otwinowska-Lebel
Arias above. The text is more cunning,
8...h6

Perhaps Black should have tred 8..b5,
when 9 £xb5 Dxd5 10 Ded!? 6 gives Black
counterplay. Instead, Lalic suggests the prom-
ising pawn sacrifice 9 £b3 b4 10 Ded HHxd5
11 £g5 and now 11..We8 and 11..¥c8 lead
to twin refutations: 11.. We8 12 £xd5 Lxd5
13 &6+ L.xf6 14 £xf6 ho 15 Wd2 &h7 16
S5+ g8 17 Wxb4 followed by Wha (or
Wo4-h3-h8 mate, if Black takes the horse),
while with the black queen on ¢8, White can
be even more brutal: 17 £xe6 fxe6 18 Wxho
Hxf6 19 exf6 Wf8 20 Wxg6+ &h8 21 Hadl
etc. The only move to hold is 11..2e7 when
White doubtless has a very good compensa-
tion for his small material deficit, but I believe
Black can defend. For example, 12 Do+ Lhs
13 &\d4 h6 (if 13..d6 14 Wg4 is quite strong)
14 W4 Dg8 15 Wha and now 15.We7,
15...c5 or 15..43c6 all seem plausible.

9 a4?

This weakens the b4-square, as the Latvian
grandmaster will demonstrate. White should
have gone for 9 a3! when he is on top; e.g.
9..exd5 10 Dxd5 Hxd5 11 £xd5 Kxd5 12
Wxd5 D6 13 &4 We7 14 Eadl Efed 15
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Hfel Ead8 16 h3l. The immediate 16 b4?!
We6 17 c4 g5, followed by ..g5-g4 and the
capture of White’s e-pawn, would be less
clear.

9...5a6 10 dxe6

10 We2 &)b4 11 dxe6 fxe6 transposes.
10...fxe6! 11 We2 Hb4

Black now has a nice platform on d5 for
his minor pieces and has obtained consider-
able counterplay.

12 Ed1 We8 13 Hd4 a6 14 14 c5! 15
4b3

With the idea of a4-a5, undermining the c¢5
pawn.
15...g5!1?

This energetic thrust is strategically well
founded: Black will destroy the rest of White’s
centre, the e-pawn, after which his own d-
and e-pawns may start rolling. On the down-
side Black’s king will feel a little airy, so that
the more natural 15..%)ed5 was perhaps a
sounder option.

16 fxgb Ef5 17 gxh6 £.xeb 18 £f4!

/%/
/,g,/m /
11 ,4%/ ,4///,
% 7/ - / /

’/ / ”;@/

A nice shot, which is practically forced if
White doesn’t want to suffer passively. On the
other hand it is very powerful and, contrary to
Lalic, I don’t see a way for Black to equalise
from now on.
18...Exf4?!

18..8xf4? 19 Exd7! is much better for
White, while the winner’s recommendation of
18..40g6% 19 Lxe5 Dxe5 20 £d3 Dbxd3 is

answered by 21 Exd3!, and after the logical
21..2g5 22 Hg3 Exg3 23 hxg3 d6 24 a5,
White is slightly better.

19 Wxe5 Wgb 20 g3 Exc4

Obvious, but knowing the result one may
wonder whether 20..2f5 21 Wc7 2d5 wasn’t
a better attempt to stay in the game.

21 Exd7 Dbcb 22 We2!

After the faulty advance 22 Wc7? Black
counter-attacks by 22.Wxh6! 23 Hel else
23. We3t+ 23. B8 24 Wxb7 Wf6 with the
initdatve.
22..Exc3 23 bxc3 £c8 24 Ed6 ¥xh6 25
ab!

Thanks to this move White is now much
better.
25...c4 26 Dd4 DHxd4 27 cxdd D5 28
2d8+ &f7 29 Web bxa5?

Black’s final mistake. More resilient was
29. We3t+ 30 Wxe3 %xe3, though White
should win anyway after 31 axb6 @e7 32 Eh8
&d6 33 a5 etc.

30 2f1 Wg7
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31 Exf5+! exf5 32 We8+ £16 33 Hd6+
&gb5 34 Wds+
34 We3+ was mate in three: ie. 34..&h5
35 We2+ Wgd (35..Lg5 36 hd mate) 36 Wes+
Lg5 37 Wg6 mate.
34...&g4 35 &f2! Wh7 36 Eg6+! 1-0
After 36...@xg6 37 Wh4 is mate, while
36..%h3 37 Wg5, intending 38 Eh6+, is
hopeless for Black.
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Game 7
A.Shchekachev-A.Wohl
Metz 2001

1e4 b6 2d4 2b7 3 He3 e6 4 DI

After White’s fourth move of this unusual
opening it may already be time for philoso-
phical questions. Can Black start with...
4. .5e7

EA

Yok K

X

XY I < 7//4
:té.Q.z z:l:aﬂ ?I%I

Well, it looks like thete is no advantage for
Black in beginning his Hippopotamus forma-
tion this way, whereas the knight move en-
courages an early h2-h4 from White. Austra-
lian IM Wohl experienced this to his expense.

Instead, 4..d6 is seen in the next game,
while 4..2b4 is Games 16-23 below, with
4..6)6 covered in the notes to Game 16.

5 2d3 d6 6 h4

Clearing the path for the c-pawn with 6
&\e2 proved less effective in M.Pavlovic-
AWohl, Gibraltar 2003. After some more
moves Black achieved approximate equality:
6..)d7 7 c4 g6 8 d5 exd5 9 exd5 g7 10 0-0
0-0 11 &ed4 De5 and that game eventually
ended in a draw on move 54.
6...Hd7

Black can’t afford to prevent White’s fur-
ther kingside expansion. After 6..h5? 7 &)g5
it’s obvious that the cure was worse than the

disease.
7 h5 h6 8 £14!

Black’s counterplay in the Hippopotamus
is inked with the ...c7-c5 and ...f7-f5 advances
— or, if an opportunity presents itself, ...d6-d5
or ..e6-e5 might do as well. In the present
situation it is quite clear that ..f7-f5 is too
weakening, whereas the central pawn moves
are ineffective. White must therefore direct
his play against the inevitable ...c7-c5.

In that sense 8 &e2?!, from A.Rotstein-
AWohl, Lido Estensi 2003, seems to make
Black’s life ‘too easy’, by allowing the immedi-
ate 8..¢5 9 ¢3 cxd4 10 ¢xd4 a6 and then:

a) 11 a4?! would have prevented ...b6-b5,
but conceded a hole at b4 for the rest of the
game. Black can then continue 11..d5 12 €5
%\c6 with an acceptable position.

b) The simple 11 0-0 should perhaps be
preferred, when White remains flexible con-
cerning the e2 knight’s future. Black then has
a wide range of possible replies, but after, let’s
say, 11838 or 11..8c6, White’s space
advantage confers on him an enduring edge.

¢) 'm not convinced by 11 Zag3 A6 12
£d2 £e7 13 We2 b5 14 0-0 £.66 (14..0-01
was perfectly playable as well) 15 d5 &ce5 16
&xe5 Dxe5 17 dxe6 fxe6 when Black was
fine, until he made a horrible mistake about
ten moves later: 18 £¢3 0-0 19 Had1 Wbe 20
£.¢2 b4 21 £42 (on 21 £d4!? Black had cer-
tainly prepared 21..&f3+, although 22 gxf3
£xd4 23 Wcd isnt totally clear) 21..Bac8 22
£b3 d523 L3 Wa5 24 exd5 £xd5 25 £d4
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8xb3 26 axb3 Ecd8 27 &hl (avoiding the
same .3+ trick as after 21 £d4) 27..8d5?!
28 f4

2
2
/

.
///
1////1.9.“

’//

// % / (A
/’// N
/////%///

Black’s last move was really unnecessary,
but he could still make a fight of it now, pro-
vided he had found the amazing resource
28..&4 (instead Wohl went for 28. Wd8»
29 fxe5 Hxd4 30 exfo Exf6 31 Exd4 Wxd4 32
Exf6 Wxf6 33 Ded4 We5, when White simply
was a piece up) 29 Wxe6+ ©h8 and now
White has a choice between three sensible
continuations, but none of them seems quite
enough to promise real winning chances:

c1) 30 Wxg4 Hxd4 with good compensa-
tion for the pawn. Black’s bishop is stronger
than the white horse, while b2 and h5 require
permanent protection.

c2) 30 Lxf6 Dxf6 31 Hxd5 Wxd5 32
Wxd5 Hxd5 33 5 Ee8 and converting the
extra pawn is really tough work.

¢3) 30 £b6 leads to curious acrobatics af-
ter 30..Bxh5+ 31 g1 Wb5 and now:

c31) 32 Ed6?? Wxbo+! 33 Exb6 Ld4+ 34
B2 £x2+ 35 &fl Lxg3 even wins for
Black.

c32) After 32 &xh5 Black has at least a
draw: 32..Wxh5 33 Ef3 He§ (33..Wh2+p 34
2f1 Whi+ 35 @e2 Wxp2+ 36 L.£2 is unclear)
34 Wc6 Who+ 35 &fl Whi+ 36 Lg1 Dh2+
37 22 Dgat+ 38 f1 or 37..8hd+ 38 o3
G\ga+ 39 A1,

€33) 32 Efel Ec5 (trapping the bishop, of

coursel) 33 Ed6 Hb8 34 £a7 (34 Lxc5
Wxc5+ 35 ©hl D2+ 36 ©h2 Dga+ 37 Wxegs
Wxd6) 34..Ha8 35 Wxg4 Hxa7 36 Ded Le7!
with equality.

8...a6 9 De2

' %
7
/m/%
7

Only now that Black can’t involve his c-
pawn in the central battle is the knight re-
routed to the kingside.
9...5c6?!

Going for a French-like position with
9..d5 was probably a better bet. After 10 €5
(10 &g3!?) 10..c5 11 ¢3 ©c6 White has an
edge, but as long as the game remains closed,
Black doesn’t suffer so much from his relative
lack of space. He can seek counterplay on the
queenside, either with a later ...c5xd4 or ...c5-
c4, while at the same time White prepates for
a g4-g5 or f4-f5 break
10 c3 €5 11 £.d2 exd4

11..8e7 12 d5 &cb8 13 Dg3 was also
cleatly better for White.

12 cxd4 £e7 13 Zc1 0-0 14 2b1 Ee8 15
0-0 )f8 16 £ g3 £f6 17 £c3 Ha7 18 d5!
cb

Otherwise the bishop’s diagonal is shut and
the knight remains silly at a7, but now d6 is
bound to fall.

19 dxc6 Zxc6 20 Hf5 He6 21 a3 £xc3
22 Zxc3 ¥f6 23 H\h2!

The last touch of this well-played game
from Shchekachev. Black can’t parry Ec3-g3
and satisfactorily hang on his weakness on do.
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23...50h7 24 g4 Wd8 25 La2 Hxed 26
£xf7+ ©h8 27 2d5 Ef4 28 & xc6 £xc6
29 Exc6 Exf5 30 He3 EbS 31 Exd6 We8
32 5\d5 Hcb 33 Hxb6 Eb8 34 Hd7 1-0

Game 8
J.Shaw-A.Martin
British Leagne 2004

1 e4 b6 2d4 £b7 3 Hc3 e6 4 HHE3 d6

Commenting on this game for ChessPublish-
ing, Andrew Martin addresses the same state-
ment as the one that applies for Lalic-Kengis
above: “The move order Black adopts is rather
cunning. He’s aiming for a Hippopotamus
system, but by playing ..b7-b6 and ..&b7
first, he is trying to talk White out of aggres-
sive systems involving f2-f4 and/or £.e3,

Wa2’

5 2d3 £d7 6 0-0

With the f6-square still available for the
king’s knight, 6 h4?! would be pointless here.
6...g6

Or 6..%)e7 (now that White has committed
himself with 6.0-0 and thus rendered an early
h2-h4 inoperative) 7 Eel g6 8 De2 £p7 9 3
0-0 10 &g3 e5 11 a4 a5 (11..a6/%) 12 Lc2
(probing the kingside with 12 h4l? was inter-
esting) 12..4)c6 13 dxe5? (a very cooperative
decision, given that Black’s cavalry was short
of squates, a problem that ..e5xd4, c¢3xd4
b4 would only partly have solved; much
stronger was 13 £.¢5! We8 14 Wd2 or 13..f6
14 fe3 with better prospects for White in
both cases) 13..2cxe5 14 &)d4 Wha 15 f4
Dga 16 D3 WeT 17 h3 Ggf6 and now:

(6

¢
%Z,/ ’
A=/

o

% /4 o1

T t At
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a) 18 &e3?! (too shy) 18..Efe8 19 &H)d2 h5
20 h1? (White should have admitted his
mistake and come back with 20 Df3!, when
he has good chances of holding) 20..8xe4 21
L xed Lxed 22 Lxb6 Dxb6 23 Hxed Wd7 24
&2 d5 25 Exe8+ Bxe8 26 9)d3 d4! (planning
to install an untouchable rook on €3, as White
can’t allow the long diagonal to be opened
further; Black is close to winning now) 27 c4
W5 28 W He3 29 Ha3 ££8 30 ¢5 £xc5 31
Axc5 Hxa3 32 bxa3 Wxc5 33 Ded We2 34
Of6+ g7 35 De8+ Lf8 0-1 N.Berry-
D.King, British League 2004.

b) White should have tried the more de-
termined 18 e5! dxe5 19 fxe5 &\d5 20 L.g5
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Weo (if 20. Wc5+2! 21 @hl with the idea of
e and PNd4, trapping the enemy queen) 21
&h5! Lxed! (21..gxh5? is catastrophic for
Black: 22 @d4 We8 23 Wd3 and wins) 22
Dxe5 Dixe5 23 Al Db4 24 Qfe+ Lh8 25
g4 16 and now 26 Lxf6+ Hxf6 27 Hxe5
Wd6 is about level.
7 a4!?

Maybe 7 £.0512, trying to create some dis-
turbance.
7...2972

I hope Mr. Martin won’t resent me too
much for the following comments, but when
I read his own notes related to 7....§,g7?!, 1
was astonished. Indeed, he confessed that: ‘Of
course 7...a6 1s forced, I know that now.” Well,
in response to 7 a4, 7..a6 seems like an auto-
matic reply to me (unless there is a mate in 2
on the other wing). In fact the usual course of
events, which has occurred thousands of
tmes, is: ..a7-a6 (preparing ..b5), a2-a4 (stop-
ping it, while trying to fix the queenside with
a4-a5), when Black plays ..b7-b6 (in order to
answer a4-a5 with ..bG-b5). Maybe I'm
wrong, but I think this scheme is such a clas-
sical one, regardless of the opening, that any
player rated above 2000 should know it.

8 ab bxab

8.8 e7? was the alternative, when 9 a6 is
not yet forced, but if White waits too long
Black will get ...c7-¢5 in. Furthermore, 9 a6 is
very good!, e.g. 9..8c8 10 Rg5 h6 11 Le3

0-0 12 Wd2 £h7 13 Efel and 1 fully agree
with Andrew Martin’s statement of the pre-
sent position: Black has no good pawn breaks
and cannot dismantle the white centre; so
White has got a marked advantage, both after
the passive 13..c6 and the risky 13..f5 14
L5 )6 15 €5 hxg5 16 Dxg5+ Lg8 17 ext6
Hxf6 18 W4,

9 £e3 &gf6 10 &Hd2! 0-0 11 b3 c6

Perhaps 11..Wb8, when after 12 Exa5 (but
not 12 §xa5?! ¢5 with some counterplay)
12..e5 13 d5 6 14 dxc6 &xc6 White un-
doubtedly retains the edge, but the game is
not finished yet.

12 Hxab ¥Wc7 13 f41?

In the event of 13 a2 Efb8 14 Wf3 &8
15 Efal Martin judges the position as highly
favourable for White, but that may be exag-
gerated after 15...e5 with the idea 16...exd4 17
£xd4 De5 or 16 d5 cxd5 17 exd5 e4 18
Lxe4 Bxb2l,
13...Eab8 14 We2

Of course it’s a shame to let the bishop
live, but 14 &xb7 Exb7 15 b3 c5 gave Black
enough counterplay.
14...£a8 15 b3 ¢5 16 dxc5 dxch

»
7

4w,

/@%/g/ﬁw
ﬁ//

17 Ba2

The alternative 17 €5 £)d5 18 £)b5 Whe 19
&\d6 was perhaps to be preferred. Black can
take the bishop at 3, but this doesn’t solve all
his problems. The knight at d6 is a monster,
whereas Black’s fianchettoed bishop is locked
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Play 1...b6

in. More concretely, Eal-a6 is coming, and
holding both a7 and ¢5 might prove difficult.
17...Eb4 18 Hd2

18 &)b5 Who is unclear.
18...%b8 19 S\c4 Ad5!I?

This came as a nasty surprise for Shaw and
is indeed a good practical decision. Black has
suffered rather passively thus far, but sud-
denly he activates all his forces. Moreover,
White can’t control events anymore.

20 exd5 exd5 21 Hixd5?

A blunder, as the game continuation re-
veals, though the refutation is very pretty and
hard to foresee. Instead 21 &e5! would have
left White on top, but still with a tough fight
ahead 21..2xe5 22 fxe5 d4 23 £d2 dxc3 24
Lxc3 Bh4l? — this seems better than Martin’s
24..8.d5?! 25 L.xb4! £xa2 26 Lxc5 KeB 27
b3 fxe5 28 W2 or 25..cxb4 26 f.c4 Lxcd
27 Wxc4 £xe5 28 h3 with a clear edge to
White in both cases.
21...2xd5 22 b3 Ee8 23 ¥Wd2 &xc4 24
£xc4

fiw ma
EAS

g

24. Excal!

A combination based on White’s awk-
wardly placed pieces.
25 Wxd7

25 bxc4 Exe3 transposes.
25...Bxe3! 26 bxc4 £d4 27 ¥h1 Wxf4!
28 Zaa1

Unfortunately for White this is forced,
since if 28 gl £e5 wins.

28...8xa1 29 Exal ¥xc4 30 Wxa7 Wxc2

Black is now two pawns up and the rest is
just a matter of technique.
31 Ef1 Wc4 32 Wa8+ &g7 33 Wal+
Wd4 34 Wa7 W6 35 g1 We7 36 Wal+
f6 37 h3 He2 38 vh1 Web 39 Wa7+ &h6
40 Wf7 Hel 41 Hxel ¥Wxel+ 42 &h2
We5+ 43 g3 We2+ 44 g1 Wd1+ 45
2f2 Wd4+ 46 2f3 c4 47 g4

Or 47 Wfs+ &g5!, but not 47..&h52? 48
gt 2g5 49 ha+ xh4 50 Who mate.
47..%d3+ 48 &g2 &g5 49 W8 We2+
50 g3 We3+ 51 ©g2 ¢3 52 Wc8 <h4
53 Wc7 Wxh3+ 54 &f2 &xg4 0-1

1e4 b6 2d4 £b7 3 2d3

The continuation that makes 1 e4 b6 such a
rare guest at tournament practice is probably 2
d4 £b7 3 £d3. In comparison with 3 @c3 ¢6
4 D3 £ b4, which we will discuss in the next
section, the play is often more positional here.
I think this system contains more venom than
the one initiated by 3 &c3, as Black finds it
significantly harder to obtain counterplay. For
instance, the typical pin of the Ne3 is out of
question in the present case, and after any
..c7-c5 White simply replies c2-c3, and there
is still no concrete way for Black to gain coun-

terplay.

Game 9
V.Baklan-P.Blatny
Bastia (rapid) 2003

1e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 £d3 Hf6

The alternative, 3..e6, is considered in
Game 15. Actually, 3...e6 is the most common
move here (especially as the position can also
atise via 1..e0, 2...b6). Nevertheless, the more
forcing 3..8)f6 is the main continuation in the
games below, since it gives Black some extra,
unique possibilities, notably that of playing
...€7-¢5 (as in the first two games). More often
than not, the move order makes no differ-
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1 e4 b6

ence, as Black plays both ...e7-¢6 and .26 at
some point.
Instead 3...f57 is simply suicidal.

EA Wolpk
2 7’/4 ¢ n
1%.@/,&1% 9/

/

e\

\

Z
A /
A1 Y/
Ie/;

My initial reflex was: Black’s life is already
so difficult in the 1 d4 b6 2 c4 ¢6 3 e4 b7 4
£.4d3 15 line (in Chapter 2) that 3..f5 can’t be
any good. Things are not quite so simple...
From its initial square the e-pawn will support
the knight at {6, and one may dream of
repeating the games Akesson-Short or Bur-
nett-Kraai a tempo up (see Game 44).
Unfortunately, White has a clear path to
victory: 4 exf5 £xg2 5 Wh5+ g6 6 fxg6 Lg7
(6..8)f6 is probably the best, saving energy
after 7 gxh7+ @xh5 8 L6 mate) 7 Wr5! (7
gxh7+ &8 8 He2 may be good too, but 7
W5 is more efficient) 7.6 8 Lh6!! £xh6
(8..&f8 doesn’t make any difference: 9
Lxg7+ Pxg7 10 gxh7 Lxh1 11 Wg6+ f8 12
Who+ &f7 reaches the same position as
8..82xh6 9 gxh7 fxhl etc.) 9 gxh7 18 (after
9..8xh1 10 Wo6t+ &8 11 Wxhet+ 2f7 12
Hh3 Black’s king gets slaughtered too, for
instance 12.. W8 13 g6+ Le6 14 W4 and
wins) 10 Wg6 Lcl 11 Wxg2 £xb2 12 De2
and Eg1 will prove lethal.

4 We2

All other moves to defend e4 are good
here, but this one is best in my opinion. In-
stead, 4 &)d2 6 is covered in Games 13-14,
while 4 9c3 6 5 @3 Lb4 transposes to the
3 &)c3 e6 4 @3 Lb4 main line in Section 3,

unless White fancies the original 5 Pge2.
4...5c6 5 c3

On 5 &3 Black would obviously steal the
two bishops by means of the standard thrust
5.4,
5...e5

This speciality of the Czech GM Pavel
Blatny brought him some successes. Including
some rapid games he has, according to my
database, achieved 9 out of 16, facing
(amongst others) seven 2550+ grandmasters!
The game takes an unusual course for which
White is usually unprepared, although from an
objective point of view White’s advantage is
indisputable.

6 £f3

6 d5 should also give White somewhat the
better prospects: 6.7 7 D3 Dg6 8 g3
(sensible, as it prevents a later .04, though
not forced yet) 8..c6 9 ¢4 L.c5 when White
enjoys a space advantage, and may be a bit
better even after the exchange of dark-
squared bishops by 10 £e3. On the other
hand Black can find counterplay either by
preparing ...f7-f5 or by opening the queenside.
In P.Varga-C.Bauer, Lausanne 2001, after 10
Dc3 We7 11 £.e3 0-0 12 £xc5 bxc5 13 Ad2
d6 14 h4 Bad8, a draw was agreed.
6...d6

More solid than the capture 6..exdd4!?,
which may be playable as well, e.g. 7 €5 &d5
and then:

25



2) 8 cxd4l? &b4+ is slightly disturbing.
White is virtually forced to go for 9 fl, in
order to avoid the unpleasant 9..8)f4. That
said, losing the right to castle isn’t a tragedy
for White here as he has other trumps: Black
can’t castle either on the next move (because
of 10 Wed), and White is ready to continue
with a2-a3 and &c3, intending to grab more
space with d4-d5 if the knights get exchanged.
Also, the hl rook can easily be activated by
h2-h4 and Eh3. If 1 remember correctly, a
game G.Kaidanov-P.Blatny, New York Open
2000 (I don’t have the game but luckily sat at
the next table when it occurred!), went 9 f1
WcB 10 23 £e7 11 &)c3 d8 12 L4 ¢6 with
some advantage for White, though it was later
drawn.

b) 8 Led Dde7 9 cxd4 d5 10 exd6 (if the
bishop retreats, 10..2b4 intending 11..8a6
is pretty annoying) 10..¥xd6 11 0-0 0-0-0
(obviously risky, but Black has counterplay
against d4 and his king isn’t in that much dan-
ger) 12 @\c3 £5 13 b5 (perhaps 13 £xc6
was a better bet, aiming at concentrating on
the weak c7 spot, e.g. 13.. Wxc6 14 L4 with
the transparent idea of Hacl, 9b5, while if
14.. D612 15 £¢5 He8 16 d5 Wd7 17 Y4
with chances for both sides) 13..Wd7?
(13..Wg6 or 13..We6! were the correct re-
plies, e.g. 13..We6 14 Dxa7+ b8 15 Hixc6+
Dxc6 16 £d3 Wxe2 17 Lxe2 Dxd4 with
equality, while 14 @g5!? Wg6 is unclear) 14

Bxcb Dxc6 15 £f4 when Black is in serious
trouble and eventually lost in Lim Yee Weng-
S.Glinert, Goa 2002: 15..8a6 16 Efcl &b7
17 a4 £d6 18 d5 De7 19 De5 Lxe5 20 Wxe5
c6 21 dxc6+ Dxc6 22 W3 g5 23 ﬁng Ee8
24 W3 a8 25 Ed1 Wg7 26 £.d2 Ehg8 27
&3 Wga 28 Wxea Expd 29 Ed7 h5 30 £3
Hgp8 31 Eadl Egd8 32 &f2 Exd7 33 Exd7
Bd8 34 Dc7+ &b7 35 Bxd8 HHxd8 36 DHxab
Dxa6 37 g3 He6 38 Tha D5 39 Exh5
Dxad 40 K6 D5 41 g4 fxgd 42 fxgd Ded
43 g5 ©b5 44 Le5 D6 45 g6 Ld5 46 £b8
a6 47 g7 QG+ 48 L6 Le6 49 hd Dg8 50
827 De7+ 51 &h7 D7 52 Lxb6 Hg8 53
£.d4 De7 54 Le3 Dg8 55 Lg5 a5 56 b3 1-0.

7 0-0 Hd7

This flexible move avoids the nuisance
caused by an eventual £b5, threatening to
take on e5. At the same time the e7-square is
kept free for the other knight, in case of d4-
d>.

8 £ab

8 @3 is the next game. 8 a4! also looks
more promising to me, as Black’s cramped
position is cased by exchanges. After 8..8.¢7
9 d5 &cb8 10 a5?! bxa5, followed by 11...c6,
Black gained counterplay in A.Shabalov-
P.Blatny, New York (rapid) 2004. Funnily
enough, in G.Kamsky-P.Blatny, New York
(rapid) 2004 several weeks later, it seems that
Blatny worsened his own play by 8..a5°1 9 d5
&e7 10 £b5 when White could open files on
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7 e4 b6

the queenside at leisure by means of b4xa5,
without being worried by Black’s counter-
attack on the other wing.

8..Wc8 9 &xb7 Wxb7 10 a4 g6 11 d5
Ne7 12 a5 £g7

If one wishes to draw a parallel with a
more standard opening, then it surely is with
the Steinitz variation of the Ruy Lopez: 1 e4
e5 2 3 Gc6 3 &b5 a6 4 La4 d6 5 ¢3 47
6 d4 g6 7.0-0 £.g7 8 d5 Dce7 9 Lxd7+ Wxd7
10 &)c3 h6 etc. The version of this line Black
has obtained in the present game is quite de-
cent, and I think he is OK here.

13 c4 0-0 14 He3

7
X, 7A

2

R
2%

w pak

14...h6

As so often in this kind of position, 14...f5?
was too impetuous: 15 Dg5! &c5 16 Le3 and
now both 16..h6 17 £xc5 hxg5 18 £e3 and
16..b3 17 a6 Wc8 18 Ha3 Hd4 19 Lxd4

exd4 20 A\b5 are bad for Black.
15 He1?!

I prefer 15 a6, though it is not so easy for
White to carry out the c4-c5 push after
15..Wc8 16 b4 5 17 Del GM6 etc.
15...5¢c5 16 L£e3 f5 17 £xcb?!

Black will soon get the upper hand thanks
to the semi-open b-file. For this reason some-
thing like 17 Wc2, preventing a knight jump
to b3, should have been preferred.
17...bxc5 18 a6 ¥Wb6 19 Hd3 c6 20 3
cxd5 21 Hxd5 Hxds 22 cxd5 Hab8 23
Ea2 hb5!

'The bishop will soon enter the game with
devastating effect!

24 &h1 Yb5 25 Efal £h6 26 Hab Wh6é
27 E5a4 Wh3 28 E4a3 Wb5 29 Ha5 Wd7
30 X5a4 Eb6 31 Wc2?!

White had no constructive plan but should
nevertheless have stopped Black’s next.
31..4e3

And Black has a big advantage.

32 exf5 Wxf5 33 He1 £d4 34 We2 Efb8
35 h3 Eb3 36 Hd1 h4 37 Ec4 He8 38
Wc2 Eeb8 39 We2 &g7 40 Ec2 He8 41
%1 Ze3 42 Wd2 Exf3 0-1

After the forced 43 gxf3 Wxh3+ 44 Wh2
Wxf3+ 45 Wp2 Wxdl+ Black is totally win-
ning. A great game from Blatny, even if the
fast time control (50 minutes + 30 seconds
per move) diminished the quality of White’s
resistance.
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Game 10
V.Epishin-P.Blatny
Bastia (rapid) 2003

1 e4 b6 2 d4 2b7 3 2.d3 6 4 We2 cb
5 c3 e5 6 Af3 d6 7 0-0 £Dd7 8 Ha3!?

This move, keeping both the central ten-
sion and a maximum of pieces on the board,
is also worthy of attention. At the time I'm
wtiting only two examples (from Blatny’s
prolific practicel) are available.
8...8e7

In a Jater game Blatny tried 8..h6?!, which
doesn’t seem to be an improvement on his
previous play cither. Maybe the Czech GM
gets bored when he equalises too easily and so
condemns himself to playing weaker moves in
order to keep his games more interesting]
After 9 Hd1l a6 10 Rc4! (the right idea; the
bishop will be pretty nasty at d5) 10..We7 11
&\c2 and then:
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a) 11..g6? 12 8.d5 g7 13 Db4 Ddbs 14
dxe5 dxe5 15 b3 0-0 16 £a3 Ee8 17 Hc2
Wd7? (playing with fire instead of limiting the
damage by 17..WfG; the rest is agony) 18 &e3
W8 19 &h4 b5 20 Dxg6 b4 21 D5 Ee6 22
Wot Hh7 23 Lxe6 Wxe6 24 H\f4 Yi6 25
d5 Wo6 26 Wxgo+ fxgh 27 @ixg7 Lxg7 28
£b2 Ha7 29 Dixc7 Lf7 30 £d5 a5 31 a3 1-0
N.Mitkov-P.Blatny, Kansas 2003.

b) 11..2a5! 12 Db4! Hxcd (taking the

» bishop seems to solve most of Black’s prob-

lems) 13 Wxc4 and after 13..836 White stll
has to open the position to emphasise his
edge (if he has any). A sample variation is 14
dxe5 (14 d5?! &3xd5 15 exd5 ed is not clear;
after a subsequent ..f7-f5 Black’s threat of
7 attacking d5, will win a crucial tempo
to prevent the deadly sequence £)d2, el and
2-£3) 14..dxe5 15 d5 when Black should
play 15..83xd5! 16 exd5 0-0-0 with reciprocal
chances. Instead 15..Ed8? is too clever due to
the powerful 16 R4l Pxd5 17 exd5 6 18
Lxed! fxe5 19 Dxe5 Wxe5 (other choices are
no better: 19..Wd6 20 We2 and 19..Hd6 20
el £xd5 21 Wxa6 with a clear advantage)
20 Bel We7 21 Wxc7 £xd5 22 Hxe7+ L.xe7
23 Bel Bd7 24 Wcs+ Ed8 25 Wxa6 when b6
will fall too and White’s connected pawns will
decide the game.

Alternatives to 13..83f6 look quite shaky,
e.g 13..8.xed?! 14 Pxa6 or Dd2!? and White
is much better, while 13..c5?! leaves Black
struggling with his king stuck in the middle
after 14 d5 (14 dxc5?! dxc5 15 2d5 Wd6
looks grim but I can’t see a direct win for
White) 14..b5 15 Wb3 c4 16 Wc2 £xd5 17
exd5 e4 18 Hel £5 19 £d2 &6 20 £3.

9 £e3

9 d5 is of coutse possible, but not too
frightening, After 9..&)cb8 Black will either
play with ...c7-c6 or gradually prepare ...f7-£5.
9...2f6 10 Efd1 0-0
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1 ed b6

Black can be rather satisfied with the out-
come of the opening: his positdon is quite
solid and White only has a small space advan-
tage.

11 Eac1 £h8

Releasing the tension with 11..exd4?! was
premature, as the play against e4 is ineffective:
12 cxd4 4b4 13 £b1 and White is better. For
this reason another way of obtaining counter-
play was required, and Blatny’s method seems
quite adequate.

12 2b1 Eg8 13 b4 g5 14 b5 De7
14...g4!? was another possibility.
15 dxe5 £xe5 16 Hc4

16 &xe5 Lxe5 17 Hcd was more forcing,
as in the game Black could take back on e5
with his knight if he’d wanted.
16...07g6 17 Hfxeb £xe5 18 4ixeb
Hxeb 19 a4 We7 20 £d4 16

This position should still be slightly favour-
able for White, but if he cannot implement
ideas connected with a4-a5 or f2-f4, his op-
ponent will not be wortied too much.

21 2a2 Hg6 22 £d5

If 22 £b3 then 22...a5!.
22...2xd5 23 exd5 g4

With the idea of .53+,

24 We3 He8 25 ©h1 Wf7 26 Wg3 Egb 27
c4 Wgb 28 He1l Hg8 29 Hc3 h6 30 ab
&h7 31 a6 Hg7 32 L£e3 Eh5 33 &4 Ef5
34 We3 He7 35 £g3 We8 36 Wc1 Hgb
37 Ece3 Egg7 38 Wc2+ Wg6 39 Wxgb+

&xgb 40 Hed Hf5 41 &gl 5\g6 42 f3
gxf3 43 gxf3 5e5 44 g2 h5 45 Eha
g6 46 He3 Eh7 47 &2 &7 48 Lxeb
HExeb 49 Exeb fxeb 50 f4 exf4 51 Exfa+
g6 52 h4 % -%

Game 11
A Khalifman-C.Bauer
Petrosian Memorial, Internet 2004

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 £d3 &Hf6 4 We2 6
5 &3 db
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The most natural move. 5..c57! is a dubi-
ous attempt to deviate: 6 d5 exd> 7 exd5+
We7 8 c4 b5 9 b3 Wxe2+ 10 @xe2 b4d 11 Hel
d6 12 f1+ Le7 13 £.f4 Ld8 14 Hbd2?! (14
g5 Ef8 15 &)d2 was probably more precise
with a much better white position; as in the
game, the exchange sacrifice on ¢7 is in the
air, but this way @de4 is coming as well)
14..h6 (the only move to prevent the afore-
mentioned knight sally) 15 @h4l Rc8 16
Bxe7 Sxe7 17 Hel+ 2d72 (17..2d8 18
£xd6 was very unpleasant for Black, too, but
offered better chances to resist) 18 &5 He8
19 &xd6 Exel+ 20 Lxel La6 (sadly forced)
21 24 Dxed 22 Dixed LB 23 Dxc5+ Le8
24 Ded K.d7 25 c5 a5 26 Dd6+ Re7 27 A4
a6 28 c6 Ke8 29 Gb6 Hc5 30 Lt 1-0
C.Bauer-A Minasian, New York Open 2000.

6 eb
6 exd5 is nothing special for White.
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6...0fd7

6. Ded?! 7 bd2 Dxd2 8 Lxd2 scores
very well for White.
70-0

White is now at a crossroads: he can opt
for autopilot with 7 0-0 or else try one of two
mote aggressive alternatives: namely 7 h4 and
7 &g5. T couldn™t find examples of the former
in my database, but Comp Deep Junior 6-
V.Akopian, Dortmund 2000 illustrates the
latter: 7 Dg5 Le7 8 Wgd h5 9 Wo3 &8 10
0-0 a6 11 Lxab Dxa6 12 3 5 13 Hdl 4
14 Eel Hc8 15 hd Dh7 16 &3 Eg8 17 £g5
Axg5 18 Dxg5 Db8 19 Nd2 &c6 20 b3 a5
21 He3 Lxg5 22 hxgb g6 23 Ef3 Ec7 24 Bf6
Wcs 25 Wi4 B8 26 b4 D6 27 D3 He7 28
D h4 Hg8 29 a4 Hg7 30 Wcl Hc7 31 a5 b5 32
We3 &d7 33 ©h1 a6 34 Bd1l Wes 35 @h2
He7 36 Bhl Dg8 37 Bf3 De7 38 Eh3 &5
39 Dxf5 exf5 40 Hel Bc6 41 W3 Wes 42
Bhi Hc8 43 We3 We7 44 W4 We6 45 Het
Y2-Y as the only break, g2-g4, even if well
prepared is unlikely to yield White anything.
7...8e7?!
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A frequent inaccuracy, whose last vicim
was probably yours truly. Black’s main choice
is 7...c5! 8 ¢3 Le7 (see the next game) and if 9
a3 (or 9 &bd2) 9...a5, setting up the positional
threat of ...£a6, while at the same time pre-
venting 10 b4. Closing the position with
9...c4? 10 £.c2 b5 makes sense too.

8 c4 dxc4 9 £.xc4 ab

If 9..c5” both 10 dxc5 and 10 Edl are
awkward to meet.
10 He3 b5 11 £d3 Hb6

After 11...c5?! White isn’t forced to go in
for the wild complications resulting from 12
d5?! exd5 13 e6 fxe6 14 Wxe6 Wb, but can
keep a nasty edge with the simple 12 Re4!.
12 §e4 £¢6 13 Ed1 0-0 14 Wc2 hé

On 14..%h8 I feared 15 d5!? followed by
16 £xh7, but maybe 14...&xe4 was better.
15 2e3 Wd7 16 Hac1

16...Zd8?!

16...b4! offered more chances to save the
game: 17 Rxc6 (17 d5!? exd5 18 He2 is worth
considering, but why not take a pawn?)
17..8xc6 (17..Wxc6? 18 d5 exd5 19 &Hxd5
&xd5 20 Wxc6 Hixc6 21 Exd5 is curtains) 18
&e4 (18 d52! bxc3 19 dxc6 Wxc6) 18..8)a5
19 Wxc7 Wxc7 20 Exc?7 9d5 with some
compensation for the pawn, though likely not
enough.
17 d5! Hxd5 18 % xd5 £xd5 19 £xdS
exd5 20 Wxc7 ¥xc7 21 Hxc7?7 Hd7 22
1

22 Bxd5?? &Hxe5 was the only trap to
avoid. Although T could have defended better
later on, the rest hardly requires comments.
22.. .Hac8 23 Hxc8 Hxc8 24 Hxd5 %Hcb
25 2d1 Heb 26 Le2 &8 27 Ecl1 HExc1l
28 4Lxcl1 Le8 29 &d3 £d7 30 £e3 hb
31 el g6 32 Hel &cb 33 Hd3 N7 34
f4 \d5 35 £d4 a5 36 5 gxf5+ 37 &xf5
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b4 38 e6 fxe6+ 39 Lxe6 2.d6 40 He5+
£xe5 41 &xeb a4 42 h4 De7 43 g3 Lbb
44 g4 hxg4 45 2f2 Hgb+ 46 Led Lc4
47 h5 &Hf8 48 h6 ©Hh7 49 fel a3 50
b3+ 1-0

A perfect game by the former World
Champion, something of which Khalifman is
very capable, when he is in good shape.

Game 12
D.Sermek-A.Minasian
Cannes 1996

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 £d3 45f6 4 We2 e6
5 {3 d5 6 e5 HHfd7 7 0-0 c5!

7 <74V 4
A e

8¢c3

a) 8 c4r! is now well met by 8...cxd4 9 cxd5
(or 9 &xd4 &\c5) 9..8xd5 10 &xd4 &c6 11
Dxc6 Lxc6 12 Edl Whal? or 12..Wc7 with
approximate equality, or if 8 dxc5 then
8..&¥xc5! (8..bxc5?! 9 ¢4 is no joy for Black).

b) 8 £¢5P is quite interesting. The princi-
pled answer consists of 8..Wc8 (if 8..8¢7 9
S8 xe7 Wxe7 10 ¢3 is slightly better for White,
though quite playable for the second player;
indeed, after 10.%)c6 and 11..0-0, Black
sometimes ‘threatens ...c5xd4, c3xd4 @b4, or
he can seek counterplay with ...f7-f6) 9 ¢3 h6
and play has transposed to the games
G.Masternak-D . Krzywicki, Wisla 1992, or
A.Grischuk-A.Minasian, Linares 1999, albeit
with the significant difference that White has

castled instead of putting his queen’s knight
on d2. According to Grischuk this is an im-
provement, as after 10 £.f4 cxd4 (10...£.a6?,
from R.Morales-H.Elissalt Cardenas, Havana
1999, runs into 11 c4! and Black will suffer
from his opponent’s superior development)
11 cxd4 £a6 12 Bcl Wb7 13 &)c3 £xd3 14
Wxd3 and White’s space advantage confers
on him a lasting plus.

8...8e7
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9 Hbd2

Only one week after my internet debacle
(see the previous game) I was confronted with
9 a3!?, to which I reacted (apparently) with a
novelty, namely 9...c4 (original, isn’t it?). Pre-
viously 9..a5 had been played (as Black can’t
allow 10 b4), but 1 suspect that out of the four
possibilities, 10 a4, 10 b3, 10 c4 or 10 dxc5, at
least one is annoying for Black. Hence 9...c4
10 £c2 b5 and now instead 11 £ bd2?! H)c6
(or 11...a5!?) 12 b4le a5, which was comfort-
able for Black, T prefer 11 Nel, clearing the
path for the f-pawn. Black can erect a tempo-
rary pawn wall with 11..h5 12 4 g6, but then
the plan g2-¢3, h2-h3, g3-g4 and f4-15 is natu-
ral. White also has the opportunity to play
L3 before Pbd2, and can think about Hf3-
g5 ideas.
9...5)c6

The actual move order was 4 $d2 e6 5
Ngf3 56 c3d5 7 5 D7 8 We2 N6 9 0-0
£.¢7, and only transposes here.
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10 Ed1

White is planning to transfer his d2 knight
to the kingside via f1 and g3. He could have
spent a tempo on 10 a3 to prevent what fol-
lows, but as said before, Black would proba-
bly have replied 10...c4, followed by the ad-
vance of his queenside pawns.
10...cxd4 11 cxd4 Hb4d 12 £b1

12...Ec8?!

12..8a6!? was the alternative. Everything
depends then on Black’s ability to obtain
something concrete on the queenside before
his pieces get repelled... 13 We3 Ec8 14 Qel,
preventing 14..8\c2, while a2-a3 is coming,
Now the forcing sequence starting 14...8.g5?!
doesn’t seem adequate for Black: 15 f4 £.xf4
16 Wxf4 £e2 17 a3 &xdl 18 axb4 Bxcl 19
&ed dxed (otherwise 20 Dd6H 20 Wxcl and
White wins at least a pawn. Nevertheless,
Black’s queenside operation cannot be con-
sidered a failure as White’s forces are a litde
disorganised, whereas the problem b7-bishop
has been activated. Instead Black can try
14..Wc7? (having . Wxcl in mind) 15 a3
&\c6, and if White stops ..2)a5 with 16 b4,
then Black isn’t worse thanks to the combina-
tion 16..8xd4 17 Wxd4 £e2 18 b3 Lxdl
19 Wxd1 Hxes.
13 5Hf1 Lab 14 Wd2

White is not so embarrassed by his pieces
as after 12...£226. 1 don’t see anything better
for Black than Minasian’s next, so 1 guess

something already went wrong,.
14... £ xf1

Even if at some time bad, it’s always a pity
to give up a bishop! But 14..¥Wc7 15 a3 &\c6
16 b4 is cleatly better for White: he has more
space everywhere and Black’s monarch will
come under attack if he castles.

15 Exf1 Wc7 16 a3 9¢c6

16..c2?? 17 Ea2 was of course out of
question.
17 b4?!

I would have preferred 17 £d3 a5 18
W4 with a pleasant edge for White, whereas
now Black gets the c4-square and some
queenside counterplay.
17...b5 18 2d3 a6 19 ¥f4 5b6 20 Wg4d
g6 21 £h6 Hca 22 Yf4!

Perhaps 22 h4, but then Black can consider
22..a5. Sermek’s decision was probably diffi-
cult to reach.. Black’s will obviously reply
with 22..f5, in order to eliminate the direct
threat of 23 £g7 Eg8 24 Who and the poten-
tial 9\g5. And White can’t take en passant, as
exchanging queens would kill his attacking
chances. So 23 g4 is the only logical follow-
up, looking for a path to the black king.
22...15 23 g4 £\d8 24 £.g5

24 @h1!? was possible.
24,.20f7 25 2xe7 Yxe7 26 gxfb gxfs

26...exf5 deserved attention, intending to
blockade the passed pawn with ...Z)d8-e6.

27 &h1 Eg8 28 Eg1 &d7 29 Hac1 Hb2?
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1 e4 b6

This should have been the decisive mis-
take. Instead, after 29..%)xa3 30 Hxg8 Hxg8
31 £xf5 &\d8 the outcome of the game
would have remained unclear.

30 Exg8 Exg8
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31 &xf5 Ef8

31..exf5? 32 eGt Le8 33 exfT+ Lxf7 34
Ec7 and 32.Wxe6 33 W7+ Le8 34 Hel
were both unacceptable for Black.

32 &xe6+7?!

Stronger was 32 @gﬁ when the bishop
remains immune (32...exf5? 33 eG+ Wxe6 34
W7+ wins) and White has got a big extra
pawn.
32..Wxe6 33 Ngb Dxgs 34 Wxf8 Hca
35 Hg1 h6?!

After 35..Wg6! 36 £3 h6 37 Wa8 W5 38
Wxd5+ &c7 Black is still fighting. Now, how-
ever, it’s all over.

36 f4 ¥Wg6 37 f5 Wh5 38 e6+ &c7 39
We5+ &b8 40 Wxd5 b6 41 We6 N8
42 Ec1 1-0

Game 13
T.Luther-P.Blatny
Frobnleiten 2002

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 £d3 £f6 4 HHd2
After this the game is likely to take on the
contours of the French Defence. In the aris-
ing positions White enjoys a space advantage
on the kingside, whereas Black’s counterplay

is located on the other wing. In general White
is theoretically a bit better, though Black is
difficult to break down.
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4...e6

On 4..c5 5 d5! grabs more space and
seems to ensure White of a lasung advantage.
Instead, 5 dxc5 bxc5 6 Dgf3 &c6 7 &c4 d6 8
0-0, from S.Atalik-E.Kengis, Baile Herculane
1994, would have been unclear after 8..£\d7 9
£ 4 Dbe!, according to Atalik.
5 H\gf3 c5

5..d5 is usually only a queston of move
order, since Black can hardly do without ...c7-
c5.
6 c3 cxd4

6.8 c6 is examined in the next game,
while after 6...d5 7 e5 &)fd7 8 We2,

we have reached a position comparable
with the following French variation: 1 e4 €6 2
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Play 1...b6

d4 d5 3 9d2 fe7 4 Def3 G366 5 5 Nfd7 6
£d3 ¢57 ¢3 b6 (7..8)c6 is more common) 8
We2, the difference being that there is a
bishop on b7 rather than e7. Here Black has
gained the extra option of exchanging his bad
bishop by means of ..Wc8 (instead of the
more weakening ..a7-a5) and ..&a6. The
problem lies in the fact that 8..Wc8 is suspi-
cious due to 9 &g5. We can therefore con-
clude that ‘our’ version is worse than the one
atising from the French, albeit not too much.
For a practical example see the previous
game, Sermek-Minasian (which in fact took
this route, continuing 8..&¢7 9 0-0 etc.).
7 cxd4 fe7

7..d5 8 5 &Md7 9 0-0 would transpose to
Y Schwartz-P.Blatny,  Connecticut 2000
(where Black had begun with 5...d5). After the
typical exchange of his bad bishop, Black
delayed castling to commence his queenside
counterplay immediately: 9..8a6 10 £xa6
Dxa6 11 a3 £e7 12 Hel £ab8 13 &)1 &6
14 £d220 (14 Dg3 intending @h5 seems
more to the point) 14..b5 15 Hcl Wbe
(threatening ..&xd4) 16 £h1 a5 when Black
was fine and went on to win on move 32.
8 0-0

Possibly 8 We2!? would cause Black more
problems.
8...2a6

Here we see what Black had in mind.
9 £xab Dxab

10 We2

10 €521 is strategically dubious: White con-
cedes the important d5-square for an illusory
attack on the kingside. After 10...2)d5 11 &ed
0-0 12 a3 (12 £g5 comes to roughly the same
thing after 12..f6 13 exf6 gxf6 14 &h6 Ef7
with advantage to Black in B.Belott-A Miles,
Forli 1991) 12..8ac7 13 Wd3 5 14 exf6 gxf6
15 £h6 Ef7 and Black was clearly better (if not
by too much) in J.Dobos-B.Carlier, Budapest
1991. He has by far the more flexible position,
and can contemplate such ideas as ..&hs,
o806, . Hg8, and/or dislodge the @ed
with a well-imed ...f7-f5 (though he shouldn’t
hurry with this, as White would then get the e5-
and g5-squares for his knights).
10...5¢7 11 d5! d6

Not 11...exd5?! 12 e5 Dg8 13 &d4 &e6 14
A5 with W3 and Wxd5 to follow. White will
regain his sacrificed pawn with advantage, as
d7 is isolated and &)e4, f4-£5 is in the air.
12 dxe6 £xe6 13 b3

After 13 @c4 the litle combination
13..Axed 14 Wxes d5 15 We2 dxcd allowed
Black gradually to equalise in L.Van Wely-
P.Blatny, Bastia (rapid) 2003: 16 Hd1 Wc8 17
Wadt £f8 18 De5 £6 19 Zxcd Wes etc.
13...%c8 14 £b2 0-0 15 Eac1

15 )d4!? came into consideration.
15...5f4 16 We3 Wga

So 13..¥¢c8 didn’t only plan ... #b7!
17 g3 Dh3+ 18 &h1 ¥h5 19 £xf6 %-%

/7%
7

7 /

g X

//,
//,

/
%
/%

ih s %/?Q
“ePated

34



1 e4 b6

The position is indeed level. So Black is
well alive after 6..cxd4 7 cxd4 L.e7 and accu-
racy is demanded from White in order to
demonstrate an edge.

Gane 14
M.Narciso Dublan-S.Lputian
I znares 1996

1 ed4 b6 2 d4 &b7 3 £d3 56 4 H)d2 e6
5 Ngf3 ¢5 6 ¢3 H\c6

There is a hidden point to postponing the
..c5xd4: Black may be in-
clined to close the queenside with ...c5-c4 and
then push his a- and b-pawns. This is particu-
larly true if White has committed himself with
an early a2-a3. In that case, Black can think
about the long-term plan ...b7-b5-b4xc3, ...a7-
a5, .AbG, ..a5-a4, ..8c6-25-b3. The (small)
drawback of delaying ...c5xd4 is that White
may be able to take back with his knight at
some stage. More rarely, White may benefit
from modifying the pawn structure by means
of d5xc5, and if ..b6xc5, then e4-e5 and ¢3-
c4.
7 a3

White can call Black’s threat a bluff, by
means of 7 0-0!?. In that case, after the natural
sequence 7..cxd4 8 cxd4 @b4 9 b1 £a6 10
He1, Black is at a crossroads:

natural exchange

z

)2 A
a W IR,
x 1A

7 , 2

7 % V

BN = B
/m/m% =

a) 10..)d3!? at once was tried by Blatny,
but he soon expetienced difficulties: 11 £xd3

£xd3 12 d5 (12 &e5!? was even more tempt-
ing) 12.Wc7 13 d6 Wb7?! (he had to try
13..Wc5, when something like 14 b3 Wc2
15 Wxc2 £xc2 16 5 £xb3 17 axb3 &d5
seems unclear to me, as Black is ready to
undermine White’s advanced centre with ...f7-
£6) 14 Wad Hc8 15 Wd4 £a6 16 b3 W8 17
£.23 (now Black is practically playing without
two pieces and his position is pretty dull)
17..Bc6 18 Wb2 b5 19 £b4 2b7 20 Hd4
Ec8 21 Dxb5 8a6 22 a4 Lxb5 23 axb5
Wxb5 24 Hecl Hd8 25 Wd4 Hg4 26 h3 He5
27 £a5 £6 28 £xd8 &xd8 29 Hxa7 Le8 30
Hcc7 We2 31 f4 HH\d3 32 Exd7 Dxf4 33
Bd8+ 1-0 JRoselli-P.Blatny, Buenos Aires
2006). 10..Ec8 deserved serious attention,
when 11 &f1! (11 a3?! §d3 12 £xd3 &xd3
13 De5 L.c2! 14 We2 Le7 is fine for Black,
while 11 &e5 We7 looks OK as well) 11...d5
(on 11..Wc77 12 &e3 covering 2 is strong,
followed by 13 a3) 12 e5 d7 (after 12..2e4
13 a3 Q6 14 Lxed dxed 15 Bxed T don't
think Black has quite enough for the pawn) 13
a3 Dc6 14 Dg3? may be a bit better for
White.

7...d5 8 e5 Y\d7

9 0-0

9 b4 looks sensible too, more or less forc-
ing Black to close the queenside: 9..c4
(9..cxd4? is strategically etroneous, as after 10
cxd4 Black can’t play ...a7-a5 in view of b4-b5,
and the plan ..a7-a6, ..b6-b5, .. b6-c4, ...a6-
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Play 1...b6

a5 is far too slow; while the final possible
source of counterplay, ..f7-f6, would expose

the black king too much)

10 £c2 b5 (again if 10..25? 11 bS) 11 &¥f1
a5 12 842 (preventing an eventual piece sac-
rifice on b4) 12..f6 (Black now lands into a
somewhat worse positdon, so 1 think he
should look for an improvement either here,
eg. 12..8e71? 13 @gfi 0-0, or on the next
move whete the two other recaptures,
13...gxf6 and 13.. Wxf61?, look more interest-
ing) 13 exf6 @xf6 14 Dg3 axb4 15 axb4 Exal
16 Wxa1 £d6 17 0-0 0-0 18 g5 L.c8 19 14
(White has built a bind, hindering the freeing
..€0-e5, and stands thus slightly better)
19.. %7 20 Wel £d8 21 £b1 847 22 &cl
W8 23 Ge2 (preparing g2-g4 with Dh1-2
was perhaps more efficient, as then Black
doesn’t plonk a knight on ed) 23.8)f7 24
O3 Le7 25 De5 D6 26 g4 Dfed and the
rest of the game seems ‘dynamically in equi-
librium: 27 &g3 £h4 28 Lg2 Le8 29 L2
Was 30 £b2 Wh7 31 We3 &xg3 32 hxgd
296 33 Hatl Ba8 34 Wcl Ha6 35 Ha5 Hxas
36 bxa5 Wa6 37 Wal b4 38 Wa4 (not 38
cxb4?? as 38..c3 39 £xc3 We2+ is killing)
38..bxc3 39 Ra3 Ob5 40 Wha HDed6 41
xg6 hxgb 42 Lxgt Wa7 43 Wad 2 44
2xd6 Dxd6 45 Lxc2 Wxd4 46 a6 Ded 47
©h3 Wol 48 Wes+ &h7 49 Wh5+ &g8 50
Wes+ 2h7 51 Wh5+ g8 52 Lxed dxed 53
Wes+ Lh7 54 Whs+ g8 55 WeS+ Yo-s

B.Macieja-T.Polak, Budapest 2000.
9...a5 10 Het

10 b3!? was seen in A.Ivanov-P.Blatny,
Philadelphia 2000. At first Black reacted cau-
tiously with 10..¥c8 11 &b2 La6 12 We2
£xd3 13 Wxd3 Wa6 14 We3, but then began
to be over-optimistic:

14..a4? (aiming to weaken the c4-square)
15 c4! (after this strong reply White’s lead in
development made itself felt; Black’s resis-
tance could have been more tenacious, but
the initative was definitely in White’s hands)
15...dxc4?! (better 15..2e7!) 16 d5 ©d4 (or
16...exd5 17 €6 D6 18 exf7+ Lxf7 19 Hg5+
a6 20 £4 and Black’s king gets slaughtered)
17 bxc4 Dc2 18 W4 Dxal 19 Dg5 with a
winning position that White converted on
move 36.

Instead of 14...a4?, Black would have been
better inspired to take on d4 at once and ob-
tain a comfortable game, ie. 14..cxd4! 15
cxd4 £e7 16 Efcl Ec8 with equality. White’s
bishop is passive at b2, the traditional kingside
attack hasn’t started yet, and finally his tempo-
rary possession of the c-file doesn’t bring
anything concrete.
10...c4 11 £¢c2 b5 12 Hf1 h6!?

An alternative to the ‘traditional’ move
here, 12..8e7, which also prevents the jump
to g5. Black’s move invites %)g3-h5, but it is
still unclear then how to break through for
White.
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13 h4?!

This move leaves me somewhat perplexed,
as Black was certainly not going to commit
hara-kiri with ...g7-g5.
13...b4 14 ¥Wd2 5b6 15 ¥f4 bxc3 16
bxc3 a4 17 £g3 Hab

18 £h2

The bishop is not best employed at b2, but
in the event of 18 £e3 9b3 19 a2, Narciso
was ptobably anxious about the reply
19..8\c8, redirecting the knight to b5, just as
in the game.
18...5b3 19 Ead1 £c8 20 H\h5 We7?!

Possibly an inaccuracy. 20..2a7 21 W3
&d7 22 Hixg7 @bS5, raking revenge on a3,
would have led to a double-edged position,
but was probably a better choice.

21 He3?

Losing a crucial tempo. If 21 Wgd?! &d7
and White can’t take on g7, but 21 Qg?)
would have improved the game continuation
a lot, e.g. 21..g6 (if 21..&d7? 22 Hxg7 Eg8
23 &\f5! turns out badly for Black) 22 &\fo+
&d8 23 h5 and after either 23..gxh5 or
23..g5, then 24 Ah7 is strong, swapping the
key bishop.
21...5a7 22 Nd2 £.¢6 23 Hb1

Now a3 is safely guarded, but the hanging
bishop on b2 is another source of problems
for White.
23...Eb8 24 Hg3 g6 25 Hf6+ &d8 26 h5
g5 27 We3

27...5xd4 28 cxd4 Exb2 29 ¥Wc3 Ha2?!

Black should have kept his extra pawn with
29. Wb7.

30 2xad Wc7 31 2xc6 Hixc6é 32 Wi3
He7 33 Eh3 497 34 Hed?

A blunder due to time-trouble.
34...Ef8?

Black returns the favour. After 34...dxe4 35
Wxf7 2d5 36 Wxe6 both players probably
forgot the fork 36..8)f4, when Black is a rook
up and wins easily.

35 Dec3 Eb2 36 a4?

Better 36 @ad! and &\c5.
36...f6 37 5 b5 Wa5 38 Wa3 Wh4 39
exf6 Exf6 40 Wxb4 Exb4g

////

/

Black now is in the driver’s seat. He has a
strong protected passed pawn and superior
pieces, while d4 is very weak.

41 H1c3 £c6 42 Ee3 £d7 43 Ede1 Eb2
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Play 1...b6

44 13 Ed2 45 ab Hxab 46 S xd5 exd5 47
He7+ Lc6 48 Ha7+ &b6 49 Exg7 ¢3 50
N8+ b5 51 Ec7 ¢2 52 Ec3 <b4g 53
Ech5 5b3 54 He7 Hxcb 55 Hxd5+ b3
56 Hxfé Ed1 0-1

Game 15
Kir.Georgiev-A.Miles
Biel 1992

1 d4 e6

This will soon transpose to the main line 1
e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 £d3 and now 3...e6 (rather
than 3..4)6 as in the previous games). Black’s
move order is designed to keep his opponent
guessing, as White must take into account a
different opening arising, such as the Nimzo-
Indian, Queen’s Indian ot French Defence.
2 e4 b6 3 2d3 £b7 4 D3

As his e-pawn is not attacked, White still
has the option of 4 ¢4 reaching a position
examined in Chapter 2 (see Game 44).
4...cb

4..g6?! 1s dubious in the present position,
as White can involve his c-pawn in the battle
and thus enjoy a comfortable central pre-
dominance. White may, incidentally, be a clear
tempo up on the line 1 ¢4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 a3
g6 5 85 (5 c4l?) 5..2e7 (5..£6! looks ugly at
first sight, but in connection with the ma-
noeuvre ..AhG6-f7, may suit open-minded
players) 6 h4! d6 7 @bd2 &6 8 3 D6 9

We2 with a pleasant game for White in
L.Gofshtein-L.McShane, Arco 2000.
5¢3

5 &\c3 cxd4 6 Dxd4 leads to a Sicilian
2..b6 variation, where after 1 e4 c5 2 @f3 b6
3 d4 cxdd 4 Dxd4 Lb7 5 £d3, Black has
played ..e7-e6 instead of the probably best
..g7-g6 (at least, this is what my own experi-
ence leads me to believe). That said, Black was
doing reasonably well in the few games featur-
ing 6..8)c6. For instance, 7 Dxc6 Lxc6 8 0-0
De7 9 Lg5 6 10 Ke3 Dgb6 11 f4 Lc5 12
£xc5 bxc5 13 5 De5 (what a horse! Black
already has the upper hand) 14 Wh5+ &e7 15
Lh1 Wb6 16 Habl Eag8 17 We2 Eb8 18 a3
£a8 19 d1 Wd6 20 D2 h5 21 Hh3 Eho
22 4 Eg8 23 fxe6 dxe6 24 L.c4 Dxcd 25
Wxcd g5 26 Hbdl We5 27 Dd3 Wd4 28
Wxc5+ Wxe5 29 Dxc5 L6 30 BEd2 g4 31
Hfd1 £5 32 Hd6 Ec8 33 5 f4 34 Dd3 Vo-Ye
R.Forster-Y.Pelletier, Biel 1994, A remarkable
fact is that Black seldom reaches the position
after 6..8\c6 via a Sicilian, as after 5 £d3 e6
White usually refrains from 6 @3, while 5
&\c3 e6 would allow the annoying 6 Adbs,
5...5)f6 6 We2

6 @bd2 would transpose to Games 13-14.
Instead, 6 Lg5!? h6 7 Lxf6 Wxf6 is a sort of
Trompowsky. White’s play is easier, but
Black’s bishop pair shouldn’t be neglected.
6...8e7

Here 6..d5 7 e5 @fd7 8 0-0 returns to
Sermek-Minasian  (Game 12). Obviously
6..c6? 7 d5 is not advisable as it concedes
too much space.

7 0-0 %c6 8 a3

Parrying the threat of ..c5xd4, c3xd4 Qb4
when Black steals the bishop pair (while
A\f3xd4 is not exactly what White is aiming
for). Alternatively:

a) 8 €517 is legal (here or one move eatrlier)
and represents a quite tespectable choice.
After 8..2)d5 9 dxc5 (otherwise Black might
himself take on d4 and secure a first-class
outpost at d5 for his knight) 9..bxc5
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(9..8xc5? 10 b4 Re7 11 23 d6 12 ¢4 &c7 13
exd6 Wxd6 14 &b2, as in M.Dreyer-A Miles,
Auckland 1992, doesn’t inspire confidence for
Black, who was indeed quite happy to escape
with a draw), Black is doing well from a stra-
tegic point of view as he has more pawns in
the centre. On the downside, White’s piece
play is easier and this factor might prevail in
the present case: 10 c4! &b (the best square
for the knight; after 10..4)db4?! 11 £.e4 Black
had problems in T.Florian-1.Polgar, Hungary
1974: the horse will soon be driven to a6,
while White can harmoniously finish his de-
velopment by means of Ae3, &4, Badl etc;
instead, the silly-looking retreat 10..&)c7?!
would have a point, i.e. covering e6 in prepa-
ration for ..f7-f6, and after White captures
then ..d7-d5 would be possible, but unfortu-
nately Black lacks the time for this whole idea)
11 &c3 and now:

g ¥4y K

18 1Rt

/a@///t%//
oz

i Samas

al) 11..f5? was overoptimistic and severely
sanctioned in T Thorhallson-H.Poettinger,
Liechtenstein 1996: 12 exf6 gxf6 13 &h4! 0-0
14 Wod+ &h8 15 g6+ hxgb 16 Lxg6 and
Black had to resign. It’s mate in 5, as you can
check!

a2) 11..Wb8!?> 12 2.4 and then 12..f5 was
a better idea. Instead, 12..g5!7 seems suspi-

[
N\

SN

cious, as after the likely sequence 13 @xg5
Lxg5 14 £xg5 Wxe5 15 Ke3 I don’t see any
effective way for Black to use the combina-
tion of the g-file and his powerful bishop

(15..Bg8?! is simply met by 16 g3); though, on
the other hand, 15..d6 16 f4 Wg7 17 Ef2
0-0-0 isn’t that clear to me.

a3) 11..0-0 12 We4 g6 13 £h6 Ee8, fol-
lowed by a quick ..d7-d6, might also be ten-
able.

b) 8 dxc5 is analogous to 8 €5, and not
really an independent sub-variation. Indeed,
White doesn’t achieve anything without e4-e5,
and he does best to play it before Black gets
in either ..d7-d6 or ...d7-d5.
8...5ab!

White’s seemingly neutral last move had
the drawback of weakening the b3-square,
which Black immediately exploits.

9 $bd2 c4 10 Rc2

10 Dxcd Dxcd 11 Lxcd Hxed is about
equal.
10...¥c7 11 Leb

If 11 e5?! §)d5 12 &e4 5 and White has
obtained less than the beautiful square he
conceded, while 11 d5 €5 leads to a sort of
closed Ruy Lopez, where the queenside con-
figuration suits Black well.

The more positional 11 Hel, which gives
the game a quieter character and balanced
chances, also has its adherents. Black’s best
reaction then seems to be 11..0-0 12 Ebl (a
useful precaution against ...b3) 12..Eae8 13
&1 d6 and now 14 5 &)d7 was interesting,
while 14 &g3 €5 15 A5 Ld8 was equal in
R.Lau-H.Teske, German Bundesliga 1994.
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11...b5 12 f4

12 a4 a6 may discourage Black from cas-
ting long, but this doesn’t really fit in with his
plans anyway.
12...0-0 13 Higd

13 517 was seen in L.Goldgewicht-
J.L.Chabanon, Cannes 1995. Black had no
particular opening problems after 13...exf5 14
Exf5 d6 15 Qef3 a6, and 13..d6 14 Dgd a6
looks reasonable too.
13...2xg4 14 Wxg4 Nb3!

=)

%// / @ 0
%1/ .
@Aw? é,

/ -

The equaliser according to the late Tony
Miles himself. This way of deflecting a white
piece, thus reducing his control over e4, had
been in the air since Black’s 8th move and is
really very original. Without exaggeration, I
think that such a concept emerging right from
an opening line (8..&)a5, fighting for the e4
spot) is something unique.

15 Eb1

Capturing the invader was also OK for
Black:

a) 15 Dxb3 cxb3 16 Kd3 (worse is 16
£xb3? Lxe4 with a small edge for Black)
16..8xe4 17 R xe4 5 with equality.

b) 15 £xb31? cxb3 16 {5 exf5! when White
faces the difficult choice of how to take back,
as all three ways look sensible. In the encoun-
ter J.Dorfman-A.Miles, Tilburg 1992, White
choose the ‘safest’ 17 exf5 (after 17 Ef5 d5!
immediately springs to mind — Black is threat-
ening 18..82c8 and achieves a nice position;

while on 17 Wxf5 d5 is less obvious but
seems appropriate as well, when White can
either opt for 18 exd5 Zad8 19 &xb3 Lxd5
with full compensation for the pawn, or em-
batk upon the unclear 18 &5 f6! 19 e0)
17..8d6! 18 De4 (whom the inclusion 18 f61?
g6 favours remains unclear; of course
18..8.xh2+?? loses on the spot to 19 £hl
Wo3 20 Wxg7+) 18..82xed 19 Wxed Lxh2+
20 &h1 Hae8 21 W3 Wg3l 22 a4 (not 22
Wh5? Be4 and ..Hh4 next) 22, Wxf3 23 Hxf3
£.d6 24 L.e3 g5 (surely a superb idea worth
two exclamation marks, but with hindsight
the correct implementation was probably
24..bxa4! 25 Exa4 g5 26 g4 h5 27 d5 hxg4 28
Bxg4 {6 and Black stands much better; in-
stead 24..He4? lets the advantage slip: 25 axb5
Bfe8 26 Bxa7 and if 26..Bxe3? 27 Hxe3
Bxe3 28 Hal+ £18 29 b6 wins) 25 g4? (25
fxg6? fxgb and 25 axb5? g4 were equally erro-
neous, but the consequences of 25 &xg5!
aren’t totally clear to me, eg 25..bxa4 26
£h6 He2 27 &.xf8 &xf8 28 Eb1 Ec2 29 &gl
a3 30 bxa3 b2 31 a4 Hc1+ 32 Ef1 8.a3 33 fo,
all of which is more or less forced, and at first
sight White seems well tied up. However, his
king will begin his march to d2, while his dark
colleague’s trip to a useful place takes longer.
The far advanced f-pawn may also provide
White with a source of counterplay in some
cases. All in all Black is at no risk of losing,
but stll has to demonstrate he can win)
25..Hed 26 axb5 Bfe8 27 L.xg5 He2 28 Lpl
(in the case of 28 Hxa7 White was lost any-
way: 28..Hxb2 29 Efl Ebe2|, followed by
..b2, .Eel etc; but not the terrible blunder
29..Bee2?? which would reverse the roles: 30
Za8+ 218 31 £f4 or 30..&g7? 31 fo+ Lgb
32 Hg8 mate) 28..Exb2 29 Ef2 Hee2 30 b6
Exf2 31 bxa7 Bg2+ 32 &f1 Ebf2+ 33 el
Bg1+0-1.
15...5xd2 16 £xd2 £ xe4!

A welcome simplification, as White was
going to launch an attack with f4-£5.
17 2xed f5 18 Wf3 fxed 19 Wxed Zae8
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20 Hbe1 a6 21 g3 &f6 22 g2 He7 23
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23...BEfe8

23..exf5?! was inadequate after 24 Was+
Lh8 25 Hxe7 Lxe7 26 Bxf5 Hxf5 27 Wxf5
with some pull for White, but 23..d5!? was
possible, with the idea 24 Wg4 e5 or 24 W3
Wee.

24 4.4 Wh6 25 g4 h6

Not 25..exf5? 26 Wd5+ &h8 27 Hxe7
when both 27..8xe7 28 Wxd7 and 27..Exe7
28 g5 He2+29 13 are bad news for Black.
26 £.g3 ©h8 27 h4 exf5 28 Wxf5 Wb7+
29 W3 He2+!?

After the massive liquidation 29.. Wxf3+ 30
&xf3 Hxel 31 Exel Hxel 32 Lxel d5 33
f4 g6 (note that Black’s last two moves were
forced) the bishop ending is a draw, as
White’s active king can’t penetrate the enemy
camp.

30 ZExe2 Hxe2+ 31 Ef2 Wxf3+ 32 &xf3
He1?

32.. Exf2+ 33 £xf2 d5 34 &4 g6 would
reach the same drawish endgame that Black
rejected three moves before. This time, how-
ever, it was a much wiser decision.

33 gb! &e7

Not 33..hxg5r? 34 hxg5 and the double
threat of 35 gxf6 and 35 Eh2+ nets a piece.
34 gxh6 gxh6 35 Hg2 Xf1+?

35..2e6! 36 Le5+ L6 37 Ded! Rxe5 38
dxe5 d6 39 2d5 Exe5+ 40 Lxd6 was as-

sessed as being clearly better for White, but
after 40..Ee4 I don’t think Black has serious
troubles in drawing, eg. 41 &7 &h7
(41..Bxh4?) 42 &b6 Hxh4 43 Lxa6 Eh5 44
La5 Hg5 45 Eh2 @g6 46 ©b4 h5 47 a4 bxa4
48 Dxcd L6 49 b4 Egd+ 50 c4 hd 51 b5
@e7 and the king arrives on time to stop the
passed pawn.

36 Led4 &h7 37 Le5 £18 38 h5 Eh1
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39 £h2

This move was criticised afterwards and 39
Bo6!? suggested as a better winning attempt.
It is true that Black could then easily go astray,
but I believe he can still escape, provided that
he finds 39...d6\.

a) 39..a5? 40 EHbG, intending Eb7, and
White is much better.

b) 39..Eh4+21 40 £.£4! (not 40 £d5? d6!)
40..25 41 Hb6 g8 (or 41..Exh5 42 Bb7
o6 43 Hxd7) 42 Exb5 £d6 43 Ef5 g7 44
d5 £c7 45 24! £d6 46 Lf3 Lxf4 47 Hxf4
Hxh5 48 Exc4 Exd5 49 b4 and Black is in
bad shape.

¢) 39..d6! 40 £.xd6 Exh5 41 Ef6 Lxd6 42
Hxd6 Bh2 and T may be wrong, but I think
Black just has about enough counterplay to
hold this one, e.g. 43 Exa6 Exb2 44 d5 h5 45
a4 b4 46 cxb4 h4 47 b5 h3 etc.
39...Ee1+ 40 ©d5 Eh1 41 a4 bxad 42
&xc4 a3 43 bxa3 £xa3 44 2e5 218 45
Ha2 HExhb5 46 Hxab6 Zf5 47 &d5 h5 48
Led Hf1 49 c4 £97 50 Za7 Ef7 51 2d6
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£f8!1 52 &2b8

52 £xf8 drops the exchange, but it’s a
draw anyway: 52..d5+ 53 &xd5 Exa7 54 ¢5
g8 55 Ld6 Lf7 56 6 and so on.
52...h4 53 c5 g6 54 Eal &h5 55 Hg1
h3 56 2f4 £e7 57 Reb X8 58 Eg8 Hf1
59 Hh8+ £h6 60 £g97 Zf6 61 £xhé
Exh6 62 Exh6+ &xh6 63 3 %-Y%

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 Hc3 b
4 Hf3 £b4 5 2d3

Game 16
V.Akopian-J.Speelman
Elista Olympiad 1998

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 &)c3 €6 4 N3
4 a3, preventing 4..8.b4, is a significant al-
ternative, when Black can play:

@2&&32

79’/////
%é///////

a) 4..g06!?, adopting a Hippopotamus for-
mation, has been Black’s choice on several
occasions. This solution is quite acceptable, as
4 a3 is rather useless in that case. Here is an
llustration of Black reaching an unclear posi-
tion: 5 9f3 Lg7 6 Kgd> De7 7 Wd2 h6 8
£e3 d6 9 h4 Dd7 10 £d3 Df6 (having in
mind both ...d6-d5 and ..&g4) 11 ££4 a6 12
0-0-0 b5 '2-"2 R.Martia del Campo-D.Gatcia
Tlundain, Villa Clarin 1998.

b) 4..8){6 and then:

b1) 5 €5 Ded 6 W3 (6 Dxed Lxed is

equal) 6..2Dxc3? (better 6.8)d6) 7 Wxb7
A6 8 g5 BeT 9 LxeT Lxe7 10 Wa6
when White is much better and would win a
piece in case of 10..2xd4? 11 Wd3. One may
notice that had the white a-pawn not moved,
Black still wouldn’t be saved, as 10 Wa6 Hb4
would then run into 11 Wa3+.

b2) 5 £d3 c5! (5..d5 6 €5 @fd7 isn’t such
a bad French, but statistics are terrible for
Black herel) 6 @)f3 (if 6 dxc5 £xc5 or 6..bxc5
offers chances for both sides) 6...cxd4 7 &xd4
should be a tiny bit better for White. The
move a2-a3 is not necessary; but on the other
hand, Black would probably have prefetred a
more aggressive Sicilian ...a7-a6, ..b7-b5 ex-
pansion (though compare 5 &\c3 in the notes
to Game 15).

_Q_/ I/I/
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4..48b4

Almost always played, though Black can
also try 4..6!? and then:

a) 5 €571 4 is just equal.

b) 5 £g5 h6 6 £xf6 Wxf 7 Ld3 resem-
bles a Trompowsky (1 d4 &6 2 £05 e6 3 e4
h6 etc.) with White having got the centre for
the pair of bishops. Chances are about even.

¢ 5 £d3 d5 (after 5..c5 6 0-0 cxd4 7
&xd4 White has a good version of the Sicilian
Defence; see 4 a3 if youte not convinced!) 6
exd5! (6 57! Ded and 6 Lg5 dxed 7 Lxed
L xe4 8 Dxed Le7, with approximate equality
in each case, are not really convincing)

6..%xd5
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Strangely, this seemingly ‘anodyne’ position
has occurred only twice in praxis, according to
my database. Even if it is far from a dream for
Black, his position looks quite decent to me.
He will continue with natural moves, such as
“Re7, .00, ..d7,
able prospects of equalising,

I dislike 6..exd5, even if Black’s position
should stll be defensible. GM Lau had a sad
experience with it 7 0-0 Re7 8 Hel 0-0 9
We2 He§ 10 £g5 Abd7 11 &e5 h6?? (not
the best! 11..&)xe5 would have kept White’s
plus within bearable proportions) 12 @xf7
Weg 13 Weo 218 14 Dxho+ Lh8 15 Wgs+
1-0 H.Namyslo-R.Lau, Dresden 1996. I won’t
risk causing offence by explaining what hap-
pens after 15..)xg8.

5 2d3 &6

..c7-c5, and has reason-

Yoy
V4 7 2
/.% /} //71/1 }

7

%

The main moves, 6 We2 and 6 £g5, are
examined in the rest of this chapter.
6...5e4 7 0-0 ©xc3 8 bxc3 &e7

A safe choice, although taking the pawn is
playable as well and more principled:
8..&xc3! 9 bl (on 9 £g5?7! the simplest is
9..Wc8 10 Ebl ¢5 with a slight advantage to
Black, whereas the alternatives 9..f6 10 exf6
gxf6 11 De5 &e7 and 9.8xf3 10 Wxf3
Wxg5 11 Wxa8 Wd8 12 Hadl Hc6 13 Wh7

are difficult to assess) and now:

a) 9..49c6 10 b3 £xd4 led to a forced
draw in  C.Joecks-M.Weyrich, German
Bundesliga 1994: 11 Zxd4 Dxd4 12 Wod
@xb3 13 Wxg7 Dxcl 14 Wxh8+ &e7 15
Wee+ Le8 16 Whe+ Le7 '2-Y. Whether
White can deviate on move 10 and obtain
reasonable play for his pawn is unsure.

b) 9..8£d5 can be considered an attempt to
play for more, and indeed Black was fine each
time he tried it:

b1) 10 We2 &6 11 Red Lxd4 12 Lg5
W8 13 &xd5 exd5 left Black on top in
M.Shereshevski-V.Kupreichik, Minsk 1976.

b2) 10 &g5? led to a surprisingly quick de-
feat in G.Lorscheid-A.Czebe, Budapest 1999:
10..8xd4 11 c4 £b7 12 Dxh7 Exh7 13
£.xh7 Wha 14 Wd3 Qc6 15 Led DxeS5 0-1,
as after 16 Wxd4 Wxed 17 Wxed Lxed the c-
pawn will be lost too.

b3) 10 Lg5! (best) 10.Wc§ (10..f67!
would be similar to 9 £g5?! f6 with the con-
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siderable difference that the Eal is not en
prise; after 11 exf6 gxf6 12 De5 Le7 13 Wh5
Wes 14 L.xfo+ Lxf6 15 Who+ Le7 16 W7+
2d8 17 D7+ Lc8 18 &xh8 White is an ex-
change up for insufficient compensation) 11
We1? (11 £.d2! was called for, and on the
natural 11..8xd2 12 §xd2 Lxa2 13 Hal
£.d5 14 Wgd White has about enough initia-
tive for the sacrificed pawns, for instance
14..0-0 15 &e4 Lh8 16 Df6 gxf6 17 Wh4 5
18 Wre+ &g8 19 Wo5+ with perpetual check)
11..1h6 12 W4 £xf3?! (grabbing the bishop at
once was dangerous because of 12..hxg5 13
Dxg5 Hf8 14 Dxf7, but the prophylactic
12.. 8! was winning for Black; after the text
move Black is still better, but his opponent is
back in the game) 13 Wxf3 Dc6 14 £e3 (bet-
ter 14 £.f4! with the idea 14..Dxd4 15 We3
and 16 R.e4) 14..Dxd4 15 Wod &c6 16 4
0-0 17 Bf3 5 18 exf6 Exf6 19 Eg3 Wf8 20
W3 2d4 21 Wed Sxed+ 22 Hxe3 Exfd 23
Wh7+ &f7 24 Bf1 Hxfl+ 25 &xfl Wc5 26
L2 W(5+2? (a terrible blunder in a won posi-
tion) 27 Ef3 1-0 Vorstermans-Nieto, Antwerp
1994.

9 Hd2!

' /

A
7

Clearing the path for both her majesty and
the f-pawn.
9...d6 10 ¥g4 g6 11 Led

I believe 11 f4! was stronger. In that case 1
wonder what was Speelman’s intention, as
White’s plan of transferring his knight to g5

looks dangerous. Maybe 11..4)c6, 12..8d7
and to shoot the knight when it appears at gb.
11...dxe5 12 dxe5 ©c6 13 Ed1

All the direct ways to cover e5 (13 f4, 13
214, 13 Wg3) would have been met by the
same reply.

13...Wd5!

Now White could opt for 14 f4 0-0-0 15

L3, with roughly equal chances. Akopian
probably didn’t trust his positon and went
instead for simplifications:
14 £a6 Hxeb 15 Hxd5 Sxg4 16 £xb7
exd5 17 2xa8 dxed4 18 Lc6+ Lf8 19 h3
Heb 20 2h6+ £g8 21 £xed R.18 22 24
£d6 23 £h6 218 24 £f4 2d6 2-%

Game 17
E.Bareev-C.Bauer
Engbien les Bains 2001

1 e4 b6 2 d4 2b7 3 5c3 e6 4 D3 Lb4a
5 2.d3 &\f6 6 We2 d5 7 exd5

7 5 is more ambitious: 7..2ed4 8 0-0 (8
£.d2 Dxd2 is just equal) 8..2xc3 (taking first
with the bishop is also correct: 8..8xc31? 9
bxc3 Dxc3 10 We3 Dc6 or 10..2e4, when
White has compensation but likely no more
than that) 9 bxc3 £xc3 10 Eb1 £c6 and now
the game K. Pommerening-G.Matrisch, corre-
spondence 1980, shows an impressive crush-
ing White victory, but it is hard to believe that
Black can’t defend better: 11 £a31? HHxd4 12

44



7 e4 b6

xd4 Lxd4 13 Efd1 a6 (the most suitable
move to avoid prevent B8 b5+ since 13..¢6
allows the unpleasant 14 £d6, while 13...¢5??
just drops a piece to 14 £b5+ Lf8 15 Exd4)
14 c4 Wg5 (if 14..dxc4 15 Wgd) 15 ¢5 Yxe5
16 Wc2 b5 17 ¢6 £.c8 18 Hel Wf6 19 He2 €5
20 Eb4 Re6 (f 20..0-0 21 Lxh7+ Lhs 22
Exd4 followed by £xf8 and the extra piece
decides the outcome) 21 Exd4 exd4 22 Wc5
(intending 23 Wxd5) 22..&d8 23 £b2 Hes
24 fxd4 Wg5 25 o3 £h3 26 4 Wh5 27
Lxg7 6 28 Lxf6+ L8 29 Wxd5! and Black
resigned. Indeed, if 29... Wxd5 30 Exe8 mates,
while after 29..2.¢g4 30 £f5+ &b 31 Wd7
or 30..&xf5 31 Wxf5+ Black loses a lot of
material.

7...Wxd5!?

For 7..4)xd5 see the next game.

8 0-0

Three earlier, M.Caposciutti-
N.Giffard, French League 2001, saw the dou-
ble-edged plan of White casting queenside.
Although Black lost that game, he doubtlessly
could have improved: 8 £d2!? £xc3 9 bxc3
(9 £xc3 @Dbd7 10 0-0 Ded was equal in
AMikhalchishin-B.Gurgenidze, Volgodonsk
1981) 9..0-0 10 c4 Wh5 11 0-0-0 Dbd7?! (too
slow! 11...c5! was already preferable for Black)
12 Ehgl Wg4 13 h3 Lxf3 14 pxf3 Wh5 15
Bos5 Wha 16 B3 ©h8 17 Red Hxed?! (here
17..Ead8l? 18 Hdgl ©h5 with unclear play
was probably better) 18 fxe4 f6 19 Edgl Ef7

weeks

20 W3 Hafs 21 Hg4 Wh5 22 We3 (now
White clearly has the better of it and finishes
the game abruptly) 22..g5 23 £xg5 fxg5 24
Exg5 Who 25 f4 96 26 &5 Wxg5 27 Wxg5
DNe8 28 Hgd g7 29 d5 He8 30 Eh4 HefB 31
Hh6 &g8 32 dxe6 Exf4 33 Ef6 Excd 34 7
Hes 35 B8+ Exf8 36 exfBW+ xf8 37 Wrc+
1-0.

8...2xc3 9 bxc3 0-0

If 9..4)bd7 10 £a3!? is annoying,

After the text move Black has solved his
opening problems, and White should proba-
bly settle for an equal endgame in the next
few moves.

10 &4

10 c4 Wh5 11 Qe5 Wxe2 12 Lxe2 &6
(or 12..2bd7) 13 L3 9a5 is roughly equal,
while 13..2xe5? 14 £xb7 Hxcd 15 Lxa8
Hxa8 gives Black interesting compensation
for his small material deficit; the cavalry will
petform a great job from the untouchable
outposts at ¢4 and d5.
10...Ec8

11 Efe1?!

Now Black’s position becomes more pleas-
ant. Bareev’s decision was probably dictated
by the tournament situation: he was fighting
for the podium, whereas I was the ‘also ran’
of the event. Instead 11 c4 Wh5 12 He5
Wxe2 13 Lxe2 ¢5 14 ¢3 was equal.
11...¢5 12 dxc5

Now 12 ¢4 comes too late (12..%h5 13
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dxc5 £.xf3 and Black is clearly on top), so
White is forced to accept his doubled c-pawns
being isolated.
12...%xc5 13 c4 Hbd7 14 a4 Ze8 15 ab
e5 16 2e3 Wc7 17 21571

Another inaccuracy. 17 axb6 axb6 18 &5
would have limited the damage.
17...bxab

Now Black enjoys a marked and rather
stable edge.
18 £d2

18...e47?!

Instead:

a) 18..8xf3?! 19 Wxf3 Wxc4 isn’t so clear,
as White’s pair of bishops is quite powerful in
this open position; after 20 Wh3!?, for exam-
ple.

b) 18..4b6> 19 &xe5 is just erroneous
since Black has no satisfactory way to use the
pin on the e-file.

c) 18..24! seems the right way to proceed:
19 Hxa4 Qb6 20 £.a5 We6 21 Hb4 e4 22
&h4 (22 & d4? W5 loses material) 22.. Wc5
23 Bb5 Wxc4 24 Wxc4 Dxc4 and Black is
much better.

19 Hda

Or 19 £xa5 Wc5 20 Hh4 De5 with 2
slight plus for Black; if 20..g5 21 &xd7
&xd7 22 £.c3 is unclear.
19...5b6 20 £g5

20 £.xa5?! Wxcd was worse.
20...%xc4 21 Wxca?!

We were now both in time-trouble, and
objectively White should have chosen 21
Lxf6 Wxe2 22 Dxe2 gxf6 23 Dg3 He5 24
fxe4 Hae8 25 f3 when he has reasonable
chances to make a draw. Due to my poor
form, however, Bareev’s suspicious choice
brought him more...
21...5Hxc4 22 Zeb1 £d5 23 Eb5 Zad8 24
Hcb h6

On 24...e3 25 {3 a4 the a-pawn Is immune
because of 26...e2, but after something like 26
&f1, Black’s task of converting his tangible
edge remains difficult.

25 £h4

Or 25 £f41? g6 26 &h3 g5 (26..€3 is pet-
haps cleaner) 27 £¢7 g4 28 £.xd8 HExd8 29
&\c6 and the position is messy.
25...e3 26 f3 g5 27 4¢3

)
Z % %t/%/

7
7
v I

27...5h5??

Any other move was preferable, though
converting Black’s edge would definitely have
been hatd.

28 £.c7 &4 29 £xd8 Exd8 30 c3

Despite my blunder I still had some
chances to hold. The pressure of time, how-
ever, made me collapse, and when 1 over-
stepped the limit the final positon was lost
anyway.
30...5e6 31 2xe6 fxe6 32 &f1 Zb8 33
Hb5 Hd2+ 34 Le1 Hc8 35 Zbxab5 Exc3
36 Exa7 &f8 37 £7a3 Exa3 1-0

Not a very linear game, but defensive skills
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are part of chess, and Bareev did well to con-
fuse matters as much as possible.

Game 18
E.Mortensen-R.Keene
Aarbus 1976

1 e4 b6 2 d4 2b7 3 4¢3 e6 4 HHf3 £ba
5 2d3 ©f6 6 We2 d5 7 exd5 %xd5 8
£d2 Hxe3

8..2d71? doesn’t change anything if White
goes for 9.0-0 £xc3 10 bxc3 fLe7, whereas
Black avoids the sharp 10 h4 from Kovalev-
Minasian in the next note. (9 h4 is sdll play-
able, but would make less than in the above-
mentioned game). The drawback of 8..4\d7 is
illustrated by the following continuation,
whete Black will find it hard to win: 9 £xd5
£xd2+ 10 Dxd2 £xd5 11 0-0 0-0 12 c4 Lb7
13 fed fLxed 14 Dxed Df6 15 Badl Dxed
16 Wxe4 Wd6 with a level endgame in
G.Marcotulli-K.Gawehns,
2001.
9 bxc3 2e7
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10 0-0

A draw by perpetual check is the logical
outcome of 10 De5?2! 0-0 11 Wh5 g6 12 Dxg6
(otherwise 12..4)d7 and Black is not worse)
12...fxg6 13 &xg6 hxg6 14 Wxg6+ Lh8 etc.

The aggressive 10 h4l? was first seen in
AKovalev-A Minasian, Cappelle la Grande
1996, though only one more time since.

10..4)d7 11 Bh3 c5?! (in his annotations for
Informator 67, Kovalev suggests 11..82d6?, to
stop Hg3, as a likely improvement; I agree
with him, even if the continuation chosen by
Minasian isn’t so bad) 12 Eg3 £.f6 13 &e5
and then:
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a) 13.Wc7P 14 &b5 Lxe5 15 Wxe5 (not
mentoned by Kovalev, who only analyses 15
dxe5 0-0-0 16 HExg7 Hxe5 with counterplay;
this is true, but it looks like recapturing with
the queen retains a small edge..) 15..Wxe5+
16 dxe5 Eg8 (safer than 16..g671 17 Ed3
0-0-0 18 Kg5 Dxe5 19 Exds+ Exds 20
£.xd8 &xd8 when maybe Black can hold this
ending, but he will surely suffer) 17 £h6 a6
18 £xd7+ &xd7 19 £xg7 and White has won
a pawn, though converting it into a win will
be tough with the opposite-coloured bishops.
All the same, a pawn is a pawn!

b) 13..8xe5 14 dxe5 Wxh4? (14.¥c7!
was the last chance to keep the game afloat,
and after 15 f4 g6 Black should be able to
resist) 15 0-0-0 and now:

b1) 15..Wad 16 £b5! Wxa2 17 L5 when
Black has no defence anymore and resigned
after 17..8.c8 18 Wd3 0-0 19 £xd7 £a6 20
We3 g6 21 &6 Wa3+ 22 &d2 Hfds 23 Who
Exd7+ 24 Ed3 1-0. Instead, 17...£.d5 failed to
18 c4 Wal+ 19 ©d2 Wa5+ 20 Le3 h6 21
cxd5 hxg5 22 dxe6 W3+ 23 Wd3 Wxe5+ 24
Wed, while if 17.. a1+ 18 ©d2 Wa5 19 Pel
£.d5 20 Exd5! exd5 21 e6 wins for White.
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Play 1...b6

b2) 15..0-0-0 wasn’t really any better, as
White has two moves to claim an edge: 16
Hxg7 cdl? 17 Lxcd Dxe5 18 LxeG+ fxe6 19
Wxe5 Wed 20 Eh1 and White has a decisive
advantage, as his opponent will have to sacri-
fice both e6 and h7 in order to prevent the
fatal 21 £.f4; or 16 g5 Wad 17 Lxd8 Exd8
and now 18 £b5! Wf4+ 19 Ee3 or 18. Wxa2
19 £xd7+ Hxd7 20 Exd7 &xd7 21 Exg7 in
both cases with a huge advantage to White.
10...0-0 11 Ead1 2nd7 12 £f4?!

Immediately putting the reserves in motion
by means of 12 ¢4l ¢5 13 ¢3 was best. White
then has ideas such as Efel and d4-d5 (if the
£e7 remains insufficiently protected), while
his d2 bishop can reach the most incisive g5
outpost.
12...)f6 13 c4 c¢5 14 dxc5

14 3 was still interesting. The text move
grabs a pawn due to the threat of 2xh7+, but
Black gets enough play for it.
14...We8 15 cxb6 axbb

16 »e5!?

White could have tried to keep the pawn
for a while with 16 ¢3, when 16.. 6 is about
equal. The Danish IM probably thought this
too passive, and so let his opponent restore
the material balance for some activity.
16...2xa2 17 £g5 &h8!

Stopping the threat of £ x£6 and 2d7.

18 We3 Hab 19 £xf6?
After 19 Efel! the position would have

remained balanced; White’s dynamism com-
pensates for his doubled c-pawns. Instead
Mottensen embark upon a dubious pawn
fishing expedition.

19...2xf6 20 Wxb6 Wa8!

w7 7
1

s
;
7

5

"

A good example of a multi-purpose move!
Black covers both the bishop and the rook,
while attacking g2 and e5.

21 nd7 &£xg2 22 Hxf8 Hgb 23 f4 & xf1+
24 &xf1 Wg2+ 25 el He5+ 26 fxeb
£ha+ 27 W2 Wxf2 mate

A very nice and astonishingly quick finish
from a rather quiet position.

Ganze 19
V.Kramnik-J.Ehlvest
Moscow Obympiad 1994

1 e4 b6 2 d4 2b7 3 Nc3 €6 4 Hf3 2b4
5 &£d3 &\f6

Black has two other valid possibilities:

a) 5.7 6 0-0 £xc3 (by comparison
with the line 1 ¢4 b6 2 &3 £b7 3 e4 e6 4
&3 b4 5 £d3 De7 in Chapter 3, White’s
positon is considerably easier to handle. The
main thing is that White doesn’t need to move
the £d3 in order to push his d-pawn, and if
he has time to amass his forces on the king-
side with QeZ—g& both the £b4 and the
black king will be embarrassed. This explains
why the exchange is Black’s most advisable
move here) 7 bxc3 d6
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Black has a solid position and needs just a
couple of moves to complete his develop-
ment. That’s why 1 suggest going for the
throat before that with 8 &)g5 (apparently a
novelty) 8..h6 9 Wh5 (9 Dh31?) 9..0-0 10 €5
(after the timid 10 ©h3 &d7 consolidates)
10..dxe5 11 dxe5, and now 11.82d7? is
highly suspicious because of 12 £h7! Ee8 13
8xh6 g6 (13..gxh6? 14 Wxh6 is immediately
over) 14 Wh3 &xh7 15 Lg5+ 2g8 16 Who
Bf8 17 Hadl (not 17 &£6?°> Qxf6 18 exf6
f5 19 Lxf5 Wxf6) and Black is in big trou-
ble: his queen is fixed because of K16, 5o he
can move nothing except his queenside. On
the other hand, either 11..8f5 or 11.. W8
(having in mind the trick 12 &h7?? f5!) seem
to repel the attack and leave a game with mu-
tual chances.

b) 5...d5 6 exd5 (probably the most logical;
instead 6 5 would reach a French-type pawn
structure, and if 6..8a6 Black has lost a
tempo, but this is not so important in closed
positions, especially since &f1-d3 was also
half-wasted time. These kinds of position are
not to everyone’s taste, but objectively Black’s
side is playable here) 6..8xd5? (on 6..Wxd5
7 0-0 £.xc3 8 bxc3 White has an improved
version of Bareev-Bauer, as he didn’t have to
play We2, so his chances of an opening ad-
vantage are quite good) 7 0-0 £xc3 8 bxc3
when the assessment will depend on how
Black copes with the combination of ideas ¢3-

c4, £a3 and Dg5. After 8.4)c6? 9 Hd2
Ace7 or 9 &)g5, 1 would assess the position
between unclear and slightly better for White.
6 £g5 h6

After the provocative 6...d6!? White should
probably decline the challenge of complica-
tions caused by 7 e5. He is more likely to
maintain his opening edge if he sdcks to his
original plan with the simple 7 0-0.

EA W E
b, p 2% /%7 ,/
7
Y 111
4 /7 ,,//, 7 . 7, -_— ’, /

A

a) 7 52! h6 8 Rh4 g5 9 Hixg5 hxg5 10
£xg5 and then:

a1) 10..dxe5 11 dxe5 Wd5 12 £xf6 Yxg2
13 21 Kxc3+ 14 bxe3 Wea+ 15 We2 Wxh1
16 £xh8 Wxh2 or 13 b5+ &c6 14 Efl
Hxh2 is about equal.

a2) 10..4)bd7 seems playable as well: 11
Lf11? Bg8 12 £xf6 (12 h4?! looks worse in
view of 12..Exg5 13 hxg5 Qe4 14 Bhs+ HHf8
and if material is still level, Black’s threats of
taking on ¢3 or g5 yield him the better
chances) 12.9xf6 13 exf6 Wxfo 14 Wd2
Hod! (14..2x¢2? loses to 15 Bgl W3 16
We3, while after 14..0-0-0 15 f3 White keeps
his extra pawn, though Black has some com-
pensation) 15 0-0-0 £xg2 16 Egl £f3 with
mutual chances.

b) 7 0-0! £xc3 (once again 8 &e2, threat-
ening to trap the black bishop, can’t be al-
lowed) 8 bxc3 @bd7 9 d2 with a slight edge
for White, though Black has a defensible posi-
ton; for instance, 9..h6 10 £xf6 Dxf6 11 f4
0-0 12 5 (otherwise Black may play ..e6-e5
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Play 1...b6

himself) 12..8)d5 13 W3 BbS is unclear.
7 £xf6 Wxf6
7.8 xc3+ 8 bxc3 Wxf6 9 0-0 reaches the
same positon.
8 0-0 £xc3 9 bxe3 d5?!

"
P

.

/f%VQ
B

A dubious attempt to reduce White’s activ-
ity based on &d2 and f2-f4. Unfortunately,
White can open up the position anyway, tak-
ing advantage of his lead in development,
when instead of having to deal with a knight
on d2, Black is facing the very same animal at
e5! The stronger move, 9...d6, is considered in
the remaining games of this chapter.

10 exdb!

I believe Black experiences serious difficul-
ties against both this move and 10 e5 We7 11
a4 c6 12 )d2, again with f4-f5 in mind.
10...8.xd5

A T
/’j /I./

T idon
////.Q./ %/
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// A CRaw
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11 Deb

White enjoys a nasty initiadve and excellent
attacking prospects on the kingside.
11...0-0

In a more recent game, J.Horvath-
M.Sharif, French League 2002, the latter tried
to improve Black’s play by 11..Wg5, but after
the obvious 12 g3 quite a bit of work is
needed from Black just to stay in the game.
12 Wh5 Wd8

After 12..Wp5 White obviously declines
the generous offer with 13 Wh3 and retains
good chances of a victotious assault (i.e. with
f4-f5, for those who still have no clue of
White’s intentions).
13 c4 £b7 14 d5!

This pawn sacrifice diverts the black e-
pawn, enabling White to gain access to the
key f5-square. The coming battery £d3+¥f5
will then force Black to further weaken his
kingside, creating a target for the enemy mi-
nor pieces.
14..¥d6 15 Hael exd5 16 W5 g6 17
Wh3

17 ggﬂ? was also worth consideration, as
the following lines (mostly borrowed from
Kramnik’s comments) ilustrate: 17..h5 18
Wo5 Nc6 (bad is 18..Lg7? 19 Dxg6 fxg6 20
Be7+ Ef7 21 Hfel and the imminent landing
of a white rook on e6 will spell the end of the
game) 19' 2xg6 fxg6 (or 19..Hxe5?! 20 L5+
g6 21 Be6 and Black has to give up his
queen in order to avoid getdng mated) 20
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Oixg6 Bf6 21 De7+ &h7 22 G5 Exf5 23
Wxf5+ Wg6 24 Wd7+ Wo7 and here both 25
Wxd5 and 25 Wxg7+ &xg7 26 cxd5 yield
White a significant advantage.
17...%97 18 Dxf7 &xf7

18..Exf7 19 Ee6 is no better.
19 Wxh6 Hg8

20 f4?

White’s only mistake in the game. Naturally
he needs to add fuel in his offensive, but the
right way to finish the job was 20 Ze3!. Black
can tuy to defend with either 20.d4 or
20..4d7, but huge material losses are un-
avoidable:

a) 20...d4 21 c5! (vacating the c4-square for
a deadly bishop check) 21.. Wxc5 (21..bxc5
doesn’t change much: 22 Wh7+ Eg7 23 & c4+
D6 24 Wha+ g5 25 Whot+ Hg6 26 He6+
Wxe6 27 W8+ and wins) 22 Rcd+ Wxcd (if
22.%16 23 Ee6+ 2f7 24 Efel and Black
succumbs to the assault) 23 Wfd+ g7 24
We5+ and mate next move.

b) 20..20d7 21 Wh7+ &8 22 Ef3+ 46 23
Lxg6 Wet 24 cxd5 £xd5 25 Whe+ Le7 26
Ee3 De4 27 Wh7+ £d6 28 Lxe4 and Whire
is two pawns up, never mind about the run-
ning black monarch.
20...d7 21 f5 Zh8 22 fxg6+ g8 23
W4 Wxfa %-%

Black is a piece up for only two pawns, but
White’s rooks will invade the 7th rank and
provide sufficient counterplay.

Game 20
K.Nikolaidis-A.Minasian
Panormo 1998

1 e4 b6 2 d4 2b7 3 5c3 €6 4 Df3 Sbs
5 £d3 /f6 6 2g5 h6 7 Lxf6 Wxf6 8 0-0
£xc3 9 bxe3 d6é 10 Hd2!

7
7
7
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This is it! 10 ©d2, clearing the path for the
f-pawn, is what has traumatised many 1..b6
players. White is planning to use his space
advantage to launch an attack against the en-
emy king, and f2-f4 followed by e4-e5 proves
difficult to prevent. From the present position
Black’s most natural move is 10...e5, which is
the subject of Games 22-23. But first let’s
examine Black’s possible attempts to deviate
from this critical line,
10...g5

With his last move Black obviously aims at
stopping the advance f2-f4 that causes him so
much nuisance. The drawback of such a radi-
cal measute lies in its weakening aspect, and
Black already more or less abandons plans
involving castling short.

A third option for Black, 10..Wg6!? with
the idea 11 f4 5, is considered in the next
game.

11 We2

White has a wide range of possibilities: 11
42!, 11 €52, 11 a4 and finally the text move,
11 We2. Lets have a look at each of them:
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Play 1...b6

a) 11 f4?! (the straightforward attempt at
refuting 10...g5, but Black is well equipped to
deal with it) 11..gxf4 12 g3 (or 12 Wg4 e5)
12..Hg8 13 ©hl e5 14 gxf4 exd4 and as his
king can quickly evacuate the danger area,
Black is fine here.

b) 11 57 is not recommendable: 11...dxe5
12 Ded We7 (the greedy silicon suggestion of
12..Wg7 13 W3 &d8l?, threatening ...f7-f5
while hiding the king on ¢8, deserves serious
consideration too) 13 dxe5?! (13 W3 was
better, even if Black obtains a comfortable
position after 13..4)d7 14 &f6+ Dxf6 15
Wxbh7 0-0 16 dxe5 Dd5) 13.8d7 14 Hel
0-0-0 15 &)d2 W5 when Black was already
on top in R.Akhayan-M]Jadoul, Belgian
League 2003, and converted his edge into a
win as follows: 16 We2 Wxc3 17 b3 &)c5 18
Dxc5 Wxc5 19 £.a6 £xa6 20 Wxa6+ ©b8 21
We2 Hd5 22 a4 a5 23 Habl Hhd8 24 Zb5
W3 25 Hxd5 Exd5 26 h3 a7 27 Bd1 Hxe5
28 Wh5 Hel+ 29 Hxel Wxel+ 30 @h2 Wxf2
31 Wxh6 Wfa+ 32 &hi e5 33 ¢3 e4 34 Wco
e3 35 We8 £5 36 c4 0-1,

) 11 a4, on the other hand, quite sensible:
if Black wishes to move his king on the
queenside, then starting operations there is
logical. G.Matcotulli-K.Gawehns, cotrespon-
dence 2002, continued 11..a5 12 £b5+ Ad7
13 We2 (13 £4?) gxfd 14 g3 €5 was far from
great for White, but 13 el was perhaps bet-
ter) 13..e5 14 £xd7+ (unnecessary; covering
d4 by any legal move was stronger) 14..&xd7
15 d5 £a6 16 c4 h5 17 a3 Wg6 and Black
was at least equal. In the rest of the game he
was helped a lot by White’s incoherent play:
18 b3 Ehf8 19 Efbl £5 20 We3 f4 21 Wc3
g4 22 Sh1 W6 23 £3 Hg8 24 ¢5 bxc5 25 Egl
Wha 26 fxg4 hxgd 27 g3 Who 28 Hg2 £3 29
&2 Egb8 30 h4 Eb4 0-1. It may look a bit
early to throw in the towel, but White really
has no constructive ideas, while something
like ..Ed4 and ..8.e2 is coming.
11...e5 12 Ye3

Black should be OK by now, but as he

soon ran into difficultes, an improvement
should be looked for around here.

o oy
1815

7

H

12..5d7
12..4)c6!? was another possibility.
13 £b5 0-0-0
Questioning the bishop at once with 13...a6

makes sense too.
14 a4 ab 15 Hab1

9E 7 K
//.& ?%/ 17@ )

4

15...Ehe8?!

As the pressure against e4 will turns out to
be ineffective, trying to annoy the enemy king
with a flank attack (15..h5 etc.) was probably
more to the point.

16 Efe1 Wgb6 17 Wd3 &b8

If 17..d5?! then 18 £.a6 dxe4 19 Wh5, fol-
lowed by @c4xa5, will prove awkward to
meet.

18 &xd7 Exd7 19 Wb5 Hee7 20 Hc4d
exd4 21 Dxab
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White might also have played 21 cxd4!?
first.
21...d5

Worse was 21..&xe4? 22 cxd4 £a8 23 d5
WG 24 Bf1!, when the idea of 25 &c6+ Lxc6
26 dxc6 and a4-a5 should bring White to vic-
tory.
22 HDxb7 $xb7 23 exd5 Exe1+ 24 Exe1l
Edé6

\
\

/ % % /
%//// 7”/ 7’/

",
7
P
7

25 ab?

Spoiling most of his winning chances. Af-
ter the precise 25 We4! Black can’t take on ¢3
because of 26 Be7. So White will continue 26
Wxd4 and keep an extra pawn in much more
favourable circumstances than the game.
Whereas now Black can more or less maintain
the balance and a draw seems a fair outcome
to me.
25...Wxc2 26 cxd4 ¥c3 27 a6+ La7 28
Hd1 f5 29 h3 g4 30 hxg4 fxg4 31 We8
Hxd5 32 ¥Wc8 Wc6 33 Wxga xab 34
Wc8+ Wb7 35 Web h5 36 Za1+ Hab 37
Zxab+ &xab 38 Wa2+ b4 39 Wb2+
&ca 40 Wc2+ £d5 41 Wb3+ Hxd4 42
We3+ &c4 43 We2+ Pcb 44 We2+ d4
45 Wd1+ &cb 46 Wc2+ &d5 47 Wd3+
&eb 48 Wg3+ fs 49 Wh3+ &f6 50
Wha+ &g6 51 Wg3+ &f7 52 WA+ eb
53 Wh6+ &d7 54 Wh7+ &d6 55 Wg6+
&c5 56 Wc2+ &db 57 Wd3+ eb 58
Wg3+ vd4 59 We3+ Pcd 60 We2+ %-%

Game 21
Z llincic-B.Filipovic
Yugoslav Team Championship 1997

1 e4 b6 2 dd 2b7 3 Dc3 e6 4 HDF3 £Lba
5 £d3 £f6 6 £.g5 h6 7 2xf6 Wxf6 8 0-0
£xc3 9 bxe3 d6 10 Hd2! Wg6!?

Plans the counter-push...
11 f4 15

7
?
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But this is placed under severe test by...
12 W3

...with the simple idea of taking on f5.

Actually 12 d5!?7 may be even better:
12..0-0 13 dxe6! (White must rush to open
the positon as quickly as possible; the slow 13
c4? would let Black breathe, as Ilincic indi-
cates 13..4)d7 followed by ..&4\c5, and Black
has no reason to complain) 13..fxe4 14 ¢7
He8 (14..exd3 is insufficient: 15 exf8W+
@xfB 16 Df3 dxc2 17 Wd2 and White is
much better; the ¢2 pawn will fall and, more
importantly, the annoying f4-f5 is coming) 15

/// /1/

£5 Wg5. Tlincic assesses this position as clearly
better for Black in his annotatons (of the
present game) in Informator 70. 1 have to dis-
agree, however, because of the strong 16 f0!
(the immediate 16 £xe4? doesn’t work:
16.. We3+ 17 hl Lxed) 16..gxf6 and now
17 &xed is possible and yields White the bet-
ter play:
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a) 17..We3+? 18 @h1 Lxed 19 Wod+ with
a crushing attack.

by 17..8xe4? 18 &xed Wed+ 19 D2
when Black may win a pawn, but his wrecked
kingside leaves him with very slim chances of
surviving,

) 17..8.¢6? 18 Ef3 W5+ 19 hl Exe7
20 Eg3+ Hg7 21 Hxg7+ &xg7 22 WE3 (after
22 Woa+> Wo5 White should repeat moves by
23 Weo! Wes 24 W+ Wo5 etc., since if 23
W8 the unexpected 23..&)a6!! makes the day
for Black: 24 Wxa6 Wxd2 25 £xc6 Wxc3 and
Black has snatched two pawns for nothing)
and now the following continuation is long
but looks rather compulsory to me: 22..f5 23
21 Lxed 24 Dxed Wd5 25 We3+ 2h8 26
Dfo Wf7 27 W3 6 28 Wxf5 Ha6 29 Wr4
Wo7 30 Wxdo Ef8 31 Wxc6 Dc5 32 gl and
White is two sound extra pawns up with the
safer king.

d) 17..d5 18 Ef3 dxe4 (allowing Eg3 and
Wh5 is too dangerous, so the queen sac seems
the lesser evil) 19 Eg3 Hxe7 20 Exg5+ hxg5
21 &c4 Bd7 22 e @5 when Black has
reasonable compensaton for his queen from
a material point of view, and if his pawn were
still on g6 to cover the f5-square, he would
stand OK. Here, however, he is likely to suf-
fer before saving a draw.
12...%f7 13 d5!

Stronger than 13 Hael £d7 14 d5 0-0-0 15
c4 (maybe 15 dxe6!? Wxe6 16 Wh3 was more

promising; if instead 16 exf5, both 16...@xa2!?
and 16.. Wxel 17 226 Wxf1+ 18 Wxf1 Ehes
are unclear) 15..c5 16 Wh3 exd5 17 exd5
g6, when the position is in equilibrium and
Black only spoiled his game on move 41,
probably due to a miscalculaton: 18 &b3
Hde8 19 &xc5 bxc5 20 Be3 Hxe3d 21 Wxe3
He8 22 Wd2 6 23 dxc6 Lxc6 24 Hel Bxel+
25 Wxel W6 26 3 ©c7 27 Wd2 Wee 28
&2 d5 29 We2 Wxe2+ 30 £xe2 d4 31 cxd4
cxd4 32 g4 fxgd 33 Lxgd 2d6 34 a3 Ked 35
De2 25 36 Lxf5 gxf5 37 d2 Lc6 38 L2
Bb6 39 2d2 Dc6 40 Lc2 Ld6 41 Ld2 h5?
(41..2c6 again draws) 42 Ld3 Rc5 43 a4 h4
44 a5 h3 45 a6 Lb6 46 Dxd4 Dxa6 47 Le5
Db6 48 Lxf5 a5 49 Ped a4 50 2d4 L6 51
5 a3 52 B3 2d6 53 Lb3 De5 54 Bxa3
@xf5 55 &b4 1-0 E.Tsuboi-E.Limp, Brasilia
2000.

13...fxe4?

13...exd5! leads to a favourable position for
White according to Ilincic, who gives the fol-
lowing continuadon: 14 exf5 0-0 15 Wh3
&\d7 16 D3 Dc5 17 &)d4. But firstly, ’'m not
sure whether this evaluation is correct if Black
tries to get tid of the f5 pawn with 17..Eae8
and 18..82c8. And secondly, Black’s play can
be improved earlier, by means of 15..8.c8
with the idea 16 g4 h5!. Perhaps White
shouldn’t play 15 Wh3, as he cannot then
h6-h5 with h2-h3, but Black’s side
looks playable anyway.

answer ...
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14 Hxed exd5

If instead 14..0-0 15 dxe6 Wxe6 16 f5 in-
tends f5-f6 and a devastating attack, or
14..8.xd5 15 c4 £.¢6 16 Wh3! £xe4 17 Lxed
c6 18 Wd3 and Black faces serious troubles,
though 16..0-01? 17 Qg5 Wf6 might be play-
able.
15 Eae1!

15...%d8

The most resilient defence. After other at-
tempts to deal with the threatened discovered
check, White would finish the game in style:

2) 15...dxe4? 16 Lxe4 is instantly over.

b) 15.2f8 16 @Dgd (very brutal)
16..hxg5 17 fxg5 Wxf3 18 Hxf3+ &g8 19
He8 mate.

¢) 15..0-0? 16 &g5! hxg5 17 Wh3 g6 18
fxg5 Wp7 19 Exf8+ and here both 19..&xf8
20 Weo Wr7 21 Zf1 and 19.. Wxf8 20 Lxg6
win for White.

16 Hg3 2 c6

Guarding the ¢7 spot, which would be in-
vaded after either 16..2)d7 17 &5 He8 18
Bxe8+ Pxe8 19 Hel+ &d8 20 He7 or
16...8.c8 17 ¢4 £b7 18 &5 and so on, with a
large plus for White.

17 5)f5 a6

After 17..g6 18 ©h4 Eg8 19 Ee3 Black’s
pieces are horribly coordinated and powerless
against White’s various threats.

18 Wg4 Hg8
18..8c8 19 Wxg7 Wxg7 20 Dxg7 was

reladvely to be preferred. Black stands badly
here too, but at least the enemy number one
has disappeared.

19 He3! Wf6

19..8c8 20 What+ &d7 21 Efel and
20..g5 21 Axh6  are equally hopeless for
Black.
20 Zfel £c8 21 W31 W7

If 21.. 8. xf5 22 Wxd5 Ef8 23 Wxc6 wins.
22 $ca!

22...dxc4

After 22..8xf5 23 £xd5 W6 24 £xc6
White grabs a whole rook thanks to the threat
25 He8+.
23 Wxc6 &xf5

23..8a7?! would lose even more material:
24 He7 W 25 9d4 Wxe7 (if 25..b5?! 26
Weq £d7 27 Rdx7+ 2xd7 28 Wes+ 2d8 29
&c6 mate) 26 Hxe7 Exe7 27 Wxcd &f8 28
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N6 Hag 29 Wed Lf7 30 &Hd8+ Exds 31
W28 when White is much better and will win
in the long run.
24 Wxa8+ £.c8 25 Hed Ef8 26 h3 h5 27
$h2 g6 28 H1e3 b5 29 a3 Wf5 30 Wc6
Wd7 31 Wd5 W5

3197 loses to 32 W5+ We 33 Hes+
Dd7 34 Wxf6 Bxf6 35 H3e7+ 26 36 Exc8.
32 Wa8 Wd7 33 Bg3 Wf7 34 Wc6 25 35
Ed4 £.c8 36 Egb Hg8 37 a4! bxad

If 37..%d7 38 axb5 axb5 39 Wxb5 Wxb5
40 Exb5 with a trivially winning endgame.
38 Wxad Ze8 39 He5 Zf8 40 Wce Wd7
41 Wxca £b7 42 Xg5 216 43 Wb3 £c6

Or 43..%c8 44 Wos+ Wd8 45 Hxg6 and
wins.
44 c4 ¥g7 45 c5

7%/ vy

/@/’////
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45...&%d7
45. Bf5 allows the combination 46 Wb+
d7 47 Exd6+ cxd6 48 Wa7+ picking up the
queen.
46 Wd3 Wf7 47 cxd6 Zxd6é 48 Hxg6!
£b5 49 Hdxd6+ cxd6 50 ¥xd6+ 1-0
Comments based on the very exhaustve
annotations to a no less well-conducted game

by Ilincic.

Game 22
0.Rause-M.S.Hansen
Correspondence 2002

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 Hc3 e6 4 f3 2b4d

5 2d3 H\f6 6 £95 h6 7 &xf6 &xc3+ 8
bxc3 ¥Wxf6 9 0-0 d6 10 ©\d2 e5 11 4
exd4?!

Practice has shown this to be too risky.
The stronger 11..We7! is seen in the next
game.

12 e5 dxeb

13 fxeb!

The best move. White has also tried:

a) 13 Wh5?! (far less convincing) 13..g6! 14
We2?! (better was 14 Wh3 exf4 15 Eael+ &f8
16 Ded We5 17 D2 when, rather than trying
to hang onto his extra pawns, Black should
probably acquiesce to a repetition by 17..Wc5
18 De4 etc.) 14..%)c6 (the safe approach, and
indeed few players would have dared to con-
tinue 14...dxc3!? 15 fxe5 We7 — the machine,
though, shows no sign of panic and is vety
confident about Black’s game here) 15 fxe5
We7 16 e6!? (after 16 cxd4 Dxd4 17 W4 the
queen swap 17..Wg5 is the easiest way to
avoid complications) 16..f5! (the strongest;
whereas 16.. Wxe6? 17 Wxe6+ fxe6 18 Lxg6+
&d8 would allow White more compensation
than he deserves) 17 @\b3 0-0-0 (17...dxc3!) 18
cxd4 Pxd4 19 Qxd4 Hxd4 20 We5 Ehds
(trading queens, even at the cost of a damaged
pawn structure, represented a good pragmatic
decision, ie. 20..%c5P 21 Wxc5 bxc5 and
with an extra pawn and e6 weak, Black has a
clear advantage in the endgame; note that 21
Wxh8+? HEds+ wins for Black) 21 Zacl Ha4?!
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(very suspicious pawn fishing; Black’s priority
should have been to deal with the e-pawn, his
opponent’s only trump; so 21..E4d6! fol-
lowed by 22..8d5 would have served this
purpose adequately and retained a marked
edge) 22 £b5! Exa2?! (now after 22..Bed 23
Zxed Rxed 24 2d7+ b7 Black may not
win, but at least he is running no risk of de-
feat) 23 Hd1! Exc2? (the last mistake; instead
23..Hg8! 24 Bf2 Le4 was still double-edged,
and not 24 Ed7? because of 24..Exc2l) 24
Bxds+ Wxd8 25 £d7+ &b8 26 Ed1 W8>
(the last, small chance consisted of 26..Exg2+
27 &fl Bg4 28 7 Efd+ 29 gl Egd+ 30
2 Hfa+ 31 Wxf4 Wxe7 32 Wxh6 when
White should gradually capitalise on his supe-
riority) 27 £b5! (no hurry; 27 €772 Hxg2+ 28
&f1 Wcat+ would suddenly see White getting
mated!) 27..26 28 €7 Exg2+ 29 &f1 Wh3 30
8+ a7 31 L2 Wh3 32 el Wha+ 33
&d2 Wg5+ 34 &3 1-0 Clonescu-V.Smyslov,
Sochi 1986.
b) 13 &e4!? and now

13.. We7 14 fxe5 Wxe5 (14..dxc3? 15 Wed
is bad for Black) 15 Wf3 (after 15 Ef52 Wes
16 cxd4 §)d7 White stll has to show that he
has enough compensaton for the pawn)
15..0-0 16 &f6+ gxf6 17 Wxb7 &7 18 Hael
5 19 W3 (as the rest of the game demon-
strates, Black was on the good side of a draw
after this move, though I believe White was
never in serious danger either. Instead, 19

Exe5 was an attempt to play for the full point,
but after something like 19..%xb7 20 Hed
Efd8 21 cxd4 Ed6 or 21 Egd+ 218 22 Exf6
dxc3 Black’s extra pawn compensates his
opponent’s activity and the balance is not
altered. The rest of the game doesn’t need any
particular comment and its outcome is per-
fectly logical) 19..Wg5 20 cxd4 &Hxd3 21
Wxd3 Hfe8 22 W3 &g7 23 Hed Hxed 24
Wxed Bd8 25 c4 Wo6 26 We3 Wg5 27 Wed
Hd6 28 d5 b5 29 cxb5 Exd5 30 a4 Hd2 31
©h1 h5 32 h3 Ea2 33 Hel Wg3 34 Hol Wb3
35 Wf5 Hxad 36 Hfl Weo 37 Wxh5 Hb4 38
Wcs Wdo 39 Wxd6 cxd6 40 Ed1 HxbSs 41
Exd6 Bb6 42 Bd7 a6 43 ©h2 15 44 g3 g6
45 &4 Bb4+ 46 2f3 a5 47 Ha7 a4 48 o3
Hb3+ 49 &f4 Bbs+ 50 &3 Eb3+ 51 2f4
Ea3 52 h4 Bal 53 Ba6+ 6 54 Ha5 a3 55 &f3
Ha2 56 &4 Hal 57 &f3 &h6 58 g2 a2 59
©h2 g7 60 Ha7+ &g6 61 Ha5 4 62 gxf4 £5
63 g2 'Y2-%2 D.Peletar-S.Lputian, Neum
2002.

Lputian’s 13..We7 should be good enough
for a draw, but as the game continuation is
rather forced, Black can hardly play for more.
Instead, Black had two valid alternatives in
13..Wh4!? and above all 13.. %Wc6, when the
following lines are possible: 13..8c6! 14 Wg4
(14 fxe5 dxc3 is likely to transpose) 14..4)d7
(14...0-0? is suicidal: 15 fxe5 dxc3 ~ otherwise
White can at least play 16 cxd4 — 16 6+
&h8 17 Le4 WSt 18 Lh1 and Black is in
trouble) 15 fxe5 dxc3 or 15 Wxg7 0-0-0 in
both cases with shatp play where Black’s
chances seem by no means worse.
13...¥g5 14 HH)f3 We3+

If 14..8xf3 15 BExf3! (definitely more to
the point than 15 Wxf3?, which allowed Black
to reach an equal ending in N.Berry-J Plaskett,
British League 2002: 15.. We3+ 16 Wxe3 dxe3
17 S.c4 d7 18 Lxf7+ Le7 19 Hael EhfB
20 e6 D5 21 Bxe3 Had8 and so on; Black is
a pawn down, but the silly bishop and vulner-
able white pawns counterbalance this small
deficit) 15.. Wxe5 16 Wel! f6 17 cxd4 Wxel+
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18 Hxel+ &d8 19 Efe3 £)d7 was O.Sepp-
J.Veternaa, Bruges 1995, and now 20 Be7!
(instead of 20 Rg6?) would have yielded
White a decisive advantage according to
Khalifman, an opinion that I share.

15 &h1
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15...0-0

Black’s best bet. Instead 15..dxc3,
15..2.xf3 and 15..4c6 all lead to simplifica-
tons where White’s edge takes a concrete
shape:

a) 15..dxc3 16 e6! £5 (16..0-0? is immedi-
ately over: 17 exf7+ Exf7 18 £c4 or 17..&h8
18 Dh4) 17 £xf5 (if 17 Lb5+ 6 18 Wd6
Wc5 and Black defends) 17..0-0 18 Hel W5
19 €7 Wxf5 20 exfBW+ Wxf8 21 He3 or 21
Ne5 White is better, as ¢3 is condemned,
leaving Black with only one pawn for the ex-
change.

b) 15..£xf3? is similar to Sepp-Vetemaa
above. The inclusion of 14..We3+ and 15
&h1 doesn’t change anything and White is
close to winning again.

o) 15.8c6 16 cxd4 0-0-0 17 ¢3 and
White’s central phalanx ensures him of the
better prospects.

16 cxd4 Hd7

16..c5? was R.Dautov-EKengis, Dau-
gavpils 1989, continuing 17 Hell £xf3
(removing the queen from the attack didn’t
help, e.g. 17. 907 18 Led Lxed 19 Exed
and 20 He2 traps the adventurous queen, or
17.. ¥4 18 d5! with the idea of 18..£.xd5 19

18 d5! with the idea of 18..&xd5 19 £h7+
©xh7 20 Wxd5 Da6 21 Wd3+ and White
grabs a piece) 18 gxf3 Wxd4 19 Ked &ad
(19.¥xd1 is even worse 20 Haxdl &ac 21
£ xa8 Exa8 22 Hd7) 20 Wxd4 cxd4 21 £.xa8
Exa8 22 Had1 Ec8 (22..4 b4 was a trifle bet-
ter, though after 23 Ee2 &)c6 24 f4 White has
a large advantage anyway) 23 Exd4 &\c5 24
f47! (more accurate was 24 Ec4! Bd8 25 a4
with the idea 25xb6 and Eb1, undermining
the knight's support) 24..8e6 25 Had g6
{given the respective pawn structures, the rest
of the game is not just ‘a matter of technique’,
but White still has a considerable advantage;
and Dautov’s ability to transform the present
endgame into a win was quite sufficient) 26
He2 Bc7 27 Ed2 &f8 28 2g2 25 29 Hed Hc3
30 &2 Dc5? 31 Hedd De6 32 Edo b5 33
Hod5 D5 34 Le2 e 35 Ld1 b4 36 B2d4
De6 37 Bd7+ &f8 38 E4de? Ef3 39 Ea7
Hxf4 40 Hxa5 Hfi+ 41 @e2 Bhl 42 Hag+
o7 43 Ha7 Hxh2+ 44 Sf1 o8 45 Bas+
D7 46 Ba7 Lg8 47 Bdd7 Bxc2 48 He7!
(threatening 49 Be8+ g7 50 Exe6) 48..4g5
(if 48..Ec6 49 Bxf7 Ec1+ 50 g2 B2+ 51
Zf2 wins) 49 e6 g7 50 exf7 (not 50 Ee8?
Bcl+ 51 @e2 Hce6 52 €7 He6+ followed by
.216) 50..Hc4 51 He2! Efa+ 52 B2 Bxf2+
53 &xf2 h5 54 Hb7 ed+ 55 &3 3 56
D14 h4 57 De5 h3 58 Le6 1-0.

7

%/ ﬁ; |
n

17 ©h4l?
This worked well enough for White, but I
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think her opponent’s play can be improved.
Stronger was 17 ¢3! (intending Wc2 and
Hael) 17..8e41? (other moves are possible,
but in my opinion Black has no satsfactory
way to solve his opening problems) 18 £c4
(now ¢5-¢6 is coming) 18..Wxc3 19 Ecl We3
20 e6 Df6 21 exf7+ @h8 22 Wd2l Wxd2 23
&1xd2 Lo6 24 &f3 and eliminating the dan-
gerous f-pawn costs Black an exchange,
though after 24..8xf7 25 Lxf7 Exf7 26 &e5
Haf8 he may dream of installing his horse at
d5 with some chances of drawing,
17... g5 18 We1 Hae8 19 Wf2 £d5 20
c4 £b7 21 Zae1l

Improving on 21 £f5 £¢8 22 Hael 5 23
£xd7 %Y V.Tkachiev-A.Minasian, Cannes
1995.
21...c5 22 He3 cxd4 23 Z£g3

23...5xe5?

Sacrificing the queen left Black struggling
to find enough counterplay. Instead he should
have tried 23..Wxe5! 24 &5 Ee6 with ob-
scure consequences after the two tempting
captures on g7, for instance:

a) 25 Exg7+ ©h8 26 Bg4 &\c5 or 26 Wha
ANc5 27 Bg5 £xd3 28 Dxh6 &2+ 29 gl
h3H (the saving resource!) 30 Wxh3 We3+
31 Wxe3 dxe3 32 Bh5 2 33 Dxf7+ Hg7 34
Zg5+ &h7 35 Bh5+ with perpetual check.

b) 25 &xg7 Hebll 26 DF5 (not 26 Kxg6?
fxg6 27 &5 @h7 and Black wins the pinned
knight) 26..Exg3 27 hxg3 Dc5 28 Hxh6+

%’g7 29 &5+, and now Black must keep his
distance from the natural 29..&h8 30 Wd2
&xd3 31 WheH g8 32 W5+ 2h8 33 Xf4l!
when he loses, and opt instead for the cold-
blooded (and computer-proofl) 29..Rg6!.
24 Hxg5 hxg5 25 Hf5 Hxd3 26 Wxd4
Heb 27 Hd6 Hc6

Or 27..8a6 28 Dxe8 HExe8 29 Eel £6 30
¢5 with a big advantage for White.
28 Wd5 He5 29 Wf3 g4 30 Wxg4 Hd8 31
h4 g6 32 £h2 £c6 33 Ef2 He6 34 Wq3
1-0

Game 23
I.Glek-T.Polak
Saint Vincent 2002

1 e4 b6 2 d4 £b7 3 &c3 e6 4 Df3 2b4
5 2d3 5f6 6 295 h6 7 2xf6 £xc3+ 8
bxc3 ¥Wxf6 9 0-0 d6 10 &Xd2 e5 11 f4
We7!

Stronger than 11...exd4?l, as in the previous
game.
12 fxeb

12 Wg4 was LJakic-B.Filipovic, Zadar
2001, and now Black went wrong with
12..g6? (instead of the natural and good
12...0-0) 13 152! (13 fxe5! was a killer: 13...dxe5
14 Lc4 Bf8 15 Exf7 Exf7 16 Wxg6 and
Black is powerless against the imminent Ef1,
eg 16..b5 17 &b3 N6 18 Ef1 £d8 19 Ef5
and wins or if 16.8Wf6 17 Wh5) 13..g5
(13.. 162! 14 fxg6 Wxg6 15 Wxg6 fxgb6 16
Ef6 is pretty grim) 14 f6 W82 (14..Wd7 15
Zf5 Ac6 was much better, conserving rea-
sonable chances to survive) 15 a4 a5 16 £b5+
c6 17 £d3 @d7 18 Habl and White had an
overwhelming edge, which he eventually con-
verted on move 58.
12...dxe5 13 £c4

In EMaljudn-V.Kramnik, Sochi 1990,
White cleverly closed the black bishop’s di-
agonal first by means of 13 2b5+ c6 14 £.c4,
but Black kept a resilient position neverthe-
less: 14..0-0 15 Ef5 d7 16 Wh5 b5 17 £b3
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5 18 dxc5 D6 19 W3 L.c8 20 Hxf6 Wxf6
21 Wixf6 gxf6 22 £d5 Hb8 23 Efl &g7 24
Vb3 L6 25 c6 Bbd8 26 Hd1 {5 27 d3 fxed
28 B3+ 26 29 Lxed £d5 30 ¢7 Kxed 31
cxd8W+ Hxd8 32 Eh3 £xc2 33 Exh6+ Lg6
34 Eh3 Bd6 35 He3 &bl 36 Ee2 Ec6 37
Hb2 £06 38 Da5 Exc3 39 Hxb5 Ecl+ 40
D2 B2+ 41 &f3 Bxa2 42 Hc6 ed+ 43 Lg3
Ha3+ 44 24 €3 45 Bb2 £.d3 46 De5 £15 47
Dgat+ Lxgd 48 Lxgd Re5 49 &3 Ld4 50
b7 5 51 g3 a5 52 Bd7+ &c5 53 He7 &d4
54 Bd7+ e5 55 Ze7+ 2d4 Vo-a.

The immediate 13 &f5 £d7 is likely to
transpose, either to the next note (after 14
L.c4 0-0 15 Wh5) or into Maljutin-Kramnik
(after 14 £b5 ¢6 15 K4 0-0), and is there-
fore a bit better for White, though very play-
able for the second player.

13...0-0 14 Wh5 Nd7

15 Hae1

On the direct 15 Ef5!?, preparing to double
rooks while increasing the pressure on e5,
Glek analyses the complications to a drawish
endgame: 15...exd4 16 Hafl dxc3 (the mistake
16..&h7? would drive Black to the verge of
defeat: 17 Bxf7 Bxf7 18 Hxf7 We5 19 g’gét
dxc3 20 Df3 etc) 17 Bxf7 Bxf7 18 Exf7
West 19 Wxe5 Hxc5 20 Db3 Dxb3 21
Hxc7+ &h7 22 xb7 §a5 23 Ec7 Dxcd 24
Hxc4 Be8 25 22 b5! 26 Ed4 Be6 27 Le3
Ha6 28 5 Lg8.

He also suggests an eatly path for Black to
deviate, namely 15..b51? 16 £xb5 exd4 17
cxd4 g6 (or 17..Wd6!? with the idea 18 ¢3 g6)
18 Wgd (on 18 Wxh6 a draw by perpetual
check seems a fair conclusion: 18..gxf5 19
£xd7 Wxd7 20 Wo5+ etc.) 18..4)6 and now
White can choose between 19 Exf6 Wxf6 20
¢3 with compensation, and 19 ggS Nxed 20
Dxed Wxe4 when Black wins either ¢2 ot d4,
but his king might be a bit weak.
15...Hae8 16 He3 /)6 17 We2

17 Wg6 wasn’t any more convincing; i.e.
17..&h8 18 Wo3 exd4 19 cxd4 c5 and Black
has very decent central counterplay.
17...&h8 18 Zf5?!

This seemingly active move causes White
more problems than anything else. Better was
the shy 18 h3! Wdg 19 Wd3 when White
holds his exposed centre together and keeps
the game unclear.
18...Wd6 19 £b5?

Stronger was 19 Wd3! £c8 with only a
slight edge to Black, owing to his healthier
pawn structure; now White falls apart.
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19...exd4! 20 cxd4

20 e5 doesn’t change much: after 20.. Weo
21 Bxf6 gxf6 22 cxd4 §g8 Black is simply an
exchange up and has a big advantage.
20...c6 21 fLc4 ¥Wxd4 22 c3 Wd8 23 e5
Nd5 24 Hef3 f6 25 Weq4 £c8 26 &£d3
&xc3 27 Wg4 Exe5 28 Eg3 Eg8 0-1
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CHAPTER TWO

1 d4 b6

I 227,
EA 8 Wl
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1 d4 b6: Introduction

In this chapter we will discuss 1 d4 b6 varia-
tions where White doesn’t follow up with 2
e4. The first section is dedicated to systems in
which White plays without an early c2-¢4 as
well. As a general remark I would like to stress
that such set-ups, though solid, are often a bit
innocuous. If White only puts one pawn in
the centre, his influence there will be reduced.
In consequence, his chances of gaining an
opening advantage are diminished and Black
won’t be much bothered.

In the second section, we will look at
White’s most promising system, in which he
plays 2 ¢4 coupled with a quick a2-a3. This
small move participates quite effectively in the
fight for the centre, as it denies Black the pos-
sibility of ..&b4 pinning the white 9c3. In-
stead, Black can develop his king’s bishop at
g7 (as in Games 36-37), or by the less aca-
demic ..&d6 and ..&e5 (Games 32-33). In
the latter case, having ..&.e5x%c3 at his dis-
posal, is often quite useful.

The concluding sections cover lines arising
from the alternative move order 1...6, 2..b6
(or vice versa). This allows Black to answer 3
&\c3 with 3..8b4 (as in Games 38-41), rather
than 3..£&b7. But White more options too: in

particular, he can play 3 e4 at once. Then after
3.8b7 4 £d3 is the critical test (Game 44),
when Black has to decide between a solid, but
rather passive position (4...4)c6 or 4..8bd+),
or to go for tactics with 4..£5. In the latter
case 5 exf5 b4+ 6 Lft HH6 seems a bit
shaky for Black at the time of writing. On the
other hand, the mysteries of 5 exf5 £xg2
aren’t totally solved yet. I would therefore
recommend the second option, when play is
quite sharp and offers chances for both sides.
Secondary lines starting from White’s other
4th moves (including 4 &c3 £.b4), shouldn’t
bother Black too much, provided that he re-
acts energetcally. His natural counterplay is

connected with the moves ..&b4, ..f7-f5
(before ..&)6) and sometimes the ..Wh4
sortie.

Game 24
E.Prie-C.Bauer
French Championship, Meribel 1998

1d4 b6 2 7)f3 £b7 3 g3 £xI3

Other moves are likely to transpose to 1
&)f3 b6 lines in Chapter 4. For example, 3...g6
4 o2 297 5 0-0 D6 (Games 78-79) or
5..£5 6 ¢4 6 7 )3 (Games 69-70).
4 exf3 d5 5 f4
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After 5 c4 6 6 &)c3 dxcd?! 7 Lxcd c6 8
d5! (without this powerful shot White would
be left with an isolani, partly justifying his
opponent’s previous decision) 8..exd5 9
Qxd5 QeTl? (setting up a nice trick, which
White fails to foresee) 10 &M6+? (instead after
10 Hxe7! White is on top in all lines, e.g.
10.Wxd1+ 11 @xdl  Lxe7 12 Hel;
10.. Wxe7+ 11 2f1 W6 12 hd or 12 Le3, or
10..2xe7 11 Wxd8+ £xd8 12 £f4 b5 13
0-0-0! and in each case White’s qualitatively
and quanttatively better development confers
him a big edge) 10..gxf6 11 Lxf7+ Rxf7 12
Wxd8 d5

TN 4 7
7 ¢ Y
7

1 // /@/1
.’/1 // x ///
/ /// % |

/ / // /
/ /i

and a draw was agreed in ILBilek-
H.Schiissler, Helsinki 1978, as White can do
nothing to avoid the repetition ...&2g7-f8. On
the other hand, Black cannot win the trapped
queen. A cutious repetition of moves!

All the same, 6...dxc4?! is etroneous from a
strategical point of view: Black opens the po-
siton for the enemy bishops, while at the
same time speeding up his opponent’s devel-
opment. The much more logical 6..c6 was
called for, when White has to work hard in
otder to use his bishops at their full strength.
5...g6

5..e6 is seen in the next game. 5..g6 has
the advantage of not allowing f4-f5, unless
White is willing to sacrifice a pawn. On the
other hand, Black’s kingside pawn structure
was rather cramped later on.

6 Nd2 297 7 D43 €6 8 h4 h5 9 b3 He?7
10 £a3 Dd7 11 Heb a6 12 £d3 Hxe5 13
fxe5 ¢5 14 ¢3 2c6 15 £b2 b5 16 a3 ¥h6

Nothing was really forced so far, though
both sides’ moves seem rather sensible to me.
Now, instead of the text move, 16...c4 was an
interesting alternative: 17 bxc4 bxc4 18 L2
Wa5 or 18..Eb8 with a roughly equal game. It
is normally desirable for Black to keep the
position as closed as possible, to diminish the
bishops” activity; on the other hand, Black will
find it more difficult to attack the base of
White’s pawn chain here.

17 £¢2 Zc8 18 0-0 218

Now that White can’t launch a direct as-
sault (by g3-g4 ..h5xg4, h4-hS etc), 18..0-0
was quite possible as well.

19 &g2 ab 20 We2 Re7
20..b4?! runs into 21 axb4 axb4 22 c4!
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when the centre explodes and Black’s mon-
arch suddenly becomes vulnerable. A more
solid continuation was 20...cxd4! 21 ¢xd4 b4,
when after 22 a4, even 22.&xd4 23 £xd4
Wxd4 24 Whs+ 2d8 25 Wxa5+ Le7 looks in
order for Black.

21 dxcb £xcb 22 b4 axb4 23 axb4 Le7
24 2d3 Zb8
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25 ©h32!

25 Ha2! was a better try to extract some-
thing from the position, e.g. if 25..&f8? 26
Efal g7 27 Ea6 Wb7 28 L.cl, Black is de-
prived of active possibilities while White will
improve his position bit by bit. But after
25...d41, neither 26 We4 0-0 27 Efal dxc3 28
£xc3 Bfd8 (with the idea 29 Ha6 Wb7 30
Hxc6 Exd3), nor 26 Efal 0-0 (or even the
risky-looking 26..dxc3 27 £xc3 Hxb4 28
Lxb4 £xb4 29 Bb1 Wd4 30 Lxb5+ &f8) 27
Za6 Wc7 seem to achieve much for White.
25...&f8

Black is now quite safe.

26 Ra2 &g7 27 Efal Ehc8 28 Za6 ¥b7
29 We3 Wc7 30 f4 Wd8 31 We2 d4 32
£xb5 dxc3 33 £xc3 Hxbd 34 &Lxbd
£xb4 35 2d1 Wc7 36 Hcb6 %-%

Game 25
B.Kurajica-E.Maljutin
Moscow 1992

1 d4 b6 2 D3 2b7 3 g3 £xf3 4 exf3 db

5 f4 €6 6 £.92 c6 7 0-0 4.d6

7..2Dh6 was safer, in order to avoid what
follows, but Black is sdll far from lost after
the text,
8 f5!1?

Very consistent. The e-pawn supports his
colleague on d5, and thus needs to be dis-
tracted.
8...exf5 9 c4 dxc4

The alternative 9..%e7!? led to a drawish
endgame: 10 cxd5! (after 10 @c3?! dxc4 11 d5
0-0 White would get a worse version of the
game and no real compensation for the sacri-
ficed material) 10..2xd5 11 £xd5 cxd5 12
Bel+ £e7 13 D3 D6 (f 13..0-02! 14 He5
and the d5 pawn falls, though the rook might
feel uncomfortable later on) 14 Wh3 0-0 15
Wxd5 Wxd5 16 Dxd5 Lb4! is equal, as White
will be forced to exchange on b4, when
Black’s own knight will find a splendid block-
ading square at d5.

10 d5! He?

Instead 10..¢5?! 11 &a3 would be shaky
for Black.

11 dxc6 £bxc6 12 Was Wc8

12.. Wd71? was also possible.
13 495 f6 14 2e3 Zb8

Black had other options at his disposal, of
which 14..0-0! 15 Wxcd+ @h8 16 Ecl De5
with unclear play was probably the best; e.g.
17 Wb3 £.c5 18 Lxa8 Wxa8 19 d2?! Hd8

and Black has the inidadve. Instead,
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14..8e5?! seems dubious: 15 a3 c3 (not
15..8xb2? 16 Dxc4 and White wins, thanks
to the fork on d6) 16 bxc3 0-0 17 4 and
Black is placed under severe pressure.
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15 £c3 ab

If 15..0-0?! 16 @b5 Le5 17 Wxcd+ h8
18 Hadl, White has excellent compensation
for the pawn.

16 Wxca Heb?

16..b5! 17 Wb3 a5 18 Wdl Wd7 was to
be preferred, retaining a defensible position.
17 Wb3 Wea 18 Hfd1 2b4

Nothing could really save Black at this
point, as the following sample lines show:

2) 18..8.c5 19 Wxcd Dxcd 20 L xc5 bxc5
21 a4 when b2 is taboo because of the pin
along the b-file. As a consequence 22 b3 will
tollow and Black’s queenside pawns will be
plucked.

b) 18..8.c7 19 Wa3l (keeping the black
king in the centre) 19...2d8 20 Exd8+ £xd8
21 Hc1 with 22 &\d5 or 22 &e4 to follow and
a nice edge for White.

) 18..Wxb3 19 axb3 L.c5 20 Lxc5 bxc5
21 Bxa6 L7 22 4 §5g6 23 £f1 and as
Black’s cavalry is pootly placed, White has a
clear plus here too.

19 Wad+ b5 20 Wxab6 4xc3 21 Hac1?!

After the precise 21 Wa7l, White’s advan-
tage would have been much more significant.
21...2f7 22 Exc3 We2 23 Hcc1 Ehd8 24
Ze1 Wxb2 25 L.¢5 Hc8

26 142?

26 £.a7! was still very favourable for White,
whereas 26 f4 is simply a blunder.
26...2d2??

And Black returns the compliment. In-
stead, 26..82d3! 27 We6+ &g6 may look dan-
gerous at first sight, but White can’t exploit
the black king’s precatious situation: 28 £.h3
(28 g4 Wxp2+ may have been what Kurajica
missed, when after 29 @ng Oxf4+ Black is
two pawns up for virtually nothing) 28..&4)xcl
29 Wxf5+ (on 29 g4 Wc2 defends and retains
the extra material) 29..2h6 30 g4 g6 31 g5+
&o7 and White’s fire is extinguished.

27 4h1 Hga?

It seems 27..Hc2! would have drawn: 28
Eb1 W3 29 Exe5 Hcl+ (29...fxe5!? may be a
draw anyway) 30 Excl Wxcl+ 31 &2 W2+
32 &f1 Wcl+ and so on.

28 Web6+ Lg6 29 h3 Hf2

1£29..40h6 30 £.d5 Qe7 31 Lf3! wins.
30 &xf2 Exf2 31 We8+ &h6 32 g4!

Now the rest is ttivial.
32...fxg4 33 hxgd Eh2 34 g5+ fxgb 35
fxg5+ &xgb 36 Zc¢5+ &h6 37 He6+ gb
38-¥f8+ 1-0

Gane 26
Andreev-A.Alekhine
Moscow 1909

1d4e6 2e3b6 3 2d3 £b7 4 53
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The set-up White uses in this game looks
quite interesting to me. White develops in a
solid way, his kingside first, and aims at a
quick e3-e4. As Black cannot prevent his op-
ponent’s formation, he must be ready to
counter it.

4.5

‘Our’ move order would be 1 d4 b6 2 &3
£b7 3 €3 e6 4 £d3 5, which makes no dif-
ference.

Eﬁ &@&%é

% @ %

B ]

R ®
Yo

5 0-0

Others:

a) 5 h3 &6 6 Egl, intending g2-g4, looks
somewhat artificial but might suit players with
creative or aggressive inclinations. Funnily, in
the game A.Payen-P.Blatny, Calcutta 2000,
where it was first (and last) tested, White
waited untl move 21 to accomplish the
6..g6 7 We2 (7 g4
is of course more consistent, but it’s not clear
White has achieved after 7..We7) 7..8g7 8
&\c3 &c6 9 a3 0-0 10 b3 We7 11 £b2 d5 12
Da4 A7 13 La6 d8 14 L3 5 15 &b5
£.6 16 £b2 26 17 Lxc6 Pxc6 18 0-0-0
Efc8 19 dxc5 @xc5 20 Dxc5 bxe5 21 g4
(secking rather late for counterplay; White’s
strange handling of the opening had already
landed him in a very critical position) 21...c4
22 &bl Bab8 23 gxf5 Lxb2 24 &xb2 3+ 25
a2 Bb5 26 Bg4 Ha5 27 ad exf5 28 Ef4
b4+ 29 &b1 Eb8 30 Hdd4 Hxa4 31 Exd5
a3 32 He5 Wd6 33 Wedt g7 0-1.

above-mentioned push! ...

b) 5 £bd2 (more natural) 5.6 6 We2
&\e4 (Black’s usual reply to the e3-e4 threat) 7
Lxed fxed 8 D5 Wha (8. W5 is acceptable
too; one should note that the viability of
Black’s position here depends on the queen
sortle: if Black did not have these two queen
moves at his disposal, his position would be
suspicious in view of the threats Wh5+ and
£2-£3) 9 Wg4 (otherwise 9..d6 is annoying)
9..Wxg4 10 Hxgd Le7 and Black was fine in
R.Klipper-C.Dewitte, French League 2004.
5...2)f6 6 H\bd2

After 6 c4 Black experimented with
6..82d6 in G.Danner-N.Miezis, Bled 2002,
and following 8 £e5? L.xe5 9 dxe5 &gd 10
Le2 (f 10 42> Wh4 11 h3 o3 wins)
10..%)xe5 he was a healthy pawn up. White
should have preferred the principled 8 We2,
which Black probably intended to answer with
8.4, and if 9 Lxed fxed 10 A2 the e4
pawn is immune because of ..&xh2+ and
Wha+. Unfortunately, this is only half true,
as Black has no constructive move after 10
\d2, whereas his opponent can prepare grab-
bing the pawn by means of h2-h3 and/or
Wod. Therefore 6...8.¢7 should be better.
6...2c6

Alekhine’s next manoeuvre is very imagina-
tive, perhaps o much so. I'm not surprised
that nobody has followed in the wotld cham-
pion’s footsteps.
7¢c3

%
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7...0e7

Rather than this, 7..&e7! looks OK for
Black, with the idea 8 e4 9b4! 9 cxb4 fxe4 or
if 8 We2 d5P2.

8 Wc2

Or 8 We2t,
8...5ed5 9 g3?!

This weakens the long diagonal, just to
prevent the phantom threat of ..Z)f4. The
straightforward 9 e4 was better, leading to a
clear edge for White: then if 9..8)f4? 10 exf5
&xd3 11 Wxd3 Black’s compensation for the
pawn is obviously insufficient, while after
9..fxed 10 PDxed, intending 11 Heg5, White
stands cleatly on top.
9...cb

9..8e7, and only if 10 a3 <5, was more
natural, but 9...¢5 is interesting as well.

10 e4 fxed 11 Hxed c4?!

11.. %7 or 11..cxd4 wete called for. The
text leads to problems for Black.
12 £xc4 Hxc3?!

12..8b4 was a tad better, though 13 cxb4
Lxed 14 Wh3 Jeaves White in the driver’s

seat.

13 bxc3?

13 &xfeH Wxf6 14 &e5 would have re-
futed Black’s ‘unconventional’ combination.
Once the &\c3 has withdrawn (to e4 or d5),
White continues 15 £b5 and has a huge ad-
vantage.
13...8xed 14 We2 Wc7

Black continues to postpone castling.
14..8¢7 looked more natural, but would not
have solved all the problems either after 15
&e5 0-0 16 Kb5!, threatening to take on d7
(but not 16 £¢5?! £d5 which is OK for
Black).

15 &gb £b7?

15..85 16 £f4 and 16..£d6 17 @xe6
dxe6 18 Lxe6 Led 19 Ld5! is bad for Black
too, but maybe 16..%b7 17 £a6 Wds holds
somehow.

16 4142

After 16 &b5! there is no satisfactory way
to parry White’s brutal 17 &xe6, so Black’s
position is close to resignable.
16...%c6 17 3 d5?!

The knight was required to cover h7, as
will become apparent later. Therefore, 17...26
was the correct move, followed by 18..8e7,
or only in reply to 18 Ead1 then 18..8\d5.

18 £d2 a6 19 Hae1?

19 243! was much stronger, and still
yielded White a nasty initadve after either
19.8xc3 20 Wed! or 19.8e7 20 Dxh7.
After White’s faulty 19th move the World
Champion takes hold of the wheel and con-
ducts the rest of the game quite effectively.

.

81
91

1t 1

Z

A
it

19...8e7 20 Ded 0-0 21 £b3 b5 22 Wd3
Bf5 23 4c2 Hc8 24 g4 Hfa 25 4xfa
Exfa 26 Hg3 g6 27 He3 b4 28 h3 ¥Wd6
29 Ne2 Hxc3 30 Axc3 0-1

And here, the database gives the continua-
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tion as 30...He4?? (and then 31 &d1?7> Wg3+
32 &h1 Wxh3+ 33 &gl Wol+ 34 2h1 Hxpd
0-1), which is clearly nonsense. Instead
30..2xd4 31 We2 Hd2 was winning easily...

Game 27
P.Vandevoort-M.Jadoul
Belgian 1 eague 2002

Although this game is very short, it seems
quite interesting to me, because it illustrates a
safe way for Black to react to 1 d4 b6 2 £5.
1d4 b6 2 295

This pseudo-Trompowsky is based on a
solid approach. White wants to place his cen-
tral pawns on dark squares, but without the
bishop locked inside the pawn chain. White is,
as with most Trompowsky players, ready to
exchange his bishop for the g8 knight, as soon
as it appears on f6.
2...£b7 3 e3

3 c4 is interesting, as it prevents Black’s set-
up with 3...g6 (see Game 29).
3...g6

The sane way to play.

a) 3..8)f6?! 4 L.xf6 is dubious (see the next
game).

b} 3..£6 is an interesting idea with reversed
colours and an extra tempo (ie. 1 b3 d5 2
£b2 L4 3 3), but it seems less appropriate
here; e.g. 4 8hd Dh6 @..e57 5 dxe5 We7
needs further investigations, although the

possibility of Wh5+ in some variations makes
it look suspicious) 5 &)f3 and now if 5.0 f5?!
6 £.d3 &xhd 7 Hxh4 with a clear advantage
for White as the threat of 8 Wh5+ is aiready
alarming! But 5...e6 should be playable. Black
intends to continue with ...£.e7 and, depend-
ing on White does, ...f6-f5, 5 or LD
For those allergic to a double fianchetto, it
might be a valid alternative to 3...g0.

4ca4

7
2, 5
;/ /?

Better than a passive continuaton with ¢2-
3, but Black is not experiencing much trou-
ble here either.

4..897 5 Dc3 D6 6 Hf3 d6 7 Le2
@\bd7 8 0-0 0-0 9 Wc2 h6 10 £h4 e6 11
Zad1?!

11 h3 or 11 &d2 would have kept the
bishop at least.
11...g5 ¥2-%2

/
7,/4 /W//é Z,,///
T t1a
xR A A

2/ 4
7 %ﬁ%}%//%%%/ﬁéﬁ,ﬁ%
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The players prematurely agreed a draw, just
when the position was looking a little bit bet-
ter for Black. After taking the bishop
(..&Hh5xg3) he can follow up with ...f7-f5 and
get good prospects of a kingside attack.

To illustrate this statement I'd like to pre-
sent to the reader the following game. The
move order is completely different and
White’s position isn’t quite the same (with a
pawn on b4 and the al rook stll on its initial
square), but this doesn’t alter the preceding
assessment. 1 d4 d6 2 Df3 g6 3 c4 Rg7 4
e3 96 5 £g5 0-0 6 €3 &Hbd7 7 Le2 b6
8.0-0 £b7 9 Wc2 h6 10 £h4 6 11 b4 g5 and
now 12 £g3 &h5 13 Hd2 Hxg3 14 hxg3 5
15 &f3 &xf3 16 Dxf3 g4 17 &Hh2 h5 18
Efd1 ha 19. gxh4 Wxha 20. g3 Who 21 We2
&f7 22 Wf1 Bh8 23 Wo2 D6 24. a4 HOh7 25
e5 Qg5 26 exf5 Wxh2 27 Wxh2 Hf3+ 28 &fl
Exh2 0-1 ].Daloz-S.Belkodja, Condom 2002.

Game 28
D.Zagorskis-M.Sadler
Elista Olympiad 1998

1d4 b6 2 295 £b7 3 e3 5)f6?! 4 4xf6

L
Thtitid
A
e /

way

.
7

y

%

White already has the better posidon. He
will finish his mobilisation by means of &)f3,
Le2 (or g2-g3, £g2), 2-c4, D3, etc,
whereas all of Black’s schemes of develop-
ment will have their drawbacks.
4...exf6

The Lithuanian IM Darius Zagotskis pro-
vides us with instructive examples after both
of Black’s recaptures (via the move order 1 c4
b6 2 d4 £b7 3 L5 D6 4 Lxf6).
D.Zagorskis-V.Chernyshov,  Frydek-Mistek
1994, saw 4..gxf6 5 c4 €6 6 &c3 5 7 &3 ¢5
8.ds £g7 9 Wd2 a6 10 Bd1 0-0 11 a4 W6 12
£e2 e513 g3 d6 14 0-0 Ee8 15 Hhd L.c8 16
Wc2 Ba7 17 4 e4 18 Bal A7 19 Dg2 98
20 a5 Hb7 21 axb6 Exb6 22 Ha2 247 23
&h1 Heb8 24 Bgl Who 25 bl ££6 26 b3
Wo7 27 N1 Ha8 28 2 when White was
clearly better, going on to win in 64 moves.

Four years later Black’s pair of bishops
took revenge and Zagorskis was the victim of
a brilliancy prize...
5c4

It may be clever to delay c2-c4, in otder to
deptive Black of the possibility of ...&b4. Of
course Zagorskis did not have this option,
having started with 1 c4.
5...f5 6 ©f3 g6 7 De3 £97

E% @7
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8 Le2

8 g3 and 9 £.¢2 was more to the point, in-
tending to neutralise Black’s powerful bishop
on b7. In that case, the position would be
similat to the following line of the Trom-
powsky: 1 d4 D6 2 Lg5 g6 3 Lxf6 exf6 4 c4
£g75e3 156 De2 007 g3 d6 8 £g2 ete,
when Black’s usual plan consists of .Dd7-f6,
He8, . We7, ..c7-c6 and an acdon on the
kingside (...h5-h4), while his opponent will
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concentrate on the other wing, with such
moves as b4-b5, Nd5, etc. In this respect,
having already committed himself with ..b7-
b6, Black has cleatly a worse version of the
Trompowsky, as ..b7-b6 weakens his queen-
side and helps White open files there. All in
all, White has the better prospects.

8...d6 9 0-0 HHd7 10 Wc2 0-0 11 Efd1

11 b4, starting operations on the queenside,
has been tested too. Then Black has a pleasant
choice between 11..86, and the more dy-
namic ...c7-c5, trying to open the position for
the bishops. The game M.Pribyl-V.Babula,
Pardubice 1991, went 11..c5 12 b5 cxd4 13
@xd4 Ec8 14 Bfd1 A5 15 Hacl 4 16 exf4
£.xd4 17 Exd4 &6 18 Bddl Dxf4 19 Lf1
Wo5 20 g3 Wgs 21 Wd2 W3 22 d5 Hxcd
23 e7+ g7 24 N6 Bxcl 25 Bxcl Qe6 26
Wxdo W6 27 £g2 a6 28 a4 axb5 29 axb5
Wb2 30 Wes+ Wxe5 31 Sixe5 L.xg2 32 Txg2
Zd8 33 Ec6 Bd5 34 &icd Exb5 Vo-Ye.
11...Ee8 12 Hac1 a6 13 b4 4\f6 14
Hd2?!

In his annotations of the present game for
ChessBase, Luke McShane suggests 14 Nel as
an improvement, assessing the position after
14..9e4 15 Dxe4 L xed as equal. Indeed, 14
el is a better move, as it also aims at ex-
changing the light-squared bishops, while in
comparison to the game, the white queen
keeps an eye on the sensitive spot f2.
14...0g4

Y UE
AL
//%

" )
4

15 h3?!

Criminal. Black was anyway contemplating
sacrifices like the one that follows.

Instead 15 £f3? Wh4! underlines the
comment in the previous note. If the knight
were on el, the simple 16 h3 would parry
Black’s threat of taking on h2. Now, however,
White’s game becomes very bad after both 16
8 xg4 fxgd with a mighty pair of bishops, and
16 £xb7 Wxh2+ 17 &fl Hxe3 18 fxe3
(forced) 18..&Qxe3+ 19 @e2 Dxc2 20 Lxa8
& xd4+ and Black keeps a strong initiative.

Again GM McShane indicates the right way
to defend, i.e. 15 €dS, which blocks the dan-
gerous diagonal and leads to an unclear or
slightly favourable position for Black after
15...¢6 16 &4 Wh4 17 L.xg4 fxgd.
15...xf2 16 &xf2 Wha+ 17 £f1?

17 g3 was the lesser evil, though 17..Wxh3
18 &f1 and here 18.. Wg2+ 19 Lel ¢5 should
prove uncomfortable for White’s weak king,

After the text move Sadler conducts the
rest of the game in great style and wins by
force.
17...Exe3 18 &3 ¥Wf4 19 nd5 £xd5 20
cxdb Zae8 21 &£xa6 Exf3+! 22 gxf3 Ee3
23 2e2 Wh2

%?'/4
w

/

Threatening ...&.f6-h4 and ... ¥ f2 mate.
24 Wd2 £h6 25 Wel Whi1+ 26 &f2
Wh2+ 27 &f1 Wxh3+ 28 &g1 Zed! 29
Hce3

If 29 fxe4 Le3+ 30 W2 W3+ wins.
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Play 1...b6

29..2h4 30 f4 Wh1+ 31 &f2 Eh2+ 32
de3 Wed+ 0-1

Game 29
J.Smejkal-A.Miles
Vienna 1980

1d4 b6 2 295 £b7 3 c4

This prevents Black’s set-up with ...g7-g6.
Indeed, if Black continues 3...g6, his opponent
will manage to push e2-e4 (i.e. 4 &c3 Lg7 5
e4) and gain an opening advantage. However,
as opposed to the note in Game 27, here
Black has time to implement the 3...f6 idea.
3..f6

A 57
A M R A
Ky I} A—4 A~ 7
.//4/, y .//41, /:// ,/? a 7 ,//4
787 Z t

4 2d2

The bishop can also retreat to:

a) 4 8h4 e5? is an improved version of 3
€3 f6 4 £h4 5 for Black. 4..4Dh6 is not bad
either, leading to an unusual position after the
best 5 Wd3, which prevents &5 and threat-
ens ed. Instead 5 £3?! D5 6 K2 €5 is quite
good for Black.

b) 4 &4 (here the bishop is more actively
placed than on d2 and prevents & h6; on the
other hand, it is exposed to a later ...7-e5 as
the following game shows) 4...e6 5 A f3 Lbd+
(5...£5 is also well playable) 6 @fd2 e5! 7 dxe5
&6 8 e4 (8 exf6? Wxf6 would leave White in
trouble) 8...fxe5 (Black has quickly obtained a
quite satisfactory game, and objectively stands
slightly better here, in my opinion; but he

went wrong somewhere later on) 9 £e3 &6
10 £d3 d6 11 00 0-0 (the immediate
11..8.¢5 deserved attention, so as not to let
the opponent steal the bishop pair) 12 &b3
£.c8 13 h3 a5?! (enticing White to play 14 a3,
which was his intention anyway, is probably
not the most clever idea; I would prefer
13.Bb8? or 13.We8 with reciprocal
chances) 14 a3 £c5 15 &xc5 bxc5 16 $c3
ANd4 17 4 exf4 18 Lxf4 Wed 19 Wel Hbg 20
b5 Weo 21 Wed Dxb5? (21..8b7! was
much better and would have kept the balance)
22 cxb5? (missing a golden opportunity in 22
5! W7 23 exf6 @d4 24 fxg7 He8 25 W
with a marked edge for White; 22. W8 is
worse due to 23 cxb5 &d5 24 Wed! followed
by the crushing 25 Wxh7+, but not 23 exf6?
Wxe3+ 24 Lxe3 &d4 when Black is alright)
22. Wf7 (again 22..82b7! was the right way to
proceed) 23 a4 Wb3 24 5 with a nice edge
for White, owing to his mighty pair of bish-
ops, E.Martinovsky-C.Ward, Wrexham 1998.
4...e6 5 %\c3 5 6 Nf3 7)f6 7 g3 H\c6

YY)

Intending 7..&)xd4 and Black has already
more or less equalised. Later on his play could
have been improved, perhaps by choosing a
light-squared strategy based on ..&xc3 and
&7, followed by kingside action with
. We8 h5 if possible.

8 e3 £b4 9 £92 Hed 10 Hc1 We7 11
0-0 HHixd2 12 Wxd2 0-0 13 a3 £xc3 14
Wxc3 Hd8 15 Efd1 5)f7 16 d5
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16...d6

If Black releases the tension on d5 by
16...e5?, then 17 c5! allows White a free hand
on the queen’s wing and a nice edge. The
position would resemble a Bogo-Indian (1 d4
A6 2 c4 6 3 D3 Lbd+ 4 £.d2 We7 etc)
with something having gone wrong for Black
17 dxe6 d8 i

17.. Wxe6? 18 9d4 Wc8 19 &xf5 picks up

a pawn.
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18 Nd4 £xg2 19 &xg2 7Hxe6 20 Hxe6
Wxe6 21 Wd4 &h8?! 22 Wd5 We7

After 22 Wxd5+! 23 cxd5, the c-pawn
becomes a target and White is clearly better,
while if 22..Hae8 23 Wxe6 Hxc6 24 b4 and
again White enjoys some initiative.
23 Ed4 a5 24 b3 g6 25 Ec2 Wf6 26 Wc6
Wf7 27 h4 Ha7?!

27..Bae8 28 b4 axb4 29 axb4 Ee7 30 c5

bxc5 31 bxc5 dxc5 32 Exc5 Efe8 would have
been only slightly in White’s favour.

28 b4 axb4 29 axb4 W6 30 c5 dxc5 31
Wxf6+ Exf6 32 bxch bxc5 33 Excb &g7
34 HEdc4 Ef7 35 2f3 &8 36 Lf4 Le8 37
h5!

é/ﬂ/%/
= m 8

J /
%ﬁ/,/’

//%/@w,%
// 7w

Creating a second weakness on g6 and thus
intensifying White’s advantage.
37...%d8 38 hxg6 hxg6 39 Hc6?!

39 &g5! Ha2 40 xg6 was immediately
decisive, whereas now Black is close to mak-

7

Il!
o\
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ing a draw.

39...Ba2
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40 &g5?!

40 3! Eg7 41 &g5 was a better winning at-
tempt, eg 41.Ef2 (not 41..Ha3? 42 HEc3
intending 2f6 and wins) 42 Ef4 Ee7 (not
42..Hg2? 43 &h6, collecting both kingside
pawns) 43 2xg6 Exe3 44 HExf5 Efxf3 45 g4
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Play 1...b6

and Black may suffer a bit before he earns
half a point.
40...8g7?

The decisive error; instead 40..Exf2 41
‘%’xg(i Ee7 would have led to peace.
41 Zf4 &d7 42 Zxgb6 Exgb6+ 43 &xg6 cb
44 &xf5 &c6 45 g4 b5 46 g5 c4 47 g6
c3 48 g7 Za8 49 Eg4 c2 50 Zg1 &c4 51
g8¥+ 1-0

1d4 b6 2c4 £b7 3%5c3 eb
4 a3 5

Game 30
A.Chernuschevich-C.Bauer
French Cup, Clichy 2003

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3503 2b7 4 a3 15
4.6 5 D3 would transpose into a

Queen’s Indian, which is obviously beyond

the scope of this book.

5 Ne3 6 6 g3

,// 7,,/4

o>
3 \&\\\‘

6...2e7

The hasty 6..&)e4?! has been known to
bring Black troubles ever since A.Adorjan-
AMiles, Gjovik 1983, which continued 7
Nxed Lxed (because of White’s next move
some players have tried to improve Black’s
play by recapturing with the f-pawn, but I
doubt Black can equalise here) 8 &h3! (in this
type of configuration White has usually devel-

oped his bishop at g2 already, and then in
order to fight for an edge, he generally spends
a tempo moving his bishop to h3 or f1, plan-
ning to chase the black bishop with &Ad2 or to
cut off its retreat by d4-d5. In the present case
White can place his bishop off the long di-
agonal directly, and thus has faitly good pros-
pects) 8..8¢7 9 0-0 0-0 10 d5 £xf3 (sadly
forced, as 11 &)d2 and 12 f3 couldn’t be al-
lowed) 11 exf3 £f6 12 Ebl Da6 (maybe
12...a5 was a trifle better, but Black’s positon
is grim anyway) 13 Hel &)c5 14 b4 b7 with
a clear advantage for White, which the Hun-
garian GM converted on move 61: 15 dxe6
dxe6 16 Wh3 Ee8 17 c5 Wd5 18 Wxd5 exd5
19 £.f4 bxc5 20 &xf5 cxb4 21 axb4 &d6 22
Le6+ 28 23 £xd5 HExel+ 24 Exel HEbs 25
Hcl Db5 26 Bcd e 27 g2 &d8 28 Le3
&\d6 29 Bf4 a5 30 bxa5 b5 31 £.g8 Hxa5 32
fxh7 c5 33 £g8 Le7 34 h4 Le5 35 Bt
&5 36 Lg5+ &d6 37 Lh7 De7 38 h5 Ha2
39 He4 N5 40 L8 Ld4 41 He6+ £d7 42
h6 gxh6 43 Exh6 Exf2+ 44 &h3 &e3 45
Lett Dc6 46 L+ L7 47 L4+ B8 48
£b5 Exf3 49 Bd6 Exf4 50 gxf4 c7 51
Bc6+ &b7 52 He6 2c7 53 g3 Ad5 54 5
&6 55 Lf4 2d8 56 g5 Nh7+ 57 Tho £)6
58 a6 Ng4 59 Lg5 &e5 60 6 1-0.
7 £g2

7 d5 doesn’t need to be feared, as after
7.6 8 £2 H)c5 Black has a decent game.
7..5e4 8 £d2 216 9 0-0 0-0 10 Ec1
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The position is identical to a vatiation of
the Queen’s Indian, namely 1 d4 M6 2 ¢4 ¢6
3 &3 b6 4 g3 &b7 5 Le2 Re7 6.0-0 0-0 7
c3 B4 8 L.d2 f5 etc., but with White hav-
ing played the useless move a2-a3. We can
thus that Black has obtained
comfortable equality.
10...5¢6 11 Re1

More solid than 11 d5!?, which in fact
doesn’t simply blunder a pawn, as it looks at
first sight: 11..exd5 (the safer 11..&De7?
would let White recover after 12 dxe6 dxe6 13
#xe4 and now both 13..8xe4 14 L.c3 and
13..fxe4 14 &g5 are roughly equal; however,

conclude

as variation ‘c’ below is quite difficult, letting
d5 live may be Black’s best option) 12 cxd5
&e7 and now:

a) 13 Qel? (accepting the fate without a
fight) 13..&xc3 14 bxc3 Dxd5 (Black is now
clearly better and the rest doesn’t require any
comments) 15 ¢4 Ddf6 16 L.e3 We7 17 Wh3
¢5 18 Hd1 Had8 19 £d3 d5 20 cxd5 £.xd5 21
We2 W7 22 Bbl Efe8 23 a4 £)d6 24 L5
Lxg2 25 Pxg2 Dded 26 Lcl ADd5 27 &b2
Whs 28 &5 Bd6 29 Ebdl Hxf2 30 Exd5
Hxd5 31 Wed Hexe5 32 Lxe5 W7 33 £c3
Dot 34 Yea We7 35 gl Wes+ 36 Wxe3
xe3 37 Bf3 @c4 38 Ef4 )d6 39 hd Ded
0-1 J.Karr-C.Bauer, French Cup 1997.

b) 13 Wb3? &xc3 was no improvement ei-
ther.

©) 13 Dixed! fxed 14 &g5 was necessary; in

that case play becomes quite tactical and both
sides can easily lose the plot, e.g. 14..2xd5 15
&xed £xb2 16 Eb1 with very good compen-
sation (if 16..8.xa3? 17 Wb3 followed by 18
&3 and 19 e4 wins the pinned knight;
14,5 15 Qxed £xb2 16 Lg5 when Black
has to play 16..%c8 or 16.. b8 which don’t
inspire much confidence; 14..&xb2 15 Ebl
(15 d6? &xcl 16 dxe7 Wxe7 followed by
17..d5 is fine for Black) 15..8.xa3 16 L.xec4
or 14..8xd5 15 Wc2. In all these lines White
has fair attacking chances against the black
king.
11...20e7 12 b4 a6 13 Dxed Lxed 14
£c3 bb

Conqueting the d5-square, but this might
have been achieved more favourably by
14. %8 and if 15 Dd2 (15 PDell?)
15..8.xg2 16 Lxg2 Wh7+ 17 &gl bs.
15 Hd2 £xg2 16 &xg2 We8

16..8c8?, planning 17..83b6, was interest-
ing, trying to lure White’s pawn to c5.
17 3 Wg6 18 f4 bxcd 19 Hxcd Dd5 20
£d2

i

e

Having tried (and failed) to find an advan-
tage for Black somewhere, I was now running
short of time. This explains my rather poor
play over the next dozen or so moves. At the
end I felt a bit humiliated, defending with a
‘good’ knight versus a ‘bad’ bishop!
20...We8 21 We2 £d8 22 g4 c6 23 gb
£¢7 24 Ef3 Wb8 25 Eh3 Hf7 26 Deb
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4xe5 27 dxe5 Wb5 28 &f2 g6 29 Zg3
Wxe2+ 30 &xe2 Hff8 31 Hgg1l Efb8 32
h4 &f7 33 Eh1 h5 34 gxh6 Eh8 35 h5
Zxh6 36 hxgb+ Zxgb6 37 Eh7+ Hg7 38
Hxg7+ &xg7 39 &d3 &f7 40 Hh1 Hgs
41 Eh7+ Le8 42 Eh3 &d8 43 £c3 Eg2
44 Eh8+ &c7 45 Ha8 b7 46 2d8 c7
47 Za8 b7 %-%:

Game 31
D.Rogozenko-D.Bunzmann
German Bundesliga 2000

1d4 e6 2cdbb63a3 &b7 4 Hc315

If now 4..&)f6, rather than transposing
into a Queen’s Indian with 5 @f3, White
would again probably seize the opportunity to
increase his spatial advantage in the centre, by
means of 5 d5.
5 d5 Le7!?

At the time this was a pet line of the Ger-
man grandmaster. After the current game,
however, he switched to the normal move
5..8)f6, which is examined in the remainder
of this section.

6 g3!

More flexible than the imprecise 6 &)3?!
6 (or 6.6 7 g3 @Ac5 8 L2 L6 with a
very decent game for Black in A.Kharlov-
A.Czebe, Cappelle fa Grande 2004, while on 7
A\d41? the pawn sactifice 7.. 26 8 dxe6 &c5
is quite interesting) 7 g3 (7 @d4 now gets

nowhere on account of 7..c5!) 7..0-0 § £g2
DNe4 9 Bxed (or 9 £d2 256 10 Hcl 6 and
Black has sufficient counterplay) 9..fxe4 10
\d2 exd5 11 cxd5 £xd5 12 Dxed L.c6 with
equality in M.Quinn-M.Cebalo, Bratto 1999.
6...416

This sophisticated manoeuvte is also prac-
tically forced. If now 6..22f6?! 7 202 0-0 then

y 8 Dh3! shows the point of delaying the

knight’s development: 9.0-0 will follow, when
both d5-d6 and e2-e4 are in the air. As a con-
sequence White can be very satistied with his
opening,
7 &d2!

This seemingly mild move could well put a
cloud on Black’s set-up. Instead 7 Wc2l? also
aims at avoiding doubled c-pawns but has
fewer adherents, while 7 £¢2?! simply allows
Black a comfortable game after 7..8xc3+ 8
bxc3 A6 9 @h3 0-0 10 0-0 Da6 with fine
play in V.Milov-D.Bunzmann, Polanica Zdroj
1999. Latet on White was outplayed but man-
aged to save the game by a vetry tenacious
defence (and some luckl): 11 a4 &5 12 a5
Dfed 13 La3 HeB 14 3 D6 15 Lxc5 bxc5
16 e4 exd5 17 exd5 (if 17 a6 £.c8 18 cxd5
fxe4 19 fxe4 d6 is equal, but not 19.. D xed??
20 d6! intending 20..c6 21 Wb+ &hs 22
Sxed Hxed 23 Qg5 and wins) 17..2a6 18
Wd3 We7 19 Wxf5 Lxc4 20 Bfdl We3+ 21
©hi He5 22 We2 £xd5 23 Bd3 We2 24 Ed2
Wca 25 G4 Bae8 26 h4 L.c6 27 Hd3 Dd5
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28 &xd5 Exd5 29 Hxd5 £xd5 30 Ed1 L6
31 Hd3 Hel+ 32 &@h2 Weo 33 Whb2 He2 34
Whs+ &f7 35 Wh1 Wa2 36 Wgl Wc2 37 He3
d6 38 g4 Wd2 39 Exe2 Wxe2 40 Wc1 Wes+
41 &h3 h5 42 Wd2 c4 43 a6 £d7 44 £f1
£e6 45 Re2 De7 46 g2 hxgd 47 fxgd L8
48 8.3 Lxa6 49 Wa2 Wh5 50 We2+ Wes 51
Wa2 Wh5 52 We2+ &d8 53 Wes Wes 54
Wd5 £b5 55 Was+ &d7 56 Wxa7 We5 57
Was We5 58 Wa8 £c6 59 WeB Lxf3+ 60
&xf3 Wes 61 Wxcd WicH 62 g3 Wes+ 63
D2 d5 64 Wd4 Ld6 65 Wha+ Le6 Vo-Va,
7...c6

The knight tour 7.&e71? 8 £g2 &\c8
looks cumbersome, but Black easily splic the
point in S.Shipov-K.Chernyshov, Russian
Championship, Elista 2001: 9 £h3 (maybe 9
e4 is more challenging) 9..%3d6 10 b3 &a6 11
Zc1 D5 12 b4 Dced 13 0-0 exd5 14 cxd5
&xd2 15 Wxd2 0-0 and a draw was agreed in
this level position.

4 Y

| BEAL

&4 b={

8 g2
In eatlier games Black had faced other

moves:
a) 8 dxe6?l, immediately releasing the ten-
sion, proved innocuous in C.Gabriel-

D.Bunzmann, Germany Bundesliga 1998:
8..dxe6 9 g2 £)d7 10 Dh3 De5 11 b3 Wd7
12 0-0 0-0-0 and Black had no problems.

b) 8 e4?! cxd5 9 exd5 Da6 10 Dh3 D5 11
A4 We7 12 20271 (12 Le2) 12..exd5+ 13
&1 dxc4 was better for Black but remained

messy in V.Mikhalevski-D.Bunzmann, Ziirich
1999.
8...cxd5 9 cxd5 $e7 10 Dh3

.z 1

»

, 7 W2
G IR

B

10...e5?

Instead:

a) 10..0-0 11 &f4 &6 would transpose
into the game 1.Novikov-S.Kalinitschew, Bad
Wiessee 1999, which continued 12 dxe6 (pet-
haps 12 Dxg6l? hxg6 13 0-0) 12..8xg2 13
Wh3 ©h8 14 Dxg2 Hc6 15 exd7 Dd4 16
Wd1 Wxd7 17 Le3 Had8 18 0-0 f4? Black
should probably have tried 18..We8 19 L.xd4
fxd4 20 Wc2 f4 when things are far less
clear) 19 L.xf4 Wb7 20 e4 b5 21 We2 Hd4
22 Wh5 and Black didn’t have enough com-
pensation for his two pawns (though he later
managed to draw).

b) 10..4xd5" was also an improvement
over the game continuaton, when it is not
clear how bad the ugly position after 11 &xd5
£xd5 12 £xd5 exds is for Black.

11 0-0 d6 12 e4 0-0 13 f4 Ha6 14 exf5
&Hxf5 15 fxeb £.xeb 16 HNgb Hd4

On 16..5\7, covering the sensitive e6-
square, there would follow the devastating 17
Axh7! &xh7 18 Wh5+ Ah6 19 Ledt+ g8 20
£.xh6 and wins.

17 ¥h5 h6 18 Le4 216 19 ¥Wgb hxg5 20
Wh7+ &f7 21 £96+ Le7 22 Exf6 &d7
23 2f5+ 10

A convincing demonstration of the prob-

lems Black can face after ... 2.e7-f6.
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Game 32
S.Atalik-S.Mamedyarov
Calvia Olympiad 2004

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 a3 2b7 4 Hc3 155 d5
o6 6 g3

é 7
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Involving the light-squared bishop in the
central battle is the most promising try for an
opening edge.

Instead, 6 3 a6 7 Lg5 from
IMorovic  Fernandez-C.Bauer, Furopean
Championship 2000, didn’t worry Black too
much. I even managed to seize a slight initia-
tive before entering a dead drawn rook end-
ing: 7..8e7 8 &3 Ac5 (8.Dxd5? 9 cxd5
£xg5 10 dxeb, intending 10...dxe6?? 11 Wad+,
was less adequate) 9 &)d4 a5 10 Le2 (10
Adb5?) 10..0-0 (or 10.&Dxd5? 11 cxd5
£xg5 12 b4 axb4 13 axb4 Hxal 14 Wxal
&e4 15 Dxed fxed 16 dxe6 0-0 17 exd7
Wxd7) 11 8xf6 Lxf6 12 0-0 a4 13 £.63 W8
14 W2 6 15 Badl g6 16 Dde2 Ha5 (better
16...cxd5! 17 cxd5 €5 18 e4 d6 with a small,
but enduring edge for Black) 17 &c1 cxd5 18
cxd5 £a6 19 £e2 Ded 20 Kxab Hxab 21
@1e2 Ha5 22 dxe6 dxe6 23 Hcl £xc3 24
Dxc3 Gixe3 25 Wxe3 Wxc3 26 Hxc3 Bb5 27
Eb1 Hds 28 g3 Ed2 29 Ec4 Bbxb2 30 Hxh2
Exb2 31 Exad Ha2 32 &g2 &f7 33 Bb4
Yoo,
6...29ab6

The first of three main continuations in
this position. The other two, 6..b5 and 6...g6,
are covered in Games 34-35 and 36-37 re-
spectively. Black has also tried:

a) 6..a5?! has almost completely vanished
from practice nowadays. While its aims is
petfectly laudable — Black intends to stabilise a
knight at ¢5 by preventing the advance b2-b4
— experience has shown that pushing the a-
pawn is not a priority. Indeed, if White plays
b2-b4 with the enemy knight still on a6, then
Black can generate counterplay with the c
pawn; while if White waits for the knight’s
appearance at c5, then ..&\ce4 is generally
quite satisfactory for Black.

Remrning to 6..a5, in D.Rogozenko-
P.Blatny, Istanbul Olympiad 2000, Black
managed to draw eventually, but his opening
can hardly be called a success:

7 8202 a6 8 Dh3 Wc8 9 0-0 Ke7 10 e4
fxed 11 Dixed 0-0 12 D3 £d8 13 Hel exds
14 &xd5 &5 15 Dhfd a4 16 Le3 De6 17
Weo H\xfa 18 £xf4 d6 19 Badl Ba5 20 242
Ba7 21 &3 Hixd5 22 cxd5 W5 23 Wxf5
Bxf5 24 2h3 BB 25 L.e6+ h8 26 Hed 5
27 dxc6 L.xc6 28 245 £d7 29 &b4 216 30
£xd6 Ec8 31 Eb4 b5 32 Eel Ed8 33 &¢5
Ha6 34 £b7 He6 35 Exe6 Lxe6 36 Exb5
£b3 37 Ba5 £xb2 38 Ha8 Exa8 39 £xa8
g8 40 Lf1 217 41 Le2 Deb 42 L6 g6 43
&d3 L6 44 Led L0745 f4 £b2 46 h4 £d5
47 g4 Lxed+ 48 Lxed h5 49 L3 hxgd+ 50
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Sxgd L6 51 &b4 £d8 52 &3 Le7 53
£b2 £d8 Vo-Va.

b) 6...c6!? is very rare and may be an under-
estimated option. Then 7 d6 c5!? 8 93 £xf3
9 exf3 &)c6 or 7 dxe6 dxe6 8 Wxd8+ &xd8
wouldn’t disturb Black, so standard develop-
ment should be the critical test: 7 ggZ cxd5 8
cxd5 246 (preferable to 8.a6? 9 Hh3
when Black’s usual moves fail to achieve the
desired effect, eg. 9..4c7 10 &)f4 €5 11 d6
W8 12 dxc7 exf4 13 £d5! or 9..£d6 10 0-0
0-0 11 dxe6 ﬁng 12 Wxd6! in both cases
with a great plus for White) 9 e4 (9 &b5?!
$e7 10 254 &a6 forced White to go back
with 11 &c3 in  V.Babula-D.Bunzmann,
German Bundesliga 1999, when Black was at
least equal) 9..8e5 10 Dge2 fxed 11 Hxed
and now M.Marin-1.Botvinnik, Tel Aviv 2000,
continued 11..£xd5 (Black could probably
have tried 11..4)xd5, when White has to jus-
tify his pawn sacrifice) 12 Dxfo+ Wxf6 13
£xd5 exd5 14 Wxd5 &6 15.0-0 0-0-0 16
Hb1 Ehe8 17 b4 Wec 18 Ed1 Wxd5 19 Exd5
216 20 Le3 He5 21 Ebdl Exd5 22 Exd5
Hes 23 O)f4 Hed 24 Lf1 Bcd 25 Te2 Va-Ya.

7 292 Db 8 Hh3 £.d6

/7 ,//4 y 7 . 4
n jix i
[ i
A R
=Y

90-0

On 9 £f4 Black can equalise by 9..8xf4
10 &xf4 €5, or opt for complications with
9..e5 10 Le3 a5 with reciprocal chances in
C.Wagner-H.Hamdouchi, Cannes 1997.

9 b5 is more interesting, Black usually re-

acts by moving his bishop to €5, provoking
the advance f2-f4 which would create a hole
at e4. Another possibility, as yet untested to
my knowledge, is 9..&ced!?. The critical re-
sponse is 10 3 (as after 10 &xd6+ Dxd6
Black hits ¢4, and can continue 11..exd5 12
cxd5 Dded, trying to surround the white d-
pawn) 10..c6 11 &d4 Dxg3 12 hxg3 Lxg3+
13 f1 cxd5 and Black has three pawns for
the piece in an unclear positon. If instead 11
dxc6?! dxc6 12 §d4 Hixgd! (12..4)c5? 13 b4
£.¢5 14 €3 forces Black to remove his knight,
when White stands better) 13 hxg3 Lxg3+ 14
A2 €5, and Black seems on top of the tactical
skirmish after both 15 Qe6 Wxd1+ 16 xd1
Lxf2 17 Dxg7+ 217 18 Dxf5 Had8+ and 15
H¥xf5 Wxd1+ 16 Lxd1 Lxf2 17 Dd6+ (or 17
e3 Bds+ 18 Le2 g6) 17..2d7 18 Dxb7 Lc7
19 €3 h3l, preventing 20 £e2 L¢3 21 Zh3.
Funny stuff, isn’t it?

9...2e5 10 Wc2 0-0 11 £d2

The critical line 11 Bd1 We7 12 8.e3! is
seen in the next game.

White’s other option is 11 @f4 We7 12
£.d2 (12 Le3 is less precise as after a subse-
quent swap of knight on e4, White is depnived
of the opportunity £d2-b4) and now:
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a) 12..c6?! 13 dxe6 dxe6 14 Eadl with 2

more pleasant posidon for White in
L.Sokolov-Z.Rahman, Istanbul ~ Olympiad
2000.

b) 12..8fe4?! is too hasty after 13 £xed
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Gixe4 (even worse is 13...fxed 14 bd) 14 Dixed
fxed 15 £b4 £d6 16 Lxd6 Wxd6 17 dxe6
dxe6 18 Ead1 and White has the better of it.

9) 12.. 97, increasing the pressure on db,
proved effective in Z.Franco Ocampos-
ARomero Holmes, Spanish Team Champi-
onship 2002: 13 Zadl Hced 14 Dxed Gixed
15 £.c1 Hae8 16 dxe6 dxe6 and a draw was
agreed.

d) 12...a5 was Ivan Sokolov’s suggestion af-
ter his game vs. Rahman above. He continues
13 Hadl Dced 14 Dxed Dxed 15 Lcl and
judges the situation to be slightly in White’s
favour, though I see nothing to complain
about after .. Hae8.

Also, 11..¥e8!> might be a finesse over
11..%e7. In some lines a general trade of
pieces occurs on e4, and Black would be then
happy to continue ..&xf4 and ..e4xd5, to
which end he needs to have his queen pro-
tected. The game G.Milos-D.Lima, Sao Paulo
(rapid) 2001, went 12 £d2 Hce4 13 Hadl
Axd2 14 Bxd2 £.xc3 15 Wxc3 e5 16 £)d3 d6
17 f4, when instead of 17..e4 18 &@b4 (as
played), 17.. D4 18 Lxed fxed, followed by
...e5xf4 was interesting,
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11...We7 12 Ead1 Eae8 13 Nf4

13 b4 gets nowhere, as 13..8\ced 14 Dixed
Dxed 15 dxe6 is harmless, while 15 £.xed?!
would even leave White in trouble after
15...fxe4 16 Wxed exd5 17 cxd5 W7 18 L4
Whs.

13...%f7 14 dxe6 dxe6 15 Hd3
15 £xb7 Hxb7 16 Dd3 £d6 is equal,
15...£d6 16 2xcb £xg2 17 &xg2 bxc5!?
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Not bad, even if there was nothing wrong
with the more natural 17..8xc5 18 b4 £d6
19 @b5 a6 20 xd6 cxd6, when c4 is as vul-
nerable as d6. Mamedyarov’s move is more
combative, and will bring him realistic win-
ning chances
18 f3 Wh5 19 2e3 e5 20 %Hb5 f4 21
Hxd6 cxd6 22 gxf4 exf4 23 £g1?

After this the initative definitely passes to
Black. Instead, the more daring 23 £xf4!
would have kept the balance, as Flear suggests
23..%g4 24 Ed5 Wha (but not 24..Exf4? 25
Hxh5 De3+ 26 g3 Dxc2 27 Lxf4) 25 Ef5!
Exf5 26 Wxf5 Exe2+ 27 g1 A6 28 b4 with
approximate equality.
23...Be6 24 Wd2 Hd7 25 ¥d5!?

A responsible decision. White sacrifices a
pawn in order to end his opponent’s bellicose
intentions. The ensuing double rook endgame
turns out to be surprisingly difficult to win.
25..Wxd5 26 Hxd5 Hb6 27 Zd2 Hxcd
28 Hc2 De3+ 29 £xe3 Exe3 30 b4l Efs
31 bxcb Excb 32 Ea2 Ee6?!

Bringing the king into play with 32..&f7
was presumably a better try, though after 33
Bbl a5 34 Eb7+ &f6 35 Eb6 He6 Black
would still have hard work converting his
extra pawn.

33 &f2 Eh6 34 Eh1 Zab5 35 a4 &f7 36
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h4 a6 37 Eb2!

A necessary measure to generate counter-
play.
37...Exa4 38 Eb7+ &f6 39 Ed7 &d4 40
Ha7 g6

Black could have tried 40..Eadl? 41 Ed7
Eh5 42 Bxde+ De7, but after 43 Eb6 a draw
is still the most likely outcome.
41 Exa6 Eh5 42 Ea7 h6 43 Zh7 2d2 44
2h8 &g7 45 He8 gb 46 g2 &7 47 Hed
d5 48 He5 d4 49 hxgb5 HExg5+ 50 Exgb
hxg5 51 Zh7+ &eb

Or 51..%g6 52 He7 d3 53 &2 &6 54
Lel Hxe2+ 55 Hxe2 dxe2 56 ©xe2 with a
draw as well.
52 &f1 d3 53 exd3 Exd3 54 He2 Ee3+
55 &f2 Ea3 56 Eg7 &f6 57 Hg8 Zab 58
g2 Heb 59 &f2 %-%

Game 33
B.Gelfand-H.Hamdouchi
Cap d'Agde 1994

1d4e6 2c4b6 3 a3 £b7 4 7Hc3155d5
&6 6 g3 Dab6 7 £.92 Hcb 8 Hh3 £d6 9
0-0 £e5 10 ¥Wc2 0-0 11 Ed1 We7 12
Le3!

12...4ced

Black is now at an important juncture.
Apart from Hamdouchi’s move, Black can
contemplate four seemingly sensible continua-
tions, 12..d6, 12..8xc3, 12..c6 and finally

12..Hab8. Let’s examine all these possibilities:

a) 12..d6? 1s rightly dismissed by Gurevich
on account of 13 &xc5 bxc5 14 Hg5 Lxc3
15 bxc3!, when White can successfully exploit
the weak e6-square and enjoys a clear advan-
tage.

b) 12..8xc3? is slightly preferable, but
White keeps a nice plus after 13 Wxc3 d6 14
£.xc5 bxc5 15 Df4.

©) 12..c6 13 dxe6 (13 &¥f4? cxd5 14 cxd5
&ce4 was Y.Shulman-].Kraai, Kansas 2002)
13..dxe6 14 Bacl ©a6l? (Black could also
play 14..Had8 15 b4 £xc3 16 YWxc3 Hiced,
but 17 Wb3 would give White a small, but
lasting edge) 15 b4 ¢5 16 £xb7 Wxb7 17 b5
Gb8 18 Dg5 We7 19 D3 Dbd7 20 Lg5
£.¢7 (perhaps 20..&xc31? 21 Wxc3 a6) 21 e4
f4 (21..89)e5 22 Qixe5 Lxe5 23 exf5 Rxc3 24
Wxc3 exf5 was safer) and then:

cl) 22 gxf4?! (a poor move compared with
the more promising alternatives) 22..h6 23 e5
hxg5 24 &ixg5 &ixe5 25 fxe5 Lxe5 26 Hel!
(this counter-attack will leave White on the
verge of defeat, but it is in fact the best op-
tion) 26..8.xh2+ 27 &fl Wh7 28 Hxe6 214
29 &\d5 £xg5 (on 29..Lxcl? the cool 30
W6l gives even White the upper hand after
30...2xg5 31 Ee7 Wxe7 32 Hxe7+ Lh8 33
Wxg5, whereas 30 Qe7+? Wxe7 31 Hxe?
£xg5 or 30 He7? Wxd5 31 cxd5 &xg5 would
conversely favour Black) 30 De7+ &h8 31
Qg6+ Lg8 32 fe7+ &h8 and a draw was
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agreed in M.Gurevich-C.Bauer, Clichy 2000.
In time-trouble I didn’t want to gamble on
32,07 33 WG+ Lxe6 34 Hel+ which, as
the post-mortem confirmed, was at least OK
for White.

c2) 22 Hxd7? Wxd7 23 &5 Hhd!
(23..%9e8 24 £xf4 h6 25 h4 would leaves
White with nice compensation for his tiny
material deficit) 24 g4 h6 with a mess.

c3) 22 We2! §\e5 (22...fxg3?! is bad in view
of 23 e5 gxh2+ 24 Lp2!, but not 24 Lh1??
which loses to 24..8xe5 25 Sxe5 Lxe5 26
Wxe5 Wh7H) 23 Dxe5 (if 23 Lxf4l? Hixf3+
24 Wxf3 Nd7 25 e 5 26 Wd3 exf4 27
Wxd7 Wxed 28 Wxc7 Wxe2 29 Ed7 WhH2 30
Hcd1 fxg3 31 Wxg3 a6 is equal) 23...8.xe5 24
gxf4 £xc3 25 Exc3 h6 26 &h4 W7 with
some compensation for the pawn.

dy 12..Eab8!? was Morozevich’s solution
to the potential threat of d5-d6, and brought
him  roughly parity in G.Kasparov-
A.Morozevich, Frankfurt (rapid) 2000: 13
Bacl Dced 14 Dxed Hxed 15 D4 5 16
dxc6 £xc6 17 Dd3 .46 18 3 Hc5 19 ba
xd3 20 Exd3 d5 21 4 dxc4 22 Wxc4 Lxg2
23 xg2 Ef7 24 b5 He8 25 Hcd1 e5 26 Bd7
Weo 27 Wxe6 Hxe6 28 Rf3 exfd 29 gxfd
Bxd7 30 Exd7 Be7 31 Bxe7 £xe7 32 a4 A7
33 £d4 £d6 34 e4 g6 35 h3 &eb6 36 L3
8737 £b4 £d8 38 5 VeV,

13 Hxed Hxed
13...fxed!? is a valid alternative to the text

move. M.Hoffmann-].Kraai, Budapest 2003,
continued 14 Ag5 (if 14 dxe6 Wxe6 15 &)g5
W6 is unclear) 14..exd5 15 cxd5 £xd5 16
Exd5 Hxd5 17 £xed, and now instead of the
fatal blunder 17..%xe3?> 18 £.d5+ 1-0, Black
should have gone for 17..8)6, when he is
perfectly alright, e.g. 18 Wb3+ (or 18 £.xa8
Bxa8) 18..d5 19 £xd5+ Hxd5 20 Wxd5+
©h8 21 Wed g6 22 D7+ Wxf7 23 Wxes+
@g7 24 £.d4 Wxe5 25 R xe5+ @g8 26 8xc7
Hfes!.
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The best way to keep pressing. 14 Rxe4?!
allowed Black easy equality after 14..fxe4 15
&5 h6 16 Dxe4 exd5 17 cxd5 Lxb2 18
Wxb2 Wxe4 19 Wd4 5% D.Sharavdor-
J.Kraai, Burbank 2003.
14...exd5

If instead 14..Bac8 15 &\f4 with a small
edge for White, or 14. W62 15 £3 &d6 16
£g5 Wg6 17 f4 266 18 ¢5 with the initiative
on the queenside. But 14...c51? 15 dxc6 £xc6
16 312 &6 looks at least playable for Black.
15 cxd5 £d6 16 L.xe4d fxed?

16..Wxe4! offered greater chances to resist.
After 17 £f4 (this seems stronger than Mik-
hail Gurevich’s suggestion 17 Wxed?! fxed 18
L4 as here both 18..£xf4 19 &xf4 ¢5 and
18.Ef5 19 £xd6 cxd6 20 Hd4 Exd5 21
Hxe4 Ee5 seem OK for Black)) 17..£xd5 18
Wxed fxed 19 Kxd6 cxd6 20 3 £c6 21
Exd6 White has a sizeable advantage in the

80



1 d4 b6

ending, but at least the game continues.
17 g5 Ef5

17..Eae8 18 Ed4 didn’t help.
18 Wxe4d

Cleaner than 18 Dixed?! Exd5 19 Exd5
&xd5 20 &xd6 cxd6, when converting
White’s edge would not be trivial.
18...%Wf6?

18..Hxg5 19 Wxe7 £xe7 20 Exc7 was no
improvement, as after 20..8.c8 21 Edcl £.a6
22 £xg5 £.xg5 23 €3 or 20..Bxd5 21 Exd5
£ xd5 22 Exd7 White has a big advantage.

18..Wxed!, on the other hand, was rather
more stubborn. After 19 @xe4 Exd5 20
Hxd5 £xd5 21 Dxd6 cxd6 22 L4 L.c6 23
£xd6, White has won a healthy pawn, but
given the presence of opposite-coloured bish-
ops, he still has considerable technical difficul-

ties to overcome.

%

e
/

A 7 /
/
- /

) B &

19 h4?!

19 &xh7! would have shortened the fight:
19.. g6 (or 19..We5 20 Wxe5 Hxe5 21 Dg5
Hxd5 22 Exd5 £xd5 23 L£f4 and White is
clearly better) 20 g4 &xh2+ 21 &h1 Wxh7 22
Wxf5 g6 (on 22..Wh3 23 Wh5 is curtains) 23
Wed, when the smoke has cleared and with
no dangerous discover check at his disposal,
Black is simply the exchange and a pawn
down.
19...g6?

19..h6! was the last hope to complicate
matters, e.g. 20 g4 Ee5 (not 20..We52? 21

gxf5 and wins) 21 Wh7+ &f8 22 &3 (22
Oed?! Wixh4) 22.. Hxd5 23 2.d4 W7,
20 £d4 W8 21 Wc2!

Now e2-¢4 is coming and White already
has a decisive advantage.
21...&xd5

21..Hxd5 would be answered by the lethal
pin 22 Wb3.
22 e4 Exg5 23 hxg5 2e6 24 2f6 a5 25
&g2 Wf7 26 Wc3 Zf8 27 e5 2c5 28 b4
axb4 29 axb4 Le7 30 ¥xc7 £d5+ 31
g1 £xf6 32 gxf6 Web6 33 Zd3 Za8 34
Ecd1 £c6 35 Exd7 YWxd7 36 Wxd7 1-0

Gane 34
S.Savchenko-N.Miezis
Porto San Giorgio 2000

1d4e62c4bb3a3 b7 45c3f55d5
&f6 6 g3 b5!?

This speciality of Latvian grandmaster
Miezis is an attempt to seize the inidative and
usually sharpens the play over the next few
moves. It may be less cotrect than the ap-
proved 6..826, but I'm convinced it is sound
enough not to call for a direct refutation.

7 Dxbb

7 £g2 is seen in the next game. In reply to
Black’s ambitious last move, White has a wide
range of other possibilities which we will ex-
amine in tutn, starting with the worst ones:

a) 7 cxb5? 9xd5 plays into Black’s hands
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Play 1...b6

and already gives the second player a much
better game.

b) 7 Wb3?! was White’s reply to her oppo-
nent’s novelty in the stem game Strutinskaya-
Grabuzova. This attempt to exploit the un-
protected &b7 fell short after Black’s ade-
quate 7..%a6! and then:

K
I/% 1
//

%

/
%
///

//
Z
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b1) 8 Wxb5? loses material to 8..c5!.

b2) 8 02?1 G\c5 9 Wa2, when instead of
9..exd5 10 Dxd5 Qced 11 Lf4 Dxd5 12
cxd5 Wf6 which gave mutual chances in
S Kristjansson-D.Bunzmann, Athens 2001, I
prefer 9..bxc4 10 Wxc4 Eb8 or 10..%) fe4 and
Black has succeeded in obtaining some initia-
tive.

b3) 8 Le3? g4 (instead 8..Eb8I?, with
the idea 9 £xa7 bxcd 10 Wxc4 Ha8 and
11..4)xd5, would have given Black an edge) 9
&xb5 Gc5 (and here 9...c6! was stronger: the
£ b7 then becomes more active, while a sub-
sequent .. Wa5+ can be nasty for White) 10
Lxc5 £xc5 11 €3 4! 12 gxf4 Wha 13 0-0-0
0-0-0 14 &h3 (if 14 Ed2 exd5 15 cxd5 Dxf2
16 3 We7 17 Exf2 Wxe3+ 18 Wxe3 Lxe3+
19 Hd2 £xd5 is fine for Black) 14..4xf2 15
Oxf2 Wxf2 16 Qd4 exd5 17 Ed2 Wel+ 18
Hd1 W2 19 Bd2 Wel+ Y%-'2 G.Strutinskaya-
T.Grabuzova, Russia 1994.

b4) 8 &xb5! (perhaps the only way to
maintain approximate equality) 8...exd5 9 £g2
A5 10 Wed+ Qe6 or 9..dxcdl? 10 D6+
cxd6 11 Wxb7 A7 12 W3,

©) 7 Df3 bxc4 8 dxe6 dxe6 9 Wad+ (ex-
changing queens is dubious, as it is unclear
whether White can regain the c4-pawn: after 9
Wxds+! &xd8 10 £g2 Hbd7, followed by
.8d6 and ..&e7, Black is better) 9. ¥d7 10
Wxc4 and then:

cl) 10..8c6!? 11 Ko2 Ld6 (in return for
his somewhat inferior pawn structure Black
has gained a considerable grip on the centre)
12 b4 (the automatic 12 0-0 would be met by
12..4)a5, but White may still keep some pres-
sure after 13 Wa2 Ded 14 Hdl Hxc3 15
bxc3) 12..47 13 0-0 Ded5 14 £b2 0-0 15
ANd4 W7 16 Hacl 4 17 D6 a6 18 Qed
Oxed 19 Lxed Hac8 20 Wd3 Whs 21 Wd4
&f6 Ve-s  SMohr-K.Bischoff, German
Bundesliga 1995.

2) 10.¥c6 11 Wa2 Lc5 (pethaps he
should have preferred 11..4)d5 12 £.d2 Wb6
13 £g2 £e7 14 0-0 0-0 when White is only
marginally better) 12 £g2 0-0 13 0-0 &h8 14
264 Nbd7 15 Hacl e5 16 £.42 Wd6 17 b4
£.b6 18 D b5 We7 and now:

c21) 19 Dxc7?! Bac8 20 Db5 (rather than
20 Weo?t W48 21 Ab5 £d5 22 Bxc8 Wxcs,
when 23 Wxf5 Ded 24 Wh3 We6 25 ad a6 or
the very ‘computeresque’ 23 We7 Wc2ll 24
Ec1 Wb2 provide Black with powerful coun-
terplay) 20..2d5 21 Wh2 £c4 22 Dc3 e 23
ANh4 Wes and White is a pawn up, but Black
is now much more active.

c22) 19 &gl Kxg2 20 Txg2 Ded?! (this
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leads to a clear plus for White, but on 20...c5
21 We6 was unpleasant) 21 Dxed fxed 22
Dxc7 Hac8 23 Weo WdB 24 Hd5 £.d4 25
£e3 Hxcl 26 Bxcl D6 27 £xd4 He8 28
W7 Dxd5 29 Lc5 D6 30 Le3 a6 31 Ec7
Hg8 32 Rg5 10  S.Ovsejevitsch-
D.Bunzmann, Darmstadt 2001.

Instead of 7..dxc4, as 7 &3 masks the fu-
ture fianchettoed bishop (on g2) and can’t
cover the sensitive d5 spot, so 7..b4l? de-
serves attention. Play may continue 8 b3
&6 (8..251?) 9 axb4 and here both 9..exd5
10 ¢5 Eb8 (intending ...d5-d4) and 9..8&xb4
10 dxe6 0-0 11 exd7 (maybe 11 £g2 dxe6 12
0-0 is safer) 11..We7! (intending 12 Rg2
&\c51) are acceptable for Black.
7...exd5 8 cxd5

8 227! ¢6 9 ©d4 dxc4 is good for Black
(if 10 Dxf5?? Wa5+ picks up the knight).

However, 8 £.f41? is a very reasonable al-
ternative, and after 8.6 9 Kg2 c6! 10
Ndo+ £xd6 11 £xd6, Black’s choice lies
between the solid 11..dxc4 and the more
complex 11..Who!?:

”ﬁ/ t
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/% // / f
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ﬁé EiE 7= L
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a) 11..dxc4 12 Wa4 9d5 (going for the b2
pawn with 12..Wb6?! 13 Wxc4 Wxb2 would
be asking for trouble: after 14 Ed1 White has
more than enough compensation) 13 &f3
Wi 14 Re5 We7 15 Wxcd &)c5 (perhaps
15..d6 16 £.d4 Hac7, when Black has a beau-

tiful hotse and ideas like ...c6-c5 and ...2a6 to
compensate for his infefior pawn structure
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g \\\\\
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and White’s pair of bishops) 16 b4 &e4 17
0-0 0-0 with a slightly preferable game for
White in V.Kunin-E.Kengis, Bad Wérishofen
2003.

b) 11.. Wb6!l? 12 cxd5 Ded 13 Lxed fxed
14 &\h3 (the computer claims that 14 dxc6!? is
a safe extra pawn for White, but after
14.8xc6 or 14.dxc6 15 Wc2 5 or
15...0-0-0I?, T doubt too many players would
be willing to conduct the white side) 14...c5 15
£e5 0-0 16 D4 Bf5 17 £c3 A7 18 Wad
was seen in [.Van Wely-S.Lputian, FIDE
World Championship, Moscow 2001. Now
the Armenian GM continued 18...e3 19 fxe3
Dxd5 20 Wxd7 Dxc3? 21 Wxf5 Lxhl 22
bxc3 and had to capitulate soon afterwards:
22..He8 23 Hd1 £.c6 24 Ed6 c4 25 D6 Led
26 Woa Wb1+ 27 Hd1l Wb7 28 &5 Wasg 29
Ed7 =%gé 30 Wxca+ 1-0. Instead, I believe the
correct defensive idea consisted of 20..Ef7 21
&xd5 Exd7 22 Dxb6 axb6, entering an end-
game a pawn down, but with opposite-
coloured bishops.
8...2xd5

Or 8.4xd5P 9 D3 (not 9 £g2? due to
the obvious 9..2e3!) 9...c5 (9...c6!? looks like
a decent alternative, e.g. 10 &bd4 g6 11 £g2
£¢7 12 0-0 0-0 and White should only be a
bit better) 10 &c3 (f 10 £g2?21 WasH)
10..8xc3 11 bxc3 Ke7 12 Kg2 L6 13 0-0!
and then:
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a) 13..8xc3?! was not advisable due to 14
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Eb1! e 15 Dg5! Kxg2 (not 15..Lxb17 16
£xa8 and Black’s bishops are in danger) 16
Dxg2 W6 (forced, in order to answer Wd5
with .. Wc6) 17 L4 & c6 18 Wd5 h6 19 HHf3
with a marked advantage to White, because of
the enemy king’s precarious situation. Instead,
14 WH3?! wouldn’t be as bad as Serper indi-
cated in Informator 69, but after 14..8xal 15
Ng5 (not 15 Wxb7? &c6 16 Lg5 L6 when
White doesn’t have much for the exchange)
15..Wb6!, White would have to content him-
self with 16 We3+ &f8 17 Lxb7 Wxb7 18
Wxc5+ Le8 19 We3+ and a draw by repet-
tion. On the other hand, Black can hardly
deviate, as 18..d6? 19 Wxdo+ We7 20 Wd5 or
19..%e8 20 Weot We7 21 Wes+ Wds 22
Wxf5 would leave him hopeless.

b) 13..8&e4! (Black needs to prevent Ebl)
14 S.e3 Wc7 15 24 We6 16 246 Da6 17
Wd2 &c7 18 Efdl, and now rather than
18..3d5? 19 De5! which brought White vic-
tory in G.Serper-A.Shabalov, Chicago 1997,
pethaps 18..Bd8 was siill about OK for
Black.

9 Hi3

Z a 7 ¥4
7B

%/i//‘?’/
% % //// /

// 7/@”
%@ %

DZIElbD=

9...£¢6!

From all Black’s options here, this is the
one I trust most.

a) 9..8.c57 runs into 10 £g5!, when the
multiple threats to d5 and ¢7 force Black to
consent to his pawn structure being damaged.

1.Zaja-B.Filipovic, Pula 2002, continued

10...c6 11 Rxf6 gxf6 12 b4 0-0 13 &c3?!
(stronger was 13 e3! b6 14 &)d6 emphasis-
ing White’s superiority; in the game White was
still doing very well, until he took some unfor-
tunate decisions during the last ten moves)
13..8xf3 14 exf3 WeT+ 15 Le2 £b6 16 f4
a5 17 Wb3+ &h8 18 0-0 axb4 19 axb4 Hxal
20 Exal d5 21 £d3 9d7 22 &xf5 Hbg 23
Wada Wdo 24 Ed1 &8 25 h4 £.d8 26 b5 W5
27 Wd4 Wxd4 28 Exd4 cxb5 29 Hixd5 g7
30 h5 £a5 31 Hb4 Hd8 32 Exd8 £xd8 33
£d3 &h6 34 g4 De6 35 Dd5 b4 36 HHixbs
&xfa 37 &f5 &g5 38 Lxh7 Lxg4 39 h6
L5 Va-1s.

b) 9..c5?! again allows 10 Lg5! (as in
Y.Gozzoli-N Miezis, Bogny sur Meuse 2003)
with similar problems for Black.

) 9...c6 10 Dbd4?! (10 &\c3 seems the ap-
propriate reply) 10.Wb6 (10..g61) 11 Lg2
£.e4 12 0-0 5 and Black already had a com-
fortable posidon owing to his central control.
S.Guedon-G.Evans, cortespondence 2001,
concluded 13 Dc2 &c6 14 De3 Wh7 15 HHha
fxg2 16 Dhxg2 g6 17 Hd5 Lg7 18 Dxf6+
£xf6 19 Wd5 Hc8 20 HEd1 £)d8 21 Wa2 De6
22 De3 £.d4 23 b4 c4 24 Hbl Wed 25 D2
c3 26 Bb3 0-0 27 b5 d5 28 Eb4 2 0-1.

10 Hbd4 Led

Now the bishop is settled and Black can
think about including his ¢- and d-pawns in
the fight.

11 2g2
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11...5¢6?!

More to the point was 11..c5! 12 &b5
Wh6 13 Dc3 Le7, since if White takes the
bishop then ...d7-d5 is coming,

12 0-0 g6 13 &4 Hxda?!

In the event of 13..£g7 14 Pxc6 Lxc6 15
Hc1 0-0 White is stll better, but at least Black
doesn’t have to deal with immediate pressure
on his c- and d-pawns.

14 ¥xd4 d6 15 Eac1 c5 16 Wd2 We7 17
Hfd1 Ed8 18 b4!
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As Black can’t complete his development,
the game is practically decided.
18...Ed7 19 bxcb dxc5 20 Wa5 £g7 21
Exd7 ©xd7 22 Ed1 c4 23 495 416 24
£xf6 Dxf6 25 Wb5+ 218 26 Wxca

The rest is a neat conversion of a healthy
extra pawn.
26...%g7 27 9g5 He8 28 Hxed fxed 29
a4 Zb8 30 a5 h5 31 £h3 Zb4 32 Wc3
Zb7 33 Ec1 ¥h6 34 £c8 Eb5 35 a6 H\d5
36 Wh8+ Wh7 37 We8 Zab 38 Wxed4
Wg7 39 2b7 Wf7 40 Wd4 Eb5 41 Wh8+
Wh7 42 Wxh7+ &xh7 43 £xd5 1-0

Ganre 35
A.Kveinys-N.Miezis
Mezezers 2000

1d4 e6 2c4b6 3 a3 2b7 4Hc355d5
&\f6 6 g3 b5!? 7 £g2 bxcad
Here 7...b4?! is dubious, as Black is unable

to challenge the ¢4 and d5 pawn duo effec-
tively. After 8 axb4 Lxb4 9 &h3 0-0 10 0-0
White had the upper hand in G.Prakash-
N.Miezis, Dhaka 2001, though the game
ended peacefully on move 32.
8 Hh3 exd5

This move can’t be blamed for the Miezis’
poor results in the following games.

Nevertheless, his compatriot has preferred
8..6 9 0-0 &5 10 £g5 (10 dxeb6 Lxg2 11
exd7+ Wxd7 12 Wxd7+ &xd7 13 @ng Ab3
14 Bb1 £d6 also proved adequate for Black
in LFtacnik-E.Kengis, FEuropean Team
Championship, Leon 2001) 10..&e7 11 dxe6
with two examples:

a) 11.8xg2 12 exd7+ Wxd7 13 Wxd7+
Lxd7 14 @ng Habg 15 Eabl &fe4 16 Lxe?
Sxe7 17 Dd5+ Lf7 18 Ebcl Exb2 19 Hxcd
&e6 20 Efcl Exe2? (20...c5! is fine for Black)
21 Exc7+ Dxc7 22 Bxc7+ @e6 23 Dhfa+
Rd6 24 Nxe2 g5 25 Nd4 Lxd5 26 Dxf5 a6
27 Q3+ &d6 28 Ha7 Dc5 29 Hg7 &6 30
Ef7 h5 31 h4 gxh4 32 G5+ &5 33 Dxhd
b5 34 Bf6 Dd4 35 D5 D2 36 Dd6+ &c5
37 b7+ Bb5 38 adt+ Lxad 39 Exact &b5
40 Bf6 Dd4 41 D6+ Lc5 42 D5 D6 43
4 b4 44 ©h3 Dd5 45 Ee6 H)c7 46 Ee5+
D4 47 Lha 2d3 48 Dg7 1-0 Kir.Georgiev-
Kengis, Bled Olympiad 2002.

b) 11..dxe6 (this might be even stronger)
12 &xb7 Wxdl 13 Dxd1 (f 13 Efxdl Dxb7
14 b5 &£7 15 Dxc7 Bac8 16 b5 L.c5 and
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Black is very active) 13..8)xb7 14 Bcl a5
15 9e3 b3 16 Ecd1? (16 Ec2 &Nd4 17 Bd2
was better, but Black is OK anyway) 16...c3
17 bxc3 £.xa3 and Black was a sound pawn
up in Z.Izotia-S.Sale, Dubai 2003, though the
game was eventually drawn.

9 Hxd5

9...c6

Or 9..&)xd5 10 £xd5 6 11 fxc4 d5 12
£a2 £d6 (Black is just fine here; the bishop
at a2 is simply biting on granite) 13 L4 0-0
14 £.xd6 Wxd6 15 0-0 Dd7 16 Qf4 Hae8 17
b4 g5 18 d3 £4 19 Hcl &6 20 gxf4 gxfd 21
$h1 &h8 22 Hgl Hed 23 Ec2 d4 24 3 3
25 W W6 26 2c4 £.c8 27 Wg2 215 28
Bd2 o6 (better 28..edl) 29 Dc5 He3? (a
blunder; 29..Ee7 30 @gS was a bit unpleasant
since d4 becomes weak once the queens ate
off; in that case, however, Black may stll es-
cape, whereas after 29..He3? it is immediately
over) 30 A7 We7 31 Dxf8 Wxf8 32 Exd4
W6 33 Bd7 Ee8 34 Wg5 WS 35 &7 Hed
36 fxed4 Lxed+ 37 Ho2 Lxp+ 38 Dxg2 3+
39 exf3 1-0 Kir.Georgiev-N.Miezis, Auber-
villiers (rapid) 2001,
10 He3 g6

10..d51? 11 &¥xf5 is unclear and would re-
quire further investigation.
11 Dxcd d5 12 £.g5 Hbd7

12..h6?! is well met by 13 Wb3|, attacking
the b7 and threatening to shift the queen to
e3.

13 Wb3 £a6 14 HXd2 ¥b6

’,

i g ay i
7 & 7

Here, too, Black has nothing to complain
about after the opening stage.
15 Hel Ec8 16 0-0 £g7 17 £e3 Wxb3
18 Dxb3 Hed 19 Hc2 L.c4

19...c51? was quite possible.
20 Hab £b5 21 Ed1 0-0 22 £d4 Hfe8
23 4xg7 xg7 24 b3 Def6 25 e3 Heb
26 a4 £d3 27 Eb2 fed 28 72gb h6 29
&xed fxed 30 Hc2 c5?

But this is now a mistake. 30..Ec7 or
30...g5 was better.
31 Ob7! Hc6 32 Excb Eb6 33 Hc7+ &f8
34 %cb Ee7 35 Hc8+ He8 36 Hxe8+
&xe8 37 £f1 de7 38 2b5 &d6 39 Hab
£d3 40 h3 ©d7 41 f4 7H7c¢5 42 Dxch
&xc5 43 &xd3 HExb3 44 £e2 Hxe3 45
&f2 Ec3 46 Zb1 d4 47 EZb8 Ha3 48
Hc8+ &db6 49 He8 d3 50 £d1 Hal 51
&el &d5 52 &d2 Eb1 53 Ed8+ &cb 54
£9g4 h5 55 Le6 Eb2+ 56 &c3 HEc2+ 57
&b3 Eg2 58 Ed5+ &c6 59 c3 Hc2+ 60
&d4 He2 61 £d7+ $¢c7 62 £b5 Hel 63
Zeb He3 64 g4 hxg4 65 hxga Eel 66 g5
&b6 67 ab+ &c7 68 Ed7+ &c8 69 Hd4
&b7 70 £e8 1-0

Game 36
J.Lautier-V.Topalov
Linares 1994

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 Nc3 £b7 4 a3 55 d5
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&\f6 6 g3 g6
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This treatment has been superseded en-
tirely by 6..&6 over the last few years. It
presents similarities with the knight move,
where Black also puts his dark-squared bishop
on the long diagonal (by ..&d6-e5), and in
some vatiations when White comes with Z)f3-
d4, having f5 protected proves quite useful.
The major drawback of 6...g6 seems to be that
Black would prefer to have the bishop’s di-
agonal open, and more precisely to have
.2xc3 at his disposal, as in the 6..£)a6 line.
Indeed, swapping the bishop for the enemy
knight greatly emphasises the pressure on d5
and the control over e4.
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8 e3
Although successful in the current encoun-
ter, this way of developing the knight has, to

my knowledge, never been repeated. Instead,
8 &h3 is the main line (see the next game);
whereas 8 @3 is less critical: 8..0-0 (8.6
before castling is interesting, though not as
essential as after 8 ©)h3) 9 0-0 a6 and then:
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a) 10 Bb1!? &c5 proved OK for Black in
B.Tabernig-A.Czebe, Montecatini  Terme
1997; the game was drawn on move 89 fol-
lowing many exciting adventures!

b) 10 £e3 A5 (10..9g4"? 11 Lg5 Wes)
11 Hel &ce4 12 £.d4 ¢5 13 dxc6 dxc6 was
nothing special for White in Y.Pelletier-
C.Philippe, Nancy 2004.

c) 10 b4r is in the present case (and again
in contrast to the 8 &a3 line) totally ineffec-
tive in view of either 10..exd5 or 10..&e4
when Black is already much better.

d) 10 ££4 exd5 (10..2c51?) 11 cxd5 D5
12 Ec1 (in the event of 12 d6!? c6 the bishop
on b7 is rendered temporarily inactive, but the
knight finds a nice placement at e6) 12..&)fe4
13 .¢5 .h6 14 €3 d6 15 £d4 £a6 16 b4l
(an enterprising exchange sacrifice as opposed
to the cowardly 16 £e2) 16..&xf1 17 Lxfl
Dxc3 18 £xc3 Ded 19 Lal We7 20 Hc2
(preventing any ideas of ..&)xf2; White has
decent compensation but probably no more
than that) 20.Bf7 21 &d4 Lg7 22 Hb5
fxal 23 Wxal a5 (23..a6!) 24 Hxc7 Wxc7?
(4. We5 was better) 25 &xc7 Exc7 26 bxas
Exa5 27 Wh2 Bac5 28 £d3 Dg5 29 Lg2 b5
30 hd Df7 31 Lxb5 Bc2 32 Wfo De5 33
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Bc6 Hf7 34 Wxd6 Dga 35 Wa Bd2 36 d6
Ef6 37 e4 Efxd6 38 £.d5+ 1-0 A.Kharitonov-
A Morozevich, Moscow (rapid) 1994.

8...0-0 9 H\ge2 52!

In his annotations for Informator 60 Lauter
pointed out that 9..c6! 10 0-0 (10 do6l?)
10...cxd5 11 cxd5 &a6 would have equalised.
This may be the reason why 8 ¢3 was aban-
doned afterwards.
100-0d6 11 e4

A
E’%Q
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White is now slightly better.
11...fxe4 12 Hixed Hxed 13 Lxed Hd7
14 He3?!

14 b4 a5 15 £e€3 was a better option, keep-
ing a small plus, as 15..)f6 can be answered
by 16 £¢5 and White maintains his grip on
the important e4-square.
14...8¢8 15 £g2 £)f6 16 h3 Ef7! 17
£e3 W8 18 Wd2 ab 19 b4 2a6 20 b5
&hg!

With the plan of ..&g8 and ..&h6 in
mind.

21 Efc1

On 21 Efb1, intending 22 bxa5 Rxb5 23
Bxb5, Black keeps the equilibrium with
21..8.xb5 22 cxb5 &g8.
21...5g8 22 HZa2 £h6 23 Hac2 &xe3 24
Wxe3 axb4 25 axb4 £xb5 26 cxb5 Ha7
27 ¥e3!

Threatening f2-f4.
27..Wg7 28 Hal Exal+ 29 Wxa1l h5 30
W1 W6 31 h4

With the idea of £h3.
31...Wf5 32 &h2 5\f6 33 £h3 Hga+ 34
£xg4 hxga

34.. Wxp4 was simpler, as long as Black is
satisfied with a draw after 35 Whe+ g8 36
B2 Ef8.
35 g1 g7 36 Wd2 g5!? 37 hxgb £g6
38 Hc4

38...Eh7?!

38.. Wb1+ was much stronger, when it is
even Black who enjoys a small pull, e.g. 39
o2 (on 39 Hcl there is 39..Wed intending
Eh7) 39.Eh7 40 W+ Wxe2 41 Exc2
Dxg5 42 2f1 2f5 43 Ecs Bhi+ 44 &e2 Ebl
45 Hxc7 Hxb4 46 Bc6 Le4 47 Exd6 Eb2+ 48
&f1 Exb5 and Black is more active, though T
believe it should be drawn.

39 Wd1! &xg5 40 Wc1+ g6 41 Exc?
Exc7??

41..We4! was correct, when halving the
point is the logical outcome: 42 Bxh7 &xh7
43 W7+ g8l 44 Wixh6 (or 44 Wxdo Whi+
45 g2 Wed+ with perpetual check)
44, Wh1+ 45 ‘&gZ We4+ and so on.

42 Wxc7 Wb1+ 43 &h2 Wxb4 44 Wxb6
&5 45 Wa7!

45 Wc6? Wd4! 46 W2+ ©g5 would have
complicated White’s task a lot.
45.. . Wxb5 46 Wh7+ &f6

46...@g5 doesn’t change anything after 47
We7+f5 48 Wxd6 etc.

47 Yh6+ 215 48 Wxd6 We2
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48..De4 offered better chances of salva-
tion, e.g. 49 Wat+ (or 49 Weo? We2 50 W7
Wedl, but not 49.. Wxd5? 50 Wxgd+ &d3 51
Wdi1+) 49..2xd5 50 Wxgd with the idea W5,
g3-g4, etc.
49 Wig+ Lgb 50 d6 Wd2 51 Wg7+ &f5
52 Wf7+ g5 53 d7 Wd4 54 Wg7+ Lh5

Or 54..8f5 55 Wfs+ and 56 d8W.
55 Wh7+ &g5 1-0

And Black simultaneously resigned in view
of 56 d8W+! Wxd8 57 Wha+, winning his
queen.

Game 37
l.Umanskaya-T.Grabuzova
Russia 1994

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 £\c3 £b7 4 a3 15 5 d5
56 6 g3 g6 7 £g2 £.g7 8 Hh3

8...0-0?!

In the light of Black’s sad experience with
8..0-0, I believe he already has to pay atten-
tion to his move order. In fact, castling at
once is probably inaccurate and should there-
tore be replaced by the knight’s immedjate
deployment to c5, ie. 8..8a6 9 0-0 (9 b4 is
not to be feared now: 9..xd5 10 £)xd5 exd5
11 Ebl 6 12 exd5 &c7 with a level game,
while on 11 £g5 Black has the disturbing
11...£2.¢3+ at his disposal) 9..c5 10 £e3 0-0
(only now that the knight transfer to ¢5 has
been accomplished; White may sdll claim a

slight plus here, but in comparison with what
he achieves after 8..0-0?! it is quite bearable
for Black) 11 £d4 &ced (not 11..We7? 12
d6! and Black loses material) 12 &xed Dixed
13 fxg7 Dxp7 14 &4 (14 Lxed fxed 15
dxe6 dxe6 may be a tiny bit better for White
but no more than that, since the knight has no
stable square) 14...e5 15 d3 W6 16 Wc2 d6
17 b4 a5 18 ¢3 Wf7? (this leads to trouble;
18..2g5! was to be preferred, and if 19 f4
then 19..exf4) 19 f4 §)f6 20 fxe5 dxe5 21
Nxe5 We7 22 We3 Bfe8 23 613 Wxe3+ 24
Wxe3 Exed 25 4 L7 26 De6 Hc8 27
Bfel Bxelt 28 Exel axb4 29 axb4 b5 30
A5+ g8 31 Ze6 &f8 32 cxb5 h6 33 Hh3
DE7 34 G4 g5 35 Dd3 Lxd5 36 Lxd5
&xd5 37 Exh6 @6 38 De5+ Re6 39 et g4
40 Hg6 Ha8 41 Bg7 d5 42 Bg6+ 46 43
Bg7 &\d5 44 Hg6+ -2 Xu Jun-Yu Sha-
oteng, HeiBei 2001.

9 0-0 Hab

a2) 9..a57! is worse:

al) 10 ¢5! (this straightforward approach is
probably the best way to exploit the weaken-
ing aspects of Black’s last move) 10..&h8 11
cxb6 (11 c6? is a mistake, allowing Black to
gain the advantage after 11..dxc6 12 @g5
exd5 13 D6 We7 14 Hxf8 Wxf8 or 12 dxe6
We7 13 &4 a6, or immediately 13...g5,
when €6 is bound to fall) 11...cxb6 12 £.f4 (12
L5, trying to provoke ...h7-h6, was possibly
an improvement) 12..4xd5 13 £xd5 £xd5
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14 £xd5 exd5 15 Wxd5 &6 16 Had1?! (16
Eab1! would have kept an edge due to Black’s
isolani, for instance 16..We8 17 3 We6 18
Brd1 Wxd5 19 Exd5 Ea7 20 b3) 16...&xb2
17 Hd3 ££6 18 Efdl Wes 19 He3 W7 20
Wh5 Hfeg 21 Wxb6 Exe3d 22 £xe3 Ed8 23
Wes We7 24 Hd5 Eb8 25 94 Ebs Vel
P.Cramling-B.Gulko, Oropesa del Mar 1996.

a2) 10 Eb1 £a6 11 b4 (if 11 We2!? &5 12
Bd1 Ee8 or 12..Wc81? seems satisfactory for
Black) 11..axb4 12 axb4 led to a complex
game in D.Tyomkin-A.Shabalov, Hamburg
1999. I'm inclined to assess White’s prospects
as slightly better, but it’s probably a matter of
taste: 12..Wc820 (12..Ee8) 13 Wb3 c6 14
dxe6 dxe6 15 Re3 W7 16 D4 Hfe8 17 Dot
(17 ¢5, with the idea 17..4d5 18 £cxd5 cxd5
19 ¢6, was strong according to Tyomkin)
17..5 18 £.xbe Wf7 19 Ad3 ed4 20 Ddc5
£.c8 21 Dxa6 Kxa6 22 Bfcl Dgd 23 3 §e5
24 b5 £.c8 25 42 cxb5 26 Wxb5 &£d47 27
Wd5 8 e6 28 Wh5 Nixcd 29 L.c5 £d2 0-1.

b) 9..¥c82!, from V.Babula-J.Speelman,
Bundesliga 2001, didn’t enable Black to solve
all his opening problems cither:

[
/ 4///& %//
%

? //// %/// ’//i/@’/
73/Qﬁ
B

10 £d2 (10 e4 fxed 11 &g5 was interest-
ing) 10..8a6 11 b4 5 12 Wb3 d6 13 Habl1 (if
13 &4 Dc7) 13..2h8 14 Hib5 De8 15 Df4
$ac7 16 dxe6 Lxg2 17 Sxg2 Hixe6 18 W3
d4 19 HHxd4 cxd4 20 €3 (20 Deb! is good
for White) 20..2)6 21 Bbcl g5 22 Hd5 g4 23
W4 Wh7 24 Wxd4 A7 25 Wd3 Hes5 26

Weo Hac8 27 e4 Efe8 28 £c3 HHF3 29 W2
Bxed 30 ﬁxg7+ gxg7 31 gxgﬂ- @Xg7 32
De3 &6 33 Bfdl e 34 h3 Qe5 35 hxgd
&xgd 36 Dxg4 fxgd 37 BEhl Ecxcd 38 Eho+
&d5 39 Ehs+ He5 40 Ed1+ Hd4 41 Exda+
Dxd4 42 Exh7 d5 43 Hxa7 2d3 44 a4 d4 45
a5 bxa5 46 bxa5 Le2 47 a6 d3 48 Eb7 d2 49
a7 Ba5 50 Be7+ &d3 Yo-Ya.
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10 b4!

White has also played:

a) 10 Wc2, when 10..8c5 11 £e3 We7 12
Hadl &ced looks like a sensible reply to me.
The direct 11..&fe4 also deserves attention:
12 Dixed Gixed 13 dxeb dxe6 14 Dg5 Dxg5?!
(14.. 6! is probably better, e.g. 15 @)xed
fxe4 16 Lxed RBxed 17 Wxed Wxb2 18
Wxe6t+ &h8 when Black has a very good
compensation for the sactificed pawn — in
fact White can hardly hang on to it) 15 £xb7
f4 and here in place of 16 Eadl -2
M.Drasko-B.Filipovic, Niksic 1997, White
could have secured an edge with the princi-
pled 16 gxfd! Dh3+ 17 g2 Hxfa+ 18 Lxf4
Bxf4 19 2.xa8 Wxa8+ 20 £3.

b) 10 Bb1? &c5 11 b4 Dced 12 b2 exd5
13 cxd5 Dd6 (or 13..We7 14 Ecl &d6 15
Wb3 D4 16 Dad Hac8 17 Lxg7 Lxg7 18
Ac5 La8 19 Dd3 Df6 20 Bfel Dded 21
ADdfs Wes 22 We3 Ng4 23 Wh3 Dgf 24
We3 D4 25 Wh3 %Y. G.Buecken-
W .Draeger, correspondence 2000. In the cur-
rent encounter, too, Black had a rock-solid
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position, but not much chance of winning...)
14 Wh3 2h8 15 Hbcl He8 (15..We7 was
more logical) 16 Efd1 &g4 17 a4 a6 18 3
(White has a persistent edge, and Black has to
be extremely careful in order to stay afloat)
18..2c8 19 4 De5 20 Dce2 Ded 21 Dd3
We7? (21.4)f7) 22 Dxe5 Lxe5 23 Lxed
fxed 24 Hxc7! Exc7 25 d6 Wg7 26 Lxe5
Wxe5 27 dxc7 Wixc7 28 Wf7 Hd8 29 &f4
(intending 20 6! or if 29..Wc6 30 b5l 1-0
J.Hjartarson-H.Gretarsson, Reykjavik 1995.

10...29xd5

Black has tried several moves here but
none of them was quite good enough:

a) 10..8e4?! 11 Dxes fxed (if 11..Lxal 12
£05 We8 13 Wxal fxed 14 £h6 Ef7 15 dxed!
dxe6 16 Dg5 He7 17 Lxed with a large ad-
vantage to White) 12 bl exd5 13 cxd5 We7
14 g5 Lh8 15 &Hxed Hae8 16 £b2 Hf5 17
d6 W8 18 96 Lxg2 19 Hxe8 Lxb2 20
@ng 1-0 J.Piket-].Plaskett, Mondariz 2000.

b) 10...exd5 11 cxd5 (or 11 Dxd5!? Hed 12
Ea2, planning to meet 12..c6 with 13 fxed
fxe4 14 Lg5 Wes 15 De7+ &h8 16 Wdo)
11..De4 12 Hxed Lxal 13 Rg5 Wes 14
Wxal fxed 15 &h6 Hf7 16 Dgs &xd5 17
Wd4! and with the two bishops, a weak en-
emy king and a terrible knight at a6, White is
cleatly better.

c) 10..0h5? 11 Wb3 &h8, as in 1.Farago-
A.Kharlov, Ljubljana 2002, was more compli-
cated and perhaps best. But Black sdll suf-

fered for most of the game, so despite his
eventual draw, I doubt he will repeat it.
11 Hxd5 £xd5 12 £xd5
12 cxd5! £xal 13 dxe6 is even stronger.
12...exd5 13 Wxd5+ £h8 14 Za2 We8
Not 14..We7? 15 Whb7! and wins.
15 £b2 d6 16 &xg7+ &xg7 17 Hf4 Hf6

Bt

18 Wd3

18 Wh7! W8 19 W3 was better, with the
ideas 20 e4 and 20 &)d5 and a marked edge
for White.
18...Wed

Y

Z

/ _
ﬁ%%/%%ﬁ

7z
Y

19 Hd5! Ef7

Or 19..Wxd3?! 20 exd3 Ef7 (not 20..Ee6?
21 b5) 21 Ee2,
20 Hd2 Ee8 21 Wc3+ Web 22 Wxeb+
Hxeb 23 e3

Black is completely passive; all she can do
is wait for White to open the position.
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23...5b8 24 b5! ab? 25 &g2 He8 26 He1
Hc8 27 ed! fxed 28 Exed 5d7 29 Ede2
Hf6 30 Ze7 Hxd5 31 cxdb Ed8 32 f4
Ed7 33 Exd7 HExd7 34 g4 &f7 35 &f3
Ed8 36 HZe6 Za8 37 a4 Hd8 38 ded Hc8
39 h4 2d8 40 f5 Ed7 41 fxg6+ hxg6 42
£f4 1-0

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 Hc3

Game 38
J.L.Chabanon-J.Ehlvest
French Leagne 1993

1¢c4 b6 2%c3 eb

2..82b7 looks more natutal, but there is a
finesse behind this 2..e6 move order. Black
can now choose to avoid the line 1 d4 e6 2 ¢4
b6 3 a3 £b7 4 Hc3 treated in Games 31-37
above. After 3 d4 he can reply instead 3...2.b4
(see below), or if 3 a3 then 3...c5 (Game 61) is
a satisfactory alternative to 3...8.b7.
3d4

The specifically English
such as 3 &3 or 3 a3, are examined in Chap-
ter 3.
3...4b4

78 M7 P
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3..8b7 4 e4 is covered in the next section
(Games 48-50), with White’s fourth move
alternatives in Games 42 and 43 below.
4 Wc2

4 e3 (Games 40-41) is the most popular
move here, together with 4 e4 2b7 of course
(see the next section again). This implies that
White isn’t afraid of doubled c-pawns, which
are not everyone’s cup of tea. Other moves,
such as 4 W2, 4 W3 and 4 £d2, are seen far
less frequently, although they promise a com-
plex battle too, while not conceding a perma-
nent structural weakness.
4...cb

The normal 4..82b7 was played in the next
game. 4...c5 is an interesting alternative, but in
the arising semi-open game White’s pair of
bishops should have its say.

5 a3 2xc3+ 6 Wxc3 cxd4 7 Wxd4 516 8
Af3 Dc6 9 We3

Maybe 9 Wh4!?,
9...4b7 10 b3

10 ¢4 0-0 11 e5 was another possibility.
10...Ec8 11 £b2 d5 12 Ed1 Ha5 13 e3
0-0 14 h4

7
.
7

/
///ﬂ
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/////
//ﬁ
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’//

A typically Chabanonesque plan, aiming at
animating the game. This action is moreover
justified by the need for White to seek coun-
terplay, as Black’s pressure against ¢4 is be-
coming unpleasant.
14...Ze8?!

I think 14..We7 was more precise. Black
then threatens to take on ¢4 and can choose
where to put his f8 rook.

15 h5 h6 16 Eh4
The logical follow-up. White’s rook joins
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the attack on the black king, while at the same
time covering the sensitive ¢4 spot once more.
16...We7 17 Heb

White could have tried 17 Wb4 as well, and
then:

a) 17.Ec5P (introducing a dynamic ex-
change sacrifice) 18 £d4 &c6 19 Lxc5 bxc5
20 Wc3 (maybe 20 Wd2, although after
20..80e4 Black has good compensation too)
20..e5! 21 cxd5 &d4 Black threatens
Lxd5, LDx3+ and .. Wxhd4; if the white
rook stood on a more conventional square —
h1, for instance! - the whole line starting with
17..Ec5 would be unsound) 22 £c4 (or 22
Bh3 £c¢8 23 BEhl £g4) 22..5)xd5 23 £xd5
£xd5 24 Bh3 We6 with adequate compensa-
tion for the exchange.

b) 17..Wxb4+?, on the other hand, would
be incorrect: 18 axb4 Dxb3 (or 18..4c6 19
Lxf6 gxf6 20 cxd5 exd5 21 b5 with a clear
plus to White) 19 £xf6 gxf6 20 Eb1 dxc4 21
fxc4 Al (the lesser evil, but after...) 22 b5!
Hxc4 23 Hxcd d3+ 24 Le2 and White will
gradually win.

17...%5c6

The other possibility 17...dxc4!? would not
have altered the dynamic equilibrium: 18 bxc4
(18 @xc4?! is less appropriate after 18..8xc4
19 bxc4 €5 or 19 Hxc4 Exc4 20 bxcd &xh5 in
both cases with a better positon for Black)
and then:

a) 18..8%e4? (this leaves g7 under fire of

the dangerous £b2 + ¥c3 battery) 19 Exed
fxe4 20 Ed7 and now Black loses material
after cither 20..Wh4 21 Dxf7 €5 22 Ad6 or
20.. W5 21 Bxf7 Ee7 22 £)d7 Wg5 23 D6+
gxf6 24 Hxe7, or if 23..2xf7 24 Dxed ¥g4
25 £3 Wha+ 26 g3 and 27 Wxg7+ will be le-
thal.

b) 18..Hed8 19 Exd8+ Exd8 looks about
equal to me, provided that White refrains
from playing 20 &g4?! Qe8 21 Hxh6+> Lh7,
when he loses a piece. Instead 20 R.e2 or Ef4
are correct.

18 cxd5?!

18 Kf#l &xe5 19 Wxe5 dxcd 20 Hxcd
Zxc4 21 bxc4 seemed best, with approximate
equality as White’s has two bishops to com-
pensate for his three pawn islands.
18...0xe5 19 Wxe5 £xd5 20 Zg4 <h8
21 b4 Ec2 22 Eg3 Exb2?!

Unnecessary. White can’t break through on
the kingside, so something like 22...8b3 was
to be preferred. In that case 23..Exb2 be-
comes a threat and with his pieces on more
coherent squares, Black must be a bit better.
23 Wxb2 {xh5 24 Zh3 56 25 3 eb 26
£e2 ab 27 L2 £e6 28 Wxeb

47/ ,,//2
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A practical choice. In the arising ending
White will keep a slight edge (his bishop is
stronger than the knight and his king closer to
the centre) without any risk of losing. Objec-
tively 28 Ehhl was better, but converting the
advantage wasn’t an easy job in any case.
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28...axb4 29 axb4 £.xh3 30 Wxe7 Hxe7
31 gxh3 g5 32 e4 g7 33 Le3 Heb6 34
£b5 h5 35 2d7 ©Hxd7 36 Exd7 Zc6 37
Ed5 f6 38 h4 Ec3+ 39 &d2 Exf3 40
hxg5 h4 41 ¥e2 Eb3 42 gxf6+ %-%

Game 39
J.Lautier-M.Adams
Amisterdam 1994

1c4b6 2 5c3eb 3d4 2b4 4 We2 4b7
5 a3 £xc3+ 6 Wxc3 5

4 ’//

4.&,

% //
A

%

A% i
/ /i// 7

6.6 would transpose to a 4 Wc2
Nimzo-Indian. Kengis has tried 6..80e7!1?
several times with reasonable results. Never-
theless, and despite the Latvian grandmastet’s
acute feeling for these positions, I firmly be-
lieve that the horse belongs on 6 here.

7 e3

7 &)f3?! can’t trouble Black whose play
seems then easier to me than White’s. In
some lines of the Nimzo- or Queen’s Indian,
Black even spends a couple of tempi playing
Df6-e4, .f1-f5, then puts his knight back
on f6, and reaches a satisfactory game anyway.
After 7..2M6 8 g3 0-0 9 £g2 a5 10 b3 (White
didn’t want his queenside fixed by ..a5-a4;
given the pawn structure, however, he must
still pay attention to the intetesting idea ...a5-
a4, and if b3-b4 then ..b6-b5 would conquer
the d5-square, even at the cost of a pawn)
10..d6 11 0-0 We 12 £b2 Abd7 13 b4 Ked

14 Efel (White would like to continue & f1
and Dd2, expelling the Le4 from its excellent
post, but he doesn’t have time for this)
14..Wh5 15 ¢5 (I don’t really like this move,
but as I said before, things are simpler from
Black’s point of view) 15..f4! 16 Hacl Ad5
17 W4 axb4 18 axb4 &7 19 Wb3 fxg3 20
hxg3 @g4 21 Hal Had8 and Black held the
initiative and went on to win on move 54 in
P.Olsen-I.Andersen, Copenhagen 1993. As a
patenthesis I would like to add that 21..Exal
was possible too, and after 22 &xal (forced,
since 22 Hxal?? £xf3 23 exf3 Wh2+ 24 &f1
\de3+ 25 fxe3 Exf3+ wins) 22...b5 White is
completely tied down.
7...56 8 13

Depriving Black of the e4-square while re-
stricting the £b7 is White’s best bet to fight
for an advantage. He will fall behind in devel-
opment at this stage, but that isn’ too impor-
tant given the closed character of the game.

//

/ ] / %

8...55h5

After 8..0-0, in IStohl-E.Prie, European
Team Championship, Haifa 1989, White ex-
petimented with another arrangement of his
minor pieces: 9 Wc2 ¢5 10 £d3 Qc6
(10...cxd4!? 11 exd4 d5 was worth attendon;
as a counterpart to his backward e-pawn
Black will give his opponent an isolani on the
d-file, unless White goes for the double-edged
12 ¢5) 11 He2 Hh5 12 0-0 Wf6 13 b3 d6
(perhaps the ugly 13...cxd4!? wasn’t so bad: 14
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£b2 €5 15 exd4 Dxd4 16 xd4 exd4 and the
extra pawn will of course fall, but if Black
manages to swap his knight for White’s d3
bishop he should be rather safe; e.g. 17 W4
Wd6 18 Bfd1 &4 19 Lf1 d3, insisting on
the above-mentioned plan, and as g2-g3
would weaken his kingside, 1 don’t see how
White can recover the pawn without allowing
his light-squared bishop to be exchanged) 14
£b2 W5 15 £c1 Wfe 16 2b2 W5 17 Ef2!
(avoiding the draw by repetition is the right
decision here; indeed, it is difficult for Black
to strengthen the kingside offensive he has
begun, whereas White’s pair of bishops may
play an important role in the long run)
17..Hae8 (not 17..¥xe3?? 18 L.c1 and wins)
18 Ed1 &h8 19 Wd2 &e7 20 £)f4 and White
stood slightly better, again because of his two
bishops. Here is the rest of this instructive
game: 20..Qxf4 21 exf4 Wg6 22 dxc5 dxc5 23
L2 D6 24 We3 Bdg 25 Bdd2 Hxd2 26
Hxd2 Hd8 27 Exd8+ 9xd8 28 b4 cxb4 29
axb4 h5 30 Lf2 W7 31 5 We7 32 cxb6
Wxb4 33 Wes We7 34 bxa7 D6 35 We3
228 36 8b3 Wb7 37 Wxe6 Wxa7+ 38 L¢3
1-0.

9 »h3 0-0

1//_%/1/1 _
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10 Le2 Wha+

Black could do without this check, but
posting the queen actively can’t do any harm.
11 Hf2d6 12 b3

12 0-0 would lead to an unclear game after

12..8)d7 13 &\d3, preventing ..e6-¢5 while
threatening c4-c5, hence 13..c5 when Black
has a better version of Stohl-Prie and mutual
chances.

12...c5 13 £b2 5f6 14 Bd1 &c6

/
%ﬁ &
) /ﬁ%éﬁiﬁ

mrE

15 dxcb

The other safe option was 15 0-0, when
Stohl indicates 15..e5 16 dxe5 dxe5 17 Ed6
Eae8 with the idea of ...f5-f4, in order to gain
the d4-square for Black’s knight. 1 agree that
the position is about level then.

15 d5?! 1s rightly dismissed by the Slovakian
grandmaster as being risky for White. Indeed,
after 15..exd5 16 Exd5 g5 17 Exd6 Wxg2,
if the material balance is restored, White may
get concerned about his unsafe king. Never-
theless, 16 cxd5 isn’t that bad for White
(thanks to the tactical point on move 19 after
17..4)xd5), though Black has many ways at
his disposal to reach a fine game; e.g. 16..%)e5
(or 16..De71?) 17 0-0 Ef7 (if 17..2xd5?! 18
Hxd5 £xd5 19 f4! is surely not worse for
White) 18 4 Qegd 19 Hxgd @xgd is either
equal or perhaps even a bit better for Black.
15...dxc5 16 Ed6 Had8! 17 Wd2

17 Exe6?! would lose the exchange for in-
sufficient compensation: 17..&f7! 18 Exc6 Gf
18 Exfe+ Wxfo 19 Wxf6+ gxf6 Black is
slightly better and, without queens on the
board, has few chances of going wrong)
18..8xc6 19 We5 and now, rather than
Stohl’s suggestion of 19..Efe8?! 20 Wc7+
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£d7, when White should be OK after 21 0-0
(he is indeed quite active, has a pawn for the
exchange, and Black’s pieces are not totally
free in their movement), it seems stronget to
play first 19..Wg5! to be followed by
20...Efe8 and White is in trouble. The materi-
alistic 20 Wc7+ now fails to 20..2g8! 21
Wxc6 Wxe3 when Black will at least pick up a
piece and remain a healthy exchange up, while
20 h4 Wh6 doesn’t change anything.

Y
A tA
%Hé

){1/ / 11
12%@ A,,, ////

7 A ¢ 27

17...Wg5 18 Hh3

18 0-0? would be nice if only €3 wasn’t
hanging, i.e. 18..Exd6 19 Wxd6 Wxe3 with a
clear edge to Black.

18...Wh4+

Thete was another, more violent, path to a
draw in 18.¥xg2 19 Hgl Zxd6! (not
19.. Wxh3? 20 £xf6 Exd6 21 Hxg7+ £h8 22
Zf7+ Bo8 23 Exf8+ @xf8 24 Wxd6+ &f7 25

£95 followed by 26 Wd7+ and Black can
resign, or if 20..Bxf6 21 Exds8+ Hxd8 22
Wxds+ 28 23 Wc7 Zf7 24 Whs+ and White
wins a piece) 20 Wxd6 Wxh3 21 WxeGt+ &h8
22 8xf6 gxf6 23 Ho8+ Exp8 24 Wxfc+ Hg7
25 W8+ etc. A nice way to share the point!
19 5)f2 Wgb 20 Hh3 Wha+ 21 52 %-%
As cither side would only get a worse posi-
tion by avoiding the repetidon, peace was
agreed.

Game 40
J.Lautier-E.Bricard
French 1 eagne 1992

1c4b6 2NDc3 eb 3d4 £b4 4 e3

The most populat move here.
4.. .8xc3+

4.8\f6 would transpose into a Nimzo-
Indian again, while any other move would
allow 5 &\ge2 followed by 6 a3. In that case
White could count on a slight edge, based
either on the pair of bishops or a spatal ad-
vantage; as for example after 4.8b75 @geZ
in the first note to Game 43.
5 bxe3 £b7

Black seems to have good prospects from
this position, as the French IM Emmanuel
Bricard has demonstrated in two of his games.
6 2\f3

6 13 is the next game.
6...f5 7 2d3 £f6 8 2a3 Sed 9 0-0
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As the guardian of h5 has left its post, 9
Nes?! might be tempting, when White in-
tends both 10 Wh5+ and 10.0-0 followed by
{2-f3; unfortunately Black strikes first and
gains a slight edge after 9...@g5!.
9...Wf6 10 2Hd2 d6 11 £xed

If 11 3 &xd2 12 Wxd2 Black should suc-
ceed in keeping the position closed by
12..4)d7 13 e4 f4 with a balanced game.
11...fxe4 12 ¢5
R

T4

% A
% i

%S

N

White’s chances are connected with the
opening of the other flank, and I'm not sure
whether this otherwise thematic
really setves that purpose. Instead, 12 f3!

sacrifice

would probably have better met the demands
of the position; e.g. 12..Wh6 (12..exf3 13 e4
&d7 14 Exf3 Whe is similar and equal) 13
fxed Wxe3+ 14 Dhl Dd7 (14, Wxc3? is far
too risky: after the energetic reply 15 Wh5+ g6
16 Wg4 £.c8 17 Db3 Wxcd 18 Bacl Wa6 19
e5! the deserted black monarch is bound to
succumb to the white assault) 15 Zf3 Wg5 16
Eg3 Who and a draw by 17 Zh3 Wg5 18 Hg3
seems a fair conclusion to me.

12...dxc5 13 dxcb?!

It wasn’t too late for 13 f3! exf3 14 &xf3
W6 15 dxc5 D6 (15..8d7!17) and now 16
B secems clever. Black is prevented from
castling either side, the {3 is now free to
move (as there is no more potential mate on
g2), so White has enough compensation for
his shattered pawn structure. Whereas Joel’s

more ambitious move doesn’t seem quite
good enough.
13...Wxc3! 14 $b3 %c6 15 Wgq Web

White can’t keep the enemy king on his
starting square, so Black’s extra pawn is worth
more than his temporary discomfort.

16 Efd1 £e7 17 Eac1

17 cxb6? axb6 18 Sxe7 Lxe7 would be
playing into Black’s hands, but this is exactly
what White’s does on the next move.
17...£d5 18 cxb6?

As the De7 is hanging, Black wasn’t ready
to caste yet. Therefore it would have been
better for White to pass, especially as he didn’t
have many useful moves.

Now Black’s edge is taking on serious pro-
portions.
18...axb6 19 £b4 cb 20 £c3 Wf5 21
Wg3

21 Wxg7? would accelerate White’s end af-
ter 21..2g8 22 Who HExa2 23 £)d2 b5 and the

passed pawns are rolling.

21...Exa2?

This seemingly natural move could in fact
have compromised Black’s winning chances.
The neat 21.. W7, followed by ...0-0, would
have brought the second player a close-to-
decisive advantage.

22 Ha1?

22 \d2! was required, when the threat of
Wha+ (or Wc7) renders Black’s task difficult,
eg 22..e57 (to deny her majesty the b8-
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square) 23 Lxe5 Wg6 24 .7 Wxg3 25 hxg3,
when combined threats of 26 £xb6 and 26
xed Lxed 27 Bd8+ regain the pawn and
White isn’t wotse.

22..Hxal 23 Exa1 Zf8?

Now 23..e5! would have concluded the
game, for instance 24 fxe5 2xb3 25 Hag+
&c8 26 Wxg7 Ef8 and the extra piece will tell
once White’s activity has been extinguished.
24 Ea7?!

Too active. Again 24 &)d2 was more stub-
born, eg. 24..e5 25 fxe5 Wg6 (Black is
happy to get rid of the queens, even at the
cost of another pawn; indeed, his two passers
provide him with a clear, if not quite decisive
advantage) 26 Wxp6+ Pixg6 27 Lxg7 Ef7 28
£b2 and White retains some hope of salva-
tion. His main defensive resource consists of
somehow giving up a piece for the queenside
duo, and then trying to eliminate Black’s re-
maining little soldiers on the kingside.

The rest of the game, however, needs no
comment.
24..e5 25 §Hd2 Ef6 26 fxe5 Zg6 27
W4 Wxfa 28 £xf4 b5 29 Zab c4 30 Leb
b4 31 Zb5 ¢3 32 7O\f1 ¢2 33 £b2 Ec6 34
£¢1 b3 35 g3 Zab 0-1

Ganme 41
E.Neiman-E.Bricard
French Championship, Narbonne 1997

1¢c4b625c3e63d4 £b4 4 e3 £xc3+
5 bxc3 £b7 6 3 Wha+ 7 g3 Whb 8 e4 {5
9 exf5 Wxf5?!

The gambit 9.2e7! 10 fxe6 (otherwise
10...8)x5) 10...0-0 yields Black a huge lead in
development and a powerful initiative for the
pawn(s). It was therefore a more promising
continuation than the game, where White’s
activity fully compensates for his weaknesses.
10 £d3 Yh5?!

As Black soon moves his queen again, it
follows that the immediate 10..%f7 would
have been better.

11 £f4 d6 12 We2 Wi7

And if Black was ready to give up his cas-
tling rights (he later moves his king to d7),
then either 12..&f7 or 12.&d7 was more
logical.
13 ©h3 h6 14 0-0 g5

This provocative move proves dangerous,
but Hacl was coming, leaving Black in bad
shape anyway.

£4 TE Ak
-Q?///// //;///J
//7‘/ .
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\\\\

15 £xg5!

At first 1 thought 15 £d2 was simpler.
Black can’t allow the kingside to be opened by
f3-f4, so the following line is rather forced:
15.8)6 16 Eael &d7 (not the happiest
choice, but otherwise Black loses e6) 17 f4 g4
18 2 23 19 We3 &)c6, but things are not
so clear here, and Black may well be alright.
15...hxg5 16 Hxgs W6 17 Hxe6 &d7 18
Hael Dc6
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18..6)h6 19 g4 was no improvement.
19 4 £Hh6 20 d5 Hab5?!

Bringing the knight back to defend was
wiser. After 20..4)d8 21 g4 Dxe6 22 Wxe6+
Wxe6 23 Hxe6 Haf8 White is surely better,

but maybe not enough to win.

21 Whs?

21 g4l Hag8 22 g5, with the idea of Wg4
once the knight has withdrawn, would have
been tough to meet. After the move chosen
by Neiman, however, the rest of the game as
well as the peaceful outcome, seems logical.
21...Eag8 22 Nd4

On 22 &\g5 Black has the following path to
a draw: 22..&c8 23 2h7 Hf8 24 He6 Wxc3
25 Hxho Wd4+ 26 Z2 Wal+ 27 Ef1 Was+
with a repetition of moves, which White is
best advised not to avoid because of ...7\xc4
and .. &xd5.
22...%c8 23 Heb YWg7 24 Hfel

The more direct 24 Egol? is tricky but may
lead to a double-edged ending after 24..Wh7
(4. {8 would be a fatal mistake, as 25
Whi+ b8 26 De6 L8 27 5 is winning for
White) 25 &5+ ©b8 26 B4 Wf7 27 Wxf7
Axf7 28 Hxg8+ Hxg8 29 Le6 EfB 30 g4
@xc4 with an unclear situation. White’s
pawns look impressive, but the ¢4 knight may
come back into play and then anything can
happen.
24...2a6 25 Hg6

25 Be7 was probably White’s last chance to

deviate, but Black escapes again by means of a
timely counter-attack: 25.. W6 26 16 Yxf4
27 He8+ b7 28 Exp8 Hxg8 (or 28.. Wcl+ 29
o2 Exo8 30 Wxh6 Wxc3 and c4 is going to
fall with a messy game) 29 Wxh6 Exg3+ 30
hxg3 Wxg3+ 31 h1 Wxd3, when White is
the exchange up but his four remaining pawns
are weak. If anyone can win it is certainly
Black.

25...%h7 26 Zxg8+ Wxg8 27 He7 £xcd
28 £xc4 Dxcd 29 Hieb Lb8 30 We2 b5
31 %Hxc7 Wg6 32 Hab+ La8 33 Hc7+
b8 34 Hab+ La8 35 HNe7+ b8 36
Hab+ Y%-%

Game 42
A.Aleksandrov-A.Beliavsky
Calvia Olympiad 2004

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 D3 £b7

The most popular move, which Black may
have already played in any case (e.g. 1 ¢4 b6 2
A\c3 £b7 3 d4 ¢6).
4 £31?

This a  little
strange, seeing as White could have played 4
e4 without any preamble (for which see
Games 48-50). Although 4 f31? can’t be taken
seriously from a ‘theoretical’ standpoint, it is

looks

preparatory move

worthy of attention for a practical game. In-
deed, a strategically complex struggle is to be
expected, in which White hasn’t revealed his
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cards and therefore remains quite flexible.

The main alternative, 4 €3, is seen in the
next game.
4..d5

Beliavsky’s reaction is (of coutse!) sensible:
Black takes space in the centre while hinder-
ing e2-e4. Nevertheless, 1 would personally
have preferred 4..f5, as in E.lbanez
H.Hamdouchi, Sitges 1994, which continued
5e3 g6 6 &d3 Rg7 7 Dee2 Wha+ 8 D3
h6 9 0-0 0-0 10 Dge2 We7 11 YWc2 Lh8 12
a3 d5!? with a middlegame rich in possibilides
for both sides.

5 cxd5 exd5 6 £h3

On 6 €3, trying to complete development
with £.d3, Dge2, 0-0 etc., Black can play the
disturbing 6...£.d6!, threatening ... Wh4+,
6...2d6?

But here I totally agree with Flear’s state-
ment that Black’s troubles began with this
move. Instead 6..9)6! 7 L5 Ke7 was a sim-
ple path to equality.

7 e4!

7 A

z

%/%
%7¢

ik

7...dxed 8 fxed Dc6

Indirectly hitting d4, as after 9..&xd4 10
Wxd4 8.¢3+ would win her majesty.
9 £e3 Hh6!?

9..&)ge7 was certainly more flexible. Black
g6 or ..f7-f6 (should

the advance e4-e5 one day become a real

can then continue

threat), while castling short is not totally ex-
cluded.

10 Wh5 Wd7 11 &e2

In case White had taken the knight, Black
was relying on potential counterplay on the
dark squares. The following line illustrates his
idea: 11 £xh6 gxh6 12 0-0-0 0-0-0 13 Wxh6
(pethaps 13 £.c4, which looks like a pleasant
plus for White) 13...28 14 Wh5 and now,
instead of 14..4xd4?! 15 &g5! which favours
White, 14.. Wd6!? seems reasonable. Black has
the possibility of a big check on h6, while if
his opponent has to play 15 d5, then 15..&e5
(or 15. Wh6+ first) should give the second
player realistic compensation for the pawn.
11...0-0 12 0-0

12 2xh6!? gxh6 13 0-0-0 also promised
White the better prospects.
12...f6 13 &d5 f5
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14 Zad1?

14 e5! was more clear-cut (and above all
stronget!), as tactics work for White here:
14..8xe5 (14..Dxd4 is also refuted by 15
fcdl) 15 L4l Dh8 16 Lxh6 Da5 (or
16..2xd4 17 &4 Lxd5 18 Dg5 De2+? 19
fxe2 £d4+ 20 hl g6 21 Wh3 &xb2 22
Zad1 when Black does not really have three
pawns for the knight: his king is fatally weak
and material losses are to be expected soon)
17 dxe5 xcd 18 &IF6!! and Black is strug-
gling after both 18..gxf6 19 £xf8 Exf8 20
exf6 or 18.Wf7 19 Lg5 Yxh5 20 Hxh5
#xe5 and then the precise 21 £d2!, when
converting the extra piece is very easy.
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14...0g4! 15 f£xg4

According to Flear, this move definitely let
the advantage slip. He suggests instead 15
£ f41?, assuming that White is still on top after
15..8)xd4 (15..g6 16 Wha) 16 Lc4 Ths 17
£xd6 Wxd6 18 &g5. But in that case, too,
proving an edge is tough: 18..Wh6 19 Wxhe
gxh6 20 Hxc7 (on 20 Exd4 ¢5 seems OK for
Black) 20..hxg5 and now both 21 Exd4 and
21 Dxa8 D2 22 D7 Lxed are still quite
messy, in my opinion.
15...fxg4 16 $g5?

After this further inaccuracy it is even
Black’s position which becomes superior. 16
Ohfa! was with even
chances.
16...h6 17 e5 Exf1+! 18 Exf1

Not 18 &xfl? Efs+ 19 &gl (or 19 D6+
Exf6+ 20 exf6 hxg5 and Black should win)
19..8.e7 20 Dxe7+ &xe7 and the knight on
g5 is embatrassed.
18...2xe5! 19 &f7 WxdS 20 ¥Wxg4

20 dxe5?? goes down to 20..&xe5, due to
the threat of mate on g2.

correct, roughly

»

20...4xd4?

This natural caprure will only be rewarded
by a draw. Instead, 20..xd4! seems to bring
the full point home: 21 &xe5 (or 21 Dxh6+
&h7 22 7 ££6 and the extra piece should
soon tell) 21..h5 22 g6 (if 22 We5 &e6 23
Wo3 h4 and the queen is overloaded)
22, hxgt 23 SeT+ Sh7 24 Hxd5 He2H 25

D12 £.xd5 26 Fxe2 L.c4+ and wins.

21 &xh6+ 2h7 22 H5 Lxe3+
Attempting to avoid the repetition that fol-

lows, by means of 22..&e5, would have run

into another peaceful end: 23 £f4 Wea 24

Who+ 298 25 L.xe5 Wes+ 26 Shl Dxe5 27

Wos g6 28 NeT+ etc., or if 26..Wxe5 27

DeT+ Wxe7 28 Wd5+ with a draw.

23 Hxe3 Web 24 H\f5 Hf8 25 Wh3+ &g8

26 Wb3+ %-%

Game 43
F.Handke-C.Bauer
Metz 2000

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 H1c3 b7 4 €3

zmwggggz
‘Q?/ /;/1///1/ ’/

1 % // _
7

/

4.5

4. 8b4 was sdll an interesting alternative,
but as White can now avoid doubled c-pawns
I have more faith in 4..f5. After 4..8b4 5
Age2 £5 (5.6 6 a3 Kxc3+ 7 Dxc3 would
transpose into a Nimzo-Indian, with White’s
prospects being better due to the two bish-
ops) 6 a3 £.d6 (again if 6..8.xc3+ 7 Dxc3 and
Black has little to compensate for the loss of
the bishop pait) 7 d5 (7 b4l? is good too)
7.8)6 8 g3, we reach the type of position
which usually arises in the 1 d4 ¢6 2 ¢4 b6 3
a3 line, so that Black scems just to have
wasted a tempo with 4.%£b4. We can there-
fore conclude that White must be slightly
better here.
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5 2ge2?!

Perhaps 5 f3!?, intending to develop with
2\h3-f2 and Le2, was more to the point. The
game contnuation wasn’t very troublesome
for Black.
5...5\f6 6 d5 $a6

Black keeps open the possibility of a dou-
ble fianchetto formation.

7 g3

One may notice the similarity between the
present position and that arising after 4 a3 {5
5 d5 96 6 g3 Da6 in Games 32-33 above. If
White has saved the tempo a2-a3, the position
of his knight at e2, rather than f3, provides
Black with other resources.

7 &\d4, instead of the text move, could
have been answered either by 7..&)c5 or the
more promising 7..8b4 8 dxe6 dxe6 (or
8..2Dedl? 9 Dxf5 dxe6) 9 Dxec WeT which
gives Black the initiative and a dangerous lead
in development for a mere pawn.
7...c6 8 £g2

If 8 dxe6? c5!? illustrates the difference in
the knight’s placement, mentioned in the pre-
vious note. Now after the principled response
9 exd7+ Wxd7 10 Wxd7+ &xd7 11 Egl b4
Black has nice compensation for the pawn, in
the form of active pieces. Alternatively,
8..dxe6 9 Wxd8+ Exd8 10 £g2 e5 also fa-
vours Black, owing to his spatial advantage.
8...cxd5 9 cxd5 ©\b4!

And here again we see the drawback of not

having the knight on f3. White can’t take on
e6 and is thus forced into intricate manoeu-
vres so as not to lose the d-pawn.

10 £ f4 e5 11 2d3?

Accepting an inferior position. 11 £h5? e4
ot 11..£2a6 would not have helped either, but
the more combative 11 a3! would have kept
White afloat: 11...exf4 (on 11..4)a6? both 12
&h5 and 12 &fe2 are very acceptable for
White) 12 axb4 fxg3! (better than 12..fxe3
which frees the ¢1 bishop: 13 Lxe3 &xbd 14
0-0 and now 14..0-0 15 Wh3 or 14..8xc3 15
bxc3 0-0 16 Wd3 seems to give White faitly
decent compensation for the pawn) 13 hxg3
£xb4 14 Wd4 and despite the loss of a pawn,
White is much more lively than in the game.
11...e4 12 5f4

Or 12 Dxbd 2xb4 13 £.d2 We7 and the
d5 pawn is condemned.
12...2d6

12..g5 13 a3 was possible as well, but 1
didn’t think I needed to weaken my kingside.
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13 0-0

Perhaps 13 a3 Bxf4 14 axb4 Le5 was a
tad better, though White’s position is pretty
disgusting here too.
13...£a6

Instead 13..8xf4?! 14 exf4d @bxd5 15
Ab5l? or 15 Dxd5 £xd5 16 b3 would have
given White some glimmers of hope.
14 Hfe2 0-0 15 b3

It was probably the last moment for White
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to undertake something with 15 312, though,

objectively, I doubt it could have really dis-
turbed Black.
15...50d3 16 ¥Wd2 Ec8 17 a4 We7 18
$b5 £xb5 19 axb5 Ec7 20 2\f4 2xf4 21
exf4 Zfc8

This already looks frightening from White’s
point of view, but wait for the final position!
22 %a3 W7 23 YWe3 Hxd5 24 Wd4 Dc3
25 &h1 Wxb3 26 4e7 5xb5 27 We3 d5
28 £h4 d4 29 We2 Zc2 30 ¥Wd1 ¥b2 31
Wb1 Exf2 0-1

To my opponent’s credit I should say that,
before this round, he had quite a good tour-
nament. His previous wins probably cost him
too much energy...

1d4 e6 2 c4 b6 3 e4 2b7

Guame 44
R.Burnett-J.Kraai
US Championship, San Diego 2004

1d4 e6

This move order is designed to avoid the
d2-d4, e2-e4 lines from the first chapter. Black
agrees to play against a white pawn on e4, but
only if another has already appeared on c4.
Otherwise, if White continues 2 e4, Black may
prefer to play a French Defence with 2...d5.
What one is ready to allow and avoid is 2 mat-

ter of taste.
2 c4 b6 3 e4 £b7 4 £d3

This line is reputedly difficult to handle
with Black. Although it doesn’t actually be-
long, frankly speaking, to positions arising
after 1..b6 (how does White achieve it after 1
d4 b6 2 c4 &b7 - ?), T will say a few words
about it and White’s fourth move alternatives.
Apart from the text, White can also play 4
W2 and 4 3, which are seen in the next few
games, while 4 &)c3 £b4 (a true 1..b6 varia-
tion, arising after 1 d4 b6 2 ¢4 £b7 3 Hc3 e6
4 ¢4 8.b4) is examined in Games 48-50.

White’s final option is 4 d5, with which he
increases his spatial advantage.

On the other hand, 4 d5 does not help
White’s development and gives away the c5-
and e5-squares. To these obvious drawbacks,
one can add that in certain lines Black has a
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supplementary means of counterplay: the
undermining ...c7-c6. All in all, T believe 4 d5
has more cons than pros. More concretely,
Black has a safe choice here, between
4.8b4+ 5 2d2 We7 and the more compli-
cated 4.9}6 5 £d3 b5 6 cxb5 exd5 7 €5
&\e4. In both cases he reaches a roughly equal
game:

a) 4.8b4+ 5 242 We7 6 Lxb4 Wxba+ 7
W42 Wxd2+ and then:

al) 8 &xd2 was played in the stem game
J.Timman-B.Spassky, Tilburg 1983, which
continued 8.6 9 &c3 d6 10 £d3 0-0 11
O3 6 12 dxe6 fxe6 13 €5 dxe5 14 Hxed
Nbd7 15 &Hxd7 &Hxd7 16 3 Bad8 Y4-Y2. In
the final position a possible continuation is 17
L2 He5 18 Le2 c5, followed by ..&)c6-d4,
when Black’s activity more than compensates
for the isolated e-pawn.

a2) 8 Hxd2 with two examples:

a21) 8...c6 9 dxe6 dxe6 10 5 ¢5 11 4 De7
12 g3 0-0 13 £.d3 D bc6 14 Ked Eads 15
0-0-0 £a6 16 a3 &1a5 17 b3 b5 18 cxb5 Lxb5
19 b2 Eb8 20 Ecl Kad 21 Ec3 Dxb3 22
&xb3 c4 23 Dfd2 cxb3 24 HHxb3 Hfd8 25
Hhet Hd4 26 Eel Dd5 27 £xd5 Exd5 28
Hee3 Edb5 29 a2 h5 30 EZh3 g6 31 Ehd3
h4 32 g4 g5 33 fxg5 Lg7 34 Hd2 Exe5 35
Zd4 Ee2 36 Eh3 £.¢6 37 a4 £d5+ and White
resigned in P.Sjodahl-E. Kengis, Vienna 1996.

a22) 8...£5 9 exf5 exd5 10 Qgf3 e7 11 g4
h5 12 Egl dxc4 13 fxcd hxgd 14 Expd

@bc6 15 £.d3 0-0-0 16 b4 Edf8 17 b5 £)d8
18 @ha ST 19 £4 £d6 20 0-0-0 Hdxf5 21
Lxf5 Dxf5 22 §g6 De3 23 Edgl Hxgd 24
Hxgd £d8 25 Hic4 £.d5 26 Dce5 Le6 27
Hg3 Ehg8 28 Ha3 d6 29 &6+ &d7 30
Qxf8+ Exf8 31 Hxa7 Exf4 32 Db8+ Lc8 33
A6 Bfi+ 34 b2 KR+ 35 &bl &5+ 36
Dl g6 37 a4 Exh2 38 East+ &d7 39 Eds+
De6 40 Hest f6 41 Efst+ g7 42 He8
Bc2+ 43 &d1 Ec4 44 Ee7+ f6 45 Hxc7
K2+ 46 £d2 Lxad 47 Bd7 Le6 48 BeT+
D5 49 Ld3 Bc5 50 Dda+ 2g5 51 Eb7
Lxb5+ 52 ©d2 Ed5 53 Le3 g4 54 Exbo
£.c4 55 Bc6 &1 56 Ecl He5+ 57 22 Hed
58 Hd1 £.c4 59 Hd2 d5 60 Dc2 &f4 61 Del
d4 62 Dg2+ B4 63 el Efat+ 64 g2 L1+
65 gl L3 66 Dg2 L xg2 67 Exg2+ 2f3 68
Dl Red+ 69 Re2 Df5 70 gl g5 71 Hal g4
72 Ba5+ Ped 73 Ha3 Ef3 74 Had &f4 75
Exda+ g3 76 Had ©h3 77 Bed Hf8 78 el
g3 79 He7 g2 and 0-1 in ZRahman-
J.Speelman, Calcutta 1998. A petfect illustra-
tion of a white centre falling apart!

b) 4..8)6 5 £d3 b5 6 cxb5 exd5 7 €5 (7
exd5) 7.4 8 &3 a6 9 0-0 axb5 10 Lxb5
£65 11 &c3 0-0 12 &4 £6 13 exf6 Wxf6 14
£xc7 d6 15 &Hxd5 Wxb2 16 K4 Dxf2 17
Wh1 Wxb1 18 Haxbl £a6 19 Lxa6 Ded+ 20
©h1 Dxab 21 b6 Lxb6 22 Nxb6 Ha7 23
&\d4 Be8 24 Eb2 Hac5 25 Ad5 h6 26 &c6
Ef7 27 Bxf7 Lxf7 28 g3 Hc8 29 £)d4 Ha8 30
b6 Ha3 31 &b5 Ed3 32 &g2 Ed1 33 &f3
d5 34 &e2 Ehl 35 @e3 Hel+ 36 &dd4 Ed1+
37 e3 d4+ 38 Le2 Hh1 39 Dcd Bxh2+ 40
D3 D5+ 41 Lgd xb2 42 Hixb2 d3 43 Lf4
d2 44 D3 Le6 Yo-'s GSerper-].Hodgson,
Groningen 1993

Returning to the main line 4 £.d3, it should
be noted that Black must react quickly before
White has played &f3 and 0-0, when his
space advantage would be very unpleasant.
Therefore only three moves make sense:
4.8b4+, 4.6 and the critical 4..f5.
Among these moves my preference would be
for 4..f5, but let’s examine the pros and cons
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of each option:

2) 4..8b4+ aims at trading a pair of pieces
and thus easing Black’s position (exchanging
pieces is a known recipe when one lacks
space). The drawback of this move is that it
does not challenge the white centre. Now,
although White can of course block the check
with 5 @\c3 (transposing to Game 50), the
most usual move is 5 £d2 and then:

al) 5..8xd2+ 6 Dxd2 HHh6 (leaving both
the f-pawn and the d8-h4 diagonal free) 7
&\gf3 with a slight edge for White. Instead 7
Wh5!? W6 8 e5 W4 9 §e2 Wod was unclear
in G.Flear-P.Wauthier, San Bernardino 1992,
and showed the merit of 6..&3h6 as opposed
to 6..2e7.

a2) 5..4)c6 is less explored but does not
solve all of Black’s opening problems either;
eg 6 D3 W6 7 d5 Lxd2+ 8 Wxd2 with a
slight advantage to White in R.Dautov-
J.Speelman, Lippstadt 2000.

a3) 5. We7 6 D3 46 7 a3 Lxd2+ 8
&bxd2 and White had the more pleasant
game in V.Malisauskas-V. Litus, Katowice
1991. The final position resembles a Bogo-
Indian (1 d4 &6 2 c4 6 3 H)f3 Lbd+ 4 242
We7 5 g3 etc) where Black’s fianchettoed
bishop is not too well placed, whereas his
counterpart may be more active than on g2.

b) 4..%\c6 can be compared to 4..8bd+ in
that it also leaves White with a considerable
space advantage. On the other hand, Black

can usually seize the bishop pair by ..2\b4xd3,
and thus further unbalance the game. From
this point of view, and although White proba-
bly retains slightly the better chances, 1 believe
this line is more combative than 4..2.bd+

b1) 5 &f3 is inaccurate, as pointed out by
GM King in his book Ewnglish Defence. The
reason 1s quite simple: White needs a mobile
f-pawn in order to increase his space advan-
tage and maintain the initiative. After 5..&)b4
6 0-0 (6 &3 grants Black the extra option of
6.Dxd3+ 7 Wxd3 £bd, if he wants)
6..20xd3 7 Wxd3 @e7 8 &3 Db, followed
by ..2e7 and ...0-0, when White should only
be symbolically better.

b2) 5 &\e2! Y\b4 (some people have tried
5..g6 here, but there are few doubts that after
6 Abc3 Lg7 7 Le3 White’s prospects are
better) and now:

b21) 6 0-0 Hixd3 7 Wxd3 De7 8 b3 d6
9 d5! Wd7 10 f4 g6 was B.Gelfand-N.Short,
Novgorod 1997, and now instead of 11 Ad4?!
0-0-0 with complications, 11 Re3 g7 12
£.d4 would have secured for White a lasting
advantage.

b22) 6 Dbe3 Sixd3+ 7 Wxd3 d6 8 0-0 &6
9 f4 (showing the difference between 5 &3
and 5 §e2) 9. 8e7 10 €5 A7 11 15 exf5 12
Wxf5 0-0 13 exd6 cxd6 14 £f4 when White is
slightly, but undoubtedly better. Sconer or
later he will close the long diagonal with d4-
d5, and his passive &2 will jump to d4, while
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his rival’s active options are quite reduced.
Here is a fresh example of the torture that
awaits Black when his position is too
cramped: 14..a6 15 a4 Wc7 16 b3 Bae8 17
W43 5 18 £d2 g6 19 &4 Lg5 20 Hael
f.xf4 21 Lxf4 G622 d5 Dga 23 Wdd £.c8
24 h3 De5 25 Ee2 Bf7 26 Efel Efe7 27 &hl
Wes 28 Wd1 £d7 29 £g5 Ef7 30 Re3 W7
31 £.d4 h6 32 a5 bxa5 33 ¢5 Bfe7 34 c6 £.c8
35 Wd2 g5 36 @a4 4 37 fxe5 Exe5 38 Exe5
dxe5 39 &c5 L5 40 Ded fxed 41 Exed
Wdo 42 Wd3 Lg7 43 Bcd Hc8 44 Weq Ho7
45 Ha4 h5 46 Bxas g4 47 Bxa6 g3 48 Ea1
L6 49 b4 Ec8 50 b5 We5 51 Hel He8 52
Eb1 Eb8 53 Wd3 L7 54 Wh7+ 266 55
Whet+ &5 56 Weot Bed 57 Hel+ We3 58
Wott+ ©d4 59 Hxe3 fxe3 60 ¢7 Ef8 61 Wxg3
€2 62 &h2 &xd5 63 Wd3+ 1-0 J.lauder-
V.Ivanchuk, Dubai (rapid) 2002.

4..f5

" A

As already mentioned, this is the real test
of White’s set-up. From a strategical point of
view, 4..15 is well motivated: Black’s strategy
initiated by ...&b7 consists of putting pressure
on White’s centre and the e4 pawn in particu-
lar. Black’s last move increases this pressure in
the most efficient way, and now that the black
f-pawn has been thrown into the fray, White
cannot keep his centre stable, as the following
vatiation illustrates: 5 f3? fxe4 6 fxed £xed! 7
Whi+ (if 7 &xe4 Wha+ simply wins a pawn
for nothing) 7..g6 8 We5 £xd3 9 Wxh8

Wha+ 10 &d2 &xc4 and White’s position is
collapsing. Although the game is stll quite
complicated, the prominent factor here is
White’s running king, who will have to face
the whole opposing army after ...Z2)c6, ...0-0-0
etc.

That said, 4...f5 also represents a significant
concession for Black, as it weakens its own
king.

5 exfb

Otherwise Black is at least equal.
5...2xg2

This is obviously risky, but the ‘official’
refutation is not totally convincing.

The alternative, 5..8b4+, clears the f8-
square for the black monarch, thus forcing
White to protect g2 by 6 2f1 and then:

a) 6..exf5?1 7 ¢5 bxc5 8 a3 c4 (this typical
counter-sacrifice avoids the entombment of
the b7 that results from 8..£2a5? 9 dxc5 ¢6
when White is clearly on top) 9 &xc4 £.d6 10
Wh3 826 11 £xa6 Zxa6 12 Wd3 £)b8 13
Wxf5 D6 14 D3 isn’t adequate for Black.
However, it is even more promising for White
simply to develop, as after 10 &c3 @f6 11
A3 or 11 Hh3 and so on, Black finds him-
self in trouble with no counterplay at all.

b) 6..4)6 gives White three options:

b1) 7 ¢5 is messy: 7..bxc5 8 a3 c4! 9 Lxc4
225 10 fxe6 (in Informator 72 Dautov claims
that 10 &3 0-0 11 £c3 d5 12 £d3 is much
better for White; but even if 10 &)f3 is an
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improvement over 10 fxe6, 1 believe this as-
sessment is exaggerated. After both 12..8xc3
13 bxc3 exf5 14 Lxf5 De4 and 14..8.8 15
8d3 Rg4 or 15.8a6!?, Black has decent
compensation for his pawn, mostly because
of the misplaced white king) 10..dxe6 and
then:

b11) 11 &xe6?! was tested once in F.Sideif
Sade-I.Lempett, Nabereznye Chelny 1993, but
never repeated again. Black replied with the
strong 11..¥e7! when, in place of the blunder
12 d5? Dxd5 13 Lxd5 Lxd5 (the bishop is
taboo because of 14.Wel mate, so Black
stood much better), White should have gone
for 12 ¢4 A6 13 &3 0-0-0. Even so Black
has great compensation, as the pawns White
has grabbed have also opened lines towards
his own king.

b12) 11 Wad+ &c6 12 D3 (on 12 £b5?!
the temporary piece sacrifice 12.¥d5 13
Wxa5 0-0 yields Black the initiative; for exam-
ple, the greedy 14 Wad? runs into 14..&)xd4
hitting both b5 and g2 and causing serious
damage, while after 14 N3 Pxa5 15 Nxd5
£xd5 for a single pawn the whole black army
is super-active, and moves such as .Hab§,
b3 and ..&e4 are coming) 12..0-0 and
here, too, Black’s lead in development and the
unsafe opposing king are fully worth the
pawn(s). If you don’t like this, you should
definitely not be playing 4...f5!

b2) 7 Le2

% ¥ g%z
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was inttoduced by ‘chess-wrestler’ Alexan-
der Beliavsky in his World Championship
mini-match vs. Short at Las Vegas 1997. With
this paradoxical move (the bishop is White’s
only developed piece, and now he retreats it
again) White threatens simultaneously c4-c5
and &h5+ so that the following moves are
virtually forced: 7..0-0 8 ¢5 bxc5 (8..8)c6?! is
another way to sac the piece, but a dubious
one: after 9 a3 &xd4 10 axb4 Hxe2 11 Dxe2
Ng4 12 Hg3 Wha 13 Wd2 exf5 14 Wr4
White was cleatly on top in A.Vaisser-
N.Sulava, Bastia 2000) 9 a3 £a5 10 dxc5
when White’s crystal-clear idea is 11 b4, trap-
ping the bishop. As the ugly 10..c6? doesn’t
please the other bishop too much, the choice
here lies between 10..4)d5 (as Short played)
ot the mote frequent and probably adequate
10..2e4, when play can continue 11 b4 Wf6
12 Ba2 £d5 13 Eb2 &6 14 D3 (instead
White didn’t last long after the obvious 14
bxa5? Hab8 15 Hxb8 HExb8 16 £.d3 Wal 17
De2 £b3 18 Wel Hixc5 19 Wd2 Dxd3 20
Wxd3 Pe5 21 We3 Wxb1 22 Wxe5 £c4 23
W3 Wa2 24 Wd2 Wxd2 25 2xd2 Ebl+ 26
fel Eb2 27 fxe6 Lxe2+ 28 &gl Ebl 0-1
D.Ippolito-A.Shabalov, Iinares 2000; but 14
&\d2 has been employed successfully, e.g.
14.Hab8 15 Sxed Lxcd 16 D3 Fxb4 17
axb4 Lxb4 18 £d3 with the better prospects
in G.Van der Stricht-D.Bunzmann, Bethune
2003) 14..2ab8 with the following possibili-
tes:

b21) 15 fxe6?! dxe6 16 h4 &xc5 17 Y2
Ded 18 bxa5 Dd4 19 Wd3 b3 20 Hc2
@bc5 21 Hxc5 Dixc5 22 We2 Led 23 Wxc5
Bxbl and White resigned in IKhenkin-
A.Shabalov, Koszalin 1999, as 24 We3 Wa1
and 24 2o1 W4l are equally hopeless.

b22) 15 Wc2lr £xb4 16 axb4 Hxb4 17
W4 &a2 with unclear complications in
L.Johannessen-S.Halkias, Linares 2002.

b23) 15 h4! and now 15..8e5? 16 Zbd2!
ptoved bad for Black in S.Sicbrecht
D.Bunzmann, Bad Wiessee 2004. Black had
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to try 15.&xb4 16 axb4 Lxb4, or else
15..80xc5 with a probably slightly worse ver-
sion of Khenkin-Shabalov, since without the
exchange on e6 the position is less open. In
either case Black hasn’t sacrificed that much
material, while White’s pieces are severely
uncoordinated, so 1 trust Black’s chances
here.

b3) 7 &3 is the latest fashion in this very
unorthodox variation. Once Black found out
he could give up his dark-squared bishop and
obtain reasonable compensation in the 7 £.e2
line, adepts of White’s formation focused
their attenton on the ‘cleaner’ 7 &f3. After
7..0-0 8 a3 £d6 9 &\c3, 1 suppose Black isn’t
really lost yet, but with a 10/13 score against
him, the ball is clearly in his court. Here is a
recent illustration of this frustrating (for
Black) statement: 9.8 c6 10 £g5 We8 11
fxe6 dxe6 12 &xf6 Exf6 13 L.c4 Ed8 14 Wad
£a8 15 Eel ©a5 16 Wxe8+ Hxe8 17 £xa8
Exa8 18 Ded Eg6 19 c5 Ke7 20 HDe5 Ehé 21
b4 Db3 22 @6 Kf6 23 Hbl 10 in
R.Dautov-B.Filipovic, Switzerland 2004, as
Black loses a piece. Frankly, T have no clue
where Black could have improved his play
after 9 &c3.

a
// f/

ot
//,,ﬁ %/

Z

Z

6 Wh5+ g6 7 fxgb6 £g7 8 gxh7+ &8 9
hxg8W + ?!

Consensus has it that 9 &e2 (or 9 £g5
A6 10 Wn4 &xhl 11 &e2 transposing)
9.6 10 Wh4 Lxhl 11 Lg5 is the most

critical test.

The threats of 94 and @g6+ or Dh5
make Black’s life difficult, but perhaps he can
survive. Let’s look at a sample of Black’s
defensive tries:

a) 11..8)c6 (?!) has been the most frequent
response but, as practice has shown, is proba-
bly not the best: 12 &d2 (12 Df4l?) 12..e5
(12..b5, as in G.Flear].Plaskett, British
Championship, Torquay 1982, gave Glenn the
opportunity to produce a brilliancy: 13 cxb5!
b4 14 £g6 2b7 15 &4 e7 16 Dh5 WS
17 45! @bxd5 18 &ed, when the point of
White’s last move becomes clear — after cas-
tling long White plans the devastating Exd5
and for that reason needed to open the d-file.
White has a decisive advantage) and now:

al) 13 0-0-0! e4 14 £xe4 (14 £b1 was suc-
cessful in IJelen-S.Jeric, Slovenian Team
Championship 1999, but only because Black
went wrong with 14..We7? 15 Exh1 Wf7 16
£xf6 2xf6 17 Wxed He8 18 Wd3 and White
had a clear advantage; instead Black could
have retained good prospects by 14..Exh7!
and if 15 Wxh7 HDxh7 16 £xd8 then
16..8.3! is fine for him) 14..&xe4 15 &Hxed
Hxh7 16 W4 &f7 and now both 17 £2c3
and 17 Eg1 led to quick victories for White in

E.Magerramov-L.Psakhis, Riga 1980, and
D.Cramling-E.Gausel, Gausdal 1982, respec-
tively.

a2) 13 9g3?! is less clear: 13..e4 14 Lxed
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Sxed 15 Dgxed Exh7 16 W4 Hxd4 (good
enough, though Nunn’s suggestion of
16..We7! would have been stronger) 17
Lxf6? (17 @xf6 was a better try to stay in the
game: 17. We7+ 18 Dded Lxf6 19 Lxf6
Wba+ 20 Dd2 He8+ 21 Le5+ D5 22 0-0-0
Ef7 with mutual chances, but not 22 Wxf5+?
Ef7 followed by 23..Exe5+ 24 Wxe5 He7 and
wins) 17..8.xf6 18 &xf6 We7+ 19 Hded BEh4
with a much better game for Black in
R.Akesson-N.Short, World Junior Champion-
ship, Dortmund 1980.

b) 11..4f3? was tred by a pioneer of
1...b6 systems, the great Tony Miles. His game
vs. Yermolinsky (C not Al) ended in a draw.
Unfortunately, after 12 @4 Dc6 13 Gd2
£.g4, White’s play has since been improved:

b1) 14 Dgb+ L7 15 De5+ (if 15 Dxh8+?
Lxh8 16 Lxf6 Wxf6 17 Wxgd Wxd4 is also
rather unclear) 15..&9xe5 16 dxe5 &f5 17
Lxf5 exf5 18 exfo Lxf6 19 Wh5+ &g7 20
Whot &f7 21 Who+ g7 22 Who+ 14
C.Yermolinsky-A.Miles, Philadelphia 1999.

b2) 14 £xf6! is stronger, when 14.. Wxf6
15 Wxgd Wxd4 16 D3 Wxb2 17 Ed1 was all
forced, and indeed played in S.Lower-
D.Marshall, correspondence 1999. Black te-
signed after just ten more moves: 17..&e5 18
Dxe5 Wxe5+ 19 &fl Wi6 20 Led Hd8 21
&h5 Who (no better is 21.. We5 22 Wha &f7
23 Bd3 d5 24 B3+ Le8 25 g6+ &d7 26
fxg7 and wins) 22 fg6 Hxh7 23 Lxh7
Wxh7 24 Wg5 Ee8 25 Bxd7 Whi+ 26 &e2
1-0. T have tried to find a way for Black to
escape, but without success; for instance
17..0e7 fails to 18 Lg6ll Wed+ 19 &f1
Wxca+ 20 g2 and Black is powerless against
Exd7.

o) 11.We7 seems to hold, as far as T can
tell: 12 &4 (the most straightforward and
logical move, as Black will play ..¥f7 next
anyway) 12.. W7 13 Qg6+ (13 Lgb is well
met by 13..Exh7 14 &xh7 &xh7 15 Wxh7
£.xd4) 13..%e8 14 De5 and then:

cl) 14.Wc7? leads to immediate disaster:

15 &g4 Wha+ (or 15..Ld8 16 Dxfo Lc8 17
@h5 Wha+ 18 Ac3 Wxb2 19 Hcl and White
won in ].Percze-G.Evans, correspondence
2001) 16 Dd2 Sxgs 17 Wxes Wd6 18 L6+
B8 19 Ded, when both 19..L.xed 20 Wxed
and 19.. Wb+ 20 £d2, with the lethal 21 Wf4
to follow, are curtains,

c2) 14. 98 when White still has decent
compensation for his sacrificed rook, but it
looks like ...d7-d6, ..&\bd7 will hold. For in-
stance, play might continue 15 &c3 d6 16
Lg6+ e 17 D7 Dbd7 18 0-0-0 £b7 19
A5+ £xd5 20 cxd5 Wxf7 (otherwise it is
getting too dangerous) 21 £xf7 &xf7 22
dxeG+ Lxe6 with a complex position.
9...2xg8 10 Wg4 £ xh1

EaY 7@3
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This seems more than playable for Black,
even from a theoretical standpoint! And the
current game well illustrates this assessment.
11 £g5 Wf8 12 h4 H\c6 13 h5

Defending the d-pawn is slow. White pre-
fers to create strong threats with his h-pawn.
13...5xd4 14 h6 Df3+1?

A novelty over R Jedynak-1.Rausis, Cap-
pelle la Grande 2003, which continued
14665 15 hxg? Wxg7 16 3 Eh2 17 &4
o2 and eventually led to a draw. Once the
queens are off, an endgame arises in which
Black hasn’t much to fear. Indeed, he is the
mote active and has a compact pawn struc-
ture, for what is, after all, a very small material
deficit.
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15 Hxf3 Wxf3 16 Wxf3 £xf3 17 hxg?
Eh1+

Hindering a more natural White develop-
ment.
18 £f1 £92 19 d2 &xg7 20 L£f4 d6 21
&e2 Hah8 22 £93 E8h5

Here Glenn Flear recommends 22...a5, in
order to avoid plans based on b2-b4 and Ec1-
c3-a3. He then, rightly in my opinion, judges
the position as equal.
23 Hc1 Egb 24 Ec3 &xf1+ 25 Hixf1

A 1D ]

% )

I%h%

u "

1 .
/ﬁg

O

\I\\ \I\
\\\\\\\§
\I\\ \I\
\\\\\\\\

.,
/

0

Q
\\\
Q
N

% 0 w o

2

_

7@/5

25.. Eg4?!

Again 25...a5 was better and equal.
26 b4!?

The best try for more than half a point.
Otherwise White should have waited or cho-
sen the more restrained and solid 26 b3.
26...%f7 27 ©d2 Zh5 28 Za3

If 28 b5 then 28...25!, when 29 bxa6?! can
become a bit tricky for White to hold after
29..Ka5.
28...a5 29 bxab Exab 30 Zxab5 bxab 31
&d3 Le7 32 Hb3?!

32 a4l was obviously better, fixing the black
a-pawn on a dark square. White can then at-
tack it twice, by placing his knight on b3 and
bishop on d2. In that case Black would face
an unpleasant defensive task.
32...a4 33 9d4 c5 34 De2 d5! 35 HHif4
&d7 36 %c3 dxc4 37 ©b2 e5 38 He2
eb 39 La3?

39 &3 ed 40 Dxad €3 41 A3 would have

saved the game, as indicated by Flear in his
annotations for ChessPublishing.
39...2d5 40 xad Eg8! 41 a3 Hb8!
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Cutting the white king off from the action!
White now is irremediably lost, which is no
wonder when one considers that his two mi-
nor pieces are fighting Black’s five stones.

42 f4

If 42 3 X8 43 4 Led 44 fxe5 L3 win-
ning a piece, while 42 A h4 Le4 43 .16 Bb7
is a good example of domination.
42...%e4 43 5?

A premature surrender. Instead 43 fxe5!
would have given Burnett good practical
chances to save the game. Indeed, after the
logical 43..%f3 44 6 Black already has to
make up his mind between 44..EHa8+ and
44..Ee8. ] et us examine these two branches:

a) 44..Ha8+? (this obvious move lets the
win slip) 45 @b2 xe2 (or 45..He8 46 £.d6
Dxe2 47 Lc3! with a draw) 46 Lc3!! (but not
46 €7?? because of 46..%d3), and the basic
endgame following the sequence 46..Ha3+ 47
Hxcd Exg3 48 ©xc5 is a draw.

b) 44..He8! 45 3 xg3 46 Lad Hbsl
(an amazing subtlety, saving a tempo on
46..Exe6? 47 Lb5 He5 48 a4 24 49 a5 and
Black won’t reach more than rook vs. knight)
47 &7 D4 and if 48 Dd5+ Le5 49 A7 ¢3 50
a6 He8 51 Dixc5 Ld4 etc., or 48 e8W Hxes
49 &b5 Le5 50 Lxcd Ld6 and Black is in
time to protect his last boy.
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43...&d3 44 6 &xe2 45 & xeb Ha8+ 46
&b2 £d3 0-1

Game 45
A_.Webster-M.Adams
Prestwich 1990

1d4 e6 2c4 b6 3ed 2b7 4 Wc2

A strange way to suppott the e-pawn.
Moving one’s queen too eartly is not generally
recommended, but 4 Wc2 does have its
points: White hinders the ..f7-f5 push and
avoids the thematic pin after 4 £)c3 £.b4.
4..%Wnha

Best by testl After his own queen sortie
Black not only increases the direct pressure on
e4, but also prevents f2-f3. The next few
moves are quite logical.

5 /\d2 £b4 6 £d3 5

The main continuation, forcing events,
whereas 6.. Wgal? 7 Lf1 £5 allows White sev-
eral divergences, such as:

a) 8 3 Wha 9 exf5 Wxd4 10 De2 Whe
with a messy posidon in J.Levitt-].Ehlvest,
New York 1994.

b) 8 h3 g6 9 Hgf3 Lxd2? 10 De5 W6
11 £xd2 and White stood slightly better in
J.Parker-M.Sher, Copenhagen 1996. Sher re-
peated the line three years later, this ume with
White, a clear sign that he wasn’t so happy
with the outcome of the opening. However,
in M.Sher-R.Burnett, New York 1999, his

opponent deviated with the likely improve-
ment 9..2)¢7 and gained a rather easy equal-

ity

) 8 Dgf3 Lxd2 9 He5 Wha 10 D3 Wh5
11 &xd2 9f6, from M.Quinn-J.Speelman,
Dublin 1993, transposes to the line 6..f5 7
Def3 Lxd2+ 8 Sfl Whi 9 £xd2 6 (see
the game Polugaevsky-Korchnoi in the notes
below).

The interesting 6...8.xd2+ was expetienced
once, in V.Mikhalevski-].Ktaai, Burbank 2003.
It looks anti-dogmatic to exchange the bishop
at once, but Black does it without being asked
in the main line too. Aftrer 7 £xd2 5 8 d5 (I
suppose 8 g3!? Wh5 9 f3 is critical and may
give White a small edge; whereas 8 N3 just
transposes o the 6..f5 main line) 8..fxe4 9
£xed, and now instead of 9...exd5?! 10 £xd5
£xd5 11 cxd5 @6, stronger was first 9.6
10 &3 and then 10...exd5, when Black seems
fine (if 11 3 then 11.. ¥ d4).

7 &gf3
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7..8xd2+

7. Wh5!? is also viable, although after the
principled reply 8 0-0, Black should refrain
from 8..2067 9 exf5 £xd2 10 Hxd2 Wed 11
d5! exd5 12 Hel+ and the opening clearly has
backfired for him. Instead, 8..2e7 9 exfS!?
£xd2 10 Hxd2 Dxf5 seems abour level to
me.
8 &xd2

Alternatively:
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a) 8 9xd2 is quite sound, but promises
Black an casy life after 8.6 9 g3 Wh3 10
&1 Wh5 11 £02 0-0 12 0-0 &)c6 with equal-
ity, P.Kitriakov-M.Tratar, Pardubice 1995.

b) 8 2f1?! is not convincing, The position
resulting from 8. Wh5 9 £ xd2 &6 is actually
very similar to that after 4 &c3 £b4 5 Wc2
Wha 6 £d3 £5 7 &3 Lxc3+ 8 Lfl Wh5 9
bxc3 @6 (see the notes to Game 48), but in
spite of having his bishop at d2 rather than
doubled c-pawns, White does not necessarily
have an improved version here as d4 is hang-
ing in variations. The game
L.Polugaevsky-V.Korchnoi, candidates semi-
final, Evian 1977, continued 10 exf5?! (10 €5
was safer, but Black is fine anyway after
10..De4 11 Le3 0-0) 10..8xf3 11 gxf3 &6
12 £c3 0-0 13 Eel Wh3+ 14 Le2 Hae8 15
&d1 e5! (a nice shot, using the fact that the
Eh1 is unprotected to keep the initiative) 16
dxe5 Qixe5 17 Le2 Gxf3 18 Wd3 HExe2 19
Exe2 Wg2 20 Ehel &xel 21 Lxel Wxh2
(Black is cleatly better now, though he proba-
bly allowed his opponent good chances to
escape later on.) 22 He7 Wgl+ 23 &e2
Wodt 24 el h5 25 Wg3 Wxg3 26 fxg3 Hf7
27 Lxf6 gxf6 28 Bes+ h7 29 2 Lhe 30
b4 g5 31 Ha8 @xf5 32 Hxa7 d6 33 a4 eb
34 a5 bxa5 35 BExa5 £5 36 ¢5 Bh7 37 cxd6
cxd6 38 b5 h4 39 gxh4 Exhd 40 Ba8 Eb4 41
Eb8 &d5 42 L3 Eb3+ 43 L4 &c5 44 Hc8+
Dxb5 45 Lxf5 Le3 46 Lf4 Eel 47 BEd8 &c5
48 B8+ d4 49 Rf3 d5 50 L2 Be5 51 Ha8
@c3 52 Ha3+ b4 53 Hal d4 54 Hel d3 55
Hc8 d2 56 Bbs+ &c3 57 Bc8+ &d3 58 Hds+
D2 59 Hc8+ &d1 60 Ec7 Ef5+ 61 g2 &e2
62 He7+ £d3 63 Ed7+ Le3 64 Ze7+ Ld4 65
&d7+ Zd50-1.
8...Wg4 9 Heb Wxg2 10 0-0-0 fxed

10..8xe4? loses on the spot to 11 Ehgl
£xd3 (otherwise 12 Rxe4 is very strong) 12
Wxd3 Wed (or 12..Wxf2 13 D! trapping
the queen) 13 Wg3 g6 14 Dxgb with a deci-
sive advantage in B.Vujacic-SLe Blancq,
London 1991.

many

11 Le2

Ea
MAW
T 1

f/

///za

9 AE
1% 11
/ _

/
/ M 7 /

g 08w
AN QR
Y 7

7

The previous sequence of moves was
compulsory, and now Black finds himself at a
crossroads. He can choose between the two
knight jumps, 11..23f6 and 11..%4)c6, but T
can’t tell you which one is the safest!

Here is a sample from these two branches,
annotated to a large extent with Daniel King’s
pertinent analysis from his book, English De-
Jence.
11...5\f6

Pethaps more solid than 11..&)c6 12 Dxc6
(12 Ehgl!?) 12..8xc6 13 d5 &b7? (13...exd5!
14 cxd5 £xd5 had to be tried, when Black’s
position looks suspicious and I wouldn’t be
surprised if he is lost, but a way of finishing
the job for White is not immediately evident;
after the tempting 15 £h5+ g6 16 Wc3, for
instance, Black replies 16..gxh5 17 Wxh8
0-0-0 and even has the better prospects) 14
&h5+ g6 (14..2d8, trying to run away, is
strongly met by 15 hd! &)f6 16 £g5 and the
black queen is in serious trouble) 15 £¢3?
(missing 15 Wc3! @6 16 Wxfo &8 17 We5
gxh5 18 Wxc7 or 16 Ehgl Wxf2 17 Edfl and
Black  has  insurmountable  problems)
15.. o5+ 16 bl e5 17 4 (or 17 Wxed d6
18 f4 N6l 17..Wxf4 18 Bdft Wg5 19 Wxed
d6 20 Rd1 0-0-0 with a decisive edge for
Black in L.Remlinger-LRogers, Philadelphia
1986.

12 237!
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As a thorough analysis shows, the white
pawns are difficult to digest, and therefore 12
£e3 represents an unnecessary precaution.
Instead, after 12 Ehgl! Black has three op-
tions:

a) 12..Wxf2? 13 &h6! (the check at h5 is
the cause of all Black’s headaches) 13..Wxh2
14 £xg7 Hg8 15 £xf6 Exgl 16 £h5+ Wxh5
17 Exgl Whe+ 18 £¢5 and Black can throw
in the towel, a pretty conclusion being
18.Wh3 19 W2 W5 20 L fol.

b) 12..Wxh2? 13 Bhl Wxf2 14 £ho! €3
(giving up the queen is worse: 14.. (52 15
Bdfl gxh6 16 Bxf5 exf5 17 Exh6 Ef3 18
Wd2 and after the imminent Wg5 the game is
lost, as Black lacks the crucial tempo to evacu-
ate his king) 15 Hdfl and here again the
choice is wide:

),
» S
.,

b1) 15..8xh1 16 Bxf2 exf2 17 Lxg7 Bg8
(or 17..8.c4 18 Wd2 Eo8 19 Whe with a de-
cisive attack) 18 £xf6 Hg1+ 19 2d2 f1¥ 20
£xf1 Hxfl 21 Wxh7 Exf6 22 Wxh1 6 23
Whs+ &e7 24 @gS and White wins.

b2) 15..Wo3 16 Ehgl Wxgl (or 16..Wh2
17 £xg7 Hg8 18 Wdl and £h5+ will bring
the game to an end) 17 Hxgl gxh6 18 Wc3
Ei8 19 Wxe3 Dc6 20 Dxc6 Lxc6 21 d5
Axd5 22 cxd5 £xd5 and here Black would
have fair chances of building a fortress, if only
he had already castled. Unfortunately 23 £.a6!
prevents this plan.

b3) 15..&e4!? (the most resilient but quite

unappealing too) 16 Wd1 gxh6 17 Exf2 exf2
18 2.3 Hg8 19 Efl N6 20 Lxed Dxed 21
Wh5+ &d8 22 W3 with a big advantage (but
not 22 W72l Ae7).

) 12..Wh3 is the only way not to lose by
force. Further investigations are needed to
discover whether Black can really afford to
play this position, but after something like 13
Exp7 (or 13 Eg3 Wxh2) 13..40c6 14 Lg5
0-0-0 15 Ef7 (not 15 £xf6? Whet) 15..4)xe5
16 dxe5 Dgd 17 Lxg4 (if 17 L.xd8? &ixe5 18
2f6 Hxf7 19 Lxh8 Dxh8 is unclear)
17 Wxgd 18 2xd8 Hxd8 19 Wd2 L6 it
seems that he can hold.
12...%h3 13 Edg1 %c6 14 Hg3 W5 15
Hgb

White could (and should) have made a
draw by perpetually harassing the enemy
queen here; ie. 15 &xc6 &xc6 16 g5 Wh3
17 g3 W5 18 Eg5 etc.
15...5xd4 16 Wd1 Hixe2+ 17 Wxe2 Wh3
18 Ehg1 d6 19 Exg7

19...0-0-0

Stronger was 19...Wxh2! 20 E1g2 Wxe5 21
B7¢5 EgB 22 Hxe5 Exg2 23 Eg5 Eh2 or 23
Bxe6+ Df7 with a clear plus for Black in both
cases.
20 5Hf7 Wxh2 21 Wd1 Wh3 22 Hxd8?!

22 ﬁg5! was better,
22...Exd8 23 Zf7 \d7 24 Zqg7

Here White could secure a big edge with 24
Eh1! Wp2 25 Ehxh7 £c6 (otherwise 26 Efg7
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W3 27 8¢5 would be annoying) 26 b4 a6 27
a4l

24..h6 25 Eh7 2c6 26 Zxh6é Wg2 27
Bxe6 He5 28 Eh7 Wg8 29 Zee7 Wxcd+
30 We2 W1+ 31 Wd1 Wed+ 32 We2
Wi+ %-%

Game 46
K.Pytel-L.Piasetski
Buenos Aires Olympiad 1978

1d4e62cab6 3ed £b7 413

EMELEY:
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From a strategical point of view, moving
the f-pawn aims at closing the b7 bishop’s
diagonal and building a solid pawn centre. On
the downside, White has weakened his king-
side a little, which a later .. Wha+ might em-
phasise, and still hasn’t developed any piece.

Six years after Daniel King’s excellent Eng-
lish Defence, almost nothing has changed in this
variation. Therefore, so as not to be accused
of being a copycat, I will take a risk and try to
disagree, albeit not too much, with some of
King’s statements. As already indicated by the
English grandmaster, one may note an inter-
esting nuance between the variations 4 #)c3
&b4 5 £3 and 4 3. Here Black isn’t forced to
go in for 4..&b4+ but has instead three other
sensible continuations at his disposal: 4...f5,
4..d5 and 4...e52.
4...e51?

A very original treatment, though I am not

sure whether it has ever been repeated. In-
stead, 4..f5 is seen in the next game, so let’s
look now at Black’s other main options:

2) 4..8.b4+ (solid but a bit insipid) 5 £.d2
£xd2+ 6 Wxd2 & h6 7 &3 0-0 8 0-0-0 £5

when I will give two examples:

al) 9 h3 D6 (9...fxed!? 10 fxed D7) 10
d5 De5 11 f4 Degd was V.Korchnoi-
J.Speelman, New York (rapid) 1995. White
has accepted the challenge (what else would
one expect from Victor?) and expanded as
much as he could. He certainly has got some
edge here, but Black isn’t deprived of coun-
terplay either: 12 £.e2¥ (I would have pre-
ferred 12 e5! &7 13 £e2, as now Black
reaches approximate equality) 12..fxe4 13
&ixed exd5 14 cxd5 D6 15 &c3 a6 16 L.63
A5 17 W2 We7 18 d6 Dixd6 19 Hxdo L.xf3
20 Exfo Wxfo 21 Wxf3 6 22 g3 d5 23 Wd3
h6 24 D2 e 25 Wd4 Bad8 26 d3 ¢5 27
Wes Wr7 28 We2 d4 29 De5 Wet 30 Ded d3
31 &xd3 Wed+ 32 &d2 Hfe8 33 Hel Wxa2
34 L3 o4 35 Dl Wa5+ 36 &2 Wd5 37
a2 b5 38 Dac3 W7 39 &cl ba 40 A\d1 a5
41 Ddf2 a4 42 Dgd 3 43 bxc3 bxcd 44
DefG+ pxf6 45 DxhG+ L8 46 Dxf7 Exe2 47
Bxe2 ©xf7 48 Lc2 Ec8 49 Hed Eag 50
@xc3 a3 51 el g6 52 Eal &f5 53 &b3
g4 54 Bxa3 Bb8+ 55 &c3 &h3 56 Ha2 f5
57 &d4 He8 58 &d5 Hel 59 Ha6 &xh2 60
Bg6 g2 61 Heb &f3 4-Y5. A well-fought

draw!
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a2) 9 £d3 Dc6 10 Dge2 fxed 11 Lxed
a5 12 &xb7 Hxb7 13 &bl A6 14 ¢5
Adf5 15 Ded d6 16 cxd6 Dxd6 17 Wd3
&hf5 18 Ec1 We7 19 Ehdl Had8 20 £d2 ¢5
21 Edd1 c4 22 Wc3 b5 23 D5 a5 24 Wxa5
£e3 25 Zg1 Ba8 26 Wd2 &5 27 &H)c3 b4
0-1 M.Dlugy-E.Kengis, Liepaja (rapid) 2001.
White probably overstepped the time limit,
because after 28 &xd5 exd5 29 Wxb4 Wa7 30
ad &5, planning 31..Efxc8 and 32.2xd4,
Black has sufficient compensatdon for the
material invested, but no more than that.

Well, all in all we can probably conclude
that this 4..&b4+ variadon is only good
enough for rapid chess!

b) 4..d5 5 cxd5 exd5 with the following
possibilities:

I <

;

1z

bl) 6 exd5, which T doubt can setiously
annoy Black; in that case 6.6 or 6..8.xd5
should equalise at once.

b2) 6 e5 ¢5 and then, unfortunately, Daniel
King’s suggestion of 7 f4 stll remains un-
tested, to my knowledge. It is true that after
7..cxd4? 8 f3 Black’s position is clearly un-
appealing, but Black’s seventh move is any-
thing but forced. Instead, if he keeps the ten-
sion with 7..2h6, hindering 8 {5, the out-
come of the central battle still looks unclear to
me. Black may then simply continue ...&2.¢7
and ..0-0, and can meet a subsequent £4d3
(persisting on implementing the f4-f5 push)
with .. ¥d7. In fact I consider Black’s game

by no means worse, so 4..d5 should be per-
fectly fine.

That said, 7 f4 still seems White’s best; far
better 7 243 from A.Potapov-
A.Cherniaev, Russian Team Championship
1992, which continued 7. ¥Whd+ 8 g3 Wxd4 9
A2 Wxe5 10.0-0 W7 11 Qb3 a6 (White’s
lead in development is absolutely insufficient
for the pawns here) 12 el Re7 13 214 Wd8
14 g4 &6 15 Dg3 0-0 16 g5 De8 17 Exe7
Wxe? 18 S)f5 Wd7 19 WFL c4 20 £c2 d4 21
Wh3 d3 22 £xb8 Lc8! (the threat was 23
@h6+ winning the queen) 23 &d5 Bxb8 24
Wo3 Eb7 and owing to his huge material
deficit, White resigned.

b3) 6 &3 is interesting too: 6...dxe4 7 fed
M6 8 £d3 ¢5 (as 8..8b4? was bad on ac-
count of 9 Wad+, this move fulfils the de-
mands of the position; White can hardly avoid

than

the ensuing (temporary) blockade of his cen-
tral phalanx, and thus loses flexibility) 9 d5 a6
(Black probably disliked the look of 9..8d6
10 &b5, though after 10..0-0 he is probably
alright anyway; White has to watch out for
ideas such as 10..%xed 11 fxed He8, and
Black’s lead in development compensates fully
for the loss of the two bishops) and then:

b31) 10 a4?! (now Black gets the better
play) 10..£d6 11 f3 Dbd7 12 0-0 Hg4 13
8¢5 6 14 £d2 Wc7 15 h3 Dge5 16 Dixed
Dxe5 17 Ke2 0-0 18 Lgd Dxgd 19 Wxod
HaeB 20 £f4 2.8 21 Lxd6 Wxd6 22 W4
Be5 was  IL.Rosanov-V.Karasev, Moscow
1996. White did OK for the last dozen moves
or so, but is sall a bit worse. He eventually
collapsed on move 51 after interminable ma-
noeuvres.

b32) 10 €571 was also faulty, as the follow-
ing line shows: 10..xd5 11 fed Hxc3 (but
not 11..Wha+2 12 g3 Pxc3 13 Lxb7! We7 14
W3 Ba7 15 R.c6+ and White wins a piece, or
13..8xd1 14 gxh4 Ha7 15 Le4 Ed7 16 DF3,
followed by 17 €e¢2, and the &d1 is trapped)
12 Wxd8+ &xd8 13 £xb7 Ha7 and Black is
better after either 14 £xa6 ©xa6 15 bxc3 or
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14 2.3 b5,

I think White had to try keeping his central
pawns mobile by means of 10 3 or 10 &.f4.
Then Black may well play ..b6-b5, but every-
body has his trump card and the game would
be unclear.

3
// 7

/// ////%

7/// /}/
0

// %/

\\\\\
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5 d5!

King called 5 dxeb the real test of 4...e5,
but then demonstrated that Black gets dan-
gerous counterplay after 5..&c6, followed by
..f7-£6 if White hangs on to the pawn. I can
only agree with his analysis, but in my opinion
5 d5, entombing the &b7, is critical. Then
Black obtains a splendid c5-gl1 diagonal for
his dark-squared bishop, but unfortunately
not for long.
5...2c5 6 D3 ab

Taking a pawn by 6..&xgl 7 Exgl Wha+
8 g3 Wxh2 cannot be recommended. After 9
Bo2 Wh5 10 b5 Ha6 11 Le3 White has
more than enough compensation.

7 Hge2?!

7 a4l looks better, and after 7..&2b4+
(7..8xg1 is even worse than on the previous
move: 8 Exgl Wha+ 9 g3 Wxh2 10 Eg2 Wh5
11 ¢5 is no joy at all for Black) 8 £.d2 White’s
spatial edge ensures him of a lasting plus.
Black’s only reasonable manner of obtaining
counterplay is based on ..f7-f5, but if White
takes on {5 he obtains an excellent platform
for his pieces at e4.
7...5a6 8 g3 He7 9 £h3 0-0 10 Had

£b4+ 11 Dec3 Hc8 12 a3 £e7 13 0-0
Nc5 14 £e3 ka6 15 b3 Hxad 16 Hxad
b5 17 cxb5 &xb5 18 Ef2 2xad 19 bxad
2d6

The last dozen or so moves weren’t forced;
on the other hand, neither White nor Black
did anything terrible. White now looks to be
on top, but finding the right plan isn’t obvi-
ous.

20 f41?

This very committal move also has its
drawbacks. For instance, after a subsequent
W7 the threat of ...e5xf4 places the white e-
pawn indirectly under fire.
20...5b6 21 fxe5?!

After this exchange the d6 bishop suddenly
becomes very active. More to the point was
21 Wc2! We7 22 £5 6 23 £f1, when both
23..8xa3 24 Wxc7 and 23..Bfc8P 24 &b5
favour White. In the latter case the white a-
pawn is now immune, due to 24.. Wva3? 25
Hxa3 Wxa3 26 &c5 Wat+ 27 Bfl and her
majesty is trapped.
21...82xe5 22 Hc1 d6

22.. We71? was an alternative.

23 Wb3

Or 23 Wc2!? Ha7 24 Wc6 We7 and, despite
the unfortunate placement of his rook, Black
has nothing to worry about.
23...Eb8 24 Wh5 &6 25 Hfc2

Maybe White should have played 25 Wxa5
a8 26 Wh5 Dixa4 27 Zc6 and tried to inten-
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sify the pressure against c7.
25...2.95 26 £4?

A serious mistake, whereas 26 £xg5! Wxg5
27 Wixa5 Wed+ 28 hl Wxed+ 29 £02 was
still OK for White.
26...4xf4 27 gxf4 Wf6

Now White’s whole position becomes

loose, beginning with his exposed king,
28 Zf2 Wd4 29 Wxa5 %Hxad 30 Wd2
Yxed4 31 Hxc7 &Hcb 32 £92 b1+ 33
Ef1 Exf1+ 34 &xf1 Wb1+ 35 22 Hed+
36 4xed Wbh6+ 37 We3 Wxc7 38 Wh3 g6
39 5 We7 40 Wf3 Wha+ 41 &g2 Eb8 42
fc2 Wgb+ 43 &h3 Ze8 44 fe4 h5 45
fxg6 fxg6 46 a4 ¥Wgd+ 0-1

Game 47
N.Babu-A.Miles
Sakthi 1996

1d4 e62c4bb3ed 2b7 4315

The sharpest continuation.
5 exf5

And this is the critical response. Instead, 5
A3 Lb4 transposes to the 4 Dc3 Kb4 5 £3
f5 variation, examined in the next two games;
while 5 £.d3? is the same as 4 £d3 5 5 £3?
(see the notes to Game 44).
5...5h6

5..exf5 is playable too, though less dy-
namic: 6 ©Hh3 &b4+ (or maybe 6..4c6,
threatening to grab the d-pawn with ... Wh4+,

or if 7 D4 Lba+ 8 &c3 Df6) 7 D3 Wha+
(weakening the 3 spot) 8 g3 We7+ (8. Wh5!?
was the alternative) 9 @£2 £xc3 10 bxc3 £c6
11 &4 0-0-0 12 d5 De5 13 Wd4 Hes 14
Lg2 W5 (f 1496 then 15 Bhel d6 16
g5 and the knight at e6 will be irritating for
Black) 15 Wxc5 bxc5 16 &xe5 Exe5 17 Dgb
He7 18 Hhel Exel 19 Exel Df6 20 Be7
-2 G.Sosonko-R.Keene, Bad Lauterberg
1977. 20..E2g8 and 21..&d8 would expel the
undesirable rook, with approximate equality.
6 fxe6

White has to go for this risky move if he
wants to test Black’s enterprising opening,
Instead, 6 £.xh6?! is safer, but also worse after

2 6. What 7 23 Wxh6 and then:

//,
%
1

7

a) 8 Wd2 &c6 9 De2 (if 9 Wxh6!? gxh6
and 10..2g7) 9..82b4 10 Dbc3 Wxd2+ 11
Lxd2 Da5 12 D4 Lxf3 13 Bgl exf5 14
Ee1+ and now, instead of 14..82.e4? 15 Hfd5
as in S.Semkov-E.Bricard, Sofia 1990, Black
could have retained his extra pawn with the
simple 14..f7.

b) 8 fxe6?! led to murder in M.Berni-
G.Poli, cortespondence 1983. White’s play
can, however, be improved: 8..82bd+ 9 &2
0-0 10 £g2 dxe6 11 f4 D6 12 De2 Eads 13
b3 Dxd4? (this seems too much; Black
had two adequate alternatives in 13..8c5 14
Wad Dxd4 15 Lxb7 D2+ 16 Lg2 De3+ 17
Lf2 42+ with perpetual check, or else
14..Exd4l? 15 el e5 with good attacking
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prospects, and 13...e5!, when the white king
may soon feel uncomfortable) 14 &xd4? (14
£Bxb7! was correct, and after 14..8.c5 15 $2f1
D5 16 Wb3 De3+ 17 el White is lacking
coordination for the dme being, but a piece is
a piece!; whereas the text move allows Black
to play a double rook sacrifice) 14..&.c5 15
ce2 HExd4! 16 Dxd4 Exfa+ 17 gxfs Wxfa+
18 &e2?! (18 Pel! was called for, though
Black still has the upper hand after 18...8xg2
19 We2 What 20 ©d2 Wxd4+ 21 L2 Led+
22 &b3 b5 23 Ehel £.d6! 24 a3 bxcd+ 25
Hxc4 £d5 26 Hacl £xh2! 27 €a2, but not
27 Wixh2? Wd3+ 28 ©b4 Lxcd 29 Hxcd a5+
loses for White, ot earlier 25 @227 Wd3! forc-
ing the trade of queens, when the d- and e-
pawns will be running) 18..8&xg2 19 Wd3
£xd4 20 Bhfl Lxfl+ 21 Exfl Wxh2+ 22
Bd1 Wd6 (with three pawns for the exchange
the rest is just a matter of technique) 23 L2
86 24 Wed We5 25 Wxe5 Lxe5 26 Hel
£d6 27 BExe6 D7 28 Hel g5 29 &d3 g4 30
De3 h5 31 L2 Lf6 32 He8 h4 33 Eh8 h3 34
Dol &f5 35 Bhd &4 36 Eh7 &f£3 37 b3 g3
38 Hxh3 &.c5+ 39 f1 a5 0-1

6...0f5

7 &f4

Instead:

a) 7 8d3? led to immediate disaster in
D.Petgericht-].Boudre, Val Maubuee 1988:
7. What 8 Lfl Dxdd 9 Led?! Lxed 10
Wxd4 £c5 11 exd7+ &7 12 Wd2 £d3+ and

it’s mate next move.

b) 7 De2 £d6 8 hd

8...0-0 (hete, or on the next move, Black
should have calmed down and regained a
pawn with ..d7xe6; in that event, the weak-
nesses in the white kingside would have pro-
vided him with enough compensation for the
other missing pawn) 9 @bc3 W6 10 c5
£e7 11 exd7 W7 12 Wb3 (after the queen
swap it becomes obvious that Black has been
overoptimistic; luckily for him, the position
remains messy with pieces dancing every-
where) 12.Wxb3 13 axb3 Dxd7 14 b4
Lxhat 15 &d1 Hfd8 16 Lc2 £f6 17 b5
O3 18 Dxc7 Hac8 19 &9b5? (probably
stronger was 19 £f4 with a large advantage to
White; now Black was able to limit the dam-
age and even stood slightly better later on, but
that’s another story...) 19..a6 20 $a7 Ea8 21
c6 Exa7 22 cxb7 Hxb7 23 Hxa6 De6 24 Eb1
h6 25 g4 Dfxd4 26 Dxd4 Bxd4 27 Bad+ &f7
28 Ec8 b5 29 Bh5 Lg5 30 Eh2 fxcl 31
Hxcl Hxb4 32 £d3 Hd4 33 Led He7 34
£.c2 £f6 35 b3 Hd3 36 Lxe6 Exe6 37 Hf2
b4 38 &c2 Bee3 39 f4 b3+ 40 &bl Hd6 41
Eff1 Bg3 42 Hc3 Exc3 43 bxc3 Ed2 44 c4
Hg2 45 g5+ hxg5 46 fxg5+ Dxg5 47 Bcl &6
48 Ec3 b2 49 He3 g5 50 ¢5 Bh2 51 c6 g4 52
Zc3 Hh8 53 &xb2 Le6 54 ©c2 Hg8 55 ¢7
Zc8 V2-2 H.Ree-A.Miles, Wijk aan Zee 1979.

c) 7 exd7H? (nobody has dared try this)
7..9xd7 (after 7. Wxd7? 8 e2 Black’s ini-
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tiaive may evaporate; Black’s threar of
~Bhat seems of greater importance than his
pressurc against d4) 8 £f4 (or 8 He2 £d6
with sufficient play) 8..8bd+ (or 8..L.d6,
intending to exploit the ‘hole’ at e3) 9 &c3
0-0, and while Black’s compensation for his
material deficit might prove insufficient
against a cybernetic opponent, playing this as
White seems foolish for a poor human being!
7...dxe6

Here 7..8b4+7 8 &)c3 transposes to the 4
&\c3 £b4 5 3 main line in the next two games.
By the curtent move order D.Covic-
B .Filipovic, Jahotina 2003, continued 8...dxe6 9
Wad+ Dc6 10 0-0-0 Hxdd when 11 Dge2
Oxe2+ 12 Lxe2 W6 was nice for Black. In-
stead, White should probably have gone for the
tactical skirmish after 11 &)b5 (sce Game 49).
8 He2
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8...c5?!

I believe this leads to an unpleasant ending
for Black. He should probably have tted ei-
ther 8..2.d6, or else 8..&)c6 when a possible
continuation is 9 d5 exd5 10 cxd5 @b4 11
Nbc3 L5 and Black has nothing to com-
plain about.

9 d5 exd5 10 cxd5 ¥xd5 11 ¥Wxd5 £xd5
12 Nbe3 £b7

Maybe 12..2¢6 13 Zd1 Y6 14 Hb5 Eds
15 D7+ BF7 16 Sixe6 Lxe6 was a bit better,
though here too White retains the edge thanks
to his pair of bishops.

13 £b5 Hab 14 Hg3

14 Ed1! Bd8 15 &ec3 followed by 16 L.c4
would have been more embarrassing for
Black.
14...5xg3 15 hxg3 Ed8 16 &f2 Le7 17
Ee1 &8 18 £c4 £d5 19 £xd5 Exd5 20
Hd1 ©b4 21 Exd5 Hxd5 22 Hxa7 L6
23 b5 &7 24 b3 5b4 25 a4 Ed8

Black has finally managed to get his pieces
out and quickly makes a draw; though with
the colours reversed Miles would doubtless
have played on!

26 Eb1 gb 27 £d6 Hc2 -1

Game 48
A.Czebe-C.Bauer
Bastia (rapid) 2004

1d4 b6 2 c4 2b7 3 5c3 e6 4 ed £b4
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513

Apart from the text move, White has vari-
ous other ways of covering e4:

a) 5 £.d3 is examined in Game 50.

b) 5 d5 We7 threatening to take on d5,
looks appropriate; alternatively 5..8)6 should
be OK too. White has many options to cope
with Black’s plans, but after each of them the
second player can undermine the white centre
with ..f7-f5 and/ot ..c7-c6, gaining at least
sufficient counterplay. For instance, 6 f3 exd5
7 exd5 £5 or 6 Dge2 &M6 7 £3 exd5 8 cxd5 c6.

¢) 5 We2

prevents the immediate ...f7-f5, while after
5.%h4 6 £d3 5 White can develop with
tempo by 7 N3 (7 g3 Wh5 is just fine for
Black) 7..&xc3H (it is crucial to take the
knight at this precise moment; after 7...¥g4?
8 0-0 £xc3 White would have the naughty
intermezzi 9 h3 or 9 &e5 when he is on top)
8 &fl! (f 8 Wxc3?! Wgd 9.0-0 fxed 10 He5
Wha or 10..Wf5 and Black can retain his
extra pawn, albeit at the cost of development;
still worse is 8 bxc3? Wg4 when Black has a
clear edge) 8. Wh5 (8..Wg4?! only helps
White: 9 h3 g6 10 ©e5) 9 bxc3 and here,
since 9..fxed 10 Bxed Lxed 11 Wxed N6
12 £g5! (planning quick d4-d5) 12..84)6 13
Lxf6 gxf6 14 d5 £5 15 We3 &d8 16 We5 is
good for White, Black must make up his mind
between 9..8e7 and 9..4M6. The positions
after either knight move are critical for the

assessment of 5 Wc2, and in my opinion
Black is doing well.
5...f5 6 exf5 £h6 7 fxe6

7 £.¢3 looks like a decent alternative, even
if it doesn’t challenge Black’s idea; and then
7.80xf5 8 &f2 0-0 9 Wd2 followed by
10.0-0-0 with mutual chances.
7..5f5 8 214 0-0
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An interesting alternative to the main move
8...dxe6 (for which see the next game).
9 £d3?!

Better 9 Wd2 dxe6 10.0-0-0 with a double-
edged game.
9...5h4 10 £93 Hxg2+

10...2.xc3+?! 11 bxc3 is not suitable, since
having d4 en prise is quite important for Black
in some lines. Now 11...@xg2+ 12 &2 & h4?
(12..8)f4 is better, with roughly equal chances
after 13 £xf4 Exf4 14 We2) 13 We2 Dxf3 14
7 G\xd4+ 15 &3 wins a piece for only two
pawns, ot if 14..8e5+ 15 exf8W+ Wxf8+ 16
De3 Nxd3 17 3 or 17 d5 and White has a
clear advantage.
11 &f2 Hh4?!

11..2)f4] was again correct, with a slight
plus for Black.
12 Se4

Here 12 We2?? 9\xf3 13 7 Hxd4+ 14 H)F3
of course loses to 14..2xe7 ot 14.. Wxe7.
12...8xed4 13 Hixed dxe6 14 ¢5! Sc6!

If 14..Wd5 15 £xh4 Wxed 16 g3 bxc5
17 a3 £a5 18 dxc5, and now both 18..4\c6
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19 £g2 and 18..c6 19 b4 Ld8 are playable
for Black, but not much fun.

15 a3 %xd4 16 axb4 Dhxf3 17 Hixf3
Exf3+ 18 &g2 Wd5 19 Ze1 Zb3

Black has very decent compensation here,
with two pawns and the initiative for the
piece. My opponent now made an interesting
practical decision and gave back an exchange
in order to relieve the pressure.

20 Wd2!? Hf3 21 ¥xd5 exd5

21.Dxel+ 22 Hxel exd5 23 Df2 trans-
poses, and was perhaps more accurate.
22 5f2

22 Be2 dxed 23 Lxc7 was possible too,
when his strong passer provides White with
some compensation for the pawn minus.
22...%xe1+ 23 Exe1 Exb4s

The choice between this capture and
23.Exb2l? wasn’t easy to make in time-
trouble. With hindsight there is probably not a
big difference.

24 Ze7 Zf8 25 Exc?

25 Ke5 would be analogous to the game
continuation, though under more favourable
circumstances for White.
25...bxc5 26 Re5?

26 @\d3! offered reasonable chances to
hold.
26...Ef5!

Now it’s all over.

27 £c3 Hbf4 28 Exg7+ &8 29 Nd3 d4
30 Hxf4 &xg7 31 £d2 &f6 32 b3 Leb

33 Hd3+ Led 34 9b2 Hi8 35 e Ld3
36 £h6 Hf6 37 £g5 Xf5 38 £h6 Lc2 39
&g3 &xb3 40 Nd2+ Lc2 41 g4 Ef2 42
Hed Eg2+ 43 &3 Hxh2 44 44 Hh5 45
£d6 c4 0-1

Game 49
M.Sadler-E.Kengis
Koge 1997

1d4 b6 2 c4 £b7 3 5Hc3 e64e4 £b4 5
f3 f5 6 exf5 Hh6 7 fxe6 £f6 8 £f4 dxe6
9 Wa4+ Hc6 10 0-0-0 Hfxd4d 11 H1bs
0-0 12 2xc7

%,

.
//

o8 y A/
=

12..We7?

Missing the gorgeous 12..Wg5+H 13 f4
Who! (but not 13.. Hxf4?? 14 &h3 and Black
can resign) 14 Pxd4 Exfall 15 Lxf4 (other-
wise Black regains the piece with advantage)
15.. Wxfa+ 16 b1 Hxd4 with great compen-
sation for the exchange. Indeed, apart from
the temporarily passive rook, all Black’s pieces
are well coordinated and can concentrate on
an assault against the exposed white king. At
the moment the £b4 is immune on account
of 17 Wxb4?? Led+ 18 Lal A2+ so the
most reasonable try for White seems to be 17
3 &xf3 and then 18 Wxb4 Led+ 19 Lal
(or 19 £d3 £xd3+ 20 Exd3 Wed 21 Wdo
el 22 Hxel Wxeld) 19.0d4 20 Wd2
Dc2+ 21 ©b1 De3+ 22 Lal, and as White is

threatening to consolidate his extra exchange
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Play 1...b6

with 23 Ecl, I don’t see a better option for
Black than repeating moves.
13 2\xd4 Hxd4

The best practical chance, as it keeps the
game more complicated than 13.Wxc7?! 14
Axc6 (or 14 @xe6l?) 14..8.c5 15 &b4 when
White has an extra piece for nothing,
14 Exd4 4c5 15 Ed7 Wg5+ 16 &c2

gy T EE
%ﬁﬁ%
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16...Eac8?!

16...8.e4+ was objectively a better way to
try and muddy the waters. Whether he goes
for 17 &d1 fxgl (with the idea 18 Exgl
Wcs,  threatening  both  19.. Wxgl and
19..8¢6) or 17 fxe4 Bxfl 18 BEd2 Wg6 19
W6 B8, White will find it hard to ‘clear the
smoke’.
17 ©h3 Wg6+ 18 &d2

18 &b3 was probably stronger, but one
needs iron nerves to embark on that route:
18..8.xF3 19 &4 Wod (or 19..Exf4 20 Lxf4
£.06 21 Wxa7 Black has no concrete threats,
and after something like 21,916 22 $.e2 Ha8
23 Exg7+ he is two pawns down for nothing)
20 2d3 Ld1+ (again 20..Exf4 doesn’t help:
21 gxf3 Exf3 22 Wc6, which prevents
22..Hxc7 or 22..We4 and leaves Black strug-
gling to find compensation) 21 Exd1 Wxd1+
22 £.¢2 when White has given some material
back in order to consolidate, and now remains
with two minor pieces for a rook, a safe king,
and the more active pieces. All in all, White is
close to winning.

18...%We8 19 Exg7+

The greedy 19 b3?!, protecting the queen
and directed against 19.Ef7 (White would
simply take it), is well met by 19..Ef5 with
...b6-b5 in mind. In that case White’s position
becomes very suspicious. Instead, as Daniel
King states in his book, Sadler’s choice of 19
Exg7 is a perfectly good practical decision:
White gets rid of the queens and, with two
pawns for the exchange, can press for the win
without risking anything,
19...&xg7 20 Le5+ £g8 21 Wxe8 Hcxe8
22 £d3 Ed8 23 &c3

23 @c2 Lxf3 24 gxf3 Hxd3 was no better,
but 23 Hdt Bf5 24 £g3 was worth consider-

ing.

For the rest of this endgame IKengis per-
forms a remarkable defensive job, and finally
saves his skin, though T believe White was
probably winning somewhere.
23...8xf3 24 &xh7+ &xh7 25 Hgb+
*h6 26 Hxf3 Hg8 27 g3 Zdf8 28 &f4+
&h5 29 Heb £d6 30 Hel Ef5 31 Hd3
4xfq4 32 Hixfa+ <ga4 33 Exe6 Eh8 34
Ze2 b5 35 b3 bxc4 36 Lxc4 Ec8+ 37
&b4 &£f3 38 Ed2 ab+ 39 Lad Fe3 40
He2+ &3 41 Ed2 Le3 42 He2+ &f3 43
Bb2 %e3 44 a3 &d4 45 Hd2+ L¢3 46
Bd7 &c2 47 Hd5

Perhaps 47 Ed5 Exd5 48 &xd5 offered
better winning chances.
47...Zf3 48 b4 axb4 49 axb4 Za8+ 50
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<b5 Eb8+ 51 &¢6 Ef2 52 b5 Exh2 53
b6 Zh6+ 54 &c7 Zbxb6 55 Hxb6 Zg6
56 H\d5 Exg3 %-%

Game 50
K.Burger-J.Ehlvest
St. Martin 1993

1d4 b6 2c4 £b7 3 Dc3 eb 4ed4 £b4 5
£d3

This line is very similar to 1 b3 e5 2 £b2
&c6 3 €3 d5 4 &b5 2d6 with reversed col-
ours. The extra tempo c2-c4 for White isn’t
relevant in the majority of variations, so that
the whole line can be assessed as satisfactory
for Black.
5...f5

The most effective, if not the only correct
way to play for Black. Now things take a
rather forced turn.

6 Wh5+

As already pointed out by GM King in
English Defence, the direct 6 We2 makes litde
difference, though on general grounds it can’t
harm to weaken Black’s kingside. T'll try to
point it out when one move is clearly better
than the other in a particular variation.

Instead 6 d5 (trying to utilise his extra c2-
c4) 6..fxed 7 Lxed Wha! gives Black good
play, e.g. 8 We2 &)6 9 ££3 0-0 10 dxe6 &)c6
11 Re3 Ded 12 0-0-0 Dxc3 13 bxe3 Lad+ 14
b1 dxe6 and Black was better in J.Kaplan-

AMiles, Sao Paulo 1977.
6...96 7 We2 5)f6 8 32!
Stronger is 8 £g5
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8..fxed (or 8..h6%? 9 Lxf6 Wxf6 10 &f3
N6 11 €5 Qg7 with reciprocal chances, is
indicated by Daniel King as a way of avoiding
the mass of exchanges and the ensuing equal
endgame; one can notice that the insertion of
6 Whs+ g6 helped Black here, as he doesn’t
have to mind the capture e4xf5) 9 £xed (9
Lxf6? allows the nasty intermezzo 9..exd3!
10 We5 D6 11 W5 Le7 12 Lxe7 Wxe?
and Black stands much better) and now, ac-
cording to his taste, Black can choose:

a) 9..8xe4 10 &xf6 Wxf6 11 Wxed Dc6
12 D3 Lxc3+ 13 bxc3 0-0 14 0-0 W4 is
equal ot pethaps even a dny bit better for
Black, owing to his supetior pawn structure.

b) 9..2xe4!? shows a drawback of having
the pawn at c4 rather than c2: after 10 £xd8
&xc3 White would be happy to answer a later
discovered check with ¢2-c3; this being im-
possible, he has to settle for 11 bxc3 (11 We5
0-0 12 &f1? proved too greedy in J.Van der
Veen-A.Mol, cotrespondence 1986: 12..8\e4
13 f3 £.d6 0-1, as the queen is trapped and
White will thus be a piece down) 11..&2xc3+
12 &fl xal 13 £xc7 (or 13 Wesl? 0-0 14
£e7) 13..82xd4 when Black obviously had
enough for the sacrificed queen in
Y.Grunfeld-E.Prie, Paris 1990. The rest of
this game features a captivating battle of
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queen vs. rook and bishop (and then it’s ag-
ony vs. two rooks): 14 93 &c5 15 Wes 0-0
16 £xb8 Haxb8 17 h4 Ebc8 18 h5 Ef5 19
W3 2xf3 20 gxf3 g5 21 Wd3 Hc7 22 Hgl
27 23 Bga 7 24 Ed4 2e8 25 Egd h6 26
o2 L1627 Eed Le7 28 D3 Le5+ 29 L2
d6 30 Ee2 &7 31 Hed L7 32 He3 Ecf7 33
Wed g4 34 f4 Lxf4 35 Wxe6 Lxe3 36 fxe3
Exh5 37 Yxdo Bg5 38 e4 g3 39 5 Ef2+ 40
Lol g2 0-1, as White cannot stop the pawn
being promoted soon.

8...5¢8!

A very strong reply. Now that e4 is safely
guarded (to say the least!), Black reminds his
opponent of the d-pawn’s vulnerability.

Instead, 8..fxe4?! leads to wild and unpre-
dictable complications. This position exists
with reversed colours and a black pawn at c7
instead of ¢5; and it should be noted that in
the arising tactical skirmish the white c4-pawn
will play an important role. After 9 fxe4
Lxc3+ (9..0xc47? loses outright due to the
little finesse 10 £xed Wha+ 11 &d1!, keeping
the extra piece) 10 bxc3 Pxed 11 D3 Hixc3
(f 11..20f6?! 12 &h6 or 12 Kg5 gives White
tremendous  compensation on the dark
squares) 12 We5 0-0 13 £h6 (thanks to his c4
pawn White has the extra possibility 13 d5¢),
but after 13...%)a4 he can’t mate so easily on
the long diagonal, whereas he has conceded a
beautiful square for the knight at ¢5) 13..Ef7
14 9g5 N6 (14..Bf6? 15 Hxh7 &xh7 16

£.¢5 is out of question for Black, since the
pawn at c4 denies Black the important defen-
sive resource ..2)d5) 15 Whs+ (15 W3l Ef6
16 &xh7 &xh7 17 Lg5 Db4 is unclear;
whereas 15 Dxf7?! leads to a less favourable
version of the same ending: 15..%2)xe5 16
Nxd8 Dxd3+ 17 d2 Ded+ 18 Lxd3 Exd8)
15..&xh8 16 Dxf7+ g8 17 Hxd8 Hxd8
and White is a slightly better, though I believe
Black can hold; (but not 17..Exd8? 18 &d2
@a4 19 £c2 and since 19.80b2 20 Xc3
doesn’t save the horse, White has a clear plus).
9 £e3

9 e5? Dxd4 10 W2 Dh5! 11 Wxd4? L5,
trapping the queen, was the famous game
A.Adorjan-B.Spassky, Toluca Interzonal 1982.
9...fxe4!

9..f4 is also interesting, but not as good.
White’s best reaction consists of 10 ££2 e5 11
a3, when the position is level.
10 fxe4 e5 11 d5 Hd4

2 e
£ ,:/

//'//

//,
//

12 Wd1?

Better is 12 Wd2 and White is not lost vet.
12...0xe4 13 Lxed Wha+ 14 &f1 2xc3
15 bxc3 ¥xed4 16 2xd4 exdd 17 Wxd4
0-0+ 18 f3 Zae8

White’s terminally weak pawns mean that

all endgames are trivial for Black.
19 &f2 We2+ 20 &g3 Hed4 21 Ehel
Hxd4 22 Hxe2 Exc4 23 He7 2xd5 24
Exd7 &xf3 25 gxf3 Exc3 26 Zf1 Ef7 27
£d8+ &g7 28 Hf2 a5 0-1
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CHAPTER THREE

1 c4 b6

1 ¢4 b6: Introduction

The main line of this chapter, 1 ¢4 b6 2 Ne3
£b7 3 ed e6 4 D3 Kb4 5 243 HDe7 (Games
63-68), is still reladvely unexplored and leads
to an original position with probably about
equal chances. Both White and Black have
catlier alternatives, such as the more simple
and quite sound 5..8xc3 (see the notes to
Game 63), so Black doesn’t need to get fed up
of winning all his games the same way! Black
can also opt for an Hedgehog formation after
4...c5, when the best set-up probably is ...&4\c6,
~Wh8 etc. In that case, however, I believe
White can find a way to achieve a small ad-
vantage.

Earlier divergences are of course possible
as well. On move 4, White can vary with ei-
ther 4 &@\ge2 or 4 g3, though in my opinion
Black then gets rather easy counterplay. The
line 2 g3 £b7 3 Df3 Lxf3 4 exf3 ¢5 5 d4 also
deserves attenton. With careful play from
both sides the chances are about even, but
there might be some surprises in rather harm-
ful variations (as for example in Game 59).

Finally, there are a few interesting sidelines,
such as 3..e5? (Game 52) and 2 b3 (Game
51). The most significant of these is 2 %)c3 €6
3 a3 ¢5 (Game 61), by which Black avoids

transposition to the a2-a3 lines in Chapter 2.

Game 51
B.Gulko-C.Bauer
Cannes 2001

1c4 b6 2b3

This copycat move looks like the more in-
teresting of White’s sidelines, and not only
because I'm keen on queenside fianchettos!
White keeps a flexible position, avoids ‘theo-
retical debates’ and, last but not least, is a
tempo up in a potentially symmetrical game.
In reply to 2 b3, I’'m inclined to believe that
Black’s most promising set-up includes an

early ...£7-f5, which creates some imbalance.
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Play 1...b6

2..2b7 3 4b2 €6 4 N3

Preparing the fianchetto of the king’s
bishop. Alternatively, White can develop it on
€2 after 4 3 £5 5 &)f3 (on 5 f41? Black can
continue 5. Wha+ 6 g3 We7 7 O3 D6 and
play for ...e6-¢5, after the preparatory ...d7-d6,
Dbd7) 5.6 6 Le2 L7 7 d3 0-0 8 Dbd2
d6 9 Wc2 ¢5 10 h3 &c6 11 g4!? and now:

E ¥ E9
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a) 1l..fxg4?! is of course risky, but also
very tricky and White might easily go astray;
eg 12 hxgd Dxgd 13 d4 (13 Hgl? HF6 gets
White nowhere) when Black should probably
go for 13.8h6 14 Wed Hxd4 15 Wxbh7
Dc2+ 16 Fd1 Dxal 17 Lxal L6 with an
unclear position. Instead, 14.. W47 runs into
15 Exh6! gxh6 16 Wgd+ &f7 17 d5 £d8 18
Whs+ &8 19 Wxh6 e5 20 0-0-0 Ef6 (if
20..8.f6> 21 Egl+ &97 22 £d3 wins) 21
Ho1+ Zg6 22 Exgb+ hxg6 23 Wxgo+ &8 24
ANed &7 25 Dh2L, threatening both f2-f4 and
£e4 with a decisive attack. Or if earlier
13862 14 dxc5 bxc5 (14..e5 15 Qed! is
bad too) 15 £xf6 £xf6 the powerful knight
jump to g5 gives White a marked edge: 16
g5l g6 17 &ixh7 (17 Exh7?! Wes 18 Exb7
fxal is messy) 17..20e7 18 Dxfo+ Exf6 19
W3 with a clear advantage; the material is
even, but Black’s king is certainly not as safe
as White’s.

b} Black could also consider keeping the
king’s flank closed with 11..f41?, when 12
0-0-0 &\d7 looks unclear to me. Weaker is 12

exf4?! §\d7 13 5 exf5 14 gxf5 &f6 or
14..23b4 15 Wbl &e5 and Black will recap-
ture on {5 with the better pieces and pawn
structure.

o) 11..Wd7 was played in V.Gashimov-
J.Arizmendi  Martinez, Team
Championship, IT.eon 2001, continuing 12
Ep1 d5 13 gxf5 exf5 14 cxd5 @Db4 15 Wel
Wxd5 (15..8bxd5) 16 &e5 Ra6 17 Ddcs
We6 18 a3 Hc6 19 e4 Dixe5 20 Hixe5 D8 21
exf5 Wxf52 (21.. Bxf5)) 22 We3 Sh4 23 L3
Ed8 (23..8b7!) 24 Eg4 ££6 25 £e2? (better
25 fedl and if 25.We6?? 26 Whé or
25..Wh5 26 0-0-0) 25..We6 26 0-0-0 Wxb3
27 Hdgl c4? (27..8.c8l) 28 &d1 Wb5 (not
28. W22 29 dxc4 Lxcd 30 Dxcd Lxb2+ 31
xb2 Ec8+ 32 L2 Wal+ 33 2d2 Wxb2 34
Weit+ &h8 35 Wxe8 Bxf2+ 36 Rel and wins)
29 dxc4 Wes 30 Wed Hxdl+? (30..Lxe5?
also loses after 31 &.xe5! Ef7 32 £c2 g6 33
Exg6H hxg6 34 Wxg6t+ 28 35 Whe+ &e7
36 Hel ©d7 37 Bd1+ e7 38 Wo5+ D6 39
Zel &d7 40 Wi+ 26 41 Wett; but
30..2b71? 31 Wxb7 h5 would have kept
Black in the game, e.g 32 &d3l? Exd3 33
Hxg7+ Dxg7 34 Hxg7+ ©h8 35 Eh7+ Sg8
with a draw) 31 Exd1 Wxf2 32 o2 W5 33
Ad7 Lxb2+ 34 &xb2 Ef2+ 35 Ed2 Exd2+
36 Exd2 Wes 37 WeG+ h8 38 We7 6 39
&\xf6 1-0. Quite an entertaining game, despite
the inaccuracies generated by Gashimov’s

European

original treatment of the opening.
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4...f5

Here or on the next move 4..8.xf3 is a vi-
able option; obviously it’s a matter of taste.
5 g3 /6 6 £92 2e7

After 0..g6 the game is very likely to reach
positions discussed in Chapter 4; for instance,
K.Spraggett-].Speelman,  Spanish  Team
Championship 1996, continued 7 0-0 ﬁ.g7 3
&\e3 0-0 9 d4 transposing directly to Game
70.
7 0-0 0-0 8 #c3

/

%// ]
/

//

8...cH

8..a5 was Moro’s choice against the same
opponent six months earlier. This produced a
quiet and balanced game all the way through:
9 d4 Qed 10 d5 &6 11 Dd4 (11 Dxed!? fred
12 )d2 exd5 13 cxd5 &xd5 14 Hxed c6 also
looks about level to me) 11..8xc3 12 &L.xc3
26 13 Wd2 5 14 Hadl We7 15 Ab5 d6
16 dxe6 &xg2 17 Exg2 Hae8 18 Lxf6 Hxf6
19 Wd5 £4 20 Dd4 Lh8 21 €3 fxe3 22 fxe3
&ixe6 23 Bxf6 gxf6 24 Dxe6 Wxe6 25 Wxe
Hxe6 26 13 Lg7 27 L4 Ee8 28 a3 Lf7 29
Ed5 g6 30 g4 2f7 31 Bh5 g6 32 Ed5
17 33 h3 g6 34 h4 L7 35 Ed4 He5 36
Ze4 a4 37 b4 5 38 bxc5 %Y. B.Gulko-
A.Morozevich, Shenyang 2000.

9 d4 Ded 10 d5 262!

As analysis tends to show, Black can’t af-
ford to play this way. Better was 10..8)a6! 11
Oxed fxed 12 Nd2 (12 De5 is double-edged,
eg 12.exd5 13 cxd5 £f6 with an unclear

position, since the ¢4 pawn is taboo: 14
Sxed? Sxe5 15 fxe5 WeB 16 4 d6 with a
clear advantage for Black) 12..exd5 13 cxd5
£xd5 14 Dxe4 8.6 when White may have a
slight edge here, but no mote than that.

11 Ec1?!

Returning the favour. The line I feared dur-
ing the game was 11 @Dxed! fxed4 (after
11..8xb2 12 &d6 Lxal 13 Hxb7 We7 14
Wxal Black has no satisfactory way to con-
sume the trapped knight: if 14.. Wxb7 15 De5
or 14..d6 15 dxe6 Pc6 16 Edl Wxb7 17
Exd6 and in each case White gets a large plus)
12 2xf6 Wxf6 (the unorthodox 12..gxf6
doesn’t help either: 13 @h4 5 14 3! exd5 15
fxe4 fxed 16 Wd2! and Black’s position will
collapse) 13 &\d2 exd5 14 cxd5, and as Black
can’t take on d5 (if 14..8xd5? 15 Pxed) he
simply loses the ¢4 pawn for nothing,
11...exd5 12 cxd5 Hab
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Now everything is alright in Black’s camp,
and as d5 1s loose, he even has a slight initia-
tive.

13 Dxed fxed 14 &xf6 Wxf6 15 Hd2 e3
16 fxe3 Wgb 17 Zf4 Hb4 18 Hf3?!

After this Black’s edge becomes bigger.
White should have tried to complicate matters
by 18 Le4 Dxa2 19 Hcd Db4 20 OF3 with
obscure consequences.
18..We7 19 Wd2 Hxdb 20 Exf8+ Exf8
21 5Hh4 Web 22 23!

T was hoping for the incautious 22 Ed1??
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Wxe3t 23 Wxe3 Hxe3 24 Exd7 Lxg2 25
@ng Bf1 mate.
22...8¢6 23 {Hg2 ZeB?!

The start of a bad plan. Black will grab the
€3 pawn, but only to land in a drawish took
ending,

24 Ed1 Hxe3?

Better was 24..4)c3! 25 &xc6 dxc6 26 Efl
Ad5 and Black sdll has serious winning
chances.

25 2xc6 dxc6 26 Wxe3 Wxe3+ 27 Dxe3
Hxe3 28 &f2 Ze7 29 Ed6 Hc7 30 e4

/
g

7

%

White’s activity fully compensates for the
pawn minus and a draw should have been the
normal result. However, it was not my day...
30...2f7 31 ©e3 a5 32 h4 &e7 33 eb ad
34 bxad4 Ha7 35 Hxc6 Hxad4 36 Zxb6
Exa2 37 &ed Ed2 38 h5 Hd4+ 39 &f5
c4 40 Hc6 &d7 41 Zcb de7 42 Ec7+
£d8 43 Ec6 &d7 44 Ecb Le7 45 g4 g6+
46 hxg6 hxg6+ 47 &g5 Le6 1-0

..as I lost on time in this dead-drawn rook
endgame! (The time-control was 25 minutes
for 50 moves, then 10 seconds per move.)

Game 52
A.Delchev-P.Blatny
Budapest 2000

1 ¢4 b6 2 Ac3 £b7 3 ed e5!?
3...e6 is the main continuation (see the next
games), but the bold-looking 3...e5!? also de-

serves attention. Black mortgages his ...f7-f5
and ...d7-d5 advances in order to gain a firmer
grip in the centre. This may be quite playable
as an occasional weapon, even though in my
opinion 3..e6 is without doubt Black’s best
move.
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4 D3

White’s most popular reply, which virtually
forces 4..20c6. The light-squared bishop’s
diagonal is then closed, at least until White
plays d2-d4, when it comes back to life.

The heavyweight clash, V.Korchnoi-
N.Short, FIDE World Championship, Gron-
ingen 1997, featured the more restrained 4 d3,
and ended peacefully some 22 moves later:
4.6 5 g3 L5 6 Lg2 Pge7 7 &3 0-0 8
0-0 25 9 Re3 d6 10 d4 exd4 11 Dxd4 Hxd4
12 £xd4 6 13 Lxc5 bxc5 14 €5 dxe5 15
a4 Wd6 16 Wd5 )ds 17 Wxc5 Lxp2 18
Wxd6 cxd6 19 Exg2 Ye6 20 Badl Hd4 21
b3 6 22 Bd2 Hab8 23 &\c3 Kfc8 24 h4 h5 25
Efd1 Hc6 26 b5 Va-V.

Apart from that, I regard 4 g3 and even the
wild 4 £41?, introducing a King’s Gambit revis-
ited, as valid alternatives as well.
4..20c6

4..5)f61? is rare, but as yet White has never
found the right path to an opening advantage:
5 Dxe5! (a principled answer, in contrast to
the harmless 5 d3) 5..We7 (5..%)xe4 6 Dxed
We7 would likely transpose to 6 d4 @xe4 etc.)
and now:
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a) 6 d4! is correct, and after 6..&xe4 7 @xed
Lxed 8 We2 £b7 9 Le3 D)c6 10 Dixcb Kxc6
(or 10...dxc6 11 0-0-0 0-0-0 12 ¢5!?) 11 d5 &b7
12 0-0-0 0-0-0 13 W3 White has more space
and the better bishops, though one might find
the posidon a bit boting.

by 6 Dga?! Dxed 7 De3 Wha 8§ We2 (8
W3 s interesting, but shouldn’t disturb Black
too much, eg 8.8.c5 9 g3 W6 10 £g2
Wxf3 11 £xf3 2d6 12 £xb7 Dxb7 13 b5
£d8 14 d4 Qb4+ 15 £d2 Lxd2+ 16 Lxd2
a6 and Black should gradually neutralise his
opponent’s slight plus; compared with the line
after 6 d4!, T believe that the black knights can
stand their present discomfort more easily
than the bishops) 8..£.c5 9 g3 @xc3 10 dxc3
We7 11 Ad5 Wxe2+ 12 Lxe2 £.d6 13 L.471
(I don’t like this move which spoils the pawn
structure, even if White’s activity compensates
for the time being; instead there was nothing
wrong with the more academic 13 £e3, when
chances are level) 13..8xf4 14 gxf4 a6?!
(14..%d8 15 Egl g6 16 {5 d6 was perhaps a
better way to deal with the attack on ¢7) 15
gl c6 (or 15..Lf8I? 16 5 6) 16 De3 g6 17
£5 0-0-0 18 0-0-0 Ehe8 19 £f3 when White
was a little better as the enemy pieces are not
optimally placed; he can think of such ideas as
h4-h5, or try to bring a rook to h4, pressuris-
ing the black kingside. P.Blatny-A.Stefanova,
Krynica 1998, continued 19..%3c7 20 h4 (per-
haps 20 2d6l?) 20..Hg8 21 &gd &e8 22

Hgel &7 23 @h6 (the knight had more in-
teresting squares than ho, so 23 Be7! was
stronger and after 23.82d6 24 &f6 Eh8
Black is very passive, though may be able to
hold) 23..8f8 24 He7 &d6 25 f6 Ede8 26
Edel (burning the bridges with the more
energetic 26 b4!? wasn’t good enough to
break the balance: after 26..Exe7 27 fxe7 He8
28 ¢5 bxc5 29 bxc5 @5 or 29..4c8 30
Oxf7 Bxe7 31 &)d6 £a6 White must take
care about his ¢5 pawn and is thus by no
means better) 26..Exe7 27 Exe7 (27 fxe7 Ee8
was also probably level, though a bit more
tricky: after a subsequent B8, for instance,
White may try @ h6-g8) 27..&e8 28 Hxf7
Hxf7 29 &)xf7 Dxf6 30 @d2 d6 31 Pe3 L8
32 &¥h6?! (not the most fortunate square for
the horse; T believe Blatny was trying to win,
and therefore planned something like &f4-g5)
32...8.6 33 b3 d52! (this enables White to re-
equalise; possibly 33..a5 34 €f4 a4 was a
better try) 34 cxd5 cxd5 35 &d4 &d6 36 b4
De8 37 Dgd &7 38 &6 Db5+ 39 2d3
L15+ 40 Dd2 d4 41 cxd4 (@1 c4? §a3 42
Le2 &bl+ is unpleasant for White)
41..8xd4 42 2.d1 h5 43 Le3 Dc6 44 b5
De7 45 L4 £.d3 46 a4 DF5 47 g5 &)d4 48
D4 D5 49 L5 Dd4 50 Dg8 Le6 51 4)6
£b1 0-1. As the final position is still roughly
equal, the cutrent women’s World Champion
presumably won on time.

5 d4?!
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In my opinion this straightforward move
just promises Black casy development. This
was confirmed in both the current game and
Rasmussen-Conquest (see the notes below).

Stronger is 5 a3! &6 6 g3 (6 £d3? £.d6
from A.Da Rocha-M.Dos Santos, correspon-
dence 2002, is a bit peculiar to my taste; while
6 b4?! simply concedes too many squares after
6..a5 7 b5 \d4 8 d3 Dxf3+ 9 Wxf3 &.c5 and
Black had an excellent game in Z.Varga-
D.Breder, Budapest 2001: 10 &e2 h6 11 g4
h5 12 h3 hxg4 13 hxgd Exhl 14 Wxh1 We7
15 Whe+ W8 16 Wxfd+ LxfB8 17 £3 &7 and
Black won) 6..a5 7 £g2 £c5 8 Hxe5 (this
isn’t so clever, but White probably doesn’t
have much after 8 0-0 0-0 9 d3 ho, preventing
£g5) 8.0xe5 9 d4 £d6?! (9..Pxcd! looks
playable too and was likely best, as after 10
dxc5 bxc5 and it’s not clear how White will
justify his pawn sacrifice) 10 dxe5 £xe5 11
0-0 (Frirg's suggestion of 11 &b5! is a powerful
shot: the e4 pawn is immune because of the
pin by We2, while 12 4 is coming) 11...8xc3
12 bxc3 d6 13 ¢5 (in the event of 13 Eel 0-0
14 &5 £xg2 15 exf6 &6 Black is by no means
worse) 13..0-0 14 cxb6 &xed and a draw was
agreed in A.Webster-M.Simons, British Cham-
pionship, Millfield 2000.
5...exd4 6 Hxd4 £ba

E
_Q_/

7
/’//

/

7 Hxc6
After 7 2221 D6 8 0-0 £xc3 9 bxc3 0-0

Black was fine in K.Rasmussen-S.Conquest,

Saint Vincent 2000. On ‘normal’ play from
White, he can indeed find a natural counter-
play against the doubled c-pawns. However,
in the game things went even more favoura-
bly: 10 £g5? (10 £3) 10..h6 11 £h4 g5 12
£.93 Gixed 13 D5 Wio! 14 Wxd7 Hc5 15
Wd5 Bad8 16 Wf3 §\d4 17 Dxd4 £xf3 18
£xf3 ©d3 with a decisive advantage.
7..2xc3+ 8 bxc3 £xc6 9 Wd4 Wi6 10
£d3 ¥Wg6

11 0-0

Here White missed the opporttunity to play
more actively, namely with 11 £f412, in which
case Black can’t avoid a certain degree of risk,
whether he takes on g2 or not, e.g. 11.. Wxg2
12 0-0-0 or 11..d6 12 5 Wxg2 13 0-0-0 with
the initiative to White. Maybe 11...0-0-0, cov-
ering the ¢7 pawn, is possible, though I'm not
sure if the black king would be too happy.
11...59e7 12 £a3 d6 13 3 ¥g5!

Directed against the annoying e4-e5, c.g.
13..0-0 14 €5 dxe5! 15 £xg6 exdd 16 L.c2!
(16 £xe7?! Efe8 is equal) 16..Efe8 17 cxd4
and owing to his pair of bishops, White is
slightly better.

14 f4 Wab

Luring the bishop to b4 has some point: it
can’t then return to the ¢1-h6 diagonal in one
move, and by retreating his own bishop Black
would create the threat of ...c7-c5.

15 £b4 Wh5 16 Ef3
16 Wxg7?? is suicidal: 16..Hg8 17 Wd4
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Wh3 18 Ef2 £)f5! and Black wins.
16...8d72!

This loses a pawn, whereas the supetior
16..f6 would sdll secure Black good pros-
pects; e.g. 17 Bh3 Wg4 18 Ho3 Wxf4 19 Exg7
Who 20 Eg3 0-0-0 and 1 prefer Black.

17 Eg3 Eg8 18 We3

With the correct 18 Exg7! White would
just have grabbed a pawn and stood better,
though after 18..0-0-0 (worse is 18..c5 19
Zxp8+ Dixg8 20 W7 with a white edge) 19
Hxg8 Hxg8 20 W2 ¢5 21 La3 {5 the fight is
not over just yet.
18...c6 19 £a3 0-0-0 20 f5 f6 21 Zh3
Wf7

Better was 21..%e8! with the idea 22
Exh7?! Dxf5.

22 Hxh7 ©c6 23 Ef1 Heb 24 £c1 £c6
25 Ye2?!

25 W3 would have prevented Black’s
next, while planning to eliminate the knight
with £ f4xe5.
25...Ege8

OEE

A&
owr

2
7
//4

7

7

Black has lost (or sacrificed?) a pawn, but

his superb knight at €5 is a guarantee that he
still very much alive.
26 Xf4 He7 27 Eh3 £b7 28 Efh4 La6
29 Eh8 &.xc4 30 Exd8+ ¥xd8 31 fxcd
Wxc4 32 Wd1 &c7 33 Wds5 We2 34
£d2??

34 Be3 W2 35 £.d2 was no fun for White,

but no immediate disaster either.

34...5¢4 0-1

On 35 Ed3 Black’s most elegant way to
finish the job is 35..xd2!! 36 Wxde+ &b7
37 Wxe7+ a6 and the rook is lost.

Game 53
D.Poldauf-G.Hertneck
German Bundesliga 2003

1 ¢4 b6 2 Nc3 Kb7 3 ed €6 4 Hge2

E% Q@ﬁ%ﬂ

Apart from 4 g3 (see the next games) and
of course 4 93 (for which see the next sec-
tion), 4 &ge2 is seen most frequently. Its
main merit is to prevent ...2b4 (White would
simply reply a2-a3), though it does so in a
somewhat artificial way, and I consider it to
be harmless for Black, provided he reacts
correctly.
4...5)f6!

4..15 has been tried too, but personally 1
don’t like having to recapture on f5 with a
pawn, ie. 5 exf5 exf5 when both 6 d4 D6 7
Wd3 and 6 D4 &6 7 L2 should be a trifle
better for White.
5d3

The committal 5 €5 has only been played
once, as far as I know, and thus would require
further investigations. In the encounter
J.Plachetka-E.Kengis, Faroe 1997, Black of-
fered an early draw when he already stood
better: 5.8\ g4 6 d4 Wha 7 £g3 £b4 8 h3
£h6 9 a3 Lxc3+ 10 bxe3 Of5?2 (I prefer
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10..0-0 11 £2d3 f5! when Black can find
counterplay by ..&)c6-a5, ..&a6, or ..d7-d6
and even sometimes ...f5-f4; but not 11...f6?!
because of the demoniac 12 &ed!! Lxed 13
3 or 12...fxe5 13 £g5 trapping the queen!) 11
Wh5?! (instead 11 @)xf5! exf5 and now either
12 d5 or 12 Wd2P? intending W4 is fine for
White) 11.. Wxh5 12 &xh5 0-0 13 a4?! (better
was 13 £d3, with the idea 13..8h4 14 Egl
and 15 ﬁ.gS, or if 13..2xg2? 14 Bgl ©Hh4 15
L05! D3 16 Le2 &xglt 17 HExgl and
Black is in very bad shape) 13..d6 14 exd6
cxd6 15 a5 Ec8 16 32! (16 axb6! axb6 17
Bxa8 &xa8 should be tenable for White)
16..bxa5 17 Exa5 d7 18 ©£2 Qb6 Va-Va.
5...d5!?

The wildest continuation, when a straight
tactical battle takes place. White retains some
chances of an opening edge, but as often in
sharp lines, Black has his word to say too. Nev-
ertheless, the critical move is 5...c5, and then:

a) 6 f4?! is too weakening and doesn’t help
much White developing; furthermore, e4-e5 is
still no threat: 6..4c6 7 g3?! (7 Dg3) 7..d5 8
e5 dxcd! 9 £.g2 cxd3 10 exf6 dxe2 11 Wxe2
Wxf6 with a huge plus for Black in N.Miezis-
C.Bauer, Echternach (rapid) 2000, as White
has absolutely nothing for the two pawns. 'm
ashamed to tell it, but that game ended in a
draw!!

b) 6 g3 d5 7 exd5 exd5 8 £g2 Wd7 and:

b1) 9 cxd5? ©xd5 when White has already

gone astray. By pure coincidence I was lucky
enough to win two games in the same rapid-
play tournament from this positon:
A.Delchev-C.Bauer, Vitrolles 2001, continued
10 0-0 &xc3 11 Dxc3 Lxp2 12 Dxg2 D6
13 W3 Qe7 14 £d5 0-0 15 Hel Eads 16
DxeT+ DxeT 17 L.g5 £6! 18 L4 &6, while
M.Voiska-C Baver saw instead 10 &xd5
£xd5 11 £xd5 Wxd5 12 0-0 D6 13 D3
W7 14 £05 Le7 15 Lxe7 Dxe?. In each
case Black had a clear advantage, due to the
weakness on d3 and the strongpoint for the
knight on d4.

b2) 9 0-0! d4 10 He4 (Cvitan uncorked 10
41> against me in a blitz game in Zurich
2002; the knight stands badly on a4, but the
question is whether White can generate some
play by preparing b2-b4) 10..%xe4 11 dxed
246 (11..8€7 would allows 12 &)f4, whereas
now I would shoot the knight) 12 £.f4 £¢7
13 £d2 with unclear play in N.Miezis-
C.Bauer, Echallens (rapid) 2003. White will
continue £Yf4-d5, eventually followed by £2-f4
and/or Wh5, when his activity compensates
for Black’s protected passed pawn.

That’s the end of my personal saga with
the 4 Dge? line. T hope it didn’t bore you too
much!

6 cxd5 exd5 7 e5 Hfd7 8 d4 c5!

Black has scored an imptessive 4/4 from
this position, while 1 think he is objectively
worsel 8..2e7? is certainly too shy. In
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A.Delchev-B.Taddei, Cannes 2000, Black was
smashed in just 22 moves: 9 @4 &8 10
£.d3 g6 11 0-0 ¢6 12 &fe2 Wd7 13 f4 La6 14
f5 £xd3 15 Wxd3 gxf5 16 Dg3 De6 17 Dxf5
L1818 £h6 &xh6 19 D6+ £d8 20 Exf7
18 21 Hafl 4 22 E1xf4 1-0.
9f4

Worse is 9 947! cxd4 10 Sexd5 Dxe5 11
Lb5+ Qbe6 12 Wh5?! (here 12 Wxd4 £.d6
should be about level, though it is already
White who must be careful) 12..%d6 13 £d2
0-0-0 (13...26! was even stronger) 14 0-0 g6 15
Wh3+ b8 and White’s compensation for the
pawn slowly disappeared in M.Voiska-
S.Matveeva, Warsaw 2001: 16 Wg3 £¢7 17
Hacl Ehg8 18 £xc6 Dixc6 19 Efel Hge8 20
h4 Ee5 21 @b4 Hxel+ 22 &xel De7 23
@bd3 95 24 Wh2 Hc8 25 Bd1 a5 26 b4 a4
27 b5 &a7 28 £.b4 Wd7 29 Eb1 Wxb5 30
Zel h5 31 a3 66 32 Wh3 &xh4 33 He5
Wd7 34 Exf5 Wxf5 35 Wxh4 g5 36 Wxhs
Le4 37 g4 Wh7 38 Qel gxf4 0-1.
9...5¢c6 10 Le3

This looks a bit like a French Defence (the
1 e4e6 2 d4 d5 3 D3 D6 4 €5 DIAT 5 f4 c5
6 @3 line) where the 2 and e6 pawns have
vanished. As a consequence, d5 is hanging
and Black needs to act quite energetically. He
has plenty of choice here, and apart from the
already tested moves below, Black might con-
sider 10..Ec8, or even 10..2.¢7, with the idea
11 Axd5 &h4+ followed by 12..4)xd4.

10...5a5

10..cxd4 is a sort of capitulation: Black
admits that he is worse, albeit not too much,
and decides for a solid approach. After 11
Sxd4 Dxd4 12 &xd4 L5 13 Le2 (or 12
g3!?, since the bishop comes to the long di-
agonal anyway later on, while having f4 pro-
tected by a pawn is desirable) 13..0-0 14.0-0
We7 15 ££3 and White was slightly better in
ZTFranco Ocampos-].Arizmendi Martinez,
Mallorca 2001.

11 £Xg3 h5

Was this a bluff? Instead, Black could uy
11..cxd4 12 £xd4 Qco.
12 h4?!

There was nothing wrong with 12 dxc5!
grabbing a pawn. After 12..8)c4, for instance,
he can choose between 13 8xc4 dxcd 14
@ge4 and 14 cxb6 axb6 15 0-0 with a safe
edge in both cases.
12...Ec8 13 2e2

After 13 @Dxh5P either 13..g6 14 g3
Exh4 or 13..8c6!? leads to complications.
13...cxd4 14 £.xd4 %c6 15 e6!

%”%1% %1

% AV A 7
/A o /@ g

15...2¢5 16 exf7+?!
16 5! was stronger, but the text doesn’t
spoil too much.
16...&xf7 17 £xh5+ &g8 18 213 Hxd4
19 ¥xd4 Hed 20 £ xed dxed 21 0-0-0?!
Better was 21 Wxd8! Exd8 22 Ed1, leaving
the king in the centre.
21...Wxd4 22 Exd4 e3 23 HHi5?
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And here 23 &ge4 when White can’t lose.
23...Eh5 24 5xe3 Lc5 25 Ed3 £ab 26
$d2 &£xd3 27 &xd3 Ed8+ 28 Le2 He8
29 Hcd1 Ed5 30 &f3 Ed2 31 Hics Ed3+
32 g4 Ze2 33 Heb HExg2+ 34 &5 Hd6
35 %)c3 g6+ 36 Led Exb2 37 HNd5 Ee2+
38 &d3 Zxe5 0-1

Game 54
J.Gomez Esteban-J.Speelman
Pamplona 1996

1 ¢4 b6 25c3 £b7 3 e4 €6 4 g3

z%,g@&ma
21/1/

This provocative move obviously aims at
fianchettoing the light-squared bishop. White
has noticed that his bishop will be restricted
on the f1-a6 diagonal, and therefore tries to
find it a mote useful post. As apparent as the
merits of 4 g3 is its drawback: the long diago-
nal is weakened and Black usually obtains
decent counterplay by pressuring the e4 spot,
by means of ..f7-f5, N6, . L2b4 etc. All in
all, the 4 g3 line leads to rich positions, but
where Black’s chances shouldn’t be worse.
4..155 £92 D6

Black must delay the capture on e4 as
5.fxe4? 6 @xed, threatening DG+ only
helps White. While 5..&b41? provides White
with an extra option: 6 Wh5H? (he can play
the standard 6 @ge2, 7 d3 and 8.0-0 if he
wishes) 6...g6 7 Wh3, with the idea 7..8xc3 8
exf5, although this isn’t frightening for Black.

6 Hge2?!

6 d3!is natural and best (see the next two
games). Other moves emphasise the weakness
of d4; eg. 6 WeD fxed 7 Dxed 6 8 Dxf6+
Wi 9 Wc3 0-0-0 (or 9. Wxc3l?) 10 &e2
£.¢5 11 Wxf6 gxf6 and Black’s game looks
preferable already, V.Hort-D.King, German
Bundesliga 1994.
6..5xed4 7 Dxed Lxed 8 Lxed fxed 9
He3

In his annotations, Speelman points out
that 9 Wc2 6 10 Yxed W6 is also com-
fortable for Black. Indeed, after the possible
11 d4 £b4+ 12 2f1 0-0 13 L.e3, Black main-
tains his initiative thanks to the funny
13..82.d20 14 &g2 fxe3 15 Wxe3 Db4 16
Zhel Yes.
9...Wfe!

10 Wgq

10 xed?! is met by 10..We5 or 10.. W5,
followed by 11..£)c6, and Black is better due
to the weaknesses of d4 and £3; but 10 Wh5+
was worth considering.
10...%¢c6 11 0-0! Le7

Alternatively, Black could try 11..8.c5P 12
Dxed W7, or the endgame 11.. 815 12 Wxed
Wxed 13 Dxed, in both cases with some edge
for him.
12 ¥xed 0-0 13 d3 2b4 14 He2

After the better 14 £d2 Black has an
amusing draw if he wants: 14..8\d4!? 15 2d5!
WP 16 Wxd4 &c5 17 De7+ Lh8 (not
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17..&f7? 18 Wxd7) 18 g6+ g8 19 HeT+
&h8 etc. Or he can be more ambitious with
18..hxg6 19 Wha+ g8 20 d4 £.d6.

14...4c5 15 g2 Had8

Speelman finds the correct plan: the ...d7-
d5 push.

16 H5f4 Efe8!

Consistent, even if it’s a pity to withdraw
the rook from the semi-open {-file.
17 Eb1

17 &h5! was a better defensive option, for
instance 17..9f7 18 W3 Wxf3+ 19 &xf3
Zrs+ 20 292 5P 21 g4 and the offside
knight heads to e4.
17...d5 18 We2 dxc4

18..22d4? 19 Wg4 doesn’t vield Black any-
thing tangible.

19 dxc4 Wf5 20 2e3 Wed+!

20..5 isn’t convincing: 21 Dd5 Dd4 22
£xd4 exdd 23 W3 Wxf3+ 24 Sxf3 £.d6,
followed by ...c7-c6, and Black gets an advan-
tageous rook ending, but I doubt he can win.
21 Y3 Yxf3+ 22 &xf3

22...8xe3

Speelman credits this move with an excla-
mation mark, judging thar 22.e5+ is
weaker. In fact both seem adequate to me and
leave Black on top. For example, after
22..0e5+ 23 Le2 Bxcd 24 Lxc5 Black has
the intermediate move 24..e5!, denying the
white knight the d3-square (if 25 @d3?! e4!),
and only then recaptures the bishop. Whereas

the immediate 23..8xe3? 24 fxe3 Hxcd 25
Bbcl! would give White dangerous counter-
play after 25..2xb2 26 Exc7.

23 &xe3

23 fxe3 Bd2 is even less appetising.
23...9e5 24 Zfc1

The English grandmaster recommends 24
Hbcl Dgat 25 Re2 Hixh2 26 Efd1 Hga 27
¢5 with some play for the pawn, which is true.
In the game White obtains the same position,
but with his rook placed less actively on bl,
rather than d1.
24..5g4+ 25 &e2 5Hxh2! 26 c5

If 26 3? then 26...¢5 27 &d5 e4 frees the
knight.
26...e5 27 Hh5 Hd4 28 cxb6?

The last chance consisted of 28 Eh1 &\g4
29 £3 A6 30 DxfG+ gxf6, but with a healthy
extra pawn Black should win.
28...Hed8!

Threatening the picturesque ..Ee4 mate!
29 f3 Ed2+ 30 e3 E2d3+ 31 e2

The brave 31 @ed?! of course loses to
31..K8d4+ etc.
31...e4!

This nice pawn sactifice enables Black to
gain the g4-square for his knight. He is now
close to winning.

32 fxe4

32 bxc7 was no improvement: 32..exf3+

33 22 Dga+ 34 1l B8 35 H)f4 Bd2 with

a decisive advantage.
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32...2d2+ 33 2e3

The sad-looking 33 el was relatively
best, though Black should win after 33..&)3+
34 &fl cxb6 followed by 35.EHdh2 and
36...2dd2 (even if White plays 35 Ec7).
33...H8d3+ 34 &f4 Hf2+ 35 &gb

35 @e5 is mate in five: 35..9ed+ 36 Le6
Ado+ 37 &e7 Ef7+ 38 Le8 Hdd7 and
39.. Efe7 mate.
35...h6+ 36 &ha Hf3+ 37 £h3?!

37 g4 was more stubborn, but also los-
ing: 37..e5+ 38 &h3 Edd2 39 Ehi (if 39 g4
Bd3+ 40 D3 g6 41 g5 h5 42 Hh1 h4 wins)
39..g5 40 D6+ (f 40 g4 Ef3+ 41 gl Dgb
and 42..4)f4 mate, or 40 &)f4 Bh2+ 41 Exh2
g4t 42 &hd Bxh2+ 43 &h3 Hxh3 mate)
40..Bxf6 41 bxa7 (or 41 bxc7 Ec6, and if 42
8bc1? Hxcl 43 Excl gd+ 44 2ha Eh2 is
mate again) when Black would stop thinking
about mate and become materialistic with
41..Hao6l, as the too brilliant 41...g4+ 42 &hd
Bff22? is a final self-trap: 43 a8W+ Lg7 44
Eh3!! Eh2 45 Eh1! and it is White who wins!
37..Eh2+ 38 &g4 De5+ 39 &fa Exh5
40 Zf1 Hg5 0-1

Game 55
E.Cekro-D.Hausrath
Belgian 1eague 1997

1c4 b6 2 5c3 &b7 3 e4e6 4 g3 155
£g2 )6 6 d3!

7
7
7

P
v / 7
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6...fxe4

6...4.b4 doesn’t change much: sooner or
later Black has to take on e4.
7 dge2

Again the most precise. Alternatively:

a) 7 dxe4 allows Black the extra possibility
of 7..8.b41?, when White can only cover e4 at
the cost of a misplaced piece, i.c. 8 fd2or8
We2,

b) 7 @xe4?! is even less attractive: 7..%)xe4
8 dxed W6! (eyeing b2 and f2) 9 a3 (9 Wc2?
led quickly to a prospectless position in
B.Lepelletier-C Bauer, French Championship,
Besancon 1999: 9.&c6 10 D f3 £.c5 11 0-0
0-0 12 8£4 €5 13 £d2 h6 when White had
run out of constructive ideas and counterplay;
the game continued 14 £.c3 &f7 15 ©h1 We6
16 Wd3 Zaf8 17 Had1 g5 18 b3 a5 19 Hd2 d6
20 h3? — the decisive mistake, but good advice
against ..%2e7-g6 and ..g5-g4 is hard to find —
20..Exf3 21 £xf3 Wxh3+ 22 &gl Wxg3+ 23
£02 Wod 24 We2 Wha 25 Hd3 g4 26 He3
&\d4! 27 Lxd4 Lxd4 28 Hdl £xe3 29 Wxe3
Wto 30 Wg3 h5 31 HEd3 We5 32 3 Ef4 33
fxgd Exg4 34 &h2 &h7! 0-1) 9..8c6?!
(9..8.c5! was more accurate, not allowing 10
&3, while enabling Black to castle kingside;
in that case he would have stood better) 10
&3 £.¢5 11 0-0 and then:

7’

b1) 11..d6?! is strongly met by 12 €5, when
the ‘computeresque’ 12..2xe5 13 Dxe5
Lxg2 14 Wadt He7 15 Wd7+ 218 16 Lxg2
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Wxe5 is not only acrobatic, but bad too. After
17 £e3! Black’s unsafe king is the most im-
portant factor. Black could try 12..dxe5, but
after 13 &5, followed by either fe4 or Ged
depending on the circumstances, White has
plenty of compensation for his pawn.

b2) 11..0-0 12 e5! (again the right decision;
instead 12 Wxd7? would be perilous, due to
12..2.d6, threatening ..Ed8, and forcing 13
e5 Dxe5 14 Dxe5 Lxg2 when Black is cleatly
better after either 15 @xg2 Lxe5 or 15 Dgd?!
Wr3 16 Wxe6+ Ef7) 12..Dxe5 (or 12.. W5
13 &4 is unclear) 13 PDxe5 Kxg2 14 Dxd7
W7 15 Exg2 Bad8 with equality.

b3) 11..20e5 12 &xe5 Wxe5 was about
level in E.Cekro-H.Groffen, Belgian League
1997, which continued 13 Eb1 0-0-0 14 b4
£.d4 15 Wd3 d6 16 Ed1 ¢5 17 Le3 Lxe3 18
Wxe3 g5 19 Ed2 h6 20 Ebd1 Ehf8 21 Xd3
2c7 22 Wd2 &c6? (22..h5!7) 23 b5 Lb7 24
a4 Ed7 25 a5 h5 26 a6 £a8? (the pin on the
e-file renders the e4 pawn taboo, while the
text entombs his own bishop; hence 26..8.c8
was called for) 27 Wc3 Wxc3 28 Hxc3 e5 29
Be3 Bdf7 30 Bd2 Ef6 31 Hed3 Eds 32 Ed1
Bdf8 33 B3d2 Ed8 34 3 Eff8 35 Ef2 Ef6 36
Zdf1 Bdf8 37 £h3 H8f7 38 ££5? (the begin-
ning of his troubles; although Black is playing
without his bishop, exploiting this wasn’t easy,
so the wisest course for White was ‘doing
nothing’, especially as he was now short of
time) 38..d5! (and the bishop escapes, leaving
White with a worse ending) 39 cxd5 £xd5 40
HEd1 £b3 41 Edd2 L.c4 42 Eb2 Hd6 43 Hfc2
£.d3 44 Bc3 Bf8 45 L2 Hd4 46 Le3 Lcd
47 4 gxfd+ 48 gxf4 &d6 49 Eg2 exfd+ 50
Dxf4 Bxedt 51 Sxed £d5+ 52 Re3 Lxg2
53 Hd3+ &e5 54 Ed2 Exf5 55 Exg2 £d5 56
7 Pc4 57 Zxa7 Lxb5 58 Ha8 Bd5 59 &ed
Hd7 60 a7 @a6 61 Bh8 xa7 62 Exh5 a6
63 h4 c4 64 Zh8 &a5 65 h5 ©b4 66 h6 b5 67
h7 &c3 68 b8 He7+ 69 @f3 Hxh7 70 Hxb5
Ee70-1.
7...5c6

a) 7.8b42 8 0-0 just leaves the black

bishop on an inferior square and White can
count on a slight edge.

b) 7..8.¢5 is a viable alternative: 8 0-0 0-0 9
895! (9 dxed? is erroneous, as the obvious
reply 9..&\g4 vields a big advantage for Black)
9..8e7 (if 9..h6 10 L.xf6 Wxf6 then 11 d4!
and 12 &xed secures White a stable plus) 10
dxe4 Dg4 11 Lxe7 Wxe7 12 Dd4 De5 13 b3
(Black’s task is now to prevent the expansion
2-f4, e4-¢5) 13.8bc6 14 &2 Db4 and
then:

b1) Having more space, White could seri-
ously consider 15 e3P (as pointed out by
Ribli), though I'm not sure whether this is
enough to claim an edge. Indeed, 16 47! isn’t
an immediate threat, on account of 16.. Wc5,
while 16 a3 @bd3 17 4 Wc5 18 Wd2 g
looks messy too; on the other hand, this
means the desirable ...c7-c5 push, planning to
redirect a knight to d4, isn’t an option for
Black. Perhaps 15...g5 comes into considera-
tdon?

b2) 15 &xb4 Wxb4 16 Hcl Had8 (five
years later, 16.. %c5 led to an uneventful draw
in ].Smejkal-D.Bunzmann, German Bundes-
liga 1998) 17 f4 &7 18 Wd2 a6 19 Ef2 We7
20 Hefl £c6 21 Wd3 (if 21 o517 &xg2 22
Exg2 d6 and Black should get enough coun-
terplay to maintain the balance) 21..%c5 22
&h1 b5 23 cxb5 axb5 24 Hc2 Wb 25 Ae2
(or 25 Bfcl?) 25..e5 26 &c3 b4 27 Hd5
£xd5 28 Wxd5 (recapturing with the pawn
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was interesting, but probably not better; i.c. 28
exd5 exf4 29 Hxfd &e5 with reciprocal
chances) 28...c6 29 Wc5 Wxc5 30 Hxc5 a8
31 £h3 Efd8 32 HEd1 Exa2 33 Exd7 Hal+ 34
©g2 Ba2+ 35 @f3 Hxh2 36 Exc6 (another
way to teach a drawish rook ending was 36
Bxds+ £xd8 37 Exe5 Exh3 38 e+ 217 39
Hxd8 Eh2 40 Ed7+ &8 and Black will attack
the b-pawn) 36..Exh3 37 Hxd8+ Dxd8 38
Ec8 exf4 39 Bxd8+ 27 40 &xf4 h5l 41
Bd7+ &f8 42 Bb7 h4! 43 pxh4 Hxb3 44 &5
Eb1 45 e6 b3 46 &3 -s ].Smejkal-
E.Kengis, Prague 1993 (based on the notes by
Ribli).
8 dxe4

8 &xed is harmless and invites simplifica-
tions: 8..%xe4 9 Lxed Lbd+ 10 £d2 Lxd2+
11 Wxd2 0-0 with equal chances; e.g. 12 0-0
Wf6 13 Eadl Bad8 14 Wc3 Da5 15 Lxb7
Sxb7 16 Yxf6 HExf6 17 d4 9do 18 b3 Ef3
19 &p2 Hdf8 20 Hf4 Ec3 21 Ecl Excl 22
Excl D5 23 De2 V-2 J.Smejkal-E.Kengis,
German Bundesliga 2000; a peaceful conclu-
sion to an equally peaceful game.

8...8c5

2

%

7,

A

=

8..85 9 b3 £.¢5 is more usual (for which
see the next game). But the immediate 8...8.c5
also deserves attention and is probably good

o)

enough to equalise.
90-00-0

9..Ebs, Cekro-Groffen
clash, is playable as well; although since 9...0-0

from another

10 €52 g4 is excellent for Black, it may just
be a waste of time. Perhaps Black wanted to
discourage his opponent from Madxc5, when
the rook is already adequately placed. The
game continued 10 a3 25 11 f4 (I think 11
&a4!? should have been preferred anyway)
11..0-0 12 Eb1 £.d4? (this is a serious mis-
take, or at best a lost tempo; 12..8)e5! was
correct, followed, after either 13 b3 or 13
We3, by 13..We7 when 1 believe Black is at
least equal) 13 2\b5 e5?! (it was best to retreat
again with 13..8.c5, but T imagine it was a
painful decision to take) 14 &d5 Ec8 15 b4
axb4 16 axb4 (White is now much better and
the rest of the game is disgusting from Black’s
point of view) 16..£a6 17 Dxd4 Dxd4 18 b5
&xd5 19 exd5 £b7 20 £b2 (winning a pawn,
as 20.Wf6 21 f4 is a disaster for Black)
20..¢5?! 21 bxc6 dxc6 22 £xd4 exd4 23
Wxd4 cxd5 24 Wxb6 Wxb6 25 Hxb6 £a8 26
exd5 Hc2 27 Ed6 Ha2 28 Bd7 Hd2 29 &h3
h6 30 Le6t Lh7 31 f4 He2 32 f5 @h8 33
Eal 1-0 E.Cekro-H.Groffen, Belgian League
1998.
10 Ha4 e5

This looks sound enough, but for people
wanting something less academic, maybe
10...£d6, with the idea 11 f4 €5 12 c51? £e7,
would do instead.
11 &xc5 bxch

This kind of pawn structure is quite con-
venient for Black. He has a strongpoint on d4,
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can protect his e- and c-pawns with ...d7-d6,
and should White play b2-b3, then ...a5-a4xb3
becomes thematic. White’s task, 1 suppose,
should be to open up the game for his bish-
ops.
12 Hc3 ©da 13 f4 exfd4 14 £xf4 d6 15
£g5 Eb8 16 Wd2 We7 17 Eael Web 18
£f4 Wh5 19 h3 £d7 20 g4

20 9b5 deserved attention, when White
gets rid of the dominant black knight, and
after 20..%xb5 21 cxb5, he can contemplate
moves like Wa5.
20...Wg6 21 2e3

Now Black is more or less forced to sacri-
fice a pawn, as retreating the knight would
allow the nasty 22 ¢\d5. He will, however, get
a strong knight at ¢5 in return, and has fair
chances to exploit the white king’s slight vul-
nerability.
21...h5?!

21..%e5 seems a better way to proceed.
After 22 8.xd4 cxd4 23 Wxd4 5 24 Wd1,
Black can’t regain the material with
24..8)xc4? because of 25 Wh3 £.a6 26 Exfs+
Exf8 27 Wad, but I have the feeling that he
should be about OK with 24..h5 25 gxh5
W3,
22 gxh5 Wxh5 23 £xd4 cxd4 24 ¥xd4
&eb

25 b3?!
Why not 25 Wxa7 - ? Black can try 25...c5
and hope for 26 Exf8+ Exf8 27 Wxb7? N3+

28 f.xf3 Wxf3 29 Ee2 (or 29 Wd5+ &h7 30
Wd2 W3+ 31 &hl Ef2) 20, Wf1+ 30 &h2
WA+ with perpetual check, but if White
doesn’t take the piece he can surely consoli-
date.
25...Wg5 26 “h1 Wh4?!

26.. o3 27 &e2 Wha was more accurate,
as now 27 Wxa7 was again possible.
27 5Hd5 @xd5 28 Wxd5+ &h7 29 Wd1
Wg3 30 Ef5 Exf5

30..g6! was better, forcing the exchange of
rooks on f8.
31 exfs ¥gb 32 Wc1 Wh5 33 Wd1 Wg5
34 Wc1 Wh5 35 Wf4??

A terrible blunder in time-trouble. After
any other move White has a healthy extra
pawn and reasonable winning chances.

35...5d3 36 Wed? Nf2+ 0-1

Game 56
D.Serafimov-E.Kengis
Sautron 2003

1c4 b6 2%5c3 2b7 3 e4e64g3f55
£.92 5)f6 6 d3! fxed 7 Hge2 Hc6 8 dxed
£e5 9 b3 £¢5 10 h3
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10...0-0

In an earlier game the Latvian grandmaster
had played 10..¥e7, which brought him an
astonushingly quick success: 11 f4 (had White
chosen 11 0-0 0-0 12 @h1 and only then £2-
f4, he would have saved himself some head-
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aches) 11..8)f7 12 a3? (this innocent move is
the real cause of White’s trouble; he should
have preferred 12 Wd3 0-0 13 Le3, when it’s
still roughly equal) 12...a5 13 Wd3 0-0 14 g4?
(now 14 £e3? simply drops a pawn to
14..8.xa3, but perhaps the computer’s solu-
tion 14 Eh2 — no laughing, please! — intending
¢4-e5, avoids immediate disaster?) 14..d5! (as
the saying goes, when attacked on the flank
one must counter-attack in the centrel) 15 €5
et 16 Lxed dxed 17 Wp3 Hads 18 Le3
fxe3 19 Wxe3 @xe5 0-1 D.Heinbuch-
E.Kengis, Bonn 1995, If 20 fxe5 both
20..Ed3 and 20..Ef3, followed by 21..Wh4+,
are lethal.

11 0-0 We8

Z

P~
.

12 &f4

12 237! was J.Rukavina-C.Bauer, Furopean
Rapid Championship, Basle 2005. I was ill
and, after a good start, my tournament was
spoiled by two consecutive losses. Playing this
last round for nothing, in this not very glori-
ous context, I was thus in a perfect state of
mind to play completely freely, which helped
me lash out this knight sally after only 2 or 3
minutes thought: 12..&)fg4!? (12..a5 is good
enough for Black) 13 £d4 (the knight cannot
be taken: 13 hxgd? Qxgd 14 D4 Exfd 15
£ xf4 Wh5 16 Zel, when | had planned to
continue with 16..Ef8?!, but in fact 16...g5! is
the correct move and yields Black a sizeable
advantage; eg. 17 Wxd7 gxf4 or 17 Lxg5

Lxf2+ 18 f1 Ef8, or 17 Ha2 gxf4 18 gxf4
What 19 W3 Hf8 20 £h3 Hxf2 21 Exf2
Exf4 22 W2+ &h8 23 &A1 Lxed, while if
23 Hefl Efe! 24 Wh2 Ef3 wins, but not
23..h5? 24 §e2 Bxed 25 ©h2 £d6+ 26 Dg3
Eo4 27 Efst+ $h7 28 E1f7+ with a draw)
13..8\¢6 and now:

a) 14 Wxgd?! @xd4 15 Kd2 Ef6 16 Eabl
W7 17 We2 Ef8 18 Hd1 £c5 19 Re3 HNd4
20 &xd4 £xd4 21 De3 h5 22 Bbdl ¢5 23
Hd2 Wg6 24 Wd3 h4 25 Dgd hxg3 26 Wxg3
B4 27 5 Hf3 28 Wha (if 28 £xf3 Exf3 29
Wha Wosll 30 Wxg5 Hg3+ 31 ©h2 B2+ 32
Dh1 Bxf2+ Jeads to mate) 28..8.c6 29 h2
Wrs 30 He2 W4+ 31 &h1 Hxb3 32 Lxc6
dxc6 and Black went on to win shortly; if 33
Egl then 33..%f7 etc, but not 33..Eb1? 34
Bxb1 Y3+ 35 Sh2 Wxe2 36 Dh6+ with a
draw.

b) 14 &f3! (uckily for me 1 didn’t see this
calm retreat after my ambitious 12th move; in
better shape I would probably have spent
more time and given up the whole idea; then
again being ill and ruining one’s tournaments
also has some drawbacks) 14..2)xf2! (the only
consistent Move; 14...@g65?! 15 Sixe5 &ixe5
16 £f4 or 16 a4 was not really what Black
was looking for) 15 Bxf2 Wg6 16 £f4 €5 (not
16..8xf2+? 17 &xf2 d6 18 gl €5 19 &hdl
or 16..d6 17 Eaa2 e5 18 £g5 with the advan-
tage) 17 Wd5+ W7 (better than 17..&h8 18
&xe5 &ixe5 19 Wxe5 d6 20 We7 27 21 Wha
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or 20..Hae8 21 Wh4) and Black seems to be
OK, for instance 18 £d2 2xf2+ 19 &xf2
&\d4 or 18 £g5 HNd4, or if 18 Dxe5 Dxe5 19
Wxe5 d6 20 W5 Wes 21 Wod h5 22 W5
Wes 23 Wxe5 dxe5.

12...g5 13 /\d3 £d4 14 &£b2

14...d6

Perhaps more appropriate than swapping
knights at once, though 14..&)xd3 15 Wxd3
c5 proved good enough in O.Fossum-
C.Ward, Gibraltar 2004. The positon should
in fact be balanced in either case, if rather
easier to play with Black. The game continued
16 &a4?! (the knight will find itself out of play
for the entire game, so that something like 16
Hacl g4? 17 h4 Wh5 18 &cl, intending 19
b5 or 19 @2, was better) 16...e5 17 Lxd4
exd4 18 Eael d6 19 47! (even worse was 19
e5? fxg2 20 exf6?! £xfl and wins, or 20
Lxg2 dxe5 21 W5 e4 22 Wxp5+ 2h8 and
Black’s central duo provides him with a nice
edge; White should have gone for 19 Wd2
Wo6 20 £3 and then reroute the knight to d3)
19..gxf4 20 gxf4 W6 21 ©h2 &h8 22 Db2
Hac8 23 5 Wg5 24 He2 Wha 25 Wo3 Wxg3+
26 &xg3 B8+ 27 &4 Dh5+ 28 L3 D3
0-1.
15 We2 Wh5

15.. Wg6!?, keeping the queens on, was also
possible.
16 Wxh5 &xh5 17 He2 £xb2 18 &Hixb2
&6 19 el Zf7

This endgame is somewhat more pleasant
for Black, because of the bad bishop at g2. If
White tries to activate it, with f2-f4 then, after
~g5xfd, g3xf4 Gg6, the f-pawn becomes
loose. The manner in which Kengis conducts
the rest of the game is quite instructive.

20 Zad1 Eaf8 21 £\d3

21 42 gxf4 22 gxf4 &g6 illustrates the
drawbacks of f2-f4, and after 23 {5 (otherwise
23..8h5) 23.0h4 24 fxe6 Bg7 Black is
much better.
21...5d7 22 Dxe5 Dxe5 23 Hb5

Here — or, perhaps better, on move 25 —
White should have opted for 23 Ne2, in order
to reply £2-f4 when Black plays ...h7-h5.
23...a6 24 /Nd4 £c8 25 Zd2?! h5 26 3
h4 27 &h2 &g7 28 gxh4 gxh4 29 £h1
&h6 30 Hdf2 c¢5 31 Hc2 £b7 32 &g1
&d3

Now White can’t avoid losing material.

33 De3 H\xf2 34 Zxf2 &g5 35 Eg2+ Lf6
36 g4+ Le7 37 Ef2 bb 38 £g2 2c6
39 EZe2 bxc4 40 bxc4 Eb8 41 Ef2 Eb1+
42 $h2 Ef4 43 Hc2 Zf8 44 5)f2 Efb8 45
$d3 e5 46 Ed2 a5 47 f4 exf4 48 £f3
Zg8 49 Hxf4 Bf1 50 £d3 Eg3 0-1

Game 57
G.Seul-E.Kengis
Bonn 1995

1¢4 b6 2 g3 2b7 3 H)f3
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This position can also arise via the move
order 1 93 b6 2 g3 £b7 (examined in Chap-
ter 4), though T guess it would be slightly il-
logical to play 3 c4, having started 1 )3 and
2 3. Then again, one might argue that after 1
c4 b6 the ‘natural’ move is 2 $c3, and in fact
Seul-Kengis began this way, continuing 2...e6
33 b7 4 g3 £xf3 5 exf3 ¢5 6 d4 cxd4 7
Wxd4 H)c6 ete.

Anyway, by our move order, after 3 &3
Black has make a decision. He can transpose
into 1 &)f3 b6 schemes (discussed in Chapter
4) with standard continuations like 3...c5,
3...e6, 3..£5, 3..26 and 3.6 Or he can try
the more exotic 3..e51? or 3..g5!?, though in
these cases I wouldn’t be surprised if it took
Black longer than just the opening moves to
equalise. Or else he can take the knight on {3,
as we see in the remaining games of this sec-
tion.
3...2xf3 4 exf3 cb

Black has parted with his beloved bishop in
order to damage the white pawn structure. In
contrast to the position treated in Chapter 2
(Games 24-25), where a white pawn stood on
d4 rather than c4, Black can also highlight the
weakness of d4 here. He would indeed be
pleased to install a knight on this excellent
outpost. Therefore White’s best continuation
is...

5 d4!
After 5 b3?! @6 6 £.g2 6 7 f4 HgeT 8

0-0 &)f5 (Black is not afraid of 9 £xc6, as in
that case the white d-pawn would be back-
ward and the d4-square permanently weak,
while White couldn’t even console himself
with the two bishops) 9 £b2 £e7 10 ©a3
£16 11 83 0-0 12 A2 g6 (so as to answer
13 De3 H)fd4 14 Dgd with 14..8g7) 13 De3
&\fd4 14 a3 a5, Black had a slight, but endur-
ing edge in G.Hertneck-D.King, German
Bundesliga 2000, which he eventually con-
verted on move 62: 15 b1l £g7 16 b4 axb4
17 axb4 cxb4 18 Lxd4 &ixd4 19 2 Ha5 20
Bxb4 Wc7 21 Dxd4 Lxd4 22 Wb3 Wde 23
Ha4 L.c5 24 Ha2 Wd4 25 Hc2 Eal 26 We3
Hxfl+ 27 Lxfl Wal 28 Wc3 Wxc3 29 Exc3
a8 30 Ec2 ©f8 31 g2 Ha3 32 £e2 Ke7
33 h4 h5 34 &3 £d4 35 g4? (Hertneck was
probably bothered about the black monarch’s
pending matrch to b3, but this ugly move
secems like a death sentence for £4) 35..hxg4
and Black went on to win after 36 Rxgd £.¢5
37 h5 £5 38 Re2 gxh5 39 &xh5 Ed3 40 Le2
Zd4 41 3 Exf4 42 Ecl Bd4 43 d3 &d6 44
Eh1 e5 45 o3 Bd6 46 Ehd L.e3 47 Lf1
f4+ 48 L4 Ld4 49 Bh2 &3 50 Ha2 Ecb 51
Ha7 Ec8 52 Hxd7 Hg8+ 53 &h4 Hg3 54 £h3
e5 55 Rg4 £.d4 56 Lg5 &xd3 57 Ec7 Egl
58 &5 Hcl 59 @e6 Excd 60 L5+ L3 61
Bb7 2d2 62 &d5 Ec3 0-1.

With the inclusion of &b1-c3 and ...e7-¢6,
we also have 6 f4 &\c6 7 £g2 g6 (no need for
8e7-f6 here) 8 b3 RKg7 9 £b2 Dge7 10
Wbl 0-0 11 De2 Lxb2 12 Wxb2 d5 and
Black had the more pleasant positon in
L.Ftacnik-E.Kengjs, Bundesliga
2001.
b...cxd4

5..2)c6?! is less good, as Black isn’t ready
to cement his knight on d4 after 6 d5 (open-
ing up the position for the pair of bishops
with 6 dxc5!? bxc5 has some logic, but it’s not
too troublesome for Black, e.g. 7 £g2 g6 8
0-0 £¢7 9 f4 Hc8 10 &3 with chances for
both sides) 6..4)d4 7 &e3, but has to play
7.5 and then:

German
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a) 8 £d2 g6 9 L¢3 (9 &)c3 £g7 10 £d3
&\d4 is acceptable for Black) 9...8.07 10 £xg7
Dxg7 11 f4 (11 £h3 €5 12 0-0 d6 looks
roughly equal, even if Black loses the right to
castle after 13 Wad+) 11..4)h6 12 £d2 0-0 13
£h3 6 14 f3 W6 15 Zb1 d6 16 dxet We7!
17 0-0 fxe6 18 Hel Hhf5 19 We2 Hae8 20
Wd2 W6 and a draw was agreed in D.King-
J.Plaskett, I.ondon 1991. Black might even
have tried 15...exd5 16 Wxd5 Zae8+ 17 &fl
&hf5, as King’s 18 &e5 isn’t that powerful
after 18..We7 19 Wxd7 (not 19 Hxd7?! Hd8
20 Hd1 Efe8 21 &g2 when 21..We2! creates
serious problems; even if Black can’t win the
knight so casily, one needs iron nerves to play
like this as White!) 19...f6 20 Wxe7 Zxe7 21
A3 Bfe8 22 &2 Ze2 23 Ehcll? H)d6 with
decent compensaton for what is, after all,
only half a pawn.

b) Plaskett’s suggestion of 8 £.f4!, intend-
ing 9 g4 or 9 £h3, is more to the point; e.g.
8..86 9 g4 (or 9 £h3 £h6 10 Le5 L7 11 4
and White is better) 9..2h6 10 £xh6 (10
8037 &xg3 11 hxg3 £g7 seems OK for
Black, as it’s not clear how White can make
use of the half-open h-file) 10..%)fxh6 and the
uncomfortable placement of Black’s cavalry
gives White the better chances.

6 Wxd4 e6

The immediate 6..%)c6 is seen in Games
58-60. Here the inclusion of 9bl-c3 and ...e7-
e6 makes little difference.

7 $He3 £c6 8 Wd3

White seldom retreats the queen to this
square, perhaps fearing a knight jump to e5 or
b4. As the present encounter shows, however,
Black must come with something more con-
crete to demonstrate the possible precarious-
ness of the queen on d3. I would even con-
clude, quoting Daniel King, that ‘Black has
some work to do before he can equalise.”

Nevertheless, White usually prefers either 8
Wd2 (transposing to Game 60) or 8 Wd1 Hc8
and then:

a) 9 b3?! A6 10 Lg2?! (here, or on move
12, the little move a2-a3 was more cautous)
10..8b4 11 £d2 d5 12 exd5? Dxd5 13 Dxd5
Wxd5 14 2xb4 WeSH (this nasty intermezzo
secures Black a big, if not decisive advantage)
15 &1 Dxb4 16 el 0-0 17 Hxe8 Hxc8 18
h4? b2 01 CDuncan-C.Ward, Bridsh
League 2002.

b) 9 &4 b4 10 Ecl is far better, as in
D.Fridman-G.Mainka, Recklinghausen 2002,
White scored a convincing win in that game,
though his opponent’s play could have been
improved: 10..%ge7 11 a3 £xc3+ 12 Exc3
d5 13 cxd5 @xd5 14 Exc6 Hxe6 15 £b5
e 16 Was Wd5? (16..9d7! 17 0-0 0-0 18
Bd1 b7 19 Lxc6 Dxc6 was the correct
defence; the bishop may be stronger than the
knight, but Black shouldn’t have to much
trouble holding this) 17 0-0 0-0 18 Ed1 Wxf3
19 Bd3 We2 20 Hd7 Wel+ 21 g2 Efc8 22
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£xc6 1-0, since 22..2xc6 23 Wxc6 wins a
piece.
8...Ec8 9 f4

Clearing the long diagonal for the light-
squared bishop, while stopping Black from
grabbing the c-pawn with 9.8e5 and
10..8xc4.
9...2b4 10 £d2!

A necessary prophylactic measure. The di-
rect 10 £g2? is refuted by 10..4a5 11 b3 d5!
and White loses material.
10...5¢6 11 £g2 Hab!

As we will see, weakening the c3-square is
essential for Black’s plans, even if he won’t
fully equalise.
12b3 0-0 13 0-0 d5

Now or never!

14 cxd5 &xc3 15 £xc3 DHxd5

/Z/ B
-3 // / 111 4
jt//{/
A2

W
%//@:/7:@:/
o mrd

16 £xab

Unfortunately for him, White can’t keep
his two bishops (which, by the way, makes the
whole thing playable for Black):

a) 16 £d2? runs into the simple tactic
16..Dxf4 17 Wxd8 De2+ 18 ©h1 Kfxd8 and
Black emerges with an extra pawn.

b) 16 Efcl? was King’s suggested im-
provement on the game. The English GM
correctly assessed the position after 16..4)xc3
17 Exc3 Exc3 18 Wxc3 as clearly in White’s
favour, due to the poor knight on a5. How-
ever, 17..Bxc3 isn’t forced; Black could wait
at least one more move before exchanging

rooks. Another option is to swap queens in-
stead by 17..Wxd3 18 Exd3 Ec7 19 Badl g6
20 Bd7 Efc8 with chances to hold, though
the terrible a5 still is a serious concern.
16...bxab 17 Efd1?!

After this Black definitely is OK. Instead,
both 17 Efcl and 17 5 (with the idea
17.8c3 18 Wxd8 Hfxd8 19 fxe6 fxe6 20
Efel &7 21 Be5) would have kept some
pressure.
17..5¢3 18 ¥Wxd8 EHfxd8 19 HExd8+
Exd8 20 &f1 &f8 21 &el Le7 22 4f1
a4 23 bxad4 ©Hxad 24 Zc1 Hb6 25 He3
Ad5 %-%

Game 58
P.Claesen-V.Bologan
Yerevan Olympiad 1996

1 ¢4 b6 2 g3 &£b7 3 N3 &xf3 4 exf3 cb
5 d4! cxd4 6 Wxd4 £c6 7 Wd1

The main alternative, 7 Wd2, is examined
in Game 60.
7...g62!

Here 7..e6 is the normal move (see the
next game). Putting the bishop on g7 is less
effectdve.

8 £e3

In a later encounter with H.Groffen, Bel-
gium League 1998, the same Pieter Claesen
(his brother plays chess tool) employed 8 &\c3
£07 9 £e3 h5 10 Ecl. Rather than prevent-

144




1 c4 b6

ing ..&xc3+, the main refinement of this
move order (over that in the main game) must
be that £g2 is possible in some lines, while
leaving the queen on d1 supports the advance
g3-g4, and means White doesn’t need to cal-
culate ..2e5 on every move. On the down-
side, a not so unlikely 0-0-0 is now impossible.
8...8g7 9 Wd2 h51?

This looks a bit strange, but after a more
standard approach White would have kept an
opening advantage; e.g. 9..Ec8 10 £e2 D6
11 Ac3 0-0 12 Ec1! and White will continue
0-0, Efd1, b2-b3 (if necessary), whereas coun-
terplay for Black is difficult to find. The obvi-
ous 12 0-0?1, on the other hand, would allow
Black to breathe: 12..8a5 13 b3 d5!, intend-
ing 14 cxd5 Exc3 15 Wxc3 &xd5, and Black
has fair chances to equalise.

10 £e2 5h6 11 ga!

Preventing ..&)f5.

11...¥c8

12 Hg1?!

White had a more promising alternative in
12 A3l (12 gxh5 gxh5 13 Hgl H)f5 is un-
clear) 12..hxg4 (or 12..&8e5 13 £.d4) 13 fxg4
d6 14 £3 with an edge, mainly due to the pair
of bishops and the misplaced black knight on
ho.
12...hxg4 13 fxga4 £g8 14 Hc3 Heb

After 14..Exh2 15 0-0-0 White has decent
compensation for his pawn. The text move
involves a piece sacrifice and is quite interest-

ing, at least from a practical point of view.
15 &.d4 Exh2 16 We3

Not 16 f4? Sxc4l.
16...d6

16..£6? looks grim: 17 fxe5 fxe5 18 £.d3
and Black is in trouble.
17 f4 Dxc4 18 £xc4 Wxcd 19 £xg7 6
20 0-0-0

The position is messy and I wouldn’t dare
to risk a definitive assessment. White could
have tried 20 g5 too, though if he can’t save
his bishop it’s not clear what benefit he gains
from this push; after 20..2f7 (not 20..Exb2?
21 £xf6! when the bishop is out and White
seems in control) 21 &h6 Hxb2 22 57 gxf5
23 g6+ &e8, Black should be fine.
20...Ec8

21 g5??

A blunder that immediately decides the
outcome of the game. The correct way to
proceed was 21 Eh1! e2 22 Wd3 Wxd3 (not
22 Wxa22? 23 Wxg6+ 2d8 24 Hxd6H exd6
25 £xf6+ and White wins, as you can check;
the big problem is that Black’s king can’t cross
the c-file because of #xa2) 23 Exd3 Eg2 24
g5 fxg5 25 fxgb Exgb, though with three
pawns for the bishop Black is in no danger of
losing. On the other hand, with such a passive
knight, Pm not sure whether he can success-
fully play for more than a draw either.
21...¥xa2

The rest needs no comment.
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22 Hd2 HExd2 23 Wxd2 Wal+ 24 &c2
¥Wxg1 25 Wd5 &d7 26 Wb7+ Ec7 27
Wa8 Wh2+ 28 ©b1 Wxf4 29 Wxg8 Wxgh
30 W7 Hcb 31 418 Eeb 32 Wh7 Wg4 33
%h1 b5 0-1

Game 59
M.Gurevich-D.Bunzmann
Polanica Zdroj 1999

1 ¢4 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 Nf3 £xf3 4 exf3 ¢5
5 d4! cxd4 6 Wxd4 Hc6 7 Wd1 e6 8 £g2

/ ;
7 / Z
7 7

8...Ec8?!

Although Gurevich doesn’t criticise this in
his annotations of the present game, I believe
the rook move is already ‘too subtle’. Instead,
8...2.bd+ has been tried, but I would also sug-
gest the primitive 8..%4)5. Now White can’t
afford 9 b3 (as in the game) because of
9. W16, so 9 Dd2 Ec8 10 Wad or 10 We is
virtually forced. Black then continues .86,
~BeT (or ..&b4 if the enemy queen stands
on €2), ...0-0 and ...d7-d5. In that case White’s
advantage, based on the two bishops, is ques-
donable since Black is quite active and has
slightly the better structure, while the weak-
ness of ¢3 might tell.

9 0-0

On 9 &\d2 Black should probably develop
quietly, in the same vein as after 8..4)a5, and
refrain from any direct tactical play. He can
then rely on the inferior position of the knight

at d2 (instead of ¢3) to achieve a decent game.
Instead, the following fiasco occutred in
ZRibli-L.Gutman, German Bundesliga 1987:
9..4e5? 10 We2 W7 11 b3 £)d3+ 12 Wxd3
West+ 13 Ded L2ba+?! (13.Wxal was the
lesser evil, though 14 0-0 Wxa2 15 £.f4 yields
White tremendous compensation for the ex-
change) 14 &e2 Wxal 15 Wc2 Wes (if 15..d5
16 £b2 Wxa2 17 Eal Wxal 18 £xal with a
decisive material advantage) 16 £b2 W5 17
£xg7 and White was winning,
9...0a5 10 b3!

iz
7

Za
f/:t/

Gurevich’s strong novelty which questions
Black’s set-up with 8..Ec8 and 9...4)a5.
10...b5

The tempting 10..¥f6 fails now to achieve
the desired effect after 11 Wc2 Wxal 12 £)c3
when all three of Black’s sensible moves
prove insufficient:

a) 12..8xc4? 13 bxcd Excd 14 £.d2 with a
huge plus for White.

b) 1286 13 2.4 Wxfl+ 14 Sxfl Le7
15 @b5 &6 16 D6+ Lxd6 17 Lxd6 and
although material is approximately level, Black
will find it hard to castle and thus to bring his
h8 rook into play.

©) 12..8b4 13 £d2! Wxf1+ 14 Lxfl with
the idea of b5, when White enjoys a nice
initiative.

11 Hd2?!

But this timid move allows Black to stay in

the game. Instead, 11 cxb5! W6 12 &3 (as
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discovered by Bunzmann) was apparently a
killer. Black now has three natural-looking
replies, but none of them is satisfactory:

?// }/1;/}
// / // /
. / / .
g/@/%gﬁ
e

\ \\\\\

) 12..Wxc3 13 £d2 Wd3 14 £xa5 Wxb5
15 Wd2 with the two bishops, a queenside
majority and a big lead in development. White
can hardly get more from the opening!

b) 12..8xc3 13 £b2 and Black can’t really
patry the twin threats of 14 2xc3 Wxc3 15
Ec1 and 14 Wel. The following sample varia-
tions show his difficulties:

b1) 13..8.e7 14 Wel £b4 15 Wed (15 a3
Bxb3 is less good) 15..We7 16 a3 Exb3 17
Lxg7 £¢3 and White is on top after either 18
£xh8 2xh8 19 Wxh7 £xal1 20 Wxe8+ W8
21 Wxf8+ &xf8 22 Hxal Hxb5 or 18 Eacl
£xg7 19 Hc8+ Wd8 20 Hxd8+ &xd8 21 Wad
£c322Ecl ete.

b2) 13..d5 14 £xc3 Wxc3 15 Ec1 Wb4 16
Ec8+ followed by 17 W1, aiming for ¢7 (or
25 in some cases), when White should win.

c) 12..8b4 13 £b2 Lxc3 14 Ecl d5! (af-
ter 14..¢7?! 15 Bxc3! Exc3 16 Wal &d5 17
f4 White wins the rook back with a decisive
advantage) 15 b4l (15 £xc3?! Exc3 16 Wd2
only leads to an unclear situation, where
White’s queenside pawns and the enemy
king’s vulnerability compensate for the sacri-
ficed piece) 15.807 16 Wad4, and while
Gurevich assesses this position as unclear, it
seems in fact that White has a marked edge
here. His main trump is the looming b5-b6+,

b6xa7, and at best Black will soon have to
give his extra piece back.
11...bxcd 12 Dxc4 Dxcd 13 bxecd

13...Exc4

After 13..82c5! 14 &b2 &6 15 4 0-0 16
Wd3, intending f4-f5, White has only a small
edge and Black shouldn’t suffer too much.

14 Le3 D6

14..8.¢5 was more shaky than on the pre-
vious move, as 15 Bxc5 Hxc5 16 Wd4 hits
both g7 and the rook, while 14.. ¥ c7 was well
met by 15 Wb3, planning Efcl and a queen-
side initatve.

15 £xa7?!

Here 15 Wd3! was stronger according to
Gurevich, who gives 15..d5 16 Efcl Excl+
(or 16. Wc7 17 £11) 17 Excl Le7 18 Wh5+
Wd7 19 Wbs+ £d8 20 £f1! 0-0 21 £b5 with
a clear advantage, or if 15..8c7 16 Efcl fe7
17 Exc7 Wxc7 18 Hcl with the initative,
though Black may be OK after 18..Wb8 19
Hb1 Wag 20 Wa6 0-0.
15...8€7

Now 15..8c5! was better again; e.g. 16
Wby Wc7! 17 8xc5 (17 Wxced? fails to
17..8xf2+ 18 Lxf2 Wxcd 19 Zfcl Wa6 and
Black keeps his extra material) 17..Exc5 18 a4
0-0 19 Efb1 d5 is unclear.

16 ¥b3! Eb4 17 ¥c2 0-0 18 a3 Eb5 19
a4 Ha5 20 £d4 Dd5 21 4 Wcs

If 21..&66 22 Hfdl (22 Lxfc Wxf6 23
£xd5 exd5 24 W7 WdS is only equal)
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22..8xd4 23 Bxd4 with a slight edge to
White,
22 Wb2 Wa8
Intending either 23..Bxa4 or 23..Eb8.
23 Efb1!

E¢ %//Q%/

5,
7 7

a
A

Not 23 £xg7? Eb8 and White has to go
for 24 £xd5 (otherwise he can’t hold his
bishop on g7; or if 24 Wd4 Hbg 25 Lxd5
Hxd4 26 £xa8 Exg7 and the a-pawn falls),
when Black has an immediate draw with
24..Bxd5 25 W3 Bc5 etc.

The text move prevents 23..Eb8, while
23..HBxa4 runs into 24 £xd5 exd5 25 Lxg7
with a clear advantage. Instead, Black decides
to insist on ..Eb8, but in so doing gives up a
crucial squate on the long diagonal.
23...2d6?

After 23..f6! 24 Wb3 White has only a
small advantage.

24 £xd5! Exdb

24.¥xd5 25 £xg7 BEb8 26 Wc3 Exbi+
27 Bxbl Wed was probably more stubborn,
and if 28 Hd1 £b4 29 Wb2 Hxad 30 Exd7
Has.

25 £xg7 Eb8 26 ¥Wf6

The drawback of 23..£d6 is now clear.
26...Exb1+ 27 Exb1 £c5

If 27.Wxad 28 £h6 Bd1+ 29 &g2! and
wins.

28 Wc3 Wa7?

Capitulation. 28...f6 was necessary and after

29 &xf6 (not 29 Wxf6?> Ed2 and Black

winsl) 29..Wxad4 30 Ebs+ &7 31 £h8 £d4
defends for the time being.

29 2h6 6 30 Wxf6 2xf2+ 31 wg2 4d4
32 W8 mate

Game 60
T.Manouck-S.Matveeva
Cappelle la Grande 1995

1 ¢4 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 Df3 2xf3 4 exf3 cb
5 d4! cxd4 6 Wxd4 5c6 7 Wd2 e6 8 Nc3

8...%fe!

On 8..Hc8 White’s best reaction seems to
be 9 £e2, as in V.Bukal-D.Bunzmann, Paks
1998, where after 9..4)a5 10 b3 £b4 11 £b2
(6 12.0-0 0-0 13 Wd3, he had the better of
things.

White should certainly avoid 9 b3? W6 10
f4 d5!, when he is facing all sort of problems
with his king and the loose knight on c3.
Then H.Titz-E.Kengis, Vienna 1990, contin-
ued 11 £b2 (if 11 cxd5 £b4 12 2b2 Hd4
gives Black a dangerous initiative as well)
11..d4 12 Ded Wg6 13 We2 Lb4+ 14 2d!
Gh6 15 W3 0-0 16 £d3 5 17 a3 Dgd?
(stronger was 17..2¢7! 18 &d2 e5 and
White’s position collapses) 18 &e2? (or 18
axb4? fxed! 19 Lxed Wxed 20 Wxed Dxf2+
and Black is a piece up; however, the Austrian
missed his chance to make a fight of it with 18
g5l L¢3 — otherwise Wxg4 is very bad for
Black ~ 19 £xc3 dxc3 20 Wxgd when both
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20..8)d4 and 20..2fd8 21 We2 §)d4 lead to
obscure complications) 18...2ge5!!

)
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and after this blow White can’t survive
anymore. The game concluded 19 fxe5 Dxe5
20 D6+ gxf6 21 Rxf5 exf5 22 Wd5+ @h8 23
axb4 Bcd8 24 W2 4 25 Ld2 Wd3+ 26 Lcl
Wxb3 27 @bl Dxc4 0-1.

9 fe2

As the bishop is still covering c4, it is better
placed here than on g2 (see, for example, the
note to 12..Ed8 below).

Furthermore, after 9 £¢2, Black might
play 9. We5+1? (9..£b4 was more natural, but
the queen check is correct too) 10 We2 Zc8
as in L.Van Wely-V.Zviagintsev, New York
Open 1997, which continued 11 £d2 (very
prudent, and thus quite atypical of the
Dutchman; instead 11 f4?! was dubious for
tactical reasons: 11..8xe2+ 12 Pxe2 Has 13
b3 d5 and White loses a pawn due to the un-
protected knight at ¢3, or if 12 &xe2 &)b4
and again a pawn is dropping. However, given
the game continuation, I don’t understand
why Loek didn’t play 11 £e3 at once) 11...f5
12 £e3 (perhaps 12 f41?) 12..f6 13 0-0 R¢7
(now it is Zviagintsev’s turn to waste a tempo;
even if Black can afford it in the present posi-
ton, he should still have gone for the imme-
diate 13..8c5; unless they were both already
thinking about a subtle zugzwang situation I
fail to grasp at such an eatly stage...?) 14 Efd1
0-0 15 h3 £.c5 16 4 Wb8 17 Hacl &d8 18

£.d2 D7 19 a3 Efe8 20 b4 £f8 21 L¢3
Zeds 22 £d4 De8 (White now is better but
the enemy position is a hard nut to crack) 23
Hb1 g6 24 Edc1 £g7 25 £e3 &7 26 Wd3
d6 27 a4 d5 28 cxd5 Lxc3 29 Hxc3 Dxd5 30
Hxc8 Wxc8 31 Hcl Wd7 32 £xd5 exd5 33
Wd4 Ze8 34 b5 Hed 35 W6 d4 36 £.d2 Heo
and the players agreed a draw. 37 Hc7 Wxc7
38 Wxe6 Wc2 39 Wel is a possible continua-
tion, or maybe even 39 £b4 Whi+ 40 Wel
Wyel+ 41 Lxel.
9...4b4 10 0-0 £xc3

Keeping the pin one more move secems
playable as well, and in that case White can’t
continue 12 £a3, while the knight jump to e4
isn’t that frightening: 10..%ge7 11 De4 (in-
serting 11 Ed1 Ed8 may be more annoying,
though Black looks OK anyway: 12 @ed Wt
13 \d6+ £xd6 14 Wxd6 &f5 and a knight
will access the d4-square; but not 12, Wesp!
13 We2 Dd4 14 Wd3 Hxe2+ 15 Wxe2 and
White stands better, with 16 a3, 16 f4 or 16
£f4 1o follow) 11.We5 (f 11..£xd2?! 12
Exxfo+ gxf6 13 &xd2 Hd4 14 £d1 should be
somewhat better for White, owing to his pair
of bishops) 12 Wd1 and now:

a) 12,95 13 Hb1 &fd4 14 2.4 Whs 15
\d6+ xd6 (or 15. 2812 intending ...g7-g5
t..e6-€5) 16 £xd6 5 17 g2 (the threat
was 17..Dxe2+ 18 Wxe2 &)d4, which failed
on the previous move to Wed) 17..f4
(17..8xe2 18 Wxe2 Pf7 was still tenable, if
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not much fun for Black) 18 b4?! (18 &d3)
18...e57 19 Hel &f7 20 ¢5 b5?! (accelerating
the end, but Black’s position was already quite
unappealing) 21 &xe5! 1-0 C.Duncan-
ADunnington, British League 2001, If
21..¥xe5 22 L.c4+ bxcd 23 Hxe5 Dxe5 24
Wxd4 and White wins easily.

b) 12..f5!"7 was T.Manouck-].L.Chabanon,
Cannes 1995.

White lost the game, but more because of
his usual time-trouble than his treatment of
the opening: 13 a3 £xa3 (funny) 14 Hxa3
fxe4 15 b4l? (the simple 15 fxe4 was possible
as well, and probably stronger; for instance,
after 15..Wxed?! 16 b4 gains in strength, e.g.
16..0-0 17 He3 followed by 18 b5 regaining
the material with a better game; therefore
Black should play 15..0-0 with mutual
chances) 15.0xb4 16 2f4 W6 17 fxed
Hec6?! (the wrong horse; Black should have
gone for 17..9bc6!, when after 18 Bd3 0-0
19 Hxd7 Had8, he is alright) 18 £.d6 Wd4 19
e5 Wxd1l 20 Exdl a5 (as an outcome of the
early middlegame Black has an extra pawn,; yet
he is rather tied down, and White can claim
very good compensation) 21 Eb3 (I think 21
813 Ec8 22 fed, intending g3-g4 and Eh3,
was better) 21..Ha7 22 f4 &7 23 &2 Eha8
24 Bp2 Bb7 25 Edbl Ec8 26 €e3 b5 (if
Black just waits, then g3-g4, f4-f5 may be a
nuisance at some point; he therefore returns
the pawn to gain the important d5-square) 27

cxb5 d5+ 28 &d2 Hcb4? (28..4)d4! was
required) 29 Hal &)c3 30 Exa5 £)c6 31 Ea6?
(hete 31 £h5+ g6 32 bxc6 Ded+ 33 el
Zxb2 34 Lxed gxh5 35 Ha7 Exc6 36 Exd7+,
followed by Ee7 and Exe6, was close to win-
ning for White) 31..&xe2 32 @xe2 &)d4+ 33
2d3 Dxb5 34 Hc2 Exc2 35 xc2 Hdd+ 36
Dc3 5 37 Ha3 DNe3 38 Ha8 OHf1 39 Ef8+
a6 40 Hg8?? (40 g4! Pe3 41 h3 h5 was still
in White’s favour, but perhaps not enough to
win) 40..xh2 41 BEf8 D1 42 g4 De3 43
£.05 Dxgd 44 {5+ exf5 45 Ld4 Ebl 46 £d6
Ed1+ 47 2c5 h5 48 b6 ha 49 Eh8 &h6 50
a8 h3 51 Ea2 &g4 0-1.

11 bxc3 Dge7 12 £a3 Ed8

7/ 5@7
1 // a1

7,

P’ 3/ B Y
1&%1@

////
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With the white bishop on g2, 12.. 5!
would secure Black fine play, as in C.McNab-
R.McKay, Scottish Championship 1988.
13¢5

Logical, since Black was intending ...d7-d6,
while White takes the opportunity to get rid
of one doubled pawn.
13...bxc5 14 &.xcb d6

If 14..0-0?!, then 15 £d6 is pretty annoy-
ing. The d-pawn is of course immune because
of ..&\c8.

15 £e3 h6 16 Zab1 Ed7

Black handles the positon with extreme
care. Castling was still premature as White
would have invaded the 7th rank. White must
still be doing OK, but finding a plan is diffi-
cult. Fritg suggests 17 £.d4 W6 (if 17..Dxd4
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18 Bbs+ Edg 19 Exds+ &xd8 20 cxd4, the
black king in the centre should outweigh
White’s damaged structure) 18 £.d3, trying to
create a target in Black’s compact camp.

17 f4 0-0 18 Wd3 Zc8 19 Zb5

T
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19...5)d5?

After 19..83f5! Black probably has a small
plus.

20 &£d2?

In truly gendemanly fashion Manouck re-
turns the favour. After 20 Exd5! exd5 21 g4
White not only wins back the exchange, but
the d5 pawn as well, and thus stands clearly
on top.
20...5b6

// %
1 //%//

//

////
1% gﬁ/’%
TwBEw

21 £d1?!
Here 21 £e3! would have limited Black’s

edge to bearable proportions.
21...5e7 22 £b3 d5 23 Eb1 A5 24 £c2

Edc7

Or 24...d4! immediately.
25 &e1 g6 26 E5b4 d4

White’s position now explodes.
27 g4 ©h4 28 Exd4 Hd5 29 Zd1 Exc3
30 £xc3 Exc3 31 Wa6 N3+ 32 2f1
&Hxd4 0-1

1c4 b6 2%5c3 £b7 3 e4 eb6
4 Hi3

Game 61
S.Djuric-C.Bauer
Autun (rapid) 2001

1 c4 b6 2 Hic3 eb

We have already seen this move order sub-
tlety in Chapter 2. It allows Black to answer 3
d4 with 3..2b4 (Games 38-41), thus avoiding
the 3...8b7 4 a3 variation (Games 31-37).
3 a3

Forestalling ..&b4 in preparation for d2-
d4. Now 3..8b7 4 d4 would transpose to
Chapter 2 again. Otherwise Black may pre-
fer...
3...c5 4 I3 &b7

5e4

Instead:

a) 5 d4 cxd4 6 Dxd4 O (preventing 7 ed;
though 6..9c6 and 6..a6 are good too) 7
& db5 d6 8 £g5 a6 9 Lxf6 gxf6 10 Dd4 5
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and Black shouldn’t be worse.

b) 5 3 &6 (the original 5...£51? seems less
sound and has never been tested in practice;
all the same, I believe it is playable and might
suit creative players quite well, e.g. 6 d4 &6 7
d5 a6 with an unclear game) 6 d4 cxd4 7
exd4 d5 8 cxd5 9xd5 reaches a position that
traditionally arises from a Queen’s Indian.
According to theory Black now equalises after
9 &b5+ £c6!, while the more tricky 9 @e5!?
a6 10 Wf3 or Wh5 leads to wild complications
and mutual chances.
5...2c6

5..8)6 is likely to simplify the position. On
the natural 6 €5 &e4, White hardly can avoid
the exchange of knights, since 7 Ab1?! @gS
suits Black very well. (As a matter of curiosity,
the same position without inclusion of a2-a3
and ...e7-e6 would be disastrous for Black, as
6 &bl! threatens 7 d3, and the g5-square is
not available for the black knight). While in
reply to 6 d3 or 6 £d3, Black can either adopt
a favourable Hedgehog formation or try an
ambitious quick ...d7-d5.

6 d4 cxd4 7 Sixd4

7.6

Black could prevent his opponent’s next
move by playing 7.. b8, when 8 c2, keep-
ing all pieces on the board, makes sense; but
White’s edge may be only symbolic after the
standard black formation .26, ..&e7, ...0-0,

..d7-d6, ...a7-a6 and eventually ... e5-d7.

8 2f4 & ixd4 9 Wxd4 &c5 10 Wd3 Hga
11 £.¢3 W6 12 £3 He5?!

The jump forward was probably better:
12..8e3 13 ££2 (on 13 €5 cither 13..Wg6 or
13.Whe is OK for Black) 13..2xfl (if
13..Wg5 White can try the sharp 14 h4P?
Dxg2+ 15 Lxg2 Wxg2 16 0-0-0 with good
compensation for the pawn, eg. 16..0-0 17
£xc5 bxc5 18 We3 Wg3 and now 19 h5 or 19
Zxd7 both favour White) 14 £xc5 bxc5 15
0-0-0 £.¢6 and after White recaptures on fl
the position looks about level to me.

13 Wd2 0-0 14 Ed1 Zac8

15 £e2

Taking on €5 and d7, here or on the previ-
ous move, would have been a crime against
the dark squates. The dominant bishop on ¢5,
together with the white king stuck in the cen-
tre, would have given Black more than
enough compensation for a mere pawn.
However, 15 Wf4 was a viable alternative,
leaving White slightly better after 15..Wxf4 16
Lxf4 D6 17 £.d6 £xd6 18 Exd6 De5 19
b3.
15...2fd8 16 f4 £g6 17 b4 218 18 e5
Wf5

The passive 18..We7?! was worse: after 19
0-0 (19 b5 looks attractive too: 19..8xg2
20 Egl £.¢6 21 d6 Ec7 when Black is para-
lysed, though his posidon will be a hard nut to
crack) 19..d6 20 exd6 Exd6 21 Wxd6 Wxd6
22 Bxd6 £xd6 23 5 £xg3 (not 23..0e5? 24
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b5 £b8 25 fxe6 fxe6 26 &ixa7 when Black
doesn’t even have the bishop pair) 24 fxg6
Le5 25 Exf7 L.c6 26 Ad1 White has won a
pawn and is cleatly better, although the two
bishops still allow some fight.
19 h3 £xg2!1?

19..e7 was less committal, and if 20 £.d3
Wh5 with chances for both sides; but giving
up the queen isn’t bad.
20 £g4 £xh1 21 £xf5 exf5

/iy%%
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Black has enough material for the sacri-
ficed queen, while some positional factors,
such as the loose c4-pawn and the somewhat
silly 203, also speak in his favour. On the
other hand, f5 and d7 are weak, and Black’s
picces need to be activated.

22 ¥d3

Possibly inaccurate. Instead, 22 22 &b7
23 Wd3 d6 offered reciprocal chances; for
example, 24 9b5 Led! (not 24..dxe5? 25
Wxd8 Exd8 26 Exd8 exf4 27 £h2 and
Black’s queenside pawns will be plucked one
after the other) 25 We2 (not 25 Wd2? Exc4)
25...dxe5.
22...d6 23 h4 h5?!

Better was 23..dxe5 24 Wxd8 Hxd8 25
Zxd8 exfd 26 L2 £6 27 ¢5 De5 28 cxb6 axb6
29 £xb6 Hf7 intending to set the kingside
majority in motion by ...g7-g5. White’s pawns
seem much faster in the coming race, but it’s
not obvious how he should actually push
them; while if 30 £.c7 &c4 is unclear.

@%V/Q;
////
/ /

24 5b5?

White is losing the plot. 24 Wxf5! was cot-
rect, when e5-¢6 is in the air and Black has to
be on his guard; e.g. 24..8xc4?! 25 e6 Dh8
(hmmm...) 26 exf7+ Dxf7 27 9d5 Zes+ 28
&2 and White is on top; instead 24..Be8 25
&2 Hxcd 26 6! (26 Exhl Exc3 causes Black
no problems) 26..Exe6 is Friy’s suggestion,
though it’s not clear whether Black can hold
the ensuing disgraceful ending: 27 Wd3 Hxf4+
28 &.xf4 Dxf4 29 Wd4 2b7 30 Wxf4! Zf6 31
Wxf6 gxt6 32 b5 d5 33 @xa7 £5.
24...2e4 25 We2 dxe5 26 Exd8 Exd8 27
fxe5 £.d3

Simpler was 27..Hd3 28 ©f2 a5 with a
clear advantage for Black, but the game con-
dnuation doesn’t spoil much.

28 Wd2 2e7 29 Wc3

If 29 &)d6 the following devilish line main-
tains a big plus for Black: 29...&xc4 30 Wc2
f4 31 Wxcd Hxe5 32 W7 HExd6 33 Wxe7
Heo 34 Wds+ Ph7 and White loses his
bishop, due to the threat of &6+, Black can
then consolidate with the plan ..b6-b5, ..a7-
a6, ..g7-g6 and slowly make progtess on the
kingside.
29...f4 30 £f2 Hxh4 31 Dd4 Hg2+ 32
&d2 Sed

1 was now much better on the board, but
had less than two minutes left on the clock,
which is the unfortunate explanatdon for the
rest of the game...
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33 &c1 h4 34 Wh3 g6 35 Lb2 Lg7 36
&c3 a5 37 b5 £xa3 38 €6 2b4+7?!

38..f5 was the ecasiest way to deal with
complications, e.g. 39 €7 &xe7! 40 De6+ Bf7
41 HHxd8+ £xd8 and Tll let you guess what
Black’s plan is.

39 &b3 5 40 e7 He8

Again T could have sctiled for the safe
40..8.xe7! 41 De6+ L7 42 Hxds+ Lxd8
and Black should win.

41 Heb+ L6 42 Hixf4 Dxf4 43 Wxha +
g5 44 ¥h6+ Hg6??

Turning the tables completely.
4.2 f7 45 Wxg5 De6 is still winning,
45 2d4+ Hxe7 46 Wxg6 1-0

Now White was on top and went on to
win...

Instead

Game 62
A.Huzman-E.Liss
Tel Aviy 1999

1 ¢4 e6 2 5c3 b6 3 5f3 £b7 4 e4

Instead, 4 a3 <5 returns to the previous
game, or else to Game 30 after 4..£5 5 d4.

If 4 g3, then 4..8xf3 5 exf3 ¢5 transposes
to the line 1 ¢4 b6 2 g3 &b7 3 HH3 Lxf3 4
exf3 c5 in the previous section, but with the
insertion of #\c3 and ..e7-¢6. This small nu-
ance shghtly speaks in Black’s favour, as ...e7-
€6 is a must, whereas £)c3 can sometimes be
delayed (see Games 57-60 for details).

Another possibility is connected with
..2b4. This common sortie in the English
D6 or .75

in the current situation, but here are two bare

Defence can be preceded by

examples where Black played it at once; ie. 4

g3 £b4 5 £92 and then:
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a) 5..8xc3 6 bxc3 £e7 7 0-0 0-08 d3 d6 9
e4 )7 10 Eel €5 11 a4 a5 12 d4 g6 13
£a3 He8 14 We2 &6 15 DHd2 Wd7 16 3
£a6 17 £f1 h6 18 £d3 Hh7 19 HHf1 Hg5 20
WAl exdd 21 cxd4 f5 22 h4 fxed 23 hxgb
exd3 24 Wxd3 W7 25 gxh6 Lxcd 26 We3
£xf1 27 Hxfl He2 28 Ef2 Hae8 29 Hafl
H8e3 30 Wc1 Exf2 31 Wxe3 Ec2 32 Ll
Wa2 33 BEf2 Bxf2 34 Wxf2 Wxaq 35 We3
Wdi+ 36 &2 Weo+ 37 el Wh2 38 Wes
Whi+ 39 &2 Who+ 40 &el Whi+ 41 22

y Wh2t 42 el Y%-Y2 G.Kasparov-V Kramnik,

Moscow (rapid) 2001.

b) 5.6 6 0-0 0-0 7 d3 He8 8 ¢4 £xc3 9
bxc3 d6 10 Hhd Dbd7 11 4 26 12 Eb1 £.c6
13 )3 €5 14 h3 b5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 B2 a5
17 £.¢3 Wag 18 Hbb2 Ha3 19 W2 Wa6 20
Eb3 Ha5 21 fxe5 dxe5 22 Dh4 g6 23 Eb2
8b7 24 g4 Be7 25 Wbl 5 26 &3 He8 27
g5 &\d6 28 fed c4 29 £xd7 Hxd7 30 Efo
cxd3 31 Wxd3 Lxed 32 Wd1 Weo 33 B2
Wxc3 34 Wh3 Wxb3 35 axb3 Hal+ 36 D2
£d3 37 Exd3 Ded+ 38 @e2 D3+ 0-1
M. Taimanov-Zhu Chen, Amsterdam 2001.
4...cb5

After 4 e4 the most challenging move is
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4.8b4, which is also the main line (see
Games 63-68). However, Black has two per-
fectly viable alternatives: 4...c5 (as in the cut-
rent game) and 4.6

</ A
- N " ¥/

> 1A

7
x 7

2

i

TN

which follows the same goal as 4..£.b4, ie.
putting pressure on White’s centre and, more
particularly, on the e4 pawn. White has many
ways to deal with this, of which the most of-
ten played is 5 £.d3, intending £¢2 and d2-
d4, as well as ‘threatening’ to advance the e-
pawn. White is scoting wonderfully with this
line, though I don’t believe it should cause
Black too many headaches.

Before getting on to the scary 5 £.d3, I will
briefly say a few words about the alternatives:

a) 5 €5 leads to immediate equality after
5.4 6 £d3 (or 6 &xe4 Lxe4 when Black
will try to surround the €5 pawn by ..&xf3,
N6, and .. L.c5-d4) 6..Dg5 T Le2 Dxf3+
8 £xf3 Lxf3 9 W3 H)c.

b) 5 d3 is a shy move, to which Black can
reply either 5..d6 6 g3 £e7 7 £g2 0-0 8 0-0
¢5, obtaiing a good Hedgehog formaton, o,
more ambitiously, 5...c5 followed by a quick
..d7-d5.

) 5 Wc2 is best answered by 5..c5 6 d4
(otherwise 6..&)c6 will stop this push forever
— OK, maybe not forever, but for a while at
least!; while 6 €57 £xf3 7 exf6 b7 8 fxg7
Lxg7 is already better for Black) 6..cxd4 7
&xd4 when we reached
Queen’s Indian position (ie. after 4 a3 £a6 5

have another

Wc2 b7 6 Dc3 5 7 e cxd4 8 Hxd4), but
minus a2-a3 for White. One might argue that
the b3-square is not weakened, but this defi-
nitely should definitely favour Black (...&.b4 is
possible, for instance).

d) 5 We2 is the most interesting sub-line to
my point of view. Black’s best reaction seems
to be 5..82b4 6 5 Dg8 7 d4 He7 with mutual
chances, whereas the provocative 5..c5 runs
into problems after 6 €5 (this move can’t be
always innocuous!) 6.8 7 d4 Lxf3
(7..cxd4 8 £xd4 is slightly better for White) 8
Wxf3 &c6 9 d5 Dixe5 (if 9..0d4 10 Wedl) 10
W53 when White had huge compensation for
a mere pawn in M.Roos-H.Handel, corre-
spondence 1979.

Returning to 5 £.d3.

Black has in my opinion two critical con-
tinuations to choose from:

a) 5..¢5 6 0-0 (after 6 e5 g4 7 h3 Lxf3 8
Wxf3 Dxe5 9 Wxa8 Dxd3+ 10 Te2 D4+ 11
Df1 N6 12 Wxds+ Lxd8 Black was OK in
V.Korchnoi-L.Polugaevsky, Evian (match)
1977, or else 10.2xc1+? 11 Baxcl &c6 12
Wxd8+ &xd8 as in A.Beliavsky-A.Sokolov,
Reykjavik 1988) and then:

al) 6...d6 (safest) 7 Lc2 Dbd7 (7...e5, stop-
ping d2-d4, is an option as well) 8 d4 cxd4 9
&\xd4 a6 and Black should have a decent
version of a Hedgehog set-up.

a2) 6..4)c6 also seems acceptable, e.g. 7 €5
Og4s 8 Ked and then 8..f5 9 exf6o Hxf6 10
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£xc6 Lxc6 11 d4 Lxf3 12 Wxf3 cxdd 13
&b5 Hc8 was unclear in ].Speelman-N.Short,
Barcelona 1989. Instead, 8. Wc8?! is probably
suspicious, as the following game convinc-
ingly demonstrates: 9 d3! &gxe5 (Black is
consistent and grabs the pawn, thus justifying
his queen move) 10 Dxe5 Dxe5 11 4 Gt
12 5 g6 (12..8)d4 13 Wh5 Qxf5 14 Lxf5 g6
loses to 15 £xg6 fxg6 16 We5 Eg8 17 Wfe)
13 Lg5! gxf5 14 £xf5 £e7 (14...Eg8 may be
better, e.g. 15 @e4 Exg5 16 Dxg5 exf5 17
Wh5 and now Black’s king has to run away,
ie. 17..&d8 18 Hxf7+ Rc7 with unclear con-
sequences; 14..exf5?, on the other hand,
would have speeded up the end after 15 We2+
DNe7 16 Hael Hg8 17 Lxe7! Hxg2+ 18 Wxp?2
Lxp2 19 Lg5+ and White wins) 15 Wh5
£xg5 16 Wxg5 De7 17 Led Lxed (on 17..65
18 b5 decides) 18 Hxed W6 19 Exf7 xf7
20 Wot g8 21 Wxe7 EfB 22 Efl 1-0
M.Tal-J.Van der Wiel,
1982.
by 5..d5

Moscow Interzonal

6 cxd5 exd5 7 €5 Ded 8 K2 (8 0-0?
would be inaccurate in view of 8..&4c5 fol-
lowed by ...d5-d4 and Black is already better)
8..8.7 9 0-0 0-0 10 HEel (10 d4 is playable
too, but after 10...f5 Black has no reason to
complain) and now the best plan, in my opin-
ion, is to sacrifice a pawn (though 10..4)c5 11
d4 @e6 could be alright as well), which Black

can do in three ways: 10..8a6, 10..c5 or

10...f5. The last of these seems the most ap-
proprate, ie. 10..£5 11 exf6 £xf6 (if
11..9xf67! 12 &\g5! is annoying) 12 &xed
dxed 13 £xe4 Lxed 14 Exed Wd5, when in
return for a pawn (which is backward and
isolated) Black is better developed and has no
weaknesses. After 15 Wh3l? Wxb3 16 axb3
&6 Black had enough compensation in
R.Pogorelov-M.Narciso  Dublan,
1993.
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5d4

White does best to transpose to a Hedge-
hog-type pawn structure. Instead:

a) 5 a3?! is rare and not particularly useful
in the present case. (Indeed, after 5 d4 cxd4 6
@xd4, Black should refrain from playing
6..8b47!, as 7 b5 would highlight the
weakness of the d6-square.) Black can equalise
at once with 5.6, intending 6 €5 De4, or
he can keep the game more complex with
5..c6 (as in the previous game).

by The weird 5 £.d3?, from M.Voiska-
G.Flear, Saint Affrique 2004, looks like a con-
fusion of variations. The failure to play d2-d4
risks leaving the central dark squares perma-
nently weak: 5..&%c6 6 0-0 £d6 (6..g5! is
probably better, as White now got an oppor-
tunity to play d2-d4 later on) 7 £c2 Wh8 8
Db5 Le7 9 d3?! (after 9 d4! White couldn’t
be worse) 9.6 10 h3 0-0 11 Hel a6 12
&3 £d6 13 £g5 De5 14 Dxe5 Kxe5 15
Ef1 d6?! (although it may simplify the posi-
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tion, I believe it was best to carry out the push
15...d5! 16 exd5 exd5 17 £xf6!? Lxf6 18 cxd5
Wf4 and Black has full compensation for the
pawn: the white bishop is passive at ¢2, Black
has some attacking chances against the enemy
king, and if he doesn’t find anything better, he
can at any moment regain the pawn with
Bxc3 and ..&2xd5; but not 18 &xd5?
when, despite the presence of opposite-
coloured bishops, White would be in setious
danger after 18..82xd5 19 cxd5 £xb2 20 Eb1
£d4 and the difference in activity of the two
bishops speaks for itself) 16 @e2 Ad7 17
824 (at the risk of repeating myself, I would
suggest 17 d4 again; now although White can
probably improve her play over the next few
moves, the initiative definitely passes to Black)
17..86 18 L.e3 &e5 19 Hbl b5 20 cxb5
axb5 21 £.xb5 L.xe4 22 dxed Wxb5 23 &c3
W26 24 b3 Q4 25 £d2 Ha3 26 el Efb8
27 24 £xc3 28 Exc3 b5 29 Hg3 Ad4 30
Hel e5 31 £h6 96 32 a4 c4 33 bxcd Wxcd 34
Wd2 Exad 35 Hc3 Wa6 36 Wg5 De6 37 Wio
W25 38 Hecl Hal 39 Hxal Wxal+ 40 Hcl
Hb1 41 Exbl Wxb1+ 42 &h2 Wxed 43 We7
Weo 44 g3 d5 45 W6 W7 46 W3 Wdo 47
Wio d4 48 £4 exfd 49 Lxf4 Wdg 50 Wxds+
Nxd8 51 g2 5 52 2 Lf7 0-1.

5...cxd4 6 &xd4

E%

7\ P
A A Z
é // 4

f//
I
%@

Here Black can opt for a standard Hedge-
hog by playing ..d7-d6, .86, ..Le7, ..0-0

...a7-a6, etc. The most accurate move order is

to postpone the development of the b8 knight
untll White’s plan of a4-a5 has been rendered
ineffective. In other words, Black must be
ready to answer a2-a4 with ...&)b8-c6; other-
wise White will get strong queenside pressure
after a4-a5, followed by either axb6 or &)d4-
b3xa5 (if Black takes on a5 himself).

For White two different set-ups are possi-
ble: one including the fianchetto of the f1
bishop, and eventually of the queen’s bishop
as well; the second (and more common) being
£e2,0-0, 213, L3, Wd2, Hfd1, Eacl, etc.

Black has an additional scheme at his dis-
posal, which consists of D6, L5, L6
b8, Against this set-up
White’s fianchetto doesn’t seem to cause
Black any problems, but White should retain a
slight plus with &¢2.
6...0c6 7 Le2

and eventually
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7..Wbs8

On 7.8)f6 8 £f4 is perhaps the most
promising move for White, intending to ex-
ploit the weakness of the d6-square; e.g.
8..8b4% 9 Ddb5 Hxed 10 Wd3 (or 10
Wc2?) with fine compensation for the pawn
in D.Pavasovic-V . Zviagintsev, Portoroz 1999,
even if Black’s position should be defensible.
Or 8..2xd4 9 Wxd4 £c5 10 Wd3 d6 and
although  Black  soon  equalised in
V.Zvjagintsev-RLeitao, Poikovsky 2001, the
position should sdll be a tiny bit better for
White; while 10..0-0 11 €5 &e8 12 0-0 also
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gave White slightly the better chances in
S.Rublevsky-Ye Jiangchuan, Shanghai 2001.
8 0-0 Hf6 9 Le3

9 &c2! looks better, and experience has
borne this out. White enjoys a space advan-
tage and thus needs to avoid trading pieces to
maintain his edge. In the notes to his game
versus F.Bistric, Zadar 1997, Bogdan lalic
recommends either 9..8b4 10 a3 Hxc2 11
Wxc2 or 9..8e7 10 4 d6, assessing both as
slightly better for White.
9...2d6

Provoking f2-f4, so that the e4 pawn will
need constant piece protection.
10 f4 Hxd4 11 Wxd4 e5 12 ¥d2 0-0 13
Had1 £b4 14 Wc2 £xc3 15 Wxc3 d6 16
Wd3 %-%

After 16, xed 17 Lf3 £5 18 Lxed fxed

(or 18..8xed) 19 Wxd6 etc., the game is
equal.
Game 63
B.Ostenstad-E.Kengis
Gansdal 1991

1 ¢4 b6 2 Hc3 e6 3 N3 2b7 4 e4 2b4 5
£d3

E%

7
V/4: %/
//

This is a very ambitous variation for
White. First, he develops his bishop on the
b1-h7 diagonal, then he aims to activate it by
pushing e4-e5 or capturing a black pawn
should one appear on f5. Nevertheless, Black

doesn’t need to create any special plan; his
strategy consists simply of preventing the
bishop’s activation. If Black succeeds, then his
play is usually quite satisfactory.

White’s main alternative is 5 Wb3l? and
then:

a) 5..c5?! is too weakening and White can
exploit it by playing 6 @)b5 d6 (or 6..&f8 7
ANd6 Wc7 8 Hxb7 Wxb7 9 We3, V.Gavrikov-
V.Eingorn, Riga 1980, when Black had no real
compensation for the loss of the bishop pair
and his right to castle) 7 Wd3 d5 8 €5 dxc4 9
Wxds+ &xd8 10 Dg5! Le7 11 a3 Las5 12
Dxf7 Exf7 13 D6+ Le7 14 Dxb7 D6 15
Lxc4 Dxe5 16 Rab D6 17 b3 &)c6 18 bl
d5 19 &ixa5 Dxa5 20 bd Hc7 21 Le2 Db7
22 &b2 Bhg8 23 f£e5 Hac8 24 0-0 g6 25
Zfel Epd8 26 Bb2 2f7 27 h4 was much
better for White in 1.Csom-R.Keene, Hanover
1977.

b) 5..8)a6! is the most popular reply and
also the best:
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b1) 6 a31? Dc5 7 We2 (not 7 Wxb4?? a5 8
Wh5 &.c6 and the queen is trapped) 7..8.xc3
8 Wxc3 and here Black can choose between
8. xe4 9 Wxg7 W6 10 Wxfo Dgxf6 11 d3
&\d6 with a level endgame in D.Cramling-
H.Schussler, Sweden 1993 (much better than
that after 5..8xc3 6 Wxc3 8.xed 7 Wxg7 W6
below), or 8..f6 9 d3 e5 when Black can
achieve good kingside play by e, ..d7-d6,
..f6-15, etc.

NN
NN
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b2) 6 Le2 De7 7 0-0 0-0 8 d3 and here
both 8..f5 and 8..4)g6 are fine for Black; e.g.
8..806 9 a3 £c5 10 W2 £xc3 11 Wxc3 a5
12 £e3 a4 13 Dd2 5 14 exf5 Dhd 15 3
Axf5 16 d4 W6 17 L2 §)a6 18 Sred Whe
19 d5 d6 20 dxe6 Hae8 21 £.d3 Exe6 22 Wcl
Wh5 23 g4 Bgb 24 L¢3 Dixg3 25 hxg3 Wh3
26 W2 5

27 Dxc5 Exgd!l 28 Lxh7+ £h8 0-1
S.Knott-].Hodgson, British Championship,
Millfield 2000.

) 5..8xc31? 6 Wxc3 Lxe4 looks worse to
me (though not for the tactical reason given
by Plaskett in his book English Defence ...e0,
..b6, ...ﬁb7), and here White has two con-
tnuatons:

cl) 7 Wxg7 W6 8 Wxf6 Dxf6 9 L.e2 Hg8
10 d3 &b7 11 Hgl &Hc6 12 £d2 d6
(12..0-0-0, from I.Gustafsson-J.Larsson,
correspondence 1990, may well be an im-
provement; Black is not troubled at all by 13
£¢5 Hg6 and can play with ..d7-d5 rather
than ...d7-d6) 13 £.c3 g4 14 h3 Dge5 15
0-0-0, as in J.Smejkal-A.Miles, Reykjavik 1978,
where the two bishops mean that White’s
chances are slightly to be preferred. I think
this is the real argument against 5..£&xc3.
Although Black is far from lost here, he gets
better play with the alternative method,
5..8)a61.

c2) After 7 d31? the reply 7...8xf3 8 Wxp7
W6 9 2ho!

is the supposed refutation. According to
Plaskett, this line (found by GM Speelman)
wins matetial and therefore spells the end of
5..8xc3. (Interestingly, GM Daniel King
shares this view in his 1999 book.) In my
opinion, however, the position after 10...£b7
(in note ‘c22’ below) is not so clear, as the
£h8 finds it hard to escape its ‘pseudo-jail’.
After 9 £h6 (threatening 10 W8 mate!) Black
has two possibilities:

c21) 9..Wxh6?! is interesting but probably
insufficient: 10 Wxh8 Wg6 11 gxf3 &6
(11...£6?! would give Black the upper hand, if
only White didn’t have 12 d4 &f7 13 £.d3!
Wxd3 14 Egl and wins, or if 12..8)c6 13
£43 5 14 d5 and her majesty escapes) 12
We3 e52! (12..89ge7 13 d4 Wg5 is a bit better)
13 £4! Wg4 (if 13...exf4 14 0-0-0) 14 fxe5 Dd4
15 h3 W4 (if 15.. D63+ 16 &d1 W4 17 £02)
16 £.g2 0-0-0 17 &1 and although White’s
pieces are uncoordinated for the moment, the
matetial disparity is the predominant factor.
Right now 18 Eel and 19 e4 is a threat, while
after 17..661? 18 Wel! fxe5 (or 18..4c2?! 19
Wc1) 19 Wed forces the exchange of queens.

c22) 9. Wxp7 10 £xg7 b7 11 h4 (if 11
£xh8 £6 12 Hgl &c6 13 Le2 Hd4 14 Ecl
Dxe2 15 Exe2 Lf7, or 12 Le2 D6 13
Lh5+ Re7 14 g4 Dd4 or 14..9e5 seems OK
for Black; and 11 £.e2 Hc6 doesn’t seem to
change anything, unless I’'m missing some-
thing) 11...f6 12 h5 &h6! 13 Lxh6 (not 13
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£xh8? 27) 13..Eg8 14 d4 &c6 15 Le3 was
tested in M.Turner-S.Gillen, Bunratty 1999,
twelve years after Plaskett’s book. Now, in-
stead of the imprecise 15..0-0-0?! which saw
White on top after 16 3 De7 17 L2 HHf5 18
Eh3!, Black should have transferred his knight
immediately to f5. Then White cannot keep
his two bishops and chances are equal.
5...2e7

As this ‘tabiya’ is the very main line of the 1
c4 b6 2 B3 e6 3 e4 variaton, another five
annotated games will complete our ‘tour’ of
the subject. That might seem rather exhaus-
tive, but this particular variation is quite rich
and certainly needs thorough investigation to
be understood.

For those who wish to avoid complica-
tions, 5...&xc3 is a sound alternative.

In the game B.Badea-A.Musat, Bucharest
2002, White delayed castling, until finally put-
ting his king on the queenside; while he even-
tually won, chances were equal for quite a
while: 6 dxe3 d6 7 We2 e5 8 )2 £d7 9 £3
Ac5 10 2 D7 11 &F1 0-0 (1. ¥d7 was
interesting, waiting for White to castle before
committing his own king) 12 $e3 a5 13 £.d2
£.c8 14 0-0-0 £5 15 exf5 Dxf5 16 Dl Lb77!
(either 16.. Wh4t? or 16..a41? was better) 17
Ng3 Dh4 18 Le3 WE6 19 Dbl W7 20 Lxc5
bxc5 21 @Ded We7 22 Ehfl &6 (maybe he
should have waited for g2-g3 and then re-
treated to f5 instead; in the subsequent course

of the game Black never tried to implement
any sort of counterplay!) 23 g3 £c6 24 h4
Hfe8 25 HEdel £.d7 26 Dg5 W6 27 Wes Ef8
28 g4 (28 4] was mote cunning, the main idea
being 28..exf4? 29 Wd5+ &hg 30 &Hxh7!
&xh7 31 Exf4 and wins) 28..h6 29 &Hh3
PDxh4 30 Wh7+ &f7 31 f4 de7 32 B2 Weo
33 fxe5 Wxgd 34 exd6+ xd6 35 Wd3+ &c6
36 Ladt+ Lb6 37 Lxd7 Efd8 38 Lxgd Hxd3
39 &4 1-0.

6 a3?!

This is not convincing: Black obtains the
better pawn structure, while White’s two
bishops are not very impressive. The game is
probably sdll roughly equal, but Black is cer-
tainly more flexible.

Instead, 6 @e2!? is the next game, while
the normal 6 0-0 0-0 is covered in Games 65-
08.
6...8xc3 7 dxc3

7..0-0 1s more tisky, as White can attack
with 8 €5 Dg6 9 g5 We8 10 Wh5 h6 11
Dxf7?! (better was 11 @ed! with the idea
11.8c6 12 Do+ gxf6 13 exfc Wd8 14
£.¢5 and wins; nevertheless, Black can sur-
vive if he finds 11...5! 12 exf6 &4 13 Wxe8
Gxd3+ 14 Le2 Hxe8 15 Lxd3 d5t 16 cxd5
exd5 17 @g3 La6+ 18 2d2 Ef8 and the posi-
ton is level) 11..Wxf7 12 Wxgo Wx2+ 13
od1 Wxg2 14 Wh7+ &7 15 L6+ Wxg6 16
Br+ ©e7 17 Wxg6 Bxfl+ 18 &e2 Ef7 19
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£e3 Dc6 20 Bfl Hafg 21 Exf7+ Bxf7 22
£d4 a5 23 5 Lac+ 24 &d1 Db3 25 6
£.c4 26 Be3 dxc6 27 Wgd b5 28 What+ &d7
29 Wh5 &e7 30 What Le8 31 Wod a5 32 a4
£d5 33 Lc2 2d7 34 Wg6 Le7 35 Wod &d8
36 £g1 g5 37 Ke3 28 38 Lgl Bf4 39 Wh5
bxa4 40 We2? R4+ 0-1 J.Mellado Trivino-
C.Bauer, Barcelona (rapid) 2000.
8 0-0 /Hd7 9 ba

Deptiving Black of the ¢5-square; but this
move has a setious drawback in that the c4
pawn will be irremediably weak.
9...0-0 10 He1 Dg6 11 295 We8

11...£6 was playable too, as the weakness of
e6 is irrelevant here.
12 ©d4 hé 13 £c1 ©f6 14 f3 Zd8 15
£f1 ¢5 16 Hc2 Wc6 17 De3 db

/’//

”.Q.’/ i
é // /ﬁ’m/i

Everything is ready for this central break

and, although White’s bishops will now gain
in strength, Black maintains the equilibrium
thanks to his active pieces.
18 cxd5 exd5 19 exd5 Zxd5 20 Hxdb
Exd5 21 Wc2 Wf6 22 2e3 Zh5 23 bxch
Web 24 h3 bxch 25 Wf2 H\f4 26 L.xfd
Wxt4 27 Be7?

An unnecessary blunder, whereas 27 Eadl
was still about equal.
27..Bxh3! 28 £e2

If 28 gxh3 Wg5+ regains the rook.
28...£a8

Or 28..Wh2+ 29 &f1 Wdo, forcing White
to take the rook after all.

29 HExa7 Zh5 30 g3 Wd2 31 Zd1 ¥xc3
32 a4 £c6 33 a5 Ze8 34 Hc7 Wc2 35
Ze1l £b5! 36 £xb5 Hxel+ 37 Wxel
Wh2+ 38 &f1 Wh1+ 0-1

Game 64
A.Chernin-J.Speelman
European Cup, Slough 1997

1c4 b6 245 c3eb 35f3 £b7 4e4 2b4 5
£d3 He7 6 De2!?

%

//

Z

%Q/@%
| i@/ﬁ
|

6...f5

The most direct and thematic response. In-
stead:

a) 6.g6 7 c2 Dh4 8 a3 £d6 9 Dxhd
Wxhd 10 Dg3 c6 11 d4 0-0 was unclear in
E.Agrest-S.Atalik, Bled 2002, which eventu-
ally led to a draw after wild complications: 12
£e3 Da5 13 Wd3 5 14 exf5 (on 14 0-0-02!
the strongest reply is 14..8a6l; whereas
14..f4 is not for the faint-hearted: 15 £d2
fxg3 16 hxg3 Wgd 17 e5 Le7 18 Wxh7+ £f7
and now 19 Eh6 permits the devilish
19..0b3+ 20 &b1? Wxd1+ 21 Lxd1? Ledt!
22 Wxe4 Hxd2+ and wins, or if 20 £xb3
Le4 21 Ehd £xh4 22 Wxh4 Wxhd 23 gxhd
£.xg2 and Black has the upper hand; while
after 19 3 Wxg3 20 Zh6 Le8 there’s nothing
immediately decisive, so Black must be alright
too) 14..&xg2 15 Hgl £f3 16 b3 (a cool
move designed to free up the queen)
16.. Wxh2 17 &d2 £xg3 18 Exgd Exf5 19
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Hagl g6! (19..Ef7?! may also be playable,
though it leaves an uncomfortable feeling
after 20 Wf1 h6 21 Wd3 g5, and Frifz claims
that sactifices on {3 or g5 are incorrect, but
even so..) 20 d5 £h5 21 &cl Whe 22 dxe
dxe6 23 WA7 (perhaps 23 Rg5 was better,
though 23.Hxg5 24 Hxg5 Wxf2 or
23 W21 is stll rather uncertain) 23.. 816 24
Lxf5 Wc3+ 25 &bl Wxb3+ with perpetual
check.

b) 6..bc6? 7 a3 £d6, as in E.Agrest-
J.Ehlvest, Swedish Team Championship 2001,
is also worth attenton.

7 g3

7 W2 still isn’t very much explored. Its
merits are clear: the ed-pawn is covered;
White initiates a direct threat to the b4 bishop
(i.e. a2-a3 and e4-e5 would win it); the posi-
tion after 7..fxe4 8 Lxed Lxed 9 Wxed is
undoubtedly superior for White; and last but
not least, the reference for the English De-
fence, Jon Speelman, lost to Krasenkow. On
the other hand, White’s bishop on d3 is tem-
poratily stalemated, so he will find it harder to
push the d-pawn.

H Y /%@% J 0t
A11a
?/I% //%1/ 0

Black can choose between:

) 7..2bc6?! 8 exf5 Dxf5 9 Lxf5 exf5 10
Wxfs We7?! (109072 11 Wh+ g6 12 Wh3
d5 would probably have been a better attempt
to find actvity for the sactificed pawn; in the
game White needed some time to regroup his
forces, but bit by bit Black’s compensation

disappeared) 11 0-0 Wxe2 12 Hel Wxel+ 13
Hxel with a clear advantage to White.
M.Krasenkow-].Speelman, Furopean Team
Championship, Batumi 1999, continued
13..0-0-0 14 b3 Ehf8 15 Wh3 £.c5 16 Dd3
d4 17 £b2 De2+ 18 Lfl 4 19 HHxf4
Exf4 20 d4 Hdf 21 We3 Re7 22 Hel (22
Wxe7 seems winning, but Black gets a chance
to confuse matters after 22..Hxf2+ 23 el
Lxg2 24 Lcl a5 or 24..E8f3, and as long as
White’s king does not reach the queenside he
may suffer a perpetual check) 22..2h4 23 g3
3 24 We2 £d8 and although Black put up
tough resistance, he still had to resign eventu-
ally: 25 d5 H3f7 26 £a3 d6 27 £b2 &b8 28
£.d4 2.c8 29 Lg2 g6 30 h3 h5 31 Wd2 g5 32
Be2 25 33 Wel £.d7 34 Hed 5 35 £.e3 L5
36 He6 Lxe6 37 dxe6 Ef6 38 Wdi Hxe6 39
Wxh5 Hef6 40 Wd1 &c7 41 Wd2 Hof7 42 f4
gxf4 43 2xf4 Ed7 44 hd 2.6 45 h5 Le5 46
Lxe5 dxe5 47 We3 He8 48 h6 c4 49 g4 Ef7
50 g5 Ef3 51 We1 Ef5 52 Wg3+ ©b7 53 h7
€3 54 g6 €2 55 g7 Hg5 56 Wxg5 e1W 57 o8
He2+ 58 &h3 Whit 59 &g4 Hp2+ 60 &f5
B2+ 61 &6 Wed+ 62 h6 Eh2+ 63 g7
Wda+ 64 28 B2+ 65 WiT+ Exf7+ 66 Lxf7
a6 67 L8 1-0.

b) The prophylactic 7..&c5!? hasnt been
tried yet. If White takes the f5 pawn (with or
without Inserting a2-a3, ..a7-a5), then Black
certainly gets enough compensation; e.g. 8 a3
a5 9 exf5 £xf3 10 gxf3 Hxf5 11 Kxf5 exf5
12 Wixf5 We7 or 1246 and Black is fine;
but keeping the tension by 9 b3 is worth con-
sideration.

c) 7..a5 8 a3 £d6 was also superior than
Speelman’s choice. M.Joffe-G.Hjorth, corre-
spondence 2000, continued 9 b3 a6 (the
point of withdrawing the bishop to d6 rather
than ¢5) 10 £b2 &c5 11 e5 Dxd3+ 12 Wxd3
£.¢5 when Black had a pleasant position, and
although he erred a litde over the coming
moves, the game nevertheless ended peace-
fully: 13 h4 S8 14 D4 Dh6 15 We2 Le7
16 d4 ¢6 17 0-0-0 £a6 18 Wc2 b5 19 5 Vo-Ya.
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7...%5g6 8 0-0

White can grab a pawn with 8 ext5?, but
the prize is too high: 8.4 9 &f1 exf5 10
Oxf5 0-0 11 De3 Lxf3 12 gxf3 &c6 and
murder to follow.
8...14 9 He2

If 9 &h5P (playable, but somewhat sus-
pect) 9..0-0 10 £c2 then 10..8h4! gives
Black a decent game; e.g. 11 d4 (11 a3?! £c5,
intending 12 b4 &xf3+ 13 Wxf3 L2.d4, is
worse) 11..84c6 12 &xhd Wxh4 13 g3 fxg3
14 hxg3 Wd8 with unclear consequences. I
am less trustful of 10...e57! (seemingly men-
tioned by Chernin in the post mortem), as in
that case 11 d4 exd4 12 Dxd4 £d6 (or
12..Wg5 13 ¢3) 13 D5 Le5 14 Wgd! is good
for White.
9...0-0 10 £b1

10 £c2 is a suggestion by Daniel King
from his book, English Defence, and a very
good one as far as I can see. In many lines
White will gain a crucial tempo to develop his
queenside, whereas the drawback of 10 &2
remains obscure.

A W OE®
P . A z ! 7
7 VA % A%
A1r A
4 7 4

10...5h4

The retreat 10..8.e7! was employed suc-
cessfully some weeks later on. The point of
bringing the bishop back home is to play ...c7-
¢5, without it being left out of play (after a2-
a3, ..&a5). E.Agrest-V.Zviagintsev, Kazan
1997, continued 11 d4 ¢5 12 £d2 (12 d5 e5/?
would paint a funny picture with all four

bishops biting on granite; then in order to
avoid ...d7-do followed by a kingside assault, 1
guess White has to go for 13 d6 &£f6 with
chances for both sides) 12..¥c7 (threatening
to take on d4 and c4) 13 b3 Ac6 14 L3 €5
15 dxe5 (not an easy decision, I imagine;
White will have to cope with a silly light-
squared bishop anyway, but opening the
might make this easier for Black to exploit; on
the other hand 15 d5 wasn’t necessarily better,
as after the logical 15..8)d4 16 Pexd4 exd4
17 £d2 Black objectively has all the trumps)
15..&\cxe5 16 Sixe5 Hxe5 17 3 g6 (the
exchange of dark-squated bishops is next on
the agenda) 18 Wd2 d6 19 £c2 Ead8
(19..8f6 20 Eadl Le5 was plausible, but
after 21 £xe5 dxe5 22 Wd6 White dominates
the only open file and should hold, despite his
stupid bishop) 20 Hadl £f6 21 £xf6 Exf6
22 e5! (before Black prevents it with ...\Wf7)
22.9¥xe5 23 Bxf4 W7 24 Dd5 Lxd5 25
cxd5 (White would naturally have liked to
keep the pressure on d6, but after 25 Wxd5?
Wxd5 26 Hxd5 4c6! the knight would have a
bright future on d4; whereas now Black’s
edge, due to the dominant knight, isn’t so
great, and Agrest will be up the defensive
task) 25..2£8 26 L4 h6 27 Wel g5 28 We2
Ef4 29 a4 h5 30 a5 (this counterplay arrives
just in time and Black won’t reach more than
a drawish rook endgame. The rest of the
game seems logical, and so is its outcome...)
30..bxa5 31 Wao Wc7 32 Eal g4 33 Wxa5
Wxa5 34 Hxa5 gxf3 35 gxf3 Dxf3+ 36 Lxf3
Exf3 37 Hxf3 Exf3 38 Exa7 Ef5 39 b4 cxb4
40 Bb7 Exd5 41 Hxb4 &f7 42 22 Hd2+ 43
Lg3 He2 44 Ehd Ee5 45 Lf3 d5 46 Ead 216
47 &4 Be2 48 Bact+ He6 49 Had Ec6 50
@e3 Hc2 51 Efa+ g6 52 Ed4 Hc3+ 53 Sf4
VoY,

11 Dxh4 Wxh4 12 £3!

Prophylaxis. The immediate 12 d4?! was
inadvisable, due to 12..f3 13 gxf3 £d6 14 f4
(more secure than 14 &g3? £f4 when
White’s king might feel uncomfortable later
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on) 14..Wga+ 15 Qg3 Wxd1 16 HExdl Lxf4
and Black isn’t worse, to say the least.
12...e5 13 d4 Hc6

13..exd4 runs into 14 @xf4 (with the
transparent idea 14..Exf4? 15 g3), and given
the relative vulnerability of d4, as well as the
mobile white e- and f-pawn duo, White’s posi-
tion seems clearly more attractive to me.
14 a3

14..8e7?!

14..2d6! was more to the point, as Black
soon wasted a tempo coming here anyway,
and the bishop is better placed on d6 to sup-
port the offensive against the enemy king.
Presumably Black rejected it for tactical rea-
sons, as it offers White the extra possibility 15
¢5 fe7 (the pawn was immune due to 16
Wh34), but pushing his pawns isn’t necessarily
a big achievement for White:

a) 16 b4 Dxd4 17 Hixd4 exd4 18 Wxd4 (or
18 cxb6l? axb6 19 Wxd4 with about equal
chances) 18...bxc5! 19 bxc5 ‘ggS 20 e5 d6 and
now the following continuation is quite funny:
21 Wd3 d5 22 Wxh7+ &7 23 e6+ Dxe6 24
Hel+ &d7 and with the white pieces back on
their starting blocks, Black should be OK.

b) 16 cxb6!? Pxd4 (not 16...axb6?! 17 dxe5
Pxe5 18 Lxf4 Exf4 19 g3 when White wins
the exchange with the better play) 17 Nxda
£¢5 18 bxc7 &xd4+ 19 Lhl Lh8! and
though White has an extra pawn, his position
doesn’t inspire much confidence. Instead, the

direct 19..Ef6? (threatening 20..xh2+ and
mates) would be ertoneous, because of 20
£xfall d5 (if Black captures on f4, either 21
Wb3+ or 21 Wxd4 regains the piece) 21 L¢3
Wxg3 22 Wxd4 Hho 23 Wgl and White is
much better.

15 dxe5! £ixe5

-
A
mimiE W
&, // ///M/M

| /7 £

16 &h1

16 Lxf4! was interesting and probably
stronger, forcing Black to sacrifice by
16..Bxf4 17 g3. This variation is similar to
14..2d6 15 ¢5 L7 16 cxb6 axb6 17 dxe5
&ixe5 18 Lxf4 Hxfd 19 g3 in the previous
note, though the circumstances have changed
in Black’s favour: White has a knight (rather
than the two bishops) and still has his weak c-
pawn (which also rules out the useful £2a24).
Thus after 17..Bg4 (17..9xf3+2! 18 Exf3
g4 19 Wxd7 is worse for Black) 18 fxgd
gxg4 19 &\f4, while White seems to be on
top, his opponent still has reasonable posi-
tional compensation for the exchange.
16...2d6?

This fails to the now familiar tactical ploy,
s0 16..8.g5 was to be preferred. The bishop
looks a bit dumb here, but what about the
whole white queenside? I believe Black would
have been doing just fine.

17 &.xf4! Exf4?!

Jonathan is a player with principles, which
explains the game continuation. This state of
mind can sometimes help in producing mas-
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terpieces (and he has, indeed, a remarkable
collection of them). Here, unfortunately, the
materialistic approach will triumph...

18 g3 Exed

i

0, X
W

3
7
» %?2

na’ vy i

19 gxh4

19 £.xe4 was also sufficient: 19.. Wxe4 20
fxed fxed+ 21 Lyl L5+ 22 HHd4 Dd3 23
h3 £xd4+ 24 &h2 with a decisive material
advantage, as Speelman indicated in Informator
71. In both cases, Black is missing a whole
piece to make things really entertaining. The
remaining notes are also Speelman’s, and
show that all ways lead White to Rome, pro-
vided that he isn’t too careless.
19...Exh4 20 H\d4

Alternatively, 20 Dg1!? Dd3 21 h3 &4 22
Lf5! or 20.4)g4 21 h3 Qe3 22 Wel and
White wins in both cases.
20...Ef8

20..)g4 was no improvement after 21 c5!
Bxh2+ 22 %’gl £.xc5, when the easiest win is
to simplify by 23 bd! Zg2+ 24 &xg2 Pe3+ 25
Lh1 Dxdl 26 bxc5 §e3 27 Hel bxc5 28
£a2+ 28 29 Habl and the game is over;
while if 21..8xh2 22 §f5! Zh5 23 Wxd7
£.d6+ (White now makes a series of ‘only’
moves, but he is in no real danger) 24 gl
Lxc5+ 25 g2 Bp5 26 ¥h3 D2+ 27 Exf2
£xf2 28 R.e4 and wins.
21 Led! Hga

If 21..4)xf3 22 Lxf3! Exh2+ 23 gl etc.,
or 21..Hxed 22 fxed Exfl+ 23 Wxfl Lxed+

24 g1 L.c5 25 Hdl D3+ 26 L2 Pxd4 and
now I like the cynical 27 &e3, grabbing an-
other piece.
22 Gxb7 &Hxh2

22.. Bxh2+ 23 &gl §e3 24 f4! avoids the
perpetual check by ..Eg2+, ..Bh2+ etc., while
after 24..8)xd1 25 &xh2 the extra rook (for
two or three pawns) will decide.
23 2d5+ &h8 24 &g2 Hxf1 25 Wxf1
Hxd4 26 Wf2 Edf4 27 He1 2416 28 Led
g6 29 Wd4 &g7 30 b4 ¢5 31 ¥c3 g5 32
Zd1 &h6 33 Eh1+ 1-0

A fairly complicated game, on both strate-
gical and tactical counts. Unfortunately, Black
spoiled his chances by his 14th and 16th
moves, and was then fighting a lost cause.

Game 65
J.Mellado Trivino-J.Oms Pallise
French Leagne 2002

1 ¢4 e6 2453 b6 303 4b7 4e4 £2b4 5
£d3 He7 6 0-0 0-0

For fans of statistics: out of the 56 games I
found in my database, Black scores an im-
pressive 60% from this position! Even if
some of these games aren’t so relevant, it is
certainly a clue that he has nothing to fear
from a theoretical standpoint.

7 eb5

White more often plays either 7 Hel (see

the next game) or 7 £c2 (Games 67-68). In-
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stead, the straightforward 7 e5 has brought
White only a miserable half point from five
games, according to the soutrces at my dis-
posal. Even if it is a bit primitive (maybe
White is dreaming about a miniature involving
£xh7+H) and doesn’t cause Black any prob-
lems, the move isn’t objectively that bad.
7...5g6 8 SLe4 Wc8

Black had two valid alternatives in 8..2xe4
9 &ixed d5 10 cxd6 cxd6 (or 10..8xd6) and
8..9)c6. Here is an example of the latter:
8.6 9 d4 £xc3 10 bxe3 £a5 11 Lxb7 (11
£.431) 11..0xb7 12 g5 h6 13 Hed d6 14
f4 ¢5 15 Le3 d5 16 cxd5 Wxd5 17 g3 cxd4
18 cxd4 £5 19 exf6 Exf6o 20 Wgd Ne7 21
Hacl Haf8 22 Hc7 H87 23 £h5? (the begin-
ning of White’s troubles; whereas after a neu-
tral move such as 23 a3, removing the pawn
from the queen’s attack, the game would still
have been balanced; for instance 23..&)f52
would then be a serious mistake, on account
of 24 Hh5! netting the exchange, while after
23..&h7 24 h5 Black must either settle for
a draw by 24..Bf5 25 Qg3 B5£6 26 &h5, or
try 24.Hg6l 25 W3 H\d6 26 Exa7 Hbs
when he has sufficient compensation for the
pawn but probably not more) 23..Hg6 24
Wf3 (had White foreseen how quickly he
would collapse after this, he would surely have
kept the queens on, though his chances of a
swindle after 24 We2 G5 25 Hxf7 Lxf7 are
not very high) 24.85 25 Hc8+ Fh7 26
Wxd5 exd5 (with such a useless piece of
wood on e3, White can only hope to make a
draw if Black cooperates) 27 £f2 £bd6 28
Ed8 Hc7 29 h3 (no better was 29 #g3 Hc2!
30 Axf5 @xf5 and the d5-pawn is immune
because of the deadly 31 Exd5? &e3l)
29.Hc3 30 &@h2 Ec2 31 g4 De3 32 &gl
Gixfl 33 Lxfl Ded 34 Lel Hgc6 35 Ed7
Bc7 36 Exd5 Exa2 37 £5 Ecl 0-1 AWohl-
N.Sulava, Metz 2003. A nice victory by the
Croatian grandmaster.
9 We2 d6 10 exd6 cxd6 11 &xb7 Wxb7
12 Wed Wcé!

A refinement on the direct trade of queens.
Exchanging on ¢6 would now help Black to
develop, while the strategically desirable cap-
ture .. 2.xc3, creating doubled pawns, remains
in the air.

13 Dda?!

White’s play wasn’t particularly inspired up
to here, but I don’t believe he had yet entered
the danger zone. For instance, after the more
cautious 13 Hd1! then 13..Hc8 14 d3 £xc3
15 Wxc6 &ixc6 16 bxc3 leads to an acceptable
position for White.
13...¥xed 14 Hxed Ed8

Black’s advantage is slowly taking shape.
Now the advance ...d6-d5 is the threat, leaving
the opponent with an isolani after c4xd5
.Exd5.

15 a3?!

White smelt the danger, but with his next
three moves he goes from Charybdis to Scylla.
The lesser evil was either 15 d3 d5 16 cxd5
Exd5 17 £e3 or 15 &2 &c6 16 d4 d5 17
cxd5 Exd5, in either case with a only slight,
albeit enduring edge for Black.
15...8¢c6 16 Df3 &c6 17 b4 £d4 18
Axdd Dxdd 19 £b2 He2+ 20 &h1 db
21 cxdb5 Exdb

White’s play has generated more weak-
nesses, and his d-pawn is not only isolated but
backward too. The way Oms exploits his bet-
ter endgame and converts it into a win is ex-

emplary.
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///
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4
5

22 g3 Heb 23 Efe1 Nd3 24 HExe2 Hxb2
25 Hc1 Zad8 26 g2 Hd3 27 Ec7 Hbd7
28 Zxd7 Exd7 29 f4 h6 30 &f3 5?

Black’s only inaccuracy; 30..4)b2! would
have kept his advantage intact.

31 &He3?

Swapping knights with 31 @f2! &f7 32
De3 Hxf2 33 Hxf2 would have eased White’s
defence a lot, while 32..%\c1 33 Hel A\b3 34
Nd3 &f6 35 Qe5 or 32.4b2?! 33 d3 Dad
34 Ec2 are at least not worse for White.
31...f7 32 He3 g5 33 fxgb hxgb 34 g4

If 34 &e2 &b2! 35 d3 g4 and White is
powerless against .. &6 followed by ..Eh7 or
...e6-¢5, ..f5-14.
34...2f6 35 gxf5 exf5 36 He8 Leb+ 37
De2 g4 38 a4 Hf3 39 h3 Hg1+ 40 Le3
@xh3

The rest is easy.

41 d4 g3 42 Ef8+ &g7 43 Exf5 g2 44
De2 He7+ 45 Heb &f6 46 ed g1¥ 47
Hxg1 Hxg1 48 2d5 HHf3 49 Exe7 Lxe7
50 &c6 Hxdd+ 51 &b7 ©d6 52 Lxa7
&c6 53 b8 Hc2 54 b5+ &cb 55 &b7
2d4 56 La6 b3 57 £b7 Hab+ 0-1

Game 66
l.Ibragimov-D.Bunzmann
Fuerth 2000

1 ¢4 e6 2 5c3 b6 3 N3 2b7 4e4 £b4 5
£2d3 2e7 6 0-0 0-0 7 He1

7...f5

7..&)g6 is a major alternative, and then:

a) 8 a3 £xc3 9 dxc3 e5 (a principle bor-
rowed from the Nimzo-Indian: once the
bishop has been exchanged on ¢3, the black
pawns are placed on the dark squares) 10
VA2 §¥f4 11 £1£1 a5 12 a4 (s0 as not get fixed
by ..a5-a4) 12..9e6 13 £d3 &4 14 211
(White wasn’t averse to a draw...) 14..d6 (but
his opponent was in fighting mood; indeed,
Black’s game isn’t worse) 15 b3 £d7 16 Ha2?!
(not a bad idea, but White should have started
by expelling the annoying knight on f4; i.e. 16
g3 &6 and Black will prepare ...f7-f5, while
White’s natural plan consists of NFfl-e3-d5;
Black’s edge, if he really has one, would then
have been confined to very bearable propor-
tions) 16..9)c5 17 He3 Wd7 18 g3 &Hh3+ 19
£xh3 (forced, since 19 2g2? £5 20 £3 f4 21
Bel fxg3 22 hxg3 %)g5 yields Black a danger-
ous attack) 19..Wxh3 20 g4 (otherwise ...f7-f5,
but this weakens the white king even more)
20..¥h4 21 h3 g6 22 bd @e6 23 43 We7 24
Oh2 &hs 25 Wel 5 (Black has finally
achieved this push and quickly shows that
White’s position is in shreds) 26 ext5 gxf5 27
oxf5 Exf5 28 g3 Wd7 (28..Wh4 was more
direct, being closer to the white monarch) 29
b5 &4 30 &g We6?! (missing the nice shot
30..23xh3+ 31 Exh3 Eh5! winning immedi-
ately; though Black has such an overwhelming
position, his move doesn’t spoil anything) 31
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£.xf4 Exf4 32 De3 EafB 33 Ed2 Ef3 34 &h2
W7 35 &gl W4 36 5 (desperation; instead
White could safely have resigned here)
36..bxc5 37 c4 Wed 38 &h2 Hxg3 39 fxg3
B3 40 Dg2 Wxcd 41 b6 W7 42 bxc7 Wxe7
43 Wd1 Ef6 44 De3 W7 45 We2 ¢4 46 g4 ¢3
47 Ec2 fed 48 G5 Lxf5 49 gxf5 Bxf5 50
Wel Ho5 51 Ef2 Wed 52 Hfa+ g7 53 W2
Ho6 54 Ea8 Weat+ 55 Wxfd exfd 56 Exab
216 57 Ha6 Le5 58 Hc6 Ld4 59 a5 3 0-1
M.Vokac-K.Chernyshov, Prague 2000.

b) 8 £.c2 &)c6 9 d4 (9 &e2!? looks a bit ar-
dficial now, though it may be playable)
9..85 10 £d3 (back again) 10..8a6 11 Ye2
c5 12 d5 £xc3 13 bxe3 e5 reaches a sort of
Nimzo-Indian position.

This version is surely comfortable for
Black, since here he has a mobile f-pawn.
L Fracnik-].Speelman,  Furopean
Championship, Batumi 1999, contdnued 14
fg5 f6 15 £e3 d6 (uying to intensify the
pressure on ¢4 with the cumbersome ma-
noeuvte ..e7-c8-d6 was perhaps a bit too
eccentric, even for a ‘connoisseur of the bi-
zarre’ like Speelman) 16 g3 Wd7 17 &d2
H2e8 18 a4 (in the event of 18 f4 exf4 19 gxf4
Black isn’t obliged to enter the complications
resulting from 19..£5 20 Wh3, but can keep
calm with 19..Wa4 or 19..Zf7 for instance)
18..8.c8 19 3 We7 20 Ef1 £h3 21 A2 Wd7
22 &hl 5 23 exf5 &xf5 24 Hed (White has
conquered the e4-square for his horse, but he

Team

also has to keep permanent watch over his a4
and c4 pawns; all in all the game is still in
equilibrium, and remains there to its conclu-
sion) 24..%h8 25 £c2 De7 26 Lg5 h6 27
£d2 217 28 Zafl g8 29 g4 D6 30 g5 (f
he doesn’t act energetically, White runs the
risk of ending up worse) 30..hxg5 31 &xg5
Dixed 32 fred Bxf2 33 Hxf2 g8 34 Wh5
Ha8 (this looks strange at first sight, but Black
is vacating the e8-square for his queen, e.g. if
35 Ef31> We8) 35 .43 Wxad 36 W7+ &h8
37 £h6 Wd1+ 38 Bl Wod 39 Hgl L xed+ 40
Bxed Wxed+ 41 Eg2 Wel+ 12-s.

7

7
,,// »
A

7

8 exfb

White can’t keep the game closed, whether
he likes it or not, as 8 ¢5? is met by 8.‘.@g6 9
&1 &xf3 10 Wxf3 &c6! and White lost a
pawn in R.Hubner-A Miles, Bad Lauterberg.

8 a3 £xc3 9 dxc3 has also been seen, and
while it weakens the b3-square on the one
hand, on the other the #\e7 is not as pleased
as after 8 exf5. Then 9..fxe4 10 Lxed Lxed
11 Exed &bct offers roughly equal chances
(though I would prefer to be Black) and led to
a draw on move 66 in K.Schuh-E.Kengis,
Weilburg 1996.
8...5xf5 9 Hed?

9 fedl was essential, neutralising the
bishop at b7 and freeing the d-pawn, and
would have kept the balance. White’s tortuous
move probably aimed at keeping the game
complicated, but it has more cons than pros.
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9...%c6 10 b3

10...2e77?!

A bit timid. Black could have firmly seized
the initiative with the aggressive
10..0h4! and then:

a) 11 @egS? loses on the spot to
1. %3+ 12 Dxf3 W16 13 Eb1 Hd4.

b) 11 &fg5? h6 12 ©Dh3 (the counter-
attack with 12 Wh5? backfires after 12..8e5
13 &2 hxg5 14 @ng gng 15 gng Def3+
and the tactical skirmish has left Black a piece
up) 12..80e5 13 Lf1 (on 13 We2 B3 is
devastating) 13..Dhf3+ 14 gxf3 @xf3+ 15
©h1 Wh4 and Black regains the piece, with a

more

pawn and a ruined enemy position to his credit.

) 11 &xh4 (the only move) 11..Wxh4 12
&b2 d5 13 Dg3 Lc5 (13.. Hxf2? is over the
top; after 14 Lxf2 Wxh2 15 @g4 Bi+ 16
D5 or 14.8.c5+ 15 He3 Wxh2 16 Whi!
Black’s compensation for the invested mate-
rial is clearly insufficient) 14 Efl and while
Black has a nice advantage, it is stll possible
to defend.

11 £b2 £ b4 12 21 £d6 13 d3

White is now back on track.
13...%e8 14 a3 %c6 15 b4 a6 16 g3?!

This weakens £3; and in this particular posi-
ton g2 is not a wonderful square for the
bishop anyway. 16 £xd6 £xd6 17 d4 Wh5
18 h3 or 18 He5 with mutual chances, should
have been preferred.
16...59xe4 17 dxeq4 Wf7 18 £g2 d6 19

Ef1 e5!

Exchanging dark-squared bishops before
this push would be desirable, but after
19..8.f6 White can try the pawn sac 20 e5[?
(20 £xf6 Wxf6 gives Black a slight edge)
20..%x%e5 21 xe5 (or even 21 fxe5 Lxf3
22 Wxf3 Sxe5 23 Wxf7+ &xf7 24 Lxa8
£xal 25 £c¢6 when the opposite-coloured
bishops give White fair chances to hold)
21..8.xe5 22 Kxe5 Lxg2 23 Dxg2 dxed 24
We2 with a likely draw.

20 %d3

20 Wd5!1? might be better.
20...a5 21 £¢3 &h8 22 bs H\d8 23 He1
Heb 24 Hc2 S.g5 25 We2 4\cb 26 Zad1
Zae8

Black is now ready to reroute the bishop to
€6, after which ¢4 would drop. This explains
the necessity of White’s next move.

27 2d2 £xd2 28 Exd2 Ze6 29 f3 Zf6 30
Edd1 Deb

Black is conducting the game precisely.
Now 31 &e3 would be answered by 31..&d4.
31 We3 Wh5 32 Ef2 Eh6 33 £f1 Zgb 34
2d3?

The decisive error. More tenacious was 34
&el! when there is no direct way for Black to
break through; for instance, 34..Ehf6 35
Bdd2 &)xf3+2? fails to 36 Dxf3 Exf3 37 Le2
and White wins, while if Black starts with the
prophylactic  35..%¢8, avoiding back rank
troubles, then 36 .ﬁgZ holds for the moment.
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34..5Hxi3+ 35 Wxf3 Exf3 36 Edxf3 Hf6
And Black’s material superiority decides

the outcome. The rest is easy.

37 £9g2 Wgb 38 De3 £xed 39 h4 ¥Wg6

40 h5 ¥Wgb 41 Exf6 gxf6 42 4xeqd Wxe3

43 4.d5 $g7 44 a4 Wg5 0-1

Game 67
|.Smirin-S.Atalik
Sarajevo 2001

1c4e62Nc3 b6 3HNf3 4b74ed4 £b45
£d3 He7 6 0-0 0-0 7 £¢2 5

7z 7, d A A
7 ¢ 3 ; —
LAl A1 —y
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8 exfb

The most straightforward continuation. In-
stead, the naive 8 d4r! is seen in the next
game. White also has:

a) 8 Hel £xc3 9 dxc3 h6?! (9..L.xed was
safe and good: 10 8.xe4 fxed 11 Exed Hbco
or 11.¥e8 and Black has nothing to com-
plain about) 10 exf5 Dxf5 11 HHd4 Wf6? (he
had to try 11..h4!? 12 Wd3 Wr6 13 Wh7+
&7 and pray... Actually, as far as 1 can see,
Black is still alive here, whereas 12...@xg2? 13
Wh7+ 7 14 Lg6+ 266 15 Lh5 is curtains
after 15..8)xe1 16 Lf4! or 15..Dh4 16 Lxh6
gxh6 17 Wxh6+ L7 18 Hxe6+ and mates) 12
G5 exf5 13 &4 d6 (13 Wc6 was a trifle
better: 14 3 &a6 15 b4 or 14 Wd5+? Wxds
15 cxd5 with a clear advantage to White) 14
5 bxc5 15 £b3+ &h7 16 Wh5 W6 17
Wxgot Sxg6 18 Ee7 ©a6 19 £xdo Hae8

(19..cxd6 20 Exb7 would also lose, as the
knight is simply too bad) 20 Eael £e4 21
Hxe8 Hxe8 22 £f4 1-0 ARotstein-N.Sulava,
Geneva 1996. Black was probably disgusted
with his play, and anyway after 22..8.c6 23
HxeB £xe8 24 Qc4 Db 25 Kxc7 Dd7
White would not have to display much tech-
nique to convert his big advantage.

b) 8 We2 and then:

bl) The standard liquidation 8..8xc3 9
dxc3 Lxed 10 Lxed fxed 11 Wxed Dbcb is
ineffective in the present case on account of
12 &5 Dg6 (12..g6 13 Wha h5 is definitely
too ugly) 13 &xe6, winning a pawn for noth-
ing.

b2) I also have doubts about 8...f4?], as in
P.Harikrishna-K Sasikiran, Indian Champion-
ship, Mumbai 2000. Compated with the line 6
Ae2 £5 7 g3 g6 8 0-0 f4 (as in Game 64),
White hasn’t wasted a single tempo attracting
the f-pawn to f4. He simply has developed
with his bishop already on ¢2, so releasing the
central tension makes a strange impression on
me. The game continued 9 d4 Dg6 10 5
£.xc3 11 bxc3 ©Hh4 and now:

b21) 12 @xh4?! (after this it seems that
White’s edge evaporates) 12.Wxh4 13 f3
6 14 £.a3 Ef7 15 Habl and while White
may still be a bit better, I don’t think he can
win against a reasonable defence. The rest of
the game is no more spicy and eventually
ended in a drawish rook endgame: 15..8.26
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16 £d3 He8 17 ©h1 D7 18 Lxe7 Wxe7 19
a4 2b7 20 a5 £.c6 21 axb6 axb6 22 a1l Eff8
23 8 ed Lxed 24 Wxed Bb8 25 Efb1 Wd8 26
a7 Ba8 27 Hbal Exa7 28 Exa7 Wh8 29
Wh7 Wxb7 30 Exb7 Ec8 31 g3 fxg3 32 hxg3
L7 33 g2 h5 34 4 5 35 fxg5 Lgb 36 d5
©xg5 37 d6 cxd6 38 exd6 Exc4 39 Exd7
Exc3 40 Bb7 &p4 41 Eg7+ &f5 42 Eb7 Hc6
43 d7 Bd6 44 L3 216 45 g4 hxgd+ 46 Lxed
De7 47 Df4 Eda+ 48 Le3 b4 49 £d3 Hbs
50 @e4 Eb3 51 Le5 b4 52 d8W+ &xd8 53
Dxe6 Lc8 54 Eh7 Ed4 55 Le5 Edl 56 Led
Lb8 57 Le3 a8 58 g7 Hd8 59 Eh7 Ed6
60 Eg7 b5 61 Eg5 Bb6 62 £d3 a7 63 &c3
a6 64 b4 Bh6 65 Zgd V5-Va.

b22) The more punchy 12 d5! could well
have caused Black serious problems; e.g.
12.exd5 (on 12.&a6 13 Edl is good
enough, as 13..4c5 14 Bd4 is no joy for
Black) 13 cxd5 £xd5 14 &xh7+ (14 Wd3?
would almost turn the tables, but luckily for
White things are still messy after 14...&.xf3 15
Wxh7+ &f7 16 Lxf4 or 16 g3) 14..&xh7 15
Wd3+ &h8 16 Wxd5 Dxf3+ 17 Wxf3 and
given the exposed f4 pawn and Black’s weak-
ened castled position, White enjoys a nice
plus.

b3) The ‘remote war’ with 8..We8 secems a
better option.

57 ,,/4,
X

»
Yn
. %ﬁ? %/
/;7

Then 9 b5 Da6?! 10 a3 fxed 11 Lxed
Lxed 12 Wxed £.d6 13 d4 would give White
a pleasant edge, as the £a6 and £.d6 are mis-

placed. But 9..Wh5! could well render 9 @b5
suspicious, e.g. 10 d4 (not 10 Dxc7?? £d6 11
Dxa8 Lxh2+ 12 ©hl Ld6+ 13 Sgl fxed 14
Lxe4 Exf3 and Black wins, while if 10 &)fd4
Wxe2 11 Hxe2 ab! 12 Hxc7 Ha7 and the
knight will soon perish) 10...a6 and the white
knight has to go back again, since 11 &xc7?
Ea7 will win the knight again with a big ad-
vantage for Black. If this works (and I believe
it does!) we can conclude that 9 d4 is more
sensible, leading after 9..2xc3 10.bxc3 Whs
to approximate equality.

8...&xf31?

An interesting attempt to grab the initiative
based on the exploitadon of the weak d4-
square. Formerly 8..&xf5 9 @e4 was played,
when White has a favourable version of
Ibragimov-Bunzmann (see the previous
game) and may claim a slight edge.

9 Wxf3 Hbch
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10 De2

Maybe White should have won the ex-
change another way; i.e. 10 6 Exf6 (10..2g6
11 £xg6 hxg6 looks playable too) 11 Wed
A5 12 d4 Dexdd 13 g5 6, followed by
..d7-d5 at some point, when Black’s strong
centre provides him with sufficient compen-
sation for the exchange.

In his annotations for Informator 81, the
winner also gives 10 £e4 exf5 11 £xc6 dxc6
with the initiative. 10..&xf5?], on the other
hand, would yield Black a draw at best: 11
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fxc6 Dd4 (perhaps 11.dxc6? 12 Wxc6
&\d4 with some compensation in the form of
active pieces and a lead in development) 12
Lxa8 Dxf3+ 13 Lxf3 Exf3 14 gxf3 W5+ 15
&h1 Wf4, and now White can either accept
the draw by 16 g2 Wo5+ or try the brave 16
He1 Wxf3+ 17 &gl Wod+ 18 &fl, though
after 18.. Wh3+ 19 e2 Wh5+ 20 3 Wxh2+
21 &d1 Wg2, followed by the advance of the
h-pawn, Black should be alright.

10...8¢5 11 f6 g6 12 Led4 Exf6 13
Wh3

A

7
Z

.

13...Wf8!

Increasing the pressure against {2, though
Atalik had to calculate and evaluate all ensuing
complicadons correctly following White’s
obvious reply.

14 d4 5xd4 15 Hxd4 £xd4 16 £.xa8?

As the game demonstrates, White is much
worse after this move. He should have in-
serted 16 Wd3! when Black has three sensible
continuations:

a) 16.Exf2? is the worst one: 17 £e3
Bxfi+ 18 Hxfl Lxe3+ 19 Wxe3 Wes 20
£.xa8 Wxa8, and although material is roughly
equal, White is clearly on the good side of a
draw.

b) 16..c5 17 £g5! Ef7 (17..Exf2? 18 £e3
is a bad version of 16..Exf2) 18 £xa8 Wxa8
and with a pawn, a strong bishop on d4 and
active pieces, Black has adequate compensa-
tion for the exchange.

©) 16..8.x2+ 17 Exf2 Hxf2 18 £.xa8 leads
to a unclear endgame after 18..&e5 19 Wd1
W5 20 &hl Dgd! (or 20..Zf8P 21 Kf3
&xf3 22 gxf3 Wxc4 when Black has three
pawns for the piece, and the white king isn’t
completely safe) and then:

W
14////1//
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94////////£/
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§

////4//
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cl) 21 L3 loses to the devilish sequence
21.9d6! 22 L4 Wxdl+ 23 Hxdl Exf3 24
gxf3 D2+ 25 Lg2 Dxdl 26 Lcl and now
the d-pawn comes to rescue the knight:
26..d5 27 Lf1 d4 28 Le2 He3 29 Lxe3 dxe3
30 Yxe3 Lf7 with an elementary winning
pawn endgame.

c2) 21 £d2 Wd4 22 £.c3 W4 23 Wol Ee2
24 Zf1 2+ 25 Bxf2 Bxf2 26 g3 We3 27
82 We2 leaves White completely tied down.

¢3) 21 h3 Wde 22 254 Wxf4 (2. Exfal?
23 hxg4 Hxc4 is unclear) 23 hxg4 (perhaps
safer than 23 Wxg4 Wxp4 24 hxgd Hxb2
which is difficult to assess) 23..Wh6+ 24 Lp1
We3 25 ©h2 (or 25 Wh3 W5 26 Wa3 Wxa3
27 bxa3 Ec2 28 Bd1 d6 29 Ed4 Exa2 30 Zd3
and 1t is uncertain if Black has real winning
prospects; but not 25 Ph1 Bf6 when Black
definitely wins) 25..2f6 26 £f3 Bh6 27 g3
Wes+ 28 &2 Wxb2+ 29 ®e3 and White
should be able to hold, as Black’s rook is
somewhat out of play, making it hard for him
to create setious threats against the white
king,
16...Exf2 17 £e3 £)f4 18 Wg4 Exf1+ 19
Sxf1 &xe3 20 Wf3 Wes 21 b3
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21...4g6

21..8)d3! was more precise, preventing 22
Eel, or if 22 Le2? c1+ 23 &f1 Wd4 wins.
22 Zel £2d4 23 Sed He5 24 Wf4 b5 25
cxb5 Wxb5+ 26 He2 c6 27 Wh4 g6 28
£c2?

The active 28 Wd8+ g7 29 We8 offered
better chances of salvation. Then the knight
has to stay on €5 or f7 in order to avoid a
perpetual check, and with his d-pawn pinned
as well, Black can’t easily make progress.
28...Wh8 29 Hed Wb5+ 30 He2 Wh8 31
Hed Hc6

31..d5 was perhaps a more direct ap-

proach, but Black is not in any hurry.
32 Eg4 £97 33 Wg3 2e5 34 W2 2d4
35 Wg3 Wig+ 36 Ef4 Wh6 37 Wha Wxha
38 Exh4 ©b4 39 £b1 Hd5 40 Led
De3+ 41 Le2 d5 42 213 €5 43 Zh3 h5

White’s rook has become seriously mis-
placed and the game is more or less over.
44 2xh5

Or 44 Eg3 &f7, followed by ..e5-e4,
D5 etc., and Black has a huge advantage.
44...5xg2 45 Hg3 HHf4 + 46 &f3 Hxh5 47
Exgb6+ &f7 48 Eab e4+ 49 Lg4 e3 50
BExa7+ &f6 51 &f3 c4 52 Ha6+ &f5 53
bxc4 ©Hf4 54 cxd5 e2 55 Zeb6 Hxe6 56
dxe2 Hfa+ 57 Lf3 Hixd5 58 a4 £b6 59
h4 &c3 60 h5 %xad 61 h6 Hc3 62 h7
£d4 63 g3 g6 64 Hf3 Lxh7 65 &gl
&g6 66 Hf3 Lf5 67 Lg3 Le3 68 L3 214
69 g2 Bg4 70 2f2 2d2 71 Lg2 Lel 72
&f1 &ha 73 &g2 £g3 74 g1 Hf3 75
&h1 Hed 76 g1 Hf2 77 &F1 £h2 78
el Hed 79 &d1 el 80 Lc2 Hd2 0-1

Game 68
Z.Rahman-J.Speelman
Calentta 1996

1¢4b6 27c3eb6 33 2b74e4£b45
£d3 He7 6 0-0 0-0 7 £c2 5 8 d4?!

After this White will permanently have to
look after his doubled c-pawns, and since he
has nothing tangible in return, I guess Black is
already slightly better.
8...2xc3 9 bxc3 Lxed!

Naturally Black takes this way, in order to
eliminate the enemy bishop pair.

10 £xe4 fxed 11 2g5 We8
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12 Hxed

12 £a3? was interesting, according to
Speelman, but not good enough to equalise in
my opinion after 12..&3bc6 13 d5 &e5, and as
14 dxe6 d6 is bad for White (he is likely to
lose both €6 and ¢4, remaining a pawn down),
he has to embark upon 14 Wd4 Ef5 15 Yxes
(15 Rxe7 Wxe7 16 Dxed Dgb is probably the
lesser evil, but Black keeps an edge on ac-
count of his pawn structure) 15..Exg5,
though Black seems on top after both 16 f4
Dxcd 17 fxg5 @d2 (regaining the exchange
while keeping the extra pawn) 18 Wd3 &xfl
19 Exf1 &gb etc., and 16 Lxe7 Yxe7 17 4
W5t 18 Wd4 (if 18 ©hl Dxcd 19 fxg5 &Hd2
again) 18. . Wxd4+ 19 cxd4 Exg2+ 20 Lxp2
&xc4 21 Bfel exd5 and with three pawns for
the exchange Black has a huge plus.
12...%g6 13 g3 Hbcb
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14 £ a3 Zae8?!

An inaccuracy which allows White to get
rid of his worst piece. Indeed, the bishop has
no nice square available, and could at best be
exchanged for an enemy knight. Therefore
14...d6! should have been played.

15 We2?!

Missing the chance to reduce Black’s ad-
vantage with 15 &xe7!. Again 15 d5?! would
have failed to accomplish the desired effect:
15..80a5 (or 15..8)e51?) 16 dxe6 d6 and here,
too, €6 is condemned and c4 shouldn’t last

much longer.
15...d6
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16 f4!

In his comments for Informator 66, Jona-
than Speelman considers this move forced,
...e0-e5.
This is indeed true from a strategical view-
point, otherwise White virtually can’t move
his pawns anymore, as the following brief line
illustrates: 16 Hae1?! ¢5 17 ¢5 (or 17 d5 4b8)
17..bxc5 18 dxc5 d5 and Black has a clear
advantage.
16...20f5

After the faulty 16..¥h6? 17 acl! Black’s
edge would suddenly have vanished.

17 Hed H\d8

On 17..4%51? 18 ¢5?! would be no relief
for White because of 18..bxc5!, when 19
Wa6> &e3 loses on the spot, while 19 dxc5 d5
yields Black a marked plus. Instead, 18 Hfel

meaning that White has to prevent
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¢5 19 Bad1 might be tenable for White.

18 ¢5?!

As the English grandmaster mentions, 18
Bad1! was a more pertinent way to seek coun-
terplay; e.g. 18..f7 19 Bd3 ¢5 20 g4 with a
messy position and mutual chances, or 18...c5
19 Bd3 (planning g2-g4) 19..h5!? 20 Eh3 h4
21 g4 hxgd 22 hxg3 97 23 g4 &H7h6
(23..cxd4! 24 cxd4 Dxd4 25 W2 Hc8 is
probably safer, when after 26 Ec3 and 27 Ed1
White should regain his pawn and achieve
approximate equality) 24 @g5 e5 25 gxf5
Bxf5 26 Wh5 (26 Wg2!? would make sure that
White won’t lose; indeed, after the rather
forced sequence 26..exf4 27 @\f3 Wxg2+ 28
Dxg2 g4 29 Ll He2+ 30 &gl Exa2 31
&Hha g5 32 Lxfd D2+ 33 Eg3 Hxgd+ 34
Lxg3 &e4 Black can only hope to share the
point, though his chances of doing so are
quite realistic, as White only has three pawns
left) 26..Wxh5 27 HExh5 exf4 28 Lc1 HHf7 29
G¥xf7 (if 29 Lxf4 Ef8! wins the piece back
with a level game) 29..Exh5 30 Hxd6 Ee2 31
£xf4 Exa2 and the endgame arisen is difficult
to evaluate. (Can White really make use of a
passed d-pawn?)
18...bxc5 19 dxc5 d5 20 Hd2

20 D2 A6 21 Dd3 was no improve-
ment, because of 21..Wf6! (21..d4 22 £b2
seems just about to hold for White) 22 &e5
Sixe5 23 fxe5 We7 and with a strong knight
and better pawns, Black undoubtedly has

brighter prospects.
20...%¢6 21 i3 d4!

22 Eac1

The best, as other attempts would give
Black a comfortable advantage; e.g. 22 We4?
De3! 23 Wxg6 hxg6 24 Ef2 d3, or 22 Wb5?
&e3 23 Ef2 5 with a dangerous attack, while
if 22 cxd4 Dfxd4 23 Hxd4 Gxd4 24 Wb2
Wd3 and Black firmly holds the initiative,
especially as White’s bishop is out of play and
won’t help his monarch much against Black’s
four pieces and e-pawn.
22...5e3 23 &Hxd4

Practically the only move. If 23 Ef2?! &g4
24 &\h4 (or 24 Bff1 d3) 24..Wh5 25 h3 Wxh4
26 Wxg4 Wxp4 27 hxgd d3 and this nasty boy
will cause White some headaches, while after
26 hxg4 e5 Black is a lot better, and 27 fxe5?!
W2+ 28 Wxf2 Exf2 29 Exf2 Hxe5 would
win outright.
23...5xd4 24 ¥xe3

24 cxd4?! &)xf1 25 Exfl c6 26 WF3 KB is
pretty hopeless for White.
24...;)¢c2 25 Wi3

After 25 We2? xa3 26 Wa6 the knight
petishes too, but Black’s activity decides the
outcome: 26..8d8! 27 Wxa3 Ed2 28 Ef2 (f
28 32 Bfd8 and 29..We4 or 29.. Wh5 wins)
28.. Bxf2 29 xf2 Whe 30 h3 Wxfa+ 31 gl
Wd2 32 ©h2 Bf2 33 Hgl Wxa2 with a close
to decisive advantage.
25...5xa3 26 c4 eb 27 Wxa3
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Perhaps 27 £517 4! (or 27.. a6 28 Ec3) 28
Wya3 Bxf5 29 Wxa7 would offer White more
chance of salvation.
27...exf4 28 Wf3 Ee5 29 c6!? Zc5 30
Ece1 Wxc6!

30..Exc4? 31 Wd5+ We7 32 WA7! is inad-
visable for Black.

31 Wxc6 Exc6 32 Zed Hab

32..g5?! 33 h4! h6 34 hxg5 hxg5 35 He5
would lead to a draw straightaway, as White’s
active rook compensates for the pawn minus.

1
¢ )

#3

33 222

33 Hexf4! was the correct solution, as
Speelman demonstrates: 33..Exf4 34 Hxf4
Bad (or 34.Exa2 35 Ed4l) 35 Ed4, when
both 35..h6 36 Ed5! and 35...c5 36 Eds+ &7
37 Ec8 Exc4 38 Ec7+ 266 39 Exa7 Hc2 are

drawish.
33...h6 34 h4 a4 35 &h2 Zf7

Perhaps not the most precise. The immedi-
ate 35..Bf6, intending ..Ec6, seemed more
appropniate, as now White had a good chance
to escape on move 37.

36 Zd4 Ef6 37 Efd2?!

37 &h3! and if 37..Ea3+ 38 Lh2 £3 39 g4
Ec3 40 L3 was the last way to stay afloat
37...£3!? 38 gxf3

If 38 Bf2 Bd6! (38...fxg2!? 39 Exf6 gxf6 40
Lxg2 Sf7 41 Ed7+ g6 42 Exc7 &5 43 ¢5
Hxa2+ may not be quite good enough) 39
Exd6 cxd6 40 Bxf3 HExa2 41 Ed3 Hao, fol-
lowed by the king’s march to the centre,
should win.
38...Exf3 39 &g2?!

Or 39 ggZ Ef7 and Black should win, but
39 ¢5! was more tenacious and Black can in-
deed easily go astray; e.g. 39..Exd4? 40 Exd4
B2+ 41 $g3 Exa2 42 Ed8+ ©h7 43 EcB or
39.. 24?7 40 Bxf4 Exf4 41 g3 Ec4 42 Bds+
©h7 43 Ea8 Hxc5 44 Exa7 with a likely draw
in both cases. However, 1 believe that after
39..Efa3! 40 Exad Hxad 41 g3 Ha5 42 6
Ea6 43 Hc2 &7 Black will convert his extra
pawn.
39...Ec3 40 Eb2 Hcxcd 41 Ed7 Exh4 42
Zxc7 Za3! 43 &g1 g4+ 44 &f1 &h7 45
He2 Hf3+ 46 el Eg1+ 47 ©d2 Ea3 0-1
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1 £f3 b6: Introduction

In this chapter we will examine the different
positions arising after 1 &)f3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3
292

Games in which White adopts a reversed
King’s Indian set-up — ie. with 1 &)f3, a fi-
anchettoed light-squared bishop, and a d3-e4
pawn formation — are grouped together in the
middle of the chapter. As is often the case,
Black’s pawn army is quite flexible, which
enables him to choose his set-up to taste,
from ..f7-f5 and ...e7-e6; ...e7-e6 and ...d7-d5;

t ..g7-g6 and ..c7-c5. Actually, the first of
these 1s rare and generally disregarded by the-
ory, but this is a superficial judgment in my
opinion. As one can see from Schwarz-Bauer
(Game 72), Black usuvally has little to fear,
whichever way White recaptures on e4. In any
case, I would recommend placing the bishop
on e7 rather than g7.

Another independent variation treated here
is 3..g6 4 0-0 Rg7 5 d4 &f6 6 c4. As 1..b6
guru Jonathan Speelman convincingly shows,
this shouldn’t worry Black, provided that he
delays castling by 6..e6! (see Game 78). If
White holds back his d-pawn, preferring just 5
c4 (as in Games 80-82), the Symmetrical Eng-
lish position after 5...c5 are also quite accept-

able for Black.

But we begin with the real business after
3..f5. As in the double fianchetto varation,
Black may sometimes be inspired to delay
castling in order first to achieve the desirable
swap ..Z2edxc3. But here Black exerts more
influence in the centre, which makes a possi-
ble d4-d5 followed by e2-e4 less frightening in
any case. We can state from Murey’s prolific
experience with this system, that Black has
excellent prospects of equalising, and can
even conveniently play for a win; especially as
the resulting positions are often rather com-
plex with few early exchanges. From a practi-
cal point of view, White can run out of ideas
quite quickly, while Black may be successful
advancing his kingside pawns and starting an
assault against the white king,

Game 69
M.Leski-J.M.Degraeve
French Cup, Clrchy 2004

1 9f3 b6 2 g3

A different game arises if White elects to
advance 2 e4, when we reach positions cov-
ered in Chapter 1 (Games 5-6). However, it is
worth noting that Black usually stops his op-
ponent from getting the ‘dream’ pawn centre
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d4-e4, and thus thus gains better prospects
than in the main lines of that chapter and, I
believe, excellent chances to equalise.

2..4b7 3 £92 15

14’ @/é ?Ié:l:
// / //// /
/ /// ///
/ /// %
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After 3..f5 the game takes on the character
of the Dutch Defence. Instead, 3.6 is
covered in Games 73-75, while 3..g6 4 0-0
£¢7 (without ..f7-f5) is the next section of
this chapter (Games 76-82).

4 0-0 /Hf6 5 ¢4 g6 6 Hc3

White sometimes tries 6 b3 £g7 7 £b2
0-0 8 d4 e6 (or 8..%e4 9 &bd2, transposing
to the next game after 9..e6 10 Ecl d6 11
Gixed Lxed) 9 Dbd2?l, which looks quite
flexible, but it soon becomes hard for White
to find a constructive plan, whereas Black can
start advancing his pawns on the kingside at
leisure.  I.Schandotff-C.Bauer,  German
Bundesliga 2001, continued 9..c5 10 We2
a6 11 Bacl We7 12 Hfd1 Had8 13 Wb1 d6
14 €3 £h6!? (14..h6 was more conventional,
but I wanted White to recaptute on d4 with a
piece later on) 15 £.c3 cxd4 16 Dxd4 (if 16
exd4, both 16..%)e4 and 16...¢5, exploiting the
fact that the £)d2 is hanging if White takes
twice on e5, yield Black the better prospects)
16..8xg2 17 Lxg2 €5 18 D4f3 &5 19 b4
@e6 20 Wb3 &h8 (the c4-c5 break is now
safely hindered and Black is ready to attack
the enemy king) 21 £b2 g5 22 &gl 4 23
exf4 (the other capture looked less advisable,
but the computer sees nothing wrong with it:

23 gxf4 exfd 24 Ded Lg7 25 Dexgd Hixg5 26
&xg5 and despite the wide open position of
the white king, things are pretty unclear, while
if 23..gxf4 24 e4 Eg8+ 25 ®hl or 25 &fl
with mutual chances, as again it isn’t easy for
Black to scalp the enemy king) 23..gxf4 24
Wd3 fxg3 25 hxg3 Dgd 26 Ec3 Hd4
(26..8\g5! was stronger) 27 Sxd4?? (27 Wed
would have defended, whereas now White
collapses) 27..8)xf2 28 &5 &§ixd3 29 Hixe7
Hxb2 30 Ebl £xd2 31 Ec2 Le3+ 32 g2
9d3 33 &\d5 £g5 0-1.
6..£97 7d4

The restrained 7 d3 is seen in Game 71.
7...0-08b3

For 8 d5 see 6 d4 @6 7 d5 in the notes to
the next game.
8...5a6

P

8..e0 transposes to the next game again.
Instead, 8..c5?! looks like an improvisation
that turned out badly in D.Komarov-
ABertagnolli, Bozen 1998: 9 8b2 Hed 10
Hcl Da6?! (maybe 10..80c61?) 11 Hixed fred
12 &5 e5 13 Gxed exd4 14 e3 (there was
nothing wrong with the obvious 14 6+
£xf6 15 £xb7 D7 16 L£xa8 Wxa8 when
Black’s compensation for the exchange is
inadequate) 14..d5?! 15 cxd5 dxe3 16 £xg7
exf2+ 17 Exf2 Bxf2 18 Hxf2 Sxg7 19 Wd2
Wd6 20 el &)c7 21 Wb2+ 27 22 &g4 and
1-0 as the black king will soon get mated.
9 £b2 e6 10 Ec1 ¢5 11 e3
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Or 11 dxc5 bxc5 12 Hc2 We7 13 Hd2
Had8 14 Del Lxg2 15 Pixg2 Y7 and Black
was fine in M.Vassallo-C.Bauet, Saint Vincent
2003. The game continued 16 &4 g5 17 &)d3
d6 18 £3 Dd7 19 D2 He5 20 Dad 6 21
Lxg7 Dxg7 22 Wal+ &g8 23 Hfdl €5 and,
similar to my games vs. Schandorff (above)
and Hauchard (Game 71), we have a position
in which White has little to do, but on the
other hand is quite solid. Here too, Black can
conveniently undertake a kingside offensive,
which might have been more rewarding with
accurate play: 24 e3 4 25 exf4 gxf4 26 g4
Ad4 27 g2 Dce6 28 Ded h5 29 h3 L7 30
Dac3 Eh8 31 Ehl Wha 32 Ef2 Hdg8 33
Wd1 218 34 HHd5 Dg5 35 Ddf6 hxgd 36
hxg4 Wxh1+ 37 Wxh1 Exh1 38 &xhl Ehg+
39 g2 7 40 Dd5 Lg7 41 Bb2 15-5.
11..We7 12 We2 Hc7 13 Efd1 d6 14
dxc5 bxc5 15 Hel £xg2 16 HHxg2 e5 17
Ec2 Zab8 18 Hcd2

Haven’t we seen something like this before
somewhere?

18...Eb6

The new plan! From here the rook can ef-
ficiently defend d6, while ruling out £b5 or
223 ideas. Nevertheless, the assessment of
the position remains unchanged: Black has
slightly the better prospects and doesn’t risk
much.

19 e4 £h6 20 Zd3 fxed
I would prefer 20..80!?.

21 Hxed Dxed 22 Wxed He8

///% ?E%

’/

/i//ﬁ//
q // i
8.

23 &¢3

Or 23 4.

23... W7 24 3 Za6?!

Maybe 24.. 406 25 We2 ed, with the idea
26 fxed Dxed 27 Wxed?? W2+ 28 Sh1 Wi+
29 Exf1 Bxf1 mate.

25 We2 Hb6 26 Wed Eab 27 We2 Eb6 28
Ef1 Eb7 29 He3

Here 29 f4! was stronger.
29...8xe3+ 30 Zxe3 Wf5 31 f4 Zbf7 32
He1 ¥Wh3 33 Wg2 Whe?

33.. Wixg2+ 34 xg2 96 35 fxe5 Dgd of-

fered reasonable chances of salvation, but
given the situation in the match, Degraeve
thought he needed to win.
34 H3e2 Hg7 35 fxe5 He6 36 exd6 Hgb
37 &£d2 ©Hh3+ 38 ©h1 Wh5 39 ¥d5
52+ 40 &g1 Hh3+ 41 g2 g5 42 d7
1-0

Game 70
G.Miralles-J.Murey
Lyon 1988

1 2f3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 5 4 0-0 &\ f6
5 ¢4 g6 6 Dc3

6 d4 seems the most principled move to
me. White intends to shut the long diagonal as
soon as possible, while at the same time deny-
ing Black the possibility of trading knights
with ..&e4. One can indeed observe from the
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current game and Akesson-Speelman (Game
78) that Black’s position is considerably eased
by this exchange. After 6..8g7 7 d5 0-0
(maybe Black can play 7..%e4!? in similar
fashion to Romanishin-Speelman and Frid-
man-Mainka in the notes to Game 79, though
I believe that White should be able to extract
a plus out of the opening here) 8 #c3 a6
(ot 8...c61?) and then:

a) 9 d4 Dc5 10 ba Deed 11 £b2 e6 (af-
ter this move White can hardly avoid the en-
suing exchanges, so the position can already
be assessed as equal) 12 dxe6 Hxc3 13 Lxc3
fxg2 14 &xg2 Ded 15 Ecl dxe6 (the at-
tempt to win material by 15..&)xc3?! 16 Exc3
c5? miscarries due to 17 Ee3l; instead
16...dxe6 17 Ed3 with a slight edge for White
is the lesser evil) 16 £2a1 We8 17 &Hf3 and a
draw was agreed in ]Lauter-C.Bauer, En-
ghien les Bains 2003.

b) 9 £e3!? may be more testing, Black can
continue 9...c6 or 9..%c5 with complex play
in either case. Here is an illustration of the
second possibility: 9..4)c5 10 b4 Qced 11
DNxed Gixed 12 £d4 e6 13 Lxg7 Lxg7 14
dxe6 dxe6 15 Wc2 W6 16 Hadl Hfdg 17
Ad2 Exd2 18 Exd2 Pxd2 19 Lxb7 &xfl 20
£xa8 Wal 21 &2 Wel 22 Wh2+ Tho 23
W6 De3+ 24 fxe3 (not 24 f37?> Wxf2+ 25
Sxf2 Dgat) 24 .Wxe2+ 25 Hh3 %Y
IK.Ninov-].Murey, Cappelle la Grande 1994,
6..297 7 d4

Actually White played this on move 1. The
game began as a Dutch (1 d4 5 2 4)f3 &6 3
23 b6 etc.) and only transposes after the ex-
change of knights on move 11.

7...0-0

7.8 e4 8 Dixed Rxed 9 L4 led to a rather
dry game in N.Bonnafous-B.Taddei, Cannes
2000: 9..4)c6 (or 9..0-0) 10 d5 £xf3 11 L£xf3
(or 11 exf3?) 11.0e5 12 Wb3 Hxf3+ 13
exf3 0-0 and so on, leading eventually to a
draw on move 51.

8b3 e6

9 £b2

The alternative 9 Ra3!? looks somewhat
artificial but aims at discouraging Black from
playing ...c7-c5. Then the familiar simplifying
knight jump is again possible and results in
approximate equality. For example, 9..d6 10
Ecl Ded 11 Dxed Lxed with equality, was
similar to the current encounter, and brought
the Israeli another victory in C.Gilbert-
J.Murey, Paris 1998,

The more complex 10...¢5?! is another op-
ton, but leads to some difficulties for Black
after 11 dxc5 bxc5 (f 11.dxc5 12 Wxd8
Bxd8 13 Efd1 White has a risk-free position
and can count on a slight advantage, based on
g5 and/or &b5 to exploit the weaknesses
in his opponent’s camp) and then:

a) 12 9\b5?! (this direct attempt backfires as
tactics favour Black here) 12,84 13 £)d2 a6
(the bishop on a3 remains undefended after a
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subsequent ..a6xb5) 14 Qxed axb5 15 Hxc5
(White’s best) 15..dxc5 (not 15..8xg2? 16
Dxe6 W6 17 Dxf8 Exa3 18 xg2 with a big
edge for White) 16 £xc5 Lxg2 17 Lxf8 Wxf8
18 &xg2 bal? (18..bxc4 19 Exc4 Exa2 should
be drawish) 19 Wd2 &6 and Black has good
compensation for the small material deficit.

b) 12 Wd2! He4 (both 12..Wa5 13 Lb2
and 12..We7 13 Efd1 favour White) 13 &xed
fxed 14 g5 Lh6 15 h4, followed by 16 We3,
and White is on top.
9...50e4

9..4%06 returns to Game 69.

10 Ec1 d6 11 xed

White has also tried:

a) 11 d5 @xc3 12 £xc3 e5 (if White can’t
get his knight to €6, then closing the centre is
petfectly good for Black, who can then start
an attack on the kingside where he enjoys a
space advantage) 13 Wd2 ho 14 Wb2 a5 15
Ad2 Dd7 16 4 We7 17 Kcel &5 18 fxe5
dxe5 19 @3 HKae8 20 Dh4 Lh7 21 23 L8
22 W2 847 23 8al e4 24 Lxg7 Wxg7 25
£h3 Wes 26 DHg2? g5 27 De3? Wd4 0-1
G.Goldszejn-j. Murey, Paris 1999.

b) 11 Del &xc3 (or 11.4d77 as in
O.Bruk-].Murey, Tel Aviv 1990) 12 £xc3 was
agreed drawn immediately in  ILCsom-
B.Kristensen, Gausdal 1993. Indeed, after
12..8xg2 13 Qixg2 We7 (to answer 14 &)f4
with 14...2h6), the game is equal.
11...8xed 12 Wd2 Hd7
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White chosen a solid, but rather unambi-
tious set-up. As a consequence Black has
equalised easily.

13 Efd1 h6 14 b4 g5 15 ¢5?!

This attempt at creating counterplay only
concedes a great d5-square for Black’s knight.
The passive 15 @el was probably White’s
best.
15...5f6 16 b5 &/d5 17 cxd6 cxd6 18
£a3 Hf7 19 Hc6 48 20 Sel 2xg2 21
&xg2 ab!

22 bxa6?

After this mistake White won’t be able to
hold his positon together. Much better was
22 De3! axb5 (if 22..9xe3 23 Wxe3 axb5 24
Hd3 intending 25 Wxe6 or 25 d5) 23 {xd5
Exa3 24 ©Db4 and White has reasonable
compensation for the pawn.
22..Hxa6 23 ¥Wc1 Ec7 24 Hd3 b5 25
Hxc7 ¥xc7 26 Wxc7 Hxc7 27 De3 Ead
28 Hc2 Hd5 29 Eb3 Hcd 30 He3 Exd4
31 Exb5 Hc3 32 Eb8 Hxe2+ 33 &g2
&f7 34 £b2 Ead 35 Ac2 Exa2 36 Eb7+
g8 37 £f3 Hic1?

So far a neat endgame display by Murey.
His last was presumably a time-trouble blun-
det, as now 38 Le3 and 39 2d2 would see
White back in the game. Instead 37..9)c3
frees the knight and wins. Fortunately, it
didn’t affect the result.

38 H\d4? $Hd3 0-1
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Game 71
A.Hauchard-C.Bauer
French Championship, Vichy 2000

1 5f3 b6 2 g3 £4b7 3 292 f5 4 0-0 4)f6
5 ¢4 g6 6 Nc3 297 7d3 0-0 8 &d2

This set-up isn’t in itself bad, but it surely
lacks ambition and I took over the initiative
rather quickly.

Instead, 8 Eel is interesting, while the logi-
cal and direct follow-up 8 e4 fxed 9 Hg5 was
employed in Y.Gozzoli-C.Bauer, Cannes
2003. Tt is certainly a more active continua-
ton, though in my opinion it also fails to
bring White any tangible plus: 9..8c6 10 d4
e6 11 Le3 (11 d5 a5 is unclear) 11..4e7 12
Dgxed Dxed 13 Dxed BbS and the point was
halved in this roughly equal position.
8...c6 9 a3 9c6 10 Eb1 d6 11 ba Wd7
12 Waq Efd8 13 Hfc1 e6 14 Wd1 h6 15
Wf1 g5

Both sides made useful moves so far, but it
is quite clear that Black has benefited more.
16 h4

A responsible choice: it invites Black to
temporarily close the kingside, thus reducing
his aggressive options there. Black can, how-
ever, still prepare ...f5-f4, without being wor-
ried about any unlikely white counterplay.
16...g4 17 De1 ©Hh5 18 b5 He5 19 £xb7
Wxb7 20 Wg2 W7

Of course Black declines the exchange of
queCﬂS.

21 e3 Hab8 22 He2 4\g6 23 £c3 e5 24
fal

24 Wd5? loses a pawn to 24.Wxd5 25
cxd5 6.
24...d5

The positional threat of ..d5-d4 forces the
following capture, after which d3 becomes
vulnerable, Of course I could instead have
pursued the initial plan of ...£5-f4.

25 cxd5 Exd5 26 e4 fxed 27 Wxeq Hf8
28 We3 Hhf4!

Although time-trouble was looming and 1
couldn’t calculate everything, this sacrifice was
simply too tempting!

29 gxf4 exf4 30 Wd2 2xal 31 Hxal
&xh4

With two pawns and a persistent attack
Black obviously has ample compensation for
the piece. Unfortunately 1 lost the thread later
on and failed to find one of the many wins at
my disposal.

32 &f1 g3?

Starting a comedy of errors. 32.&\f3! was
the killing move, e.g. 33 @xf3 gxf3 34 gl
W5, followed by ..Exd3 and/or ..Wgd-g2+,
or if 35 9xf3 Wh3+ 36 &e2 Be8+ and wins.
Another defensive try is 33 Wa2 Wh5 34
A3, but then 34..Whi+ 35 &e2 He8+ 36
De4 Dgl+ 37 ©fl Ee5 and White can’t sur-
vive the onslaught.
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33 13?

After the correct 33 ¢3! it looks like
Black has to content himself with a draw by
33.Wd7 34 Wa2 Whit+ 35 de2 WeGt+ 36
&fl etc. The greedy 34 ©xd5?, on the other
hand, leads to trouble for White after
34. . Wh3+ 35 Le2 gxf2 36 D6+ (if 36 Dxf2?
Who+ wins the queen) 36.Hxf6 37 Wa2+
Ze6+ 38 Lxf2 28 and White is powerless
against his enemy’s multiple threats, e.g. 39
Bcd4 We3+ 40 2f1 HHF5 followed by .. Egb.
33...&h7?

Better was 33..Wd7! 34 Dxf4 (or 34 Dgl
Wxb5) 34. Bdf5 35 Hc4 Exf4 36 Exf4 Whi+
37 &e2 Whot 38 &d1 Yxd2+ 39 Lxd2 Exf4
with a decisive material advantage.

34 5\g1?

The mote active 34 Hc4 was called for,
when the posidon would have been unclear.
34..5g6 35 g2 Wd7 36 Ec3 h5 37
el h4a 38 ¥g2 Heb

Or 38...Wxb5.

39 EZb1 Hfe8 40 Zc2 Wxb5 41 Ebc1 He?
42 Be2

42...Exe2

42,5 was stronger, when after 43 Wh3
g2+ all captures lose for White; ie. 44 Exg2
De3+, or 44 Dxg2 Dg3+ 45 L2 Dxe2 46
Wxha+ ‘%’gG, or finally 44 ‘%’ng Bxe2+ 45
Sixe2 Exe2+.
43 Hxe2 Wd7?

43. W21 44 B2 Wxa3 45 Wh3 Qg6 was

still much better for Black. After the game
continuation Black is left with too few pawns
to have realisdc winning chances.

44 Hxf4 55 45 Wh3 Heb 46 Hc2 Wcb
47 &g1 W6 48 2f1 Wg5 49 Wga Wxgd
50 fxg4 Hh6 51 £g2 Hxgd 52 £h3 Hh2
53 Hel Hf3 54 Exe5 Dxe5 55 He3 bb
56 ©xh4 b4 57 axb4 cxb4 58 ©xg3 ab
59 H\c2 b3 60 Ha3 b2 61 Lf2 a4 62 Le2
b1% 63 &xb1 a3 64 % xa3 Hxd3 65
Hxd3 Y-

Game 72
M.Schwarz-C.Bauer
European Cup, Rethymnon 2003

1 &3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 15 4 0-0 &)f6
5 d3 e6

5..g67! looks less reliable here, as White
hasn’t ‘wasted” time with ¢2-c4. In conse-
quence Black would experience difficulties
completing his development after the logical
sequence 6 e4 fxed 7 Dg5 L7 8 dxed, when
White is alteady threatening e4-e5.
6 ed fxe4 7 g5 6 8 Hxed

8 dxe4 was tried in A.Weindl-C.Bauer,
Swiss Team Championship 2003, continuing
8..h6 9 f32! (dubious, but after 9 ©h3 €5
Black is OK) 9..&)xe4 10 £h4 &6 (10..40d6
was Interesting and perhaps simpler, e.g. 11
Whs+ £f7 12 &g6 Eg8, intending ... W6 and
0-0-0, while 13 £xc6 Lxc6 14 De5 gb 15
Sixg6 WG allows White to regain his pawn,
but at the cost of an awfully weak king) 11
o6 Eg8 12 Dc3 £d6 13 £4 (13 £b5 can be
met by 13..8c5 14 £f4 d6 15 ¢3 and now
15,2170 13, Wc8?! (13..8.c5+ 14 &h1 Wl
was the best way to proceed, and after 15
De5 e 16 We2 D5 or 15.2xe5 16 fxe5
Lxp2+ 17 Lxg2 Wh7+ 18 $h3 Hd5, Black is
a safe pawn up) 14 £e3 Ne7 15 Gixe7 fxeT
16 Wd3 £xg2 (or 16..g6 17 @ed with decent
compensation for the pawn) 17 Wo6+ &f8
(maybe 17..22d8!? was better) 18 @xg2 5 19
Zael and White had about enough play for
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the pawn. The game eventually ended peace-
fully on move 65.
8...2e7 9 Hbc3 0-0 10 d4

Here 10 Dxf6+ £.xf6 11 Ded Le7

reaches a positdon already considered in
Chapter 1, and 12 c4 We8 13 d4 is in fact
Game 2 (Olesen-Brondum). Instead:

a) 12 Wh5?! is too impetuous and com-
pletely backfired in H.Pingitzer-C.Bauer, Aus-
trian Team Championship 1999, after 12..Ef5
13 Wh3 d5 14 g4? (weakening the kingside
unnecessarily) 14..2f7 15 9d2 &d4 16 3
De2+ 17 2h1 D4 18 WF3 Hb8 19 d4 L6
(the rest is a brief agony) 20 c4 dxc4 21 Wc3
Sxg2 22 Bxg2 Wd5+ 23 £3 Ebf8 24 Hed
Hxf3 25 Hxf3 Wxed 26 g3 Lha+ 27 xhd
Hxf3 28 Wb4 h5 29 xh5 Wh7+ 30 g5
Whe mate.

b) 12 £d2 transposes to the encounter
M.Euwe-S. Tartakower, Bad Kissingen 1928
(this heavyweight fight actually began 1 &\f3
f52 g3 b6 3 £.g2 8b7 4 0-0 HH6 etc.), which
continued 12..We8 13 £¢3 Wg6 14 4 h521 15
h4?! (T would never have dared to play such
an irremediable move — the same goes for
Black’s previous push too! — and indeed,
White will pay for this later on) 15..£b4 16
£p5 Lxc3 17 bxc3 &)d8 18 Led Lxed 19
dxe4 d6 20 £5 exf5 21 Wd5+ 27 22 exf5 W6
23 Hael? (23 &e6 was much better, and if
23.. Wxc3 24 Wh3 Wxb3 25 axb3 Hfc8 26 £6
g6 27 a6 Black may have an extra pawn, but

he is quite tied down, so the position is still
balanced; note that 26...gxf6? 27 Exf6 is bad
as the h5 pawn is bound to fall) 23..Wxc3 24
Oxf7 Wxg3+ 25 Ehl c6 26 Dho+ Lh7 (the
rest needs no comment) 27 Wg2 Wxg2+ 28
Exg2 Hf6 29 g4 hxgd 30 &g3 Haf8 31
Bxgd g6 32 He7+ 2h6 33 Hxa7 Hxf5 34
Exf5 Exf5 35 a4 Ha5 0-1.

Some 75 years later, in the blitz game
J.Nogueiras-C.Bauer, Dos Hermanas 2003,
White found the improvement 13 Wg4 Wf7
(13..&e5!? was possible, but after the retreat
14 We2, Black has to parry the threat of £ f4)
14 £c3 ©h8 (14..b5 was worth considera-
don, intending to dislodge the white bishop
from the unpleasant diagonal) 15 h4 (15 f4!
would have yielded White the initiative, as
15..8b4 runs into 16 £g5) 15..h6 16 Eael
Hae8 17 f4 2b4 18 &g5?! (the first step in
the wrong direction) 18..We7 19 Wh5 £xc3
20 Wg6? (20 bxc3 was already clearly better
for Black, but was still very playable in a blitz
game) 20.. Wc5+ 21 h2 W5 22 Wxfs Hxf5
23 bxc3 hxg5 24 hxg5 @d8 25 £h3 Ha5 26
26 D98 27 Lgd DB 0-1.

White’s last move, 10 d4, seems a reason-
able alternative to 10 ©xf6+, but as the pre-
sent game shows, it’s unlikely to cause Black
serious problems.

Totim 1
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10...5Hxe4 11 &xed d5 12 £g2 £f6 13
fe37!
My opponent probably wanted to prevent
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...e6-e5, but the right way to do so was by 13
Ne2, when 13..e5? would run into 14 dxe5
@xe5 15 @f4 and Black cannot satisfactorily
defend his d-pawn and against the fork on e6;
for example, if 15..Zf7 16 Dxd5 Bd7 17 c4!
6 (not 17..&xc4?? 18 Dxfo+ gxf6 19 Wod+
and wins) 18 Dxfe+ Wxf6 19 We2 and Black
has nothing in return for the pawn. Instead,
Blacl’s best continuation is probably 13.. #d6
14 f4 De7 15 Le3 Of5 16 L2 5 and/or
.86, when I prefer his side.

13...5e7 14 ¥ga &Hf5 15 Zad1 L£c8 16
We2 c6!

Black has now a small, but pleasant edge,
as his position is much more elastic. He can
prepare either ..c6-c5 or ..c6-¢5, and also
consider ideas like ..a7-a5, ...8a6 and/or the
rook transfer to 2 more useful place (Le.
.Ha7-e7 or 7). White must watch out for his
d-pawn and after something like Wd2, Ne2,
c2-c3 his position remains quite passive; nev-
ertheless this was his best way to suffer.

17 f4? £.a6!

Winning the exchange. The next few
moves are forced.

18 Wxab Z1xe3 19 We2 Hixd1 20 Wxe6+
Zf7

So that the king stays closer to the centre
and the rooks can quickly be doubled on the
e-file.

21 Zxd1 Ye8 22 Wxe8+
The arising queenless ending is difficult for

White to hold, but retreating would have al-
lowed 22..We3+ while 22 £h3 €8 would
not have solved White’s problems either.
22...Exe8 23 &f2

23 Dxd5? oxd5 24 Lxd5 He2 loses in-
stantly, but White could have considered h2-
h4, here or on the next move.
23...Efe7 24 4f3 gb 25 f5 Zd7 26 g4
Bed8 27 Ed3 &7 28 h3 &f8 29 b3 Le7

Black finally changes his mind as 29...c5? is
obviously not the right plan. In fact 30 dxc5
8xc3 31 Exc3 Zc7 32 Zd3 Hxc5 33 c4
would be even bad for him.
30 He2 £d6 31 2f1 He7 32 He3 Ec7 33
2d3 b5 34 &g2 a5 35 &f1 Ha8 36 He3
He7 37 Ed3 a4 38 Hc3 Za6 39 Ed3 b4
40 £\g1 axb3 41 axb3

Now the time-control had been reached,
and after some hesitations, I found the right
way to press Black’s advantage.
41.. Zal1+ 42 2d1 414 43 D3 2f7 44
&2 Ec1 45 &f1 &6 46 2 h6 47 LHf1
h5 48 &f2 hxg4 49 hxgd Zed4 50 Hd2
&f7 581 Hf3 &g7 52 Ng1 £c7 53 He2
Za1 54 &3 £2b6 55 Ed2 Ea8 56 Zd3
&h8 0-1

Game 73
D.Norwood-C.Crouch
London Lloyds Bank 1992

1f3 b6 2 g3 2b7 3 £92 51f6 4 0-0 €6
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Play 1...b6

This is an acceptable continuation, but
Black must beat in mind that d2-d4 and c2-c4
by White will take the game into a Queen’s
Indian Defence or Symmetrical English,
which are beyond the scope of this book.
5d3

White persists with his King’s Indian set-
up. Instead, 5 ¢4 £e7 6 d4 (or 5d4 Re7 6 c4)
6..0-0 7 ©)c3 is a main line Queen’s Indian,
while 5 ¢4 ¢5 6 @c3 £e7 7 d4 or 5d4 ¢56 c4
is an English Opening,
5...d5 6 Dbd2

6 e4 dxe4 7 g5 can lead to simplifications
and a dull game, which explains why the
move is rare. According to my database this
precise position is a curiosity. Although the
tension in the centre has just been resolved,
the position is stll rather lively and complex;
after all, only a pair of pawns will have van-
ished from the board. Nevertheless, all ten
games that featured this line ended in a draw!
And three of them short ones, though that
doesn’t apply to the following game: 7.6
(if Black is not averse to a draw he can choose
7..h6, which is indeed his most frequent re-
ply, and then 8 Dxed Dxed 9 Lxed Lxed 10
dxe4 Wxd1 11 Exd1 is completely equal; who
said the position was lively and complexrl) 8
ANe3 D5 9 d4 Ded7 10 Dexed Dxed 11
&yxe4 Eb8 (Black has succeeded in keeping
the game unbalanced, at the cost of a slight
White edge; the positdon is similar to the
Rubinstein Variation of the French: 1 e4 6 2
d4 d5 3 &)c3 dxed 4 Dxed Dbd7 5 D3 Egfe
6 Dxfo+ Hxf6 7 g3, but in a favourable ver-
sion for White) 12 Hel £e7 13 Wgd g6 14
We2 (White has created a small weakness in
Black’s kingside and now retreats as the fork
f7-5 was threatened; instcad 14 Wh3?! 0-0
15 Whe 56 leads nowhere) 14..0-0 15 £h6
Ee8 16 Hadl b5! (securing a strongpoint at d5
for the bishop; the weakness of ¢5 is less im-
portant) 17 h4?! (this seemingly natural atrack-
ing move doesn’t bring anything; more to the
point was 17 &4 when the bishop is eyeing

¢7 and may come to e5 one day) 17..2.d5 18
a3 6 19 Dxfe+ Lxf6 20 Lxd5 Wxd5 (now
the game is about equal, and Black will soon
be better) 21 b3 Ebd8 22 Wpd 6 23 W4
W5 24 Wxf5 gxf5 25 c3 a5 26 a4 Hb8 27
84 Bh7 28 £e5 g7 29 Eal bxad 30 bxad
Eb3 31 Lxfo+ Dxf6 32 He5 Exc3 33 Exa5
Hca 34 Ec5 Bxc5 35 dxe5 Ha8 36 a5 Le5 37
h5 h6 38 26 Ba7 39 Ed1 Exa6 40 Ed6 4 41
g4 6 42 g2 Lg5 43 L3 Hadt 44 Led
Dxgd 45 Exc6 Had+ 46 Le5 3 47 Ec7
Hc4 48 2d6 Dxf2 49 Exf7 3 50 Ef6 e5 51
Bd5 Ef4 52 Exf4 exfd 53 c6 g3 54 ¢7 £2 55
8W ¥ 56 Wost+ &ha 57 o6 3 58 Led
Woo 59 D3 We2t 60 Hf4 22
T.Seeman-D.Ruzele, Lubniewice 1998; since
61 o3+ Sxh5 62 Whi+ g6 63 WS+ g7
64 Wd7+ is a draw, eg. 64.8f8 65 W8t
&f7 66 Wd7+ We7 67 Wd5+ etc., but not 61
Weo+? $h3! 62 W+ Lp2 63 Wed+ &f1 and
Black wins.

6...2e7 7 ed dxed!?
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This gives Black a very decent game, but
unlike 6 ¢4 dxe4 7 @gS h6 above, no clear-cut
path to peace. The difference consists of
White’s ability to take back with a knight on
e4, when the pawn structure isn’t symmetrical;
though as we will see, White may sometimes
be well advised not to use this ‘advantage’.

7...c5 is considered in the next two games.
8 Hgb Wd7

Black can also play 8..4bd7 9 &dxed
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7 &Ff3 b6

Dxed 10 Dxed 0-0 or 10..Eb8, when in
comparison with Seeman-Ruzele above, he is
two tempi up! One can therefore probably
assess the position as equal.

With his last move Black initiates a plan
based on ...0-0-0. He can then either go for
the attack with ..h7-h5, or opt for central play
by means of ...f7-f5, .. & £6 etc.

9 Hdxed Hxed 10 Dxed?! H)c6

11 £d2

A bit passive to my taste, but the more I
looked at this positon, the less appealing 1
found it for White. All the seemingly natural
moves White can now play present serious
drawbacks. For instance:

a) 11 Wg4? o6 doesn’t make sense for
White here, as the enemy king will hide on the
other flank anyway. Black has a slight advan-
tage and threatens both ...f7-f5 and .. \d4.

b) 11 Wh5, moving her majesty one square
further, seems more active, but after 11..g6
(11..8)d42! 12 3 P2 13 Ebl Wxd3 would
be too greedy, as Black is in big trouble after
14 D5 Lxc5 15 Lxb7 followed by Lc6+,
8¢5 and Ebd1 with a decisive advantage) 12
Whe 0-0-0 White’s position is still far from a
dream.

¢) 11 ¢3?! 0-0-0 12 d4 €5 13 d5, playing for
13..Wxd5 14 Wxd5 Exd5 14 §)g5, runs into
13..4)a5 and the adventurous d-pawn is just
lost.

All these lines lean towards the conclusion

that White’s mistake came earlier, so 10 dxe4
should probably have been preferred.
11...0-0-0 12 4¢3 15

Inviting some tactics (one couldn’t expect
positional play much longer from two Brits!),
though the more cautious 12..e5 wasn’t bad
at all. Black is then ready for ..£7-f5 and ..h7-
h5, and can meet 13 a4 with 13...25. It is not
evident how White will make further progress
on the queenside, so Black’s game is fully
acceptable.
13 £xg7

On 13 9d2 Black could consider either
13...8£6 ot the sacrifice 13...h5.
13...fxe4

Not 13..Ehg8? 14 @f6 with a clear advan-
tage.
14 £xh8 Exh8 15 dxe4

% /”/ )
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After a rather forced sequence, the material
balance speaks (a little) in White’s favour. In
such a situation, the side with two minor
pieces vs. rook + two pawns should generally
avoid exchanging queens, as this would re-
duce his dynamism. Given the particularly
good cooperation between Black’s bishops
and knight, however, the present position can
be considered an exception to the above-
mentoned ‘rule’.
15...Wxd1!

15..82.d6l, with ..h7-h5-h4 (if White al-
lows it) and .. ¥f7 or .. Wg7 to follow, was
the alternative.
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Play 1...b6

16 Baxd1 De5

From here the knight is performing a great
job: it stops f2-f4 (because of ..&.c5+ Lhi
&\g4 and a fork at €3 or £2), while at the same
time looming over the c4-square.

17 £h32!

This plays into Black’s hands, but even on
the more stubborn 17 b3 Ef8 18 3 (intending
h2-h3 and at last £3-f4), Black would keep the
better prospects after 18..8.c5+ 19 @hl a5
(not 19...£a67 20 ¢4 b5 21 £h3l) 20 h3 La6
21 ¢4 b5 22 f4 &)d7, and now if White takes
on b5 he will lose an exchange (though this
may be the lesser evil as otherwise the c4
pawn is bound to fall), i.e. 23 cxb5!? 2xb5 24
e5 Kxfl 25 Lxfl with chances to hold.
17...8xed4 18 2.xe6+ &b8 19 2.d5 £xc2

Not 19..f3+2 20 £h1 and the advantage
would pass to White,

20 Zde1 £d6 21 f4 Hg4
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Here and for the next few moves Black
was obviously doing very well. He onlv com-
mitted a blunder with his final move, making
the end quite dramatic.

22 £g2 4b4 23 h3 Hf6 24 £.c6 Lxel 25
Exe1 Hd8 26 g4 Ed4

After 26..Bd6! 27 .3 c6 28 Ee7 Black is
cleatly better, being a piece up for only one
pawn. All the same, White could generate
some counterplay on the kingside and good
technique is required from Black.

27 g5 £e4+ 28 Lxed Exed??

Instead, 28..%)xe4 29 &f3 Dd2H 30 g
Hd7 31 5 Bd4+ 32 g3 (32 h5? &Hf3 wins
for Black) 32..%\ed+ 33 2f4 Hd6+ 34 e5
Ed2 and the extra piece should tell in the end.
29 gxf6! 1-0

If 29.Hxel 30 f7 wins, while after
29..Exf4 30 Efl Black must give his whole
rook to stop the f-pawn, the h3-pawn depriv-
ing Black of the defence ..Eg4+and ..Hg8.

Game 74
R.Vaganian-J.Bosch
German Bundesliga 1999

1 Df3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 5)f6 4 0-0 e6
5 d3 d5 6 ©bd2 £e7 7 e4 ¢5

We have reached a position known as the
King’s Indian Attack. Indeed, White’s set-up
is reminiscent of the King’s Indian Defence (1
d4 &)6 2 ¢4 g6 3 Dc3 Kg7 4 ¢4 d6 5 93 0-0
etc.), albeit with opposite colours. 'm not
sure if the term ‘Attack’ is because White is
using the set-up, or denotes the attack he of-
ten gets in the main line of this system.

Usually this type of position arises via the
French (1 ¢4 e6 2 d3 d5 3 d2 etc.) or Sicilian
Defence (1 e4 c5 2 &)f3 e6 3 d3). By the stan-
dard move order a black knight often lands
on c6 fairly eatly, which means that the cap-

e ..d5xed is less effective (ie. than 6 e4
dxe4 or 6 Dbd2 £.e7 7 e4 dxe4 as in the pre-
vious game). Indeed, White can simply take
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1 &F3 b6

back, without trading queens, and count on a
slight edge.

Finally, T would like to mention that the
tormation with ..b7-b6 against the King’s
Indian scheme has become quite rare recently.
Nowadays Black mostly prefers a quick
queenside expansion involving ..b7-b5 when
.g27-gb,
..82.g7 plans are more frequent via the Sicilian

he gets here from a French, whereas ..

move order.
8 We2

I like this move more than 8 e5 and 8 Ee1.
Indeed, as White doesn’t fear 8...dxe4 9 dxe4,
he can postpone the e-pawn advance, while if
8..&c6?! 9 €5 &\d7 10 c4! gives White a pleas-
ant initiative. The point is that after the im-
mediate 8 e5 Dfd7 9 c4, White doesn’t
threaten 10 cxd5 exd5 11 e6 yet, so 10..£xd5
is fine; whereas the drawback to 8 el £c6 9
e5 A7 10 c4l? is the knight jump to b4 (see
line ‘b’ below).

The direct 8 e5 is considered in the next
game. White’s other main option is 8 Hel
&\c6 9 e5 D fd7 10 c4!? (10 h4 transposes to 8
e5) and then:

a) 10..d4? 11 h4 Wc7 12 &e4 (an interest-
ing way to animate the game; as analysis
shows, this pawn sacrifice isn’t worse than the
more cautious 12 Of1, when 12..h6 intending
..0-0-0 and ..g7-g5 leads to mutual chances;
instead, the tactical line 12..&cxe5?! 13 &xe5
Rxg2 14 Dxf7! Lxf7 15 Lxg2 gives White a

lasting plus, due to the beautiful e4-square for
his horse and the weak e-pawn) 12..%dxe5 13
&xe5 Dxe5 (13.Wxe5 14 K4 W5 seems
suspicious, but Black might survive; e.g. 15
Dd6+ £xd6 16 Led Wh3 17 L2 W5 is
only a draw; while after 15 £d6!? h6, vacating
the h7-square for her majesty as 16 g4 Wg6 17
h5 Wh7 18 &xe7 and 19 g5 trapping the
queen was in the air, Black still needs some
moves to consolidate his extra pawn, so the
position looks unclear to me) 14 &4 0-0 15
Whs £6 and now:

al) 16 Dxf6+ forces a draw: 16..gxf6!
(16..8xf6? only leads to an inferior ending
after 17 Lxe5 Wd7 or 17..8xe5 18 Wxe5
Wxe5 19 Hxe5 Lxg2 20 Lxg2, with a better
and risk-free game for White in either case) 17
Zxe5 fxe5 18 Lxe5 Wd7 (avoiding the per-
petual check with 18...£d6?! is dubious due to
19 Wos+ &f7 20 Wi+ Le8 21 Wxec+ We7,
and with two pawns for the exchange, either
22 Wxd6 Lxg2 23 Dxg2 or 22 Wxe7+ xe7
23 fxd6t+ &xd6 24 £xb7 gives White the
better prospects) 19 Wod+ 27 20 Wh5+ etc.

a2) 16 Rxe5 was also sensible, as after
16..fxe5 17 &d2 or 17 £h3 £.c8 White has
good compensation for his pawn, though
pethaps no more than that.

a3) 16 Kh3lP g6 17 @xf6+? (a terrible
blunder — and in a correspondence game
moreover; White could stll claim an edge
after 17 £xeG+ @h8 18 Lxe5 Wxe5 19 Wxe5
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Play 1...b6

fxe5 or 18..fxe5 19 Wgd) 17..8.xf6 18 Lxe6+
(if 18 £.xe5 W6 wins the queen) 18..f7 19
Wxg6+ hxg6 20 &xc7 &g7 21 £h2 £.d8 22
£xd8 9xd8 0-1 S.Welbhoff-G.Beisser, corre-
spondence 1998,

b) 10..%b4! (giving up the ed-square

wasn’t necessary)

11 A1 dxcd (11...4Df81? may be viable and
even better, since after 12 a3 &6 White ob-
viously won’t take on d5 as c4xd5 e6xd5! pro-
vides the Z\f8 with a perfect post on e6; the
real question is: can Black maintain the central
tension without running out of useful
moves?) 12 dxcd4 @b8 (12..D8? would put
the knight on a less adequate square, and after
13 £d2! the tempting thrust 13..8)d3?! fails
to the reply 14 He3 and if 14...6xb2% 15
W2 and winsy 13 £d2! D8c6 14 a3 Hat
(again the presumptuous jump 14..%d3?
backfires as 15 He3 Wd7 16 Wb3, followed by
&Zdl and £d2 somewhere, simply eats the
knight) 15 Wc2 and White was slightly better
in H.Perez Garcia-H.Happel, Witk aan Zee
2001, though the game quickly ended peace-
fully: 15..%c7 16 Eadl Ed8 17 £c3 0-0 18
De3 Bxdl 19 Exdl Hd8 20 h4 Exdi+ 21
Wxd1l Wds V-1,

8...0-0

As noted above, 8..4c62! 9 €5 &7 10 c4!
gives White a nice initiative.

9 e5 2e8 10 Eel %c7 11 ha Nd7 12
&1 a5 13 H1h2 a4 14 a3 b5 15 &gb

15...b4?

In this kind of position 15.. e8! is usually
a reliable defensive resource. If White contin-
ues 16 Wh5 then 16..h6 creates the threat of
. f7-51.

16 Wh5 h6 17 Hg4a!

As a consequence of Black’s negligent 15th
move, White has a powerful, if not already
decisive attack.
17...hxg5 18 hxgb

I\\\
NN\
N 3

L3

N
AN
\\\\\
\l\\\\ﬂ “
;\&\ \ A
N\

\
§\<\\ \

7 7
. At n

N

=i
R A

B
N\ N\

[\\\
LN

18...g6

Manoeuvring forces via the e8-square leads
to a traffic jam; e.g. 18.. We8 19 D6+ gxf6 20
gxf6 @xfo 21 Wg5+ wins for White, while
after 18..Ze8 19 L3 HHf8 20 g2 D6 21
Zhi, the threat of 22 Wh7+ &8 23 Whs
&xh8 24 Exh8 mate forces the sad 21...8.d6.

Of course Black isn’t happy to play ...g7-g6
cither, as the f6-square becomes weaker, but
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1 &Df3 b6

without it he couldn’t touch the f-pawn be-
cause of g5-g6, Wh7+ and mates.
19 Whqg He8

Iiven taking another road, the knight
couldn’t rescue his monarch: 19..8b5 20
Ao+ Lxf6 21 gxf6 £d4 22 Lg5 D5 23
Wh3, followed by g3-g4 and Wh6, and White
is mating,
20 2f3 f5

Now or never!
21 exf6 Dexf6 22 gxf6 Lxf6 23 Dxf6+
Wxf6 24 Wxf6 Lxf6 25 L.94

Black has avoided direct material losses,
but his position is ruined. Vaganian finishes
the job in just eight more moves.
25..5f8 26 axb4 cxb4 27 £d2 b3 28
cxb3 axb3 29 Zxa8 £xa8 30 Hal £c6
31 Zab £b5 32 Ha8 £xd3 33 £g5 1-0

Game 75
L.Van Wely-S.Tiviakov
Dutch Championship playoff (rapid) 2002

1 23 b6 2 g3 2b7 3 £g2 2)f6 4 0-0 €6
5 d3 d5 6 ©Hbd2 £.e7 7 e4 c5 8 €5 Hfd7
9h4

Preventing ...g7-g5.
9...23¢6 10 Be1

8 Hel &6 9 5 &Dd7 10 h4 reaches the
same position.
10...%c7

Or 10..h6 11 D1 Wc7 12 We2 g5 13 hxgb

hxg5 14 g4° (swapping e5 for g5 wasn’t a
good deal anyway, but 1 prefer 14 &)1h2 here
when White can prepare the b2-b4 push, and
in the event of 14..0-0-0 15 ¢3 Edg8, the
knight jump to g4 slows down the opponent’s
attack; also 14..4)d4? 15 &xd4 cxd4 16 ©f3
£b4 17 8d2 £xd2 18 Wxd2 g4 19 Hxd4
Hxe5 20 Wg5 is out of question for Black)
14..5)d4! 15 Wd1 (now after 15 &xd4 cxd4
White will face problems defending ¢2, but it
was perhaps the lesser evil) 15..0-0-0
(15..Dxf3+ 16 Wxf3 Hxe5 was good too, but
there was no hurry) 16 Dxg5 Dxe5 17 f4
£xg5 18 fxg5 g6 (a superior pawn structure
plus excellent attacking chances against the
open king: it’s more that White can bear) 19
3 D6 20 We2 Hdgs 21 W2 Ehg 22 Yo
Dce5 23 Hxes Wxes 24 WE3 Wel 25 d4 cxd4
26 cxd4 £a6 27 b3 Lxfl 28 Lxfl Egh8 29
£b2 Eh1+ 0-1 (as 30 Wxhl We3+ 31 &2
A4 s mate), J.Sonnet-B.Dieu, correspon-
dence 1997.

11 We2 b5!?

Quite a committal decision. Black com-
promises his long castling position in order to
discourage his opponent from playing c¢2-c4.
As castling short is dangerous when Black’s
queenside operations have already taken
shape, this means the black king might have
to stay in the centre for a while. More usually
Black plays 11..0-0-0, or first 11..h6 and
12...0-0-0.
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Play 1...b6

12 ©Hf1 hé 13 D1h2 £ b6 14 £f4 a5 15
c3

Planning to meet ...b5-b4 with ¢3-c4, which
Black’s next prevents.
15...%a6 16 £g4 2d8

Of course 16...b4!? was also possible.
17 a3 d4!?

o,
Lk

5,

T & A 1B
7 7

o

Despite his atypical treatment of the open-
ing, Tiviakov has achieved a fairly decent
game, mainly due to the closed character of
the position (and of course his chess skills!).
Now opening files is all White is dreaming
about, so the passive 17..Bd7 was safest, fol-
lowed eventually by the king walk to the
queenside. That said, 17...d4 isn’t bad at all, as
Black obtains a strongpoint on d5 plus a tar-
getatd3.

18 cxd4 Hxd4 19 Hxd4 Exd4 20 Hh2?!

Something like 20 £e3 Ed7 21 Becl or 21
b4 was more to the point, though Black might
consider 21..cxb4l? 22 Hecl Wd8 23 axb4
Lxbd4 24 Lc6 Dd5 with compensation for
the exchange.
20...8b7

20..0-0 was also possible. Now that the
knight has left g4 White’s attack is not terrify-
ing.

21 Se3 &xg2

Sacrificing the exchange wasn’t forced,
even if Black gets enough for it Instead,
21..Hd8 22 £xb7 Wxb7 23 Hacl Wd5 24
¥g4 18 is unclear. Black has lost the right to

castle, but has positional pluses to compen-
sate for this inconvenience, and can free the
h8 rook by ..&g8-h7 or ..g7-g6 and .. &g7.
22 4 xd4 a8 23 2.c3 Ha4d?!

Fixing the queenside with 23..a4 was
probably better, though Black seems OK
anyway.

24 2d2 Hxb2 25 £xa5 Yxa5 26 Wxb2
0-0 27 Ee3 Hd8 28 HHf3 c4 29 dxc4 bxca
30 Hc1 Wab 31 We2

31...2d3?!

A step in the wrong direction. Black should
have covered ¢4 with the simple .&d5, fol-
lowed by ...&.c5, when he has nothing to fear.
32 Ec3 Hxe3 33 Wxe3 £d5 34 H\d2 Wb5
35 Hc1 Wa4q!

Secking counterplay against the white king
by 35..8.c5% would be a mistake: 36 Wc3
Who 37 Dxcd Lxf2+ 38 Lf1 (not 38 Lh2?
fgl+ and suddenly White is experiencing
serious  difficuldes; if 39 2h3 W)
38..&xc4+ (on 38.Wa7 39 &d6 is strong
enough; everything is covered in White’s
camp and the exchange should soon tell) 39
Wxcd Bxg3 40 Wes Wh2 41 West &h7 42
W2+ Wxc2 43 Exc2 Lxe5 44 a4 and as the
a-pawn will cost the bishop, White is much
better.

36 Wc3 £xa3 37 Hal £b4 38 Hxad
£xc3 39 Dxcd Lxc4 40 Excd &xeb5 41
hS!

This endgame should be drawish, but pre-
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1 &f3 b6

venting ..g7-g6 and ..h6-h5 is White’s best

ty.
41..5f8 42 f4 416 43 Hc8+ He7 44
Be7+ LeB 45 g2 2e7 46 A3
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46...2f6?

This fails to hold, as the rest of the game
seems to demonstrate. 1 believe the correct
defence consisted of 46..£5!. Then Black can
swap both his e- and f-pawns for White’s g-
pawn, as long as his king reaches h7. If White
doesn’t touch his g-pawn and instead prevents
the king’s walk to h7, I'm not sure whether his
king can penetrate into Black’s camp.

a) 47 g4 fxgd+ (47.. 218 should be OK as
well, but the text is simpler) 48 @xg4 £.£6 49
D13 (49 £5 exf>+ 50 Lxf5 DB 51 g6 Lal
comes to the same thing) 49.&f8 50 Hc8+
Df7 51 Led Lal 52 f5 exf5+ 53 Lxf5 Lb2
and, unlike in the game, Black is in no danger
here. He will keep his bishop on the al-h8
diagonal and his king on 8 or €8 (or on h7, if
allowed). White can’t achieve more than ex-
changing his rook for the bishop and the two
pawns, which is an obvious draw.

b) 47 Le3 L6 48 Ld3 Lf8 49 Hcs+ (49
Dcd Lg8 50 D5 €5 51 Ld5 exfd 52 gxfa
$h7 is a draw; White will win the f-pawn, but
that doesn’t matter as Black has built a for-
tress) 49..Re7 50 c4 Ld7 51 Ea8 &d6 52
Hac+ &d7 and as 53 c5 is answered by
53...8 ¢7+, Black is alive.

47 ed 2b2 48 g4 26 49 Zb7 &f8 50

Zb5 #£c3 51 g5 £d2 52 Eb8+ ZLe7 53
Eb7+ &f8 54 g6 fxg6 55 hxgbé £c3 56
5 exf5+ 57 &xfb LeB 58 Le6 Ld8 59
Hd7+ &c8 60 Hd5 £f6 61 &f7 &c7 62
&f8 &c6 63 Ef5 £d4 64 Xf7 h5 65 Exg7
£xg7+ 66 &xg7 h4a 67 &£f6 h3 68 g7 h2
69 g8¥ h1¥ 70 Wa8+ 1-0

Quite an impressive game, especially given
the rapid time control!

153 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £.92 g6
4 0-0 &g7

Game 76
Nguyen Anh Dung-J.Speelman
Yerevan Olympiad 1996

1 53 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 292 g6 4 0-0 £g7
5 d3

A purely King’s Indian approach, intending
e2-e4. White can also set up with 5 d4 and 6
c4 (as in Games 78-79}, or just 5 c4 (see
Games 80-82).
5...cb

5..d5 and 5...€5 are aesthetically displeasing
(each closes one bishop’s diagonal), though
petfectly playable. I couldn’t find any example
with the first one in my database, but Black
has scored a tremendous 6/8 with the second!
(mostly via the move order 3..e5!? 4 d3 g6 5
0-0 £¢7).
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Play 1...b66

6 e4 d6 7 H)c3

7 ¢3 looks more ambidous to me (see the
next game).
7...%0¢c6 8 Le3 /6

If 8..e6 9 d4 &ge7 10 WA2 (after 10 d5?!
exd5 11 Dxd5 Dxd5 12 exd5 De7 or 11 exd5
b4, the onus is on White to justify his pawn
sacrifice) 10...0-0 11 Ead1 cxd4 12 £xd4 De5
13 We2 Hc8 is unclear. It is probably best to
delay the d3-d4 push, eg. 9 Wd2 Hge7 10
£h6 0-0 11 Lxg7 ¥xg7 and only now 12 d4
when White may be a tiny bit better.
9 /\h4 Wd7 10 h3
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10...e5

10..0-0 11 f4 e6 with reciprocal chances
was played (via another move order) in
T.Haub-A Rotstein, German Bundesliga 2001.
I like this set-up more than the one chosen by
Speelman, as Black maintains a central
flexibility. 11...d5?!, on the other hand, would
be too hasty after 12 &xd5! (not 12 €52 d4l)
12..xd5 13 exd5 &b4 14 c4 Lxb2 15 Ebl
L7 (or 15..8.f6) 16 a3 &a6 17 £5 with the
better prospects for White,
11 f4 h6

In order to counter f4-f5 with ..g6-g5, but
this pawn will give Black headaches over cas-
tling kingside later on.
12 fxeb dxeb

Or 12..8)xe5 13 D3 Dh5 14 ©h2 and
again White’s position is more pleasant.
13 Bf2

White has easy play: he will start with Wd2,
preventing ...0-0, then double on the f-file
when Black has permanently to watch out for
Ad5. In the game the Englishman failed to
cope with this plan.
13...Hd8

13..0-01? 14 &xh6 (f 14 Wd2 &h7 15
Haft Wd6) 14..8xh6 15 Bxf6 &d4 offers
decent compensation for the pawn. More-
over, it may be difficult for White to adapt
psychologically: a few moves before he was
pressing ‘for free’, whereas now he will be
rather passive. A sample variation is 16 Efl
g7 17 &d5 5 18 3 b5 19 We2 £xd5 20
exd5 Eae8 followed by L&d6, and for the
tme being White’s extra pawn is meaningless.
14 Wd2 Ye6 15 Haf1

'/// %ZH
4 Frn
/ @////\%‘51/ 4

N

15...5e7?

Overprotecting the d5-square, but this
move only disturbs the coordination between
Black’s pieces. Perhaps Speelman was dream-
ing of something like ..Ed7, ..&)c8-d6 (which
might actually have been accomplished later
on).

Instead, 15..2)d4 was called for, and if 16
B.xd4 cxd4 17 &d5 Lxd5 (17..46xd5 looks
suspicious, as after the rather forced sequence
18 exd5 &xd5 19 Exf7 Wxf7 20 Exf7 Lxf7
21 We2 Lxg2 22 Wxg2, the queen and knight
duo seem to be performing very well: the
queen will enter Black’s camp and probably
do some damage) 18 exd5 Wd6 and Black is
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17 &Ff3 b6

fine (if 19 Exf6? £xf6 20 W2 &e7).

White could continue as in the game with
16 b3, but then he doesn’t have the f3-square
to triple his heavy pieces on the f-file, while
Black can defend with ..Ed7 and ..&h5.
These two facts makes his life significantly
easier, e.g. 16 b3 HEd7 17 &h2 and now 17...a6
or 17...8.¢6, with equal chances.

16 b3

Parrying the threat of ...c5-c4.
16...2d7 17 &h2 £a8?!

This allows a tactical motf, but good ad-
vice had become expensive:

a) 17..a6%? (intending ..X¥d6 and ..b6-b5)
18 a4 Wd6 19 B3l Q6 (19..%9eg8 avoids
material losses, but one needs to be desperate
~ or iron-minded — to play such a movel All
the same, in conjunction with the great plan
of ..Bh7 and ..£h8§, this might be a rather
resilient defence) 20 Wf2 &d4 and then 21
Exf6 Lxt6 22 Wxf6 Wxf6 23 Exf6 Dxc2 24
Q:gl, or even 21 £.xd4 cxd4 22 Dd1 We7 23
Hxf6 g5 24 Exb6 gxh4 25 §b2 (heading for
c4) and White’s weak dark squares are no real
compensation for Black’s devastated position.
In both cases White is close to winning.

b) 17..4)c8 18 We2 (White is now playing
for a2-23 and b3-b4; not 18 Ef3? Hxed which
simply drops a pawn for nothing) 18..2d6 19
a3 ©Dh7 (what else?) 20 @d5 and White is
much better.

18 & f5!
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White finally manages to open lines, which
increases his positional advantage.
18...gxf5 19 exf5 Lxf5 20 Exf5 £.xg2 21
¥xg2 0-0

Postponing this was no longer possible, as
Black was running out of useful moves.
22 4xh6! Hgd+ 23 hxgd Wxh6+ 24 Zh5
Wg6 25 2e4d

Extra pawn, dominant knight. The rest
needs no comment,
25...f6

25.. Wixg4?! 26 Eg5 Weo 27 Y6+ would
end the game even quicker.
26 W3 b5 27 Hxc5 Hc7 28 b4 a5 29 a3
axb4 30 axb4 Ed8 31 &h3 Zd6 32 Eal
Zdc6 33 ZaB+ £f8 34 Nd7 e4 35 Exf8+
&g7 36 W5 Wxf5 37 gxf5 Zxd7 38 Efh8
1-0

Game 77
T.Petrosian-A.Beliavsky
Moscow 1975

1 D3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 g6 4 0-0 £g7
5d3c56e4d6 7 c3

Playing for a centre of pawns.
7...5d7 8 Ze1 &\gf6 9 ©bd2 0-0 10 d4
10 a37l, as in B.Badea-Z.Varga, Budapest
2000, is pointless. Obviously White wanted to
achieve b2-b4, but Black’s natural next move
prevented it 10..2c8 11 d4 cxd4 12 cxd4 €5
13 dxe5 and a draw was agreed. In the final
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Play 1...b6

position White is close to being worse, but
luckily he has 14 Wb3 in reply to 13..%)xe5,
and 14 b4 if Black recaptures with the pawn.
10...cxd4

10..e6?! was tried 20 vears later in
V.Loginov-N.Alexandria, St. Petersburg 1995,
but is clearly no improvement, due to 11 e5!
dxe5 12 dxe5 Yg4 (playing with fire, though
one can understand that she wasn’t totally
satisfied with 12..3d5 13 &e4 Wc7 14 Dd6
8.6 15 c4 @e7 16 f4 when White has a
firm grip on the position) and then:

a) 13 &\c4 (this leads to a beautiful combi-
nation, but the pragmatic 13 h3 was easier —
see below) 13..8d5 14 8¢5 Wc7 15 Le7!
Lxc4 (if 15..Efe8 the simplest line is 16 £d6
Wh7 17 & h4 and White gets rid of the strong
enemy light-squared bishop, when his own
bishop at d6 is a monster and the &g4 mis-
placed) 16 £.d6 Wb7?! (there was no way
Black could retain his extra piece, but
16..Wc8! was the tougher, when after 17
£xf8 &xf8 18 Ad2 £d5 Black loses his
knight at g4, but will take the e5 pawn with
some compensation for the exchange; instead
18..Dgxe5 19 Yixcd Hixcd 20 Lxa8 Hxb2 21
Wdo+ Lg8 22 £.c6 b8 23 £b5 Lxc3 24
Hecl is clearly better for White, not so much
from a materialistic point of view, but because
Black’s cavalry is paralysed) 17 &5 £.d5 18
£xd5 Wxd5 19 Wxgd h6 (now the rest is
easy, but Black was suffering even after the

more tenacious 19..Efe8!, e.g. 20 Wf4 6 21
exf6 @xf6 22 Re5 or 21..8xf6 22 &e4 and
White has a big advantage with the more ac-
tive pieces and a better pawn structure; if in-
stead 19..%9xe5?2 20 fxe5 £xe5 21 Hadl
Wxa2 22 Wha h5 23 Hxe5 Wxb2 24 Hed
Black has three pawns for the knight for the
moment, but his king is too weakened to sur-
vive) 20 Had1 Wxa2 21 £xf8 Exf8 22 HExd7
hxg5 23 He2 a5 24 Wxg5 a4 25 Ea7 Wed 26
Ed2 Wed 27 Hd8 Wel+ 28 Lg2 Wed+ 29
£h3 1-0.

b) 13 h3! £xf3 and after 14 Wxf3 &Hgxe5
15 Wxa8 Wxa8 16 £.xa8 Exa8 17 f4, although
White has a tough task ahead of him to con-
vert his material advantage, he clearly has the
upper hand here. 14 @xf3?! is not as good,
eg 14.Dgxe5 15 Dxe5 (after 15 L4 &)c6
16 Wd6 or 16 Wa4, followed by 17 Hadl,
White has decent compensation for a single
pawn, but maybe not more) 15..&xe5 16 £.f4
(16 £xa8 Wxa8 17 Ee3 ¢4 is no fun at all
for White) 16..4d3 17 £xa8 Dxel 18 Ked
f5 19 Wb3 Wd7 20 Exel fxed 21 Hxes Wd5
and Black equalises, thanks to the trick 22
Hxe6?! c4.

11 cxd4
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11..Wc7

Although circumstances are not as favour-
able as in Badea-Varga above, 11..e5? was
still worthy of attention. In that case I believe
chances are about equal.
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1 &f3 b6

12 b3 Eac8 13 £a3!

The bishop is better placed here than on
b2 for two reasons: Black won’t gain a tempo
attacking it with ~We2: and as White is plan-
ning e4-¢5 the pawns at d6 and e7 are directly
targeted.

/ /
/ wa 2% %
Qfﬁ/ /@/

ﬁ// AN %Q.yﬁ
¢ /%%ﬁzﬁ% &

13...b5! 14 2h3

The game takes an amusing course. 14 57!
&\d5 would only suit Black.
14...h5

Intending to meet 15 e5 with 15..4)g4,
when Black seems alright.
15 Ngb g4

16 Hdf3

It is not very typical of Petrosian to have
such a minor piece arrangement...
16...%a5?!

16..Wc2! 17 He2 Wxd1+ 18 Hxdl a5 was
better.

17 £b2 Ec7 18 492

.50 let’s come back to more classical chess!
18...e6

To avoid 19 h3 @gf() 20 5 followed by
e5-e0.
19 Ze2 Zfc8?!

I don’t like this ‘logical’ move, as it invites
White to play the combination in the game.
20 a3 Wb6 21 ¥d3

' // > / @ﬁ/
’ %ﬁ f/ﬁ@@_ﬁ;ﬁ
"n 5

21...5gf6

21..a5 (intending ..b5-b4, a3xb4 Lal)
could lead to wild complications; e.g. 22 h3
gf6 23 Gxf7 bal? (f 23..&xf7 24 Dg5+
e8 25 Dxe6 etc., but not 24..&e7? 25 €5
when 26 Wxg6 will be lethal) 24 axb4 (24 €57
is only rewarded by a draw after 24..8a6 25
Wxo6 DB 26 Dhe+ Lh8 27 HHIT+ etc)
24..Lxf7 (not 24..8a6?! 25 bxa5 £xd3 26
axb6 Rxe2 27 bxc7 &xf7 28 g5+ Le7 29
e5 and White clearly has the better of things)
25 &5+ Bp8 26 Pixe6 L.a6 27 bxa5 Wh7 28
We3 @xe2 29 Hxc7 Hxc7 30 Wxe2 Wxb3.
22 Hxf7 &xf7 23 Hgb+ Hg8 24 Hxeb
Df8 25 Hxe?

25 Qixg7 Lxg7 26 d5 £)8d7 achieves noth-
ing for White.
25...Hxc7 26 e5 {Hd5 27 b4 a6

27...dxe5? would help White after 28 dxe5
R47 29 Wh3 We6 30 Ed2, and with 31 Had1
coming, it’s already over for Black.
28 e6 He7 29 Zae1 Wd8 30 f4 We8 31
f5 gxf5?!
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Play 1...b6

This should have lost rather quickly.
31...8.66 was Black’s best hope.
32 Wxf5 Wgb

/
/
S

//
?é

33 Wxg6?!

Instead 33 Ef1! wins material. The point is
that the £)d5 can’t move because of 34 £xb7
Exb735¢7.
33...45xg6 34 Ef1 h4 35 Ef5 5\f6 36 d5
£e8 37 Hgb £xb2 38 Exb2 Eg7 39 Hf2
hxg3 40 hxg3 Y2-%

A curious moment to offer a draw as
White is still much better and can hardly lose.

Game 78
R.Akesson-J.Speelman
European Team Championship, Pula 1997

1 £)f3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £92 g6 4 0-0 £g7
5 d4

E4 WO A
e 11 1A

Move order plays a key role in reaching this
position, as Black rarely gets this set-up from
a King’s Indian. For instance, 1 d4 &6 2 c4
26 3 g3 b6 it is out of question, while after
3..807 4 £02 0-0 5 93 b6 6 &e5! is annoy-
ing. If White prefers 1 d4 &6 2 c4 g6 3 9)f3,
then 3..8¢7 4 g3 b6 is possible. The draw-
back of this sequence is that White can delay
0-0, in order to achieve the desirable d4-d5
advance. This tends to imply that, after 1 93
b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 g6, White may well do
better playing 4 d4 or 4 ¢4 than 4 0-0. Food
for thought!
5...0)f6

Here 5..f5 6 c4 &6 7 £)c3 returns to the
3..15 lines at the start of the chapter (Games
69-70).

Adopting a Hippopotamus formation with
5.6 6 ¢4 @e7 shouldn’t enable Black to
equalise from a dogmatic point of view. Nev-
ertheless, this choice maintains a flexible and
complex position with fair practical chances
for Black. For example: 7 @c3 d6 8 e4 £Xd7 9
$£63 h6 (Black doesn’t want his dark-squared
bishop to be exchanged by the standard ma-
noeuvre Wd2, £h6; in any case this move fits
into his system, as a later ...f7-f5 then can’t be
answered by the nasty &g5) 10 d5 (on 10
Wd2 either 10..g5 or 10..f5 is possible)
10..e5 11 Ael 0-0 12 Wd2 ©h7 13 &)d3 was
S.Osmanbegovic-A.Shchekachev, Cannes
1995. White has played the opening solidly
and enjoys a pleasant edge, thanks to his space
advantage. This position is similar to some
lines of the g2-¢3 King’s Indian, except that
the £b7 might be not too happy (though is it
any better on ¢87). In any case White can con-
template play on both wings, preparing either
f2-f4 or c4-c5, while his opponent will find it
harder to move.

The game continued 13...c6 (I suppose the
thematic 13...£52! would have been answered
by the counter-thrust 14 f4, when any capture
would favour, whose knights are ready to
jump on better squares) 14 Hacl?! (possibly
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14 dxc6 was stronger) 14..cxd5 15 Dxd5 (a
difficult decision: on the one hand an ex-
change of knights lessens Black’s cramp, but
on the other, eliminating a defender of ¢6 is
quite sensible) 15..9xd5 16 cxd5 5 17 f3
&\f6 18 h3 (preventing 18...fxe4 19 fxed Pgd))
18..Bf7 19 g4 (here 19 &b4?!, aiming for c6,
is the move that strikes the eye; unfortunately
Black has the resource 19..8)h5! at his dis-
posal) 19..%)g8? (the tournament situation,
more than a misjudgement of the position,
probably dictated Andrei’s decision; instead
closing this flank with 19...f4! was more ap-
propriate, when Black faces fewer problems,
eg 20 &2 Ec8 21 Exc8 Wxc8 22 Hcl Hc7
would only be slightly better for White) 20
exf5 (here 20 gxf5 gxf5 21 {4 with the initia-
tive would have been better) 20..gxf5 21 4
&\e7 22 fxe5 dxe5 and now:

E/ .
///.Q./ %”H:Q_@

/”’/ / x

///

_ /;
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a) 1f 23 d6!? a remporarily piece sacrifice
keeps Black afloat: 23..8xg2! 24 dxe7 Hxe7
25 &xg2 4 (nor 25..2d7? 26 W2 Hxd3 27
Wxf5+ 2h8 28 Weq and White is at least
slightly better) 26 @xf4 (if 26 Wc2 fxe3 27
Nxe5+ @g8 seems OK; White can take a
draw by repetiion with 28 Wcd+ &h7 29
Wc2+ etc., but I don’t see mote) 26..exf4
(26.. Wxd2+2! 27 L.xd2 exf4 28 b3 is bad for
Black) 27 W2+ ©h8 28 £.xf4 Wds+ 29 Ef3
Wxa2 and a draw is the likely outcome.

b) 23 &\b4 f4 24 L2 Lh8 (or 24..£31 25
W3+ g8 26 Lxf3 Wd6 27 D2 £xd5, but

not 26..a5?! 27 £e4 axb4 28 d6 Lxed 29
Wxed or 28..8a6 29 Wb3 and White is
clearly better) 25 Zfd1 (25 £h4l) 25..f3 26
L1 Dg6 (26.Wd6l?) 27 d6 HHf4 28 &Hic6
Wd7 29 &\b4 (29 De7) 29..Hd8 30 Le3 h5
(if 30..251 31 Ec7! Wxc7 32 dxc7 Exd2 33
Hxd2 axb4 34 Eds+ Zf8 35 Lxf4 exf4 36
£d3 is equal) 31 Ec7 We8?? (presumably a
time-trouble mistake; after 31.. Wxc7 32 dxc7
Bxd2 and 33..Bxc7 Black is at least equal) 32
d7! We7 33 Exb7 and now a piece up, White
went on to win.
6 c4 e6

A first finesse. The natural 6..0-07! is less
accurate, as it allows White to play 7 d5! (see
the next game).
7 3 Ded 8 Hxed

8 £.d21? is a common move in the Queen’s
Indian (ie. with ...&e7 and ..0-0, rather than
.g7-g6, ..2g7), and White might be a bit
better here after 8..0-0 9 Ecl. White isn’t
afraid of losing his bishop pair as he gets the
centre in return, and moreover in a rather
closed position.
8..2xe4 9 £g5 Wc8 10 ¥d2 h6

This means Black won’t be able to castle so
quickly, but as we will see, he has plenty of
time to do so.
11 e3

11 £.f41? is also possible, as in L.Alburt-
J.Speelman, London (match) 1986.
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Play 1...b6

Strangely enough, Speelman had already
had experience with the superior 11..8b7! in
V. Kramnik-J.Speelman, Geneva (rapid) 1996,
where he dominated the Braingames Wortld
Champion. As White wouldn’t be pleased by
an exchange of light-squared bishops, his Nf3
is more or less stuck there; £h3 or &.f1 in-
vites ...&xf3, and the same goes for £f4 and
..26-g5. In consequence we can state that
Black has more moves to reinforce his posi-
tion than his opponent, and thus a comfort-
able equality.

The game continued 12 Bfd1 (threatening
d4-d5) 12..d5! 13 Hacl &d7 14 cxd5 £.xd5
15 b3 (as the inclusion of 15 b3 Ec8 favours
Black, the immediate 15 el was more logi-
cal, and equal) 15.Hc8 16 &el fxg2 17
Dixg2 6 18 L4 N5 19 Ke5 £6 20 L4 o5
21 £e3 0-0 22 3 Dixe3 23 Wxe3 Wd5 24
Wd3 c6 25 De3 Wd7 26 e Bfd8 27 ¢3 £5
28 We2 We7 29 g2 Hd7 30 2Db2 ¢5 31 Had
Ecd8 32 b2 cxd4 33 e4 d3! (at the cost of
the extra pawn Speelman reactivates his
bishop, which is indeed a correct decision, as
White wouldn’t risk much with a blockading
knight on d3; in the rest of the game the Eng-
lishman gained a tangible advantage and
probably missed his chance) 34 $xd3 Wf7 35
b4 fxed 36 fxed We8 37 Hxd7 Wxd7 38
@c6 Wd2 39 Be2 Wxe2+ 40 Hxe2 Bd7 41 a4
a5 42 22 Bd3 43 He3 Hd6 44 DeT+ Lf7 45
&8 Hc6 46 B3+ Le8 47 a7 B2+ 48 gl
Ld4+ 49 &fl Hxh2 50 D6 L5 51 Kf6
£d7 52 De5+ Ld6 53 Dcat+ Le7 54 Hob
E2+ 55 el Bf6 56 Hg7+ 28 57 Eb7 Kf3
58 &xb6 £xb6 59 Hxb6 Exg3 60 Hxet g7
61 He5 Hxb3 62 &2 Hb4 63 Exa5 Hxed 64
E26 h5 65 25 h4 66 Bb6 Ead 67 a6 g4 68 a7
Ha2+? (68...Exa7 69 b4 g3+) 69 &gl Bal+
70 g2 Ha2+ 71 &gl Exa7 72 Bb4 Hal+ 73
g2 h3+ 74 ©h2 Ha2+ 75 h1 Eg2 76 Eb7+
g6 77 g7+ 2-Y5. A nice escape!

12 d5! Hd7?!

Another inaccuracy, according to Speelman

himself. 12...e5 should have been preferred,

though White is better after 13 b4l, preparing
the c4-c5 break.

’//
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13 Dd4?

Allowing his opponent to breathe. 13 £h3!
would question the Black set-up:

a) 13215 14 £xf5! is simple and strong,
and if 14..gxf5 15 Hacl or 14..exf5 15 &d4
with a clear advantage to White in either case.
Instead, 14 g4?! only confuses matters after
14..8e4 15 dxe6 (if 15 &)d4 €5 16 3 exd4 17
£xd4 Qe5 18 We3 £5 or 16 Debl? g5 is un-
clear) 15...fxe6 16 g5 &xf3 17 gxh6 Lxh6 18
Lxe6! (if 18 Lxh6 De5! 19 Hael Wd7! 20
We3 Wh7 21 exf3 Wxh6 22 4 Wxh3 23
Wxh3 Exh3 24 fxe5 2d7) 18..&xe3 19 Wxe3
£b7 20 £h3+ (not 20 Kd5+? Qe5 21 Lxb7
Wxb7 22 f4 Eh5 23 fxe5 Hxe5 and Black is a
bit better in the endgame, but 20 Wg5 R e4 21
We3 may another way to repeat moves)
20.18 21 Wi+ o7 22 Wda+ &f7 23
W4+ with a draw.

b) 13..e5 14 Dh4 is also bad for Black,
though it isn’t completely over after 14... 2 £6.

¢) 13.8xfP (if this is Black’s best, it
surely means something has gone wrong) 14
exf3 exd5 (or 14..8e5 15 We2 with a marked
advantage to White) 15 cxd5, with the idea
15..8e5 16 Fg2!, and White is much better.
13...8xg2 14 &xg2 Wb71?

14...¢5 15 &c6 b8 16 £3xb8 Exb8 should
be a little bit better for White, owing to his
spatial advantage.
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15 &cb Heb!?

Again 15.b8 16 Dxb8 HExb8 should
leave White with a slight edge.
16 Sxeb?!

Better was 16 £.d4/? Dxc4 (obviously 17
£xe5 can’t be allowed, as the £c6 would
then be unassailable) 17 W3 and then:

a) 17..e5 18 Wxc4 exd4 19 Dxd4 would
give White a small, but lasting advantage, as
c7 1s a chronic weakness.

b) 17..8xd4 18 Wxd4 (18 Wxc4 £xb2 19
Zabl is interesting; e.g. 19..exd5?! 20 Wyd5
£.f6 21 Eb4 is probably more than a human
can bear, despite being assessed as better for
Black by Frirl, while 19..8.g7 20 dxe6 0-0 21
Wd5 &h7 and now 22 7 Efe8 23 Ebcl o8
and 22 exf7 Wc8 23 &e7 Wed, parrying 24
We4, are both unclear) 18..8e5 19 4 Hxc6
(not 19..exd5? 20 Hacl! Hxc6 21 Wxh8+
&e7 22 Wo7 or 22 Wxh6 and Black’s position
looks grim) 20 Wxh&+ &d7! 21 Wxh6 (or 21
W6 De7 22 e4 exd5 23 5 da+ 24 gl Wd5
25 exd6 Wxd6 26 Wxf7 We6, and if White
exchanges queens, the ¢- and d-pawn duo will
compensate for Black’s small material deficit,
while otherwise the somewhat exposed white
king may provide Black with counterplay)
21..20e7 (21..exd51?) 22 e4 exd5 23 Wh3+ f5
24 exf5 d4+ 25 @gl gxf5 26 Hael and al-
though White is of course better, maybe his
opponent can hold after 26.. ¥d5!.

) 17..exd5! 18 £xg7 Eh7 isn’t considered

by Speelman, who only gave 18..Wxc6? 19
Lxh8 d4+ 20 Wf3! winning for White (and
thus credited 16 £.d4 with an , and 17...exd5
with an ?’). The rook move seems to keep the
balance; e.g. 19 b3 Wxc6 20 ‘%gl $as 21
We3+ &d7 and Black has some pawns to
console him for the weird placement of his
pieces.

16...dxeb!

Now d5 becomes a target for Black’s army.
17 Efd1 0-0-0! 18 f3!

Getting tid of the pin is White’s priority.
Instead, 18 Hacl? exd5 19 cxd5 wouldn’t give
anything concrete on the c-file, while after
19..Ed6 and 20..Bhd8, Black is ready to di-
gest d5, leaving him clearly on top.
18...Hd7 19 222!

19 Hacl! would probably have led to a
drawish ending: 19..Ehd8 (19...exd5 20 cxd5
Hhd8 21 d6! Hxd6 22 Wxd6 Exd6 23 Hxd6
&8 is unclear) 20 £xh6 Lxh6 21 Wxho
exd5 22 We3 (22 Wg5?! edl) 22..dxcd (22..£6
23 Who!) 23 Exd7 Exd7 24 Wxe5 Wd5 25
Wxd5 Exd5 26 Ec2 and White will create
counterplay by advancing his kingside pawns.
19...exdb 20 cxdb e4!

21 fxed He8 22 Wc2

White can’t keep the pawn for long. If in-
stead 22 W4 £5 23 exfs5 Exd5 24 Exd5
Wxds+ 25 W3 Wxf3+ 26 Sxf3 Ef8 27 Ebl
Zxf5+ 28 &g2 Ed5, White has 3 pawn islands
vs. 2 for his rival, and less active pieces;
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though with precise play he should manage
not to lose, eg 29 £e3! preventing both
~Hd2 and ..Ec5-c2.

22...15!

/ >

74 // 7 //

%/I% /// /
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23 exfb5

23 Hacl?! Exed 24 @gl looks worse, pro-
viding that Black finds 24..b8! (24..Ed6?!
would lose the edge after 25 Bd3! He7 26
Ecdl Eed7 27 Wb3 and White firmly protects
his litde soldier, or 25..Eb4 26 b3 Eb5 27
Wca! Hbxd5 28 Ecdl! Exd3 29 HExd3 Hxd3
30 exd3 and the unfortunate position of the
L7 ensures that White has time for 31 Wg8+
and draws) 25 Bd3 Ee5 26 d6 Exd6 27 Exd6
cxd6 with a sound extra pawn (not 28 £.d4?
Exe2!), or 27 £d4 Exe2 28 Wxe2 £xdd+ 29
Exd4 Hxd4 and if White plays 30 Wes+ W8
31 Wixg6 4 32 Wxh6 to regain the pawns,
then 32..We8 33 Bfl We3+ 34 &h1 Wed+ 35
gl Bd2 36 Wh3 f3 gives Black a decisive
attack.
23...Hxd5 24 &g1 gxf5

Alternatively, 24..Exf5? 25 Eacl (on 25
Wd3 c5!, the double threat of 26..8xb2 and
26.. Bxf2 27 &xf2 L.d4+ leaves White strug-
gling) 25..2e7 (25..Eef8?! is strongly met by
26 £e3 g5 27 Hd6! and 28 Hc6, when the
initiative passes to White) 26 Wd3! Ef8 27
Wxg6 £xb2 28 Wxhe Eh8 29 Wg5 Wed
(29..Heh7? fails tactically to 30 W5+ &b8 31
Wxh7! Exh7 32 2ds+ Wc8 33 Exc8+ &xc8
34 Ec2 with a decisive advantage) 30 Ec4

Wxcd (not 30.. Wxe2?! 31 Wd5 b8 32 Hel
Wh5 33 Wxh5 Exel+ 34 Lxel Hxh5, and if
anyone is better, it certainly isn’t Blackl) 31
Wxe7 Wxa2 and the position is messy and
quite unbalanced.

25 Hac1l Exd1+ 26 Exd1 Wed4 27 Hd2!
Wxc2 28 Zxc2 Hed 29 g2 cb 30 &3
&d7

‘////@f%// o
// x
//

31 b3

In his extensive annotations for Informator
69, Speelman indicates 31 263! as the safest
path to a draw, and then repeats the same
suggestion two moves later. T will shorten his
pertinent analysis a little, as it belongs more to
an endgame book than the present one. For
example, 31 £.e3 h5 32 £.f4 a5 33 Xd2+ Hd4
34 Hxd4+ £.xd4 35 b3 b5 36 e4 Le6 37 exf5+
Lxf5 38 h3 ad! 39 g4+ hxgd+ 40 hxgd+ Le6
41 bxa4 bxad 42 Ded L16 43 g5 Lxg5 44
£xg5 2d6 is a draw.
31...%¢6 32 h3 h5 33 Hc4?!

Again 33 £e3! is better, when 33..a5 34
£f4 (otherwise Black gains the upper hand
with 34..8.e5) Hd4 35 £d2! Hed (if 35..8.e5
36 2.3 Hed 37 £xe5 Hxe5 38 &f4) 36 £.14!
repeats the position.
33...&d5 34 Hxed fxed+ 35 &f4 b5

35..2h6+? loses tempi and is therefore in-
advisable; after 36 &f5 £d2 37 g4 hxg4 38
hxgd b5 (or 38..e3 39 £h4 b5 40 g5 c4 41
bxc4+ bxcd 42 g6 £.c3 43 £.£6 and wins) 39
g5 c4 40 g6 £h6 and now either 41 bxcd+
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bxc4 42 £xa7 or 41 6 should win for
White.
36 &gb?

Probably running out of time, the Swede
misses his last chance here. Instead, 36 g4!
would have saved the day, as the following
variaion shows: 306..hxg4 37 hxg4 c4 38
bxcd+ bxc4 39 g5 (but not 39 £xa7? £d4 40
£xd4 Lxd4 41 g5 3 when Black promotes
with check and wins) 39..c3 40 £e3 2 41
&f5 &b2 42 g6 and neither side can make
progress, e.g. 42..a6 43 fc1 £g7.
36...c4 37 bxc4+

If 37 &xh5 £d4 38 Lel ¢3 39 Lxc3 (oth-
erwise 39..b4, 40...e3, 41...c2) 39..82xc3 wins
as in the note with 40 £xc3 below.
37...bxc4

W
%%

38 &xh5

If 38 £e3 £d4 (not 38..8e5? 39 &xh5
Lxg3 40 2p4 Lel 41 Exa7! £d2 42 £b6 3
43 845 and draws) 39 £cl (or 39 £d2 ¢3)
39..8.e5! 40 Lxh5 .ﬁxgi’) wins, e.g. 41 %’gﬁr
£el 42 h4 3 43 h5 Le6 44 h6 (f 44 Le3
£.d2 45 &f4 Lxe3+ 46 Lxe3 L6 and White
can’t move) 44..&f7 45 L5 £.d42 46 Ra3 2
and the a-pawn is enough to win, or similarly
41 242 e3! 42 Lxe3 ¢3 43 L4 (if 43 Lxa7
Lf41 wins) 43..&e4 44 2c1 Kel 45 hd 242
46 £a3 c2 etc.
38...2d4! 39 el c3 40 g6

After 40 £xc3 £xc3 White loses by one
tempo in the long line 41 ‘&g() Bell 42 g4

Le5 43 g5 Lf4 44 Lho Le3 45 g6 L.c3 46
g7 fxgT+ 47 Lxg7 Lxe2 48 hd Ld3 49 h5
€3 50 h6 €2 51 h7 e1W 52 hg W Wal+ 53 &h7
Wxh8+ 54 &xh8 Lc3 55 g7 Lh2 56 a4 a5
57 @f6 $b3 58 Le5 Lxad 59 Ld4 Eb3 etc.
40...<2c4a!

The winning move.
41 &f5 e3 42 2xc3 &xc3 43 Led Ld2
44 &f3 £a1 45 h4 216 0-1

After his rather careless handling of the
opening, Black played the endgame extremely
well and was duly rewarded.

Game 79
Z .Ribli-J.Plaskett
London 1986

1 9f3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 292 g6 4 0-0 £g7
5 d4 f6 6 c4 0-0?!

This is less accurate than 6...e6, since it
permits the immediate...
7 d5!

This muld-purpose move shuts out the b7
bishop, while increasing White’s space advan-
tage; the d4-square also becomes available for
the white knight.

Instead, 7 ©c3?! would return the favour,
as after 7..0ed! 8 Dxed Lxed 9 Le3 c5 (or
9..d5 10 Wd2 d6 11 £h6 &6 12 Lxg7
Dxg7 13 d5 Lxf3 14 Lxf3 De5 15 L2
White was only (very) marginally better in
U.Andersson-N.Spirodonov, Sochi 1973.
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7...c61?

A logical attempt to open the long diago-
although White maintains the better
prospects here too.

Apart from the text, Black has also tried:

a) 7..b5? is thematic, but fails convincingly
to 8 Wh3! and Black simply loses a pawn, In
B.Lalic-G.Welling, Isle of Man 1995, the
Dutch player found some illusory activity,

nal

>

only to land in a difficult positon when he
tegained his material: 8. Wc8 (8.a6 9 a4
doesn’t save the pawn) 9 Wxb5 c6 10 dxc6
Dxc6 11 Dc3 Eb8 12 Wad £a6 13 23 De8
14 ¢5 &7 (taking the pawn back immediately
wasn’t satisfactory either, ie. 14..8xc3?! 15
bxc3 fxe2 16 el £xf3 17 Lxf3 b7 18
£¢5 or 16..8b5 17 Wha 6 18 &d4 and
White enjoys a clear plus; the dynamism of
White’s pieces means the doubled c-pawns are
only a minor nuisance) 15 Wc2 Wb7 16 b4
£xe2 17 Wxe2 £xc3 18 Eb1 and White has a
big advantage with the bishop pair and some
chances of a kingside attack (h4-h5, Wed-h4
etc.), while Black is deprived of any countet-
play, as the break 18...a5 runs into 19 b5 and if
19..8xb5 20 Wd3!, threatening both Exb5
and a3-a4 (but not 20 a4?? bd4 and Black
keeps the material). The game continued
18..%b5 19 Wd1 He6 20 Ke3 and now:

BT EE

t it 11
qRApyd
o v /;/

"/4'// ?”
-4 ey

. AR
//Q

al) 20..a5?! again fails to achieve the de-
sired result after 21 a4 Wcd4 22 b5 Hed4
(22..8)b4 is no better as 23 Wb3 Wxb3 24

Exb3, followed by £h3xe6 and Efd1, leaves
White cleatly on top, or else 23 Ecll? and if
23..8)d3 24 W2l Hxcl 25 Hxcl Dxc5 26
£xc5 Wxe5 27 Wxe3 Wxe3 28 Exc3 with a
clear advantage to White) 23 &xd4 &xd4 (if
23..8xd4 24 Hc1 Wba 25 £xd4 Hxd4 26
Wd3 and 27 Ec4, or 25.. Wxd4 26 £2d5! and
the endgame is highly unpleasant for Black)
24 &h1! (threatening 25 Ecl and wins)
245 25 Lf4 (not 25 £d5?2 Dxed 26
Lxc4 Dxdl 27 Efxdl Efc8 28 Hxd7 Hxcb
29 £d5 when it seems that most of White’s
edge has vanished) 25..5 26 £g5 Wxc5 27
Wxd7 and even if the game is not over yet,
the two bishops and a strong passed b-pawn
obviously speak in White’s favour.
a2) 20..Efd8
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21 a4?! (probably too hasty; Lalic wanted to
act straightaway since Black was ready to open
the d-file with ...d7-d6, while if 21 ¥b3 or 21
W2 Black has 21..4cd4! and is OK thanks
to the fork on e2; but White could have tried
21 Wd5!, intending simply Efd1 and maybe
211, and then 21..d6?! is bad on account of
22 g5Y 21..Wcd 22 b5 Hedd 23 HHxdd
Dxd4 24 Lh1 Ebc8?? (245! was called
for, when Black would still have been in the
game, e.g. 25 84 e5 26 Lg5 Wxc5 27 £xd8
Hxds 28 Wd5 Wxd5 29 £xd5 De7 30 £b7
d5 and Black retains some chances to hold
this ending; instead 26..2dc8?! seems worse,
as 27 Wxd7 Wxc5 28 £d5 Ec7 29 Lxf7+
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g7 30 Wd5 wins a pawn, or if 28..8d6 29
£.¢6! and White is in control) 25 Ec1 &5 26
£.d2 1-0. A clean refutation by Lalic of the
impetuous ...b6-b5.

b) 7..2e41?, though odd-looking, is a good
practical choice. Black wants to include his f-
pawn in the battle, while the Ned can retreat
to d6. It may be a bit dubious, but at least
White has to be more creative than just &c3,
e2-e4 etc.

b1) 8 Wc2 was White’s choice in the two
games in my database: 8..f5 9 £bd2 £d6 10
e4 (in the stem game O.Romanishin-
J.Speelman, World Team Championship, Lu-
cerne 1997, the Ukrainian opted for 10 £b31?,
but Black soon had no reason to complain:
10...¢6 11 ¢5 Df7 12 dxc6 Lxc6 13 Hdl a6
14 cxb6 axb6 15 Le3 Wb 16 Wd2 Wb7 17
Abd4 Led 18 Db5 Lc6 19 Dbd4 Led 20
4b5 £c6 Va-Ya possibly 11 Lf4l? offers
more chances to achieve an edge) 10..c6
(10...e5 came into consideration, but it looks
like White retains better prospects after 11 b3
Nab 12 £b2; Mainka’s move is better, as it
undermines the white centre while still pre-
venting the development of the £.c1) 11 Edl
(11 €57 &7 12 €6 dxe6 13 dxe6 Dd6 14 ¢5
bxc5 is fine for Black: if White recaptures on
¢5, then after ..&a6 and ..c6-¢5 Black has
very good control of the central squares; but
11 exf5 was possibly safer as White’s centre
comes under great pressure after the text

move) and then:

b11) 1l..cxd5 (not bad, though Black
wasn’t obliged to release the tension immedi-
ately) 12 exd5 &a6 13 b1l Wc7 14 Wad
Eac8?! (so far Black’s play has been excellent,
and now with 14.8c5! 15 Wa3 e5 or
15..8ce4 he could have gained slightly the
upper hand) 15 b4! €57 (the beginning of real
troubles; 15..2xc4?! 16 Dxc4 Wxcd 17 Wxd7
was dangerous, even if 17..8)¢7 is not totally
clear; but 15..e6! was the appropriate move,
and if White doesn’t swap on €0, then after
...e0xd5 c4xd5 his d-pawn will become a per-
manent target) 16 £b2 Efe8 17 £f1! (creat-
ing the nasty threat of c4-c5) 17..4\b8 (maybe
17..¢41? 18 Lxg7 Fxg7 was more tenacious;
in the game White simply nets a pawn for
nothing) 18 Wxa7 Nc6 19 Wa3 &Hd4 20
&\xd4 exd4 21 Wd3 7 22 £xd4 (with two
extra pawns White has a decisive edge)
22, e5 23 Wh3 d6 24 a4 4 25 gxf4 1-0
D.Fridman-G.Mainka, Senden 2002.

b12) 11..Wc7, tying to exploit the awk-
ward position of the white queen, deserved
serious attention. This is especially true as the
march of the e-pawn once again fails to im-
press: 12 ¢5 &7 13 e6 and now any of
13.dxe6 14 dxe6 &8, the immediate
13..80d8, or finally 13..£)d6, are messy and
probably OK for Black.

b13) The cooperative 11..fxe4l? would free
White’s game, but seems OK as well after 12
Dxed Dixed 13 Wxed cxd5 14 cxd5 6 15
Wodl? (this initiates a rather forced line; also
possible is 15 &e5 Da6 16 We2 when White
is a litte better; if instead 15 ©)g5, planning
something like 16 Wh4 h6 17 dxe6, then
15..Wf6 16 We2 exd5 and Black shouldn’t be
bothered too much holding this, but not
15..h6? 16 Wxgl! hxg5 17 Ked Bf6 18 Wh7+
Df8 19 dxe6 and White is close to winning)
15..8xd5 16 Exd5 exd5 17 Hg5 Wes
(17..Bf5? loses to 18 Kxd5+ Exd5 19 Wed
and despite being for the moment a whole
rook up, Black cannot avoid huge material
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losses) 18 Lxd5+ &h8 19 £d2 h5 (on
19..2c6 20 Hel h5 21 Wh3! vields White a
powerful, if not decisive attack) 20 Wc4 (or 20
Wh3 W2l 21 24 Dc6 22 Wxd7 De5 23
Sxe5 Wxe5 24 £xa8 Wxg5 and though
White is a pawn up, the presence of opposite-
coloured bishops gives Black fair chances to
draw) 20..8)c6 21 He1l Wd8 22 D7+ Hxf7
23 £.xf7 @e5 24 Was Hxf7 25 Wxf7 Wro
with reasonable drawing prospects.

b2) 8 Abd2 actually looks more sensible to
me as Black is happy to be allowed ..f7-5.
(Fridman perhaps didn’t pay attention to the
fact that his opponent’s Grandmaster brother
is an expert in the Leningrad Dutch!) Then
after 8..8)d6 (8..Dxd2 9 Wxd2 is obviously
better for White, who will continue e2-e4 with
an easy game) 9 e4 5 (Black has to stop e4-
e5) 10 b3 (expanding more with 10 b4 is
worth attention, but it seems that Black get
sufficient counterplay after 10.a5 11 b5I?
De8 12 Del d6 13 d3 Dd7 or 11 ¢5 &e8
12 cxb6 axb4 13 bxc7 Wxc7 with a balanced
game) 10...f5 11 Bel, I prefer White here, as it
is not clear how his opponent will mobilise his
queenside pieces.
8 £1c3 cxd5 9 cxd5 b5

/ //
/:// %

/ ///ﬁ/

This is an improved version of 7..b3, but it
still doesn’t solve all Black’s problems.

Boris Gulko was once successful with
9..e6 10 Del Hxd5 11 Hxd5 Lxd5 12 £xd5
exd5 13 Wxd5 4)c6 14 HHd3 We7 15 Le3

Y2-Y2 L.Ljubojevic-B.Gulko, Vina del Mar
1988. In the final position Black can get rid of
his isolated pawn by 15..%e6 16 Wxe6 dxe6,
as declining the exchange isn’t wise for White,
eg 16 Wb5 £d4 17 &h6 (or 17 D4 Wed))
17...26 18 Wa4 Hfe8 and Black is very active.

This unique example of 9...e6 went well for
Black, but the energetic 10 e4 would have
been a tougher test, one sample variation be-
ing 10...exd5 11 €5 Ded 12 Hxd5 d6 13 Hgd!
Dxg5 14 M6+ Lxf6 15 Kxb7 Dd7 16 exf6
and White’s advantage is indisputable. If in-
stead 9..%%6 10 Dd4, with e2-c4 to follow,
and Black’s opening is anything but a success!
10 ¥b3 b4

Y

11 Heb?!

11 Wxb4 would be less effective according
to Ribli, who claims that 11...£xd5 12 £xd5
Axd5 13 Wha &c6 intending ...e7-¢6 is al-
ready equal. But I disagree and believe that
White still has the upper hand after 14 Ed1 e6
15 £g5! (the tempting 15 &g5?! gives nothing
after 15..h6 16 £xd5 exd5 17 Pf3 Wxh4 18
&)xh4 Efe8 19 2f1 d4 or 19..Hab8) 15...£6 16
£h6 or 15.Wa5 16 c4 &b6 17 £f6 and
White is slightly better.
11...55a6?!

Or 11..Wa5? 12 Dc4 Wc5 13 Le3 with a
clear advantage to White as the b4 pawn is
falling. Instead, 11..a5! was critical, the point
being that Black will benefit from the open a-
file in the event of a2-a3xb4, while if White
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plays in the same fashion as the game, then
the black knight isn’t obliged to guard b4. For
example, 12 Da4 (12 £)d3 and 12 a3 lead to
more or less the same position) 12..d6 13
Ad3 (13 Db Lxc6 14 dxcb d5 is equal, as
Black will eat c¢6, while White takes revenge
on d5) 13..20bd7 14 a3 and here 14..4)b6,
14..8a6 or 14..Wb8 all give Black a decent
game, as you can check!

12 Had

12...Hc8?

Ribli also gives 12..4c7 13 Ed1 (not 13
d6? Lxg2 14 dxc7 Wxc7 and the Qe5 is
hanging) 13..8xd5? 14 £xd5 Dcxd5 15
Hxd5 Dxd5 16 Wxd5 e6 17 Wdo Wa5 18
&\c5 with a big advantage for White. This is
correct, but the computer’s move 13.. W8
might make Black’s position playable.

13 Ed1 Wc7

On 13..d6 the correct response is 14 Gd3!
(14 &)c6? Lxc6 15 dxc6 &Ib8 is about OK
for Black) 14..Wa5 15 e4 e6 16 a3 (not 16
dxe6?? £.c6! winning the offside knight)
16...exd5 17 axb4 Wb5 (otherwise 18 exd5 is
much better for White) 18 &c3 Wcd 19 Wxcd
and Black is lost after either 19...dxc4 20 €5 or
19..Exc4 20 b5 and 21 Exa7.

14 2141 Wec2?!

14..d6 was the last chance, even though
White clearly has the better of it after 15 Eacl
Wa516 )6 L.xc6 17 dxc6.

15 Hc6!

A nice interference!
15...%xb3 16 Dxe7+ £h8 17 axb3

White is now much better.
17...Zc2 18 £f3 Ze8 19 d6 £xf3 20
exf3 b8 21 2e3 218 22 2d4 &xe7

%////

7'/

E// .
/ﬁ/ &

23 He1?!

Here White missed a nice win in 23 dxe7
o7 24 g4 h6 25 hd g5 26 f4 Lg6 27 h5H
{the cleanest way to proceed; whereas Ribli’s
27 f5+°! can become tricky for White to win:
27..2¢7 28 hxgb hxg5 29 f4 &c6 30 fxg5
Axd4 31 gxfo+ xf6 32 Exd4 Exe7 33 Hcd
2d2 34 Ac5 d5! or 34 Exb4 Hee2 and Black
is fishing in troubled waters) 27..&g7 28 fxg5
hxg5 29 f4 &6 30 h6+ when White grabs the
piece in more favourable circumstances and
wins easily.

After the text move the Hungarian has to
display all his skill again.
23...<g7 24 Hxe7 Eec8 25 &g2 Hd2 26
£e3 Exd6 27 £xa7 ©c6 28 2c5 Heb 29
Hxe6 dxe6 30 b6 Ed8 31 Ha6 Hd3 32
Dc4 Hb8 33 Ha7! Hfd7

Not 33..Hxb3? 34 £e5 and wins.

34 &xb4 &c6 35 Eb7 &Hxb4 36 Exb4
$eb 37 Eb5 Hxb3 38 Heb Ed5

Bad news for Black: the rook swap is

forced in order o prevent 39 Eb7.
39 Exd5 exd5 40 f4 2f6 41 Lf3 Leb 42
Le3 d4+ 43 Led {5+ 44 £d3 &d5 45
3! g5 46 2\d7! hé

If 46..gxf4 47 gxfA! h6 48 D6+ Pe6 49
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&h5, followed by ecither h2-h3 and ¥c4, or
g7 (or Dg3), depending on what Black
does.

47 56+ Leb 48 fxgb hxgb 49 Hh7 g4
50 fxg4 fxg4 51 &c4!

Not 51 D5+ Rd5 52 @ed? Hcl+ 53 D2
Lxed 54 Lxcl Led! 55 Ld1 Ld3! and it is
Black who wins!
51...20d2+ 52 &xd4 DHf1 53 Hgb+ Lf5
54 Hed Hxh2 55 &id2 1-0

The black knight finds itself in a corral and
@e3-f2-g2 rounds it up.

Game 80
H.Wirthensohn-A.Miles
Biel 1983

1 5f3 b6 2 g3 2b7 3 £92 g6 4 0-0 £g7
5c4

//

//

///i //// o
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7088 7
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8

5...c5 6 ©c3 Hcb

Restricting White’s options seems logical.
For that reason, I find a bit strange to go for
6..2)f6 in the current situation, although the
move is playable and in fact more popular
(see the next two games).
7 b3 Hhé

A matter of taste. Black can also simplify
the position with either 7..2d4 or 7..f6. In
both cases he gets a solid, albeit rather passive
game:

a) 7..2d4 8 e3 Dxf3+ 9 Lxf3 Lxf3 10
Wxf3 D6 (10.80h6!?) 11 d4 0-0 12 Ed1 d6

13 £b2 was T.Markowski-L.Psakhis, Bled
Olympiad 2002. White had more space and
thus a slight edge, which the Polish GM even-
tually converted into a win.

b) 7.6 8 d4 Dxd4 9 Hxd4 Lxg2 10
Dxg2 cxd4 11 Wxd4 0-0 12 £b2 was Z.Ribli-
S.Dvoirys, European Cup 1992, with the same
verdict as before. Generally Black must be
ready to suffer in these lines; that is unless the
mmmediate 12...d5 works.
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Then White must avoid the trick 13 £xd5?
DNes 14 Wd2 6 and Black is better (though
after 15 £a3 it is not over yet), so the critical
line is 13 cxd5 e6 and now 14 Eadl (other-
wise 14..%xd5 equalises at once) 14..&)xd5
15 Wxg7+? (novelty!) 15..&xg7 16 @xd5+
&h6. T am too lazy to try and find a forced
win for White here, but if it exists, then 17
N6 W8 18 Dga+ should be a good start.
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8 2b2 0-0 9 e3 N5 10 Wb

The most spirited move. Of course White
has many other insipid options, such as 10 d3
or 10 Eb1.
10...Hc8 11 He2 Ec7

An interesting idea, preparing ... #a8.
12 2xg7 PDxg7

13 Hfa

I'm not convinced about the merits of this
knight jump. White would probably have
done better playing for d2-d4, for example by
13 Wb2 Wag 14 Dell?, but perhaps he was
afraid of 13..d5. The immediate 13 d4?!, on
the other hand, would be in Black’s favour,
ie. 13..cxd4 14 Dexd4 Hxd4 15 Dxd4 L.xg2
16 2xg2 d5 with a slight plus.
13...e6 14 b2 d6 15 h4?!

This merely helps Black generate play
against the white king. 15 d4 was probably
best.
15...h6 16 Dh2!

A weird move at first sight, but it is actually
good prophylaxis. As the white cavalry will be
repelled by ..g5 and ..g4 in any case, it is of
crucial importance for White to prepare the
defensive thrust £2-f4.
16...g5 17 hxg5 hxg5 18 ©Hh3 5He5 19
4xb7 Exb7 20 f4 gxf4 21 exf4?

Conceding the d4-square for nothing. After
the correct 21 gxf4 Wha 22 fxe5 Wxh3 23
E13 or 21..&)g6 Black might be a trifle better,
but the result would still have been open.

21...5c6 22 d3 55 23 g4 HHfd4 24 ¥g2
f6!

Clearing the way for Black’s silly-looking
rook on b7 to enter the game.
25 Hael BEh7 26 &3 &g7 27 Hxd4
£ xd4 28 Ze3 Wa8

x .
74, Zé

Miles judged that he couldn’t achieve much
with a direct attack down the h-file and there-
fore offers a trade of queens. Thanks to his
dominant knight at d4 and White’s loose
pawns at f4 and g4, Black’s advantage in the
atising endgame is indeed indisputable.

29 ¥Wxa8 Exa8 30 ©g2 Zah8 31 Zh1 ab

Trying to open a second front with ...a5-a4,
which explains White’s reply.

32 a4 &f7

Not 32..2xb3? 33 Hbl.

33 Heel e7 34 Hf2 Zxh1 35 Hxh1 5!
36 gxf5?!

36 g57 was even worse, as 36..Eh4 37 Hf1
g4+ 38 2h2 e5 or 38..4e2 wins a pawn and
the game. Instead, 36 Df2 fxg4 37 Sxgd was
more stubborn; after 37..Ef8 (or 37..2h4 38
&e3 and 39 Lg3) 38 Lg3 Black is of course
much better, but the game is not over yet.
36...0xf5 37 H\f2 Eg8+ 38 $h2 Zg3 39
Bed4 &d7 40 Ee2 Hf3 41 Ed2 Exf4 42
Lg2 He3d+ 43 &g1 Ef3 0-1

The final position is hopeless for White,
being condemned to passivity, while his op-
ponent will gradually improve by ..d6-d5,
- Bd6-e5-d4, etc.
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Game 81
A.Summerscale-M.Adams
British Championship, Hove 1997

1 2f3 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £g2 g6 4 0-0 297
5 ¢4 ¢5 6 Dc3 D6 7 Eel

7 d4 cxd4 8 Wxd4 d6 9 Re3 Dbd7 has be-
come a fashionable line recently. Play gener-
ally continues 10 Efd1 Ec8 11 Zacl 0-0 12
Wh4 a6 13 b3 (by whatever move order) and
the assessment oscillates between a small plus
for White and equality.
7...2e4 8 Hxed Sxed 9 d4!

7

'/
Al
7\

A principled attempt to utlise White’s lead
in development. The more restrained 9 d3 (as
in the next game) promises Black an easy life.
9...0-0!

Other moves are worse:

a) 9..cxd4?! 10 £h6! secures White an en-
during edge after 10..82xh6 11 Wxd4 0-0 12
Wxed £1c6 13 Ead1 Ec8 and then:

al) 14 a3! (planning to seize more space on
the queenside) 14..Wc7 15 e3 £¢7 16 Ee2 d6
(if Black really wants to swap knights he’d do
better to try it now with 16..%e5!?) 17 Ec2 a5
18 b3 &fe8 19 h4 D5 20 Dd4 Ad7 21 b5
Wd8 22 b4 and White had a slight but persis-
tent plus in P.Tregubov-R.Govedarica, Bel-
grade 1996. White can play on both wings and
calmly reinforce his position without wortying
about enemy counterplay.

a2) 14 h4!? 6! was seen in O.Romanishin-
L.Psakhis, Jurmala 1987. Now the Ukrainian
grandmaster rightly suggests 15 Ed6!? (in the
game he played the more tmid 15 e37l)
15.. W16 (if 15..We7 16 Eed1 with some pres-
sure) 16 b3 Wh2, but now instead of his
complicated 17 Exd7 Wxa2 18 £h3 variation,
17 Wb1! seems to keep the advantages of
White’s position without risking any miscalcu-
lation.

b) 9..48)c6?! is also suspicious on account
of 10 d5 and then:

b1) 10...3b4? is answered by 11 &h4! and
if 11..4c2? (on 11..8xg2 12 &xg2 or 12
xg2 White enjoys a spatial advantage, while
the &b4 is misplaced) 12 Lxed Hxal 13
¥d3 and Wb1 will pick up the dead meat at
al, after which White’s two minor pieces will
clearly outweigh the enemy rook.

b2) 10..&5 11 &Kf1! has similarities with
the position Speelman obtained after 12 d5! in
Game 78 (vs. Akesson). Once again Black’s
game suffers from the ‘trapped’ bishop at e4,
eg 11.%xc4 (taking on f3 isn’t satisfactory
cither, as after 11..2xf3 12 exf3 White is
clearly better) 12 &g5 5 13 3 Hxb2
(13..h6?! 14 Gh3 just weakens Black’s king-
side further) 14 £xb2 £xb2 15 fxe4 and al-
though from a materialistic point of view
Black may be OK, the poor king makes his
position unattractive.
10 d5
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10...b5!

Once again the best move. Instead:

2) 10..d6?! 11 £h3! 2xf3 12 exf3 is no fun
tor Black who is deprived of any counterplay,
while having conceded the bishop pair and
pressure against 7. White’s advantage may be
not too great for the moment, but he can
torture his opponent at leisure; for example
12..0d7 13 Wad @6 14 f4 a6 15 5 b5 16
cxb5 axb5 17 Wxb5 Hxd5 18 Lg2 Ebs
(18...¢6!? might have been tried) 19 We2 Hc7
20 Wxe7 £.xb2 21 Lxb2 Hxb2 22 a4 ¢4 23 a5
d5 24 a6 d4 25 W5 ¢3 26 a7 a8 27 Lxa8
Wxa8 28 Wxdd Ec8 29 Hecl Ed2 30 We3
Bd7 31 £6 Hc6 32 Kxc3 Ha6 33 Hct+ Wxc8
34 Hxa6 Wa8 35 Hal Ed6 1-0 G.Miralles-
J.Koch, Paris 1989.

b) 10...e6 doesn’t promise full equality ei-
ther:

b1) 11 £h3 &xf3 12 exf3 Da6 13 He2?! (T
think 13 f4 or 13 Eb1 is stronger; in the latter
case White may become active on the queen-
side himself by a2-a3, b2-b4) 13..4)c7 14 £.£4
£.4d4 15 Wa4 (15 £h6 was interesting — even
if White had just played 14 £f4 — when Black
has three sensible replies: on 15..Ee8 16 d6
a6 17 f4 or 15..8g7 16 Lxg7 Lxg7 17 d6,
White may have achieved a little something,
but after 15..exd5l? 16 Lxf8 Wxf8 17 cxdS
(or 17 £xd7 dxc4) 17..Wd6 18 4 Dxd5 19
22 Bd8, despite having only one pawn for
the exchange, Black has reasonable compen-
sation with his 4-2 majority on the queenside)
15..26 16 Ed1 exd5 (or 16..b517) 17 Lxc7
Wxc7 18 cxd5 b5 and Black had a slight edge,
though this proved insufficient against his
opponent’s accurate defence: 19 Wc2 Wd6 20
ba! Hac8 21 Wd2 Ec72! (21..8.66!) 22 f4 £f6
23 bxc5 Hxc5 24 5 g7 25 fxgb hxg6 26
L02 Bfc8 27 Led Hcd 28 Tp2 EeB 29 ££3
Hxe2 30 Wxe2 Wc5 31 hd Bc2 32 Bd2 VoV
G.Borgo-M.Pavlovic, Lido Estensi 2003.

b2) 11 &1 is the alternative, and it’s not
clear to me if the bishop is more useful press-
ing the e6 spot or hindering the ..b6-b5 ad-

vance. E.Lobron-A.Bandza, Wiesbaden 1993,
continued 11..exd5 (or 11..8xf3 12 exf3
a6 as in Borgo-Pavlovic above) 12 cxd5 h6
13 Wh3 d6 14 £)d2, and now Black came up
with the esoteric manoeuvre 14..2£5 15 4
£¢816 a4 226 17 ¢4 £.xcd, when the bishop
had made a third of all Black’s moves, only to
exchange itself for a knight. It is no wonder
that 18 £xc4 gave White a clear plus.
11 cxbb

After 11 Dd2 ﬁng 12 @ng Black would
continue his generous offer a la Benko with
12...d6, when he has interesting counterplay.
11...a6

12 bxa6

The principled reaction. Alternatively:

a) 12 d6 is worth attention, but shouldn’t
be too annoying for Black, e.g. 12..axb5 13
£.05 6 14 Wh3+? ¢6 15 Re3 Wh6 and Black
isn’t worse. 12...e6 is also sensible: Black can’t
support his c-pawn with a subsequent ...d7-
d6, but White’s d-pawn has also become
weak.

b) 12 &f1 occurred in O.Romanishin-
S.Conquest, Saint Vincent 2000, continuing
12..d6 13 @h4 (f 13 g5 Lf5 14 ed4 £d7
15 bxa6 &xa6, and although Pm not an ex-
pert in the Benko Gambit, I believe this ver-
sion is quite satisfactory for Black) 13...%a5!
14 £d2 (14 £3? £c2! was the point of Con-
quest’s previous move: the Hel is hanging,
and Black has the better game after 15 £.d2
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Wa4 16 Wcl axb5 or 15.8xd1 16 &xa5
axb5) 14.. Wxb5 15 £c3 Wb7 16 Rg2 and a
draw was agreed as Black can eliminate all
bishops and equalise.
12...Xxa6 13 Ad2

Now that the c4 pawn has vanished, play-
ing against the ‘awkward’ bishop on e4 would
be pointless. Indeed, after 13 £h3or 13 £11,
the rook lift 13..Ed6 would win the d5 pawn;
but even if this manoeuvre wasn’t possible,
13...¢6 would be perfectly OK for Black.
13...£xg2 14 £xg2 d6 15 Hcd

The knight is ideally placed here, so Black’s
next few moves aim at chasing it away, while
at the same time exerting pressure on the
white queenside.
15...50d7 16 e4 Wa8 17 a3

¥4/
%

/ /
//@/i/
///%/

17..Ead

17.8b6 was a reasonable alternative,
when 18 De3 Eb8 (or 18..Ha4?) 19 Ha2
gives a typical Benko Gambit type position, in
which White has retained his extra material
but can hardly move his queenside. Similarly,
exchanging knights by 18 Axb6 Bxb6 would
leave White’s pieces tied to the defence of b2,
so that after 19 He2 Efb8 or 19...f5 Black has
enough play for the pawn.
18 Wc2 Wab 19 He3 Heb

Showing the point of delaying ...\b6, since
the horse now finds a more active post at €5.
20 Ed1 Ed4! 21 EZa2

21 £d2°> We2 is obviously bad as White

loses the e4 pawn; but 21 Ebl was worth
consideration.
21...Eb8

Black could also opt for the double-edged
21,57 22 exf5 gxf5 23 b3!? (this may be
stronger than Adams’ suggestion of 23 f4
d3 24 b3 Hxcl 25 Wxcl Hed, intending
b7 and ..2d4, after which Black can ex-
change twice on e3 and take on d5, when he is
at least not worse) and then:

a) 23.Wb7 24 &b2?! seems too danger-
ous, as 24..f41 25 £xd4 cxd4 26 gxf4 Exf4!
gives Black a powerful attack (but not
26...dxe3? 27 fxe3 &g4 28 Wd3 White’s king
isn’t so vulnerable and the material advantage
should tell in the end). T believe White has to
try 24 b4, and hope that after 24..f4 25 gxf4
he can successfully defend his king.

b) 23...f4 can be tricky too, as the following
variation shows: 24 Hxd4 cxd4 25 &5 Wh7
(not 25..d3? 26 Dxe7+ Lf7 27 Yc7 and
White should win) 26 We4 Wxb3 27 Hd2
Exf5 28 Wxf5 Wxd5+ 29 ©h3 with a messy
situation.

22 b4!

After this Adams assesses the game as
equal, an opinion I share. Indeed, Black could
(and should) have settled for a repetition of
moves a bit later, as the final position of this
well-played game is better for White.
22..Exd1 23 Hxd1 EHc8 24 bxc5 Hxch
25 Wh1 /Hd3 26 £e3 Ec8?!
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Now White consolidates. Instead, Black
should take the draw by 26..2el+ 27 &gl
D3+ ete.

27 {3 h5 28 a4!

Intending Wb5.
28...2b2?

28. Wca4 was better, when Black sdll has
counterplay.

29 Exb2!

Not 29 Dxb2?? We2+ 30 £.2 Ec2 31 Wi
8 d4 and wins.
29...2xb2 %-%

Presumably White was short of time when
he agreed a draw, since he clearly has the up-
per hand now and can hardly lose after 30
Wxb2 Wxad, or if 30..Wd3? 31 Wd4! Weot
3282,

Game 82
A.Dunnington-Y .Pelletier
Cannes 1998

153 b6 2 g3 £b7 3 £92 g6 4 0-0 2g7
5 c4 c5 6 Hic3 D6 7 el Hed 8 Hixed
£xed 9d3 £b7
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10 e4

Weakening d4, though that isn’t too rele-
vant for the time being, Instead:

a) 10 d4 invites simplifications: 10...cxd4 11
Bxdd Exg2 12 Exg2 D6 (12.. W8P 13
Wd3 or 13 b3 is about equal too) 13 &xc6
V2-'/2 R Ruck-E.Agrest, Griesheim 2003. Not

a hard-fought battle, but it’s hard to create
much in this final position!

b) 10 Eb1 0-0 11 a3 d6 (the ‘big’ step for-
ward with 11...d5 is also possible, e.g. 12 @d2
Wd7 13 b4 dxc4 14 Lxb7 Wxb7 15 Dxcd
&9d7 and Black had nothing to complain
about in F.Begun-V.Ikonnikov, Azov 1991;
pethaps 12 cxd5 and 13 b4 is better) 12 b4
&\d7 13 £b2 Lxb2 14 Exb2 Bb8 15 Wd2 a6
16 Heb1 Wc7 17 ha h5 18 bxc5 bxcb 19 £e5
£xg2 20 Dxd7 Exb2 21 Wxb2 Wxd7 22
@ng with complete equality  in
R.Dzindzichashvili-S. Kudrin, US Champion-
ship 1989, and a draw after 26 more eventless
moves.
10...5¢6 11 b1 0-0 12 a3

If 12 £e3 Ec8 13 b3, insisting on playing
for d3-d4 (which, by the way, Black could
safely allow), then 13...e5!? and Black can pre-
pare ...f7-f5, if he wants to rattle White’s cage.

% 7
//% 72,

/
y
A7
Ny 7L

12...ab

Or 12...d6 13 b4 Wd7 and Black can think
about plans involving his e- and f-pawns. I
would then prefer his side, but it’s probably
only a matter of taste.
13 £d2 a4 14 e5 e6 15 d4

Finally there’s something happening!
15...d6!

15..d5!? was less solid, but perhaps possi-
ble too; e.g. 16 £g5 Wd7 or 16..£6 17 exf6
£xf6 with a messy position in either case.

Capturing at d4, on the other hand, doesn’t
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look appropriate. After 15..&xd4?! 16 @xd4
Lxg2 17 Lxg2 cxd4 18 £bd4 White will re-
gain the pawn and exert strong pressure
against d7 with a clear plus. Or 15..cxd4?! 16
Hxd4 b8 17 &xc6 dxc6 (f 17..Lxc6 18
£b4! and £d6 is nasty), and now open your
eyes widely...

R
i %1@:
/1%% > /%%}/
f%é%i%%é/

0.

&

Q{\\

18 b4ll — this true computer move in-
creases White’s advantage. It discourages
Black from playing the freeing ...c6-c5, indi-
rectly covers e5, while Black will also have to
reckon with both b4-b5 and c4-c5 pushes.
For example:

2) 18..8.xe5? 19 b5! Ec8 is the only way to
protect both €5 and 6, but this runs into 20
c5! and Black is in deep trouble.

b) 18..axb3?! 19 Wxb3 Ea6 20 £b4 Ed8
(20..c5? 21 Lxb7 Wxb7 22 £xc5 wins a
pawn with a marked advantage) 21 £.d6 and
White is dictating the course of the game,
whether his opponent sacs the exchange or
not.

) 18..Ed8 19 ¢5! (19 41 reinforces e5 but
leaves the king rather exposed; Black can try
to exploit this by 19..c5 20 bxc5 Lxg2 21
‘é’ng Wc7 22 cxbt Wxcd 23 b2, though it
is not clear if he has enough compensation for
the pawn even so) 19..8&xe5 20 b5! (once
again this turns out well for White) 20...8.c3
21 bxc6 £xd2 (if 21..Hxd2?! 22 Wl regains

the material with a huge dividend) 22 cxb7
Ba5 23 c6 £xel 24 Wxel and 1 believe the
two passers should give White a close to deci-
sive edge.

16 £g5 ¥Wb8 17 dxc5 dxc5 18 We2 h6
19 &6 2xf6 20 exf6 Wd8 21 He5

21 We3 was an alternative, though the po-
sition is still level after 21..Wxf6 22 Wxh6
Eab8, freeing the knight (which was restricted
in its movement, due to the threat of &g5
winning the bishop at b7).
21...5d4 22 YWg4 2xg2 23 Hxg6!

On 23 &xg2 Ba7! defends the seventh
rank and makes .. Wxf6 possible, while if 24
Dxg6? fxgb 25 Wxget Th8 26 Wxho+ Eh7
wins for Black.
23..5f3+ 24 &xg2 Hxel+ 25 Exel
Wxf6 26 Hxf8+ Lxf8

//
/////1/
/’;

%//’7

/
T
4ﬂ%//’& /
i %i

%

The mist has cleared and the positdon is

approximately equal. With so few pieces re-
maining on the board, exploiting the slightly
vulnerable position of the black monarch isn’t
realistic for White.
27 Bd1 Wxb2 28 Wf4 &g7 29 Wgd+ &h8
30 Wha Wg7 31 Hd8+ Hxd8 32 ¥xd8+
&h7 33 Wxb6 Wd4 34 b5 Weq+ 35
&g1 Wel+ 36 g2 Wed+ 37 g1 Wel+
Yo-Ya

An interestng game, despite its relatively
insipid beginning.
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4.6 — Game 4
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4 c4 — Chapter 2
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3 e4 &b7
43 Bb4—2..8b7 383 e6 4 e4 £b4
4 £.d3 - Game 44
4 d5 — notes to Game 44
42— Game 45
413
4..e5~ Game 46
4,15 — Game 47
38\c3 fb4
4e4 Bb7—2..8b7 383 6 4 e4 Lba
4 W2
4..¢c5 — Game 38
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4 a3

413 — Game 42
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4 ¢4 2b4
5 £.d3 — Game 50
5 £3 £5 6 exf5 &h6 7 fxe6 D5 8 .54
8..0-0 — Game 48
R8...dxe6 — Game 49

4..f5 5 d5
5 &3 M6 6 g3 — Game 30
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5..8¢7 6 g3 816 — Game 31
6 g3 Ha6
6..b5
7 GNx<b5 — Game 34
7 Q,gZ — Game 35
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4 5H3

4 Qge2 — Game 53

4¢3 55 Kg2 D6

6 Dge2 — Game 54
6 d3 fxed 7 Dge2 Hc6 8 dxed
8..8¢5 - Game 55
8..%e5 — Game 56

4..4b4

4..c5— Game 62

4..E)6 — notes to Game 62
4..%b4 5 &d3

5 Wh3 — notes to Game 63
5...2e7 6 0-0

6 a3 — Game 63

6 e2 — Game 64
6...0-0 7 £c2

7 €5 — Game 65

7 Bel ~ Game 66
7.5

8 exfd — Game 67

8 d4 — Game 68

Chapter 4

1 53 b6

2g3
2e4 8b7 303~ Chapter 1
2..4b7 3 292 gb
3..65 4 0-0 D6
5d3e66ed— Game 72
5 ¢4 g6 6 D3 Lg7
7d3 - Game 71
7d40-08b3
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Gurevich.M-Bunzmann.D, Polanica Zdroj 1999 ...,
Handke.F-Bauer.C, Metz 2000........oveiiiiiieieeeenereeresesie et sensessesssressssssesasns
Hauchard.A-Bauer.C, French Championship. Vichy 2000

Huzman. A-Liss.E, Tel AVIV 1999 ...ttt eessvesss s ssisaenen
Ibragimov.I-Bunzmann.D, Fuerth 2000.........coiviiiiincnnei,
Ilincic.Z-Filipovic.B, Yugoslav Team Championship 1997 ... 53
Khalifman.A-Bauer.C, Petrosian Memorial. Internet 2004........cuvvcurvevrvrrerecenrnens 29
Kramnik.V-Ehlvest.], Moscow Olympiad 1994 ..., 48
Kurajica.B-Maljutin.E, Moscow 1992.........ccccioniininnscennceninns 63
Kveinys.A-Miezis.N, Mezezers 2000

Lalic.B-Kengis.E, Pula 1997 ........cccoiiiiiiiecsinisssesiesimenssssnsssins
Lautier.J-Adams. M, Amsterdam 1994 ...
Lautier.J-Bricard.E, French League 1992

Lautier.]-Topalov.V, Linares 1994 ...
Leski.M-Degraeve.].M, French Cup. Clichy 2004 ..., 177
Luther. T-Blatny.P, Frohnleiten 2002.........cccovviiiiicniicincrensaessinenins 33
Manouck.T-Matveeva.S, Cappelle la Grande 1995........cccvvvninienininn. 148
Mellado Trivino.J-Oms Pallise.], French League 2002........coocovccvinmnineinnnn, 165
Miralles.G-Murey.], Lyon 1988.........ccooioiiiiicnctiinicienenensssenensinns 179
Mortensen.E-Keene. R, Aarhus 1976.........coivveieiineeeeersenenesessasseseesesssssssans 47
Narciso Dublan.M-Lputian.S, Linares 1996 ..., 35
Neiman.E-Bricard.E, French Championship. Narbonne 1997 ..., 98
Nguyen Anh Dung-Speelman.], Yerevan Olympiad 1996
Nikolaidis.K-Minasian.A, Panotrmo 1998 ... eresecesnenens
Notwood.D-Crouch.C, London Lloyds Bank 1992.........c.ccvvveevnvnnninininnen.
Olesen.M-Brondum.E, Copenhagen 1995.......coninnnesesieeenn, 9
Ostenstad.B-Kengis.E, Gausdal 1997 ......cc.cccoincncminncnrcecneesiiinens 158
Petrosian. T-Beliavsky. A, MoScOW 1975, 195
Poldauf.D-Hertneck.G, German Bundesliga 2003.......c..cccviiniicnivcincinnninnns 131
Prie.E-Bauer.C, French Championship. Metibel 1998 ..., 61
Pytel. K-Piasetski.L, Buenos Aires Olympiad 1978.........oovevvvecnnniniieces 114
Rause.O-Hansen.M.S, Correspondence 2002 ... 56
Rahman.Z-Speelman.], Calcutta 1996 -
Ribli.Z-Plaskett.], 1ondon 1980 ........cccncenincseeecnsesescssriessenes




Play 1...b6

Rogozenko.D-Bunzmann.D, German Bundesliga 2000..........cccooovriininvniinnnens 74
Sadler.M-Kengis.E, Koge 1997 ...t sssnienissaserssessinns 121
Savchenko.S-Miezis. N, Porto San Giofglo 2000.........errceiiricriecsessmneinnnes 81
Schwarz.M-Bauer.C, European Cup. Rethymnon 2003.......c.ccccovciciinninnen. 183
Serafimov.D-Kengis.E, Sautron 2003

Sermek.D-Minasian. A, Cannes 1990...... it ssiseeesseresesssesasssns
Seul.G-Kengis.E, Bonn 1995 ...,
Shaw.J-Martin.A, British League 2004

Shchekachev.A-Bauer.C, French League 2003 ... 14
Shchekachev.A-WohLA, Metz 2001 ... 20
Smejkal.J-Miles.A, Vienna 1980 ... 70
Smirin.I-Atalik.S, Sarajevo 2001 ... 170
Summerscale.A-Adams.M, British Championship. Hove 1997........cccccvvirvns 210
Swathi.G-Harikrishna.P, Indian Championship, Nagpurt 2002 ........ccccceveuniirerinnnns 7
Umanskaya.I-Grabuzova. T, Russia 1994 ... 89
Vaganian.R-Bosch.J, German Bundesliga 1999......c..cooiiinnn, 188
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